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Addams, Jane, Letter to Woodrow Wilson regarding preparing for war instead of
advocating peace, October 29, 1915
Social Activist Jane Addams Warns President Woodrow Wilson of the Consequences of
Preparing for War Instead of Advocating for Peace
&
Mrs. M. Denkert Implores Jane Addams to Continue Her Antiwar Efforts on Behalf of "Poor
Stricken" Mothers Everywhere
Shot by a teenaged Bosnian Serb named Gavrilo Princip on June 28, 1914, while `visiting Sarajevo, Archduke Franz Ferdinand-heir to the AustroHungarian throne--assured those who rushed to his aid, "It is nothing." But Ferdinand died only moments later, igniting a diplomatic firestorm that
swiftly consumed all of Europe. Austria-Hungary swore retaliation against Serbia for the assassination. Russia owed it would protect Serbia. Germany,
allied with Austria-Hungary, declared war n Russia. When German forces marched through Belgium in early August to „` invade France, a Russian ally,
Great Britain declared war on Germany. The long standing powder keg of suspicion and animosity between the Central Powers (primarily Germany,
Austria-Hungary, Bulgaria, Turkey) and the Allies (including Russia, France, Belgium, Great Britain) had finally exploded. The United States anted no
part of it. The war, asserted President Woodrow Wilson, was one "with which we have nothing to do, whose causes cannot touch us." The vast majority
of the entry agreed. But when a German submarine torpedoed the British liner Lusitania on May 7, 1915, killing 128 vacationing Americans, the nation
was jolted, if y temporarily, from its apathy. Antiwar activists feared the attack would dash any hopes for a negotiated peace. Jane Addams, the famed
social reformer and chairwoman the Woman's Peace Party, was particularly concerned by Wilson's call to increase the production of armaments and
double the size of the army to ensure the country's preparedness for war. Addams sternly reminded the president of the potential repercussions his
actions both to the world and his own legacy.

October 29, 1915
To the President of the United States,
Washington, D. C.
Dear Mr. President:
Feeling sure that you wish to get from all sources the sense of the American people in regard to great
national questions, officers of the Women's Peace Party venture to call to your attention certain views
which they have reason to believe are widespread, although finding no adequate expression in the press.
We believe in real defense against real dangers, but not in a preposterous "preparedness" against
hypothetic dangers.
If an exhausted Europe could be an increased menace to our rich, resourceful republic, protected by two
oceans, it must be a still greater menace to every other nation.
Whatever increase of war preparations we may make would compel poorer nations to imitate us. These
preparations would create rivalry, suspicion and taxation in every country.
At this crisis of the world, to establish a "citizen soldiery" and enormously to increase our fighting
equipment would inevitably make all other nations fear instead of trust us.
It has been the proud hope of American citizens who love their kind, a hope nobly expressed in several of
your own messages, that to the United States might be granted the unique privilege not only of helping
the war-worn world to a lasting peace, but of aiding toward a gradual and proportional lessening of that
vast burden of armament which has crushed to poverty the peoples of the old world.
Most important of all, it is obvious that increased war preparations in the United States would tend to
disqualify our National Executive from rendering the epochal service which this world crisis offers for the
establishment of permanent peace.
Jane Addams
President Wilson assured both Addams, who later received the Nobel Peace Prize, and the rest of the country that he had no intention of seeing the
United States mired in the fighting abroad. "He Kept Us Out of War" became his 1916 campaign slogan, and it proved successful; Wilson was reelected.
Americans continued to be shocked by news wires reporting the sheer enormity of the carnage overseas. An estimated 19,000 British soldiers were

killed on the first day of combat along the Somme River in France. Over 700,000 French and German soldiers were lost at Verdun. The Russians
suffered nearly one million casualties during the Brusilov Offensive on the eastern front. And this was all in 1916 alone. The U. S., although firmly
behind the Allies in spirit, was by no means unanimous in its support; Irish Americans loathed the British, Russian-American Jews had fled their
homeland because of anti-Semitism, and many German Americans still had emotional and often direct family ties to Germany. One German American,
Mrs. M. Dunkert, wrote to Jane Addams and begged her not to yield to those who were pressing for war and denigrating Addams's crusade for peace as
antipatriotic and futile. Dunkert's sentiments were shared by many American parents, regardless of nationality, terrified of sending their boys to fight in
what was increasingly being seen as a never-ending bloodbath.
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Addams, Jane, “Why Women Should Vote,” 1915

Occasion: A pamphlet originally, it was subsequently placed in Woman Suffrage: History, Arguments, And Results. As described on the title page,
Woman Suffrage is "[a] collection of seven popular booklets covering practically the entire field of suffrage claims and evidence. Designed especially for
the convenience of suffrage speakers and writers and for the use of debaters and libraries."

Why Women Should Vote
FOR many generations it has been believed that woman's place is within the walls of her own home, and it
is indeed impossible to imagine the time when her duty there shall be ended or to forecast any social
change which shall release her from that paramount obligation.
This paper is an attempt to show that many women to-day are failing to discharge their duties to their
own households properly simply because they do not perceive that as society grows more complicated it,
is necessary that woman shall extend her sense of responsibility to many things outside of her own home
if she would continue to preserve the home in its entirety. One could illustrate in many ways. A woman's
simplest duty, one would say, is to keep her house clean and wholesome and to feed her children
properly. Yet if she lives in a tenement house, as so many of my neighbors do, she cannot fulfill these
simple obligations by her own efforts because she is utterly dependent upon the city administration for the
conditions which render decent living possible. Her basement will not be dry, her stairways will not be
fireproof, her house will not be provided with sufficient windows to give light and air, nor will it be
equipped with sanitary plumbing, unless the Public Works Department sends inspectors who constantly
insist that these elementary decencies be provided. Women who live in the country sweep their own
dooryards and may either feed the refuse of the table to a flock of chickens or allow it innocently to decay
in the open air and sunshine. In a crowded city quarter, however, if the street is not cleaned by the city
authorities-no amount of private sweeping will keep the tenement free from grime; if the garbage is not
properly collected and destroyed a tenement house mother may see her children sicken and die of
diseases from which she alone is powerless to shield them, although her tenderness and devotion are
unbounded. She cannot even secure untainted meat for her household, she cannot provide fresh fruit,
unless the meat has been inspected by city officials, and the decayed fruit, which is so often placed upon
sale in the tenement districts, has been destroyed in the interests of public health. In short, if woman
would keep on with her old business of caring for her house and rearing her children she will have to have
some conscience in regard to public affairs lying quite outside of her immediate household. The individual
conscience and devotion are no longer effective.
Chicago one spring had a spreading contagion of scarlet fever just at the time that the school nurses had
been discontinued because business men had pronounced them too expensive. If the women who sent
their children to the schools had been sufficiently public-spirited and had been provided with an implement
through which to express that public spirit they would have insisted that the schools be supplied with
nurses in order that their own children might be protected from contagion. In other words, if women
would effectively continue their old avocations they must take part in the slow upbuilding of that code of
legislation which is alone sufficient to protect the home from the dangers incident to modern life. One
might instance the many deaths of children from contagions diseases the germs of which had been carried
in tailored clothing. Country doctors testify as to the outbreak of scarlet fever in remote neighborhoods
each autumn, after the children have begun to wear the winter overcoats and cloaks which have been sent
from infected city sweatshops. That their mothers charter was the unexpected enthusiasm and help which
came from large groups of foreign-born women. The Scandinavian women represented in many Lutheran
Church societies said quite simply that in the old country they had had the municipal franchise upon the
same basis as men for many years; all the women living under the British Government, in England,
Australia or Canada, pointed out that Chicago women were asking now for what the British women had
long ago. But the most unexpected response came from the foreign colonies in which women had never
heard such problems discussed and took the prospect of the municipal ballot as a simple device - which it
is - to aid them in their daily struggle with adverse city conditions. The Italian women said that the men
engaged in railroad construction were away all summer and did not know anything about their household

difficulties. Some of them came to Hull-House one day to talk over the possibility of a public wash-house.
They do not like to wash in their own tenements; they had never seen a washing-tub until they came to
America, and find it very difficult to use it in the restricted space of their little kitchens and to hang the
clothes within the house to dry. They say that in the Italian villages the women all go to the streams
together; in the town they go to the public wash-house; and washing, instead of being lonely and
disagreeable, is made pleasant by cheerful conversation. It is asking a great deal of these women to
change suddenly all their habits of living, and their contention that the tenement house kitchen is too
small for laundry work is well taken. If women in Chicago knew the needs of the Italian colony they would
realize that any change bringing cleanliness and fresh air into the Italian household would be a very
sensible and hygienic measure. It is, perhaps, asking a great deal that the members of the City Council
should understand this, but surely a comprehension of the needs of these women and efforts toward
ameliorating their lot might be regarded as matters of municipal obligation on the part of voting women.
The same thing is true of the Jewish women in their desire for covered markets which have always been a
municipal provision in Russia and Poland. The vegetables piled high upon the wagons standing in the open
markets of Chicago become covered with dust and soot. It seems to these women a violation of the most
rudimentary decencies and they sometimes say quite simply: "If women had anything to say about it they
would change all that."
If women follow only the lines of their traditional activities, here are certain primary duties which belong
to even the most conservative women, and which no one woman or group of women can adequately
discharge unless they join the more general movements looking toward social amelioration through legal
enactment.
The first of these, of which this article has already treated, is woman's responsibility for the members of
her own household that they may be properly fed and clothed and surrounded by hygienic conditions. The
second is a responsibility for the education of children: (a) that they may be provided with good books;
(b) that they may be kept free from vicious influences on the street; (c) that when working they may be
protected by adequate child-labor legislation.
(a) The duty of a woman toward the schools which her children attend is so obvious that it is not
necessary to dwell upon it. But even this simple obligation cannot be effectively carried out without some
form of social organization, as the mothers' school clubs and mothers' congresses testify, and to which the
most conservative women belong because they feel the need of wider reading and discussion concerning
the many problems of childhood. It is, therefore, perhaps natural that the public should have been more
willing to accord a vote to women in school matters than in any other, and yet women have never been
members of a Board of Education in sufficient numbers to influence largely actual school curiculi. If they
had been, kindergartens, domestic science courses and school playgrounds would be far more numerous
than they are. More than one woman has been convinced of the need of the ballot by the futility of her
efforts in persuading a business man that young children need nurture in something besides the three r's.
Perhaps, too, only women realize the influence which the school might exert upon the home if a proper
adaptation to actual needs were considered. An Italian girl who has had lessons in cooking at the public
school will help her mother to connect the entire family with American food and household habits. That the
mother has never baked bread in Italy - only mixed it in her own house and then taken it out to the
village oven - makes it all the more necessary that her daughter should understand the complications of a
cooking-stove. The same thing is true of the girl who learns to sew in the public school, and more than
anything else, perhaps, of the girl who receives the first simple instruction in the care of little children,
that skillful care which every tenement house baby requires if he is lo be pulled through his second
summer. The only time, to my knowledge, that lessons in the care of children were given in the public
schools of Chicago was one summer when the vacation schools were being managed by a volunteer body
of women. The instruction was eagerly received by the Italian girls, who had been "little mothers" to
younger children ever since they could remember.
As a result of this teaching I recall a young girl who carefully explained to her Italian mother that the
reason the babies in Italy were so healthy and the babies in Chicago were so sickly was not, as her
mother had always firmly insisted, because her babies in Italy had goat's milk and her babies in America
had cow's milk, but because the milk in Italy was clean and the milk in Chicago was dirty. She said that

when you milked your own goat before the door you knew that the milk was clean, but when you bought
milk from the grocery store after it had been carried for many miles in the country, "you couldn't tell
whether or not it was fit for the baby to drink until the men from the City Hall, who had watched it all the
way, said that it was all right." She also informed her mother that the "City Hall wanted to fix up the milk
so that it couldn't make the baby sick, but that they hadn't quite-enough votes for it yet." The Italian
mother believed what her child had been taught in the big school; it seemed to her quite as natural that
the city should be concerned in providing pure milk for her younger children as that it should provide big
schools and teachers for her older children. She reached this naive conclusion because she had never
heard those arguments which make it seem reasonable that a woman should be given the school
franchise, but no other.
(b) But women are also beginning to realize that children need attention outside of school hours; that
much of the petty vice in cities is merely the love of pleasure gone wrong, the over-strained boy or girl
seeking improper recreation and excitement. It is obvious that a little study of the needs of children, a
sympathetic understanding of the conditions under which they go astray, might save hundreds of them.
Women traditionally have had an opportunity to observe the plays of children and the needs of youth, and
yet in Chicago, at least, they had done singularly little in this vexed problem of juvenile delinquency until
they helped to inaugurate the Juvenile Court movement a dozen years ago. The Juvenile Court
Committee, made up largely of women, paid the salaries Of the probation officers connected with the
court for the first six years of its existence, and after the salaries were cared for by the county the same
organization turned itself into a Juvenile Protective League, and through a score of paid officers are doing
valiant service in minimizing some of the dangers of city life which boys and girls
encounter.
This Protective League, however, was not formed until the women had bad a civic training through their
semi-official connection with the juvenile Court. This is, perhaps, an illustration of our inability to see the
duty "next to hand" until we have become alert through our knowledge of conditions in connection with
the larger duties. We would all agree that social amelioration must come about through the efforts of
many people who are moved thereto by the compunction and stirring of the individual conscience, but we
are only beginning to understand that the individual conscience will respond to the special challenge
largely in proportion as the individual is able to see the social conditions because he has felt responsible
for their improvement. Because this body of women assumed a public responsibility they have seen to it
that every series of pictures displayed in the five-cent theatre is subjected to a careful censorship before it
is produced, and those series suggesting obscenity and criminality have been practically eliminated. The
police department has performed this and many other duties to which it was oblivious before, simply
because these women have made it realize that it is necessary to protect and purify those places of
amusement which are crowded with young people every night. This is but the negative side of the policy
pursued by the public authorities in the fifteen small parks of Chicago, each of which is provided with balls
in which young people may meet nightly for social gatherings and dances. The more extensively the
modern city endeavors on the one hand to control and on the other hand to provide recreational facilities
for its young people, the more necessary it is that women should assist in their direction and extension.
After all, a care for wholesome and innocent amusement is what women have for many years assumed.
When the reaction comes on the part of taxpayers, women's votes may be necessary to keep the city to
its beneficent obligations toward its own young people.
(c) As the education of her children has been more and more transferred to the school, so that even
children four years old go to the kindergarten, the woman has been left in a household of constantlynarrowing interests, not only because the children are away, but also because one industry after another
is slipping from the household into the factory. Ever since steam power has been applied to the processes
of weaving and spinning woman's traditional work has been carried on largely outside of the home. The
clothing and household linen are not only spun and woven, but also usually sewed by machinery; the
preparation of many foods has also passed into the factory and necessarily a certain number of women
have been obliged to follow their work there, although it is doubtful, in spite of the large number of factory
girls, whether women now are doing as large a proportion of the world's work as they used to do. Because
many thousands of those working in factories and shops are girls between the ages of fourteen and
twenty-two, there is a necessity that older women should be interested in the conditions of industry. The

very fact that these girls are not going to remain in industry permanently makes it more important that
some one should see to it that they shall not be incapacitated for their future family life because they work
for exhausting hours and under insanitary conditions.
If woman's sense of obligation had enlarged as the industrial conditions changed she might naturally and
almost imperceptibly have inaugurated movements for social amelioration in the line of factory legislation
and shop sanitation. That she has not done so is doubtless due to the fact that her conscience is slow to
recognize any obligation outside of her own family circle, and because she was so absorbed in her own
household that she failed to see what the conditions outside actually were. It would be interesting to know
how far the consciousness that she had no vote and could not change matters operated in this direction.
After all, we see only those things to which our attention has been drawn, we feel responsibility for those
things which are brought to us as matters of responsibility. If conscientious women were convinced that it
was a civic duty to be informed in regard to these grave industrial affairs, and then to express the
conclusions which they had reached by depositing a piece of paper in a ballot-box, one cannot imagine
that they would shirk simply because the action ran counter to old traditions.
To those of my readers who would admit that although woman has no right to shirk her old obligations,
that all of these measures could be secured more easily through her influence upon the men of her family
than through the direct use of the ballot, I should like to tell a little story. I have a friend in Chicago who is
the mother of four sons and the grandmother of twelve grandsons who are voters. She is a woman of
wealth, of secured social position, of sterling character and clear intelligence, and may, therefore, quite
fairly be cited as a "woman of influence." Upon one of her recent birthdays, when she was asked how she
had kept so young, she promptly replied: "Because I have always advocated at least one unpopular
cause." It may have been in pursuance of this policy that for many years she has been an ardent advocate
of free silver, although her manufacturing family are all Republicans! I happened to call at her house on
the day that Mr. McKinley was elected President against Mr. Bryan for the first time. I found my friend
much disturbed. She said somewhat bitterly that she had at last discovered what the much-vaunted
influence of woman was worth; that she had implored each one of her sons and grandsons; had entered
into endless arguments and moral appeals to induce one of them to represent her convictions by voting
for Mr. Bryan; that, although sincerely devoted to her, each one had assured her that his convictions
forced him to vote the Republican ticket! She said that all she had been able to secure was the promise
from one of the grandsons, for whom she had an especial tenderness because he bore her husband's
name, that he would not vote at all. He could not vote for Bryan, but out of respect for her feeling he
would refrain from voting for McKinley. My friend said that for many years she had suspected that women
could influence men only in regard to those things in which men were not deeply concerned, but when it
came to persuading a man to a woman's view in affairs of politics or business it was absolutely useless. I
contended that a woman had no right to persuade a man to vote against his own convictions; that I
respected the men of her family for following their own judgement regardless of the appeal which the
honored bead of the house had made to their chivalric devotion. To this she replied that she would agree
with that point of view when a woman had the same opportunity as a man to register her convictions by
vote. I believed then as I do now, that nothing is gained when independence of judgment is assailed by
"influence," sentimental or otherwise, and that we test advancing civilization somewhat by our power to
respect differences and by our tolerance of another's honest conviction.
This is, perhaps, the attitude of many busy women who would be glad to use the ballot to further public
measures in which they are interested and for which they have been working for years. It offends the
taste of such a woman to be obliged to use indirect "influence" when she is accustomed to well-bred, open
action in other affairs, and she very much resents the time spent in persuading a voter to take her point
of view, and possibly to give up his own, quite as honest and valuable as hers, although different because
resulting from a totally different experience. Public-spirited women who wish to use the ballot, as I know
them, do not wish to do the work of men nor to take over men's affairs. They simply want an opportunity
to do their own work and to take care of those affairs which naturally and historically belong to women,
but which are constantly being overlooked and slighted in our political institutions. In a complex
community like the modern city all points of view need to be represented; the resultants of diverse
experiences need to be pooled if the community would make for sane and balanced progress. If it would
meet fairly each problem as it arises, whether it be connected with a freight tunnel having to do largely
with business men, or with the increasing death rate among children under five years of age, a problem in

which women are vitally concerned, or with the question of more adequate streetcar transfers, in which
both men and women might be said to be equally interested, it must not ignore the judgments of its entire
adult population. To turn the administration of our civic affairs wholly over to men may mean that the
American city will continue to push forward in its commercial and industrial development, and continue to
lag behind in those things which make a City healthful and beautiful. After all, woman's traditional function
has been to make her dwelling-place both clean and fair. Is that dreariness in city life, that lack of
domesticity which the humblest farm dwelling presents, due to a withdrawal of one of the naturally cooperating forces? If women have in any sense been responsible for the gentler side of life which softens
and blurs some of its harsher conditions, may they not have a duty to perform in our American cities? In
closing, may I recapitulate that if woman would fulfill her traditional responsibility to her own children; if
she would educate and protect from danger factory children who must find their recreation on the street;
if she would bring the cultural forces to bear upon our materialistic civilization; and if she would do it all
with the dignity and directness fitting one who carries on her immemorial duties, then she must bring
herself to the use of the ballot - that latest implement for self-government. May we not fairly say that
American women need this implement in order to preserve the home?
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Borah, William Edgar, speaks out against the League of Nations, November 19, 1919
WILLIAM EDGAR BORAH (1919)
WASHINGTON, D. C., Nov. 19, 1919 - The death sentence of the League of Nations - however much debate may be protracted - was written here
today by one towering, lion-maned orator from the wide spaces of Idaho, who tore to shreds with the whip of national pride the gossamer fabric woven
by Woodrow Wilson into the pattern of the League.
It is too soon to know whether Borah did the right or the wrong thing, but of his sincerity there can be no doubt. As an orator, he seemed to have been
mustering all the force of experience, since he took his seat in the Senate in 1907, for this day.
As he spoke, he knew that for a generation more, at least, he would be reviled in some quarters as well as venerated in others, for the stand he
bespoke. But he obviously did not care any more for the expected criticism than for the prospective adulation. To many, he recalled the personality
displayed in other arguments and in other causes by William Jennings Bryan, arch political opponent of Borah but still best known today for his
resignation as Woodrow Wilson's Secretary of State in protest against entry by the United States into the steps precedent to formal participation in the
late World War.
To pluck any single quotation from Borah's speech would be only to give a fragment out of context. The text is given at some length because it sums up
all the replies of his colleagues to the many speeches heretofore given by the spokesman for the master plan.
Excerpts from the speech, delivered in an historical moment before packed galleries that included alike Mrs. Woodrow Wilson, on a rare absence from
her stricken husband's side, and Mrs. Nicholas Longworth, wife of the Speaker of the House and daughter of the late President Theodore Roosevelt who
died earlier this year, embittered by Wilson's policies, follow:

If the league includes the affairs of the world, does it not include the affairs of all the world? Is there any
limitation on the jurisdiction of the council or of the assembly upon the question of peace or war? Does it
not have now, under the reservations, the same as it had before, the power to deal with all matters of
peace or war throughout the entire world? How shall you keep from meddling in the affairs of Europe or
keep Europe from meddling in the affairs of America?.
Mr. President, there is another and even more commanding reason why I shall record my vote against this
treaty. It imperils what I conceive to be the underlying, the very first principles of this Republic. It is in
conflict with the right of our people to govern themselves free from all restraint, legal or moral, of foreign
powers. It challenges every tenet of my political faith. If this faith were one of my contriving, if I stood
here to assert principles of government of my own evolving, I might well be charged with intolerable
presumption, for we all recognize the ability of those who urge a different course. But I offer in
justification of my course nothing of my own-save the deep and abiding reverence I have for those whose
policies I humbly but most ardently support. I claim no merit save fidelity to American principles and
devotion to American ideals as they were wrought out from time to time by those who built the Republic
and as they have extended and maintained throughout these years. In opposing the treaty I do nothing
more than decline to renounce and tear out of my life the sacred traditions which throughout fifty years
have been translated into my whole intellectual and moral being. I will not, I cannot, give up my belief
that America must, not alone for the happiness of her own people, but for the moral guidance and greater
contentment of the world, be permitted to live her own life. Next to the tie which binds a man to his God
is the tie which binds a man to his country, and all schemes, all plans, however ambitious and fascinating
they seem in their proposal, but which would embarrass or entangle and impede or shackle her sovereign
will, which would compromise her freedom of action, I unhesitatingly put behind me.
Sir, we are told that this treaty means peace. Even so, I would not pay the price. Would you purchase
peace at the cost of any part of our independence? We could have had peace in 1776 - the price was high,
but we could have had it. James Otis, Sam Adams, Hancock, and Warren were surrounded by those who
urged peace and British rule. All through the long and trying struggle, particularly when the clouds of
adversity lowered upon the cause there was a cry of peace-let us have peace. We could have had peace in
1860; Lincoln was counseled by men of great influence and accredited wisdom to let our brothers - and
thank heaven, they are brothers - depart in peace. But the tender, loving Lincoln, bending under the
fearful weight of impending civil war, an apostle of peace, refused to pay the price, and a reunited country
will praise his name forevermore-bless it be- cause he refused peace at the price of national honor and
national integrity. Peace upon any other basis than national independence, peace purchased at the cost of
any part of our national integrity, is fit only for slaves, and even when purchased at such a price it is a

delusion, for it cannot last.
But your treaty does not mean peace - far, very far, from it. If we are to judge the future by the past it
means war. Is there any guaranty of peace other than the guaranty, which comes of the control of the
war-making power by the people? Yet what great rule of democracy does the treaty leave unassailed? The
people in whose keeping alone you can safely lodge the power of peace or war nowhere, at no time and in
no place, have any voice in this scheme for world peace. Autocracy which has bathed the world in blood
for centuries reigns supreme. Democracy is ever excluded. This, you say, means peace.
Can you hope for peace when love of country is disregarded in your scheme, when the spirit of nationality
is rejected, scoffed at? Yet what law of that moving and mysterious force does your treaty not deny? With
a ruthlessness unparalleled your treaty in a dozen instances runs counter to the divine law of nationality.
Peoples who speak the same language, kneel at the same ancestral tombs, moved by the same traditions,
animated by a common hope, are tom asunder, broken in pieces, divided, and parceled out to antagonistic
nations. And this you call justice. This, you cry, means peace. Peoples who have dreamed of
independence, struggled and been patient, sacrificed and been hopeful, peoples who were told that
through this Peace Conference they should realize the aspirations of centuries, have again had their hopes
dashed to earth. One of the most striking and commanding figures in this war, soldier and statesman,
turned away from the peace table at Versailles declaring to the world, "The promise of the new life, the
victory of the great humane ideals, for which the peoples have shed their blood and given their treasure
without stint, the fulfillment of their aspirations toward a new international order and a fairer and better
world are not written into the treaty." No; your treaty means injustice. It means slavery. It means war.
And to all this you ask this Republic to become a party. You ask it to abandon the creed under which it has
grown to power and accept the creed of autocracy, the creed of repression and force.
Mr. President, I turn from this scheme based upon force to another I scheme, planned one hundred and
forty-three years ago in old Independence Hall, in the city of Philadelphia, based upon liberty. I like it
better. I have become so accustomed to believe in it that it is difficult for me to reject it out of hand. I
have difficulty in subscribing to the new creed of oppression, the creed of dominant and subject peoples. I
feel a reluctance to give up the belief that all men are created equal-the eternal principle in government
that all governments derive their just powers from the consent of the governed. I cannot get my consent
to exchange the doctrine of George Washington for the doctrine of Frederick the Great translated into
mendacious phrases of peace. I go back to that serene and masterful soul who pointed the way to power
and glory for the new and then weak Republic, and whose teachings and admonitions even in our majesty
and dominance we dare not disregard.
I know well the answer to my contention. It has been piped about of late from a thousand sources-venal
sources, disloyal sources, sinister sources - that Washington's wisdom was of his day only and that his
teachings are out of fashion-things long since sent to the scrap heap of history - that while he was great in
character and noble in soul he was untrained in the arts of statecraft and unlearned in the science of
government. The puny demagogue, the barren editor, the sterile professor now vie with each other in
apologizing for the temporary and commonplace expedients which the Father of our Country felt
constrained to adopt in building a republic!.
What is the test of statesmanship? Is it the formation of theories, the utterance of abstract and
incontrovertible truths, or is it the capacity and the power to give to a people that concrete thing called
liberty, that vital and indispensable thing in human happiness called free institutions and to establish over
all and above all the blessed and eternal reign of order and law? If this be the test, where shall we find
another whose name is entitled to be written beside the name of Washington? His judgment and poise in
the hour of turmoil and peril, his courage and vision in times of adversity, his firm grasp of fundamental
principles, his almost inspired power to penetrate the future and read there the result, the effect of
policies, have never been excelled, if equaled, by any of the world's commonwealth builders, Peter the
Great, William the Silent, and Cromwell the Protector, these and these alone perhaps are to be associated
with his name as the builders of States and the founders of governments. But in exaltation of moral
purpose, in the unselfish character of his work, in the durability of his policies, in the permanency of the
institutions which he more than anyone else called into effect, his service to mankind stands out separate
and apart in a class by itself. The works of these other great builders, where are they now? But the work
of Washington is still the most potent influence for the advancements of civilization and the freedom of the

