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THE HIGHER LAW.*

[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for January, 1851J

Professor Stuart appears to have written this pamphlet
from patriotic motives, with an earnest desire to allay the

uncalled for popular agitation on the subject of negro sla-

very, and to contribute his share towards the maintenance of

domestic peace, and the preservation of the Union. His
chief purpose appears to have been to remove the scruples
of some of his friends, by showing that a man may with a

good conscience support the federal constitution although
it recognizes slavery, and requires the slave escaping
into a non-slaveholding state to be given up on the de-

mand of his owner
;
and though he is no great proficient in

moral theology, and his style is prolix, prosy, and at times

even garrulous, he has shown this to the satisfaction of all

but mere factionists and cavillers.

We do not think that the learned professor has made out

his case as conclusively as he might have done. He is a

man of respectable ability and attainments, but not remark-

able for the strength or aeuteness of his logical powers. He
makes now and then a slip, of which an uncandid critic

might take advantage. He is strongly opposed to slavery,
but wishes at the- same time to prove that the Christian may
with a good conscience be a slaveholder. In order to prove
this, he asserts and proves that slavery is not malxnn in se,

and therefore, if a sin at all. it is so only accidentally. But
in order to justify his sincere aversion to slavery, he main-

tains that it is always and everywhere an evil, and excuses

the old patriarchs for holding slaves only on the ground of

invincible ignorance ! In the darkness of those early ages
men knew and could know no better ! This we need not

say is in contradiction to his assertion that slavery is not

maluTn in se. But passing over slips of this sort,
—some-

what common in all Professor Stuart's writings that have
fallen under our notice,

—and looking only to the main de-

sign and argument of the pamphlet, we can very cheerfully
commend it to our Protestant readers.

* Conscience and the Constihition, with remarks on the recent Speech of
the Hon. Daniel Webster in the Senate of the United States on the Subject of
Slavery. By Moses Stuart. Boston: 1850.
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2 THE HIGHER LAW.

For ourselves we agi'ee with Professor Stnart that slavery
is not malum in se. We hold tliat in some cases at least

slavery is justifiable, and to the slave even a blessinoj. To
the slave it is always good or evil according as he wills it to

be one or the other, or according to the spirit with which
he bears it. If he regards it as a penance, and sul)niits to it

in a true penitential spirit, it is a blessing to him, a great

mercy,
—as are on the same condition to every one of us all

the sufferings and afflictions of this life. We should covet

in tliis world, not happiness, but suffering, and the more

grievous our afflictions, the more should we rejoice and

give thanks. Christianity does not teach carnal Judaism,
but condemns it, and commands its opposite as the condition

of all real good, wlietlier for this world or for that which is

to come. To* the master, slavery is not an evil, when
he does not abuse it

;
when he has not himself {partic-

ipated in reducing those born free to servitude
;
when he

treats his slaves with kindness and humanity, and faithfully
watches over their moral and religious well-being. The re-

lation of master and man, as to the authority of the for-

mer and the subjection of the latter, differs in nothing
from the relation of fatlier and son wliile the son is under

age, and there is nothing which necessarily makes the rela-

tion less advantageous to either party in the one case than

in the other.

That slavery as it exists in the southern states is an evil,

we do not doubt
;
but it is so accidentally, not necessarily.

The evil is not in the relation of slavery itself, but in the

fact that the great body of the masters do not bring up their

slaves in the chui'ch of God, and train or suffer them to be

trained to observe the precepts of the divine la\\^ The mass
of the slaves in this country groM^ up in heresy or heathen-

ism, to the everlasting destruction of theii" souls. Here is

the evil we see aaid deplore,
—an evil, however, which none

but Catholics do or can feel with much vividness. It is an
evil which does not and cannot weigh nmch with Protes-

tants, for the slaves in general are as little heathen and fully
as orthodox as their nuisters. If the masters w'ere good
Catholics, as tliey ought to be, and are under the condemna-
tion of God for not being, and brought up, as they are

bound tG do, their slaves in tlie belief and j)ractice of the

Catholic religion, there would be no evil in negro slavery to

disturb us. The only evils we see in it are moral and

spiritual, inseparable from heresy and heathenism. The
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physical and sentimental evils, or pi-etended evils, about
which abolitionists and philanthropists keep np such a

clamor, do not move ns in the least. We place not the slijo;ht-

est value on v/hat the men of this world call liberty, and we
are taught by religion that poverty and suffering are far

more enviable than riches and sensual enjoyment.
But conceding the evil of slavery as it exists in this coun-

try, it is far from certain that it is an evil that would be

mitigated by emancipation, or that emancipation would not
be even a greater evil. The negroes are here, and here

they must remain. This is a " fixed fact." Taking the

American people as they are, and as they are likely to be
for some time to come, with their pride, prejudices, devotion
to material interests, and hatred or disregard of Christian
truth and morals, it is clear to us that the condition of the

negro as a slave is even less evil than would be his condition

as a freedman. The freed negroes amongst us are as a body,
to say the least, no less immoral and heathen than the slaves

themselves. They are the pests of our northern cities,

especially since they have come under the protection of our

philanthropists. With a few honorable exceptions, they are

low and degraded, steeped in vice and overflowing with
crime. Even in our own city, almost at the moment we
write, they are parading our streets in armed bands, for the

avowed pui-pose of resisting the execution of the laws. Let
loose some two or three millions like them, and there would
be no living in the American community. Give them free-

dom and the right to vote in our elections, and the whole

country would be at the mercy of the lowest and most
worthless of our demagogues. With only Protestantism,

indifferentism, infidelity, or savage fanaticism to restrain

them, all their base and disorderly passions would be un-

chained, and our community would be a hell upon earth.

No
;
before we talk of emancipation, before we can venture

upon it with the least conceivable advantage to the slaves,

we must train them, and train the white American people
also, to habits of self-denial and moral virtue under the

regimen of the Catholic Church, which alone has power to

subdue the barbarous elements of our nature, and to enable

men of widely different races, complexions, and character-

istics to live together in the bonds of peace and brother-

hood. We cannot, therefore, agree with Professor Stuart in

his demand for emancipation, and we are decidedly opposed,
for the present at least, not o.-ily to the fanatical proceed-
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ings set on foot by our miserable abolitionists and philan-

thropists to effect emancipation, but to emancipation itself.

In the present state of things, emancipation would be a

greater evil than slavery, and of two evils we are bound to

choose the least. AVe have heard enough of liberty and the

rights of man
;
it is high time to hear something of the duties

of men and the rights of authority.
We write very deliberately, and are prepared for all the

obloquy which may be showered upon us for what we
write. The cry of liberty has gone forth

; we, as well as

others, have heard it
;

it has gone forth and been echoed
and reechoed from ever}^ quarter, till the world has become
maddened with it. The voice of law, of order, of wisdom,
of justice, of truth, of experience, of common sense, is

drowned in the tumultuous shouts of Liberty, Equality.

Fraternity !
—shouts fit, in the sense they are uttered, only

for assembled demons declaring war upon the eternal God.
But this should be our shame, not our boast. It ought not

to be, and, if the world is to continue, must soon cease ta

be. Society cannot subsist where the rights of authority are

forgotten, and loyalty and obedience are foresworn. There
is no use in multiplying words on the subject. Man is a

social being, and cannot live without society ; society is im-

practicable and inconceivable without government ;
and

government is impossible where its right to command is

denied, or the obligation to obey it is not recognized. It is

of the essence of government to restrain, and a government
that imposes no restraint, that leaves every one free to do
whatever seemeth right in his own eyes, is no government
at all. The first want of every people is strong and efii-

cient government,
— a regularly constituted authority, that

has the right and the power to enforce submission to its

will. No matter what the form of your government, no
matter in whose hands the power is lodged,

—in the hands
of the king, of the lords, or the commons,—it must, in so far

as government at all, be sovereign, clothed, under God,with
supreme authority, and be respected as such, or society is

only Bedlam without its keeper.
This is the great truth the American people, in their in-

sane clamor about the rights of man and the largest liberty,
that is to say, full license to every man, lose sight of, or in

reality deny ;
and it is on this truth, not on liberty, for

which all are crying out, that it is necessary now to insist,

both in season and out of season. There mav be times and
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t'onntries wlien and where the true servants of God must
8eek to I'estrict tlie action of government, and lessen tlie pre-

rogatives of power ;
but assuredly here and now our duty

is not to clamor for liberty or emancipation, but to reassert

the riglits of nuthority and the majesty of law. Ton will

l)e decried if yon do so. No doubt of it. But what then?
When was it popular to insist on the special truth demanded
by one's own age ? When was it that one could really serve

his age or country without falling under its condemnation ?

When was it that the multitude were known to applaud
him who rebuked them for their errors, exposed to them
the dangers into which they were running by following
their dominant tendencies, and presented them the truth

needed for their salvation ? What great or good man ever

proposed to himself to serve his fellow-men by following
tiieir instincts, flattering their prejudices, and inflaming
their passions? Wlio knows not that error and sin come by
nature, and that virtue is achieved only by effort, by vio-

lence, by heroic struggle against even ourselves ? Is not
the hero always a soldier ? Let then, the multitude clamor,
let the age denounce, let the wicked rage, let earth and hell

do their worst, what care you, heroic soldier of the King of

kings? Go forth and meet the enemy. Charge, and charge
home, where jour immortal Leader gives the word, and
leave the responsibility to him. If you fall, so much the

greater glory for you, so much the more certain your vic-

tory, and your triumph.
But we are straying from the point we had in mind Avhen

we set out. Our purpose was, to offer some remarks on
what is termed " the higher law "

to which the opponents
of the recent fugitive-slave law appeal to justify their re-

fusal to execute it. Mr. Seward, one of the senators from
New York, in the debate in the senate during the last ses-

sion of congress on the fugitive-slave bill, refused to vote
for the measure, although necessary to carry out an express
•constitutional provision, on the ground that to give up a

fugitive slave is contrary to the law of God
;
and the aboli-

tionists and free-soilers refuse to execute the law, and even
in some instances resist its execution, on the same ground.
When the senator appealed from the constitution to the law
of God, as a higher law, he was told by the advocates of
the bill, that, having just taken his oath to support the con-

stitution, he liad debarred himself from the right, while re-

taining his seat in the senate, to appeal from it to any law
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requiring him to act in contravention of its provisions.
The abolitionists and free-soilers immediately concluded
from this that the advocates of the bill denied the reality of

any law higher than the constitution, and their papers and

periodicals teem with articles and essays to prove the su-

premacy of the law of God. The question is one of no
little gravity, and, to our Protestant friends, of no little

perplexity. We may, therefore, be allowed to devote a few

pages to its consideration.

We agree entirely with Mr. Seward and his abolition and
free-soil friends, as to the fact that there is a higher law
than the constitution. The law of God is supreme, and
overrides all human enactments, and eveiy human enactment

inconi]:)atible with it is null and void from the beginning
and cannot be obeyed with a good conscience, for "we must

obey God rather than men." This is the great truth states-

men and lawyers are extremely prone to overlook, which
the temporal authority not seldom practically denies, and on
which the church never fails to insist. This truth is so fre-

quently denied, so frequently outraged, that we are glad to

iind it asserted by Mr. Sewaixl and his friends, although
they assert it in a case and for a purpose in which we do not

and cannot sympathize with them.
But the concession of the fact of a higher law than the

constitution does not of itself justify the appeal to it against
the constitution, either by Mr. Seward or the opponents of

the fugitive-slave law. Mr. Seward had no right, while

holding his seat in the senate under the constitution, to ap-

peal to this higher law against the constitution, because that

was to deny the very authority by which he held his seat.

The constitution, if repugnant to the law of God, is null and

void, is without authority, and as Mr. Seward held his seat

by virtue of its authority, he could have no authority for

holding his seat, after having declared it to be null and

void, because the constitution is a mere compact, and the

federal government has no existence independent of it, or

powers not created by it. This is an inconvenience he does
not appear to have considered. The principle that would
have justified his refusal to obey the constitution would
have deprived him of his seat as a senator. Moreover, the

question of the compatibility or incompatibility of the con-

stitution with the law of God was a question for him to have
raised and settled before taking his senatorial oath. Could
he conscientiously swear to support the constitution ? If he
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could, lie could not afterwards refuse to carry out any of its

imperative provisions, on the ground of its being contrary
to the higher law

;
for he would in swearing to support the

constitution declare in the most solemn manner in his

power, that in his belief at least it imposed upon him no

duty contrary to his duty to God, since to swear to support
a constitution repugnant to the divine law is to take an un-

lawful oath, and to swear with the deliberate intention of

not keeping one's oath is to take a false oath. After having
taken liis oath to support the constitution, the senator had,
so far as he was concerned, settled the question, and it was

no longer for him an open question. In calling God to

witness his determination to support the constitution, he

had called God to witness his convkition of the compatibil-

ity of the constitution with the law of God, and therefore

left himself no plea for appealing from it to a higher law.

If he discovered the incompatibility of the imperative pro-
visions of the constitution only after having taken his oath,

he was bound from that moment to resign his seat. In any
view of the case, therefore, we choose to take, Mr. Seward
was not and could not be justified in appealing to a law

above the constitution against the constitution while he re-

tained his seat under it and remained bound by his oath to

support it. It is then perfectly easy to condemn the appeal
of the senator, without, as abolitionists and free-soilers pre-

tend, falling into the monstrous error of denying the su-

premacy of the divine law, and maintaining that there is no

law above the constitution.

Wliat we have said is conclusive against the honorable sen-

ator from Kew York, but it does not precisely apply to the

case of those who resist or refuse to obey the fugitive-slave
law now that it has been passed. These persons take the

ground that the law of God is higher than any human law,

and therefore we can in no case be bound to obey a human
law that is in contravention of it. Such a law is a violence

rather than a law, and we are comm^ded by God himself

to resist it, at least passively. All this is undeniable in the

case of every human enactment that really does command
us to act contrary to the law of God. To this we hold, as

lirmly as man can hold to any thing, and to this every
Christian is bound to hold even unto death. This is the

grand principle held by the old martyrs, and therefore they
chose martyrdom rather than obedience to the state com-

manding them to act contrary to the divine law. But who
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is to decide wlietlier a special civil enactment be or be not

repugnant to the law of God? Here is a grave and a per-

plexing qnestion for those who have no divinely authorized

interpj-eter of the divine law. The abolitionists and free-

soilers, adopting the Protestant principle of private judg-
ment, claim the right to decide each for himself. But this

places the individual above the state, private judgment
above the law, and is wholly incompatible with the simplest

conception of civil government. No civil government can

exist, none is conceivable even, wliere every individual is

free to disobey its orders whenever they do not happen to

square with bis private convictions of what is the law of

God. The principle of private judgment, adopted by Prot-

estants in religious matters, it is well known, has destroyed
for them tlie church as an authoritative body, and put an
end to every thing like ecclesiastical authority ;

transferred

to civil matters, it would equally put an end to the state,

and abolish all civil authority, and establish the reign of

anarchy or license. Clearly, if government is to be re-

tained, and to govern, the right to decide when a civil enact-

ment does or does not conflict with the law of God cannot
be lodged in the individual subject. Where then shall it

be lodged? In the state? Then are you bound to absolute

obedience to any and every law the state may enact
; you

make the state supreme, absolute, and deny your own prin-

ciple of a higher law than the civil law. You have then no

appeal from the state, and no relief for conscience, which
is absolute civil despotism. Here is a sad dilemma for our
uncatliolic countrymen, which admirablv demonstrates the

unsuitableness of Protestant principles for practical life.

If they assert the principle of private judgment in order
to save individual liberty, they lose government and fall

into anarchy. If they assert the authority of the state in

order to save government, they lose liberty and fall under
absolute civil despotism, and it is an historical fact that the

Protestant world perpetually alternates between civil despot-
ism and unbridled license, and after three hundred years of

experimenting finds itself as far as ever from solving the

problem, how to reconcile liberty and autliority. Strange
that men do not see that the solution must be sought in

God, not in man ! Alas ! refoi-mers make a sad blunder
when they reject the church instituted by God himself for

the express purpose of interpreting his law,
—the oidy pro-

tector of the people, on the one hand, against despotism,
and of government, on the other, against license !
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But tlie people cannot avail tliemselves of their own
blnndei- to witlidra\v themselves from their obli2jation to

obev the laws. Government itself is a divine ordinance, is

ordained of God. "Let every soul be subject to the higher

powers ; for there is no power but fi'oni God
;
and the pow-

ers that be are ordained of God. Therefore lie that resist-

eth the power resisteth the ordinance of God. And they
that resist purchase to themselves damnation." We do not

say tliat all the acts of government are ordained of God
;

for if we did, we could not assert the reality of a law higher
than that of the state, and should be forced to regard every
civil enactment as a precept of the divine law. In ordinary

government, God does not ordain obedience to all and every
of its acts, but to those only of its acts which come within

the limits of his own law. He does not make civil govern-
ment the supreme and infallible organ of his will on earth,

and tlierefore it may err, and contravene his will ; and when
and where it does, its acts are null and void. But govern-
ment itself, as civil authority, is a divine ordinance, and,

within the law of God, clothed with the right to command
and to enforce obedience. N^o appeal, therefore, from any
act of government, which in principle denies the divine

right of government, or which is incompatible with the

assertion and maintenance of civil authority, can lie enter-

tained. Since government as civil authority is an ordinance

of God, and as such the divine law, any course of action, or

the assertion of any principle of action, incompatible with

its existence as government, is necessarily forbidden by the

law of God. The law of God is always the equal of the

law of God, and can never be in conflict with itself. Con-

sequently no appeal against government as civil authority
to the law of God is admissible, because the law of God is

as supreme in any one of its enactments as in another.

Now it is clear that Mr. Seward and his friends, the abo-

litionists and free-soilers, have nothing to which they can

appeal from tlie action of government but their private in-

terpretation of the law of God. that is to say, their own

private judgment or opinion as individuals; for it is noto-

rious that they are good Protestants, holdiiig the pretended

right of }ii-ivate judgment, and rejecting all authoritative

interpretation of the divine law. To appeal from the gov-
ernment to private judgment is to place private judgment
above public authority, the individual above the state, which,
as we have seen, is incompatible witli the very existence of
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government, and therefore, since government is a divine

ordinance, absolutely forbidden by the law of God,—tliat

very higher law invoked to justify resistance to civil enact-

ments. Here is an important consideration, which con-

demns, on the authority of God himself, the pretended right
of private judgment, the grossest absurdity that ever entered
the heads of men outside of Bedlam, and proves that, in

attempting to set aside on its authority a civil enactment,
we come into conflict not with the human law only, but also

with the law of God itself. No man can ever be justifiable
in resisting the civil law under the pretence that it is repug-
nant to the divine law, when he has only his private judg-
ment, or, what is the same thing, his private interpretation
of the Sacred Scriptures, to tell him what the divine law is

on the point in question, because the principle on which he
would act in doing so would be repugnant to the very exist-

ence of government, and therefore in contravention of the

ordinance, therefore of the law, of God.
Man's prime necessity is society, and the prime necessity

of society is government. The question, whether govern-
ment shall or shall not be sustained, is at bottom only the

question, whether the human race shall continue to subsist or
not. Man is essentially a social being, and cannot live with-
out society, and society is inconceivable without goverii-
ment. Extinguish government, and you extinguish society :

extinguish society, and you extinguish man. Inasmuch as

God has created and ordained the existence of the human
race, he has founded and ordained government, and made it

absolutely obligatory on us to sustain it, to refrain in prin-

ciple and action from whatever would tend to destroy it, or
to render its existence insecure. They who set aside or re-

sist the fugitive-slave law on the ground of its supposed
repugnance to the law of God are, then, no more justifiable
than we have seen was the honorable senator from New
York. In no case can any man ever be justified in setting
aside or resisting a civil enactment, save on an authority

higher than his own and that of the government. This

higher authority is not recognized by the abolitionists and

free-soilers; they neither have nor claim to have any such

authority to allege; consequently, they are bound to abso-

lute submission to the civil authority, not only in the case

of the fugitive-slave law, but in every case, however repug-
nant such submission may be to their private convictions
and feelings, or what they call their conscience, for con-
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science itself is respectable only when it is autiiorized by
the law of God, or is in conformity with it.

That this is civil despotism, that is, the assertion of the

absolute supremacy of the state, we do not deny ;
but that

is not our fault. If men, by rejecting the divinely author-

ized interpreter of the law of God, voluntarily place them-

selves in such a condition that they have no alternative but

either civil despotism or resistance to the ordinance of God.

the fault is their own. They must expect to reap what thev

sow. They were warned betimes, but they would heed no

warning ; they would have their own way ;
and if they now

Und that their own way leads to death, they have only them-

selves to blame. It is is not we who advocate despotism,
but they who render it inevitable for themselves, if tliey

wish to escape the still greater evil of absolute license. As
Catholics we wash our hands of the consequences wdiich

they cannot escape, and which any man with half an eye

might have seen would necessarily follow the assertion of the

abs'urd and ridiculous, not to say blasphemous, principle of

private judgment. We have never been guilty of the ex-

treme folly" of proclaiming that principle, and of superin-

ducing the necessity of asserting civil despotism as the

only possil)le relief froirw anarchy. We are able to assert

liberty without undermining authority, and authority with-

out injury to liberty ; for we have been contented to let

God himself be our teacher and our legislator, instead of

weak, erring, vain, and capricious men, facetiously ycleped

reforjners. As Catholics, we were not among those who
undertook to improve on inlinite wisdom, and to reform the

institutions of the Almighty. We are taught by a divinely
authorized teacher, that government is the ordinance of God,

and that we are to respect and obey it as such in all things
not repugnant to the law of God

;
and we have an author-

ity higher than its, higher than our own, to tell us, with-

out error, or the possibility of error,
—because by divine

assistance and protection rendered infallible,
—when the

acts of government conflict with the law of God, and it be-

comes our duty to resist the former in obedience to the lat-

ter. Civil authority is respected and obeyed when respect-

ed and obeyed in all things it has from God the right to do

or command
;
and liberty is preserved inviolate when noth-

ing can be exacted from us in contravention of the divine

law, and we are free to disobey the prince when he com-

maiuls us to violate the law of God. We then do and can
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experience none of the perplexity which is experienced by
onr uncatholic countrymen. We have an infallible church

to tell US when there is a conflict between the human law

and the divine, to save us from the necessity, in order to

^•et
rid of despotism, of asserting individualism, which is

the denial of all government, and, in order to get rid of

individualism, of asserting civil despotism, that is, the su-

premacy of the state, the grave of all freedom. We have

never to appeal to the principle of despotism nor to the

principle of anarchy. We have always a public authority,

which, as it is inerrable, can never be oppressive, to guide
and direct us, and if we resist the civil law, it is only in

obedience to a higher law, clearly and distinctly declared by
a public authority higher than the individual, and higher
than the state. Onr readers, thei-efore, will not accuse

us of advocating civil despotism, which we abhor, because

we show that they who reject God's church, and assert pri-

vate judgment, have no alternative but despotism or license.

They are, as Protestants, under the necessity of being slaves

and despots, not we who are Catholics. We enjo3\ and we
alone enjoy, the glorious prerogative of being at once free-

men and loyal subjects.
There is no principle on which the abolitionists and free-

soilers can justify their resistance to the fugitive-slave law.

They cannot appeal to the law of God, for, having no author-

ity competent to declare it, the law of God is for them as if

it were not It is for them a mere unmeaning word, or

meaning onh^ their private or individual judgment, which
is no law at all, and if it were would at best be only a hu-

man, and the lowest conceivable human law. The highest
human la^v is unquestionably the law of the state, as the

state is thb highest human authority conceivable. No ap-

peal can then lie from the state to another human authority,
least of all to the individual

;
for appeals do not go down-

wards, do not lie from the higher to the lower, as ultra de-

mocracy would seem to imply. The highest conceivable

human authority has passed the law in question, and in so

doing has declared it compatible with the law of God
;
and

as its opponents have only a human authority at best to re-

verse the judgment of the state, nothing remains for them
but to yield it full and loyal obedience.
We have dwelt at length on this point, because it is one

of great importance in itself, and because we are anxious to

clear away the mist with which it has been surrounded, and
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to prevent any denial on the one hand, or misapplication on

the other, of the great principle of the supremacy of the

divine law. The misapplication of a sfreat principle is al-

ways itself a great and dangerous error, and often, per-

haps always, leads to the denial of the principle. Mr. Sew-

ard and his friends asserted a great and glorious principle,
hnt misapplied it. Their opponents, the friends of the con-

stitution and the Union, seeing clearly the error of the ap-

plication, have, in some instances at least, denied the prin-

ciple itself, and their papers North and South are filled with

sneers at the higher Imv doctrine. The one error induces

the other, and we hardly know which, under existing cir-

cumstances, is the most to be deprecated. Each error favors

a dangerous popular tendency of the times. We have spoken
of the tendency, under the name of liberty, to anarchy and
license

;
but there is another tendency, imder the pretext of

authority, to civil despotism, or what has been very properly
denominated statolatry, or the worship of the state, that is,

elevating the state above the church, and putting it in the

place of God. Both tendencies have the same origin, that

is, in the Pi"otestant rejection of the spiritual authority of

the church on the one hand, and the assertion of private

judgment on the other
;
and in fact, both are but the oppo-

site phases or poles of one and the same principle. The two
tendencies proceed pari passu, and while the one under-

mines all authority, the other grasps at all powers and usurps
all rights, and modern society in consequence is cursed at

<mce with the opposite evils of anarchy and of civil despotism.
The cry for liberty abolislies all loyalty, and destroys the

principle and the spirit of obedience, while the usurpations
i)i the state leave to conscience no freedom, to religion no

indepen.-^ence. The state tramples on the spiritual preroga-
tives of the church, assumes to itself the functions of school-

inaster ahd director of consciences, and the multitude clap
their hands, and call it liberty and progress ! We see this

in the popular demand for state education, and in the joy
that the men of the world manifest at the nefarious conduct
of the Sardinian government in breaking the faith of trea-

ties and violating the rights of the church. When it con-

cerns the church, the supremacy of the state is proclamed,
and when it concerns government or law, then it is individ-

ualism that is shouted. Such is our age, our boasted nine-

teenth century.
]^ow th>re is a right and a wrong way of defending the
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truth, and it is alwajs easier to defend tlie trutli on sound

than on unsound. principles. If men were less blind and head-

stronc;, they would see that the higher law can be asserted

without any attack upon legitimate civil authority, and legit-

imate civil authority and the majesty of the law can be vin-

dicated without asserting the absolute supremacy of the civil

power, and falling into statolatry,
—as absurd a species of

idolatry as the worship of stocks and stones. The assertion

of the liigher law, as abolitionists and free-soilers make it,

without any competent authority to define and declare that

law, leads to anarchy and unbridled license, and therefore

we are obliged, as we value society, law, order, morality, to

oppose them. On the other hand, the denial of the higher
law as the condition of opposing them asserts the supremacy
in all things of the state, and subjects us in all things un-

reservedly to the 'civil power, wdiich is statolatiT, and abso-

lute civil despotism. Ko wise and honest statesman can do
either. But—here is the difficulty

—the Protestant states-

man is obliged to do one oi' the other, or both, at one mo-
ment one, at the next moment the other. This is what we
have wished to make plain to the dullest capacity. Protes-

tantism is clearly not adapted to practical life, and its prin-

ciples are as inapplicable in politics as in religion. There
is no practical assertion of true lil)erty or legitimate author-

ity on Protestant principles, and neither is or can be asserted

but as men resort, avowedly or otherwise, to Catholic prin-

ciples. Hence the reason why we have been unable to dis-

cuss the question presented, and give a rational solution of

the difficulty, without recurring to our church. In recur-

ring to her, we have, no doubt, offended the friends of the

constitution and the Union, the party with whom are our

sjnnpathies, as much as we have their enemies
;
but this is

no fault of ours, for we cannot go contrary to what God has

ordained. He has not seen ])roper so to constitute society
and endow government that they can get on without his

church. She is an integral, an essential element in the con-

stitution of society, and it is madness and folly to think of

managing it and securing its well-being vs^ithout her. She
is the solution of all difficulties, and without her none are

solvable.

For us Catholics, the fugitive-slave law presents no sort

of difficulty. "We are taught, as we have said, to respect
and obey the government as the ordinance of God, in all

things not declared by our chui-ch to be repugnant to the
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divine law. The law is evidently constitutional, and is nec-

essary to carry ont an express and imperative provision of

the constitution, which ordains (Art. lY. Sect. 2), that
" No person held to service or labor in one state, under the

laws thereof, escapino; into another, shall, in consequence of

any law or reo;ulation therein, be discharged from such ser-

vice or labor, biit shall be delivered up on claim of the party
to whom such service or labor may be due." This is im-

perative, and with regard to its meaning there is no dis-

agreement. By this the slaveholders have the right to claim

their fugitive slaves in the non-slaveholding states, and the

non-slaveholding states are bound to deliver them up, when
claimed. For the purpose of carrying out this constitu-

tional provision, congress passed a law^, in 1793; which has

proved ineffectual, and it has passed the recent law, more

stringent in its provisions, and likely to prove efficient, for

the same purpose. We can see nothing in the law contrary
to the constitution, and, as high legal authority has pro-

nounced it constitutional, we must presume it to be so. No
"body really regards it as unconstitntional, and the only spe-

cial objection to it is,
—what is no objection at all,

—that it

is likely to answer its purpose. Now as tlie law is neces-

sary to secure the fulfilment of the obligations imposed by
the constitution, and as our church has never decided that

to restoi-e a fugitive slave to its owner is ^>e/' se contrary tc

the law of God, we are bound to obey the law, and could

not, without resisting tlie ordinance of God and purchasing
to ourselves danmation, refuse to obey it. This settles the

question for us.

As to Protestants who allege that the law is contrary tc

the law of God, and therefore that they cannot with a good
conscience obey it, we have very little in addition to say.

There are no principles in common between them and us,

on which the question can be decided. We have shown
them that they ai-e bound to obey the civil law till they
can bring a higher authority than the state, and a higher
than their own private judgment, to set it aside as repug-
nant to the law of God. This higher authority they have

not, and therefore for them there is no higher law. Will

they allege the Sacred Scriptures ? That will avail them

nothing till they show that they have legal possession of the

Scriptures, and that they are constituted by Almighty God
a court with authority to interpret them and declare their

sense. As this is what they can never do, we cannot argue
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the Scriptural question with them. We will only add, that

there is no passage in either the Old Testament or the New
that declares it repugnant to the law of God, or law of eter-

nal justice, to deliver up the fugitive slave to his master
;
and

St. Paul sent back, after converting him, the fugitive slave

Onesimus to his master Philemon. This is enough ;
for St.

Paul appears to have done more than the recent law of con-

gress demands ; he seems to have sent back the fugitive
without being requested to do so by his owner

;
but the law

of congress only requires the fugitive to be delivered up
when claimed by his master. It will not do foi- those who

appeal to the Sacred Scriptures to maintain either that St.

Paul was ignorant of the law of God, or that he acted con-

trary to it. This fact alone concludes the Scriptural ques-
tion against them.

But we have detained our readers long enough. We have
said more than was necessarv to satisfv the intelligent and
the candid, and reasoning is thrown away upon factionists

and fanatics, abolitionists and philanthropists. There is no

question that the country is seriousl}^ in danger. What,
with the sectionists at the North and the sectionists at the

South, with the great dearth of true patriots, and still

greater dearth of statesmen, in all sections of the Union, it

will go hard but the Union itself receive some severe shocks.

Yet we trust in God it will be preserved, although the

American people are far from meriting so great a boon.

After the humiliation of ourselves, and prayer to God, we
see nothing to be done to save the country, but for all the

friends of the Union, whether heretofore called Whigs
or Democrats, to rally around the Union, and form a

grand national party, in opposition to the sectionists, fac-

tionists, and fanatics, of ail complexions, sorts, and sizes.

It is no time now to indulge old party animosities, or to

coTstend for old party organizations. The country is above

party, and all who love their country, and wish to save the

noble institutions left us by our fathers, should fall into

the ranks of one and the same party, and work side by side,

and shoulder to shoulder, for the maintenance of the Union
and the supremacy of law. We see strong indications that

such a party is rapidly forming throughout the country,
and we say, let it be formed,—the sooner the better. Let
the party take high conservative ground, against all sorts of

radicalism and ultraism, and inscribe on its banner, The
Preservation of the Union, and the Supremacy of Law,
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and it will command the support, we doubt not, of a large

majority of the American people, and deserve and receive,
we devoutly hope, the protection of Almighty God, who,
we must believe, has after all great designs in this country.
Above all, let our Catholic fellow-citizens in this crisis be
faithful to their duty, even though they find Mr. Fillmore's

administration and our Protestant countrymen madly and

foolishly hostile to them
;
for on the Catholic population, un-

der God, depend the future destinies of these United States.

The principles of our holy religion, the prayers of our

church, and the fidelity to their trusts of the Catholic por-
tion of the people, are the only sure reliance left us.

THE FUGITIVE-SLAVE LAW.*

[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for July, 1851.]

This singular sermon was called forth under the excite-

ment occasioned by the arrest in this city, last April, of a

fugitive slave, named Sims, and the determination to give
him up to his owner in Savannah, Georgia. Two attempts
had been previously made here to execute the recently
amended fugitive-slave law, but without success. In the
first case, that of Crafts and his wife, the ofiicers did not

succeed in making an arrest, and the fugitives, it is sup-

posed, were shipjied off by their free-soil or abolition

friends to England ;
in the second case, that of Shadrach,

an arrest was, indeed, made, but the fugitive was rescued
from the custody of the United States marshal by a mob,
and probably made his escape to Canada. In the case of

Sims, better precautions had been taken against a rescue by
a mob, whether black or white, and on the day this sermon
was preached, it was highly probable that the law would be

executed, and the fugitive given up to his master.

This probability threw all our free-soilers into a perfect

frenzy. They called public meetings, harangued the mob,
made the most inflammatory appeals to passions already

*T1ie Chief Sins of the People: a Sermon delivered at the MeJodeon,
Boston, on Fast Bay, April 10, 1851. By Rev. Theodokk Parker.
Boston: 1851.

Vol. XVII- 2
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pjreatly excited, and would, most likely, have attempted aii-

otlier rescue by force, if the vigilance of the police, and the

military under arms and advantageously posted, had not

made it pi'etty evident that it could not be done without

serious inconvenience. Every method, short of physical

violence, to intimidate the authorities, and to induce them
to desist from the performance of their duties, was resorted

to, and all that rare ])rofessional ability, craft, cnnning, and.

unscrupulousness could do to evade the law was done
;
but

all in vain. On the day of our annual state fast, thougli
the case was not yet decided, the friends of the Union,
the supremacy of law, and social order, began to breathe

more freely, and felt it to be reasonably certain that at

length something would be done towards wiping out the

disgrace which our city had incurred from the fanatics she

had madlv cherished in her bosom. The fanatics were dis-

a])pointed, and deeply mortified, and Mr. Parker availed

himself of the occasion of the fast to pour out their wrath

and bitterness, as well as his own, in the sermon before us,

which is equally remai-kable for bad taste, bad temper, bad

logic, bad religion, and bad morals. It professes to treat of

the chief sins of the people, but finds the chief of these to

be suffering the law to be executed.

We are not called upon to discuss the merits or demerits

of slavery as au abstract question. If slavery did not exist

in this countiy, we should oppose by all lawful means in our

power its introduction
;
but it is here, one of the elements

of American society, and directly or indirectly connected
with the habits and the interests of the whole American

people, and the only question for the moralist or the states-

man is, How shall it be dealt with ? Even supposing it to

be evil, and only evil, the question as to the treatment of it

vidiere it exists is very different from the question of intro-

ducing it where it does not exist. To suffer a wrong to re-

main is not always to commit a wrong ;
for often in the

complicated affairs of this world it is impossible to remove
a long or widely existing evil, without causing a still greater
evil. Be it that slavery is as great an evil as free-soilers

pretend, it by no means follows that they are bound, or even

fri'C, to bring the political or social power of the country to

bear on its abolition. Undoubtedly, we are never to do

wrong that good may come, and if slavery is evil, and only

evil, no advantages likely to result from it can ever justify
us in introducing it

;
but of two evils we must choose the least.
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and wlien slavery (•aniiot in all liuiiiaii probability be abol-

ished without producing ;i greater evil, we are not even free

to abolish it, and must tolerate it till it can be abolished

without such result.

In this world, we must, to a greater or less extent, tolerate

even moral wrong. It is a great moral evil that in the spirit-

ual field the cockle should spring up to choke the wheat,
and yet our Lord commands us to let both grow together,
lest in attempting to root np tlie cockle we root up also the

wheat witli it. Infidelity, heresy, irreligion, are sins, and

very grievous sins, and yet it is not lawful to extirpate them

by iii'e and sword. Tlie magistrate may, undoubtedly, re-

press their violence, and protect Christain faith and social

order from their disorderly conduct; but their extirpation
must be the work of the missionary, not of the magisti-ate,
—for :^uth and obedience must be voluntary, a free-will

offering to God. There were zealous disciples of our Lord,
wdio would have called down fire from heaven to consume
his adversaries; but he rebuked them. "Ye know not of

what spirit ye are. The Son of Man came not to destroy
souls, but to save." To a greater or less extent, we must
tolerate sin, not in ourselves assuredly, but in others, and
bear with transgressors, even as God bears with them. We
must respect their free will, leave them tlie I'esponsibility
of their own misdeeds, because this is what God himself

does, and because to attempt to root out all sins by violence,

whether physical or social, for there is a social as well as a

physical violence, would in the end only render matters in-

finitely woi'se, by destroying virtue itself. We cannot make
this world a paradise, and all its inhabitants saints, as foolish

Puritans dream. As long as man retains free will, there will

be abuses, there will be wrongs and outrages, and the sooner
we come to this conclusion, and conform ourselves to it, the

better will it will he for all concerned, and the more real

progress will there be made in virtue.

We have no quarrel with free-soilers for being hostile to

slavery. We have as little sympathy with any species of

slavery as they have, and perhaps as deep and as true a de-'

votion to freedom. They are far from monopolizing all the

love of freedom and all the hatred of slavery in the com-
munitv. " Brave men lived before Agamemnon," and love

of freedom and hatred of slavery were born before Gerritt

Smith, Robert Rantoul, William Lloyd Garrison, Wendell

Phillips, Theodore Parker, or Abby Folsom, and would suf-
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fer little diminution were these choice spirits to die, and

leave no heirs. It is very possible to oppose them and their

proceedinfi^s without thereby opposing freedom, sjmpathiz-

ing with tyrants, or adding to the burdens of the oppressed.
We oppose them, not for opposing slavery, but for the

principles and methods by which they oppose it. These

))rinciples and methods are repugnant to freedom, and as

friends of freedom we oppose them, and must oppose them.

Nothing in the world is easier than to get off stale com-

monplaces against slavery and in favor of liberty ;
but the

nian who deals largely in these commonplaces is always a

tyrant in his heart, and one whom it will never do to trust

with power. The essence of all slavery is in the predomi-
nance of passion over reason, and passion predominates in the

community over reason in the exact ratio in which law is

weak or wanting ;
for law is the reason of the community.

As the individual can be free in himself only by the pre-
dominance of reason in his interior life, so can a community
be free in its members only by the supremacy of law in its

bosom. The maddest madness conceivable is that which

})roposes to abolish slavery and secure freedom by abolish-

ing law,
—or government, without which the supremacy of

hiw cannot be maintained. It is this madness that has

seized the free-soilers or abolitionists. Their principles
strike at the foundation of all government, and therefore

are repugnant to the indispensable conditions of freedom.

Without government, strong and efficient government, it is

impossible to inaintahi the supremacy of law, and without

the maintenance of that supremacy, there is no guaranty of

freedom either for black man or white man. The supremacy
of law is as necessary to secure the freedom of the slave

when emancipated, as to preserve the freedom of the master

now. Without it there is only anarchy, in which might

usurps the place of right, and the weak are the prey of the

strong. You do not advance freedom when you emanci-

pate the slave from his master by overthrowing government ;

you only render thereby freedom impossible, and introduce

the most detestable species of tyranny conceivable, of which

your emancipated slave will be the first victim, because the

least able to defend his liberty.
The cause of freedom is never aided by injustice ;

and

yet the free-soilers, who, in principle, are not at all distin-

guishable from the abolitionists, are urging the connnis-

sion of open, palpable injustice. Slavery exists in this
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eounti'v
1)}^ law, and by law wliicli is enacted or sanc-

tioned by the American people in their hi,£;'hest legislative

capacity! Suppose that law is unjust, still its injustice is

on the part of the law-makino; power. Before that power
the master who owns slaves is iiot unjust ; as before it, he

has jnstly invested his capital in slaves, and therefore it

cannot justly recpiire him to free his slaves without full

com])ensation. The people, who have authorized him to

hold slaves, cannot cast the burden of their wrongs on him.

If they have sinned, they must bear their sin in the same

capacity in which they have committed it. Tf they wish

to repent and repair it, they must indemnify the master for

the property they have autliorized him to hold, and now re-

quire him to surrender. To propose, after having author-

ized it, the al)olition of slavery, without proposing a just

compensation to the master, is to propose a scheme of pub-
lic robbery, is virtually to deny private property, and to

chiim for the state the right to plunder its subjects. And
yet our free-soilers will not listen a moment to the proposal
to indemnify the owners of slaves. They are urging the

people to compel the masters to emancipate their slaves

without compensation. Between the proprietor and the

state, tlie property in slaves, whatever view we take of

slavery itself, is as sacred and as inviolable as any other species
of property, and to attack it is, in principle, to attack every

species of private property, and to make the state the only

proprietor,
—the extreme of despotism, hardl}' reached by

the pretensions of the Grand Turk. And yet the men who

propose this do not blush to talk of justice, and to insist on

being honored as friends of freedom !

We brino; no unfounded charo;es ao-ainst the free-soilers.

Whoever has any acquaintance with then' real prmciples
and proceedings knows that what we allege is true. Mr.

Parker is one of their most o-ifted leaders, and a faithful ex-

ponent of their doctrines, and he fully bears us out m what
we say. He plainly counsels resistance to the laws, down-

right treason, and civil war,—only not just yet. The hour
is not yet come, and armed resistance might be premature,
because just now it might be unsuccessful ! The traitorous

intention, the traitorous resolution, is manifest, is avowed,
is even gloried in, and nothing is wanting to the overt

attempt to carry it into execution but a fair prospect of suc-

cess. And wliat is of more serious consequence, the party
of which this lierce declaimer is an accredited organ is now
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in power in this state, and has the governor and the luajorit}-
of the representatives in both houses of congress. It rides

or misrules the great state of Ohio
;

it is numerous in Penn-

sylvania, almost the majority in Xew York, triumphant in

Vermont, and, we can but just not say, also in New Hamp-
shire. Its principles are entertained by men who do not

profess allegiance to the party. Xearly every member of

congress from this state, with the exception of Mr. Apple-
ton of this city, is in reality as much of a free-soilei- as

Horace Mann or Robert Rantoul. Mr. Winthrop, the Whig
candidate for the senate, was not a whit sounder tlian Mr.

Sumner, his successful free-soil competitor, and would have
made a far more dangerous senator. The party has ab-

sorbed in its bosom all the separate fanaticisms of the free

states; and all who, like ourselves, have watched its growth
from 1831, are well aware that it has ])een steadily advanc-

ing, that it has never lost an inch of ground once gained,
and that it lias never for a moment met with a serious check.

It is as certain as any thing iniman can be, that, if it is not*

speedily resisted, and resisted as it never yet has been, it

will in a short time possess the power in nearly all the fi'ee

states, and consequently in the Union itself. To what then

are we comino- ?

This statement will, no doubt, a'ratifv and encourage the

party ;
but the party has ah-eady become too strong to b&

pushed aside as contemptible, and we nnist not deceive our-

selves as to the magnitude of the danger tliat threatens us.

Both parties,Whigs and Democrats,—Whigs more especially
till lately,

—have criminally tampered with it, and aided it to

acquire its present formidable power,
—a power which, per-

liaps, is no longer controllable. The measures hitherto

taken against it have thus far onlv exasperated and strenotli-

eued it. The "compromise measures" of the late congress,
which it was hoped would allay the excitement, and extin-

guish the party by depriving it of all pretence for furthei-

agitation, have had only a contrary effect. We do not

agree with the so-called disunionists of the South, for we are

nnionists, but it must be confessed that they have been the

only considerable party in the country that has had any
tolerable appreciation of the free-soil movement. They
were correct in their predictions that the compromise meas-
ures M'ould be ineffectual, and they have not overstated the

danger. We say not danger to the institution of slavery,
for the question of slavery loses itself in a much higher
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qnestiou, even higliei- and more important than the simple
maintenance of the Union,—in the question of the main-

tenance of society itself. The free-soilers are to American

society what red-republicans and socialists are to European

society, and their triumph is the triumph of anarchy and

despotism.
Good, quiet, easy men, looking over their ledgers, or sip-

ping their wine, may flatter themselves that there is no

serious danger, and tell us that we are unnecessarily alarmed ;

but in all human probability, if the fugitive slave Sims had

not been given up on the claim of his owner, the American
Union had now already ceased to exist. It is all very well

to talk of "southern bluster," and the "Hotspurs" of the

South, but there is something more than bluster just now.

The southern people are as virtuous and as patriotic as we,
and their statesmen are as enlightened and sagacious as ours.

They see what, with individual exceptions, we do not per-
mit ourselves to see, that the free states are fast losing all

their respect for law, and becoming unfaithful to their

solemn engagements, and^blind to all the claims of religion
and morality. They see that the abolition of slavery at the

bidding of our fanatics would be the dissolution of Ameri-

can society itself. They see the disorganizers steadily ad-

vancing, and that we are taking no efficient means to repress

them, and they veiy naturally consult secession from the

Union as the only means of self-preservation that remain to

them. They may be wrong, but we of the North have no

right to blame them for doing what we are forcing them to

do, if they wish to retain any semblance of freedom.

We regard the Union as we do marriage, that is, as legally
indissoluble. We deny in the one, as in the other, the law-

fulness of divorce, and therefore are not accustomed to

dwell on the advantages of the Union, or to speculate on

the consequences of its dissolution. We will not so insult

the friends of the Union as to enter into any argument to

prove its absolute necessity to the well-being of the people
of this country ;

but we may be permitted to say, that if

the slaveholding states secede in a body, and form a southern

confederacy, they will not be the greatest losers. In all the

free states, the moment the conservative influence of the

Union is withdrawn, free-soilism triumphs, and under the

reign of its principles civilized society cannot subsist. The
wild radicalism that underlies it, and which is suspected as

yet, no doubt, only by a minority of those rallied under the
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free-soil Hag, will not be slow to develop itself, and to carry
on with it even the mass of those who are unprepai'ed at this

moment to follow it to all lengths it may go. That radical-

ism, being in ])rinciple sheer anarchy or despotism, cannot

f-erve as the basis of a civilized state. The free states, para-
doxical as it may seem to them, are, by the prevalence of

this radicalism, deprived of the social and political virtues

necessary to found or preserve civilized society. In an in-

dustrial and commercial point of view, the southern confed-

ei'acy would have the advantage over the northern. It

would include the great exporting states, and could there-

fore always trade more to its advantage in European mai"-

kets than in ours. We are now the factors and manufac-
turers for the South, but we should not be when we come
to sustain to it the relation of a foreign government. We
should lose two-thirds of our foreign exports, a very large

proportion of our internal trade, and the best markets for

the larger portion of our manufactures. What, in case of

division, would naturally form the southern republic or

kingdom, would have more fully the elements of national

greatness in itself than the northern, at least, till some great

change should come over the present state of commerce and

industry. These considerations can have no weight with
the fanatics, but thev should have weight with our cool-

headed business men, and with all that portion of our popu-
lation that have not yet entirely lost their senses.

It is well known that the union of the American states could

never have been formed if the free states had not consented

to the insertion in the constitution of the provision' in regard
to the surrender of fugitive slaves, and no man who is really
aware of the feelings of the South can doubt that its preser-
vation in any thing like its original character is impossible
uidess the free-soil fanaticism is effectually suppressed, and
the fugitive-slave law faithfully executed. This law, which
Mr. Parker and the more open and honest of the free-soil-

ers counsel us to resist, and the more shrewd and cowardly
portion tell us niust be repealed, is now a test law. Let us.

however, be just to the South. They, no doubt, are attached

to the institution of domestic slavery, at least determined to

follow their own judgment in regard to it, but they do not

insist on this law merely on account of the protection it af-

fords to negro slavery, and we much mistake their charac-

ter if we suppose they ^^ould secede from the Union, or

hazard a civil war, for the sake of a few dozens of runaway
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slaves. Tliey never seem over-anxious to recover tlie slaves

that escape into tlie nortliern states, and it costs in cceneral

more to reclainn one, even wlien no resistance is offered, than

his services are worth. Tliat it is not the value of the run-

away slaves they mainly consider, is evident enouo-h from

the fact, that tlie feelins; on the subject is deepest in those

very states from which the fewest slaves escape, or are likely

to escape. They insist on the law because it is constitu-

tional, because in executino; it we o;ive tliem assurance that

Ave are willing; and able to abide by our constitutional en-

2i;ao:ements, and are not disposed to abuse the power of the

federal o-overnment, now passing, once for all, into our

hands. They want some pledge of the ability and deter-

mination of the free states to restrain the wild radicalism so

rife amongst them, and which laughs at constitutions and

laws, and in its onward career is madly sweeping away in

them all the defences of personal freedom and social order

instituted or preserved by the wisdom of our fathers. Tliey
take their stand on this law as a frontier post, which, if car-

ried, admits the enemy into the interior, and leaves them no

alternative l)ut to surrender at discretion,
—not merely negro

slavery, which, comparatively speaking, were a small affair,

but libert}' itself, to the unrestrained despotism of an irre-

sponsible and fanatical majority.
Let no man deceive himself with the vain hope that this

radicalism now represented by the free-soil party would stop
with the mere abolition of negro slavery. It is the persua-
sion of so many of our citizens that it would, which renders

it so dangerous. Tlie al)olition of slavery by violence,

against the will of the masters, and without compensating
them for the property we compel them to surrender, would
be a great evil, but it is one of the lightest evils to be ex-

pected from the progress of free-soil fanaticism. We assure

the public,
—and it is the point we wish particularly to im-

press upon our readers,
—that the abolition of negro slav-

ery is only an incident in free-soilism. Neither the free-

soilers nor we can foresee where they would stop. Com-

bining as they do in one all the several classes of fanat-

ics in the country, and being the party opposed to law, to

constitutions and governments, certain it is they would not

stop so long as there remained a single safeguard for indi-

vidual freedom, or a single institution capable of imposing
the least restraint upon lawless and despotic will. No
<loubt there are honest, but deceived, individuals in the



26 VHK l-TGIirVK-SLAVK LAW.

party, who will not go all leiiutlis with it : hut they ^vill be

impotent to restrain it. and the party itself, ano-nientins; its

forces as it marches, will on whithersoever its lieentionsanrl

despotic principles lead; unless speedily and effectually re-

sisted by the sounder part of the community, or by the

iiierciful interposition of divine Providence.

The essential principle of the free-soil party, that which

gives it so terrible a vitality, is not, we repeat, exclusively
or mainly, opposition to slavery. Half unknown to itself.

it is a party organized against law in all its forms, against
all the principles and maxims of the past, and all the moi-al.

religious, social, and political institutions of the present. It

is a party formed against the common reason, common
sense, and common interests of mankind. With the cant of

religion and moi-ality on their lips, its leaders are, almost to

a man, infidels and blasphemers, as well as traitors and dis-

orgauizers. They are men for whom it is not enough to

sin from appetite or passion, but who must sin from princi-

ple,— for whom it is not enough to see the good, approve
it, and yet pursue the wj'ong, but who must pervert con-

science itself, erect evil into good, and make sin pass for

virtue. Thev aim at reversino- all the iudo:ments of man-
kind, and brand the Christian virtues as vices, and exalt the

vices opposed to them to the rank and dignity of Christian

virtues. Whatever has liitherto been counted sacred they

pronounce profane, and whatever has been hitherto counted

profane, they command us to respect as sacred. They say
with Milton's Satan,—

" All good to me is lost
;

Evil, be thou my good."

They carry their zeal for reversing so far as to seek to re-

verse the natural relation of the sexes, to dishonor woman
by makino- her the head, and sendino; her to the leo-islature.

the cabinet, or into the field to command our armies, and

compelling man to remain at home, and nurse the children,
wash the dishes, make the beds, and sweep the house. Al-

ready are their women usurping the male attire, and begin-
ning to appear in our streets and assemblies dressed out in

full B/oo?ne/' co&tnme, and little remains for the men but to

don the petticoat and draw the veil over their faces.

Let no man accuse us of exaggeration. We do not exag-
gerate in the least, and are onlv givino; our readei's a sober
statement of the sjurit and tendency of the great move-
ment party of our times,—red-i-epublicans and socialists in
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France, Italy, and Genna,ny, progresistas in Spain, radicals in

England, free-soilers and abolitionists jnst now, in the United

States,
—destructives everywhere, boi'ne forward by the un-

der-cnrrents of nearly all modern societies, o;lorified by all

the popuhir literature of the age, defended by the news-

paper press generally, and with us in the free states already
able to blast the reputation of almost every public man who
ventures to assail them. We speak of a party which we
have long known, and which, we grieve to say, we our-

selves, when we had more influence with our countrymen
than we can ever hope to have again, supported, under more
than one of its aspects, with a zeal and an energy worthy of a

better cause. Alas! men are often powerful to do evil, but

impotent to repair it. Now that our eyes are open, and we
are able to see the mischief we did, we have no power to

undo it, and if we are permitted to speak out freely
and boldly, as we do, against the party, it is because that

party can afford to let us say what we please. No voice raised

against it seems to be any longer heeded, and if a man of

standing and weight in the community assails it under one
of its aspects, he must save himself and friends by giving it

a new impetus under anotjier, as we see in the case of Mr.

Webster, who apparently writes his letter to the Chevalier

Hlilsemanu, to atone for his speech in the senate chamber
on the 7th of March. 1850. He appeal's to have felt tiiat

the only way in which he could obtain a popularity for the

administration, to balance the popularity lost by its ad-

hesion to the compromise measures, was to express sympathy
with radicalism and revolutionism abroad. In this he may
have judged patriotically, if not wisely and justly ;

for to

sympathize with foreign radicalism is less dangerous to us

for the nroment, than to sympathize with domestic radical-

ism. Now it is the progress and triumph of this wild radi-

cal party that the South really dread. They see it under the

free-soil and abolition aspect, but also—though less clearly,

perhaps
—under other aspects, and they see that they have

every thing to fear and nothing to hope from it. Hence
the hrmness with wliich they insist—and we, too, ought to

insist, for we are as deeply interested as they
—on the faith-

ful execution of the fugitive-slave law
;

for if the party
cannot be successfully resisted on this law, it is idle to think
of resisting it at all. We and all the members of the Union
are then without protection, and at the mercy of the worst

and most frightful despotism, under the name of liberty,
that it is possible to conceive.
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But the fug;itive-slave law, Mr. Parker and his associates

tell US, is unjust, aud thev add, that, if the Union cannot

be preserved without sustaining an unjust law, let it go to

pieces.

"Quicquicl id est, tinieo Danaoset dona ferentes"

However that may be, we distrust Satan, even when he

preaches morality ; for he never preaches morality unless to

persuade us to outrage it. We cannot prize very highly
the moral lectures of those who are daily and hourly violat-

ing all social moralit}', and counselling us to do the same,—
who are undeniably trait<irs, really guilty of treason, by
their combined and pei'severing resistance to the execution

of a law of congress. No lawyer of character can doubt for

a moment that persons associating together for the express

purpose of permanently defeating the execution of any law

of the state or of congress, and in their conventions passing-
resolves to resist it, incur the guilt of treason ; and treason,

whatever some people think, is a violation of the moral law, a

sin against God, as well as a crime against the state. It is a

sad day for both public and private morals, when treason is

regarded as a virtue, and the traitor punished for his treason

is looked upon as a martyr. Men have, no doubt, been un-

justly accused of treason, and punished as traiturs when

they should not have been ; but this does riot in the least

lessen the crime of treason, and should not in the least

screen from punishment those who are really guilty of it.

It seems to be forgotten by the great mass of our people,
that treason is a crime under our form of government, as

well as under other forms, and that to sympathize with

traitors, whether at home or abroad, is not even here a vir-

tue. Perhaps the government would do well, if, instead of

sending out ships of war to bring foreign traitors into the

country, it would make examples of some few of our do-

mestic traitors, and thus remind the people that here no
more than elsewhere is it lawful to conspire to resist the

laws. Perhaps some examples will have soon to be made,
if the government intends to maintain itself. But be this

as it may, it is certain that the free-soil resistance to the

execution of the fugitive-slave law is treason as defined b}'

our laws, because it springs not from a momentary impulse
or sudden exasperation, but from a settled purpose of de-

feating the law, not in one instance only, but in every in-

stance in which there shall be an attempt to execute it.
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We must be pardoned, then, if we are not disposed to listen

to lectures on morals from the free-soil leaders, especially
when the morals they would teach us are only such as thev

need to save their own necks from the halter.

The fugitive-slave law is not unjust. It is a constitu-

tional law, so declared by Judges Woodbury and Nelson of

the United States circuit court, and by the supreme judicial
court of this commonwealth. Chief Justice Shaw, than

whom it would be difficult to find a higher legal authority,
in giving the unanimous opinion of the court, said that the

law was not only constitutional, but necessary, and congress
was bound to pass it. In principle it does not differ from
the original law of 1793, and differs from it at all only in de-

volving on officers of the federal govermnent certain duties

which that law devolved on officers of the state govern-
ments. The amendment became necessary in consequence
of several of the states having prohibited their officers, un-

der heavy penalties, from performing those duties. The
amendment which transferred these duties to officers of the

federal government cannot in the least affect the constitution-

ality of the law, and therefore, since no one can pretend that

the original law of 1793 was unconstitutional, the amended
law of 1850 must be conceded to be constitutional. The law

was enacted by the proper authorities, according to the forms

prescribed by the constitution, for the purpose of carrying
into effect an imperative provision of the constitution, and,
after the decisions of the several tribunals, its constitution-

ality must be held to be settled, and no longer an open
question. Unjust, then, it cannot be, unless the constitu-

tion is unjust. The constitution is not unjust, unless it con-

travenes the law of God. That the constitution does con-

travene the law of God, no religious man can pretend, for

men of all religions have approved it, and men of no religion
have nothing to say on the subject, since for them there is

no law of God, and therefore no conscience.

The constitution ordains that persons held to service in

one state escaping into another shall be given up on being-
claimed by those to whom such service is due. An inde-

pendent state in the absence of treaty obligations, or with

us in the absence of constitutional obligations, is not bound
to give up fugitive slaves, or even fugitives from justice ;

but it is free to do so, for reasons satisfactory to itself. To
reduce a freeman to slavery is a sin, so declared by the

highest religious authority, and accordingly our government
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prohibits tlie slave-trade under its tia^, and declares it

piracy. But to give up a slave to his owner is by no com-

petent authority declared to be a sin. To give up a fugi-
tive slave is not to reduce a freeman to slaver}^ ;

it is simply
not interfering to liberate a slave. The slave in escaping
does not become a freeman, nor in the least alter the rela-

tions between him and his master. So far as he is concerned,
the master has the same right to reclaim him when he has

escaped into another state that he would have if he had

only escaped to a neighboring plantation in the same state.

The right that debars the master from asserting his claim

is not the slav^e's right, but that of the state into which the

slave has escaped, which prohibits the assertion of the claim,
because it cannot allow the laws of another state, however

jnst, to operate by their own force within its jurisdiction.
The question is not here between master and slave, but be-

tween two independent states. The state may, if it chooses,
waive its rights, and permit the master to reclaim his slave,

without adding to or taking from the previous right of

either slave or master, as between themselves. Its waiving
of its territorial jurisdiction is only not interposing it, and
is therefore simply non-intervention, or not asserting, when
it might, its right to intervene. It simply remains neutral,
and leaves the relation between the master and slave as

it finds it. This is all that' the fugitive-slave law requires
of any of the states, for the process it prescribes, and the

powers it requires to be exercised, have for their sole ob-

ject, on the one hand, to prevent a freeman from l^eing
taken under pretext of recovering a fugitive slave, and on
the otlier, to maintain the neutrality of the state by pre-

venting any portion of its citizens or subjects from inter-

fering to prevent the recovery of his slave by the master.

Thus viewed, the question, even supposing slaver}^ to be

wrong, is simply, Has a state the right to remain neutral

between two foreign parties, and suffer or permit the party
assumed to be in the wrong to bear down the party assumed
to be in the right ? If the state has this right, it of course
has the right to take all the necessary measures to compel
its citizens or subjects to remain neutral. Has the state

this right ? It certainlv has the rio-ht, for it is idle to pre-
tend that we are bound, either as states or as individuals, to

interpose to redress all wrongs, real or supposed, committed
or tolerated by others. The question is not as to the right,
but as to the obligation to intervene. There may be cases
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when we are free to intervene, and others when we are

bound to mtervene
;
but the former are not numerous, and

the latter are very rare. The experience of our Puritan
ancestors proves this very clearly as to individuals, and that

nothing is worse than to make every individual in a com-

munity the guardian of the morals of every other individual.

It leads everv one to mind everv one's business but his own,
establishes a system of universal espionage, and sacrifices all

individual freedom and independence. It destroys all sense

of individual responsibility, precludes all firmness and man-
liness of character, and superinduces the general habit of

consulting, not what is true, what is right, what is duty, but
what is popular, or rather, what will escape the censure of

one's neighbors. Whoever knows what our society was
under tlie strict Puritan regimen knows well how fatal to

virtue is the system. The New-Englander of to-day bears

but too many traces of the system, which makes him but
too often a hypocrite at home or in public, and somewhat
of a rowd}' in private or abroad. The whole system, out of

which free-soilism undeniably springs, is false, of immoral

tendency, and founded on a misapprehension of the nature

of man and the government of God. We nnist leave scope
for individual freedom

;
we nnist trust somthing to indi-

vidual responsibility, and place our main reliance on the

principles we early instil into individuals, the religious in-

fluences with which we surround them, and the workings of

their own consciences. It will not do to keep them always
in leading-strings, or under lock and ward. If we do, we
shall never have any sti'ong or masculine virtue

;
never have

any men on whom in the hour of temptation and trial we
can rely. Ko doubt, outl)reaks of passion, of wild and ex-

uberant spirits, there will Ije
;
no doubt, disorders will occur,

scenes of personal violence will be exhibited, scandals will

be given ;
but these things, however much to be deplored,

no human foresight or power can prevent, and we must
make up our minds to bear with them. To attempt, as

Calvin did in Geneva, and as our fathers did in I^ew Eng-
land, to guard against them by an all-pervading espionage
and minute legislation, descending even to prescribe the

fashion of cutting the hair, only substitutes a darker and
more fatal class of vices and crimes, such as can be practised
in solitude or carried on in secret. We must bear with

them,—knowing that, if there is less virtue than we wish,

what virtue there is will be genuine, and able to abide the

test.
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The same principle applies to nations, for nations are only
individuals to each other. As long as they remain unag-
gressive, disposed to live in peace with their neighbors, and
to fuim the obligations of good neig]il)orhood, thej^ must be
left to stand on their own individual responsibility, and each
to be supreme, under God, in managing its own internal

affairs. To make them guardians of the morals and policy
each of the others, would result only in evil. It would ex-

cite perpetual jealousies and heart-burnings, give the strong
and grasping a pretext for interfering with and sub jugating
the weak, rendering peace impossible, war, rapine, and op-

pression permanent and universal. We deny, then, tlie

moral obligation of independent states—unless it be in cer-

tain rare cases, when the very existence of society itself is

threatened, and a given state is really wagino; war against
social order and the common interests of mankind, and
therefore really attacking the common right of nations—to

interfere to redress even tl^e moral wrongs which may be

jx^i'petrated in the interior of each other. Granting, then,—what we certainly do not grant,
—that slavery is a moral

wrong in itself, one state is not bound to interfere for its

abolition in another. Then it is free to preserve in regard
to it a strict neutrality, and to enforce that neutrality on
its citizens or subjects. Then, as what is called giving up
a fugitive slave is really nothing but remaining neutral

between the master and slave, for b}' it the state only re-

fuses to interpose its territorial jurisdiction as a bar to

the recovery of his slave by the master, the state is not
bound to prohibit the recovery of fugitive slaves

;
and

in permitting and compelling its citizens to permit them to

be recovered, it does not, and requires no one to do a moral

wrong. It is false, then, to pretend that the fugitive slave

law or the constitution in requiring it is unjust,
—contra-

venes the law of God. The states, then, in forming this

Union, had the right to stipulate that fugitive slaves should
be given up, and their stipulation binds all their citizens or

subjects.
The free-soilers and abolitionists profess to appeal from

the state to what they call the higher law; but no such ap-

peal as they, in fact, contend for,"is ever admissible. There
is certaiuly a higher lawgiver than the state. God is the

supreme Lawgiver for states and individuals, and no civil

enactment contrary to his law is obligatory,
—not precisely

because his law is a higher law, but because such an enact-
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luent is no law at all, and is null and void from the begin-

nino;. God as universal sovereign ordains civil government,
clothes it with authority, within the limits of his law, natu-

ral and revealed, to govern, and we must nevei- forget that

it is by his authority that it governs. Consequently its en-

actments, within these limits, are, in effect, the laws of God,
and being his laws, there can be no higher laws on the mat-

ters theyinelnde to override or annul them. They are by
the will of God supreme in their province, and bind us as

laws of God
;
and they can no more be disobeyed without

sin against God, than they can without crime against the

state.

But the free-soiler alleges that the fugitive-slave law

transcends these limits, and ordains what the law of God

prohibits ;
and concludes, therefore, that it is no law, and

he is not only free to disobey, but even bound to resist it.

This is not true, as we have shown in proving that an inde-

pendent state has the right to remain neutral in the question
between the master and slave of another state, and therefore

the American states, in forming a federal union for their

common weal, had the power to bind themselves to give up
fugitive slaves. If they could not, as we know they could

not, secure the advantages of the Union without so binding
themselves, they had tlie right to do it, and a sufficient

reason for doing it, and this obligation is binding in con-

science upon all their citizens respectively. But let this

pass. The burden of proof is on the free-soiler. Civil gov-
ernment exists and governs by divine 'appointment, and

therefore the presumption is always that its acts are in ac-

cordance with the divine will, till the contrary is shown.

Consequently, they who allege that they are not, must prove
their allegation. It is not enough to say, that all civil en-

actments in contravention of the law of God are null
;
there-

fore the fugitive-slave law is null. The fact of its contra-

vening the divine law must be proved as the condition of

concluding its nullity. This the free-soiler does not even

attempt to prove, or, if he attempts to prove it, it is simply

by alleging in proof his own private opinion, private judg-

ment, or, as he says, conscience
;

Idiat is, by adducing in

proof the very matter to be proved. The conscience he al-

leges is his private conscience, and private conscience is

simply one's private judgment of what is or is not the law

of God, and may be true or false. To allege this is only to

allege private judgment, and to allege private judgment is

Vol. XVII-3
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to allege tlie very matter in question ;
for the very matter

in question is the trutli or validity of this private judgment
of the free-soilei". that the fugitive-slave law contravenes the

law of God.
Here is precisely where the free-soiler breaks down. His

declamation is superior to his logic. He professes to ap-

peal from the civil enactment to the law of God, but in

reality appeals only to his own private judgment, and this

appeal is not admissible
;
because it is not an appeal to a

liigher court, or to a court competent to interpret and de-

clare tlie will of the higher Lawgiver. The state is the law-

giver for individuals, not individutUs foi" tlie state. The

judgment of the state in all cases overrides the private judg-
ment of individuals, and the individual is bound to submis-

sion, wliatever Ids private convictions, unless he can back
his private convictions by an authority paramount to that of

the state, and which states as well as individuals are bound
to obey. Such an authority the free-soiler has not, as we

may presume from the fact that he does not attempt to al-

lege it. His pretence is, tiiat his private convictions them-
selves are the higher law, and override all civil enactments

opposed to them, which is manifestly false, as well as repug-
nant to civil government itself.

Mr. Parker tries to prove that a man's private convictions

are themselves the higher law, from the example of the

early Christian martyrs, who absolutely refused to sacrifice

to idols at the command of the emperor. But this example
is not to his purpose ;

for they offered only a passive resist-

ance, and did not refuse to obey the emperor on the author-

it}^ of private judgment or private conscience, but on an au-

thority which the emperor himself was bound to obey, that

is, the authority, not of private, but of universal reason,

which forbids idolatry, and an express revelation of the will

of God to the church infallibly interpreted to them. AVhen
the free-soiler M'ill bring these authorities, or either of them,
—-that is, the authorities themselves, not merely his notions

of them,—to back his private convictions or conscience, that

the fugitive-slave law contravenes the law of God, then we
will concede his right, ind even his duty, to disobey it : for

it is necessary to obey God rather than men. But this lie

cannot do, for if he could, he would have done it long ago.
Conscience is the law for the individual in the absence of all

other law, but is sacred and inviolable before civil enactments

only when supported by the law of God ;
for it is not itself
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tlie law of God, but simply one's jiidginent of wliat that

law does or does not command. The appeal to it, tlien, can

never avail tlie free-soiler
;
for of itself it can never override

a civil enactment.
Tlie appeal to the supreme Lawofiver is compatible with

civil government, but the appeal to private judgment, or

conviction, as to a higher law than that of the state, is not
;

for it virtually denies government itself, by making the in-

dividual paramount to it. Tlie free-soiler, then, by the very
fact that he appeals to private convictions or private con-

science as the higher law, proves, what we have alleged, that

his principles strike at the foundation of government. He
asserts the supremacy of private opinion, and exalts private

judgment to the dignity and autliority of the law of God.
If this pretence that private judgment is the law of God
were an isolated fact, if it were a temporary resort of a

party hard pressed, we should smile at its absurdity, and

pass it over as harmless. But it is a settled doctrine, re-

ceived as an axiom, as a sacred dogma, as their fundamental

principle, by the universal radical or movement party of

our times, and holds with them the rank and authority
which the dogma of the infallibility of the church holds

with the Catholic. They seek to make it the basis of all

ethical and legislative codes. Strange as it may seem, what-

ever minor differences there may be among the nieni])ers of

the party, they all agree in setting up man—humanity, as

they say
—in the place of God, and man's will—-that is,

their own—in the place of the divine will. As if preluding
Antichrist, they have the incredible audacity to allege that

they do this in the name of our blessed Lord himself. The
sacred mystery of the Incarnation, they tell us, symbolizes
the divinity of man, and signiHes to all who understand it

that God is for us onl}' in man. Man is the only God for

men, and man's will is for men God's will, therefore the

supreme law, lex siiprema, to which all creeds, codes, hier-

archies, and states must conform, or lose their right to be.

This is the doctrine of red-republicans and socialists on the

continent of Europe, to a great extent of the radicals and
chartists in England, and of the free-soilers or abolitionists

of this country. There can be no question of the fact. It

is read in all the literature of the party ;
it is plainly taught

in the sermon before us
;

it is clearly implied in this very

appeal to private conviction as to the law of God, which is

made by even the more moderate of the free-soilers. Nor
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is the doctrine entertained simply as a closet theory. It is luy

Ioniser a mere speculation ;
it is no longer conlined to books,

pamphlets, or newspapers ;
it has come forth into practical

life, organized parties, formed conspiracies, produced revo-

lutions, expelled sovereigns, convulsed all Europe, kindled

the flames of civil war, tmd, if defeated on some points, is as

yet nowliere snbdued. It is here, laughing at constitutions,

collecting mobs, arming a party to resist the constituted au-

tliorities, undermining the state, corrupting public and pri-
vate morals, and preparing the way for the horrors of aii-

archy. It has become an organized party, and as such we
have now to meet it, not in the schools only, bnt in the

Held, and with something more than syllogisms or moral

protestations.
We shall not undertake to refute this doctrine, for they

who entertain it are past being reasoned with. Reason and

argument were thrown away upon them. But we do en-

treat such of our countrymen as have not yet entirely lost

their senses to open their eyes to the dangers that threaten

ns. This terribW destructive doctrine takes possession of

people in the name of liberty, and it captivates because it is

supposed to exalt the individual, and to guaranty his freedom.

But it does no such thing. It destroys all individual free-

dom. It mao;nities the individual in the face of government,

indeed, but it is only, after having used him to break down

government, to crush him beneath the despotism of what it

calls society. Why advocate we so strenuously, in season

and out of season, the sacredness and inviolabihty of gov-
ernment, and inscribe Law ajsid Order on the banner we
throw out ? Is it because we have no sense of individual

freedom, because we would sacrifice the individual to the

state, because we would have government everywhere, and
suffer no one to sit down or rise up but at the bidding of a

master? Let no one be so foolish as to do us that injustice.
We are freeborn Americans

;
we have battled for liberty

all our life, and were never more resolute to battle for it

than we are now. AVe love liberty, and would leave always
a large margin for individual freedom. We oppose social-

ism, because it destroys individuality, and is nothing but

despotism ;
we oppose radicalism, because it is despotism ;

Ave oppose free-soilism, because it is despotism ;
and we as-

sert the necessity of government, because without it there

can be no margin left for individual liberty. Tell ns, ye
wise ones, ye enlightened reformers of the nineteenth cen-
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tnry, wlien ye liave succeeded in making way with govern-
ment, what protection ye will have left me for my individ-

ual and personal freedom? Whither, then, shall I be able

to fly to save myself from being crushed beneath your huge,
social despotism, rolling on under the impetus of lawless

passion and irresponsible demagogues? What refuge can

there be for personal freedom, when what is called society,
as distinguished from government, is supreme, without law,
without restraint, but the will and passions of the radicals

who are at its head ? A cruel and despotic public opinion,
variable and capricious as morbid feeling, will then become

supreme, universal, all-pervading, and overwhelm every in-

dividual who has the hardihood to hesitate for a moment to

comply with its imperious deuiands. What now takes place
on a small scale in your voluntary associations for reforming

society, will then be exhibited on a large scale. The capri-
•cious despotism will not stop with putting chains on the

limbs, and a padlock on the lips, but it will enter into the

soul, penetrate into the very interior of man
;
all free thought

will be stifled in its conception, all manliness, all nobility
of character, depart, virtue be unheard of, and men become
a race of mean, crino-ino;, cowardlv slaves of an intangible

despot, and wild and lawless passion revel in one universal

and perpetual saturnalia. It is to prevent this fatal result

til at we demand government, strong and efficient govern-
ment,—not to crush the individual, but to save him from

being crushed under the tyranny of an ungoverned society,
bv restraining social action and influence within their legit-

iuiate bounds. Let the principles of free-soilism, of the fa-

natics, become predominant, as tliey are becoming, and gov-
ernment cannot be maintained, or, if maintained, only as an

instrument of oppression. We demand, therefore, in the

name of lil)erty, that the movements of the fanatics be re-

pressed, and that the utmost rigor of the laws be enforced

against their leaders. Lenity to them is cruelty to the peo-

ple, and irretrievable ruin to the country.
Some cowardly but crafty free-soil leaders counsel, it is

true, not resistance to the fugkn e-slave law, but agitation
for its repeal. We confess that we respect in comparison
with these the bolder traitors, who advise open and unre-

mitting resistance. The highwayman is less despicable than
the swindler, and of all traitors those who practise treason

under cover of law are the most detestable. The man who,
in our times, agitates for the repeal of the fugitive-slave
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law, is as much of a traitor in his heart as he wlio bids it

open defiance. Why repeal it? It is constitutional. Would

you have another more efficient? It is not needed. One
"less efficient ? that is, one that you can evade, one that will

not compel you to comply with the solemn oblio;ations of

the constitution ? So you would evade obedience to the

constitution, but without endangering the safety of your
necks ? jS^o doubt of it. But agitation in the sense of free-

soilism is precisely what now creates the danger, and every
man who would keep it up in that sense is morally a traitor

to his country.
But our limits are exhausted. We have not said half of

what we intended to say when we commenced ; but we
have said perhaps enough. The question is one of vital im-

portance to the republic. We have spoken strongly, but

far less strongly than we feel. We see not in free-soilism a

single redeeming element. It is wild, lawless, destructive

fanaticism. The leaders of the party that sustain it are ])ase

and unprincipled men, whose morality is cant, whose piety
is maudlin sentiment, and whose patriotism is treason. A
more graceless set of deluded fanatics or unmitigated hypo-
crites could not be found, were we to search the world over.

