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McDougall of California 

By WILLIAM LAWRENCE SHAW 

DURING THE current centennial of the great American Civil War, 186 I­
1865, attention has been directed in California to James A. McDougall. 
Identified as one "who played a significant role"! in the stirring events 
of the war, McDougall represented the state of California in the United 
States Senate during the years 1861-1867. This writing will stress what 
are regarded as the major topics upon which James McDougall spoke 
before the Senate. 

THE GENERAL STONE CONTROVERSY 

"These things are not done in the interest of liberty and law."2 


On October 2 1, 1861, there was killed in action at the Battle of Ball's 
Bluff, Colonel Edward D. Baker who was a regimental commander of 
certain Union troops engaged with more numerous Confederate forces 
under the command of General N. G. Evans. Mr. Baker had practiced 
law in San Francisco during the 1850'S and had been associated with 
James McDougall in the legal defense of Charles Cora in a murder 
prosecution linked to the death of United States Marshal WIlliam H. 
Richardson.3 Baker moved to Oregon and was elected United States 
Senator from that state in 1859. After the beginning of hostilities in 
April of 1861, Colonel Baker at the age of fifty-three years raised what 
was at first termed the "First California Regiment" which later became 
known as the Seventy-first Pennsylvania Infantry Regiment. The 
organization included in its ranks several hundred former residents of 
California who were recruited in Philadelphia, New York City, and 
other areas. While the regiment was in training, after first Manassas in 
July of 1861, Colonel Baker, a close friend of Abraham Lincoln, con-
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tinued to occupy his seat in the United States Senate until the autumn 
of r861. 

The assault, led by Colonel Baker on October 2 r, was repulsed by 
the entrenched Confederates at Ball's Bluff with great loss sustained by 
the Union elements. The superior officer above Colonel Baker during 
the time of the engagement was Brigadier General Charles P Stone. 
This officer, a native of Massachusetts and a graduate of the Military 
Academy at West Point, had resigned his commission in the Regular 
Army in r 855 and had resided in California where he engaged in 
business. In r860 Stone was recalled to the Army by General Winfield 
Scott, and, eventually, his division command included the regiment of 
Colonel Baker. 

The matter did not end with the death of Colonel Baker. The engage­
ment at Ball's Bluff aroused considerable publicity throughout the 
nation because of the excessive Union losses and the ineptness of the 
attack upon the Confederates who were entrenched on steep hill slopes 
opposite Harrison's Island in the Potomac River. In seeking to advance 
towards the foe, the Union men had to ford the river before proceeding 
up the hillsides to the Confederate ramparts. Odium attached to the 
name of General Stone who rightly or wrongly was a target for criti­
cism for the Union defeat.4 General Stone was arrested secretly and 
placed in close confinement. 

On March 24, 1862, a letter of protest against the arrest of General 
Stone was directed to Secretary of War Edwin M. Stanton by United 
States Senators J. A. McDougall (D) and Milton S. Latham (D), and 
Congressman A. A. Sargent (R), all of California. The letter stated: 

The long arrest of General Stone without military inquiry or trial which it was 
at one time understood would be promptly had has led to complaints from many 
quarters. General Stone being recognized as a citizen of the State of California 
many of these complaints have been addressed to us in the form of inquiries as 
well as requests. The inquiries we have of course been altogether unable to answer 
further than that we understood that by the Articles of War he was entitled to a 
trial by a day certain. That day having passed we could only say ignoramus. 
Under all the circumstances and having known General Stone for years and never 
having had cause to doubt his loyalty we feel it our duty to inquire of the Gov­
ernment through you for some explanation of a proceeding which seems to us 
most extraordinary. 
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General Stone was and is a military officer of the United States, and as such 
we understand him to have been and to be subject to military law. We at the same 
time understand him to be entitled to all the rights conferred by the same law. 
We do not intend to question the power of the Government in this proceeding, 
but we desire most respectfully to be informed why the rights secured, as we 
understand, by military law as to the time of trial are denied to General Stone. 
We present no complaint, but we would like the assurance that we have no cause 
of complaint.S 

No reply to the letter was received from the Secretary of War or any 
others. 

