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Introduction


America, throughout its history, has perceived itself as a divinely appointed example to the rest of the world regarding its manifestation of liberty, justice, and independence. American interaction with Africa, though differing in means of implementing its mission, largely has maintained consistency with its universal vision of how people should live in society. The interaction of the United States and its citizens in Africa demonstrates the American people’s tendency to assist foreign nations in replicating the ideas behind the republican system that has been so fruitful. From the promotion of free trade and the establishment of Liberia to initiatives involving Christian missions and education, the actions of the United States have remained faithful with the responsibility of America established by the Puritans and reaffirmed by the Founding Fathers. Much good has resulted from the initiatives of Americans in Africa, yet a question that pervades the implementation of American mission remains—how involved can Americans become without compromising the very ideals behind our mission?


This project will involve two points of focus. First, it will summarize the history of American political culture as a nation driven by a unique, divinely appointed mission. This section will outline key points in the nation’s developing sense of mission from the signing of the Mayflower Compact in 1620 to the end of the Civil War in 1865. Documents and speeches defining America’s mission, such as the Mayflower Compact, A Model of Christian Charity, the Declaration of Independence, the Constitution of the United States, George Washington’s Farewell Address, the Monroe Doctrine, and Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address and Second Inaugural Address, demonstrate America’s sense of duty throughout its history.

The second section of this project will describe the stances and initiatives that the United States and its citizens have taken in Africa, reflective of America’s mission, during the crucial period from the Berlin Conference of 1884 until the outbreak of the First World War in 1914. These instances of action that demonstrate the mission of America, as perceived by her citizens, will include the expanding of free trade through the Barbary Wars and the International Association for the Exploration and Civilization of Central Africa, the establishment and preservation of the independent nation of Liberia, the devotion to American ideals in the Berlin Conference, the growth of Christian missions, and the philanthropic efforts of the Phelps-Stokes Commission and others in the search for accountable education. This project will consider if the means of implementing America’s mission in Africa remained consistent during the time period with the ideals behind it.
Part 1: America’s Mission


An attempt to define itself and describe its role in the world pervades nearly every endeavor in the early history of the United States as a nation. Before the Revolutionary War, the American colonies of Great Britain assumed an inward focus, forming numerous covenants with God to establish a just political system with as much freedom as thought appropriate. After the Revolutionary War until the end of the Civil War, the United States struggled to define its ideals and its relationships with Europe and other nations of the Western Hemisphere. During this time, the United States determined that its role in the world would remain limited and that the manifestation of America’s mission would support the ideas on which it rested. The concept of mission, based on the ideas of liberty, justice, and independence, would spread to the world through example and the initiatives of ordinary Americans.

American Mission Before the Revolution

The American heritage began with a combination of something old with something new. As English colonists, the Anglo-American settlers carried to the Western Hemisphere the ancient legacy of self-government established by the Magna Carta and English common law. The New World, to those seeking religious liberty, seemed to have sprung out of the sea at a divinely appointed time. So convincing was the idea that the territory was preordained for freedom that the English settlers formed hundreds of covenants between God and themselves to outline the purpose of forming just government, heeding God’s will. In 1630, John Winthrop’s A Model of Christian Charity first expressed the prevalent Puritan concept of the redeemer nation, the mission of the United States as an example to the rest of humanity for the purpose of saving the world. A hundred years later, when King George III of England “usurped government” as the Declaration of Independence claimed, the Founding Fathers reaffirmed the necessity of just government.

The Puritan Understanding of America

Nearly sixty years before John Locke outlined the social contract that would influence the political formation of the United States, the Puritans formed covenants with God for the expressed purpose of establishing a political system grounded in justice. The forty-one settlers agreed in the Mayflower Compact to “solemnly and mutually in the Presence of God and one another, Covenant and Combine ourselves into a Civil Body Politic…And by our Virtue hereof do enact…such just and equal Laws, Ordinances, Acts…for the general good of the Colony.”
 The Puritans would not repeat the experiences of absolute rulers who violated the divine mandate to serve the good of the people. Because these colonists involved God as a participant, it was of the utmost importance to the Puritans to ensure the realization of the agreement. 

John Winthrop’s A Model of Christian Charity, commonly known as the “City Upon a Hill Speech,” first defined America’s role in the world. On the deck of the Arbella, Winthrop 

explained the Puritan understanding of their sacred compacts. “We are entered into covenant with Him [God] for his work. We have taken out a commission. The Lord hath given us leave to draw out our own articles.”
 The work of God required active participation. If the colonists were successful, they would know that God accepted the terms of the covenant and would require the preservation of and obedience to the resulting polity. Failure to do so would result in terrible punishment for the new nation. 

Winthrop compared the Anglo-Americans’ prerogative of forming their own government with the commands God gave to the Israelites in the Bible. As the Puritan leader said, “…when God gives a special commission He looks to have it strictly observed in every article; when God gave Saul a commission to destroy Amaleck, He indented with him upon certain articles.”
 While failure to create a just government would result in terrible punishment, success would give the Americans a role of leadership in the world and the desire of all other peoples to emulate their nation. As Winthrop summarized, “He shall make us a praise and glory that men shall say of succeeding plantations, ‘may the Lord make it like that of New England.’ For we must consider that we shall be as a city upon a hill. The eyes of all people are upon us.”
 

The Scripture to which Winthrop referred came from Jesus’ “Sermon on the Mount,” in which Christ tells his disciples, “You are the light of the world. A city on a hill cannot be hidden.”
 Winthrop made a bold move in equating Jesus’ challenge for his disciples to the Puritan covenants, but the concept of the United States as a “city upon a hill” has become one of the most enduring images of America’s identity and its role in world affairs. 

The Declaration of Independence

The United States emerged as a country dedicated to independence and freedom. The Declaration of Independence displayed an understanding of just politics, popularized by John Locke, which stressed the importance of the individual and the equality of all men before God. In his first Treatise on Civil Government, Locke demonstrated that kings have no divine rights, and in his Second Treatise on Civil Government, that individuals possess the sacred responsibility to defend their own life, liberty, and property. The Anglo-American colonists took his words as nearly divinely inspired, and the impossible success of the Revolutionary War confirmed the appearance that God took the side of American politics.
 

The Founding Fathers wrote the Declaration of Independence in pursuit of a mission to establish an exemplary “Civil Body Politic,” that reflected the ideas expressed in the first American covenants. King George III, after “a long train of abuses,” in which he employed government toward the destruction of its ends, met resistance to his hindering of the perceived mission of the American people. The Declaration of Independence appealed to the “Laws of Nature and of Nature’s God,” demonstrating that Americans believed in a higher, universal power that endowed “certain inalienable rights” to all people. It became the destiny of the United States to defend these sacred rights against the most powerful empire the world had yet seen. The signers of the Declaration knew grave consequences almost certainly awaited them, but “with a firm reliance on the protection of Divine Providence,” the Founders of the United States pursued their mission without compromise. 