Some worthy persons may have been attracted to the party

by their horror of slavery, and by their belief in the loyal
intentions of its leaders; but no religious man, no loyal cit-

izen, can, after the developments the party has recently

given, any longer adhere to it, or afford it the least conceiv-

able couvitenance. Whoever continues to support it can be
excused from treason onlv on the ji-round that he is insane,
or else that he stands too low in the scale of intelligence to

be responsible for his acts.

Whether there is sufficient political virtue or intelligence

remaining in the country to meet successfully the crisis,

time must disclose. We hope there is, but we certainly
have our fears. Matters have gone so far, that it will be no
child's play to ari-est them. The South must not now desert

the North. They have their faults as well as we ours, and
have erred as mifch in their encouragement of the "

expan-
sive democracy," as we by our disregard of constitutional

engagements. But their interests must prompt them to

discountenance internal radicalism, and to exert at home a

conservative influence. Without them there is no hope for

us, but with them, with their hearty cooperation- with the

friends of the Union yet remaining in the free states, we
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may outride the storm
;
we may preserve tlie Union, check

radicalism, and save American society from utter dissohi-

tion, and the liberties transmitted us by our fathers from
utter annihilation. But we can do so only by waiving all

minor issues, disregarding old party organizations, dismiss-

ing old party animosities, and bringing the whole conserva-

tive party of the republic to act togetlier with one heart

and soul, as one man.

SUMNER ON FUGITIVE SLAVES.*

• [From Brownson's Quarterly Review for October, 1854.]

We have no disposition to treat Mr. Sumner, one of our

senators in congress, otherwise than with the respect due to

his station, to his learning and ability, and his private vir-

tues. But with the party he has joined, and to which he

gives an earnest and energetic support, we have not the

least conceivable sympathy. We are, as our readers well

know, utterly opposed to that party, not from sympathy
with slavery, but from love of liberty and from devotion to

tlie constitution. As the friend of social order, as the advo-

cate of wise and practicable government, and as the de-

fender, according to the measure of our poor ability, of

genuine American republicanism, we are obliged to oppose
with all our might the anarchical and despotic doctrines it

holds and seeks to propagate, because those doctrines can-

not prevail in this country without involving the subversion

of constitutional government, the disruption of society, and

the destruction of all possible guaranties of freedom, whether
for white men or black men.

It is by no means our present j^urpOse to discuss the ques-
tion of slavery on its merits. We are personally, in feeling
and principle, as much opposed to slavery in any and every
form as Mr. Sumner and his party, and take as deep an in-

terest as they in the real welfare of tlie negro race. We do

*
Speeches of the Hon. Charles Sumner on the Memorial for tTie Re-

peal of the Fugitive Slave Bill, and in Reply to Messrs. Jones of Tennessee,

Butler of South Carolina, and Mason of Virginia. In the Senate of the

United States, June 26 and 28, 1854.
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not admit that free-soilers and abolitionists enjoy a monopoly
of the love of liberty, or of interest in the slave population.
We are men as well as they ;

we are human, with human

understandings and Imnian hearts, as well as tliey ;
and

nothing human is more foreign to us than to them. We
throw back upon them their charges against those who do
not see proper to join them, and assure them that we are

as far from conceding either their infallibility or their im-

peccability as they are from conceding ours. We recognize
in no self-constituted party, sect, or association, the autliority
to declare the moral law bindinc; in conscience. According
to their own rule of private judgment, we stand on as high

ground as they, and deny to them the right to make those

arrogant assumptions in which they so liberally deal. If

private judgment is good for them, it is good for us, and
our private judgment, since opposed to theirs, reduces it,

even if theirs reduces ours, to zero.

But we are not among those who say, Finis justijiGat
media^ or who under pretext of philanthropy hold them-

selves at libert}- to trample down njore good in going to their

end than they could possibly secure by gaining it. It is never

lawful to do evil that good may come. There is a wrong as

well as a right way of seeking even lawful ends, and he

may well distrust his intentions who seeks to idealize them

by means obviously unjust, imprudent, or rash. Men are

held to be prudent as well as just, and there is seldom gross

imprudence w^iere there is not some lack of a clear percep-
tion or a sincere love of justice. The end proposed by ab-

olitionists and free-soilers is the emancipation of the negro
slaves in the United States. This end, in itself considered,
is lawful

;
for all men, under the law of nature, are born

free, and slaverv is the normal condition of no man or race

of men. The negro is a man, a man sprung from the same

original stock from which the whites have sprung, and the

same blood courses in his veins that courses in our own.
He had the same lirst parents on earth, he has the same

Heavenly Father, and the same Redeemer; he is placed
under the same moral and religious law, and may aspire to

the same heaven. We should belie our convictions as a

man, and our faith as a Christian, were we to deny this, and
we should disgrace our manhood, and sink into a miserable
moral coward, were we to fear to assert it when or where
its assertion is required. That negro slave is my brother.

For him as well as for me Christ has died on the cross. He has
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•an immortal soul as precious as my own, and he may reign
with the saints in heaven, while I may be doomed to suflEer

eternally with the devil and his angels in hell. Nothing
shall make us forswear the unity of the race, or feai- to

assert the common brotherhood of all men, white, red, or

black.

But what conclude from all this? That no man, in any
<Mrcumstances whatever, can have a good title to the bodily
services of another? By no means

;
for otherwise the father

could have no property in the bodily services of his son, the

master in those of his apprentice, the creditor in those of his

debtor. Nothing can be concluded but that one cannot have

the dominion of the soul or the conscience of another, that the

property of the master extends only to the bodily services of

his servant, and that he must leave him his moral freedom un-

abridged, and full liberty to obey in all things the natural

and divine laws obligatory alike upon all men. The master

may have property in the bodily services of the slave by vari-

ous titles, among which is that of services rendered him, bene-

fits conferred on him, care taken of him in his infancy,

maintaining him, nursing him when sick, or making pro-
vision for him in old age. It may be in the actual state of

things the best practicable condition of the slave that he

should remain under the guardianship or as the ward of the

master, who, in consideration of the right to his bodily

services, shall take upon himself the whole charge of his

care and maintenance, on the same principle that minors

and persons not regarded as competent to manage for them-

selves are, even in the free states, placed by the law under

guardians. In a state which authorizes slavery, or recog-
nizes property in slaves, the master has a title, whatever it

be as against the slave, that is good against the state. If

the public has by its laws permitted slavery, recognized the

master's title as good, it cannot in justice abolish it, without

full indemnification. If the state has legalized a wrong, it

may undoul)tedly undo it, and is even bound to do so, but

not at the expense of the individual citizen. The abolition-

ist, therefore, who calls upon the public authorities to eman-

cipate the slaves without just compensation to the masters,

calls upon it to commit gross injustice. This should for

ever shut the mouth of every abolitionist, for every one,

without exception, we believe, holds that compensation
would itself be a wrong, as it would recognize the title of

the master.
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But waiving tliis for tlie moment, we may oppose the

free-soil and abolition movements on the fi^round that their

complete success would, in the present state of things, prove
a serious iujurj^ to the negro race on this continent. We
have no great admiration for tlie so-called "

patriarchal in-

stitution
"

of slavery, and we tliink that many ameliorations

of it are not only possible, but imperatively demanded. But
we must treat it as a practical question. The negroes are

here, and here they will remain, unless exterminated
;
for

the project of sending them all hack to Africa is perfectly

visionary. Now, no man of ordinary sense and judgment,
with some little knowledge of the subject, can for a moment
doubt that the best practical condition of the negro race

here is, for the present at least, that of slavery, or that they
should remain, as Mr. Calhoun liked best to express it,

wards, under the guardianship of the masters. Our foreign
friends may throw up their hands in holy horror at this

statement, and declaim lustily against our American preju-
dices

;
but it is possible that we are as sincere friends of

liberty as they are, and that we understand the question
even better than they do. The most degraded race, morally
and physically, among us, are the free negroes in the free

states. The slaves, if emancipated, thrown upon their own
resources, and compelled to provide for themselves, would

very generally sink to the level of these free negroes. They
would have all the responsibilities of freemen, and all the

disadvantages of slaves, without any of the compensating
advantages of either. The simple difference of color alone
would suffice to keep them a distinct and degraded class,,

and therefore a dangerous class in the republic. You may
tell us that this ought not to be so; but it is so, and you can-

not make it otherwise. In Europe, where a l)lack man is a

sort of curiosity, the prejudice against color may not be very
strongly manifested

;
but here it is, humanly speaking, in-

vincible, and in none more so than in European settlers and
northern abolitionists. Certainly, then, if emancipation, as

there is every reason to believe, would prove a serious in-

jury, a real calamity to the slaves, we show no lack of hu-

manity in refusing to laboi- for it.

The evils of slavery, as it exists amongst us, are moral, not

physical. Physically considered, the negro slaves are in a
better condition than any other class of simple laborers in

the country. As a general thing, they are treated with hu-

manity, are sufficiently fed and clothed, and not overworked.
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They are free from all care and anxiety as to their means of

living, which is, for poor people, even in this land of plenty,
no small thincr; they are h'ght-hearted and merry, and the

only class of laKorers we have ever seen in the country that

have the heart to sing at their work, or that are not too much
exhansted by the labors of the day to join in the evening
dance and frolic. Their physical sufferings are nothing in

comparison with those of free lalwrers at the North or on our
numerous public works. But the moral evils connected with

slavery are great. The principal of these are the lack of

proper Christian instruction, the want of respect paid to the

sacrament of marriage, and the separation of husband and

wife, and parents and children. But these evils are not inher-

ent in the system. They are abuses which might be corrected

without weakening the system, or in the least impairing the

value of the services of the slave to his master, and they

probably would have been corrected to a considerable extent

before this, if the movements of the abolitionists had not

compelled the slaveholding states to direct all their energy
to the preservation of the system itself. These movements,
being directed not to the amelioration of the institution,
but to its destruction, have operated, and still operate, to

make the lot of the slave much worse than it would other-

wise be.

Tlius far we have considered the al)olition and free-soil

movements solely as they affect the slave population ;
but

we have no right to leave the white population of the coun-

try entirely out of the account. The freedom and well-

l)eing of the whites are as dear to humanity as the freedom
and well-being of the blacks. Let slavery be as great an
evil as it may, we have no right to abolish it by means that

would inflict a still greater evil on the country at large. Of
two evils we are bound to choose the least. It will not do
to seek freedom for either white, man or black, by means
which destroy the very conditions of freedom. Freedom in

our country, whether for black or white, depends on the

maintenance of our constitutional order. The abolition and
free-soil movements tend directly to destroy that order, for

they are based on the denial of all political authority, all

civil rights, and all political justice. If successful, they
would render power arbitrary or null, destroy all the guar-
anties of freedom, and leave the whole population of the

country a prey, now to despotism, and now to anarcljy.
So much on the general question. We can now easily
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dispose of the special question, that of the rendition of ab-

seondins^ slaves, or the fns^itive-slavelaw. which some of our

citizens, not well knowino- what they are about, are endeav-

oring to get repealed. It is always v.-ell to understand the

state of the question before proceeding to discuss it. If

Ml-. Sumner had taken this precaution, lie would have saved

himself and us a good deal of trouble. The constitution of

the United States ordains, that "no person held to service

or labor in one state under the laws thereof, escaping into

another, shall, in consequence of any law or regulation
therein, be discliarged from such service or labor, but shall

he delivered u]?^ on claim of the party to whom such service

or labor may be due." The rule here is, that the civil con-

stitution binds in all things not repugnant to natural

justice or the law of God, declared by the competent tri-

bunal. The rendition of the fugitive slave, then, is obli-

gatory on us in conscience, unless to do so is repugnant to

natural justice or to the law of God ; neither of which can
be pretended, for St. Paul sent back to St. Philemon his

fugitive slave Onesimus.
If the master has a title to the bodily services of his

slave wliicli is good in morals, as he certainly may have, he
iias the right in justice to recover his slave, the same as he
would liave in tlie case of any other species of property.
In such case, tlie slave would himself be bound in con-

science to return to his master, unless his master had for-

feited his title by abusing it, by inhumanity, or the denial to

his slave of his moral freedom. The master ma}" forfeit his

title, and in such case the slave is free from all obligations
to liim, on the same principle that the tyraimyof the prince
forfeits his title, and absolves his subjects from their alle-

giance. But in case there has been no abuse of the title,

and there is no proximate danger to the soul of the slave,
he would be bound to return, on the same principle that

he wlio should entice away a slave from his master, or pre-
vent tlie master fi-om recovering him, would be held in

justice to restitution.

But if the master has no title in justice, or that is good
as against the slave, he nevertheless has a good title as

against the state, and this title everj^ American must concede.

As it concerns the slaveholding states themselves tliere can

be no doubt, for these states have certainly by their laws rec-

ognized and guarantied propert}' in slaves. The citizen wlio

has inherited his capital in slaves liolds his property in
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thein, as ao;ainst the state, by as g-ood a title as he liolds or

can hold any other species of property. The state is bound
in justice to protect him in that property, although his title

to it as against the slave is vicious. The state may, if the

title is not good as against the slave, abolish it, and ought
to abolish it, but it cannot do so without indemnifying the

master; for if it had recognized and guarantied an unjust

title, that is its fault, and the maxim of law and morals, that

no one can take advantage of his own wrong, is as applica-
ble to the state as to the individual. The state, then, is

bound to deliver up the slave, or to pay his ransom. The

obligation of the state binds all its citizens, and they must

either permit tlie master to recover his slave, or, like the

state, pay his ransom. Such is the obligation in morals of

the slaveholding states and their citizens to the master.

ISTow, by ratifying or acceding to the constitution, which

contains the provision we have cited, each state has recog-
nized the master's title, and guarantied it so far as deliver-

ing up the slave on claim of the master is to guaranty it.

To this extent, then, the title of the master, even though
vicious as against the slave, is good against every state in

the Union and the citizens thereof. The state has no op-
tion in the case. It must deliver up the slave when claimed

by his owner, or pay his ransom. The citizen must do the

same. If his conscience will not permit him, he must ne-

gotiate his freedom, which in all ordinary cases may be done

at a reasonable price. But if it cannot, if the owner refuses

to put his slave at ransom, or if the citizen is unable to pay

it, he must permit the master to take him back, and submit

to it as he is obliged to submit to a thousand other evils

which he would, but cannot redress.

But let us understand precisely what delivering up a fu-

gitive slave means. Even if the master's title were good
as against the slave, I am not bound to send him back, for

I am not the keeper of his property. All I am bound to do
is not to deprive him of his property, or to hinder him from

recovering his man. My duty is simply that of non-inter-

vention. It is the same under the constitution. We are

sustained by the supreme court of the United States,* when
we say that the constitution does not impose on the state

into which the slave escapes any obligation to send him
back to the master, and therefore, of course, no obligation

* Pngg vs. Gommonwealth of Pennsylvania, 16 Peters, 539.
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Oil ils citizens to do it, or to aid or assist in doing it. Tlie

rio-ht secured to the master is the i-io-ht to come and take

his absconding slave where he can find him, and the duty

imposed on the state and the citizens or subjects thereof is

to suifer him to do it in all freedom, and to interpose no

obstacle, to offer no resistance of any kind to his doing it.

The obligation is not to assist, but not to resist.

We may now understand the fugitive- slave law. This

law does not confer on the master the right to come and
take his slave, for that right he has under the constitution,
nor does it impose on the state or its citizens any obligation
to send back or restore the fugitive slave. It creates no posi-
tive rights, and the obligations it imposes are, in relation to

the recovery of the slave, strictly negative. Its objects are

two :—1. To prevent the master, under the plea of recover-

ing his slave, from taking back with him to servitude a

man to whose services he has Jio claim uijder the laws of his

state
; and, 2. To prevent the state or its citizens, or any por-

tion of them, from hindering him or interposing any obsta-

cle to prevent him from coming and freely taking back with

him the one to whose services he has such claim. Tlie law
aims to enable the master to exercise his constitutional right

against all opposition, and only that right. It imposes no
active duty on the part of the state or of its citizens, except
in case of resistance, and then to suppress the resistance, not

to send back the slave to servitude. The law is for strictly
constitutional purposes, and, as experience proves that it is

not more stringent than is absolutely necessary to effect its

purpose, it is ridiculous, or worse, to pretend that it is un-

constitutional. No law is or can be unconstitutional that is

necessary to secure the exercise of an acknowledged consti-

tutional right. The clamor set up against it, that it does

not give the alleged slave the benefit of a jury, is, in our

judgment, worthy of no attention, because the question at

issue before the magistrate is not that of freedom and sla-

very, as Mr. Sumner would persuade us, but simpl}' wiiether

the master has a claim under the laws of his state to the

services of this man, say, Anthony Burns. There are but

two questions for the magistrate to determine
;

—1. Has he
who claims the man, as an absconding slave, a claim, un-

der the laws of his state
; and, 2. Is this Anthony Burns the

man to Mdiom he has such claim ? The record of the court

of the slaveholding state answers the first question, and evi-

dence of identitv settles the second. There is no sittino- in



SUMNER ON FUGITIVE SLAVES. 47

judgment on the claim, any further than to see that it is

made under the laws of the state from which the alleged
master and alleo;ed fus^itive come. Judgment on the claim

itself can be rendered only in the courts of that state, where
the alleged slave has the benefit of a jury secured to him.
But as there is no trial on the claim before the magistrate,
])ut a simple inquiry as to the fact that the claim is made under
-the laws of that state, Virginia for instance, the proceedings
ure ministerial, not judicial, and 4he introduction of a jury
would be an unheard-of anomaly. Why not insist on a jury
in the case of the rendition of absconding apprentices, or of

fugitives from justice ? The demand for a jury is not, when
made by a lawyer, honest, because he knoM^s that the proper
matter for a jury does not come before the magistrate, and
can be an issue only before the courts of the state from
which the slave has escaped, where only

" the great question
of human freedom," as Mr. Sumner calls it, can be tried.

The only thing a jury could do, and the only thing, we sus-

pect, that a jury is desired for, is to interpose an additional

obstacle to the exercise of his constitutional right by the

master.

We can now appreciate Mr. Sumner's defence of himself.

He was asked, by Mr. Butler of South Carolina, if, in case

congress should repeal the fugitive-slave law,
" Massachusetts

would execute the constitutional requirements, and send
back to the South absconding slaves ?

" Mr. Sumner an-

swered,
" Do you ask if I would send back a slave?" Mr.

Butler replied,
"
Why, yes." Mr. Sumner answered,

" Is

thy servant a dog that he should do this thing?" . Taken

literally, Mr. Sumner's answer, though not marked by
proper senatorial courtesy, is defensible, and we could say-

as much ourselves
;

for neither in morals nor under the

constitution are we bound to send back absconding slaves.

This has been settled, we suppose, by the supreme court of

the United States, in its decision affirming the constitution-

ality of the fugitive-slave law of 1793. We understand the

delivering uj) to be a passive, not an active, delivering up,
and consider that the constitution recoo-nizes and s-uaranties

the right of the master to recover or take back his slave,

but does not impose upon the state or the citizens thereof

the active dutv of sendino- him back. Judo;e Butler must

permit us to say that his question was framed without suffi-

cient regard to the precise obligation in the case. He should
have said, "I would like to ask the senator if congress
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should repeal the fugitive-slave law, would Massachusetts

comply with the requirements of the constitution and leave

the master free to take back to the South his absconding
slave %

"

Mr. Sumner. Do you ask, if I will suffer, as far as de-

pends on me, the master to take back his slave ?

Mr. Butler. Why, yes.
^Fi-. Sumner. Is thy servant a dog, that he should do this

thing ?

jNow, if the question had been put in this form and Mr.
Sumner had answered as we have here supposed, his answer
would unquestionably have been indefensible, and in direct

conilict with his oath to support the constitution. But a&

the question was put, he escapes the charge of declaring hi&

willingness to perjure himself, at least in so many words.
But his answer is evasive, almost a verbal quibble, and his

defence of it is by no means successful, or creditable to a

senator in congress.
Mr. Sumner defends himself on the ground that, in swear-

ing to support the cunstitution, he swears simply to support
it as he understands it, not as others understand it, and cites

General Jackson as his authority. But this ground of de-

fence, if taken without any qualification, is untenable. That

every public officer, in the discliarge of his official duties, is,

to a certain extent, free to interpret for himself the consti-

tution imposing them, we do not deny ;
but this is only in

those cases where his duty is not defined by law, and the

meaning of the constitution has not been judicially settled.

But even here he is bound to understand the constitution in

its plain, obvious, or natural sense, and is never at liberty to

imderstand it in some out-of-the-wav sense, in a non-natural
or an arbitrary sense of his own. But will Mr. Sumner
maintain that, as a citizen, as a lawyer, or as a senator, in

swearing to support the constitution, he does not swear to

support it as authoritatively defined by the proper tribunal?

We grant that he does not swear to support the constitution

as interpreted by the private judgment of individuals, for

his private judgment is to be regarded as the equal of theirs ;

we grant that where the meaning is doubtful, and is an open
question, he is free to follow his own judgment, that is, his

own honest judgment, which must be judgment, not caprice ;

but will he venture to say that he does not, according to the

honest intent of his oath, swear to support the constitution

or to understand the constitution as interpreted by the su-
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preine court of the United States, declarino; its meanino; on

the points formally brought before it for adjudication t Will

he say, that the sense of the constitution thus declared does

not bind hiin as a citizen, as a lawyer, and as a senator? If

so, will he tell us whei-e in our political s_ystem is lodged the

supreme judicial authority ? What is the province of the

supreme court, or the value of its decisions ? In every gov-
ernment there is lodged somewhere a supreme judicial

authority, whose decisions in the civil order are final. In our

political system this authority is separated from the legis-
lative power, and also from tlie executive, and is vested in a

distinct department, called the judiciary. In every question
of a judicial nature, the judiciary is supreme, the highest
civil authority in the land, and the meaning of the constitu-

tion as involved in a legislative or executive act is by its own
nature a judicial question, and comes within the legitimate

province of the judiciary, unless expressly excepted by the

constitution, as perhaps it is in cases of impeachment, when
the judicial functions are by express constitutional provision
transferred to the senate. Tlie constitution says :

" The ju-
dicial power shall extend to all cases, in law or equity, aris-

ing under this constitution, the laws of tlie United States,"
&c. Now in every one of these cases there may arise the

question of the constitutionality of the law under which the

case is brought, and the judiciary has, as a matter of course,

supreme jurisdiction of that question, as long as the consti-

tution remains what it is, and its decision is final, and ends
all litigation. So at least we understand the matter. Does
the senator mean to deny this, and to maintain that the ques-

tion, though a res adjurlicata, is still an open question, and
that with regard to it the civil conscience remains free ? If

so, we should like to know by what right the judgment of

the court can in any case be pleaded, or how any case can

ever be settled, or a sentence of the court be regarded as

the sentence of the law.

The act of congress, if unconstitutional, is null and void,
is no law at all. It is impossible, therefore, to decide whether
it is law or not without deciding the question touching its

constitutionality. If then the supreme court has not juris-
diction of this question, it can decide no case, and can per-
form no judicial act, that is to say, is no court at all, and if

its decision is not conclusive on the constitutioiuility of the

law, it cannot be on the matter in issue under it. The con-

sequence would be, that there is, under our system, no su-

VoL. XVII-^
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prcine judicial power, no provision for terminating litiga-

tion, or coming to a linal decision in any case wiiatever-

There can be no final award, and no jndgment that can be

enforced ;
which would be simply tantamount to no govern-

ment at all. If there is no authority to determine the law,

there can be no judgment, and we are as if we had no law

at all. If there be such authority, it must be binding, not

only upon every private citizen, but also upon every public
officer, and the true sense of the oath to support the consti-

tution is to support it as authoritatively defined or declared

by the supreone judiciary, or as sul)ject to the interpretation
of the supreme court of the United States.

To take Mr. Sumner's ground, if that be really his ground,
that each public officer is his own judge of the meaning of

the constitution, is to clothe each public officer with supreme
judicial authority in his own case, which were a supreme
absurdity. To compel a man to swear to support the consti-

tution as he sees proper, in the exercise of this supreme
judicial authority, to interpret it for himself, is nonsense, for

such an oath binds him to nothing, and leaves him as free

as before taking it. If the man interprets the oath for him-

self, and there is no authority but his own private judgment
to declare its sense, how would you ever be able to convict

a man of perjury ? or how would you ever be able to bring
his oath home to his conscience? Moreover, if the consti-

tution may be interpreted by each individual for himself, it

can be practically only the private judgment of each individ-

ual. It has no practical significance beyond that judgment.
By what right then do you call it a constitution, or a funda-

mental laiv of the state ?

Mr. Sumner in his defence appeals to the law of humanity
as superior to the constitution. Be it so. But that is to

appeal from the civil constitution to the principles of natural

justice. We allow the appeal, and we maintain that no oath

does or can bind any one to do any thing against natural

justice, for such oath is unlawful, and the oath to support
the constitution is taken with the limitation, in sofar as not

repugnant to natural justice, or the law of God, authori-

tatively declared hy the proper tribunal, for the individual

has under the superior no more than under the inferior law

supreme judicial functions in his own case. But in the case

of the fugitive-slave law, this appeal will not avail him.
Grant for the sake of the argument, that the master has in

natui'al justice no title to the services of his slave, as against
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the slave himself, yet he has a ijood title as against the state,

or the Union, under the constitution which reco2;nizes and

guaranties it. The constitution recognizes the title, and as

against it the title is sacred in natural justice. The state

mav declare that to be property which is not and cannot be

so in natural justice, but the state cannot take advantage, as

we have said, of its own wrong, and therefore as against it

the claim of the proprietor is as much a claim in natural jus-
tice as though the property itself had been property under
the same natural justice. Grant that justice to the slave re-

quires his liberation, justice to the proprietor requires that

he shall not be liberated without indemnification. Tt is

idle, then, to appeal to the law of natural justice against the

mastei-, for justice in his case is justice as much as in the

case of the slave, and the superior law itself commands you
either to deliver up to him his slave who has taken refuge
with you, or, if your conscience or your humanity will not

allow you to do that, to pay his ransom. The appeal to the

law of conscience is good, but it cannot be made as an ex-

cuse for doing injustice, or withholding justice.
Does Mr. Sumner concede that tbe master has a title to

the services of the slave which he as a citizen of Massachu-
setts or as a senator in congress is bound to recognize and

respect ? If not, he denies the authority of the constitu-

tion, and has no right to hold his seat in the senate. If he

does, he must concede that the master has the right in

morals to claim his slave where he can find him, and that he
cannot be deprived of him without injustice, save on the

condition of full indemnification
;
for private property is

sacred in natural justice. No reasonable man can deny that

the title of the master under the constitution is valid, and
that congress is bound to protect him in the enjoyment of

it. Congress had then the right, and it was its duty, to pass
the fugitive-slave law, and resistance to that law is a crime,
and, if an organized, deliberate, determined, and persevering
resistance, it is treason, whatever be the value of the mas-
ter's title as against the slave.

This conclusion rests, it will be seen, on the principle that

every title to property, whether originally vicious or not, rec-

ognized and guarantied by the state, is good as between
the holder and the state, and cannot be lawfully suppressed
by the state without indemnification. The several states in

acceding to the constitution of the United States have recoe;-

nized and guarantied the title of the master to the services
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of his slave. If the slave absconds, it is not the duty of any
one of the free states, or of any citizen thereof, to hunt him
out and restore him to his owner, for the guaranty extends

only to delivering him up, that is, permitting him to be
taken and carried back on the claim of the master. If the

state refuses to do this, it is the right and the duty of con-

gi'ess to compel it to do it or to pay the slave's ransom, be-

cause the constitution is the supreme law of the land. If a

portion of the citizens oppose the master in the exercise of

his right to recover his property, they disturb the peace, they
do an illegal act, and either the state or the Union has the

right to use force to suppi'css the opposition, and preserve
the peace, and both are bound to do it. In the fugitive-
slave law the Union takes this duty on itself, and leaves the

state to aid or not, as it sees proper. Now under this law

every citizen is liable to be called on to assist, not in restor-

ing the slave, but in suppressing the opposition to the exer-

cis.e by the master of his constitutional right to take his

slave. The law does not require me to send back or to aid

in sending back the slave, but it does call upon me not to

hinder, and may call upon me to aid in jDreyenting lawless

abolitionists from hindering, his being taken back. If Mr.
Sumner had paid attention to this, he would have spared the

heroics with which his speeches so abound.
'With regard to the memorial for the repeal of the fugi-

tive-slave law, we have not much to say. It was got up in

a moment oi excitement, and we have no doubt that most
of those who signed it are before this heartily ashamed of

having done so. The repeal of the fugitive-slave law could
have only one meaning, that of practically expunging from
the constitution the clause which requires fugitive slaves to

be delivered up, and to petition for it is simply to petition
to be released from a duty imjDosed b}- the constitution

;
for

nobod}^ is such a fool as to suppose that, without that or

some other law equally offensive to the anti-slavery feeling
of the free states, a single absconding slave would ever be
recovered. The simple question raised by the memorial,

then, is, Will we stand by tliB constitution as it is, or will

Ave not? For ourselves, we raise no such question. We
shall stand by the constitution, and as far as depends on us

keep our plighted faith, and when our conscience becomes
so tender on the subject that we feel it necessary to inter-

pose and prevent the master from recovering his property,
we will do so only by purchasing the slave's freedom, or
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paying his rimsoiii. Tliis we lind is the course that the

church has always pursued. It is the morahty which we
Jiave learned from her, the morality of common sense.

We have notlujig- to say here of the question debated in

the senate as to the' comparative strength or merits in past
or present times of the different sections of the Union. "We
have no occasion to defend the ISTorth, and we shall not vol-

unteer a defence of the South, unless we see that she needs
it. We cannot conclude these remarks without expressing
our gratification at finding the national administration finally

taking a decided stand in defence of the fuo-itive-slave law.

On this question, notwithstanding certain questionable ma-
noeuvres in the beginning, we are happy to see that it stands

firm, and is likely to secure the confidence of a large portion
of the Union. Many of its appointments have been bad,

many of the doctrines it has put forth are highly objection-
al)le, but it will come out much better than we at one time

feared, and we shall be much disappointed if it does not

prove to be the strongest and upon the whole the most pop-
ular administration the countrv has had since General Jack-

son's time. All our readers know that we are of no party,
not neutral indeed, but independent. What we ask is an
honest and intelligent administration of the government ac-

cording to the constitution. Beyond that, we care not

whether it is administered by Whig or Democrat. But one

thing is certain, a Democratic administration will generally
be stronger than a Whig administration, and possess to a far

greater extent the confidence of the American people, there-

fore is more able to repress evil and do good. We think we
hazard little in saying, that the measures of the present ad-

ministration which its opponents think they can use with

killing effect against it will turn out to have contributed

greatly to its strength. The Nebraska bill will prove l^op-

ular, and if it frees Central America from British jprotec-

tion^ we can assure its party a long lease of power.



SLAVERY AND THE INCOMING ADMINISTRA-
TION.

[From Bro\vnsoii"s Quarterly Review for January, 1857.]

The Democratic ])ai'ty have succeeded in electing tlu'ir

candidates for tlie presidency and vice-presidency of the

Union. They liave won the victory at the polls, but the

far more difficult task awaits them of turn! no- that victory
to the common oood of the country. Mr. Buchanan is a

man of experience and ability, but he as.sumes the reins of

government in circumstances of no ordinary difficulty, and
which are well fitted to try the best of men, and to call forth

the firmness, energy, and decision of the greatest. If he

proves equal to his position, carries the government safely

through the present crisis, and leaves at the end of four

years the party of the Union united and strong enough to

administer the government on constitutional principles in

spite of all sectional opposition, he will render his admin-
istration memorable in our annals, and deserve to be ranked
as the second father of his country.
The most of us who at the North voted for Mr. Buchanan

did so on Union principles, for the purpose of defeating
Mdiat we regarded as a northern sectional part}" on the t.»ne

hand, and an intolerant, un-American party on the other.

We ourselves supported liim not from any attachment to

the Democratic party as such, but as the candidate opposed
to know-nothingism and abolitionism, the two most threat-

ening dangers that existed prior to the election. But there

are other extremes also to be guarded against. Know-notli-

ingism we regard as dead and buried. The danger now
arises almost solely from the question of negro slavery,

—a

question which has no place rightfully in our federal poli-

tics, but which has found a place there through the fault of

the South as well as of the Il^orth, and cannot without a

fearful struggle now be excluded. The incoming admin-
istration cannot prudently stave ott" this question, but must
meet it boldly, firmly, and dispose of it, or it will dispose
of the Democratic party. The Cincinnati platform endorses
the policy embodied in the Kansas-Nebraska bill, but unh'ss

the administration gives to that policy a very liberal intn-
54
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pretation, it will prove the rock on which the party will

split, and perhaps the Union itself.

The Kansas-Nebraska policy, not, however, adopted for

the first time in the Kansas-Nebraska bill, was designed to

combine the slave states as a solid phalanx in support of the

Democratic party, so as by the aid of two or three Dem-
ocratic states in the non-slaveholdiiig section of the Union,
to secure the election of its candidates for the presidency

against all the rest, and even against the majority of the

popular vote. There may be political conjunctures, Mdien

such a policy is excusable, but regarded as the permanent
policy of a party that professes to consult the welfare of the

whole Union, we want language to express the abliorrence

in which it should be held.

We shall be believed when we say that we do not oppose
this policy on slavery or anti-slavery grounds. We condonm
that policy solely for its bearing on the distribution of

power, and on the administration of the government. The
slave states constitute not the strongest section of the Union,
but the slave interest is stronger than any other one interest

in the country, and is more than a matcli for all the others

taken singly. It can combine a larger political minority
in its favor than any other, though after all only a minority.
To combine all the slaveholding states around that interest,
and secure them the administration of the government by
the aid of one, two, or three Democratic free states against
the votes of all the rest, is really to place the government
in the hands of the sectional, slaveholding minority, because
that minority is the immense majority of the party that

elects the president. To suppose such a policy to be per-
manent is to suppose that the slave interest is to govern the

country, and that the majority of the Union is to submit to

the slaveholding minority. If fully carried out and consoli-

dated, the policy would virtually disfranchise, as to the gen-
eral government, the majority of the American people, and
render the non-slavehokiing states the subjects, ultimately
the slaves, of the minority, held together by a particular in-

terest, and that too an interest which has no right to enter
into the politics of the Union. No statesman, worthy of

the name, can for one moment believe the free states would

long submit to be thus deprived of their legitimate influence

in the affairs of the country, and quietly acquiesce in the

domination of some three hundred thousand slaveholders,
in a single geographical section. Having, as they well
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know, 'the absolute majority, liaving also, as they full.y be-

lieve, the power, they would rebel ao;ainst their southern

masters, and form a northern sectional party, do their best

to defeat and
subjeot

the slave interest, and in their turn

attempt to bring tne slaveholding states under tlie domina-
tion of the northern manufacturers, bankers, brokers, and

stock-jobbers.
There are anti-slavery men at the North,—and we have

found anti-slavery men also at the South,—but it would be

a gi'eat mistake to supjiose that it is a real anti-slavery feel-

ing that has in the late elections given the so-called Eepub-
licans their immense majorities in the free states. It is no
such thing. The large majorit}' of the electors in the non-

slaveholding states are neither "nigger-drivers" nor "nig-
ger-worshippers," to use the homely but expressive terms
of the New Yorh Herald^ and while strongly opposed to

the extension of the area of slavery, the}' have no disposition
to interfere witli it where it now legallv exists. It is in the

power of the South to make eveiy man, woman, and child,
north of Mason and Dixon's line, an abolitionist, but as yet
the majority are not so, and are willing to leave slavery to

the disposition of the several states in whidi it exists. The
real sti'uggle between the North and South is a struggle
for power. The South seeks to extend and consolidate the

slave interest, because that interest gives her a power in the

Union to which she is not entitled by her numbers, and the

North opposes slavery, not because of its alleged sinfulness,
but because it would prevent it from becoming predomi-
nant, and excluding the free states from their legitimate in-

fluence in the Union. Here is the sio-nificance of the strufjofle

that IS now raging, and which the incoming administration
will be obliged to face as best it may.
The Kansas-Nebraska policy ma}"^ be thought to have

elected Mr. Buchanan, and his natural temptation may be
to administer the government in accordance with the south-

ern interest which has contributed the most to his election.

The southern minorit}'^ is the immense majority of the party
that has elected him. In all except two or three free states

the Democratic party is for the present in a hopeless minor-

ity; a very large majority of the popular vote of the Union
was cast against it, and without the union of the South,
where is iMr. Buchanan to look for support for his admin-
istration? And how is he to retain the South united, with-

out supporting the policy of the slave interest ? But, if he
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does support tliat policy, if he makes it a point to tavor tliat

interest, and carry out the views of those who aim throujJi;h»

it to control the administration, as Nicholas Biddle hoped
to control the credit system of the world l)y buying up the

cotton crop of the South, he will uot only administer the

•government as a southern sectional president, but inevitably

prepare the way for the accession of a northern sectional

president in 1860. The experiment of the last election is

-one that cannot be repeated with success. There is a spirit
-aroused at the North, whether good or bad, that cannot pru-

dently be tampered with, and Mr. Buchanan's safety lies

alone in administering the government on strictly IJniofi

principles,
—

justice to all sections of the Union, but partial-

ity to none. He must interpret the Kansas-Nebraska policy
to mean really and truly the non-intervention of congress in

the question of slavery, the complete exclusion of that ques-
tion from federal politics.
The Kansas-Nebraska bill professed, but falsely pro-

fessed, to be framed on the principle of non-intervention.

Slavery, we hold, is a local institution, and not placed
wdthin the province of the federal government. That gov-
-ernment is bound to respect it wliere it legally exists, as

it is bound to respect all the laws and institutions of the

several states, not in derogation of the constitution and
laws of the United States, and to j^rovide for reclaiming

by their owners persons held to service in one state and

escaping into another; but further than that it has no con-

stitutional power over it. It can neither abolish it where
it exists, nor authorize it -where it does not exist, unless it

be in the District of Columbia. The Kansas-Nebraska bill

is opposed to this pi'inciple, and is an attempt on the part
of consrress to enable slavery to g'ain a leo-al introduction

into new territory, under the pretence of leaving it to the

territorial people to decide for themselves whether they
will have slaves or not. But the people of a territory not

yet erected into a state, have no political or civil powers,

except those conferred by congress, and congress can confer
no power which it does'not itself possess, or authorize them
to do any thing which it has not the constitutional right to

do itself. Congress having itself no right to say whether

slavery shall or shall not be allowed, it cannot, of course,
authorize the people to do so.

The attempt to get over the lack of power on the part of

<'ongress, l)y the recognition of so-called "squatter sever-
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eignty," is unworthy of high-uiiuded and lionorable states-

men. Squatter sovereignty is an al>snrdity, and repugnant
to tlie first principles of all legal order. Under our systeni
of government the people as states possess original and un-

derived sovereignty, and sovereignty, under God, in its

plenitude, save so far as by tlieir own free and irrevocable-

act they have delegated its exercise to the T^nion. But the

inhabitants of a territory have no original and underived

sovereignty at all ; they have no existence as a sovereign

people, and no inherent political or civil rights and powers.
Whatever legislative authoritv the territorial leo;islature

may have, it holds it as a grant from congress. To recognize
in the people of the territory original and undei'ived legis-
lative power is a contradiction in terms; for it is to recog-
nize them as a state, while they are only a territory. When
they receive permission from congress to organize them-
selves as a state, and to form a state constitution preparatory
to admission into the Union, they may authorize slavery or

not as it seems to them good, for then they act as a state,

from their own inherent sovereignty, but not till then
;
for

till then, they can act only under the authority of congress.
The clause in the bill remitting the decision of the question
of slavery to the territorial people is, therefore, in our judg-
ment, totally unconstitutional, and all acts done under it are

null and void from the beo-innins;.

Congress can neither legislate slavery into a territory nor
out of it, because slavery is not within the scope of its con-

stitutional powers, and is a matter over which the states

have supreme and exclusive jurisdiction. This, as we un-
derstand it, is southern doctrine, and we believe it sound.

Let the South and the oSTorth each have its advantages and
submit to its disadvantages. The slaveholding states ought
to be satisfied with it, and the free states, if they love the

constitution, have no reason to object to it, for it excludes

slavery from all territory under the Union, till it becomes a

state. The supreme court of the United States has decided
that slavery is a local institution, and exists only by virtue

of local law. The right of the master, then, to his slave is

not a right that adheres to him, and which he can carry
with him into other territory, or a foreign locality. Hence
all our courts hold that a slave brought by his owner into a

free state ceases to be a slave, and he would be free the
moment his master carried him across the frontier even into

another slave state, if the positive law of this latter state-
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did not renew and confirm the master's riojlit. Tlie princi-

ple on which our courts proceed is, that every man is born

free, and can be deprived of his natural freedom only by a

positive local law. Every man is in presumption of law a

freeman, and no one can be treated otherwise than as a free-

man, except where a local law making him a slave can I)e

pleaded. The slave carried by his master, or were it not

for the constitutional provision with regard to fugitive

slaves, escaping from that locality into another where no
such local positive law can be pleaded, resumes his natural

freedom, and reenters the class of freemen. Nature knows
no slaves. By the law of nature all men are born free and

equal, and man has no jus dominii in man. The common
law, in so far as it does not consist of local customs and

usages, is coincident with the law of nature or natural right,
and customs and usages have the force of law. only in their

particular locality. There is no American law common to

the whole Union that authorizes slavery in the absence of

the statute law prohibiting it, because such law could pro-
ceed only from some act of the states forming the Union,
and no such act can be pretended. Tlie argument based on
the obligation of congress to protect the right of property,
which we used in 1847, in our article on Slavery and the

Mexican War,^ is rendered invalid by the decision of the

supreme court, of which we were then ignorant, that slavery
exists only by virtue of local law. Therefore the right of

property held by the master in his slave is a local right, and
has no existence out of that locality. If we understand
the decision, tlie federal courts can recognize the right of

the master only in cases that come under the lex loci.

Hence the courts of law in Kansas, were a suit brought in-

volving the point, would be obliged, we doubt not, to de-

clare the alleged slave a free man, whatever may have been
the action of the people or the territorial legislature. We
deny that slavery does or can legally exist in Kansas, so

long as Kansas remains a territory under tlie United States.

The great objection to the Kansas-Nebraska bill is to the

clause authorizing the people of the territory to decide

whether they will allow slavery or not. We deny the

power of congress to authorize them to do so. In so far as

the bill touches slavery, it provides for its possible introduc-

tion into territory where it cannot go legally or constitu-

*Browuson'8 Works, Vol. XVI., p. 25.
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tionalh'. It was au attempt to impose npoii the Deiriocracr,

by coufoniidino; the people as a territory with the peo))]e as

a state, although by no means the first attempt of tlie kind.

It hoped, because tlie people as a state are sovereign, to

have it pass without opposition tliat the}' are sovereign as a

territory, or have as a territdry inherent aud uiiderived leg-
islative authority,

—an absurdity equalled only by the so-

called Missouri compromise, which we are glad to see struck

from our statute books. We reject with indignation this

abominable doctrine of "squatter sovereignty," and oppose
the Kansas-jSTebraska policy still more for its recognition of

this doctrine than for an}' advantage it is likely to secure to

the slave interest. Yet, as a recognition of it in favor of

that interest, it is also objectionable.
Our readers know that we are no al)olitionists, and no

one can suspect us of any sympathy with them. We say

distinctly that we are strongly opposed to all efforts made
in the non-slaveholdins; states to abolish slaverv where it

now legally exists. We have no right or wish to interfere

with it in a single slave state. It is, in those states, an
affair of their own, and to their disposition of it we feel

ourselves bound to leave it. We aUvays have defended,
and always shall scrupulously defend, to the best of our
feeble abilities, all the constitutional rio>hts of slaveliolders

as well as of non-slaveholders
;
we will not interfere with

the free development and expansion of slavery within its

legal limits; but we are not and never have been the

champion of slavery; we have never been and never ex-

pect to be captivated by its beauties
; and, in common

with the great body of the people of the free states, we are

personally opposed to its extension beyond the limits of the

states in which it now legally exists, and we cannot condemn
those who believe themselves bound to use all their constitu-

tional rights to resist its further extension. We will scru-

pulously respect all the rights of the slave states, but we
expect them to respect equally all the rights of thfe free

states, and we are unable to see why it is not as honorable
and as chivalric to labor to extend the area of freedom as it

is to labor to extend the area of slavery. If we are opposed
to the subjection of the South by the North, we are equally

opposed to the subjection of the jS'orth by the South. We
deem it the part of all wise American statesmanship to re-

sist by all constitutional and honorable means, the l^iilding

up in any section of the Union of a great consolidated sec-
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tional interest, able to control and subject all others. The
slave interest is as legitimate as the banking or the mercan-

tile interest, but it is everywhere one and identical, and is

already the most powerful interest in the country, and if it

comes into federal j)olitics, it. is able through the division of

other 'interests, to control the policy of the general govern-
ment. As far as this interest is legitimate, and is wielded

in a constitutional way, we have nothing to allege against

it; but as a citizen, looking to the welfare of the whole

Union, we may well be opposed to its growth and expan-
sion beyond its legal limits

;
we may well be disposed to use

all our constitutional rights to restrict it and to keep it out

of the arena of politics, and on the same principle, and for

nearly the same reasons that Greneral Jackson opposed the

old United States bank.

We enter here into no inquiry as to the part}^ that iirst

brought slavery into federal politics. Very likely the jSTorth

in this respect is the principal offender. But wlioever was
the first aggressor, the question has now to be met oji its

merits, as at present before the public, and treated in

reference to its bearing on the future peace and integrity
of the Union. There is a party at the North, resolved at

all hazards to effect the complete abolition of slavery,
—

a party that may become strong, but which as yet is com-

paratively weak. There is also a party at the South, or a

so-called southern party, that avails itself of the aggressions
of the North as a plea for extending and consolidating the

slave interest. Its members are called disunion ists, and

perhaps do now and then threaten secession
;
but their

real policy, as we regard it, is not disunion, but, through
the slave interest, supremacy. It enters into their calcu-

lations by filibustering or other means to annex Cuba, all

southern Mexico, and Central America, as slave states, and

they are taking their measures to force the North to aid

them, apparently to take the lead, in doing it. Cuba is to

be annexed to prevent it from becoming a free colony, and
also to add another slave state to the Union. If the Span-
ish laws and edicts on slavery were executed in Cuba there

would remain very few slaves in that island. I am told

that by far the larger part of the black population of the

island are legally entitled to their freedom, and that the

reason why the Cuban Creoles wish to be annexed to the

Union, is the fear that the mother country, the moment she

gets matters settled at home, may take it into her head to
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see that her laws and edicts in favor of freedom are en-

forced, and thus deprive them of their staves. This is the

Spanish tyranny of wliich we hear so much. It is pretty
certain that slavery will not much longer exist in Cuba, if it

remains a colony of Spain. Hence tlie desire of the Cubaii

slaveholders to be annexed to the Union
;

and to avoid

another example of emancipation in their immediate neigh-
borhood is one strong reason why the people of the south-

western states entertain the same desire. Reopen the slave

trade, annex Cuba, Mexico, and Central America, these last

after having been first organized into a southern republic

by Walker or some other equally worthy adventurer, appar-

ently hostile to the United States, so as not to excite the

opposition of France and England, and the slave interest

will have so extended and consolidated itself that it can not

only defy, as it is trusted, the attacks of northern abolition-

\&m, but'also dictate as a master the policy of the federal

administration. This, we take it, is what the so-called

southern party, really not more southern than northern in

its composition, is pursuing. It is, also, a policy not abso-

lutely impracticable, if its abettors can, by alarming the

friends of the Union as to the danger of northern sectional-

ism, prevent the sound portion of the people from interpos-

ing in time to thwart it. IS'orthern speculation has a hand
in it, and its most efficient supporters we presume are to be

found in this city. The Cincinnati platform, with its en-

dorsement of the Kansas-jSTebraska bill, the strong emphasis

placed on the so-called ''Monroe doctrine," and tlie recent

movement towards the revival of slavery by Walker in

Nicaragua, are all significant, and indicate pretty .plainly
what is intended and what is expected.
We do not pretend that tliis pohcy finds its support onW

at the South, or that there are not northern demagogues
and speculators in abundance leagued with the southern :

nor do we pretend that the South is unanimously in favor of

it. The mass of the people both South and North are really
and firmly attached to the Union, and ask notliing more
than to have the government administered in accordance

with Union principles, leaving all sectional interests to be

disposed of by the several state governments. But the ad-

vocates of the policy we have under consideration are

laboring through the slave interest to combine the whole

southern people in its favor, by making them generally be-

lieve that their only security for their slave property is in
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its realization. The leaders of the party are, perhaps, north-

ern, rather than sonthern men, and the whole scheme looks

to us like the product of a northern, rather than a southern

hrain. It smells of Wall street. These leaders care no

more for one section of the Union than another, and their

aim is simply to use the South through the slave interest to

further the purposes of their own selfish ambition and per-
sonal ao-onrandizement. They wish to build up a single per-
manent interest strono; enough to dictate the policy of the

government, and the slave interest is the one which seems

to them to have the requisite capabilities. By combining
slavery with democracy, and democra(;y with the extension

of territory and therefore with the interest of the specula-

tors, they hope to succeed in their plans,
Tlie danger in this case, as in most others, comes from

creating false issues. The party we oppose labor at the

South to confound the security of slave property, where it

is legally recognized, and which is all that the great body of

the southern people ask, with slavery extension, or the en-

largement of the area of slavei-y ;
while at the North they

labor to confound opposition to the extension of slavery into

new territory, with abolitionism, or a determination to in-

terfere with slavery in the slave states themselves. They
will not suffer either at the South or at the ITorth the proper
issue to be made before the public. Hence the danger.
The first thing for Mr. Buclianan to do, is so to shape his

administration as to bring the question in its proper form

before the American people. He must show the South

that the security of slave property and the extension of

slave territory have no necessary connection, perhaps are

incompatible one with the other, and the North that op-

position to the extension of slavery into territory where it

cannot go constitutionally does not involve abolitionism, and

may be consistent with the most scrupulous respect for the

rights of slave property in its own locality. AH the great

body of the southern people want is security for their

property in slaves' ; all the great body of the northern peo-

ple think of asking is security that slavery shall not leap its

present bounds, and become the dominant interest of the

country. Mr. Buchanan, then, must make his appeal dis-

tinctly to the great body of the people both North and

South, and show by his appointments and the measures he

adopts or recommends that, as far as depends on his gov-

ernment, the slav^eholding states shall be protected in all
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thuir constitutional rights, and no countenance will be given
either to the party of abolition or the party of extension.

Tills is what is imposed upon him as a constitutional presi-

dent, and if distinctly adopted and carried out with resolu-

tion and impartiality, the administration will be brought
back to Union principles, and the demagogues whether
northern or southern will be defeated. This is the work
Mr. Buchanan has been elected to perform, and which he
must perform if he means even to retain power in the hands
of the Democratic party.

In urging this Union policy upon the incoming admin-
istration against' the abolition party on the one hand and
the slavery extension party on the other, we are warring

against the just rights of no section, we are simply warring

against sectionalism, whether northern or southern. The
federal government was instituted for the common weal of

all the states, and its utility depends on its confining itself

to the interests common to all sections of the Union. We
do not, in askino- the administration to discountenance the

slavery extension party, ask it to interfere positively to

prevent the extension of slavery to new territory, but not

to interfere to favor it. Slavery cannot extend legally be-

yond the present slave states into territory not yet erected

into states, without the positive action of the federal gov-
ernment

;
and the only concession to the IS^orth we ask is,

that that action shall be withheld, for it is both dangerous
and unconstitutional. All the concession we ask for the

South is, that the question of slavery be excluded from fede-

ral politics, and left to be disposed of by the states, by each

state, when a state, for itself, and as regards the territories

by the federal courts. More than this neither the North nor

the South has anj'^real interest in demanding, and to demand
more may be to get less.

The admirers of slavery, whether northern or southern,
must know that they stand very much alone, and that it is

too late to attempt to make converts to the slave system.

Say what we will, slavery is regarded by the civilized world

as an odious institution, as well as by the great mass of the

people of the free states, and even the people of the slave

states themselves are very far from being unanimous in

their admiration of it. We have found as much genuine,
honest abolition sentiment in the slave states as we have

ever found in the free states, and the southern politicians,
who talk so violently against the northern Yankees, know
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very well that it requires the most strenuous efforts on their

part to retain their hold on their constituents. Most of-

their declamation is intended for effect at home, rather than

abroad. For ourselves personally, we would not emancipate
the slave population at the South, if we had the power, not,

indeed, because we like slavery, but because with all the

study we have been able to give to the subject, we can dis-

cover no condition possible at present for the Tuass of that

population superior to that in which they now are. Hu-

manity towards that population, if nothing else, would pre-
vent us from being an abolitionist. But the South cannot

be io^norant that she has the civilized world against her, and
if she seeks in earnest to foist her domestic institutions on

territory under the constitution now free, she will meet in

the free states a resistance,which even her chivalry will not

be able to withstand. The free states are determined that

there shall be no further extension of slave territory to the

North or to the South, and the immense plui-alities in the

late election for Colonel Fremont prove that their resolu-

tion in this respect is not to be despised ;
and yet Colonel

Fremont himself did not command the full vote of the

party opposed to slavery extension. If his election had
turned on that question alone, he would have swept by over-

whelming majorities every non-slaveholding state in the

Union, and perhaps have carried two or three even of the

slave states. This should admonish the incomino- admin-
istration that no strengthening and consolidating of the

slave interest beyond its strict constitutional rights, can be

prudently attempted. The free states will not consent to

be governed by that interest. Southern politicians and
southern journals may threaten secession, may talk disunion,

may advocate a southern slaveholding confederacy, but it

will not move the mass of the people in the free states. If

the controversy proceeds to blows, they will give as well as

receive, and perliaps not be the tirst to yield. If worst
comes to worst, the old battle of the Puritans and the Cav-
aliers will be fought over again, and the party opposed to

slavery extension will then, in spite of all that can be said,

be an abolition party, and the cry will be " freedom to the

slave/' instead of the old cry of " a godly reformation of

the church and state." The South cannot afford to provoke
such a conflict, fo? in it the moral sense of the civilized

world would be with the !N^ortli, which would be cheered
on as the champion of freedom.

Vol XVII—5
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But we have not the slightest fear of a civil war. There
is too much good sense and good feeling in all sections, and
too ardent a love for the Union to permit it

;
and on neither

side will it get beyond the bullying ]3oint. Yet the South

can no nujre safely press slavery extension than the North
can abolition principles and movements. Either is pregnant
with danger, and should be abandoned. Let the abolition

movement be restrained, and the slavery extension move-
ment can be easily defeated

;
let the slavery extension policy

be withdrawn, and we can easily confine abolitionism to a

few harmless men and women who find their dissipation in

})hilanthropy instead of theatres, routs, and balls. Both
movements must be suppressed, and the policy of the in-

coming administration must be to suppress them by favor-

ing neither, and by resistin^^
each when it seeks either to

control or to embarrass it. In doing so, we do not say Mr.
IJuchanan will escape opposition or obloquy ;

he will no

doubt be accused of want of fidelity to the Cincinnati plat-

form, of betraying the South, or of courting the North
;
but

he will, if he does it openly, decidedly, bravely, be sus-

tained, for the people know that the only platfoi'm he is at

liberty to consult is the constitution, and the only party to

which he is responsible is the party of the Union. He has

not been elected to carry out the will of any sectional party,
northern or southern, eastern or western

;
but to administer

the government for four years on constitutional principles,
and with sole reference to those rights and interests which
are conmion to all the states. Let him feel that, and take

his stand above party, command party, not serve it, and the

country will sustain him, and honor liira as one of her great-
est and most deserving presidents.
We know the slavery question is one of great delicacy,

but it must be resolutely faced, and both sections must give

up something. The South must yield its assumed right to

transport slave property into territories not yet erected into

states, and the North must yield its pretension to the right
of congress to refuse to admit a state into the Union, whose
constitution does not exclude slavery. The southern claim

is unfounded because the right of property in slaves is lo-

cal, not general ;
and the northern pretension is unconstitu-

tional, because congress has no right to examine the consti-

tution of a sovereifi^n state anv further than to ascertain that

it is not anti-republican or incompatible with the constitu-

tion of the United States. Under our svstem it is neither
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anti-republican nor unconstitutional for a state to authorize

slavery. The people of the state, not of the territory, have
the undoubted constitutional right, within its own jurisdic-

tion, to esta!)1ish or to in'oliibit slavery as they please; and
to the people of the state,

—not of the territory, as says the

Kansas-Nebraska bill,
—^the disposition of the question must

be left. This may not prevent the extension of slavery into

new states after their formation as states
;
but it will prevent

its extension by the aid of the federal government, which
is all that the. anti-slavery extension party can constitution-

ally insist upon, or attempt by political action. With this

both sections must be contented. Any claim on either side

beyond will only provoke exaggeration on the other, and
render internal peace impracticable.

There must, again, be no talk of reviving the African
slave trade. The slave trade is placed by the constitution

under the autliority of congress, and the tJnion has the con-

stitutional right to act on it. ISTo doubt our northern and
eastern cities swarm with mammon-worshippers anxious to

have the trade reopened, and ready to enter into it with all

their Yankee energy and perseverance; but that traffic is

infamous, and by nearly all civilized nations is declared to

be piracy. Were we to reopen it we should become for
ever infamous. It is almost enough to make an honest man
turn abolitionist to find slavery so blunting the moral sense
as to permit men otherwise honorable and high-minded to

broach, even in conversation, a thing so infamous. We con-
fess what we have read in respectable southern journals, and
heard talked by men of high character in regard to reopen-
ing the African slave trade has shocked us, and greatly
modified our feelings on the subject of slavery. That traffic

was condemned by the church as lonjy asfo as 1482, and the1*11 O iD
"

condemnation has been renewed by successive popes down
to our own times. The Catholic who engages in it, who re-

duces the African negro to slavery, or who buys and holds
as a slave any one so reduced from a state of freedom, is

ipsofacto excommunicated. No class of citizens have more

uniformly or more faithfully supported the constitutional

rights of the slaveholding states than Catholics, both jSTorth

and South. With iis it has been a point of conscience, of

religion to be loyal to the Union, loyal to the constitution,
and it has been a sense of duty to the Union, to the consti-

tution, that has made us here at the JSTorth vote in almost
one solid phalanx for Mr. Buchanan, against what we re-
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garded as Dortliern sectionalism. None of ns like slavery^
none of us wish to perpetuate it

;
we all of us love freedom,

and hold all men to be equal under the law of nature ; but
we all respect vested rights, and our respect for the consti-

tutional rights of the slaveholding states, has led us to vote,
often much against our personal interests, with the South.

But we can never support any party in so infamous a proj-
ect as that of reopening the African slave trade, a trade

which our religion condemns, and which has brought a curse

upon every Catholic state that has permitted it. We regard
it with horror, and must oppose it to the last gasp, let the

cost be to us what it may. If you insist on it, you will com-

pel us to vote as Catholics, as well as citizens, against you,
for vou then insist on a matter that our religion as Catho-

lies condemns. You touch our consciences, and compel us

for religion's sake to cast our votes against yon, and there

is not a non-slaveholding state in the Union, without us, on
whose vote you can count. You would make a northern

sectional party a duty as well as a necessity, and commit the

honor of the country to the keeping of the North. This
were moonlight madness, and we do not believe that the

hioh-minded and chivalric, the moral and Christian South
will itself consent to it.

The project of reopening the slave trade, advocated, we
regret to see, by the governor of South Carolina in his re-

cent message to the legislature of that state, if seriously en-

tertained, will give to the question of slavery a new face, as

well as new and startling dimensions, and convert every
northern Union man into a decided anti-slavery man. North-
ern Union men do not love slavery, and they submit to it

where it legally exists, only as they submit to a lesser in

order to avoid a greater evil. Impose upon them the ad-

ditional burden of bearing the infamy of the slave trade,
and you will find them entirely unmanageable. They will,

in their indio-nation, throw off that burden and the other

too. Constitutional scruples will no longer restrain them,
and they will pour down upon the South as an army of ver-

itable northern Berserkirs, whose fury no earthly power can
restrain or withstand. Is it prudent on the part of the

friends of slavery to push us so far, to exact so much of us?
Is it wise to take away from us all middle gi'ound, and force

us either to become propagandists of slavery or to join with
tlie abolitionists? Can they not see that, if compelled to

take sides, we shall deem it more Christian, more honorable.
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more c-liivalric even, to make common cause with tlie abo-

lition movement than with a movement for reviving and

legalizing- the African slave trade? Cannot these so-called
*' fire-eaters" understand that we at the I^orth, especially
we who have always stood by the Union and resisted all en-

croachments on the constitutional rio^hts of the slave inter-

est, have the principles of religion and of honor in as high
a degree at least as they have? Can they not understand
that we have defended the South from loj^alty to the con-

stitution, and not from any good will we have to slavery?
Do they expect to convert ns to their slavery worship, and
to make ns admirers of the concealed beauties of negro
slavery ? If they have so expected, it is time for them to

be undeceived.

We know the enemies of the Union at the South and at

the North labor with all their might to force the party wdiose

candidate Mr. Buchanan was into one extreme or the other,
and to compel it to be either an abolitionist or a pro-slavery

party. They are determined that there shall be no Union
men. The wider they can make the breach the better are

they pleased. The abolitionists hope by so doing to

compel all the free states to take up their cause, and the

pro-slavery men hope by the same means to combine all the

slave states, and through them either rule or split the

Union, and form a grand southern republic in which slavery

may be developed and expanded without the restraints

necessarily imposed by their connections with the free

states. But if the South follows the lead of these "fire-

eaters," who look for a grand field for slavery expansion in

yet nnannexed Mexico, Central America, and the West In-

dies, the abolitionists will prove the successful party, for

they will have the federal government and the moral sym-
pathy of the world on their side. Cotton, rice, and tobacco
are very important, we own, in regulating our exchanges,
but not so important as they were before the California gold
discoveries, and California will not go Avith the slavery re-

public. The immense Republican vote in the free states

proves, among other things, that exchanges do not depend
as exclusively on southern products as they did a few years

ago. The great "West is opened, and its products are every
day becoming a more and more important element in trade,
domestic and foreicrn. The o-reat ao;ricultural free states, in

the valley of the Mississippi, all Republican states, with
two exceptions, not lo be counted on, will never suffer the
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mouth of tlie Mississippi and the southern outlets of their

trade to be held by a foreii^n state, though of kindred

blood, especially if tliat foreign state depends on slave la-

bor. The southern confederacy would find itself opposed
not only by the Northeast, but by the still more formidable

Northwest, and brave as are the southern chivalry, and as

handy as they are in using gutta-percha canes, they would
be powerless before the two united, acting by authority of

the federal government, with the war-cry of freedom.

No; the interest of the South as well as of the North is

in loyalty to the Union, and she should be as careful to

avoid the issue the "
tire-eaters

" and abolitionists are forc-

ing upon her as we of the North, and perhaps even more
so. She must, then, for her own sake discountenance all

movements towards reviving and legalizing the slave trade,
and be contented witli our fidelity to our constitutional en-

gagements. If she finds the slave interest too weak for her

ambition, it is a misfortune from which she has no right to

expect the free states to relieve her. She takes her chance
with the rest, and must bear her share of her own burdens.

We do not reproach her with her slavery, but we owe her no
aid beyond letting it alone where it is. With that she must
make up her mind to be satisfied, and so much the free

states are, in that case, bound to give her.

We Iiave been discussing slavery merely as a political

question, in relation to federal politics ;
we liave not felt

called upon to consider it in its moral aspects. As a Catho-
lic the moral question has long since been settled for us.

We have no vague, floating, or uncertain doctrines on tiie

subject. We do not agree with the abolitionists that slavery
is malum hi se^ and that one cannot with a good conscience
be a slaveholder. We do not any more believe that slavery
is an unmixed evil, or that in private morals, or the Chris-

tian virtues, the southern people are one whit inferior to

their northern brethren. As a general rule, we believe the

slaves are treated with kindness and humanity, sufficiently
fed and clothed, and not over-v/orked. We believe they are

morally and physically better off, with individual excep-
tions, than they would be if emancipated ;

and therefore we
would not, as we have said, disturb the relarior. wliieh exists

between them and their masters, if we had tne uower and
the constitutional right. Nevertheless, the more we have
seen of slavery under its most favorable aspects, the more
satisfied are we that it is an evil to be borne, rathci* than a

good to be sought, to be confined rather tiian extended.

JTck
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We are not writing; in a spii-it liostile to southern inter-

ests. We have dwelt indeed more on tlie danger of move-
ments to strengtlien and consolidate the slave poM'er than

on that of the northern abolition movements, becanse we
have for years dwelt on the latter, and becanse we think it

always the part of wisdom to guard fii'st against the danger
that is nearest and most pressing. The nearest and most

pressing danger is that of converting the party which in the

late election supported Colonel Fremont into a strictly

anti-slavery party, and this can be guarded against by no
efforts so to extend and strengthen the slave power as to se-

cure to it the administi-ation. All efforts of that sort will

tend only to precipitate the danger, for it is precisely

against such extending and strengthening of the slave

j)ower that that party is organi^d. The moment the

United States bank entered the arena of politics and at-

tempted to obtain a power too strong for the government
to resist, although apparently in self-defence, its doom was

sealed, because the people, moved by an instinct of free-

dom, would not suffer the existence of a moneyed power
outside of the government strong enough to control it. It

will be the same with slavery. Its safety depends on its

weakness, not in having or in appearing to have the power
to shape the policy of the government. It has reached the

extent of its power, and to seek to make it more powerful,
is precisely to excite a more determined hostility to it, and
a hostility that under no circumstances it will become

strong enough to subdue. If slavery, where it exists, cannot

find security without governing the Union, it will not be

permitted to exist in the Union at all.

It must never be forgotten that slavery is repugnant to

the moral sense of the civilized world. It belongs to a past

age, to the heathen rather than the Christian republic,
and no free state will consent to place the interest of slave

labor on a par with the interest of free labor. The thing
is not to be thought of. To administer the government in

the interest of the free laboring classes is wise and just, in

harmony with the best and strongest spirit of modern times ;

to administer it solely in the interest of capital, especially
when that capital consists of slaves, human beings, men like

ourselves, descended from the sanle stock, and redeemed

by the same Grod become man, is repugnant to that spirit,

and to the uniform tendencies of our holy religion. Such
is the fact, war against it as you will. It is, then, in vain
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that you brand as aggressive any constitutional action of the

government intended to affect favorably the interests of

free labor, or chiiui in the name of equal riglits a like action

in favor of slave labor. The equality in the case is not and
will not be conceded, for freedom is the natural right of

every man, and slavery its abridgment by positive law. In

the case of free lal)or the law must be interpreted lil^erally

in its favor
;
in the case of slave labor it must be construed

strictly, and favor as little as possible the owner of that

labor. Tlie policy of the law is to favor freedom and to

restrict slavery. This being tlie caso, free labor may de-

velop and expand itself anywhei-e and to any extent not

prohibited ;
slave labor only where and to the extent author-

ized by positive hiw. Tliere is no aggression on the rights of

slave labor in seekino; to keei) slaverv out of all territorv now
free, while there is a direct aggression on free labor in seek-

ing to subject that territory to the slave interest, for in all

cases slavery is the abridgment of the natural rights of man.
Hence the efforts of the South to expand her system of

slave labor against free labor, where free labor has not been

by law deprived of its natural freedom, will be counted a

positive aggression and resisted as such. Therefore we
maintain that the security of slave property consists in its

not attempting to extend or strengthen itself beyond its

present limits, and in submitting without resistance to the

free and full development of free labor within its constitu-

tional bounds. To do otherwise were to provoke a contest

in which slave labor would be deprived of all its rights,
even where it now has rights. Any man who knows the

country and is capable of i)utting two ideas together cannot
fail to see and admit this.

We, therefore, regret the policy shadowed forth in the

Cincinnati platform, which, under pretence of non-inter-

vention by congress in the question of slavery, contemplates
in reality the strengthening of slavery by the addition of

new slave territory not as yet within the limits of the Union.
The Ostend conference, the emphasis laid on the so-called

"Monroe doctrine," the obvious wish on the part of our
late minister to England to break up the Clayton-Bulwer
treaty, and the filibustering clauses of the Cincinnati plat-
form taken in connection with Walker's movements in Cen-
tral America, the effort made by General Quitman and
others in congress for the repeal of the neutrality laws, and
the advocacy at the South of the revival of the African
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slave trade, all indicate a policy, the character of wliicli it is

impossible to mistake. The policy is not to press the exten-

sion of slavery in •my of the present territory of the Union
now free, but to indemnify the slave interest by annexing-, at

the earliest practicable moment, Cuba, Central America, and
Mexico as slave states. This will give the South the pre-
dominance in the Union, or at least afford her security

•against any growth or expansion of the free states. The
national greediness for terrltoi'ial aggrandizement, the fili-

bustering spirit now so rife, the speculators now so numer-
ous in all sections of the Union, the streno-th of the exist-

ing slave interest, tiie love of democracy of the American

people, and their confidence in their manifest destiny, it has

been supposed would, all combined, secure the adoption of

this policy against all possible opposition.
It would now seem that the plan is, in the first place, by

the aid of the filibusters, transit companies, or other corpo-
rations and speculators, to organize Mexico and Central
America into a great Anglo-Saxon republic, as a duplicate
of our own. In the beginning, in order not to excite the

hostility of Great Britain and France, it will be organized
ostensibly for the purpose of interposing a barrier to the
further progress of the Union to the South. It contem-

plates, we presume, adding to this southern republic Cal-

ifornia and all the territory of the Union west of the Rocky
Mountains, and as many of the southern states as choose to

secede, and aid in forming a slaveholding republic. But

ultimately it is to be joined to the present Union, so as to

extend the Union over the whole Korth American conti-

nent, together with the West India Islands. A grand
scheme, we admit, and one which we- do not doubt is se-

riously entertained by men who are not yet in a madhouse.
Even were this policy practicable, it should be opposed

by every patriot, every friend of morality, by every man
who has the least regard for national honor. The true

policy of this country is undoubtedly to prevent Cuba from

passing into the hands of a first-class European power, but
not to take possession of it ourselves, even if we could do
so with the consent of Spain herself. It would add noth-

ing to our strength, and in fact as an outlying post, inca-

pable, in case of war with a great European power, of de-

fending itself, would much extend and weaken our system
of military defences. In regard to Central America, through
which lies one of the great highways of the future com-
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merce of the world, all we want is that it should not be
lield by a power able to close that liio;hway to us. Of

course^ we cannot consent to let Great Britain, France, or

Russia have possession of that highway, and for the same
reason we can never suffer to grow up a rival power, Ang-lo-
Saxon or not, able to dispute witli us the transit across the

isthmus. These are fixed points in our national policy,
which we shall maintain, if need be, with the whole moral
and material force of the Union. But i>eyond we need

nothing. A free transit across the isthmus for our com-
merce we demand, and we shall do our best to exclude the

settlement of any power there strong enough to deu}' it to

us. Our interest requires nothing more, and this interest

would exclude the grand Walker empire just now talked

about, as much as it would England or France. The policy
of our government has never gone, and we much doubt if it

will go any further. General Pierce came into power with

certain filibuster proclivities, and his foreign ap'pointments
were all such as to create the impression that he intended

to pursue a policy of territorial aggrandizement. But
events proved too strong for him, or experience soon taught
him a sounder policy. He has succeeded in giving his ad-

ministration, with a few exceptions, the right position in re-

gard to foreign powers ;
the end of his government has

well-nigh retrieved the errors of its beginning, and we re-

gret that he is not to be at the head of the administration

for the next foui- years, unless Mr. Marcy be i-etained as^

secretary of state. But wliatever may have been Mr. Bu-
chanan's views at the Ostend conference, or as minister to

England, we cannot believe he will aim at more in regard
to Cuba or Central America, than simply to carry out as

occasion may require, and as he has power, the so-called
" Monroe doctrine," and this much even we should insist

upon.
The free transit across the isthmus for our connnerce is

necessary to enable us to keep up the balance of the New
World with the Old. Great Britain is not at present ambi-

tious of extending her power in the New World. She has

turned her attention to the East, and hopes to monopolize
the trade of entire Asia. She is aiming at the commerce
of the Black Sea, and to gain a position in Sicily and also

on the Persian Gulf, so as to check Russian advances to-

wards India, and to neutralize France in Africa, Syria, and

Egypt, and by means of the Euphrates railroad, and a rail-
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road, or a canal, if slie can conti'ol it, across the Isthintis of

Suez, to place Asia in competition with America. This is

the only way in which she can maintain herself for any

great length of time against onr commercial rivalry. We
can meet her policy only bv a ship canal across the Isthmus
of Central America, and a railroad through our own terri-

tory to the Pacific Ocean enabling us to compete advanta-

geously with her in eastern Asia. Great Britain having
turned her attention eastward, and being likely for some
time to come to have her hands full with France and Rus-

sia, whom in the late war she adroitly played off one against
the other, our filibusters seem to fancy that there is a chance
of founding, by aid of the slave interest, a southern repul)-
lic unconnected with the free states of this Union, and of

securing the commercial advantages to which Central Amer-
ica is the key. Hence the opposition of the South to the

Pacific railroad, unless it is made so far South as to come
within what is intended to be the southern republic. But
this southern republic is a dream that will never be realized.

The whole power of the federal government in the hands
of the free states, will be exerted, if necessary, to pi-event
it. Those southern states, not yet within the limits of the

Union will, if they change their present condition, be an-

nexed to our confederacy. JSTo matter what the journals

may say. Ko administration will favor or suffer such a

republic independent of the Union.
To the annexation of these states there are several weighty

objections. One is that we have no right to them, and can-

not do it without tarnishing our national honor. Another
reason is, the South will op])ose their annexation unless they
are annexed as slave states, and to their annexation as slave

states the North will never consent, and the ISTorth is

wrought up to that degree of heat, and is so confident of

its strength, that it will have its way. It counts its late

defeat a victory, and it will yield hereafter to slavery noth-

ing not contained in the bond. In all the Spanish Ameri-
can republics slavery has been abolished, and we shall never
consent to take the retrograde step of reestablisliing it.

The progress of the whole civilized world since the intro-

duction of Christianity has been towards the abolition of

slavery. To reestablish it where it has been abolished is to

take a step backwards towards barbarism and paganism. It

would be a fine compliment to American democracy to say
that wherever it extends it carries slavery with it. It will
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do very well for our southern "fire eaters" to tell ns

slavery is the basis of freedom, and the cement of the

Union, but no man of ordinary intellio;ence and rig-ht feel-

ing call be ex}3ected "to believe it. The states in question

may ultimately be annexed to the Union, but not till they
can be annexed as free states. Some of the slave states

may threaten secession, and may even take measures to se-

cede ;
but they will soon be glad enough to retuiTi, for if

they secede they will leave the Union behind them, and by
no means carry it with them. We have confidence that

this grand filibuster and annexation scheme will tind no
favor with the incoming administration.

