Personal Memoirs of U.S. Grant
Grant, Ulysses S. Personal Memoirs. New York: C.L. Webster, 1885–86; Bartleby.com,
2000. www.bartleby.com/1011/.
The annexation of Texas was at this time the subject of violent discussion in Congress,
in the press, and by individuals. The administration of President Tyler, then in power,
was making the most strenuous efforts to effect the annexation, which was, indeed, the
great and absorbing question of the day….
The 3d infantry had selected camping grounds on the reservation at Fort Jessup,
about midway between the Red River and the Sabine. Our orders required us to go into
camp in the same neighborhood, and await further instructions…
There was no intimation given that the removal of the 3d and 4th regiments of
infantry to the western border of Louisiana was occasioned in any way by the
prospective annexation of Texas, but it was generally understood that such was the
case. Ostensibly we were intended to prevent filibustering into Texas, but really as a
menace to Mexico in case she appeared to contemplate war. Generally the officers of
the army were indifferent whether the annexation was consummated or not; but not so
all of them. For myself, I was bitterly opposed to the measure, and to this day regard
the war, which resulted, as one of the most unjust ever waged by a stronger against a
weaker nation. It was an instance of a republic following the bad example of European
monarchies, in not considering justice in their desire to acquire additional territory.
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Texas was originally a state belonging to the republic of Mexico. It extended from
the Sabine River on the east to the Rio Grande on the west, and from the Gulf of
Mexico on the south and east to the territory of the United States and New Mexico—
another Mexican state at that time—on the north and west. An empire in territory, it
had but a very sparse population, until settled by Americans who had received
authority from Mexico to colonize. These colonists paid very little attention to the
supreme government, and introduced slavery into the state almost from the start,
though the constitution of Mexico did not, nor does it now, sanction that institution.
Soon they set up an independent government of their own, and war existed, between
Texas and Mexico, in name from that time until 1836, when active hostilities very
nearly ceased upon the capture of Santa Anna, the Mexican President. Before long,
however, the same people—who with permission of Mexico had colonized Texas, and
afterwards set up slavery there, and then seceded as soon as they felt strong enough to
do so—offered themselves and the State to the United States, and in 1845 their offer
was accepted. The occupation, separation and annexation were, from the inception of
the movement to its final consummation, a conspiracy to acquire territory out of
which slave states might be formed for the American Union.
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Even if the annexation itself could be justified, the manner in which the subsequent
war was forced upon Mexico cannot. The fact is, annexationists wanted more territory
than they could possibly lay any claim to, as part of the new acquisition. Texas, as an
independent State, never had exercised jurisdiction over the territory between the
Nueces River and the Rio Grande. Mexico had never recognized the independence of
Texas, and maintained that, even if independent, the State had no claim south of the
Nueces. I am aware that a treaty, made by the Texans with Santa Anna while he was
under duress, ceded all the territory between the Nueces and the Rio Grande—, but he
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was a prisoner of war when the treaty was made, and his life was in jeopardy. He
knew, too, that he deserved execution at the hands of the Texans, if they should ever
capture him. The Texans, if they had taken his life, would have only followed the
example set by Santa Anna himself a few years before, when he executed the entire
garrison of the Alamo and the villagers of Goliad.
In taking military possession of Texas after annexation, the army of occupation,
under General Taylor, was directed to occupy the disputed territory. The army did not
stop at the Nueces and offer to negotiate for a settlement of the boundary question, but
went beyond, apparently in order to force Mexico to initiate war. It is to the credit of
the American nation, however, that after conquering Mexico, and while practically
holding the country in our possession, so that we could have retained the whole of it,
or made any terms we chose, we paid a round sum for the additional territory taken;
more than it was worth, or was likely to be, to Mexico. To us it was an empire and of
incalculable value; but it might have been obtained by other means….
Gradually the “Army of Occupation” assembled at Corpus Christi. When it was all
together it consisted of seven companies…not more than three thousand men in all.
General Zachary Taylor commanded the whole…. The presence of United States
troops on the edge of the disputed territory furthest from the Mexican settlements, was
not sufficient to provoke hostilities. We were sent to provoke a fight, but it was
essential that Mexico should commence it. It was very doubtful whether Congress
would declare war; but if Mexico should attack our troops, the Executive could
announce, “Whereas, war exists by the acts of, etc.,” and prosecute the contest with
vigor. Once initiated there were but few public men who would have the courage to
oppose it….