The Revolutionary War substantiated the profound idea in the hearts of early Americans that they were special. A fledgling group of colonies defeated the British Empire, believed to have possessed the blessing of Providence since the defeat of the Spanish Armada. God’s confidence apparently had shifted from the now tyrannical British Empire to the Americans that upheld a freer, more just system. In the American mind, the only explanation was that God honored the covenants, which the settlers had formed for the establishment of a just “civil body politic,” and the Declaration of Independence, which appealed to natural rights and divine protection. Defeating the British Empire was to the Americans undeniably right but somewhat unexpected. The nation soon to be known as the United States seemed exceptional. As an extraordinary country, America also possessed a unique responsibility. In the Bible, God used nations to accomplish specific purposes. So too, America, with the many provisions of Providence, answered an incompletely defined, yet undeniable calling, with great responsibility to the world.

Clearly Defining America’s Mission to the World


After the United States, through all impossibility, gained independence from the most powerful empire in the world, a struggle for national identity drove the new nation towards a greater understanding of its mission. The Constitution of the United States continued the pursuit of just ends of government and became a lasting model for other nations throughout the world, just as Americans dreamed. George Washington’s Farewell Address, which supported the Constitution, gave the initial guidelines for United States foreign policy, and his ideas continue to affect decision-making. The language of the Monroe Doctrine advocated a more active role in preserving the mission of the United States. Abraham Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address and Second Inaugural Address restated the mission of the United States, in the midst of the Civil War, and the absolute necessity of maintaining it through the great test of American identity.

The Constitution of The United States of America

The Constitution of the United States firmly established the principles that defined American liberty, rights, and limited government. The Articles of Confederation failed to establish an energetic republic and posed the danger of being incapable of carrying out its purpose of protecting the life, liberty, and property of the citizens. The Constitution, however, attempted to “form a more perfect Union,” in which the federal government possessed the power to “secure the Blessings of Liberty” to Americans forever. The very word, “constitution,” conveys the importance of this document. The Constitution is that of which the United States is composed; it is the descriptor of the United States, and it became the expression of the very system that the Puritans envisioned in the Mayflower Compact. The Constitution functioned primarily as a gift to America’s posterity, as described in the preamble, but it also served, in the minds of Americans, as a gift to the rest of the world. The language of the Declaration of Independence described universal freedoms applicable to all nations, and the Constitution became the practical application of inalienable rights. The nearly perfect union the Founders created and the provisions that guaranteed this political contract would cause other nations to model their own founding documents after the Constitution.

Washington’s Farewell Address

George Washington’s Farewell Address established the stance the United States would take in foreign affairs for nearly a century and a half, and it continues to influence our country’s international relations perhaps more than any other document, excluding the Constitution. The speech elaborated on the powers of the Constitution, which gave the President authority over foreign policy. Our position in international affairs, according to Washington, should be one of objective benevolence. “Observe good faith and justice toward all nations. Cultivate peace and harmony with all. Religion and morality enjoin in this conduct.”
 The religious theme of Washington’s speech, corresponding to the divine nature of American mission, remains undeniable; morality would ensure the future success of the republic. 

Washington also supported the concept of the United States as a redeemer nation. “It would be worthy of a free, enlightened, and at no distant period a great nation to give to mankind the magnanimous and too novel example of a people always guided by an exalted justice and benevolence.”
 This idea, however, required the United States to remain impartial and objective concerning its friends and enemies. “In the execution of such a plan nothing is more essential than that permanent, inveterate antipathies against particular nations and passionate attachments for others should be excluded…the nation which indulges toward another an habitual hatred or an habitual fondness is in some degree a slave.”
 Either excessive hate or love of another country would sufficiently “lead it astray from its duty and its interest.”
 The United States, in addition to international goals, also possessed a responsibility to serve as an example of just government to the rest of the world.

The Monroe Doctrine
The Monroe Doctrine established the position that the United States would take oppose extension of the European balance of power system in the Western Hemisphere through colonization. James Monroe’s warning to European powers originally proclaimed only a statement of what our nation would forbid under the weight of current circumstances, not a long-term American policy.
 Nevertheless, the Monroe Doctrine displayed the competing ideas of the role of the United States as a harbinger of freedom. The importance of the Monroe Doctrine lay in the formal statement of the ability of the United States to assert itself in the world and the clear affirmation of the longstanding tradition of diplomatic independence and anti-colonialism.

John Quincy Adams, Secretary of State under Monroe, also advocated that America serve as an example without direct intervention. To Adams, taking a militant role in the defense of liberty abroad would defeat the very ideas that constituted the American spirit. In a Fourth of July address, Adams warned against aggressively seeking out enemies of freedom. Adams summarized,

[America] is the well-wisher to the freedom and independence of all. She is the champion and vindicator only of her own…She well knows that by once enlisting under other banners than her own, were they even the banners of foreign independence…the fundamental maxim of her policy would insensibly change from liberty to force….She might become the dictatress of the world. She would no longer be the ruler of her own spirit….[America’s] glory is not dominion, but liberty. Her march is the march of the mind. She has a spear and a shield: but the motto upon her shield is, Freedom, Independence, Peace. This has been her Declaration: this has been, as far as her necessary intercourse with the rest of mankind would permit, her practice.”
 

The language of the Monroe Doctrine did not promise active participation of the United States in promoting a military crusade of freedom, but it did communicate the opposition of Americans to European colonialism. As John Quincy Adams stressed, the fight for freedom around the world would take place in a contest of ideas. In the world, and Africa especially, American early involvement would largely concern private citizens. The United States would encourage liberty through example by implanting freedom in the minds of people.

A New Birth of Freedom

The defining period of the Civil War addressed whether America would sacrifice its spirit or preserves its principles. Challenges to the idea of American mission as a beacon of justice included the concept of Manifest Destiny and the continuation and expansion of slavery in the United States. Americans chose to defend liberty rather than maintain a traditional way of life, determining to serve as a light to the world rather than compromise the ideal of freedom. The redefining of America, as a unified country in which everyone experienced freedom, cost over half a million lives yet proved the nation’s integrity.

Manifest Destiny sprung from the ideas that the political system of the United States was distinct, that the principles of liberty were universally applicable, and that American republicanism ought to spread to the rest of the world…by any means necessary. Fortunately, a majority of American citizens never ascribed to dangers of endorsing such a radical policy.
 During the All Mexico movement, when some Americans supported the conquest of Mexico, the journalist Albert Gallatin accused such people of compromising the very principles they attempted to spread. In the same article, Gallatin defined the mission of the United States.