The true policy for us towards our Spanish American

neighbors is to respect their rights as independent states, to

suppress all invasions of them by our citizens, to protect

them, aid them to recover from their internal distractions,
and stimulate them by our trade and good offices to main-
tain well ordered governments, and to develop their in-

ternal resources. In this way we shall best promote both
their interest and our own. At any rate, the incoming
administration must put down filibustering. Filibusters

are simply freebooters, pirates, thieves, robbers, murderers,
and it is any thing but creditable to us, that they are able

to awaken the sympathies of a people like the American.

They are corrupt and corrupting, and already have they had
a most deleterious effect on both the public and private con-

science of large masses of our citizens. No doubt they
have gained symj)athy chiefly because they have given
themselves out as the soldiers,

—
irregular soldiers it may

be,
—but the soldiers of liberty. Walker's conduct in Nica-

ragua in revoking the decree abohshing slavery, and prac-

tising the most cruel despotism, strips them of that mask,
and they will henceforth, we hope, be held in the horror
and detestation they deserve.

Some things more we had intended to say, but we have
said enough. We have written for the purpose of throwing
out a few suggestions which we hope the incoming admin-
istration will regard as those of a friend and not an enemy,
but as those of one wdio loves truth and justice even more
than the material interests of his country, and his country
more than party, and who asks nothing of any administra-

tion for himself. Wiser suggestions may be made
;
none

more honest or disinterested will be offered. We follow

no party lead
;
we go with party as far as it goes with us,
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and no further. We relnctantlj voted against Col. Fre-

mont, for we feared the influence of tlie abolition leaders

who surrounded him, but we are as loath to support a south-

ern as a northern sectional party, and though we voted for

Mr. Buchanan, we will support him only so far as he proves
himself a Union president.

THE SLAVERY QUESTION ONCE MORE.

[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for April, 1857.]

"We have been told that our remarks on Slavery and the

Incoming Administration gave great offence to some of our

readers, and we have found ourselves denounced in a Yir-

ginia jom'ual of note and influence as on the verge of black-

republicanism. We are not surprised at this, for partisans
can rarely understand the position of one who holds him-

self independent of party, and who assumes the right to

judge all parties.
Our views on slavery itself were given in April, 1838,*

and were such as to secure us the friendship of the late

John C Calhoun, and of several of the more eminent states-

men of the slave-holding states. We are not aware of hav-

ing changed our views on that subject since. We have
never professed to admire slavery, or to wish its continu-

ance
;
we have uniformly expressed ourselves as in opposi-

tion to it, wherever it is an open question, whether it shall

exist or not. Thus we say to the South, January, 1841,
"
Slavery we cannot advocate, for we can see no affinity be-

tween slavery and democracy. We shall undoubtedly speak
out unquestioned, and unobstructed, in favor of universal

freedom to universal man." " You must not think that we
advocate slavery on principle, that we love the institution.

There is not a Democrat north of Mason and Dixon's line

that does not loathe it, and believe it a crime against hu-

manity. We refi'ain from meddling with it, simply because

it is a matter which concerns states of which we are not

citizens, because we can reach it by no constitutional action,
and because we believe liberty is more interested at present
in preserving the constitution, in maintaining state rights,

*
Slavery

—Abolitionism, Brownson's Works, Vol. XV., pp. 45 et seq.
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than ill attempting the doubtful good of emancipating the

slave witiiout making any provision for him after his fetters

liave been knocked off.''
*

Substantially the same views

we have always expressed whenever we have alluded to the

subject. We have maintained and still maintain that a man

may hold slaves with a good conscience, in opposition to

abolitionists who maintain thot slavery is always and every-
where and imder all cireninstances a sin, but we have never

approved it.

We have, ever since 1838, uniformly opposed,
—no man

more strenuously, whether efficiently or not,—the whole ab-

olition movement, on legal, moral, economical, and political

grounds. Touching the question of slavery the several

states are, in relation to one another, independent sovereign-

ties, and must be regarded as so many independent foreign
nations. New York has the same right to take cognizance
of slaverv in South Carolina that she has to take cognizance
of any domestic institution of France or Great Britain, and
no more

;
that is to say, no right at all. As a citizen of New

York I am not responsible for the existence of slavery in

any other state in the Union, and I cannot, further than the

expression of my individual opinion, interfere with the re-

lation existing between the master and his slave, without

violating international law, striking at the mutual equality
and independence of the states, and sapping the constitution

of the Union. The whole abolition' movement of the non-

slaveholding states as it has been carried on for now nearly

thirty years we i-egard and for nearly the whole of that time

have regarded as immoral, illegal, and its abettors as punish-
able by our laws.

We deny, and always have denied, the right of congress
to legislate on the subject. The fugitive-slave law is simply
a law for executing a clause in the constitution, wliich is in

the nature of an extradition clause, in a treaty between in-

dependent sovereigns. We always regarded the so-called
" Missouri compromise

"
as unconstitutional. Slavery with

us is purely a state institution, deriving from state sover-

eignty alone, and there is under our system no power to

authorize or to abolish it, but the state itself, that is, the

people in their state as distinguished from tlieir federal ca-

pacity. The state may or may not, as it chooses, authorize

sslavery, forbid it, or abolish it, without leave asked or ob-

'Ibid, pp. 131-2.
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tained from the Union, or from her sister states. Congres
has, then, no power to say to the states on one side of a 2;iven

parallel of latitude you may, and on the other, you shall not,
hold slaves. The constitution gives it no such power eitlier

in respect of old states or new states. New York has been
a slaveholding state since my recollection, and may become
so again if she chooses. Congress has nothing to say on the

subject, one way or the other. Tn the admission of new
states, it has no right to say the state must come in with or

without slaves. The state does not become a state 1)y the

act of admission, for it is admitted, and can be admitted, in-

to the Union only as a state, and therefore must exist as a

state before admission. When leave is given to a territory
to form a state constitution for itself, and it has in accordance
with the leave obtained formed its constitution, and organ-
ized its state government, it is a state, a free sovereign state,
and till its admission, as independent of the Union, as

though it were a foreign nation. If congress refuses to ad-

mit it, it does not fall back under the territorial government,
and become subject again to the Union, but remains a state

outside of the Union, free and independent, with all the

rights and capacities of a sovereign community. Congress
then cannot dictate to the people of the territory the provi-
sions of the constitution they adopt, and must treat them in

relation to their constitution, precisely as it must treat the
states already in the Union. It has then nothing to say in

the formation of their constitution on the subject of slavery.
When they have organized their state government, they
have the right to apply for admission into the Union, and it

is obligato]-y on congress to admit them, if they have adopt-
ed a state government republican in its form. This settles

the question as to the Missouri compromise, and proves it to

be unconstitutional.

The only case in which it can be pretended that congress
may interfere with the slave question is in the organization
of territorial governments ;

but it cannot even in this case

interfere with it, because under our system slaver}'^ is purely
a state question, and has no existence where there is no state.

The federal government is a government of express powers,
and among its express powers there is none which gives it

authority to introduce or abolish, to authorize or prohibit
slavery. Its powers in regard to territories not yet erected
into states are restricted to the necessities of the case, and
must be exercised in accordance with the general principles
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of law. It may enforce the natural law, and is bound to

protect all the rights which exist under the common law
;

but it can go no furtlier. except by special constitutional

provision. It has no authority to create new rights or to

derogate from existino- rights. But as slaverv exists neither

by the common law nor by the natural law, congress cannot

introduce it in a territory ;
and as slavei'y exists only by vir-

tue of municipal law, it cannot enter legally into anj- terri-

tory while a territory. So in no case has congress or the

Union any power over the question of slavery, and hence
both the Missouri compromise and the Wilmot proviso are

unconstitutional, and ought never to have been adopted.
The South agree that congress has no power to legislate

slavery into a territory, and the ground we took in our arti-

cle is, that without the legislative action of congress slavery
cannot legally go into any territory, while a territory. This

ground we did not indeed take in 1847, in an article on

Slavery arid the Mexican War. We changed our ground
in 1854, on being assured that the supreme court had de-

cided that slavery is a local institution, existing only by vir-

tue of positive law,-
—a fact of which I was not aware in 1847.

I am told the decision of the court does not go to the ex-

tent alleged. This may be so, but whether so or not is

nothing to my present purpose. If tlie court has not so de-

cided, the opinion is incontrovertible, and although the al-

leged decision was the occasion of my adopting it, it is not

the authority on which I defend it. Slavery is, whether the

supreme court has so decided or not, a local institution,

rightfully existing only by virtue of municipal law. Under
the law of nature, there are no slaves, for all men are creat-

ed equal, and one man has no jus dominii over another.

Hence all Americans maintain that power, in whose hands
soever lodged, is a trust, and a trust to be exercised for the

good of the governed, for whose benefit the trust is created.-

Keither the civil law nor the common law authorizes sla-

very, and every lawyer knows that all the presumptions of

law are in favor of freedom. There remains then no possi-
ble legal sanction of slavery but that of municipal law, which
has no force out of the municipality. It exists with us, if

it legally exists at all, by virtue of the local law of the state,
and that law has and can have no extra-territorial jurisdiction.
How then is it possible for slavery to have a legal status in

territory included within no state, and subject, aside from
the laws of congress, to no law but the law of nature %
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We have been told that slavery exists in the Union l>j

usage, and that the usage which obtained in all the colonies

from the beginning authorizes it to go wherever it is not

forbidden. But we deny that slavery exists in tlie Union

by usage, for it does not exist in the Union at all. It exists

in the states by usage, if you will, but not in the Union.

Slavery is a state, not a federal institution. It was, we

believe, introduced into the colonies without any positive

law, and it continues to exist, as a matter of fact, in all the

states that have not by positive law abolished or prohibited
it. But the usage was that of distinct, and in relation to

one another, independent colonies. The usage of one

colony had, jper se, no force in another, and though in fact

it obtained in them all, it was never the common usage of

the whole, but the particular usage of each. The usage in

question may or may not legalize slavery in the states which

have not abolished it, but as law it is confined to each state

separately without exti-a-territorial force or vigor. It can-

not legalize it in a territory not yet erected into a state,

because territories have and can have no local usage. Usage
itself, moreover, is not law, and is recognized by the courts

as law, only because its long existence warrants the presump-
tion that it has received the express or tacit sanction of the

law-making power ;
and therefore no usage can have the

force of law where there is no legislative authority com-

petent to pass a law to the same effect. Give, therefore, to

the usage or custom alleged all the force you can, since it

is the usage or custom only of distinct colonies or distinct

states, it can never authorize slavery, which does not exist

by virtue of natui-al right or the jus gentiuTU, out of the

territorial jurisdiction of the particular state or colony. It

is simply in its nature a municipal usage, and of no force

save within the municipality.
We are told, again, that slaves are property, and the

Union is bound to recognize and protect slave property as

much as any other species of property. Yery true, where
slave property exists, but not where it does not exist. In

the states where slaves are property, tlie federal courts are

bound to treat them as property, and cannot discriminate

between them and other species of property ;
but not there-

fore does it follow that it must treat them as property in

the territories, where no local law makes them property.
The- territory of the Union, not yet erected into states,

belongs, we are further told, to all the states in common,
Vol. XVII-6
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and as all the states are equal, the citizens of slaveholdiug
states must have the same right to migrate to them and set-

tle on them with their property, that the citizens of the

other states have to migrate to them and settle on them

M'ith their pi-operty. Most certainly, with that which is

property ont of their own state or in the territory. No dis-

crimination can be made between the citizens of one state

and those of another. The citizen of South Carolina innst

be as free to settle in Nebraska, for instance, as the citizen

of New York, and to carry with him every species of prop-

erty that his New York brother can carry. The citizen of

New York cannot carry with him his real estate, or as the

French law terms it, his immovable property, though he

may retam the title
;
neither can the South Carolinian carry

his'i-eal estate with him, and we believe negroes are coimted

l)y the laws of his state, real, not personal pro])erty.^
He

may sell them, and carry with him the ju-oceeds, which is

all the New Yorker can do with his real or immovable

property. The prohibition to the South Carolinian to hold

his people in Nebraska as property only places him and the

New Yorker on a footing of equality. But, if the South

Carolinian asks to carry his ])eople with him and to hold

them as property in Nebraska, he asks more than he con-

.
cedes to his New York brother, for as his people are prop-

erty only by virtue of the laws of South Carolina, he asks

simply that' the municipal laws of his state shall i)ro tanto

at least, have extra-territorial force,' and operate as law in

Nebraska. What he really asks is, that tlie legislation of

South Carolina shall extend by its own force over territory

not within her jurisdiction, for by no other law than that

of South Carohna are his people 'property. Why shall he

have the right to extend over Nebraska the South Caro-

linian legislation which creates his slave property, any more

than the New Yorker to extend over it the New York leg-

islation which abolishes and prohibits such property?
It is alleged again, that if debarred from migrating with

their slaves to the new territory, the citizens of the slave-

holding states are deprived of their equal right in the com-

mon property of all the states. But not any more than the

citizens of the non-slaveholding states would be deprived
of theirs, were the privilege conceded, for the existence of

slavery is as repugnant to the latter as its non-existence is

to the former. The existence of slavery has shut out emi-

gration from the North to the rich lands of the South and
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Sontlnvest, as effectnallj as the prohibition of slavery has
shut out einigration fi-oin the Soutli to tlie rich and fertile

lands of the Northwest.
The mistake of so many of our own statesmen on this

subject grows out of the assumption that the title to slav(!

property rests on the same foundation as does any other

species of property. We deny, and all along have denied,
this assumption. The slaveholder's title to property in his

people rests solely on municipal law, not on natural right.We dispute not its validity within the jurisdiction of "the

state enacting that law
,
but we deny it in toto out of that

jurisdiction. The right of property is, indeed, anterior to

civil society, and is a natural and divine right, but the right
to property in human beings is only a "municipal riglit.
God gave the earth to the children of men

;
he made man

the lord of the lower creation, and gave him dominion over
the beasts of the iield, the fowls of the air, and the fishes

of the sea, for they were created for man. In them man
has a natural right of property, Avhich civil society may in-

deed define and regulate, but which it does not create," and
which it is bound to recognize and protect. But God, as

Pope Gregory the Great* has declared, never gave to man
dominion over man, nor to one man the right to lord it over
another. He has never created some men to be kings and
others to be subjects, some to be masters and others to be
slaves

;
but he has created all men equal, and therefore Pope

Alexander III, asserts, that by nature all men are free. This
is the teaching of Catholic doctors, and of all Christian ex-

pounders of the law of nature. It floAvs naturally and neces-

sarily from the Christian doctrine of the unity of the race.

Man has naturally, by the law of nature, no right of property in

man, and one man has the right to the services of anotlier

only in consideration of benefits conferred, or a debt volun-

tarily contracted. Here then is a broad distinction between
slave property and other species of property. Man has a
natural right to property in his lands, his house, his sheej)
and cattle, and the products of his own skill and industry,
and in the absence of municipal prohibition, and in so far
as movable, he may carry them with him wherever he goes.
But the case with slave property is different. Slaves being-

property only by virtue of municipal law, they cease to be

property when transported out of the jurisdiction of the
state which creates him a property in them.

^Moral. lib. xxi. cap. xi.
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Certainly, if the South Carolinian claims the right to

transport his people to Neljraska, and to hold them there as

property, he ranst claim to do it by virtue of some law. We
ask him, by virtue of what law ? The law of nature ? No,
for under that law all men are equal, and one man has no

property in another. By virtue of the civil law, the
'' written reason

"
of continental Europe and parts of

America? Xo, for that law proceeds on the principle that

every man is born free, and holds every man to be a free

man till the contrary is proved. By virtue of the common
law, the lex non scrivta of Eno;land and of most of the states

of the Union ? No, because in this respect the common
law and the civil law are coincident. By virtue of the laws

of South Carolina ? No, for the laws of South Carolina

have no force beyond the territorial limits of South Caro-

lina herself. By virtue of the territorial laws of Nebraska?

No, for Nebraska, while a territory, has no original legis-

lative power, and none at all, except what is conferred by~

(congress, and therefore, of course, none which exceeds the

legislative power of congress itself. But congress, the

South Carolinian himself maintains, has no power to legis-

late on the subject. Will he tell us then, how in the ab-

sence of congressional legislation directly, or indirectly

through the territorial legislation, authorizing slavery in

Nebraska, he can claim to hold his people in that territory

as property ? Of course he cannot do it, and therefore we
maintain that the non-intervention of congress in the sla-

very question necessarily excludes slavery from the terri-

tories so long as they remain under territorial governments,
not indeed by depriving the citizens of the slaveholding
states of rights which they possess, but by not creating for

them rights where they never possessed them.

We take, it will be seen, in the wliole course of our argu-
ment the southern doctrine of state rights, and of the powers
of congress. We defend the southern doctrine of non-

intervention, in opposition to the abolitionists and so-called

Republicans. We are faithful to the principles we learned

from Mr. Calhoun and the state-rights party, which has

always been our party, so far as party we have had
;
but we

arrive, we grant, at a different conclusion from that insisted

on by our masters. They held and hold that slavery may
go wherever it is not forbidden by municipal law

; we, that

it can go only where authorized by municipal law, or munic-

ipal usage having the force of law. We are right, and
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tliey wrong, if, as we maintain, under tlie law ot nature all

men are free, and man has by natural law no jus donniwn,

over mati, as all Catholic morality teaches, as was declared

by the American congress of 1776, and as is implied in our
whole system of jurisprudence, and assumed as unques-
tioned by nearly the whole modern world. The negro is a

man, and has all the natural rights and freedom of any other

man. I cannot, as a Catholic, deny this, and am obliged to

assert it as a man. The negro is free unless deprived of

his freedom by municipal law, or by his own misuse of his

freedom. That a man can forfeit his freedom by his of-

fences nobody doubts
;
that the state may place some men

in the ward of others, and give them a valid title to their

bodily services, we do not question ; l)nt where neither of

these conditions is present, we do and can recognize no
slave property. How far the laws of Spain and France
authorized slavery in the territory acquired from those two

powers before it was erected into states, we shall not under-
take to decide, but we do say, and this is our doctrine, that

under our system, slavery can have no legal existence in any
free territory, while that territory remains under a territorial

government. Texas was annexed as a state, and slavery was

legal in it by virtue of its own laws prior to its admission,
and therefore, though a slave state, was legally admitted.

There is very little territory now belonging to the Union

likely to be affected one way or the other by our doctrine,
and its onl}- practical importance is, as it regards territory
which may hereafter be acquired on our southern border.

It will be seen that we have thus far been discussing the
constitutional and legal rights of slavery. Slavery is under
our system pni-ely a state institution, and strictly a state

institution we wish to keep it. As a state institution, what-
ever may be oui- private opinion of it, we are bound to rec-

ognize, respect, and, when the occasion calls, defend it, as

we are any other legitimate state institution. We oppose
the so-called Republicans, not because they are opposed to

the extension of the area of slavery, but because they claim
for congress the power to prevent it by legislation. The
power to legislate against inqjlies the power to legislate for

its extension, and the Republicans in reality claim for con-

gress full jurisdiction of the slavery question in the terri-

tories. This we deny. We say congress has no jurisdiction
in- the case. Slavery is not a federal question. If, as the
South contend, and as several of our statesmen have ad-

'j
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Tnitted, slavery is free to 2:0 wliere no municipal law pro-
hibits it, we cannot deny that it is free to go into any ter-

ritory of the Union not yet erected into a state. Congress
lias no authority to .forl3id it, and we onglit to submit to its

extension, as a less evil thiin tlie exercise of an unconstitu-

tional power by the federal legislature. Whether slavery
can or cannot legally exist in the territories, is a question for

the federal courts, and if these courts decide against the

ground we have taken, we shall submit. Meanwliile we
must be permitted for the reasons we have alleged to believe

that they will not and cannot so decide.

We have scouted so-called "
squatter sovereignty," but

we have not the least scruple in maintaining that tlie people
of the territory in forming, by permission of congress, a

state constitution, have the right, and that they only have
the right, to say whether they will or will not authorize

slavery. The people of a territory in meeting in con-

vention and forming astate constitution, have all the powers
of a free, independent sovereign people, and are competent
to decide whether involuntary servitude shall or shall not

be permitted, and we know under our American system no
other power competent to decide that question. To them
we wish to leave it, and to them the people of the Union
should leave it. The northern Democrats, at the head of

whom stands our new secretary of state, are wrong in their

assertion of '"

squatter sovereignty," which is the extreme
of radicalism, and, in principle, incompatible with the as-

sertion of any legitimate government ;
the South are wroTig,

in our judgment, in asserting that slavery is free where no

municipal law prohibits it. But we regard the abolitionists

and free-soilers as still more dangerously wrong than either;
for the doctrine of federal sovereignty and consolidation

underlies all their proceedings. Their tendency is to cen-

tralize all power in the federal government, and make the

states derive from the Union instead of the Union from the

states. We know the tendency of the modern world is to

centralize power, and to render the sovereign, whether

monarchical, aristocratical, or democratical, absolute
;
but we

are old fogyish enough to oppose all absolute governments,
and to contend for the. old doctrine of a limitation of tiie

sovereign power, whatever its form. Democracy, as popu-
larly understood and deHued, is as fatal to freedom as au-

tocracy, and perhaps practically even more so. There is no
limitation of power where the limitation and the power have
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one and the same basis. If the states derive from the Union.

they are no limit to tlie power of the Union, for they depend
on it, and have no independent basis of tlieir ovvii. Were the

Union dissolved, we should not, nnder the state-rights doc-

trine, he tlirowii into a state of complete anarchy, because

each state would still exist, at least theoretically, as a com-

plete political community, with all the rights and capacities
of a free, independent and sovereign state. But on the

abolitionist and free-soil doctrine, the dissolution of the

Union would carry with it the dissolution of all government,
and we should be thrown into anarchy even in the bosonj

of the states as well as of the federation. Tt is the consoli-

dation tendencies of the so-called Eepuldican party, rather

than their anti-slavery doctrine, that i-enders it imj)ossiblefor
us to go with them. The evil that would result from their

trium])h wT)uld be o-reater than anv evil likelv to result

from any probable extension of slavery, unless that extension

be effected by the action of the federal govermnent.
Our remarks in our last article were addressed mainly to

the party, whether at the South or at the North, seeking
either to extend slavery within the Union, or to build up a

great southern slaveholding republic, and had, as was evi-

dent on their face, for their purpose to warn the incoming
administration against throwing itself into the hands of that .

party, for should it do so it would be impossible for it to

gain the support of the Union. Such is the temper of the

people of the non-slaveholding states, that tlieir suffrages
cannot be obtained for a pro-slavery administration, or an

administration controlled by the slave interest. We vent-

ured to do this, because we had been so long identified with

the opposition to abolitionism and free-soilism, that we did

not suppose any one would be likely to misconstrue our mo-
tives or views. We say of the whole anti-slavery movement

to-day, what we said nineteen years ago, when we first dis-

cussed the question in its political bearings. We suffer a

little humiliation, we admit, when we find that twenty
years of steady devotion to tlie rights of the states, and of

opposition on state-rights principles to the consolidation

tendencies of the anti-slavery party, can have no weight in

saving us from the suspicion of being a black-republican.

Certainly we are no "nigger driver," but we are just as lit-

tle of a "nigger worshipper." We are no advocates of

slavery, but we are at the same time no abolitionists: we
do not assent to the southern doctrine insisted upon in late
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years, that slavery is an excellent institution, but we ac-

knowledg-e the riijht of everv state in the Union to maintain
or establish it, if such be its choice, and we will defend that

I'ijj'ht to the death against any interference with it by the

Union. But we will go just as far against any extension or

positive support of slavery by the action of tlie federal gov-
ernment. AN'^liile we sustain in favor of slavery all the rights
it has by virtue of positive law, we shall maintain witli

equal earnestness all the presumptions of the natural law in

favor of freedom. This is onr position, and if it displeases
our friends at the ISTorth or our friends at the South, we can-

not help it, and shall regard the fault as theirs, not as ours.

We take the liberty of referring our readers to an article

we wrote in 1838, on Slavery and Abolitionism,* wlien the

consolidation or centralizing tendency of the anti-slavery
movement had haivlly been alluded to. That article shows
the ground on which we then placed our opposition to the

movement, and from that ground we have not deviated to

our knowledge since.

There may be some incidental opinions which we should
not now accept without some important modifications, for

we are not now a Protestant, as we were when we wrote it,

and we recognize now, as we did not then, a power distinct

.from both the state and the individual competent to decide
for the state and the individual, the morality of acts and in-

stitutions. But the substance, and all that has any bearing
on the question before us, we accept. The reader will also

see that the ground on which we oppose the abolition soci-

eties and the anti-slavery agitation, is a ground which com-

pels us to oppose equally all our recent filibustering tenden-
cies and movements. We recos^nize the rioht of religious

propagandism by divinely commissioned missionaries, but
we deny all propagandism on mere human authority against
the wishes of the political sovereign. All human powers,
however constituted, are in relation to one another indepen-
dent and equal, and the law which binds the sovereign
against intervention binds the citizen or subject,

—a fact

which our Anglo-Saxon race, through all stages of its liis-

torical existence, seems never to have duly considered. It

may be called the filibustering race. The South as well as

the ]^orth have favored the filibustering expeditions against
Cuba, Mexico, and Central America, and in so doing have

*Bro\vnson's Works, vol. xv., pp. 51-63.
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given countenance to tlie very principle on wliicli the abo-

lition societies defend tlieir intermeddling with slavery in

the southern states. It was filibustering coupled with pro-

slaverj tendencies, that m'c more especially condenmed in

our article on the incoming administration. If you accept
the hlibustering clauses of the Cincinnati platform, we can-

not defend your opposition to the anti-slavery party, for

you accept the very principle wliich justifies that party.
The anti-slavery movement and the filibuster movement

originate in the same tendency, and proceed from the same

principle. If we are to defend slavery against the abolition-

ists on the principles of international law and state sov-

ereignty, you must not embarrass us by defending the fili-

bustering movement, wliich denies international law, and

the independence of states. There is nothing less justifiable

in the formation at the North of a party to abolish slavery
at the South, than in the expeditions which have sailed

from our ports against Cuba and Central America. If you
encourage the latter, how can we in your favor oppose the

former? If the South encourages the filibusters with a

view to the acquisition of new slave states, what can we say

against movements at the North for the abolition of slavery?
If the South expects the North to respect international law

in her favor, she must respect international law herself.

Thus far we had written before the decision of the su-

preme court in the Dred Scott case was rendered. We
have read an abstract of that decision as given us in the

columns of the New York Herald, with great satisfaction

in some respects and great surprise in others. It sustains

us on all points except one, and the dissenting opinion of

Judge McLean sustains us even on that
;
but the opinion of

the "majority, as given by Chief Justice Taney, on several

incidental points, we cannot regard as worthy of the high
source whence it emanates, and we are sure it will be very
far from acceptable to a very large class of American citi-

zens who are free from tlie sliglitest taint of abolitionism.

As to the precise question before the court the decision

is final, and we have no disposition to criticise it, even if it

were becoming in us to do so. We suppose the court is the

judge of its own powers, and was competent to dismiss the

case as not coming within its jurisdiction. We cannot un-

derstand on what ground it could claim jurisdiction in the

case, since, if we understand it, it was purely a question for

the state courts of Missouri, and surely these courts were
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competent to decide wlietlier Dred Scott was or was not a

slave under the laws of Missonri. Scott was a slave before

he left the state, and we can understand no reason wliy his

temporary residence at the United States military posts in

Illinois or other free states, should have operated his free-

dom, so that on his return to Missouri he could not be legally
held as a slave under her laws. His being empluj^ed at the

United States military posts makes in our judgment some
difference in the case, for while residing at them he was
still constructively in Missouri. Had he chosen when in

Illinois to leave his master, a question, however, might
arise, whether he could have been recovered as a fugitive
slave. But he having remained with his master and re-

turned with him to Missouri, we think the court was quite

i-ight
in still regarding him as a slave.

We are disposed to agree with the court, that a slave

brought by his master into a free state with a view merely
of a temporal sojourn there does not recover his freedom, so

that if he returns t() the state in which he was a slave he

becomes there a free man. He is free only in the sense that

so long as he resides in a free state he cannot be recovered

under the fugitive-slave law. We do not thiidc that Xew
York can end<jw a person held as a slave in South Carolina

with any rights of citizenship which will make him a free

citizen everywhere in the Union. If this is the opinion of

the court we do not see that it can be objected to. But
the doctrine that persons of the negro race are not included

in our political community and cannot be citizens of the

United States, we are not yet prepared to accept. Negroes
are men, and may be freemen, and the essential character

of a citizen is that he is a freeman. Every freeman born

within the jurisdiction of the United States, of parents not

citizens or subjects of a foreign state, is a citizen in every
state of the Union, whatever was the condition of his an-

cestors or the race from which he sprang. This is neces-

sarily so because our institutions recognize among freemen
no distinction of rank or race. There were free negroes in

several, perhaps in all the states at the time of forming the

Union, and they were an integral portion of that people of

the states who formed the Union and for whom it was
formed.
The negro being a man, a human soul, endowed by the

law of nature with all the rights of a white man, he must
in all things be held the equal of white men, except where
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the municipal law makes a distinction to his
pi'c- jiidice. Ts

there any chiiise in the constitution which excludes negroes
from our political community, or that restricts that commu-

nity to the white race? The court will not pretend it. Is

tliere any clause which recognizes negroes, as such, as slaves,

and declares them incapable of being freemen ? Certainly
not. How then can the court pretend that negroes l)orn in

the country and born free or freed by their masters or by the

operations of law are not citizens ? They may be, we need

not tell the court, citizens, entitled to the protection of the

Union, and capable of holding and transmitting real estate,

and of suing: and beino- sued in the courts, state and fed-

eral, without being electors.

New Hampshire, Massachusetts, and New York confer

on negroes the right of suffrage, and make no political or

legal (distinction between them and white citizens. Suppose
one of these negroes, whose ancestors were indeed imported
from Africa as slaves, but have never themselves been

slaves in otlier states, should emigrate to Kansas and seek

to beome a landholder there, could he not do it? Will the

court say that he would be incapable of owning and trans-

mitting landed estate, or maintaining actions in the federal

courts of the territory ? What rights has a white man in

that territory that he would not have? How then say that

negroes are not citizens of the United States? Mr. Chief

Justice Taney rests the opinion of the court on the estima-

tion in which the negro race was held at the time the Union
was formed. They were regarded as no fit associates so-

cially or politically for white men, as having no rights
which white men were bound to respect, while nobody
denied that they might be bought and sold as an ordinary
article of merchandise. Suppose such was the fact, what has

that to do with the question ? Is it any where incorporated
into the constitution of the Union, or recognized" by the

laws of the United States? Of course not. Then it cannot

be cited against the rights of free negroes under the federal

government.
But we dispute the fact. There can be no reasonable

doubt that Mr. Jefferson and many others when they de-

clared all men created eqnal intended the principle they
asserted after Pope Alexande]- III., should apply in its full-

est extent. Mr. Chief Justice Taney is a Catholic, and

knows that from 1482 the popes have condemned, on pain
of excommunication, the reduction of African negroes to
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slavery, and he knows tliat Mr. Jefferson, in his draft of the

deehu'ation of independence, enumerated among the things
which justified the colonies in severing the tie which bound
them to Great Britain and in casting off their allegiance to

the Bi'itish crown, the fact that the crown had refused its

assent to the Laws prohibiting the importation of negroes
from Africa to be held as slaves. There was too at the

adoption of the federal constitution already rising through-
out the civilized world a strong opinion against the justice
of negro slavery. The right to buy and sell negroes, al-

ready slaves, as an ordinary article of merchandise, was

very generally held, I grant, but the right to buy and sell

free negroes, or to reduce free negroes to slavery, was de-

nied by the Catholic Church, and was, I would fain believe,
held by very few. There were then free negroes as well as

now
;

if everybody regarded it lawful to reduce negroes as

such to slavery, or looked upon them as having no rights
which white men were bound to respect, what was the dif-

ference between a free negro and a negro slave ? How can

a man who has no rights which all. others are bound to re-

spect be said to be free ?

Mr. Chief Justice Taney seems to us to proceed on the

assumption that negroes are politically and legally a de-

graded race in the Union
;
but such is not the fact. They

may be so in some of the states, but they are not so in the

Union, nor indeed in all the states. We regret that in giv-

ing the opinion of the court the learned judge did not recol-

lect what he is taught by his religion, namely, the unity of

the race, that all men by the natural law are equal, and that

negroes are men, and therefore as to their rights must be

regarded as standing on the same footing with white men,
where there is no positive or municipal law that degrades
them. Here is what we dare maintain is the error of the

court. We admit that negroes, but not negroes any more
than white men, may be reduced by positive law to slavery,
but planting ourselves on the constitution, and natural right
as expounded by the church and the common law, we main-

tain, and will maintain in face of all civil courts, that where
no such law reduces the negro to slavery, he is a free man,
and in the absence of all municipal regulations to the con-

trary has equal rights with the white man. Neither race

nor complexion disables a man under our federal system.
That negroes may be citizens and possess equal rights with

white men is proved by the fact that we have made them
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SO in the territories acquired from France, Spain and Mex-

ico, by the very treaties by which we acquired tliose teri'i-

tories. The opinion of the court belongs to an epoch

prior to the introduction of Christianity, and is more in ac-

cordance with the teaching of iVristotle tlian with that of

the Gospeh We have no more disposition to interfere

with slavery where it legalh'^ exists than have our southern

friends, but we do protest against an opinion wliich places

negroes as such not only out of the pale of our republic,
but out of the pale of humanity. If opinion once went
that length, it was the business of the court to brand it witli

its disapprobation, and not to recognize it as law. The
court should lean to the side of the weak, and set its face

against oppression. The negro race is, no doubt, inferior to

the white race, but is that a reason why they should be en-

slaved, or why the court should join the stronger against the

weaker ?

The opinion of the court which allows the slaveholder to

sojourn temporarily with his slaves in a free state, or to hold

them in transitu through a free state, we think is just; but

the opinion incidentally expressed, that a slaveholder may
settle with his people and hold them as slaves in any terri-

tory of the United States, we cannot accept, for reasons as-

signed in the earlier part of this article. We have antici-

pated, and we think we have refuted, the reasoning of the

court on this point. If we have not done it. Judge McLean

has, and effectually.
These are some of the exceptions we have felt bound to

take to the opinion of the court, as it has been reported to

us. Of course, we are aware there is no appeal from the

supreme court, and its opinion must stand as law till it is

set aside. Though we take exceptions to it, and believe it

in several respects erroneous, we trust we shall not forget
our duty as a loyal citizen. For ourselves personally, we be-

lieve liberty is more interested in the preservation of the

Union than even in preventing the extension of slave terri-

tory, since, if the slave trade be not revived, the extension

of slave territory involves no real extension of slavery. But
we regret the decision, for we foresee that it will be impos-
sible to prevent the anti-slavery agitation from being pushed
on with new vigor, and with more danger than ever. The
decision will be regarded as an extreme southern opinion,
and the dissent from the majority by the ablest judges from
the free states will deprive it of all moral force out of the
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slave states. We almost fear for the safety of the Union.

Yet we believe Almig-lity God has great designs with re-

gard to the American people, and we will trust in his good

providence to carry us safely through the present crisis, the

most dangerous that has as yet occurred in our history.

POLITICS AT HOME.

[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for July, I860.]

Though open to essays on political science and the rela-

tions of politics to religion and morality, the pages of the

Revieio are for the most part closed to the discussion of tlie

respective merits of political parties, or of political questions
which involve no great and important social principle ;

—
not indeed because we hold the triumph or defeat of this or

that party to be a matter of indifference, or because we hold

it lawful to be unmindful of one's rights or duties as a citi-

zen of a great and growing repul)lic ;
but because we have

not found a public sulhciently enlightened and tolerant to

permit us to engage in party politics without detriment to

the more impoi-tant religious and philosophical purposes to

which they are primarily devoted. The constitution and

laws guaranty us the most perfect freedom of thought and

speech, hut public opinion, which in a democracy is supreme
and reigns as a despot, exercises here a more effectual re-

straint on both thought and speech than is or can be exer-

cised by the most arbitrary and despotic government in the

Old World. The journal that undertakes to enlighten and

correct the opinion of its own public has no lease of life,

and it will be as speedily and as effectuallj^ suppressed with

lis, as by the police in France would be a journal that should

dare question the wisdom or justice of the imperial regime,
or the imperial policy. No periodical with us can live

except on condition of pleasing the special public it ad-

dresses, and that public, be it what it will, is impatient of

contradiction, and requires the journal it supports not simply
to tell it what is true, right, and just, but to defend its

opinions, prejudices, sympathies, and antipathies. It sup-

ports a journal only on condition that it is devoted to its
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cause, or its convictions and sentiments. A slight exception,
no doubt, must be made in the case of the Catholic public,
which has some conscience, but even the Catliolic public
would soon drop a journal that constantly contradicted its

political convictions and sentiments, however conclusive the

I'easons it might give, or however unexceptionable in a relig-

ious point of view it might be, while its devotion to the

Catholic cause would effectually prevent its circulation among
non-Catholics, however acceptable it might be under the

point of view of politics.

Moreover, we are opposed to the alliance of the Catholic

cause with political parties. The church is self-sufficing,
and we wish her cause to be compromised by no real or ap-

parent league with monarchies or rep\iblics, aristocracies or

democracies,
—the Republicans or the Democrats, the Amer-

icans or the Nationals. No one of these parties is Catholic,

and no good can come to religion by making the prosperity
of the Catholic cause dependent on the success or defeat of

any one of them. Catliolics have the same political rights
and duties with other citizens, but the interest of their church
does not require them to throw all their influence on the

side of any one of these parties, not even in case it promises
to elect now and then a nominal Catholic a member of con-

gress or of a state legislature, or give to a few brawling pol-

iticians, whose fathers were Catholics, a place in the cus-

toms, or a clerkship in the public offices. With the strong
anti-Catholic sentiment of the country, no Catholic known
to be firmly devoted to his religion, and publicly associated

with the defence of Catholic interests, can be elected or ap-

pointed to any office of importance. To succeed politically,

except in one or two localities, one must be an indifferent

Catholic, and an indifferent Catholic in office is of less ser-

vice to Catholic interests than the most bigoted non-Catho-

lic. Nor is it a sufficient reason for opposing a party that

it refuses to elect or appoint Catholics to office. To be
elected or appointed to office is no man's natural right, and
should never be regarded as the chief end of politics. No
man has the right, prior to his election or appointment, to

depend on office for a livelihood. Offices are created or

supposed to be created for the public good, not for the pri-
vate benefit of individuals, and the man who cannot get
his living without an office, has rarely the right to get it

at all.

We have alwaj's considered it, under a Catholic point of
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view, a gross blunder on tlie part of those twenty-one Catli-

olic members of the British parliament, who bv their votes

threw ont the Derby ministry, and put in the Palmerston-

Rnssell ministry. The Derby ministry did not appoint
Catholics to ofHce, but they conceded more to Catholic in-

terests than has ever been conceded by all the Whig minis-

tries that have ever governed the United Kingdom. What
they lost by displacing Lord Derby and installing Lord Pal-

merston and Lord John Russell,—two of the worst enemies

Catholicity has in Great Britain, and the very worst men
for Catholic interests to be at the head of the government
in the present state of affairs on the continent,

—was ]30orly

compensated by having four or five Catholics appointed to

subordinate places in the ministry. If the Derby ministry
had remained in power we should not have seen central

Italy annexed to Sardina, or Emilia wrested by an unprin-

cipled revolution from the Holy Father. So far as Catholic

interests are concerned we should have little to regret in our

country were the so-called American party to rise to place
and power. Its open and avowed hostility is less to be de-

precated than the coquetry of the Democratic party, every
whit as hostile, and coquets with us not indeed because we
are Catholics, but because the great body of us are natural-

ized citizens and cast what is insultingly called "the foreign
vote." They aj^peal to us as foreign voters, as Irishmen or

as Germans, not as Catholics.

There should be no distinction made between naturalized

and natural-born citizens. Their rights are equal, and thei-e

should be no more objection to the elevation of the one than
of the other to any office to whicli either is constitutionally

eligible. The objection is not that a citizen of Irish or

German birth or descent votes or is voted for, but that he
votes or is voted for as an Irishman or as a German, that

the appeal is made to him on the ground of his formei", not

of his present nationality^ The evil is in the naturalized

citizens being made or treated as a class by themselves—in

their acting or being induced or forced to act as a distinct

class of citizens. No American can object to the election

of a citizen of Irish or German birth
;
but every American

ought to feel indignant at being called upon to select or to

vote for a candidate because he is a German or an Irishman.

As a German or an Irishman he is a foreigner, and is in-

eligible. Nothing is more injurious to American politics
than the practice into which we have fallen of treating
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Tiatnralized voters as a separate class, and of solicit! iiii:: tlieir

suffrages under foreign appellations. It introduces into our

politics a foreign element, and one wliicli cannot fail to be
an element of corruption. Nothing can be worse than for

political parties in selecting candidates, or in proposing
measures of policy, to feel obliged as the condition of suc-

cess to consult tlie "foreign vote," the tastes, inclinations,

passions, or prejudices of naturalized citizens. Now each

party bids for the "
foreign vote."—is anxious to secure the

vote of our "
adopted citizens," just as if they remained

foreigners after adoption ! The evil is a great one, and has

done much to bring our counti'v to the verge -of ruin. It

has virtually given the balance of power to a class destitute

of American traditions, and who, however worthy they may
be as individuals, lack necessarily American habits and asso-

ciations. Nobody questions their readiness in case of war
to fight or die for the conntrj-, but the country of their heart,
as it must be with all true men, is the land of their birth,

the land consecrated by the joys and sorrows of their ances-

tors. We are all creatures of habit, and none of us by cross-

ing the ocean can jump out of one national character into

another,
—be a German or an Irishman one month and an

American tlie next.

We simply state facts. We say nothing in disparagement
of American citizens of foreign birth. No man can leave
the old homestead, find himself in a new and strange coun-

try, surrounded by new and strange faces, away from all his

early associations, and all that goes to the making up of

home, without some shock to his moral being. We our-

selves, feel this, in removing even from one state to another
within the Union. The migratory habits of the American

people, whether the effect of choice or of necessity, make a

large portion of us strangers even in the land of our birth,

and give us more or less the character. of adventurers, re-

strained by few ties or associations of early home ;
and to

these habits is dne much of the rash and adventurous char-

acter of our politics, and not a little of the growing corrup-
tion and immorality of our public men. I am, where I now
live, as much a stranger, as much an exile from home, as the
Irishman or German in New York, Philadelphia, Baltimore,
or Boston. I may demean myself as a loyal citizen of New
Jersey,

—a state in which it is still possible to enforce the

laws, punish criminals, and hang murderers, instead of elect-

ing them to oftices of honor, trust, or emolument,—but I

Vol. XVII-r
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am no true Jersejinan, and shall remain to the day of my
death a genuine Green Mountain Boy. A Yermonter is

something more to -me than the native of any otlier state in

the Union, and when I meet liim in anotlier state, I am
ready to embrace him as a brother. It is a great trial to be

unable to support for the next presidency, my countryman,
Stephen A. Doughis. Now what should be thouglit of me,
if I, as a citizen of JSTew Jersey, insisted on acting or on be-

ing treated as if my rights came from New Jei'sey, and my
duties from Vermont, on having my vote regarded as the
" Vermont vote," or what should be thought of the Jersey

demagogues,
—for unhajipily, even New Jersey has dema-

gogues,
—if in selecting candidates or shaping the policy of

parties, they should have special reference to gaining my
"Vermont vote "

? Add a few thousands from the Green

Mountains, and you would have just what we complain of

in the practice of treating the votes of naturalized citizens

as the " German vote," or the " Irish vote."

The evil, however, is not exclusively nor chiefly in the

fact that the citizens treated as a distinct and separate class

are naturalized and not native-born citizens. It would be

nearly as great, except as a matter of sentiment or prejudice,
were the class native-born. It does not, moreover, grow
out of the fact that naturalized citizens are specially igno-
rant, immoral, corrupt, or corruptible, but the simple fact

that they are treated as a distinct and separate class of citi-

zens. Politics soon become corrupt, and parties lose all re-

gard for principle, when success in elections is sought by
aj^peals to other than legitimate political and patriotic mo-
tives. It would not help the matter if the object were to

secure "the Presbyterian vote," "the Methodist vote," "the

Baptist vote," "the Quaker vote," "the Catholic vote," or
" the nativ^e vote," supposing the natives in the minority.
It grows out of the introduction into politics, of a non-

political element, and the attempt to secure success by ap-

peals to non-political passions, prejudices, sentiments, or

convictions, and it is equally injurious to the naturalized

citizens and to the country at large. The citizens of foreign
birth are not specially to blame for the evil

; they cannot

help the fact of their not being natural-born citizens. The
great mass of them have no wish to be treated as a distinct

class, and would prefer to be regarded simply as American
citizens, and to be addressed as such, without any reference

being made to the fact of their foreign birth or the nation-
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ality they have abjured. The fault is that of the dema-

gogues, some of home manufacture, some imported, and all

of whom should be transported,
—who find it convenient for

them as a means of enhancing tlieir power or personal im-

portance to have a foreign element, that is, a non-political

element, which they can appeal to and turn to a political

account.

As Catholics, it is our duty to keep Catholic interests as

far as possible, independent of all political parties, and there-

fore as such, we avoid in conducting a Catholic periodical,
as far as we can, all party politics ;

but the present is one of

those times of political crisis and confusion, when every
citizen who retains some coolness and impartiality owes it

to his country to do what he can to aid in clearing up and

setting matters to rights. The country is now divided into

three prominent parties, each split up into two or more sec-

tions,
—the Democratic, the Republican, and the Know-

nothing, or so-called American party. These parties are

now struggling with one another for the mastery, and though
to us simply as Catholics, it is of little direct consequence
which of them proves successful, it may be of great and last-

ing consequence to us as citizens and patriots.
The American or Know-nothing party is not dead, as some

of our friends imagine, and will not die so long as the other

parties continue to make appeals to naturalized citizens as

such, or so long as the naturalized citizens allow themselves,
without indignantly resenting it, to be addressed as Ger-

mans or Irishmen, and their vote to be solicited as " the for-

eign vote,"
" the German vote," or " the Irish vote." As

long as naturalized citizens regard themselves or are re-

garded by others as a distinct political class, out of whom
political capital is to be made, or so long as in politics their

foreign nationality is not lost in the common character of

American citizenship, the Know-nothing party, that is, a na-

tive American party, under some name or other, will exist
;

for so long it will have a principle of vitality and a reason

for existing ;
so long it will have and must have, to a greater

or less extent, the sympathies of the great body of our citi-

zens who have been nurtured with American traditions. It

appeals to a sentiment common to all the descendants of the

original colonists, and in that sentiment, though it may seek

to use it for an unholy and even an un-American purpose,
it has a?! element of life and strength, M-hicli it will not do
to despise, and which, considered in itself, all Americans
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must respect. Our foreign-born editors may sneer at it as

the natyve. party^ may vituperate it, may get in a rage against

it, but they will not tluis extinguish it
;
for it is never of

any use to abuse a man for being a native in the hmd of his

nativity, around which cluster all the fondest associations of

liis lieart, and to which his loyalty is due. The party lives

and will live till the aliment that sustains it is removed. Its

measures, its errors, its violence, nuist prevent all candid,

thinking, and unfauatical Americans from supporting it, but
it is a party that we must count with, as an important ele-

ment in American politics, for it has at least one side of an
element of truth and justice, though unhappily perverted
and rendered inoperative for good, by virtue of the errors

and false Americanism which overlay it. Its condemnation
is that it is not truly American, and proposes a remedy for

an evil which every American deplores, that would prove
far worse than the disease. What would have been in the

beginning the wisest and best policy for the government to

adopt it is too late now to inquire. The government in its

outset saw proper to adopt a policy of extreme liberality
towards persons migrating hither and settling among us,

and it is too late to change that policy now, even if we think

it was injudicious. Circumstances at home and abroad, have
sent us foreign settlers by the millions. They are here, and
to a great extent naturalized citizens, and whether you like

it or dislike it, here they are, and here they will remain,
and form for good or for evil an integral portion of the

American people. To pursue towards them a hostile policy,
to organize a party to a!)ridge their rights, to curtail their

privileges, and make them feel that you intend to treat them
in a legal and political point of view as an inferior class, as
" hewers of wood and drawers of water," as a sort of pariahs,
or to place them on a less favorable footing before the state

than natural-born citizens, is simply to force them to band

together, and to act as one body in self-defence. You create

for them a distinct and separate interest, and compel them

by the instinct of self-preservation to feel and act in the

very way that produces the political evil you seek to redress.

Treat them in the spirit of justice and equality recognized
by your laws and institutions, and they will have no motive
for acting as a separate class, and will be content to act in

their simple capacity of American citizens, feeling that they
have the duties as well as the rights of Americans. The
whole evil comes from their acting as a distinct and separate
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<"Jass. We have tu> ri<;lit to blame them for so actino;, if wo
treat them as such a class. If tiie naturalized citizens acted

in politics, and a great portion of them do so act, as simple
American citizens, without reference to their former nation-

ality, their early naturalization would be no disservice to

American politics. They would in such case exercise the

elective franchise perhaps as wisely and as honestly as nat-

ural-born Amei'icans in the corresponding ranks of social

life. The natural-born citizens must not suppose that we

monopolize all the wisdom, all the virtue, or all the intelli-

gence of the American people. We may smile indeed,—we
need not allow ourselves to be indignant,

— at the pretence
of some Irish-American journals, that the native Americans
are "cowards and the sons of cowards," and that we owe

every thing honoi-able in oui- history, or worthy of esteem
in our institutions, in our literature, art, and science, to

the foreigners naturalized or domiciled among us. Such

pretence is simply ridiculous, and is less due to the vanity
of our foreign settlers than to the suspicion we provoke, that

we are indisposed to give them the credit to which they are

justly entitled. They claim much in the expectation that

we shall concede them something. Yet all exaggeration
apart, for honesty, integrity, fidelity to their trusts, it may
safely be conceded that the naturalized citizens are on a par
Avith our natural-born citizens, and where they are corrupt,

they have in great measure been corrupted by our example,
and the position they have occupied, and in some sort been
forced to occupy, among us.

There is no doubt that what is called the foreign element
in our elections is a disturbing eleuient, an element produc-
tive of immense evil, but it is so through our fault infinitely
more than thi'ongh the fault of the naturalized citizens

themselves. The way to correct that evil is not in any alter-

ation of the naturalization laws, which would be now very
much like locking the stable-door after the colt is stolen,

—
not in organizing parties against them and their religion,

giving them thus an imj)ortance, and even a power they
would not otherwise have ; but in treating them with equal

justice, in forbearing to address them by their former nation-

al appellations, and in soliciting their suffrages, precisely as

we do the suffrages of others, only in their simple character

of American citizens. Give them reason to feel that they
are recognized as full American citizens, that it is an honor
to be an American citizen, and that they, thought not born
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here, are regarded as brothers and equals as if they were,
and the evil we complain of will disappear, and they will

prove to be a most valuable accession to our population. jS^o

doubt, coming in large numbers as they do, they are destined

to modify to a considerable extent our national character, but

the London Times, in its vaticinations as to Ireland becom-

ing Saxon, and the United States Celtic, forgets that the

Celt here after the second generation, loses much of his

original character, which is not always an improvement, and
that the German immigration at present is more numerous
than the Irish, and brings in the Teutonic element to bal-

ance the Celtic, and to keep up the original equilibrium.
The Celtic character is more flexible, and less persistent tlian

the Teutonic, and we may trust Dutch phlegm to restrain

within due bounds Celtic levity. Should all Ireland enrpty
itself into these states we should still remain, like our Eng-
lish ancestors, a mixed people,

—a people of Germanic and
Celtic origin, and the main elements of our national charac-

ter would remain substantial! v unchan«ed. But even if not,

perhaps there would be no great harm. Much of the best

blood we boast has flowed in the veins of Irish ancestors,
and we know not that Celtic blood is less red or pure than

Teutonic blood. The influences on national character to be

dreaded are not Celtic or Teutonic, but those of our demo-
cratic politics. These are already working a change, radical

changes, which may well excite in tlie breasts of every man
with American traditions and patriotic sentiments the most

lively alarm.

Recognizing, as we have frankly done, the evil the Amer-
ican party seek to redress, and doing ample justice to the

American sentiment in which they find their only element
of strength, we confess, all American as we are, we cannot

support the party even under its new names, and with its

modified policy and its moderated tone. Whether it has

really abandoned its element of secrecy and ceased to be

"the dark-lantern party" or not, we do not now inquire.
Under its best aspect it is narrow-nainded and bigoted, and
its platform is too weak and too narrow for a full grown
man to stand on. As a separate party it is comparatively
{)Owerless, and is mischievous only as it pervades and intiu-

ences the policy of the other parties of the country. It is

undoubtedly hostile to our religion, but more because the

mass of adult Catholics with us happen to be of foreign
birth than because it is Catholic, and as hostile as it may
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be, it is really no more hostile than either of the other two

parties.
The real stru<>;o;]e in the present campaia:n is between the

Republican party and the Democratic part3^ If the Balti-

more convention had nominated Sam Houston for president,
instead of Senator Bell, the nationals, the union or modi-

tied American party, would have made a i-espectable show
of streno;th, for the hero of San Jacinto has in him tlie ele-

ments that appeal to popular enthusiasm, although he is no
favorite of ours. But the ticket headed by Bell and Ever-

ett, is not fitted to call forth any enthusiasm, and only those

are likely to vote it, who feel they must vote, and can in

conscience vote for neither the Republican nor the Demo-
cratic party. The candidates are respectable, the platform

adopted and ])romulg'ated commits one to nothing, and as

the ticket is sure not to succeed one may perhaps vote for

it, without sacrificing to an}' great extent his loyalty or his

conscience. Our readers know that for ourselves, though

strongly republican, we are jio democrat, do not accept
the democratic theory of government, although the only
candidates for the presidency we have ever supported in

this Review have been candidates of the Democratic party.
We honestly believe that we have more to fear from de-

mocracy than from all other causes combined, and we believe

the evils in our country, if the democratic tendency of our

people be not checked by the elevation to power of a really
conservative party, will go on increasing year by year till

the only remedy will be in the establishment of something
like the imperial despotism introduced by the Bonapartes
into France. Things cannot go on as they are now going,
without liccoming worse, and if they become much worse

our society will have no resource but in a military despot-
ism. But the democratic theory has become so strong in

the convictions and sentiments of the people, that we fear

it is too late to think of restraining it or of preventing
them from pushing it to its natural and necessary conclu-

sion.

In these remarks, let it be understood, we have no special
reference to the party called Democratic, for we are not

aware that the party so called is less conservative or more
radical than the so-called Republican party. Indeed, of the

two we think the Republican party is the more ultra in its

democracy, and this is one reason why we cannot more fully

sympathize with it. The Democratic party is, no doubt,
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corrupt, but the Republicans when in power or place have
not proved tlieniselves purer, and in their recent nomination
of a presidential candidate thej have proved that they are

infected with that curse of democracy, wliicli places avail-

al)ility before fitness. We do not doubt that Mr. Abraham
Lincoln is a very worthy man, an honest man, and a man
of good natural parts, but we must say of his nomination,
as Daniel Webster said of another, "it is a nomination not
tit to be made." An honest party, wedded to principle,
and having in itself an element of life and permanent suc-

cess, will put forth its I'epresentative man and stand or fall

with him. We have no partiality for Win. H. Seward, but
a party that will i-eject such a man and take up such a man
as Mr. Lincoln, we think, is governed by a short-sighted

policy, is a party of to-day, expecting to dissolve and vanish
in thin air to-morrow. The nomination has weakened our
confidence in the Republican party, and dampened what-
ever hopes we might have placed in it. But we pass to the

principles and policy of the two great parties now pitted
one against the other.

The two parties are both to a great extent sectional par-

ties, and in them we have the North against the South, and
the South against the JSTorth. The dispute between the two

parties, as between the two sections, turns on negro-slavery,
and we cannot discuss the merits of either party ^without
discussing the political bearings of the slave question.
Both our northern and our southern friends must allow us

to speak freely on this point, and receive in good humor
any remarks we may make that run athwart their respective
interests or prejudices.
We hold that we of the North have no right to be polit-

ical abolitionists, for in our states slavery does not exist, and
the federal government has no power over it in any of the
states. We have no right to get up a political party in a

non-slaveholding state for the abolition of slaverv, for there

is in such state no subject on which such a party can act,

and to act on it politically in another state is not permitted,
for it is in violation of the principle that all the states in

the Union stand on an equal footing. We have no right to

get up a federal party, or a party to force the federal gov-
ernment to abolish it in the slave states, for the states in

forming the Union reserved the question of slavery to

themselves in their separate and independent capacity. All

political al)olitionism is contrary, therefore, either to the
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federal constitution or to the iniitnal equality and indepen-
dence of the states. The abohtion of slavery is a leoitimate

question for political parties within slaveholding states, but

never within non-slaveholding states. Whatever, then,

may or may not be our. views of slavery, we who belong; to

non-slaveholding states have no right to make it a political

question, or the basis of a political party, either state or

federal. We may say slavery is an evil, a sin, but that is a

moral question, and under our system of government not to

be reached by political action. So we may say Presbyteri-
anism or Methodism is an evil, a sin, and one that will ulti-

mately bring down the judgments of God upon the people
that sustain'it, but we have not therefore tlie right to form

a political party for its suppression.

Furthermore, though strongly opposed to the extension

of slavery beyond the limits of the present slaveholding

states, we hold that we have no right to form and support
a political party for the prevention through the action of

congress of its extension to new territory. The territories

of the Union are the common property of all the states,

and congress has no right to pass any act or ordinance

that prevents the citizens of one state as well as those of

another from entering and settling them with their property.

Congress has no right to discriminate between different

species of property, but is Ijound to regard as property,
whatever is property by the laws of the states or any one of

the states. Here we agree entirely with the southern states-

men, and hence we deny to cono;ress the constitutional ri2:ht,

either to authorize or to prohibit slavery m the territories

no less than in the states themselves. The only doubt we
could entertain on this point arises from the fact, that till

quite recently, congress has uniformly in organizing a new
territorial government, claimed and exercised the power to

permit or to exclude slavery. Should not this fact be taken

as evidence that congress has the power, at least by prescrip-
tion ? But the doul)t must vanish the moment that we re-

flect that the federal government is one of express powers
under a written constitution, and tliat no prescription can

authorize the exercise of power not expressly conceded it by
the states creating it. Here we differ not only from the

Rejniblican party, but also from what is understood at the

North to be the doctrine of the northern Democrats headed

by Mr. Douglas. The Republicans generally hold that

congress in organizing the territories may either permit or
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forbid slavery till the territory becomes a state. Mr.

Douglas is nnderstood to deiiv this power to congress, and
to assert it for the people of the teri-itory, under the head
of what is called "

squatter sovereignty." "VVe know noth-

ing more discreditable to a man who has had the honor to

be a judge even in an inferior court. It is decidedly op-

posed to that clear, logical undei'standing, boasted not in

vain, by the people of the Green Mountain State, and es-

pecially b}' old Windsor County, from wiiich both he and
we hail. The people of a territory have no powers except
sucli as are conferred by congress in the organic act, and con-

gress can confer no power which it does not itself possess :

Inferno dot quod non habet. Sqnatter sovereignty is a fic-

tion, and a fiction of that ultra-Democratic school which jus-
tifies John Brown's raid into Virginia. Congress cannot
authorize another to do what it has no right to do itself, and
Mr. Douglas's doctrine, if conceded, supposes congress has

the power to permit or prohibit slaveiy in the territories,—
in principle the doctrine of the liepublican party, oi' else

that the people are sovereign without reference to legal or-

ganization, what we call John Brownism. If we believed

congress had the power, we should of course demand its ex-

ercise to prevent the further extension of slavery, for we
claim to be heart and soul an anti-slavery man. But not be-

lieving it has the power, we deny the right of any class of

American citizens, to form a political party, for the express

purpose of exercising it through congress.
So far we go with the Democratic party South, and dis-

sent from both the Republicans and the Douglas Demo-
crats. TheKepublicans on tliis point, we believe are wrongs
but they are intelligible, logical, and are sustained by the

almost uniform practice of congress, ever since we had a

congress. If they err it is in respectable company, their

error, as far as an error can be, is a respectable error. The

Douglas Democrats are neither one thing nor another,
" neither fish, flesh, nor fowl, nor yet good red-herring." It

involves the error of filibusterism, and if analyzed and re-

duced to some degree of consistency, it will be found to be
John Brownism. But while we so far agree with the South
and honor the southern delegates in the Charleston conven-

tion, for their refusal to nominate Mr. Douglas for the pres-

idency, we are, as all our readers well know, opposed to

slavery itself, in any form, and especially opposed to the

further extension of its area. We have heard all that has
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been said in its favor, bntnothiiio- can reconcile us to slavery
in any form or for any I'ace, red, wliite, Idack, or yellow.
We deny that we have any rio^ht to interfere politically with

it where it has a lesfal exlf^tence, though we maintain our

right to entertain and express our convictions in regard to it

as a moral question when and where we please, and this

right no power on earth shall ever force us to surrender.

But this has nothino- to do with the question before the

American public. We hold that slavery does not exist by
what theologians call the law of nature, and that under that

law all men, as to their rights, are equal. One man has no

dominion in another, and no right to exact his bodily ser-

vices, except in consideration of benefits confen'cd, or

wrongs received and to be redressed. Any right or do-

minion beyond is acquired, and rests on positive, or what is

technically called, municipal law. in distinction from the

jns gentium, of the Roman jurists. The presumption is

always in favor of freedom, and where there is no positive
or municipal law authorizing it, slavery has no legal exist-

ence, and no man can be held as the bondman of another.

Congress having no power to pass laws establishing slavery
in either state or territory, and the territorial legislature

having no legislative powers not derived from congress,
there is, under our system, no power that can enact a law

authorizing slavery in a territory, before it becomes a sov-

ereign state. As state laws have no extra-territorial vigor,
the slave, carried by the voluntary action of his master into

a territory where no municipal law authorizes slavery, must
in that territory be held to be a free man, because there is

there no law that makes him a slave, and the master carry-

ing him where there is no such law must be held to have

emancipated him. In a case properly brought l)efore the

federal courts, the court would declare and ought to declare

him a free man. This is the ground, and we believe it a

strictlv les-al o-round, that we take. At anv rate, it is a

question not for congress, but foi- the courts, and wlien

brought fairly before the supreme federal judiciary and dis-

tinctly and formally decided, we shall hold ourselves bound
to abide by the decision of the court whether it be for us or

airainst us. The decision in the Dred Scott case does not

settle the question, for the precise point we raise was not

the question before the court. The precise question before

the court in that case was, whether a slave or person held to

service in Missouri, of which state his master was a citizen,
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carried by his master out of that state into a state whei-e

slavery was prohibited, or into a territory where no law

authorized, but the ordinance of 1787 excluded it, and

brought back or voluntarily returning to Missouri, reverted

to his original condition of a slave or not,—clearly a case for

the state courts of Missouri, not a case for the federal

judiciary, and therefore the court very properly dismissed

it for want of jurisdiction. As to the arguments or opinions
advanced by the court in arriving at the decision, that it had
no jurisdiction, they may have been good or bad, but they
have no legal force, and in no respect l)ind the courts below.

They are the arguments and opinions of distinguished jurists,
but not legal decisions. The court simply decided that it

had no jurisdiction in the case. The reason assigned by Mr.
Chief Justice Tanev for dismissing: the case for want of

jurisdiction in the court, namely, that negroes are not citi-

zens of the United States, is not, in our poor judgment, a

good reason, for we have always understood that in our

courts, as in the English courts, a foreigner even is free to

bring an action either against a citizen or another foreigner.

Besides, no such reason was needed in the case, for the case

was clearly within the jurisdiction of the courts of Missouri,
and was impi-operly carried liefore the federal court. But,
however tliis may be, the question, whether a person held to

service, or as a slave in a state, by the laws thereof, volun-

tarily taken by his master to a territory of the United

States, not jet organized into a state, is, while remaining
there, and within that territory, a slave or not, has not yet
been before the courts, and till it has been and formally de-

cided we cannot regard it as resJudicata, or as no longer an

open question.
We do not agree with the eminent chief justice, however

presumj)tuous it may be for us to differ from him, in the

opinion that free negroes are not citizens of the United
States. All native-born citizens of any of the states of the

Union are citizens of the United States, and all free persons
born in any one of the states of parents owing no allegi-
ance to a foreign power are citizens thereof, unless excluded
from citizenship by express law,

—
citizens, we say, not nec-

essai'ily voters, for women and childi'en are not voters, yet
are citizens. In all those states where the law does not

prohibit negroes from being citizens, they are citizens on
the same conditions that white men are citizens, and en-

titled to the rjo'hts and subiectto the duties of citizens. If
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so, they are citizens of the United States, and entitled by
the constitution to be treated as citizens in the several

states. The complaint we made of Mr. Chief Justice Taney
M^as tliat he neglected or denied tlie rule of law, tliat the

presumption is always in favor of liberty, as it is in favor

of innocence, and that odious laws are to be strictly con-

strued. All laws in favor of slavery, or that deprive any
class of citizenship are in their nature odious, and the courts

are bound to restrict their meaning or application as much
as possible without violence. As a Catholic, Judge Taney
is bound to regard negroes as men, men sprung from the

same stock and having tlie same natural rights with himself,
and therefore lie should regard all laws creating distinctions

to their prejudice as odious, and to be strictl}'' construed, .as

he would in the case of white men. He seemed to us to re-

verse this, and to labor to give to the laws prejudicial to the

negro race the broadest signification tliey could possibly

bear, and thus to neglect the duty of the court to protect to

the full extent of its legal pow^er the weak and the op-

pressed. He reasoned as if the opinions and laws degrad-

ing negroes were^ favorable, benign, or as if to be slaves or

outlaws were their normal condition, and therefore were
to receive the broadest and most extensive application pos-
sible.

We are aware that southern statesmen and their northern

sympathizers have latterly pretended to set forth slavery as

the normal condition of the African, and to defend it as a

noble, a Christian, a divine institution, which can hardly
be opposed without sacrilege, or at least, fighting against
the manifest will of Providence. We shall not undertake
to refute them, because we think the common sense of

mankind has settled the question, and because were we to

attempt it, our lieviewwonld soon be excluded from every
southern state, as an incendiary publication, likely to stir up
insurrection among the slaves. We might not like this, we
might think it unfair, and impolitic for the South to have
all the argument on their own side, but each state is the

judge for itself what publications it will or will not allow to

circulate among its citizens. Congress can make no law

abridging the freedom of speech or of the press, but the

states, each for itself, can make as stringent laws on the sub-

ject as they please. Each state has the sovereign control

over its own internal police, and, although it may exercise

its powers, in our judgment, unwisely, or even unjustly, we
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cannot, so lone: as it keeps within its own bounds, quarrel with

it, unless we are prejjared to traiv.ple constitutions and laws

under our feet and defend iilibustorisni on principle.

Opinions are free, and if tlie South chooses to hold slavery
as good, and to regard laws favorable to liberty as odious,
she has a perfect political right to do so, only we insist that

she shall not cram that doctrine down our throats by the

action either of congress or the federal judiciary. As much
as we detest slavery in any and every form, whetlier for white
men or red men. for black men or yellow men, we will de-

fend for the slave states every clear constitutional right that

they have, though it make one half of the American states

slaveholding states forever; for we will never willingly
seek what we hold to be even a good end by unlawful means,
or in contravention of vested rights ;

l:)ut on the other liand

we will not vield oneiotaof our constitntional rio:hts against

slavery. We believe in the moral obligation to keep our

plighted faith, and that it is for the interest of tlie human
race, for the interest of liberty, alike for black man and
white man, that this Union should be perpetuated, and that

it cannot be perpetuated unless the constitution be rigidly
observed and all departures from it be promptly repelled,
whether on the side of one section or on the side of another.

We will not knowingly trespass one hair's breadth on the

rights of the slaveholding states, nor will we submit will-

ingly to their trespassing one hair's breadth on the rights
of the free states. The rights of liberty do not change, nor
the duties of the courts change, because southern or north-
ern statesmen change their opinions on negro-slavery, or on

any other subject.
Southern Democrats, and a considerable portion of their

brethren at the North, as we have seen in congress, and in

the Charleston convention, are now demanding, and de-

manding under threats of secession from the Union, that

congress enact, not as is sometimes pretended, a slave code,
but laws for the protection of slave property in the terri-

tories. Such demand is unconstitutional, and on the part of

the South suicidal. If congress has no power over the

question of slavery, and cannot discriminate between one

species of property and another, by what right can it pass
laws to protect slave property, any more than it can pass
laws to abolish it? Slaves carried by their owners from a

slave state into ateri-itory not yet erected into a state either

remain property, that is, slaves, or they do not. If they do,
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as the South contends, tlien no special laws for the protec-
tion of slave property are needed, for the common law as

to the protection of property administered by the conrts is

amply sufficient : if, as we contend, they do not, l)nt are

emancipated by the volnntary act of the master in carrying
them beyond the jurisdiction of the state law by virtue of

which he held them as his property, then for congress to

pass the laws demanded would be simply establishing sla-

very in the teri-itory, which we say it has no power to do.

If congress has power to establish slavery in a tei'i'itory, it

has power to prohibit it, which is precisely wliat the Repub-
licans and free-soilers assert, and what the slaveholdinc; in-

terest denies. In demanding such laws the southern gen-
tlemen place themselves in a fatal dilemma, from which tliey
can never logically extricate themselves. Do they not,

moreover, in demanding laws for the protection of slave

property in the territories, virtually abandon their doctrine,
that slavery exists legally in the Union wherever not pro-
hibited by state law, and concede our doctrine that it exists

nowhere, unless authorized by state law or long usage?
Are we told that the South need the legislation they ask,

only to protect slave property against hostile territorial legis-
lation ? Be it so. Do they admit the people of a territory
have the attributes of sovei'eignty, and, therefore, legislative

power ? If they do, then congress has no right to pass the

laws in question, and could not do it without violence to

the popular sovereignty of the territory. But, if they deny
what is called "

squatter sovereignty," and maintain, as is

undoubtedly the fact, that the territory has, and can have,
while a territory, no legislative authority, and that the acts

of a territorial legislature are laws only by virtue of the ex-

press or tacit approval of congress ; the}' need no law in the

case, for the courts would treat the act of the territorial

legislature as unconstitutional, as null, or non avenu. There
is no doubt that the Kansas-Nebraska act contains, as we
contended at the time it passed, elements practically hostile

to slavery. It is susceptible of two different interpretations.
Its plainest and most natural interpretation is, that it re-

mits the question of slavery to the territorial legislature ;

that is, authorizes the people of the territory to decide
whether they will permit or exclude slavery. According
to this interpi-etation, the act assumes for congress the

power to authorize, and therefore, if it chooses, to prohibit

slavery in the territories—the Republican or free-soil doc-
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trine. If it be interpreted to mean that in remitting the

question to the people of the territory, congress does not

authorize the people, but simply recognizes their inherent

power to decide for themselves whether they will have
slaves or not, the Kansas-Nebraska act simply recognizes
the so-called

"
squatter sovereignty," or the sovereignty of

the people irrespective of constitutions, civil or political or-

ganizations, and therefore that any number of people, whei"-

ever found, have the right to combine together, and do all

that may 1)0 done by a sovereign state,
—the doctrine on-

which John Bi'own and his black and white followers acted

in their raid into Virginia. The Kansas-Nebraska act we
have always understood was dictated by southern influence,
and we know% as well as we can know any thing of the sort,

that it was designed to combine the South as one man, so

that any aspiring demagogue, who, by favoring the slave

interest, could get the southern nomination for the pres-

idency, would need to carry only one or two non-slave-

holding states in order to be elected. It was an artfully
contrived plan for throwing, for all future time, the power
of the federal govern meiit into the hands of the slave in-

terest, and no man deserves moz-e the execration of the

whole American people than its projector, or the senator

who engineered it through congress. And yet in that act,

in our judgment, the South was overreached, or overreached

itself, and if carried out and abided by, it would be more

effectual, in practice, against the further extension of sla-

very than any measure the Republicans, if they come into

power, are likely to adopt. We object to it, because we re-

gard it wrong in principle, and because, if it secured the end
we approve, it could do so oidy by unconstitutional means.

It has already made the South dissatisfied with northern

neutrality, and compelled them, in their own defence, to

abandon the doctrine—the strong constitutional doctrine—
that congress has no power over the subject, which was Mr.
Calhoun's doctrine in the days of our personal intercourse

with him, and to demand, not merely that congress shall

let slavery alone, but that it shall protect it, which, in prin-

ciple, yields the whole question to the Kepublicans.
We are obliged to object to the Democratic party,

—for

the Democratic party is and will be controlled by the South,
where lies its chief strength,— that on the question of sla-

very it is no longer simply opposed to political al)olitionism,

and to any unconstitutional use of the federal government
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a<irainst the domestic institutions of tlie states, but has become
a pro-slavery party, and to support it, we must support sla-

very, whether we wish to do so or not. Formerly, a north-

ern man, thouj^h disapproving slavery, could support the

Democratic party, because he was required simply to adhere

to the constitution, and in his political action, to let slavery

alone, and leave it to the slaveholding states to deal with

the question in their own way, and in their own time. This
is no longer possible, and we cannot see, if we accept tiie

policy adopted by the present administration, or tlie ground
taken by the leading statesmen of the South, how a man
can give his vote to the Democratic party unless he means
to be practically a pro-slavery man, and to sustain negro-

slavery as one of the normal and permanent institutions of

the country ; or, in other words, unless he is prepared to

nationalize slavery, and make it a federal, instead of a

merely state or local institution. We deem it more impor-
tant to preserve the constitution than it is to get rid of sla-

very ; nevertheless, we are not willing to assist in perpetuat-

ing slavery.
We have other objections to the Democratic party ;

the

one is its secret, we should rather say, its open sympathy
with the revival of the African slave-trade, and the other is

its avowed filibuster propensities. When three years and a

half ago we assured our countrymen that the reopening of

the slave-trade was contemplated, and warned the Demo-
cratic party against favoring it, we were hooted at as idle

alarmists, and assured that our fears were ridiculous. Not-

withstanding the slave-trade has been reopetied, that is, if it

ever was closed, and negroes are now imported from Africa

in American ships, under the protection of the American

flag, and sold in our southern slave markets. Eitlier the

denials we met were a blind, or we happened to be better

informed than they who contradicted ns. One federal judge
lias decided, and we are inclined to think correctly decided,
that there is no federal law against importing slaves from
Africa

;
that is, negroes who are slaves in Africa at the

time of being procured. We have found no Democratic

journal or statesmen either objecting to that decision, or de-

manding the amendment of the federal legislation on the

subject. Indeed, if slavery be as the Democratic party botli

North and South now appear to hold, not abnormal, not an

evil, but for the negroes a normal, a noble, a Christian, a

divine condition, we see not why the importation of negroes
Vol. XVII-8
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from Africa, wliether slaves or free men in Africa, sliould

not rather be encouraged than prohibited. It is idle to

make laws against a practice justified bj the premises con-
secrated by the law-makers. Tiiemain reason for condemn-

ing the slave trade is in the supposition that slaver}' is an

evil, and that it is the duty of governments, while they re-

pect vested rights, to circumscribe it as much as possible,' and

by a wise policy to render practicable its ultimate abolition.

