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Courage and Politics

This is & book about that most admirable of human virtues—

courage. “Grace under pressure,” Ernest Hemingway defined
it. And these are the stories of the pressures experienced by
eight United States Senators and the grace with which they
endured them—the risks to their careers, the unpopularity of
their courses, the defamation of their characters, and some-
times, but sadly only sometimes, the vindication of their repu-
tations and their principles.

A nation which has forgotten the quality of courage which
in the past has been brought to public life is not as likely to
insist upon or reward that quality in its chosen leaders today—
and in fact we have forgotten. We may remember how John
Quincy Adams became President through the political schemes
of Henry Clay, but we have forgotten how, as a young man,
he gave up a promising Senatorial career to stand by the
nation. We may remember Daniel Webster for his subservience
to the National Bank throughout much of his career, but we

have forgotten his sacrifice for the national good at the close

of that career. We do not remember—and possibly we do not
care,

“People don’t give a damn,” a syndicated columnist told
1
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millions of readers not so many years ago, “what the; average
Senator or Congressman says. The reason they dm? t care is
that they know what you hear in Congress 1S 99% tripe, igno-

rance and demagoguery and not to be relied upon = _"’ |
Earlier a member of the Cabinet had recorded in his diary:

While I am reluctant to believe in the total
depravity of the Senate, I place but little dependence
on the honesty and truthfulness of a large portion
of the Senators. A majority of them are small lights,
mentally weak, and wholly unfit to be Senators.
Some are vulgar demagogues . . . some are men of
wealth who have purchased their position . . . [some
are| men of narrow intellect, limited comprehension,
and low partisan prejudice. . . .

And still earlier a member of the Senate itself told his col-
lcagues‘ that “the confidence of the people is departing from
us, owing to our unreasonable delays.” '

.Thc Senate knows that many Americans today share these
sentiments. Senators, we hear, must be politicians—and politi-
clans must be concerned only with winning votes, not with
statesmanship or courage. Mothers may still want their favorite
SONS o grow up to be President, but according to a famous

Gallup pnﬂ_ of some years ago, they do not want them to
become politicians in the process.
Does this current rash

- : 3 cond in the ninet .
n thcl eighteenth (whep the first Senate o behi
debating where the (are: )
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Walter Lippmann, after nearly half a century of careful
observation, rendered in his recent book a harsh judgment

both on the politician and the electorate:

With exceptions so rare that they are regarded as
miracles and freaks of nature, successful democratic
politicians are insecure and intimidated men. They

advance politically only as they placate, appease,
bribe, seduce, bamboozle, or otherwise manage to
manipulate the demanding and threatening elements
in their constituencies. The decisive consideration 1s

not whether the proposition is good but whether it
is popular—not whether it will work well and prove
itself but whether the active talking constituents like

it immediately.

I am not so sure, after nearly ten years of living and work-

ing in the midst of «successful democratic politicians,” that
they are all “insecure and intimidated men.” I am convinced
that the complication of public business and the competition

scured innumerable acts of

for the public’s attention have ob
d small—performed almost daily in

political courage—large an

the Senate Chamber. I am convinced that the decline—if there

has been a decline—has been less in the Senate than in the
of the nature and

public’s appreciation of the art of politics,
se and balance, and of the nature of the

necessity for compromi

Senate as a legislative chamber. And, finally, I am convinced

that we have criticized those who have followed the crowd—

and at the same time criticized those who have defied 1t—
d the responsibility of a

because we have not fully understoo 1 _
Senator to his constituents Of recognized the difficulty facing a

politician conscientiously desiring, in Webstf:r’.s. words, “to
push [his] skiff from the shore alone” Into a hostile and turbu-
lent sea. Perhaps if the American Pﬂﬂplﬁ more fully compre-
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hended the terrible pressures which discourage acts of political
courage, which drive a Senator to abandon or subdue his con-
science, then they might be less critical of those who take the
easier road—and more appreciative of those still able to follow

the path of courage.

The first pressure to be mentioned is a form of pressure
rarely recognized by the general public. Americans want to be
liked—and Senators are no exception. They are by nature—
and of necessity—social animals. We enjoy the comradeship
and approval of our friends and colleagues. We prefer praise to
abuse, popularity to contempt. Realizing that the path of the
conscientious insurgent must frequently be a lonely one, we
are anxious to get along with our fellow legislators, our fellow
members of the club, to abide by the clubhouse rules and pat-
terns, not to pursue a unique and independent course which
would embarrass or irritate the other members. We realize,
moreover, that our influence in the club—and the extent to
which we can accomplish our objectives and those of our con-
stituents—are dependent in some measure on the esteem with
which we are regarded by other Senators. “The way to get
along,” I was told when I entered Congress, “is to go along.”

Going along means more than just good fellowship—it
includes the use of compromise, the sense of things possible.
We should not be too hasty in condemning all compromise
as bad morals. For politics and legislation are not matters for
inflexible principles or unattainable ideals. Politics, as John
Morley has acutely observed, “is a field where action is one
long second best, and where the choice constantly lies between
t:wu blunders”; and legislation, under the democratic way of
hff: and the Federal system of Government, requires compro-
mise between the desires of each individual and group and
those around them. Henry Clay, who should have known, said
compromise was the cement that held the Union together:



Profiles in Courage ™% 5

All legislation . . . 1s founded upon the principle
of mutual concession. . . . Let him who elevates him-
self above humanity, above its weaknesses, its infir-
mities, its wants, its necessities, say, if he pleases, “I
never will compromise”; but let no one who 1s not
Jbove the frailties of our common nature disdain
cOMPromise.

~ Itis compromise that prevents cach set of reformers—the
wets and the drys, the one-worlders and the isolationists,
the vivisectionists and the anti-vivisectionists—from crushing
the group on the extreme opposite end of the political spectrum.
The fanatics and extremists and even those conscientiously
devoted to hard and fast principles are always disappointed at
the failure of their Government to rush to implement all of
their principles and to denounce those of their opponents. But
the legislator has some responsibility to conciliate those oppos-
ing forces within his state and party and to represent them in
the larger clash of interests on the national level; and he alone
knows that there are few if any issues where all the truth and
all the right and all the angels are on one side.

Some of my colleagues who are criticized today for lack
of forthright principles—or who are looked upon with scornful
ﬁﬁ}:s as compromising “politicians”—are simply engaged in the
anz Etmf:‘.: n:oncﬂlanflg, l:)'al:ancmg and mterPreung tl'u?T forces

: | of public opinion, an art essential to keeping our
lztlﬂr} united and enabling our Government to function. Their
rigf;z'ifnccs may @e?t them from .tij?'ie to time to take a more
e mkrtand for.prlrpmplc—but their m‘tcllects tell them that a

o hpglr 1:.11.11 is better than no bll{ at :a:ll, and that only
ugh the give-and-take of compromise will any bill receive

c .
successive approval of the Senate, the House, the President
30d the nation.
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w we will compromise and with

upon unnecessary CONCESSIONS,
conflicts but as methods

But the question is ho

whom. For it is easy to seize

not as means of legitimately resolving
“going along.”

i g;:;i: wci: further implications in the warning that I

should “go along™—implications of the rewards that would

tollow fulfillment of my obligation to follow the party leader-

ship whom I had helped select. All of us in the Congress are

made fully aware of the importance of party unity (what sins
have been committed in that name!) and the adverse effect
upon our party’s chances in the next election which any rcl:?cl--
lious conduct might bring. Moreover, in these days of Civil
Service, the loaves and fishes of patronage available to the legis-
lator—for distribution to those earnest campaigners whose
efforts were inspired by something more than mere convic-
tion—are comparatively few; and he who breaks the party’s
ranks may find that there are suddenly none at all. Even the
success of legislation in which he is interested depends 1n part
on the extent to which his support of his party’s programs has
won him the assistance of his party’s leaders. Finally, the Sena-
tor who follows the independent course of conscience is likely
to discover that he has earned the disdain not only of his col-
leagues in the Senate and his associates in his party but also
that of the all-important contributors to his campaign fund.

