shortly after, either the part added to the paper, .oz-*l the :?:‘}ers:é
per, was read to us. My impression is the general.in-cl Pi:.l cad
e wliole paper as compleied. - After which, when o suitable oc-
‘casion occurred, I expressed the hope 'thfyt-tbe‘-po_sse.js_g?q o o
jﬁﬁlté]stec‘ might be madg;a‘c_n_nt_ht_m‘n, a sine qua non.. qu i
very words Loused. It is my impression, thnugh it 1;;‘_517;_)..0}:._”:&% n
which I cannot be positive, that I u.sed_ the__'e‘xpg:rgsmg:rr _ w; ; g]pthe
“The impression is strong on my mind, and the more s_o_-,d -ronver;
conversation which just preceded __-11':.__-’Thgr§_was. a ra_p-l.ft'".qq'n'ter”-'
_sation between ‘the. _p’a;tie‘safte-r'.thjs, 'Wh.lch was soon tader I e
rnpted by the arrival of the ‘commissioners 1o -b.e; appmtg .: the hme

" Question by defence. Was General Pilloxsr‘-“;)re_s-gl} _%_h. L

you expressed the hope to General Scott, that ‘we hope “he would
“demand the su_r'réz_xd:erj_-of-Cha,pu-ltepec-,'_” as.a c_op5i¥t;qn, a sine qua

. S : ; : R,

: :322;;3;1? -b_; ‘defence. Will witness rgc-ollect _.wh-g.tl:ggr;-l_t )v.ra§h{:h£

arrival of the American, or the Mexican PG e sy
; interrupted the conversation mer_:tm'p"ed-m th__e la,st..__-answer -.t]-‘G o
& Answeny- DreferstorGeneral Qu:tman,’ngera]__Pler_oe_.,.ax{_ -. e.?h
ral Smith, whom I knew to have been designated to _CQ“S".I‘F‘_‘?G the

GQE?;:&I& by defence. Witness will please state if _141eI pqs_an:y_?
knowledge that General Pillow sought, ‘or desired a ‘position as

commissioner to negotiate the Tacubaya armistice?’ State, also,

if witness hea conversation between General Scott and
; ge;;t;}_esfs‘{l}léa;rgnar:y_s subject, about the time the commissioners
were being selected Dy General Scott? If _so, state what such
5 I?A:i?\.::?mf ‘;:i;e no know=]ed'ge that Genei‘al-PilIo_wfsougyt or
desi.refl a _,p}-at:e' on that con_imiss‘iqnl. ; :_T_her_e 'Wz}s .a'mnm]r_ﬁa_t_"ohlff%'fz.
an earlier hour of the morrz:gg,--’pr-lncl_pally'—by Fhe:-_.-genf,ra “in-c Ie%
" in regard to the composition of that commission, 1% l_c.pl%nsg: od
which, the general-in-chief remarked that he had proba go _é_}__}l . eu} }
two of the commanders of regular divisions _by__rnot inclu h{n:g. t em.
in that commission, referring to the cpmm__a'nders_of the -s.qugﬁ!‘
and third divisions, without naming them; _whﬁe th_is_..cfa_nv.ersa‘t;_:ﬂ.
was going on, and towards the close of it, Ge_ng;rgl P;llow_en"tgli;reéf
the room, when the general-in-chief addressed h;ms,e‘]‘f to__hl;x:x'_.,.__ g_g‘
thought at the time, jocularly or pla-yful-ly»,”and,_ I ?“PP&S‘{“ .
have offended, or made an enemy of yon too; Where.up?g,;. -“ﬁfﬁe.
ral Pillow intimated that he did not understand the remark of the
general-in-chief. The general then rapidly ran over the conver-

sation, and explained to General Pillow that for certa_m-.rgg_gqqg?:-
he had not included in the commission so and so. ' To which G
eral Pillow replied that he had no desive to be on the commission,

iyt
but was ready cheerfully to obey any orders the general-in-chie
'}i:d for him. ry The latter part of the conversation Was,_'_in_-my-‘_;;zyg_a: :
at the time, jocular and playful. YA e
a- The t:ouri_éthen; adjourned until to-morrow morning at 9 o?-c_locik:..-
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The court met pursuant to adjournment: present, all the mem-
bers, and the judge advocate and recorder. :

Major General Scott present.
Major General Pillow before the court.