Your mission was to be a model for all other governments and for all other less-favored nations, to adhere to the most elevated principles of political morality…and by your example to exert a moral influence most beneficial to mankind at large. Instead of this, an appeal has been made to your worst passions…it has even been tried to pervert the noblest feelings of your nature.

Such language reflects the ideas Washington put forth in his Farewell Address and the perspective of John Quincy Adams. While not as authoritative as the first President’s speeches on the purpose of the American republic, Gallatin’s article demonstrates that the spirit of mission remained alive even in the days of Manifest Destiny.

Abraham Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address reiterated the importance of maintaining internal integrity for the specific purpose of pursuing the mission of the United States. As Lincoln expressed, each citizen needed to recognize the gravity of the trial now upon the new country.

“It is for us, the living, rather,…to be dedicated here to the great task remaining before us—that this nation, under God, shall have a new birth of freedom—and that government of the people, by the people, for the people, shall not perish from the earth.”

It was the difficult duty of the Union to maintain the integrity of the nation, in its founding principles and its unity. Two years later, in Lincoln’s Second Inaugural Address, the President ascribed the Civil War as the punishment of Providence for American slavery. “If God wills that it [the Civil War] continue until all the wealth piled by the bondman’s two hundred and fifty years of unrequited toil shall be sunk…as was said three thousand years ago, so still it must be said, ‘The judgments of the Lord are true and righteous altogether.’”
 This vision of the Civil War, as a test of fidelity to freedom and punishment for offences continued the tradition that God established a specific purpose for the United States. “With firmness in the right,” the United States overcame the power of slavery and reaffirmed the mission of the United States to pursue liberty, justice, and independence as a united and powerful example to the rest of the world.

Manifest Liberty


From the arrival of the Puritans in America to the Civil War, a sense of mission pervaded the minds of Americans. This mission specifically involved a sense of political liberty, justice, independence, and the display of these qualities to the rest of the world. Foreign policy set forth by George Washington and James Monroe, advocated the realization of this mission in different ways. In Africa, individual American citizens largely would pursue the spread of American ideas through the specific means of trade, the settlement of Liberia, Christian missions, and education.

The process of acquiring the blessings of liberty that the United States intended to spread around the world included just government, morality, and most importantly education. Perhaps the greatest expression of the interrelatedness of these concepts is present in the Northwest Ordinance, part of the organic law of the United States. As a rationale to the government’s interest in maintaining a high standard of education, Article III of the document explains, “RELIGION, MORALITY, AND KNOWLEDGE, being necessary to good government, schools and the means of education shall forever be encouraged.”
 The article goes on to describe the just treatment of Native Americans, suggesting that relationships with other cultures must begin with a just understanding of life in a political society. A sense of conscience, justice, and wisdom based in good education greatly influenced the manner in which Americans sought to treat other cultures. The interaction of the United States in Africa would pursue these means of manifest liberty, largely in relation to the pursuit of free trade, independence in Liberia, morality through the efforts of Christian missionaries, and educational initiatives such as the Phelps-Stokes Commission.

Part 2: The United States in Africa


The interaction of the United States with Africa generally has upheld the integrity of the standards and ideals associated with American mission. In the nineteenth century, while Europeans struggled for advantage along the coast, American interaction limited itself to creating and maintaining the independence of Liberia and to the expansion of free trade. The Barbary Wars and the attempt to open Central Africa to free trade illustrated the American desire for the uninhibited flow of commerce. The United States did not assume a controlling role in the colonization of Liberia, but rather, established the country’s independence and defended it from the imperial interests of Britain and France. The policy of the United States in Africa became clear when the Berlin Conference in 1984 and 1985 tested the resolve of the United States to maintain its integrity to spread freedom and independence through means of ideas and the influence of its citizens without violating the principles of liberty, justice, and independence on which the political system rests. After the partition of Africa, the conviction of Christian missionaries to share spiritual insight and to expose a different moral way of life to Africa further demonstrated a sense of American mission. Education sponsored by philanthropic societies also participated in the American mission to Africa.

United States and Africa Before 1884


From the time of United States independence until the Berlin Conference, American mission in Africa consisted of commercial enterprises opening free trade in Africa and of the preservation of Liberia’s independence. To Americans, a significant aspect of political freedom included the right to the fruits of one’s labor and the free exchange of those products. Assaults on American merchant vessels by the Barbary Powers and exclusive trading rights of European governments in Africa both opposed the principles of American mission. Although the efforts to colonize and make Liberia an independent, self-governing state largely consisted of private efforts, the United States recognized its responsibility to preserve the independence of the African country and used diplomatic influence to prevent the European dominion of Liberia.

Commercial Enterprises


As a commercial republic, a crucial focus of the early foreign policy of the United States, especially early on, consisted of ensuring the safe passage of American merchants to the rest of the world. The Barbary Wars, described as an example of American imperialism, actually demonstrated the initiative of the United States to protect free trade. Though the United States sent marines to the shores of Tripoli, the purpose of the Barbary Wars was to preserve American freedom. Richard Parker, an ambassador to Algeria remarks, “It was diplomacy, not force, that eventually resolved our major crises with the Barbary states.”
 Military action served as a tool for diplomacy. Also, American traders negotiated a treaty with the sultan of Zanzibar to open trade in an area of supposed British exclusive rights. The United States held a trade conference in Madagascar in 1867, and later, the two nations formed a commercial treaty in 1881.
 In addition, participation in the establishment of free trade in Central Africa demonstrated the American’s dedication to their mission.


Just after independence, the United States possessed a merchant marine but no navy to protect it from the Barbary Pirates. Marauders captured the Betsey in 1784, demanding ransom if the form of money and warships and a treaty that would have cost the already in debt United States $172,000.
 The traditions of the Barbary States assumed a standing state of war with all nations without a current peace treaty, which usually required tribute.
 In a letter from John Adams to John Jay on February 16, 1786, the statesman stressed the importance of protecting American commerce through negotiation or war.
 Without the ability to defend the property of its citizens, the United States would fail to preserve the purpose of government as defined in the Declaration of Independence. The psychological effect of captured merchant ships and the inability of the United States to protect its commercial interests from pirates required a resolution. Moreover, the defeat of the Barbary Pirates would constitute a victory for freedom in general, protecting freedom of trade to merchants throughout the world.

While Congress attempted to find money to pay for a peace treaty, the Barbary powers declared war on the United States in 1785.
 Eventually, the United States fought two wars with the Barbary States to ensure free trade in African waters. The Barbary Wars demonstrated the commitment of the United States to open commerce and America’s integrity to its mission of promoting free trade throughout the world. While the spread of American mission could not justify a foreign war, military action became the only means by which the United States could preserve the purpose of their own government, and war, therefore, was justified in this case. In preserving the integrity of American commerce, the United States also succeeded in extending free trade to other nations.