It is thinking of that next campaign—the desire to be re-
clected—that provides the second pressure on the conscientious
Senator. It should not automatically be assumed that this is a
wholly selfish motive—although it is not unnatural that those
whu. have cl_mscn politics as their profession should seek to
continue their careers—for Senators who go down to defeat in

a vain defense of a single principle will not be on hand to fight
for that or any other principle in the future.

Defeat, moreover, is not only a setback for the Senator
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himself—he is also obligated to consider the effect upon the
party he supports, upon the friends and supporters who have
“gone out on a mb” for him or invested their savings in his
career, and even upon the wife and children whose happiness
and security—often depending at least in part upon his success
in office—may mean more to him than anything else.

Where else, in a non-totalitarian country, but in the politi-
cal profession is the individual expected to sacrifice all—
including his own career—for the national good? In private

life, as in industry, we expect the individual to advance his own
enlightened self-interest—within the limitations of the law—in

order to achieve over-all progress. But in public life we expect

individuals to sacrifice their private interests to permit the
national good to progress.

In no other occupation but politics is it expected that a
man will sacrifice honors, prestige and his chosen career on a
single issue. Lawyers, businessmen, teachers, doctors, all face
difficult personal decisions involving their integrity—but few,
if any, face them in the glare of the spotlight as do those in
public office. Few, if any, face the same dread finality of deci-
sion that confronts a Senator facing an important call of the
roll. He may want more time for his decision—he may believe
there is something to be said for both sides—he may feel that
3 slight amendment could remove all difficulties—but when
that roll is called he cannot hide, he cannot equivocate, he can-
fot delay—and he senses that his constituency, like the Raven
In Poe’s poem, is perched there on his Senate desk, croaking
“Nevermore” as he casts the vote that stakes his political future.

Few Senators “retire to Pocatello” by choice. The virus of

Otomac Fever, which rages everywhere in Washington,
breeds nowhere in more virulent form than on the Senate
E‘_DOT- The prospect of forced retirement from “the most exclu-
Ve club in the world,” the possibilities of giving up the inter-
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esting work, the fascinating trappings and the impressive
premgativcs of Congrﬂssional office, can cause even the most
courageous politician serious loss of sleep. Thus, perhaps with-
out realizing it, some Senators tend to take the easier, less trou-
blesome path to harmonize or rationalize what at first appears
to be a conflict between their conscience—or the result of their
deliberations—and the majority opinion of their constituents.
Such Senators are not political cowards—they have simply
developed the habit of sincerely reaching conclusions inevita-
bly in accordance with popular opinion.

Still other Senators have not developed that habit—they
have neither conditioned nor subdued their consciences—but
they feel, sincerely and without cynicism, that they must leave
considerations of conscience aside if they are to be effective.
The profession of politics, they would agree with political
writer Frank Kent, is not immoral, simply nonmoral:

Probably the most important single accomplish-
ment for the politically ambitious is the fine art of
seeming to say something without doing so. . . . The
important thing is not to be on the right side of the
current issue but on the popular side . . . regardless
of your own convictions or of the facts. This business
of getting the votes is a severely practical one into
which matters of morality, of right and wrong,
should not be allowed to intrude.

And Kent quotes the advice allegedly given during th_‘i'
1920 campaign by former Senator Ashurst of Arizona to his
colleague Mark Smith:

Mark, the great trouble with you is that you
refuse to be a demagogue. You will not submerge
your principles in order to get yourself elected. You
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must learn that theve ave times when a man in public
life is compelled to rise above his principles.

Not all Senators would agree—but few would deny that the
desire to be re-elected exercises a strong brake on independent
courage.

The third and most significant source of pressures which
discourage political courage in the conscientious Senator or
Congressman—and practically all of the problems described in
this chapter apply equally to members of both Houses—is the
pressure of his constituency, the interest groups, the organized
letter writers, the economic blocs and even the average voter.
To cope with such pressures, to defy them or even to satisfy
them, is a formidable task. All of us occasionally have the urge
to follow the example of Congressman John Steven McGroarty
of California, who wrote a constituent in 1934:

One of the countless drawbacks of being in Con-
gress is that I am compelled to receive impertinent
letters from a jackass like you in which you say I
promised to have the Sierra Madre mountains re-
forested and I have been in Congress two months
and haven’t done it. Will you please take two running

jumps and go to hell.

Fortunately or unfortunately, few follow that urge—but the
Provocation is there—not only from unreasonable letters and
'Mpossible requests, but also from hopelessly inconsistent
demands and endlessly unsatisfied grievances.

In my office today, for example, was a delegation repre-
Senting New England textile mills, an industry essential to our
Prosperity, They want the tariff lowered on the imported wool
thﬁly buy from Australia and they want the tariff raised on the
finishe woolen goods imported from England with which
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they must compete. One of my Southern colleagucs told me
that a similar group visited him not long ago with the same
requests—but further urging that he take steps to (1) end the
low-wage competition from ]apal} and (2‘) Prevent the Con-
gress from ending—through 2 higher minimum Wage—the
low-wage advantage they themselves enjoy to the dismay of
my constituents. Only yesterday two groups called me c:rﬁ" the
Senate floor—the first was a group of businessmen seeking to
have a local Government activity closed as unfair competition
for private enterprise; and the other was a group representing
the men who work in the Government installation and who
are worried about their jobs.

All of us in the Senate meet endless examples of such con-
flicting pressures, which only reflect the inconsistencies inevita-
ble in our complex economy. If we tell our constituents frankly
that we can do nothing, they feel we are unsympathetic or
inadequate. If we try and fail—usually meeting a counteraction
from other Senators representing other interests—they say we
are like all the rest of the politicians. All we can do 1s retreat
into the Cloakroom and weep on the shoulder of a sympathetic
colleague—or go home and snarl at our wives.