race.
Reflect for a moment over his achievements. He led the Revolutionary Army to victory. He was the very
first to suggest a union instead of a confederacy. He presided over and counseled with great wisdom the
convention which framed the Constitution. He guided the Government through its first perilous years. He
gave dignity and stability and honor to that which was looked upon by the world as a passing experiment,
and finally, my friends, as his own peculiar and particular contribution to the happiness of his countrymen
and to the cause of the Republic, he gave us his great foreign policy under which we have lived and
prospered and strengthened for nearly a century and a half. This policy is the most sublime confirmation
of his genius as a statesman. It was then, and now is, an indispensable part of our whole scheme of
government. It is today a vital, indispensable element in our entire plan, purpose, and mission as a
nation. To abandon it is nothing less than a betrayal of the American people. I say betrayal deliberately, in
view of the suffering and the sacrifice which will follow in the wake of such a course.
But under the stress and strain of these extraordinary days, when strong men are being swept down by
the onrushing forces of disorder and change, when the most sacred things of life, the most cherished
hopes of a Christian world seem to yield to the mad forces of discontent - just such days as Washington
passed through when the mobs of Paris, wild with new liberty and drunk with power, challenged the
established institutions of all the world, but his steadfast soul was unshaken - under these conditions
come again we are about to abandon this policy so essential to our happiness and tranquillity as a people
and our stability as a Government. No leader with his commanding influence and his unquailing courage
stands forth to stem the current. But what no leader can or will do, experience, bitter experience, and the
people of this country in whose keeping, after all, thank God, is the Republic, will ultimately do. If we
abandon his leadership and teachings, we will go back. We will return to this policy. Americanism shall
not, cannot die. We may go back in sackcloth and ashes, but we will return to the faith of the fathers.
America will live her own life. The independence of this Republic will have its defenders. Thousands have
suffered and died for it, and their sons and daughters are not of the breed who will be betrayed into the
hands of foreigners. The noble face of the Father of his Country, so familiar to every boy and girl, looking
out from the walls of the capitol in stem reproach, will call those who come here for public service to a
reckoning. The people of our beloved country will finally speak, and we will return to the policy, which we
now abandon. America, disenthralled and free, in spite of all these things, will continue her mission in the
cause of peace, of freedom, and of civilization.
~ Postlogue ~
If there was a winner or loser in this contest, the victory was Borah's.
For 21 more years he held a dominant position in the Senate, achieving the seniority in 1925 by which he
could become, under Republican organization, chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee of the Senate.
In this commanding position he likewise defeated attempts by his own party leadership - exerted by
Presidents Calvin Coolidge and Herbert Hoover - to obtain adherence by the United States to the World
Court.
On the other hand, he sparked the idea for the so-called Washington Conference on naval disarmament,
held in 1921-22, and the five year "naval holiday" adopted by the Hoover Administration in 1931.
When Franklin D. Roosevelt won the Presidency, and with it the Democratic party again captured control
of the Congress, Borah had to relinquish in 1933 his powerful committee chairmanship, but even in the
shadows as a minority spokesman he rose to roar and growl his opposition on such occasions as promised
either to enlarge the control of the Federal Government over the States or to involve the United States in
foreign intrigues.
He died in 1940, after 33 years in the Senate. By that time, the League of Nations lay in another grave,
dug by its erstwhile supporters. In their widowhood, Mrs. Wilson and Mrs. Borah ("Little Borah" as she
called herself) were the closest of friends, and inseparable companions.
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Carrie Chapman Catt Speech before Congress, 1917
Woman suffrage is inevitable. Suffragists knew it before November 4, 1917; opponents afterward. Three
distinct causes made it inevitable.
First, the history of our country. Ours is a nation born of revolution, of rebellion against a system of
government so securely entrenched in the customs and traditions of human society that in 1776 it seemed
impregnable. From the beginning of things, nations had been ruled by kings and for kings, while the
people served and paid the cost. The American Revolutionists boldly proclaimed the heresies: "Taxation
without representation is tyranny." "Governments derive their just powers from the consent of the
governed." The colonists won, and the nation which was established as a result of their victory has held
unfailingly that these two fundamental principles of democratic government are not only the spiritual
source of our national existence but have been our chief historic pride and at all times the sheet anchor of
our liberties.
Eighty years after the Revolution, Abraham Lincoln welded those two maxims into a new one: "Ours is a
government of the people, by the people, and for the people." Fifty years more passed and the president
of the United States, Woodrow Wilson, in a mighty crisis of the nation, proclaimed to the world: "We are
fighting for the things which we have always carried nearest to our hearts: for democracy, for the right of
those who submit to authority to have a voice in their own government."
All the way between these immortal aphorisms political leaders have declared unabated faith in their
truth. Not one American has arisen to question their logic in the 141 years of our national existence.
However stupidly our country may have evaded the logical application at times, it has never swerved from
its devotion to the theory of democracy as expressed by those two axioms ....
With such a history behind it, how can our nation escape the logic it has never failed to follow, when its
last unenfranchised class calls for the vote? Behold our Uncle Sam floating the banner with one hand,
"Taxation without representation is tyranny," and with the other seizing the billions of dollars paid in taxes
by women to whom he refuses "representation." Behold him again, welcoming the boys of twenty-one and
the newly made immigrant citizen to "a voice in their own government" while he denies that fundamental
right of democracy to thousands of women public school teachers from whom many of these men learn all
they know of citizenship and patriotism, to women college presidents, to women who preach in our
pulpits, interpret law in our courts, preside over our hospitals, write books and magazines, and serve in
every uplifting moral and social enterprise. Is there a single man who can justify such inequality of
treatment, such outrageous discrimination? Not one ....
Second, the suffrage for women already established in the United States makes women suffrage for the
nation inevitable. When Elihu Root, as president of the American Society of International Law, at the
eleventh annual meeting in Washington, April 26, 1917, said, "The world cannot be half democratic and
half autocratic. It must be all democratic or all Prussian. There can be no compromise," he voiced a
general truth. Precisely the same intuition has already taught the blindest and most hostile foe of woman
suffrage that our nation cannot long continue a condition under which government in half its territory rests
upon the consent of half of the people and in the other half upon the consent of all the people; a condition
which grants representation to the taxed in half of its territory and denies it in the other half a condition
which permits women in some states to share in the election of the president, senators, and
representatives and denies them that privilege in others. It is too obvious to require demonstration that
woman suffrage, now covering half our territory, will eventually be ordained in all the nation. No one will
deny it. The only question left is when and how will it be completely established.
Third, the leadership of the United States in world democracy compels the enfranchisement of its own
women. The maxims of the Declaration were once called "fundamental principles of government." They

are now called "American principles" or even "Americanisms." They have become the slogans of every
movement toward political liberty the world around, of every effort to widen the suffrage for men or
women in any land. Not a people, race, or class striving for freedom is there anywhere in the world that
has not made our axioms the chief weapon of the struggle.
More, all men and women the world around, with farsighted vision into the verities of things, know that
the world tragedy of our day is not now being waged over the assassination of an archduke, nor
commercial competition, nor national ambitions, nor the freedom of the seas. It is a death grapple
between the forces which deny and those which uphold the truths of the Declaration of Independence ....
Do you realize that in no other country in the world with democratic tendencies is suffrage so completely
denied as in a considerable number of our own states? There are thirteen black states where no suffrage
for women exists, and fourteen others where suffrage for women is more limited than in many foreign
countries.
Do you realize that when you ask women to take their cause to state referendum you compel them to do
this: that you drive women of education, refinement, achievement, to beg men who cannot read for their
political freedom?
Do you realize that such anomalies as a college president asking her janitor to give her a vote are
overstraining the patience and driving women to desperation?
Do you realize that women in increasing numbers indignantly resent the long delay in their
enfranchisement?
Your party platforms have pledged women suffrage. Then why not be honest, frank friends of our cause,
adopt it in reality as your own, make it a party program, and "fight with us"? As a party measure--a
measure of all parties--why not put the amendment through Congress and the legislatures? We shall all be
better friends, we shall have a happier nation, we women will be free to support loyally the party of our
choice, and we shall be far prouder of our history.
"There is one thing mightier than kings and armies"--aye, than Congresses and political parties--"the
power of an idea when its time has come to move." The time for woman suffrage has come. The woman's
hour has struck. If parties prefer to postpone action longer and thus do battle with this idea, they
challenge the inevitable. The idea will not perish; the party which opposes it may. Every delay, every
trick, every political dishonesty from now on will antagonize the women of the land more and more, and
when the party or parties which have so delayed woman suffrage finally let it come, their sincerity will be
doubted and their appeal to the new voters will be met with suspicion. This is the psychology of the
situation. Can you afford the risk? Think it over.
We know you will meet opposition. There are a few "women haters" left, a few "old males of the tribe," as
Vance Thompson calls them, whose duty they believe it to be to keep women in the places they have
carefully picked out for them. Treitschke, made world famous by war literature, said some years ago,
"Germany, which knows all about Germany and France, knows far better what is good for Alsace-Lorraine
than that miserable people can possibly know." A few American Treitschkes we have who know better
than women what is good for them. There are women, too, with "slave souls" and "clinging vines" for
backbones. There are female dolls and male dandies. But the world does not wait for such as these, nor
does liberty pause to heed the plaint of men and women with a grouch. She does not wait for those who
have a special interest to serve, nor a selfish reason for depriving other people of freedom. Holding her
torch aloft, liberty is pointing the way onward and upward and saying to America, "Come."
To you and the supporters of our cause in Senate and House, and the number is large, the suffragists of
the nation express their grateful thanks. This address is not meant for you. We are more truly appreciative
of all you have done than any words can express. We ask you to make a last, hard fight for the
amendment during the present session. Since last we asked a vote on this amendment, your position has
been fortified by the addition to suffrage territory of Great Britain, Canada, and New York.

Some of you have been too indifferent to give more than casual attention to this question.
It is worthy of your immediate consideration. A question big enough to engage the attention of our allies
in wartime is too big a question for you to neglect.
Some of you have grown old in party service. Are you willing that those who take your places by and by
shall blame you for having failed to keep pace with the world and thus having lost for them a party
advantage? Is there any real gain for you, for your party, for your nation by delay? Do you want to drive
the progressive men and women out of your party?
Some of you hold to the doctrine of states' rights as applying to woman suffrage. Adherence to that theory
will keep the United States far behind all other democratic nations upon this question. A theory which
prevents a nation from keeping up with the trend of world progress cannot be justified.
Gentlemen, we hereby petition you, our only designated representatives, to redress our grievances by the
immediate passage of the Federal Suffrage Amendment and to use your influence to secure its ratification
in your own state, in order that the women of our nation may be endowed with political freedom before
the next presidential election, and that our nation may resume its world leadership in democracy.
Woman suffrage is coming--you know it. Will you, Honorable Senators and Members of the House of
Representatives, help or hinder it?
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The Canton, Ohio Speech, Anti-War Speech, June 16, 1918
Comrades, friends and fellow-workers, for this very cordial greeting, this very hearty reception, I thank
you all with the fullest appreciation of your interest in and your devotion to the cause for which I am to
speak to you this afternoon.
To speak for labor; to plead the cause of the men and women and children who toil; to serve the working
class, has always been to me a high privilege; a duty of love.
I have just returned from a visit over yonder, where three of our most loyal comrades are paying the
penalty for their devotion to the cause of the working class. They have come to realize, as many of us
have, that it is extremely dangerous to exercise the constitutional right of free speech in a country fighting
to make democracy safe in the world.
I realize that, in speaking to you this afternoon, there are certain limitations placed upon the right of free
speech. I must be exceedingly careful, prudent, as to what I say, and even more careful and prudent as to
how I say it. I may not be able to say all I think; but I am not going to say anything that I do not think. I
would rather a thousand times be a free soul in jail than to be a sycophant and coward in the streets.
They may put those boys in jail—and some of the rest of us in jail—but they can not put the Socialist
movement in jail. Those prison bars separate their bodies from ours, but their souls are here this
afternoon. They are simply paying the penalty that all men have paid in all the ages of history for standing
erect, and for seeking to pave the way to better conditions for mankind.
If it had not been for the men and women who, in the past, have had the moral courage to go to jail, we
would still be in the jungles.
This assemblage is exceedingly good to look upon. I wish it were possible for me to give you what you are
giving me this afternoon. What I say here amounts to but little; what I see here is exceedingly important.
You workers in Ohio, enlisted in the greatest cause ever organized in the interest of your class, are
making history today in the face of threatening opposition of all kinds—history that is going to be read
with profound interest by coming generations.
There is but one thing you have to be concerned about, and that is that you keep foursquare with the
principles of the international Socialist movement. It is only when you begin to compromise that trouble
begins. So far as I am concerned, it does not matter what others may say, or think, or do, as long as I am
sure that I am right with myself and the cause. There are so many who seek refuge in the popular side of
a great question. As a Socialist, I have long since learned how to stand alone. For the last month I have
been traveling over the Hoosier State; and, let me say to you, that, in all my connection with the Socialist
movement, I have never seen such meetings, such enthusiasm, such unity of purpose; never have I seen
such a promising outlook as there is today, notwithstanding the statement published repeatedly that our
leaders have deserted us. Well, for myself, I never had much faith in leaders. I am willing to be charged
with almost anything, rather than to be charged with being a leader. I am suspicious of leaders, and
especially of the intellectual variety. Give me the rank and file every day in the week. If you go to the city
of Washington, and you examine the pages of the Congressional Directory, you will find that almost all of
those corporation lawyers and cowardly politicians, members of Congress, and misrepresentatives of the
masses—you will find that almost all of them claim, in glowing terms, that they have risen from the ranks
to places of eminence and distinction. I am very glad I cannot make that claim for myself. I would be
ashamed to admit that I had risen from the ranks. When I rise it will be with the ranks, and not from the
ranks.

When I came away from Indiana, the comrades said: “When you cross the line and get over into the
Buckeye State, tell the comrades there that we are on duty and doing duty. Give them for us, a hearty
greeting, and tell them that we are going to make a record this fall that will be read around the world.”
ŒThe Socialists of Ohio, it appears, are very much alive this year. The party has been killed recently,
which, no doubt, accounts for its extraordinary activity. There is nothing that helps the Socialist Party so
much as receiving an occasional deathblow. The oftener it is killed the more active, the more energetic,
the more powerful it becomes.
They who have been reading the capitalist newspapers realize what a capacity they have for lying. We
have been reading them lately. They know all about the Socialist Party—the Socialist movement, except
what is true. Only the other day they took an article that I had written—and most of you have read it—
most of you members of the party, at least—and they made it appear that I had undergone a marvelous
transformation. I had suddenly become changed—had in fact come to my senses; I had ceased to be a
wicked Socialist, and had become a respectable Socialist , a patriotic Socialist—as if I had ever been
anything else.
What was the purpose of this deliberate misrepresentation? It is so self-evident that it suggests itself. The
purpose was to sow the seeds of dissension in our ranks; to have it appear that we were divided among
ourselves; that we were pitted against each other, to our mutual undoing. But Socialists were not born
yesterday. They know how to read capitalist newspapers ; and to believe exactly the opposite of what
they read.
Why should a Socialist be discouraged on the eve of the greatest triumph in all the history of the Socialist
movement? It is true that these are anxious, trying days for us all—testing days for the women and men
who are upholding the banner of labor in the struggle of the working class of all the world against the
exploiters of all the world; a time in which the weak and cowardly will falter and fail and desert. They lack
the fiber to endure the revolutionary test; they fall away; they disappear as if they had never been. On
the other hand, they who are animated by the unconquerable spirit of the social revolution; they who
have the moral courage to stand erect and assert their convictions; stand by them; fight for them; go to
jail or to hell for them, if need be —they are writing their names, in this crucial hour—they are writing
their names in faceless letters in the history of mankind.
Those boys over yonder—those comrades of ours—and how I love them! Aye, they are my younger
brothers ; their very names throb in my heart, thrill in my veins, and surge in my soul. I am proud of
them; they are there for us; and we are here for them. Their lips, though temporarily mute, are more
eloquent than ever before; and their voice, though silent, is heard around the world.
Are we opposed to Prussian militarism? Why, we have been fighting it since the day the Socialist
movement was born; and we are going to continue to fight it, day and night, until it is wiped from the face
of the earth. Between us there is no truce—no compromise.
But, before I proceed along this line, let me recall a little history, in which I think we are all interested.
In 1869 that grand old warrior of the social revolution, the elder Liebknecht, was arrested and sentenced
to prison for three months, because of his war, as a Socialist, on the Kaiser and on the Junkers that rule
Germany. In the meantime the Franco-Prussian war broke out. Liebknecht and Bebel were the Socialist
members in the Reichstag. They were the only two who had the courage to protest against taking AlsaceLorraine from France and annexing it to Germany. And for this they were sentenced two years to a prison
fortress charged with high treason; because, even in that early day, almost fifty years ago, these leaders,
these forerunners of the international Socialist movement were fighting the Kaiser and fighting the
Junkers of Germany. They have continued to fight them from that day to this. Multiplied thousands of
Socialists have languished in the jails of Germany because of their heroic warfare upon the despotic ruling
class of that country.

Let us come down the line a little farther. You remember that, at the close of Theodore Roosevelt’s second
term as President, he went over to Africa to make war on some of his ancestors. You remember that, at
the close of his expedition, he visited the capitals of Europe; and that he was wined and dined, dignified
and glorified by all the Kaisers and Czars and Emperors of the Old World. He visited Potsdam while the
Kaiser was there; and, according to the accounts published in the American newspapers, he and the
Kaiser were soon on the most familiar terms. They were hilariously intimate with each other, and slapped
each other on the back. After Roosevelt had reviewed the Kaiser’s troops, according to the same accounts,
he became enthusiastic over the Kaiser’s legions and said: “If I had that kind of an army, I could conquer
the world.” He knew the Kaiser then just as well as he knows him now. He knew that he was the Kaiser,
the Beast of Berlin. And yet, he permitted himself to be entertained by that Beast of Berlin; had his feet
under the mahogany of the Beast of Berlin; was cheek by jowl with the Beast of Berlin. And, while
Roosevelt was being entertained royally by the German Kaiser, that same Kaiser was putting the leaders
of the Socialist Party in jail for fighting the Kaiser and the Junkers of Germany. Roosevelt was the guest of
honor in the white house of the Kaiser, while the Socialists were in the jails of the Kaiser for fighting the
Kaiser. Who then was fighting for democracy? Roosevelt? Roosevelt, who was honored by the Kaiser, or
the Socialists who were in jail by order of the Kaiser?
“Birds of a feather flock together.”
When the newspapers reported that Kaiser Wilhelm and ax-President Theodore recognized each other at
sight, were perfectly intimate with each other at the first touch, they made the admission that is fatal to
the claim of Theodore Roosevelt, that he is the friend of the common people and the champion of
democracy; they admitted that they were kith and kin; that they were very much alike; that their ideas
and ideals were about the same. If Theodore Roosevelt is the great champion of democracy —the arch foe
of autocracy , what business had he as the guest of honor of the Prussian Kaiser? And when he met the
Kaiser, and did honor to the Kaiser, under the terms imputed to him, wasn’t it pretty strong proof that he
himself was a Kaiser at heart? Now, after being the guest of Emperor Wilhelm, the Beast of Berlin, he
comes back to this country, and wants you to send ten million men over there to kill the Kaiser; to murder
his former friend and pal. Rather queer, isn’t it? And yet, he is the patriot, and we are the traitors. I
challenge you to find a Socialist anywhere on the face of the earth who was ever the guest of the Beast of
Berlin , except as an inmate of his prison—the elder Liebknecht and the younger Liebknecht, the heroic
son of his immortal sire.
ŒA little more history along the same line. In 1902 Prince Henry paid a visit to this country. Do you
remember him? I do, exceedingly well. Prince Henry is the brother of Emperor Wilhelm. Prince Henry is
another Beast of Berlin, an autocrat, an aristocrat, a Junker of Junkers—very much despised by our
American patriots. He came over here in 1902 as the representative of Kaiser Wilhelm; he was received
by Congress and by several state legislatures—among others, by the state legislature of Massachusetts,
then in session. He was invited there by the capitalist captains of that so-called commonwealth. And when
Prince Henry arrived, there was one member of that body who kept his self-respect, put on his hat, and as
Henry, the Prince, walked in, that member of the body walked out. And that was James F. Carey, the
Socialist member of that body. All the rest—all the rest of the representatives in the Massachusetts
legislature—all, all of them—joined in doing honor, in the most servile spirit, to the high representative of
the autocracy of Europe. And the only man who left that body, was a Socialist. And yet , and yet they
have the hardihood to claim that they are fighting autocracy and that we are in the service of the German
government.
A little more history along the same line. I have a distinct recollection of it. It occurred fifteen years ago
when Prince Henry came here. All of our plutocracy, all of the wealthy representatives living along Fifth
Avenue—all, all of them—threw their palace doors wide open and received Prince Henry with open arms.
But they were not satisfied with this; they got down and grovelled in the dust at his feet. Our plutocracy—
women and men alike—vied with each other to lick the boots of Prince Henry, the brother and
representative of the “Beast of Berlin.” And still our plutocracy, our Junkers, would have us believe that all
the Junkers are confined to Germany. It is precisely because we refuse to believe this that they brand us
as disloyalists. They want our eyes focused on the Junkers in Berlin so that we will not see those within
our own borders.

I hate, I loathe, I despise Junkers and junkerdom. I have no earthly use for the Junkers of Germany, and
not one particle more use for the Junkers in the United States.
They tell us that we live in a great free republic; that our institutions are democratic; that we are a free
and self-governing people. This is too much, even for a joke. But it is not a subject for levity; it is an
exceedingly serious matter.
To whom do the Wall Street Junkers in our country marry their daughters? After they have wrung their
countless millions from your sweat, your agony and your life’s blood, in a time of war as in a time of
peace, they invest these untold millions in the purchase of titles of broken-down aristocrats, such as
princes, dukes, counts and other parasites and no-accounts. Would they be satisfied to wed their
daughters to honest workingmen? To real democrats? Oh, no! They scour the markets of Europe for
vampires who are titled and nothing else. And they swap their millions for the titles, so that matrimony
with them becomes literally a matter of money.
These are the gentry who are today wrapped up in the American flag, who shout their claim from the
housetops that they are the only patriots, and who have their magnifying glasses in hand, scanning the
country for evidence of disloyalty, eager to apply the brand of treason to the men who dare to even
whisper their opposition to Junker rule in the United Sates. No wonder Sam Johnson declared that
“patriotism is the last refuge of the scoundrel.” He must have had this Wall Street gentry in mind, or at
least their prototypes, for in every age it has been the tyrant, the oppressor and the exploiter who has
wrapped himself in the cloak of patriotism, or religion, or both to deceive and overawe the people.
They would have you believe that the Socialist Party consists in the main of disloyalists and traitors. It is
true in a sense not at all to their discredit. We frankly admit that we are disloyalists and traitors to the
real traitors of this nation; to the gang that on the Pacific coast are trying to hang Tom Mooney and
Warren Billings in spite of their well-known innocence and the protest of practically the whole civilized
world.
I know Tom Mooney intimately—as if he were my own brother. He is an absolutely honest man. He had no
more to do with the crime with which he was charged and for which he was convicted than I had. And if
he ought to go to the gallows, so ought I. If he is guilty every man who belongs to a labor organization or
to the Socialist Party is likewise guilty.
What is Tom Mooney guilty of? I will tell you. I am familiar with his record. For years he has been fighting
bravely and without compromise the battles of the working class out on the Pacific coast. He refused to be
bribed and he could not be browbeaten. In spite of all attempts to intimidate him he continued loyally in
the service of the organized workers, and for this he became a marked man. The henchmen of the
powerful and corrupt corporations, concluding finally that he could not be bought or bribed or bullied,
decided he must therefore be murdered. That is why Tom Mooney is today a life prisoner, and why he
would have been hanged as a felon long ago but for the world-wide protest of the working class.
Let us review another bit of history. You remember Francis J. Heney, special investigator of the state of
California, who was shot down in cold blood in the courtroom in San Francisco. You remember that
dastardly crime, do you not? The United Railways, consisting of a lot of plutocrats and highbinders
represented by the Chamber of Commerce, absolutely control the city of San Francisco. The city was and
is their private reservation. Their will is the supreme law. Take your stand against them and question their
authority, and you are doomed. They do not hesitate a moment to plot murder or any other crime to
perpetuate their corrupt and enslaving regime. Tom Mooney was the chief representative of the working
class they could not control. They own the railways; they control the great industries; they are the
industrial masters and the political rulers of the people. From their decision there is no appeal. They are
the autocrats of the Pacific coast—as cruel and infamous as any that ever ruled in Germany or any other
country in the old world. When their rule became so corrupt that at last a grand jury indicted them and
they were placed on trial, and Francis J. Heney was selected to assist in their prosecution, this gang,
represented by the Chamber of Commerce; this gang of plutocrats, autocrats and highbinders, hired an
assassin to shoot Heney down in the courtroom. Heney, however, happened to live through it. But that
was not their fault. The same identical gang that hired the murderer to kill Heney also hired false

witnesses to swear away the fife of Tom Mooney and, foiled in that, they have kept him in a foul
prisonhole ever since.
Every solitary one of these aristocratic conspirators and would-be murderers claims to be an arch-patriot;
every one of them insists that the war is being waged to make the world safe for democracy. What
humbug! What rot! What false pretense! These autocrats, these tyrants, these red-handed robbers and
murderers, the “patriots,” while the men who have the courage to stand face to face with them, speak the
truth, and fight for their exploited victims—they are the disloyalists and traitors. If this be true, I want to
take my place side by side with the traitors in this fight.
The other day they sentenced Kate Richards O’Hare to the penitentiary for five years. Think of sentencing
a woman to the penitentiary simply for talking. The United States, under plutocratic rule, is the only
country that would send a woman to prison for five years for exercising the right of free speech. If this be
treason, let them make the most of it.
Let me review a bit of history in connection with this case. I have known Kate Richards O’Hare intimately
for twenty years. I am familiar with her public record. Personally I know her as if she were my own sister.
All who know Mrs. O’Hare know her to be a woman of unquestioned integrity.’ And they also know that
she is a woman of unimpeachable loyalty to the Socialist movement. When she went out into North
Dakota to make her speech, followed by plain-clothes men in the service of the government intent upon
effecting her arrest and securing her prosecution and conviction—when she went out there, it was with the
full knowledge on her part that sooner or later these detectives would accomplish their purpose. She made
her speech, and that speech was deliberately misrepresented for the purpose of securing her conviction.
The only testimony against her was that of a hired witness. And when the farmers, the men and women
who were in the audience she addressed—when they went to Bismarck where the trial was held to testify
in her favor, to swear that she had not used the language she was charged with having used, the judge
refused to allow them to go upon the stand. This would seem incredible to me if I had not had some
experience of my own with federal courts.
Who appoints our federal judges? The people? In all the history of the country, the working class have
never named a federal judge. There are 121 of these judges and every solitary one holds his position, his
tenure, through the influence and power of corporate capital. The corporations and trusts dictate their
appointment. And when they go to the bench, they go, not to serve, the people, but to serve the interests
that place them and keep them where they are.
Why, the other day, by a vote of five to four—a kind of craps game—come seven, come‘leven —they
declared the child labor law unconstitutional—a law secured after twenty years of education and agitation
on the part of all kinds of people. And yet, by a majority of one, the Supreme Court a body of corporation
lawyers, with just one exception, wiped that law from the statute books, and this in our so-called
democracy, so that we may continue to grind the flesh and blood and bones of puny little children into
profits for the Junkers of Wall Street. And this in a country that boasts of fighting to make the world safe
for democracy! The history of this country is being written in the blood of the childhood the industrial lords
have murdered.
These are not palatable truths to them. They do not like to hear them; and what is more they do not want
you to hear them. And that is why they brand us as undesirable citizens , and as disloyalists and traitors.
If we were actual traitors—traitors to the people and to their welfare and progress, we would be regarded
as eminently respectable citizens of the republic; we would hold high office, have princely incomes, and
ride in limousines; and we would be pointed out as the elect who have succeeded in life in honorable
pursuit, and worthy of emulation by the youth of the land. It is precisely because we are disloyal to the
traitors that we are loyal to the people of this nation.
Scott Nearing! You have heard of Scott Nearing. He is the greatest teacher in the United States. He was in
the University of Pennsylvania until the Board of Trustees, consisting of great capitalists, captains of
industry, found that he was teaching sound economics to the students in his classes. This sealed his fate
in that institution. They sneeringly charged—just as the same usurers, money-changers, pharisees,

hypocrites charged the Judean Carpenter some twenty centuries ago—that he was a false teacher and that
he was stirring up the people.
The Man of Galilee, the Carpenter, the workingman who became the revolutionary agitator of his day soon
found himself to be an undesirable citizen in the eyes of the ruling knaves and they had him crucified. And
now their lineal descendants say of Scott Nearing, “He is preaching false economics. We cannot crucify
him as we did his elder brother but we can deprive him of employment and so cut off his income and
starve him to death or into submission. We will not only discharge him but place his name upon the
blacklist and make it impossible for him to earn a living. He is a dangerous man for he is teaching the
truth and opening the eyes of the people.” And the truth, oh, the truth has always been unpalatable and
intolerable to the class who live out of the sweat and misery of the working class.
Max Eastman has been indicted and his paper suppressed, just as the papers with which I have been
connected have all been suppressed. What a wonderful compliment they pay us! They are afraid that we
may mislead and contaminate you. You are their wards; they are your guardians and they know what is
best for you to read and hear and know. They are bound to see to it that our vicious doctrines do not
reach your ears. And so in our great democracy, under our free institutions, they flatter our press by
suppression; and they ignorantly imagine that they have silenced revolutionary propaganda in the United
States. What an awful mistake they make for our benefit! As a matter of justice to them we should
respond with resolutions of thanks and gratitude. Thousands of people who had never before heard of our
papers are now inquiring for and insisting upon seeing them. They have succeeded only in arousing
curiosity in our literature and propaganda. And woe to him who reads Socialist literature from curiosity!
He is surely a goner. I have known of a thousand experiments but never one that failed.
John M. Work! You know John, now on the editorial staff of the Milwaukee Leader! When I first knew him
he was a lawyer out in Iowa. The capitalists out there became alarmed because of the rapid growth of the
Socialist movement. So they said: “We have to find some able fellow to fight this menace.” They
concluded that John Work was the man for the job and they said to him:“John, you are a bright young
lawyer; you have a brilliant future before you. We want to engage you to find out all you can about
socialism and then proceed to counteract its baneful effects and check its further growth.”
John at once provided himself with Socialist literature and began his study of the red menace, with the
result that after he had read and digested a few volumes he was a full-fledged Socialist and has been
fighting for socialism ever since.
ŒHow stupid and shortsighted the ruling class really is! Cupidity is stone blind. It has no vision. The
greedy, profit-seeking exploiter cannot see beyond the end of his nose. He can see a chance for
an“opening”; he is cunning enough to know what graft is and where it is, and how it can be secured, but
vision he has none—not the slightest. He knows nothing of the great throbbing world that spreads out in
all directions. He has no capacity for literature; no appreciation of art; no soul for beauty. That is the
penalty the parasites pay for the violation of the laws of life. The Rockefellers are blind. Every move they
make in their game of greed but hastens their own doom. Every blow they strike at the Socialist
movement reacts upon themselves. Every time they strike at us they hit themselves. It never fails. Every
time they strangle a Socialist paper they add a thousand voices proclaiming the truth of the principles of
socialism and the ideals of the Socialist movement. They help us in spite of themselves.
Socialism is a growing idea; an expanding philosophy. It is spreading over the entire face of the earth: It
is as vain to resist it as it would be to arrest the sunrise on the morrow. It is coming, coming, coming all
along the line. Can you not see it? If not, I advise you to consult an oculist. There is certainly something
the matter with your vision. It is the mightiest movement in the history of mankind. What a privilege to
serve it! I have regretted a thousand times that I can do so little for the movement that has done so much
for me. The little that I am, the little that I am hoping to be, I owe to the Socialist movement. It has given
me my ideas and ideals; my principles and convictions, and I would not exchange one of them for all of
Rockefeller’s bloodstained dollars. It has taught me how to serve—a lesson to me of priceless value. It has
taught me the ecstasy in the handclasp of a comrade. It has enabled me to hold high communion with
you, and made it possible for me to take my place side by side with you in the great struggle for the
better day; to multiply myself over and over again, to thrill with a fresh-born manhood; to feel life truly

worthwhile; to open new avenues of vision; to spread out glorious vistas; to know that I am kin to all that
throbs; to be class-conscious, and to realize that, regardless of nationality, race, creed, color or sex, every
man, every woman who toils, who renders useful service, every member of the working class without an
exception, is my comrade, my brother and sister—and that to serve them and their cause is the highest
duty of my life.
And in their service I can feel myself expand; I can rise to the stature of a man and claim the right to a
place on earth—a place where I can stand and strive to speed the day of industrial freedom and social
justice.
Yes, my comrades, my heart is attuned to yours. Aye, all our hearts now throb as one great heart
responsive to the battle cry of the social revolution. Here, in this alert and inspiring assemblage our hearts
are with the Bolsheviki of Russia. Those heroic men and women, those unconquerable comrades have by
their incomparable valor and sacrifice added fresh luster to the fame of the international movement. Those
Russian comrades of ours have made greater sacrifices, have suffered more, and have shed more heroic
blood than any like number of men and women anywhere on earth; they have laid the foundation of the
first real democracy that ever drew the breath of life in this world. And the very first act of the triumphant
Russian revolution was to proclaim a state of peace with all mankind, coupled with a fervent moral appeal,
not to kings, not to emperors, rulers or diplomats but to the people of all nations. Here we have the very
breath of democracy, the quintessence of the dawning freedom. The Russian revolution proclaimed its
glorious triumph in its ringing and inspiring appeal to the peoples of all the earth. In a humane and
fraternal spirit new Russia, emancipated at last from the curse of the centuries, called upon all nations
engaged in the frightful war, the Central Powers as well as the Allies, to send representatives to a
conference to lay down terms of peace that should be just and lasting. Here was the supreme opportunity
to strike the blow to make the world safe for democracy. Was there any response to that noble appeal
that in some day to come will be written in letters of gold in the history of the world? Was there any
response whatever to that appeal for universal peace? No, not the slightest attention was paid to it by the
Christian nations engaged in the terrible slaughter.
It has been charged that Lenin and Trotsky and the leaders of the revolution were treacherous, that they
made a traitorous peace with Germany. Let us consider that proposition briefly. At the time of the
revolution Russia had been three years in the war. Under the Czar she had lost more than four million of
her ill-clad, poorly-equipped, half-starved soldiers, slain outright or disabled on the field of battle. She was
absolutely bankrupt. Her soldiers were mainly without arms. This was what was bequeathed to the
revolution by the Czar and his regime; and for this condition Lenin and Trotsky were not responsible, nor
the Bolsheviki. For this appalling state of affairs the Czar and his rotten bureaucracy were solely
responsible. When the Bolsheviki came into power and went through the archives they found and exposed
the secret treaties—the treaties that were made between the Czar and the French government, the British
government and the Italian government, proposing, after the victory was achieved, to dismember the
German Empire and destroy the Central Powers. These treaties have never been denied nor repudiated.
Very little has been said about them in the American press. I have a copy of these treaties, showing that
the purpose of the Allies is exactly the purpose of the Central Powers, and that is the conquest and
spoilation of the weaker nations that has always been the purpose of war.
Wars throughout history have been waged for conquest and plunder. In the Middle Ages when the feudal
lords who inhabited the castles whose towers may still be seen along the Rhine concluded to enlarge their
domains, to increase their power, their prestige and their wealth they declared war upon one another. But
they themselves did not go to war any more than the modern feudal lords, the barons of Wall Street go to
war. The feudal barons of the Middle Ages, the economic predecessors of the capitalists of our day,
declared all wars. And their miserable serfs fought all the battles. The poor, ignorant serfs had been
taught to revere their masters; to believe that when their masters declared war upon one another, it was
their patriotic duty to fall upon one another and to cut one another’s throats for the profit and glory of the
lords and barons who held them in contempt. And that is war in a nutshell. The master class has always
declared the wars; the subject class has always fought the battles. The master class has had all to gain
and nothing to lose, while the subject class has had nothing to gain and all to lose—especially their lives.