Another initiative demonstrating American commitment to free trade involved the apparent opening of the Congo to free trade. In 1788, Leopold II of Belgium seduced the United States and others into recognizing the International Association for the Exploration and Civilization of Central Africa.
 As an initiative to open the Congo to free trade and eliminate slavery, the United States greatly supported and encouraged the project. Unfortunately, much to the dismay of Americans, Leopold II later used his influence to control the entire Congo Basin through the Congo Free State. 

Henry Morton Stanley, a citizen of the United States, explored the territory and served as the chief executive officer of the International Association. President Chester Arthur praised the attempt toward free trade proclaiming, “The United States cannot be indifferent to this work…It may become advisable for us to cooperate with the other commercial powers in promoting the right of free trade and residence in the Congo Valley free from the interference or political control of any one nation.”
 The willingness of the United States to participate in initiatives opening Africa to free trade demonstrated America’s love for freedom along with its naivety toward the ambitions of European powers. 

At this time, the United States agreed to the control of African territory by an outside organization with an apparent humanitarian and free trade intent, just as citizens of the United States had supported the establishment of the American Colonization Society in Liberia. The failure to establish an independent state proved to Americans that European imperial powers should not undertake the elements of mission appointed for the United States. Had the United States had contested the right of King Leopold’s control over the Congo, perhaps freer trade would have been possible in the Congo Basin. To Americans at that time, however, such measures would have involved the United States in European power-play. Questions of how far the United States should go to fulfill its mission continued to rise.
Colonization Societies and Liberia


Liberia, a special project of the Founding Fathers, displays American nation building consistent with the ideals of the United States’ mission. One notion for eliminating slavery without negative effects of racial tension and increased competition in the labor market proposed sending freed African slaves back to Africa. The American Colonization Society, founded by such men as Robert Finley, Bushrod Washington, John Randolph, and Francis Scott Key, purchased land in Africa, sent freed slaves to Africa, and eventually, enabled Liberia to become an independent state in 1847.
 

Once Americans arrived at the temporary colony, they took action against the slave trade, inciting resistance from the African chiefs to the American purchase of land. In one case a United States naval officer held the local leader at gunpoint.
 While clearly against the principles of fair negotiation, the forceful act ironically saved the area from British or French control. Nevertheless, coercive measures such as this place in question the idealism of American pursuit of liberty for all.


The British, convinced that the Americans were intentionally destroying England’s plans for the continent, fought the initial establishment Liberia. The United States, unwilling to appear as a colonial power, did aid Liberia through extensive force in settlement of disputes against the British Empire, but rather, pushed the colony to declare independence. The French, attempted to take control of the territory more forcibly in the late 1870’s, when they endeavored to acquire Liberia as a protectorate. Diplomatic pressure by the United States, however, diverted the French away from the African nation. Later in 1885, the British, eager to expand their possessions in Africa, succeeded in taking territory away from Liberia in 1885, because the United States would not meet the British threats of force, and the Liberians were too weak to resist.
 The stance the United States took in the challenges to Liberian sovereignty was clearly diplomatic. While maintaining colonial control would have provided an effective defense, diplomacy succeeded in preserving both our ideals and the independence of Liberia.

The United States faced two questions concerning Africa that continue to surface in international affairs today. First, at what point does our sense of mission compel us to intervene, against our interests of cultivating “peace and harmony with all,” for the preservation of liberty and self-government? In other words, how involved should America be in the world? Second, can we willingly compromise our principles of freedom and justice temporarily to prevent a greater transgression of those principles? Threatening the African chief with a loaded gun, while a coercive measure, ended the slave trade in Liberia and diplomacy backed by gunboats enabled the only African nation besides Ethiopia to remain independent during the European scramble for Africa. Nevertheless, could the United States morally make such compromises? Grover Cleveland presented these issues to Congress in 1886.

The weakness of Liberia and the difficulty of maintaining effective sovereignty over its outlying districts, have exposed that republic to encroachment…Although a formal protectorate over Liberia is contrary to our traditional policy, the moral right and duty of the United States to assist in all proper ways the maintenance of its integrity is obvious.

The first question was addressed in the Barbary Wars. The United States realized the necessity of asserting their authority when pirates captured American merchant vessels and preserving freedom in the world to ensure their own. The United States’ refusal to accept the Berlin Conference answered the second question.
Initiatives and Action from 1884 to 1916

The defining moment for modern Africa began with an act of defiance on the part of the United States. Americans did attend the Berlin Conference, but public opinion and the determination of Congress to ignore the declarations reveal the dedication of Americans to their mission. Moreover, a combination of isolationist sentiments and an aversion to colonialism created controversy as to the purpose of American delegates attending the Berlin Conference. Later, America’s sentiments toward isolationism slowly dissipated so that in 1890, a representative from the United States participated in a similar conference held in Brussels.
 Though the Unites States did not ratify the terms of the Berlin Conference, it recognized European control over African colonies. Beyond ensuring commercial interests, the government of the United States did not engage in frequent interaction with Africa until World War I.
 Individual Americans, however, engaged in philanthropic, missionary, and commercial activity in Africa, taking part in the mission of the American nation.
The Berlin Conference 


In October 1884, Chancellor Otto Von Bismarck, in light of intense competition among Europeans for African territory, invited representatives from Western powers, one of which the United States, to set forth the institutions that would direct commerce, the acquisition of colonies, and the fate of modern Africa. While incentives to acquire territory were high, the Berlin Conference declared its intent as a humanitarian effort, and likely for this reason, the United States sent a delegate. Bismarck, echoing the British explorer David Livingstone, expressed that the purpose of the conference was to spread Christianity, commerce, and civilization to darkest Africa.
 The United States, as a commercial republic and with its divine mission to spread the political system of its civilization to the rest of the world, could have energetically participated, ratified, and pursued all decisions of the conference but for two matters. First, the European method of spreading the three “C’s” to Africa involved colonization, which strictly contradicted the American understanding of liberty. Second, the warnings concerning European cabals, expressed about a hundred years earlier in Washington’s Farewell Address, continued to influence American foreign policy.


The United States did send a representative to the Berlin Conference, John A. Kasson, along with the diplomat Henry S. Sanford, and W. P. Tisdale, an observer.
 The American representative signed the convention papers, but Congress refused to ratify the agreements and expressed the unease of the people that any Americans took any part in the Conference at all. The House of Representatives made the following statement concerning the Berlin Conference,

The House of Representatives, heedful of the admonitions of Washington, and faithful to that neutral policy of separation and peace which our situation and the wisdom of a free people have hitherto enabled us to maintain, hereby explicitly declares its dissent…in accepting the invitation of Germany and France to participate in the International Conference in Berlin.