We may tell ourselves that these pressure groups and letter
writers represent only a small percentage of the voters—and
this is true. But they are the articulate few whose views cannot
be ignored and who constitute the greater part of our contacts
with the public at large, whose opinions we cannot know,
whose vote we must obtain and yet who in all probability have
a hf'mtcd idea of what we are trying to do. (One Senator, since
f‘ctlrcd, sa:i:d that he voted with the special interests on every

Issue, hﬂpmg that by election time all of them added together
E:zlr:biﬂmn&m nearly a majority that would remember him
know ab};u‘:r___:.lf:; tlilth\;‘.r members Df. the public wnuld never

¢ss remember—his vote against their wel-
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fare. It is reassuring to know that thi '
formula did not work in his case. ) = scemingly unbeatable
These, then, are some of the pressures which conf

, . ront a
man of mnscw‘nce. He cannot ignore the pressure groups, his
constituents, his party, the comradeship of his colleagues ’the
needs of his family, his own pride in office, the IIECESSit; for
compromise and the importance of remaining in office. He
must judge for himself which path to choose, which step will
most help or hinder the ideals to which he is committed. He
realizes that once he begins to weigh each issue in terms of his
chances for re-election, once he begins to compromise away
his principles on one issue after another for fear that to do
otherwise would halt his career and prevent future fights for
principle, then he has lost the very freedom of conscience
which justifies his continuance in office. But to decide at which
point and on which issue he will risk his career is a difficult and

soul-searching decision.

some will say. Always do what

But this is no real problem,
ular. Ignore the pres-

is right, regardless of whether it is popu!
sures, the temptations, the false compromises. )

That is an easy answer—but it is €asy only for those who
do not bear the responsibilities of elected office. tI;“mr mnr;;z
involved than pressure, politics and personal a?oi]ti.{}:;mt-
we rightfully entitled to ignore the clemands; 0 o o
uents even if we are able and willing t© do s.'o.aﬁﬁﬁ o
the pressures that make politicaj courage a difficult cot :
us turn now to those Constitutional and more

gations which cast doubt upon the . ol
tate a[}d sect101l, to

course—obligations to our S

above all, to our constituents. onator,
The primary rcsponsibihty thi >

isume, is to represent the views of hi
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system—a Union of relatively sovereign s@tcs jWhDSC needs dif-
fer greatly—and my Constitutional obligations as Senator
would thus appear to require me to represent the interests of
my state. Who will speak for Massachusetts if her own Senators
do not? Her rights and even her identity become submerged.
Her equal representation in Congress is lost. Her aspirations,
however much they may from time to time be in the minority,
are denied that equal opportunity to be heard to which all
minority views are entitled.

Any Senator need not look very long to realize that his
colleagues are representing their local interests. And if such
interests are ever to be abandoned in favor of the national
good, let the constituents—not the Senator—decide when and
to what extent. For he is their agent in Washington, the protec-
tor of their rights, recognized by the Vice President in the Sen-
ate Chamber as “the Senator from Massachusetts” or “the
Senator from Texas.”

But when all of this is said and admitted, we have not yet
told the full story. For in Washington we are “United States
Senators” and members of the Senate of the United States as
well as Senators from Massachusetts and Texas. Qur oath of
office is administered by the Vice President, not by the Gover-

nors of our respective states; and we come to Washington, to
paraphrase Edmund Burke, not as hostile ambassadors or spe-
cial pleaders for our state or section, in opposition to advocates
and agents of other areas, but as members of the deliberative
assm_nbly of one nation with one interest. Of course, we should
not ignore the needs of our area—nor could we easily as prod-
ucts of that area—but none could be found to look out for the
national interest if local interests wholly dominated the role of
each of us.

Tho:‘:rc are other obligations in addition to those of state
and region—the obligations of the party whose pressures have
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already been described. Even if I can disregard those pressures,
do I not have an obligation to go

placed me in office? We believe in this country in the principle
of party responsibility, and we recognize the necessity of

adhering to party platforms—if the party label is to mean any-
thing to the voters. Only in this wa

Yy can our basically two-
party nation avoid the pitfalls of multiple splinter parties,

whose purity and rigidity of principle, I might add—if I may
suggest a sort of Gresham’s Law of politics—increase inversely
with the size of their membership.,

And yet we cannot permit the pressures of party responsi-
bility to submerge on every issue the call of personal responsi-
bility. For the party which, in its drive for unity, discipline
and success, ever decides to exclude new ideas, independent

conduct or insurgent members, is in danger. In the words of
Senator Albert Beveridge:

along with the party that

A party can live only by growing, intolerance of
ideas [brings its] death. . . . An organization that
depends upon reproduction only for its votes, son
taking the place of the father, is not a political party,
but a Chinese tong; not citizens brought together by

thought and conscience, but an Indian tribe held
together by blood and prejudice.

The two-party system remains not because both are rigid
but because both are flexible. The Republican party when I
entered Congress was big enough to hold, for example, both
Robert Taft and Wayne Morse—and the Democratic side of
the Senate in which I now serve can happily embrace, for
~Xample, both Harry Byrd and Wayne Morse.

Of course, both major parties today seek to serve the
National interest. They would do so in order to obtain the
broadest base of support, if for no nobler reason. But when
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party and officeholder differ as to how the national interest is
to be served, we must place first the responsibility we owe not
to our party or even to our constituents but to our individual

CONSCIENCES.
But it is a little easier to dismiss one’s obligations to local

interests and party ties than to face squarely the problem of
one’s responsibility to the will of his constituents. A Senator

who avoids this responsibility would appear to be accountable
to no one, and the basic safeguards of our democratic system
would thus have vanished. He is no longer representative in
the true sense, he has violated his public trust, he has betrayed
the confidence demonstrated by those who voted for him to
carry out their views. “Is the creature,” as John Tyler asked the

House of Representatives in his maiden speech, “to set himself
in opposition to his Creator? Is the servant to disobey the

wishes of his master:?”

How can he be regarded as representing the
people when he speaks, not their language, but his
own? He ceases to be their representative when he
does so, and represents himself alone.

In short, according to this school of thought, if I am to
be properly responsive to the will of my constituents, it 1s my
duty to place their principles, not mine, above all else. This
may not always be easy, but it nevertheless is the essence of
democracy, faith in the wisdom of the people and their views.
To be sure, the people will make mistakes—they will get no
better government than they deserve—but that is far better
than the representative of the people arrogating for himself the
right to say he knows better than they what is good for them.
Is he not chosen, the argument closes, to vote as they would

vote were they in his place?

It is difficult to accept such a narrow view of the role of
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United States Senator—a view that assumes the people of Mas-
sachusetts sent me to Washington to serve merely as a seismo-
graph to record shifts in popular opinion. I reject this view not
because I lack faith in the “wisdom of the people,” but because
this concept of democracy actually puts too little faith in the
people. Those who would deny the obligation of the represen-
ative to be bound by every impulse of the electorate—
regardless of the conclusions his own deliberations direct—do
crust in the wisdom of the people. They have faith in their
ultimate sense of justice, faith in their ability to honor courage
and respect judgment, and faith that in the long run they will
act unselfishly for the good of the nation. It is that kind of faith
on which democracy is based, not simply the often frustrated
hope that public opinion will at all times under all circum-
stances promptly identify itself with the public interest.

The voters selected us, in short, because they had confi-
dence in our judgment and our ability to exercise that judg-
ment from a position where we could determine what were
their own best interests, as a part of the nation’s interests. This
may mean that we must on occasion lead, inform, correct and
sometimes even ignore constituent opinion, if we are to exer-
cise fully that judgment for which we were elected. But acting
without selfish motive or private bias, those who follow the
dictates of an intelligent conscience are not aristocrats, dema-
gogues, eccentrics or callous politicians insensitive to the feel-
Ings of the public. They expect—and not without considerable
tf?pidatiﬂn—thcir constituents to be the final judges of the
Wisdom of their course; but they have faith that those constit-
uents—today, tomorrow or even in another generation—will

at least respect the principles that motivated their independent
Stand.