They have always taught and trained you to believe it to be your patriotic duty to go to war and to have
yourselves slaughtered at their command. But in all the history of the world you, the people, have never
had a voice in declaring war, and strange as it certainly appears, no war by any nation in any age has
ever been declared by the people.
And here let me emphasize the fact—and it cannot be repeated too often—that the working class who fight
all the battles, the working class who make the supreme sacrifices, the working class who freely shed their
blood and furnish the corpses, have never yet had a voice in either declaring war or making peace. It is
the ruling class that invariably does both. They alone declare war and they alone make peace.
Yours not to reason why;
Yours but to do and die.
That is their motto and we object on the part of the awakening workers of this nation.
If war is right let it be declared by the people. You who have your lives to lose, you certainly above all
others have the right to decide the momentous issue of war or peace.
Rose Pastor Stokes! And when I mention her name I take off my hat. Here we have another heroic and
inspiring comrade. She had her millions of dollars at command. Did her wealth restrain her an instant? On
the contrary her supreme devotion to the cause outweighed all considerations of a financial or social
nature. She went out boldly to plead the cause of the working class and they rewarded her high courage
with a ten years’ sentence to the penitentiary. Think of it! Ten years! What atrocious crime had she
committed? What frightful things had she said? Let me answer candidly. She said nothing more than I
have said here this afternoon. I want to admit—I want to admit without reservation that if Rose Pastor
Stokes is guilty of crime, so am I. If she is guilty for the brave part she has taken in this testing time of
human souls I would not be cowardly enough to plead my innocence. And if she ought to be sent to the
penitentiary for ten years, so ought I without a doubt.
What did Rose Pastor Stokes say? Why, she said that a government could not at the same time serve both
the profiteers and the victims of the profiteers. Is it not true? Certainly it is and no one can successfully
dispute it.
Roosevelt said a thousand times more in the very same paper, the Kansas City Star. Roosevelt said
vauntingly the other day that he would be heard if he went to jail. He knows very well that he is taking no
risk of going to jail. He is shrewdly laying his wires for the Republican nomination in 1920 and he is an
adept in making the appeal of the demagogue. He would do anything to discredit the Wilson
administration that he may give himself and his party all credit. That is the only rivalry there is between
the two old capitalist parties—the Republican Party and the Democratic Party—the political twins of the
master class. They are not going to have any friction between them this fall. They are all patriots in this
campaign, and they are going to combine to prevent the election of any disloyal Socialist. I have never
heard anyone tell of any difference between these corrupt capitalist parties. Do you know of any? I
certainly do not. The situation is that one is in and the other trying to break in, and that is substantially
the only difference between them.
Rose Pastor Stokes never uttered a word she did not have a legal, constitutional right to utter. But her
message to the people, the message that stirred their thoughts and opened their eyes—that must be
suppressed; her voice must be silenced. And so she was promptly subjected to a mock trial and sentenced
to the penitentiary for ten years. Her conviction was a foregone conclusion. The trial of a Socialist in a
capitalist court is at best a farcical affair. What ghost of a chance had she in a court with a packed jury
and a corporation tool on the bench? Not the least in the world. And so she goes to the penitentiary for
ten years if they carry out their brutal and disgraceful graceful program. For my part I do not think they
will. In fact I feel sure they will not. If the war were over tomorrow the prison doors would open to our
people. They simply mean to silence the voice of protest during the war.

What a compliment it is to the Socialist movement to be thus persecuted for the sake of the truth! The
truth alone will make the people free. And for this reason the truth must not be permitted to reach the
people. The truth has always been dangerous to the rule of the rogue, the exploiter, the robber. So the
truth must be ruthlessly suppressed. That is why they are trying to destroy the Socialist movement; and
every time they strike a blow they add a thousand new voices to the hosts proclaiming that socialism is
the hope of humanity and has come to emancipate the people from their final form of servitude.
How good this sip of cool water from the hand of a comrade! It is as refreshing as if it were out on the
desert waste. And how good it is to look into your glowing faces this afternoon! You are really good
looking to me, I assure you. And I am glad there are so many of you. Your tribe has increased amazingly
since first I came here. You used to be so few and far between. A few years ago when you struck a town
the first thing you had to do was to see if you could locate a Socialist; and you were pretty lucky if you
struck the trail of one before you left town. If he happened to be the only one and he is still living, he is
now regarded as a pioneer and pathfinder; he holds a place of honor in your esteem, and he has lodgment
in the hearts of all who have come after him. It is far different now. You can hardly throw a stone in the
dark without hitting a Socialist. They are everywhere in increasing numbers; and what marvelous changes
are taking place in the people!
Some years ago I was to speak at Warren in this state. It happened to be at the time that President
McKinley was assassinated. In common with all others I deplored that tragic event. There is not a Socialist
who would have been guilty of that crime. We do not attack individuals. We do not seek to avenge
ourselves upon those opposed to our faith. We have no fight with individuals as such. We are capable of
pitying those who hate us. We do not hate them; we know better; we would freely give them a cup of
water if they needed it. There is no room in our hearts for hate, except for the system, the social system
in which it is possible for one man to amass a stupendous fortune doing nothing, while millions of others
suffer and struggle and agonize and die for the bare necessities of existence.
President McKinley, as I have said, had been assassinated. I was first to speak at Portsmouth, having
been booked there some time before the assassination. Promptly the Christian ministers of Portsmouth
met in special session and passed a resolution declaring that “Debs, more than any other person, was
responsible for the assassination of our beloved President.” It was due to the doctrine that Debs was
preaching that this crime was committed, according to these patriotic parsons, and so this pious gentry,
the followers of the meek and lowly Nazarene, concluded that I must not be permitted to enter the city.
And they had the mayor issue an order to that effect. I went there soon after, however. I was to speak at
Warren, where President McKinley’s double-cousin was postmaster. I went there and registered. I was
soon afterward invited to leave the hotel. I was exceedingly undesirable that day. I was served with notice
that the hall would not be opened and that I would not be permitted to speak. I sent back word to the
mayor by the only Socialist left in town—and he only remained because they did not know he was there—I
sent word to the mayor that I would speak in Warren that night, according to schedule, or I would leave
there in a box for the return turn trip.
The Grand Army of the Republic called a special meeting and then marched to the hall in full uniform and
occupied the front seats in order to silence me if my speech did not suit them. I went to the hall, however,
found it open, and made my speech. There was no interruption. I told the audience frankly who was
responsible for the President’s assassination. I said: “As long as there is misery caused by robbery at the
bottom there will be assassination at the top.” I showed them, evidently to their satisfaction, that it was
their own capitalist system that was responsible; the system that had impoverished and brutalized the
ancestors of the poor witless boy who had murdered the President. Yes, I made my speech that night and
it was well received but when I left there I was still an “undesirable citizen.”
Some years later I returned to Warren. It seemed that the whole population was out for the occasion. I
was received with open arms. I was no longer a demagogue; no longer a fanatic or an undesirable citizen.
I had become exceedingly respectable simply because the Socialists had increased in numbers and
socialism had grown in influence and power. If ever I become entirely respectable I shall be quite sure
that I have outlived myself.

It is the minorities who have made the history of this world. It is the few who have had the courage to
take their places at the front; who have been true enough to themselves to speak the truth that was in
them; who have dared oppose the established order of things; who have espoused the cause of the
suffering, struggling poor; who have upheld without regard to personal consequences the cause of
freedom and righteousness. It is they, the heroic, self-sacrificing few who have made the history of the
race and who have paved the way from barbarism to civilization. The many prefer to remain upon the
popular side. They lack the courage and vision to join a despised minority that stands for a principle; they
have not the moral fiber that withstands, endures and finally conquers. They are to be pitied and not
treated with contempt for they cannot help their cowardice. But, thank God, in every age and in every
nation there have been the brave and self-reliant few, and they have been sufficient to their historic task;
and we, who are here today, are under infinite obligations to them because they suffered, they sacrificed,
they went to jail, they had their bones broken upon the wheel, they were burned at the stake and their
ashes scattered to the winds by the hands of hate and revenge in their struggle to leave the world better
for us than they found it for themselves. We are under eternal obligations to them because of what they
did and what they suffered for us and the only way we can discharge that obligation is by doing the best
we can for those who are to come after us. And this is the high purpose of every Socialist on earth.
Everywhere they are animated by the same lofty principles; everywhere they have the same noble ideals;
everywhere they are clasping hands across national boundary lines; everywhere they are calling one
another Comrade, the blessed word that springs from the heart of unity and bursts into blossom upon the
lips. Each passing day they are getting into closer touch all along the battle line, wagig the holy war of the
working class of the world against the ruling and exploiting class of the world. They make many mistakes
and they profit by them all. They encounter numerous defeats, and grow stronger through them all. They
never take a backward step. Œ
The heart of the international Socialist never beats a retreat.
They are pressing forward, here, there and everywhere, in all the zones that girdle the globe. Everywhere
these awakening workers, these class-conscious proletarians, these hardy sons and daughters of honest
toil are proclaiming the glad tidings of the coming emancipation, everywhere their hearts are attuned to
the most sacred cause that ever challenged men and women to action in all the history of the world.
Everywhere they are moving toward democracy and the dawn; marching toward the sunrise, their faces
all aglow with the light of the coming day. These are the Socialists, the most zealous and enthusiastic
crusaders the world has ever known. They are making history that will light up the horizon of coming
generations, for their mission is the emancipation of the human race. They have been reviled; they have
been ridiculed, persecuted, imprisoned and have suffered death, but they have been sufficient to
themselves and their cause, and their final triumph is but a question of time.
Do you wish to hasten the day of victory? Join the Socialist Party! Don’t wait for the morrow. Join now!
Enroll your name without fear and take your place where you belong. You cannot do your duty by proxy.
You have got to do it yourself and do it squarely and then as you look yourself in the face you will have no
occasion to blush. You will know what it is to be a real man or woman. You will lose nothing; you will gain
everything. Not only will you lose nothing but you will find something of infinite value, and that something
will be yourself. And that is your supreme need—to find yourself—to really know yourself and your
purpose in life.
You need at this time especially to know that you are fit for something better than slavery and cannon
fodder. You need to know that you were not created to work and produce and impoverish yourself to
enrich an idle exploiter. You need to know that you have a mind to improve, a soul to develop, and a
manhood to sustain.
You need to know that it is your duty to rise above the animal plane of existence. You need to know that it
is for you to know something about literature and science and art. You need to know that you are verging
on the edge of a great new world. You need to get in touch with your comrades and fellow workers and to
become conscious of your interests, your powers and your possibilities as a class. You need to know that
you belong to the great majority of mankind. You need to know that as long as you are ignorant, as long
as you are indifferent, as long as you are apathetic, unorganized and content, you will remain exactly
where you are. You will be exploited; you will be degraded, and you will have to beg for a job. You will get

just enough for your slavish toil to keep you in working order, and you will be looked down upon with
scorn and contempt by the very parasites that live and luxuriate out of your sweat and unpaid labor.
If you would be respected you have got to begin by respecting yourself. Stand up squarely and look
yourself in the face and see a man! Do not allow yourself to fall into the predicament of the poor fellow
who, after he had heard a Socialist speech concluded that he too ought to be a Socialist. The argument he
had heard was unanswerable. “Yes,” he said to himself, “all the speaker said was true and I certainly
ought to join the party.” But after a while he allowed his ardor to cool and he soberly concluded that by
joining the party he might anger his boss and lose his job. He then concluded: “I can’t take the chance.”
That night he slept alone. There was something on his conscience and it resulted in a dreadful dream. Men
always have such dreams when they betray themselves. A Socialist is free to go to bed with a clear
conscience. He goes to sleep with his manhood and he awakens and walks forth in the morning with his
self-respect. He is unafraid and he can look the whole world in the face, without a tremor and without a
blush. But this poor weakling who lacked the courage to do the bidding of his reason and conscience was
haunted by a startling dream and at midnight he awoke in terror, bounded from his bed and exclaimed:
“My God, there is nobody in this room.” He was absolutely right. There was nobody in that room.
How would you like to sleep in a room that had nobody in it? It is an awful thing to be nobody. That is
certainly a state of mind to get out of, the sooner the better.
There is a great deal of hope for Baker, Ruthenberg and Wagenknecht who are in jail for their convictions;
but for the fellow that is nobody there is no pardoning power. He is “in”for life. Anybody can be nobody;
but it takes a man to be somebody.
To turn your back on the corrupt Republican Party and the still more corrupt Democratic Party—the golddust lackeys of the ruling class counts for still more after you have stepped out of those popular and
corrupt capitalist parties to join a minority party that has an ideal, that stands for a principle, and fights
for a cause. This will be the most important change you have ever made and the time will come when you
will thank me for having made the suggestion. It was the day of days for me. I remember it well. It was
like passing from midnight darkness to the noontide light of day. It came almost like a flash and found me
ready. It must have been in such a flash that great, seething, throbbing Russia, prepared by centuries of
slavery and tears and martyrdom, was transformed from a dark continent to a land of living light.
There is something splendid, something sustaining and inspiring in the prompting of the heart to be true
to yourself and to the best you know, especially in a crucial hour of your life. You are in the crucible today,
my Socialist comrades! You are going to be tried by fire, to what extent no one knows. If you are weakfibered and fainthearted you will be lost to the Socialist movement. We will have to bid you goodbye. You
are not the stuff of which revolutions are made. We are sorry for you unless you chance to be an
“intellectual.” The “intellectuals,” many of them, are already gone. No loss on our side nor gain on the
other.
I am always amused in the discussion of the “intellectual” phase of this question. It is the same old
standard under which the rank and file are judged. What would become of the sheep if they had no
shepherd to lead them out of the wilderness into the land of milk and honey?
Oh, yes, “I am your shepherd and ye are my mutton.”
They would have us believe that if we had no “intellectuals” we would have no movement. They would
have our party, the rank and file, controlled by the“intellectual” bosses as the Republican and Democratic
parties are controlled. These capitalist parties are managed by “intellectual” leaders and the rank and file
are sheep that follow the bellwether to the shambles.
In the Republican and Democratic parties you of the common herd are not expected to think. That is not
only unnecessary but might lead you astray. That is what the “intellectual” leaders are for. They do the
thinking and you do the voting. They ride in carriages at the front where the band plays and you tramp in
the mud, bringing up the rear with great enthusiasm.

The capitalist system affects to have great regard and reward for intellect, and the capitalists give
themselves full credit for having superior brains. When we have ventured to say that the time would come
when the working class would rule they have bluntly answered “Never! it requires brains to rule.” The
workers of course have none. And they certainly try hard to prove it by proudly supporting the political
parties of their masters under whose administration they are kept in poverty and servitude.
The government is now operating its railroads for the more effective prosecution of the war. Private
ownership has broken down utterly and the government has had to come to the rescue. We have always
said that the people ought to own the railroads and operate them for the benefit of the people. We
advocated that twenty years ago. But the capitalists and their henchmen emphatically objected.“You have
got to have brains to run the railroads,” they tauntingly retorted. Well, the other day McAdoo, the
governor-general of the railroads under government operation; discharged all the high-salaried presidents
and other supernumeraries. In other words, he fired the“brains” bodily and yet all the trains have been
coming and going on schedule time. Have you noticed any change for the worse since the “brains” are
gone? It is a brainless system now, being operated by “hands.” But a good deal more efficiently than it
had been operated by so-called “brains” before. And this determines infallibly the quality of their vaunted,
high-priced capitalist “brains.” It is the kind you can get at a reasonable figure at the market place. They
have always given themselves credit for having superior brains and given this as the reason for the
supremacy of their class. It is true that they have the brains that indicates the cunning of the fox, the
wolf, but as for brains denoting real intelligence and the measure of intellectual capacity they are the most
woefully ignorant people on earth. Give me a hundred capitalists just as you find them here in Ohio and
let me ask them a dozen simple questions about the history of their own country and I will prove to you
that they are as ignorant and unlettered as any you may find in the so-called lower class. They know little
of history; they are strangers to science; they are ignorant of sociology and blind to art but they know
how to exploit, how to gouge, how to rob, and do it with legal sanction. They always proceed legally for
the reaon that the class which has the power to rob upon a large scale has also the power to control the
government and legalize their robbery. I regret that lack of time prevents me from discussing this phase
of the question more at length.
They are continually talking about your patriotic duty. It is not their but your patriotic duty that they are
concerned about. There is a decided difference. Their patriotic duty never takes them to the firing line or
chucks them into the trenches.
And now among other things they are urging you to “cultivate” war gardens, while at the same time a
government war report just issued shows that practically 52 percent of the arable, tillable soil is held out
of use by the landlords, speculators and profiteers. They themselves do not cultivate the soil. They could
not if they would. Nor do they allow others to cultivate it. They keep it idle to enrich themselves, to pocket
the millions of dollars of unearned increment. Who is it that makes this land valuable while it is fenced in
and kept out of use? It is the people. Who pockets this tremendous accumulation of value? The landlords.
And these landlords who toil not and spin not are supreme among American “patriots.”
In passing I suggest that we stop a moment to think about the term “landlord.” “LANDLORD!” Lord of the
Land! The lord of the land is indeed a superpatriot. This lord who practically owns the earth tells you that
we are fighting this war to make the world safe for democracy—he who shuts out all humanity from his
private domain; he who profiteers at the expense of the people who have been slain and mutilated by
multiplied thousands, under pretense of being the great American patriot. It is he, this identical patriot
who is in fact the archenemy of the people; it is he that you need to wipe from power. It is he who is a far
greater menace to your liberty and your well-being than the Prussian Junkers on the other side of the
Atlantic ocean.
Fifty-two percent of the land kept out of use, according to their own figures! They tell you that there is an
alarming shortage of flour and that you need to produce more. They tell you further that you have got to
save wheat so that more can be exported for the soldiers who are fighting on the other side, while half of
your tillable soil is held out of use by the landlords and profiteers. What do you think of that?
Again, they tell you there is a coal famine now in the state of Ohio. The state of Indiana, where I live, is
largely underlaid with coal. There is practically an inexhaustible supply. The coal is banked beneath our

very feet. It is within touch all about us—all we can possibly use and more. And here are the miners,
ready to enter the mines. Here is the machinery ready to be put into operation to increase the output to
any desired capacity. And three weeks ago a national officer of the United Mine Workers issued and
published a statement to the Labor Department of the United States government to the effect that the
600,000 coal miners in the United States at this time, when they talk about a coal famine, are not
permitted to work more than half time. I have been around over Indiana for many years. I have often
been in the coal fields; again and again I have seen the miners idle while at the same time there was a
scarcity of coal.
They tell you that you ought to buy your coal right away; that you may freeze next winter if you do not.
At the same time they charge you three prices for your coat Oh, yes, this ought to suit you perfectly if you
vote the Republican or Democratic ticket and believe in the private ownership of the coal mines and their
operation for private profit.
The coal mines now being privately owned, the operators want a scarcity of coal so they can boost their
prices and enrich themselves accordingly. If an abundance of coal were mined there would be lower prices
and this would not suit the mine owners. Prices soar and profits increase when there is a scarcity of coal.
It is also apparent that there is collusion between the mine owners and the railroads. The mine owners
declare there are no cars while the railroad men insist that there is no coal. And between them they
delude, defraud and rob the people.
Let us illustrate a vital point. Here is the coal in great deposits all about us; here are the miners and the
machinery of production. Why should there be a coal famine upon the one hand and an army of idle and
hungry miners on the other hand? Is it not an incredibly stupid situation, an almost idiotic if not criminal
state of affairs?
We Socialists say: “Take possession of the mines in the name of the people.” Set the miners at work and
give every miner the equivalent of all the coal he produces. Reduce the work day in proportion to the
development of productive machinery. That would at once settle the matter of a coal famine and of idle
miners. But that is too simple a proposition and the people will have none of it. The time will come,
however, when the people will be driven to take such action for there is no other efficient and permanent
solution of the problem.
In the present system the miner, a wage slave, gets down into a pit 300 or 400 feet deep. He works hard
and produces a ton of coal. But he does not own an ounce of it. That coal belongs to some mine-owning
plutocrat who may be in New York or sailing the high seas in his private yacht; or he may be hobnobbing
with royalty in the capitals of Europe, and that is where most of them were before the war was declared.
The industrial captain, so- called, who lives in Paris, London, Vienna or some other center of gaiety does
not have to work to revel in luxury. He owns the mines and he might as well own the miners.
That is where you workers are and where you will remain as long as you give your support to the political
parties of your masters and exploiters. You vote these miners out of a job and reduce them to corporation
vassals and paupers.
We Socialists say: “Take possession of the mines; call the miner to work and return to him the equivalent
of the value of his product.” He can then build himself a comfortable home; live in it; enjoy it with his
family. He can provide himself and his wife and children with clothes—good clothes—not shoddy;
wholesome food in abundance, education for the children, and the chance to live the lives of civilized
human beings, while at the same time the people will get coal at just what it costs to mine it.
Of course that would be socialism as far as it goes. But you are not in favor of that program. It is too
visionary because it is so simple and practical. So you will have to continue to wait until winter is upon you
before you get your coal and then pay three prices for it because you insist upon voting a capitalist ticket
and giving your support to the present wage-slave system. The trouble with you is that you are still in a
capitalist state of mind.

Lincoln said: “If you want that thing that is the thing you want”; and you will get it to your heart’s
content. But some good day you will wake up and realize that a change is needed and wonder why you did
not know it long before. Yes, a change is certainly needed, not merely a change of party but a change of
system; a change from slavery to freedom and from despotism to democracy, wide as the world. When
this change comes at last, we shall rise from brutehood to brotherhood, and to accomplish it we have to
educate and organize the workers industrially and politically, but not along the zigzag craft lines laid down
by Gompers, who through all of his career has favored the master class. You never hear the capitalist
press speak of him nowadays except in praise and adulation. He has recently come into great prominence
as a patriot. You never find him on the unpopular side of a great issue. He is always conservative,
satisfied to leave the labor problem to be settled finally at the banqueting board with Elihu Root, Andrew
Carnegie and the rest of the plutocratic civic federationists. When they drink wine and smoke scab cigars
together the labor question is settled so far as they are concerned.
And while they are praising Gompers they are denouncing the I.W.W. There are few men who have the
courage to say a word in favor of the I.W.W. I have. Let me say here that I have great respect for the
I.W.W. Far greater than I have for their infamous detractors.
Listen! There has just been published a pamphlet called “The Truth About the I.W.W.”It has been issued
after long and thorough investigation by five men of unquestioned standing in the capitalist world. At the
head of these investigators was Professor John Graham Brooks of Harvard University, and next to him
John A. Fish of the Survey of the Religious Organizations of Pittsburgh, and Mr. Bruere, the government
investigator. Five of these prominent men conducted an impartial examination of the I.W.W. To quote
their own words they “followed its trail.” They examined into its doings beginning at Bisbee where the
“patriots,” the cowardly business men, the arch-criminals, made up the mob that deported 1,200
workingmen under the most brutal conditions, charging them with being members of the I.W.W. when
they knew it to be false.
It is only necessary to label a man “I.W.W.” to have him lynched as they did Praeger, an absolutely
innocent man. He was a Socialist and bore a German name, and that was his crime. A rumor was started
that he was disloyal and he was promptly seized and lynched by the cowardly mob of so-called “patriots.”
War makes possible all such crimes and outrages. And war comes in spite of the people. When Wall Street
says war the press says war and the pulpit promptly follows with its Amen. In every age the pulpit has
been on the side of the rulers and not on the side of the people. That is one reason why the preachers so
fiercely denounce the I.W.W.
Take the time to read this pamphlet about the I.W.W. Don’t take the word of Wall Street and its press as
final. Read this report by five impartial and highly reputable men who made their investigation to know
the truth, and that they might tell the truth to the American people. They declare that the I.W.W. in all its
career never committed as much violence against the ruling class as the ruling class has committed
against the I.W.W.
You are not now reading any reports in the daily press about the trial at Chicago, are you? They used to
publish extensive reports when the trial first began, and to prate about what they proposed to prove
against the I.W.W. as a gigantic conspiracy against the government. The trial has continued until they
have exhausted all their testimony and they have not yet proven violence in a single instance. No, not
one! They are utterly without incriminating testimony and yet 112 men are in the dock after lying in jail
for months without the shadow of a crime upon them save that of belonging to the I.W.W. That is enough
it would seem to convict any man of any crime and send his body to prison and his soul to hell. Just
whisper the name of the I.W.W. and you are branded as a disloyalist. And the reason for this is wholly to
the credit of the I.W.W., for whatever may be charged against it the I.W.W. has always fought for the
bottom dog. And that is why Haywood is despised and prosecuted while Gompers is lauded and glorified
by the same gang.
Now what you workers need is to organize, not along craft lines but along revolutionary industrial lines. All
of you workers in a given industry, regardless of your trade or occupation, should belong to one and the
same union.

Political action and industrial action must supplement and sustain each other. You will never vote the
Socialist republic into existence. You will have to lay its foundations in industrial organization. The
industrial union is the forerunner of industrial democracy. In the shop where the workers are associated is
where industrial democracy has its beginning. Organize according to your industries! Get together in every
department of industrial service! United and acting together for the common good your power is
invincible.
When you have organized industrially you will soon learn that you can manage as well as operate
industry. You will soon realize that you do not need the idle masters and exploiters. They are simply
parasites. They do not employ you as you imagine but you employ them to take from you what you
produce, and that is how they function in industry. You can certainly dispense with them in that capacity.
You do not need them to depend upon for your jobs. You can never be free while you work and live by
their sufferance. You must own your own tools and then you will control your own jobs, enjoy the products
of your own labor and be free men instead of industrial slaves.
Organize industrially and make your organization complete. Then unite in the Socialist Party. Vote as you
strike and strike as you vote.
Your union and your party embrace the working class. The Socialist Party expresses the interests, hopes
and aspirations of the toilers of all the world.
Get your fellow workers into the industrial union and the political party to which they rightly belong,
especially this year, this historic year in which the forces of labor will assert themselves as they never
have before. This is the year that calls for men and women who have courage, the manhood and
womanhood to do their duty.
Get into the Socialist Party and take your place in its ranks; help to inspire the weak and strengthen the
faltering, and do your share to speed the coming of the brighter and better day for us all.
When we unite and act together on the industrial field and when we vote together on election day we shall
develop the supreme power of the one class that can and will bring permanent peace to the world. We
shall then have the intelligence, the courage and the power for our great task. In due time industry will be
organized on a cooperative basis. We shall conquer the public power. We shall then transfer the title
deeds of the railroads, the telegraph lines, the mines, mills and great industries to the people in their
collective capacity; we shall take possession of all these social utilities in the name of the people. We shall
then have industrial democracy. We shall be a free nation whose government is of and by and for the
people.
And now for all of us to do our duty! The clarion call is ringing in our ears and we cannot falter without
being convicted of treason to ourselves and to our great cause.
Do not worry over the charge of treason to your masters, but be concerned about the treason that
involves yourselves. Be true to yourself and you cannot be a traitor to any good cause on earth.
Yes, in good time we are going to sweep into power in this nation and throughout the world. We are going
to destroy all enslaving and degrading capitalist institutions and re-create them as free and humanizing
institutions. The world is daily changing before our eyes. The sun of capitalism is setting; the sun of
socialism is rising. It is our duty to build the new nation and the free republic. We need industrial and
social builders. We Socialists are the builders of the beautiful world that is to be. We are all pledged to do
our part. We are inviting—aye challenging you this afternoon in the name of your own manhood and
womanhood to join us and do your part.
In due time the hour will strike and this great cause triumphant—the greatest in history—will proclaim the
emancipation of the working class and the brotherhood of all mankind.
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Goldman, Emma, Address to the Jury, July 9, 1917
From U.S. v. Emma Goldman and Alexander Berkman. This speech was delivered during her Anti-Conscription trial in New York City on July 9, 1917

GENTLEMEN OF THE JURY:
As in the case of my co-defendant, Alexander Berkman, this is also the first time in my life I have ever
addressed a jury. I once had occasion to speak to three judges.
On the day after our arrest it was given out by the U.S. Marshal and the District Attorney's office that the
"big fish" of the No?Conscription activities had been caught, and that there would be no more troublemakers and disturbers to interfere with the highly democratic effort of the Government to conscript its
young manhood for the European slaughter. What a pity that the faithful servants of the Government,
personified in the U.S. Marshal and the District Attorney, should have used such a weak and flimsy net for
their big catch. The moment the anglers pulled their heavily laden net ashore, it broke, and all the labor
was so much wasted energy.
The methods employed by Marshal McCarthy and his hosts of heroic warriors were sensational enough to
satisfy the famous circus men, Barnum & Bailey. A dozen or more heroes dashing up two flights of stairs,
prepared to stake their lives for their country, only to discover the two dangerous disturbers and troublemakers, Alexander Berkman and Emma Goldman, in their separate offices, quietly at work at their desks,
wielding not a sword, nor a gun or a bomb, but merely their pens! Verily, it required courage to catch such
big fish.
To be sure, two officers equipped with a warrant would have sufficed to carry out the business of arresting
the defendants Alexander Berkman and Emma Goldman. Even the police know that neither of them is in
the habit of running away or hiding under the bed. But the farce-comedy had to be properly staged if the
Marshal and the District Attorney were to earn immortality. Hence the sensational arrest; hence also, the
raid upon the offices of THE BLAST, MOTHER EARTH, and the No-Conscription League.
In their zeal to save the country from the trouble-makers, the Marshal and his helpers did not even
consider it necessary to produce a search warrant. After all, what matters a mere scrap of paper when one
is called upon to raid the offices of Anarchists? Of what consequence is the sanctity of property, the right
of privacy, to officials in their dealings with Anarchists! In our day of military training for battle, an
Anarchist office is an appropriate camping ground. Would the gentlemen who came with Marshal McCarthy
have dared to go into the offices of Morgan, or Rockefeller, or any of those men without a search warrant?
They never showed us the search warrant, although we asked them for it. Nevertheless, they turned our
office into a battlefield, so that when they were through with it, it looked like invaded Belgium, with only
the difference that the invaders were not Prussian barbarians but good American patriots bent on making
New York safe for democracy.
The stage having been appropriately set for the three-act comedy, and the first act successfully played by
carrying off the villains in a madly dashing automobile--which broke every traffic regulation and barely
escaped crushing every one in its way--the second act proved even more ludicrous. Fifty thousand dollars
bail was demanded, and real estate refused offered by a man whose property is rated at three hundred
thousand dollars, and that after the District Attorney had considered and, in fact, promised to accept the
property for one of the defendants, Alexander Berkman, thus breaking every right guaranteed even to the
most heinous criminal.
Finally the third act, played by the Government in this court during the last week. The pity of it is that the
prosecution knows so little of dramatic construction, else it would have equipped itself with better
dramatic material to sustain the continuity of the play. As it was, the third act fell flat, utterly, and
presents the question, Why such a tempest in a teapot?