Major General Worth under examination:

General Worth said that, in his answer to the question, of wheéther
it was the American commissioners, or the Mexican commissioners
who interrupted the conversation between Generals Scott and Pil-
low and himself, he had blended together two interviews. That a
flag was announced, and perhaps in that connexion, the name of
the Mexican commission or commissioners. The American com-
nissioners did not arfive until some later hour in the day, when
he was also present at the quarters of the general-in-chief,

Quesiion by defence. At the time the conversation occurred,
which witness has related, about the appointment of commissioners,
witness will state if he heard General Pillow say to General Scott
that he had done right to select General Quitman as one of the
commissioners?

Answer. Yes; It was in reply, however, to some remarks of the
general-in-chief upon the appointment of General Quitman. I do
not know that the words used were, ‘‘he had . done right,” but
there was an expression of approval. He signified assent and
gratification,

Question by defence. Was witness present ;at General Scott’s
quarters at Tacubaya, on the night of the 12th of September, at a
conference of general officers then held, in relation to the attack
upon Chapultepec the following morning; if so, please state what
were the views of General Scott and

Pillow, respectively, on this
subject?

Answer. I was present with several other general officers, at the
guarters of the general-in-chief, the evening preceding the attack
upon Chapultepec and the entrance. into the city. The reference
to the operations proposed. for the next day was introduced by
Some remark from the general-in-chief, followed by - explanations
and the exhibition of a diagram by one of the engineers, I think,
by Captain Lee., There were several points discussed or remarked
ipon, more particularly addressed, as I conceived, to Generals Pil-
low and Quitman, who were to immediately participate in the as-
sault upon Chapultepec. The idea was suggested in the course of
the conversation, whether as an intention, or hypothetically, I can-
Bot now say, whether the attack should be direct upon the work,
or by enveloping it by .passing round the base on either side, in
the first instance. After the generai-in chief and the engineer
officer who followed him in explanation of the diagram, General

illow entered into the discussion or conversation, He strenu-
Ously urged direct attack with his division, (I speak of his division

ecause L supposed it was to be a combined operation of himself
13
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and General Quitman,) and expressed the desire to conduct the

attack with his whole division. When T left the apartment, which |

di entlemén being summoned to another room, to my
{cndgilzgg?:ethge details of the attack had not been defi{qltwlelyv:eti
tled. Having occasion to retire to my quarters, on faking iall:ﬂ'el;t
asked the general-in-chief for orders for my own dgg)vet-r‘m o
which I received. General Quitman also participated in :
vegzil;?o.n by defence. Did witness understand, that agr_et_aably to
“General Scott’s proposed pl;m(;f attz}ckﬁ"ﬁnat G?zi:?atlh%uol:lr&arn;g:;

{ one road an eneral Pillow u
gﬁrrrlt)(:l‘;edililpgméhapultepec’! Was it to this movemen%g{ﬁrst cut:
‘#ing off this work, which you understood General dl‘ 0\:’ a:_topk
pogin'g so warmly, and as insisting upon making a direct attac
: k itself? :

upz?lstizr?v%eferring to my preceding answer, as to thehr:?}:uret}?f
the conversation, according to my recollection, as to whether tigz
proposed movement around the work was other than ladsglggesd 4
for consideration, in which light I apprehend it shoku d{? m:nt gt_
stood, I consider the wish of General Pillow to make 2 11‘};%“.&;10
tack upon ‘Chapultepec, and with his whole dwlsmnias co:?l_ a 1r3
that suggestion. The question _speaks of plan, ‘ainf use de Woon
suggestion,h'ot regarding any thing as a plan unti de;ermme J]%m
I have already stated that when I re’ured,there_}‘;a een no de
tive settlement of the details of the attack.