~ If their careers are temporarily or even permanently bur-
1& . . . .
dunder an avalanche of abusive editorials, poison-pen letters,
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and opposition votes at the polls—as they sometimes are, for
that is the risk they take—they await the future with hope and
confidence, aware of the fact that the voting public frequently
suffers from what ex-Congressman T. V. Smith called the lag
“between our way of thought and our way of life.” Smith com-
pared it to the subject of the anonymous poem:

There was a dachshund once, so long
He hadn’t any notion

How long it took to notify

His tail of his emotion;

And so it happened, while his eyes
Were filled with woe and sadness,
His little tail went wagging on
Because of previous gladness.

Moreover, I question whether any Senator, before we
vote on a measure, can state with certainty exactly how the
majority of his constituents feel on the issue as it is presented
to the Senate. All of us in the Senate live in an iron lung—the
iron lung of politics, and it is no easy task to emerge from that
rarefied atmosphere in order to breathe the same fresh air our
constituents breathe. It is difficult, too, to see in person
an appreciable number of voters besides those professional
hangers-on and vocal elements who gather about the politician
on a trip home. In Washington I frequently find myself
believing that forty or fifty letters, six visits from professional
politicians and lobbyists, and three editorials in Massachusetts
newspapers constitute public opinion on a given issue. Yet in
truth I rarely know how the great majority of the voters fecl,

or even how much they know of the issues that seem so burn-
ing in Washington.
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Today the challenge of political courage looms larger than
ever before. For our everyday life is becoming so saturated
with the tremendous power of mass communications that any
unpopular or unorthodox course arouses a storm of protests
such as John Quincy Adams—under attack in 1807—could
never have envisioned. Our political life is becoming so expen-
sive, so mechanized and so dominated by professional politi-
cians and public relations men that the idealist who dreams of
independent statesmanship is rudely awakened by the necessi-
ties of election and accomplishment. And our public life is
becoming so increasingly centered upon that seemingly unend-
ing war to which we have given the curious epithet “cold” that
we tend to encourage rigid ideological unity and orthodox pat-
terns of thought.

And thus, in the days ahead, only the very courageous will
be able to take the hard and unpopular decisions necessary for
our survival in the struggle with a powerful enemy—an enemy
with leaders who need give little thought to the popularity of
their course, who need pay little tribute to the public opinion
they themselves manipulate, and who may force, without fear
of retaliation at the polls, their citizens to sacrifice present
laughter for future glory. And only the very courageous will be
able to keep alive the spirit of individualism and dissent which
gave birth to this nation, nourished it as an infant and carried
it through its severest tests upon the attainment of its maturity.

~ Of course, it would be much easier if we could all con-
tnue to think in traditional political patterns—of liberalism
‘&fld conservatism, as Republicans and Democrats, from the
Viewpoint of North and South, management and labor, busi-
Ness and consumer or some equally narrow framework. It
Would be more comfortable to continue to move and vote in
Platoons, joining whomever of our colleagues are equally
enslaved by some current fashion, raging prejudice or popular
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movement. But today this nation cannot tolerate the luxury of
such lazy political habits. Only the strength and progress and
peaceful change that come from independent judgment and
individual ideas—and even from the unorthodox and the
eccentric—can enable us to surpass that foreign ideology that
fears free thought more than it fears hydrogen bombs.

We shall need compromises in the days ahead, to be sure.
But these will be, or should be, compromises of issues, not of
principles. We can compromise our political positions, but not
ourselves. We can resolve the clash of interests without conced-
ing our ideals. And even the necessity for the right kind of
compromise does not eliminate the need for those idealists and
reformers who keep our compromises moving ahead, who pre-
vent all political situations from meeting the description sup-
plied by Shaw: “smirched with compromise, rotted with
opportunism, mildewed by expedience, stretched out of shape
with wirepulling and putrefied with permeation.” Compro-
mise need not mean cowardice. Indeed it is frequently the
compromisers and conciliators who are faced with the severest
tests of political courage as they oppose the extremist views of
their constituents. It was because Daniel Webster conscien-
tiously favored compromise in 1850 that he earned a condem-
nation unsurpassed in the annals of political history.

His is a story worth remembering today. So, I believe, are
the stories of other Senators of courage—men whose abiding
loyalty to their nation triumphed over all personal and political
considerations, men who showed the real meaning of courage
and a real faith in democracy, men who made the Senate of the
United States something more than a mere collection of robots
dutifully recording the views of their constituents, or a gather-
ing of time-servers skilled only in predicting and following the
tides of public sentiment.

Some of these men, whose stories follow, were right 1B
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their beliefs; others perhaps were not. Some were ultimately
vindicated by a return to popularity; many were not. Some
showed courage throughout the whole of their political lives;
others sailed with the wind until the decisive moment when
their conscience, and events, propelled them into the center of
the storm. Some were courageous in their unyielding devotion
to absolute principles; others were damned for advocating
compromise.

Whatever their differences, the American politicians
whose stories are here retold shared that one herojc quality—
courage. In the pages that follow, I have attempted to set forth
their lives—the ideals they lived for and the principles they
fought for, their virtues, and their sins, their dreams and their
disillusionments, the praise they earned and the abuse they
endured. All this may be set down on the printed page. It is
ours to write about, it is ours to read about. But there was in
the lives of each of these men something that it is difficult for
the printed page to capture—and yet something that has

reached the homes and enriched the heritage of €very citizen
N every part of the land.



11
John Quincy Adams

“The maypistrate 1s the sevvant not . . .
of the people, but of s God.”

The young Senator from Massachusetts stirved vestlessly in his chair
as the debate droned on. The half-filled Senate chamber fairly
echoed with the shouting of his Massachusetts colleague, Sena-
tor Pickering, who was denouncing President Jefferson’s Trade
Embargo of 1807 for what seemed like the one hundredth
time. Qutside, a dreary January rain had bogged the dismal
village of Washington in a sea of mud. Sorting the mail from
Massachusetts which lay in disarray on his desk, John Quincy
Adams found his eye caught by an unfamiliar handwriting, on
an envelope with no return address. Inside was a single sheet
of fine linen paper, and the Senator grimly read its anonymous
message a second time before crumpling letter and envelope

into the basket by his desk:

Lucifer, Son of the Morning, how thou hast fallen!
We hope not irrecoverably. O Adams, remember
who thou art. Return to Massachusetts! Return to

29
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thy country. Assist not in its destruction! Consider

it
the consequences! Awake—arouse 1n tume!
A FEDERALIST

A Federalist! Adams mused bitterly over the word. Was
he not the son of the last Federalist President? Had he not
served Federalist administrations in the diplomatic service
abroad? Had he not been elected as a Federalist to the Massa-
chusetts Legislature and then to the United States Senate?
Now, simply because he had placed national interest before
party and section, the Federalists had deserted him. Yes, he
thought, I did not desert them, as they charge—it is they who
have deserted me.