On April 1I, 1862, Senator James A. McDougall of California caused 
to be introduced Senate Resolution No. 26, which called for informa­
tion concerning the arrest and confinement of General Stone. The 
Secretary of War was requested to inform the Senate on the following 
points: 
I. 	From whom the order for General Stone's arrest proceeded. 
2. 	 vVhether at the time of the arrest, General Stone was subject to the Articles of 

'iVar: did the arrest constitute a violation of those articles: upon whose com­
plaint was the officer arrested: What was the specific nature of the charges? 

3. 	 What steps were being taken by any Judge Advocate toward the preparation 
of charges, if such had not yet in fact resulted? 

4. 	 Had counsel been allowed at any time to General Stone: had he not asked for 
an immediate trial? 

5. 	 Whether General Stone was even aware of the nature of the charges against 
him. 

6. 	 Were applicable Articles of War being followed in the instance of General 
Stone as an accused? 

7. 	 If the officer was not arrested for alleged violation of Articles of War, upon 
what pretense was he kept in close custody? 6 

The resolution was ordered printed. On April 15, 1862, Senator 
McDougall addressed the Senate and pointed out that it was then fifty 
days since General Stone, commanding a division of the Army of the 
Potomac, was seized at midnight, taken from his home, placed in a fort­
ress on the coast, and allowed no communication with anyone. The 
Senator inquired from whom the lettre de cachet issued and whether it 
involved the President or the Secretary of War? Speaking of General 
Stone's residence in California, the Senator declared: "I learned there to 
know him well, and I speak only of what I do know when I say, that 
never since that State was founded has there a man come into and gone 
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out of it with higher consideration on the part of all those who knew 
him."7 

Extensive discussion resulted in the Senate, and it developed that 
there had been ignored the Seventy-ninth Article of WarS which pro­
vided that no officer or soldier under arrest should remain in confine­
ment more than eight days or until a court-martial could be assembled. 
Further, the Eighty-second Article of War9 required that within 
twenty-four hours of the commitment of a prisoner, a report in writing 
should be made to the commanding officer of the place of confinement 
setting forth the name of the person in detention and his alleged crimes. 
It was obvious that neither the Seventy-ninth Article nor the Eighty­
second Article had been followed in the instance of General Stone. 

A partisan issue was made of the matter, and Senator Benjamin F. 
Wade (R), of Ohio, deplored that any attention was given to the ill­
fate of the General! 10 On April 15, 1862, Senator Henry Wilson (R), 
of Massachusetts, offered an amendment of Senate Resolution No. 26 

to reword the resolution and to substitute the following language: 
That the President of the United States be requested to communicate to the 

Senate any information touching the arrest and imprisonment of Brigadier Gen­
eral Stone, not deemed incompatible with the public interest.ll 

Senator McDougall finally obtained a vote on the amended resolu­
tion which was adopted on April 2 I, 1862.12 

The California Senator had won his point in the face of spirited oppo­
sition. On May 2, 1862, President Lincoln responded to the Senate 
request for information on General Stone as follows: 

... He was arrested and imprisoned under my general authority, and upon 
evidence which, whether he be guilty or innocent, required, as appears to me, 
such proceedings to be had against him for the public safety. I deem it incom­
patible with the public interest, as also, perhaps, unjust to General Stone, to make 
a more particular statement of the evidence. 