Question by defence. Does witness recollect to have heard Gen-.

he wished Generals Pillow and Qu1tma_ln to shake
lelgiﬂdﬁsc;:tttﬁ:%unctionlof thg roads around Chapultepec, and to make
| its isolation? : - &
thinv;x?v:a]i.f%elllere WasgSQme such ‘expression uttered; I am no;1 pre-
jared to say that the language was uttered as a wish, but rat evt_ﬁs
En interrogatory. There were several ideas thrown out as to the
different modes of attack. According to my present 1§npr§§5}loné
the suggestions of neither of the parties, thrown out }11n the r:.
‘instance, in the form in which T have stated, was who }f‘accepas
able to the other. T understood, subsequently, as douh_tl;essfvtvhe
the case, that the discus&sion was resumed, and the deta} s of th
efiniti settled: ‘ i i
at?&?llzsffoﬁ:?%;veéifence. Did General Pillow, in this conversation,
say there was a battery on Quitman’s road, and one upon hss% G:ll;ie
eral Pillow’s, road, both of which would have to be carrlfe G_y o
bayonet, and could not be flanked; and did witness htteia; o
Pillow ask General Scott, why fight three battles msteab of one? .
Answer. General Pillow remarked that there were atterllles g
both roads, a fact which, I believe, we all knew. He used t 39}‘“
pression, while expressing his desire for the direct attack, a:: ar
his whole division to be engaged; and probably in refer‘e‘ncle1 oﬁ .
suggestion of enveloping the work in the first instance, why t%at
two or three battles,”” T don’t remember which, and whet‘ lerQ,uit-
" remark was addressed to the general-in-chief or to General 7
man particularly, I am unable to say. The latter officer ogcasmna ¥
L
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Fined in the conversation.  The remark was made by General
illow or General Quitman, speaking of the nature of the ground,
that the batteries could not be turned. .
Question by defence. After the victories of Contreras and Churu-
-busco, was the city of Mexico in the power of the American army,
and could that city have been then carried or captured on the 20th

of August, with little comparative additional loss to the American
army?

The question being under consideration by the court.

General Pillow offered the following:

The question now presented is deemed both natural and relevant.

In the appeal of General Pillow to the government, found in the
letter to the Secretary of War, (already in evidence before the court
and introduced by the prosecutor,) he states, as a matter of fact,
that the city of Mexico was in the power of the American army,
after the victories of Contreras and Churubusco, which were won
at the cost, of the blood of one thousand and sixty-four men of the
army. - He further says, he opposed the armistice, as surrendering
the advantages of these victories, and allowing the enemy time to
recover fram his defeat, without requiring any guarantees of the
enemy’s good faith, and that in his(General Pillow’s) course in re-
gard to this question, was, in his opinion, to be found the #rue mo-
tive of the injustice done himself by the general-in-chief, in_the
proceeding from which that appeal was prayed. Tor this statement
in the said .appeal, General Pillow was arrested, upon the ground,
in part, that it was disrespectful. It could not be disrespectful if
the facts, as stated, were true.

It, therefore, becomes important to show that these facts, as there
stated, are frue. ¢ :

This appeal for which General Pillow was arrested was a matter
of right secured fo him by law, and his wrongful arrest for the ex-
ercise of a clear legal right, by appealing from injustice, is a matter
directly connected with the charges in this case, ordered to be in-
vestigated, and therefore comes clearly within the order of the
government directing tkis investigation. ' As such, this proof is
offered. :

Respectfully submitted:

" GID. J. PILLOW, °
Major General U, S. A.

General Scott replied as follows:

Mr. President and gentlemen of the couri:

I have no objection to the question propounded to the witness,
other than that it will necessarily force me, as prosecutor and late
commander, to go'into the merits of the Tacubaya armistice, which
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is'in no degree involved in any specification now under investiga-
tion before this court.

bmitted; :
.Respectfully submitte WINFIELD SCOTT.

In court, April 15, 1848.

The court then’ decided that the question should not be put.
Cross- examination.

ion by prosecution. Did the interview, in the morning of

the@,;gzﬂg? Ajt;gl:lst last, between the three generals mentlon(;ed 1by_
the witness, take place before or after commissioners v:;ire ]:_se%t
nated, on the part of the American army, to treat on the subj
TEfty Bole P §
szx‘:s:g.]sit[ltcsc;ok place before the commissioners on the pgr% %f the
Ametrican army had been announced, but not before they hac ._e.el:&,
in part, determined upon, as the general-in-chief, 03 myth301n;n%
him, informed me, that T was to be one, and nameh anhq der,
was hesitating between two or three persons, as to the tl 1; et