My political prospects are declining [he wrote in
his diary that night] and as my term of service draws
near its close, I am constantly approaching to the cer-
tainty of being restored to the situation of a private
citizen. For this event, however, I hope to have my
mind sufficiently prepared. In the meantime, [
implore that Spirit from whom every good and per-
fect gift descends to enable me to render essential ser-
vice to my country, and that I may never be governed

in my public conduct by any consideration other than
that of my duty.

These are not merely the sentiments of a courageous Sena-
tor, they are also the words of a Puritan statesman. For John

Quincy Adams was one of the great representatives of that
extraordinary breed who have le

our Government and oy way of lif :
like the rocky New Englan yo c. Harsh and mtractablt?,

_E tude toward the world at lar '
ra ' ge, the Puri ' :
; SStency and character ot g .o

to the early days of the American
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Republic. His somber sense of responsibility toward his'Cre-
Jtor he carried into every phase of his daily life. He be]{cvcd
that man was made in the image of God, and thus he believed
him equal to the extraordinary demands of se[f-guvcmmcpt.
The Puritan loved liberty and he loved the law; he had a gentus
for determining the precise point where the rights of the state
and the rights of the individual could be reconciled. The intel-
lect of the Puritan—of John Quincy Adams and his forebears—
was, as George Frisbie Hoar has said:

fit for exact ethical discussion, clear in seeing general
truths, active, unresting, fond of inquiry and debate,
but penetrated and restrained by a shrewd common
sense. . . . He had a tenacity of purpose, a lofty and
inflexible courage, an unbending will, which never
qualified or flinched before human antagonist, or

before exile. tormure, or death,

In John Quincy Adams these very characteristics were
unhappily out of tune with the party intrigues and political
passions of the day. Long before those discouraging months
in the Senate when his mail was filled with abuse from the
Massachusetts Federalists, long before he had even entered the
Senate, he had noted in his diary the dangers that confronted
2 Puritan entering politics: “T feel strong tempration to plunge
ito political controversy,” he had written, “but . . . a politician
N this country must be the man of a party. I would fain be the
Man of my whole country.”

' Abigail Adams had proudly told her friends when John
r\:ulﬂc}’ Was still a boy that she and her husband, who com-
Pletely directed his education and training, had marked theijr
son f{?r future leadership “in the Cabinet or the field . . . ,
8uardian of his country’s laws and liberties.” Few if any Ameri-

F o |
L e
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cans have been born with the advantages of John Quincy
Adams: a famous name; a brilliant father who labored uncea;s.
ingly to develop his son’s natural talents; :m‘d an Extranrdinar}r
mother. Indeed he was born with everything to make for ,
happy and successful life except for those qualities that briné
peace of mind. In spite of a life of extraordinary achievement,

he was gnawed constantly by a sense of inadequacy, of frustra.
tion, of failure. Though his hard New England conscience and
his remarkable talents drove him steadily along a road of
unparalleled success, he had from the beginning an almost
morbid sense of constant failure.

His early feelings of inadequacy, as well as his precocious
mind, were evidenced by the letter he wrote his father at age
nine:

Dear Sir: s

I love to receive detters very well; much better
than I love to write them. I make but a poor figure at
composition. My head is much too fickle. My
thoughts are running after bird’s eggs, play and tri-
fles, till T get vexed with myself. Mamma has a trou-
blesome task to keep me a studying. I own I am
ashamed of myself. T have byt just entered the third
volume of Ro%ljn"s History, but designed to have go

studies and Play, and ]
€ndeavor tq follow them,
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With the present determination

- of growing bet-
ter, I am, dear sir, your son, g bet

JonN Quincy ADAMS

Again, thirty-six years later, having served as United
Srates Senator, Harvard professor, and American Minister to
major European powers, he could write sadly in his diary:

I am forty-five years old. Two-thirds of a long
life have passed, and I have done nothing to distin-
guish it by usefulness to my country and to mankind.
. . . Passions, indolence, weakness and infirmities
have sometimes made me swerve from my better
knowledge of right and almost constantly paralyzed
my efforts of good. - -

And finally, at age seventy, having distinguished himself
as a brilliant Secretary of State, an independent President and
an eloquent member of Congréss, he was to record somberly
that his “whole life has been a succession of disappointments.
I can scarcely recollect a single instance of success in anything
that I ever undertook.”

Yet the lifetime which was so bitterly deprecated by its
own principal has never been paralleled in American history.
John Quincy Adams—until his death at e ghty in the Ca!;:ltol—
held more important offices and participated in more 1mpor-
tant events than anyone in the history of our nation, as
Minister to the Hague, Emissary to England, M‘unster to Pn?s-
sia, State Senator, United States Senator, Minister to Russ};;
Head of the American Mission to negotiate peace Wi

England, Minister to England, Secretary of State, Presic:se::l;tf:f
the United States and member of the HOUSE' D;Eeg;cricm
tives, He ﬁgurc¢ in one caPﬂCitY or another, 11 cyiil Wt

Re'ﬁ’tllution, the War of 1812 and the Prcludc to the
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Among the acquaintances and colleagues' who march aCrogg
the pages of his diary arc Sam Adams.(a kinsman), John Fy,
cock. Washington, Jefterson, Franklin, Lafayette, Johp i
James Madison, James Monroe, John Marshall, Henry Cly,
Andrew Jackson, Thomas Hart Benton, John Tyler, John ¢
Calhoun, Daniel Webster, Lincoln, James Buchanan, Williap,

Lloyd Garrison, Andrew Johnson, Jefferson Davis and many
others. .

Though one of the most talented men ever to serve his
nation, he had few of the personal characteristics which ordi-
narily give color and charm to the personality. But there is a
fascination and nobility in this picture of a_man unbending,
narrow and intractable, judging himself more scverely than his
most bitter enemies judged him, possessing an integrity unsur-
passed among the major political figures of our history, and
constantly driven onward by his conscience and his deeply felt
obligation to be worthy of his parents, their example and their
precepts. S .

His frustrations and defeats in political office—as Senator
and President—were the inevitable result of this intransigence
In 1gnoring the political facts of life. Tt is significant to note
that the two Adamses, father and son, were the only Presidents

not cl?::teld for a second term in the first fifty years of our
nation’s history. Yet their failures, if they can be called failures,
were the result of thejr 0

wn undﬂviating devotion to what they

Tvniﬁm to be the public interest and the result of the in;bﬂ;'
€I contemporaries t ' ’
honor and rectitude that th emrryiut-choy

ey brought to public life.
of th:h;;::r}' Ef the son is not wholly Sﬂpfrablc from the story
Morison ha: d:r Ehﬂ Quj.ncy Adams was, as Samuel Ell'f-:'t
heartwarming 4 Cl'lhfcd hlm,. “above all an Adams”; and his
ngalty e hisgs €Voton to his father and the latter’s steadfast
On regardless of political embarrassment offer 2
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single ray of warmth in that otherwise hard, cold existence.
(“Whal‘ a queer family!” Federalist leader Harrison Otis wrote
. later years. “I think them all varieties in a peculiar species of
our race exhibiting a combination of talents and good moral
character with passions and prejudices calculated to defeat their
own objects and embarrass their friends.”) As a child in a
tightly knit Puritan family, John Quincy had been taught by
his mother to emulate his famous father; and as a Senator,
when colleagues and friends deserted him on every side, it was
to his father that he turned for support and approval.