Gentlemen of the jury, my comrade and co-defendant having carefully and thoroughly gone into the
evidence presented by the prosecution, and having demonstrated its entire failure to prove the charge of
conspiracy or any overt acts to carry out that conspiracy, I shall not impose upon your patience by going
over the same ground, except to emphasize a few points. To charge people with having conspired to do
something which they have been engaged in doing most of their lives, namely their campaign against war,
militarism and conscription as contrary to the best interests of humanity, is an insult to human
intelligence.
And how was that charge proven? By the fact that MOTHER EARTH and THE BLAST were printed by the
same printer and bound in the same bindery. By the further evidence that the same expressman had
delivered the two publications! And by the still more illuminating fact that on June 2nd MOTHER EARTH
and THE BLAST were given to a reporter at his request, if you please, and gratis.
Gentlemen of the jury, you saw the reporter who testified to this overt act. Did any one of you receive the
impression that the man was of conscriptable age, and if not, in what possible way is the giving of
MOTHER EARTH to a reporter for news purposes proof demonstrating the overt act?
It was brought out by our witnesses that the MOTHER EARTH magazine has been published for twelve
years; that it was never held up, and that it has always gone through the U.S. mail as second-class mail
matter. It was further proven that the magazine appeared each month about the first or second, and that
it was sold or given away at the office to whoever wanted a copy. Where, then, is the overt act?
Just as the prosecution has utterly failed to prove the charge of conspiracy, so has it also failed to prove
the overt act by the flimsy testimony that MOTHER EARTH was given to a reporter. The same holds good
regarding THE BLAST.
Gentlemen of the jury, the District Attorney must have learned from the reporters the gist of the
numerous interviews which they had with us. Why did he not examine them as to whether or not we had
counseled young men not to register? That would have been a more direct way of getting at the facts. In
the case of the reporter from the New York Times, there can be no doubt that the man would have been
only too happy to accommodate the District Attorney with the required information. A man who disregards
every principle of decency and ethics of his profession as a newspaper man, by turning material given him
as news over to the District Attorney, would have been glad to oblige a friend. Why did Mr. Content
neglect such a golden opportunity? Was it not because the reporter of the Times, like all the other
reporters, must have told the District Attorney that the two defendants stated, on each and every
occasion, they would not tell people not to register?
Perhaps the Times reporter refused to go to the extent of perjuring himself. Patrolmen and detectives are
not so timid in such matters. Hence Mr. Randolph and Mr. Cadell, to rescue the situation. Imagine
employing tenth-rate stenographers to report the very important speeches of dangerous trouble-makers!
What lack of forethought and efficiency on the part of the District Attorney! But even these two members
of the police department failed to prove by their notes that we advised people not to register. But since
they had to produce something incriminating against Anarchists, they conveniently resorted to the old
standby, always credited to us, "We believe in violence and we will use violence."
Assuming, gentlemen of the jury, that this sentence was really used at the meeting of May 18th, it would
still fail to prove the indictment which charges conspiracy and overt acts to carry out the conspiracy. And
that is all we are charged with. Not violence, not Anarchism. I will go further and say, that had the
indictment been for the advocacy of violence, you gentlemen of the jury, would still have to render a
verdict of "Not Guilty," since the mere belief in a thing or even the announcement that you would carry
out that belief, can not possibly constitute a crime.
However, I wish to say emphatically that no such expression as "We believe in violence and we will use
violence" was uttered at the meeting of May 18th, or at any other meeting. I could not have employed
such a phrase, as there was no occasion for it. If for no other reason, it is because I want my lectures and
speeches to be coherent and logical. The sentence credited to me is neither.

I have read to you my position toward political violence from a lengthy essay called "The Psychology of
Political Violence."
But to make that position clearer and simpler, I wish to say that I am a social student. It is my mission in
life to ascertain the cause of our social evils and of our social difficulties. As a student of social wrongs it is
my aim to diagnose a wrong. To simply condemn the man who has committed an act of political violence,
in order to save my skin, would be as unpardonable as it would be on the part of the physician, who is
called to diagnose a case, to condemn the patient because the patient has tuberculosis, cancer, or some
other disease. The honest, earnest, sincere physician does not only prescribe medicine, he tries to find out
the cause of the disease. And if the patient is at all capable as to means, the doctor will say to him, "Get
out of this putrid air, get out of the factory, get out of the place where your lungs are being infected." He
will not merely give him medicine. He will tell him the cause of the disease. And that is precisely my
position in regard to acts of violence. That is what I have said on every platform. I have attempted to
explain the cause and the reason for acts of political violence.
It is organized violence on top which creates individual violence at the bottom. It is the accumulated
indignation against organized wrong, organized crime, organized injustice which drives the political
offender to his act. To condemn him means to be blind to the causes which make him. I can no more do
it, nor have I the right to, than the physician who were to condemn the patient for his disease. You and I
and all of us who remain indifferent to the crimes of poverty, of war, of human degradation, are equally
responsible for the act committed by the political offender. May I therefore be permitted to say, in the
words of a great teacher: "He who is without sin among you, let him cast the first stone." Does that mean
advocating violence? You might as well accuse Jesus of advocating prostitution, because He took the part
of the prostitute, Mary Magdalene.
Gentlemen of the jury, the meeting of the 18th of May was called primarily for the purpose of voicing the
position of the conscientious objector and to point out the evils of conscription. Now, who and what is the
conscientious objector? Is he really a shirker, a slacker, or a coward? To call him that is to be guilty of
dense ignorance of the forces which impel men and women to stand out against the whole world like a
glittering lone star upon a dark horizon. The conscientious objector is impelled by what President Wilson in
his speech of Feb. 3, 1917, called "the righteous passion for justice upon which all war, all structure of
family, State and of mankind must rest as the ultimate base of our existence and our liberty." The
righteous passion for justice which can never express itself in human slaughter--that is the force which
makes the conscientious objector. Poor indeed is the country which fails to recognize the importance of
that new type of humanity as the "ultimate base of our existence and liberty." It will find itself barren of
that which makes for character and quality in its people.
The meeting of May 18th was held before the Draft Bill had actually gone into effect. The President signed
it late in the evening of the 18th. Whatever was said at that meeting, even if I had counseled young men
not to register, that meeting cannot serve as proof of an overt act. Why, then, has the Prosecuting
Attorney dwelt so much, at such length, and with such pains on that meeting, and so little on the other
meetings held on the eve of registration and after? Is it not because the District Attorney knew that we
had no stenographic notes of that meeting? He knew it because he was approached by Mr. Weinberger
and other friends for a copy of the transcript, which request he refused. Evidently, the District Attorney
felt safe to use the notes of a patrolman and a detective, knowing that they would swear to anything their
superiors wanted. I never like to accuse anyone--I wouldn't go so far as my co-defendant, Mr. Berkman,
in saying that the District Attorney doctored the document; I don't know whether he did or not. But I do
know that patrolman Randolph and Detective Cadell doctored the notes, for the simple reason that I didn't
say those things. But though we could not produce our own stenographic notes, we have been able to
prove by men and women of unimpeachable character and high intelligence that the notes of Randolph are
utterly false. We have also proven beyond a reasonable doubt, and Mr. Content did not dare question our
proof, that at the Hunts' Point Palace, held on the eve of registration, I expressly stated that I cannot and
will not tell people not to register. We have further proven that this was my definite stand, which was
explained in my statement sent from Springfield and read at the meeting of May 23rd.
When we go through the entire testimony given on behalf of the prosecution, I insist that there is not one
single point to sustain the indictment for conspiracy or to prove the overt acts we are supposed to have

committed. But we were even compelled to bring a man eighty years of age to the witness stand in order
to stop, if possible, any intention to drag in the question of German money. It is true, and I appreciate it,
that Mr. Content said he had no knowledge of it. But, gentlemen of the jury, somebody from the District
Attorney's office or someone from the Marshal's office must have given out the statement that a bank
receipt for $2,400 was found in my office and must have told the newspapers the fake story of German
money. As if we would ever touch German money, or Russian money, or American money coming from
the ruling class, to advance our ideas! But in order to forestall any suspicion, any insinuation, in order to
stand clear before you, we were compelled to bring an old man here to inform you that he has been a
radical all his life, that he is interested in our ideas, and that he is the man who contributed the money for
radical purposes and for the work of Miss Goldman.
Gentlemen of the jury, you will be told by the Court, I am sure, that when you render a verdict you must
be convinced beyond a reasonable doubt; that you must not assume that we are guilty before we are
proven guilty; and that it is your duty to assume that we are innocent. And yet, as a matter of fact, the
burden of proof has been laid upon us. We had to bring witnesses. If we had had time we could have
brought fifty more witnesses, each corroborating the others. Some of those people have no relation with
us. Some are writers, poets, contributors to the most conventional magazines. Is it likely that they would
swear to something in our favor if it were not the truth? Therefore I insist, as did my co-defendant
Alexander Berkman, that the prosecution has made a very poor showing in proving the conspiracy or any
overt act.
Gentlemen of the jury, we have been in public life for twenty-seven years. We have been haled into court,
in and out of season--we have never denied our position. Even the police know that Emma Goldman and
Alexander Berkman are not shirkers. You have had occasion during this trial to convince yourselves that
we do not deny. We have gladly and proudly claimed responsibility, not only for what we ourselves have
said and written, but even for things written by others and with which we did not agree. Is it plausible,
then, that we would go through the ordeal, trouble and expense of a lengthy trial to escape responsibility
in this instance? A thousand times no! But we refuse to be tried on a trumped-up charge, or to be
convicted by perjured testimony, merely because we are Anarchists and hated by the class whom we have
openly fought for many years.
Gentlemen, during our examination of talesmen, when we asked whether you would be prejudiced against
us if it were proven that we propagated ideas and opinions contrary to those held by the majority, you
were instructed by the Court to say, "If they are within the law." But what the Court did not tell you is,
that no new faith--not even the most humane and peaceable--has ever been considered "within the law"
by those who were in power. The history of human growth is at the same time the history of every new
idea heralding the approach of a brighter dawn, and the brighter dawn has always been considered illegal,
outside of the law.
Gentlemen of the jury, most of you, I take it, are believers in the teachings of Jesus. Bear in mind that he
was put to death by those who considered his views as being against the law. I also take it that you are
proud of your Americanism. Remember that those who fought and bled for your liberties were in their time
considered as being against the law, as dangerous disturbers and trouble-makers. They not only preached
violence, but they carried out their ideas by throwing tea into the Boston harbor. They said that
"Resistance to tyranny is obedience to God." They wrote a dangerous document called the Declaration of
Independence. A document which continues to be dangerous to this day, and for the circulation of which a
young man was sentenced to ninety days prison in a New York Court, only the other day. They were the
Anarchists of their time--they were never within the law.
Your Government is allied with the French Republic. Need I call your attention to the historic fact that the
great upheaval in France was brought about by extra-legal means? The Dantes, the Robespierres, the
Marats, the Herberts, aye even the man who is responsible for the most stirring revolutionary music, the
Marseillaise (which unfortunately has deteriorated into a war tune) even Camille Desmoulins, were never
within the law. But for those great pioneers and rebels, France would have continued under the yoke of
the idle Louis XVI., to whom the sport of shooting jack rabbits was more important than the destiny of the
people of France.

Ah, gentlemen, on the very day when we were being tried for conspiracy and overt acts, your city officials
and representatives welcomed with music and festivities the Russian Commission. Are you aware of the
fact that nearly all of the members of that Commission have only recently been released from exile? The
ideas they propagated were never within the law. For nearly a hundred years, from 1825 to 1917, the
Tree of Liberty in Russia was watered by the blood of her martyrs. No greater heroism, no nobler lives had
ever been dedicated to humanity. Not one of them worked within the law. I could continue to enumerate
almost endlessly the hosts of men and women in every land and in every period whose ideas and ideals
redeemed the world because they were not within the law.
Never can a new idea move within the law. It matters not whether that idea pertains to political and social
changes or to any other domain of human thought and expression--to science, literature, music; in fact,
everything that makes for freedom and joy and beauty must refuse to move within the law. How can it be
otherwise? The law is stationary, fixed, mechanical, "a chariot wheel" which grinds all alike without regard
to time, place and condition, without ever taking into account cause and effect, without ever going into
the complexity of the human soul.
Progress knows nothing of fixity. It cannot be pressed into a definite mould. It cannot bow to the dictum,
"I have ruled," "I am the regulating finger of God." Progress is ever renewing, ever becoming, ever
changing--never is it within the law.
If that be crime, we are criminals even like Jesus, Socrates, Galileo, Bruno, John Brown and scores of
others. We are in good company, among those whom Havelock Ellis, the greatest living psychologist,
describes as the political criminals recognized by the whole civilized world, except America, as men and
women who out of deep love for humanity, out of a passionate reverence for liberty and an all-absorbing
devotion to an ideal are ready to pay for their faith even with their blood. We cannot do otherwise if we
are to be true to ourselves--we know that the political criminal is the precursor of human progress--the
political criminal of to-day must needs be the hero, the martyr and the saint of the new age.
But, says the Prosecuting Attorney, the press and the unthinking rabble, in high and low station, "that is a
dangerous doctrine and unpatriotic at this time." No doubt it is. But are we to be held responsible for
something which is as unchangeable and unalienable as the very stars hanging in the heavens unto time
and all eternity?
Gentlemen of the jury, we respect your patriotism. We would not, if we could, have you change its
meaning for yourself. But may there not be different kinds of patriotism as there are different kinds of
liberty? I for one cannot believe that love of one's country must needs consist in blindness to its social
faults, to deafness to its social discords, of inarticulation to its social wrongs. Neither can I believe that the
mere accident of birth in a certain country or the mere scrap of a citizen's paper constitutes the love of
country.
I know many people--I am one of them--who were not born here, nor have they applied for citizenship,
and who yet love America with deeper passion and greater intensity than many natives whose patriotism
manifests itself by pulling, kicking, and insulting those who do not rise when the national anthem is
played. Our patriotism is that of the man who loves a woman with open eyes. He is enchanted by her
beauty, yet he sees her faults. So we, too, who know America, love her beauty, her richness, her great
possibilities; we love her mountains, her canyons, her forests, her Niagara, and her deserts--above all do
we love the people that have produced her wealth, her artists who have created beauty, her great
apostles who dream and work for liberty--but with the same passionate emotion we hate her
superficiality, her cant, her corruption, her mad, unscrupulous worship at the altar of the Golden Calf.
We say that if America has entered the war to make the world safe for democracy, she must first make
democracy safe in America. How else is the world to take America seriously, when democracy at home is
daily being outraged, free speech suppressed, peaceable assemblies broken up by overbearing and brutal
gangsters in uniform; when free press is curtailed and every independent opinion gagged. Verily, poor as
we are in democracy, how can we give of it to the world? We further say that a democracy conceived in
the military servitude of the masses, in their economic enslavement, and nurtured in their tears and

blood, is not democracy at all. It is despotism--the cumulative result of a chain of abuses which, according
to that dangerous document, the Declaration of Independence, the people have the right to overthrow.
The District Attorney has dragged in our Manifesto, and he has emphasized the passage, "Resist
conscription." Gentlemen of the jury, please remember that that is not the charge against us. But
admitting that the Manifesto contains the expression, "Resist conscription," may I ask you, is there only
one kind of resistance? Is there only the resistance which means the gun, the bayonet, the bomb or flying
machine? Is there not another kind of resistance? May not the people simply fold their hands and declare,
"We will not fight when we do not believe in the necessity of war"? May not the people who believe in the
repeal of the Conscription Law, because it is unconstitutional, express their opposition in word and by pen,
in meetings and in other ways? What right has the District Attorney to interpret that particular passage to
suit himself? Moreover, gentlemen of the jury, I insist that the indictment against us does not refer to
conscription. We are charged with a conspiracy against registration. And in no way or manner has the
prosecution proven that we are guilty of conspiracy or that we have committed an overt act.
Gentlemen of the jury, you are not called upon to accept our views, to approve of them or to justify them.
You are not even called upon to decide whether our views are within or against the law. You are called
upon to decide whether the prosecution has proven that the defendants Emma Goldman and Alexander
Berkman have conspired to urge people not to register. And whether their speeches and writings
represent overt acts.
Whatever your verdict, gentlemen, it cannot possibly affect the rising tide of discontent in this country
against war which, despite all boasts, is a war for conquest and military power. Neither can it affect the
ever increasing opposition to conscription which is a military and industrial yoke placed upon the necks of
the American people. Least of all will your verdict affect those to whom human life is sacred, and who will
not become a party to the world slaughter. Your verdict can only add to the opinion of the world as to
whether or not justice and liberty are a living force in this country or a mere shadow of the past.
Your verdict may, of course, affect us temporarily, in a physical sense--it can have no effect whatever
upon our spirit. For even if we were convicted and found guilty and the penalty were that we be placed
against a wall and shot dead, I should nevertheless cry out with the great Luther: "Here I am and here I
stand and I cannot do otherwise."
And gentlemen, in conclusion let me tell you that my co-defendant, Mr. Berkman, was right when he said
the eyes of America are upon you. They are upon you not because of sympathy for us or agreement with
Anarchism. They are upon you because it must be decided sooner or later whether we are justified in
telling people that we will give them democracy in Europe, when we have no democracy here? Shall free
speech and free assemblage, shall criticism and opinion--which even the espionage bill did not include--be
destroyed? Shall it be a shadow of the past, the great historic American past? Shall it be trampled
underfoot by any detective, or policeman, anyone who decides upon it? Or shall free speech and free
press and free assemblage continue to be the heritage of the American people?
Gentlemen of the jury, whatever your verdict will be, as far as we are concerned, nothing will be changed.
I have held ideas all my life. I have publicly held my ideas for twenty-seven years. Nothing on earth would
ever make me change my ideas except one thing; and that is, if you will prove to me that our position is
wrong, untenable, or lacking in historic fact. But never would I change my ideas because I am found
guilty. I may remind you of two great Americans, undoubtedly not unknown to you, gentlemen of the
jury; Ralph Waldo Emerson and Henry David Thoreau. When Thoreau was placed in prison for refusing to
pay taxes, he was visited by Ralph Waldo Emerson and Emerson said: "David, what are you doing in jail?"
and Thoreau replied: "Ralph, what are you doing outside, when honest people are in jail for their ideals?"
Gentlemen of the jury, I do not wish to influence you. I do not wish to appeal to your passions. I do not
wish to influence you by the fact that I am a woman. I have no such desires and no such designs. I take it
that you are sincere enough and honest enough and brave enough to render a verdict according to your
convictions, beyond the shadow of a reasonable doubt.
Please forget that we are Anarchists. Forget that it is claimed that we propagated violence. Forget that
something appeared in MOTHER EARTH when I was thousands of miles away, three years ago. Forget all

that, and merely consider the evidence. Have we been engaged in a conspiracy? has that conspiracy been
proven? have we committed overt acts? have those overt acts been proven? We for the defense say they
have not been proven. And therefore your verdict must be not guilty.
But whatever your decision, the struggle must go on. We are but the atoms in the incessant human
struggle towards the light that shines in the darkness--the Ideal of economic, political and spiritual
liberation of mankind!
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LaFollette, Robert, (Fightin' Bob) "Defends free speech in wartime in front of
Congress", October 6, 1917
Senator Robert LaFollette (R-Wisc.)
United States Senate Chamber, Washington, DC
OCTOBER 6, 1917
Mr. President, I rise to a question of personal privilege.
I have no intention of taking the time of the Senate with a review of the events which led to our entrance
into the war except in so far as they bear upon the question of personal privilege to which I am addressing
myself.
Six Members of the Senate and 50 Members of the House voted against the declaration of war.
Immediately there was let loose upon those Senators and Representatives a flood of invective and abuse
from newspapers and individuals who had been clamoring for war, unequaled, I believe, in the history of
civilized society.
Prior to the declaration of war every man who had ventured to oppose our entrance into it had been
condemned as a coward or worse, and even the President had by no means been immune from these
attacks.
Since the declaration of war the triumphant war press has pursued those Senators and Representations
who voted against war with malicious falsehood and recklessly libelous attacks, going to the extreme limit
of charging them with treason against their country.
This campaign of libel and character assassination directed against the Members of Congress who opposed
our entrance into the war has been continued down to the present hour, and I have upon my desk
newspaper clippings, some of them libels upon me alone, some directed as well against other Senators
who voted in opposition to the declaration of war.
One of these newspaper reports most widely circulated represents a Federal judge in the State of Texas as
saying, in a charge to a grand jury--I read the article as it appeared in the newspaper and the headline
with which it is introduced:
DISTRICT JUDGE WOULD LIKE TO TAKE SHOT AT TRAITORS IN CONGRESS.
[By Associated Press leased wire.]
Houston, Texas., October 1, 1917
Judge Waller T. Burns, of the United States district court, in charging a Federal grand jury at the
beginning of the October term to-day, after calling by name Senators STONE of Missouri, HARDWICK of
Georgia, VARDAMAN of Mississippi, GRONNA of North Dakota, GORE of Oklahoma, and LAFOLLETTE of
Wisconsin, said:
"If I had a wish, I would wish that you men had jurisdiction to return bills of indictment against these
men. They ought to be tried promptly and fairly, and I believe this court could administer the law fairly;
but I have a conviction, as strong as life, that this country should stand them up against an adobe wall
tomorrow and give them what they deserve. If any man deserves death, it is a traitor. I wish that I could
pay for the ammunition. I would like to attend the execution, and if I were in the firing squad I would not
want to be the marksman who had the blank shell."

The above clipping, Mr. President, was sent to me by another Federal judge, who wrote upon the margin
of the clipping that it occurred to him that the conduct of this judge might very properly be the subject of
investigation. He inclosed with the clipping a letter, from which I quote the following:
I have been greatly depressed by the brutal and unjust attacks that great business interests have
organized against you. It is a time when all the spirits of evil are turned loose. The Kaisers of high finance,
who have been developing hatred of you for a generation because you have fought against them and for
the common good, see this opportunity to turn the war patriotism into an engine of attack . They are
using it everywhere, and it is a day when lovers of democracy, not only in the world, but here in the
United States, need to go apart on the mountain and spend the night in fasting and prayer. I still have
faith that the forces of good on this earth will be found to be greater than the forces of evil, but we all
need resolution. I hope you will have the grace to keep your center of gravity on the inside of you and to
keep a spirit that is unclouded by hatred. It is a time for the words, "with malice toward none and charity
for all." It is the office of great service to be a shield to the good man's character against malice. Before
this fight is over you will have a new revelation that such a shield is yours.
If this newspaper clipping were a single or exceptional instance of lawless defamation. I should not trouble
the Senate with a reference to it. But Mr. President, it is not.
In this mass of newspaper clippings which I have here upon my desk, and which I shall not trouble the
Senate to read unless it is desired, and which represent but a small part of the accumulation clipped from
the daily press of the country in the last three months, I find other Senators, as well as myself, accused of
the highest crimes of which any man can be guilty--treason and disloyalty--and, sir, accused not only with
no evidence to support the accusation, but without the suggestion that such evidence anywhere exists. It
is not claimed that Senators who opposed the declaration of war have since that time acted with any
concerted purpose either regarding war measured or any others. They have voted according to their
individual opinions, have often been opposed to each other on bills which have come before the Senate
since the declaration of war, and, according to my recollection, have never all voted together since that
time upon any single proposition upon which the Senate has been divided.
I am aware, Mr. President that in pursuance of this general campaign of vilification and attempted
intimidation, requests from various individuals and certain organizations have been submitted to the
Senate for my expulsion from this body, and that such requests have been referred to and considered by
one of the committees of the Senate.
If I alone had been made the victim of these attacks, I should not take one moment of the Senate's time
for their consideration, and I believe that other Senators who have been unjustly and unfairly assailed, as
I have been, hold the same attitude upon this that I do. Neither the clamor of the mob nor the voice of
power will ever turn me by the breadth of a hair from the course I mark out for myself, guided by such
knowledge as I can obtain and controlled and directed by a solemn conviction of right and duty.
But, sir, it is not alone Members of Congress that the war party in this country has sought to intimidate.
The mandate seems to have gone forth to the sovereign people of this country that they must be silent
while those things are being done by their Government which most vitally concern their well-being, their
happiness, and their lives. To-day and for weeks past honest and law-abiding citizens of this country are
being terrorized and outraged in their rights by those sworn to uphold the laws and protect the rights of
the people. I have in my possession numerous affidavits establishing the fact that people are being
unlawfully arrested, thrown into jail, held incommunicado for days, only to be eventually discharged
without ever having been taken into court, because they have committed no crime. Private residences are
being invaded, loyal citizens of undoubted integrity and probity arrested, cross-examined, and the most
sacred constitutional rights guaranteed to every American citizen are being violated.
It appears to be the purpose of those conducting this campaign to throw the country into a state of terror,
to coerce public opinion, to stifle criticism, and suppress discussion of the great issues involved in this
war.
I think all men recognize that in time of war the citizen must surrender some rights for the common good
which he is entitled to enjoy in time of peace. But sir, the right to control their own Government according

to constitutional forms is not one of the rights that the citizens of this country are called upon to surrender
in time of war.
Rather in time of war the citizen must be more alert to the preservation of his right to control his
Government. He must be most watchful of the encroachment of the military upon the civil power. He must
beware of those precedents in support of arbitrary action by administrative officials, which excused on the
plea of necessity in war time, become the fixed rule when the necessity has passed and normal conditions
have been restored.
More than all, the citizen and his representative in Congress in time of war must maintain his right of free
speech. More than in time of war must maintain his right of free speech. More than in times of peace it is
necessary that the channels for free public discussion of governmental policies shall be open and
unclogged. I believe, Mr. President, that I am now touching upon the most important question in this
country to-day--and that is the right of the citizens of this country and their representatives in Congress
to discuss in an orderly way frankly and publicly and without fear, from the platform and through the
press, every important phase of this war; its causes, the manner in which it should be conducted, and the
terms upon which peace should be made. The belief which is becoming wide spread in this land that this
most fundamental right is being denied to the citizens of this country is a fact the tremendous significance
of which, those in authority have not yet begun to appreciate. I am contending, Mr. President, for the
great fundamental right of the sovereign people of this country to make their voice heard and have that
voice heeded upon the great questions arising out of this war, including not only how the war shall be
prosecuted but the conditions upon which it may be terminated with a due regard for the rights and the
honor of this Nation and the interests of humanity.
I am contending for this right because the exercise of it is necessary to the welfare, to the existence, of
this Government to the successful conduct of this war, and to a peace which shall be enduring and for the
best interest of this country.
Suppose success attends the attempt to stifle all discussion of the issues of this war, all discussion of the
terms upon which it should be concluded, all discussion of the objects and purposes to be accomplished by
it, and concede the demand of the war-mad press and war extremists that they monopolize the right of
public utterance upon these questions unchallenged, what think you would be the consequences to this
country not only during the war but after the war?
RIGHT OF PEOPLE TO DISCUSS WAR ISSUES.
Mr. President, our Government, above all others, is founded on the right of the people freely to discuss all
matters pertaining to their Government, in war not less than in peace, for in this Government the people
are the rulers in war no less than in peace. It is true, sir, that Members of the House of Representatives
are elected for two years, the President for four years, and the Members of the Senate for six years, and
during their temporary official terms these officers constitute what is called the Government. But back of
them always is the controlling sovereign power of the people, and when the people can make their will
known, the faithful officer will obey that will. Though the right of the people to express their will by ballot
is suspended during the term of office of the elected official, nevertheless the duty of the official to obey
the popular will continues throughout this entire term of office. How can that popular will express itself
between elections except by meetings, by speeches, by publications, by petitions, and by addresses to the
representatives of the people? Any man who seeks to set a limit upon those rights, whether in war or
peace, aims a blow at the most vital part of our Government. And then as the time for election approaches
and the official is called to account for his stewardship--not a day, not a week, not a month, before the
election, but a year or more before it, if the people choose--they must have the right to the freest possible
discussion of every question upon which their representative has acted, of the merits of every measure he
has supported or opposed, of every vote he has cast and every speech that he has made. And before this
great fundamental right every other must, if necessary, give way, for in no other manner can
representative government be preserved.
Mr. President, what I am saying has been exemplified in the lives and public discussion of the ablest
statesman of this country, whose memories we most revere and whose deeds, we most justly

commemorate. I shall presently ask the attention of the Senate to the views of some of these men upon
the subject we are now considering.
Closely related to this subject of the right of the citizen to discuss war is that of the constitutional power
and duty of the Congress to declare the purposes and objects of any war in which our country may be
engaged. The authorities which I shall cite cover both the right of the people to discuss the war in all its
phases and the right and the duty of the people's representatives in Congress to declare the purposes and
objects of the war. For the sake of brevity, I shall present these quotations together at this point instead
of submitting them separately.
DISCUSSION BY AMERICAN STATESMEN.
Henry Clay, in a memorable address at Lexington, Ky., on the 13th day of November, 1847, during the
Mexican War, took a strong position in behalf of the right of the people to freely discuss every question
relating to the war, even though the discussion involved a strong condemnation of the war policy of the
Executive. He also declared it to be not only the right but the duty of the Congress to declare the objects
of the war. AS a part of that address he presented certain resolutions embodying his views on these
subjects. These resolutions were adopted at that meeting by the people present, and were adopted at
many other mass meetings throughout the country during the continuance of the Mexican War.
For introducing in this body some time ago a resolution asserting the right of Congress to declare the
purposes of the present war, I have, as the newspaper clippings here will show, been denounced as a
traitor and my conduct characterized as treasonable.
As bearing directly upon the conduct for which I have been so criticized and condemned, I invite your
attention to the language of Henry Clay in the address I have mentioned.
He said:
But the havoc of war is in progress and the no less deplorable havoc of an inhospitable and pestilential
climate. Without indulging in an unnecessary retrospect and useless reproaches on the past, all hearts and
heads should unite in the patriotic endeavor to bring it to a satisfactory close. Is there no way that this
can be done? Must we blindly continue the conflict without any visible object or any prospect of a definite
termination? This is the important subject upon which I desire to consult and to commune with you. Who
in this free Government is to decide upon the objects of a war at its commencement of at any time during
its existence? Does the power belong to collective wisdom of the Nation in congress assembled, or is it
vested solely in a single functionary of the Government?
A declaration of war is the highest and most awful exercise of sovereignty. The convention which framed
our Federal constitution had learned from the pages of history that it had been often and greatly abused.
It had seen that war had often been commenced upon the most trifling pretexts; that it had been
frequently waged to establish or exclude a dynasty; to snatch a crown from the head of one potentate and
place it upon the head of another; that it had often been prosecuted to promote alien and other interests
than those of the nation whose chief had proclaimed it, as in the case of English wars for Hanoverian
interests; and, in short, that such a vast and tremendous power ought not to be confined to the perilous
exercise of one single man. The convention therefore resolved to guard the war-making power against
those great abuses, of which, in the hands of a monarch, it was so susceptible. And the security against
those abuses which its wisdom devised was to vest the war-making power in the congress of the united
States, being the immediate representatives of the people and the States. So apprehensive and jealous
was the convention of its abuse in any State in the Union without the consent of Congress. Congress, then
in our system of government, is the sole depository of that tremendous power.
Mr. President, it is impossible for me to quote as extensively from this address as I should like to do and
still keep within the compass of the time that I have set down for myself; but the whole of the address is
accessible to every Senator here, together with all of the discussion which followed it over the country,
and in these times it would seem to me worthy of the review of Senators and of newspaper editors and of
those who have duties to discharge in connection with this great crisis that is upon the world.