This declaration implied two central ideas. The United States would continue, for a time, its tradition of isolationism from European politics and the Old World, and the nation would act differently than the Europeans regarding foreign policy. 

The central theme of Washington’s Farewell Address, remaining independent of the treaties and wars of Europe as much as possible, continued to echo in the minds of the American people. Nevertheless, the fact that Europe recognized the United States as a Western power indicated that America’s activity in the world would eventually extend beyond North America merely as a result of growth in power and influence. While the United States would not cooperate with European agreements to “civilize” Africa through colonization, Americans would pursue their national mission independently by their own terms and in our own manner. 

Speculations regarding negative American sentiment toward the Berlin Conference surrounded different interpretations of the mission of the United States. It could be argued that the United States as a whole did not necessarily find colonization distasteful at this point, only European colonization. For example, the Spanish-American War broke out in 1898, three years after the Berlin Conference, resulting in the apportionment of the Philippines, Guam, and Puerto Rico. The United States fought fiercely to keep the Philippines over the next four years. Moreover, before Americans recognized Manifest Destiny and imperialism as a means violating the very purpose of its ends, Americans viewed European expansionist tendencies toward the Oregon territory as unwelcome competition with the United States. As a chosen people, it was America’s prerogative to spread its particular system of freedom and self-government. While European tyranny abused its colonies, the American system would introduce, albeit without immediate consent of the governed, the blessings of liberty through the Constitution. 

Another argument asserts that the United States found participation in the Berlin Conference distasteful because of Europe’s expansionistic, imperialistic tendency. In the Western Hemisphere, some Americans desired taking a more active role in the government aggressively spreading their ideals, but the majority of citizens recognized the self-defeating error of Manifest destiny. As Frederick Merk explains about the proponents of this harmful concept, “they misread the nation. They fooled a small part of the American people much of the time, another part some of the time, but never the mass any time.”
 The Spanish, it is thought, incited the Spanish-American war by destroying an American battleship in Havana.
 The United States took the side of the freedom-loving Cuban nationals against the Spanish government to stabilize the region according to the Monroe Doctrine’s understanding of security. 

In the case of the Philippines, many Americans at that time believed that Providence gave the islands to the United States, with a responsibility to teach self-government.
 Also, President McKinley acknowledged that the nation could not release hard earned territory without a sense of humiliation.
 Thus, the American people rejected the Berlin Conference because European imperialism violated the principles behind the mission of America. The United States would not assert a colonial role unless opposing a tyrannical power or following Providence gave them the responsibility.

Whatever reasons the United States had for not acknowledging the decisions of the Berlin Conference, several things became clear. The European nations now recognized the United States as a world power, and because of this, new challenges to America’s traditional form of isolationism would arise. Moreover, the government of the United States would not seek colonies in Africa as the Europeans would. America possessed a unique mission and eventually would prove instrumental in ending European colonialism in Africa.

The Missionary Movement


 The divine mission of the United States in Africa largely involved individuals with a mindset of Christian evangelism to the world. From 1880 to 1930, the missionary movement in America grew tremendously.
 For the city on a hill to shine to Africa, Americans needed to bring freedom and Christian living to the distant continent. William R. Hutchison argues that American missionaries represented both the Great Commission of Christ to share the gospel and the national mission of the United States in his book, Errand to the World. Missionaries at the turn of the century increasingly felt that Americans must go into the world to serve as an example to the world. According to Hutchison, American mission relates to persistent Puritan ideas. As he illustrates, “While the imagery of a city on a hill suggested the influence of an exemplary society, that of an errand into the wilderness suggested a heightened activism.”
 One of the greatest expressions of the divine mission of America in the latter part of the nineteenth century was the willingness of Americans to go to Africa to demonstrate to others a better way of living, spiritually and politically.

Churches in the United States rallied to support the missionaries’ cause, and their efforts became a national project. As Huchinson writes, “To set an example, to send forth beams from the American hilltop, was seen as essential but not sufficient. Americans as Christ’s special messengers were a people sent as well as chosen.”
 Missions occupied a large share of philanthropic giving. In the early 1800’s, the budget for the American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missionaries was about $40,000 per year, while the American Temperance Society was only about $15,000.
 The American missions movement experienced incredible growth particularly in Africa from 1880 until about 1930, with some societies reaching a million dollars in philanthropic income every year.
 

Huchinson argues that the surge of American missions in the nineteenth century can be explained as both a Christian evangelistic movement and a political movement “…equally in fervent belief, less obviously Christian but just as religious, that Americans were under special obligation to save and renovate the world.”
 In fact, the differences between the Great Commission and America’s mission at times became befuddled. The divine nature of American mission as the appropriate way to construct a political society coincided with the call to give Africans the opportunity for a new and better spiritual life. Freedom, individualism, and voluntary association were evidence of the unique democratization of American Christianity and became tools for missionaries to Africa.

Rufus Anderson, who worked as foreign secretary of the American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missionaries, equated the spread of the gospel to the American mission by mean of voluntary association. 

The Protestant form of association—free, open, responsible, embracing all classes…is particular to modern times, and almost our age. Like our own form of government, working with perfect freedom over a broad continent, it is among the greatest results of the progress of Christian civilization in this fullness of time for the world’s conversion. Such great and extended associations could not possibly have been worked…without the present degree of civil and religious liberty,…nor act with sufficient energy for the conversion of the world, under despotic governments.
 

While Anderson refers to Protestantism in general, the analogy between Christian missions and political freedom refers exclusively to the system of the United States. In Anderson’s thinking, just as the United States became in the minds of its people the model society for a free and energetic republic, so too American missionaries would constitute the principal means by which the gospel would spread to the world.

Education Initiatives


While European colonial powers controlled the nations of Africa, Americans demonstrated their sense of mission through analysis and improvement of the work Europeans set out to do. Education, Americans long had believed, provided the mindset necessary to live as free, self-sustaining, and informed individuals. The political institutions of the United States and its ideals applied universally, but since other nations could not comprehend these principles, Americans tended to believe that others can and must learn to understand and appreciate these universal concepts. 

While colonial governments, particularly the British, used education to train Africans to serve in government or live under colonial rule, Americans possessed a more individualistic approach to education. In fact, American education, in keeping with its mission, sought to make students of any nationality into self-governing individuals.
 The American mission did not subscribe to ethnocentric doctrine, since Americans were convinced that their system applies universally; the United States had been early in installing and practicing just republican government.

In an attempt to study and improve the educational experience of native Africans, American philanthropists presented recommendations to already established school systems. In the early 1920’s, the Phelps-Stokes Commission examined the educational practices throughout the continent and encouraged colonial powers to teach more effectively, part of which involved catering to traditional forms of authority. Thomas Jesse Jones, the head of the Phelps-Stokes Committee, urged that education “be planned with full regard both for the elevation of the masses and for the development and training of native leaders.”
 Such educational methods contained goals to enrich the function of society in Africa and were consistent with America’s mission.