He has not been tried because, in the state of military operations at the time of 
his arrest and since, the officers to constitute a court-martial and for witnesses 
could not be withdrawn from duty without serious injury to the service. He will 
be allowed a trial without any unnecessary delay; the charges and specifications 
will be furnished him in due season, and every facility for his defence will be 
afforded him by the War Department.13 

On about the sixty-seventh day of the arrest and confinement of 
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General Stone without charges, the efforts of Senator McDougall 
induced the President to enter into a partial explanation of what is now 
regarded as a flagrant abuse of military rights and privileges. Eventually, 
General Stone was released in August, 1862, and was restored to his 
command, but his prospects were ruined and promotion did not come 
to him.14 Later commentators, after the wartime tensions had ceased, 
agree that General Stone was free from blame for the Union defeat at 
Ball's Bluff and that the chief responsibility for the defeat in which he 
lost his life rested on the shoulders of Colonel Baker.15 The persistent 
efforts of Senator McDougall in behalf of General Stone may have led 
to a restraint upon a trend to wholesale arrests not only of Confederate 
sympathizers,16 but of Union men who chanced to fall into the ill graces 
of the administration. In another instance former Congressman Charles 
A. Faulkner, of Virginia, being under arrest, appealed to Senator Mc­
DougallY Mr. Faulkner, a former Minister of the United States to 
France, was taken into custody at -VVashington on August 12, 186 I, on 
orders of the War Department and was placed in Fort Warren. Eventu­
ally, Mr. Faulkner was exchanged as a hostage for the Honorable Alfred 
Ely, Congressman of New York, who was held by the Confederates. Is 

THE INTERVENTION OF NAPOLEON III IN MEXICO 

Senator McDougall was one of the first statesmen to direct attention 
to the course of French invasion of the Republic of Mexico. The Sena­
tor was greatly incensed by the invasion of Mexico which began in 
December, 186r.19 A combined French-Spanish-British landing at Vera 
Cruz led to an intervention extending from January to mid-April, 1862, 
when the British and Spanish elements withdrew, and the Imperial 
French forces began an offensive against Mexican Republican troops 
under the authority of President Benito Juarez.20 

On January 19, 1863, Senator McDougall introduced a resolution 
challenging French interference in Mexico. The resolution stated: 
RESOLVED ••• That the present attempt by the Government of France to subject 
the Republic of Mexico to her authority by armed force is a violation of the 
established and known rules of international law, and that it is, moreover, a viola­
tion of the faith of France, pledged by the treaty made at London on the 31St 
day of October, 1861, between the allied Governments of Spain, France, and 
England, communicated to this Government over the signatures of the repre­
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sentatives of the allies by letter of the 30th day of November, 1861, and particu­
larly and repeatedly assured in this Government through its ministers resident 
at the Court of France. 
RESOLVED FURTHER, That the attempt to subject the Republic of Mexico to French 
authority is an act not merely unfriendly to this Republic, but to free institutions 
everywhere, and that it is regarded by this Republic as not only unfriendly, but 
as hostile. 
ReSOLVED FURTHER, That it is the duty of this Republic to require of the Govern­
ment of France that her armed forces be withdrawn from the territories of 
Mexico. 
RESOLVED FURTHER, That it is the duty and proper office of this Republic now, 
and at all times, to lend such aid to the Republic of Mexico as is or may be 
required to prevent the forcible interposition of any of the States of Europe in 
the political affairs of that Republic. 
RESOLVED FURTHER, That the President of the United States be requested to cause 
to be communicated to the Government of Mexico the views now expressed by 
the two Houses of Congress, and be further requested to cause to be negotiated 
such treaty or treaties between the two Republics as will best tend to make these 
views effective.21 

The resolution was considered on February 3, 1863, by a vote 29 to 
16, over objection by Senator Charles Sumner (R), of Massachusetts, 
who urged caution and who feared that war might result with France 
"bound to us by treaties and manifold traditions." Senator Sumner went 
on: "Have we not war enough already on our hands.... I am for the 
suppression of the rebellion above and before everything else."22 

On February 4, 1863, the McDougall resolution was laid on the table 
on motion of Senator Sumner by a vote of 34 to ro.23 Senator Latham 
of California voted "nay" in support of Senator McDougall. 