I quote further:
"The Constitution provides that Congress shall have power to declare war and grant letters of marque and
reprisal, to make rules concerning captures on land and water, to raise and support armies, and provide
and maintain a navy, and to make rules for the government of the land and naval forces. Thus we
perceive that the principal power, in regard to war, with all its auxiliary attendants, is granted to
Congress. Whenever called upon to determine upon the solemn question of peace or war, Congress must
consider and deliberate and decide upon the motives, objects, and causes of the war."
If that be true is it treason for a Senator upon this floor to offer a resolution dealing with that question?
I quote further from Mr. Clay:
"And, if a war be commenced without any previous declaration of its objects, as in the case of the existing
war with Mexico, Congress must necessarily possess the authority, at any time, to declare for what
purposes it shall be further prosecuted. If we suppose Congress does not possess the controlling authority
attributed to it, if it be contended that a war having been once commenced, the President of the United
States may direct it to the accomplishment of any object he pleases, without consulting and without any
regard to the will of Congress, the convention will have utterly failed in guarding the Nation against the
abuses and ambition of a single individual. Either Congress or the President possess if and may prosecute
it for objects against the will of Congress, where is the difference between our free Government and that
of any other nation which may be governed by an absolute Czar, Emperor, or King?"
In closing his address Mr. Clay said:
"I conclude, therefore, Mr. President and fellow citizens, with entire confidence, that congress has the
right, either at the beginning or during the prosecution of any war, to decide the objects and purposes for
which it was proclaimed or for which it ought to be continued. And I think it is the duty of congress, by
some deliberate and authentic act to declare for what objects the present war shall be longer prosecuted.
I suppose the President would not hesitate to regulate his conduct by the pronounced will of congress and
to employ the force and the diplomatic power of the Nation to execute that will. But is the President
should decline or refuse to do so and, in contempt of the supreme authority of congress, should
persevere, in waging the war for other objects than those proclaimed by Congress, then it would be the
imperative duty of that body to vindicate its authority by the most stringent and effectual and appropriate
measures. And it, on the contrary, the enemy should refuse to conclude a treaty containing stipulations
securing the objects designated by Congress, it would become the duty of the whole Government to
prosecute the war with all the national energy until those objects were attained by a treaty of peace.
There can be no insuperable difficulty in Congress making such an authoritative declaration. Let it resolve,
simply, that the war shall or shall not be a war of conquest; and, if a war of conquest, what is to be
conquered. should a resolution pass disclaiming the design of conquest, peace would follow in less than 60
days, if the President would conform to his constitutional duty."
Mr. Clay as a part of that speech presented certain resolutions which were unanimously adopted by the
meeting and which declared that the power to determine the purposes of the war rested with Congress,
and then proceeded clearly to state the purposes, and the only purposes, for which the war should be
prosecuted.
The last one of these resolutions is so pertinent to the present discussion that I invite your attention to it
at this time. It is as follows:
"Resolved, That we invite our fellow citizens of the United States who are anxious for the restoration of
the blessings of peace, or, it the existing war shall continue to be prosecuted, are desirous that its
purposes and objects shall be defined and know, who are anxious to avert present and future perils and
dangers, with which it may be fraught, and who are also anxious to produce contentment and satisfaction
at home, and to elevate the national character abroad, to assemble together in their respective
communities, and to express their views, feelings, and opinions."

Abraham Lincoln was a Member of congress at the time of the Mexican War. He strongly opposed the war
while it was in progress and severely criticized President Polk on the floor of the House because he did not
state in his message when peace might be expected.
In the course of his speech Lincoln said:
"At its beginning, Gen. Scott was by this same President driven into disfavor, if not disgrace, for intimating
that peace could not be conquered in less than three or four months. But now, at the end of 20 months *
* * this same President gives a long message, without showing us that as to the end he himself has even
an imaginary conception. AS I have said, he knows not where he is. He is a bewildered, confounded, and
miserably perplexed man. God grant he may be able to show there is not something about his conscience
more painful than his mental perplexity."
Writing to a friend who had objected to his opposition to Polk in relation to this power of the President in
war, Lincoln said:
"The provision of the constitution giving the war-making power to Congress was dictated, as I understand
it, by the following reasons: Kings had always been involving and impoverishing their people in wars,
pretending generally, if not always, that the good of the people was the object. This our convention
understood to be the most oppressive of all kingly oppressions, and they resolved to so frame the
constitution that no man should hold the power of bringing this oppression upon us. But your view
destroys the whole matter and places our President where kings have always stood."
I now quote from the speech of Charles Sumner, delivered at Tremont Temple, Boston, November 5,
1846.
John A. Andrew, who was the great war governor of Massachusetts, as I remember, presided at this public
meeting, which was in support of the independent nomination of Dr. I.G. Howe as Representative in
Congress. Mr. Sumner was followed by Hon. Charles Francis Adams, who also delivered an address at this
meeting.
This is the view of Mr. Sumner on the Mexican War, which was then in progress, as expressed by him on
this occasion:
"The Mexican War is an enormity born of slavery. * * * Base in object, atrocious in beginning, immoral in
all its influences, vainly prodigal of treasure and life, it is a war of infamy, which must blot the pages of
our history."
In closing his eloquent and powerful address, he said:
"Even if we seem to fail in this election we shall not fail in reality. The influence of this effort will help to
awaken and organize that powerful public opinion by which this war will at last be arrested. Hand out,
fellow citizens, the white banner of peace; let the citizens of Boston rally about it; and may it be borne
forward by and enlightened, conscientious people, aroused to condemnation of this murderous war, until
Mexico, now wet with blood unjustly shed, shall repose undisturbed beneath its folds."
Contrast this position taken by Charles Sumner at Tremont Temple with that of the Secretary of the
Treasury, Mr. McAdoo. He is now touring the country with all the prestige of his great financial mission and
the authority of his great financial mission and the authority of his high place in the administration. I
quote the language of the authorized report of his speech before the Bankers' Association of West Virginia,
September 21, 1917. According to daily press reports he is making substantially the same denunciation in
all his addresses:
"America intends that those well-meaning but misguided people who talk inopportunity of peace when
there can be no peace until the cancer which has rotted civilization in Europe is extinguished and
destroyed forever shall be silenced. I want to say here and now and with due deliberation that every
pacifist speech in this country made at this inopportune and improper time is in effect traitorous."

In these times we had better turn the marble bust of Charles "Sumner to the wall. It ill becomes those
who tamely surrender the right of free speech to look upon that strong, noble, patriotic face.
Mr. President, Daniel Webster, then in the zenith of his power, and with the experience and knowledge of
his long life and great public service in many capacities, to add weight to his words, spoke at Faneuil Hall,
November 6, 1846, in opposition to the Mexican War. He said:
"Mr. Chairman, I wish to speak with all soberness in this respect, and I would say nothing here to-night
which I would not say in my place in Congress or before the whole world. The question now is, For what
purposes and to what ends is this present war to be prosecuted!"
What will you say to the stature of the statesmanship that imputes treason to his country to a Member of
this body who introduces a resolution having no other import than that?
Webster saw no reason why the purposes of the war in which his country was engaged should not be
discussed in Congress or out of congress by the people's representatives or by the people themselves.
After referring to Mexico as a weak and distracted country he proceeded:
"It is time for us to know what are the objects and designs of our Government.
It is not the habit of the American people, nor natural to their character, to consider the expense of a war
which they deem just and necessary--"
Not only just, but necessary-"but it is their habit and belongs to their character to inquire into the justice and necessity of a war in
which it is proposed to involve them.
Mr. Webster discussed the Mexican War at Springfield, Mass., September 29, 1847, and again, while the
war was in progress, he did not hesitate to express his disapproval in plain language.
Many battles had been fought and won, and our victorious armies were in the field, on foreign soil.
Sir, free speech had not been suppressed. The right of the people to assemble and to state their
grievances was still an attribute of American freedom. Mr. Webster said:
"We are, in my opinion, in a most unnecessary and therefore a most unjustifiable war."
Whoever expects to whip men, free men, in this country into a position where they are to be denied the
right to exercise the same freedom of speech and discussion that Webster exercised in that speech little
understand the value which the average citizen of this country places upon the liberty guaranteed to him
by the Constitution. Sir, until the sacrifices of every battle field consecrated to the establishment of
representative government and of constitutional freedom shall be obliterated from the pages of history
and forgotten of men, the plain citizenship of this country will jealously guard that liberty and that
freedom and will not surrender it.
To return to my text. Mr. Webster said:
"We are in my opinion, in a most unnecessary and therefore a most unjustifiable war. I hope we are
nearing the close of it. I attend carefully and anxiously to every rumor and every breeze that brings to us
any report that the effusion of blood, caused, in my judgment, by a rash and unjustifiable proceeding on
the part of the Government, may cease"
He makes the charge that the war was begun under false pretexts, as follows:
"Now, sir, the law of nations instructs us that there are wars of pretexts. The history of the world proves
that there have been, and we are not now without proof that there are, wars waged on pretexts; that is,

on pretenses, where the cause assigned is not the true cause. That I believe on my conscience is the true
character of the war now waged against Mexico. IF believe it to be a war of pretexts; a war in which the
true motive is not distinctly avowed, but in which pretenses, afterthoughts, evasions, and other method
are employed to put a case before the community which is not the true case."
Think you Mr. Webster was not within his constitutional rights in thus criticizing the character of the war,
its origin and the reasons which were given from time to time in justification of it?
Mr. Webster discusses at length what he considers some of the false pretexts of the war. Later on he
says:
"Sir, men there are whom we see and whom we hear speak of the duty of extending our free institutions
over the whole world if possible. We owe it to benevolence, they think, to confer the blessings we enjoy
on every other people. But while I trust that liberty and free civil institutions, as we have experienced
them, may ultimately spread over the globe, I am by no means sure that all people are fit for them: nor
am I desirous of imposing, or forcing, our peculiar forms upon any nation that does not wish to embrace
them."
Taking up the subject that war does now exist, Mr. Webster asks:
"What is our duty? I say for one, that I suppose it to be true--I hope it to be true--that a majority of the
next House of Representatives will be Whigs; will be opposed to the war. I think we have heard from the
East and the West, the North and the South, some things that make that pretty clear. Suppose it to be so.
What then? Well, sir, I say for one, and at once, that unless the President of the United States shall make
out a case which shall show to congress that the aim and object for which the war is now prosecuted is no
purpose not connected with the safety of the Union and the just rights of the American people, then
Congress ought to pass resolutions against the prosecution of the war, and grant no further supplies. I
would speak here with caution and all just limitation. It must be admitted to be the clear intent of the
constitution that no foreign war would exist without the assent of Congress. This was meant as a restraint
on the Executive power. But, if, when a war has once begun, the President may continue it as long as he
pleases, free of all control of Congress, then it is clear that the war power is substantially in his own single
hand. Nothing will be done by a wise Congress hastily or rashly, nothing that partakes of the nature of
violence or recklessness; a high and delicate regard must, of course, be had for the honor and credit of
the Nation; but, after all, if the war should become odious to the people, if they shall disapprove the
objects for which it appears to be prosecuted, then it will be the bounden duty of their Representatives in
Congress to demand of the President a full statement of his objects and purposes. And if these purposes
shall appear to them not to be founded in the public good, or not consistent with the honor and character
of the country, then it will be their duty to put an end to it by the exercise of their constitutional authority.
If this be not so, then the whole balance of the Constitution is overthrown, and all just restraint on the
Executive power, in a matter of the highest concern to the peace and happiness of the country is over
thrown, and all just restraint on the Executive power, in a matter of the highest concern to the peace and
happiness of the country, entirely destroyed. If we do not maintain this doctrine; if it is not so--if
Congress, in whom the war-making power is expressly made to reside, is to have no voice in the
declaration or continuance or war; if it is not to judge of the propriety of beginning or carrying it on--then
we depart at once, and broadly, from the Constitution."
Mr. Webster concluded his speech in these memorable words:
"We may be tossed upon an ocean where we can see no land--nor, perhaps, the sun or stars. But there is
a chart and a compass for us to study, to consult, and to obey. That chart is the Constitution of the
country. That compass is an honest, single-eyed purpose to preserve the institutions and the liberty with
which God has blessed us."
In 1847 Senator Tom Corwin made a memorable speech in the Senate on the Mexican War. It was one of
the ablest addresses made by that very able statesman, and one of the great contributions to the
discussion of the subject we are now considering. At the time of Senator Corwin's address the majority in
Congress were supporting the President, The people up to that time had had no chance to express their
views at an election. After referring to the doctrine then preached by the dominant faction of the Senate,

that after war is declared it must be prosecuted to the bitter end as the President may direct, until one
side of the other is hopelessly beaten and devastated by the conflict, with one man--the President--in sole
command of the destinies of the Nation, MR. Corwin said:
"With these doctrines for our guide, I will thank any Senator to furnish me with any means of escaping
from the prosecution of this or any other war, for an hundred years to come, if it please the President who
shall be, to continue it so long. Tell me, ye who contend that, being in war, duty demands of Congress for
its prosecution all the money and every able-bodied man in America to carry it on if need be, who also
contend that it is the right of the President, without the control of Congress, to march your embodied
hosts to Monterey, to Yucatan, to Mexico, to Panama, to China, and that under penalty of death to the
officer who disobeys him--tell me, I demand it of you--tell me, tell the American people, tell the nations of
Christendom, what is the difference between your democracy and the most odious, most hateful
despotism, that a merciful God has ever allowed a nation to be afflicted with since government on earth
began? You may call this free government, but it is such freedom, and no other, as of old was established
at Babylon, at Susa, at Bactrina, or Persepolis. Its parallel is scarcely to be found when thus falsely
understood, in any, even the worst, forms of civil polity in modern times. Sir, it is not so; such is not your
Constitution; it is something else, something other and better than this.
Lincoln, Webster, Clay, Sumner--what a galaxy of names in American history! They all believed and
asserted and advocated in the midst of war that it was the right--the constitutional right--and the patriotic
duty of American citizens, after the declaration of war and while the war was in progress, to discuss the
issued of the war and to criticize the policies employed in its prosecution and to work for the election of
representatives opposed to prolonging war.
The right of Lincoln, Webster, Clay, Sumner to oppose the Mexican War, criticize its conduct, advocate its
conclusion on a just basis, is exactly the same right and privilege as that possessed by every
Representative in Congress and by each and every American citizen in our land to-day in respect to the
war in which we are now engaged. Their arguments as to the power of Congress to shape the war policy
and their opposition to what they believed to be the usurpation of power on the part of the Executive are
potent so long as the Constitution remains the law of the land.
English history, like our own, shows that it has ever been the right of the citizen to criticize and, when he
thought necessary, to condemn the war policy of his Government.
DISCUSSION BY ENGLISH STATESMEN.
John Bright consistently fought the Crimean War with all the power of his great personality and noble
mind; he fought it inch by inch and step by step from the floor of the English Parliament. After his death
Gladstone, although he had been a part of the ministry that Bright had opposed because of the Crimean
War, selected this as the theme for his eulogy of the great statesman, as best portraying his high
character and great service to the English people.
Lloyd-George aggressively opposed the Boer War. Speaking in the House of Commons July 25, 1900, in
reply to the prime minister, he said:
"He has led us into two blunders. The first was the war. But worse than the war is the change that has
been effected in the purpose for which we are prosecuting the war. We went into the war for equal rights;
we are prosecuting the war. We went into the war for equal rights; we are prosecuting it for annexation. *
* * You entered into these two Republics for philanthropic purposes and remained to commit burglary. * *
* A war of annexation, however, against a proud people must be a war of extermination, and that is,
unfortunately, what it seems we are now committing ourselves to--burning homesteads and turning men
and women out of their homes."
I am citing this language, Mr. President, as showing the length to which statesmen have gone in opposing
wars which have been conducted by their governments and the latitude that has been accorded them.
"* * * The right honorable gentleman has made up his mind that this war shall produce electioneering
capital to his own side. He is in a great hurry to go to the country before the facts are known. He wants to

have the judgment of the people in the very height and excitement of the fever. He wants a verdict before
the pleadings are closed and before 'discovery' has been obtained. He does not want the documents to
come, but he wants to have the judgment of the country upon censured news, suppressed dispatches, and
unpaid bills."
In a speech delivered October 23, 1901. Lloyd-George charged that the English Army had burned villages,
blown up farmhouses, swept away the cattle, burned thousands of tons of grain, destroyed all agricultural
implements, all the mills, the irrigation works, and left the territory 'a blackened devastated wilderness."
He said:
"In June the death rate among the children in the Orange River Colony camps was at the rate of 192 per
thousand per annum, and in Transvaal 233 per thousand per annum. In July the figures were 220 and 336
per thousand per annum, respectively. In August they had risen to 250 and 468, and in September to 442
in Orange River Colony and to 457 in the Transvaal. These are truly appalling figures. It means that at
that rate in two years' time there would not be a little child left in the whole of these two new territories.
The worst of it is that I can not resist the conclusion that their lives could have been saved had it not been
that these camps had been deliberately chosen for military purposes. In the few camps near the coast
there is hardly any mortality at all--"
Observe that here is a criticism of the military policies of his Government-"and if the children had been removed from the Orange River Colony and the Transvaal to the seacoasts,
where they could have been easily fed and clothed and cared for, their lives might be saved; but as long
as they were kept up in the north there was a terrible inducement offered to the Boer commanders not to
attack the lines of communication. * * * If I were to despair for the future of this country it would not be
because of trade competition from either American or Germany, or the ineffectiveness of its army, or
anything that might happen to its ships; but rather because it used its great, hulking strength to torture a
little child. Had it not been that his ministry had shown distinct symptoms of softening of the brain. I
would call the torpor and indifference they are showing in face of all this, criminal. It is a maddening
horror, and it will haunt the Empire to its dying hour. What wonder is it that Europe should mock and hiss
at us? Let any honest Britisher fearlessly search his heart and answer this question: Is there any ground
for the reproach flung at us by the civilized world that, having failed to crush the men, we have now taken
to killing babes?"
Mr. President, while we were struggling for our independence the Duke of Grafton, in the House of Lords,
October 26, 1775, speaking against voting thanks to British officers and soldiers, after the battles of
Lexington and Bunker Hill, declared:
"I pledge myself to your lordships and my country that if necessity should require it and my health
otherwise permit it, I mean to come down to this House in a litter in order to express my full and hearty
disapproval of the measures now pursued, and, as I understand from the noble lords in office, meant to
be pursued."
On the same occasion, Mr. Fox said:
"I could not consent to the bloody consequences of so silly a contest, about so silly an object, conducted
in the silliest manner than history or observation had ever furnished an instance of, and from which we
are likely to derive poverty, misery, disgrace, defeat, and ruin."
In the House of Commons, May 14, 1777, Mr. Burke is reported in the parliamentary debates against the
war on the American Colonies, as saying he was, and ever would be, ready to support a just war, whether
against subjects or alien enemies, but where justice or color of justice was wanting he would ever be the
first to oppose it.
Lord Chatham, November 18, 1777, spoke as follows regarding the war between England and the
American Colonies:

"I would sell my shirt off my back to assist in proper measures, properly and wisely conducted, but I
would not part with a single shilling to the present ministers. Their plans are founded in destruction and
disgrace. It is, my lords, a ruinous and destructive war; it is full of danger; it teems with disgrace and
must end in ruin * * *. If I were an American, as I am an Englishman, while a foreign troop was landed in
my country I never would lay down my arms! Never! Never! Never!
Mr. President, I have made these quotations from some of the leading statesmen of England to show that
the principle of free speech was no new doctrine born of the Constitution of the United States. Our
Constitution merely declared the principle. It did not create it. It is a heritage of English-speaking peoples,
which has been won by incalculable sacrifice, and which they must preserve so long as they hope to live
as free men. I say without fear of contradiction that there has never been a time for more than a century
and a half when the right of free speech and free press and the right of the people to peaceably assemble
for public discussion have been so violated among English-speaking people as they are violated to-day
throughout the United States. To-day, in the land we have been wont to call the free United States,
governors, mayors, and policemen are preventing or breaking up peaceable meetings called to discuss the
questions growing out of this war, and judges and courts, with some notable and worthy exceptions, are
failing to protect the citizens in their rights.
It is no answer to say that when the war is over the citizen may once more resume his rights and feel
some security in his liberty and his person. As I have already tried to point out, now is precisely the time
when the country needs the counsel of all its citizens. In time of war even more than in time of peace,
whether citizens happen to agree with the ruling administration or not, these precious fundamental
personal rights--free speech, free press, and right of assemblage so explicitly and emphatically
guaranteed by the Constitution should be maintained inviolable. There is no rebellion in the land, no
martial law, no courts are closed, no legal processes suspended, and there is no threat even of invasion.
But more than this, if every preparation for war can be made the excuse for destroying free speech and a
free press and the right of the people to assemble together for peaceful discussion, then we may well
despair of ever again finding ourselves for a long period in a state of peace. With the possessions we
already have in remote parts of the world, with the obligations we seem almost certain to assume as a
result of the present war, a war can be made any time overnight and the destruction of personal rights
now occurring will be pointed to then as precedents for a still further invasion of the rights of the citizen.
This is the road which all free governments have heretofore traveled to their destruction, and how far we
have progressed along it is shown when we compare the standard of liberty of Lincoln, Clay, and Webster
with the standard of the present day.
This leads me, Mr. President, to the next thought to which I desire to invite the attention of the Senate,
and that is the power of Congress to declare the purpose and objects of the war, and the failure of
Congress to exercise that power in the present crisis.
POWER OF CONGRESS TO DECLARE OBJECTS OF WAR.
For the mere assertion of that right, in the form of a resolution to be considered and discussed--which I
introduced August 11, 1917--I have been denounced throughout this broad land as a traitor to my
country.
Mr. President, we are in a war the awful consequences of which no man can foresee, which, in my
judgment, could have been avoided if the Congress had exercised its constitutional power to influence and
direct the foreign policy of this country.
On the 8th day of February, 1915, I introduced in the Senate a resolution authorizing the President to
invite the representatives of the neutral nations of the world to assemble and consider, among other
things, whether it would not be possible to lay out lanes of travel upon the high seas and through proper
negotiation with the belligerent powers have those lanes recognized as neutral territory, through which
the commerce of neutral nations might pass. This, together with other provisions, constituted a resolution,
as I shall always regard it, of most vital and supreme importance in the world crisis, and one that should
have been considered and acted upon by Congress.

I believe, sir, that had some such action been taken the history of the world would not be written at this
hour in the blood of more than one-half of the nations of the earth, with the remaining nations in danger
of becoming involved.
I believe that had Congress exercised the power in this respect, which I contend it possesses, we could
and probably would have avoided the present war.
Mr. President, I believe that if we are to extricate ourselves from this war and restore this country to an
honorable and lasting peace, the Congress must exercise in full the war powers entrusted to it by the
Constitution. I have already called your attention sufficiently, no doubt, to the opinions upon this subject
expressed by some of the greatest lawyers and statesmen of the country, and I now venture to ask your
attention to a little closer examination of the subject viewed in the light of distinctly legal authorities and
principles.
CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS INVOLVED.
Section 8, Article I, of the Constitution provides:
The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes, duties, imposts, and excises to pay the debts and
provide for the common defense and general welfare of the United States.
In this first sentence we find that no war can be prosecuted without the consent of the Congress. No war
can be prosecuted without money. There is no power to raise the money for war except the power of
Congress. From this provision alone it must follow absolutely and without qualification that the duty of
determining whether a war shall be prosecuted or not, whether the people's money shall be expended for
the purpose of war or not rests upon the Congress, and with that power goes necessarily the power to
determine the purposes of the war, for if the Congress does not approve the purposes of the war, it may
refuse to lay the tax upon the people to prosecute it.
Again, section 8 further provides that Congress shall have power-To declare war, grant letters of marque and reprisal, and make rules concerning captures on land and
water;
To raise and support armies, but no appropriation of money to that use shall be for a longer term than two
years;
To provide and maintain a Navy;
To make rules for the government and regulation of the land and naval forces;
To provide for calling forth the militia to execute the laws of the Union, suppress insurrection, and repel
invasion;
To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining the militia, and for governing such part of them as may
be employed in the service of the United States, reserving to the States, respectively, the appointment of
the officers and the authority of training the militia according to the discipline prescribed by Congress.
In the foregoing grants of power, which are as complete as language can make them, there is no mention
of the President. Nothing is omitted from the powers conferred upon the Congress. Even the power to
make the rules for the government and the regulation of all the national forces, both on land and on the
sea, is vested in the Congress.
Then, not content with this, to make certain that no question could possibly arise, the framers of the
Constitution declared that Congress shall have power--

To make all laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying into execution the foregoing powers,
and all other powers vested by this Constitution in the Government of the United States, or in any
department or officer thereof.
We all know from the debates which took place in the constitutional convention why it was that the
constitution was so framed as to vest in the Congress the entire war-making power. The framers of the
Constitution knew that to give to one man that power meant danger to the rights and liberties of the
people. They knew that it mattered not whether you call the man king or emperor, czar or president, to
put into his hands the power of making war or peace meant despotism. It meant that the people would be
called upon to wage wars in which they had no interest or to which they might even be opposed. It meant
secret diplomacy and secret treaties. It meant that in those things, most vital to the lives and welfare of
the people, they would have nothing to say. The framers of the constitution believed that they had
guarded against this in the language I have quoted. They placed the entire control of this subject in the
hands of the Congress. And it was assumed that debate would be free and open, that many men
representing all the sections of the country would freely, frankly, and calmly exchange their views,
unafraid of the power of the Executive, uninfluenced by anything except their own convictions, and a
desire to obey the will of the people expressed in a constitutional manner.
Another reason for giving this power to the congress was that the Congress, particularly the House of
Representatives, was assumed to be directly responsible to the people and would most nearly represent
their views. The term of office for a Representative was fixed at only two years. One-third of the Senate
would be elected each two years. It was believed that this close relation to the people would insure a fair
representation of the popular will in the action which the Congress might take. Moreover, if the congress
for any reason was unfaithful to its trust and declared a war which the people did not desire to support or
to continue, they could in two years at most retire from office their unfaithful Representatives and return
others who would terminate the war. It is true that within two years much harm could be done by an
unwise declaration of war, especially a war of aggression, where men were e sent abroad. The framers of
the Constitution made no provision for such a condition, for they apparently never contemplated that such
a condition would arise.
Moreover, under the system of voluntary enlistment, which was the only system of raising an army for use
outside the country of which the framers of the Constitution had any idea, the people could force a
settlement of any war to which they were opposed by the simple means of not volunteering to fight it.
The only power relating to war with which the Executive was entrusted was that of acting as Commander
in Chief of the Army and Navy and of the militia when called into actual service. This provision is found in
section 2 of Article II, and is as follows:
The President shall be commander in Chief of the Army and Navy of the United States and of the militia of
the several States when called into the actual service of the United States.
Here is found the sum total of the President's war powers. After the Army is raised he becomes the
General in Command. His function is purely military. He is the General in Command of the entire Army,
just as there is a general in command of a certain field of operation. The authority of each is confined
strictly to the field of military service. The Congress must raise and support and equip and maintain the
Army which the President is to command. Until the Army is raised the President has no military authority
over any of the persons that may compose it. He can not enlist a man, or provide a uniform, or a single
gun, or pound of powder. The country may be invaded from all sides and except for the command of the
Regular Army, the President, as Commander in Chief of the Army, is as powerless as any citizen to stem
the tide of the invasion. In such case his only resort would be to the militia, as provided in the
Constitution. Thus completely did the fathers of the Constitution strip the Executive of military power.
It may be said that the duty of the President to enforce the laws of the country carries with it by
implication control over the military forces for that purpose, and that the decision as to when the laws are
violated, and the manner in which they should be redressed, rests with the President. This whole matter
was considered in the famous case of ex parte Milligan (4 Wall., 2). The question of enforcing the laws of
the United States, however, does not arise in the present discussion. The laws of the United States have
no effect outside the territory of the United States. Our Army in France or our Navy on the high seas may

be engaged in worthy enterprises, but they are not enforcing the laws of the United States, and the
President derives from his constitutional obligation to enforce the laws of the country no power to
determine the purposes of the present war.
The only remaining provision of the Constitution to be considered on the subject is that provision of Article
II, section 2, which provides that the President-Shall have no power by and with the consent of the Senate to make treaties, providing two-thirds of the
Senate present concur.
This is the same section of the Constitution which provides that the President "Shall nominate, and by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate, shall appoint ambassadors, other public ministers, consuls,
judges of the Supreme Court," and so forth.
Observe, the President under this constitutional provision gets no authority to declare the purposes and
objects of any war in which the country may be engaged. It is true that a treaty of peace can not be
executed except the President and the Senate concur in its execution. If a President should refuse to
agree to terms of peace which were proposed, for instance, by a resolution of Congress, and accepted by
the parliament of an enemy nation against the will, we will say, of an emperor, the war would simply stop,
if the two parliaments agreed and exercised their powers respectively to withhold supplies; and the formal
execution of a treaty of peace would be postponed until the people could select another President. It is
devoutly to be hoped that such a situation will never arise, and it is hardly conceivable that it should arise
with both an Executive and a Senate anxious, respectively, to discharge the constitutional duties of their
office. But if it should arise, under the Constitution, the final authority and the power to ultimately control
is vested by the Constitution in the Congress. The President can no more make a treaty of peace without
the approval not only of the Senate but of two-thirds of the Senators present than he can appoint a judge
of the Supreme Court without the concurrence of the Senate. A decent regard for the duties of the
President, as well as the duties of the Senators, and the consideration of the interests of the people,
whose servants both the Senators and the President are, requires that the negotiations which lead up to
the making of peace should be participated in equally by the Senators and by the President. for Senators
to take any other position is to shirk a plain duty; is to avoid an obligation imposed upon them by the
spirit and letter of the Constitution and by the solemn oath of office each has taken.
PRECEDENTS AND AUTHORITIES.
As might be expected from the plain language of the Constitution, the precedents and authorities are all
one way. I shall not attempt to present them all here, but only refer to those which have peculiar
application to the present situation.
Watson, in his work on the Constitution, Volume II, page 915, says:
The authority of the President over the Army and Navy to command and control is only subject to the
restrictions of Congress to make rules for the government and regulation of the land and naval forces. * *
* Neither can impair or invade the authority of the other. * * * The powers of the President (under the
war clause) are only those which may be called "military."
The same author on the same and succeeding page points out that the President as Commander in Chief
of the Army may direct the military force in such a way as to most effectively injure the enemy. He may
even direct an invasion of enemy territory. But, says the author, this can be done "temporarily, however,
only until Congress has defined what the permanent policy of the country is to be."
How, then, can the President declare the purposes of the war to be, to extend permanently the territory of
an ally or secure for an ally damages either in the form of money or new territory?
Pomeroy, in his "Introduction to the Constitutional Law of the United States" (9th edition 1886, p. 373),
says:

The organic law nowhere prescribes or limits the causes for which hostilities may be waged against a
foreign country. The causes of war it leaves to the discretion and judgment of the legislature.
In other words, it is for Congress to determine what we are fighting for. The President, as Commander in
Chief of the Army, is to determine the best method of carrying on the fight. But since the purposes of the
war must determine what are the best methods of conducting it, the primary duty at all times rests upon
Congress to declare either in the declaration of war or subsequently what the objects are which it is
expected to accomplish by the war.
In Elliot's Debates (supplement 2d edition, 1866, p. 439, vol. 5) it is said:
"There is a material difference between the cases of making war and making peace. It should be more
easy to get out of war than into it."
In the same volume, at page 140, we find:
"Mr. Sherman said he considered the executive magistracy as nothing more than an institution for
carrying the will of the legislature into effect."
Story, in his work on the Constitution (5th edition, 1891, p.92), says:
"The history of republics has but too fatally proved that they are too ambitious of military fame and
conquest and too easily devoted to the interests of demagogues, who flatter their pride and betray their
interests. It should, therefore, be difficult in a republic to declare war, but not to make peace. The
representatives of the people are to lay the taxes to support a war, and therefore have aright to be
consulted as to its propriety and necessity."
I commend this language to those gentlemen, both in and out of public office, who condemn as
treasonable all efforts, either by the people or by their representatives in Congress, to discuss terms of
peace or who even venture to suggest that a peace is not desirable until such time as the President, acting
solely on his own responsibility, shall declare for peace. It is a strange doctrine we hear these days that
the mass of the people, who pay in money, misery, and blood all the costs of this war, out of which a
favored few profit so largely, may not freely and publicly discuss terms of pea
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Lodge, Henry Cabot, Speaks out Against the League of Nations, August 12, 1919
Mr. President:
The independence of the United States is not only more precious to ourselves but to the world than any
single possession. Look at the United States today. We have made mistakes in the past. We have had
shortcomings. We shall make mistakes in the future and fall short of our own best hopes. But none the
less is there any country today on the face of the earth which can compare with this in ordered liberty, in
peace, and in the largest freedom?
I feel that I can say this without being accused of undue boastfulness, for it is the simple fact, and in
making this treaty and taking on these obligations all that we do is in a spirit of unselfishness and in a
desire for the good of mankind. But it is well to remember that we are dealing with nations every one of
which has a direct individual interest to serve, and there is grave danger in an unshared idealism.
Contrast the United States with any country on the face of the earth today and ask yourself whether the
situation of the United States is not the best to be found. I will go as far as anyone in world service, but
the first step to world service is the maintenance of the United States.
I have always loved one flag and I cannot share that devotion [with] a mongrel banner created for a
League.
You may call me selfish if you will, conservative or reactionary, or use any other harsh adjective you see
fit to apply, but an American I was born, an American I have remained all my life. I can never be anything
else but an American, and I must think of the United States first, and when I think of the United States
first in an arrangement like this I am thinking of what is best for the world, for if the United States fails,
the best hopes of mankind fail with it.
I have never had but one allegiance - I cannot divide it now. I have loved but one flag and I cannot share
that devotion and give affection to the mongrel banner invented for a league. Internationalism, illustrated
by the Bolshevik and by the men to whom all countries are alike provided they can make money out of
them, is to me repulsive.
National I must remain, and in that way I like all other Americans can render the amplest service to the
world. The United States is the world's best hope, but if you fetter her in the interests and quarrels of
other nations, if you tangle her in the intrigues of Europe, you will destroy her power for good and
endanger her very existence. Leave her to march freely through the centuries to come as in the years that
have gone.
Strong, generous, and confident, she has nobly served mankind. Beware how you trifle with your
marvellous inheritance, this great land of ordered liberty, for if we stumble and fall freedom and
civilization everywhere will go down in ruin.
We are told that we shall 'break the heart of the world' if we do not take this league just as it stands. I
fear that the hearts of the vast majority of mankind would beat on strongly and steadily and without any
quickening if the league were to perish altogether. If it should be effectively and beneficently changed the
people who would lie awake in sorrow for a single night could be easily gathered in one not very large
room but those who would draw a long breath of relief would reach to millions.
We hear much of visions and I trust we shall continue to have visions and dream dreams of a fairer future
for the race. But visions are one thing and visionaries are another, and the mechanical appliances of the
rhetorician designed to give a picture of a present which does not exist and of a future which no man can
predict are as unreal and short-lived as the steam or canvas clouds, the angels suspended on wires and
the artificial lights of the stage.

They pass with the moment of effect and are shabby and tawdry in the daylight. Let us at least be real.
Washington's entire honesty of mind and his fearless look into the face of all facts are qualities which can
never go out of fashion and which we should all do well to imitate.
Ideals have been thrust upon us as an argument for the league until the healthy mind which rejects cant
revolts from them. Are ideals confined to this deformed experiment upon a noble purpose, tainted, as it is,
with bargains and tied to a peace treaty which might have been disposed of long ago to the great benefit
of the world if it had not been compelled to carry this rider on its back? 'Post equitem sedet atra cura,'
Horace tells us, but no blacker care ever sat behind any rider than we shall find in this covenant of
doubtful and disputed interpretation as it now perches upon the treaty of peace.
No doubt many excellent and patriotic people see a coming fulfilment of noble ideals in the words 'league
for peace.' We all respect and share these aspirations and desires, but some of us see no hope, but rather
defeat, for them in this murky covenant. For we, too, have our ideals, even if we differ from those who
have tried to establish a monopoly of idealism.
Our first ideal is our country, and we see her in the future, as in the past, giving service to all her people
and to the world. Our ideal of the future is that she should continue to render that service of her own free
will. She has great problems of her own to solve, very grim and perilous problems, and a right solution, if
we can attain to it, would largely benefit mankind.
We would have our country strong to resist a peril from the West, as she has flung back the German
menace from the East. We would not have our politics distracted and embittered by the dissensions of
other lands. We would not have our country's vigour exhausted or her moral force abated, by everlasting
meddling and muddling in every quarrel, great and small, which afflicts the world.
Our ideal is to make her ever stronger and better and finer, because in that way alone, as we believe, can
she be of the greatest service to the world's peace and to the welfare of mankind.
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Pershing, General John, Letter to his son regarding the war, October 10, 1918
Writing to His Nine-Year-Old Son, Warren, Gen. John Pershing Explains Why He and His Troops
Are Fighting in France
On the morning of August 27, 1915, a year-and-a-half before America went to war, a newspaper reporter named Norman Walker called the office of
Gen. John Pershing in Fort Bliss, Texas to confirm a tragic story coming over the wires about Pershing's wife and children. Certain the voice at the other
end was a military aide, Walker inquired about the deaths at Gen. Pershing's residence in San Francisco. "What has happened!?" demanded the voice. It
was Pershing, himself. Norman stumbled through the report as the general listened: Mrs. Pershing, only thirty-five, and their three daughters-ages
eight, seven, and three-were all killed when afire swept through their house at the Presidio. Only six-year-old Warren was pulled out alive. Less than a
year later, Pershing was sent to Mexico in the Punitive Expedition against Pancho Villa and in June 1917 he was off to Europe to lead American forces in
the war. Notoriously stern and reserved before the fire, Pershing became even more withdrawn in its aftermath. Pershing demonstrated great warmth
and tenderness, however, in his letters to Warren, who was living with his Aunt May in Lincoln, Nebraska. The general wrote the following to his son on
October 10, 1918.

My dear Kiddie:
I have your letter of Sunday (no date) written on letter paper with the Stars and Stripes on one edge. It
makes very pretty writing paper. The letter was No. 8 so I suppose you can tell the date but I cannot.
I have often promised in my various letters that you should come to France while I am still here, and I am
going to keep this promise and you may count upon it. I do not know just when it will be nor how I shall
arrange it, but we can work that out a little bit later.
I want you to come so that you yourself can see something of the army and see something of France. I
want you to know while you are still a boy something of the fine patriotism that inspires the American
soldiers who are fighting over here for the cause of liberty. They are fighting as you know against
Germany and her Allies to prevent the rulers of Germany from seizing territory that does not belong to
them and from extending their rule over the people of other governments who do not wish to be ruled by
Germany. I might add that in order to do this the German army, under orders from the Ruler of Germany,
has committed most serious crimes, and for that also we are fighting in order to punish them.
I want you to see some of the battlefields of France with me, over which the American soldiers have
fought in carrying out the great purpose of our people. It will enable you to realize later in life just what
sacrifice means and just what degree of sacrifice our army is called upon to make and which they have
made and are making bravely and courageously.
I think that you should talk this over with your Auntie and I want you to regard it, of course, as
confidential, and let me have any suggestion that you and she wish to make regarding it. In the
meantime, work as hard as you ought to work giving yourself plenty of time for play and exercise in the
open air, to the end that you may prepare yourself as well as the average boy prepares himself, or better,
for whatever calling you may follow in life. And might I add, as I have already said to you, that it is my
hope that you will always be what I believe you to be-a very manly, upright, honest, industrious,
wholesome, wide-awake boy. I look forward to your companionship with a great deal of pleasure, and
after the war is over we can have many good times together.
Give my love to your Aunties, and believe me, as always,
Yours affectionately,
Papa
General Pershing kept his promise to Warren, and in March 1919 the general and his son were reunited in France. Outfitted in a miniature Officer's
uniform, Warren toured the country with his celebrated father.
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Schneiderman, Rose, “On the Triangle Shirtwaist Company Fire,” 1911
Lament for Lives Lost: Rose Schneiderman and the Triangle Fire
One of the greatest industrial tragedies in U.S. history occurred on March 25, 1911, when 146 workers, mostly young immigrant women, died in a fire
at the Triangle Shirtwaist company in New York City. The victims had been trapped by blocked exit doors and faulty fire escapes. The aftermath of the
catastrophe brought grief and recriminations. Protest rallies and memorial meetings were held throughout the city. During one meeting at the
Metropolitan Opera House, tension broke out between the working-class Lower East Siders who filled the galleries (and saw class solidarity as the
ultimate solution to the problems of industrial safety) and the middle- and upper-class women in the boxes who sought reforms like creation of a
bureau of fire prevention. The meeting would have broken up in disorder if not for a stirring speech by Rose Schneiderman, a Polish-born former hat
worker who had once led a strike at the Triangle factory. Although she barely spoke above a whisper, Schneiderman held the audience spellbound.

I would be a traitor to those poor burned bodies, if I were to come here to talk good fellowship. We have
tried you good people of the public—and we have found you wanting.
The old Inquisition had its rack and its thumbscrews and its instruments of torture with iron teeth. We
know what these things are today: the iron teeth are our necessities, the thumbscrews are the highpowered and swift machinery close to which we must work, and the rack is here in the firetrap structures
that will destroy us the minute they catch fire.
This is not the first time girls have been burned alive in this city. Every week I must learn of the untimely
death of one of my sister workers. Every year thousands of us are maimed. The life of men and women is
so cheap and property is so sacred! There are so many of us for one job, it matters little if 140-odd are
burned to death.
We have tried you, citizens! We are trying you now and you have a couple of dollars for the sorrowing
mothers and brothers and sisters by way of a charity gift. But every time the workers come out in the only
way they know to protest against conditions which are unbearable, the strong hand of the law is allowed
to press down heavily upon us.
Public officials have only words of warning for us—warning that we must be intensely orderly and must be
intensely peaceable, and they have the workhouse just back of all their warnings. The strong hand of the
law beats us back when we rise—back into the conditions that make life unbearable.
I can’t talk fellowship to you who are gathered here. Too much blood has been spilled. I know from
experience it is up to the working people to save themselves. And the only way is through a strong
working-class movement.
Source: Leon Stein, The Triangle Fire (New York: Carroll & Graf, 1962), 144–45.
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Shaw, Anna Howard, “The Fundamental Principle of a Republic,” June 21, 1915
Suffrage Orator and Social Reformer
Speech made during the New York State equal suffrage campaign at the City Opera House in Ogdenburg,
New York on June 21, 1915.
When I came into your hall tonight, I thought of the last time I was in your city. Twenty- one years ago I
came here with Susan B. Anthony, and we came for exactly the same purpose as that for which we are
here tonight. Boys have been born since that time and have become voters, and the women are still trying
to persuade American men to believe in the fundamental principles of democracy, and I never quite feel
as if it was a fair field to argue this question with men, because in doing it you have to assume that a man
who professes to believe in a Republican form of government does not believe in a Republican form of
government, for the only thing that woman's enfranchisement means at all is that a government which
claims to be a Republic should be a Republic, and not an aristocracy. The difficulty with discussing this
question with those who oppose us is that they make any number of arguments but none of them have
anything to do with Woman's Suffrage; they always have something to do with something else, therefore
the arguments which we have to make rarely ever have anything to do with the subject, because we have
to answer our opponents who always escape the subject as far as possible in order to have any sort of
reason in connection with what they say. .
Now one of two things is true: either a Republic is a desirable form of government, or else it is not. If it is,
then we should have it, if it is not then we ought not to pretend that we have it. We ought at least be true
to our ideals, and the men of New York have for the first time in their lives, the rare opportunity on the
second day of next November, of making the state truly a part of the Republic. It is the greatest
opportunity which has ever come to the men of the state. They have never had so serious a problem to
solve before, they will never have a more serious problem to solve in any future of our nation's life, and
the thing that disturbs me more than anything else in connection with it is that so few people realize what
a profound problem they have to solve on November 2. It is not merely a trifling matter; it is not a little
thing that does not concern the state, it is the most vital problem we could have, and any man who goes
to the polls on the second day of next November without thoroughly informing himself in regard to this
subject is unworthy to be a citizen of this state, and unfit to cast a ballot. .
If woman's suffrage is wrong, it is a great wrong; if it is right, it is a profound and fundamental principle,
and we all know, if we know what a Republic is, that it is the fundamental principle upon which a Republic
must rise. Let us see where we are as a people; how we act here and what we think we are. The difficulty
with the men of this country is that they are so consistent in their inconsistency that they are not aware of
having been inconsistent; because their consistency has been so continuous and their inconsistency so
consecutive that it has never been broken, from the beginning of our Nation's life to the present time. If
we trace our history back we will find that from the very dawn of our existence as a people, men have
been imbued with a spirit and a vision more lofty than they have been able to live; they have been led by
visions of the sublimest truth, both in regard to religion and in regard to government that ever inspired
the souls of men from the time the Puritans left the old world to come to this country, led by the Divine
ideal which is the sublimest and the supremest ideal in religious freedom which men have ever known, the
theory that a man has a right to worship God according to the dictates of his own conscience, without the
intervention of any other man or any other group of men. And it was this theory, this vision of the right of
the human soul which led men first to the shores of this country. .
Now, nobody can deny that they are sincere, honest, and earnest men. No one can deny that the Puritans
were men of profound conviction, and yet these men who gave up everything in behalf of an ideal, hardly
established their communities in this new country before they began to practice exactly the same sort of
persecutions on other men which had been practiced upon them. They settled in their communities on the
New England shores and when they formed their compacts by which they governed their local societies,
they permitted no man to have a voice in the affairs unless he was a member of the church, and not a
member of any church, but a member of the particular church which dominated the particular community

in which he happened to be. In Massachusetts they drove the Baptists down to Rhode Island; in
Connecticut they drove the Presbyterians over to New Jersey; they burned the Quakers in Massachusetts
and ducked the witches, and no colony, either Catholic or Protestant allowed a Jew to have a voice. And so
a man must worship God according to the conscience of the particular community in which he was located,
and yet they called that religious freedom, they were not able to live the ideal of religious liberty, and
from that time to this the men of this government have been following along the same line of
inconsistency, while they too have been following a vision of equal grandeur and power. .
Never in the history of the world did it dawn upon the human mind as it dawned upon your ancestors,
what it would mean for men to be free. They got the vision of a government in which the people would be
the supreme power, and so inspired by this vision men wrote such documents as were went from the
Massachusetts legislature, from the New York legislature and from the Pennsylvania group over to the
Parliament of Great Britain, which rang with the profoundest measures of freedom and justice. They did
not equivocate in a single word when they wrote the Declaration of Independence; no one can dream that
these men had not got the sublimest ideal of democracy which had ever dawned upon the souls of men.
But as soon as the war was over and our government was formed, instead of asking the question, who
shall be the governing force in this great new Republic, when they brought those thirteen little territories
together, they began to eliminate instead of include the men who should be the great governing forces,
and they said, who shall have the voice in this great new Republic, and you would have supposed that
such men as fought the Revolutionary War would have been able to answer that every man who has
fought, everyone who has given up all he has and all he has been able to accumulate shall be free, it
never entered their minds. These excellent ancestors of yours had not been away from the old world long
enough to realize that man is of more value than his purse, so they said every man who has an estate in
the government shall have a voice; and they said what shall that estate be? And they answered that a
man who had property valued at two hundred and fifty dollars will be able to cast a vote, and so they sang
"The land of the free and the home of the brave." And they wrote into their Constitution, "All males who
pay taxes on $250 shall cast a vote," and they called themselves a Republic, and we call ourselves a
Republic, and they were not quite so much of a Republic that we should be called a Republic yet. We
might call ourselves angels, but that wouldn't make us angels, you have got to be an angel before you are
an angel, and you have got to be a Republic before you are a Republic. Now what did we do? Before the
word "male" in the local compacts, they wrote the word "Church-members"; and they wrote in the word
"taxpayer." Then there arose a great Democrat, Thomas Jefferson, who looked down into the day when
you and I are living and saw that the rapidly accumulated wealth in the hands of a few men would
endanger the liberties of the people, and he knew what you and I know, that no power under heaven or
among men is known in a Republic by which men can defend their liberties except by the power of the
ballot, and so the Democratic party took another step in the evolution of the Republic out of a monarchy
and they rubbed out the word "taxpayer" and wrote in the word "white", and then the Democrats thought
the millennium had come, and they sang " The land of the free and the home of the brave" as lustily as
the Republicans had sung it before them and spoke of the divine right of motherhood with the same thrill
in their voices and at the same time they were selling mother's babies by the pound on the auction blockand mothers apart from their babies. Another arose who said a man is not a good citizen because he is
white, he is a good citizen because he is a man, and the Republican party took out that progressive
evolutionary eraser and rubbed out the word "white" from before the word "male' and could not think of
another word to put in there- they were all in, black and white, rich and poor, wise and otherwise, drunk
and sober; not a man left out to be put in, and so the Republicans could not write anything before the
word "male", and they had to let the little word, "male" stay alone by itself. .
And God said in the beginning, "It is not good for man to stand alone." That is why we are here tonight,
and that is all that woman's suffrage means; just to repeat again and again that first declaration of the
Divine, "It is not good for man to stand alone," and so the women of this state are asking that the word
"male" shall be stricken out of the Constitution altogether and that the Constitution stand as it ought to
have stood in the beginning and as it must before this state is any part of a Republic. Every citizen
possessing the necessary qualifications shall be entitled to cast one vote at every election, and have that
vote counted. We are not asking as our Anti-Suffrage friends think we are, for any of awful things that we
hear will happen if we are allowed to vote; we are simply asking that that government which professes to
be a Republic shall be a Republic and not pretend to be what it is not. (1) .

Now what is a Republic? Take your dictionary, encyclopedia lexicon or anything else you like and look up
the definition and you will find that a Republic is a form of government in which the laws are enacted by
representatives elected by the people. Now when did the people of New York ever elect their own
representatives? Never in the world. The men of New York have, and I grant you that men are people,
admirable people, as far as they go, but they only go half way. There is still another half of the people
who have not elected representatives, and you never read a definition of a Republic in which half of the
people elect representatives to govern the whole of the people. That is an aristocracy and that is just what
we are. We have been many kinds of aristocracies. We have been a hierarchy of church members, than an
oligarchy of sex. .
There are two old theories, which are dying today. Dying hard, but dying. One of them is dying on the
plains of Flanders and the Mountains of Galicia and Austria, and that is the theory of the divine right of
kings. The other is dying here in the state of New York and Massachusetts and New Jersey and
Pennsylvania and that is the divine right of sex. Neither of them had a foundation in reason, or justice, or
common sense. .
Now I want to make this proposition, and I believe every man will accept it. Of course he will if he is
intelligent. Whenever a Republic prescribes the qualifications as applying equally to all the citizens of the
Republic, when the Republic says in order to vote, a citizen must be twenty-one years of age, it applies to
all alike, there is no discrimination against any race or sex. When the government says that a citizen must
be a native-born citizen or a naturalized citizen that applies to all; we are either born or naturalized,
somehow or other we are here. Whenever the government says that a citizen, in order to vote, must be a
resident of a community a certain length of time, and of the state a certain length of time and of the
nation a certain length of time, that applies to all equally. There is no discrimination. We might go further
and we might say that in order to vote the citizen must be able to read his ballot. We have not gone that
far yet. We have been very careful of male ignorance in these United States. I was much interested, as
perhaps many of you, in reading the Congressional Record this last winter over the debate over the
immigration bill, and when that illiteracy clause was introduced into the immigration bill, what fear there
was in the souls of men for fear we would do injustice to some of the people who might want to come to
our shores, and I was much and I was much interested in the language in which the President vetoed the
bill, when he declared that by inserting the clause we would keep out of our shores a large body of very
excellent people. I could not help wondering then how it happens that male ignorance is so much less
ignorant than female ignorance. When I hear people say that if women were permitted to vote a large
body of ignorant people would vote, and therefore because an ignorant woman would vote, no intelligent
women should be allowed to vote, I wonder why we have made it so easy for male ignorance and so hard
for female ignorance. (2) .
When I was a girl, years ago, I lived in the back woods and there the number of votes cast at each
election depended entirely upon the size of the ballot box. We had what was known as the old- tissue
ballots and the man who got the most tissue in was the man elected. Now the best part of our community
was very much disturbed by this method, and they did not know what to do in order to get a ballot both
safe and secret; but they heard that over in Australia, where the women voted, they had a ballot which
was both safe and secret, so we went over there and we got the Australian ballot and we brought it here.
But when we got it over we found it was not adapted to this country, because in Australia they have to be
able to read their ballot. Now the question was how could we adapt it to our conditions? Someone
discovered that if you should put a symbol at the head of each column, like a rooster, or an eagle, or a
hand holding a hammer, that if a man has intelligence to know the difference between a rooster and an
eagle he will know which political party to vote for, and when the ballot was adapted it was a very
beautiful ballot, it looked like a page from Life. .
Now almost any American could vote that ballot, or if she had not that intelligence to know the difference
between an eagle and a rooster, we could take the eagle out and put in the hen. Now when we take so
much pains to adapt the ballot to the male intelligence of the United States, we should be very humble
when we talk about female ignorance. Now if we should take a vote and the men had to read their ballot
in order to vote it, more women could vote than men. But when the government says not only that you
must be twenty-one years of age, a resident of the community and native born or naturalized, those are
qualifications, but when it says that an elector must be a male, that is not a qualification for citizenship;

that is an insurmountable barrier between one half of the people and the other half of the citizens and
their rights as citizens. No such nation can call itself a Republic. It is only an aristocracy. That barrier must
be removed before the government can become a Republic, and that is exactly what we are asking right
now, that the last step in the evolutionary process be taken on November 2d. and that this great state of
New York shall become in fact as it is in theory, a part of a government of the people, by the people, and
for the people. .
Men know the inconsistencies themselves; they realize it in one way while they do not realize it in
another, because you never heard a man make a political speech when he did not speak of this country as
a whole as though the thing existed which does not exist and that is that the people were equally free,
because you hear them declare over and over again on the Fourth of July "under God the people rule."
They know it is not true, but they say it with a great hurrah, and they repeat over and over again that
clause from the Declaration of Independence. "Governments derive their just powers from the consent of
the governed," and they see how they can prevent half of us from giving our consent to anything, and
then they give it to us on the Fourth of July in two languages, so if it is not true in one it will be in the
other, "vox populi, vox Dei." "The voice of the people is the voice of God," and the orator forgets that in
the people's voice there is a soprano as well as a bass. If the voice of the people is the voice of God, how
are we ever going to know what God's voice is when we are content to listen to a bass solo? Now if it is
true that the voice of the people is the voice of God, we will never know what the Deity's voice in
government is until the bass and soprano are mingled together, the result of which will be the divine
harmony. Take any of the magnificent appeals for freedom, which men make, and rob them of their
universal application and you take the very life and soul out of them. .
Where is the difficulty? Just in one thing and one thing only, that men are so sentimental. We used to
believe that women were the sentimental sex, but they can not hold a tallow candle compared with the
arc light of the men. Men are so sentimental in their attitude about women that they cannot reason about
them. Now men are usually very fair to each other. I think the average man recognizes that he has no
more right to anything at the hands of the government than has every other man. He has no right at all to
anything to which every other man has not an equal right with himself. He says why have I a right to
certain things in the government; why have I a right to life and liberty; why have I a right to this or this?
Does he say because I am a man? Not at all, because I am human, and being human I have a right to
everything which belongs to humanity, and every right which any other human being has, I have. And
then he says of his neighbor, and my neighbor he also is human, therefore every right which belongs to
me as a human being, belongs to him as a human being, and I have no right to anything under the
government to which he is not equally entitled. And then up comes a woman, and then they say now she's
a woman; she is not quite human, but she is my wife, or my sister, or my daughter, or an aunt, or my
cousin. She is not quite human; she is only related to a human, and being related to a human a human
will take care of her. So we have had that care-taking human being to look after us and they have not
recognized that women too are equally human with men. Now if men could forget for a minuteÑI believe
the anti-suffragists say that we want men to forget that we are related to them, they don't know meÑif for
a minute they could forget our relationship and remember that we are equally human with themselves,
then they would sayÑyes, and this human being, not because she is a woman, but because she is human
is entitled to every privilege and every right under the government which I, as a human being am entitled
to. The only reason men do not see as fairly in regard to women as they do in regard to each other is
because they have looked upon us from an altogether different plane than what they have looked at men;
that is because women have been the homemakers while men have been the so- called protectors, in the
period of the world's civilization when people needed to be protected. I know that they say that men
protect us now and when we ask them what they are protecting us from the only answer they can give is
from themselves. I do not think that men need any very great credit for protecting us from themselves.
They are not protecting us from any special thing from which we could not protect ourselves except
themselves. Now this old time idea of protection was all right when the world needed this protection, but
today the protection in civilization comes from within and not from without. .
What are the arguments, which our good Anti-friends give us? We know that lately they have stopped to
argue and call suffragists all sorts of creatures. If there is anything we believe that we do not believe, we
have not heard about them, so the cry goes out of this; the cry of the infant's mind; the cry of a little
child. The anti-suffragists' cries are all the cries of little children who are afraid of the unborn and are

forever crying, "The goblins will catch you if you don't watch out." So that anything that has not been
should not be and all that is right, when as a matter of fact if the world believed that we would be in a
statical condition and never move, except back like a crab. And so the cry goes on. (3) .
When suffragists are feminists, and when I ask what that is no one is able to tell me. I would give
anything to know what a feminist is. They say, would you like to be a feminist? If I could find out I would,
you either have to be masculine or feminine and I prefer feminine. Then they cry that we are socialists,
and anarchists. Just how a human can be both at the same time, I really do not know. If I know what
socialism means it means absolute government and anarchism means no government at all. So we are
feminists, socialists, anarchists, and Mormons or spinsters. Now that is about the list. I have not heard the
last speech. Now as a matter of fact, as a unit we are nothing, as individuals we are like all other
individuals. .
We have our theories, our beliefs, but as suffragists we have but one belief, but one principle, but one
theory and that is the right of a human being to have a voice in the government, under which he or she
lives, on that we agree, if on nothing else. Whether we agree or not on religion or politics we are
concerned. A clergyman asked me the other day, " By the way, what church does your official board
belong to?" I said I don't know. He said, " Don't you know what religion your official board believes?" I
said, "Really it never occurred to me, but I will (? p.154 bottom- could not read print) them up and see,
they are not elected to my board because they believe in any particular church. We had no concern either
as to what we believe as religionists or as to what we believe as women in regard to theories of
government, except that one fundamental theory in the right of democracy. We do not believe in this fad
or the other, but whenever any question is to be settled in any community, then the people of that
community shall settle that question, the women people equally with the men people. That is all there is
to it, and yet when it comes to arguing our case they bring up all sorts of arguments, and the beauty of it
is they always answer all their own arguments. They never make an argument, but they answer it. When I
was asked to answer one of their debates I said, " What is the use? Divide up their literature and let them
destroy themselves." .
I was followed up last year by a young, married woman from New Jersey. She left her husband home for
three months to tell the women that their place was at home, and that they could not leave home long
enough to go to the ballot box, and she brought all her arguments out in pairs and backed them up by
statistics. The anti-suffragists can gather more statistics than any other person I ever saw, and there is
nothing so sweet and calm as when they say, " You cannot deny this, because here are the figures, and
figures never lie." Well they don't but some liars figure. .
When they start out they always begin the same. She started by proving that it was no use to give the
women the ballot because if they did have it they would not use it, and she had statistics to prove it. If we
would not use it then I really can not see the harm of giving it to us, we would not hurt anybody with it
and what an easy way for you men to get rid of us. No more suffrage meetings, never any nagging you
again, no one could blame you for anything that went wrong with the town, if it did not run right, all you
would have to say is, you have the power, why don't you go ahead and clean up. .
Then the young lady, unfortunately for her first argument, proved by statistics, of which she had many,
the awful results which happened where women did have the ballot; what awful laws have been brought
about by women's vote; the conditions that prevail in the homes and how deeply women get interested in
politics, because women are hysterical, and we can not think of anything else, we just forget our families,
cease to care for our children, cease to love our husbands and just go to the polls and vote and keep on
voting for ten hours a day 365 days in the year, never let up, if we ever get to the polls once you will
never get us home, so that the women will not vote at all, and they will not do anything but vote. Now
these are two very strong anti-suffrage arguments and they can prove them by figures. Then they will tell
you that if women are permitted to vote it will be a great expense and no use because wives will vote just
as their husbands do; even if we have no husbands, that would not effect the result because we would
vote just as our husbands would vote if we had one. How I wish the anti-suffragists could make the men
believe that; if they could make men believe that the women would vote just as they wanted them to do
you think we would ever have to make another speech or hold another meeting, we would have to vote
whether we wanted to or not. .