Even after the death of the elder Adams, John Quincy
maintained touching loyalty to his father’s memory. Reading
in Jefterson’s works the letters written by the latter more than
thirty-five years earlier when his father and Jefferson had been
political rivals (although their early friendship was later
revived), he could still work himself into a rage at what he
regarded as Jefferson’s perfidy. “His treatment of my father,”
Adams wrote in his diary, “was double-dealing, treacherous
and false beyond all toleration.” John Quincy did not compre-
hend, after a lifetime in the thick of it, how our complicated
Federal system of checks and balances operated; nor did he
realize that what he regarded as Jefferson’s “machinations” was
merely a facet of the latter’s genius applied with success to the
art and science of Government.

The failure of John Quincy Adams to recognize the politi-
cal facts of life first became apparent during his years in the
Senate, years which were neither the most productive of his
tfe nor those in which his contribution was especially signifi-
cant. Yet his single term in the United States Senate gives us a

cl

ﬁ___;ﬂﬂght into the fate of a man who brought to the public

——==loMable faculties. a respected name and a singular ambi-

©n for the right. His experience illustrates as does almost
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ther that even this_extraordinary equipment is not
none O . ' L t
enough to succeed in American political life.

atural that John Quincy, returning to Bos-
ton aIfI;: ﬁ;ﬂ;ﬁ service abroad upon his father’s fieff:-at for
President by Thomas Jefferson, sh-:}.uld become active in the
affairs of his father’s party. He admired the Federalists as the
founders of the Constitution, the champions of naval power
and a bulwark against French Revolutionary influences.
But no sooner had the young ex-diplomat been elected as
a Federalist to the Massachusetts Legislature when he demon-
strated his audacious disdain for narrow partisanship. Without
consulting his senior colleagues, he proposed—only forty-
eight hours after he had become a member of that august legis-
lative body—that the Republican (Jeffersonian or Democratic)

party be given proportional representation on the Governor’s

council. (Adams later noted that this act o

f nonpartisan inde-
pendence “marked the principle by which my whole public life
has been governed from that day to this.”)

In subsequently selecting young Adams for the Senate, his
colleagues in the state Je

gislature may have assumed that the
honor for one of his co

o mparative youth would help impress
upon him his obligations to his party. PP

But while with one hand
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and Powcrﬁll F?:deralist, Senator Pickering would be ap|

channel upon his young colleague all the dislikes and suz t'(}
cions which the remaining Federalist Senators had harbo p:l
for the independence shown by the senior Adams as Presidel:t
Nor could he expect sympathy from Jefferson’s Rﬁpllb]_i{:&[;
genators, who had recently completed a bitter campaign
against his father and the Alien and Sedition Laws which bore
his approval. Noting in his diary that “the qualities of mind
&.St_p_ccuﬁarly called for are firmness, perseverance, patience,
ooln forbear o incy Adams, like any Puri-
tan gentleman, set out for Washington determined to meet the

—————————— . : »
standards of self- e had imposed upon him-

self.

Arriving in Washington, Adams promptly indicated his
disregard for both party affiliations and customary freshman
reticence. Although illness in the family had prevented him
from arriving in time to vote on ratification of President Jeffer-
son’s treaty for the purchase of the Louisiana Territory, he
promptly aroused a storm of controversy by becoming the
only Federalist to support that precedent-shattering acquisi-
tion actively on the floor and to vote for an $11 million appro-
priation to effectuate it. His democratic principles also caused
him to fight administration measures for imposing a govern-
ment and taxes upon the residents of the Territory—thus mncur-
ting the opposition of his Republican colleagues as wcll: B}lt,
Wit a vision of an America stretched tO its continental limits,

he re > ble feat in excluding Napoleon
garded Jefferson’s remarkable ation as far more

from our boundaries while enriching our . -
imp‘:‘l‘t‘éﬁflt than the outraged :15t'D'IIiShm‘EI_lt c{f Ius Ef: ir:h:
colleagues, Concerned prilnarﬂY with maintaiung e woﬁl q
Mony of New England, they feared westward cx$a£51

Aiminish ghe political and economic influen® 2 tern lands 10
Gl cities of the Northeast, lower the value of Eas
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which they were financially interested, and provide the Jeffer.
sonians with a permanent majority in Congress. The young
Federalist from Massachusetts, as though he were oblivious to
their attitude, heaped fuel upon the fires of Federalist rage by
attending a banquet of Jeffersonians in celebration of the pur-

chase!
“The dinner was bad and the toasts too numerous,”

Adams complained dourly in his diary that night. But it is
‘doubtful that even a feast reminiscent of Boston’s finest inns
would have made his attendance worth while—for this was
regarded by his Federalist friends as the final proof of perfidy.

~ “Curse on the stripling, how he apes his sire!” wrote The-
odore Lyman, a prominent Federalist who had sided with
Pickering in the latter’s falling-out with the senior Adams. But
there was only one Federalist politician whose opinion young
John Quincy valued above his own—John Adams. Anxiously,
he sought his father’s views, and the reassurance he received
from that elder statesman early in 1804 compensated for all
the abuse he had received at the hands of his father’s party. “I
do not disapprove of your conduct in the business of Louisi-
ana,” John Adams wrote his son, “though I know it will
become a very unpopular subject in the northern states. . . . I
think you have been right!”

In his diary young Adams summed up his first months in
the Senate:

I have already had occasion to experience, which
I had before the fullest reason to expect. the danger

QLMQJIILQWD Driﬂdﬁlts. The country 1s SO

totally given up to the spirit of partv that not t -

low blindfolded the one or the other is an expiable
offenc. . . . Between both, I see the impossibility of

pursuing the dictates of my own conscience without
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sacrificing €very prospect, not merely of advap
ment, but even of retaining that character and re e
rion I have enjoyed. Yet my choice is made ancf u‘;‘ai
cannot hope to give satisfaction to my Cﬂuritry E ;m
at least determined to have the approbation ;f m
own reflections. !

The possession of the proud name of Adams could not
prcvent——ﬁﬂd may well have hastened—the young Senator’s
gradual emergence as a minority of one. Had his political phi-
losophy been more popular, his personal mannerisms would
still have made close alliances difficult. He was, after all, “an
Adams . . . cold, tactless and rigidly conscientious.” The son of
~an unpopular father, a renegade in his party and rather brash
for a freshman Senator, John Quincy neither sought nor was

offered political alliances or influence.