The resolution served to focus nation-wide attention upon the inva­
sion of Mexico and the concern of the Pacific States with the issue. 
The resolution in fact came to the attention of Napoleon III.24 

THE TRANS-CONTINENTAL RAILROAD 

The Civil War spurred activity looking towards the completion of a 
transcontinental railroad linking the east and the west. The project was 
assisted to a successful conclusion through the efforts of Senator 
McDougall who was chairman of a Special Senate Pacific Railroad 
Committee. Congressman Sargent of California was a member of the 
House Pacific Railroad Committee. Each of the two legislators worked 
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in his respective chamber to gain adoption of a railroad bill. They were 
assisted by Theodore Judah, chief engineer of the California Central 
Pacific Railroad Company. 

Preliminarily, Congress had provided for a daily overland mail service 
to the Pacific Coast.25 An enactment of June 16, 1860, directed the 
Secretary of the Treasury to initiate a telegraph line from San Fran­
cisco to Western Missouri.26 

On April 4, 1862, Chairman McDougall of the Senate Committee 
brought in a favorable committee report on the Pacific Railroad.27 The 
measure was enacted into law July I, 1862.28 

The bill contemplated that the Union Pacific Railroad Company 
should build westward from the Missouri River and that the Central 
Pacific Railroad Company, a California corporation, should move east­
ward from the Sacramento River. The project was completed by the 
joinder of the two railroad lines on May 10, 1869, at Promontory Point, 
Utah. In the language of the San Francisco press: "From today we may 
date a new era in the affairs of California. The great work is finished."29 

More than any other legislator, Senator McDougall provided the 
guiding force which achieved the enactment into law of the Senate Bill 
which he championed and which gained Congressional approval of the 
Transcontinental Railroad. In fact, the Senator did not live to see the 
completion of the line in 1869, as he died at the age of fifty years in 
Albany, New York, on September 30, 1867.30 Senator McDougall's 
term of office in the Senate had expired March 4, 1867.31 

THE FRENCH EVACUATION OF MEXICO 

Between the Spring of 1863, when Senator McDougall was urging 
before Congress the significance of the Mexican invasion, and the end of 
the year, there had occurred several events bringing to a focus the whole 
subject of Mexico. The capital, Mexico City, was occupied by the 
Imperial forces of General Elie Forey on June 10, 1863.32 The Arch­
duke Ferdinand Maximilian of Austria emerged as the candidate of 
Napoleon III and of Empress Eugenie for a throne in Mexico.33 The 
Union victory at Gettysburg in July, 1863, marked the turn of the tide 
and foretold eventual reunification of the United States and the cessa­
tion of the American Civil War. 

Secretary of State William H. Seward had declared to the United 
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States ministers at Paris and London that this nation was cO'll1mitted to a 
policy of neutrality in the war between Imperial France and Mexico. 
This factor was stressed in a letter of lVlr. Seward to Mr. Adams, the 
Minister at London, on September 5, 1863 ;34 in a letter by Mr. Seward 
to Mr. Dayton, Ministerto France, on September 21, 1863;35 and by a 
letter on October 23, 1863, to Mr. Dayton.36 In this last communication, 
Secretary Seward stated: "Happily the French government has not 
been left uninformed that, in the opinion of the United States, ,the 
permanent establishment of a foreign and monarchical government in 
Mexico will be found neither easy nor desirable. You will inform Mr. 
Drouyn de l'Huys37 that this opinion remains unchanged." 

Although Seward was extremely circumspect in his statements and 
spoke in terms of "neutrality," he threw off his official reserve in an 
avowal to Herr von Geralt, the Prussian Minister at Washington. Mr. 
Seward declared: "The setting up of a monarchy in the Republic of 
Mexico must have grave consequences and would sooner or later, 
undoubtedly bring the powers concerned in it into serious conflict with 
the United States."38 

President Lincoln did not mention Mexico in his annual message to 
Congress in December, 1863' On January 1 1,1864, Senator McDougall 
introduced Senate Resolution No.1 3 relating to Mexico. The measure 
was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. The resolution 
read: 
RESOLVED, That the occupation of a portion of the territory of the Republic of 
Mexico by the armed forces of the government of France, with the purposes 
avowed by the government of France, is an act unfriendly to the Republic of the 
United States of America. 
Sec. 2. AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That it is the duty of the proper department 
of this Government to demand of the government of France the withdrawal of 
her armed forces from the Mexican territory within a reasonable time. 
Sec. 3. AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That in the event the government of France 
shall decline or refuse to so withdraw her armed forces, or shall fail to take 
measures to that effect, on or before the fifteenth day of March next, then it will 
become the duty of the Congress of the United States of America to declare war 
against the government of France.39 