And then the very one who will tell you that women will vote just as their husbands do will tell you in five
minutes that they will not vote as their husbands will and then the discord in the homes, and the divorce.
Why, they have discovered that in Colorado there are more divorces than there were before women began
to vote, but they have forgotten to tell you that there are four times as many people in Colorado today as
there were when women began to vote, and that may have some effect, particularly as these people went
from the East. Then they will tell you all the trouble that happens in the home. A gentleman told me that
in CaliforniaÑand when he was talking I had a wonderful thing pass through my mind, because he said
that he and his wife had lived together for twenty years and never had a difference in opinion in the whole
twenty years and he was afraid if women began to vote that his wife would vote differently from him and
then that beautiful harmony which they had had for twenty years would be broken, and all the time he
was talking I could not help wondering which was the idiotÑbecause I knew that no intelligent human
beings could live together for twenty years and not have a differences of opinion. All the time he was
talking I looked at that splendid type of manhood and thought, how would a man feel being tagged up by
a little woman for twenty years saying, "Me too, me too." I would not want to live in a house with a
human being for twenty years who agreed with everything I said. The stagnation of a frog pond would be
hilarious compared to that. What a reflection is that on men. If we should say that about men we would
never hear the last of it. Now it may be that the kind of men being that the anti-suffragists live with is
that kind, but they are not the kind we live with and we could not do it. Great big overgrown babies!
Cannot be disputed without having a row! While we do not believe that men are saints, by any means, we
do believe that the average American man is a fairly good sort of fellow.
In fact my theory of the whole matter is exactly opposite, because instead of believing that men and
women will quarrel, I think just the opposite thing will happen. I think just about six weeks before election
a sort of honeymoon will start and it will continue until they will think they are again hanging over the
gate, all in order to get each other's votes. When men want each other's votes they do not go up and
knock them down; they are very solicitous of each other, if they are thirsty or need a smoke orÑwell we
don't worry about home. The husband and wife who are quarreling after the vote are quarreling now.
Then the other belief that the women would not vote if they had a vote and would not do anything else;
and would vote just as their husbands vote, and would not vote like their husbands; that women have so
many burdens that they cannot bear another burden, and that women are the leisure class.
I remember having Reverend Dr. Abbott speak before the anti-suffrage meeting in Brooklyn and he stated
that if women were permitted to vote we would not have so much time for charity and philanthropy, and I
would like to say, "Thank God, there will not be so much need of charity and philanthropy." The end and
aim of the suffrage is not to furnish an opportunity for excellent old ladies to be charitable. There are two
words that we ought to be able to get along without, and they are charity and philanthropy. They are not
needed in a Republic. If we put in the word "opportunity" instead, that is what Republics stand for. Our
doctrine is not to extend the length of our bread lines or the size of our soup kitchens, what we need is for
men to have the opportunity to buy their own bread and eat their own soup. We women have used up our
lives and strength in fool charities, and we have made more paupers than we have ever helped by the
folly of our charities and philanthropies; the unorganized methods by which we deal with the conditions of
society, and instead of giving people charity we must learn to give them an opportunity to develop and
make themselves capable of earning the bread; no human being has the right to live without toil; toil of
some kind, and that old theory that we used to hear "The world owes a man a living" never was true and
never will be true. This world does not owe anybody a living, what it does owe to every human being is
the opportunity to earn a living. We have a right to the opportunity and then the right to the living
thereafter. We want it. No woman, any more than a man, has the right to live an idle life in this world, we
must learn to give back something for the space occupied and we must do our duty wherever duty calls,
and the woman herself must decide where her duty calls, just as a man does. (4)
Now they tell us we should not vote because we have not the time, we are so burdened that we should
not have any more burdens. Then, if that is so, I think we ought to allow the women to vote instead of the
men, since we pay a man anywhere from a third to a half more than we do women it would be better to
use up the cheap time of the women instead of the dear time of the men. And talking about time you
would think it took about a week to vote.

A dear, good friend of mine in Omaha said, "Now Miss. Shaw," and she held up her child in her arms, "is
not this my job." I said it certainly is, and then she said, "How can I go to the polls and vote and neglect
my baby?" I said, "Has your husband a job?" and she said, "Why you know he has." I did know it; he was
a banker and a very busy one. I said, "Yet your husband said he was going to leave husband and go down
to the polls and vote," and she said, "Oh yes, he is so very interested in election." Then I said, "What an
advantage you have over your husband, he has to leave his job and you can take your job with you and
you do not need to neglect your job." Is it not strange that the only time a woman might neglect her baby
is on election day, and then the dear old Antis hold up their hands and say, "You have neglected your
baby." A woman can belong to a whist club and go once a week and play whist, she cannot take her baby
to the whist club, and she has to keep whist herself without trying to keep a baby whist. She can go to the
theatre, to church or a picnic and no one is worrying about the baby, but to vote and everyone cries out
about the neglect. You would think on Election Day that a woman grabbed up her baby and started out
and just dropped it somewhere and paid no attention to it. It used to be asked when we had the question
Ðbox, "Who will take care of the babies?" I did not know what person could be got to take care of all the
babies, so I thought I would go out West and find out. I went to Denver and I found that they took care of
their babies just the same on election day as they did on every other day; they took their baby along with
them, when they went to put a letter in a box they took their baby along and when they went to put their
ballot in the box they took their baby along. If the mother had to stand in line and the baby got restless
she would joggle the go-cartÑand when she went in to vote a neighbor would joggle the go-cart and if
there was no neighbor there was the candidate and he would joggle the cart. That is one day in the year
when you can get a hundred people to take care of any number of babies. I have never worried about the
babies on Election Day since that time.
Then the people will tell you that women are so burdened with their duties that they can not vote, and
they will tell you that women are the leisure class and the men are worked to death: but the funniest
argument of the lady who followed me about in the West: Out there they were great in the temperance
question, and she declared that we were not prohibition, or she declared that we were. Now in North
Dakota which is one of the first prohibition states, and they are dry because they want to be dry. In that
state she wanted to prove to them that if women were allowed to vote they would vote North Dakota wet
and she had her figures; that women had not voted San Francisco dry, or Portland dry, or Chicago dry. Of
course we had not voted on the question in Chicago, but that did not matter. Then we went to Montana,
which is wet. They have it wet there because they want it wet, so that any argument that she could bring
to bear upon them to prove that we would make North Dakota wet and keep it wet would have given us
the state, but that would not work, so she brought out the figures out of her pocket to prove to the men
of Montana that if women were allowed to vote in Montana they would vote Montana dry. She proved that
in two years in Illinois they had voted ninety-six towns dry, and that at that rate we would soon get over
Montana and have it dry. Then I went to Nebraska and as soon as I reached there a reporter came and
asked me the question, " How are the women going to vote on the prohibition question?" I said, " I really
don't know. I know how we will vote in North Dakota, we will vote wet in North Dakota; in Montana we will
vote dry, but how we will vote in Nebraska, I don't know, but I will let you know just as soon as the lady
from New Jersey comes."
We will either vote as our husbands vote or we will not vote as our husbands vote. We either have time to
vote or we don't have time to vote. We will either not vote at all or we will vote all the time. It reminds
me of the story of the old Irish woman who had twin boys and they were so much alike that the neighbors
could not tell them apart, so one of the neighbors said, " Now Mrs. Mahoney, you have two of the finest
twin boys I ever saw in all my life, but how do you know them apart." "Oh," she says, "That's easy enough
any one could tell them apart. When I want to know which is which I just put my finger in Patsey's mouth
and if he bites it is Mikey."
Now what does it matter whether the women will vote as their husbands do or will not vote; whether they
have time or have not; or whether they will vote for prohibition or not. What has that to do with the
fundamental question of democracy, no one has yet discovered. Bu they cannot argue on that; they
cannot argue on the fundamental basis of our existence so that they have to get off on all of these side
tricks to get anything approaching an argument. So they tell you that democracy is a form of government.
It is not. It was before governments were; it will prevail when governments cease to be; it is more than a
form of government; it is a great spiritual force emanating from the heart of the Infinite, transforming

human character until some day, some day in the distant future, man by the power of the spirit of
democracy, will be able to look back into the face of the Infinite and answer, as man can not answer
today, " One is our Father, even God, and all we people are the children of one family." And when
democracy has taken possession of human lives no man will ask from him to grant to his neighbor,
whether that neighbor be a man or woman; no man will then be willing to allow another man to rise to
power on his shoulders, nor will he be willing to rise to power on the shoulders of another prostrate
human being. Bu that has not yet taken possession of us, but some day we will be free, and we are
getting nearer and nearer to it all the time; and never in the history of our country had the men and
women of this nation a better right to approach it than they have today; never in the history of the nation
did it stand out so splendidly as it stands today, and never ought we men and women to be more grateful
for anything than that there presides in the White House today a man of peace. (5).
As so our good friends go on with one thing after another and they say if women should vote they will
have to sit on the jury and they ask whether we will like to see a woman sitting on a jury. I have seen
some juries that ought to be sat on and I have seen some women that would be glad to sit on anything.
When a woman stands up all day behind a counter, or when she stands all day doing a washing she is glad
enough to sit; and when she stands for seventy-five cents she would like to sit for two dollars a day. But
don't you think we need some women on juries in this country? You read your paper and you read that
one day last week or the week before or the week before a little girl went out to school and never came
back; another little girl was sent on an errand and never came back; another little girl was left in charge
of a little sister and her mother went out to work and when she returned the little girl was not there, and
you read it over and over again, and the horror of it strikes you. You read that in these United States five
thousand young girls go out and never come back, don't you think that the men and women the vampires
of our country who fatten and grow rich on the ignorance and innocence of children would rather face
Satan himself than a jury of mothers. I would like to see some juries of mothers. I lived in the slums of
Boston for three years and I know the need of juries of mothers.
Then they tell us that if women were permitted to vote that they would take office, and you would
suppose that we just took office in this country. There is a difference of getting an office in this country
and in Europe. In England, a man stands for Parliament and in this country he runs for Congress, and so
long as it is a question of running for office I don't think women have much chance, especially with our
present hobbles. There are some women who want to hold office and I may as well own up. I am one of
them. I have been wanting to hold office for more than thirty- five years. Thirty-five years ago I lived in
the slums of Boston and ever since then I have wanted to hold office. I have applied to the major to be
made an officer; I wanted to be the greatest office holder in the world, I wanted the position of the man I
think is to be the most envied, as far as the ability to do good is concerned, and that is a policeman. I
have always wanted to be a policeman and I have applied to be appointed policeman and the very first
question that was asked me was, "Could you knock a man down and take him to jail?" That is some
people's idea of the highest service that a policeman can render a community. Knock somebody down and
take him to jail! My idea is not so much to arrest criminals as it is to prevent crime. That is what is needed
in the police force of every community. When I lived for three years in the back alleys of Boston. I saw
there that it was needed to prevent crime and from that day? This I believe there is no great public
gathering of any sort whatever where we do not need women on the police force; we need them at every
moving picture show, every dance house, every restaurant, every hotel, and every great store with a
great bargain counter and every park and every resort where the vampires who fatten on the crimes and
vices of men and women gather. We need women on the police force and we will have them there some
day.
If women vote, will they go to war? They are great on having us fight. They tell you that the government
rests on force, but there are a great many kinds of force in this world, and never in the history of man
were the words of the Scriptures proved to the extent that they are today, that the men of the nation that
lives by the sword shall die by the sword. When I was speaking in North Dakota from an automobile with a
great crowd and a great number of men gathered around a man who had been sitting in front of a store
whittling a stick called out to another man and asked if women get the vote will they go over to Germany
and fight the Germans? I said, "Why no, why should we go over to Germany and fight Germans?" "If
Germans come over here would you fight?" I said, "Why should we women fight men, but if Germany
should send an army of women over here, then we would show you what we would do. We would go down

and meet them and say, "Come on, let's go up to the opera house and talk this matter over." It might
grow wearisome but it would not be death.
Would it not be better if the heads of the governments in Europe had talked things over? What might have
happened to the world if a dozen men had gotten together in Europe and settled the awful controversy,
which is today discriminating the nations of Europe? We women got together there last year, over in
Rome, the delegates from twenty-eight different nations of women, and for two weeks we discussed
problems which had like interests to us all. They were all kinds of Protestants, both kinds of Catholics,
Roman, and Greek, three were Jews and Mohamedans, but we were not there to discuss our different
religious beliefs, but we were there to discuss the things that were of vital importance to us all, and at the
end of the two weeks, after the discussions were over we passed a great number of resolutions. We
discussed white slavery, the immigration laws, we discussed the spread of contagious and infectious
diseases; we discussed various forms of education, and various forms of juvenile criminals, every question
which every nation has to meet, and at the end of two weeks we passed many resolutions, but two of
them were passed unanimously. One was presented by myself as Chairman on the Committee on Suffrage
and on that resolution we called upon all civilizations of the world to give to women equal rights with men
and there was not a dissenting vote. (7)
The other resolution was on peace. We believed then and many of us believe today, notwithstanding all
the discussion that is going on, we believe and we will continue to believe that preparedness for war is an
incentive to war, and the only hope of permanent peace is the systematic and scientific disarmament of all
the nations of the world, and we passed a resolution and passed it unanimously to that effect. A few days
afterward I attended a large reception given by the American ambassador, and there was an Italian
diplomat there and he spoke rather superciliously and said, " You women think you have been having a
very remarkable convention, and I understand that a resolution on peace was offered by the Germans, the
French women seconded it, and the British presiding presented it and it was carried unanimously." We
none of us dreamed what was taking place at that time, but he knew and we learned it before we arrived
home, that awful, awful thing that was about to sweep over the nations of the world. The American
ambassador replied to the Italian diplomat and said, "Yes Prince, it was a remarkable convention, and it is
a remarkable thing that the only people who can get together internationally and discuss their various
problems without acrimony and without a sword at their side are the women of the world, but we men,
even when we go to the Hague to discuss peace, we go with a sword dangling at our side." It is
remarkable that even at this age men can not discuss international problems and discuss them in peace.
(8)
When I turned away from that place up in North Dakota that man in the crowd called out again, just as we
were leaving, and said, "Well what does a woman know about war anyway?" I had read my paper that
morning and I knew what the awful headline was, and I saw a gentleman standing in the crowd with a
paper in his pocket, and I said, "Will that gentleman hold the paper up." And he held it up, and the
headline read, "250,000 Men Killed Since the War Began". I said, "You ask me what a woman knows
about war? No woman can read that line and comprehend the awful horror; no woman knows the
significance of 250,000 dead men, but you tell me that one man lay dead and I might be able to tell you
something of its awful meaning to one woman. I would know that years before a woman whose heart beat
in unison with her love and her desire for motherhood walked day by day with her face to an open grave,
with courage, which no man has ever surpassed, and if she did not fill that grave, if she lived, and if there
was laid in her arms a tiny little bit of helpless humanity, I would know that there went out from her soul
such a cry of thankfulness as none save a mother could know. And then I would know, what men have not
yet learned that women are human; that they have human hopes and human passions, aspirations and
desires as men have, and I would know that that mother had laid aside all those hopes and aspirations for
herself, laid them aside for her boy, and if after years had passed by she forgot her nights of
sleeplessness and her days of fatiguing toil in her care of her growing boy, and when at last he became a
man and she stood looking up into his eyes and beheld him, bone of her bone and flesh of her flesh, for
out of her woman's life she had carved twenty beautiful years that went into the making of a man; and
there he stands, the most wonderful thing in all the world; for in all the Universe of God there is nothing
more sublimely wonderful than a strong limbed, clean hearted, keen brained, aggressive young man,
standing as he does on the border line of life, ready to reach out and grapple with its problems. O, how
wonderful he is, and he is hers. She gave her life for him, and in an hour this country calls him out and in

an hour he lies dead; that wonderful, wonderful thing lies dead; and sitting by his side, that mother
looking into the dark years to come knows that when her son died her life's hope died with him, and in the
face of that wretched motherhood, what man dare ask what a woman knows of war. And that is not all.
Read your papers, you can not read it because it is not printable; you cannot tell it because it is not
speakable, you cannot even think it because it is not thinkable, the horrible crimes perpetrated against
women by the blood drunken men of the war.
You read your paper again and the second headlines read, "It Costs Twenty Millions of Dollars a Day," for
what? To buy the material to slaughter the splendid results of civilization of the centuries. Men whom it
has taken centuries to build up and make into great scientific forces of brain, the flower of the manhood of
the great nations of Europe, and we spend twenty millions of dollars a day to blot out all the results of
civilization of hundreds and hundreds of years. And what do we do? We lay a mortgage on every unborn
child for a hundred and more years to come. Mortgage his brain, his brawn, and every pulse of his heart in
order to pay the debt, to buy the material to slaughter the men of our country. And that is not all, the
greatest crime of war is the crime against the unborn. Read what they are doing. They are calling out
every man, every young man, and every virile man from seventeen to forty-five or fifty years old; they
are calling them out. All the splendid scientific force and energy of the splendid virile manhood are being
called out to be food for the cannon, and they are leaving behind the degenerate, defective imbecile, the
unfit, the criminals, the diseased to be the fathers of children yet to be born. The crime of crimes of the
war is the crime against the unborn children, and in the face of the fact that women are driven out of the
home shall men ask if women shall fight if they are permitted to vote.
No, we women do not want the ballot in order that we may fight, but we do want the ballot in order that
we may help men to keep from fighting, whether it is in the home or in the state, just as the home is not
without the man, so the state is not without the woman, and you can no more build up homes without
men than you can build up the state without women. We are needed everywhere where human problems
are to be solved. Men and women must go through this world together from the cradle to the grave; it is
God's way and the fundamental principle of a Republican form of government.
Sources: The text was published in the Ogdenburg Advance and St. Lawrence Weekly Democrat, July 1, 1915. See Wilmer A. Linkugel, The Speeches of
Anna Howard Shaw, Ph.D. dissertation. University of Wisconsin, 1960, pp. 258-292.
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Woodrow Wilson, Address to a Joint Session of Congress on Mexican Affairs
August 27, 1913
Gentlemen of the Congress:
It is clearly my duty to lay before you, very fully and without reservation, the facts concerning our present
relations with the Republic of Mexico. The deplorable posture of affairs in Mexico I need not describe, but I
deem it my duty to speak very frankly of what this Government has done and should seek to do in
fulfillment of its obligation to Mexico herself, as a friend and neighbor, and to American citizens whose
lives and vital interests are daily affected by the distressing conditions which now obtain beyond our
southern border.
Those conditions touch us very nearly. Not merely because they lie at our very doors. That of course
makes us more vividly and more constantly conscious of them, and every instinct of neighborly interest
and sympathy is aroused and quickened by them; but that is only one element in the determination of our
duty. We are glad to call ourselves the friends of Mexico, and we shall, I hope, have many an occasion, in
happier times as well as in these days of trouble and confusion, to show that our friendship is genuine and
disinterested, capable of sacrifice and every generous manifestation. The peace, prosperity, and
contentment of Mexico mean more, much more, to us than merely an enlarged field for our commerce and
enterprise. They mean an enlargement of the field of self-government and the realization of the hopes and
rights of a nation with whose best aspirations, so long suppressed and disappointed, we deeply
sympathize. We shall yet prove to the Mexican people that we know how to serve them without first
thinking how we shall serve ourselves.
But we are not the only friends of Mexico. The whole world desires her peace and progress; and the whole
world is interested as never before. Mexico lies at last where all the world looks on. Central America is
about to be touched by the great routes of the world's trade and intercourse running free from ocean to
ocean at the Isthmus. The future has much in store for Mexico, as for all the States of Central America;
but the best gifts can come to her only if she be ready and free to receive them and to enjoy them
honorably. America in particularï¿½America north and south and upon both continentsï¿½waits upon the
development of Mexico; and that development can be sound and lasting only if it be the product of a
genuine freedom, a just and ordered government founded upon law. Only so can it be peaceful or fruitful
of the benefits of peace. Mexico has a great and enviable future before her, if only she choose and attain
the paths of honest constitutional government.
The present circumstances of the Republic, I deeply regret to say, do not seem to promise even the
foundations of such a peace. We have waited many months, months full of peril and anxiety, for the
conditions there to improve, and they have not improved. They have grown worse, rather. The territory in
some sort controlled by the provisional authorities at Mexico City has grown smaller, not larger. The
prospect of the pacification of the country, even by arms, has seemed to grow more and more remote;
and its pacification by the authorities at the capital is evidently impossible by any other means than force.
Difficulties more and more entangle those who claim to constitute the legitimate government of the
Republic. They have not made good their claim in fact. Their successes in the field have proved only
temporary. War and disorder, devastation and confusion, seem to threaten to become the settled fortune
of the distracted country. As friends we could wait no longer for a solution which every week seemed
further away. It was our duty at least to volunteer our good officesï¿½to offer to assist, if we might, in
effecting some arrangement which would bring relief and peace and set up a universally acknowledged
political authority there.

Accordingly, I took the liberty of sending the Hon. John Lind, formerly governor of Minnesota, as my
personal spokesman and representative, to the City of Mexico, with the following instructions :
Press very earnestly upon the attention of those who are now exercising authority or wielding influence in
Mexico the following considerations and advice:
The Government of the United States does not feel at liberty any longer to stand inactively by while it
becomes daily more and more evident that no real progress is being made towards the establishment of a
government at the City of Mexico which the country will obey and respect.
The Government of the United States does not stand in the same case with the other great Governments
of the world in respect of what is happening or what is likely to happen in Mexico. We offer our good
offices, not only because of our genuine desire to play the part of a friend, but also because we are
expected by the powers of the world to act as Mexico's nearest friend.
We wish to act in these circumstances in the spirit of the most earnest and disinterested friendship. It is
our purpose in whatever we do or propose in this perplexing and distressing situation not only to pay the
most scrupulous regard to the sovereignty and independence of Mexicoï¿½that we take as a matter of
course to which we are bound by every obligation of right and honorï¿½but also to give every possible
evidence that we act in the interest of Mexico alone, and not in the interest of any person or body of
persons who may have personal or property claims in Mexico which they may feel that they have the right
to press. We are seeking to counsel Mexico for her own good and in the interest of her own peace, and not
for any other purpose whatever. The Government of the United States would deem itself discredited if it
had any selfish or ulterior purpose in transactions where the peace, happiness, and prosperity of a whole
people are involved. It is acting as its friendship for Mexico, not as any selfish interest, dictates.
The present situation in Mexico is incompatible with the fulfillment of international obligations on the part
of Mexico, with the civilized development of Mexico herself, and with the maintenance of tolerable political
and economic conditions in Central America. It is upon no common occasion, therefore, that the United
States offers her counsel and assistance. All America cries out for a settlement.
A satisfactory settlement seems to us to be conditioned onï¿½
( a ) An immediate cessation of fighting throughout Mexico, a definite armistice solemnly entered into and
scrupulously observed;
( b ) Security given for an early and free election in which all will agree to take part;
( c ) The consent of Gen. Huerta to bind himself not to be a candidate for election as President of the
Republic at this election; and
( d ) The agreement of all parties to abide by the results of the election and coï¿½perate in the most loyal
way in organizing and supporting the new administration.
The Government of the United States will be glad to play any part in this settlement or in its carrying out
which it can play honorably and consistently with international right. It pledges itself to recognize and in
every way possible and proper to assist the administration chosen and set up in Mexico in the way and on
the conditions suggested.
Taking all the existing conditions into consideration, the Government of the United States can conceive of
no reasons sufficient to justify those who are now attempting to shape the policy or exercise the authority
of Mexico in declining the offices of friendship thus offered. Can Mexico give the civilized world a
satisfactory reason for rejecting our good offices? If Mexico can suggest any better way in which to show
our friendship, serve the people of Mexico, and meet our international obligations, we are more than
willing to consider the suggestion.

Mr. Lind executed his delicate and difficult mission with singular tact, firmness, and good judgment, and
made clear to the authorities at the City of Mexico not only the purpose of his visit but also the spirit in
which it had been undertaken. But the proposals he submitted were rejected, in a note the full text of
which I take the liberty of laying before you.
I am led to believe that they were rejected partly because the authorities at Mexico City had been grossly
misinformed and misled upon two points. They did not realize the spirit of the American people in this
matter, their earnest friendliness and yet sober determination that some just solution be found for the
Mexican difficulties; and they did not believe that the present administration spoke, through Mr. Lind, for
the people of the United States. The effect of this unfortunate misunderstanding on their part is to leave
them singularly isolated and without friends who can effectually aid them. So long as the
misunderstanding continues we can only await the time of their awakening to a realization of the actual
facts. We cannot thrust our good offices upon them. The situation must be given a little more time to work
itself out in the new circumstances; and I believe that only a little while will be necessary. For the
circumstances are new. The rejection of our friendship makes them new and will inevitably bring its own
alterations in the whole aspect of affairs. The actual situation of the authorities at Mexico City will
presently be revealed.
Meanwhile, what is it our duty to do? Clearly, everything that we do must be rooted in patience and done
with calm and disinterested deliberation. Impatience on our part would be childish, and would be fraught
with every risk of wrong and folly. We can afford to exercise the self-restraint of a really great nation
which realizes its own strength and scorns to misuse it. It was our duty to offer our active assistance. It is
now our duty to show what true neutrality will do to enable the people of Mexico to set their affairs in
order again and wait for a further opportunity to offer our friendly counsels. The door is not closed against
the resumption, either upon the initiative of Mexico or upon our own, of the effort to bring order out of the
confusion by friendly coï¿½perative action, should fortunate occasion offer.
While we wait the contest of the rival forces will undoubtedly for a little while be sharper than ever, just
because it will be plain that an end must be made of the existing situation, and that very promptly; and
with the increased activity of the contending factions will come, it is to be feared, increased danger to the
non-combatants in Mexico as well as to those actually in the field of battle. The position of outsiders is
always particularly trying and full of hazard where there is civil strife and a whole country is upset. We
should earnestly urge all Americans to leave Mexico at once, and should assist them to get away in every
way possibleï¿½not because we would mean to slacken in the least our efforts to safeguard their lives and
their interests, but because it is imperative that they should take no unnecessary risks when it is
physically possible for them to leave the country. We should let every one who assumes to exercise
authority in any part of Mexico know in the most unequivocal way that we shall vigilantly watch the
fortunes of those Americans who cannot get away, and shall hold those responsible for their sufferings and
losses to a definite reckoning. That can be and will be made plain beyond the possibility of a
misunderstanding.
For the rest, I deem it my duty to exercise the authority conferred upon me by the law of March 14, 1912,
to see to it that neither side to the struggle now going on in Mexico receive any assistance from this side
the border. I shall follow the best practice of nations in the matter of neutrality by forbidding the
exportation of arms or munitions of war of any kind from the United States to any part of the Republic of
Mexicoï¿½a policy suggested by several interesting precedents and certainly dictated by many manifest
considerations of practical expediency. We cannot in the circumstances be the partisans of either party to
the contest that now distracts Mexico, or constitute ourselves the virtual umpire between them.
I am happy to say that several of the great Governments of the world have given this Government their
generous moral support in urging upon the provisional authorities at the City of Mexico the acceptance of
our proffered good offices in the spirit in which they were made. We have not acted in this matter under
the ordinary principles of international obligation. All the world expects us in such circumstances to act as
Mexico's nearest friend and intimate adviser. This is our immemorial relation towards her. There is
nowhere any serious question that we have the moral right in the case or that we are acting in the
interest of a fair settlement and of good government, not for the promotion of some selfish interest of our
own. If further motive were necessary than our own good will towards a sister Republic and our own deep

concern to see peace and order prevail in Central America, this consent of mankind to what we are
attempting, this attitude of the great nations of the world towards what we may attempt in dealing with
this distressed people at our doors, should make us feel the more solemnly bound to go to the utmost
length of patience and forbearance in this painful and anxious business. The steady pressure of moral
force will before many days break the barriers of pride and prejudice down, and we shall triumph as
Mexico's friends sooner than we could triumph as her enemiesï¿½and how much more handsomely, with
how much higher and finer satisfactions of conscience and of honor!

