








more suited to the just cause of liberty, one must assume that the right of consent of the governed is at
grave risk - or has in fact been altogether destroyed, as is now the case in the Philippines.

Now my competent fellow Senators have responded by asserting that many times in our history we
Americans have ignored the notion of consent for the purpose of annexing territory and establishing
new states. I answer that in each case, the great purpose of America’s statesman was not to conquer a
foreign and friendly people but either to develop largely vacant land or else to ensure the safety of
those Americans who lived near the border of these annexed lands. Some examples of the first case
include the purchase of the Louisiana Territory and of Alaska. Examples of the second include the
wars with the Indians in the West and with Mexico. Can one really see a parallel between these
annexations and the heroic fight that the Filipino people are putting up against our invading guns? Can
one really argue that these islands threaten us in distant North America, or that there is no one to
complain should we decide to develop the Filipinos’ land against their will? Define “consent” any way
you wish, but without doubt, we are now actively denying the just right of the consent of the governed
in the Philippines. This is wrong. We cannot justify it, we cannot explain it away, and we cannot
allow it to go on if we expect to maintain the same moral stature which we have developed since the
first days of this great nation’s existence.

Mr. Beveridge, I am sure, would want to impress upon us the great service we are giving the
Filipino people in this time of crisis. But why are we suddenly placed in this moral dilemma of
deciding whether to help the Filipinos keep order in their country against their will, or to abandon them
to the dangers of chaos, revolution, and other imperialist countries’ intrigue. He does not ask the
obvious question: what are we doing in the Philippines in the first place? We destroyed the Spanish
fleet in Manila Bay as part of the Spanish war machine, but why did we continue the fight to take the
city of Manila, so many thousands of miles away from Cuba, the real issue of this war? In truth, was
it not for the blatantly imperialistic ambition of Admiral Dewey and Assistant Secretary of the Navy
Roosevelt?

A warning, fellow Senators: acquiescing to Mr. Beveridge’s and Mr. Lodge’s arguments amounts to
accepting the imperial policy which these men have thrust upon the American people. Now we must
see through the heavy mist of this crisis: Mr. Lodge and Mr. Beveridge are not suggesting a solution to
this temporary situation but rather a fundamental new policy wherein we take on the appearance and
mores of the European Empires. Listen carefully to their promises of the great possibilities in trade
and commerce and land. Here is where their real affection lies, not in the development of democratic
institutions in a distant land. In the end, all their careful and lucid rhetoric amounts to pure and base
greed.

Let me humbly suggest, therefore, that we, the United States, immediately declare a truce with the
Filipino people and with General Aguinaldo. I suggest that we give them what we promised them in
the first place: independence. I suggest that we offer the new government much advice and some
financial assistance to help them establish order and just institutions. I suggest that we extend to the
Philippines an “Open Door” policy wherein other imperial nations may trade freely but must respect
the territorial integrity of the Philippines. And I suggest that we hold the new government ultimately
responsible for the internal tranquillity of the Philippine Islands. We cannot, in practice, and should
not, by right, attempt to guarantee the internal peace of these islands. In the end, the Filipino people
shouid be self-determining and self-responsible. Any further unwanted involvement, it should be clear

by now, directly conflicts with the very principles upon which our great nation was founded and in
good conscience must be rejected.

In the due course of time, I believe we will spread the blessings of liberty throughout the world,
down through the ages, but we will do it not, nor should we ever, by compromising those very ideals

28