The above resolution was never reported back by the Senate Com­
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

On March 15, 1864, the California Senator did gain approval of the 
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following resolution which was considered by unanimous vote and 
agreed to by the Senate: 
RESOLVED, That the President be requested to communicate to the Senate, if not 
incompatible with the public interest, any correspondence or other information 
in possession of the Government, relating to any plan or plans now projected or 
being proj ected with a view to the establishment of monarchical Governments in 
Central and South America.40 

Senator McDougall was relentless in his efforts to induce the admin­
istration to take some affirmative action as to Mexico. On March 22, 

1864, he introduced another resolution in relation to the occupation of 
Mexico by France. The measure was referred to the Committee of F or­
eign Relations,41 

In the House of Representatives, Congressman Henry W Davis (R), 
Chairman of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, reported on 
April 4, 1864, a resolution adopted by the House unanimously on the 
same day by a vote 109 to o. The resolution read: 
RESOLVED, That the Congress of the United States are unwilling by silence to 
leave the nations of the world under the impression that they are indifferent 
spectators of the deplorable events now transpiring in the republic of Mexico; 
and that they therefore think fit to declare that it does not accord with the policy 
of the United States to acJmowledge any monarchical government, erected on 
the ruins of any republican government in America, under the auspices of any 
European power.42 

After the adoption of this strongly worded resolution, Mr. Samuel S. 
Cox, of Ohio, the Democratic Party leader in the House, declared that 
he believed that the resolution should have been even more emphatic in 
its wording. The Congressman characterized Archduke Maximilian as 
the Arch Dupe of Louis Napoleon. He concluded: "We ought to be 
prepared not only to say, but to make it effectual that no crown shall 
be established on this continent."43 

Although officially reticent, Secretary Seward recognized that his 
hand had been strengthened by the Congressional resolutions. The 
Secretary on April 7, 1864, sent a copy of the Davis resolution to Mr. 
Dayton at Paris and noted: "The resolution truly interprets the unani­
mous sentiment of the People. "44 

On April 27, 1864, Senator McDougall by resolution sought to 
instruct the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations to report out to 
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the Senate, the Davis resolution which had come over from the House.4s 

Objection was interposed by Senator Sumner. On May 24, 1862, Sena­
tor McDougall moved that the Committee on Foreign Relations be 
discharged from any further consideration of the joint (Davis) resolu­
tion relating to Mexico.46 

In the House, Mr. Davis on May 23, 1864, introduced a resolution47 

calling on the President to communicate to the House correspondence 
between the United States and France which had led to an announce­
ment in the Moniteur, the official journal of the French Imperial gov­
ernment, as follows: "It is known, besides, that the Senate [United 
States] had indefinitely postponed the examination of that question 
[the Davis resolution] to which in any case the executive power would 
not have given its sanction." 

Pointed exception was taken in the Davis resolution of May 23 to 
the above quoted conclusion set forth in the Moniteur which asserted 
an Executive divergence of opinion from the resolution adopted unani­
mously on April 4, 1864. The second Davis resolution protesting the 
Moniteur statement was adopted by the House on May 23, 1864.48 

This last resolution achieved its purpose. On May 25, 1864, President 
Lincoln responded by transmitting to the House vital portions of Mr. 
Seward's correspondence in April and May, 1864, with the French 
Foreign Minister.49 