In application of the recommendations given by the Phelps-Stokes Commission, the British established colleges known as Jeanes schools, named after another American philanthropist.
 Focused on developing the lives of Africans rather than simply training them or providing certificates, these schools offer a more practical outlook to education. Other philanthropic efforts led by the Carnegie Corporation, the Rockefeller Foundation, and the Booker Washington Institute later followed by the Social Science Research Council, the Ford Foundation, and the Guggenheim Foundation funded and established schools in Africa.
 Education, considered essential to good politics by the founders of the American republic, became an important component of American interaction with Africa in pursuit of American mission.
Conclusion


The American people have believed that it is their responsibility to demonstrate throughout the world a political way of living that promotes liberty, justice, and independence. From the arrival of the Puritans in the New World through the founding of the American republic, the nation gained a sense of mission, defined by the Mayflower Compact and A Model of Christian Charity, to serve as a model, for the rest of the world to follow. 

Americans could not ignore their mission, for God had ordained it through the success of the early settlers and the triumph of the American Revolution. The Declaration of Independence asserted the ideals the new republic would pursue and gave their trust of victory to “Divine Providence.” The Constitution of the United States established the means of implementing liberty, justice, and independence. George Washington, in his Farewell Address, defined that the mission of the United States as it applied to foreign nations would maintain diplomatic independence, functioning as an example and guiding light to other nations while allowing them to maintain their freedom. The Monroe Doctrine affirmed these ideas and declared America’s disdain for colonialism. The era of the Civil War confirmed that the United States would maintain the integrity of its mission. It became clear to the hearts of Americans in the defining periods of the United States that the nation possessed a divine mission, founded on the principles of liberty, justice, and independence, to stand as an example of a just society for the rest of the world to follow.

In Africa, Americans pursued their ideals through initiatives advocating free trade, political independence, Christianity, and education. Through its confrontation with the Barbary Pirates and the initiative to open the Congo to free trade, the United States substantiated the necessity of economic freedom. Exercising restraint in Liberia by refusing to establish a political presence, in addition to defending the nation diplomatically, the United States established and preserved the independence of an African country.

America’s stance concerning the Berlin conference clearly communicated that the United States would not violate the freedoms of others to enforce its mission to the world. The missionary movement, which exploded in the late nineteenth century, expressed the divine nature of American mission and a new desire to go with it into the world. Through educational endeavors, American philanthropists further expressed the sense of mission by training Africans to live together in a freer and more fulfilling society. Throughout American history and the early interaction of the United States with Africa, a sense of mission has pervaded the thought and actions of Americans.

American mission existed in the realm of ideas. Washington and his intellectual descendants carefully judged the initiatives in which the nation engaged to ensure that the means of accomplishing their mission did not conflict with the ends of liberty, justice, and independence. Had the United States played a more active role in Africa, competing with Europe for colonies and influence, perhaps Americans could have greater assisted in the political and economic development of African nations. Nevertheless, engaging in such activity may have destroyed the very foundation of their mission. While Americans may have easily compromised their ideals through deeds of coercion or failure to assert action in legitimate situations, the initiatives in which they engaged generally served well the foundation and purpose of their mission.

Bibliography

African Education Commission. Phelps-Stokes Reports on Education in Africa: Abridged, with an introduction by L. J. Lewis. London: Oxford University Press, 1962.

Beer, George Louis. African Questions at the Paris Peace Conference. New York: Negro Universities Press, 1923.

Bender, Gerald J. James S. Coleman, and Richard L Sklar (eds.). African Crisis Areas and U.S. Foreign Policy. University of California Press, 1985.

Bradford, William. Of Plymouth Plantation. Edited by S. E. Morison. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1970.
Bray, Mark, Peter B. Clarke, and David Stephens. Education and Society in Africa. London: Edward Arnold, 1986.

Carpenter, Joel A. and Wilbert R. Shenk (eds.). Earthen Vessels: American Evangelicals and Foreign Missions 1880 – 1980. Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1990.

Castle, E. B. Growing Up in East Africa. London: Oxford University Press, 1967.

Duignan, Peter and L. H. Gann. The United States and Africa: A History. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984.

Department of State. Background Note: Madagascar. March 2007. www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/ 5460.htm (accessed April 16, 2007).

French, Howard W. A Continent for the Taking: The Tragedy and Hope of Africa. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2004.

Gann, L. H. and Peter Duignan. Burden of Empire: An Appraisal of Western Colonialism in Africa South of the Sahara. New York: Frederick A. Praeger Publishers, 1967.

Gamble, Richard M. The War for Righteousness: Progressive Christianity, the Great War, and the Rise of the Messianic Nation. Wilmington, DE: ISI Books, 2003.

Giunta, Mary A. (ed.). Documents of the Emerging Nation: U. S. Foreign Relations 1775 – 1789. Wilmington, DE: Scholarly Resources Inc., 1998.

Hutchinson, William R. Errand to the World: American Protestant Thought and Foreign Missions. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1987.

Lewis, L. J. Education and Political Independence in Africa and Other Essays. Westport CN: Greenwood Press Publishers, 1962.

Lincoln, Abraham. Speeches and Writings. Edited by Don E. Fehrenbacher. New York: Literary Classics of the United States, 1989.
Merk, Frederick. Manifest Destiny and Mission in American History: a Reinterpretation. New York: Knopf, 1963.

Merrill, Dennis and Thomas G. Paterson (eds.). Major Problems in American Foreign Relations, Volume 1: To 1920. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 2005.

Moseley, James G. John Winthrop’s World. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1992.

Nelson, Harold D. Liberia: A Country Study, Washington D.C.: Headquarters, Department of the Army, 1985.
Pakenham, Thomas. The Scramble for Africa: The White Man’s Conquest of the Dark Continent from 1876 to 1912. New York: Random House, 1991.

Parker, Richard B. Uncle Sam in Barbary: A Diplomatic History. Gainesville, Fl: University of Florida Press, 2004. 

Perkins, Bradford. The Cambridge History of American Foreign Relations, Volume I: The Creation of a Republican Empire 1776 – 1865. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995.

Rawson, David. Formulations of U. S. Policies Towards Africa. Foreign Service Institute, 1992.

Schraeder, Peter J. United States Foreign Policy Toward Africa: Incrementalism Crisis and Change. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1994.

Schweninger, Lee. John Winthrop. Boston: Twayne Publishers, 1990.

Stephanson, Anders. Manifest Destiny: American Expansionism and the Empire of Right. New York: Hill and Wang, 1995.