After only ten days in the Senate he had irritated his se-
niors and precipitated a three-hour debate by objecting to a
routine resolution calling upon Senators to wear Crepe one
month in honor of three recently deceased patriots. Such a res-
Dfuﬁon, he somewhat -imperlﬁnently argued, was in_}pmpcr if
not unconstitutional by “tcljdiﬂg to umuitabic discussions of
character, and to debates altogether foreign to the subjects
which properly belong” in the Senate. Next he astounded his
colleagues by secking to disqualify from an imP‘zi‘_‘j’m*"f‘nr hear-
ing any Senator who had previously voted on the unpcafhmﬂﬂ'f
resolution as a Member of the House: Then to show hls. >
born intellectual independence, he alone GPPOSEd : mﬂnﬂnhrf
g0 into executive session when 1S sole purpose, 'hc t];t,lmilges;
Was to give in the Jowrnal an appearance of doing DU
When actually there was none to,be dﬂnﬁ.dislikc he “stripling”

But if the Federalist party o ahjs sire,” it MUSE
¢ven more intensely than they ’
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be said that any Federalist love for John Quincy would have
been wasted anyway. For he became increasingly contempry.
ous of the Federalist party. An American nationalist who hagq
lived a great part of his brief life abroad, he could not yield
his devotion to the national interest for the narrowly partisan,
parochial and pro-British outlook which dominated Ney
England’s first political party. His former colleagues in the
State Legislature publicly charged him with ungrateful “con-
duct worthy of Machiavelli”; but he wrote his mother that he
felt that, as Senator, he could best determine what Massachu-
setts’ best interests were, and “if Federalism consists in looking
. to the British navy as the only palladium of our liberty, I must
be a political heretic.” | |
Many Senators before and after 1804 have combatted the
ill-effects of being termed a political heretic by their party
chieftains by building strong personal popularity among their
constituents. This became increasingly possible as universal
manhood suffrage became general early in the nineteenth cen-
tury. But not John Quincy Adams. He regarded every public
measure that came before him, a fellow Senator observed, as
th__Lugh it were an abstract proposition from Euclid, unfettered
' ' litical appeal. He denied the duty of
elected representatives “to be palsied by the will of their con-
stituents”; and he refused to achieve success by becoming what
he termed a “patriot by profession,” by pretending “extraordi-
nary solicitude for the people, by flattering their prejudices, by
ministering to their passions, and by humoring their transient
and changeable opinions.” His guiding star was the principle
of Puritan statesmanship his father had laid down many years
before: “The magistrate is the servamt not of bis own desives, Nt
11 ; 2
We would admire the courage and determination of John
Quincy Adams if he served in the Senate today, We would
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ect his ponpartisan, nonsectional approach.
2in that we would like him as a pe[;spnn; andIitu its ;m;rzm
hat many of his colleagues, on both sides of the aisle di];:i n;t
His solation from either political party, and the ant;gonisms:
which he aroused, practically nullified the impact of his own
. dependent and scholarly propositions. His diary reveals that
the young Senator was not wholly insensitive to his increasing
litical isolation: he complained that he had “nothing to do
+o make fruitless opposition.” “I have already seen enough
[0 ascertain that no amendments of my proposing will obtain
in the Senatc as now filled.” “I have no doubt of incurring
much censure and obloquy for this measure.” And he referred
ther more than they love any princi-

to those «who hate me ra

» He was particularly bitter about Pickering’s contemptu-
« toward him, and felt that his colleague “abandons
d relies upon what is expe-

but

ple.

ous conduc
altogether the ground of right, an

dient.”

But it was not until 1807 that the split berween party and
Senator became irreparable, and Adams was denounced by the
great majority of his constituents, well as the

The final break, naturally enough,
ritain worsened, our

ur relations with Great B
oes were confiscated, and our s€a-

ships were seized, our carg
men were “impressed” by British cruisers and compelled
: . Thou-

serve—as allegcd British subjccts--iﬂ the :
_ d basts,
sands of American secamen Were taken O

ships were want of men '
0 ‘ lDStli at Sﬂ:a'fﬂf . y > ently refused pernuis-
prove” American citizenship were treqt y
incts were aro

sion to return. Adams® patriotic inst!
was indignant that the very Federalist merch Great Britail
were attacked had decided that appP€
was the only answer tO their proble

leagues even attempted to ration
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by talking vaguely of Britain’s difficulties in her war with
France and our friendly tone toward the latter. With undis.
guised contempt for this attitude, Adams in 1806 had intro.
duced and pushed to passagf:—succcssﬁﬂi}f—-*a unique
experience for him, he noted in his diary—a scncs. of resolu-
tions condemning British aggressions upon American ships,
and requesting the President to demand restoration and
indemnification of the confiscated vessels. The Federalists, of
course, had solidly opposed his measures, as they did an Adams-
supported administration bill limiting British imports. He was
now, for all practical purposes, a man without a party.

Finally, in the summer of 1807, the American frigate
Chesapeake was summarily fired upon off the Virginia Capes
by the British man-of-war Legpard, after the American vessel
had refused either to be searched or to hand over four seamen
whom the English claimed to be British subjects. Several of the
American crew were killed or injured. The incensed Adams
was convinced that, party or no party, the time for forceful
action against such intolerable acts had come. He pleaded with
local Federalist officials to call a town meeting in Boston to
protest the incident. Turned down, and outraged when 2
prominent Federalist attempted to justify even the Leopard’s
attack, he discovered to his grim satisfaction that the Republi-
can party was organizing a similar mass meeting to be held at
the State House that very week. |
| The Federalist Repertory warned the faithful that the meet-
ing represented nothing but an “irregular and tumultuous
mode of proceeding,” which “no just or honorable man”
should attend. But John Quincy Adams did attend; and,
iiﬂﬁ{:‘uzeizﬁn;d di:;f:;rvcthas moderator, he ncvertlhﬂtlif;

. g the group’s fighting resoil
Whl‘?il_ plcdgf:d to the President thge HVES anfi fﬂrtguncs of the
participants in support of “any measures, however serious.”
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Now the Federalists were outraged. Although they hur-
iy € Jlled an official town meeting to pledge hypocritically
cir support 1O the Presn:.lent too, they stated publicly that
ohn Q uincy Adams, for his public association with Republi-
“un meetings and causes, should “have his head taken off for
— and should no longer be considered as having any

ion with the party.” It was this episode, the Senator

communt
later commented, “which alienated me from that day and for-

ever from the councils of the Federalist party.”

When Jefferson on September 18, 1807, called upon Con-
gress to retaliate against the British by enacting an embargo
effectively shutting off all further international trade—a mea-
sure apparently ruinous to Massachusetts, the leading commer-
cal state in the nation—it was John Quincy Adams . of
Massachusetts who rose on the Senate floor and called for
referral of the message to a select committee; who was
appointed Chairman of the committee; and who reported both
the Embargo Bill and a bill of his own preventing British ves-
sels from entering American waters.

“This measure will cost you and me our seats,” young
Adams remarked to a colleague, as the select committee com-
pleted its work and its members made their way to the Senate
floor, “but private interest must not be put in opposition to
public good.”