This afforded an opportunity to Senator McDougall. On June 14, 
1864, the Senator offered a resolutionso which almost instantly gained 
nation-wide attention. The resolution set forth verbatim a portion of 
the Republican National Party PlatformS] of 1864 which had been 
adopted at a national convention meeting in Baltimore where Abraham 
Lincoln was renominated. The McDougall Resolution, worded exactly 
like the platform statement, read: 
RESOLVED, That the people of the United States can never regard with indiffer­
ence the attempt of any foreign Power to overthrow by force or to supplant by 
fraud the institutions of any republican Government on the western continent, 
and that they will view with extreme jealousy, as menacing to the peace and 
independence of their own country, the efforts of any such Power to obtain any 
footholds for monarchical Governments sustained by foreign military force in 
proximity to the United States. 52 

Senator John Conness (D), of California, objected to the receipt of 
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the resolution.53 On June 22, 1864, Senator McDougall again offered 
the same resolution being a verbatim extract from the party platform 
anent Mexico.54 Senator Sumner objected at this time to the receipt of 
the resolution which required unanimous consent in order that the reso­
lution Inight be called on short notice. 

On July 2, 1864, on the eve of adjournment, Senator McDougall 
without success sought to obtain a vote on the resolution first intro­
duced on June 14.55 Again, the Senate was treated to the sorry spectacle 
of Senator Conness thwarting the efforts of his colleague to bring to a 
vote a resolution, the subject matter of which probably had the over­
whelIning support of sentiment upon the Pacific Coast. After consider­
able discussion, McDougall's effort to take up the subject matter of the 
resolution was defeated on July 2, 1864, by a vote of lito 27.56 

Although parliamentary maneuvering precluded the adoption of 
McDougall's various resolutions, he had given the subject of Mexico a 
national prominence which strengthened the policy of the Secretary of 
State. Seward utilized the Congressional inquiries including those of 
Senator McDougall in order to assist the State Department diplomatic 
discussions abroad. 57 

The tone of Seward's dispatches became gradually more severe 
towards Napoleon III after hostilities ceased in April, 1865, in the Civil 
War. No longer did the Secretary speak in terms of "neutrality." In a 
letter October 6, 1865, to Mr. Seward from John Bigelow, the Ameri­
can Minister at Paris, Mr. Bigelow reported that M. Drouyn de Lhuys 
had characterized the French forces in Mexico as those of a "police" 
and that the military units were in fact only a gendarmerie/58 

Beginning from the time of the induction of Andrew Johnson as 
President of the United States upon the death of Abraham Lincoln in 
April, 1865, we may note a stiffening of the resistance through diplo­
matic channels by the United States to the French incursion into 
Mexico. 

President Andrew Johnson expressed the national sentiment, which 
was adverse to Napoleon III, in the Annual Message on December 4, 
1865.59 The President stated that the past history of the United States 
disclosed a consistent resistance to the imposition of a European dynasty 
upon a sister American republic. 

http:Mexico.54
http:resolution.53


130 California Historical Society Quarterly 
A great mass meeting took place in San Francisco on June I, 1865, 

to voice approval of the cause of Mexican independence.6o A large-scale 
meeting of sympathizers with Mexico was staged in Sacramento on 
June 1I, 1865. General George W Wright presided. Greetings were 
read from Senor Jose A. Godoy, Mexican consul at San Francisco.61 

On March 2, 1866, M. Rouher, Minister of State, informed the Corps 
Lcgislatif that the Imperial French troops were to be withdrawn from 
Mexico.62 Undoubtedly, a vital factor in the influence of French Impe­
rial policy was the persistent effort of Senator McDougall to keep 
bringing before the United States Senate the subject of French involve­
ment in Mexico since 1861. Shortly after the declaration by M. Rouher, 
Congressman Robert T Van Horn, of Missouri, by resolution in the 
House called on the French, pending withdrawal from Mexico, to desist 
from any further acts of conquest and to maintain the status quo in 
Mexico.63 

In June, 1866, debate occurred in the United States Senate on a 
motion to appropriate funds for participation by this nation in the Paris 
Exposition of 1867. An amendment was offered by Senator James W 
Grimes, of Iowa, making the appointment of any officer or the payment 
of any funds conditional on a guarantee by the Imperial Government 
that French troops would be "immediately withdrawn" from Mexico.64 