Taylor, Robert M, Jr. The Northwest Ordinance 1787: A Bicentennial Handbook. Indianapolis: Indianapolis Historical Society, 1988.
Treat, E. B. (ed.). The National Hand-Book of Facts and Figures. New York: E. B. Treat and Company, 1868.

Williams, G. Mennen. Africa for the Africans. Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1969.

Wilson, Charles Morrow. Liberia: Black Africa in Microcosm. New York: Harper and Row Publishers, 1971.
Appendix I: Maps and Statistics

Africa at the time of the Berlin Conference, 1885:
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From the Scottish Geographical Magazine. Published by the Scottish Geographical Society and edited by Hugh A. Webster and Arthur Silva White. Volume I, 1885.
The Partition of Africa 1914
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Appendix II: Primary Documents

The Mayflower Compact (1620):

We whose names are underwritten, the loyal subjects of our dread Sovereign Lord King James, by the Grace of God of Great Britain, France and Ireland, King, Defender of the Faith, etc.

Having undertaken, for the Glory of God and advancement of the Christian Faith and Honour of our King and Country, a Voyage to plant the First Colony in the Northern Parts of Virginia, do by these presents solemnly and mutually in the presence of God and one of another, Covenant and Combine ourselves together into a Civil Body Politic, for our better ordering and preservation and furtherance of the ends aforesaid; and by virtue hereof to enact, constitute and frame such just and equal Laws, Ordinances, Acts, Constitutions and Offices, from time to time, as shall be thought most meet and convenient for the general good of the Colony, unto which we promise all due submission and obedience. In witness whereof we have hereunder subscribed our names at Cape Cod, the 11th of November, in the year of the reign of our Sovereign Lord King James, of England, France and Ireland the eighteenth, and of Scotland the fifty-fourth. Anno Domini 1620.

The Declaration of Independence (1776):

IN CONGRESS, July 4, 1776.

The unanimous Declaration of the thirteen united States of America,
When in the Course of human events, it becomes necessary for one people to dissolve the political bands which have connected them with another, and to assume among the powers of the earth, the separate and equal station to which the Laws of Nature and of Nature's God entitle them, a decent respect to the opinions of mankind requires that they should declare the causes which impel them to the separation.

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.--That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed, --That whenever any Form of Government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to abolish it, and to institute new Government, laying its foundation on such principles and organizing its powers in such form, as to them shall seem most likely to effect their Safety and Happiness….

He has abdicated Government here, by declaring us out of his Protection and waging War against us….

We must, therefore, acquiesce in the necessity, which denounces our Separation, and hold them, as we hold the rest of mankind, Enemies in War, in Peace Friends.

We, therefore, the Representatives of the united States of America, in General Congress, Assembled, appealing to the Supreme Judge of the world for the rectitude of our intentions, do, in the Name, and by Authority of the good People of these Colonies, solemnly publish and declare, That these United Colonies are, and of Right ought to be Free and Independent States; that they are Absolved from all Allegiance to the British Crown, and that all political connection between them and the State of Great Britain, is and ought to be totally dissolved; and that as Free and Independent States, they have full Power to levy War, conclude Peace, contract Alliances, establish Commerce, and to do all other Acts and Things which Independent States may of right do. And for the support of this Declaration, with a firm reliance on the protection of divine Providence, we mutually pledge to each other our Lives, our Fortunes and our sacred Honor.

Washington’s Farewell Address (1796):

Friends and Fellow-Citizens:

The period for a new election of a citizen to administer the Executive Government of the United States being not far distant, and the time actually arrived when your thoughts must be employed in designating the person who is to be clothed with that important trust, it appears to me proper, especially as it may conduce to a more distinct expression of the public voice, that I should now apprise you of the resolution I have formed to decline being considered among the number of those out of whom a choice is to be made....

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

In the execution of such a plan nothing is more essential than that permanent, inveterate antipathies against particular nations and passionate attachments for others should be excluded, and that in place of them just and amicable feelings toward all should be cultivated. The nation which indulges toward another an habitual hatred or an habitual fondness is in some degree a slave. It is a slave to its animosity or to its affection, either of which is sufficient to lead it astray from its duty and its interest. Antipathy in one nation against another disposes each more readily to offer insult and injury, to lay hold of slight causes of umbrage, and to be haughty and intractable when accidental or trifling occasions of dispute occur.

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

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

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


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

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

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

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

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

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

Though in reviewing the incidents of my Administration I am unconscious of intentional error, I am nevertheless too sensible of my defects not to think it probable that I may have committed many errors. Whatever they may be, I fervently beseech the Almighty to avert or mitigate the evils to which they may tend. I shall also carry with me the hope that my country will never cease to view them with indulgence, and that, after forty-five years of my life dedicated to its service with an upright zeal, the faults of incompetent abilities will be consigned to oblivion, as myself must soon be to the mansions of rest.

Relying on its kindness in this as in other things, and actuated by that fervent love toward it which is so natural to a man who views in it the native soil of himself and his progenitors for several generations, I anticipate with pleasing expectation that retreat in which I promise myself to realize without alloy the sweet enjoyment of partaking in the midst of my fellow-citizens the benign influence of good laws under a free government -- the ever-favorite object of my heart, and the happy reward, as I trust, of our mutual cares, labors, and dangers.

Source: J.D. Richardson, ed., Compilation of Messages and Papers of the Presidents, vol.1 (1907), 213.
The Monroe Doctrine (1823):

... At the proposal of the Russian Imperial Government, made through the minister of the Emperor residing here, a full power and instructions have been transmitted to the minister of the United States at St. Petersburg to arrange by amicable negotiation the respective rights and interests of the two nations on the northwest coast of this continent. A similar proposal had been made by His Imperial Majesty to the Government of Great Britain, which has likewise been acceded to. The Government of the United States has been desirous by this friendly proceeding of manifesting the great value which they have invariably attached to the friendship of the Emperor and their solicitude to cultivate the best understanding with his Government. In the discussions to which this interest has given rise and in the arrangements by which they may terminate the occasion has been judged proper for asserting, as a principle in which the rights and interests of the United States are involved, that the American continents, by the free and independent condition which they have assumed and maintain, are henceforth not to be considered as subjects for future colonization by any European powers....