‘Question by prosecution. Did, or not, Major _Gen_erat S}? s
the occasion referred to, give some friendly eg:planaplonh ({31. etv:l ‘
ness and Major General Pillow why the said Scott haA no _cgu
p”d'inted. them, the second and third in rank__Prgsept of ‘the rn;l_eri 4
ar'my, commissioners to meet lMexican cominissioners on tke su 1:
j'ect' of an armistice? and if so, did the s,aad Scott show any know
dge in his remarks of the said Pillow’s opposition to an armis-

tmiiswer The general-in-chief addressed himself to General Pil-
low, on the occasion and in the manner T have already stated, ex-
plar;atory of the reason why he had not named htm_ on the iclcnnmtig,—
sion; I did not consider his remarks on that occasion at all apphi-
cable to myself, inasmuch as I had been nan;ed, in thgﬁr%t instance,
at the head of the commission, and ceased to be there ﬁ‘y gly own
act. It is proper I should add that T was not taken (})1 3 (te gobm;
mission by my own act, because of any reluctance ‘}o t ]: u ly,d u
on entirely different grounds. General Scott showed no ket g?_’
in his remarks to General Pillow, of his (General Pillow’s) oppomk
tion to the armistice, according to my obseryation; I did not remar

Or(]}j]llse:i:rf lt?;yprosecu_tion. At any reading of the ms@ructmé:s d};ﬂ
Major General Pillow join in the wish or hope mjentmnedhy tlg
witness, or did the latter lexpressly call the aftention o.f‘ the sa:t
Scott to the said Pillow’s concurrence with the witness in respec

ec? - ;

- Ac;nl;?eil.tepﬁu the reading of the gomplete instructions, (as I:up-
posed them to be complete at the time,) on my expressing the o_pef
in.respect to Chapultepec, I did not call the attention of thgd_gen]ca
ral-in-chief to the opinions of General Pillaws. but, imme ‘ldt.ilt );
after my remark, General Pillow did express the same or simila
sentiments in very much the same form and manner.
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Question by presecution: : In the  written instructions for the
American commissioners, read to the witness, was not the demand
for the surrender of Chapultepec included, and, this before the said
Scott had received any suggestion to that effect from any source
known to the witness? : ;

Answer, In the instructions prepared for the commissioners, and
read to General Pillow and myself in the morning, there was not
to my recollection, a demand for the surrender of Chapultepec;
but before separating from the general-in-chief, and after the con-
versation previously related, he either stated distinctly or intimated
his intention to make such a demand. At the meeting. with the
commissioners and the general-in-chief later in the day I was pres-
ent, and remained present by his request, and heard him read over
the instructions to the commissioners, accompanied by necessary
explanations. In those instructions, then read, there was a demand
for the suriender of Chapultepec, or that its occupation should be
a condition; in: respect to which special explanations and instruc-
tions were given to the commissioners by the general-in- chief.

Question by prosecution.  When the said Scott read to witness
the part of his instructions he had already written when the witness
first came in, did not the said Scott say he would soon complete
the paper; and at the next reading of the same paper to witness,
and Major General Pillow, did not that paper distinetly contain
the demand for the surrender of Chapultepec? ~ And, further, was
not this second reading before, as far as the witness knows or be-
lieves, any remark had been made by the witness or the said Pillow
to the said Scott on the subject of Chapultepec? ‘

Answer.. As I have already stated, to the best of my recollee-
tion, I repeat that the demand for the surrender of Chapultepec
was not in those instructions at the reading of the complete paper;
that if so, it did not.catch my ear or attention. Had I been aware .
of its heing there, I should certainly not have intruded the expres-

sion of ‘the hope, on returning to the room, that such should be

made a condition. That the subject of Chapultepec, in its military
aspect, had been one of several conversations between the general-
in-chief and; myself prior to this meeting, and much occupied his:
thoughts, is within my recollection, but I have no knowledge on
which to found the belief of his intention to make it a condition of
the armistice until subsequently to the first conversation referred
to in my testimony. j i

Question by prosecution, At the second reading of the paper in
question, the witness will pleasé reflect and say; whether the pas-
sage, respecting the surrender of Chapultepec, had not been added
to the paper, and whether the remark of witness, and that of Major
General Pillow, respecting Chapultepec, were not then and there
made, before the said Scott had read the complete paper?

Answer. [ have stated, according to my best recollection, the
crder of events in respect to that matter. My impression and be-
lief are as I have stated. I can recall no knowledge of the inten-
tion of the general-in-chief to make that demand a condition, until,
hearing the instructions read to the commissioner in a later part of