Senator Conness of California opposed the Grimes amendment. Senator 
McDougall spoke at length in favor of the amendment, reviewing 
United States policy in Mexico inimical to Napoleon III and conclud­
ing: "The policy of Louis Napoleon has been one of extreme hostility 
to the Republic of the United States."65 

Senator Conness kept offering repeated motions to adjourn proceed­
ings on June 14, 1866, when the Grimes amendment was being con­
sidered. The adjournment tactics failed. 66 Eventually, in order to permit 
United States involvement in the Paris Exposition, Senator Grimes 
withdrew his amendment. 

MISCELLANEOUS LEGISLATIVE ACTION 

Senator McDougall during his term of office from March, 1861, to 
March, 1867, spoke eloquently and convincingly on many of the vital 
topics of that period. Among other subjects, he was heard on emancipa­
tion, the conduct of the war, the death of Senator Baker, the expulsion 
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of Senators Bright and Johnson, army pay, naval appropriations, slavery 
in the District of Columbia, a steamship line to China, polygamy, terri­
torial status for Arizona, the tariif, reconstruction, war claims, and 
currency. Almost single-handed, in March-April, 1862, McDougall 
gained the defeat of Senate Bill 151 which was intended to launch a 
national system of ruthless confiscation of the property of Confeder­
ates. He predicted that if the measure should be enacted, reunion would 
never be accomplished in the United States.67 

McDougall furthered the adoption of the Enrollment Act of March 
3, 1863.68 The Senator stressed that military conscription should have 
been adopted when the war began as voluntary recruitment had proved 
to be a failure. He saw in the central federal government, authority to 
command military service from all men.69 

On January 13, 1864, Senator McDougall presented to the Senate, 
a resolution of the legislature of California in favor of the reduction of 
the tax on domestic wines which was a vital concern to the State.7° 
The resolution was referred to the Committee on Finance. This is an 
interesting indirect development of the war in Mexico and the Ameri­
can Civil War. The French wine industry were severely retarded by 
the Civil War and the resulting blockade upon French wines.71 Simi­
larly, the European brandy industry was hurt by the Civil vVar and the 
Mexican conflict. 72 

CONCLUSION 

Public recognition has been slow in coming to Senator McDougall 
because his untimely death in 1867 prevented his return to the State of 
California. Undoubtedly, if the Senator had returned to California, we 
should have had the benefit of additional public career, memoirs, and 
the other indicia of activity which a public leader may leave to pos­
terity. The legislative intent in ACR 42 is sound in directing the Cali­
fornia Civil War Centennial Commission to ascertain and stress the out­
standing accomplishments of Senator McDougall in the United States 
Senate. Particularly, may we be proud that the Senator possessed the 
courage to take a stand as advocate for General Stone when the general 
was the target of censure because of the untimely death of Colonel 
Baker. Subsequently, Senator McDougall for several years insistently 
raised his voice in the Senate in behalf of the Republic of Mexico 
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crushed under the heel of a European conqueror. Many leaders have 
given lip service to the Monroe Doctrine. Senator McDougall strove to 
ma1<e the doctrine a living actuality in behalf of subjugated Mexico.73 

NOTES 

1. Assembly Concurrent Resolution 42, Cal. Stats (1963), chap. 60 (herein­
after cited as ACR 42). 

The California legislature by a resolution adopted without a dissenting vote, 
effective April 8, 1963, has instructed the California Civil War Centennial Com­
mission to undertake research concerning the record of the achievements of 
Senator ~~cDougall. 

2. Senator McDougall before the United States Senate, April 15, 1862, in 
condemnation of the unlawful confinement of General Stone. See Congressional 
Globe, 37th Cong., 2d sess., Part 2, p. 1666. 

3. Zoeth S. Eldredge, History of California (New York, 1914), IV, 67. 
4. The mn' of the Rebellion: A Compilation of the Official Records of the 

Union and Confederate Armies, Series I, Vol. V, pp. 34, 307, 314 (hereinafter 
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