On this point there can be no room for doubt. If, then,

you take the present Democratic view of the Christian ex-

cellence of slavei-y, you remove the main reason for prohib-
iting the slave trade, and its revival is but a logical conse-

quence of the premises you adopt. Let the views recently
put forth by Mr. O'Connor, a leading Democrat, and a dis-

tinguished lawyer of New York, once become the convic-
tions of the great body of the American people, and it will

be impossible to convince them that there is an}' more
reason why it should be j^iracy, to bring negroes from
Africa to our southern ports, than there is that it should be

piracy to carry them from Virginia to Texas. The South
wants more laborers, and why shall Africa, the vast maga-
zine whence they inay be drawn, be closed to them ? Just
in proportion as you diminish the abhorrence of slavery, do

you diminish the abhorrence in the minds of the people of

the slave trade. The argument for opening or kee^^ing open
the slave trade, is unanswerable, except on the supposition
that slavery itself is a wrong, and to be discouraged in every
legal and constitutional way. But we cannot defend the

slave trade, or support any party that favors it. Our church
condemns the importation of negroes from Africa, to be
held as slaves on our plantations, as an infamous traffic, and
interdicts all her children who directly or indirectly engage
in it. Here we can make no compromise ; practise no
connivance

;
for the question is a question of conscience.

ISTo Catholic can either import negroes from Africa, or buy
to be held as slaves those imported by others, under pain
of the severest spiritual censures; and we see not how any
Catholic, with a good conscience, can support a party that

is known to favor or to connive at this infamous traffic, x^s

the constitution gives to congress full power to prohibit the

slave trade, we have a right to insist that it shall pass and
enforce the most stringent laws needed against it. Here we
stand on strong ground, for here we stand on conscience,
and ask only what it is confessed on all hands congress has



POLITICS AT HOME. 115

the conptitntional power to do; and unless the Democratic

party pui-j^e itself of the vehement suspicion of favoring
the slave trade, and show itself in earnest to do all in its

power to suppress it, no Catholic who loves his church more
than his party, can, save through ignorance, it seems to us,

still continue to support it.

The Democratic party, Korth and South, to a great ex-

tent, sympathize with the filibuster movements so disgrace-
ful to the countiy, so damaging to our national character

and reputation. We do not regard all, who sustain the

Democratic party, as favoring filibusterism, any more than

we regard all of them as favoring the African slave trade.

There is yet a strong element in the party opposed to both
;

but both are legitimate logical consequences of the principles
avowed and sustained by the leaders of the party. The
South, less than the North, can afford to countenance filibus-

terism. Their immense property in slaves is an aquired,
not a natural, right, and is protected by the respect enter-

tained by the American people generally, for international

or inter-state law and vested rights. Filibusterism is the

denial, in principle as in practice, of the sacredness of vested

rights, of state constitutions, and international laws. Let the

anti-slavery population of the North, or non-slaveholding
states, once be fully satisfied that filibusterism is just and

honorable, and we know nothing that would prevent them
from pouring into the slave states by thousands and hun-
dreds of thousands to liberate the slaves and plunder the

inhabitants. We read the defiant answer of the southern
man in the indignant flash of his eye and the motion of his

hand towards his revolver or his bowie-knife
; but, without

questioning his courage, and without doubting that men will

fight more bravely to make or keep than to emancipate
slaves, yet it must be remembered that there is booty in the

case, and that men will fight harder and more daringly for

plunder than for any thing else. We question not the

bravery or military capacity of the South. We cannot sit

down and coolly calculate the chances of a death-struggle
between the two sections, or speculate as to which would
come off conqueror ;

but this we will say, that erect filibus-

terism into a principle, destroy in the northern mind, as

democracy is fast doing, our traditionary respect for con-

stitutions and laws, for vested rights, and international

laws, which require the citizens of one state to forbear all

hostile invasions of another, save as led on by legitimate



116 POLITICS AT HOME

autlioritj in lawful war, and the Soutii will find men in

numbers large enough, and brave enough, to give them no
little trouble and vexation ; indeed, more daring fellows

to follow some John Brown into Virginia or Kentucky to

liberate the slaves, than your General AV^alkers can find to

invade Mexico or Central America to reestablish slavery,

especially wlien, in addition to liberating the slaves, they
have the attractions of a rich country, populous and wealthy
towns to ravage and plunder. And why not? If William
Walker may lawfully invade Nicaragua like some adventu-
rous Norman knight of the middle ages, to take possession of

the land for himself and followers, and to reduce the inhab-

itants to slavery, and reopen the African slave trade, which
he tells iu his late History of the War in Nicaragua^ was
Mdiat he understood bv introducing the American element
into that republic, why may not another John Brown invade

any of our southern states with a view of liberating the

slaves ? What is the difference in principle between John
Brown's raid into Virginia, and Sam Houston's filibustering

operations in Texas, Lopez's invasion of Cuba, or Walker's
murderous expeditions to Nicaragua ? We can see none,

or, if any, it is not in favor of the latter.

The pretence on which our democrats justify these pirati-
cal expeditions, that they are intended to emancipate a

people ground down by tyranny, and to extend the area of

freedom, is equally available in the case of the John Browns.
No people are more completely deprived of their liberty
than are negro slaves, and if we may bid defiance to consti-

tutions, and trample on the rights of independent states in

the name of liberty, we see not why we may not doit to libe-

rate the domestic slave as well as to liberate the political
slave. Our sins, like chickens, come home to roost, and we
can never violate justice, and teach that it is honorable and

praiseworthy to violate it, without having, sooner or later^
in one fo/m or another, our own rights set at naught. Na-
tions have no life in the world to come, and national sins

must, sooner or latei', meet their punishment in this world.

The South, so long as it suffers its craving for more terri-

tory suitable for slave culture, to induce it to countenance
or to connive at filibuster expeditions against Cuba, Mexico,
or Central America, can never successfully appeal to law,
to the constitution, or to the sacredness of vested rights, to

protect her in the peaceable possession of her negroes. Nor
can northern men feel that they hold their property by any
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other tenure than the sti-oii^ hand, so long- as they suffer

their greediness for land speculations to make them forget
to respect tlie rights, the territory, and the possessions of

others. In itself" considered, John Brown's raid was no

great affair, but viewed in connection with the doctrines as

to popular sovereignty', entertained in all sections of the coun-

try, and which form the democratic theory, unhappily, ena-

braccd by all our political parties, and which justify it, it is

a symptom of what we are to expect, and deserves all the

importance that has been attached to it.

We write with deep feeling, but without any sectional or

party animosity. Filibusterism, as it is understood and prac-

tised among lis, is the legitimate child of the democratic

theories of"popular sovereignty, which have gained such

ascendency in the country during the last twenty or thirty

years, that came into place wn'tli General Jackson, and that

were so strenuously warred against by that greatest and

most accomplished of our statesmen, John C. Calhoun, to

the day of his death. It is the direct offspring of the Jac-

obinism of the old French revolution which pervades, more

or less, all classes of European society, embodied by the

Carbonari and other secret societies, led on in one form by
Louis JSlapoleon and Victor Emanuel, and in another by

Joseph Mazzini and Louis Kossuth, and preventing the es-

tal)lishment of peace and legal order in every European
continental state. It is justified by that very democratic

theory which, in our own country, has already destroyed in

most of the states the independence of the judiciary, cor-

rupted the sources of justice, swept away the safeguards of

individual liberty retained by our fathers, identified the

people with God, made public opinion, or rather the opinion
of each man's special public, the rule of right, and success

the standard of merit; which has thrown the power into

the hands of the most numerous, and therefore the least in-

telligent class, who can understand in politics only a trade

to be carried on for each one's private benefit, banished

alike public spirit and public virtue, and filled the public
offices with men, at best, of only average capacity, who are

venal, insensible to the honor and glory of the country, and

whose principal study is to derive all the pecuniary profit

possible from their office and position during the brief

period of their official life. Each party claims to be demo-

cratic, and each in its greediness for power and place out-

bids the other. Not all of any party, we would fain believe,
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have as yet adopted tliis wild and destructive democratic

theory, or are prepared to follow it to its last logical results.

But if entertained in its principles, there is an invincible

logic in the poi)nlar jnind that will, before we are aware of

it, under pain of tlie sin of inconsequence, which the human
race never pardons, foi'ce ns to adopt even its i-eniotest con-

sequences, however repugnant they may be to common sense,
or revolting to common honesty. The Democratic party is

not alone in fault, but of all our parties it is the more deep-

ly connnitted. Its name alone is fatal to it, for there is a

logic in names which, in the long run, will prove invincil)le,
and compel tiie party that bears the name to accept tlie

thing. The Republican party may be nearly as far gone as

the Democratic, but its name does not commit it, and it

would be possible for it to become a truly conservative party
without any change of name. Its name is a good one.

l^ow the Soutli freed by slavery from that modern cuisc,

universal suffrage, bj^
the independent position of her lead-

ing men as planters and large property holders, forming a

sort of aristocrac}^ in a too democratic country, ought to

furnish a conservative element in our American politics,
and prove a restraint on the democratic tendencies of the free

states. We have looked to it for this, and felt at times in our
hatred of democracy

—which we have no wish to disguise—half reconciled to the existence of slavery, if it should be

indirectly the means of saving us from the wild radicalism

which we have so much reason to fear. But, unhappily,
the Soutii has not been true to her mission. She chose to

ally herself with the democratic party of the North, and by
that alliance has forced all parties hoping for success to be-

come democratic, and we therefore hold her to a great ex-

tent indirectly responsible for the democracy that now
threatens the whole country with ruin. We regret it, for

the evil has gone so far as to seem to us well-nigh irrepa-
rable.

We have stated our principal points of agreement and

disagreement with the Democratic party North and South,
and we leave them to the judgment of our readers. We
say nothing of the present administration, except that it

has realized our worst fears. We say nothing of the candi-

dates of the Democratic party for president and vice-presi-

dent, for at the time we are writing, the party has not made
its nominations. We will only say that with our view of

the case we could neither as a northern nor as a southera
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man support Mr. Douglas, for we regard his policy as alike

false to both sections, although we have nothing to say

against him as a man and a citizen, and we honor him for

the pluck he has shown in maintaining the fight between
him and Mr. Buchanan. If the administration has damaged
him, he has prostrated the administration. Our views of

the Republican party may be gathered from what we have

already said. As far as it has Whig antecedents we are not
hostile to it; as far as it is the free-soil party under a new
name, we have no sympathy with it. In its opposition to

the further extension of slavery we believe it right and

just, and go with it heart and soul, but in the respect that

it proposes to prevent its further extension by Wilmot pro-

visos, or congressional action, we dissent from its policy", for

we regard such legislation and such provisos as unconstitu-

tional. Inasmuch as it is a sectional part}^, though in reality
no more so than the Democratic party, we are not pleased
with it. Its position on the question of slavery is too far

one way, while the position of the South is too far the other

way. On the question of slavery, like the Democratic party,
it is partly right and partly wrong, and is preferable to the

Democratic party only in the respect that it is not pro-

slavery, and if we must violate the constitution, or usurp for

congress powers not conceded it, it is better to do so in

favor of, than against, human liberty. Aside from the

slavery question the Republican platform strikes us as in

the main not objectionable, and free from the filibuster ele-

ment that we detect in the platform of the Democratic party,
and by no means necessarily commits the party to the ultra-

democracy we so earnestly oppose. Yet the elevation of

the party to power with Horace Greeley as one of its most
influential leaders, without a southern state or the hope of

attaining the vote of a single slaveholding state, unless the

little state of Delaware, is a serious matter, and one must
think twice before he makes up his mind to support it. It

is not the secession of the southern states or the disso-

lution of the Union we fear, but the want of a proper con-
servative element. We do not like to have power as now
wholly in the hands of the South

;
we should dislike equally

to see it exclusively in the hands of the North. We should

regret the defeat of the Republican party, for that would
involve the triumph of the slave interest, and subject to it

the policy of the government ;
and we should regret its suc-

cess, for that would open the door for the reappearance of
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political abolitionism. The candidates of the party are not
such as we pret'ei", bnt perhaps they are better than tlie Dem-
ocratic party will support. Turn the question which way
we will, which side in or out, up or down, it has an ugly
look, and whichever of the tw'O parties accedes to power,
we must expect trouble, confusion, and not much good to

compensate for it.

However, the end of the republic is not yet, nor will the

coming election, however it terminates, decide its fate. We
may trust something to the "

chapter of accidents," that is,

to Providence, and in the meantime instead of stakino; all

on the success or defeat of this or that party, we shall do
well to labor to clear up the questions now agitated, and pre-
sent the true issue before the people for a future election.

Let the South abandon all filibustering tendencies, all dis-

position to reopen the slave trade, cease to ask the North to

favor slavery, and leave the question of slavery in the ter-

ritories to be decided by the courts, and all disputes on the

slavery question, so far as we are concerned, would cease,
that is, as a question to be carried into politics ; or, let the

Republican party agree to the same, or cease to claim for

congress the power to legislate on slavery anywhere, and the

North and the South mav once more act toijether. Slavery
would gain nothing but what it is entitled to, and the wel-

fare of the whole people, the cause of republican govern-
ment would gain much. Neither the North nor the South
is a complete or whole people without the other. It is, no

doubt, too late for the voice of reason to be heard in the

present canvass
;
but let those who really love their country

hold themselves ready, when the contest is over, to place
American politics on a new and better footing, and so to

organize parties that an honest man may find a party he can

support without violence to his conscience.
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[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for July, 1861.]

The closing days of Mr. Biichaiian's administration, which
had managed to bring the country to the brink of rnin,
were gloomy and sullen, and we were disposed to take a

somewhat desponding view of the crisis in our national af-

fairs. The Kepublicans, who had triumphed in the election

of Mr. Lincoln, were apparently divided among themselves

as to the course the new government should take
;
there

seemed nowhere, either North or South, any decided at-

tachment to the Union : and rebellion was as openly avowed,
and almost as fiercely defended in Philadelphia, New York,
and Boston, as in Baltimore, Charleston, and New Orleans;
there was a general distrust of the officers of the army and

navy ;
traitors were everywhere ; wisdom, energy, patriotism,

nowhere. The gulf states pretended to have .seceded, and
had formed a provisional government under the name of

the "Confederate States of America." North Carolina,

Virginia, and Marjdand, if not Kentucky and Tennessee, it

was known were ready to withdraw from the Union the

moment that it was clearly ascertained that they could no

longer effectually serve the cause of rebellion by remaining
in it, Arkansas w'as pledged to the confederacy, and there

was a strong secession party in Missouri. A confederate

army was organized, and the rebels had plenty of arms,
taken from the forts and arsenals of the United States. The

treasury was empty ;
the credit of the government was low

;

and the feeble federal army and navy were so dispersed as to

require months to concentrate them, or to render them of

any efficiency in supporting the Union. A long peace and
a general belief that wars on this continent were no lono-er

to be apprehended, had left our militia without effective or-

ganization, and, for the most part, nothing more than the

mere raw material of soldiers. The great bulk of the peo-

ple seemed to be wholly engrossed in trade and speculation,

selfish, and incapable of any disinterested, heroic, or patri-
otic effort. What wonder, then, that we were despondent,
without hope for the future ?

121
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But since then the whole aspect of affairs lias changed,
and we are obliged to confess that we had underrated the

patriotism and attachment to the Union of the people of the

non-slaveholding states. The administration has been able to

replenish, not on very unreasonable terms, the exhausted

treasury, and the call of the president for seventy-five thou-

sand volunteers to save the national capital and stay the tide

of rebellion, was within three weeks responded to from the
several free states, it is said, with an offer of the services

of more than half a million of men. States and municipal-
ities, within the same period, voted, as a free gift to the

government for arming, equipping, and training volunteers
or supporting their families, over twenty-three millions of

dollars. Party lines were obliterated, divisions were healed,
and there was an outburst of patriotism such as the world
has rarely, if ever, witnessed, from twenty millions of free-

men. The star-spangled banner was thrown to the breeze
from every public edifice, from every church steeple, and
almost from every house

;
and from the mighty heart of all

the free states rung out the battle-cry,
" The Union must and

shall be preserved." Since the fall of Sumter on the 14th

of April, up to the 1st of June, an efficient land force of not

less, it is said, than a hundred and fifty thousand men has

been organized, armed, and equipped, and is either on the

frontiers or drilling in the different camps in the several

states. Another levy of a hundred thousand men, if made,
would be cheerfully responded to, as indeed would be a levy
of twice that number. The only embarrassment of the gov-
ernment thus far has grown out of its inability to accept the

numbers of volunteers offering. Ships-of-war have been re-

called, a powerful fleet fitted out, and nearly all the ports
of the states in which rebellion is rampant, are effectually
blockaded. Nearly all the strategic points are guarded, the

advance of the rebels effectually checked, the posts in the

rebellious states that continued in the possession of the gov-
ernment effectually i-einforced, and a forward movement
commenced. All tiiis has been done in six weeks. The

simple enumeration of these facts proves that we, as well as

others, had wronged our countrymen, and that our fears

tor the safety of the Union were uncalled for.

We do not believe that the history of the world presents
an instance of so much having been done and in so short a

time b}^ any people. Tlie uprising of the free states in de-

fence of their governn^ent and flag is unprecedented, and
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proves tliat however the American people may have degen-
erated during fifty years of peace and unbounded prosper-

ity, tliey are still a people wlio have a future and are far

from having fallen into the past; that they are full of life

and energy, of ardor and hope, and have a long and, if thej
choose, a glorious career before them. As to the military

spirit of oar people, we have never doubted it. We liave

said on more occasions than one, that give the American peo-

ple a cause, an occasion, a battle field, and they would prove
themselves the first military nation in the world. They
have in their composition the activity of the Frenchman, the

reckless daring of tlie Irishman, the steadiness of the Ger-

man, and the pluck of the Englishman ; they have com-
bined in them in admirable proportions the peculiar military
virtues of the several nations of Europe. But we had feared

that, made up to a great extent as they are from all the vari-

ous populations of Europe, and possessing a sort of cosmo-

politan character, they Avould be found in the hour of trial

deficient in patriotism, especially in loyalty to the government
of the Union. We think the events of the last six weeks

ought to dissipate all fears of this sort, at least so far as the

real American people, the people of the non-slaveholding
states are concerned. We feel for ourselves that we still

have a country, and whatever may be the future, we are

proud of our countrymen, and still glory in being an Amer-
ican.

It is too late to discuss the merits of the controversy^ be-

tween the United States and the rebels now in arms against
the government. Our views with regard to that contro-

versy are well known to our readers. ISTo man in the Union,

according to his ability, and sphere of influence, has done
more to prevent the spread of abolitionism, or to defend

against fanatics of either section of the Union the constitu-

tional rights of the South or slaveholding states. From
1828 down to the present moment, the editor of this Review
has never faltered or wavered in his defence of state rights,
or in his opposition to centralism or consolidation. He was,
as is well known, the personal and political friend of John
C. Calhoun, and for a time defended even his doctrine of

nullification. His sympathies have always been with the

South, and his warmest personal and political friends have
been in that section of the countiy. But he owes it to him-
self to say that he has always been attached to the Union of

these states, and felt that his loyalty as a citizen was due to
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the federal government. He has always looked upon the

several states as integral parts of one common country, and
wlietlier in Wisconsin or Michigan, in Ohio or Indiana,
Illinois or Missouri,' Kentucky or Tennessee,' Louisiana or

Alabama, South Carolina or Virginia, Maryland or Penn-

sylvania, JTew York or Connecticut, Rhode Island or Mas-

sachusetts, Maine or Vermont, he was still in his own
countiT, on his own native soil, among his own countrymen
and fellow-citizens. Patriotism, with him, has always meant
love to the whole country under the jurisdiction of the fed-

eral government. He has never understood it to be re-

stricted to his native state, or to tlie state of whicli, for tlie

time being, he might be a citizen. In his patriotism he has

known no North, no Soutli, no East, no West. For him

every man was his countryman who was born under the flag
of the Union. He has always regarded the federal govern-
ment, though a government of express and delegated pow-
ers, as possessing, within the sphere of its constitutional

powers, tlie character of a real government, vested with
true sovereignty. Though formed by sovereign states, by
mutual compact, he has never held it, when formed, to be a

simple league or confederation of states, but a proper na-

tional government, and entitled to the allegiance of every
American citizen. He has never admitted the actual right
of any state to secede from the Union, and the doctrine of

nullification which he at one time held he had disavowed in

these pages so long ago as in 1847.

We owe it furthermore to ourselves to say that though
opposed to the abolition party movement, we have never

approved of slavery. Regarding slavery as a local institu-

tion existing only by municipal law or usage, we have al-

wa^'s treated it as a subject over which the Union had, in

the ordinary exercise of its powers, no authority, and as

lying in our political system wholly within the jurisdiction
of the state in which it is established. In our political ac-

tion we have insisted on leaving it to the slaveholding
states themselves, to be disposed of as they should judge
proper. But as a man, as a philosopher, as a Christian, and
as a statesman, we have always been opposed to it. We
have reo'arded it as a flao-rant violation of those fundamen-
tal rights of man on which our republic professes to be

founded, no less than of that brotiierliood of the human
race asserted by the Gospel. We have believed it wrong in

principle, mischievous in practice, a grave evil to the slave,
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and a graver evil to the master, '^e liave always believed

it a grievous moral, social, and political evil, and lience we
have always been opposed to the extension of its area. Our

}»olicy has always been to circumscribe it within the narrow-

iist limits that we could constitutionally. We have believed

it more important to maintain the Union of these states un-

der the existing constitution, and more in the interest of

liberty, than to seek the extinction of slavery by unconsti-

tutional action, or by the political interference of the citi-

zens of one state witli the institutions, domestic or social, of

another. As far as slavery could extend itself legally under

the existing constitution, we have always deemed it our duty
to refrain from interfering with it. But we have never

contemplated with any degree of satisfaction to ourselves

the probability, or even the possibility, of the permanent
, existence of negro slavery in any part of the American

republic. We have always held it to be the duty of the

slaveholding states to take at the earliest moment the most

efficient measures in their power for educating and prepar-

ing their slaves for freedom and the final extinction of

slavery. Such have been our views ever since we have

been old enough to reflect and form opinions on the sub-

ject, and such "have been and are the views of the great

majority of the people of the non-slaveholding states. The

great majority of us have always detested slavery, and

deeply regretted its existence within the limits of the

United States, but we have always been willing to discharge
to the letter all our constitutional duties towards the slave-

holding communities of the South, and notwithstanding all

the provocation and insults heaped upon us by our southern

brethren, we are still prepared to discharge faithfully all

the duties in regard to slavery that any fair and honest

interpretation of the constitution imposes upon us.

If the slaveholding states had been satisfied with this,

and asked nothing more of us in the free states than the

simple discharge of our constitutional duties, or if they had

been content with the simple legal rights of slavery, there

would have been no collision between the two sections of

the country. The cause of the southern rebellion is not in

the aggressions of the North, nor in the movements of

northern abolitionists. We must seek it in the fact that

the slaveholding states wished through the slave interest,

. or the interest of capital invested in slaves, to control the

policy of the country and administer the government in
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their own favor, and in the further fact that the}' felt they
could liave no adequate security for the capital so invested

while the w-ealthier and more populous section of the Union
entertained opinions and convictions hostile to slavery.

No modification of tlie constitution, however favorable to

slavery, would have satisfied them so long as they felt

themselves the weaker party. Nothing would satisfy them
but the conversion of the North to their views of slavery.

They knew perfectly well that .slavery could not long exist

in a country unless it were its controlling interest. It can

flourish oniy so long as it governs, and must die out when
the supremacy passes from its hands. Hence these states

made at first a desperate struggle through the northern

Democracy, which almost from the origin of the govern-
ment had been allied with them, to retain their supremacy.

They made afterwards a still more desperate struggle to

change the opinions of the North with regard to slavery

itself. But, failing in both attempts, and seeing that

power must pass from their hands, and henceforth be

wielded by a party that would not consent to be governed

by the interests of the capital invested in slaves, they felt

that their only security lay in breaking up the Union, and

forming a separate confederacy of their own, based on sla-

./ very as its corner-stone. They would, wdiatever they pre-

tended, accept no compromise, and the free states had no

option but to submit to their dictation, abdicate their own

rights in the Union, and recognize slavery as a Christian

institution, as existing by divine right, and as forming the

basis of our republic,"or to assert their own manhood, their

equal rights as members of the Union, form a really consti-

tutional party, carry the elections, and administer the gov-
ernment for tlie common interests of the whole country,
and not for the special interest of a particular section, and

that the slaveholding section.. This they did in the last

presidential election. No intelligent man at tlie South be-

lieved that the success of the Republican party threateiied

. directly the institution of slavery ;
but the whole South

saw in it the fact that the political control of the Union had

passed from southern hands, and that henceforth the slave-

holding states would be obliged to be contented to stand on

a footing of equality with the non-slaveholding states.

There was no fear that the slave interest would be deprived
of any of its legal rights, but there was a certainty that

henceforth it would not be supreme in the councils of the
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Union ; that, however ^crnpnloiisly it might be respected
within the slaveholdinof states themselves, the extension of

slavery into new territory where it had no legal existence,

wonld be effectually checked
;
that no more territory could

be acquired and annexed to the Union in the interest of

slavery ;
that the flag of the Union wonld be no longer per-

mitted to cover the piratical slave-trade, and that all hopes
of reopening the African slave-trade must be abandoned.

Here, in our judgment, is, in brief, the real cause of the

present collision between the United States and the south-

ern rebels. The cause, we repeat, is not in northern aggres-
sion, but in northern emancipation from southern domina-
tion. We told the South in 1857* what would be the con-

sequence if she persisted in seeking to make the Union the

mere instrument of advancing the interest of capital vested

in slaves, of her attempting to convert the Democratic party
into a party for slavery propagandism, and of her attempt
to establish the doctrine that the constitution carries with it

slavery wherever it goes.

Well, it has come to this. The South has appealed from
ballots to bullets, and forced upon the North an issue which
the people of the free states could not refuse to accept with-

out abdicating their manhood, and standing branded in his-

tory as the most miseralile cravens and dastards that the

world has ever known. The war has come, and come none
too soon. The issue had to be tried, whether the Kew
World was to be a land of freedom, sacred to free institu-

tions and self-government, or whether it was to be a land

of slavery, whei-e man was to be treated no longer as man,
but as a mere chattel, with no soul, no reason, no conscience,
no immortality. It has come, we say, none too soon, for

already were we beginning to lose our freedom of speech
even in the free states, and there was growing up every-
where a fear to speak out the great truths of religion and

morality, of philosophy and political science, lest, forsooth,
we might irritate our southern brethren and endanger the

trade between the North and South. When we wrote
our articles on slavery in January and April, 1857, a com-
mittee from higlily respectable and most influential gentle-
men in this city was sent to remonstrate with us, and to

urge us either to retract what we had said or carefully refrain

for the future from alluding to the subject of slavery in our

*
Slavery and the Incoming Administration; ante, pp. 64-65
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pa^es. It was hazardous to our reputation with our own
northern fellow-citizens to publisli on the question of slavery
what has always been the doctrine of the church, that all

men bv nature are free, that man has received from liis

Maker no dominion over man, and that slavery can lawfully
exist only as a penalty or a discipline. Slavery was pene-

trating everywhere, and we were fast becoming slaves, even
while boasting our freedom. Thank God, we are now eman-

cipated, our lips are unsealed, and we are no longer debarred

from speaking the language of reason and common sense

for fear of irritating some soutliern slaveholder or trafficker

in human flesh. The shots that struck Sumter knocked off

our chains, and enabled us of the Xorth to spring to our
feet as freemen, and to feel for the first time in our history
as a nation, that we are really free and no longer under
southern tutelage. It was this sense of freedom, this sense

of their emancipation, the assurance that henceforth they
had no terms to keep with slave-drivers or slaveholders, that

called forth that universal burst of enthusiasm, that unani-

mous response to the call of the government for volunteers,
that has surprised ourselves, and called forth the admiration

of the civilized world. Whatever be the result of the

present struggle, one thing is certain, southern domination
is gone and gone for ever, and with it northern servility and
northern cowardice. If in this struo;o-le we secure not the

freedom of the negro population of the South, we shall at

least secure our own.
The war now raging is no doubt to be deeply deplored,

or rather the causes which have led to it
;
but in this war

the United States are in the right and the southern rebels

wholly in the Avrong. The rebels, by aid of their Demo-
cratic friends in the non-slaveholding states, have had the

administration of the government, have shaped its general

policy at home and abroad, and wielded its patronage, with

hardly an interval of time, since the inauguration of Mr.
Jefferson in 1801. They have had almost every thing their

own way. The South have had no wrongs from the gov-
ernment, and no grievances from the Xortli to complain of.

Tlie federal government has, from the first, faithfully per-
formed all its duties with regard to the question of slavery.
It has fully protected the rights of the slave-owner, and
has enacted and executed the most stringent and offensive

laws in his favor. The southern section of the Union has

had far more than its share of officers in the army and navy^
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as well as of the diplomatic representatives of the country.
Of the two foreign wars in which we have been engaged
since the adoption of the federal constitution, tlie first was
forced upon us l^y the South for the purpose of ruining the

commerce and influence of the northern and eastern states
;

and the second, tiiat against Mexico, was undertaken wholly
in the slaveholding interest of the South. Though more
tlian tliree-fourths of the revenues of tlie federal government
have been collected in the ports of the free states, nearly
two-thirds have been expended in and for the slaveholding
states, and these states have held their slave property in

security and been protected in their peculiar institutions,

solely because they were regarded by foreign nations and

by the citizens of the fi'ee states as integral parts of the

great American republic. No portion of the United States

have received so great and so many benefits from the fed-

eral Union. Of what, then, do they complain ? What
grievance have they had, not of their own creating ? Some
of our journals, indeed, in all sections of the country say
"the South has had wrongs," but we confess we do not

know what those wrongs have been. For over thirty years
we of the North have been obliged to vote under threats of

a dissolution of the Union by southern politicians, if we did

not vote to please them. Since the Missouri compromise
in 1820, there has been on our part but one continued series

of concessions to the slaveholding South. If the free states

showed any disposition to adopt a governmental policy not

likely to strengthen and consolidate the slave power and to

render it permanent, they were branded as "sectional," de-

nounced as "
aggressive," as trampling on the "

compro-
mises of the constitution," and met with loud and angry
threats of secession. If any party, then, could complain of

wrongs, it is not the South, but the North.
We have carefully read the public declarations of the

rebel governments, and, we confess, we have been able to

find, even in their one-sided representations, no serious

grievances enumerated. They speak of protective tariffs :

but they forget that the tariff policy was originated by
southern statesmen, or rendered necessary by southern

policy. The capitalists of the North were forced to engage
in manufactures by the war of 1812,—a southern measure
intended to destroy the commerce of New England. The
first tariff for protecting these manufactures, introduced at

the close of the war, was introduced, or at least supported
Vol. XVII—9
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by Joliii C. Calhoun, suhsequently the great freetrader and
millitication leader of South Carolina; the most strenuous,

energetic, and successful advocate of the policy was Henry
Clay, a slaveholder and the representative of a slaveholding
state ; and a majority of tlie votes of the New England
states was never given for any tariff bill in congress prior
to that of 1842. Whether, then, the protective policy be
favorable to the North and oppressive to the South or not,
the South is at least as deeply implicated in its adoption as

any other section of the Union.
These governments also complain of the personal-liberty

bills passed by some of the free states : but they should re-

member that these bills were passed chietly in retaliation

for laws enacted in the slaveholding states, imprisoning free

citizens of the North acting as sailors on ships trading to

southern ports during the period of theii- remaining in port,
and authorizing them to be sold into slavery for the expenses
of their imprisonment; and also to protect their own citi-

zens from being arrested and carried away into slavery by
southern kidnappers. They should also beai- in mind that

these personal-liberty laws have never prevented the return

of fugitive slaves. No state is bound by its own officers or

action to return fugitive slaves on claim of their owner
;

this duty the supreme court, as well as congress, has decided

devolves on the federal government, and the federal gov-
ernment has never failed to discharge it.

A careful reading of these official declarations, in con-

nection with well-known facts, proves that the only griev-
ance the South has to complain of in us in the non-slave-

holding states is, that we are not charmed with the l)eauties

of the slave system ;
that we do not regard slavery as a

Christian institution existing by divine right; that in fact

we dislike slavery, that we detest it and take the liberty to

say so. Here is the head and front of our offending. But
even in this respect we only retain and express the views

and feelings entertained and expressed, till quite recently,

by the prominent statesmen and leading men of the slave-

holding states themselves. It amounts, then, to this, that

the people of the slaveholding states have rebelled* against
the federal government because the majority of the people
of the non-slaveholding states differ from them in opinion
on the subject of slavery, and insist upon treating black

men, as well as white men, as belonging to tlie human fam-

ily,
in a word, as men created with rational and immortal

I
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souls and redeemed l)j the ])assi()n and death of onr Lord
;—because, in fact, we include them in the ii;i'eat l)rother-

hood of humanity. This is their grievance for which they
have seen )n-oper to rebel against the federal government,
and attempt to eflface from the map of the world the great
republic of the United States.

The federal government is manifestly in the right ;
for

whether the federal government derives its powers by del-

egation from sovereign states, or dii'ectly from the people
politically divided into states, it is, within its constitutional

sphere, a government with all the rights and immunities of

government, and, like every government, must have that
first of all rights, the right of self-preservation. The ques-
tion as to the source of its powers is and can be of no prac-
tical importance, when once its powers are ascertained and
defined. The people of the United States, in forming the
federal TTnion, did not form a mere league or confederacy
of sovereigns ; they formed a government, a government with
limited powers indeed but still a government, supreme, sov-

ereign within its constitutional liniits. They formed a union
and not a confederacy. From this union no state, any more
than an individual, lias the right to secede

;
for they express-

ly ordain that the "
constitution, and the laws of the United

State which shall be made in pursuance thereof; and all

treaties made, or wliicli shall be made, under the authority
of the United States, shall be the supreme law of the land

;

and the judges in every state shall be bound thereby, any
thing in the constitution or laws of any state to the contrary
notwithstanding." There is no getting over this : the fed-
eral government, within its constitutional limits, is the su-

preme government of the land, and paramount to all state

constitutions, authorities, or laws. Any act of secession by
a state is an act of rebellion, and therefore null and void,
not only as against the Union, but in relation to its own citi-

zens
;
and the attempt of the people, or any portion of the

people of any state by force of arms to carry such an act in-

to effect, is manifestly a levying of war against the United
States, and therefore an act of treason. "Even if it were
conceded that the sovereignty theoretically still vests in the

states, its exercise within certain limits is delegated to the
Union and incapable of being revoked without a manifest
breach of faith. Say that the Union is a " constitutional

compact," it is one of those compacts in which all the parties
are bound to each and each to all. Such a compact can be
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dissolved only by tlie unanimous consent of all the contract-

ing parties, while from its very nature the parties remaining
faithful to it must necessarily hav^e the right to enforce its

observance upon any party seeking to evade its provisions.

So, whether we take the nortliern or the soutliern view of

the federal Union, secession is illegal, is in violation of the

constitution, nothing more or less than an act of rebellion,
and as such the federal government has not only the consti-

tutional right, but the constitutional duty, to put it down,
if it has or can command the means to do it.

The federal government, in the present war, is not war-

ring against any state, or seeking to coerce any state as such,
into submission; for no state, as a state, has withdrawn or

<'.ould withdraw from the Union, since any action of the peo-

ple of any state to withdraw itself would exceed the consti-

tutional right of the state, and be a simple usurpation of

power. No states have seceded, for no state, by the consti-

tution of the United States or by its own constitution, could

secede. The so-called Confederate States of America have,

therefore, no legitimate authority either within the states

themselves or as against the Union. This southern confed-

eracy is simply a league of conspirators and rebels. The
federal government in making war against them, therefore,

only makes war in its own defence and in vindi*cation of

the constitutional rights of the several states; and in doing
it, it is only performing its own imperious and constitutional

duties. The war is not a war between the North and South,
between the free and the slavehold ing states, for or against

slavery, but is, on the part of the government, simply a war

against traitors and rebels to the states and the Union.
The fact that the rebellion is confined principally to one

section of the Union, or the fact that a considerable portion
of the Union are involved in it, makes no difference as to

its character. The right of the government and the essen-

tial character of the war remain tlie same, whether the reb-

els are few or many, whether they are northern or southern,
slaveholders or non-slaveholders. If it be the right and

duty of a government to maintain itself and to put down
armed conspirators and traitors against it, there can be no

question that the govei'nment has the riglit and the duty to

put down this southern rebellion, and that all loyal citizens

are bound to aid it in doing so with their property and with

their lives. There never was a more causeless rebellion,

one more unprovoked, more unjustifiable, or more guilty.
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There is not one word to be said in defence or in extenua-

tion of the actors in this foul conspiracy. Consequently no
war on the part of a ii:()vernment to put down a conspiracy
ao'ainst its own rio;hts and existence, to vindicate itself and
maintain the supremacy of the laws, ever was or ever could

be more just and deservins: of the support of all loyal sub-

jects and o'ood citizens.

The rebel forces are not only forces arrayed against legit-
imate authority, but they are forces so arrayed under circum-

stances of peculiar aggravation. The government they seek

to cast off or to overthrow^ is a free government, under a

constitution that provides for its own amendment. If the

people of the slaveholding states had wished to separate from
the Union, and to form themselves into a separate and inde-

pendent government, or to become a nation by themselves,
there was a legal and constitutional way by which they could

have been gratified. If they had felt that their interests,

their peculiar institutions, their sentiments and convictions

made a longer connection with the non-slaveholding states

undesirable, they might easily have obtained a convention

of all the states, which, no doubt, would have authorized

their separation, and enabled them, in a legal and peaceful

way, to have established themselves as a separate nation. If

they had made their request known in a legal way, and had
made it manifest that a separation was their unanimous, or

very general desire, we are confident that the majority of

the non-slaveholding states would have permitted their sep-

aration, and consented to a proper boundary line and to a

just and equitable division of the public property and of the

public debt.

But they did nothing of this. They first attempted to

gain the supremacy of the Union, and, failing in that, they

attempt violently its dissolution. They respect no oath of

allegiance which they had taken to the Union, and begin by
taking possession of the public property, the forts, arsenals,

and mints, and trampling the laws of the Union, as well as

the rights of property, under foot. Their first acts are acts

of plunder and robbery ;
their second proceeding is, in the

most open and avowed manner, a levying of war on the

Union and threatening its destruction. No attempt at a

peaceful separation was made till after they had committed

gross acts of aggression, violence, and plunder, and they had

trampled on the federal laws, and broken all their obliga-
tions as loj'al citizens to the federal government, as well as
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to their own state j^overnments. These ai'e aggravating
circumstances, and mark tlie character of the chief actors in

the conspiracy with a degree of atrocity that does not attach

to ordinary rebels. They might have had all the}^ wished,
without violence or wrong done. But their acts show clear-

ly that their ol^ject was not so much separation from the

Union and the formation of a new government for them-

selves, as the subjection by force, or humiliation of the fed-

eral government and its loyal supporters. Evidently their

animus was bad, not so much to form a southern confeder-

acy as to subject the Union to their domination and to force

their policy and respect for their institution of slavery upon
the people of the non-slaveholding states. It was not so

much a new government they proposed to themselves, as

the possession of the administration of the existing govern-
ment, which they had failed to secure at the ballot-box, or

a reconstruction of the Union under their dictation on the

basis of negro slavery. They counted, but vainly counted,
as the event has proved, on bei-ng able by aid of their Demo-
cratic friends at the Nortli, to bring into their scheme all the

states of the Union, with, perhaps, the exception of the

New-England states. Could any government that had the

least consciousness of its duty or the least respect for itself

stand still, look quietly on, and suifer this nefarious plan to

be carried into execution without offering the least opposi-
tion ? Would it not have been to fail in its most imperious
duty, to abdicate itself, or to commit suicide?

The fault of the government is not that it has called loyal

people to the support of their own govei'iunent whicli they
themselves have constituted, but in suffering the conspirators
to work so long without any serious attempt to arrest them.

During the four years of Mr. ]>uehanan*s administration,

they not only worked without op]>osition from the govern-
ment, but even made use of its authority, its offices, and its

patronage, to further their purposes. We will not say that

Mr. Buchanan was himself a rebel, we will not say that he

favored the plans of the conspirators, but we will say tliat.

down to nearly the close of his administration, he gave them
free scope for their operations, and protected them by his

authority. He kept their chief instruments in his cabinet

and suffered in their interest their aiicnts to deplete the

treasury and bankrupt the government ;
to deprive the forts

in the slaveholding section of the Union of all sufficient gar-
risons

;
to leave the arsenals, mints, and public property in
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the same section, for the most part, under tlie command of

officers of doubtful attachment to the Union, and exposed
to (\asy capture l)y a handful of rebels

;
to transfer arms,

ordnance and military stores very unnecessarily from the

northern to the southern states, thereby depriving the loyal

section of arms and munitions of war, and furnishing them

to the disloyal populations ;
to scatter the small federal

army at the most distant points, whence many months must

elapse before they could be collected in defence of the gov-
ernment

;
to disperse our few war ships to the most distant

quarters of the globe, or to place them within reach of the

intended rebels. He used all the patronage of the govern-
ment and all his personal influence to prevent the selection of

a Union candidate to succeed liim
;
and when pretended se-

cession broke out, though he feebly remonstrated against it,

he declared officially that no coercion must be used. No
one man in the country is so responsible for the present war

as the late president of the United States, for it was his

duty and it was' in his power to have dismissed at an early

day the traitors from his cabinet, to have supplied their

places by loyal and honest men, to have foreseen the com-

ing danger, and to have effectually guarded the goveri
ment against it. He might and he should have suppressed
the conspiracy before it came to a head, or been ready to

have crushed the rebellion at the very instant of its break-

ing out. Unhappily he did no such thing, and his name
must go down in our annals l)randed with infamy, or with

imbecility.
The fault of the present administration, if any is to be

laid to its charge, is not in the resistance it offers to rebel-

lion, but in its having too long followed the do-nothing

policy of its predecessor, or in having been too timid, hesi-

tating, or uncertain, during the first weeks of its existence.

Yet, if it were so, something can be said in its excuse, per-

haps its justification. It came into power under all the em-

barrassments which the previous administration had created

for it, without an army or navy, with an exhausted treas-

ury, with a majority of the people on a popular vote

against it, with all the civil offices of the government at

home and abroad filled with its enemies, and ignorant of

what military or naval officers it might or might not trust.

It might have distrusted, as we ourselves did, the loyalty of

a large portion of the citizens of the non-slaveholding

states, and doubted whether its call foi- forces to put down
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the rebellion would liav^e been generally responded to. The

event, as we hav^e seen, shows tliat if it ever entertained

this doubt or this distrust tliere was no solid ground for it,

and since it has shown itself determined to resist the rebel-

lion, to use all the forces military and naval of the loyal
states to crush the rebels and save the Union, it has risen in

the respect and in the affections of the nation, at the South
no less than at the North. If there still lingers a doubt or

a distrust in its regard, it is not because it makes war on the

rebellion, Init because it is feared it is not prepared to make
it Avith suthcient boldness, energy, and determination. Yet
the doubt or fear which may still linger in some minds, we

think, is unjustifiable. The administi-ation understands its

duty, and is prepared to perform it. That in the beginning
it was timid, hesitating, uncertain as to the policy best to be

adopted, is possible; but assured now of the support of the

loyal American people, even of the great majority of those

in the non-slaveholding states who, in the late presidential

election, voted against it, it feels its strength and under-

stands Mdiat its dignity and honor as a government demand ;

its timidity has passed away ;
it no hmger hesitates, and is

determined to vindicate the constitution, to preserve the

Union, and to crush speedily and for ever its foes. In this

it is manifestlj' right, and every American is not only free,

but l)ound in conscience to support it to the full extent of

his ability.

Yet, in thus vindicating the government and its determi-

nation to put down the armed rebellion against its authority,
we by no means express or feel any hostility to the people
of the slaveholding states

;
we regard them, as we do the

people of the non-slaveliolding states, as our countrymen,
and feel that in supporting the government of the Union
we are not invading, but defending their rights and inter-

ests. We deny that they have received any wrongs worth

mentioning from the North. There is not, and there never
has been, any intention on the part of the citizens of the

free states to violate or misinterpret the constitution against
them. There is not, and there never has been, any deter-

mination or wish on the part of the Republican party even,

to interfere with their peculiar institution, or to deprive them
of their property in slaves. This party has not been organ-
ized to deprive them of their equal rights under the consti-

tution, but to resist the aggressions of the slaveholders

upon the equal rights of the non-slaveholding states.
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"Where slavery has a legal existence, the RepnHi'can party

by its own doctrines respects and defends it
;
but where

freedom is the law, there the party defends and respects

freedom,—resists and repels the attempt to displace it for

slavery. But the people of the South have been misled by
their disloyal and ambitious leaders, and also by the anti-

"Repnblican jonrnals like the Neio Yorh Herald and Ex^

press, of the North, who, for partisan purposes, have mis-

represented and most foully calumniated the Kepublican

party. They have been misled and drawn into their present
rebellious positioner liostility to the Union by the exao-ger-

ations, perversions, and falsehoods of their northern friends

and allies, wlio have assured them that the Republicans, if

attaining; to power and place, would abolish slavery or en-

courage insurrections among the slaves, and induce them to

reenact the horrors of St. Domingo. All this is false.

Even the wildest and maddest of the abolitionists of the

North, wnth a very few individual exceptions, would shrink

with hoi-ror from any thing of the sort.

For thirty years or more the South have been taught to

regard the North as their enemies, and made to believe that

they could not live in peace wnth us
; they have been taught

that we of the free states are mere money-makei's, desti-

tute of any high moral or religious principle, seltish, calcu-

lating, cold-hearted, and worse than all, mere cowards.

Their teaching has been bad and has led them into grave
mistakes. For those who have misled them we have no

excuse, no palliation to offer, not a word in extenua-

tion of their offence to utter. They knew" better, and have

sinned against light and knowledge. For them we have no

mercy ;
let them ujeet, as they deserve, a traitor's doom ;

not because they are southern men, or slaveholders, but be-

cause they are conspirators and rebels, bent on destroying
the government under which they were born, to which they
owe allegiance, and which, with all its faults of administra-

tion, is the freest and best government ever instituted by
man, and w'hich, fi'om its foundation, has been, with that of

Great Britain, the hope of the friends of liberty throughout
the world. It is not against a despot or a tyrant, or a foreign
domination that they have conspired, but against their own

legitimate government, whose only defect, if defect it have,
is that it claims too little power for itself, and leaves too

much freedom to the citizen. The American citizen who
seeks to overthrow the American government is not only a
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traitor, but a liberticide, a dis-humanized monster not fit to

live or to inliabit any part of this globe : he lias no suit-

able place this side of hell.

We fear no longer' the ultimate fate of the Union ; we
feel full confidence that it will be preserved, and be hence-

forth stronger and more beloved than ever. The South will

come to know the North better and to entertain for it a

much higher esteem. It will learn that all the chivalry of

the Union is not confined to the slaveholding states. It

will find that, if the people of the North are an industrious

and business people, if they are principled against duels,
loath to believe in the necessity of war, and slow to engage
in a fight, it is from no lack of the sense of honor, from
no deficiency of courage, or want of pluck. It will learn,

we doubt not. that the people of the free states, though
they can bear much, are not all-enduring ;

that with them
even there is a point where forbearance ceases to be a

virtue
;
and that they can give as well as receive blows. It

will learn, perliaps to its cost, that there is as much high

spirit, gentlemanly feeling, chivalric sentiment, and noble

daring, among our farmers, mechanics, merchants, shop-keep-

ers, and cotton-spinners, as among its own slave-owners,

niffp-er-d rivers, and clav-eaters. It will learn that its esti-

mate of our character has been founded on ignorance and

prejudice ; and, when tlie federal armies have defended the

government, defeated and annihilated the rebellious forces

arrayed against it, preserved it, and caused once more its

time-honored flag to float in the breeze from the capitol of

every state in the Union, it will feel that we are not only
fit foemen, but a people that they may well be proud to

own, love, and respect, as their friends and countrymen.
Far be it from us to undervalue the fine qualities of the

southern people, their frankness, their spirit, their generous
and elegant hospitality ; but they will be taught before the

end of this war that the freemen of the North have qualities
in no sense inferior, and which when known, will probably
prove equall}^ attractive.

It is customary to speak of war, especially of civil war.

as a great calamity ; but the war itself is not the evil. The
evil is always in the causes that lead to it, in the humors
that are in the system ;

war itself is l)ut tiie effort of the

constitution to throw off these humors and to regain its

soundness and strength. Peace is always more corrupting
than war

;
for in peace are generated the humors that ren-
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(ler Will- necessary. Tlie civil war in which we are now en-

gaged, though tlie effect of great and deplorable evils, base-

ness, and criminality, will not itself pi'ove a calanjity. It

will l)e the thunder-storm that purifies the moral and po-
litical atmosphere ;

it will enal)le us to see and undeistand

the wrong principles, the mischievous principles we have

unconsciously fostered, the fatal doctrines we have adopte<l,
the dangerous tendencies to which we have yielded. It

will teach us that a majority of votes cannot make a states--

man out of a pot-house politican, or give a man any ad-

ditional quantity of brains. It will teach us that hence-

forth it will be necessary to seek honesty, loyalty, ability,
fitness in our candidates for office, not mere availability.
It will also teach us that republics, no more than monarch-

ies, can safely preach the divine right of revolutions
;
that

loyalty is as necessary a virtue under a republican as under
a monarchical form of government ;

that every government
must be based on right and not on mere opinion, and be able

to use force to protect itself against all classes of enemies,
domestic as well as foreign ; that mere pul)lic sentiment is

never sufficient to protect or sustain it
;
and that there must

always be placed a sufficient armed force at its command.
It will teach us, that while the people may be the motive

power, they can never be safely the governing power of

the state.

We, as a people, have had much need of this lesson. In

asserting popular sovereignty, in appealing to the people,
and exaggerating both their wisdom and their virtue, we
have overlooked the necessity and autlKirity of government ;

we have forgotten that freedom is impossible without order,
and order impossible without authority, and authority able

to make itself respected and ol)eyed ;
we have forgotten

that deiitagogie is not statesmanship, that liberty is not

license, and that the elevation of our party to power does
not necessarily secure good government or promote the

welfare of the country ;
we have forgotten that the iirst

necessity of every people is authority, and the Iirst duty of

every citizen is obedience to law. Here has been our Iirst

and greatest mistake, into which we have been led by the

wild democratic doctrines of European liberals warring
against the authority of absolute princes. We have ap-

proved the rebellion of the Tuscans against their legitimate

government, the secession of the ^Emilian provinces from
the pontifical state, the rebellion of Sicily and Naples against
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their king, the hostile attitude of Hungaiy against her law-

ful sovereign.

But, if in this we have been right, by what right do we
complain of the secession of South Carolina, Georgia, Lou-

isiana, Virginia, or Tennessee ? Secession and rebellion were
all well enough when the}^ took place only in Europe ; but
we see at once that they cannot be tolerated for a moment
when they are attempted among ourselves. We shall learn,

then, from the present contest that we have very unjustly,
and imprudently asserted the " sacred right of insurrection,"
and henceforth be prepared, while we fearlessly maintain

the rights of the people, to respect and vindicate the rights
and authority of governments.
We, as a people, have fallen into another grievous error.

We have depreciated and ridiculed the military. We have
fancied that the great business of government could go on,
internal and external peace be maintained, the laws exe-

cuted, the honor and dignity of the nation asserted and vin-

dicated without an armed force
;
we have been afraid of

increasing the army and navj, and have proceeded on the

assumption that no emergency could arise when either would
be necessary. But with a sufficient army and navy at the

command of the federal government, this civil war could

never have broken out. Even Mr, Buchanan would have

suppressed the rebellion in its very inception, and millions

and millions of property, as well as thousands and thou-

sands of lives, would have been saved to the nation. Hence-

forth, we trust, we shall cease to fear to sustain a large and

respectable military and naval force, both as a necessity of

authority and as an economical arrangement. We are far

less likely to fall under military rule with a large military
force at the disposal of the government, than we are by
having it unarmed and at the mercy of unprincipled ad-

venturers like Jefferson Davis and his associate conspir-
ators. We shall henceforth be obliged to maintain a large,

well-disciplined and well-appointed naval force in order to

recover our prestige, and to exert our legitimate influence

among the great and leading nations of the world. We
showed our weakness under Mr. Buchanan's administration,
when we dared not reinforce or provision a federal garrison

against the protest of one of the pettiest states of the Union.
We gave the European nations just cause to despise us, and
to treat our power with contempt.. The military spirit
awakened and the military resources of the nation called
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forth by the present administration, have done something,

perhaps much, to raise us in the estimation of foreign

powers ;
but fully to regain and preserve our rightful

position, we must, after the present war is over, keep on
foot an army of not less than a hundred and fifty thousand

men, and have a naval establishment that will enable us to

assert equality with the first maritime powers of Europe.
We write with a full conviction that the United States,

in this civil war, will succeed in suppressing the formidable
rebellion against their authority ;

but we do not expect them
to succeed without a long, severe, and bloody struggle. We
do not think lightly of the resources of the rebels, or of

their courage and resolution. We think they will not only
be able to bring large forces into action, but that they will

fight skilfully and bravely. Their commander-in chief, who,
we understand, is Mr. Jefferson Davis himself, is not a man
of high military character, or in himself a very formidable

general ;
but he has under him a large number of able ofii-

cers, educated at our national military academy, trained and

disciplined in the federal army, and ranking among the first

and best of the oflicers of that army. These officers have

military science, military skill, and their military reputation
to sustain. The men they will lead into action, though not

taking discipline kindly, and not the best materials in the

world for regular soldiers, are strong, alert, and brave,
accustomed from their childhood to the use of arms, gene-
rally good marksmen, and must be expected to fight des-

perately and often successfully. We do not persuade our-

selves that they are to be easily beaten, or that the rebels

can be subdued in a single campaign by any force the fede-

ral government is likely to bring against them. Indeed, it

is better for the country that they should not be. The
practical lessons of the war will be lost for both North and

South, unless it is long and severe, making a large portion
of our young men practical soldiers, and imposing upon the

whole country great privations and manifold sufiierings.
The true way to regard this war is to regard it as a chas-

tisement from the hand of divine Providence, as a just

judgment from God upon our nation for its manifold sins;
but a judgment sent in mercy, designed not to destroy us,
but to purify and save us, to render us a wiser, a better, a

more virtuous, a more elevated, and a more powerful people.
It is intended to try us, to inure us to hardship, to make
us feel that all mere worldly prosperity is short-lived and
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transitory, and that no people that departs from God, neglects
eternal goods, and fixes its affections only on the low and

perishing goods of sense, can ever hope to be a great, a

strong, and long-lived people. Let us then welcome the

sufferings, the privations, the hardships, the toil, the loss of

affluence, the poverty that this war is sure to bring upon no
small portion of our population. Let us welcome them as

a severe but necessary chastisement, and let us wish the

chastisement to l)e severe enough to correct us and to en-

sure our amendment and our future progress. LTnless such
be the case, no cause of the war wall be removed

;
its

seeds will remain, and at the first favorable opportunity wnll

germinate anew, grow up, blossom, and bear their deadh'
fruit.

What will be the final effect of the contest on the slave

qnestion, we pretend not to predict. Nobody has engaged
in the war with the intention of putting an immediate end
to slavery ;

all M^ho have responded to the call of the pres-
ident and buckled on their armor, have done so to vindicate

the constitution, to enforce the prevailing laws, and to pre-
serve file L^nion. But if the rebels prove themselves able

to protract the struggle and to gain some victories, if they
carry on the w-ar in the mannei- indicated by the murder of

the lamented Ellsworth, and laro-e numbers of our fathers,

husbands, brothers, or sons fall, and the passions of the non-

slaveholding states become roused and embittered, slavery
must go, and the war wall be in effect a war of liberation.

We, for ourselves, seek not this result, for we see not what

disposition could be made of the slaves, if emancipated.
But that this result will come, we think by no means un-

likely. In the meantime, let us say distinctly that while
we should disapprove of all attempts to excite the negroes
to insurrection, we earnestly protest, in case insurrections

among them should take place without our agency, against

employing federal troops in suppressing them. As long as

the slaveholders are in rebellion against the Union, we say
let them employ their own forces in keeping their slaves in

subjection. If this weakens their force against us, so much
the better for us and so much the worse for them. We are

not enough in love Mith slavery to volunteer it any protec-
tion. The "

pound of liesh
"

stipulated in the bond we will

pay to the exact scruple ;
but if the slaveholder asks for

more, let the penalty fall on his own head. While he
remained a loval citizen and discharged his obligations to
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rlie riiioii, we were boniid to give up his fugitive slave :

hut wlien he turns rebel, and arms himself to overthrow
thi3 Union, we are by his act absolved from that obligation,
and he must expect from us no assistance in recovering or

in keeping his slave }>roperty. If his slaves run away, es-

cape from his control, they are for us free, and we shall

bid them take care and not be caught ;
and if, in order to

presei-ve the Union, it is necessary to allow the slaves to

eniancijiate themselves, we shall not grieve, but shall be

mu(;h better pleased than we are with the necessity under
which our fathers felt themselves, in order to found the

Union, to bind themselves to give up to his owner a fugitive
slave.

But we have exhausted our space. It is a trying moment
for our republic. Popular institutions themselves are on
trial. The cause of self-government throughout the world
is at stake. But let not absolute monarchs, the oseuran-

tisti, or the friends of despotic power rejoice or persuade
themselves that the cause of liberty is lost. The republic

yet stands, and with the brave old veteran, the well-tried

soldier, the hero of so many battles who now commands her

armies, and who is more than a match for any military skill

or science that can be ))r(»ught against him, contiime to

stand it will. It has, we think seen its darkest day. The
New World will yet prove true to its mission, and be, as it

has been from the first, the asylum of the oppressed, and
the home of freedom. We bid our friends abroad, who are

struggling for free governments or constitutional guaranties
for liberty, be of good heart, keep up their courage, continue
their efforts

;
we shall not fail them, but prove ourselves

firmer and more efiicient friends of the cause than we have
ever heretofore been.
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[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for October, 1861.]

We have not been able to do more than look at a few of
the pages of the admirable work by our highly esteemed
friend M. Augustin Cochin, on The Aholition of Slavei-y.We have, however, read enough to enable us to judge of its

general character, and to pronounce it a work of rare merit
The first volume gives the result of the abolition of

slavery by France and England in their colonies, and estab-

lishes the fact that it has been effected without ruin and
without disturbance, A storm, an insect, a j^ear of drought
would, in a material point of view, have caused more evil

;

while, in a moral and religious point of view, the good has
been immense, although few precautions had been taken to
secure it. The second volume is devoted to the United

States, Holland, Brazil, the Spanish and Portuguese colonies,
the slave-trade, Africa, and the influence of Christianity on

slavery. We have noticed a few trifling inaccuracies in re-

gard to our own country. The author reckons Wisconsin

among the slave states
;
but we are happy to say that Wis-

consin is not only a free state, but one of the most decided

anti-slavery states in the Union. He says JS^ew York was

originally settled by Germans—it was originally settled by
the Dutch from Holland, who are not usually called Ger-
mans by us, though of the Germanic family. Maryland was
not colonized by Irish Catholics, but by English Catholics
and Protestants. George Calvert had an Irish title, but was
himself an Englishman. These errors, however, are very
slight, and detract nothing from the real value of the work.
As far as we have been able to read it, we have found the

views of the author very just, philanthropic, liberal, and

truly Christian. Two abler or more intensely intei'esting
volumes on the subject of the abolition of slavery, it has not
been our good fortune to meet

;
and they are creditable in

the highest degree to the ability, industry, and noble senti-

ments of their distinguished author.

*n Aholition de I' Esclavage. Par Augustin Cochin, ancieu Maire et

Conseiller de la Ville de Paris. Paris: 1861.
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The question of the abolition of slavery is becoming with

us a practical question in a sense it has never before been.

The rebellion of the slave states, which has for its object,
not so mucn the dissolution of the Union, or the separation
of the South from the North, as the reconstruction of the

Union on the basis of slavery, or, as the vice-president of
the Confederate States has it, with "

slavery as its corner-

stone," and therefore the extension of slavery over the

whole country, cannot fail to force this question upon the

grave attention of everv citizen of the loval states, wiio

loves his country, and believes in the practicability of free-

dom. The slave states, by their rebellion and war on the

Union, are compelling us to regard this question as one
which must soon be practically met, and are forcing all loyal
citizens to make their election between the preservation of

the Union and the preservation of slavery. This, whatever
the federal administration, whatever individuals or parties
in the free states, with or witliout southern or pro-slavery

proclivities, may wish or desire, is pretty sure to be the in-

evitable issue of the terrible struo-o-le in which our o-lorious,

and hitherto peaceful republic is now engaged. Perhaps, at

the moment we write, the last of August, a majority of the

people of the free states may not only shrink from this

issue, but even honestly believe it possible to avert it alto-

gether. The bare suggestion of the abolition of slavery may
shock, perhaps enrage them

;
but events march, and men

Avho mean to be successful, or not to be left behind, must
march with them. Another disaster, like that of I3ull Run,
or another unsuccessful action, like that of Wilson's Creek,
where the brave and noble-hearted Lyon fell, a martyr to

the cause of his country, and a victim to the failure of his

government to send him timely aid, will do much to change
the feelings and convictions of the loyal citizens of the free

states, and, perhaps, foi-ce them to give up the last hope or

thought of preserving both the Union and the institution of

slaver3^ It requires, however chary our public men may
be even of wliispering it, no extraordinary sagacity or fore-

sight to perceive that, if the present war is to be continued,
and the integrity of the nation restored and maintained, the

war can hardly fail to become a war of liberation, or that

the northern blood and treasure, which it demands for its

successful prosecution, will demand in return, as their in-

demnification, the emancipation of the slave, and the uni-

versal adoption for the South as well as the North of our
free-labor system.

Vol. XVII—10
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We need not say, for the fact is well known to our read-

ers, that no man, according to his ability and opportunity,

has, since April. 1838, more strenuously opposed the aboli-

tion movement in the free states than we have
;
not because

we loved slavery, or had any sympathy Avith that hateful

institution, but because we loved the constitution of the

Union, and because we believed that liberty at home and

throughout the world was far more interested in preserving
the union of these states under the federal constitution, than

in abolishing slaverj^ as it existed in the southern section of

our common country. But we believe, and always have be-

lieved, that libert}', the cause of free institutions, the hopes
of philanthropists and Christians, both at home and abroad,
are more interested in preserving the Union and the integ-

rity of the nation, than they are or can be in maintaining

negro-shivery. If we have opposed abolition heretofore be-

cause we would preserve the Union, we must, afortiori, op-

pose slavery whenever, in our judgment, its continuance be-

comes incompatible with the maintenance of the Union, or

of our nation as a free republican state.

Certainly, we said in the article on The Great Rebellion,
the North has not taken up arms for the destruction of

negro-slavery, but for the maintenance of the federal gov-
ernment, the enforcement of the laws, and the preservation
of the Union. This is true. The liberation of the slave is

not the purpose and end of the war in which we are now en-

gaged. The war is a war against rebellion, an unprovoked
and wicked rebellion, engaged in by the rebels for the pur-

pose of making this a great slaveholding republic, in which
the labor of the country shall be performed by slaves, either

black or white; and if, to defeat the rebellion, the destruc-

tion of slaver}'- be rendered necessary and be actually effect-

ed, it will change nothing in the character or purpose of the

war. It will have been necessitated by the rebellion, and

the rebels will have only themselves to thank for the destruc-

tion or abolition they force us to adopt in defence of lib-

erty, the Union, and the authority of the government
The real question now before the loyal states is not,

whether the rebellion shall be suppressed by force of arras,

or a peaceful division of the country into two separate and

independent republics submitted to. Any one who has any
knowledge of the plans and purposes of the rebels, knows

well, that the division of the territory of the Union into

two independent republics is far short of what they are aim-
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hig: at. The leaders of tlic rel)ellion, tliej who planned it,

tliey who have stirred it up, and armed it against the Union,
have worked themselves into the conviction, that slavery is

not to be looked upon as an evil, under certain circumstances

to he tolerated, but as a good to be desired, which religion
and humanity require not only to be perpetuated, but ex-

tended the fui-thest possible. Their doctrine is, that liberty
is not practicable for a whole people, that it is practicable

only for a class or a race
;
and that republicanism can sub-

sist and be practically beneficial, only where the laboring
class is deprived of all political and civil rights, and reduced
to slavery. Their plan, their purpose is, the reconstruction

of the federal government in accordance M'ith this theory,
not merely to cut themselves loose from all companionship
with the non-slaveholding states of the North and North-
west. They propose to extend slavery over the whole

Union, and, in those states where negroes cannot be profit-

ably employed as laborers, to reduce, perhaps gradually, but

ultimately and effectually, to the condition of slaves, the

present class of free white laborers, who in the free states

are, to a great extent, Irish and (rermans, by birth or imme-
diate descent.

The reconstruction of the Union on the basis of slavery is

the real aim of the chiefs of the southern rebellion, which
reconstruction would give them a government similar in its

essential features to that of ancient pagan Rome, and a gov-
ernment, if the states held together, prepared for future

conquest. The Union reconstructed, it could proceed to

the conquest of Mexico and Central America, and reduce
their negro and colored populations to slavery, which would
be counted their americanization. This done, it could pro-
ceed, beginning with Cuba, to the annexation, one after

another, of the West India Islands. It then could extend
its power over the whole continent of South America, and
threaten an advance upon eastern Asia, and the annexation
of all the cotton-producing countries and tropical regions of

the globe, and through the monopoly of cotton, rice, and

tropical productions in general, to obtain the control of the

commerce and credit of all nations. Such, to a greater or

less extent, is the dream which southern statesmen have in-

dulged, and which they have taken the first step towards

realizing. In its full extent no sane man supposes the dream

practicable ;
but its practicability, up to a certain point, has

been demonstrated by the success which has hitherto at-
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tended the rebellion, for, up to the present, successful ft

undeni'abl}^ has been. The confederates have bronght into

the Held a moi'e effective, if not a lars^er force than the fed-

eral iyoverninent has thus far l)rought against them
; and,

from the Potomac to the Mississippi, they hold the strategic

lines, and can be met by the federal forces only at great

disadvantage. As yet not one of those lines has been wrested
from them.

Now. suppose we adopt the policy urged upon us by the

peace-inakers, traitors, and cowards of the loj'al states, con-

sent to a peaceful division of the United States, and recog-
nize the southern confederacy as a separate and independent
nation, what would be the result? Two comparatively
equal independent republics, existing side by side ? Not at

all. Spread out the map of the United States before you,
and see which republic would have the advantage in terri-

tory, soil, climate, productions, and all the sonrces of national

wealth, strength, and material greatness. You would give
to the southern republic full three-fourths of the whole ter-

ritory of the Union
;
for the South Avould consent to no

division now, that did not include the states of Delaware,

Maryland, Kentucky, Missouri, and all the territory south

of the line running due West from the Northwest angle of

Missouri to the Pacific. You would give up to the South,
to what would then be a foreign power, the whole gulf

coast, and the whole Atlantic coast, except the narrow strip
from the Penobscot to the Delaware. You would leave the

Nortii a majority of the present population of the country,
and nominally the superiority in wealth, it is true: but as

the present superior numbers and wealth of the North de-

pend chiefly on our superiority in commerce and manufac-

tures, their superiority could not be long maintained. The
southern republic, producing raw materials consumed chief-

ly in Europe, would be a great exporting republic, and would

naturally in its policy favor exports to European markets.

From those markets where it disposes of its raw materials,
it could, by means of a lower tariff on imports than the

northern republic could afford to adopt, more easily and

cheaply supply its own demand for imports than it could

from our northern markets. It would thus drive our man-
ufactures from its markets, and, by importing ^from

abroad

for itself, greatly diminish our manufactures, and at the

same time both our foreign and domestic trade. In addition,
we should not only lose our southern market for our im-
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ports and iiiaiiufactiircs. but should hardly be able to keep
-our own. Imports would seek southern ports, and, in spite
of any possible cordon of custom-houses and custom-house

officers, would hnd their way into all the border states of

the noi'thern republic and up the Mississippi and Ohio into

the great states of the West and the Northwest, to the most
serious detriment of our own trade and manufactures, and

consequently to the retention of our relative superiority in

wealth and population. In spite of our industry and our

enterprise, we should soon find ourselves a state far inferior

in wealth and numbers to our southern neighbor.

Moreover, the great agricultural states of the Mississippi

valley, finding the natural outlets for their productions held

by a foreign power, and themselves unable to wrest them
from it, would be compelled by their own interests to secede

from the northern republic, and to join the southern con-

federacy. The secession of these, which would be followed

by that of all the states West of the Rocky Mountains,
would necessarily compel the secession of New York, New
Jersey, and Pennsylvania, and their annexation to the same

confederacy. This would reduce the northern republic to the

New-England states
;
two of which, Connecticut and Rhode

Island, would, most likely, follow New York, and there

would remain for the northern republic only the states of

Massachusetts,Vermont, New Hampshire, and Maine, which
could escape absorption in the confederacy only by its re-

fusal to accept them, or by joining with the Canadas and
the other British provinces, and coming again under the

British crown. Such would be the inevitable result of the

proposed peaceful division of the United States, and the

formation of two separate and independent republics out of

their territory, if the southern confederacy held together ;

and such is substantially the plan of reconstruction contem-

plated by the southern statesmen, as is evident from their

leaving their confederacy open to the accession of new
states

;
as was avowed in New York, last December, by Mr.

Benjamin, now the attorney-general of the Confederate
States

;
and as asserted openly by southern sympathizers

everywhere at the North. All this is notorious, and is only
what any man accustomed to reason on such subjects, and
familiar with the geography, soil, and productions of the

Union, sees must and would inevitably result from the pol-

icy recommended by our peace-men, cowards, and traitors.

But peace, even on as favorable terms as we have sup-
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posed, cannot now be made. Six months ago, perliaps it

might have been
;
but now, flushed with their recent suc-

cesses, in possession of the principal strategic lines, and
able to prosecute the war with more vigor than we have yet

shown, the rebels will entertain no question of poace sliort

of our subjugation, or, what is the same thing, disbandment
of our armies and quiet sul)mission to the principles and

theory on which their confederacy is founded. Look at tlie

question as we will, we have now no alternative but to sub-

due the rebels or be subjugated by them. We must either

depose that confederacy, and enforce the authority of the

federal government over all tlie rebellious states, or it will

enforce its authoi'ity over the free states, and impose upon
them its system of slave labor. If it enforces its authority
over us, there may still, perhaps, be liberty for a class or

caste, but our laboring classes will no longer be freemen
;,

they will be placed on a level with the negro slave on a

southern plantation. For the Christian commonwealth
founded by our fathers, toiled for, and bled for, we shall

have reestablished a pagan republic more hostile to the

rights of man and the rights of nations, than was ever pagan
Greece or pagan Rome. We put it to our Christian coun-

trymen, if such is the commonwealth their fathers fought
and suffered through the long seven-years war of the revo-

lution to establish, and if they can be contented to let the

hopes of liberty in the New World set in a night of black-

ness and despair.
We know very well that we have fallen far below the

virtues that founded this republic, and gained this New
World to civilization

;
we know that a long career of unin-

terrupted prosperity and unbounded luxury has done much
to corrupt us

;
we know that the labor in one-half of the

republic being performed by slaves, and the greater part
in the other half performed by emigrants from foreign

countries, has caused a lamentable forgetfulness of those

principles of liberty so dear to our fathers, and produced
amongst us a laxity of principle, an indifference to law, a dis-

regard for personal rights and personal independence, witli-

out which no republic can long subsist and prosper ;
but we

are not yet willing to believe that we have fallen so low, be-

come so corrupt, so indifferent to liberty, or so dead to all

moral considerations, as to be prepared to submit, for the

Bake of gain, or of preserving our manufactures, without a

struggle, to the indignities the southern confederacy would
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heap upon us, oi- to the adojition of the base and inhuman

principle on whicli that confederacy is avowedly founded.

If we retain any thins: of our manhood, or any memory of

the Christian virtues of our ancestors, we can never submit

to be slaves ourselves, or to take part in reducing any portion
or class of our fellow-men to slavery. If there is any vir-

tue left in us, we must resolve that we will be free ourselves,

and do all in our power to secure freedom to all other men,
whether white or black, yellow or copper-colored. If we
do not, we are indeed "degenerate sons of noble sires,"

and deserve, as we shall receive, the scorn and derision of

the whole world. Political and party leaders, greedy foi*

the "
pickings and stealings

"
of office, who are innocent of

ever having entertained a statesmanlike idea or a moral con-

ception, may cry, like the false prophets whom the Lord, in

Holy Scripture, rebukes,
"
Peace, peace," and seek to embar-

rass the government and give aid and comfort to its enemies
;

but we hope there is still virtue enough left in the people
of the loyal states to estimate them at their true value, and

to treat with indignation and scorn their counsels. "What-

ever the result of the contest, the vocation of these leaders is

gone ;
and the best use to which you can put a man who

now cries out for "peace," for "comprr mi^e," for "submis-

sion," and charges the government with having provoked
an "unholy and unnecessary" war, is to treat him as loyal
Union men in the South are treated by the confederates.

Such men, whatever their pretensions, are really traitors, and
deserve a traitor's doom

; or, if not traitors, they are idiots

and lunatics, and should be provided for in asylums. It is

no time to mince our words, or to study out honeyed phrases ;

we must call things by their right names, and treat all who
are not for us, as against us. We have something more
than even the constitution and laws to maintain

;
the very

existence of the nation is at stake
; and, as no means are

scrupled at to destroy it, we have the right to use all the

means which the law of self-preservation renders necessary
or expedient.
We wish our readers and the public at large to under-

stand that we are in war, and to let it get through their heads
that the war which the rebellion has forced upon us, is no
mimic war, is no child's play, and is not to be conducted to

a successful issue on the principle of treating the rebels as

friends, giving them every advantage, and doing them no
harm. They are in downright earnest, and are putting forth
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all their streiifftli, and doino; their best to siil)jii2;ate us
;

and we also must be in downrii^ht earnest, put forth all our

strength, and do our best to subjugate them. War cannot
be conducted on peace pi'inciples, or successfully conducted

by men who do not enter into it with spirit, resolution,

and energy. We have no disposition to censure the civil

or military authorities of our country ; they have labored
under great embarrassments, and have had no ordinary dif-

ficulties to contend with
;
but we must be excused, if we

say that as yet they have given us little evidence of their

being in earnest, or of their believing in the reality and im-

portant character of the war. Up to the disaster of Bull

Kun, military operations seem to have been conducted in

subordination to the projects of politicians and the espe-
cial benefit of contractors. The war was apparently treated

as a secondary affair, anicre bagatelle, or a toy for children

to amuse themselves with
;
in scarcely an instance was it

treated as a grave affair, demanding for its prosecution the

whole strength and energy of the country. Some doubted
if the South would really light, and it seemed to many,
that all we needed to rout their armies, sup})ress rebellion,
and reestablish over the seceded states the authority of the

federal s-overnment, was a larije number of recriments hav-

ing no existence except on paper or in the imagination of

those who wished to sport the epaulettes of a colonel.

