MEXICAN-AMERICAN WAR DBQ

DID THE MEXICAN AMERICAN WAR UNITE OR DIVIDE THE COUNTRY?
DOCUMENT 1:

DOCUMENT 2:Political Parties Split and Realign

	Whig Party 

(more Elitist; Webster) 
	Ran its last presidential candidate in 1852. The candidate, General Winfield Scott, alienated many southern Whigs (Southern elites) and the party was so split it could not field a candidate in 1856.

	Democratic Party 

(more Jacksonian)
	Remained a national party through 1856, but was split over how moderate the candidates should be toward the issue of slavery.

	Liberty Party
	Antislavery party ran James G. Birney for president in 1844. He won 62,000 votes, largely from northern antislavery Whigs.

	Free-Soil 
	Ran Martin Van Buren, former Democratic president, in 1848. Gained 10 percent of the popular vote, largely from Whigs but also from some northern Democrats. Opposed the extension of slavery into the western territories. Fearful of expanding slave power within the national government, Representative Wilmot of Penn. in 1846 introduced into Congress his famous Wilmot Proviso, calling for the prohibition of slavery in the vast southwestern lands that had been newly acquired from Mexico. 


DOCUMENT 3: Congressional Debate of Talk of Secession/Compromise
(A) “…How can the Union be saved? To this I answer, there is but one way by which it can be, and that is by adopting such measures as will satisfy the states belonging to the Southern section that they can remain in the Union consistently with their honor and their safety.  It cannot, then, be saved by eulogies on the Union, however splendid or numerous. The cry of “Union, Union, the glorious Union!” can no more prevent disunion than the cry of “Health, health, glorious health!” on the part of the physician can save a patient lying dangerously ill…Besides, this cry of Union comes commonly from those whom we cannot believe to be sincere. It usually comes from our assailants. But we cannot believe them to be sincere; for, if they loved the Union, they would necessarily be devoted to the Constitution.” –John Calhoun Demands Southern Rights (1850) 

(B) “Secession! Peaceable secession! Sir, your eyes and mine are never destined to see that miracle. The dismemberment of this vast country without convulsion! The breaking up of the fountains of the great deep without ruffling the surface! Who is so foolish – I beg everybody’s pardon – as to expect to se any such thing?...

There can be no such thing as a peaceable secession. Peaceable secession is an utter impossibility. Is the great constitution under which we live here – covering this whole country 0 is it to be thawed and melted away by secession, as the snows on the mountain melt under the influence of a vernal sun – disappear almost unobserved, and die off? No, sir! No, sir!...I will not state what might produce the disruption of the states; but, sir, I see it as plainly as I see the sun in heaven – I see the disruption must produce such a war as I will not describe, in its twofold characters.” – Daniel Webster Urges Concessions (1850) 
(C)“The honest anti-slavery masses, upon whom Webster has heretofore relied, see at once that it cannot be for any good thing done for freedom and humanity that such men praise him. To the representative of freemen, the “well done” of the enemies of freedom is the breath of infamy. That “well done” Daniel Webster has received, not only from the “cotton lords” of Massachusetts, but from the prince of cotton lords [Calhoun?] of South Carolina. He is doomed, withered, blasted; and the “thanks” of all the worshipers of Mammon and Wrong in the universe cannot save him.” –Free-Siolers Denounce Webster (1850) 
DOCUMENT 4: President Polk Speaks of the Success of the War
“The great results which have been developed and brought to light by this war will be of immeasurable importance in the future progress of our country... The Mississippi, so lately the frontier of our country, is now only the center.  With the addition of the late acquisition the United States are now estimated to be nearly as large as the whole of Europe.  New Mexico is known to contain much fertile land, to abound mines of the precious metals and to be capable of sustaining a large population.  Upper California, irrespective of the vast mineral wealth recently developed there, holds to this day, in point of value and importance to the rest of the Union, the same relation as Louisiana when that fine territory was acquired from France forty five years ago...  From this position, it must command the rich commerce of China, or Asia, of the islands of the Pacific, of western Mexico, of Central America, the South American states, and of the Russian possessions bordering that ocean... The acquisition of California and New Mexico, the settlement of the Oregon country and the annexation of Texas extending to the Rio Grande are results which, combined, are of greater consequence and will add more to the strength and wealth of the nation than any which preceded them since the adoption of the Constitution.”
--President James K. Polk, 4th Annual Message of Congress, December 5, 1848

DOCUMENT 5: Newspapers Comment on the Mexican American War
“We regard with distrust and apprehension the proposed vast acquisition of territory by the United States.  So far from paying millions of dollars for it, we have not the smallest doubt that the acquisition will entail mischiefs upon this country which no supposed advantages to be derived from it will compensate, now and ever...”
--Washington Daily National Intelligence (Whig Newspaper), 1848

“It is true that the war has cost us millions of dollars, and, what is far more precious, the lives of some of our noblest citizens.  But what advantages has it not obtained for us?  It has covered us with glory.  It has extended our fame to the remotest corners of the earth... Have we not driven back the insolent enemy, who invaded Texas and shed the blood of our citizens upon our soil?  They will be stripped of a large portion of their territory...  Will not the lessons they have learned operate as a ‘security for the future’?”   -Washington Daily Union (Democratic Newspaper), 1848
DOCUMENT 6: Wilmot Proviso

“Provided, That, as express and fundamental condition to the acquisition of any territory from the Republic of Mexico by the United States, by virtue of any treaty which may be negotiated between them...neither slavery nor involuntary servitude shall even exist in any part of said territory...”


-Proposed by Pennsylvania Representative David Wilmot, 1846
The Wilmot Proviso passed the House of Representatives twice but was defeated in the Senate.

DOCUMENT 7: North v. South

“The object of the bold measure of annexation [of Texas] was not only to extend slavery, but to strengthen ‘Slave Power.’  The same object is now proposed by the Mexican War.  This is another link in the gigantic chain by which our country and the Constitution are to be bound to the ‘Slave Power.’  This has been proclaimed in public journals.  The following passage from the Charleston Courier (S.C.) avows it:  ‘Every battle fought in Mexico, and every dollar spent there, but insures the acquisition of territory which must widen the field of Southern enterprise and power in the future.  And the final result will be to readjust the balance of power in the confederacy, so as to give us control over the operation of government in all time to come.’  ...Resolved, that such a way of conquest, so hateful in its objects, so wanton, unjust, and unconstitutional in its origin and character, must be regarded as a war against freedom, against our Constitution, against justice, and against the Free States of the U.S.”

--Resolutions of the Massachusetts Legislature on the War with Mexico, 1847

“I do not, then, hesitate to avow before this House and the country, and in the presence of the living God, that if by your legislation [Wilmot Proviso] you [Northerners] seek to drive us from the territories of California and New Mexico, purchased by the common blood and treasure of the whole people...thereby attempting to fix a national degradation upon half the states of this Confederacy, I am for disunion...  The Territories are the common property of the people of the United States, purchased by their common blood and treasure.  You [the Congress] are their common agents.  It is your duty, while they are in a territorial state, to remove all impediments to their free enjoyment by all sections and people of the Union, the slaveholder and the non-slaveholder...”


--Representative Robert Toombs of Georgia, 1849