Woodrow Wilson, Address to a Joint Session of Congress on the Tampico Incident
April 20, 1914
Gentlemen of the Congress:
It is my duty to call your attention to a situation which has arisen in our dealings with General Victoriano
Huerta at Mexico City which calls for action, and to ask your advice and cooperation in acting upon it.
On the 9th of April a paymaster of the U.S.S. Dolphin landed at the Iturbide Bridge landing at Tampico
with a whaleboat and boat's crew to take off certain supplies needed by his ship, and while engaged in
loading the boat was arrested by an officer and squad of men of the army of General Huerta. Neither the
paymaster nor anyone of the boat's crew was armed. Two of the men were in the boat when the arrest
took place and were obliged to leave it and submit to be taken into custody, notwithstanding the fact that
the boat carried, both at her bow and at her stern, the flag of the United States. The officer who made the
arrest was proceeding up one of the streets of the town with his prisoners when met by an officer of
higher authority, who ordered him to return to the landing and await orders; and within an hour and a half
from the time of the arrest orders were received from the commander of the Huertista forces at Tampico
for the release of the paymaster and his men. The release was followed by apologies from the commander
and later by an expression of regret by General Huerta himself. General Huerta urged that martial law
obtained at the time at Tampico; that orders had been issued that no one should be allowed to land at the
Iturbide Bridge; and that our sailors had no right to land there. Our naval commanders at the port had not
been notified of any such prohibition; and, even if they had been, the only justifiable course open to the
local authorities would have been to request the paymaster and his crew to withdraw and to lodge a
protest with the commanding officer of the fleet. Admiral Mayo regarded the arrest as so serious an
affront that he was not satisfied with the apologies offered, but demanded that the flag of the United
States be saluted with special ceremony by the military commander of the port.
The incident cannot be regarded as a trivial one, especially as two of the men arrested were taken from
the boat itself—that is to say, from the territory of the United States—but had it stood by itself it might
have been attributed to the ignorance or arrogance of a single officer. Unfortunately, it was not an isolated
case. A series of incidents have recently occurred which cannot but create the impression that the
representatives of General Huerta were willing to go out of their way to show disregard for the dignity and
rights of this Government and felt perfectly safe in doing what they pleased, making free to show in many
ways their irritation and contempt. A few days after the incident at Tampico an orderly from the U.S.S.
Minnesota was arrested at Vera Cruz while ashore in uniform to obtain the ship's mail, and was for a time
thrown into jail. An official dispatch from this Government to its embassy at Mexico City was withheld by
the authorities of the telegraphic service until peremptorily demanded by our chargé d'affaires in person.
So far as I can learn, such wrongs and annoyances have been suffered to occur only against
representatives of the United States. I have heard of no complaints from other Governments of similar
treatment. Subsequent explanations and formal apologies did not and could not alter the popular
impression, which it is possible it had been the object of the Huertista authorities to create, that the
Government of the United States was being singled out, and might be singled out with impunity, for
slights and affronts in retaliation for its refusal to recognize the pretensions of General Huerta to be
regarded as the constitutional provisional President of the Republic of Mexico.
The manifest danger of such a situation was that such offenses might grow from bad to worse until
something happened of so gross and intolerable a sort as to lead directly and inevitably to armed conflict.

It was necessary that the apologies of General Huerta and his representatives should go much further,
that they should be such as to attract the attention of the whole population to their significance, and such
as to impress upon General Huerta himself the necessity of seeing to it that no further occasion for
explanations and professed regrets should arise. I, therefore, felt it my duty to sustain Admiral Mayo in
the whole of his demand and to insist that the flag of the United States should be saluted in such a way as
to indicate a new spirit and attitude on the part of the Huertistas.
Such a salute General Huerta has refused, and I have come to ask your approval and support in the
course I now purpose to pursue.
This Government can, I earnestly hope, in no circumstances be forced into war with the people of Mexico.
Mexico is torn by civil strife. If we are to accept the tests of its own constitution, it has no government.
General Huerta has set his power up in the City of Mexico, such as it is, without right and by methods for
which there can be no justification. Only part of the country is under his control. If armed conflict should
unhappily come as a result of his attitude of personal resentment toward this Government, we should be
fighting only General Huerta and those who adhere to him and give him their support, and our object
would be only to restore to the people of the distracted Republic the opportunity to set up again their own
laws and their own government.
But I earnestly hope that war is not now in question. I believe that I speak for the American people when I
say that we do not desire to control in any degree the affairs of our sister Republic. Our feeling for the
people of Mexico is one of deep and genuine friendship, and everything that we have so far done or
refrained from doing has proceeded from our desire to help them, not to hinder or embarrass them. We
would not wish even to exercise the good offices of friendship without their welcome and consent. The
people of Mexico are entitled to settle their own domestic affairs in their own way, and we sincerely desire
to respect their right. The present situation need have none of the grave implications of interference if we
deal with it promptly, firmly, and wisely.
No doubt I could do what is necessary in the circumstances to enforce respect for our Government without
recourse to the Congress, and yet not exceed my constitutional powers as President; but I do not wish to
act in a matter possibly of so grave consequence except in close conference and coöperation with both the
Senate and House. I, therefore, come to ask your approval that I should use the armed forces of the
United States in such ways and to such an extent as may be necessary to obtain from General Huerta and
his adherents the fullest recognition of the rights and dignity of the United States, even amidst the
distressing conditions now unhappily obtaining in Mexico.
There can in what we do be no thought of aggression or of selfish aggrandizement. We seek to maintain
the dignity and authority of the United States only because we wish always to keep our great influence
unimpaired for the uses of liberty, both in the United States and wherever else it may be employed for the
benefit of mankind.
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Wilson, Woodrow, "Declares War on Germany", April 2, 1917

Woodrow Wilson, Address to a Joint Session of Congress Requesting a Declaration of War
Against Germany, April 2, 1917
GENTLEMEN OF THE CONGRESS:
I have called the Congress into extraordinary session because there are serious, very serious, choices of
policy to be made, and made immediately, which it was neither right nor constitutionally permissible that I
should assume the responsibility of making.
On the third of February last I officially laid before you the extraordinary announcement of the Imperial
German Government that on and after the first day of February it was its purpose to put aside all
restraints of law or of humanity and use its submarines to sink every vessel that sought to approach either
the ports of Great Britain and Ireland or the western coasts of Europe or any of the ports controlled by the
enemies of Germany within the Mediterranean. That had seemed to be the object of the German
submarine warfare earlier in the war, but since April of last year the Imperial Government had somewhat
restrained the commanders of its undersea craft in conformity with its promise then given to us that
passenger boats should not be sunk and that due warning would be given to all other vessels which its
submarines might seek to destroy when no resistance was offered or escape attempted, and care taken
that their crews were given at least a fair chance to save their lives in their open boats. The precautions
taken were meager and haphazard enough, as was proved in distressing instance after instance in the
progress of the cruel and unmanly business, but a certain degree of restraint was observed. The new
policy has swept every restriction aside. Vessels of every kind, whatever their flag, their character, their
cargo, their destination, their errand, have been ruthlessly sent to the bottom: without warning and
without thought of help or mercy for those on board, the vessels of friendly neutrals along with those of
belligerents. Even hospital ships and ships carrying relief to the sorely bereaved and stricken people of
Belgium, though the latter were provided with safe conduct through the proscribed areas by the German
Government itself and were distinguished by unmistakable marks of identity, have been sunk with the
same reckless lack of compassion or of principle.
I was for a little while unable to believe that such things would in fact be done by any government that
had hitherto subscribed to the humane practices of civilized nations. International law had its origin in the
attempt to set up some law which would be respected and observed upon the seas, where no nation had
right of dominion and where lay the free highways of the world.... This minimum of right the German
Government has swept aside under the plea of retaliation and necessity and because it had no weapons
which it could use at sea except these which it is impossible to employ as it is employing them without
throwing to the winds all scruples of humanity or of respect for the understandings that were supposed to
underlie the intercourse of the world. I am not now thinking of the loss of property involved, immense and
serious as that is, but only of the wanton and wholesale destruction of the lives of noncombatants, men,
women, and children, engaged in pursuits which have always, even in the darkest periods of modern
history, been deemed innocent and legitimate. Property can be paid for; the lives of peaceful and innocent
people cannot be. The present German submarine warfare against commerce is a warfare against
mankind.
It is a war against all nations. American ships have been sunk, American lives taken, in ways which it has
stirred us very deeply to learn of, but the ships and people of other neutral and friendly nations have been
sunk and overwhelmed in the waters in the same way. There has been no discrimination. The challenge is
to all mankind. Each nation must decide for itself how it will meet it. The choice we make for ourselves
must be made with a moderation of counsel and a temperateness of judgment befitting our character and
our motives as a nation. We must put excited feeling away. Our motive will not be revenge or the
victorious assertion of the physical might of the nation, but only the vindication of right, of human right, of
which we are only a single champion.

When I addressed the Congress on the twenty-sixth of February last I thought that it would suffice to
assert our neutral rights with arms, our right to use the seas against unlawful interference, our right to
keep our people safe against unlawful violence. But armed neutrality, it now appears, is impracticable.
Because submarines are in effect outlaws when used as the German submarines have been used against
merchant shipping, it is impossible to defend ships against their attacks as the law of nations has assumed
that merchantmen would defend themselves against privateers or cruisers, visible craft giving chase upon
the open sea. It is common prudence in such circumstances, grim necessity indeed, to endeavor to
destroy them before they have shown their own intention. They must be dealt with upon sight, if dealt
with at all. The German Government denies the right of neutrals to use arms at all within the areas of the
sea which it has proscribed, even in the defense of rights which no modern publicist has ever before
questioned their right to defend. The intimation is conveyed that the armed guards which we have placed
on our merchant ships will be treated as beyond the pale of law and subject to be dealt with as pirates
would be. Armed neutrality is ineffectual enough at best; in such circumstances and in the face of such
pretensions it is worse than ineffectual: it is likely only to produce what it was meant to prevent; it is
practically certain to draw us into the war without either the rights or the effectiveness of belligerents.
There is one choice we cannot make, we are incapable of making: we will not choose the path of
submission and suffer the most sacred rights of our Nation and our people to be ignored or violated. The
wrongs against which we now array ourselves are no common wrongs; they cut to the very roots of
human life.
With a profound sense of the solemn and even tragical character of the step I am taking and of the grave
responsibilities which it involves, but in unhesitating obedience to what I deem my constitutional duty, I
advise that the Congress declare the recent course of the Imperial German Government to be in fact
nothing less than war against the government and people of the United States; that it formally accept the
status of belligerent which has thus been thrust upon it, and that it take immediate steps not only to put
the country in a more thorough state of defense but also to exert all its power and employ all its resources
to bring the Government of the German Empire to terms and end the war.
What this will involve is clear. It will involve the utmost practicable cooperation in counsel and action with
the governments now at war with Germany, and, as incident to that, the extension to those governments
of the most liberal financial credit, in order that our resources may so far as possible be added to theirs. It
will involve the organization and mobilization of all the material resources of the country to supply the
materials of war and serve the incidental needs of the Nation in the most abundant and yet the most
economical and efficient way possible. It will involve the immediate full equipment of the navy in all
respects but particularly in supplying it with the best means of dealing with the enemy's submarines. It
will involve the immediate addition to the armed forces of the United States already provided for by law in
case of war at least five hundred thousand men, who should, in my opinion, be chosen upon the principle
of universal liability to service, and also the authorization of subsequent additional increments of equal
force so soon as they may be needed and can be handled in training. It will involve also, of course, the
granting of adequate credits to the Government, sustained, I hope, so far as they can equitably be
sustained by the present generation, by well conceived taxation.
I say sustained so far as may be equitable by taxation because it seems to me that it would be most
unwise to base the credits which will now be necessary entirely on money borrowed. It is our duty, I most
respectfully urge, to protect our people so far as we may against the very serious hardships and evils
which would be likely to arise out of the inflation which would be produced by vast loans.
In carrying out the measures by which these things are to be accomplished we should keep constantly in
mind the wisdom of interfering as little as possible in our own preparation and in the equipment of our
own military forces with the duty- for it will be a very practical duty-of supplying the nations already at
war with Germany with the materials which they can obtain only from us or by our assistance. They are in
the field and we should help them in every way to be effective there.
I shall take the liberty of suggesting, through the several executive departments of the Government, for
the consideration of your committees, measures for the accomplishment of the several objects I have
mentioned. I hope that it will be your pleasure to deal with them as having been framed after very careful

thought by the branch of the Government upon which the responsibility of conducting the war and
safeguarding the Nation will most directly fall.
While we do these things, these deeply momentous things, let us be very clear, and make very clear to all
the world what our motives and our objects are. My own thought has not been driven from its habitual
and normal course by the unhappy events of the last two months, and I do not believe that the thought of
the Nation has been altered or clouded by them. I have exactly the same things in mind now that I had in
mind when I addressed the Senate on the twenty-second of January last, the same that I had in mind
when I addressed the Congress on the third of February and on the twenty-sixth of February. Our object
now, as then, is to vindicate the principles of peace and justice in the life of the world as against selfish
and autocratic power and to set up amongst the really free and selfgoverned peoples of the world such a
concert of purpose and of action as will henceforth insure the observance of those principles Neutrality is
no longer feasible or desirable where the peace of the world is involved and the freedom of its peoples,
and the menace to that peace and freedom lies in the existence of autocratic governments backed by
organized force which is controlled wholly by their will, not by the will of their people. We have seen the
last of neutrality in such circumstances. We are at the beginning of an age in which it will be insisted that
the same standards of conduct and of responsibility for wrong done shall be observed among nations and
their governments that are observed among the individual citizens of civilized states.
We have no quarrel with the German people. We have no feeling towards them but one of sympathy and
friendship. It was not upon their impulse that their government acted in entering this war. It was not with
their previous knowledge or approval. It was a war determined upon as wars used to be determined upon
in the old, unhappy days when peoples were nowhere consulted by their rulers and wars were provoked
and waged in the interest of dynasties or of little groups of ambitious men who were accustomed to use
their fellow men as pawns and tools. Self-governed nations do not fill their neighbor states with spies or
set the course of intrigue to bring about some critical posture of affairs which will give them an
opportunity to strike and make conquest. Such designs can be successfully worked out only under cover
and where no one has the right to ask questions. Cunningly contrived plans of deception or aggression,
carried, it may be, from generation to generation, can be worked out and kept from the light only within
the privacy of courts or behind the carefully guarded confidences of a narrow and privileged class. They
are happily impossible where public opinion commands and insists upon full information concerning all the
nation's affairs.
A steadfast concert for peace can never be maintained except by a partnership of democratic nations. No
autocratic government could be trusted to keep faith within it or observe its covenants. It must be a
league of honor, a partnership of opinion. Intrigue would eat its vitals away; the plottings of inner circles
who could plan what they would and render account to no one would be a corruption seated at its very
heart. Only free peonies can hold their purpose and their honor steady to a common end and prefer the
interests of mankind to any narrow interest of their own.
Does not every American feel that assurance has been added to our hope for the future peace of the world
by the wonderful and heartening things that have been happening within the last few weeks in Russia?
Russia was known by those who knew it best to have been always in fact democratic at heart, in all the
vital habits of her thought, in all the intimate relationships of her people that spoke their natural instinct,
their habitual attitude towards life. The autocracy that crowned the summit of her political structure, long
as it had stood and terrible as was the reality of its power, was not in fact Russian in origin, character, or
purpose; and now it has been shaken off and the great, generous Russian people have been added in all
their naive majesty and might to the forces that are fighting for freedom in the world, for justice, and for
peace. Here is a fit partner for a League of Honor.
One of the things that has served to convince us that the Prussian, autocracy was not and could never be
our friend is that from the very outset of the present war it has filled our unsuspecting communities and
even our offices of government with spies and set criminal intrigues everywhere afoot against our national
unity of counsel, our peace Within and without, our industries and our commerce. Indeed it is now evident
that its spies were here even before the war began; and it is unhappily not a matter of conjecture but a
fact proved in our courts of justice that the intrigues which have more than once come perilously near to
disturbing the peace and dislocating the industries of the country have been carried on at the instigation,

with the support, and even under the personal direction of official agents of the Imperial Government
accredited to the Government of the United States. Even in checking these things and trying to extirpate
them we have sought to put the most generous interpretation possible upon them because we knew that
their source lay, not in any hostile feeling or purpose of the German people towards us (who were, no
doubt, as ignorant of them as we ourselves were), but only in the selfish designs of a Government that did
what it pleased and told its people nothing. But they have played their part in serving to convince us at
last that that Government entertains no real friendship for us and means to act against our peace and
security at its convenience. That it means to stir up enemies against us at our very doors the intercepted
note to the German Minister at Mexico City is eloquent evidence.
We are accepting this challenge of hostile purpose because we know that in such a Government, following
such methods, we can never have a friend; and that in the presence of its organized power, always lying
in wait to accomplish we know not what purpose, there can be no assured security for the democratic
Governments of the world. We are now about to accept gauge of battle with this natural foe to liberty and
shall, if necessary, spend the whole force of the nation to check and nullify its pretensions and its power.
We are glad, now that we see the facts with no veil of false pretense about them to fight thus for the
ultimate peace of the world and for the liberation of its peoples, the German peoples included: for the
rights of nations great and small and the privilege of men everywhere to choose their way of life and of
obedience. The world must be made safe for democracy. Its peace must be planted upon the tested
foundations of political liberty. We have no selfish ends to serve. We desire no conquest, no dominion. We
seek no indemnities for ourselves, no material compensation for the sacrifices we shall freely make. We
are but one of the champions of the rights of mankind. We shall be satisfied when those rights have been
made as secure as the faith and the freedom of nations can make them.
Just because we fight without rancor and without selfish object, seeking nothing for ourselves but what we
shall wish to share with all free peoples, we shall, I feel confident, conduct our operations as belligerents
without passion and ourselves observe with proud punctilio the principles of right and of fair play we
profess to be fighting for.
I have said nothing of the Governments allied with the Imperial Government of Germany because they
have not made war upon us or challenged us to defend our right and our honor. The Austro-Hungarian
Government has, indeed, avowed its unqualified endorsement and acceptance of the reckless and lawless
submarine warfare adopted now without disguise by the Imperial German Government, and it has
therefore not been possible for this Government to receive Count Tarnowski, the Ambassador recently
accredited to this Government by the Imperial and Royal Government of Austria-Hungary; but that
Government has not actually engaged in warfare against citizens of the United States on the seas, and I
take the liberty, for the present at least, of postponing a discussion of our relations with the authorities at
Vienna. We enter this war only where we are clearly forced into it because there are no other means of
defending our rights.
It will be all the easier for us to conduct ourselves as belligerents in a high spirit of right and fairness
because we act without animus, not in enmity towards a people or with the desire to bring any injury or
disadvantage upon them, but only in armed opposition to an irresponsible government which has thrown
aside all considerations of humanity and of right and is running amuck. We are, let me say again, the
sincere friends of the German people, and shall desire nothing so much as the early reestablishment of
intimate relations of mutual advantage between us,- however hard it may be for them, for the time being,
to believe that this is spoken from our hearts. We have borne with their present Government through all
these bitter months because of that friendship,-exercising a patience and forbearance which would
otherwise have been impossible. We shall, happily, still have an opportunity to prove that friendship in our
daily attitude and actions towards the millions of men and women of German birth and native sympathy
who live amongst us and share our life, and we shall be proud to prove it towards all who are in fact loyal
to their neighbors and to the Government in the hour of test. They are, most of them, as true and loyal
Americans as if they had never known any other fealty or allegiance. They will be prompt to stand with us
in rebuking and restraining the few who may be of a different mind and purpose. If there should be
disloyalty, it will be dealt with with a firm hand of stern repression; but, if it lifts its head at all, it will lift it
only here and there and without countenance except from a lawless and malignant few.

It is a distressing and oppressive duty, Gentlemen of the Congress, which I have performed in thus
addressing you. There are, it may be many months of fiery trial and sacrifice ahead of us. It is a fearful
thing to lead this great peaceful people into war, into the most terrible and disastrous of all wars,
civilization itself seeming to be in the balance. But the right is more precious than peace, and we shall
fight for the things which we have always carried nearest our hearts-for democracy, for the right of those
who submit to authority to have a voice in their own Governments, for the rights and liberties of small
nations, for a universal dominion of right by such a concert of free peoples as shall bring peace and safety
to all nations and make the world itself at last free. To such a task we can dedicate our Eves and our
fortunes, every thing that we are and everything that we have, with the pride of those who know that the
day has come when America is privileged to spend her blood and her might for the principles that gave
her birth and happiness and the peace which she has treasured. God helping her, she can do no other.
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Woodrow Wilson, Address to a Joint Session of Congress on the Conditions of Peace, January 8,
1918
Gentlemen of the Congress:
Once more, as repeatedly before, the spokesmen of the Central Empires have indicated their desire to
discuss the objects of the war and the possible bases of a general peace. Parleys have been in progress at
Brest-Litovsk between Russian representatives and representatives of the Central Powers to which the
attention of all the belligerents has been invited for the purpose of ascertaining whether it may be possible
to extend these parleys into a general conference with regard to terms of peace and settlement. The
Russian representatives presented not only a perfectly definite statement of the principles upon which
they would be willing to conclude peace but also an equally definite program of the concrete application of
those principles. The representatives of the Central Powers, on their part, presented an outline of
settlement which, if much less definite, seemed susceptible of liberal interpretation until their specific
program of practical terms was added. That program proposed no concessions at all either to the
sovereignty of Russia or to the preferences of the populations with whose fortunes it dealt, but meant, in a
word, that the Central Empires were to keep every foot of territory their armed forces had occupied,—
every province, every city, every point of vantage,—as a permanent addition to their territories and their
power. It is a reasonable conjecture that the general principles of settlement which they at first suggested
originated with the more liberal statesmen of Germany and Austria, the men who have begun to feel the
force of their own peoples' thought and purpose, while the concrete terms of actual settlement came from
the military leaders who have no thought but to keep what they have got. The negotiations have been
broken off. The Russian representatives were sincere and in earnest. They cannot entertain such proposals
of conquest and domination.
The whole incident is full of significance. It is also full of perplexity. With whom are the Russian
representatives dealing? For whom are the representatives of the Central Empires speaking? Are they
speaking for the majorities of their respective parliaments or for the minority parties, that military and
imperialistic minority which has so far dominated their whole policy and controlled the affairs of Turkey
and of the Balkan states which have felt obliged to become their associates in this war? The Russian
representatives have insisted, very justly, very wisely, and in the true spirit of modern democracy, that
the conferences they have been holding with the Teutonic and Turkish statesmen should be held within
open, not closed, doors, and all the world has been audience, as was desired. To whom have we been
listening, then? To those who speak the spirit and intention of the Resolutions of the German Reichstag of
the ninth of July last, the spirit and intention of the liberal leaders and parties of Germany, or to those
who resist and defy that spirit and intention and insist upon conquest and subjugation? Or are we
listening, in fact, to both, unreconciled and in open and hopeless contradiction? These are very serious
and pregnant questions. Upon the answer to them depends the peace of the world.
But, whatever the results of the parleys at Brest-Litovsk, whatever the confusions of counsel and of
purpose in the utterances of the spokesmen of the Central Empires, they have again attempted to
acquaint the world with their objects in the war and have again challenged their adversaries to say what
their objects are and what sort of settlement they would deem just and satisfactory. There is no good
reason why that challenge should not be responded to, and responded to with the utmost candor. We did
not wait for it. Not once, but again and again, we have laid our whole thought and purpose before the
world, not in general terms only, but each time with sufficient definition to make it clear what sort of
definitive terms of settlement must necessarily spring out of them. Within the last week Mr. Lloyd George
has spoken with admirable candor and in admirable spirit for the people and Government of Great Britain.
There is no confusion of counsel among the adversaries of the Central Powers, no uncertainty of principle,
no vagueness of detail. The only secrecy of counsel, the only lack of fearless frankness, the only failure to
make definite statement of the objects of the war, lies with Germany and her Allies. The issues of life and
death hang upon these definitions. No statesman who has the least conception of his responsibility ought
for a moment to permit himself to continue this tragical and appalling outpouring of blood and treasure

unless he is sure beyond a peradventure that the objects of the vital sacrifice are part and parcel of the
very life of society and that the people for whom he speaks think them right and imperative as he does.
There is, moreover, a voice calling for these definitions of principle and of purpose which is, it seems to
me, more thrilling and more compelling than any of the many moving voices with which the troubled air of
the world is filled. It is the voice of the Russian people. They are prostrate and all but helpless, it would
seem, before the grim power of Germany, which has hitherto known no relenting and no pity. Their
power, apparently, is shattered. And yet their soul is not subservient. They will not yield either in principle
or in action. Their conception of what is right, of what it is humane and honorable for them to accept, has
been stated with a frankness, a largeness of view, a generosity of spirit, and a universal human sympathy
which must challenge the admiration of every friend of mankind; and they have refused to compound their
ideals or desert others that they themselves may be safe. They call to us to say what it is that we desire,
in what, if in anything, our purpose and our spirit differ from theirs; and I believe that the people of the
United States would wish me to respond, with utter simplicity and frankness. Whether their present
leaders believe it or not, it is our heartfelt desire and hope that some way may be opened whereby we
may be privileged to assist the people of Russia to attain their utmost hope of liberty and ordered peace.
It will be our wish and purpose that the processes of peace, when they are begun, shall be absolutely
open and that they shall involve and permit henceforth no secret understandings of any kind. The day of
conquest and aggrandizement is gone by; so is also the day of secret covenants entered into in the
interest of particular governments and likely at some unlooked-for moment to upset the peace of the
world. It is this happy fact, now clear to the view of every public man whose thoughts do not still linger in
an age that is dead and gone, which makes it possible for every nation whose purposes are consistent
with justice and the peace of the world to avow now or at any other time the objects it has in view.
We entered this war because violations of right had occurred which touched us to the quick and made the
life of our own people impossible unless they were corrected and the world secured once for all against
their recurrence. What we demand in this war, therefore, is nothing peculiar to ourselves. It is that the
world be made fit and safe to live in; and particularly that it be made safe for every peace-loving nation
which, like our own, wishes to live its own life, determine its own institutions, be assured of justice and
fair dealing by the other peoples of the world as against force and selfish aggression. All the peoples of the
world are in effect partners in this interest, and for our own part we see very clearly that unless justice be
done to others it will not be done to us. The program of the world's peace, therefore, is our program; and
that program, the only possible program, as we see it, is this:
I. Open covenants of peace, openly arrived at, after which there shall be no private international
understandings of any kind, but diplomacy shall proceed always frankly and in the public view.
II. Absolute freedom of navigation upon the seas, outside territorial waters, alike in peace and in war,
except as the seas may be closed in whole or in part by international action for the enforcement of
international covenants.
III. The removal, so far as possible, of all economic barriers and the establishment of an equality of trade
conditions among all the nations consenting to the peace and associating themselves for its maintenance.
IV. Adequate guarantees given and taken that national armaments will be reduced to the lowest point
consistent with domestic safety.
V. A free, open-minded, and absolutely impartial adjustment of all colonial claims, based upon a strict
observance of the principle that in determining all such questions of sovereignty the interests of the
populations concerned must have equal weight with the equitable claims of the government whose title is
to be determined.
VI. The evacuation of all Russian territory and such a settlement of all questions affecting Russia as will
secure the best and freest coöperation of the other nations of the world in obtaining for her an
unhampered and unembarrassed opportunity for the independent determination of her own political

development and national policy and assure her of a sincere welcome into the society of free nations
under institutions of her own choosing; and, more than a welcome, assistance also of every kind that she
may need and may herself desire. The treatment accorded Russia by her sister nations in the months to
come will be the acid test of their good will, of their comprehension of her needs as distinguished from
their own interests, and of their intelligent and unselfish sympathy.
VII. Belgium, the whole world will agree, must be evacuated and restored, without any attempt to limit
the sovereignty which she enjoys in common with all other free nations. No other single act will serve as
this will serve to restore confidence among the nations in the laws which they have themselves set and
determined for the government of their relations with one another. Without this healing act the whole
structure and validity of international law is forever impaired.
VIII. All French territory should be freed and the invaded portions restored, and the wrong done to France
by Prussia in 1871 in the matter of Alsace-Lorraine, which has unsettled the peace of the world for nearly
fifty years, should be righted, in order that peace may once more be made secure in the interest of all.
IX. A readjustment of the frontiers of Italy should be effected along clearly recognizable lines of
nationality.
X. The peoples of Austria-Hungary, whose place among the nations we wish to see safeguarded and
assured, should be accorded the freest opportunity of autonomous development.
XI. Rumania, Serbia, and Montenegro should be evacuated; occupied territories restored; Serbia accorded
free and secure access to the sea; and the relations of the several Balkan states to one another
determined by friendly counsel along historically established lines of allegiance and nationality; and
international guarantees of the political and economic independence and territorial integrity of the several
Balkan states should be entered into.
XII. The Turkish portions of the present Ottoman Empire should be assured a secure sovereignty, but the
other nationalities which are now under Turkish rule should be assured an undoubted security of life and
an absolutely unmolested opportunity of autonomous development and the Dardanelles should be
permanently opened as a free passage to the ships and commerce of all nations under international
guarantees.
XIII. An independent Polish state should be erected which should include the territories inhabited by
indisputably Polish populations, which should be assured a free and secure access to the sea, and whose
political and economic independence and territorial integrity should be guaranteed by international
covenant.
XIV. A general association of nations must be formed under specific covenants for the purpose of affording
mutual guarantees of political independence and territorial integrity to great and small states alike.
In regard to these essential rectifications of wrong and assertions of right we feel ourselves to be intimate
partners of all the governments and peoples associated together against the Imperialists. We cannot be
separated in interest or divided in purpose. We stand together until the end.
For such arrangements and covenants we are willing to fight and to continue to fight until they are
achieved; but only because we wish the right to prevail and desire a just and stable peace such as can be
secured only by removing the chief provocations to war, which this program does remove. We have no
jealousy of German greatness, and there is nothing in this program that impairs it. We grudge her no
achievement or distinction of learning or of pacific enterprise such as have made her record very bright
and very enviable. We do not wish to injure her or to block in any way her legitimate influence or power.
We do not wish to fight her either with arms or with hostile arrangements of trade if she is willing to
associate herself with us and the other peace-loving nations of the world in covenants of justice and law
and fair dealing. We wish her only to accept a place of equality among the peoples of the world,—the new
world in which we now live,—instead of a place of mastery.

Neither do we presume to suggest to her any alteration or modification of her institutions. But it is
necessary, we must frankly say, and necessary as a preliminary to any intelligent dealings with her on our
part, that we should know whom her spokesmen speak for when they speak to us, whether for the
Reichstag majority or for the military party and the men whose creed is imperial domination.
We have spoken now, surely, in terms too concrete to admit of any further doubt or question. An evident
principle runs through the whole program I have outlined. It is the principle of justice to all peoples and
nationalities, and their right to live on equal terms of liberty and safety with one another, whether they be
strong or weak. Unless this principle be made its foundation no part of the structure of international
justice can stand. The people of the United States could act upon no other principle; and to the vindication
of this principle they are ready to devote their lives, their honor, and everything that they possess. The
moral climax of this the culminating and final war for human liberty has come, and they are ready to put
their own strength, their own highest purpose, their own integrity and devotion to the test.
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