This delusion has passed away. But still, at the time we
are writing, it has hardly got through our heads that we are

really engaged in war, and a war involving the very life or

death of the nation, The mass of those who really believe

w^e are in war, still think the war is one that may be car-

ried on without any serious detriment to our ordinary avo-

cations or pleasures, and one not likely to come home to

our own bosoms and business. Yery few of us see that

every thing we hold dear in this world is at stake, and that

we have to struggle not only to defeat a foreign enemy, but
to defend our own firesides and altars, our own wives and

children, and our own personal liberty. Country gone, all

is gone ;
and unless we become more in earnest than we

have hitherto been, and put forth a civil and military force

and energy which we have not yet displayed, nor judged it

necessary to display, our country cannot be preserved.
We cheerfully concede that much allowance is to be made

for the administration, in the novel and unexpected posi-
tion in which it has been placed. With no preparation to
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meet a rebellion on a formidable scale, with doubts as to

how far the patriotism of the loyal states could be relied

on, with the army and navy filled with traitors, or with offi-

cers at best indifferent to the cause of the Union, surrounded

b}'' weak, timid, and corrupt politicians, and the impor-
tant, though subaltern, offices of the various departments
of the civil srovernment filled with men desiring success to

the rebels, and ready to use all the opportunities afforded

by their position to secure that success, the administration

may be excused for having hesitated, before feeling the

public pulse, to adopt the bold, energetic, and decisive

measures the crisis demanded. It was embarrassed by the

legacy left it by its predecessor, and also by the fears, timid-

ities, hopes, and advice of the Union men in the border

states, who begged it not to be precipitate, lest it should

plunge those states also into open secession. This fear of

driving the border states into secession has been from the

first the bugbear of the administration, and its chief embar-

rassment. It prevented it from taking, at the outset, those

bold and decisive measures which would have forestalled

the rebels, and confined the rebellion to South Carolina,

Georgia, and the gulf states. Its efforts since to organize
and strengthen the Union party in western Virginia and
eastern Tennessee, have impeded, rather than aided, its

military operations, and lost it a campaign, without gaining
it any real additional strength.

There is only one way of dealing with rebels
;

it is for

the government to be prompt, to strike quick, and to strike

hard. If it hesitates, if it temporizes, if it seeks to concili-

ate, or shows that it fears to strike lest the blow recoil upon
its own head, it is only by a miracle that it can be saved.

Its policy will be set down either to conscious weakness or

to conscious wrong, and the rebels not only gain time, but,

what is even more important to them, they gain confidence

in their own cause, which more than doubles their forces,

while the friends of the government are disheartened, ren-

dered timid, if not alienated. A bold, energetic man at the

head of the government, one year ago, would have crushed

out rebellion before it could really have come to a head

even in South Carolina. A man able to create public opin-

ion, not merely to follow it, at tlie head of the government
last March, would have confined the rebellion within the

limits it then had, and, long before this, would have reduced

Florida and Louisiana to their allegiance, and thus have
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broken the back-bone of rebellion, and prepared the way for

its speedy and utter annihilation. Hesitation and delay in

dealing with rebellion, is the worst policy possible.
That its dilatory aiid timid policy was on the part of the

government a mistake, a blunder, no one can reasonably
doubt. But it would be a mistake, a blunder no less fatal,

for the friends of the Union to blazon it forth so as to weak-
en the confidence of the people in the administration, and
diminish its power for good. The president is worthy of

all confidence for his honesty, integrity, and patriotism ;
and

if he will rid himself of the embarrassment of political job-
bers and tricksters, dismiss and visit with adequate punish-
jnent all secessionists, traitors, or lukewarm patriots in the

employment of the government, and put honest and capable
men in their places, men who know their duty, and have
the courage to perform it, who love their country and are

ready, if need be, to sacrifice themselves for it, he may re-

trieve the past, recover all the ground that has been lost,

conduct the war to a successful issue, and, if not precisely
the man best fitted to the crisis, yet stand in American his-

tory second only to Washington, if indeed second even to

Washington himself. Never had a president of the United
States so glorious an opportunity to prove himself a man, a

statesman, a true civil hero. He has, we are sure, the dis-

position, let him prove that he has the courage and ability
not merely to follow public opinion, not mereh' to follow

the people, but to go before them, and, by kindling up' a

resistless enthusiasm in them, lead them on to victory.
The American people, especially of the North, are a sus-

ceptible people, and can feel and respond to the force of

genius as readily and as heartily as any other people on the

face of the globe. No people in the world are susceptible
of a deeper or more al>iding enthusiasm

;
no people better

appreciate the value of a good battle-cry ;
and it has been

a mistake on the part of the administration, not to have
better appreciated their real character. It has failed to give
them that battle-cry. It has been too cold, too prosaic, and
has pronounced no spirit-stirring word. Instead of kindling

up the enthusiasm of the people, it has looked to the people
to quicken its own. Instead of inspiring them, it has waited
for them to inspire it. This has been a grave mistake. Men
placed at the head of affairs, are placed there to lead, not to

follow, to give an impulse to the people, not to receive it

from the people. If the administration has life and energy,



SLAVERY AND THK WAR. 155

if it has ability and genius, let it no longer hesitate to use

them, but put' them forth in that free, bold, and energetic

manner which will carry the people with them, and com-

mand victory.
We insist' the more earnestly on this, because the massof

our people have so long been accustomed to sympathize
with rebels, to aid and encourage revolutionists abroad, and

to visit with their severest denunciations the acts of the le-

gitimate government to suppress insurrection, to put down

revolutionists, and vindicate its authority, that they caimot

be rallied witli much enthusiasm under the simple banner

of Law and Order. Their tirst emotion is to sympathize
with rebellion, wlierever it breaks out, even though against
their own government. They hold as a principle, as that on

which their very national independence is based, the "sacred

right" of revolution; because they generally take it for

granted that all rebels and revolutionists are the pai'ty of

"liberty, warring against despotism, and for the rights of man.

Would you rally them and render them invincible against
the foe? You must give them another battle-cry than that

of " Law and Order," or you will not stir their heart, that

mighty American heart which conquered this country from

the savage and the forest, proclaimed and won its indepen-

dence, con>titnted the Union, and made the American na-

tion one of the great nations of the earth. It is not for us,

even if we were able, to give that battle-cry; it must be

given by genius in authority, and fall either from the lips

of the president, or the commander-in-chief of our ai-mies.

Neither may as yet be prepared to utter it
; but, if this na-

tion has a future, if its destiny is, as we have hitherto boast-

ed, to prove what man may be when and where he has the

liberty to be himself, uttered by one or the other it ere long-

will be, and in tones that will ring out through the whole

Union, and through the whole civilized world now anxiously

listening to hear it. The Union is and must be sacred to

liberty. Here. man must be man, nothing more, and nothing
less. Slaves must not bi-eathe our atmosphere ;

and we
must be able to adopt the proud boast of our mother coun-

try, "The slave that touches our soil is free." This is the

destiny of this New World, if destiny it have, —the destiny
our fathers toiled for, fought for, bled for, and to this we
their children must swear to be faithful, or die to the last

man.
We have spoken thus far as the American, the patriot,
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nnd the devoted defender of republican institutions; but we
must be permitted also to speak as the Catholic publicist.
We have, from the first, maintained, and with the fullest

approliation of the Catholic autiiorities in this country, that

Catholic luorality enjoins upon all Catholics, whatever their

rank or dignity, to be loyal to the legitimate government of

their country, and to be ready to defend it, when called

upon, at the sacrifice of their property, and even of their

lives. That the federal government is the legitimate gov-
ernment of the American nation, no Catholic can reasonably
doubt. AVe ma}^, as Catholics, lawfully resist tyranny or

usurpation, but we cannot conspire to overthrow a legitimate

government, which has not transcended its constitutional

powers, or resist its authority without failing not only 'in

our civil, but in our Catholic duty. The federal govern-
ment is no usurpation ; it is a legitimate government; and
it has never lost its legitimacy by any act of tyranny or op-

pression. No such act has been or can be pretended. Re-
bellion against it, therefore, is not only a crime, but a sin.

The principle here asserted is that which we defended for

years against the revolutionists in Europe, and it has been
on the ground that such is the teaching of the Catholic re-

ligion, that we have repelled with indignation the charge
brought against us by Know-nothings, that Catholics are not
and cannot be loyal American citizens. We have labored,
in opposition to the Know-nothings, to show that Catholics
are bound by their very religiou to be loyal ;

and we have
ventured to assert that, if the republic were threatened, or

an attempt made to dismember the Union, Catholics would
be the tirst to rush to its rescue, and the last to desert it.

The assertion we ventured has not been entirely justified.
The conduct of our Catholic population, especially that of

their leaders, has not wholly answered our expectations. Of
the twelve journals in the English language, published in

this country, and professedly devoted to Catholic interests,
we can name only The Catholic, published at Pittsburg, and
the Tahlet, in this city, as decidedly loyal. The Telegraph
and Advocate^ published at Cincinnati, is occasionally loj^al,

and so also, perhaps, is the Buffalo Sentinel. The Metro-

politan Record was, when last we read it, striving hard to

be on both sides. All the rest are really secession sheets,
and exert, whether avowedly or not, all their influence

against the federal government, and in favor of that of the

southern confederacy ;
for we count every journal favorable
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to the secessionists, that opposes the war, and chimojs for

peace. Of the clergy, the i^reater part of wlionx liave been
born or educated abroad, a large majority have southern sym-
pathies, and a portion of them, a small minority, we hoi:)e,

are decidedly disloyal. The bishop of Charleston, South

Carolina, sang, we have been told, the Te Deum over the

fall of Sumter. Much allowance, no doubt, must be made
for bishops and priests residing in rebel states, and it would
be too much to ask them to proclaim on all occasions and
under all circumstances Union sentiments

;
their silence may

often be excusable, and sometimes justihable. Still they
are bound by their religion to instruct their own people in

their duty of fidelity to the government of the Union, and

they have and can have no authority under that religion, or

in consonance with it, to hold disloyal sentiments, denounce
the loyal states, and sing Te Deiirns over the defeats of the

government to which they owe allegiance. The bishops
both of Charleston and of Richmond appear to have done
this

; and, if they have done so, no reverence or respect for

their episeopid character should be allowed to excuse their

treason, or make us hesitate to charge them with violating
their Catholic duty, and donig all in their power to justify
the Know-nothings in their grave charges against the loyalty
of Catholics. Catholic morality is as obligatory on priests
and bishops as it is on laymen, and from its obligations they
can neither absolve themselves, nor be absolved even by the

pope. The right of the supreme pontiff to absolve from
their oath of allegiance the subjects of a prince who, accord-

ing to the law of God and the constitution of the realm

or empire, has forfeited his right to reign, we have uniformly
maintained, and still hold

;
but we have never maintained,

and cannot maintain, that he has the right to absolve from
their allegiance the subjects of a prince who holds his power
legitimately, and has done nothing to forfeit his trusts

;
and

certainly we cannot concede to simple bishops and priests a

power which we do not and cannot concede to the supi-eme

pontiff himself. We do not, in such a case, deny the ab-

solving power,to their chief in order to claim it for them.
But we are gratiiied to know that the Catholic people,

moved by their loyal and patriotic instincts, are nobly re-

deeming their chui-ch from the false position in which the

disloyalty or mistaken policy of the majority of their jour-

nals, and a portion of their bishops and clergy, have had a

tendency to place her. Though for the most part, wedded
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to the Democratic party, wliicli has brought the country to

its present critical state, and bitterly prejudiced against the

party that elected our present chief magistrate, and especially

against New-England Yankees, regarded by them as fanatics,

bigots, and the enemies of all good, they have nobly volun-

teered to fill the ranks of our army, and generously shed
their blood in defence of the Union. No class of Ameri-
can citizens have, in this respect, surpassed them, and in-

deed they have set an example worthy of all imitation.

Catholics have, considering their numbers, more than their

proportion in the regular army and volunteer forces of the

LTnion, and Catholic soldiers, whether we speak of officers

or men, are surpassed by no others now in the field. The

loyalty of the majority of the Catholics of the North must
be held to efface the disloyalty of the few Catholics of the

South ; and when this war has been prosecuted to a success-

ful issue, we doubt not that the loyalty of Catholics will

cease to be called in question, and both Catholics and non-
Catholics will mutually feel that they are citizens of a com-
mon country, and form but one political people.

That the attempt of some of the so-called Catholic jour-
nals to make Catholics believe that the so-called confederacy
is less anti-Catholic in its sympathies than the North, and
that the North, when the rebellion is suppressed', will turn

its arms against Catholics, may have influenced, and may
still influence a few, especially Irish Catholics, whose mis-

fortune it often is to trust their enemies, and suspect their

friends, we do not deny, and we regret it. But the notion

is absurd, and always has been. The South is more infidel

or pagan, and far less Christian than the North, and is and

always has been, as we might expect, far more anti-Catholic,

and, when not absolutely indifferent to all religion, far more

bigoted than the North, if, by the North, we refer to New
England. There is no part of the Union where Catholics

are better treated, and suffer fewer annoyances, than in the

New-England states. Nowhere in New England will a

Catholic priest or a Catholic layman, if a gentleman, miss

the treatment due to a gentleman, whatever some of our

journals may allege to the contrary.
It is, no doubt, true that Mr. Wise and Mr. Hunter, who

are secessionists, did good service to the Democratic party,—which, by the way, is not the same thing as doing good
service to Catholics,—in arresting the Know-nothino^ move-
monts in Virginia ;

but to defeat the Know-nothings was for
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tliem a political necessity. Had the Know-nothings tri-

uinplied in Virginia in 1855, the chances of eitlier of tliese

individuals becoming a candidate for the presidency would
have been less than nothing. Their success depended on

the success of the Democratic party, and that party could

succeed in no non-slaveholding state without securing the

Catholic and foreign vote. Deprived of that vote, the

Democratic party was, and still is, in a hopeless minority in

every one of the free states. The opposition to the Know-

nothings, therefore, no more proved a disposition on the

part of Mr. Wise and Mr. Hunter favorable to Catholics, than

it proved their loyalty and devotion to the Union. The
secession leaders, no doubt, mean to use Catholics in their

struggle for a separate nationality, or the reconstruction of

the Union
;
but there can be just as little doubt tiiat, when

they have gained it, tliey mean to proscribe them, as they
have openly avowed, for they wish to perpetuate slavery,
and the Catliolic religion evervbodv knows is hostile to

slavery, and the chnrch everywhere exerts her influence

against it. There is no safety in this country for our re-

ligion but in restoring and preserving the Union, and secur-

ing the liberty of the cliurch not as a political grant or fa-

vor, but as one of the inherent and inalienable rights of man.
Still we regret that a certain number of Catholics, misled

by their demagogues, unite with the followers of Brecken-

ridge of Kentucky, Bright of Indiana, Vallandigham of

Ohio, and the senators from the border slave states not yet
in open rebellion, in opposing the war for the maintenance
of the Union, and in calling upon the government to dis-

continue it, and to make peace at once. In this they are

the dupes of pretended patriots, but real traitors, and serve

the cause of rebellion more effectually than they could if its

open and declared adherents. The pretence or the belief

that our difhculties could now be settled by a convention,
or compromise, or any concessions short of our absolute

submission to the demands of the rebels, is the idlest thing
in the world. The time for conventions, for compromises,
or for conciliatory measures, has gone by, and no man not

really in leagne wdth the southern rebels, no patriot, no
friend of the Union, with the slightest grain of intelligence,
can for a moment seriously believe in their practical utility.

There has never been a time since tiie election of Mr. Lin-

coln when any conciliatory measures, or any constitutional

compromises, short of a complete surrender to the demands
of the southern leaders, could have been of the slightest
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avail. The last congress was disposed to go further in the

way of compromise, and to make greater concessions for

the preservation of peace, than wisdom or prudence dictated.

But there were no terms of compromise the seceded states

would accept, short of their full and unequivocal recognition
as a separate and independent nation. They openly refused
to return to their allegiance, even on the adoption of the
80-called " Crittenden compromise," and declared their

separation final and irrevocable, leaving it for us to go to

them, but absolutely refusing to come to us. The border
state convention, whatever may have been the honest inten-

tion of many of its members, was a mere farce
;
for we

doubt not that it was, from the first, the intention of the

leading politicians in all the border slave states to make
common cause with their southern brethren. The present

government had exhausted all the hopes of a peaceful solu-

tion of our difficulties, before it took the step which was
made the pretext for war against it. From the first, Vir-

ginia, Maryland, Tennessee, Kentucky, and Missouri were

pledged, as far as their leading statesmen could pledge
them, to the southern cause, and, from tlie first, the question
with all the slaveholding states was separation, or the recon-

struction of the Union on the basis of slavery ;
and we

entirely mistake the temper of the southern statesmen and
of the people of the slaveholding states, if we suppose them

prepared to make peace on any other terms now. There is

no peace j^arty, no Union party in any slaveholding state,

except, perhaps, in Missouri and Kentucky, North Carolina,
and western Virginia, on which the slightest reliance can be

placed. The Union men in all the other slave states, or

sections of slave states, not excepting Maryland, are the

weak, the passive, the imbecile portion of their population.
The talent, the energy, the decision, the governing capacity
in all the slaveholding states, whether the minority or the

majority, are on the side of the secessionists, and seces-

sion has a far stronger party in every one of the free states,

than the Union has in any of the slave states, except those

already named.
There is no use of attempting to disguise the facts from

our own eyes. The slaveholding states constitute really a

united people, a more firmly united people in opposition tv

the government than we of the free states are in support
of it. Any policy, civil or military, based on a contrary

supposition will prove a blunder, and disastrous in the end
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to the federal cause. The South have a fixed and definite

policy, which tliey are enthusiastic in carryino^ out, and

they will stop at no means, however unscrupulous, judo;ed

by them necessary to their purpose. They have chosen

war, and they will accept peace, until compelled, only on
their own terms. Thus far the war has been mainly a

success on their part, and they are far from having ex-

hausted all their strength. Indeed they believe they are

able to sustain tlie war as long as we can, and to sustain it

successfully to the end. IN^othing is more idle, then, than

to suppose that the matter can now be conciliated by politi-

cians, or that the government, without abdicating itself, has

it in its power to makepeace. The government has no alter-

native, if it would sustain itself, and preserve the integrity
of the nation, or even its own honor, but to prosecute the

war, and prosecute it with all the vigor and all the forces and
means it can command. For men, then, who profess to be
attached to the Union, to talk of "

peace," of "
conciliation,"

of "
compromises," of "conventions," is the veriest twaddle,

or would be, if it were not the grossest outrage upon com-
mon sense and common decenc3\ As we have said, all these

things have gone by ;
and to attempt to recall them from

the dead past, or to galvanize them into life, is only to be-

tray our own stupidity or our disloyalty. No
;
we must fight,

fight manfully to the end, and teach rebellion a lesson that

it will not soon forget.
We love peace as much as any man does or can, and no

man, in proportion to his means, suffers more by the present
war, than we do. But the Scriptures tell us,

" Follow after

the things which make for peace," not peace at any price ;

and, now that we are in war, we insist on prosecuting it till

the basis of an honorable and durable peace can be obtained.

The recognition of the southern confederacy and disband-

ment of our armies would not, as we have shown, secure

this peace : because the project of the southern leaders is

not merely a separation from the Union, but a reconstruc-

tion of the Union under their control on the basis of

slavery. Are we asked, why not quietly submit to the re-

construction demanded ? Would there not still be a Union of

the states under a federal government? And suppose that

it did recognize slavery, what harm in that? Nearly all

the states once held slaves, and the southern states have

grown and prospered, become great and powerful with the
institution of slavery, and even by it

;
that institution has

Vol. XVII-11
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not only contributed to tlie greatness, strength, and prosper'

ity of the South, but has been the basis of the. commercial
and manufacturing prosperity of the iS'orth

; why, then,
sliould the North oppose it, or hesitate to adopt it? Tlie

Union reconstructed on tlie basis of slavery would be far

greater, more liomogeneous, stronger, and more prosperous
than it has ever liitherto ])een

;
and the reconstruction de-

manded is not merely in the interest of the South, but in

the interest of the whole country ; why not then accept it?—So we have found men not in a madhouse reasoning here

at the Xorth, and so, perhaps, some misguided citizens really

believe.

We repl}' to this reasoning
—1. The reconstruction ])ro-

posed would be the destruction of the present Union, of the

T'nion effected by our fathers, and indeed of the nation

which it formed, liitherto symbolized by the " Stars and

Stripes." It would be the destruction of our present nation,

and, at best, only the substitution of anotlier nation in its

place. Now, it so happens that many of us have an ardent

attachment to the Union, in which we were born, and under
which we have thus far lived, and do not choose to expa-
triate ourselves, or to be forced to become the subjects of

another government:' For ourselves, we were born an
American citizen, and, wherever the vicissitudes of life may
cast our lot, an American citizen we will live and we will

die, and no consideration under heaven shall ever induce us

to abjure allegiance to the federal government, or swear

allegiance tt) any other sovereign. Except for gross tyranny
or oppression, we deny the right of exp;itriation, just as we
deny the right of secession or revolution. This feeling
which we express may be treated lightly by traitors, rebels,

and peace-men, and sneered at as mere seutimentality ;
but

we must be permitted to say, that, where it is wanting in

any considerable number of the population of a country,
there is and can be no real loyalty, no genuine patriotism,
and therefore no firm support for a national government,
no secure reliance for the nation in its moment of peril. To
transfer our allegiance from the present Union to a new
Union not growing out of it, but established in spite of it,

and on its ruins, would be to convert us into foreignei's in

our own country ;
it would wound, in its most sensitive

part, the patriotism of the people, and obliterate from their

liearts all sentiments of national honor and loyalty, and

therefore the very condition of the existence and durability

of the nation, and consequently of the reconstructed Union.
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2. A nation to be (jreat, to be stronij and wliat the tru(!

patriot desii'cs it, must liave a solid foundation in truth aiid

virtue, and aim at sonicthin<j; liiglicr, nobler, more spiritual,
than mere material conquest, or material wealtli and pros-

perity. Whatever southern slaveholders or nortliern mer-

chants and manufacturers may think, there is a moral Gov-
ernor of this world, and the nation that constitutionally and

habitually violates the fijreat law of rii>;ht and M'rono;, and

contemplates only material ofrandeur and material ^oods,
(Mtherwill not lone; subsist, or subsist only as the scouro-e of

the nations. We want not that pagaiiized republic of whicli

the southern leaders dream, and with which thev seek to

allure ns to union Avith them, even were it to become as

great, as powerful, and as magnificent as was ancient Rome,
once the haughty mistress of tlie world. Such a republic
would contribute nothing to modern civilization, nothing to

the intelligence, the virtue, or the happiness of mankind.
It would be at w^ar with all Christian principles and tenden-

cies, and could only prepare the world for a return of

heathen darkness and barbarism. It would be anachronous.
It would be out of place in modern society, and out of time
in the pi'ogress of civilization. It w^ould be a retrogi'ade

movement, and therefore a movement against the laws of

Providence, as well as against the true interests of mankind.
3. There are some among us who still retain a con-

science, and are foolish enough, if you will, to believe that

all men are created equal, and have certain inalienable

rights, of which civil society cannot divest them, except in

punishment for crime. There are people who believe in

the practicability of i-epublican institutions, which, though
not securing to all men equalit}' of rank or condition, shall

vut secure to all their native and inherent rights as men.
Such j)eople are honestly opposed to slavery, and can never,
without the last struggle, submit to the formation of an

aristocratic state with slavery for its cornei'-stone. It might
have been wise and prudent to acquiesce in the institution

of slaveiy as a local institution in some of the states of the

Union, where it existed prior to the Union itself, or had
since been suffered to acquire, a legal, or quasi-leii^iii exist-

ence, so long as it -could not be reached without doing vio-

lence to the constitution ; but it would be something very
different to consent to the reconstruction of the Union on
the basis of slavery, and to give it through tlie constitution

a legal status. Slavery, say what we will of it, is a great
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moral, social, and jiolitical wrong, and that, too, whatever he
tlie complexion of the slave. If there be any truth in Chris-

tianity, if there be. any truth in the teachings of the great
fathers and doctors of the church, God never gave to man
the dominion of man

;
and hence St. Augustine, St. Greg-

ory the Great, and others, tell us that the first rulers of

mankind were cnlled -pastors or shep/ierrJs, not lot'ds or dom-
iuators ^ and that God gave to mankind dominion over the

irrational creation, but not over the I'ational. The church
htis tolerated slavery, where she lacked the power to abolish

it; but her whole history proves that she sets her face

against it, and uses all the means at her disposal, without

shocking the public peace, or creating tumults and disoi"der,

to prepare the slave for freedom, and to secure his ultimate

emancipation. The negro is a man—is a human being
—a

member of the human race
; and, whether naturally infe-

rior or not, to the boasted Caucasian variety, he has the same
natural and inherent right to liberty that has the white

man, and the wrong of enslaving him is just as great as it

would be if he were white. The laboring man, whether
white or black, may be a poor man, but God has given him
the right to be a free man, to be his own man, not another's.

As to the argument of our southern slaveholders, and

apologists for slavery, that the slave is better cared for, bet-

ter fed, and better clothed than our poor laborers at the

North, they weigh nothing with us
;
because they relate

only to the human animal, and not to the man. If the slave

were a mere animal, had no rational soul or moral nature, if

he were indeed an ox, a horse, or a dog, we should not com-

plain of his condition, or offer any objection to slavery.
We believe that the anhnal in the slave is often better pro-
vided for than the animal in the poor white laboring man

;

but the man is and must be neglected. It is the ')nan that

is wronged and outras^ed, the ma-7i that is debased and en-

slaved
;
and the slaveholders know very well that, in order

to keep their slaves in subjection, they must close to them,
as far as possi])le, all the avenues to intelligence, debar them
from all intellectual and moral culture, and keep them as

near the level of brutes as they are able
; they must stifle in

them the man^ and prevent the development in them of

that "image and likeness" of God after which they were
created. It is this that renders slavery an outrage upon hu-

manity, and has excited against it the indignation of the

whole Christian world.
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"We cannot, therefore, consent to the reconstruction of

the Union on the basis of slavery. We believe in the

rio;hts of man
;
we believe in liberty ;

we would secure to

all others that lil)erty which we demand for ourselves; and
we believe slavery a great wrong, a sin against humanity,
which is sure, sooner or later, to bring down the vengeance
of God upon every people that adopts and insists on per-

))etuating it. The nations of antiquity had slaves; where
are those nations now ? Pagan Greece and Rome had their

slaves
;
and where are Greece and Rome to-day ? The Ot-

tomans have had their slaves, and the Ottoman empire is

now in its agony. Spain l)ecaine a great slave power
through her colonies. Most of those colonies has she lost,

and she herself has fallen from the first power, below the

rank of a second-class power of Europe. The same may be

said of Portugal. Only those nations in Europe, which
have emancipated their slaves, fi'eed, or are freeing their

serfs, show any signs of longevity. Let the fate of all

slaveholding nations be a warning to all those weak, cow-

ardlv, or traitorous men at the North, who would consent
" •1-1

to the reconstruction of the Union on the basis of slavery.
Let them reflect that " the wicked shall be turned into hell,

and all the nations that forget God ;" and every slavehold-

ing nation, whatever its spasmodic piety, or its hypocritical

professions, does forget God, who never i-efuses to hear and

ultimately to avenge the slave.

4. Finally, passing over all thus far adduced, we cannot

consent to such a reconstructed Union, because it would
contain in it no element of strength and durability, but the

seeds of its own dissolution. It would be based not only
on slavery as its corner-stone, but on the right of any or

every state to secede, whenever it should choose, without

tiie other states having anj^ right to call it to an account

for its secession. This recognized right of secession may
work no great harm to-day, while the Confederate States

are united in a grand struggle for separate existence, or na-

tional reconstruction
;
but the moment that struggle is over

and peace is restored, it would begin to operate, and render

the confederate bond a mere rope of sand. State jealousies
would spring up, and new secessions would commence; the

Union would hardly be reconstructed before it would be re-

dissolved into its original elements, and there be as many
separate and independent governments as thei'e are individ-

ual states. We tried confederation before constructinsf the
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Union, and found that it would not work
;
and the Union

itself, if it has any defect, is in the fact that it leaves tlie

federal power too weak for an effective central power, or

to constitute the people of the several states real]_y and

practically one political people. The new confederacy
would be still weaker, exaa:g;erate this defect, inasmuch as

it would recognize the
I'iglit of every individual state to

secede whenever it should judge it for its own interest, con-

venience, or pleasure to do so. ts it to be hoped that the

confederacy would be conducted with so much wisdom and

propriety as never to give umbrage to any state, or that

disappointed and ambitious politicians in any state would
never find or make a cause for dissatisfaction, and, like the

politicians of South Carolina, whirl their state out of the

reconstructed Union ? Even now, we are told. South Caro-
lina and Georgia are beginning to manifest symptoms of

dissatisfaction with the confederate government, and we
can readily believe that, if the pressure of a common danger
were removed, each of them would lose no time in raising
the "lone star" of independence, and seceding from se-

cession.

However attractive, then, might be the dream of a re-

constructed Union on the basis of slavery, we could never

hope to realize it
;
for we could never hope to preserve it

for any considerable length of time in its integrity There
would soon be disaffection at the South ; there would be
disaffection at the North

;
and there would always be dis-

affection in the consciences of all good men, of all true

Christians in all sections, created and sustained by the

moral and social plague of slavery. Here are reasons amply
sufficient why we sliould not discontinue oui- efforts to pre-
serve the Union as it is, and why we should not make peace
with the rebels on their own terms, or accept their proi)o-
sition of suhstitutino- the constitution of the confederated
states for the constitution of the United States.

The government, we insist, had no alternative in the out-

set but to al)dicate itself, or to resist the rebellious move-
ments with all the forces at its command. It has no other

alternative now, and the men who would urge upon it any
other policy can be commended for their loyalty only at

the expense of their intelligence. The only fault of the

government has been in having too long pursued a con-

ciliatory policy, in having delayed too long the necessary
measures to vindicate its own dignity and authority, in
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timid and lialf-wav nica>;iires, and in liavino; pros-

ecuted the war with too little vio-or, and with too i;reat ten-

derness towards the rebels. But it is no time now to call

up its past delin(jueneies, and parade them bnfore it.

Xothino; remains for it but to let the past u'o, and hence-
forth treat secession as rebellion, and the seceders and their

aiders and abettors as traitors. We wish it to prove that
it has the courage and the disposition to ti'eat them as

traitors, wherever it meets them, or is able to seize them.
We desire it to understand that there is war, real war,

downright earnest war, and a war to be conducted not on
the principle of respecting the feelings of the enemy, and
of doing him no harm, but on the principle of striking him
where he is weakest and sorest, and availing ourselves of

every advantage against him allowed bv the laws of civil-

ized warfare. The rebels offer no advantage to us
; they

avail themselves of every advantage against us in their

power, respect none of our susceptibilities, aiid take no

pains not to wound our feelings ;
we must mete them the

measure they mete. They allow in their states, where they
have the power, the utterance of no Union sentiments, of
no Union speeches, or Union harangues, and they hang,
imprison, or banish every Union man they can lay their
hands on, who keeps not liis Union sentiments to himself.
We must mete out a like measure to every rebel or seces-

sionist we find in the loyal states, and silence every voice
raised against the right of the government to vitidicate and

preserve the Union by force of arms. It is madness to

send our sons and brothers to tight rebels in Virginia, Ten-

nessee, or Missouri, while we suffer their friends, aiders,
and abettors to spout their treason and disloyal sentiments
here at home. It is not only madness; it is a moral wrong ;

it is, as some would say, worse still,
—it is a blunder.

Do not tell us that this would be contrary to the consti-

tution and the free expression of opinion. Traitors and
friends of traitors have no constitutional rights, for they are
in rebellion against the constitution itself, and no man can
stand on his own wrong. Free expression of opinion ! Just
as if the question between lawful authority and rel)els were
a question on which there could be two honest opinions !

Is it a question of opinion, when a nation is engaged in a

struggle for its very existence, whether its children shall

support it or not? Is it a matter of opinion whether the
nation shall be preserved or not? Is it a matter of opinion,
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when I am assaulted by an assassin, whether I liave the

I'ight to resist him or not; wliether I shall quietl}^ submit
to be assassinated, oi: snatch the dagger from his hand, and

|)lunge it into his own heart? Have men lost tlieir senses?

Are we to argue the question whether the sun shines in the

heavens or not, Avhen we see it with our own eyes? Down
with such intolerable cant about '" constitutional liberty,"
and '"• freedom of speech or opinion !

"
How, if the consti-

tution is gone, trampled under foot by rebels, do you ex-

pect to maintain constitutional liberty, or any other kind of

libert}' worth having? Understand at once that we are in

war, and in a war for the preservation of the constitution,
for the preservation of liberty, political, moral, mental,
civil, and social, and that it is never permitted to plead the

constitution and liberty against the measures necessary for

their maintenance. Do understand, if understanding you
have, that we are in war for the very existence of the na-

tion, and that, if the nation goes, constitutions and liberty

go with it. It is only by preserving the nation in its integ-

rity and its majesty that the constitution can be main-

tained, and tlie liberty it secures enjoyed. JS^either the na-

tion nor the constitution can afford protection to those who
would only use their liberty and the constitution to destroy
them.
The measure we suggest may be severe, and such as in

«)rdinary cases of rebellion ought not to be resorted to by a

free government. But we are engaged in suppressing no

ordinary rebellion
;
we are engaged in suppressing a rebel-

lion of vast proportions, of vast resources, and of strength

hardly inferior to that of the loyal states themselves. We
can put it down; and, God helping, we shall put it down;
but not without exerting all our strength, and availing our-

selves of all the means to suppress it authorized, we will

not say b}' the constitution, but by the recognized laws of

war. War has its own laws
; and, while it lasts, it over-

rides all other laws, and, if need be, places the constitution

itself, so far as it would be a barrier to its success, in abey-
ance. Sal us j?oj)nli lex sujprema is a universally received

maxim, and the safety of the nation is the only law which
can control military operations, or determine the measures

necessary or proper in the prosecution of the war.

It is all very well for your Breckenridges, your Burnetts,

your Brights, and your Vallandighams, et id omne genus, to

prate in congress and elsewhere about the unconstitution-
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ality of the acts of tlie president ;
we know not, and care

not, whether those acts were constitutional or not, so lonor

as we know that tiiey were necessary to the maintenance of

the Union, tlie majesty of law, and onr national existence

itself. How long must it take the petty political attorneys
to learn that the nation is above the constitution, since it

makes the constitution, and its preservation is more than the

preservation of the constitution, and therefore that all acts

necessary to maintain the integrity of the- nation and its au-

thority are always lawful, authorized by the highest of all

laws ? Only they who uphold the constitution, sustain the

Union, and hibor to save the constitution, can plead the con-

stitution and laws in their favor. They who rebel, or aid

and abet rebels, by their very act of rebellion put themselves

out of the protection of the constitution and laws, and can-

not demand their protection, and should not be permitted
to expect that it will be extended over them. The consti-

tution and the laws are for loyal citizens,
—not for rebels

and traitors. Let, then, the measures suggested or recom-
mended be severe, let them be such as in peaceful times,
when the constitution and laws are unresisted and every-
where cheerfully and respectfully obeyed, would be uncon-

stitutional and indefensible, that, 'in times like these, when
the very existence of the nation is at stake, is no objection
to them. The first law of nations, as well as of individuals,
is self-preservation. It is unconstitutional and illegal to

hang innocent and peaceful men
;
but it is neither illegal

nor unconstitutional to hang murderers. It is unconstitu-

tional and illegal to shoot down innocent and peaceful men

arrayed in the field before you, even though they have arms
in their hands

;
but it is not unconstitutional or illegal to

shoot them down in self-defence, or in defence of the constitu-

tion and -laws. Let us, then, hear no more about the constitu-

tionality of this or that measure clearly necessary to the

safety of the nation, and the preservation of the Union under
the existino^ constitution.

In a state of war every thing has to give way to military

necessity, private property, liberty, and even life itself.

The state may take, if its necessities demand it, the private

property of its citizens to the last cent, and it can command
any citizen it sees proper, to march to meet the enemy, and,

if need be, and the fate of war so decide, to lay down his

life and, what is dearer than life, his liberty, for his coun-

try. On this principle the federal government now calls
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for troops, uiul imposes heavy taxes on our pj'operty for the

support of the war
;
and lo)'al citizens cheerfully respond

to its call, because tliey know it has the right to do it, and

because they know that, if the country be lost, all is lost,

life, liberty, and property themselves.

A heavy tax is imposed by the present war on the citizens

of the lo^^al states, althoncrli the war has been brought about

without any fault of theirs, or any act of theirs having ren-

dered it necessary. Are they to bear the whole burden it

imposes, without any indemnification, or without any

attempt, at least, to make the rebellious states, whose treach-

ery has created the necessity for it, bear any' portion of it?

Shall not they who dance pay the piper? In preserving
the Union, do we not do it for the benefit of the disloyal,
no less than for the benefit of the loyal states

;
and must we,

because we are loyal, bear the whole burden of preserving
it? The Union has as much right to tax disloyal as loyal

citizens, and to collect the tax from the disloyal in the most

ready and practicable way possible. Hence congress, at its

last session, passed an act confiscating the property of dis-

loyal citizens of the states now in rel)ellion, and authorizing
its seizure wherever it can be found. This is only simple

justice. They whose misconduct has created the war, should

be made, as far as possible, to bear its burden, or to indem-

nify the loyal states for the expenses it compels them to

incur.

But military necessity may require us to go even further

than this late act of congress. The laws of war and military

prudence authorize us to strike the enemy where he is most

vulnerable, and wliere the blow will infiict on him the great-
est damage. No just war is ever prosecuted for the sake of

war. War, for the sake of war, is in all cases unjustifiable.
War is justifiable, and ean'be engaged in by a Christian peo-

ple, only when it looks to peace for its end, or, which is the

same thing, the removal of the causes which have rendered

it necessary. If it may be justly resorted to, it is always
lawful so to conduct it as in the speediest and most effectual

manner possible to remove those causes, to redress the wrongs
for which it is waged, and to bring about the desired peace.
We are never morally obliged to meet the enemy on liis own
chosen ground, or to fight him with an equality of forces

or weapons. We have the right to choose our own time,

place, and mode of attack, and to choose such time, place,
and mode as will be the most inconvenient or distressing to
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liiin, and the most cffeetnally cripple liis resources, crush liis

power, a)id compel him to surrender. If he has a weak spot,
one weaker than another, we have not only tlie right, but in

common prudence and connnon humanity are l)onnd to seek

out that spot, and there strike our heaviest and deadliest

blow. Thus, if there is a disaffected party in the enemy's

country, we have tlie ri<i;ht to encourage and strengthen that

party. Hence the government has labored to strengthen and

encourage the Union men in western Virginia, eastern Ten-

nessee, Maryland, Kentucky, and Missouri, and by so doing
has prevented these states and ])arts of states from joining

openly in the rebellion. On the same principle it has a

right to go further, and make friends and allies of all classes

of the population of the rebellious states that it can inllu-

ence, and that, too, without reference to the condition in

which they have heretofore been placed by the laws or usages
of those states themselves.

This brings us to the question of the. slave population in

the rebellious states. In these states there are over three

millions of the population held by the laws or nsages of

those states as slaves. These people are an integral portion
of the people of the United States, owe allegiance to the

federal government, and are entitled to the protection of

that government. The government has the same right to

make friends and allies of them, and to enroll and arm them

against the rebellion, that it has to make friends and allies,

or to enroll and arm the white population of western Virginia
or of eastern Tennessee. It makes nothino- aofainst this that

these people have heretofore been slaves by the laws or the

usages of the states in which they reside
;
for those laws or

nsages are deprived of all force against the Union by the

very act of rebellion. Rebellion dissolves all laws for the

protection of the life or property of the rebels. By the very
act of rebellion, the rebel forfeits to the govermnent against
which he rebels both his property and his life, and holds

lienceforth neither, save at its mercy or discretion. If it

were not so, the o^overnment would have no riirht to confis-

cate the property of rebels, or to attempt to suppress a re-

bellion by force of arms. If the slaves held in the rebellious

states are property, they are forfeited to the government,
and the government may confiscate them, as cotton, rice, to-

bacco, or any other species of property found in the hands
of the rebels. The same principle that gives to the govern-
ment the right to contiscate a bale of cotton owned by a
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rebel, gives it a right to confiscate every negro slave claimed

b}' a rebel master. This is perfectly clear, and is implied in

the recent act of congress on the subject. But if these peo-

ple liold as slaves are not property, they are and should be

regarded as citizens of the United States, owing allegiance
to the federal government, liable to be called into the ser-

vice of the Union in the way and manner it deems most ad-

visable, and, if loj^al, entitled to the same protection from
the government as an)^ other class of loyal citizens. Nobody
can pretend that the federal government is obliged, by vir-

tue of the laws or nsages heretofore existing in the slave

states, to treat these people as property. Whatever might
have been its ol)ligation before the rebellious acts of those

states, that obligation is now no longer in force.

But if it be required to treat them as free and loyal citi-

zens by the militarj'^ operations for the preservation of the

Union, or even to remove the causes of the present rebellion,
the government is bpund so to treat them. The onl}' doubt
that can arise is as to the fact, whether it would or would
not prove useful to this end. It may be objected to such a

measure that it would deprive us of the aid of western Vir-

ginia and eastern Tennessee, and drive into open hostility to

the Union Maryland, Kentucky, and Missouri. This objec-
tion deserves grave consideration. But it is in substance

the objection that has embarrassed the government from the

outset, and compelled it to take only half-way measures to

suppress the rebellion. For ourselves, we cannot respect the

fear to which this oldigation appeals. Fear is the worst

possible counsellor in the world, and the government that

hesitates to adopt the best policj'' for fear of alienating its

friends, is lost. Let the lines be at once sharply drawn be-

tween our friends and our enemies. In a crisis like the

present, lukewarm friends, or friends who will be our
friends onl}' b}' virtue of certain concessions to their inter-

ests or prejudices, are more embarrassing than open ene- i

mies, and do more to weaken our forces than if arrayed in T

open hostility against us. If these states are for the Union
-,

they will insist on no conditions incompatible with the
^

preservation of the Union
; they will make sacrifices for the |

Union, as well as the other loyal states, and there is no rea-
'^

son why they should not. There is neither reason nor justice v

in Massachusetts, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and c

the great states Northwest of the Ohio, pouring out their i

blood and treasure for the gratification of the slaveholding
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pretensions of Maryland, Kentucky or Missouri. The cit-

izens of these states who own slaves, are as much bound, if

the preservation of the Union requires it, to ^i^ive up their

property in slaves, as we at the furtlier North are to pour
out our blood and treasure to put down a rebellion which

threatens alike them and us. If they love their few slaves

more than they do the Union, let them go out of the Union.

We are stronocer to fio;ht the battles of the Union without

them, than we are with them.

But we have referred only to the slaves in the rebellious

states, and, if it is, or if it becomes a military necessity to

liberate all the slaves of the Union, and to treat the whole

present slave population as freemen and citizens, it would

be no more than just and proper that, at the conclusion of

the war, the citizens of loyal states, or the loyal citizens of

loyal sections of the rebellious states, should be indemnified

at a reasonable rate for the slaves that may have been liber-

ated. The states and sections of states named have not a

large number of slaves, and, if the Union is preserved, it

would not be a very heavy burden on it to pay their ran-

som
;
and to paying it no patriot, or loyal citizen of the free

states would raise the slightest objection. The objection,

therefore, urged, though grave, need not be regarded as

insuperable ;
and we think the advantages of the measure in'

a military point of view, would be far greater than any dis-

advantage we have to apprehend from it.

Whether the time for this important measure has come or

not, it is for the president, as commander-in-chief of our

armies, to determine. But, in our judgment, no single
measure could be adopted by the government that would

more effectually aid its military operations, do more to

weaken the rebel forces, and to strengthen our own. Four
millions of people in the slave states, feeling that the sup-

pression of the rebellion and the triumph of the Union se-

cures to them and their children for ever the status of free

citizens, are more than a hundred thousand men taken from

the forces of the enemy, and twice that number added to

our own
;
for they would not only compel the rebels to keep

a large force, that might otherwise be employed, at home,
to protect their own wives and children, but would deprive
them of the greater portion of that labor by which they now
subsist their armies. Now slavery is to them a source of

strength ;
it would then be to them a source of weakness.

Its abolition would, in our judgment, be striking the enemy
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at his most vulnerable point, precisely where we can best

sunder the sinews of his strength, and deal him the most

fatal blow.

Moreover, it would not only bring to the assistance of

the federal arms the cooperation of the whole coloi-ed race

in the Union, bnt would secure us, what we now lack, the

svmpathy and the moral aid of the whole civilized world,

and remove all danger of our coming into conflict with

either France or En'gland. The war would be seen then

likely to effect a result with which Englishmen and French-

men could sympathize, and, instead of wishing for the suc-

cess of the southern confederacy, they would wish with all

their hearts for the success of the federal arms. It would

do more than this. It would bring to the aid of our volun-
"

teer force from one hundred to two hundred thousand brave

and stalwart volunteers from the free states, aye, and even

many from the slave states themselves, who will not, and

cannot be induced to volunteer their services in a war which,
even if successful, promises to leave the institution of

slavery not only existing, but more iirmly established than

ever.
'

Everybody knows that slavery is at the bottom of

the whole controversy, and that the real object of the south-

ern leaders is not simply to protect slavery against abolition

movements where it exists, but to extend it over the whole

Union, and make the American republic a great slavehold-

ing republic. And there are men in large numbers amongst

us^nien who have had no sympathy with abolitionists, who
see and understand very well that, even were we successful

in putting down the present rel)ellion, no real union between

the Nortiiand the South could be restored, and that no du-

rable peace between them could be reestaljlished, if slavery
continued to exist. These men enter not and will not enter

heartily into the war, unless they see clearly and feel fully

assured that it will result in the final and total extinction of

slavery throughout the Union and all the territory it may
now possess or hereafter acquire.
The present rebellion proves, what thoughtful and far-see-

ing men in all sections of the Union have long seen and

said, that the i)reservation of the Union with the slave sys-

tem of labor extending over one half of it, and the free

labor system over the other half, is, in- the ordinary course

of human affairs, an iInpossibilit3^ Senator Seward, or

rather Mein Herr DIefenbach in "Conversations of our

Club" before him, was right in saying there is an '•
irre-
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prcssihle
conflict" between the two s^'stems. Tliej cannot

lon<r coexist to_<;;etber m peace and liarniony ;
there is an

irrepressible tendency in each to excln<ie the other; and no

possible wisdom or prudence, on the part of any administra-

tion, can harmonize tlieir coexistence under one and the

same government. You must make your election between
the systems, and adoj^t foi- the whole country either the

slave system, or the free-labor system ;
and the re:d signifi-

cance of the contest in which we are now engaged, is as to

which of these systems shall be the American system.
However homogeneous in race or character, habits or

manners, may be the people of ;i country in the outset, they

separate, and grow gradually iiito two distinct peoples, with

,
almost entirely different ideas, habits and customs, if one
half of them in the one section ado)it the slave system, and
the other lialf in the other the free-labor system. We have

already in the United States, notwithstanding our common
origin, our common language, the similarity of our laws,

and our habitual intercourse, grown almost into two distinct

nations. The confederates are Americans indeed, for they
have been born and bred on American soil

;
but they no

longer retain the original American character; while in the

free states, bating the alterations effected by foreign immi-

gration, that character is substantially preserved. We of

the l^orth are the same people that made the revolution,
w^on American inde])endence, and established the federal

government. This (liverw'ence showed itself even at the

time of the revolution
;
and it has been growing greater and

gi'eater from the beginning of the present century; and if

the two systems of labor are continued on American soil,

must continue to grow still greatei- and greater, till the

people of the two sections grow up into two absolutel}^ dis-

tinct and mutually hostile nations, no longer capable, but

by the subjugation of the one by the other, of existing un-

der one and the same government. The only way this di-

vergence can be checked, the unity and homogeneousness
of the whole American peojde recovered and preserved, is

by the assimilation of the labor systems of the North and
the South.

We of the North cannot and ought not to accept the la-

bor system of the South. But the slave states, by their un-

provoked rebellion, liave given us an opportunity of per-

forming an act of long delayed justice to the negro popula-
tion of the Union, and of assimilating the southern labor



176 SLAVERY AND THE WAK.

system to ours. This assimilation is at the bottom of the
southern rebellion, and the South has risen in arms against
the Union, chiefly for the purpose of extending her labor

system over all the free states. In doing so, she gives us
the right, in our own self-defence, to extend our free-labor

system over all the slave states,
—a right which, but for her

rebellion, we should not have had under the constitution.

If this prove a disadvantage to the southern states, owing
to the peculiar character of then- laboring population, they
have no right to complain, for it is a disadvantage they have

brought upon themselves. But this will be a disadvantage
only as compared with us of the I^orth

;
for it will be better

for the South herself to have her negro population free la-

borers, than it is to have them slaves. In counting the pop-'
ulation of the South, we must count not merely her white,
but also her black and colored population. The moral,

spiritual, and material well-being of her four millions of

black and colored people must be considered, as well as the

moral, spiritual, and material well-being of her eight millions

of whites. These black and colored people are as much liu-
,

man beings, whose welfare is as important and as necessary
to be consulted by the statesman, the political economist,
the moralist, and the Christian, as that of any other portion
of her population ;

and what they would gain by their "'

emancipation should be thrown into the balance against
what might be lost by their former owners. But even the

three hundred and forty-seven thousand slave proprietors
would, in reality, lose notliing, or gain in moral more than

they would lose in material prosperity. We do not believe

southern society would, in case of emancipation, be equal to

what it would if the whole population were of the white
race. The negro element would remain in that society, and,
wherever it remains, it will be an inferior element

;
but far

less so as free, than as enslaved. The white population of
the South must alwavs suffer this drawback for having col-

lected, or submitted to the collection of a large African

population on their soil, and they have no right to complain
if obliged to make expiation, as long as the world stands,
for having introduced and sustained the institution of negro
slaverv. But aside from the disadvantao-e of havino; its la-

boring population of a race with which the white race will

not mingle, the South would gain by the assimilation of her
labor system to that of the North.
M. Augustin Cochin has proved, in the work before us,
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that slavery can be abolished, and the slaves converted into

free laborers, without any serious detriment, even to the

former slave proprietors. We all know that free labor is

more economical than slave labor, and therefore that a free

man is worth more, under the point of view of national

wealth, than a slave. The conversion of the four millions

of slaves now in the southern states into freemen, would

very much increase, instead of diminishing, the agajregate
wealth of those states

;
and if a portion of this increased

aggregate wealth should pass from the hands of a few slave

proprietors, and into the hands of those who have hereto-

fore been allowed to hold no property, the aggregate well-

being of the whole community would also be augmented
instead of diminished, and therefore the South, regarded as

a whole, or looking to her whole population, wonld be un-

questionably a great gainer by the change. She would not

in any respect be depopulated or impoverished, but would
be in the way of a more rapid increase of her population^
and of that wealth which constitutes the real strength and

prosperity of a state. What we propose, then, would in no

respect be ruinous, or even injurious, to the southern states

themselves, but would be a j-eal advantage to them, and se-

cure them after the peace all the real greatness, strength^
and prosperity states with a mixed population of white and

black are capable of. The proposition, then, involves no

wrong, no injustice, no injury to the white population of

the southern states
;
while it would be an act of justice,

though tardy justice, to the negro race so long held in bond-

age, and forced to foreao all their own riohts and interests

for the pride, wealth, and pleasure of their white masters.

It seems to us, then, highly important, in every possible
view of the case, that the federal government should avail

itself of the opportunity given it by the southern rebellion

to perform this act of justice to the negro race; to assimi-

late the labor system of the South to that of the Norh; to

remove a great moral and political wrong ;
and to wipe out

the foul stain of slavery, which has hitherto sullied the other-

wise bright escutcheon of our republic. We are no fanatics

on the subject of slavery, as is well known to our readers,
and we make no extraordinary pretensions to modern phi-

lanthropy ;
but we cannot help fearing that, if the govern-

ment lets slip the present opportunity of doing justice to

the negro race, and of placing our republic throughout in

harmony with modern civilization, God, who is e&peeially the
Vol. XVII-18
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God of the poor and the oppressed, will never give victory
to our arms, or suffer us to succeed in our efforts to suppress
rebellion, and restore peace and integrity to the Union. We
have too long turned a deaf ear to the cry of the enslaved

;

we liave too long suffered our hearts to grow callous to the

Avrongs of the down-trodden in our own country ;
we have

too long been willing to grow rich, to erect our palaces, and

gather luxuries around us by the toil, the sweat, and the

blood of our enslaved brethren. May it not be that the cry
of these brethren has already entered the ear of Heaven,
and that he has taken up their cause, and determined that,

if we refuse any longer to break their chains, to set them

free, and to treat them as our brothers and fellow-citizens,

we shall no longer exist as a nation? May it not be that,

in this matter, we have him to reckon with, and that the

first step toward success is, justice to the wronged ? "We
confess that we fear, and deeply fear, if we let slip the op-

portunity which the southern rebellion gives us to do justice
to the slave, or to make his cause ours, in vain shall we have

gathered our forces and gone forth to battle. We fear God
may be using the rebels as instruments of our punishment—instruments themselves to be destroyed, when through
them our own destruction has been effected. We speak

solemnly and in deep earnest
;
for he fights at terrible odds

who has the infinite and just God against him. It may be

that an all-wise Providence has suffered this rebellion for

the very purpose of giving us an opportunity of emancipat-

ing rightfully, without destroying, but as a means of pre-

serving, the Union, the men, women, and children now held

in bondage, and of redeeming our past offences. If so, most
fearful will be his judgments upon us, if we neglect the op-

portunity, and fail to avail ourselves of the right. Now is

our day of grace. This opportunity neglected, our day of

grace may be over, and our republic follow the fate of all

others, and become a hissing and a by-word in all the earth.

Which may God in his infinite mercy avert.
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[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for January, 1862.]

Any apoloio:y dne to our readers for eallino; their atten-

tion to a weekly sheet like tliat of the Metropolitan liecord,

may be found in the fact that this sheet is the "
Official

Organ
" of our most reverend archbishop, and that the arti-

cle apropos of this Review^ in its number for the 12th of

last October, has been publicly stated, and as far as we
know, not contradicted, to have been written, dictated, or

at least inspired by the most reverend archbishop himself.

To take notice of an article written by the ostensible editor

of that journal would indeed be a derogation from the dig-

nity of a quarterly reviewer; but there can be no derogation
from that dignity in taking even the most formal notice of

an article written, or approved, by so distinguished a prelate
as the illustrious archbishop of New York. The respect is

then paid not to the weekly newspaper, or to its compara-
tively unknown editor, but to one of the most widely known
and influential prelates of the American church. An}^ re-

marks by a writer occupying so elevated and so commanding
a position among Catholics as the Most Reverend Arch-

bishop Hughes, even though published in a weekly news-

paper, deserve the attention, and even the grave considera-

tion of tlie Catholic I'eviewer, whoever he may be.

That the article in question was actually written, dictated,

or inspired by the most reverend archbishop, we have no

positive proof ;
but it has been ascribed to him

;
it bears all

the internal marks of genuineness ; and, even if not actually
written by him, it is too elaborate and too important to have

appeared in his "
official organ

" without his knowledge
and expressed approval. It has the stamp of his peculiar

genius, the well-known characteristics of his somewhat orig-
inal mind, and is what we should expect him to v/rite on the

subject discussed. There can, then, it seems to us, be no

impropriety in assuming it to be substantially his, or in

awarding him the credit due to its author.

We know very well that the archbishop's authorsliip of

Metropolitan Eecord. October 12th, 1861. New York.
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the article in question lias been grave!\' disputed by some
of the public journals, and various reasons have been assigned

why lie could not have written it. But to us none of these

reasons, however weighty, are conclusive. They proceed on
the assumption that the article, or the cliief portion of it at

least, is a defence of slavery and an apology for the slave

trade
;
and therefore conclude that it could not have been

written liy hira, for no Catholic archbishop would or could
defend the one, or apologize for the other. But this con-

cUision is drawn from an erroneous assumption, for, as we
hope to be able to show, the article neither defends slavery
nor apologizes for the slave trade. His authorship has also

been denied on the ground that its style is deficient in that

dignity and classic purity always to be presumed in the

writings of an archbishop, and is a closer imitation of the

"slang and billingsgate" of the New York Herald than

could be expected in a writer who for years was on no

friendly terms with its editor, and persistently refused to

suffer a copy of it to enter his palace. But this imitation is

not so close as is pretended, and, even if it were, it would
not necessarily be conclusive against his authorship. The
man who writes not merely to prove that he is a fine writer,
but to produce an effect beyond his personal glory, adapts
his style to the understanding and taste of those he seeks to

influence
;
and it may be said in the archbishop's defence, if

he indeed wrote the article, that he was writing in the col-

umns of a newspaper, and for a public whose taste and

judgment had, to a great extent, been formed by the New
Yorh Herald^ and kindred journals.

It has, furthermore, been objected that the article could

not have been written by the archbishop, because it is writ-

ten against this Review^ the only Catholic review published
in the United States, and which, it is to be presumed, a

Catholic archbishop would be more ready to uphold and de-

fend than to oppose and denounce. But we know no rea-

son why an archbishop should not write against this Re-

view., as against any other periodical, in case he disapproves
it, or thinks it necessary to put the faithful or any portion
of the community on their guard against what he judges to be

erroneous or dangerous in its pages. The article, however,
is not written against us, or against any principle or doctrine

M'e have set forth or maintained
;
and we are very far from

accepting the sympathy of those of our friends who pro-
nounce it

" a brutal attack
"
upon our Review. The arch-
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hishop, we believe, lias usually expressed himself, publiclr
and privately, in terms of warm commendation of this peri-

odical, and we have received, even since the publication of

our last number, on very respectable authority, the gratify-

ing assurance that he has " no doubt of our personal ortho-

doxy," and that he does not deem it expedient for either

the Propaganda or himself to write any thing- against us.

This assurance would, no doubt, be conclusive against the

su])position that he is the author of the article in question,
if it were really written, or intended to be written, against
us. But such is not the fact, as we trust we shall soon make
evident.

Undoubtedly, there are points on which there are differ-

ences of opinion between the writer of the article and our-

selves. We are both independent thinkers
;
and as neither

is personally infallil)le, it is hardly possible that we should

not now and then take different views, and fail occasionally

to arrive at the same conclusions. But this is not to be taken

as a grave objection either to him or to ourselves. He does
not fully approve every judgment of ours, any more than

we approve every judgment of his. He insinuates a doubt
whether the answer we gave to various objections and criti-

cisms against us " will prove satisfactory to the Catholic

portion of our readers;" but this does not necessarily imply
that it ought not to be satisfactory to them, and we presume
it is satisfactory to his own mind, or else he would not, as

he does, assert positively that we do '^really answer" them
in "a way which is satisfactory to" ourselves. He says,

indeed, of Gioberti, whom many people admire as an able

writer and a profound philosopher :

" he has written as much

philosophical trash as any of his contemporaries, and an at-

tempt at refutation, here or there, would be only a multi-

plication of that same trash." But he and we may differ on

a literary and philosophical question, or as to what is or i>

not ''philosophical trash," we presume, without mutual

hostility, and without impeaching the orthodoxy or the

Catholic standing of either. He says, again, in relation to

our article on the Reading and Study of the Scri2)ture><,
that there is "a conglomeration of opinions on that subject,
all of which are antagonistic to the GatholiG sense and

meaning of the Holy Scriptures;" yet he carmot expect us

to understand him to assert any antagonism between our

views and the real Catholic sense and meaning of the Holv

Scriptures. He can only mean to assert an antagonism Ix^-
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tween our literary sense or taste and that of some Catliolics
;

for he is well aware that we entered into no discussion of the

sense and meaning of the Holy Scriptures, and confined our
remarks simply to -the respective literary merits of diiferent

English translations of tlie sacred volume. We preferred,
and we must still prefer, the Eiujlish of King James's ver-

sion to that of the Douay version. If he does not, then his

taste in English and ours differ, and there is an old maxim,
De gustibus non est clispntandam. But these differences of

taste or judgment are perfectly compatible with mutual con-

fidence and esteem.

But it is said that the main portion of the article is directed

against our views in the article on Slavery and the War,
winch, we have been told, it refutes in a masterly and tri-

umphant manner. But this is a mistake. The article is

\;Y\ttGn dpropos of ours, but not against it. It is written al-

most exclusively against the abolitionists, with whom it

would be ridiculous to seek to confound us, and, if it objects
to our article at all, it is only as inopportune, and, as the

writer fears, may be "mischievous" because "untimely."
He controverts none of its principles, and does little more
than question the fact that Ave assert, that slavery is at the

bottom of the rebellion, or the cause of the war in which
we are now engaged.
The writer says against us, "that slavery is the cause of

the war * * *
happens to be simply impossible, except in

the sense that a man's carrying money on his person is the

cause of his being robbed on the highway!" But we can-

not accept this assertion. Cause, strictly taken, is that which

produces an event or thing, and without which it could not

happen or exist. No man can douljt that in this sense

slavery is the cause of the rebellion and therefore of the war,
for if there had been no slavery in the country, there would
have been no rebellion,

—and no rebellion, no war. Even
the writer's own theory of the war, which atti-ibutes it to

northern abolitionism, virtually makes slavery its cause
; for,

if there had been no slavery in the country, there would
have been no abolitionism. We all know that slavery is at

the bottom of the whole controversy between the ISTorth and

the South, and is the real cause of that divergence of feel-

ing and interest, of which the civil war now raging is the

bitter fruit, and therefore, if not its immediate, is at least its

remote cause. That it is the cause of the war is implied in

the public speeches and declarations of southern statesmen.
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Fur, why liave the Soutli seceded or attempted to secede

from the Union, and taken up arms against tlie federal gov-
ernment, but because they asked, and because tlie Noith re-

fused to grant, or, in the election of Mr. Lincoln, showed
that it was disposed to refuse to grant, through the federal

government, protection to the institution of slavery in ter-

ritoiy where, as we hold, it has no legal existence?

The writer has been led to his conclusion by not observing
that the war has been brought on not by the abolitionists

wishing to rob the man who carried the money on his per-

son, but by the North showing itself determined to refuse

to suffer the power of the federal government to be used to

protect those who insist on taking and carrying away other

men's money, and using it as their own. No doubt if the

North had passively submitted to the extension of slavery,
and suffered its friends to have tiieir own way in regard to,

it, there would have been no rebellion and no civil war. So,
if the traveller should offer no resistance to the highway-
man, but passively submit to have his pockets and valise

rifled, there would be no strife l^etween him and the robber.

The writer overlooks the fact that the North is not the rob-

ber rifling the pockets of the innocent traveller, but the in-

nocent traveller seeking to recover his own from the robber,
and protect himself from future robberies. This slight over-

sight, which is no moi-e than any of us are liable to, is the

reason, we presume, why he has differed from us as to the

cause of the war.

The archbishop, or whoever was the writer, says: "Dr.
Brownson maintains that the end and purpose of the war is

not, or at least should not be, merely to sustain the constitu-

tion, government, and laws of the country, but to abolish

slavery in the southern states;" that is, beyond maintaining
the constitution, government, and laws of the country, the

war should be prosecuted for the abolition of southern sla-

very. This proi)Osition he undoubtedly controverts
;
but his

assertion that it is ours must be regarded as made in his

character of a newspaper writer, and be taken in a news-

paper or "Pickwickian" sense; for he knew very well that

we had maintained nothing of the sort. We say expressly
in our article :

" The liberation of the slave is not the pur-

pose and end of the war in which we are now engaged.
The war is a war against rebellion, an unprovoked and
wicked rebellion, engaged in by the rebels for the purpose
of making this a great slaveholding republic, in which the
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labor of tlie comitrj shall be perfonned by slaves, either

black or white
;
and if, to defeat the rel)ellion, the destruc-

tion of slavery be necessary, and be actually effected, it

will change nothing in the character orj^urpose of the war^''

Such being our own express language, and which was, un-

doubtedly, befoi'e the eyes of the writer, we must, in simple
justice to him, suppose that his real purpose in attaching
our name to the olfensive proposition was not to assert it as

ours, but to assert it as the one he proposed to controvert.

As to the proposition the archbishop or the writer in the

Meco7'd so elaborately controverts, there is no difference of

opinion between him and us. He denies that the federal

government can rightfully carry on a war for the abolition

of slaver3% and so do we
;
and he concedes tluit it has the

right to abolish it under the pressure of military necessity,
as a means of pi-eserving the Union, and maintaining the

integrity of the nation. This is all that we ourselves have
maintained. The federal government has the constitutional

right to maintain itself, and the constitutional duty to main-
tain inviolate, as far as in its power, the Union of these

states formed by our fathers. It has, therefore, the right
to use all the means at its command necessary to maintain
this right and to fulfil this duty. If the al)olition of shi-

very is necessary to this end, it has the riglit, and is bound,
to abolish it. TJie archbishop's "official organ" concedes
all this. It does not oppose the lil)eration of the slave

;
it

does not oppose his lil)eration by the federal government
as a necessary means to a lawful end, but only as an end
in itself. Hence it says :

" In the progress of the war it is

difficult to foresee what turn events mav take in the South
under the pressure of military necessity;" and again, after

asserting the legal right of the planter to hold slaves, it

says: "It is only under pressure of military necessity dur-

ing a war that even the federal government or the federal

troops would have any right to deprive him of his lands or
of his servants." This is very true, but it plainly implies
that such pressure of military necessity is possible, and that

under it the planter may rightfully be deprived of his ser-

vants or slaves. This is all we have asserted, and all we
pretend to assert; and we therefore maintain that the article

in the Record was not written against us, or intended to

controvert our position as to the right and duty of the fed-

eral govei-nment to i-ecognize under the war power the free-

dom of the slave, and to call upon him, if it judges proper,
to assist it in maintaining the integrity of the nation.
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Undonbtedl}^ the arclibisliop ;ind we differ as to the fact

wliether the pressure of military necessity actually exists

or not. He honestly believes that there is as yet no such

military necessity as would justify the liberation of the

slaves under the war power. He, we presume, believes it

still practicable to save both slavery and the Union, and
therefore that the recoo;nition of the slaves as freemen is not

called for, and would be manifestly nidawful. We think

differently. We think that persistence in the effort to save

the Union without calling the slaves to our assistance must
result in the destruction of the Union and the complete
success of the confederates. There is here, no doubt, a

wide difference of judgment between ns. Events may prove
that he is right and we are wrong ; they may also prove
that he is wrong and we are right. Each of us makes up,
and must make up his judgment from the facts and proba-
bilities in the case, and neither he nor we can form or pre-
tend to form an absolutely infallible judgment on the sub-

ject. But there is, however, this difference between our

respective judgments; if ours be acted on and found erro-

neous, the most serious consequence would be that four
millions of people, who like ourselves are of the human
race, and for whom, as well as for us, our Lord was incar-

nated, suffered and died on the cross, would l)e converted
from slaves to freemen

; while, if his should be acted upon
and prove to be faulty, the consequence would be that re-

bellion would be successful, the laws would be trampled
under foot, the constitution would be overthrown, the in-

tegrity of the nation itself would be destroyed, and that

liberty so prized by our fathers, and from which tlie friends

of humanity throughout the world have hoped so much,
would in all probability be rendered henceforth forever im-

possible on this continent. Evidently, then, it would be
better that the administration should err with us than err

with him.
We are, we grant, opposed to slavery in any and every

form
; but, if we believed it practicable to secure the end

and purposes of the war,—the maintenance and defence of
our constitution and government, which imply the main-
tenance and defence of the integrity of the nation and the

sovereignty of the Union—without abolishing slavery, or11.11 .
^ '' '

calhng the slaves to our assistance, our respect for legal
forms and vested rights would compel us to deny the right
of the federal government or any branch thereof, to declare



186 ARCHBISHOP HUGHES ON SLAV EliY.

them free, "We urge their liberation only as a war meas-

ure, a measure necessary to save the nation, justified and
called for by military necessity. We believe it necessary
to save the integrity- of the nation, to j3Ut down effectually
rebellion in the slaveholding section of the Union. On this

ground, we urge it
;
that is, as a means necessary to secure

a lawful end, but not as an end in itself, or as an end which

congress or the administration might legally attempt to

effect in ordinary times with or without war. As a neces-

sary means to such an end the archbishop concedes that it

would be lawful, and should be adopted ;
but he is appar-

ently satisfied that it is not necessary as a means, and that

the Union can be restored, and peace reestablished without

resorting to it. Although we think him wrong, he may be

right. It may be that loyal blood, and loyal treasure, and
northern skill and bravery will prove amply sufficient to

put down the rebellion without recognizing the slaves as

freemen, and availing ourselves of their services and sym-
pathies, and that hereafter, as hei'etofore, the Union and

slavery may continue to exist together. If so, we shall

glory in the generosity and bravery of the loyal states, and

rejoice that the Union is restored, and make, as we have
heretofore made, no efforts to abolish slavery by the action

of the federal government. We shall regret the continu-

ance of slavery, but shall stir up no war for its abolition.

We shall console ourselves and the poor negroes as well as

we can with the scathing lines of the poet :
—

"
Yet, yet, degraded men 1 th' expected day.

That breaks your bitter cup, is far away ;

Trade, wealtli, and fashion ask you still to bleed,

And holy men give Scripture for the deed."

The archbishop very properly maintains that Catholics

have not enlisted and will not enlist in a war for the aboli-

tion of slaver}', and we fully agree with him when he asks

in one of his most eloquent strains ;

"Was it for this our dauntless soldiers fell in battle ? Was it for this

that many of them, together with their brave officers, are now pining

away in the captivity of a southern dungeon '? Take, for instance,

Colonel Corcoran and his gallant fellovv-prisouers of the 69th. Was it

for this that Cameron fell on the battle-field, without any friendly eye
to gaze on his countenance whilst he lay

'* ' Like a warrior taking his rest.

With his martial cloak around hiiii ?'
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Was it for this that the noble-hearted and gallant Ward was, we might

say, assassinated on the deck of his vessel ? Was it for this that the

unyielding patriot and heroic commander of Fort Sumter, as well as the

equally heroic Mulligan at Lexington, no less than the brave General

Lyon who fell on the field, were so cruelly neglected and left to their

fate until reinforcements came too late ? Was it to carry out the idea

of abolitionism that these noble warriors, and thousands of less dis-

tinguished names, have already given their lives, as they imagined,

for the support of the constitution and the preservation of the Union ?
"

But neither was it, we may add, to defend slavery, or to

protect the property of rebel masters in their slaves, that

those brave men fell, or languish in southern prisons. Cath-

olics, at least foreign-born Catholics, are not pro-slaverj

men, and if many of them have been found opposed to

abolitionists, it has been from a scrupulous regard for the

constitution and the Union, not from any love for slavery

itself, or wish to see it perpetuated here or elsewhere. The

great body of our German population, it is well known, are

strongly anti-slavery ;
and there are no people on earth

whose heart beats more warmly or vividly for liberty, or

which has a deeper horror of slavery, than the Catholic

Irish. Catholics by their religion are inspired with senti-

ments of loyalty and with respect for the sacredness of the

oath of allegiance, and know that they njay never do evil

that good may come. They have believed it far better for

the interests of liberty and humanity to endure the exist-

ence of negro-slavery in our southern states, than to at-

tempt to remove it by unconstitutional means, or by means
which would endanger the safety of the Union and the

integrity of the nation. But, judging them by ourselves,
and we may so judge them, for the same heart that beats

in our bosom beats no less warmly in theirs, they will not

hesitate a moment when they see that the alternative is

presented, that either slavery or the Union must go by the

board, to sa}^ and to say with an emphasis not to be mis-

taken :

" Let slavery perish, but the Union—it must and

shall be preserved."
This undoubtedly is the sentiment of the archbishop him-

self. Though not burn in the coinitry. he has so long lived

in it that he feels that it is his own native land, and takes

his stand for the Union against the southern slaveholding
rebellion. No doubt he treats the rebels with tenderness,
for he conies of a nation in wliich rebellion, or what Eng-
land treats as rebellion, has been chronic for nearly eight
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centuries
;

still more, because his ministry is one of peace
and love, and he looks to tlie future peace and liarmony be-

tween Catliolics of tlie North and Catbolics of the South;
but he still, as a I'iglifloval citizen, insists that the rebellion

must be put down, and that private friendships and private

interests, if need be, must be sacrificed on the altar of the

country. He opposes the abolitionists indeed, but he does

not, as it has been charged against him. defend slavery. He
is a Catholic prelate, and declares true our proposition that
" the Catholic Church is opposed to slavery." He is a man,
and says :

" We are not the friends of slavery. If it were
still to be introduced, we would resist the attempt with all

our might." He regards slavery as
" a calamity," and speaks

of x\merican slavery as "
terrific." He objects to it on the

score of morality, the disre?])ect by the masters of " the mar-

riage bond creatino- man and wife amono^ slaves," the break-

ing up
" of families, the selling of the husband in one direc-

tion, the wife in atiother, whilst their children are disposed
of according to the highest price offered from any point of

the compass." It is evident then, that he is not favorable
to slavery, that he regards it as an evil, the introduction of

which should be resisted d outrance. Certainly, then, he
would not make, nor urge others to make war in its defence,
or condemn honest folk for simply wishing to abolish it. If

he speaks now and then apparently in its favor or extenua-

tion, he does so not because he approves it, but because he

regards its abolition as impracticable, or the evil as irremedi-

able. " The church," he says,
"

is opposed to slavery, but

only in the sense that she is opposed to the calamities of

human life, which she has no power to reverse." Believ-

ing it an irreversible calamity, an irremediable evil, an evil

which is fixed upon us for ever, he seeks, very wisely and

justly, to reconcile us to its existence. To this end he shows,
on the one hand, its redeeming features, and, on the other,

that, however terrific a calamity it may be,
" It is not alien

from the condition of mankind in general," that it is only
one of those calamities which original sin has entailed upon
mankind, and therefore to be borne with patience and resig-
nation. It is always the characteristic of a wise man to

reconcile himself and others, as far as possible, to the exist-

ence of inevitable evils, and to endure without a murmur
what cannot be cured, trusting that the wrong will be made

right, and full indemnification be granted in another and a

better world. This is pious, is wise, is just, that is, in the
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case of really incurable evils, and implies no approbation of

the evils themselves.

The arehbisliop, we doubt not, would, could he see any
lesi:al and practicable way in which slavery could be abolished

without entailing: a greater evil than itself, not only be will-

ing to see it abolislied, but would earnestly engage in the

great and noble work of abolishing it. He is animated by
the spirit of his religion, and like his church, in earnest to

remove ever}^ evil that is removable. "The church," we
said in our article, and he will not deny it,

" has tolerated

slavery where she lacked the power to abolish it
;
but her

whole history proves that she sets her face against it, and
uses all the means at her disposal, without shocking the pub-
lic peace, or creating tumults and disorder, to prepare the

slave for freedom, and to secure his ultimate emancipation."
The church never enjoins resiii-nation to evils which are re-

movable, and she never, whatever too many of her children,
whether cleric or laic, may do, tolerates any evil whicli she

has the nower to remove without creatine; a greater evil.

Resignation to evils which afflict our brethren, or even our-

selves, when not voluntarily assumed as penances, when we
have it in our power to remove them, is not and cannot be

either a human or a Christian virtue. Catholicity requires
us to love all men as our brethren, and to labor earnestly and

perseveringly for the good of society, the progress of civil-

ization, and the freedom and manly development of man-

kind, as well as to cultivate the pious affections and the ascetic

virtues. The latter we are to do, but not in doing it to leave

undone the former. For he who says he loves God, and
hateth his brother, is a liar and the truth is not in him. All

this the archbishop knows far better tlian we do, and we
must therefore presume that, were he to see his way clear,

he would labor as earnestly and as persistently for the abo-

lition of slavery as would any of those abolitionist themselves,

against whom he so vehemently directs his cutting irony
and his biting sarcasms. To say less would be to doubt his

Catholic spii-it, and his devotion to the religion of which
he is regarded as so bright an ornament and so illustrious a

champion.
The archbishop, in opposing the abolitionists, does not op-

pose them on the ground that they are opposed to slavery
and seek its abolition. He opposes them, as we understand

him, on the ground that they fail to recognize the right of

property which the law secures to the master in his slaves,
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that they seek the abolition of slavery by nnconstitiitional

means, and that their success would endanger the peace of

the Union, and work no i-eal benefit to the slaves themselves.