Mexico showing no willingness to come to the Nueces to drive the invaders from
her soil, it became necessary for the “invaders” to approach to within a convenient
distance to be struck. Accordingly, preparations were begun for moving the army to
the Rio Grande, to a point near Matamoras….
AT last the preparations were complete and orders were issued for the advance to
begin on the 8th of March. General Taylor had an army of not more than three
thousand men…General Taylor was opposed to anything like plundering by the
troops, and in this instance, I doubt not, he looked upon the enemy as the aggrieved
party and was not willing to injure them further than his instructions from Washington
demanded. His orders to the troops enjoined scrupulous regard for the rights of all
peaceable persons and the payment of the highest price for all supplies taken for the
use of the army….
Finally on the 7th of March, 1847, the little army of ten or twelve thousand men,
given Scott to invade a country with a population of seven or eight millions, a
mountainous country affording the greatest possible natural advantages for defence,
was all assembled and ready to commence the perilous task….
I had now been in battle with the two leading commanders conducting armies in a
foreign land. The contrast between the two was very marked. General Taylor
never wore uniform, but dressed himself entirely for comfort. He moved about
the field in which he was operating to see through his own eyes the situation.
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Often he would be without staff officers, and when he was accompanied by them
there was no prescribed order in which they followed. He was very much given to
sit his horse side-ways—with both feet on one side—particularly on the
battlefield. General Scott was the reverse in all these particulars. He always wore
all the uniform prescribed or allowed by law when he inspected his lines; word
would be sent to all division and brigade commanders in advance, notifying them
of the hour when the commanding general might be expected. This was done so
that all the army might be under arms to salute their chief as he passed. On these
occasions he wore his dress uniform, cocked hat, aiguillettes, sabre and spurs. His
staff proper, besides all officers constructively on his staff—engineers,
inspectors, quartermasters, etc., that could be spared—followed, also in uniform
and in prescribed order. Orders were prepared with great care and evidently with
the view that they should be a history of what followed.
In their modes of expressing thought, these two generals contrasted quite as
strongly as in their other characteristics. General Scott was precise in language,
cultivated a style peculiarly his own; was proud of his rhetoric; not averse to
speaking of himself, often in the third person, and he could bestow praise upon
the person he was talking about without the least embarrassment. Taylor was not
a conversationalist, but on paper he could put his meaning so plainly that there
could be no mistaking it. He knew how to express what he wanted to say in the
fewest well-chosen words, but would not sacrifice meaning to the construction of
high-sounding sentences. But with their opposite characteristics both were great
and successful soldiers; both were true, patriotic and upright in all their
dealings…. Scott saw more through the eyes of his staff officers than through his
own. His plans were deliberately prepared, and fully expressed in orders. Taylor
saw for himself, and gave orders to meet the emergency without reference to how
they would read in history….
But General Scott’s successes are an answer to all criticism. He invaded a
populous country, penetrating two hundred and sixty miles into the interior, with
a force at no time equal to one-half of that opposed to him; he was without a base;
the enemy was always intrenched, always on the defensive; yet he won every
battle, he captured the capital, and conquered the government. Credit is due to the
troops engaged, it is true, but the plans and the strategy were the general’s….
The victories in Mexico were, in every instance, over vastly superior numbers.
There were two reasons for this. Both General Scott and General Taylor had such
armies as are not often got together…. Every officer, from the highest to the
lowest, was educated in his profession, not at West Point necessarily, but in the
camp, in garrison, and many of them in Indian wars. The rank and file were
probably inferior, as material out of which to make an army, to the volunteers that
participated in all the later battles of the war; but they were brave men, and then
drill and discipline brought out all there was in them. A better army, man for
man, probably never faced an enemy than the one commanded by General Taylor
in the earliest two engagements of the Mexican war….
The Mexican army of that day was hardly an organization. The private soldier
was picked up from the lower class of the inhabitants when wanted; his consent

was not asked; he was poorly clothed, worse fed, and seldom paid. He was turned
adrift when no longer wanted. The officers of the lower grades were but little
superior to the men. With all this I have seen as brave stands made by some of
these men as I have ever seen made by soldiers…. The Mexicans, as on many
other occasions, stood up as well as any troops ever did. The trouble seemed to be
the lack of experience among the officers, which led them after a certain time to
simply quit, without being particularly whipped, but because they had fought
enough….