It was stated at the commencement of the last session that a great effort was then making in Spain and Portugal to improve the condition of the people of those countries, and that it appeared to be conducted with extraordinary moderation. It need scarcely be remarked that the result has been so far very different from what was then anticipated. Of events in that quarter of the globe, with which we have so much intercourse and from which we derive our origin, we have always been anxious and interested spectators. The citizens of the United States cherish sentiments the most friendly in favor of the liberty and happiness of their fellowmen on that side of the Atlantic. In the wars of the European powers in matters relating to themselves we have never taken any part, nor does it comport with our policy so to do. It is only when our rights are invaded or seriously menaced that we resent injuries or make preparation for our defense. With the movements in this hemisphere we are of necessity more immediately connected, and by causes which must be obvious to all enlightened and impartial observers. The political system of the allied powers is essentially different in this respect from that of America. This difference proceeds from that which exists in their respective Governments; and to the defense of our own, which has been achieved by the loss of so much blood and treasure, and matured by the wisdom of their most enlightened citizens, and under which we have enjoyed unexampled felicity, this whole nation is devoted. We owe it, therefore, to candor and to the amicable relations existing between the United States and those powers to declare that we should consider any attempt on their part to extend their system to any portion of this hemisphere as dangerous to our peace and safety. With the existing colonies or dependencies of any European power we have not interfered and shall not interfere. But with the Governments who have declared their independence and maintained it, and whose independence we have, on great consideration and on just principles, acknowledged, we could not view any interposition for the purpose of oppressing them, or controlling in any other manner their destiny, by any European power in any other light than as the manifestation of an unfriendly disposition toward the United States. In the war between those new Governments and Spain we declared our neutrality at the time of their recognition, and to this we have adhered, and shall continue to adhere, provided no change shall occur which, in the judgment of the competent authorities of this Government, shall make a corresponding change on the part of the United States indispensable to their security.

The late events in Spain and Portugal show that Europe is still unsettled. Of this important fact no stronger proof can be adduced than that the allied powers should have thought it proper, on any principle satisfactory to themselves, to have interposed by force in the internal concerns of Spain. To what extent such interposition may be carried, on the same principle, is a question in which all independent powers whose governments differ from theirs are interested, even those most remote, and surely none more so than the United States. Our policy in regard to Europe, which was adopted at an early stage of the wars which have so long agitated that quarter of the globe, nevertheless remains the same, which is, not to interfere in the internal concerns of any of its powers; to consider the government de facto as the legitimate government for us; to cultivate friendly relations with it, and to preserve those relations by a frank, firm, and manly policy, meeting in all instances the just claims of every power, submitting to injuries from none. But in regard to those continents circumstances are eminently and conspicuously different. It is impossible that the allied powers should extend their political system to any portion of either continent without endangering our peace and happiness; nor can anyone believe that our southern brethren, if left to themselves, would adopt it of their own accord. It is equally impossible, therefore, that we should behold such interposition in any form with indifference. If we look to the comparative strength and resources of Spain and those new Governments, and their distance from each other, it must be obvious that she can never subdue them. It is still the true policy of the United States to leave the parties to themselves, in the hope that other powers will pursue the same course....

Source: J.D. Richardson, ed., Compilation of the Messages and Papers of the Presidents, vol. 2 (1907), 287.

The Gettysburg Address (1863):

Four score and seven years ago our fathers brought forth on this continent, a new nation, conceived in Liberty, and dedicated to the proposition that all men are created equal.

Now we are engaged in a great civil war, testing whether that nation, or any nation so conceived and so dedicated, can long endure. We are met on a great battle-field of that war. We have come to dedicate a portion of that field, as a final resting place for those who here gave their lives that that nation might live. It is altogether fitting and proper that we should do this.

But, in a larger sense, we can not dedicate -- we can not consecrate -- we can not hallow -- this ground. The brave men, living and dead, who struggled here, have consecrated it, far above our poor power to add or detract. The world will little note, nor long remember what we say here, but it can never forget what they did here. It is for us the living, rather, to be dedicated here to the unfinished work which they who fought here have thus far so nobly advanced. It is rather for us to be here dedicated to the great task remaining before us -- that from these honored dead we take increased devotion to that cause for which they gave the last full measure of devotion -- that we here highly resolve that these dead shall not have died in vain -- that this nation, under God, shall have a new birth of freedom -- and that government of the people, by the people, for the people, shall not perish from the earth.

Lincoln’s Second Inaugural Address (1865):

Fellow-Countrymen: 

At this second appearing to take the oath of the Presidential office there is less occasion for an extended address than there was at the first. Then a statement somewhat in detail of a course to be pursued seemed fitting and proper. Now, at the expiration of four years, during which public declarations have been constantly called forth on every point and phase of the great contest which still absorbs the attention and engrosses the energies of the nation, little that is new could be presented. The progress of our arms, upon which all else chiefly depends, is as well known to the public as to myself, and it is, I trust, reasonably satisfactory and encouraging to all. With high hope for the future, no prediction in regard to it is ventured.

 
On the occasion corresponding to this four years ago all thoughts were anxiously directed to an impending civil war. All dreaded it, all sought to avert it. While the inaugural address was being delivered from this place, devoted altogether to saving the Union without war, urgent agents were in the city seeking to destroy it without war—seeking to dissolve the Union and divide effects by negotiation. Both parties deprecated war, but one of them would make war rather than let the nation survive, and the other would accept war rather than let it perish, and the war came.

 


One-eighth of the whole population were colored slaves, not distributed generally over the Union, but localized in the southern part of it. These slaves constituted a peculiar and powerful interest. All knew that this interest was somehow the cause of the war. To strengthen, perpetuate, and extend this interest was the object for which the insurgents would rend the Union even by war, while the Government claimed no right to do more than to restrict the territorial enlargement of it. Neither party expected for the war the magnitude or the duration which it has already attained. Neither anticipated that the cause of the conflict might cease with or even before the conflict itself should cease. Each looked for an easier triumph, and a result less fundamental and astounding. Both read the same Bible and pray to the same God, and each invokes His aid against the other. It may seem strange that any men should dare to ask a just God's assistance in wringing their bread from the sweat of other men's faces, but let us judge not, that we be not judged. The prayers of both could not be answered. That of neither has been answered fully. The Almighty has His own purposes. "Woe unto the world because of offenses; for it must needs be that offenses come, but woe to that man by whom the offense cometh." If we shall suppose that American slavery is one of those offenses which, in the providence of God, must needs come, but which, having continued through His appointed time, He now wills to remove, and that He gives to both North and South this terrible war as the woe due to those by whom the offense came, shall we discern therein any departure from those divine attributes which the believers in a living God always ascribe to Him? Fondly do we hope, fervently do we pray, that this mighty scourge of war may speedily pass away. Yet, if God wills that it continue until all the wealth piled by the bondsman's two hundred and fifty years of unrequited toil shall be sunk, and until every drop of blood drawn with the lash shall be paid by another drawn with the sword, as was said three thousand years ago, so still it must be said "the judgments of the Lord are true and righteous altogether."

With malice toward none, with charity for all, with firmness in the right as God gives us to see the right, let us strive on to finish the work we are in, to bind up the nation's wounds, to care for him who shall have borne the battle and for his widow and his orphan, to do all which may achieve and cherish a just and lasting peace among ourselves and with all nations.
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