On this same gronnd we ourselves have for twenty years

objected to tlicm, and opposed their movements. This

ground of opposition is legitimate, and implies no approba-
tion of slavery itself. The only fault with it is, that it has

now ceased to be true in its more essential parts. It is in-

opportune, and can no longer serve the sacred cause of

Union. The disruption of the Union apprehended has actu-

ally taken place, the peace of the Union is broken, and the
slaveholders cannot be more embittered against the T^orth

than they already are, and they can attempt nothing worse
tlian they are now doing. When the work was to preserve
peace and union, it was well to oppose abolitionists, but now
when peace and union are broken, and the woi'k is to restore

,

them, such opposition is mistimed and altogether misplaced.
It creates divisions among loyal citizens, and weakens our

strength to put down the rebel h'on.

After all, neither the archbishop nor we can object to

the principle of abolitionism or the end it seeks; for we
both believe slavery an evil, a wrong, opposed by the

church, and as men and Catholics must believe that it ought
to be abolished in case it can be legall}' and constitutionally. f

We can really object to abolitionists only their too little re-

spect for the alleged right of property in man and for legal I

forms and constitutions. Their error was not in seeking the

abolition of slavery, but in seeking it by improper and un-

justifiable means. This is all that we can say against them,
for neither he nor we do or can wish the perpetuation of

negro-slaver3\ The negro, as we never cease to repeat, is a \

man, a man of the same race with ourselves. He, like us,

belongs to the genus homo, and all men are meral)ers of the ;.

body of humanity in the natural order, as all Christians, in
*

the regeneration, are members of the body of Christ, and ^

members one of another, and no member can suffer without *

the whole body suffering with it. This great truth he and i?

we must hold. Both he and we. then, must oppose slavery, 4
for it is the greatest possible outrage upon the rights and i

dignity of man, and even an outrage upon the Creator him- f

self, whose image and likeness it debases and disfigures in f

his creature. But the abolitionists are not now seeking .

the abolition of slavery by any illegal, improper, or unjus-
tifiable means. They ask no violation now of the constitu-

k

f
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tioH, and waive the question of property, for the slavehold-

ers by their rebellion have forfeited whatever right the law
secured to tlieni as loyal citizens. They are contented to

accept abolition under the war-power, as a military neces-

sity. There is, then, no longer any solid reason for warring
against them.

Grant, as the archbishop alleges, that the abolitionists or

some of them have said hard things against the constitution

of the United States; they have done so only on the suppo-
sition that the constitution was in the way of redressing:

w^hat they and we also regard as a great moral, social, and

political wrong. They have, however, confined their oppo-
sition to words

; they have never risen in rebellion, or la-

bored to induce others to rise in rebellion against the con-

stitution. They have never made, and never proposed to

make war on the Union for the sake of emancipating the

slaves. They have used, and they propose to use against

slavery only the freedom of speech and the press, which

congress is forbidden by the constitution itself to make any
law against. They may have said or may have written and

printed many foolish, many imprudent, or many unpleas-

ant, or even incendiary words against slaveholders and

pro-slavery men
;
but they are not and never have been

guilty of treason. Treason, according to the constitution of

the United States, consists only "in levying war against

them, or in adhering to their enemies, giving them aid and
comfort." The abolitionists have never done this

; they
have never levied war against the United States

; they have
never adhered to their enemies, or given them aid or com-
fort. The raid of John Brown and his band into Virginia
is no exception to this statement. John Brown and his

handful of adherents acted on their own responsibility,
without the approval and without the knowledge of the

great body of abolitionists, as well as contrary to their

avowed principles and mode of abolishing slavery. That

they sympathized with the end, to wit, the freedom of the

slave, is no doubt true
;

that they believed John Brown's
motives were good, is possible ;

that they approved the

means he adopted is untrue, and they are no more to be
held responsible for his action, than the archbishop, who
wished to see Ireland free, and generously contributed five

hundred dollars to purchase her a shield, but disapproved
of the Young Ireland party, is to be held responsible for

the Irish rebellion which terminated so sadly at Sliev-na-

Mon in 1848.
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The archbishop jiitiniates in his letter to Bishop Lyiicli.
and he or his "•

official orii-an
" insinuates in the article we

are examining, that- the chief blame of the present war
rests upon northei-n abolitionists, not on the southern rebels

themselves. We cannot agree with him in this; nor can
we l)elieve it wise or just on the part of the loyal friends of
the Union to indulge at the present time in violent and
bitter vituperations against any portion of our loyal citizens.

That the New York Herald should do this, is in character,
andean excite no surprise, hardly any indignation, for many
persons honestly believe that it is really as much in the intei--

est of secession, and working as earnestly for the success of

the southern confederacy now, as it was avowedly before the

assemblage of New Yoi-k citizens one day required it to

raise from its office the flag of the Union. That those who
for years gained political notoriety and influence by de-

nouncing as black republicans or as abolitionists all who op-

posed the extension of slavery, and sought in a legal and
constitutional way to resist the encroachments of the slave

interest, should continue on in their old way, and repeat
their old slang phrases, unconscious of any change in pub-
lic affairs, was to be expected, and can surprise no one. A '

change in them would be the surprising thing. But, we
confess, it grieves us to And our own archbishop, or even
his "

official organ." joining with them, castigathig or ridi-

culing the loyal J^orth, and holding it up as responsible for
all the calamities which have befallen our beloved country.
We are grieved, because it, to some extent, places our relig-
ion in a false position, and can hardly fail seriously to im-

pair the reputation of one of our most eminent Catholics,
and most distinguished and highly esteemed prelates. His

reputation is not a thing to be trifled with. It is the prop-
erty of the church, and is dear to every true-hearted Catli-

olic, who cannot but be deeply grieved to And any thing

occurring to impair it, or to lower his position, or lessen his

influence in the American community.
We are confident that, in his war upon the anti-slavery

party, the archbishop has had no disloyal purpose, has been
moved by no improper motive, and has had no wish but to

serve the best interests of his country ;
but we beg his per-

mission to say, and with all deference and respect, that he

appears to ns to have neglected to consult chronology, and
has not noted with his usual care and sagacity the changes
in the bearing of great public questions which one or two
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years have effected. He has suffered himself to be l>etraye(l

into the adoption of a pohcy manifestly behind the times,—a policy which, when there was no rebellion in arms

against the government, and no danger of any serious dis-

turbance of the public peace, might have been judicious or,

at least, harmless, but which we fear can now be regai-ded
neither as the one nor the other. It seems to us now fitted

only to give indirectly, if not directly, aid and comfort to

the enemies of the United States
;
and we have no doubt

that. Were we to adopt it, we should find ourselves sudden-

ly arrested for treason, and sent to keep company with some
of our old friends at Fort Warren. Few things could more

effectually aid and comfort the rebels than articles and

speeches by men in the loyal states exonerating them, and

throwino; the blame of having caused the rebellion on the

citizens of the loyal Nortli, now in arms and poui-ing out

their blood and treasure in defence of the constitution and
the integrity of the nation.

This is a matter which cannot be passed over lightly, and
these are times when it will not do to study to. keep up old

party feuds and party animosities. These are times when
all loyal men must sacrifice on the altar of their country
their party and even their private loves, and, what to most
men is still more difiicult, their part}^ and their private ha-

treds
;
for the Union can be saved only on condition that

the whole Xortli present an unbroken front and, to use a

fine Scriptural expression, march " as one man "
against the

enemy, to put down the wicked and unprovoked rebellion.

The South had never dared to bring her conspiracy to a

head, to appeal from ballots to bullets, and to attempt by
force of arms to reconstruct or destroy the Union, had she

not counted on a divided North, and support from a party
which was opposed to abolition and even Republicanism,
and in elections had always acted under her dictation, and
sustained her policy. She expected to find opposed to her

only the non-fighting abolitionists and the Republican party,
who both together constituted only a bare majority of the

population of the non-slaveholding states
; and, if her ex-

pectations in this respect had been realized, she would in all

probability have been able to succeed. Whatever, then,
tends to keep the Korth divided, and to prevent the lo3'al

states fi'om entering into the contest with the hearty sym-
pathy and cooperation of their whole population is really
and undeniably aid and comfort given to the enemy, and is

Vol. XVn-13
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therefore under the constitution of the United States virtu-

ally, if nor formally, treason.

Party divisions, and especially party rivalries and animos-

ities, are now mistimed and mischievous.. They weaken the

friends of the Union, and strengthen the hands of the

rebels. We know, and can afford to know, till the rebellion

is crushed out, no party divisions, and no division but that

between loyalists and rebels. Hushed should be all party
strife between loyal men, and even the usual odium theolog-
icwm should be suppressed. All loyal men, Protestants or

Catholics, Republicans, Democrats, or abolitionists, whether
black or white, red or yellow, who are prepared to stand by
our connuon country, and defend it, if need be, even to the

last gasp, are of our party, are our friends, our brothers, and
we give them our hand and our heart. If there are differ-

ences between us to be settled, we will adjourn them till we
have put down the rebellion, saved the Union, and made it

'

sure that we have a country, homes, and firesides that we

may enjoy in peace and safety, and, when that is done, per-

haps, it will be found that most of those differences will

have settled themselves, or, at least so far as personal or

political, are not worth reviving. We must be united, and
not like the maddened Jews when their chief city was be-

leagured by the Roman cohorts, and Roman battering-rams
were beating down the walls of their citadel, divided into

factions and wasting in spilling each other's blood the

strength needed to save our n'ational existence from destruc-

tion.

This is no time for an archbishop or any other man to

make war on abolitionists and to crack stale jokes about an
"
abolition brigade," and the valor or want of valor of its

suggested
"
brigadier." Such things are "

untimely and mis-

chievous." The very existence of the nation is threatened,

and threatened not by abolitionists or their sympathizers,
but by the slaveholding aristocracy of the South, and their

dupes, tools, or aiders and abettors in the loyal states,
—men

who have no abolition sympathies, but as strong antipathies
to all abolitionists as John Randolph of Roanoke had to a

sheep, which made him say, that he would at any time go a

mile out of his way to give one a kick. The danger that

threatens is not on the side of abolitionists, but on the side

of the friends and supporters of slavery, and very ordinary
wisdom would counsel us, if we are true men, to face the

danger where it is, not where it is not. There is no .use in
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tryino; to gaiTi credit Avitli the loyal I^ortli by sayino; the

Union must be sustained, and with the disloyal Soutli by
vituperatinfij abolitionists, and denouneino; as abolitionists all

who would not indeed overstep the constitution to abolish

slavery, but would abolish slavery as a means of savins; the

constitution, ISTo man can now be suffered to say, "Good
Lord, and Good Devil." He must choose either the Lord's
side or the devil's side, and take the consequence of success

or failure :

" Under which king, Bezonian ? Speak, or die I

"

He who is not with us is against us. Ko man can now be

neutral, and he who attempts to serve on both sides, will in

tlie end be scorned and rejected by both. Are you for the

Union ? Then you must be ag:ainst the rebels and all that

favors their cause. Are you not against the rebels ? Then

you are against the Union, and are no more a dutiful citizen

than he would be a dutiful son who would stand by as a neu-

tral, and see his own mother assassinated. Neutrality in a

citizen, when his country is threatened by a foreign or do-

mestic foe, is virtually treason, and more despicable than

open treason itself, for it lacks the courage and the manhood
to declare itself. We do not charge the writer with neu-

trality ;
we only fear that his desire to keep his friendly,re-

lations with his " southern brethren " has made him less

warm, earnest, and decided in his efforts to save the Union
than we, both as a citizen and a Catholic, might wish to find

him.

Nobody can suspect us of any undue sympathy with abo-

litionists, for no man in the country has more steadily or

more energetically opposed their movements for the last

twenty years than ourselves
;
and we should continue to op-

pose them as steadily and as energetically, if we believed

there were the least danger to the constitution, or to the

peace and safety of the Union, to be apprehended from
them. We, no more than the archbishop, are prepared to

abrogate the constitution in order to abolish slavery, and he,
as well as we, is prepared to abolish slavery as a means nec-

essary to save the constitution and the nation from the de-

struction threatened by the southern rebellion, wlienever he
is convinced that it is necessary to that end. Yet it maybe
that we have all of us done and are still doino; more or less

injustice to those whom we have stigmatized as abolition

fanatics. It is not our province to defend the abolitionists
;
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but we cannot help snspectins;, as events are turning out, it

would have done no harm to have listened to tlieni with less

contempt, and given" more heed to their suggestions. They
saw clearer than au}'^ of us the aggressive strength and ten-

dency of the slave power, and they felt more intensely than

an}^ of us the gross outrage slavery itself is upon the rights
and dignity of our common manhood. To us they seemed
fanatics

;
but it is possible they were fanatics only in the

sense that all livino- men are fanatics to the dead, all earnest

men are fanatics to the lukewarm, all disinterested and de-

voted men are fanatics to the selfish, and all heroic men are

fanatics to the cowardly. Perhaps, if we who have so long-
sneered at them as fanatics, had studied less to be wise and

politic, and been more truly living men, more in earnest to

assert and vindicate the rights of our race, more disinterested

and less selfish in our disposition and aims, and more truly
heroic in our devotion to the right and the just instead of

the merely prudent and the expedient, their fanaticism

would have revolted us less, indeed have seemed to us no
fanaticism at all, and we been saved from the terrible alter-

native of either succumbing to the slaveholding aristocracy,

or of maintaining our freedom and manhood at the expense
of millions of lives, and untold treasure. There are few men
who are wise betimes, and to most men wisdom comes only
Mdien it is too late to profit them. But, however this may
be, the war for the Union cannot be successfully prosecuted
on pro-slavery principles; and to us it is a "fixed fact

"
that

we must give up either slavery or the Union. Slavery is

the bond of union between the rebels, and it is the great in-

strument on which they rely for eft'ecting their purposes ;

and they can be defeated and the Union cause secured a

triumph, as we view the ease, only by calling to our aid the

anti-slavery sentiment of the country, and suffering the war
to be not in its end and purpose, but in its incidental effect,

a war of liberation.

Whatever our politicians may s&j, whatever the adminis-

tration may fear, whatever our archbishop may think, the

great body of tlie people of the loyal states are strongly op-

posed to negro-slavery, and there are few loyal men amongst
us who are not anti-slavery men. Though they will violate

no constitution or law, or public right, in order to abolish

slavery, they will engage with none the less alacrity in the

war by feeling assured that it will result in giving to the

oppressed and down-trodden millions the opportunity to rise



AKOIIHIsnop nrGHES ON SLAVERY. 197

from their degwidation, and prove their manhood. The con-

viction that such a result will come, and come in a legal way,
as a means of defeating and punishing the public enemies
of the country, will give additional energy to our brave vol-

unteers, nerve them Avith greater firmness to endure the

privations of a soldier's life, and fire them with more heroic

courage to meet tiie foe on the battle-field. They will feel

that then some good will come, incidentally at least, from
their self-sacrifice, that they will have done something more
than preserve the life of the nation so needlessly endan-

gered, and that, if they fall, millions of warm hearts, free

liearts, made free by them, will bless their memories, and
bedew their graves with tears of gratitude.

O, tell us not that these brave husbands, sons, and broth-

ers we have armed and sent forth to the battle will throw
down their arms and retire to their homes, because, if they

fight, the chains will fall from four millions of slaves! You
who say it know nothing of the human heart, least of all

the true American heart. You dishonor your own man-
hood

; you dishonor our common manhood; you belie

human nature itself. There lives not the man in whose
heart there is not a chord that vibrates to the slightest

whisper of liberty,
—

liberty, man's true dignity, man's

greatest glory, that for which God himself descended to

cnrth, and assumed fiesh to secure to him,—liberty, for

which humanity everywhere pants as the thirsty hart for the

water-brook, and for which she never ceases to struggle, and
leaves her pathway through the ages red with the blood and
white with the bones of its marten's. Tell us not that men
will fight only for legal technicalities and parchment for-

mulas. They will no more fight for these than for so much
chaff of the summer threshing-floor, unless as a means nec-

essary to secure liberty,
—

liberty for themselves, liberty for

their wives and children, and, if they have any sense of their

true humanity, libei'ty for all men and for all times.

We know very well tliat there is a strong prejudice in

some nainds. assiduously cultivated under southern inspi-

ration, against all men and parties avowing anti-slavery

sentiments, affecting a certain number even of the officers

of the army and navy. This prejudice has gone far to par-

alyze both arms of the service, and has had some influence

in depriving it of several of its ablest and most accom-

plished officers, who have been induced by it to regard the

Republican party as low, ungentlemanl}'-, and plebeian, and
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to feel that it would be a deo;radation to serv^e the Union,
which had nursed, fed, and educated them, under a Repub-
lican administration. This has, no doubt, operated unfa-

vorably to the Union cause
;
but as the prejudice is unjust,

and has no foundation in truth, it cannot long survive, and

can, after all, affect only those who are influenced more by
artificial society than by the natural sentiments of human-

ity. Even the slaveholders love liberty, and themselves
feel that slavery is unjust, and loathe it even while they arm
to defend it. We, some five years since, gave utterance to

stronger anti-slavery sentiments in a public lecture, in

Charleston, to the very elite of Charleston society, than we
have heretofore expressed in these pages, and were loudly

applauded. Always will the earnest and fearless tones of

a freeman, asserting the rights and dignity of man, find an

echo from every man's heart, for they touch and stir to the

quick the very heart of humanity itself.

Yet, the prejudice we speak of exists, though artificial

and unnatural, and is extended to all ISTew England, and to

Massachusetts especially, as the chief seat of anti-slavery
sentiments and of anti-slavery movements. But for the
"
fierce democracie "

of the old Bay State, it is pretended
no resistance would have been offered to the encroachments
of the slave power, and there would have been no rebellion

of the slaveliolding aristocracy, and therefore again, no
civil war, and no interruption of trade and commerce. To
concede this, which politicians and demagogues who take

no note of time or of the changes which it brings, urge as

a crushing charge, would be unjust to the patriotism and

humanity of other sections of our common country, hardly,
if at all, behind her in their hatred of slavery, or their

devotion to the Union. Yet New England in general, and
the old Bay State in particular, have been surpassed no-

where in hatred of slavery, in disinterested devotion to the
cause of humanity, and true-hearted loyalty to the govern-
ment of the United States. There may be faults in the

New England character
;
but not for what is faulty in her

character is she loaded with reproaches by the slaveliolding

aristocracy of the South and their northern dupes and

lackeys, but for what is noble, generous, disinterested, and

manly. These reproaches are her wreath of honor, more
enviable than the diadem that circles the brow of king or

kaiser.

When, a year ago, it was proposed in this city by Sen-
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ator Benjamin, the New York Herald, and otliers, in the

reconstruction of the Union to exclude New England, a

noble young Irish gentleman, now an officer in the federal

army, and sure to do honor to himself and the country,

replied,
"
Yes, you may exclude l^ew England, but at the

expense of excluding your brains." The New England
mind, the New England spirit and energy, took the lead in

resisting British tyranny and oppression, in creating the

American nation
;
and it is still in New England that sur-

vives in greater purity and vigor than elsewhere, the genu-
ine American national life. There still glows the fire that

warmed the hearts of the patriots who signed the declara-

tion of American independence, and of the sages who
formed the federal constitution

;
and till it is extinguished

there, the American nationality is not lost, and the hopes
founded by the friends of humanity on American civiliza-

tion may still be cherished. New England is not only the

head, but the heart of America
;
and who knows her not,

knows as little of the American nation, as he knows of Great

Britain who has visited only Scotland or Ireland. Liberty,
when retired from all the rest of the Union, will still find a

home on her green mountains, amid her granite hills, in her

smiling valleys, on her capes, and along her rivers and bays ;

and still shali her sons be rocked in the old family cradle

preserved in her noble metropolis.
We love the whole Union, and will permit ourselves to

draw no invidious comparisons between different loyal sec-

tions of the Union
;
but we cherish as the apple of our eye

the fair fame of our own New England, to which, wherever
we may pitch our tent for the night or encamp for the day,
our heart fondly turns as to a mother's face

;
and especially

do we love and honor the Old Bay State—where we first

received that second birth which gives promise of heaven;
where first we learned to labor for truth, virtue, and im-

mortality ;
where reposes, in the hope of a glorious uprising,

all that was mortal of our loved ones
;
and where are the

scenes of our deepest grief and our sweetest joys. Men
who know her not may revile her, but all real American

history centres in or clusters around her. Hers was the first

blood shed in the struggle to make us a nation
; hers, too,

has been the first blood shed in the struggle to preserve us

a nation. No braver men have fallen on- the field, or are

now wasting out their life in southern dungeons, than the

sons of Massachusetts
;
and thougli others may equal, none



200 ARCHBISHOP HUGHES ON SLAVERY.

\v\\\ more distinsj;uish themselves in the holy wav in defence
of our glorious Union, and the rights and liberties it se-

cures.

We hope our readers will pardon us these remarks, into

wliich we have been betrayed bj' our wish to point out the

madness in loyal men of that bitter prejudice some of our
friends think it wise and politic to excite against Xew Eng-
land, and against all who hiid it difficult to reconcile tliem-

selvesto the perpetual existence of slavery on this continent,
whicli sliould be sacred to liberty. There is no section of

the Union, if we speak as Catholics, from which we have
more to hope, than New England ; and we jilace far more
reliance for the promotion of Catholic interests on the

Catholics of Boston, than on the Catholics of Baltimore.
Catholics of Boston may liave less wealth, less polish, and
been less associatetl with the past historj- of the country,
than those of Baltimore

;
but they give more signs of life,

and live in a purer and more invigorating atmosphere, and
are likely at a mucli earlier day to form the union, so much
desired between oui' relio^ion and the true, leo-itimate, un-

mistakable American order of civilization. Ecclesiastically

speaking, Baltimore is our metropolis, for its archbishop is

our ]ii'imate; but in civilization, in public spirit, in Ameri-
can princi])le, x^mericasi patriotism, and American thought
and energy, our metropolis is Boston, though it might be
New York.

Never did our Catholic publicists and political and social

leaders commit a gi'eater mistake, than when they seized

the bait thrown out to catch the Spanish people, and recon-

cile them to the surrender of Cuba to the southern slave-

holders,—that slavery and Catholicity are the only two con-

servative institutions in the country, and that to strengthen
the slaveholding power would be to strengthen the Catholic

Church, place tlie country on the side of conservatism, and
secure the salvation of souls. It was a sad mistake. In
this country, as everywhere else, the interests of Catholicity
are linked with the cause of freedom, and the proper alli-

ance of Catholics is not with the friends of slavery, but
^\'ith those who love, respect, and are ready to die in defence
of the rights of man. In regard to civilization and the

future prosperity of our religion on this continent, an anti-

slavery Protestant is worth more than a pro-slaver}' Cath-
olic. It is not from the slaveholding South that we can

hope for accessions to our church
;
and tlius far, experience
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shows our accessions are to coine, if tliey come at all, from
the free states, and first and foremost from New England
and her descendants settled in other sections of the Union.
Our reh'o-ion can prosper in this country only as it accepts
and consecrates true American civilization, and that civil-

ization is represented hj the free Xortli, not by the slave-

holding South. Hence we should resist d oidrcmGe every
pro-slavery tendency that we discover in our Catholic com-

munity. The Catholic people are loyal in their intentions,
and in their heart deeply and earnestly devoted to the
Union

;
but in consequence of the accidental influence Avhich

Maryland has from the first exerted and still exerts, there
are many amongst us who fail to perceive that the seat of
true Americanism is iS^orth of Mason and Dixon's line, and

by no means South of it. The present rebellion proves
that, though there may still be Americanism in the slave-

holding states, the pi'edominant tendency in them is to a

nationality foreign from that which formed the Union, and
is rejjresented by it. Your southern Americanism is a bas-

tard Americanism, and it feels it, or else it would never
have arisen and attempted to murder the legitimate heir.

We wish our publicists, our politicians, our influential men,
and we may say it, our clergy, to understand this fact, and
suffer it to dictate their future polic3^ To attempt to unite
the destinv of our religion on this continent with the in-

ferior civilization of the South, would be manifestly against
its true interest, and to provide only for its future failure

and extinction. The North may be Protestant, but the

South is pagan ;
and Protestantism, as much as we inav

dislike it, is always to be preferred to paganism.
It is easy, therefore, to see why we cannot join with the

writer of the article in the Record^ in his jests and sar-

casms against the anti-slavery men of tlie North, and why.
even as a Catholic with the best interests of rehVion at

heart, we must treat the anti-slavery sentiment in the pres-
ent crisis at least, with no little tenderness and respect.
We agree perfectly with the writer, that the laws recognize
the master's 2-ight of propei'ty in his slaves, and that we can,

as citizens of non-slaveholding states, no more interfere in

the slave states themselves with his property in slaves, than
with his property iii horses and cattle ; but we maintain,
what he seems to forget, the master by his rebellion forfeits

that right, and may justly have the forfeiture enforced

against him. Had he remained a loyal subject
—had he
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not conspired against the legitimate authority of the Union
and taken part in the armed rebellion against it—he might
retain that property, and the federal government have no

right to interfere with it. Bnt, as the writer well knows,
we have the right to deprive the rebel not only of his prop-

erty in slaves, but even in his cotton, rice, and tobacco. It

was, therefore, wholly unnecessary for him to construct his

lono; and elaborate article to establish in the southern states

the legality of slave property. The slaves, whether slaves

of loyal men or of rebels, whether legitimately or illegiti-

mately held, may under the w^ar-power, be recognized as

free citizens, and, under the pressure of military necessity,
be called upon to assist, in any and every way that the gov-
ernment judges best, in defending the Union

;
while the

slaves of rebel owners may be declared free not only under
the pressure of military necessity, but as a punishment
which the sovereign authority has a right to inflict upon
them for their crimes, and as a warning to all future rebels.

It is on this ground, and on this ground only, that we or

any considerable proportion of the North, propose or ever

have proposed to interfere with the master's right of prop-

erty in his slaves, and to recognize the slaves as free citi-

zens, owing- allegiance to the federal government, and en-

titled to protection from it
;
wliile the writer himself, as

we have seen, concedes that on this ground it may be done,

and, at least, hints that, in his judgment, it may be neces-

sary to be done.

But a more serious charge than that of favoring slavery
has been urged against the writer, namely, that of apologiz-

ing for the slave-trade. We quote the passage from his

article on which this charge is founded :
—

"Africa, it is well known, is a country of savages, not having the

slightest gleam of hope as to prospective civilization. We may say

that, in all the southwestern section of Africa, there is no such thing

known as the idea of a natural freeman. The tribes in the interior are

in perpetual war, and the laws of war among them are, that a prisoner

may either be executed on the spot or sold as a slave. It is but lately

that the savage called king of Dahomey immolated 2,000, some say

5,000, of his prisoners, or subjects, to crimson with their blood the grave

of his equally savage father. This was according to what, in the bar-

barian spirit of that country, was called
' the great custom.' Now, if

our philanlhropists of the abolition school would pay the slightest atten-

tion to the instincts and hopes of human nature, whether in Africa

or elsewhere, they would easily comprehend that these two or five
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thousand victims would prefer slavery to decapitation. This tbey might
understand from what goes on here continually, viz., that a poor pris-

oner who is condemned to death by the laws of his country, chooses

invariably, if mercy should interpose, the penitentiar}^ for life in prefer-

ence to the liemp of the gallows. This is human nature, of which our

abolitionists do not appear to have any adequate conception.

"Now, suppose that the savage king of Dahomey sent his subjects or

prisoners to some of the factories on the coast, and sold tlaem as slaves,

would he be more guilty than if he had cut their heads off ? Suppose
the slavers at the dock should buy them off at $1.25 a head from the

massacre of their barbarous tyi'ant, would they be doing wrong ? They
would only have to choose between leaving those wretches to be butch-

ered or transporting them to some of the slave colonies of America.

We, of course, believe that no genuine Christian—no decent man—
would be engaged in this kind of business, still we cannot discover the

crime even of the slaver in snatching them from the butcheries pre-

pared for them in their native land. When they arrive in those colonies

would it be a crime for humane masters to purchase them at a sum
which prospectively might cover the annual, or semi annual, wages

given to laborers in other parts of the world ? These purchasers should

be bound, and if they are men of conscience they would be bound, to

take care of these unfortunate people. Under the circumstances, it is

very difficult to discover in the purchasers any moral transgression of

the law of God or of the law of man where that traffic is authorized.

The terrific part of the question is, that not only the individuals brought
to the American continent or islands are themselves to be slaves, but

their posterity, in like manner, for all time to come. This is the only
terrific feature about American slavery. And yet it is not alien from

the condition of mankind in general. Original sin has entailed upon
the human race its consequences for time and eternity. And yet the

men who are living now had no part in the commission of original sin.

The drunkard, the thief, the bad man of any description, entails upon
his posterity evils which the forfeiture of his own personal life cannot

prevent or repair."

This, at first sight, looks very niuch like an apology for

the slave-trade, for the writer not only says that he cannot
discover the crime in the slaver, or that there would be any
moral transgression of the law of God in the act, bnt even

explains away the terrific part of the question that " not

only the individuals brought to the American continent or

islands are themselves to be slaves, but their posterity, in

like manner, for all time to come," by likening it to the
"
consequences which original sin has entailed upon the

human race," and therefore as "not alien from the condi-

tion of mankind in general." So understood, the writer
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has unquestionably incurred tlie interdict pronounced by
the church, for she not only excommunicates all who are

actually enj^ao-ed in the traffic, as he alletres, but "absolute-

ly pnihibits and interdicts all ecclesiastics and laymen from

maintainiuii; that this traffic in blacks is permitted, undor

any pretext or color whatsoever; or to preach, or teach in

public or in private, in any way whatever, any thing
"

in its

favor or extenuation. To excuse the traffic under any cir-

r-umstances whatever, and to attempt to lessen our horror

of it by likening its consequences to those of original sin,

and assumin": that the men who actuallv eno-ao-e in it are

free from all actual guilt in carrying it on, is plainly to do
what Gregory XVI., in the words we liave cited from his

bull given at Rome, the 3d of T^ovember, 1839, absolutely
forbids and interdicts.

But we are far from believing that it was the intention

of the writer, whether the archbishop or some one else, to

approve or apologize for the infamous traffic in blacks, for

he saj's expressly :

" We of course believe that no genuine
Christian, no decent man would be engaged in this kind of

business." Every reader of the article will have perceived
that the writer adopts a popular newspaper style, and in no

respect studies to be precise or exact in his language ;
as is

evident from his saying that ""the inen who ai"e living now
had no part in the commission of original sin." This he
cannot be unaware, is theologically inexact

;
for original sin

is really sin and punished as such in all men, to whom it is

not remitted, witli the loss of heaven, and no man can be

punished for a sin of which he is not guilty, or be guilty of

a sin which he has had no part in committing. The race

sinned in Adam, and we all sin in the race, for M^e all par-

ticipate in it, since the race is in us, and we in it. But
what he means is, no doubt, true, that is, that we, regarded
as individuals, acting as individuals in our purely individual

capacity, had no part in the commission of original sin, and
therefore original sin is distinguished from actual sin both
in its character and in its punishment. His intention clear-

ly was not to represent the act of the slaver as one of the

consequences of original sin, for which the slaver himself

would not bo personally responsible, but the evil which
descends upon the posterity of the slaves as the consequence
of his act, as descending in like manner as the consequen-
ces of original sin descend upon the individuals of the race,

and therefore that there is nothing alien in this from the
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condition of nunkind in general, since "
tlie drnnlvard, the

thief, the bad man of any description, entails npon his pos-

terity evils which the forfeiture of his own personal life

cannot prevent or repair." Understood in this wa)", we are

under no necessity of so interpreting his language as to

make it a defence of a traffic which the church has con-

demned, and which all civilized nations regard as infamous
and treat as piracy.

Newspaper writers and even essayists, who are obliged to

write with haste and coniine themselves to a limited space,
must frequently express themselves Mnthout sufficiently

guarding their language at all points from misconstruction,
and should always be interpreted in a liberal spirit, accord-

ing to what is their evident scope and intention, and not ac-

cording to the sense which a narrow-minded and ill-natured

critic might extract from their loose and unguarded expres-
sions. An archbishop, however strongly opposed he may
be to abolition movements, however fervently he may wish
to reconcile us to the existence of an institution or the con-

tinuance of a traffic which he believes to be inevitable, or at

least not to be suppressed without incurring greater evils

and more deplorable calamities than the existence of slavery
or the continuance of the slave-trade, it is not to be pre-
sumed would, in the free North, where he has perfect liber-

ty to speak or not to sjjeak, as he thinks, knowingly incur

the censures of his church, place himself under interdict, or

expose himself to excommunication and deposition by de-

fending, apologizing, or in any way whatever justifying, or

even extenuating tlie infamous traffic in blacks. All the

presumptions are that, both as a Catholic and as a man, he

agrees with his church, and regards that traffic witli horror,
and nothing but his most formal and express declarations

should lead us to a contrary conclusion. It would be most
horrible to believe that our illustrious archbishop would or

could, either b}''
himself or by his "official organ," commit

so gross an outrage upon Catholic sentiment and upon the

intimate convictions of the whole civilized world. We can

accept no such interpretation of his language, and even if

we were unable to exj)lain it away, we would still insist that

he did not and could not mean it, and should wait with our
confidence in him unimpaired till he should see proper to

favor us or the public with his own explanations.
The writer seems at a loss to know what would be done

with the slaves if they were freed, and to fear that their
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emancipation would lead to a repetition of the horrors of

San Domingo. In answer, w^e suggest, as some relief to his

mind, that tlie horrors of San Domingo did not result from
the emancipation of the slaves, but from the obstinate re-

fusal of the slave proprietors to recognize the partial eman-

cipation decreed by the mother country. It was not the

liberation of the slaves, but the refusal of that liberation by
their owners, and their severe and barbarous punishments
inflicted on those who simply asked that the laws in their

favor should be practically observed, that led to those ter-

rible scenes of pillage, murder, and incendiarism which

slaveholders take a savage delight in holding np as the hor-

rors of San Domingo, to discourage all efforts by the friends

of humanity in behalf of the poor down-trodden slaves of

the negro race. Had the masters done their duty, had they
not set an example of greater barbarity than any subsequent-
Iv practised bv their slaves, had thev treated the slaves as

men, not as wild beasts, for whom hanging, chopping to

pieces, or burning was too slight a punishment, we should

have heard little of the horrors of San Domingo. The real

horrors of San Domingo, those which are most revolting to

humanity, and indicate the greatest barbarism, were enacted

not by the black slaves, but by the white and polished mas-

ters, before the slaves made their fierce and their terrible

effort to free themselves.

The horrors of San Domingo read, indeed, a terrible les-

son, bnt it is a lesson to be learned and pondered well in a

contrary' sense from that in which it is usually taken by our

southern slaveholders and our northern apologists for sla-

very. Deny the slave, even the negro, all hope of being
one day delivered from his bondage, and of standing up,
sable though be his complexion, as a freeman, drive him to

utter desperation, and you make him a tiger in ferocity, and
he will rend you in pieces. That the horrors of San Do-

mingo have not been reenacted in some of the southern

states, is owing to the influence of these same northern

abolitionists whom you vituperate, and to the hope they
have enabled the slave to cherish in his heart that one day

growing humanity, the progress of civilization, and a deeper
sense of the obligations imposed by Christianity, would ul-

timatelv brino- him deliverance. Beware how you extin-

guish that hope, and make that slave, who, after all, has a

man's heart beating in his bosom, perfectly desperate. We,
like others, had doubted whether the chains of the slave had
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not eaten into liis very soul, and extinguished all manly
feelino; and all desire for freedom

;
but a slave in a south-

ern state set us right. He complained not of ill-treatment,
of insufficient food, or of being overworked

; but, to our
enumeration of his advantages and the disadvantages of the

free colored population at the North, showing him, as we

thought, that he was better off than they, he looked us in

the face, and said :
"
Very true, Massa, but you know a man

likes to feel that he owns himself." That answer proved
that he was a man and a brother, and that he had not lost

all sense of the rights and dignity of manhood. It unde-
ceived us, and corrected our error.

We may add, by way of calming the fears which the

writer and many others liave of the consequences of eman-

cipation or of the repetition of the horrors of San Domingo,
that it is proposed to recognize the slaves as free only in so

far as they come within, or are found within, our lines, and
therefore only within the power of the federal government.
There is no intention of exciting them to insurrection

against their masters, or of calling upon them to fight for

their freedom where the federal power is not present both
to protect and to govern them, and to secure them from the

vengeance of their late masters, and to prevent them from

doing any thing contrary to the laws of civilized warfare.

The knowledge of the fact that all who come or are found
within our lines are to be treated as freemen and be pro-
tected as such, as far as our govei-ninent has power to do it,

will speedily be conveyed to all the slaves throughout the

southern states, inspire them with the hope of freedom,
make them our friends, cause them to regard our advance
as a deliverance, and, at the same time, alarm the confede-

rates, and compel them to keep a large portion of their

forces, many of which they would otherwise employ against
our troops, at home to guard against the possibility of a

servile war. Feeling that once within our lines they are

free, they would hasten to come within them, bringing us

most valuable information, and lending us important service

as scouts and laborers, if not as soldiers. The great body
of them would be practically liberated, or make any serious

efforts for their own liberation, only as the federal forces

advanced. Our own troops, as they advanced, would serve
as a police for them, as for all others in the rebel states, and

protect them as they protect all loyal citizens. In this way
their liberation would seriously weaken the forces of the
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rebels, and vastly increase our own, and, at the same time,

be effected witliout any of those cruelties and barbarities

which usually accompany a servile insurrection or a war of

liberation. In this wav, too, their liberation could be ef-

fected without breaking up southern society, or preventing
it from assuming its peaceful and orderly character when
the rebellion shall have been suppressed, and the national

flag again loved and honored throughout the whole Union.
As to what will be done with the negro population when

emancipated and the rebellion is over, we would leave them
where they are, subject to the same stringent police regula-
tions as are adopted in the loyal states in the case of white

men. The writer fears they will come IS^orth and compete
with our northern white laborers

;
but his fears are idle, for

they are remarkable for their local attachments, and their

labor will be in greater demand at the South than at the

North. They are at home at the South, can more easily

support themselves there than here, and their former mas-

ters will need, as heretofore, their services both as domestics

and field hands. We own that if the slave states had not

rebelled and made emancipation a military necessity, we
should never have proposed the immediate and unprepared
emancipation of the slaves. If we could have had our way.
we should have begun by converting them into adscripti

(jlebce^ capable of being bought and sold only with the land ;

we should have secured to them all their moral rights as

men and as Christians, and then, as we found them advanc-

ing, we would recognize in them the civil right to acquire,

hold, and transmit property, and finally elevate them to the

full civil freedom of the free peasantry of Europe, with full

recognition of their moral rights and obligations as men and
Christians.

But it is seldom in this world that the good we seek can

be obtained without some mixture of evil, and we are at all

times obliged to do not the best we would, but the best we
can. The regular, gradual, peaceful emancipation of the

slaves is not now practicable, and their emancipation, if it

comes at all, must come at once, and be full and complete.
But with proper care and honest intentions on the part of

those who regard themselves as the superior race, and who

certainly have had superior advantages, no great harm need
be apprehended either to the blacks or to the whites by
emancipation. Great social transitions always involve a

certain amount of evil, but we see no reason why the negroes
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should not after a short time settle down into an Jionest,

peaceful, and industrious peasantry, and the white race, now

corrupted and well-nigh ruined, at least in morals, be greatly

benetited, for, after all, the chief curse of slavery falls on
tiie slave-owners and their children. The only difference

that will then remain between iSTorth and South will be.

that the South will employ colored laborers, and the North
white laborers.

In conclusion, we would say that, while we have frankly

acknowledged various points of difference between the

writer and ourselves, and given our reasons for regarding
the line of policy which he and the New York Herald so

vehemently defend, as dangerous, and pretty sure, if per-
sisted in, to ruin the country, and prove that we of the

]^orth are, as the South pretends, cravens and poltroons, if

not on the battle-field, at least m our politics, we have hon-

estly endeavored to clear the writer in the best way in our

power from the fearful accusations of defenditig slavery
and apologizing for the African slave-trade. We can well

nnderstand that a Catholic, even a Catholic archbishop,

may deem it inexpedient and even wrong, under certain

circumstances, and in certain tijnes and places, to encourage
abolition movements, and we ourselves always discouraged
and even opposed such movements till the slave power rose

in rebellion against the constitution and the integrity of

the nation
;
but we must believe that that Catholic has little

knowledge of his religion and little reverence for his

church who can defend slavery on principle, and vent his

indignation and wrath against those who honestly seek to

remove it. Such a man has vet to learn that Catholicity

requires him to labor assiduously for the progress of civili-

zation as a means of fulfilling tlie proper destiny of man
;

that slavery is in its essence and in all its consequences op-

posed to civilization ; and that its perpetuation is the per-

petuation of ljarl)arism,
—the social state directly opposed to

the civilized. We could not, therefore, suffer the charge
against our archbishop of bemg a pro-slavery man to go un-
refuted.

The civilized world has—with the exception of individ-

nals who for the sake of gain would worship his satanic

majesty as God—agreed in denouncing the African slave-

trade as infamous
;
and tlie church not only excommunicates

those engaged in it, but absolutely prohibits and interdicts

all Catholics, ecclesiastics or laymen, from venturing to
Vol. XVII—14 »
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teach or to preach in public or in private any thing in its

favor. She condemns as unworthy of tiie Christian name
not merely those who reduce, or maintain that there is no

wrong or crime in reducing men naturally free to slavei'y, as

the writer would seem to imagine, but all who engage in or

defend, or venture to maintain that the trafhc in blacks is

permitted under any pretext or color whatsoever, and with-

out any reference to the fact that the blacks brouo-ht from
Africa and sold into slavery were born naturally free or in

servitude. The question whether the negroes are freemen
or slaves in Africa, the wi'iter will see, if he examines the

bull of the pope, has no bearing on the lawfulness or unlaw-
fulness of the traffic. The notion which some entertain that

the church in her prohibition of the traffic, simply prohibits
the reduction of men naturally free, is not correct

;
she pro-

liibits the entii-e traffic in blacks, or, what is ordinarily un-

derstood by the African slave-trade. The writer, however

carelessly or loosely he may have expressed himself, could
not have intended to justify or in any sense apologize for

that infamous traffic, and therefore be condemned by his

church as unwurtliy of the Christian name. Every friend

he has must be indignant at tinding such a cliarge brought
against him, and we could do no less than attempt to clear

liim from it.

The writer differs from us in regard to the policy of call-

ing to our aid in suppressing this M'icked rebellion the slave

population of the South
;
and so do many others. We think

them wrong, very gravely mistaken in their policy, if tliey
are really in earnest to put down the rebellion, and save the

integrity of the nation. Not otherwise do we believe it pos-
sible to save the national life, and secure a peaceful and glo-
rious career for American civilization. But we can believe

that these people are as honest in opposing as we are in ad-

vocating the liberation of the slaves, and, as far as they will

engage in downright earnest to defend the Union, and crush

out the rebellion, we are ready to accept them as loyal citi-

zens, and to work heartily with them. The life of the nation

is at stake, and the salvation of that is now our supreme
law. We must, in the forcible language of Cromwell,

"
se-

cure tlie heing of the commonwealth, before proceeding to

discuss its well-heinq.



THE STRUGGLE OF THE NATION FOR LIFE.

[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for January, 1863.]

Many worthy people regard war, especially a civil war
like that which is now raging in the American Union, as

the greatest calamity that can befall a nation, and so great
is tlieir horror of war that they seem willing to purchase

peace at any price, even l.y national dishonor and national

degradation, yet war is rather the effect of evil than tlie

evil itself. The real evil is in the causes that precede and

lead to it. In our ease it is the eifort of the sound part of

the nation to expel a disease long since contracted, and
which was gradually but steadily approaching the seat of

life, and threatening us with complete dissolution. To the

eye of enlightened patriotism our condition as a people is

less deplorable to-day than it was four years ago before the

wan broke out.

War is never lawful for its own sake, and can be right-

fully undertaken only for the sake of a true and lasting

peace ; but, when necessary to that end, it is not only justi-

iiable, but sacred and obligator3\ It is a severe remedy
for a desperate disease, what physicians call an " heroic "

remedy, therefore good, but one which in certain cases

must be resorted to, if recovery is not to be despaired of.

Without it, we had no chance of prolonging our national

life. With the slave interest in full power in nearly one
half of the Union, and by its combinations ruling the coun-

cils of the nation
;
with Young America, reckless and des-

titute of principle, managing our politics at the North under
the lead of Fernando Woods and New York Heralds

;

with the laxity of morals becoming almost universal in

politics and business, in public life and private ;
with the

growing tastes and habits of luxury and extravagance prev-
alent throughout the land, we were well-nigh a lost people ;

our destruction as a nation was, if no change came, only a

question of time, and thoughtful and far-seeing men were

beginning to despair of the republic. The impending ruin,

in the ordinary providence of God, could be averted only
by the war which has broken out, and is now raging. We
deplore with all our heart the causes which made tlie war
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necessary and inevitable, but we do not and cannot grieve
tliat it has come, or lament the sacrifices it compels ns to

make.
War is a less calamity to a nation than the effeminate and

luxurious tastes and hal3its generated by a long peace and
its attendant exterior prosperity. It can never be so fatal

to a nation as the loss of virtue, courage, manliness, and love

of glory, which we had suffered during the thirty years pre-

ceding the outbreak of the present rebellion, and which
renders it yet doubtful whether we have the moral qualities

requisite to restore the Union, and preserve our national

existence. What is the loss of blood or treasure in com-

parison with the loss of country or of national life ? What
are all the losses war can occasion in comparison with the

possession of our manhood, and of those self-denying and

self-sacrificing virtues which war demands and seldom fails

to develop ? Indeed, we look upon the war as our only
means of salvation, as sent in mercy to a privileged people
to enable them to be a living people, a great, heroic, and
chivalric nation, fitted to receive and fulfil the holy mission
of proving what is the nobility of man when and where he
is free to be himself. Better to be moved by the inordinate

love of glory than by the inordinate love of gain or sensual

pleasure, and far nobler are the qualities of the soldier than
those of the demagogue or even the shopkeeper.-

Instead of siarhino; ov^er the calamities of the war, its dis-

arrangement of business, its interruption of ordinary pur-
suits, or its expenditures in money and in life, we should

bring our minds up to the high thought that there are

nobler things than these and far more worth living for.

i^o man ever rises to the dignity of true manhood who has

not hovering before him an ideal above all things of this

sort, and in whom there has not been developed the power
of heroic self-abnegation, and of wedding himself to a cause

that transcends all the goods of time and sense, and of

counting no loss, no toil, no suffering, no sacrifice in its

defence or promotion. Such a cause is religion, and first

on the list of those honored on earth and in heaven stand

her martyrs. Next to religion, and never separable from

it, is the cause of our country, and humanity honors, next
to her saints, the brave and heroic soldier, next to her mar-

tjn-s for the cause of God, those who nobly fall in battle

for the honor, dignity, and defence of their country. The
church ao^rees with tlie human race in all ao^es in her esti-
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mate of the soldier, and bestows peculiar privileges on those

who fall ill fighting for a just and sacred cause. Let not
modern scepticism or mistaken philanthropy attempt to

reverse the verdict of the church and of humanity. He
who marches to the battle-field, and pours out his life in de-

fence of his country is the brother of him who marches to

tlie stake or the scaffold, and gives his life for his faith. In
both it is the heroism that the world loves and worships,
the forgetfulness of self, the power of self-sacrifice, the devo-
tion to the great, the noble, the true, the good. The hero-

ism, in the true and nobler sense of that soul-stirring word,
which the war for religion or for country generates or de-

velops is worth more to a nation than all it costs, for, with-

out it, no nation is reallv a living or an advancins: nation.

When a nation has ceased to produce heroes, as a religion
wlien it has ceased to produce martyrs, it has culminated,
is on its decline, falling or fallen into the dead and putrid
«tate of Turkey, India, or China, and has no longer a work
for either God or man.

If we are wise, we shall accept the present civil war as a

much needed and a salutary discipline, necessary to arrest

us in our downward career, and to recall us to the virtues

of our heroic fathers. We shall even accept it with thank-

fulness, as giving us the opportunity of rivalling, and even

surpassing them in glory. It gives us the opportunity to

prove ourselves men, and to achieve greatness for ourselves.

Our fathers won us a country, we can now prove that we
are able to defend, preserve, and ennoble a country. We
can now prove that the race has not degenerated in this

New World, and that man here is still man in all his vigor,
in all his proud daring, and in all his noble deeds. We of
the free states have been taunted by the slaveholding South
with being cowards and poltroons, with being ready to sac-

rifice honor, dignity, and glory, for the sake of trade and
its profits, and poltroons in our politics we have been

;
we

can now prove that if we have been ready to make any
sacrifice, even that of honor, to prevent the dissolution of
the Union, it has not been through sordidness or cowardice.
Our honor, our very manhood as a free and living people
are now at stake, and must be redeemed. We must wipe
out the disgrace of our past concessions, our past crouching
to the " Barons of the South," and prove that tliose con-
cessions were not wrung from a timidity that springs from
a, want of manhood or from insensibility to national honor
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or national glory ;
that we. have not crouched because we

wanted spirit to assert, or strength to defend our own rights
and dignity, but because we loved the Union, and are now
ready to maivo any sacriiice to preserve the integrity of the

nation. Tliis we can and must now prove. We are now
culled upon to prove that there still lives and burns in our

hearts the spirit of our fatliers
;
that we have the old Amer-

ican energy and indomitable perseverance that won this

continent from the savage and the forest, that forced the

proud mother country to acknowledge our independence,
framed the federal constitution, and made us a nation full

of promise to the future of the world.

But to do this we must take the matter in earnest, and
understand and feel that the war is a reality, and that it

must be conducted on war, not on peace principles. The
amiable speculations of our late "

peace-men," and the charm-

ing sentimentalities of well-meaning philanthropists, with

which we wiled away the "
piping times of peace," for the

want of something more amusing, interesting, or spirit-stir-

ring, must be laid aside for the present, for we are now face

to face with the stern realities of war. The real, not the

mimic stage is now before us, and the actors are actors in

real, not mimic life. The tragic deeds are doing, not mere-

ly represented Ijefore our eyes. They are real, not paste-
board soldiers that pass and repass before us, and the charge
sounded is a real charge to a real battle, in which the life of

a nation, perhaps the whole future of humanity, is at stake.

We are not sitting at our ease in the parterre or a private

box, and witnessing a theatrical battle. There is no arti-

fice, no phantasmagoria, no painted scenery here
;

it is all

real, sternly, terribly real. The reality itself is before us,

and we must meet it with a sternness, a gravity equal to its

own. It is real blood, not red paint that Hows, and real life-

warm blood must still iiow, and flow in torrents. We must
have not only the courage to be killed, but we mu,st have
for brave and generous souls the harder courage to kill, -

not simply to bear, but to do harm, to strike the enemy in

his tenderest part our quickest and heaviest blows. War
demands not the passive virtues alone

;
it demands the active

virtues, and is the work not of women, but of men,—of men
wound up to the highest pitch of their manhood, acting in

the terrible energy of their full masculine strength, and the

whole directed with an invincible will to the beatina; down
of every obstacle to its advance. There must be no dilly-
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dallying-, no Chinese making up of faces, and trusting to

painted dragons and devils, or real noise and clamor. There

must be a downright, straightforward, and earnest advance,
with all the death-dealing instruments of war. The war,

while it lasts, is and must be inexorable. There must be no

fear to strike, lest we fell a foe, no fear to fire, lest somebody
should be shot. This fear or hesitancy may do when we are

playing soldiers, but it is out of place now. The very de-

sign of war is, while it lasts, to inflict the greatest possible

injury in the shortest possible time, and with the least possible
loss to ourselves, on the enemy, in order to force him to sub-

mit, and cease resistance. "When he submits, but not till

then, may pity, compassion, tenderness, love be displayed,
and exerted in all their divine sweetness and power.

There_ is no question that the people of the loyal states

are not yet fully wrought up to the stern realities of war,

nor fully alive to the gravity and magnitude of the struggle
we are now engaged in for the existence of the nation. We
are not yet fully convinced that we are in face of a real re-

bellion, or that the confederates are really attempting any

thing more than their old practice of gambling on our love

for the Union, and seeking by the game of bluff to force us

to make them new and greater concessions. We half per-
suade ourselves that the Avar is only a bravado on their part,

and that the controversy will be settled, as so many contro-

versies between the North and the South have heretofore

been, by some political <Joicj>
de main, by some new " com-

promise I)ill," or, at least, by some unforeseen and lucky ac-

cident. But the day for concession and* compromise has

gone by. The rebel states are in earnest, and this time the

wolf has really come. They demand our retirement from
the family mansion, and the surrender of the family estate

to their management, and that we trust to their generosity
or their filial piety to dole us out the bare pittance necessary
to keep soul and body together. There is no half-way
measui'e possible. They will make the UTiion theirs, or they
will dash it to atoms. In this there is no mistake. Their

motto is,
" Rule or Ruin."

Even the administration, able and patriotic as it is, we fear

is deceiving itself with a specious, but illusory theory. Its

theory is, that no state has seceded from the Union, and that

the rebels are merely a faction in their several states, who,

by a wicked and artful conspiracy, have usurped the func-

tions of their respective state governments, and are exercis-
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ing a gross and intolerable despotism over the people, who
are in general loyal and devoted to the Union. The true

policy, it holds, is to strengthen the people in the states where
the faction liiis usurped the.government, andto enable them

through the ballot-box to recover their political ascendency.
Hence while defeiiding itself against the rebels, it must pro-
tect the people of the seceding states,

—tlie Union people,
—

and avoid irritating them, or doing any thing that might
drive them to make common cause with the rebels, or prevent
them, when the rebellion is suppressed, from readily fra-

ternizing with their northern brethren, and from looking

upon them in any other light than that of deliverers. Hence
it shows itself scrupulously tender of their feelings and pre-

judices, and forbears to exercise its full rights, either as a

sovereign or as a belligerent, towards even the rebels them-
selves. It concentrates not its energies on suppressing the

rebellion, and saving the life of the nation, but suffers its

arm to be paralyzed by vain efforts to protect the constitu-

tional rights of rebel states, and to provide for the well-be-

ing of the Union after the war is over.

This theory may have had some reason in its favor last

February, perhaps even last March ; but it is worse than idle

now. Prior to the breaking out of the war, a majority of

the people of nearly all tlie southern states, very likely
would have preferi-ed the Union to secession, and, perhaps,
had not secession been attempted, a majority of them would
even yet vote against secession

;
but we only show our igno-

rance of the seceded states, if we suppose there is a majority
of the people in a single southern state, or even a respect-
able minority

—
except, perhaps, in two or three of the bor-

der slave states—-that is prepared to aid in putting down
the rebellion by force of arms, or that would now even give
their votes in favor of the Union. We really can count on
no Union party in those states, or a party worth naming that

realh' wishes success to the federal arms. K the seceded

states return to their allegiance, their government and poli-
tics will be controlled as now by the leaders and people who
have made, and support the rebellion. There may grow up
a Union party at the South, after the rebellion has been sup-

pressed, but it will not lind its nucleus in any Union party
now existing. The old Union party in tliem is defunct, and
revocare defunctos is impossible. Having declared their in-

dependence and founded a confederacy of their own, which
lias successfully resisted all the power of the federal govern-
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ment for nearly a year, state pride, interest, and even loyalty,

as they understand it, naturally oi^erate on the mass of those

who would have ]ireferred the Union should remain, and

compel them now to throw in their lot with the secession-

ists, and the administration must treat the people of those

states as substantially a united people.
As a question of rights no state has seceded or can secede,

for no state has or can have any right to secede
; but, as a

question oifact, eleven states have seceded, and are practi-

cally as much out of the Union as if they had never been

in it. In these eleven states the rebels are the people, and
it is worse than useless to proceed as if they were only a fac-

tion. The rebels are, whether we like to own it or not.

really rebel or revolted states, not simplj- individuals acting
in their individual capacity. They are practically communi-
ties or provinces in revolt, not simply individuals in rebel-

lion. They are the vassal at war with his suzerain. In the

technicalities of law no state has seceded, and the theory of

the government is sustainable ; but as a matter of fact, the

whole eleven are out of the Union, and constitute a confed-

erated power, though as yet unacknowledged, and., God help-

ing, never shall be acknowledged. A¥e must rise above

legal technicalities, and look at the facts as they are. The
rebels are not simple individuals, but communities in revolt,

and warring against the legitimate sovereign, and it is as

such it is necessary to regard them. The business of the

sovereign is to reduce them by force of arms to their alle-

giance, or, if unable to do that, to recognize them as an in-

dependent foreign nation.

The federal government has the right and is bound, if in

its power, to reduce them to their allegiance, let it cost what
it may, or whatever havoc it may play with our theories;
but it must not flatter itself witli the vain illusion that in

this contest it has only a faction, or even a party, in the se-

ceding states to deal with. It is the people of those states

who are in rebellion, and who second their leaders with a

zeal and energy, a unanimity surpassing any thing we see

in the loyal states in support of the Union, and submit to

toils, hardships, and sacrifices to which we have not yet

proved ourselves equal. We honor the government for its

respect for the technicalities and even empty formalities of

law
;
but we should honor it still more, if it would rise above

them, and look the facts as they are full in the face. These
technicalities and formalities are wisel}'' devised to re-
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strain its action and limit its power in time of peace, or in

the normal state of the country ;
but they embarrass it, they

paralyze its arm, when it has to pnt down a rebellion of the

formidable proportions assumed by that it has now to strug-

gle with, and the sooner it abandons them, and deals with

practical realities, the more easy will it be for it to suppress
the rebellion, and restore peace and constitutional liberty.

The surest way of building up a Union party at the South

is to put down the rebels.

So long as the government proceeds on the supposition
that the seceding states are still in the Union, it is bound to

treat them in their state capacity as loyal states, and to ful-

fil toward them all the constitutional obligations it is under

to the non-seceding states. It cannot treat them as states in

revolt, but must treat them as equal and loyal members of

the Union. It must respect all their constitutional rights,

all their state laws and usages, and exercise its sovereign, or

even its belligerent rights, only in accordance with, or rather

in subordination to them. Assuming them to be, as states,

still in the Union, it can war only against individuals, and

legally let fall its blows only on those who can be proved to

be personally involved in the crime of rebellion. All others

it must presume to be loyal, a hair of whose head it can

touch only at its peril. This is a serious embarrassment to

the government in its work of suppressing the rebellion.

It makes it afraid to strike the rebel lest it should hit a

Union man, and will bankrupt the federal treasury, when
the war is ended, and the Union men, who will be numer-

ous enough then, make their demands on it for indemnifica-

tion for losses incun-ed during the war, wliether losses oc-

casioned by federal or confederate troops. The states hav-

ing been declared not out of the Union, but loyal states in

the Union, their citizens can prefer no claim of indemnity
against them for damages caused by the rebels, and conse-

quently they will have the right to claim it from the federal

treasury, which will be bound to pay it.

It might have been wise in the outset to set up the theory
the adniinistration has adopted, for then public opinion was

hardly up to the point of prosecuting the war on national

])rinciples. Public opinion had been so long debauched on

the subject of coercing a state, that even we ourselves thought
it prudent last June, when writing our article on The Great

Rebellion, to seek a o^round on which we could defend the war

without assertino- the rio-lit of the federal o-overnment to



THE STKUGGLE OF THE NATION FOR LIFE. 219

coerce a state or the people of a state. But public opinion
advances with the war, especially as the war assumes more
and more formichihle proportions; and experience already

proves the inconveniences of the g'overnment tlieory. We
are compelled bj it to conduct the war on state-rights princi-

ples, and to respect and protect the constitutions, laws, and

usages of the seceded stites, and to enforce the federal laws

in their favor, even while arming and putting forth all oui-

military strength against them. It obliges us to respect for

rebels the constitutional rights of loyal citizens, while they
themselves respect no rights of the govei'nment, and seek

by every means in their power to overthrow it. This is

waging war at a terrible disadvantage, and imposing upon
the loyal states a burden as unjust as it is intolerable. It is

time, we respectfully suggest, for the government to adopt
and act on the principle that the constitution exists only for

the loyal, and that rebels, whether states or individuals, by
their rebellion forfeit all their constitutional rights, and are

placed at the mercy of the sovereign against whom they
have rebelled.

The people of the loyal states must understand and feel

that they are at war with the political people of the seced-

ing states,
—so far as any such political people can now be

said to exist,
—acting illegally indeed, but still acting through

their old state machinerj', and under their old state organ-
ization and officers, not with a disorderly mob to be put
down as we put down a mob or riot in one of our great
cities. Such, indeed, the rebels are in strict law

;
Init prac-

tically they are states combined and acting as a single con-

federated power. It is this practical aspect of the case that

should govern us in our war against them. To concede

this, concedes or abridges none of our rights against them
as rebels

;
for we have got beyond the twaddle about coerc-

ing a state, and it is now understood that we have as much

right to put down a rebel state as we have to put down rebel

individuals. States as well as individuals may rebel, and
the sovereign has the same right against the one that he has

against the other.

The war on the part of the Union is defensible only on
the ground that the Union is supreme, and represents the

sovereign authority of the nation. If we deny that the

American people are a nation, and maintain that the consti-

tution framed by our fathers is merely a league of sover-

eigns,, we must give up the contest, and admit the right of
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secessiou. The question whether the United States are or

are not a nation represented by tlie federal government, is

precisely the issue between the loyal and seceding states,
and which the war must settle. We of the lo^'al states as-

sert that we are a nation, and that the federal government,
though limited in its powers by those reserved to the states

so long as they remain loyal, is yet a supreme national gov-
ernment, and all laws and treaties made in pursuance of its

constitution are " the supreme law of the land," and override
all state constitutions, laws, and usages. In this national

character of the federal government is founded both its

right and its duty to supjbress the rebellion, and the right
and the duty are in no sense weakened by the fact that the

rebellious party is a state or several states combined. Both
the right and the duty are full and undeniable, if the fed-

eral government be, as we maintain, a true national govern-
ment.
We should, for ourselves, take little interest in the war, if

it were waged on any but national principles, by the nation-

al government, for national existence, and the integrity of

the national territory. We support it, and make all the

sacrifices in our power to sustain it, as a war for national

existence, against a rebellion that seeks to dismember the

Union, and destroy our national life. This is what gives to

the war its terrible significance, and justifies its demand for

every sacrifice needed on every man who loves his country,
and would maintain national life and national integrity.
We do not believe the war can, and we have no Avisli that

it should, be successfully prosecuted on any other principles.
If it does not prove us a nation, if it leaves it to be main-
tained that we are simply a confederacy of sovereign states,

however it may terminate, it will have settled nothing, and
all the old sores will remain to fester and break out anew.
We should gain nothing by putting down the rebellion on

state-rights principles, for the old pretension of the right of

a state to secede would be strengthened rather than weak-

ened, and we should have our old battles to fight over again.
As we look deeper into the controversy raging, we think

less and less of the efi^ort that has been made to prove that

the secession ordinances of the seceding states were not the

acts of the people of those states, but of a faction illegally

usurping their authority. We deny not that the secession

ordinances were, in some instances, perhaps in all, passed in

violation of the state constitutions, and therefore are not by
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state law legally binding; on tlie people of the several seced-

ing states
;
but we prefer to regard that as a state question,

to be settled between tlie citizens of the state and the author-

ity tliat professes to act as the state. We prefer that the

federal government should regard these ordinances, even if

informal, as in fact ratified by the general acquiescence of

the people, and therefore treat the rebels as rebellious states

rather than as rebellious individuals. We prefer this, be-

cause it brings the controversy to a distinct issue, and the

war must settle once for all the question whether we are a

nation or only a confederacy of sovereign states, and estab-

lish the nationality of the government without destroying
its federal character.

If we are a nation, we have the same right, we repeat, to

coerce a revolted state as an individual into submission. If

we have not that right, we are not a nation, and the attempt
to enforce the federal authority over the people of any par-
ticular state, is, even if defensible in law, worse than useless.

A Union which is only a confederacy is, in our judgment,
not worth seeking to maintain

;
for its action will always

be impeded, and its wise and salutary administration pre-

vented, or at least embarrassed, by threats of dissolution

from one section or another. We have seen it for the last

thirty years. The northern states have been more attached

to the Union tlian the southern, and more ready to make
concessions for its preservation. Southern politicians and
statesmen have known this, and for thirtj^ years have gam-
bled on it. Whenever we showed a disposition not to vote

to suit them, or to persist in a policy which, though consti-

tutional, did not happen to meet their approbation, they
have resisted us with threats to nullify the acts of congress,
or to dissolve the Union. They have at last attempted to

carry their threats into execution
;
and now we wish it set-

tled once and for ever, whether the pretended right of nuUi-

lication or of secession is to be continually held up, in ter-

rorem, to compel the sincere and earnest lovers of the Union
to forego their rights, and stultify their own judgments.
Ever since we were old enough to vote, we have voted
under threats of the dissolution of the Union, if we did not

vote to please the slaveholding South. We have borne this

long enough. We want an end put to those threats, and to

know, once for all, which is sovereign, the state or the na-

tion. We wish, therefore, the issue distinctly made up, so

that it shall be decided by the result of the war, whether we
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are or arc not a sovereign nation, with the right of protect-

iiifii: itself against dismemberment or death.

Snch being our view of the ease, we are anxious that this

war should be conducted on strictly national principles,

against insurgent states, as well as against insurgent indi-

viduals. So conducted, the success of the federal arms will

settle the question for ever, and put an end once for all to

the threats of dissolving the Union. It will also relieve the

administration from numerous embarrassments occasioned

by the rights of real or pretended Union men, and the ne-

cessity of protecting the constitutional rights of states, prac-

tically in revolt. It will much simplify the contest; for it

at once, as against the Union, abrogates all constitutions,

laws, and usages, in the case of such states, and reverts their

citizens to their state government for redress in case of

rebel injuries. It would also enable the administration

with less" seeming impropriety to treat the rebels as bellig-

erents, which tliey in fact are, and to arrange for a mutual

exchange of prisoners according to the usages of civilized

warfare. Such exchanges would affect none of our rights

toward the rebels that we shall ever seriously insist on ex-

ercising. All engaged in the war are rebels and traitors,

but nobody supposes that, if the government triumph, and

the rebels submit, there will be any executions for treason

of persons taken in arms. They will l)e treated as prison-

ers of war, and released when peace is made. We should

have to depopulate tlie seceding states if we proposed to

shoot or hang all secessionists. We expect the rnen now in

war against us, if beaten, will return to their duty as

American citizens. Instead, then, of standing upon a tech-

nicality unworthy of a great and strong power, and espe-

cially instead of going "through the empty formalities of

swearing and then releasing them, it would be much better

to exchange the confederate soldiers that fall into our

hands, for our own who have the misfortune to fall into

the hands of the rebel authorities. It will prejudice no

right that we need insist on, and will present no obstacle to

a final settlement.

But while we are willing to accord the rebels in certain

respects the rights of belligerents, we insist that the war

shall be prosecuted on war principles, and that we avail our-

selves of all the advantages allowed by civilized warfare. We
insist that, while we observe toward the defenceless, or

those who have ceased to resist, the tenderness and com-
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])assion of Christians, we shall conduct the war as a war

against puhlic enemies, not against fi'iends, and inflict, till

they submit, the surest damage in our power on the revolted

states and their supporters.

Parcere subjectis, et debellare superbos.

We must understand that to-daj^ our business is dehelhvre

superhos j to-morrow it Ya2c<f \)q parcere suhjeetis ',
but to-

morrow will take care of itself. We need not fear that, if

we bring home to the revolted states all the horrors of war,
we shall make them one whit more hostile to us than they
now are, or more difficult to be reconciled to the Union
after the war is over.

We wish the people of the loyal states to understand

well that the people of the disloyal states will regard any
show of forbearance, tenderness, or magnanimity on our

part only as weakness, tameness, or fear of losing them for

ever as our customers. Tiiese things are thrown away upon
them, and injure instead of serving the cause of the Uniofi

and reconciliation. The South will never believe in our

sincerity and magnanimity till we have given them a sound

drubbing, and proved ourselves the better men. Then they
will respect us, and consent to live in peace and brotherhood

with us. They take every advantage of us, and we must
take every advantage of them, and force them by the dam-

age we do them into submission. Nothing else remains for

us. They will not submit unless forced to submit
;
but

when forced into submission and fully convinced that further

resistance is vain, they will, we doubt not, with far less dif

ficulty than many imagine, become reconciled to national

union with us. They have great respect for power, and

worship force as a god. With them, as with all men in

their stage of civilization, perhaps even in ours, the stronger
is the better man, and to real superiority they will deem it

no dishonor to yield.
If the contest end favorably to us, as it certainly will, un

less we throw away our advantages, we shall lag behind no
one in our efforts to make the terms of reconciliation easy ;

but we urge now the prosecution of the war with all of

war's severity, and with all the energy of a free government
and a brave and heroic people. Especially do we protest

against any compromise. If we are beaten, as we may be,

for the race is not always to the swift, nor the battle to the

strong, we will submit to the victor, and take what comes.
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But we insist on preserving our dignity as men. our honor
as states, and fall, if fall we must, with our principles. Let
no man dare breatlie the word "compromise." The day
for compromise has gone by. The man, be he president, or

secretary, or senator, or general, who shall propose and ef-

fect a compromise, will stand branded in history as an in-

famous traitor to his country and to humanity. The rights
of this nation "we hold as a sacred trust from our fathers to

be transmitted inviolate to posterity. We have no right
to barter them away, or by our cowardice and want of

manhood to suifer them to be wrested from us. Private

wrongs we may compromise or forgive, but not wrongs to

our country.
While we write, the president's annual message to both

houses of congress reaches us, and we read it with eager-
ness. We cannot say much in its favor, and it does not com-

port with our duty to the chief magistrate of the Union in

the present critical juncture of our national affairs to say
much against it. Mr. Lincoln, in part, for the moment, rep-
resents the nation, and we cannot well stand by the nation

witliout standing by him
; certainly not, till it is clear that

he is, through incompetency or some other reason, on the

eve of betraying it. We believe him patriotic, conscientious,
and anxious to do the best for the country in his power, and,

although we regard his policy as far less bold and determined

than that the danger that threatens us demands, we remem-
ber that he is placed by his countrymen in a position which
for him is and must be one of great embarrassment,—of

great difficulty and delicacy, and we ai-e disposed to give to

all his words and actions the best possible construction, and
to make the most liberal allowance for what may seem to us

low, narrow, defective, or tame in his mode of conducting
the war for the preservation of our national existence. We
are loyal to the nation, and will be loyal to the administra-

tion, so long as it shall be loyal to itself.

The message is comparatively short, and, though it can

lay claim to no grammatical purity, or literary elegance, it

is a plain, sensible, business-like document, not much above,
nor much below what we expected. AYe believe the presi-

dent is disposed to save the Union, but, in our judgment, he

has no adequate conception of the conditions on which, and

on which alone, it can be done. He is timid where we should

wish him to be fearless, and fearless wliere we should be

willing he should be timid. He is bold enough before loyal
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inen, timid almost to slirinking before disloyal men. He is

afmid to toucli with his little finger the "divine" institution

of slavery ;
but has no fear of sacrificing any number of free-

men and any amount of national treasure, to prevent a hair

of its head from being singed. He would seem to regard it

as a more imperative duty to keep the border slave states

nominally in the Union, than to suppress the arn)ed rebel-

lion against it. We fear that he has not emancipated him-
self from the old slavery domination, or risen above the old

notion that the government must be administered in the ex-

clusive interest and accordino- to the wishes of southern slave-

holders. The rights and interests of millions of freemen he

apparently counts for nothing in comparison with the duty
of protecting the doubtful rights of slavery. This is sad, and,
if persisted in, will render all the efforts and sacrifices we
have made, or are making to save the Union, worse than

pure loss.

We tell the president, and we desire to do so with all pos-

sible respect, that even tlie restoration of the Union on a pol-

icy shaped expressly to conciliate " Ole Kentuc'," or the

slaveholding interest of any of the border states, wonld now,
if possible, not be worth effecting. Why was he elected to

the presidency ? Why have we of the loyal states placed
him in his present elevated position ? ^o man better than
himself knows, that we voted for him, at the risk of civil

war and the dissolution of the Union, because we were de-

termined that the slave interest should no lono;er shaoe the

policy and govern the councils of the nation. It was this

determination on the part of the freemen of the East, the

North, and the West that took Mr. Lincoln from his law-

office, and made him president. He was not elected to pre-
serve slavery, nor to abolish slavery ;'

but he was elected to

emancipate the administration and the republic itself fron^

the domination of the slave interest; and we protest, there-

foi'e, in the name of those who elected him, against the per-

petuation of that domination, even though confined to the

slave interest of Maryland, Kentucky, and Missouri. Slavery

may or may not continue to exist, but we insist that the gov-
ernment shall cease to be administered in its interest, or un-
der its dictation. The government must be administered in

the interest of freedom and kn^alty. If not, better yield to

the secessionists at once, and take Jefferson Davis for our

president. We will not pour out our blood and our treas-

ure, we will not serid the flower of our youth and the glory
of our manhood to rot in camp, die on the battle-field, or

Vol. XVII-15
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languish in southern dungeons, for the sake of brinsrnig the

Union again under tlie domination of soutliern slaveliolders,

and of exposing oiu-selves to be again insulted and bullied,
or cheated out of our rights and our manhood by the Davises,
the Toombses, the Hammonds, the Masons, and the Slidells.

We have resolved that our government sliall be emancipated,
whatever becomes of slavery and its worshippers. This is

wliat we beg the administration to bear in mind. We
sliould be glad to believe that the president has not forgot
ten it, and that he is prepared to assert his own indepen-
dence of the slave power, and that of the government, for

we tell him never will there, and never can there, be a re-

union of the separated states under the domination of the

slave interest.