_ His words were unerringly prophetic.
Bil, with his help, became law, a storm O
Massachusetts reminiscent of the days of the Boston Tea Part}:
nlﬂmthat state were located a substantial prﬂl?ﬂffi‘?n ‘ﬂfAm;rfli‘;“; f
. rchant fleet and practicaﬂy all of the ShleUddmg an

"8 industries. The embargo completely idled the Shipbuﬂﬁ;g
"dustry, destroyed the shipping trade and tied Up thei bs i
tress, and migration

; tagnation, bankruptcy, dis
m the territory became common. Neither merchants nor

As the Embargo
f protest arose in
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a could be convinced that the act was for their own
seame

good. Even the farmers of New England found tl;tir products
2 glut on the market, their E.XPOI‘F outlets having been closeq_
g The Federalist leaders insisted the Embugn was ap
attempt by Jefferson to ruin I*?Icw England prosperity, to pro.
voke England to war, and to aid the French. I-Evcn tl}ﬂugh fow
England Republicans refused to defend thtﬂflr President’s bill,
the Federalist party, scoring heavily on the issue, returned tri-
umphantly to power in both Houses of the Massachusetts leg-
islature. Talk of New England seceding became commonplace,
But however great their hatred for Jefferson and his
Embargo, Massachusetts Federalists, merchants and other citi-
zens were even more bitter over the “desertion” of their Sena-
tor to the ranks of the enemy. “A party scavenger!” snorted
the Northampton Hampshire Gazette, “one of those ambitious
politicians who lives on both land and water, and occasionally
resorts to each, but who finally settles down in the mud.”
Adams, said the Salem Guazette, is “a popularity seeker . . . court-
ing the prevailing party,” and one of “Bonaparte’s Senators.”
The Greenfield Gazette called him an apostate “associated with
the assassins of his father’s character.” His own social circles in
Boston—the rich, the cultivated and the influential—all turned
against him. “T would not sit at the same table with that rene-
gade,” retorted one of Boston’s leading citizens in refusing to
attend a dinner at which Adams would be present. And a lead-

ing Federalist wrote with glee to the Washington stal-
warts, “He walks into State e

Street at the usual hour but seems
totally unknown_»

« John Quincy Adams was alone—but not quite alone.
Most complete]

in th -Y Was I deserted by my friends, in Boston and
1 the state legislature ” he wrote his mother. “T can never be

?ﬁ?“:f grate:ﬁ%l to Providence that my father and my
°r cid not join in this general desertion.” For when the
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erciful abuse from his home state was first heaped upon

. John Quincy had again turned to his father and poured

out his feelings: And his father replied that his son’s situation

. - »,
s “clear, plain and obvious™:

You are supported by no party; you have too
honest a heart, too independent a mind, and too bril-
fant talents, to be sincerely and confidentially trusted

"E‘fﬁﬁy man who is under the domination of party
maxims Or party tceling.s. ... You may depend upoE
it then that your fate is decided. . . . You ought to
know and expect this and by no means regret it. My
advice to you is steadily to pursue the course you are
in, with moderation and caution however, because I

think it the path of justice.

But the entire Adams family was damned in the eyes of
the ex-President’s former supporters by his son’s act of cour-
age. “His [John Quincy’s] apostasy is no longer a matter of
doubt with anybody,” cried Representative Gardenier of New
York. “T wish to God that the noble house of Braintree had
been put in a hole—and a deep one, too—20 years ago!” But
father and son, the Adamses stood together. “Parton has
denounced you as No Federalist,” his father wrote, “and I wish
he would denounce me in the same manner, for I have long
since renounced, abdicated, and disclaimed the name and char-
ter and attributes of that sect, as it noW appears.” ‘

With his father’s support—in a fight where he stood 1?1’1!'1'1
the President who had defeated his father!—John Quincy
Maintained the unflinching and inflexible beﬂrir}g which
b “ame his Puritan ancestry. When he was accnsf:cd in Bff:mn

& Politically minded preacher who assailed his 'wcws_ in af
ude and indecent manner, I told him that in consideration O
= %8¢ I should only remark that he had one lesson yet tO
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learn—Christian charity.” When his colleague Pickering
denounced him in an open letter to the Legislature which wag
distributed throughout Massachusetts in tens of thousands, he
wrote a masterful reply—criticizing the Federalist party as sec-
tional, outmoded and unpatriotic; insisting that the critica
issues of war and peace could not be decided on the basis of
“geographical position, party bias or professional occupation”;
and exploding at Pickering’s servile statement that “Although
Great Britain, with her thousand ships of war, could have
destroyed our commerce, she has really done it no essential
injury.” 5 i
The Federalist Legislature convened at the end of May
1808, with—as the Massachusetts Republican Governor wrote
Jefferson—but one “principal object—the political and even
the personal destruction of John Quincy Adams.” As soon as
both Houses had organized, the Legislature immediately
clected Adams’ successor—nine nﬁd_ntlm prior to the expiration
of his term! And as its next order of business, the Legislature
promptly passed resolutions mstructmg its Seﬂatﬂrs to urge
repeal of the Embargo. all | N

“The election,” Adams realizéd, _‘%vas precipitated for the
sole purpose of specially marking me. For it ought, in regular
order, not to have been made until the winter session of the
legislature.” And the resolutions, he felt, enjoined “ufaﬂn their
Senators a course of conduct which neither my judgment could
approve nor my spirit brook.” .

_ Only one course was conscientiously open to him—he
resigned his seat in the Senate in order to defend the policies
of the man who had driven his father from the Presidency.

It was “out of the question,” he wrote, to hold his seat

“without exercising the most perfect freedom of agency, under
the sole and exclusjve control of my own sense of right.”
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I will only add, that, far from regretting any one
of those acts for which I have suffered, I would do
them over again, were they now to be done, at the
hazard of ten times as much slander, unpopularity,
and displacement.

But had his own vote in the Senate been necessary to save
Jefferson’s foreign policy, Adams wrote to those who criticized
his departure at such a critical time, then “highly as I rever-
* enced the authority of my constituents, and bitter as would
have been the cup of resistance to their declared will . . . I
would have defended their interests against their inclinations,
and incurred every possible addition to their resentment, to
save them from the vassalage of their own delusions.”

Hated by the Federalists and suspected by the Republi-
cans, John Quincy Adams returned to private life. His star was
soon to rise again; but he never forgot this incident or aban-
doned his courage of conscience. (Legend has it that during
Adams’ politically independent term as President, in response
to the Presidential toast “May he strike confusion to his foes!”
Daniel Webster dryly commented, “As he has already done to
his friends.”) Soon after his retirement from the White House
—————— .
in 1829, Adams was asked by the voters of the Plymouth Dis-
trict to represent them in Congress. In disregard of the advice
of his family and friends and his own desire for leisure time to
write his father’s biography, he agreed to accept the post if
elected. But he specified, first, that he should never be expected
to promote himself as a candidate and ask for votes; and, sec-
ondly, that he would pursue a course 1n Congrﬂss'ﬁﬂmpleml_}’
iﬂdf:pendcnt of the party and Pegplc who elected him. On this
basis Adams was elected by an overwhelming vote, and sc'rvcd
in the House until his death. Here he wrote perhaps the b“?ht‘
est chapter of his history, for as “Old Man Eloquent” he
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devoted his remarkable prestige and tireless energies to the
struggle against slavery.

To be returned on this independent basis to the Congress
from which he had departed so ignominiously twenty-two
years earlier was a deeply moving experience for the coura-
geous ex-Senator. “T am a member-elect of the Twenty-Second
Congress,” he recorded with pride in his diary. “No election

or_appointment conferred uja_-f)n me ever gave me SO much
pleasure. My election as President of the United States was not

half so E‘atiﬁ,ring to my inmost soul.”