We have no concessions to make to Kentucky, or to any
other border slave state. The slaveholders have rebelled

against the Union, and by so doing have absolved the Union
from all obligations to protect slavery in either loyal or dis-

loyal states. If Kentucky, the native state of the president,
will not remain in the Union, unless permitted to dictate its

policy, and make her slave interest its law, then let her be
treated as a rebel state, and coerced as we are coercing the

other rebel states into loyalty. We will no more consent to

allow Kentucky than South Carolina or Georgia to impose her

slave policy upon the government. We of the free states in-

tend to assert and maintain our own freedom, our own rights
and dignity, and to be something else hereafter in the gov-
ernment of tlie country than the mere lackeys of southern

slaveholders. We are fighting to vindicate our own rights,
and our government must recollect that in this contest it is

bound to take our rights, the rights of freemen, into the ac-

count. We wish the administration to consider that we of

the free states have accepted the issue tendered us, and that we
will spend our last dollar and our last life before we will suffer

this Union to be sacrificed in the vain endeavor to preserve
the infamous institution of negro slavery ;

and before the

slave interest shall ever again shape the policy of the govern-
ment, or dominate in its councils. If Mr. Lincoln has not

learned this yet, he will, perhaps, learn it before the close of

the present session of congress. We have been in bondage
to the capital invested in slavery long enough ;

we have long-

enough cowered and crouched under the lash of slavehold-

ing dictators, afraid even to say our souls are our own, lest

we should endanger the peace and safety of the Union. We
will do it no longer. By the memory of our fath.ers who
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fought at Bunker Hill, Saratoga, Moiimonth, Torktown,
wliose blood j'et courses in onr veins, we have sworn we will

not. Timid, weak, narrow-minded, pettifogging politicians

may quake at these words, or shrink from them as meaning
something, but their day is gone. There is a spirit rising
in the free states, that does not believe in " the divinity of

slavery,^' or that all other interests must be sacriliced to it;

and, what is more to the purpose, that does believe in free-

dom, that it is right, is law, and before it slavery must and
shall give way. Events marcli, as we said three montlis

ago, and they are marching with fearful rapidity. We are
all carried along with them. To many of us what six months
ago seemed the extreme of rashness now appears timid,
tame, and cowardly. The government, if it would guide
events, must march with them. The president, we perceive,
marches, slowly indeed

; but, nevertheless, he marches, and
his message proves that he is at least some steps in advance
of where he was at the close of the extra session of congress.
He will probably marcli at a more rapid pace by and by, and

perhaps catch up with public opinion.
We do not want the war waged or prosecuted for the

abolition of slavery ;
but we do insist that it shall not be

waged or prosecuted for the protection of slavery, and its

reinstatement in power. Slavery has rebelled, and let it pay
the forfeit. We have no confidence in the wisdom, we had
almost said in the loyalty, of the statesmen who insist that
the government has any further obligation toward it now,
than to brush it aside, if found in its way. We do not sup-
pose the president is any more favorable to slavery than we
are, but we do fear that he does not perceive that he is un-
der no obligation to protect it, and that with less assump-
tion of extraordinary power than he has assumed in arrest-

ing and incarcerating persons suspected of disloyalty with-
out form of law, or bringing them to a speedy trial, a

power we do not deny him, he might treat the relation of
master and slave as non avenue^ and declare the slaves free
men. Why can he not be as bold against slavery as against
freedom? Let him go as far in the" slavery question' as he
has gone in many others, and he will satisfy the loyal people
who are now in arms to save the life of the nation. Let
him make an end of the " Eternal ISTigger," and feel, think,
and act as the chief magistrate of a free people, and we shall

be content, and not only support him as our chief magis-
trate, but do so with cheerfulness and alacrity, with confi-

dence and hope that our sacrifices will not be in vain.
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[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for April, 1862.]

OuK liiglily esteemed friend of tlie Pittsburg CathoUcy
the ablest and most loyal Catholic journal at this time pub-
lished in our countiy, takes care to tell us that, in his judi^-

ment, it is unwise to agitate the slavery question, and that

in the present crisis of onr national aifairs only harm can
come of discussinof it. Tie will pardon us, we hope, if we
tell him, in return, that we think it both wise and useful for

every man who loves his country to agitate that question,
and thoroughly discuss it. Slavery has produced our present
national crisis. The rebellion itself is at bottom only the

armed phase of the slavery question, and to suppose it pos-
sible to suppress and extinguish it without touching the

question, would be like attempting to cure a man of drunk-
enness without touching the question of temperance. Sla-

very is now the question, the great question, the whole ques-
tion before the American public, and it depends on the dis-

position we make of that question whether we are or are

not to continue to be a nation. We cannot blink it, if we
would. It enters vitally into the struggle of the nation for

life, and we must dispose of it, so that it can never again
come up, or all our efforts will be idle, and all our sacrilices

of men and money will be worse than lost.

The southern confederacy^ against which the United States

are now hurling their armed forces, rests on slavery as its

corner-stone, and derives from it its very reason of existence.

Grant, if you insist upon it, that the sole object of that ille-

gal and dangerous confederacy is not the preservation or

extension of slavery, still the objects of that confederacy,
the ends for which it has been formed, demand the continu-

ance of slavery. The preservation and extension of slavery

may not be the end the rebels have in view, but slavery is

the indispensable means to that end. They would not seek
to form a separate and independent republic, if it were to

be a republic based on tlie free-labor system, for they are

not such fools as not to know that such a republic would
have fewer advantages than the present United States—
could never be so strong, never command so high a place

228
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ill the wui'ld's ctitiuiiitiijii or in tiie world's liistory. Tlio

whole is, and always must be greater than a ])art, and a man
of I'eal aniliitiou would always say, with the old Athenian,
"I would i-ather be second in Athens than first in Eul)cea."

Even su])po.sinii', then, that the rebels had not originally, or
that they have abandoned the intention of reconstructing the
whole Union on the basis of the slave-labor system, they
must still preserve that system as the necessary condition of
the separate existence, and of the greatness and power they
hope to attain to as an independent people. The abolition
of slavery would take away all motive, all reason, and all

desire for a separation from the Union. Being unable with-
out slavery to attain to the objects they contemplate as a

separate and independent political existence, they would

naturally desire to remain in the United States, and share
the greatness and glory of one united republic.
The productions on which the seceded states rely as the

means of securing to them the hegemony of the commercial
nations of the world they would aspire to, they believe, de-

mand the system of slave labor. " The only reason for desir-

ing slavery," said to us an eminent physician of Charleston,
and himself the owner of a hundred slaves, "is that in the

management of large plantations the planter must be able to

command labor when he wants it, and to be always able to
do this, he must own it. Aside from this consideration,
slave laboi- is less economical than free labor. Its advan-

tage over hired labor, or your northern system of labor, is

in the fact that the planter can command it at the very mo-
ment he needs it. If he depends on hired labor, he is like-

ly to find liis hands striking at the critical moment, and

compelling him either to lose the proper time for planting
or for gathering his crops and preparing them for market,
or to pay them wages that would swallow up all his profits,
and end in his ruin. What is said about the inability of the
white man to perform the labor now performed by negroes
is worthy of no attention. There is no climate, there is no
position in which you can place the negro and the white
man side by side, in which the wliite man will not kill the

negro. Negroes are preferred, not because they are hardier
•or more enduring than white lal)orers, even in our climate

;

but because they can be kept in shivery, and men of the
white race cannot. I know no other argument for negro
slavery." Now, as the rebels rely principally on their plan-
tations, on growing and exj)oi-ting cotton, rice, and tobacco,
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for their greatness and prosperity, it is clear that, in tlieir

view at least, slavery is essential to the end they have in

view. Free the nesfroes, and they are deprived of the means
to the end for which they have rebelled, and have formed
their confederacy.

It is, we suppose, the object of the United States in tlie

present civil war to break up the southern confederacy, to

put down, and utterly extinguish the present rebellion, and.

as far as human foresight and human ability can go, to

guard against any like rebellion in future. The aim of

every nation should be, first of all, self-preservation, or the

maintenance of its own existence and the integrity of its

territory. Our nation can do this only by rendering uni-

versal either the slave system or the free-labor system, legal-

izing slavery everj^where in the land or permitting it no-

wliere. Were we to beat, as we are beating, the armies of

the confederacy, and crush its present military power, we

should, so long as slavery occupied its former position, at

best gain only a truce for some few years, no solid or durable

peace. The embers of the rebellion would still slumber,

ready to break out. and burn afresh on the first opportunity.
The slaveholding interest might consent again to govei-n
and use the Union for its own ends, but it would not be ex-

tinguished, and would break out in a still more formidable

rebellion, and again convulse the nation, the moment that

the interest of free labor should show itself able and detor-

inined to assert its own rights and legitimacy.
It is useless to multiply words about it. There can be no

permanent Union of freedom with slavery, no national

unity and integrity with slavery in one half of the states

and freedom in the other half. We liave tried the ex-

periment for the best half of a century, and it iias

failed, utterly failed. Freedom has made all conceivable

sacrifices to slavery. Compromise after compromise lias

been consented to. We have suppressed the utterance of

our noblest convictions, done all that we could to stifle the

irrepressible instincts of humanit_y, lest by some word or

deed we might endanger the safety of the Union, and tlie

result has been contempt on the part of the South for the

Union-saving North, and the present rebellion. A new
trial of the experiment can succeed no better, fur the people
of the loyal states, if they would retain the slightest ap-

proach to self-respect, cannot possibly make greater conces-

sions, or do more than they have already done to render
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practicable and permanent that union. Tlie experiment
has failed, as fail it always will and always mnst. It is not

constitutional government, it is not republicanism, as some

of our European friends pretend, that has failed
;
but the at-

tempted union of freedom and slavery, of two essentially

hostile and mutually repellent systems in the same state.

We cannot, then, we repeat, blink the question of slavery,

if we would. It meets us on the very threshold of the con-

troversy in wdiich the nation is now engaged, and they who

petition congress to put down the rebellion and let the ne-

gro question alone, and they who imagine that the present
rebellion can be suppressed and extinguished without dis-

posing of the slavery question at once and for ever, only

show, if not their lack of loyalty, that they have thus far

comjirehended simply nothing of the terrible question
which now involves the life or death of the nation. The
advertisement of some players, that they would present on

the stage on a given evening Shakespeare's Hamlet^ with

the part of the prince of Denmark left out by particular re-

quest, has long been referred to as a capital joke ;
but tlie

joke is not half so capital as that of those worthy people
who in the discussion of our present national affairs leave

out, by particular request, the slave question. Why, the

slavery question is the whole question, that without which
there never would or could liave been any question at all.

To refuse to agitate the question of slavery is simply to re-

fuse to agitate any question at all really important in the

present crisis. The whole question of extinguisliing the re-

bellion, of restoring the unity and integrity of the nation,

and of sustaining our national life and securing future glory,
turns on the slave question. You may, as we have said,

beat the rebel arinies
; you may gain victories by sea and by

land
; you may even gain an armistice or a truce

;
but to

suppose that you can reestablish peace and be really a na-

tion, unless you go further and remove the cause and main-

spring of the rebellion, is sheer folly, absolute fatuity. The
old union of freedom with slavery under one and the same
constitutional government has failed. Slavery, not freedom,
has broken it, we would fain hope for ever. You cannot

restore it, if you would, and you should not, if you could.

^o man is worthy of the name of statesman, who does not

assume this as a lixed fact, and take it as his starting-point
in all discussions having reference to our present difficulties

and their linal settlement. The slave interest, treated with
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the utmost tenderness, and allowed to have its own way in

almost every thiui^ from tiie very oris^in of tlie government,
has declared its secession from the Union. It has declared

its secession and separation final and irrevocable'. It is for

freedom to take it at its word. For ourselves, we accept
the declaration, and insist that it shall be final and irrevo-

cable. We never loved that Union, but as it had been con-

sented toby the framers of our constitution, we have always
felt it our duty to avoid dointj anv thino- to endang-er it.

The dissolution has been by no act of ours, and by no act

of the United States. It has been effected by the act of

slavery itself, and since slavery has seen proper to secede,
and to declare that it will have no further connection with

freedom, we are not sorry, and are resolved on our part
also, that they shall never again he united, or their union
lind a phice in the i-ej>ublic.

We have no patience with those politicians, demagogues
and pettifoggers, who labor to restore the old Union of

slavery and freedom, who believe, or profess to believe, in

the possibility of its restoration, and who try to persuade us

that on that union depend the future greatness and glory of

the republic. The slave interest had always the right to se-

cede from the Union, if it chose, and in this sense Ave rec-

ognize the alleged right of secession
;
for the United States

never made slaveholding obligatory on any particular state,

or on any of their citizens. The slave interest had always
the right, if it chose, to go out of the Union, to cease to be
an interest in or of the nation. It had the perfect right of

self-destruction. But having gone out of the Union, and
ceased to be an interest in the Union, we deny the obliga-
tion of the United States to force it back, or even to permit
its voluntary return. It has gone out, and we say, let it stay
out. But the right of slaver}' to secede by no means in-

volves the right of the slaveholding states themselves to se-

cede. Slavery might secede, but it could not carry with it

any portion of the national territory, the national property,
or the national population, and as the slave has no rights
and no property of his own, it could carry no rights and no

property with it. Its secession, therefore, leaves to the

United States all the territory previously occupied b}^ it,

and the plenary right of sovereignty over that territory and
the population occup3ung it. TJie secession could only dis-

solve the union between slavery and freedom, it could not

abrogate the rights of freedom. It, by seceding, necessaril_y
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left to freedom tlie whole national territory, none of which

could ever rightly again become slave territory. Rightly
and legally considered, the question of slavery in the se-

cedi no-" states is not, wliether it shall or shall not be abol-

ished, but whether it shall or shall not be reestablislied. By
the act of secession slavery has no longer a legal status in

what was the territory of the seceding states, and the popu-
hition held to service are free, because there is now no law

in tliat tei-ritory by which they can be so held. What we
demand is, not an act of the government abolishing sla-

very, but a refusal on tlie part of the United States to allow

the' success of their arms over the rebels to be used to re-

establish it, or to remand to slavery a population made free

by the secession of their masters. Here is the position of

the slave question to-day,
—a position far in advance of its

position yesterday.
While* the shive interest, or the interest created by sla-

very, held fast to the unnatural union of slavery and free-

dom, and was loyal to the federal authorities, Ave opposed
all efforts for emancipation by the national government, and

threw on the slave states themselves the whole responsibility

of the infamous system they sustained. We, as citizens of

the non-slaveholding states, washed our hands of that sys-

tem, for we had no rights over it, and were responsibb
neitlier for its adoption, nor its continuance. Tlie case is

now altered. The slave-owners by their rebellion have un-

questionaljly forfeited their right under the federal consti-

tution to be protected in their slave property, or as to that

matter, in any other species of property. If slavery be

ever again recognized as legal, therefore, the responsibility
will attach not to slave states only, but to the whole people
of the United States, and we of the free states will become,

clearly and decidedly, ^^a/'?!/c^J9e.9
criminis. Here is a very

grave consideration for those who insist on letting the slave

question alone. If we of the free states suffer the negroes
in the seceding states to be remanded to slavery, the crime

and the sin will not be the crime and sin of particular states,

but of the nation itself, and of the free states no less than

of the slave states themselves.

Our readers are aware that we have from the outset main-

tained that the rebel by his rebellion forfeits his right to

property, liberty, and even life, and that states by rebellion

are dissolved, or cease to have any laws or usages that any-

body is bound to respect. We hold with Mr. Sumner in his
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noble resolutions, creditable alike to him as a statesman and
a lawyer, that the state by rebellion commits suicide, and

lapses as a civil and political entity. All laws, customs, and

usages depending for their vitality, force, or vigor on the

state, are rendered null and void by its secession, and are

to be treated as non avenus. Slavery exists in any country
only by municipal law, in no counti-y by the jus gentium.
In our political system it exists by the local law, or by the

law or usage of a particular state, in distinction from a law
or usage of the United States. Even Chief Justice Taney,
in his opinion in the Dred-Scott case, does not pretend that

slavery exists by virtue of the law of the United States,

though he maintains that it has the right to exist wlierever

it is not forbidden by local law, assuming, it would seem,
that it exists by virtue of the law of nature. But as his

opinion was a mei'e ohiter dictum^ we venture to main-

tain, with a previous opinion of the supreme court, with the

decisions of the English courts, with the general principles
of law, and with common sense, that slavery being a viola-

tion of man's natural liberty, can exist only by municipal
law", and in our country only by the law or usage of a par-
ticular state. Consequently it lapses when the state itself

la] ses. The state by the act of rebellion lapses, and conse-

qnently the rebellion of the state abrogates the only law by
wliicli negroes are held to service, either to persons loyal or

to persons disloyal to the federal government ;
for the fed-

eral government never guarantied to any man property in

sliives after it had ceased to be property by state law. Any
state may abolish slavery within its limits. Should a loyal
state even see proper to emancipate its slaves M'ithout any
indemnification to the owners, the owners have no claim of

indemnity against the United States. Their remedy should

be only against their own state.

That a state in its state capacity can, under our system,
rebel, admits of no doubt, if we concede it to be, though in

a subordinate sphere, a civil and political entity, or a civil

and political person. It is, if a person, capable of state ac-

tion, and when as a state it resists the legitimate authority
of the general government, and arms its citizens against it.

it rebels. If we deny the autonomy of the state, deny that

it is a civil and political person, that is, in the sense a corpo-
ration is called a person, we eliminate the federal element of

our political system, and make our republic not a federal,
but a consolidated or centralized republic. If we take this
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gi-ound, slavery nowhere on our territory has any leo;al ex-

istence. For it is evident tliere is no law of the national

, o;overnment antliorizino; it. Takinsj the other i>;ronnd, a

state can rebel, and its rebellion is and mnst be its dissolution

as a state. It ceases from the moment of its rebellion to

have any legal existence. Consequently all that depends on

its existence for vitality ceases to live, and nothing lives ex-

cept the natural law, and the constitution and laws of the

United States
;
but as no one has under either of them any

title to slaves, slavery necessarily lapses with the state

authorizing it.

That this doctrine reaches far we do not deny, we main-

tain that under our system a state may rebel, and that the

rebellion of a state, ipso facia, dissolves it as civil and polit-

ical society, and consequently vacates all rights and reme-

dies created or afforded by it. There remains after its rebel-

lion no state law in force. Its rebellion vacates all titles

held under it, dissolves all contracts, and annihilates all

])roperty created by it, and takes away all civil protection
for even natural rights, save so far as that protection is given

by the federal government. It abrogates all civil laws re-

specting marriage, all laws authorizing the transferring, de-

vising, transmitting, or inheriting property, for these under

our system are all left to the state government. The courts

of law are all dissolved, and the remedies afforded by them
can no longer be enforced. The rebellion, in a word, kills

the whole state, and every thing dependent on it. Whether
the state be revived and permitted to return to the Union

depends entirely on the good pleasure of the federal

authority. It cannot be claimed as a right by the popula-
tion of ibhe territory of the defunct state. As they could

not take the territory out of the Union, and as they, so long
as they remain on it, are within the jurisdiction of the

United States, the federal government has authority to gov-
ern them, either as a territory or as a conquered province.
We trust the time will come when the defunct states will

be revived, or, more strictly speaking, new states be formed
with the old names and boundaries, and admitted into the

Union on terms of perfect equality, although this ought not

to be done till the rebels have unconditionally surrendered.

When they have unconditionally surrendered, and thrown
themselves on the mercy of the federal government, the

United States will, no doubt, after having compelled rebel

property to pay the expenses of the war, permit the people
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to reorganize themselves into states, and confirm all who

give evidence of loyal intentions, in their former civil and

political rights. It will not restore, for it has no constitu-

tional right to restore', the relation of master and slave. It

cannot deprive freemen of tlieir liberty, except for crime.

The negroes having been freed by the rebellion of the states

whose laws authorized them to be held as slaves, are hence-

forth freemen, and the federal government must protect and

govern them as freemen.

Undoubtedly there is something severe in treating the re-

bellion of a state as state suicide ; but we have yet to learn

that the way of rebellion ought to be graded, macadamized,
and made easy. We see no w'isdoni or humanity in leaving
a state free to rebel, convulse the nation, create a fearful

civil war, with all its sacrifices of men and money, and be

free to resume its former status the moment it ceases fight-

ing, because fighting ceases to be of an}" avail. No govern-
ment that has any self-respect, any consciousness of its rights
and duties, any regard for justice or the public weal, can ever

allow rebellion such impunity. It will make, as it ought to

make, the way of the ])olitical transgressor hard. We must
not forget that the states forming the southern confederacy
have no legal existence and no legal authority to make war
or peace. Every soldier in the national army killed in bat-

tle by their soldiers is murdered, just as much murdered as

I should be, were a robber to break into my house, and kill

me while defending the inviolability of ray dwelling and my
property. We say not that every secession soldier who kills

a national soldier in battle is a murderer inforo conscientice,

but we do say the killing of such a soldier is a murder.
All our brave soldiers, otficers or privates, who have fallen

in this civil war have been murdered, barbarously, treacher-

ously murdered
;
and every man who voluntarily and know-

ing what he is about, has entered into the rebellion, origi-

nated, fostered, or in any way aided and abetted it, is

answerable, either as principal or accessory, for their mur-

der, and for murderino- them while in the discharge of their

highest and most solemn duties to their country. This is

undeniable; for they act without warrant of law, and delib-

erate killing without warrant of law is nmrder, and murder
in the first degree. We hope we shall not be regarded as a

moral monster, if we have the harshness to say that we are

not willing to pass lightly over the treacherous murder of

so many fathers, husbands, sons, and brothers, guilty of no
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offence but that of rushing at the call of tlieir country to the

defence of law, the rights of authority, and the integrity of

the nation, against traitors and rebels.

We know very well what the constitution says with re-

gard to the punishment of treason, and also what is the law

of congress on the subject ;
but neither the special clause in

the constitution limiting the penalty of treason, nor the

special statute of congress, governs the present case. A re-

bellion, when it rises to certain proportions, and assumes the

character of a civil war, is never regarded or expected to be

treated as a case of ordinary treason, which can be put down

by the civil authority. Besides, the constitution and the

law relate onlv to individual traitors, not to treason com-

mitted by a state. The rebellion of a state must be treated

according to its natural and legal effects. The court in

recognizing those effects to be as we have stated, violates no

clause of the constitution and no law of congress. The court

deprives no man of his property beyond the term of his

natural life, for he has been deprived of all property which"

it refuses to recognize as his, by the rebellion of his state.

In recognizing the suicide of the state, and leaving its citi-

zens to the consequences of that suicide, it does not confis-

cate the traitor's property ;
it only refuses to restore to him

or his children property which had lapsed by the action of

his state, before the national authority took possession of it.

The law makes the punishment of treason death. The prin-

ciple of that law is not violated, but conformed to, by treat-

ing the rebellion oi' a state as state suicide. The deceased

state leaves no heir,. and the nation in assuming and admin-

istering its effects, preserves at least the principle of the law.

All lapses to the Union, because nnder our system a state

can have no other successor. Individuals can hold hence-

forth property once held under its authority only by a

law of congress confirming their titles, or under patents

granted by the United States. By the lapse of the state,

the whole property held under its authority becomes vested

in the United States, the only successor of the state. This,
we apprehend, is the law in the case, and severe as it is, it

inflicts no severer penalty than state treason deserves.

No doubt, the property will, in the case of loyal persons,
be confirmed to the former owners, as, to some extent, will

be their former property to rebels, after they have given
evidence that for the future they will demean themselves as

peaceable and loyal citizens. The government will be bound
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by justice, and the people of the loyal states will require it,

to reoro^anize civil society in the seceded states at the earliest

practicable moment, and with as little change in former

possessions and social relations as a due regard for the whole

people of the Union will admit. The constitution has been
violated by the rebels, but nothing we demand or recommend
is any violation of that sacred instrument by the federal

authorities. All its provisions will remain intact, and it will

be, as before, the constitution of the country.
The great danger, now to be guarded against, does not

come from the avowed rebels. At the moment we are

writing, our victorious armies have penetrated into Ten-

nessee, and taken possession of its capital, and already we
hear that a new state government is soon to be elected, and
Tennessee is to have her full representation in both houses

of congress. The press recommends to the government,
that as fast as a state is reconquered, it shall recognize it as

loyal, allow it to elect its state and federal officers, and re-

sume its place in the Union. Whether the government will

adopt such a policy or not, we know not, for w^e are not its

organ, and are not in its secrets. We hope it will not, for

such a j)olicy is, in our judgment, under present circum-

stances, the shallowest, the maddest, and the most suicidal

policy that can be proposed. That such a policy should
have been entertained in the beginning of the struggle, can
be excused. There was then much to be said in its favor.*

The administration did not know its own strength, and could
not tell how far it could count on the patriotism of the peo-

ple. It knew there was a strong southern and pro-slavery

party in the free states, and it had reason to fear that it

would prove a disunion party, and make common cause with
the rebels. Besides, it was supposed that there was a strong
Union party in the seceding states, whom it was necessary to

secure, and who must at any cost be prevented from being
irritated and estranged from the national cause. The res-

toration of the status quo^ or the suppression of the rebellion

without affecting the status of persons held prior to the re-

bellion to service, was all that was generally contemplated,
or that, except by the very boldest, it was thought prudent
to contemplate. Everybody disclaimed all intention of sub-

jugating tlie rebellious states, and nearly all were prepared
to allow them to return to their allegiance, and to resume
their former position in the Union, very nnich on their own
terms. But we are not where we were when President Liu-
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coin issued his first proclamation ;
we are not where we were

even three months ago. Events have marched, and men
have marched with tliem. The policy which might have
been prudent in the beginning, would now be a shameful
surrender. We are now in a position to enforce the law
in the case, and to make the rebels pay the just penalty of

their treason and rebellion, and to teach state treason a les-

son it will never forget.
But precisely now comes our danger, and never at any

moment since the secession of South Carolina has the danger
to the republic been greater or more imminent. The old

pro-slavery party at the North, aided by the border states

nominally in the Union, but in the Union only through fear

of our battalions, rears its head, and threatens to render all

our sacrifices useless, and all onr victories abortive. This

party is all the more dangerous, because it professedly adopts
what was in the outset apparently the policy of the admin-
istration itself, and claims to approve and sustain the execu-

tive policy
—a policy, the useless and dangerous character of

which was first thoroughly exposed by Mr, Conway, of Kan-

sas, in his remarkable speech in the house of representatives
on the 12th of last December, Let Tennessee and one or two
more of the rebellious states, or even Tennessee alone, be

represented, and this party has regained its majority in con-

gress, and the whole nation is brought again under the dom-
ination of the slave interest, represented now principally by
the border states, nominally loyal, but really disloyal. Here
is the danger, which will only be increased by any addition
to the representation in congress of the so-called Union men
in the seceding states.

We would not be unjust to the border states, but we say
frankly we have no confidence in their loyalty. It is

" neither

fish, flesh, nor fowl, nor yet good red herring." It is the

loyalty of neutrality, like that of the affectionate wife in the

battle between her husband and the bear,
"
Fight, husband ;

fight, bear
;

I am neutral." Missouri was for neutrality,
and three times we have had to conquer her secessionists ;

Kentucky w^as neutral, that is to say, against the Union
;
and

Maryland would have openly seceded but for the presence
of the federal troops and the timely an-est and imprison-
ment of a part of her legislature. Both Missouri and Ken-

tucky are represented in the rebel congress, and no doubt
would have openly seceded with Virginia and Tennessee, if

it had not been for the proximity of the great Northwest
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and a secret conviction that they would serve the cause of

rebellion more effectnallj in the Union than out of it, or b}'

pretended neutrality than by avowedly takino- sides with tlie

rebels. To these may be added western Viroinia, treated

as the old state of Virginia, and allowed her representation
in congress. There are, no doubt, in the border states nom-

inally within the Union, as well as in the seceded states them-

selves, individuals who are unsurpassed by any in any sec-

tion, for their loyalty to the Union ; individuals whom we
love and honor, and in whose patriotism we would confide

as unreservedly as in our own. But in general, the Union
men in all the border states, as in the seceded states, are

tainted with the heresy of state sovereignty, and are willing
to remain in the Union only on condition of dictatino- its

policy, and placing it under the domination of the slave

interest. Kentucky never voted to sustain the Union or to

discharge her duty to the Union, till the president had mod-
ified General Fremont's proclamation, freeing the slaves of

rebels, and her prominent men had received assurances that

the triumph of the national cause should work no detriment
to the "' divine and sacred institution

"
of negro slavery.

Protect slavery, and she will be loyal ;
leave slavery to fol-

low the surcease of the states that authorized it, and she
will go over to the enemy. Such is her loyalty, a conditional

loyalty, which we treat as disloyalty, and despise more than

open treason and rebellion.

Western Virginia has demonstrated the impolicy of treat-

ing the professed Union men of a seceded state, as a state,
and allowing them a congressional representation. This

policy is unjustifiable, and in adopting it, the government
sanctions a more fatal revolutionary principle than that as-

serted by the rel)ellion we are seeking to suppress and ex-

tinouish. Mr. Pierrepont may be a very worthy and re-

spectable gentleman, but who thinks of him as the governor
of Virginia, and what court of law would recognize as the
acts of Virginia the acts of the pretended government at

Wheeling? The recognition of that government of condi-
tional and revolntionary loyalt}' by the administration, was
worse than a fault, it was a blunder; and it will not do to

repeat it. The administration might have taken, and should
have taken military possession of the loyal counties of the Old

Dominion, and congress might have provided for their gov-
ernment as a territory. But to recognize them as the state

of Virginia, and give them the representation of the state



STATE KEBELLION", STATE SUICIDE. 241

in the senate, and their proportionate representation in the

liouseof rej)resentatives, without any Ie<2::itimate state action,

was a bhmder in policy, a blow at legitimate state rights,
and an act of gross injustice to the lo^yal states, on whom,
for the present at least, is tlirown the chief burden of sav-

ing the constitution and the integrity and life of the nation.

The policy adopted in the case of western Virginia, is

based on the false assumption that a state, as a state, cannot

rebel, and therefore that the several seceding states, as states,

are loyal, and that the loyal people of those states retain all

their constitutional rights unimpaired by the act of secession.

This is the grand fallacy which has embarrassed the admin-

istration and congress from the outset, and greatly impeded
military operations. If the state were, as some pretend, a

sovereign state, it could not, we grant, rebel, for in that

case there would be no superior on earth for it to rebel

against. But if the state is autonomous, a political entity,

capable of acting as a political person, and yet subordinate to

a superior, it can rebel as well as an individual, and does

rebel when it refuses to obey, and takes up arms against
the legitimate authority of that superior. The rebellion of

a state carries away all the rights, even of loyal persons, de-

pending on their being citizens of a particular state. Such

persons are citizens of the United States, indeed, but they
are no longer citizens of a particular state, and necessarily
fall into the condition of persons squatting on federal

territory, for which no state or territorial government
has as yet been organized and put into operation. They
have for the present no political rights whatever, and con-

sequently no right of representation in congress. This is the

case of the loyal population even of all the seceded states.

Virginia had seceded, and by her act, her whole population
were deprived of all the rights of the people of Virginia,
for by that act, the people of Virginia ceased to exist.

That a state by rebellion, in case it can rebel, loses its sta-

tus in the Union, and therefore all its rights as a federal

state, we presume will not be questioned. That a state

under our political system can rebel, we think is undeniable.

The generic character of our system is that of a federal re-

public. We are a nation, one nation, and therefore have
one national sovereignty, but the government is not a cen-

tralized or consolidated government. The government is

formed by the union, not league, of several individual or

particular states, or civil and political communities, and in

Vol. XVII-16
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relation to one another separate and independent states.

These states have each in its. own sphere certain rights,
which are not derived from the national government, or held

as grants or concessions from it. In otlier words, all rights
and power in the republic, though held in subordination to

the legitimate authority of the national government, do not

emanate from it, and are not held sabject to its pleasure.
The national government recognizes and protects the rights
of the states, but does not create, and cannot abrogate them.
The matter is best explained by regarding the several states

as holding before the federal government a relation analo-

gous to that held by individuals before civil society. Civil

society derives its powers, mediante the people as individu-

als, from God, and hence its legitimacy. But the individual

after the creation of civil society, as before its creation, has

certain rio-hts, called the rio-hts of .man, which he holds by
a law antecedent to civil society, which it does not create,

cannot revoke, and is bound to recognize and protect as

sacred and inviolable, among which, according to the decla-

ration of American independence, are ''

life, liberty, and the

pursuit of happiness." These rights I hold by the patent of

my Creator, by the charter of my manhood. They are in-

alienable, and so long as I do not forfeit them, the civil so-

ciety of which I am a member, is bound to protect rae in

tlieir peaceable enjoyment. I may hold them up before the

state, and say,
" These are mine, touch them not." But I

may forfeit them by my misdeeds. I forfeit my right to life

by mnrdering my fellow-man, and society may hang me. I

forfeit my right to liberty by abusing it, and rendering it

incompatible with the equal liberty of others. I forfeit my
right to pursue my happiness, when I insist on pursuing it

in a way destructive of the happiness of others, or in a man-
ner dangerous to the existence or peace of society.
The same may be said of the several states before the fed-

eral government. The federal government derives its pow-
ers from God, through the people as states, and therefore

holds them legitimately. Each state has certain rights,
which it holds by a law anterior to the Union, and indepen-
dent of it. But the state may forfeit its rights, and even
•its existence as a state, because though a state, and in its

subordinate sphere a complete state, it is not a sovereign,
but a subordinate state. It is subordinate, because the

United States are made by the constitution the supreme gov-
ernment. Article YL of the constitution says:

" This con-
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stitntion, and tlie laws of the United States which shall bo

made in pursuance thereof; and all treaties made, or which
shall be made, under the authority of the United States,

shall be the supreme law of the land; and the judges in

every state shall be bound thereby, any thing in the consti-

tution and laws of any state to the contrary notwithstand-

ing." No language can more clearly assert the constitution-

al supremacy of the United States, and therefore the subor-

dinate cliaracter of each particular state. By making the

United States the supreme government, and their constitu-

tion and constitutional acts the supreme law of the land, the

American people are made one civil and political people or

community—not an aggregation of peoples
—a sovereign

nation whose sovereignty excludes all others, for sovereign-

ty is and must be one and indivisible. But the powers of

government are, under our system, not concentrated in the

same hands, but are divided and distributed among an in-

definite number of autonomous though subordinate civil and

political communities. These communities, so long as they

keep within their sphere, are independent of the federal

government, and may resist its invasion of their reserved or

antecedent rights, as an individual, so long as he abuses none
of his rights, may resist" any encroachment on them by civil

society. So far we assert state rights as an essential element
in our political system, and as an element we can never con-

sent to see eliminated. It is the grandest and noblest feat-

ure in our institutions. This has always been our doctrine

on the subject, and if in some of our writings we have at

times seemed to go further, we have seemed to gQ further

than we really intended. We had accepted in early life Mr.

Calhoun's theory of state rights, but we never understood

this theory to mean the right of a state to secede, or that

state sovereignty denied the constitutional supremacy of the

federal government. Mr. Calhoun was a nullifier, but when
we knew him he was not a secessionist. "You cannot,"
said he to us in 1841, when authorizing us to speak officially

for him,—"you cannot coerce a state, because you can never

get power enough to do it. So many other states will make
common cause with the state it is proposed to coerce, that

the government will be compelled to desist from its attempt,
and withdraw the acts that have given offence, and which
the state has nullified." Mr. Calhoun did not deny, as he

explained himself to us, the I'iglit^ but simply the ability of

the federal government to coerce a state. The moment it



244 STATE REBELLION, STATE SUICIDE.

should attempt to coerce the nnllifyino: state, otlier states

would intervene, arrest its action, and compel it to accept
a compromise, as in. 1832. State soverei<>iity, in any other
sense than that the state derives none of its rights from the

Union, and that all the states are independent states in their

internal relations to one another, was always, in our judg-
ment, a political heresy ;

and it is unquestionably this politi-
cal heresy, that has justified, in the minds of the southern

people, the fearful schism they have attempted, and which
the federal authorities are now laboring to suppress.

Conceding that a state has autonomy, but denying its

sovereignty, we can consistently maintain that a state, as

well as an individual, may rebel. Any person, natural or

artificial, that owes allegiance to a superior, is capable of

rebellion because capable of resisting and warring against
the legitimate authority of that superior. The states have
a superior, since the constitutional acts of the United States

are the supreme law of the land, and override their acts.

That government, whose acts are the supreme law of the

land, is unquestionably the supreme government of the land
;

and if the federal government is supreme tlie states can be

only subordinate. If subordinate to the federal govern-
ment, they owe it allegiance, and are bound to obey it

in the constitutional exercise of its authority. They be-

ing autonomous, capal^le of self-action, are capable of re-

sisting that authoi'ity, refusing it obedience, and taking
up arms against it, and therefore are capable of rebellion.

To say a state can do none of these things because they are

illegal, is to overlook the reason of their illegality on the

one hand, or to maintain, on the other, that an act done ille-

gally is not done at all. Any act done by the political

people called a state, acting through their state organization,
and by its authority, is an act of the state in the full and

proper sense of the term. The secession ordinances were

passed not by the people as population, by the people out-

side of their state organization, and irrespective of state au-

thority, but by the people as the state, acting through the

state organization, and according to the forms of state law.

They were passed by the highest authority in the state, and
have been recognized, acted on, and enforced by all the au-

thorities of the state, legislative, judicial, executive, and

military. In the eyes of tlie state these ordinances, and the

acts following them, are not illegal, but legal and valid.

The individuals in arms against the federal government are
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not rebels to their respective states. So far as state acts can

go, they are, in rehition to their own states, loyal and patri-
otic citizens, and simply fighting at the command of anthor-

ity for their country, not against it.

The illegality is not illegality in relation to state authority,
but to federal authority. The acts justify the citizen in the
state court, and would, in that court, be a valid plea ;

but

they do not justify the citizen, nor can he plead them, in

tin; federal courts. They are illegal and void, not because

they are not acts of the state, but because they are acts in

violation of the constitution of the United States, and
acts in contravention of the su))reme authority of the

land, which is superior to state authority, and overrides
it. They are illegal, and bind nol)ody, because they are in

contravention of a superior autliority, not in but out of the

.state, and to wliich the state is bound to conform. The citi-

zen is not bound by them, because the allegiance of the citi-

zen is due to the superior autliority and he is bound to obe-
dience to his state only as far as compatible with that alle-

giance. The allecriance that can be claimed bv a state is a

subordinate and conditional allegiance, and is restricted by
tiie higher allegiance due to the national sovereign. The
vassal swears to his immediate lord to be his true liegeman,
saving against the lord paramount. The state acts illegally
in seceding, but the law it violates is not state law, but
United States law

;
and as that law overrides all state law,

her illegal acts can bind no citizen of the United States to

obedience, not because thev are in the state court non ave-

nas^ but because they are null and void in the federal

i^ourts. Their illegality, therefore, is no proof that they are

not acts of the state, or her legal acts, so far as herself is

concerned, but a proof that she has usurped the sovereign
power, and therefore destroyed herself as a federal state.

Secession, there can be no question, is rebellion, for it is

an act of hostility to the superior, the total denial of the su-

perior's authority. The state, then, in secariing, loses all

its rights and its very existence as a civil or political commu-
nity. The population and territory remain within the ju-
risdiction of the United States, but the entity called the
state is out of the Union, as completely so, as though it had
never been in it. and therefore is no lono-er a state at all, for

a state without population or territory is a sheer nullity. It

does not, as it imagines, become by secession a separate and

independent state, because its act being illegal, null, and
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void, as against the superior, cannot carry either tlie popu-
lation or territory essential to its existence with it. It does
not fall back on the people in their original and primary ca-

pacity, because the people in that capacity are simply popu-
lation, and the people, as populati()n, so long as they remain on

territory within the jurisdiction of the United States, are not
an independent people, but simply a part of the population
of the IJiiited States, bound to obey the constitutional acts

of the federal government as
" the supreme law of the

land." Its act of secession is simply an act of self-destnic-

tion, and the surcease of its authority. Its secession ordi-

nance has killed it. The population and territory belong to

the Union, but are not in the Union as a state, consequently
have no right of representation in the federal congress, and,
till reorganized into a state or territory, no political or even
civil existence whatever.

That congress may reorganize the people of the geo-

graphical districts vacated by the decease of the seceding
states into territorial governments, and then authorize the

territorial people to assemble in conventions, adopt state con-

stitutions, and apply for admission as states into the Union,
we readily concede

;
but we deny the right of congress or

of the executive to recognize them as states till they have
been so organized and formally admitted. There is now no
state of Tennessee. The state of Tennessee has abdicated,
and the word is now only a geographical expression. The

gentlemen from the geographical district called Tennessee,
now sitting in congress, are most estimable gentlemen, but

they represent no political entity, and have, so far as we
can see, not a shadow of right to the seats they occupy.
The same must be said of the gentlemen in congi-ess from
western Virginia. Western Virginia is not and never was
a federal state. It is included in Virginia, and Virginia as

a state is no more. The loyal people remaining in the se-

ceding states lost their federal rights by the suicide of those

states. They are not anywhere states or successoi's of the

defunct states, and have no power of themselves to organ-
ize themselves into states, with the right of representation
in congress.
The policy we oppose, and which we devoutly pray may

never be adopted, is to treat the loyal men found in a se-

ceded state as the state itself, and to recognize the defunct
constitution as still in force. But this is only an indirect

way of imposing a constitution on a state, the capital errtir
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of Mr. Buchanan's administration with reo;ard to Kansas.

These people arc not the state, and the old constitution is

not in force. Neither congress nor the executive can re-

vive that constitution, nor organize these people into a state.

Congress can organize tlieni into a territory, and pass in

their favor an ''

enabling act," as it is called. But the act

of organizing them into a state, and adopting a state consti-

tution, must be the act of the people themselves, though of

a legally recognized and defined territorial people. These
Union men, or the population on the territory of any of the

lapsed states, are not such people. For the federal govern-
ment to treat them as such, and allow them to act under
tiie old constitution, and elect state and federal officers, as

in western Virginia, would strike a deadly blow to constitu-

tional government, and violate in a most flagrant manner
our federal system and the rights of the loyal states.

The states that have remained loyal, and that now consti-

tute the political community called the United States, have
the constitutional right to settle the affairs of the nation,
without the interference of gentlemen who have no consti-

tutional right to seats on the floor of either house of con-

gress. We know to a moral certainty that, if government
treats as a state the population of each district it recovers

from the so-called confederacy, and concedes them the full

state representation in congress, the status quo will be re-

stored, slavery be reestablished, the slave interest again be

dominant, and our political condition after the war be more

disgraceful and humiliating than it was ever before. In
everv one of the seceded states there are, no doubt, Union

men, and, as our armies advance, they will become much
more numerous. Some will be heartily Union men, a much
larger numbei* will be Union men because secession is the

losing, and the Union the winning side. Nowhere are

these men the state
;
nowhere can they claim to be the

state, or by any state law hold a regular election for either*

state or federal officers. There is no possible way for them
to perform any legal orconstitutional state act. All their

acts must lack autiiority, and in their principle and essence
be illegal and revolutionary. To allow them to send repre-
sentatives to congress, is therefore an outrage upon the loy-
al states, which deprives them of their constitutional rights,
for these representatives, though representing population,
would be the representatives of no state. It would destroy
constitutionalism by placing the unorganized and unconsti-
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tuted popnlation of a geo<J:;rapineal division of teiritory on
the same footing with a legally organized and constituted

state. It is states according to population, not population

simpl; ,
that is represented in the lower house of congress,

and states alone that are represented in the upper house or

senate. Let those who are ready to adopt this policy, and
who profess to be the special friends of the constitution,

ponder this well.

These people in Tennessee. North Carolina, and Arkan-

sas, that it is proposed, under these names, to treat as states,

even if loyal, are not and never were states. They are in all

the states named, we presume, only a minority, though that

is not fatal, for it is only the loyal majority of a legally
constituted people that is of moment. Now, to allow this

population to be represented in congress, is an outrage on
the federal principle of our government. We then make

population alone, not states, the people represented, and
thus in principle convert our republic from a federal to a

centralized republic, and sanction the wildest and most ir-

regular democracy ever broached by the most rabid Jacobin
or radical. We should not in tliis way preserve our fed-

eral system, our federal constitution, but should revolution-

ize and destroy it. We should put an end to the republic
of Washington and Adams, Jefferson and Madison, and at-

tempt the dangerous experiment of a pure, centralized de-

mocracy. We are not prepared for such a revolution. We
love our country with all liei- faults, for she is our country ;

but we love her institutions because we have studied them,
and believe them the wisest and best the world has yet seen.

It is our political civil constitution, not our learning, our

science, our polish, or our personal morals, that places us in

the front rank of the grand army of civilization. To destroy
the federal element in these institutions would ruin them,
and ruin the country no less than secession itself, for all

centralism is absolutism, whether democratic or monarchi-
cal centralism. We should err on the one hand, M^ere we to

adopt it, as much as the confederates do on the other.

Receive back, without territorial discipline, the seceded

states the moment they cease fighting because fighting has

become a losing game, and you simply pay a premium for

rebellion, and make treason more profitable than loyalty.
The border-state representation, aided by Democratic pro-

slaverj representatives, and a few renegade administration

members, even now all but control congress, and make it
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well-nigh impossible to pass any comprehensive measure for

punishing rebels, or for indemnifying loyal men by confis-

cating rebel property. The slave interest is nearly as domi-
nant in congress now as it was before the secession of

Toombs and Davis, Slidell and Mason, Wigfall and Hunter.
It must be protected at all hazards. No damage must be
done it, whatever becomes of loyalty. It thwarts tlie pa-
triotic action of congress, and has from the outset paralyzed
the arm of the executive, only just now beginning to be

emancipated. For a long time every military precaution
was neglected lest the 1)order states should be irritated and
secede

;
and the finest months in the season for military

operations were suffered to wear away without any thing

being done, and the wisest strategic movements were stern-

ly forbidden to be made, and the most important strategic

points were left to the enemy, lest the Union men in Ken-

tucky' should vote to join the confederates. Let now Ten-

nessee, North Carolina, Arkansas, and one after another of

all the seceded states return to the Union, and send their

delegations to congress, and it is easy to foresee the injustice
that will be done to loyalty.

If one thing more than another should be insisted on, it

is that the expenses of putting down the rebellion should be

paid out of the pro]ierty of rebels, of rebel states and
rebel individuals. This is alike the dictate of justice and
sound polic3\ But even as congress is now constituted this

could hardly be effected. Let all the seceded states come
back, and tiie United States would soon find that, in addi-

tion to the federal debt, in addition to the damages done to

the property of so-called loyal men, by either army, federal

or confederate, the federal treasury would be drawn upon
to pay the scrip of the confederacy, and discharge all the

obligations contracted hy the rebels in their war against the

Union. Some northern "
dough-face

"
say the Honorable

Mr. Diven of New York, for instance,
—could be found to

introduce a bill to that effect, it would be supported by all

the Union men of the border states, from interest and the

desire to stand well with their neighbors, late rebels to the

government, by the whole southern delegation, as a matter
of course, and by a fair share of northern men who would
be anxious to prove that the era of good feeling had re-

turned, and that they entertained no grudge against their

southern brethren, and the bill would be passed, if neces-

sary, even over the presidential veto. As sure as the armies
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of tlio Union continue to be victorious, and the seceded
states are suffered to return to tlie Union tJie moment they
lay down their arms, this is what will be done. It will be
the rebels, not the loyalists, to whom will enure the victory.

Slavery will again be in power, and the cotton lords will

dominate as of old in the halls of congress, the executive

chair, and the departments, threatening anew, if we of the

free states show any disposition to assert our own rights, to

secede, to convulse the nation again with civil war, to mur-
der again our fathers, husbands, sons, and brothers, till they
break our spirit, and we become as tame and docile as their

own negroes. Is this the premium to be paid for treason?

And this the penalty to be inflicted on loyalty ?

We trust in God that the federal government will never

adopt, 01', rather, that it will not persist in so insane and
suicidal a policy. We trust that it will abandon the

npcoTuu (ps'jooc;
with which it started, and will understand

that a state may secede, that state secession is state suicide,
and that the slaveholding states, by seceding, have lapsed as

states, and that even loyal men inhabiting the geographical
territories once under tlieir jurisdiction have lost by the

lapse of their respective states, all right of federal represen-

tation; while it itself is absolved from all obligation to pro-
tect or to recognize any of their municipal rights derived

from state legishition or state authority alone. By the seces-

sion of the rebellious states, and by the rebellion of the

greater part of the slaveholders throughoiit the non-seceding
slaveholding states, slavery is legally well-nigh extin-

guished. We earnestlv beseech the sfovernment, whatever
it may do in regard to slavery in Maryland, Kentucky,
Missouri, and Delaware, it will never recognize its existence

anywhere else, and resist d outrance the return of the slave

interest to power. Assure as it exists in the nation, that inter-

est will rule it, for it must rule or die. We plead not now for

the black alone, but for the white also
;
not for the abolition

of slavery, but especially against reducing again to slavery
the recently emancipated free men of the aSTorth. ]^owhere
on territory within the usurped rule of the so-called confed-

eracy, has black slavery to-day any legal existence. We say
to the negroes of all the seceding states, you are free, no
law or usage now in force binds you to service. The rebel-

lion of your masters restores you to the ownership of 3'our-
selves. Your wives and children are your own. Let the

federal government refuse to suiter you to be remanded to
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slavery, and you will be free, and tlie poor white men of the

North will also be free.

The two most important measures ever introduced into

the American congress are, first, the resolutions of Mr.

Sumner, in the senate, declarino; that a state l)y rebellion

commits suicide, and, second, General Ashley's bill provid-

ing for the government of the rebellious states as territories.

We fear the democratic and border state influence, aided

by a certain number of "
dough-faced

"
republicans, may be

too strong for their friends, and defeat the whole utility of

the war, by forcing the acceptance of some base, timid, and

disgraceful compromise, but they are wise and noble meas-

ures, almost the only measures introduced into the present

congress that belong to high and comprehensive statesman-

ship. Let those measures be adopted, and our government
will rise from its degradation, will reassume its majestic

port and step, and command anew the admiration of the

world. Their adoption would save constitutional govern-

ment, and give new guaranties of man's capacity for free-

dom. But whether these measures be adopted or not Mr.

Summer's resolutions will serve as a platform on which will

take their stand all in the country worthy of consideration

for their political sagacity, their wise statesmanship, their

disinterestedness, and their nobility of sentiment.

Never have we trembled more for the fate of the republic
than we do at this moment when the shouts of victory are

ringing in our ears. Yet we do not despair. If the present

congress fails in its duty, we shall regret it. If it receives

back the revolted states, and restores them to their former

status, permitting them to remand the persons now legally
free to their former servitude, we shall blush for our coun-

try, and hold that she knows not how to avail herself of

this, her hour of visitation, l)ut we shall not cease to labor

for liberty, or to hope for its final triumph. We shall, if

slavery be reestablished in the territory of rebeldom, hold the

federal government and the whole nation responsible for it.

and therefore treat slavery as a matter that comes legiti-

mately within the sphere of the political action of the citi-

zens of the non-slaveholding states. It will then be our

business as much as it would be if we lived in South Caro-

lina or Tennessee. We shall tlien have the right to agitate
the slave question politically, for the adoption of the policy
we oppose makes slavery, if it exists anywhere on the terri-

tory of the seceded states, henceforth a national and not a
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mere state questiou. The goverinuent and people may be

sure, if the polic}' we hav^e opposed prevails, they will find

it necessary, though in a different way, to reckon with the

friends of freedom as well as with the friends of slavery.
If the view of state suicide we have taken be accepted,

and the territorial govermnent bill before congress adopted,
the slave interest will be crushed in all except the border

states, now nominally in the Union. The slavery question,
when confined to these border states, will not amount to

much. The slaves of rebels may be .liberated under a con-

tiscation act, and the few owned by loyal masters may be

liberated under the war power, and their owners indemni-

fied, or they may be purchased and set free, or, in fine, left

as they are. In these states slavery will not long remain,
after it is abolished further South, and the market for their

surplus stock of slaves is cut off. Confined to these states,

and forbidden to expand, it will soon die out. We are far

from beinff sanguine that there is either statesmanshii)

enough, or love of liberty enough, left in the country, to

adopt, though evidently legal, constitutional, and just, the

policy we recommend. There is one cause that operates

powerfully in keeping the negro in bondage, the horror of

africanizing free American society. This horror is the

greatest obstacle the friends of freedom have to overcome.
The majority of the people in the free states are anti-aboli-

tionists, not because they approve of slavery, but because

they do not like the negro for an associate, a neighbor, or a fel-

low-citizen. They believe he is a man, wish him to enjoy the

rights of man, but not in their community. jS^ot a few of

these believe with the late Mr. Calhoun, that if the two
races are to live ^n the same territory, it is best both for the

white race and tlie negro race that the negro should be re-

tained in the condition of a slave. Here is the great obsta-

cle in the way of adopting Mr. Sumner's and General Ash-

ley's policy. If the slaves were of the white race, that

policy would be speedily adopted, and our republic made in

reality, as well as in name, a free republic.
We have no space left for the discussion of this question.

We suppose we share in the common prejudice against the

negro race, and have no wish to see our free American soci-

ety africnnized. But prejudice, however strong, must not

be permitted to override justice. We are not now pleading
for the abolition of slavery, but against its reestablishment.

In all the seceding states the slaves are freed, and what we
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ask is, that their freedom should be recognized. We want

theui treated as freemen : of tlieir socdal and political status

we say nothing. If recognized as freemen, we think, as

white men press in to take their place as lal)orers, they
would gradually, yet effectually, disappear from our repub-
lic by emigration to Hayti, or other bhick communities,
where they can be free, and form integral portions of com-

munities of their own race. We would urge no forced

colonization
;
we would compel no emigration, but we be-

lieve the force of circumstances wT)uld lead them to emi-

grate, and we should have no objection to the government

taking measures to facilitate and aid their emigration, pro-

viding their emigration is voluntary on their part, like the

emigration hither of Irish and Germans. However this

may be, we insist that no prejudice of race or color should

induce us to remand to slavery those who, l\y the crimes of

their masters, or the surcease of the state authorities making
them slaves, are now legally freemen. We must insist on

this as an act of justice to them, as a duty w^e owe to God.

and cannot neglect with impunity, and as the only way of

saving the country from the domination of the slave inter-

est, and enabling it to live, flourish, and fulfil its civilizing

mission.

EMANCIPATION AND COLONIZATION.*

[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for April, 1862.]

Count Gaspakin's book on the "Uprising of a Great

People," is a remarkable book for its keen foresight, its

broad statesmanlike views, its inspiring eloquence, and its

noble sentiments. Our only wish while reading it is, that

our countrymen were less unworthy of the high praise the

enlightened French nobleman awards them. The election

of Mr. Lincoln in 1860 to the presidency was indeed a great

event, less indeed on account of the man elected than on
account of the cause he represented ;

and we are not sur-

prised that foreigners, who are strongly opposed to slavery,

^ The Llprmug of a Great Feopln. By Count /vgenor de Gaspakin.
New Yorli: 1862.
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should liave regarded it with interest, and greeted it with

pleasure and hope. Under the circumstances, it was an act

of courage, and not undeserving of admiration.

Yet there was less real courage in the actors generally
than appeared to on-lookers from ahroad, for comparatively
few of those who voted for Mr. Lincoln, believed any real

danger was to be apprehended. The southern politicians
threatened loudly, everybody knew

;
but not many, if any,

in the Kepublican party believed their threats were in

earnest, or were any thing more than a part of the machinery
usually put in operation before elections. The northern

politicians opposed to the Republican party assured us that

this time the South were in downright earnest
;
and that if

the Republicans should dare elect their candidate, there

would surely be separation or civil war, or perhaps both
;

but we believed it only an ordinary trick of politicians to

serve their own personal or party purposes, and we could

hardly do otherwise, since we found them offering no word
of rebuke to their southern allies, and not one manly word
in defence of the constitutional freedom of election. Their

warnings "we believed selfish, uncalled for, and we felt that,
when addressed to Republicans, they were addressed to the

wrong party. The tears they shed over the dangers to the

Union, seemed to lis only tears shed over their own prob-
able displacement from power; and history will for ever

throw on the Union-loving and Union-saving Democrats and
their allies, who would save the Union by surrendering it,

bound hand and foot, to slaveiy, the guilt of the rebellion,
which their depravity and want of manhood, of true and

enlightened patriotism, encouraged and well-nigh rendered

successful. Yet certain it is that they whose votes elected

Mr. Lincoln, did not generally believe that either separation
or civil war would follow his election. They believed the

Democratic party. South as well as North, would acquiesce
in the election, when it was over and the new administra-

tion fairly inaugurated. This was in accordance with all

past experience, and they had no special reason to believe

the present election would prove an exception to the gen-
eral rule.

How many of them would have voted for Mr. Lincoln if

they had believed an}' serious attempt would be made to

put the threats loudly vociferated by politicians hiio execu-

tion, or if they had clearly foreseen the course siiice taken,
it is not possible to determine. It can never be known, and
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perhaps it is better tliat it should not be known. Tlie ar-

chitect sometimes builds better than he knows. But tliis is

certain, tliat many prominent Republicans, when they saw
the wolf had really come, that soutliern threats were not

mere bullying, but did n)ean something, showed the white

feather, and were prepared to avert the coming storm by
new and larger concessions to slavery, and to purchase peace
at the expense of thi'owing away the fruits of the victory

they had just won after a hard-fought battle. The Repub-
lican party were saved from a disgraceful compromise, not,

perhaps, so much by their own virtue, as by the madness of

the southern politicians, who, disgusted with their Demo-
cratic allies of the free states, and resolved on separation
and reconstruction, or, if you will, on separation alone,
would listen to no compromise, and declared that they w^ould

not come back into the Union, even if left at liberty to

prescribe their own terms. Their madness, rather than our

virtue, saved us at the critical moment, and left us no al-

ternative but to consent peaceably to separation, or to fight
for the Union, and to crush out secession by force of arms.

The merit of the Republicans is that they had the virtue,
the manliness, the patriotism, to choose the latter alterna-

tive.

We ourselves voted for Mr. Lincoln, because we felt that

it had become necessary for the country to commence the

work of breaking and annihilating the political power of

slavery, which had almost from the origin of the govern-
ment dominated in the administration. The domination of

the slave interest was corrupting our politics both North
and South, was blackening our reputation in the eyes of the

civilized world, and undermining the public and private
morals of the people. We did not believe secession or
civil war, though threatened, would follow*, and, even if

we had so believed, should still have voted for Mr. Lincoln
all the same. We should only have felt it so much the
more necessary to do so. We stated in some remarks to

our fellow-citizens, urging them to support the Republican
party, that we wished the power of the slave interest bro-

ken, and that, if civil war should follow, we would welcome
and meet it as the sons of the heroes of the revolution
should meet it. We wished the question, which was sure
sooner or later to come up, to be met and disposed of in our

day, so that we might, when called to our own final account,
know whether we left our children a heritage of freedom or
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not. There are, we said, greater evils for a nation than
civil war. The loss of liberty is greater, the loss of public
and private virtue is greater, and greater by far is the loss

of that patriotism which counts it sweet to die for one's

counti-y, or that heroism that dares do or suffer any thing
or every thing in defence of the just and noble cause. We
did not believe the South would secede, openly rebel, but,
if they did, if they chose to fight, we were for meeting
them, and giving them fight for fight to their hearts' con-

tent. Whether the majority of Republicans at that time
could have said as much, may be doubted, but their purposes
and ours were the same, and they have for the most part
shown no deficiency of pluck when they found themselves
forced to meet the stern realities of war.

We confess, however, that in voting with the Republican
party, we were not moved by any special regard for the ne-

groes held in bondage. We were, as a matter of course,

opposed to slavery, and wished there were no slaves, and no

negroes in the country. The system was bad, detestable,

abominable, but w^e of the non-slaveholding states were not

responsible for it. It was a local matter, and its disposition
a matter for the states that authorized it, with which we had
no civil or political right to interfere. Our motive was not
to abolish slavery where it had a legal or quasi-legal exist-

ence, but to restrain, and finally abolish the political power of

the slave interest, by sternly forbidding its expansion into new
territory, and the admission of any additional slave states

into the Union. We opposed the extension of slavery, nol

on abolition principles, not for the sake of slavery itself, but

for the sake of emancipating and purifying American poli-

tics, because we found the interest created bv slavery

stronger in federal politics than any other one interest in

the countr}', and able by its combinations and alliances to

carry our presidential elections, and to shape the policy of

the federal government, in a sense necessarily antagonistical
to the general interests of the immense majority of the

people of the United States. We found it dominant, and

laboring, not without success, to render its domination com-

plete and perpetual. It had the feeble administration of

Mr. Buclianan on its side
;

it had got an opinion of the su-

preme court in its favor
;

it had fifteen states out of thirty-

three, the majority of voters in three or four, and large

majorities in all the other states, pledged to its support, and
we felt bound to do all we could constitutionally to over-
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throw it. It was not liberty for the black race so much as

for the white race, that we wished to secure. It was
not the abolition of negro slavery, l)nt the redemption and

preservation of tlie glorious republic inherited from our

fathers, that moved us. We did not propose to interfere

with slavery where it had a recognized legal existence, and
were prepared to adhere strictly to the so-called "

compro-
mises of the constitution," and to pay the slaveholders their

pound of flesh cut from the region nearest the heart. It

was only the political power of slavery we sought to elimi-

nate. So was it with us personally, and so, we presume,
was it with the great majority of those who voted in 1860
for the Republican candidates. The Repnblican party were
denounced at the ISTorth as well as at the South by the Bell

and Everett men, and by both wings of the Democratic

party, as an abolition party ;
but an abolition party they

were not, and had no thought of becoming.
But there is a logic in events, and men who adopt the

principles of a movement are carried further than they fore-

see or are prepared for in the outset. All great movements
have their law, and must and will on to their legitimate
conclusion. The developments and events since the presi-
dential election, have carried us far beyond the point we
had then reached, and have made evident, what should
have been evident to us from the first, that it is impossible
to annihilate the political power of the slave interest without

annihiliating that interest itself, and that it is impossible to

annihilate that interest without the complete emancipation
of the slaves, and their recognition as free population. We
have seen three or four slave states, nominally in the Union,
and having, comparatively speaking, only a small number
of slaves, for over a year embarrassing the action of the

government, preventing much necessary legislation, paralyz-

ing the administration, impeding its military operations,
and rendering useless the most costlv sacrifices. For six

weeks after the inauguration of the present administration,
the military defences of the country were neglected, forts

and arsenals, the armory at Harper's Ferry, the navy-yard
and naval armaments at Gosport, were left unprotected, lest

the border states should be irritated and secede, and there

was even thought of abandoning on one and the same day
Sumter, Pickens, and all the forts still held by the Union
in the seceded states. Even after the war had commenced,
and we had a powerful army in the field, it was pretended

Vol. XVU—17
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that its principal object was to defend the national capital,
while all thought of subjugating the rebellious states was

officially disclaimed. Even congress, at its extra session,

passed almost unanimously, at least without serious debate,
a resolution declaring that the war having been forced upon
the United States by the rebels in the seceded states, would
be prosecuted solely to the end of putting down the rebel-

lion, witliout any intention of interfering witli the property
or institutions of those states. All this was done through
the influence of the slave interest in the non-seceding slave

states. That interest is hardlj' less controlling in congress
to-day than it was under the administration of the feeble

Buclianan. Maryland, Delaware, Western Virginia, Ken-

tucky, and Missouri have inherited the mantle of the more
southern states, and succeeded to their power. Even now
not a step can be taken without reckoning with the slave

interest.

This fact alone suffices to show that there is no way of

emancipating the government from the slave power, but by
treating slavery as abolished, but by destroying the prop-
erty in slaves, and never suffering a slave interest again to

grow up anywhere within the limits of the IXnited States.

This we can now do witlK)ut any violation of constitutional

law, or breach of constitutional duty, for the secession of

the slaveholders has given the federal government jurisdic-
tion over the whole subject. Slavery, if suffered to exist

in any part of the Union at all, will compel all other in-

terests to succumb to it, because it is antagonistical in its

very essence to all other interests. If it exists in the Union
at all, the interest it creates must be placed on a footing of

equality with every other interest, and be counted as legit-
imate and as sacred as the interest of freedom. If allowed

equality, it will from its nature claim superiority, and dom-

inate, because equality can be predicated only of things
homoo-eneous, and tliere is no homogeneousness between

liberty and slavery. Tlie equality of the slave interest can
in the nature of tlie case mean only the right of slavery to

restrain and repress freedom, for the advance of freedom is

the destruction of slavery. We can, then, secure an open
field for freedom, and prevent the slave interest from

domineering, only by abolishing it, and recognizing the

slaves as free. The republic to subsist and flourish must
either be all free or all slave.

In the slaveholding states themselves the slave-owners
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are only a small minority, and yet this minority is the rul-

ing chiss, and to the interests of slavery the interests of the

non-slaveholding whites are sacrificed. The seven and a

half millions of non-slaveholding whites are of the same
race as oui'selves, are, by nature, as hardj, as brave, as en-

ergetic, and as ingenious as we are, and yet, even their

material prosperity, notwithstanding their more genial
climate, and their richer and more productive soil, cannot

compare with ours. The blight of slavery is on them, be-

cause all their interests must be sacrificed to the interests

of the slaveholders. They have comparatively few schools,
few private or public libraries, and in many parts of the

Sonth are below the level of the most degraded peasantry
of Europe. We sympathize with these people, who are fit-

ted by nature, and by their favored climate and soil, to

stand in the foremost ranks of the free American people.
iSTot a few of those brave Union troops who fought at Bel-

mont, and conquered at Logan's Cross Roads, at Henry, and
at Donelson. were either from their class or their descend-

ants, and are only a sample of what the whole wonld be, if

the curse of slavery were removed, and they lived in a land

of freedom. Why shall these seven millions of free whites,
of the same stock with ourselves, and by nature every way
our equals, be sacrificed to the slaveliolding oligarchy which
rules them with a rod of iron, and prevents the develop-
ment and growth of their innate genius and greatness ?

Tliey, not the slaveholders, are the real people of the South,

and, if united heart and hand with us of the North, would
coH'tribute their full share toward makino; the American

people the greatest and noblest people on earth.

ISTow, to emancipate these non-slaveholding whites of the

slaveholding states, who, as a population, dislike slavery
far more than do the population of the non-slaveholding
states, to emancipate national politics, and free labor both
North and South, and to make the North and the South

really one people, one in their system of labor, one in their

institutions, culture, and affections, it is necessary to put an
end to slavery, and to induce—not force—and aid, as fast

and as far as practicable, the freed men of the African race

to emigrate to some tropical region congenial to their con-

stitution and temperament, where they may form a great
cotton, rice, coffee, and tobacco growing and exporting peo-

ple by themselves, leaving the whole territory of the United
States to the white race. This is what is necessary, and the
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assurance of the government tliat it will adopt and carry ont
the policy of emancipation and settlement of the blacks in

a cono-enial climate,, beyond the limits of the United States,

woiihi make these seven millions, or seven millions and a

half, of uon-slaveholding whites its fast friends, and friends

who would fight for it with a heartiness and zeal they have
never manifested in fighting the battles of the slaveholders,
for it IS not slavery they would retain, but the africaniza-

tion of free American society they would avert. They hold
no slaves

; they resist all amalgamation with the negro race,

leaving that to slave-owners and overseers; they believe the

negro a man with the natural rights of man ; they think
him different from themselves

;
do not regard him as a white

man : thev wish him well : but thev do not want negroes
for neighbors, associates, fellow-citizens, or voters. They
see and know well, if freed and remaining as laborers, they
will do so only as a degraded class, and so long as a consid-

erable portion of the labor of the country is performed by
a socially degraded class, they understand perfectly well

that labor will never rise from its degradation, and it be
held honorable ro labor. It is therefore they join the slave-

holders against abolition
;
but if it could be made clear to

them that free American society would not be africanized,
and that in a reasonable time the African element of the

American population would be eliminated, there would be
no more resolute, determined, and invincible abolitionists

in the country. To accomplish, then, the destruction of

the political power of slavery, and to make the American

people really one people, complete emancipation and colo-

nization are necessary.
This is the conclusion to which events, our own reflec-

tions, and the su^o-estions of others have brought us. But
the greatest obstacle to the realization of the good aimed at,

is in the free, not in the slave states. The abolitionists are

opposed to the colonization feature of emancipation, as are

also the political economists, and most of our old Democratic
and pro-slavery politicians. The abolitionists demand the

abolition of slavery on the ground that slavery is unjust, a

sin, and no people has the right to tolerate it. The slaves

must be- freed as an act of simple justice to them, and, when
freed, they are freemen, and we have no more right to colo-

nize them than we have to colonize any other class of free-

men. They have the same right to live in the country that

we who propose to colonize them have. Besides, if it is
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necessary to colonize, wliy not colonize their late masters,
whom we can much better spare? Tlie economists add that

we need the labor of the blacks, and that to deport four
millions of tlie laboring population, to say nothing of the

expense of doing it, would derange the labor market, dimin-
ish production, and impoverish the country, almost to a

ruinous extent. To the economists it may be conceded that

the loss of labor would be great, and be a serious blow to

production, if we suppose them all deported at once, and
their places unsupplied from other sources. But the proc-
ess of removal must, on an}' supposition, spread over a con-

siderable space of time
;
and as their removal leaves a vacu-

um, white labor will rush in to fill it, and keep up the equi-
librium between demand and supply. There would un-

doubtedly be for a time some derangement, some difficulty,
and some loss; but here, as everywhere else, supply would
soon follow the demand, and the labor market of the world
is generally overstocked with white laborers.

To the abolitionists it may be replied that the question is

not a question of colonizing the freed men of the African

race for the interest or pleasure of their late masters. We
make little of these late masters, and are quite willing, if

thought best, that they should be deported to Africa, to be-

come, if they wish, slave-drivers for their friend and ally,
the king of Dahomey. We demand nothing as a concession

to their interests and feelings ;
we consult only the interests

of the whole country, and the rights, feelings, and interests

of the non-slaveholding wliites in the slave states, the seven
millions or seven millions and a half, the real southern peo-

ple, who own no slaves, and are as much opposed to slavery
as we are. We think it would be better, as well as easier,
to colonize four millions of the African race, than to colo-

nize those seven and a half millions of the white race.

The other objection of the abolitionists cannot be so light-

ly dismissed. It professes to be founded in justice, and as-

serts that to deport the slaves after their freedom would be
a violation of their liberty, and therefore an act of injustice.
This is a grave objection, and should be gravely considered.

If the abolitionists are charijeable with havino; griven too

little weight to political interests, or political expediency,
we who have opposed them are, perhaps, even more charge-
able with having made too little account in our political
calculations of justice, which overrides, and should override,
all other considerations. It will not do for us, when settling
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up the past, and taking a fresli start for the future, to neg-
lect tlie strict and stern demands of justice. We cannot

hope to repair one sin by another, or an act of injustice by
an act of injustice. This is certain. Let justice stand though
the heavens fall

;
for justice is the basis of all institutions

worth preserving, and the condition of all real prosperity,
social or individual. To forget justice is to forget God ;

and all the nations that forget God shall perish, as all his-

tory proves.
We grant that slavery is not only a political wrong, not

only an evil to the free whites, but an injustice to the slave

himself, and must be abolished for his sake alone. We are

willing on this point to sing our palinode, and frankly con-

fess that we have never given to this feature in the slave

question its due consideration. Many others are very likely
in the same predicament with ourselves. Slavery is a wrong-
done to the slave, the greatest possible wrong that can be done
him. It is an outrage upon his manhood, an outrage which

distigures and debases in him that very image of God after

which he was created. It is a supreme sophism, utterly i-e-

pugnant to the dialectic harmony of God's creation. The

negro is a man, and slavery is as great an outrage of tlie

rights and dignity of manhood in the black man as in the

white man. We have never denied or overlooked this, but
we have not given it in our calculations all the weight it

deserved. On this point the abolitionists have exaggerated
nothing ;

and they have said no more than the simple truth

when they have said strict justice demands the immediate
and unconditional emancipation of the slave. But, practi-

cally considered, the real and complete act of emancipation
is a complex act, and cannot be performed instantaneously
and at once. The act is not, and cannot be, one simple iso-

lated act. It has its relations, and its relations on all sides,

the consideration of which does and must enter into and
form a part of the act itself. In doing even an act of jus-
tice to the slave, we must take care so to do it, that if it re-

sults in evil to him it shall be through his fault, not ours.

Certainly justice must never give place to expediency, but
we must take care that justice be done in the best practical )le

manner, and be as complete as possible. The question of

emancipation, from the abolitionist point of view, is One of

reparation of wrong done to the slave by slavery. This

wrong is not confined to the simple deprivation of libert}^
and is not repaired by simply declaring him free. Slavery
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has done hira a s^reator wronjx tlian such a declaration re-

pairs. It lias injured him in the habits it has generated, in

the obstacles it has interposed to his intellectual and moral

development, and in disqualifying him for fair competition,
in the race for equality, in a community where the white

element predominates. This injury cannot be repaired at

once, and by a single stroke of the pen. The obligation
of setting about repairing it immediately or at once, is im-

perative, and all avoidable delay is criminal, is aii augmen-
tation of the wrong done to the slave

;
but it is not imperative

that the reparation should be instantly completed. For com-

pleting it time may be demanded, and many things besides

declaring the slave free may be necessary to be done, which
cannot be done all at once. There are vested rights to be

considered and adjusted, the rights of others—we mean not

the slaveholders—are to be consulted, and care has to be

taken that no injustice be done to other and innocent par-
ties. It is always easier to do a wrong than it is to undo it.

We are not at liberty to undo the wrong to the slave hj do-

ing a wrong to the free. It is just to abolish slavery against
the will of their pretended owners, for their ownership be-

ing founded in injustice is invalid save as against the com-

munity that authorized it
;
but to force upon the free non-

slaveholding southern society four millions of negroes, to

take their place in that society against its will, on a footing
of equality, or, in other words, to africanize free non-slave-

holding society against its consent, is not an act of justice,
but may be an act of injustice. To do it strikes at the free-

dom of that society, and without repairing the injustice done
to the slave

;
for the slaves, liberated by a stroke of the pen,

and let loose in such a society, with which they could not

amalgamate, would not and could not be really free. They
cannot be free and equal members of a society that instinc-

tively repels them, and can remember them only as having
been slaves. They can, in the southern states, with here and

there an individual exception, be only slaves or pariahs, and
to leave them pariahs is not to repair the injustice of slavery.

Even not counting for the moment the invasion of the rights
of the non-slaveholding people of the South, by the infusion

of four millions of blacks into their free society, against their

will, the government has the right to treat the negroes here-

tofore held as slaves, and would be bound to treat them, as

wards, so far and so long as necessary for their transition

from slavery to freedom, in the best practicable way for

their own interest.
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We hold the shives in all the seceded states have been
freed from their former owners, whose rebellion has an-

nulled the only law b}^ which they were held to service.

The federal government in succeeding to the defunct states

cannot remand the slaves to their former condition, cannot
hold them to service to the United States, nor sell them as

vacated or confiscated property. It cannot treat them as

property at all, but must treat them as persons, tliongh per-
sons under its authority, and for whose future status and
welfare it is Iwund in justice to provide. They properly
become wards of the IJnited States, who have over them
the authority, and owe them the duty, of guardians. They
are to be regarded in law and even in justice as under

age, as not having as yet attained to their majority, and, if

the United States as their guardian honestly believe that

their colonization in a congenial climate and productive soil,

where they may form a civil community and an independent
sovereign state of their own race, is practicable, they have
the right, and it is their duty, so to colonize them.
We know the answer of the abolitionists. They say, you

must immediately and at once recognize the slaves as free-

men
; and, when you have so recognized them, they stand

on the same footing of equality witli any other class of free-

men. Being freed, to colonize or deport them without their

choice and consent, would be to violate the very freedom
YOU have recoo-nized as theirs. When vou recoijcnize them as

freemen, you recognize in them the inalienable riglit to
"

life,

liberty, and the pursuit of liappiness." You deny tliat right,
when you deny them the right to live, to be free, and to pur-
sue their ha])piness, where it best pleases them. When you
claim the right to deport them, except for crime, you
make a distinction between them and white men, as unjust
in principle as slavery itself. The abolitionists demand
not only the freedom of the slave as a man, the complete
and unreserved recognition of his manhood, but the full and
unreserved recognition of the equality of the negro race

with the white race. They demand freedom for the slave

in the name of the universal brotherhood of the human race,
as a man and a brother, and therefore demand that this

brotherhood be recognized, and the negro be placed on a

footing of perfect equality with the white race, in one and
the same civil and political community ;

and therefore they
hold that the forced colonization of the African race, in a

community by themselves, is an act of injustice to the mem-
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bers of tliat race, which no plea of expediency or utility

can ever jnstif}^
Let no man treat this answer of the abolitionists with con-

tempt. There is in it an homaoje paid to justice, which com-
mands our reverence. We recosfnize the brotherhood of the

human race, in the sense that all men of whatever tempera-
ment or complexion have had the same origin, have sprung
from the same original pair, Adam and Eve. So far, as a

Christian, a philosopher, a man, we have no doubt or mis-

giving. But there is the fact of human degeneracy, called

by theologians original sin, which must be taken into the

account. The fact of this degeneracy is evident to every
one who will compare the ideal or typical man presented by
liis own reason and conscience, with the actual state of men
as he finds tliem. This degeneracy, as sin, or considered in

regard to its culpa, or guilt, is the same in all men, for it

was committed alike by all in Adam. But, taken as simple
degeneracy, as a simple fact in man's natural history, it has

various degrees, and from these various degrees spring what
we call races, which are not properly distinct races, but

simple varieties in one and the same race. The degeneracy
is greater in some, and less in others. Some have departed
further than others from the primitive type. Wh}', or

wherefore, we have no space now to inquire. We restrict

ourselves to the simple statement of the fact. The least de-

generated variety is that commonly called the Caucasian
;

the most degenerated is the African. The African is the low-

est variety, and stands furthest removed from the true ideal

or typical man. The Caucasian variety has suffered from orig-
inal sin, has degenerated from the proper human type, but
it has degenerated the least of any of the known varieties

of the human family. Whether we consider the Caucasian

man, physically, intellectually, or morally, he is the nearest

approach to the integral man now to be found.
Between one variety and another there is an interval.

This interval is greatest between the negro and the Cau-

casian, and between these it is too great to be leaped by a

single bound. The two varieties do not easily amalgamate.
Their amalgamation is in some sense unnatural and violent,
and the amalgam is a deterioration. We know amalgamation
is not contemplated by the abolitionists generally; but how
is it to be prevented ? Do you propose to forbid it by law ?

By what right, if yon deny all distinction in the case, and
assert the black and white races are equal ? Do you say
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that intei'inarriuo-e between blacks and wliites will not be

sought ;
that white persons will prefer to marry white per-

sons, and black persons will prefer to marry black persons ?

You may be right. We believe such will be the case. We
believe that there is an instinctive aversion on both sides,

but especially on the part of the white race, to such inter-

iiiarriag-e. It is doubtful if a white man or a white woman
ever cohabits with a black of the other sex, unless moved
to it by lust or some morbid affection

;
and we believe the

black man prefers a black woman for his wife, or a black

woman a black man for her husband. Intermarriage be-

tween the two races, we apprehend, strikes both as im-

proper and undesirable, and is pretty sure not to take place
to any considerable extent.

But in saying this, we say all
;
we settle the question that

blacks and whites do not and cannot without more or less

violence form one and the same community, and live to-

gether in one and the same society on the footing of equal-

ity. There can be no society between persons who have a

mutually instinctive aversion to intermarriage; for marriage
is the basis of the family, and the family is the basis of gen-
eral society; when therefore tlie different races or varieties

are separated by too broad an interval for the family union,
it is clear that they cannot form one and the same society.

They cannot live in one and the same civil and political so-

ciety as equal, but one will be held superior and the other

inferior. There is no real society or community where
there is no intermarriage, and if they inhabit the same ter-

ritory, the blacks and the whites, not intermarrying, can-

not form one people. They will be two distinct peoples in

one state, in which the stronger will predominate and op-

press the weaker. This is evident and conclusive against the

notion of forming the liberated slaves of the nea^ro familv

into one people and society with the freemen of the white

famil}^
The amalgamation of the two varieties, separated as they

ai'e by so great an interval, would be undesirable, even if

it were less impracticable than it evidently is. Intermar-

riage between them would deteriorate the superior variety,
without a compensating elevation of the inferior. The
mulatto, if in some respects superior to the full-blooded

negro, is, as a rule, in all respects inferior to the full-blooded

white man. In all countries where the mingling of the

two races has gone on to any considerable extent, we find a



KMANOIPATION AND COLONIZATION. 267

ijreat deterioration in tlie white race, as may be seen in

Spanish and Portuguese America, A marked deterioration

would result in our southern society, were intermarriages
between them to become frequent. But, exchiding amal-

gamation, as to most Americans at least, and especially to

the non-slaveholdino; whites of the South, a thinsc too

shocking to be quietl}' named, we can see only degradation
and oppression for the black race so long as it inhabits the

same territory with the white. They can never take their

places as equal members in free-white American society ;

never form with free-white Americans one people, and as

they are now in most, and soon would be in all of the states,

the minority, poor and uneducated, they would be not only
a distinct, but an inferior people, and consequently an im-

passable barrier to the realization of that idea of right and

equality, in contradistinction from mediseval privilege and

inequality, on which our American order of civilization is

founded.
We do not in this deny the neo-ro to be a man. We rec-

ognize distinctly his manhood
;
we assert for him all the

rights of man
;
and maintain for him all the civil and politi-

cal rights we claim for ourselves, only not in one and the

same civil and political society with white men, because so

great is the interval between him and us, that he cannot en-

joy the same civil and political rights except in a society of
his own, where color will be no badge of an inferioi- caste.

It is- not that we ask less for the negro than the abolitionists

do, but that we ask more for him, and at the same time pay
more attention to the tastes, habits, inclinations and inter-

ests of free white American society. We recognize with
the abolitionists the original brotherhood of the human race,
but we do not recognize the present equality of the black and
white varieties, or admit that the two can form in the present
state of their respective development society together. For
the beneiit of each, we wish them to live in free and inde-

pendent separate communities.
We cannot admit that the government in denying to the

liberated slave the right to pursue his happiness wliere he

pleases, necessarily infringes his liberty. No one has the

right in all cases to pnrsue his happiness where he pleases. No
one can do it by living against my will on my farnj, in my
house, in my family, or by eating at my table. Every man's

right is necessarily limited by every other man's right. The
negro's right to live in free white society is limited by the
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right of free wliite society to exclude persons, not born in

it, whom its members do not wisli to associate with, j^or

can we admit that the functions of government are merely

negative, and that it can never take in any thing the initia-

tive, and act as a positive providence. We are no admirers
of the yaternal governments of Europe, administered on
the principle, "All for the people, nothing by the people;"
we defend the largest individual liberty compatible with

social order, and social well-being ;
but individualism may

be carried to a fatal extreme, so as to exclude all govern-
ment, or so as to convert what is called government into a

machine to be worked by individuals for their own private

benefit, as was rapidly becoming the case with us before the

breaking out of the present civil war. The government
has positive as well as negative functions, and may even re-

strain a man's freedom for his own benefit. It may found at

the public expense, institutions of learning, universities,

colleges, seminaries
;
it may encourage science and art, this or

that special industry for the national independence or pros-

perity ;
it may found hospitals and asylums, and establisli

bui-eaus of beneficence. It may act, and should act as a gen-
eral social providence. As the social providence it is the

natural guardian of the weak and the friendless. It may, then,
without assuming any illegitimate power or violating any
individual freedom take the guardianship of the emancipat-
ed negro slaves, and exercise over them the control neces-

sary to place them in a condition where their freedom-can
be practically secured, and their rights and interest protect-
ed. On this score we have no scruples, and believe the gov-
ernment might forcibly remove them from its territory to

another where they could be better off in a community by
themselves, if it saw proper to do so.

But we wish it distinctly understood that we propose no
resort to forc^, and therefoi'e nothing that can be called de-

portation. We rely on voluntary emigration to effect the

end we have in view, and to voluntary emigration no abo-

litionist can object. We want no forced emigration. We
demand, first of all, the clear, distinct, and unconditional

recognition of the negroes as persons entitled to fi-eedom.

We demand this immediately. Slavery everywhere in the

United States must be outlawed. We demand this as a po-
litical necessity, and as an act of justice to the negro race.

Slavery must cease. On this point we are and, God help-

ing us, will be abolitionists, so long as there is a single slave

to be liberated.
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Heretofore we have demanded the reco<i;iiitioii of the

slaves as free persons, on the sjround of military necessity.
Some pretend, since onr late victories, that the plea of mil-

itary necessity can no lono'er be urged. We do not con-

cede it. The war is not yet ended. We have gained some

important advantages over the rebels
;
but if they have any

of the characteristic pluck of the stock from which they
have sprung, they will not acknowledge themselves beaten,

and are not yet beaten, and will give us some hard fighting-

yet. We cannot say what a few weeks may bring forth.

but at the time we are writing, the early part of March,
the shouts of victory appear to us to be premature, and it is

not impossible that we shall still find it, in order to secure a

complete and final triumph, necessary to deprive the rebels

of their slaves, and use tiie services of these slaves in such

way as tliey can best contribute to the defence of the nation-

al integrity and life. But be this as it may, if events have

weakened the plea of military necessity, they have strength-
ened the plea of political necessity. The total cessation of

slavery in the United States is a political necessity. It is

absolutely necessary to create union and harmony, to mould
the people of the North and the people of the South into

one homogeneous people, to consolidate and strengthen the

nation, to develop its resources, to provide for the general

defence, and to enable the American people to work out

the great social and political problem committed to them by
Providence for solution. It is, happily, a political necessity
to which we can yield without violating any private right,
or disturbing an}' vested interests. Slavery in the adhering
border states can present no difficulty, when it is once abol-

ished in the seceding states, and in the seceding states it has

now no longer any constitutional rights or legal existence

in the way of federal action. It existed there only by local

law, and the local law, as we have shown in the foregoing

article, has lost its force there
;
for state rebellion is state

suicide. We can therefore yield to political necessity, with-

out compromising private rights or private interests. The
whole question of slavery in the seceded states is now with-

in the jurisdiction of the United States. The plea of justice
to the slave, like the Irislnnan's plea, justice to Ireland, al-

ways stands good, and never to be disregarded by statesmen,

any more than by moralists. On each and all these grounds
we demand the total extinction of slavery, and the recogni-
tion of all persons heretofore held to service in the seceded
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States by the laws thereof, as free persons, and as no longer
lield to servjpe anywhere.

This is tlie fii-st question, and with this question it would
have been well to stop till after the war, and not have inop-

portunely complicate*:! it with the question. What shall be
done with the emancipated slaves? Bnt this latter question
has been raised, and we cannot now refuse to consider it,

for on its solution depends in no small degree the practical
answer that will be given to the question of emancipation.
We are disposed to agree with Mr. Lincoln, Mr. Blair,
and many distinguished members of both houses of con-

gress, that the best mode of dealing with the emancipated
slaves is to colonize them outside of the United States, at

the earliest reasonable moment. W© do not for ourselves,

however, make emancipation turn on colonization. We insist

on emancipation for its own sake, colonization, or no coloni-

zation. We hold that the government, as the necessary and
natural guardian of the emancipated slaves, has the right to

insist on their emigration, and that emigration, and coloniza-

tion after emancipation, is best for both blacks and whites
;

but we are persuaded if government will secure a territory
suitable to their tastes, habits, and temperament, and facili-

tate their migration to it, the emancipated negroes will, in

a reasonable time, nearly all migrate to it of their own ac-

cord. We know the strong local attachment of the negro,
and his little enterprising or adventurous disposition, but it

must be borne in mind that the negroes have leaders of

their own race, or with some mixture of white blood per-

haps, who are men of ability, intelligence, and enterprise.
These men can be nobody in a community where the white
race predominates, and therefore can easily be induced to

emigrate and to lead their people with them. Many of

these, wearing their life out in slaveiy, are not wholly un-
fitted by their genius and ability to lead forth the millions

of their race to a new territory, and to found there and gov-
ern a state. Seeing that they and their people, if remain-

ing in the United States, must remain there, in spite of all

philanthropy can do, as slaves or as outcasts, pariahs, as we
haye said, they will feel for themselves, and without much
difficulty make their people feel, that the best thing for

them is to migrate to a country where they can live in a

community of their own race, or where at least their own will

be the dominant race. Such migration or exode will be the

beginning of the uprising of their race. It will quicken a
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new spirit in them, and be the coinmencement of tlieir re-

turn toward tlie type from which they have departed so far,

and their recompense for the lono; ages of shivery and op-

pression tliey have endured from the white race.

Still we do not conceal from ourselves, the opposition of

the other class mentioned at the North, not merely to colo-

nization, but to emancipation, under any form or any condi-

tion, is the most formidal)le obstacle to justice to the slave

to be encountered. We have been surprised to find how
completely wedded to negro slavery have become our old

Democratic politicians, and how widely pro-slavery senti-

ments are cherished in the free states. We had so lonof been

living out of the political world, engrossed with our theolog-
ical and philosophical studies, that we had taken little note

of the changes in public opinion favorable to slavery, which
had been effected during tlie last ten or fifteen years, and
we find, very much to our regret, the JS^orth, as a whole,
less abolition than the South. Our commercial cities had
become almost completely southernized in their views of

slavery, and opposition to the existence of slavery, or even
to its extension into new territory, has had very little influ-

ence with the merchants of Boston, JSTcm' York, and Phila-

delphia, and the interests of trade, far more than patriotism
or loyalty, have moved them to support the administration

in suppressing the rebellion. The Morrill tariff moved
them more than the fall of Sumter. The commercial class

in no country and in.no age is remarkable for patriotism,
and finds usually its country where its j)rofits are largest, or

best secured. It with us seeks to preserve the integrity of

the Union, for if that should be lost, they would lose a

large portion of their trade. But for the same reason they
are opposed to the abolition of slavery. The abolition of

slavery, and the great changes it M^ould effect in southern

society, would at least, for a time, seriously lessen the

amount of business, and diminish its profits. They want
the Union restored as speedily as possible, but at the same
time they want slavery retained, so that buying and selling

ma}^ go on as before, and hence as soon as they thought it

likely that slavery might be interfered with, and their old

customers at the South crippled in their resources, they be-

came less willing to furnish the government with the means
of carrying on the war.

But the politicians, to some extent, of all parties, but more

especially of the old Democratic party, are the most invet-



272 EMANCIPATION AND COLONIZATION.

erate enemies of the policy of einaucipation, and from thera

we liear it proclaimed, over and over again, that the armies
of tlie Union will throw down their arms, if the war were

made, in any sense, a war of liberation. They keep up a

continued liowl against abolitionists and radicals, and would
seem to regard slavery as more than the Union, as the cor-

ner stone of the I'epubllc, as the the essential condition of

its prosperity, and tiie very palladium of its safety. Remove
slavery and we should be obliged to sing, in our grief. Ilium

fuit. These politicians had for some time a great advan-

tage over us, in making it appear that they had the admin-
istration on their side, and that we, in opposing them, were

deserting the very president we had helped to elect. Since

the sixth of March last, this pretense has been taken from

them, and the president, by his message to congress on that

day, shows that the administration is at least on the side of

emancipation, and is prepared to initiate it, if, indeed, it be
not prepared to go further.

But the reason of the advocacy of slavery b}' those old

politicians is no secret. If slavery goes, they lose their

stock in trade, and their vocation is gone. The Democratic

party was always a southern party. It had its chief strength
in the South, and its ablest and most important allies. Let

slavery go, and tliat party is defunct. It can no longer rule

the nation, and will be henceforth remembered only as the

party that, under pretence of Udelity to the constitution,
has done its best to sacrifice the life of the nation. If

slavei"y be abolished, it can never have the South with it

asrain. If the Union ceases to be the union of freedom and

slavery, it can have no charms for it; for no class of people,
than those who composed it, will be more utterly distrusted

and despised by the South. They will, therefore, do all in

their power to save the "
patriarchal institution," and to reiu'

once more their Democracy on the slavery of the negro race,
as its basis. But we trust they will fail, and the logic of

the movement, represented by the Republican party, will

carry the nation on, we had almost said, in spite of itself, to

the final emancipation of itself from tiie political power of

slavery, by the complete destruction of slavery as property.
We think we have shown how this end can be obtained

under the constitution, without violating any constitutional

provision or existing law. If we have so done, the way is

clear for the final obliteration from our soil of the curse of

slavery.



WHAT THE REBELLION TEACHES.*

[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for July, 1862.]

Dr. Keogh, the able and loyal editor of tlie Pittsburg
Catholic^ has in his popular lecture before the Catholic

Institute of Cincinnati, given a very condensed, clear, ex-

plicit and just statement of the Catholic principles of gov-
ernment as taught by the greatest and most approved fa-

thers and doctors of the church. To those familiar with the

writings of St. Augustine, St. Thomas, Bellarmine, and
Suarez his statement contains indeed little that is new, but
it presents tlieir doctrine in a popular form, and applies
it to the great struggles now raging between legitimate au-

thority and revolutionism botli at home and abroad. His

lecture, which we should be glad to see widely circulated,
is timely, and brings out and enforces certain great princi-

ples of which the people, whether orthodox or heterodox,
cannot be too frequently reminded, and with which thej
cannot be too thoroughly imbued,—principles which, if thej
had been more generally held and more generally under-

stood, would have saved Europe from revolntionarv terror-

ism, and our own country from the fearful evils of the civil

war, with which she is now so sorely afflicted.

Men who pique themselves on being
"
practical men,"

men of "plain common sense," are apt to treat with con-

tempt those of us who deal with principles, and labor to

establish sound and just doctrines
;

but all experience
proves that the people collectively as well as individually
are logical, and sure, sooner or later, to draw from their

premises their logical conclusion. If tliey start with a false

theory of authority, they are certain to fetch up in despot-
ism, and, if with a false theory of liberty, they are just as

certain to fetch up in revolutionism, anarchy, or license.

A false theory respecting the divine origin of power has
led nation after nation to submit to the misrule and oppres-
sion of despots, and a false theory as to popular sovereignty
subjects all European society to the terror of revolutionism,

* CaiJioUc Pnndples of Civil Government. A Lecture, by Rev. James
Keogh, D. D. Cincinnati : 1863.

Vol. XVn-18 27.1
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and in this country leads to rebellion, secession, and civil

war. The doctrine of popular sovereignty held and pro-
claimed by our American demao;ogues, and heretofore gen-
erally insisted on by the American press, both ]^orth and

South, fully justifies secession, and condemns the federal

government for its attempt to coerce the rebellious states

into sul)mission. If the people are sovereign, and govern-
ment is nothing but an agency, created by them for carrying
out their will, as modern demagogy teaches, by what right do

you deny the people of the slaveholding states the right to

secede from the Union, and to form a southern confederacy,
if such be their pleasure ? Either the theory' which you have
insisted on in the case of all foreign revolutions is untenable,
and should be promptly disavoM'ed, or you are wrong in at-

tempting to enforce the laws of the Union over states that

do not choose to obey them. If the ^Emilian provinces
had the right to sesede from the papal authority, and annex
themselves to Piedmont, why has not South Carolina the

right to secede from the Union, and enter into the southern

confederacy? Yet there are men, that hailed the secession

of the ^Emilian provinces as a glorious assertion of free-

dom, who are now fio-htins: a^'ainst South Cai-olina. and

willing to see her annihilated. There are men amongst us,
men who applaud to the echo Garibaldi, that prince of free-

booters, laud him as a patriot and a hei'o, who yet demand
the capture and execution of Jefferson Davis as a traitor.

It is said that even our government actuall}'^ invited Gari-

baldi to accept a commission in our army, and there was at

one time a report that he was to be its commander-in-

chief,
—

he, a man not worthy to be named in the same
breath with even Jefferson Davis, John B. Floyd, or Gideon
Pillow !

It is of the last importance that we start with sound and

just principles. It is absurd to claim the right to resist

government, if it governs by divine right, or to undertake
to suppress a rebellion, if the people are above law, and ab-

solutely and persistently sovereign, as our demagogues assert.

In either case the inconsistency is too great to be perma-
nently successful. We ourselves support the government,
because we believe in government, and do not believe in the

demagogical doctrine of popular sovereignty. We love;

both liberty and authority, and believe in the possibility of

neither without the other. We opposed the European revo-

lutions of 1818 and 1849
;
we opposed the revolution that
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i-eestablisli(Ml the Napoleonic dynasty in 1852, the revein -

tionary canipaig;n of the Frencli in Italy in 1859, and have

opposed all the Italian revolutions for which it prepared the

wa}^ and which it stirred up. We condemned the secession

of the yEmilian provinces from the papal authority, and
the annexation of the duchies to tlie Sard kingdom. We
justilied the attempt of the sovereign of Rome to reduce his

rebellious provinces to submission, as we have justitied tlie

emperor of Austria in his efforts to save his enipire from,

dismemberment. We are perfectly consistent, therefore. i)i

den^'ing the right of southern secession, and in sustaining
the federal government in the use of force for coercing the

rebellious states into submission, and in putting forth its full

strength to preserve the Union, and save the life and integ-

rit}' of the nation. We should have been equally false to

our country and to our principles had we not done so.

We may be told here in answer to our boast of consis-

tency, that we, also, defended the cause of Italian unity,
and recommended the union of all Italy under the scepti-e
of the house of Savoy. Be it so. We desired and desire

Italian unity ;
we wish Italy to be a united and powerful

state. We look upon a nnited Italy, embracing under a

wise, just, and honorable constitutional government the

whole peninsula, as a desideratum in European politics.
But .we were never willing, and are not now M^illing, to see

it effected by revolutionary or despotic violence. We never
were willino; to encourao-e secession or invasion as the

means of effecting it, though, if effected by such means, we
maintained, and still dare maintain, that, when effected, it

would be wiser to accept it, as un fait accompli^ acquiesce
in it, and make the best terms possible with it, than to make

unavailing attempts to restore the old order of things. This
is all that can. be said against us, and this much we can
maintain in perfect consistency with our principles, even if

it be an error of judgment.
Moreover, the reasons which make us wish the unity of

Italy, lead us to oppose the disintegration of the American
Union. This is the epoch of great states, great powers, as

they are called, and small states or powers stand a poor
chance of existence, and a still poorer chance of indepen-
dence. The great powers manage the politics of the world
as suits themselves, or, as the}' can best agree among them-
selves. Since the popes have ceased to be at the head of

the political system of Europe, the division of Italy into a
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number of petty states has deprived her of political influ-

ence, and reduced her to a "geographical expression." "We
would see, if the thing be practicable (of which we liave

our doubts, as things go), a united, independent, constitu-

tional Italy, as one of the great powers of Europe. Such
an Italy is necessary to keep up the equilibrium between
Catholic and non-Catholic Europe, and to secure the balance
of power in the Old AYorld. We would preserve the Ameri-
can Union in order to preserve the American state as one
of the great states or powers of the world, and to insure to

the New World her proper rank and political influence. We
oppose the disintegration of the Union, because its disinte-

gration would reduce America to a mere geographical ex-

pression and compel the people of this continent to follow

the politics and submit to the will or caprice of the great
powers of the Old World. We want the United States to

remain a great power, so that it may compel respect to its

rights and interests, and give weight to its views and wishes
in the politics of the European states. We do not want to

see our great republic reduced to the rank of a second or

third rate power. Our political principles and our patriot-
ism alike make us wish that it should, at least, preserve its

rank and its power. So, under any and every point of

view, we are consistent with ourselves in opposing secession,
and seeking to preserve the life and integrity of the re-

public.
Secession itself is another illustration of the importance

of theory. Secession is only a logical deduction from the

theorj" of state sovereignty, which has been favored to

some extent almost from the formation of the federal gov-
ernment, and in the North as well as in the South, and

alternately by all parties. Patrick Henry, of Yirginia, and
Samuel Adams, of Massachusetts, opposed the federal con-

stitution on the ground that it created a national govern-
ment, and they wanted only a confederacy or congress of

sovereio^n states. Mr. Jeiferson inclined to the view that

the states retained their sovereignty even after the adop-
tion of the constitution. Such was the dominant view of

the Anti-federal party of 1798, which, under the name of

Republican, came into power with Mr. Jefferson in 1801,
and it lias always been the doctrine, or at least the doctrinal

tendency, of the so-called Democratic party. President
Jackson opposed it when asserted and acted on by South

Carolina, and favored it in the adjoining state of Georgia,
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whose millificatioii of a jndo^ment of the supreme court was

110 less reprehensible than South Carolina's nullification of

an act of congress. The ISTew-England states, excepting
Vermont, all but ruined ]\y the war forced on the country

by the southern and middle states, resorted to it in 1812,

and threatened to secede from the Union. The doctrine

has been lurking in the American mind from the first, and

the section that felt itself aggrieved has always more or

less bohlly assumed it. South Carolina did little more in

1831, than Massachusetts talked of doing in 1814. If we

suppose that tlie states entered the Union as sovereigns, and

tliat each remains after tlie union a sovereign state, it will

be hard to say that any state has not the inherent right to

secede, when she judges it for her interest to do so
;
and

equally hard to say, that, if she so judges and secedes, the

remaining states have the right to use force to compel her

to return to the Union. Moreover, if she remains a sover-

eign state, she can, by revoking her act of accession to the

Union, absolve all her citizens from their allegiance to the

United States, and require them to take tlie oath of alle-

giance to herself. Ton have no right to call the seceders or

the confederates rebels, or to treat them as rebels or traitors,

if you concede their doctrine of state sovereignty. In fact,

there are few, if any, among them who regard themselves

as ti-aitoi's or rebels. In their view of the case, they are as

loyal and as patriotic as we are in ours.

Let no man mistake us. We are not justifying the south-

ern rebellion. The whole country knows on which side we
are, and that according to our ability and in our own nar-

row sphere no man has done or sacriiiced more than we for

the sake of the Union. We hold secession to be rebellion,

and the seceders in arms against the Union to be rebels;

but we can do so only on condition that we reject the theory
of state sovereignty on which they act, and which has re-

ceived too much countenance in all parts of the Union. The
fact that a theory which justifies them, or would justify
them if true, has been widely entertained, and entertained

by men of eminence, whose loyalty and patriotism are not

to be questioned, may have, and, perhaps, should have, some

weight with us in moderating our personal feelings toward

them, and even in mitigating the punishment we may deem
it necessary to inflict on them when the rebellion has been,

suppressed. But not for this do we state it. We state it

for the purpose of indicating the danger of false theories,
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and to rebnke those self-complacent men who are so read)'
to denounce as vain " theorizers " and " abstractionists

"
those

who call attention to first principles, and seek to establish a

sonnd political philosophy. We have, not all of us, but

large numbers of us, cherished two false principles, one in re-

lation to government in general, and the other in relation

to the federal government in particular,
—

principles which
we find in this hour of trial we cannot act on, witiiout giv-

ing up all government, and suffering the Union to fall to

pieces as a rope of sand. The blood and treasure which are

so freely poured out by the loyal states in defence of the

authority of the government and the integrity of the nation,
are the earnest and practical protest of a great and free peo-

ple against the demagogical interpretation of the doctrine of

popular sovereignty, and the disintegrating doctrine of state

sovereignty, and it is to be hoped that the war when it closes

will have corrected both, the one as fatal to government it-

self, and the other as fatal to national unitv and integrity.

We love our foi'm of government ;
we want no altera-

tions in the federal constitution, and very few in any of the

several state constitutions. We are republican, heart and

soul, and far more so than we were before the rebellion broke
out. We have had our confidence in popular government
incalculably increased by the experience of the last twelve

months. The sti-ength and energy put forth by the United

States, the mighty army we have been able, within a ye-dv,

to collect, arm and equip, discipline and place in the field
;

the large and efficient navy we have been able to create and

place on our coasts and mighty rivers, the respectable effi-

ciency of both branches of the service, and the orderly be-

havior, patience, endurance, and bravei-y of both our land

and naval forces, have, we confess, astonished us, made us^

proud of our country and proud of our countrymen. A
people so long engaged in peaceful pursuits, so long in the

enjoyment of peace as to have almost lost the tradition as

well as the experience of war, without military organization,
without armies, ships, arms, or stores, sending more thanahalf

a million of soldiers to the field, and creating, arming, and

equipping an efficient navy of two or three hundred ships-

of-war, in so brief a time, may well be called a great peo-

ple. Blunders there may have been, arising from inexperi-
ence

;
traitors there may have been in and out of office to

embarrass our measures, and impede our operations ;
and

much nari-o'^-'-mindness and inefficiency there may also have
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been ; l)Ut after all we liav'e shown an aptitude, an energy.
and strengtli, nnsnrpassed hy any other people in the his-

tory of the world. No, this civil war, whether it terminate

in a few months, or whether it linger for a dozen years, has

for ever settled the question in favor of free government,
and rendered the old arguments against it obsolete. It has

proved that, if the republic liad been united in a war against

foreign enemies, it would have been invincible against all

Europe, for we count as ours, as American, the skill, the

energy, and the strength shown by the rebels themselves.

Universal suffrage, which, we own, we had come to dis-

trust, has vindicated itself, and the people ha\e proved that

they are capable of self-government, and can dispense with

both kings and nobles. Even our libera! naturalization laws,
and our open hospitality to foreigners, which we with many
others feared might prove dangerous to our American order

of civilization, liave been justified, and Know-nothingism
has lost its last advocate. In the war natural-born and nat-

uralized citizens have fought with equal bravery and devo-
tion side by side. German, Irish, French, Italian born cit-

izens have proved themselves loyal Americans, have been
not the last to rush in where blows fall thickest and fall

heaviest, and have contributed their full share to the victo-

ries we have won, and to the glory of onr arms. All are

Americans by loyalty, by common suffering, by common hard-

ships, by common dangers, and by common deeds. They
who have mingled their blood on the same battle-field, in

defence of the same noble cause, must henceforth be, and
be treated, as brothers. The war has made or is makino: us

one people, and has removed or is removing more than one
of the old causes of division. No American can forget that

chiefly to the sturdy Germans of the West we owe it that

the great state of Missoui'i did not follow her sister slave

states into secession, or that in the very darkest hour, when
even stout hearts failed, the brave and impulsive Irish were
foremost to volunteer in the armies of the republic. No
American can ever forget that full one-third of the forces

that have won our victories, and saved the life and inteo-ritv

of the nation were not born on American soil. Disloyal as

have been many of those who belong to our own church,
and as a])surd as are the prejudices of many of our brethren

against Xew England, no loyal Protestant can ever forget
that in the nation's struggle for life Catholics have sent to the

field both in officers and men far more than their proportion.
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The proportion of Catholics in the army is probably more
than double the proportion which Catholics bear to the
whole population of the country. After this no sane Amer-
ican can ever countenance an anti-foreign, or an anti-Catho-

lic party in politics. Foreign-born citizens have sealed their

naturalization with their blood, and Catholics have vindi-

cated their right to civil and political equality in every bat-

tle that has been fought, in every defeat that has been suf-

fered, and in every victory that has been won. No blood

has flowed more freely or in richer torrents tlian theirs, and
the non-Catliolic who forgets it is not worth v the name of

American, and should undergo the old Anglo-Saxon punish-
ment of being branded nidering,

—infamous.
We own, and are glad to own, that the war has corrected

many of our own prejudices, and relieved many of our

fears; it has given us full confidence in the strength and

durability of our institutions. It has, also, corrected many
errors the popular mind had imbibed, and exploded more
than one popular fallacy. It has proved the necessity of up-

holding tiie legitimate authority of government, and there-

fore refuted the notion tliat governiiient is a mere agency,
with no power, in case of need, to coerce obedience. It has

proved that in the freest states loyalty and obedience to law
are as necessarj', and as indispensable as in monarchical states.

It has refuted the popular theories of revolutionists so rife

in our times, and proved the necessity of conservative prin-

ciples, and respect for established authority. Happily the
war came in season to arrest our wild radicalism, before the

heart of our people had become wholly corrupt, and before

they had become as base as the theories of their dema-

gogues. The rebellion has shown, also, that the Union can
be saved only by rejecting the interpretation of the consti-

tution that makes the United States a mere congress of sov-

ereigns, and by adopting and adhering to the doctrine that

assumes them to be a nation, a real state, one and indivisible.

The people in the loyal states have acted right in the present

struggle, but they have done so only in opposition to opin-
ions and theories which had gained great credit in all sec-

tions of the country. The doctrines that there is a sacred

right of revolution, and that a state cannot be coerced, gave
the rebellion every advantage under the imbecile Buchanan,
enabled it to mature itself without resistance, and to make
openl}^ all the preparations suj)posed to be necessary to se-

cure its success, and paralyzed for months the activity and
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etreno;th of tlie present administration. Even stanch E,e-

pnblicans shook before these doctrines, and many of our

ablest statesmen and truest patriots feared to grapple with

the danger, and talked of "
compromise," some even thought

we must let the seceding states go. It was doubtful how
far the administration could count on the support of the

free states themselves in an attem])t to put down the rebel-

lion by force of arms. If patriotism had not triumphed
over theory, and if the people had not felt it more urgent
to maintain the integrity of the nation than to carry out the

speculations of their demagogues, the administration would
have been unable to collect force enough to defend for a

single day the national capital. The danger was far greater
than has been told, and, perhaps, than ever will be told. The
rebellion is crusiied, or is sure to be crushed, if no foreign

power intervenes, because the northern Democratic leaders

rose above their doctrines, and refused to fulfil the expecta-
tions of their southern brethren, who counted on them as

friends and allies. The rebellion has proved that the doc-

trines we refer to are, as far as they go, incompatible with

the stability of government, and especially with the main-

tenance of the life and integrity of the nation, and there-

fore that they are false and dangerous, and to be abandoned
in speculation as we have been forced to abandon them in

practice. The war, we hope, will have the effect to con-

form our theories to the practice which all loyal men now
see to be just and necessary, and which the people have so

generously and heroically adopted.
The principles of government which are as necessary un-

der a republican as under any other forin of government, re-

quire us to distinguish between the power, and the person
or persons invested with it. The power comes from God,
for, as says the apostle, non est potestas, nisi a Deo ; but

being from God, it is necessarily a trust, not an absolute,
inherent right. Here is the real distinction between legiti-
mate authority and csesarisra, liberty and despotism. The

prejudice against the divine origin of power grows out of

the failure to make this distinction, and of assuming that

the assertion of the power, or authority, as from God, means
that God has given to certain individuals or certain families,
the indefeasible right to govern, an inalienable and inad-

missible right, wliich cannot, whatever the character of the

ruler or the intolerable tyranny of his government, be re-

sisted without impiety, and rebellion against God, the doc-
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trine known in history as the " divine rii^ht of kings and

passive obedience." Tliis doctrine makes the prince the

living law, according to the inaxim of tlieold Roman jnrist.

Quod placuii j)rinc/pi, id leg is hahet vigot'sm. This is

what we call csesarism, and oppose as despotism, which is

destructive alike of the best interests of society and the true

dignity of man. It lies at the basis of the old Homan im-

perialism, under which the emperor was the living law and

worshipped as a divinity. Even the Christian and orthodox

Emperor Theodosins was addressed by his subjects as "your
eternity." This doctrine was revived in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, and in England lost the Stuarts their

throne, and in France provoked the old French revolution,
while it reduced Spain from thefoi-emost power of Europe
to a third-rate state, and Italy to

" a geographical expres-
sion." No sane man, who knows aught of liberty, can for

one moment countenance the divine origin of o^overnment
in the sense of this doctrine.

To get rid of "the divine right of kings and passive

obedience," the friends of freedom went to the opposite ex-

treme, asserted the popidai' origin of power, and made the

people in their own native right and might the living law.

These made the people Csesar, the popular will the law, and
asserted as a maxim, Yox populi vox Dei, or Quod }}1.acuit

popido, id legis hahet vigorem, and therefore in principle as

absolute a despotism as that asserted by the csesarists they
warred against. This is the condemnation of modern phil-

osophical democracy, as defended by Mazzini and his

friends, who do not hesitate to clothe the people with all the

attributes claimed by the old imperialists for the emperor,
and to say not only "people-prince," "people-king," but

"people-priest," and "people-god." It is in the name of

this "people-divinit}'
"

that democratic revolutions in Eu-

rope, of late years, have been commenced, and of which
Garibaldi is the soldier, and Mazzini is the prophet. Mazzini
is the Mahomet and Garibaldi the Kaled of this new-

worship, a political imposture, for withstanding which any
amount of abuse has been heaped on Pio Nono, Francis

Joseph, and the young king of Naples. It is this political

theory, called by us European democracy, and which like all

the vices of the Old World, has of late years found its way
to our country, that we for nearly twenty years have been

battling with our best ability, and holding up to our read,

ers as wholly incompatible with American republicanism
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American democracy, which, to avoid confusion, we call re-

publicanisnj, has and can liave no affinity with this Euro-

pean democracy, and can no more he reconciled with it than

Christianity can be reconciled with demon-worship.
The true theory of the origin of government is dialectic,

and harmonizes these two extremes. Tlie power, the right,

or the authority is from God, who says
"
By me kings reign,

and lawgivers decree just things," but who shall be the de-

positary of the ])ower, or exercise the trust, is a matter de-

terminable by the people themselves. The power comes
from God, but comes to the prince or government through
the people. Since the power comes from God, it comes
from a source above the people, and they neither indi-

vidually nor collectively have any right to resist it, and are

bound in conscience to respect and obey it. The law of

God settles the authority or rfght of government, and the

people settle the question wlio shall be governors, or who
shall exercise the power. When the people have settled the

form of the government, and have legall)^ chosen their rulers,

these rulers, within the limits and conditions fixed by the con-

stitution, have the divine right to govern, do govern by

authority of God, and the people individually and collectively
are bound to obey them, not as the ministers of their will, but

as ministers of the divine will, and therefore obedience is due
them in conscience, and disobedience is not onlv a crime

against society, but a sin against God. This principle gives

authority and stability to government, for it gives it the

right to wield the sword, to punish evildoers and to enforce

obedience to its acts, while it denies all right of resistance,

and binds all subjects in conscience to obedience. It also

secures freedom by making the power a trust, and placing
in the hands of the people the right to determine who shall

and who shall not be vested with it.

The theor}^ of " the divine right of kings and passive

obedience," the csesarist theory, as expounded by James I.

of England, Louis XIV. of France, Philip II. of Spain, and
the great Bossuet. does not deny that the monai'cli is respon-
sible to God for the use he may make of his power, or that

God will punish him, here or hereafter, in his own person
or in his descendants, for any injustice, tyranny, or oppres-
sion of which he may be guilty, but it denies that he is re-

sponsible to the nation or justiciable by the people. It, con-

sequently, denies to the nation or the people all right of resist-

ance, not simply to legitimate authority, but to tyranny and
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oppression, and leaves them without any right to demand,
and, if necessary, to eifect by force a redress of grievances.
It, therefore, covers the oppressor with the segis of rehgion,
and I'enders oppression sacred and inviolable. The other

theory, the European democratic theory, makes the persons
invested with authority responsible indeed, but to the

people alone, and asserts for the people the right to resist

their rulers at any time, in any way, and for any reason

they please. It divests government of all moral sanction,

deprives obedience of all religious obligation, and makes
civil obedience a mere question of expediency, and results

necessarily in Tnobocracy, to use a barbarous term, anarchy,
or the despotism of the majority. The dialectic theory we
adopt makes rulers responsible to God, as all men are, and
also to the nation, or to the people. To the people, because

they receive their investiture from them, and to God, be-

cause the power with which they are clothed is from him,
and remains his. What is essential to the existence and
maintenance of government, the essential and necessary

rights of authority under any and every form of govern-
ment, are from God, held and exercised by divine right, in-

dependently of all popular conventions or popular will.

These are the divine or natural rights of government in

that it is government. The people may say who shall or

shall not be intrusted with the exercise of these rights, but
the rights themselves are determined by the very nature of

civil society, and depend on the eternal reason or will of the

Creator. No popular conventions, however called or con-

stituted, can create them, or rightly abridge them. They
rest on the same basis with the rights of man,—rights held

from the Almighty in the very constitution of our manhood.
All Americans hold the natural rights of man sacred and

inviolable; the essential rights, we would say, the natural

rights, of civil society should be held equally sacred and

inviolable, for they are equally from God. Let our coun-

trymen so hold, and they will hold what we assert in assert-

ing that the power is from God.
What we wish here to assert is that the power is not con-

ventional, nor of popular, nor indeed of human institution,

and therefore that it can never be justly resisted by the

people either collectively or individually, and that it has the

right to command, and the right to use all the force neces-

sary to maintain itself, to suppress all opposition and to

make its commands obeyed, however large or small the
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party opposing it. Even in constituting tlie government
the people liave no right to deny it any of its essential or

natural rights, or to restrict power beyond the limits of the

divine charter. Any flause in the constitution doing this

must be treated as null aiid void, as repugnant to natural

right, to the necessary and essential authority of civil

society. In other words, there is a higher law than the will

of the people,
—the original divine law of civil .society.

The government while obeying this law, without which it

would not and could not be government, and keeping with-

in the limits of its conventional restrictions, is legitimate,

sacred, and inviolable, and cannot, as we have said, be re-

sisted without crime against the state, and sin against God,
since natural law is divine law. This, as we have said, se-

cures the stability and authority of government, by limiting
the power of the people over it, and denying the right of

popular resistance to it so long as it simply discharges its

legitimate functions and does not transgress its legitimate
bounds. Yet it by no means demands passive obedience to

the tyrant, or forbids popular resistance to wrong and op-

pression, or what was formerly understood by tlie right of

revolution, for the oppressor or the tyrant forfeits to the

people the power that comes from God.
In the modern sense, as now understood by European

revolutionists, the right of revolution cannot be asserted,
for it denies the right of government. Formerly the right
of revolution meant simply the right to resist and overthrow

tyrannj'. This right no lover of freedom can question. A
government that abuses and persists in abusing its trusts,
that plays the tyrant, that perverts power from the common
good, or the good of the community, that makes it a burden
and a curse instead of a common benefit, and obstinately

persists in so doing, forfeits its rights, loses its authority,
becomes a usurper, and therefore may be justly resisted,
and made to give place to another, because in resisting it

there is no resistance to the power that comes from God.
The tyranny of the prince absolves the subject from his

allegiance. All that comes from God is dialectic, and his

grants cannot contradict one another. His patent of the

rights of man to the individual is in harmony with his pat-
ent of authority to civil society, and he can give no power
of government to society incompatible with the rights he

gives to the individual. When the individual uses the

rights of man in a sense incompatible with the rights of
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authority, he errs, and society may set liim right ;
so wlien

the governiiieut uses its power in a sense incompatible with
tlie riglits of man, it transcends its authority, and may be
corrected by the people. The right of revolution in this

sense we assert. But the right of revolution seems to us,

as popularly understood at present, to mean the right to

overthrow any existing government even by violence and
bloodshed v/henever tiie people, or a portion of them numer-
ous or strong enough to do it, choose to attempt it, simply
for the sake of introducing another and as they believe a

better political organization, although no act of tyranny or

oppi'ession can be alleged against it. In this sense we deny
the I'ight of revolution, as incompatible with the very idea

of government.
One government may be more wisely constituted than

another, and it often happens that the growth and prosper-

ity of a nation demand grave changes in the constitutional

law
; but if the onovernment is honestly administered ac-

cording to the existing constitution, and its administrators

take care to usurp no power, we deny the right of the people
to seek even a desirable change by revolutionary violence.

In such a case the remedy is reform, not revolution,
—reform

brought about by peaceful, not violent measures, by the co-

operation of authoritj', secured by the force of public oj.un-
ion. The right of resistance must not be confounded with
the present sense of the word revolution. The right of re-

sistance to tyranny is a sacred and divine right, as sacred

and divine as the riirht of legitimate jyovernment itself: the

right of revolution as the word is now used has no exist-

ence, and revolution is not and cannot be justifiable.
The power in the case of the federal government, as in

that of all other governments, comes from God through the

people, but through the people acting as political communi-

ties, not simply as population. These political communities
or states are the successors or continuators of the English
colonies created by the Britisli crown, or under the sover-

eignty of Great Britain, and therefore, though political
communities or bodies politic and corporate, and since the

revolution no longer colonies, they are not complete or

sovereign states. The sovereignty previously in the British

crown or in the mother country was not assumed or exercised

by the colonies severally, and on becoming independent of

Great Britain they did not each for itself succeed to her

sovereignty, or to any more power than they had possessed
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as colonies. That is, the motlier country was succeeded not

b)' the states severally, but by the United States. The
United States as one political people took the place in the

new order introduced b}' the rev^olution previously held by
the mother country, and therefore became in their unity
the inheritor of her sovereignty. The revolution simply
transferi-ed the sovereio-ntv from Great Britain to the

United States. Hence, under the old confederation and
even after the adoption of the federal constitution, some of

the states continued to act under the colonial charters grant-
ed by the British crown. The states, have, as had the col-

onies, certain civil and political rights, but never at any
moment have they held or claimed the full rights of sover-

eignt}'. As colonies the sovereignty was in Great Britain

or the British crown
;
nnder the confederation the sover-

eignty was claimed, possessed, and exercised not by the

states separately, bnt by the IJnited States, as it is under
the federal constitution.

We will not say that, if the several Anglo-American colo-

nies had each in its individual capacity asserted and main-
tained its independence, it would not have become on its suc-

cessful assertion of its independence a' free sovereign state

possessed of the full rights of sovereignty, and the Union
formed between them been a congress or league of sover-

eigns, a union of the nature of the Zollverein formed by
the northern states of Germany. But such was not the fact.

The independence was declared by the united colonies,

which by this fact became united states. The articles of

confederation were drawn up by the united states, and the

new political power recognized and treated with by foreign
nations, and finally acknowledged by Great Britain, was not
thirteen independent powers or sovereignties, but one

power, one national sovereignty, called the United States of

America. The people of the United States have, therefore,

always been and are one political people, and have never ex-

isted as separate, independent, and sovereign states. Under
the colonial regime the political unity was in the British

crown
;
under the confederation it was in the United States,

and it is in the United States under the federal constitution,
and where is lodged the unity, there is lodged the sover-

eignty of a nation.

Nor will we say that there were in transferring the sover-

eignty from the British crown to the United States no irreg-

ularities, no isolated acts incompatible with the doctrine we
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advocate. Revolutionary times are seldom remarkable for

their order and i-egiilarity. But what is disorderly, irregu-
lar, or anomalous in those times establishes no precedent,
and forms no rule of interpretation. With the exception of

Yermont and Texas, not included in the original
" Thir-

teen," no state in this Union has ever existed as an inde-

pendent sovereign state. J^one of them has ever been rec-

ognized as a sovereign power by any foreign state, ever
exercised the functions of a sovereign power, ever entered
into relations with foreign powers, negotiated foreign trea-

ties, or had the right to make war or peace. The supreme
attributes of sovereignty they have never as a fact possessed,

exercised, or, until recently, claimed. Foreign nations have
known and now know only the United States. All our for-

eign treaties are negotiated by and with the United States
;

the only flag floating from ships of war or commerce, known
on the ocean, or in foreign ports is the United States flag;
the United States make war and peace, enter into and dis-

charge national obligations, acquire and hold national terri-

tory by purchase or conquest, and stand recognized and

respected by all the nations of the earth as an independent
sovereign nation. None of the several states, excepting
Yermont and Texas, have ever been so recognized, per-
formed any of these functions, or sustained any of these

relations
;
and the exception in the case of Yermont and

Texas amounts to nothing, for in the Union they stand on
the same footing with the original states. The states have
never exercised the rights of sovereignty, and have remained

political and independent communities only in the sense in

which they were such communities when colonies under the

crown of Great Britain. They hold their civil and political

rights now, as when they were colonies, in subordination to

the national sovereign.
We know there were differences of opinion at the epoch

of the formation of the federal constitution, that some pa-
triots wished to reserve a larger and others a smaller sphere
of action to the states, and some wished, it is probable, to

make the Union simply a congress of sovereigns. There are,

no doubt, in the constitution traces of these differences of

opinions and wishes
;
but it is clear that the convention of

1787 intended to frame, and regarded themselves as framing
a constitution of a national government, a constitution for

one political people, and the few phrases or even provisions
that smack of the state sovereignty theory were inserted or
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suffered to remain so as to escape the dano^er of liaving the

constitution rejected by any one of the states. The conven-

tion were content to secure the substance of nationality,
witliout pusliing the state sovereignty men to the wall.

They effected their object, though not without some ambi-

guity of language, and leaving a chance for cavillers and

pettifoggers.
The fact that the constitution was formed by a convention

of the people as states, and that the constitution was ratified

by the states, or conventions of the people of the several

states, has led even some who assert the national character

of the government to suppose the constitution emanated
from the states severally, and not from the people of the

United States, and that the American people became one

political people only by virtue of the constitution. This,
we believe, was Mr.Webster's doctrine. But this is contra-

dicted by the very preamble of the constitution itself, whicli

says, "We the people of the United States,"—not we the

people of the several states,
—" do ordain and establish this

constitution for the United States of America." The people
of the United States are not created by tlie constitution, for

they precede it, and ordain and establish it. Our own
former error on the subject grew out of supposing the states

succeeded severally not only to the rights of the colonies

under the British crown, but to the sovereignty possessed

by that crown itself. This was a mistake. The sovereignty
of the crown did not fall to the states severally, but to the

United States, and tlierefoi'e after independence, as before,
the states severally were subordinate, not sovereign political

communities, and the people of the United States were one

political people with a single national sovereign. This, if

we are not mistaken, is substantially the doctrine held by
John Quincy Adams, no mean authority in questions of this

sort.

Art. X. of the amendments has been adduced in defence
of a doctrine opposite to the one we are defending.

" The

powers not delegated to the United States by the constitu-

tion, nor prohibited by it to the states, are reserved to the
states respectively, or to the people." Hence it has been

argued that the powers of the United States are powers del-

egated to it by tlie states, and that all the powers of govern-
ment not so delegated are reserved to the states severally,
or to the people, not of the United States, but of the several

states. But this inference is not necessary, and the amend-
VoL. XVII- 19
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ment, thougli undoubtedly intended as a constitutional guar-

anty of the reserved riglitsof the several states, says nothing
in favor of state so-vereignty. It asserts indeed that the fed-

eral gov^ernment is a government of delegated and limited

powers, but it does not assert that tlie tlnited States are

created by state delegation, or that the political people
called tlie United States have only delegated and limited

powers. In the amendment the term Un'ded States must be
taken in the sense of the government created or perfected

b}' the constitution. The federal government has only dele-

gated powers, but the powers are delegated by the people
of the tinited, Jiot tlie several states. It is a government of

limited powers, because the people so willed, not because
the powers of the people of the United States are limited

by the rights of the people of the several states. The reser-

vation, again, is to the states respectively, or to the people.
But what people ? The article does not say, to the people
of the states respectively, or the people of the states seve-

rally, and therefore we must understand them to be the peo-

ple of the United States, the very people assembled in con-

vention to constitute the national government.
There is nothing in our view of the unity and sovereignty

of the people of the United States to interfere with the

federal element of our government. The states severally
were never complete, that is, sovereign states, for, as we
have seen, the British sovereignty over the colonies did not

fall to the states severally, but to the states united, or, the

United States. But the colonies, thouo-h created at different

dates and differently constituted, liad by royal grant, charter,

or custom, certain political and civil rights, which tliey re-

tained after independence. Tliese rights rendered uniform
in all tlie states, enlarged in some respects and abridged in

others by the federal constitfition, are in their suljstance and

in their tenure anterior to that constitution, and are what we
called the reserved rights of the states, that is to sa}', rights
which the United States M'illed should be reserved and

guarantied to the states severally. These rights, even as

colonial rights, were rights the sovereign was bound to treat

as sacred and inviolable, and it was for his alleged violation

of them his sovereignty was abjured, and independence de-

clared. Even under the British crown the colonies within

the sphere of their rights were legally free and independent
political communities. They remain so under the sov-

ereignty of the United States, and the federal government
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is bound to treat those rights as sacred and inviolable. Tliej
are recognized and guarantied by the constitution.

But we niay remark that, after all, these rights were not

original in the colonies as civil society, and could not be de-

fended by them as their natni'al rights of government. They
were rights held by them as British colonies and as British

subjects, and were therefore of tlie nature of franchises, of

chartered, or of vested rights. Tliey were sacred and in-

violable only so long as they who held' them observed the

conditions expi-essed or implied in the grant. They could
be forfeited as all snch rights may be forfeited, and the king
might issne his writ quo loarranto against any one of the

colonies, and, on evidence of forfeiture, revoke tlie charter,
as in several cases was actually done. The United States

holds substantially the relation to the several states lield by
the British crown to the Anglo-American colonies. The

rights of the several states are the rights of those colonies,
and are held by them as American states and American citi-

zens, not as original, independent, and sovereign states. As
long as the express or implied conditions of their charter or

tenure are complied with, they are sacred and inviolable, and
within their sphere the states are independent of the national

government, and of one another. But if they break these

conditions, if they cease to be Americaii states, and their

people to be citizens of the United States, the}' forfeit their

liberties, and the United States as sovereign has the right to

revoke their charters, or annul their state constitutions, and
enter upun their possession as upon any other forfeited es-

tate. The state by its own act has lapsed, and the sovereign
only resumes what is his own. Hence Mr. Sumner was

right in declaring state secession state suicide, as we proved
by ii slightly different line of argument in our last Review.
The right of a state to resist the federal government, in

case it becomes tyrannical and oppressive, is precisely the

right, neither greater nor less, of individuals to do the same,
and what that is, has been already stated. So long as the
federal government keeps within its constitutional powers,
it governs by divine right, and no state or individual has

any moral or political right to resist it. If the free and fair

exercise of its legitimate powers bears unequally upon dif-

ferent sections, clianges or reforms may be sought, but only
in a constitutional way, and by peaceful means. No vio-

lence, no insuri-ection, no rebellion, no armed resistance is

lawful. The condemnation of the southern seceders is that
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they have resisted the federal government in the exercise of

its legitimate powers, without having a single act of tyranny
or in contravention of the constitution to allege against it.

And tliey could not have such act witliout condemning
themselves, for they have controlled the federal administra-

tion, and shaped its policy for more than three-fourths of

the time since the organization of tlie government. For the

twenty-four years next preceding the present administration

they had every thing pretty much their own way, and if any
portion of the people had any right to complain, it was not
the people of the slave states, l^o doubt the abolitionists

said and printed many things annoying to them, and some
of the free states passed laws not acceptable to them

;
but

the people of the free states had to complain of laws far

more objectionable passed by them, and of numerous and

gross outrages upon tlieir citizens at the South, such as im-

pi'isonment, expulsion, lynching, tar-and-feathering, and

hanging, for which no redress could be obtained. Yet the

federal government, while it suffered unrebuked southern

outrages upon northern citizens, was never restrained by the

personal-liberty laws, and executed its own laws faithfully
as far as the North was concerned. The South really had
no grievance to complain of from the government, and the

seceding states have never had a shadow of excuse for their

rebelliftn. If tlie southern "
chivalry

" disliked being yoked
with northern "

mudsills," they were free to seek a separa-
tion by peaceful and constitutional means, but not by rebel-

lion and civil war.

Such are the corrections we think are demanded, not of

our institutions, but of popular opinion. Let public opinion
conform, on the one hand, to our institutions, and, on the

other, to the loyal and conservative practice of the people
who have volunteered to defend the government, assert the

majesty of law, and to save the life and integrity of the na-

tion. We ask no more. These corrections, we trust, the

southern rebellion and the civil war which has clothed with

mourning almost every family in the Union will induce us

to make. The minds and liearts of the people are now open
to serious thought and to wise counsels. They are prepared
to review the past, and to take a wise and fresh start for the

future.



CONFISCATION AND EMANCIPATION.*

[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for July, 1862.]

Very few of ns who call ourselves loyal men and patriots
had at the outbreak of the great southern rebellion a per-

fectly clear and distinct perception of the constitutional prin-

ciples on which it was to be suppressed. All were anxious
for its speedy suppression, and that, too, in strict accordance
with the constitution, for, after saving the life and integrity
of the republic, our dearest wish was to save constitutional

government ;
but our minds were not clear as to the prin-

ciples on which it was to be done. To many it was evident
th;vt the peace powers of the constitution were not adequate
to the exigencies of the case, and to others it was not clear

that the war power could be constitutionally invoked and
exercised against our own citizens, even though in ^rms
against the government.
The administration adopted in the outset the theory that

the rebellion is not civil war, and the rebels are not enemies,
but citizens criminally combined to obstruct the administra-

tion of justice, and to resist the execution of the laws. This
is evident from the president's inaugural address, and his

proclamation calling out the militia. Congress itself at the
extra session, unless its partial conKscation act be an ex-

ception, appears to have adopted the president's theory of
the rebellion, and we can call to mind no act of that session

incompatible with it. But on this theory tlie government is

j-estricted to the peace provisions of the constitution. The
militarj' forces are not an army operating against enemies,
hut Si posse comifatus nctlnfi; under the orders of the civil'

magistrate in aid of the civil authority, just as when called

out to aid in suppressing a riot. On this theory, any and

every assumption of war powers, or appeal to the rights of

war would be manifestly unconstitutional, and unjustifiable
on any recognized principles of law. Yet the government,

*
Indemnify for the Past and Securityfor the Future. Speech of Hon.

Charles Sumner, of Massachusetts, on his Bill for the Confiscation of

Property and the Liberation of Slaves belonging to Rebels. In the Sen-
ate of the United States, May 19, 1863.
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while apparently adopting this tlieory, which we call tlie

peace theory, and assuming the country to he at peace, lias

blockaded the sontliern ports, has made prizes, sent and re-

ceived flags of ti-nce, treated captured rebels as prisoners of

war, released them on parole, or exchanged them, and done
various other things which imply a state of war, and which
would be highly improper, in some respects criminal, if the

rebels are not enemies as well as criminal citizens.

The adoption of the peace theory by the government as

the constitutional theory, and many of its acts being defen-

sible only on the war theory, has continued and increased

the confusion in loyal minds, and at the same time given
the opposition in and out of congress some show of reason

in organizing themselves as a constitutional party, and in

professing to oppose the government on strictly constitu-

tional grounds. If the government adopts and insists on
tlie peace theory, many of its acts are undeniably open to

the strictures of such men as Powell of Kentucky, Saulsbury
of Delaware, Vallandigham of Ohio, and Diven of Kew
York. On this theory the various bills introduced into

congress, one of which has passed the house while we are

writing, for confiscating the property of rebels and eman-

cipating their slaves, are, if regarded as penal statutes

against the rebels, of doubtful constitutionality. It may be

plausibly argued, to say the least, that such measures are

not within the purview of the peace powers of the consti-

tution, and, if defensible at all, are defensible only under
the war power,—only on the supposition that the property
and slaves in question, are the property and slaves of ene-

mies.

The constitution says expressly that,
" The congress shall

have power to declare the punishment of treason, but no
attainder shall work corruption of blood, or forfeiture,

except during the life of the person attainted." This,
taken in an untechnical sense and as usually understood,

positively forbids congress to pass any .confiscation laws, as

a penalty for treason, except during the life of the traitor.

Confiscation of rebel property as a punishment for treason

for a longer period than the life of the traitor, would, con-

sequently, according to this interpretation, be manifestly

unconstitutional, and the courts would be ol)liged to treat

the act of congress authorizino' it as null and void. So of

emancipation. As a peace powei- neither congress nor the

president has any power over the emancipation question.
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Slavei^ does not exist under or by virtue of the constitution

of the United States. So far as it has any legal existence

at all in the Union, it exists by the jus iJroprium of the

several states, and all the federal government has authority
to do with it is, to see that the constitutional provision for

the return of persons held to service escaping from one

state to another is carried out. If the rebel slaveholders

are to be regarded not as enemies, but as simply criminal

citizens, an act emancipating their slaves would be unde-

niably in violation of the constitution, a usurpation of power
that no lover of the constitution can for one moment permit.
So far wo are disposed to agree with those members of con-

gress, who oppose, on constitutional grounds, both confis-

cation and emancipation.
Yet, we heartily approve a stringent confiscation act, and

demand full and immediate emancipation at least of all the

slaves claimed by rebels. Both are necessary as a means of

weakening the rebels, obtaining indemnity for the past, and

security for the future. We demand indemnity for the ex-

penses incnrred in suppressing the rebellion. Tlie govern-
ment has no riglit to exempt rebel property, and compel
the loyal men of the country not only to pour out their

blood in its defence, but to bear the burden of the expense

necessarily incurred, when there is within its reach rebel

property that can be seized as an indemnity. It would be

paying a premium for treason, and imposing an almost in-

supportable tax on loyalty. The rebels have confiscated

some two hundred mihions of debts due to the loyal men
in the loyal states, besides a large amount of property
owned by northern men in the seceding states. They have

stolen or destroyed many millions of property owned by the

United States, and compelled an expenditure by the Union
of at least twelve hundred millions, to say nothing of in-

demnities to private citizens, especially loyal citizens of the

rebellious states, which will be found in the end to be

nearly as much more. We protest against the whole burden
of this immense expenditure falling on the federal treasury.
The whole debt contracted, we hold, is a lien on rebel prop-

erty, and tlie property of the rebels, as far as it will go,
must be made to pay the cost of putting down their rebel-

lion. We hold indeed, that all the proj)erty of the rebel-

lious states, and all held under them, has lapsed to the

United States by the rebellion of those states, for we hold,
as our readers know, tliat state rebellion is state suicide, the
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death of the state, and, so far as it depended on the state,

the dissolution of all civil society in its territory. But we
<lemand, if congress will not accept this doctrine, that it

authorize the seizure of rebel property as a just indemnity,
as far as it will o^o, of the expenses of government and the

losses by the rebellion of loyal private citizens.

But we cannot make this demand under the peace powers
of the constitution, or on the government theory of the

rebellion. We can make it only under the war power, as

one of tlie rights of war, and therefore only on the ground
that the country is not at peace, that the rebellion is civil

war, and that the rebels are not only criminal citizens and

punishable as such, but enemies against whom the govern-
ment has all the rights of war. We have against the rebels

all the civil rights determined by the constitution, and, be-

sides these, all the rights of war against foreign enemies
;

for all autliorities agree that a rebellion assuming certain

dimensions is civil war, and the laws of war apply to civil

or domestic war in like manner as to a foreign war, or, in

other words, that the government has against domestic ene-

mies all the rio-hts that it has against a foreign state with

which it is at war. That is to say, it has all the rights of a

belligerent in addition to its rights as a sovereign. This

clears up the confusion we have referred to, as may be seen

in Mr. Sumner's masterly speech in the senate on confisca-

tion, the title of which we have quoted at the head of this

article. Mr. Sumner has drawn sharply the distinction be-

tween the peace powers of the constitution and the war

power, and shown what we can and w^hat we cannot do un-

der each of them. We have done nothing but state in our
own way his positions, and we refer to his speech for the

authorities he cites in their support, and for the arguments
by which he sustains them. In that speech he proves him-
self to be as scrupulously attached to the constitution as he

is ardent and unreserved in his devotion to liberty. He is

not merely the warm-hearted philanthropist, the indefati-

gable advocate of negro emancipation, but also an able and

profound constitutional lawyer.
The right of both confiscation and emancipation under

the war power is undeniable. The laws of war allow the

seizure and appropriation of enemy's property wherever it

can be reached without invading the jurisdiction of a neu-

tral power. They also authoi'ize the demand of indemnity
for expenses incurred in prosecuting the war, and security
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for the future. This demand may be complied with by the

payment of a sum of money agreed on between the parties,

by a concession of territory, or by the concession of certain

commercial facilities, as may be stipulated in the treaty of

peace. It is on the right to demand indemnity for the past
and security for the future, that rests the validity of the

title by conquest.
It is true, as Mr. Sumner remarks, that, in modern times

the private property of citizens on land is respected, and
the rights of war, except on sea, authorize only the seizure

and appropriation of the public property of the enemy.
This is because the government is held responsible, and be-

<}ause the citizens in their private character are not held to

be enemies, or, if so, not by their own choice. This is a

modification of the laws of war, which we owe to Chris-

tianity. Under the old jus gentium as recognized by Roman

jurisprudence, all the property, both public and private, of

the liostile nation fell to the conqueror. Hence Kome or

tlie Roman emperor was regarded as the sole proprietor of

all the land of the conquered provinces, which, if it contin-

ued to be held by its former owners, was held by lease or

payment of a stipulated rent or tribute. But this restric-

tion of the war power does not apply in the case of rebels

or domestic enemies, for they have no legal government,
and are held to act individually, from choice, and therefore

must be lield individually responsible.
This is Mr. Sumner's doctrine, and in most cases of re-

bellion is unquestionable. But in our case tlie question

might arise whether the rebels are not states rather than

individuals. The states have acted in their state capacity,
and demanded the support of their citizens by virtue of their

allegiance to the state. In such a case the demand for in-

demnity and security would be against the state, and not

directly against the individual citizen. This view was
taken and urged at some length in our pages in the article

on The Struggle of the Nation for Lfe. But it was taken

not so much to meet the present question, as to escape the

difficulties we felt in adopting the peace theory of the ad-

ministration, on which we did not believe it possible to

suppress the rebellion. Our thought was, in case of suc-

cess, to compel the states, as states, to meet the demand for

indemnity and security. This, we think, could be defended
if it should be denied that state rebellion is state suicide,
and it would answer most of the purposes of a confiscation
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act. But we have since looked more closely into the ques-
tion of state sovereignty than we had previously done, and

have come to the conclusion that the states are not and

never were sovereign states either in law or in fact, that

the American people are and always have been one political

people, and that the undivided allegiance of the citi-

zen is due to the United kStates, and to the United States

alone. The state by rebellion forfeits all its rights; its very
existence ceases to be a legal entity, and therefore the citi-

zen is not bound by any of the acts or enactments of the

pretended state after its rebellion. Hence he must be held

individually responsible for his rebellion, and be accounted

personally an enemy. In this case Mr. Sunmer's doctrine

applies, for the pi'ivate property of rebels is enemy's prop-

erty, and may be confiscated as such.

The right to confiscate enemy's property under the war

power is indubitable
;
but the war power itself—is that a

constitutional power ? As against foreign enemies it is

certainly constitutional, and equally so, if the doctrine we
have asserted be sound, against domestic enemies. The

war*power is not, as some seem to suppose, a power above

or outside of the constitution. Every sovereign state has,

by virtue of the sole fact that it is a sovereignty, the inher-

ent and indefeasiljle right of self-defence, or of self-preserva-

tion, to demand redress for injui'ies inflicted, and to guard

against injuries threatened. In this is founded the right of

war, whence flows the war ])ower. The wai- power is in-

herent in the United States, as a free, independent, and

sovereign state, and is by the political people of the United
States expressly vested by the constitution in congress, as

any one may see by reading Article I., Section 8. The
constitution recognizes the war power, and confers it on

congress. It is, then, a constitutional power, as constitu-

tional as any of the peace powers. The war power is recog-
nized and conferred b}' the constitution, but the constitu-

tion does not specify or determine the rights or laws of war.

These are determined by the jus gentium., or international

law, as recognized and enforced by universal jurisprudence,
or the jurisprudence of all civilized or Christian states. The

rights or laws of war, as recognized by international law,
which is a part of the civil law of every nation, are consti-

tutional, and congress can, while the war is pending, as con-

stitutionallj' exercise them as it can any other rights. The
confiscation of rebel property, even if unauthoi'ized, or for-
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hidden under the peace powers of the constitution, is then

constitutional under the war power.
So much for tlie right while the war is pending to con-

fiscate. The expediency of exercising the right or not ex-

ercising it, or of exercising it only with discrimination, or

to a partial extent, is a question for the government to de-

termine. No government is obliged to exercise all its rights,

or to push its rights to their extreme. The rebels, while

the civil war lasts, are enemies, as jnucli, and as strictly so,

as if tliey were foreigners ;
but we expect the government

to suppress the rebellion, and the people of the seceding
states to return, after a while, to their allegiance, and to

demean themselves as our countrymen and fellow-citizens.

It is the duty of the government to use against them all the

force and all the means authorized by the laws and usages
of civilized warfare necessai'y to induce them to submit, and

cease their opposition ;
but it is for the interest of the

whole country that this should be done with as little injury
to them as possible. It could be of no advantage to the

loyal states, even if they were so disposed, which they are

not, to reduce the great mass of the population of the

seceding states to al)Solute pauperism, to deprive them of

all capital, and entii'ely ruin their industry. It is the duty
of the United States to save them, as far as it can, from

completely ruining themselves. We do not think interest,

humanity,'^ or sound policy, can counsel extreme and indis-

criminate confiscation. We, if the matter were left to us,

would leave the mass of the people,
—who have but small

means, and who have been drawn into the rebellion by their

leaders rather than by their OMm malice,
—when returning

to their loyalty, the undisturbed possession of their little

properties. We wouki exempt them from the operation
of the confiscation law.

But we would not spare the leaders and wealthy secession-

ists, the members of the confederate government, or of the

seceding state governments, those who have accepted oflice

under them, and the connnissioned officers of the confed-

erate army and navy. On all thes'e we would let the confis-

cation law fall with its full force. It is due to patriotism
and loyalty that it should do so. These should not escape

with impunity. There will, of course, be no hanging, no

capital punishment for treason. The time has gone by for

that. If we intended to inflict on traitors tlie traitor's

doom, we should have begun our hanging under Mr. Bu-
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channn's adininistratioii, and Mr. Lincoln's government
should have arrested and executed as traitors, the commis-
sioners sent by the so-called confederates to Washington to

negotiate the terms of a dissolution of the Union, instead

of treating them, unofficially of course, as high-minded,
honorable, and accomplished gentlemen. As much as we
disapprove the mistimed leniency in the beginning, whether
it sprang from policy or cowardice, we should still more
disapprove any prosecutions, after the war is over, under
the civil law for treason. The legal rio-ht to do it we of
course maintain, but after the past we believe such prosecu-
tions would be highly dishonorable, and that they would

prove to be at best a useless and an impolitic vengeance.
Yet some punishment the leaders and influential classes

who favored the rebellion should receive. But if the pun-
ishment extends to stripping them of all their property,
and reducing them to the necessity of earning their bread

by the sweat of their faces, it will probably be punishment
enouofh.

The principle on which we defend the constitutionality of
confiscation of enemy's property enables us to defend the

emancipation of the enemy's slaves as a strictly constitu-

tional measure. We hold, as we endeavored to prove in

our last Review^ that the slaves in all the rebellious states

are already legally free. The suicide of those states of itself

emancipated the slaves, and the federal government has no

authority to remand them to slavery. Strictly speaking,
slavery does not exist in the United States, and never has
existed in them since the adoption of the federal constitu-

tion. The United States knows only persons, whatever their

race or complexion, 2i\\^ jpersons^ though they may be bond-
men, are not slaves. The people of the United States, when
they formed and adopted the federal constitution, abolished

slavery, by recognizing and describing those who had been
slaves as '•'•

persona held to service," and thus raising them,
though they might be bondmen, from chattels to inen. It

would be a nice question, whether the constitution did not
also abolish hereditary bondage. Hereditary bondage is

founded on the legal fiction that the mother is a chattel, a

thing, and that the offspring belongs to the master as tlie

natural increase of property, which cannot be alleged if the
mother is recognized as a person. If hereditary bondage
has any legal existence in any of the states it must be by
what lawyers call jus proprium^ some special or express
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local statute, or custom having the force of law, not by the

jus genti'um. We apprehend, if we should inquire, that a

ijjreat deal in regard to slavery alle_2;ed to be legal would be
found to be in reality illegal, without even the shadow of a

law, national or municipal, in its support. But be this as it

may, it is undeniable that congress under the war power,
as a war measure, has the right to break the bond, and

emancipate all the persons held to service by the rebels,

and, as to that matter, also all so held by lo^^al citizens, only
in the latter case a fair compensation might be due. The

complete and immediate emancipation of all the slaves or

bondmen is thus within the constitutional power of congress,
as a war measure, though evidently not as a peace measure.
We have no doubt, as we maintained in our article on

Slavery and the War, that the president, as commander-in-
chief of the army and navy, has the power to emancipate
the slaves, when and where in his judgment it is a military

necessity, or necessary to the military operations in hand.

So, we think, has in his department any general having a

departmental command, unless he has received positive in-

structions from his superior not to do it. The recent order

of General Hunter freeing the slaves in the states of South

Carolina, Georgia, and Florida, comprised within his mili-

tary department, was, we have no doubt, a valid order, and
the persons previously held to service in those states are

now legally free, as are the persons so held freed by Gen-
eral Fremont's proclamation last autumn in the department
of the West. The president is bound by the legal acts of

his generals, unless he can sliow, as we presume he cannot,
that they have disobeyed orders, or disregarded their in-

structions. If in these departments the slaves were legally
freed by the orders of the generals, the president cannot
remand them to slavery l^y any modification of the orders

after they were once formally issued. Either the orders

did not free the slaves, or those slaves are now legally free,

whatever may have been the subsequent action of the pres-
ident. If the president disapproved of the policy of those

orders, he should have instructed his generals not to issue

them. After they are issued it is too late to revoke them.
A third party has then an interest.

But the power of the commander-in-chief to emancipate
the slaves is confined to strict military necessity, and he can

do it only as strictly necessary to his military operations.
The commander-in-chief may believe, though it would be
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higlily advautaixeoiis to tlie general prosecution of the war
to emancipate the slaves, that it is not in a military point
of view absolutely necessary, and, therefore, very properly
refuse to proclaim emancipation. The power, therefore,

though in certain supposable cases in the president, yet as

it is included in the war power of the goveriiment, is more

properly vested in congress. It is a war power rather than

a military power, and emancipation must be regarded as a

war measure rather than as a military operation, or military

expedient. The railitai-y can adopt it only as a measure

necessary to its operations, but congress can adopt it as a

useful or advantageous war measure, a measure useful in

prosecuting the war, in securing its ends, or in bringing it

to a more s})eedy and successful issue.

Judge Trumbull, in his able speech on introducing a bill

into the senate, at the opening of the session, for confiscat-

ing the property and emancipating the slaves of rebels,

has dissipated the notion entertained by not a few, that the

war power and the military power are one and the same,
and that only the military can exercise the war power. He
cleared up no little confusion by showing that the war power
is the legitimate power of the government, and vested by
the constitution in congress. The executive department,
so to speak, of the war power, as of the other powers of the

government, is committed to the president, who is made by
the constitution commander-in-chief of the army and navy ;

but the power to declare war, to vote supplies of men and

money, and to determine the policy and purposes of the

war is expressly vested in congress, and the president acts

simply in prosecuting it as the executive department of the

government. It is not true to suppose that the war power
comes into play only under martial law, and that under the

war ]")0wer the civil gives way to the military. Under our

constitution the civil government holds the war power, and
it is by tlie authority of the civil government that the mil-

itary operates, or has the right to operate. The president,
as the chief civil magistrate of the nation, watches over the

general welfare, takes care of the republic, and sees that the

laws are executed,—and to this end he is made commander-
in-chief of the army and navy, or the whole land and naval

forces of the ITnion. His military command is, therefore,

subsidiary to his office as chief magistrate. The military is

only an arm of the civil government, and can rightly move

only by its will, for it is as chief civil magistrate that the
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president calls out the militia to repel an invasion, or to

quell an insurrection
;
or has the chief command of the

land and naval forces.

It is of great importance to keep this always in mind.

The civil authority under our system controls the military.

The war power is not the prerogative of the military, but

of the civil government, and the militaiy operates under

and not over it. Were it otherwise, we might become a

military despotism, or, in time of war at least, the civil au-

thority would be placed in abeyance, and only the military
would rule. Such a case could occur legitimately only
when the whole country was placed under martial law. We
have not the fears that many of our countrymen have of

military despotism, and have no jealousies, common to most

civilians, of the army. As a people we liave held both

army and navy in too low esteem, and are now suffering
from it. We have made light of military honors and mil-

itary glory, and thought M-e were humane and patriotic in

discouraging the cultivation of a military spirit in our

young men. In all this we have been wrong. An unmil-

itary people is sure to become a corrupt and an unpatriotic

people. We were personally never a supporter of Andrew

Jackson, but we never sympathized in the opposition to

him on the ground that he was a "
military chieftain," or

had proved himself an able and successful general. We
said 3'ears ago, and we say now, that we should always, other

things being equal, prefer a real military man for the chief

magistrate of the Union, to a civilian. The military man
is usually a better executive officer, and carries into office

better formed habits both of obedience and command, more

promptness, energy, and activity, and a better coup (Tceil

than a man taken from civil life. If we had a larger sprink-

ling, not of militia generals and colonels, but of real mil-

itary men, in congress, we should find our legislation none

the worse for it.

But the real danger to our institutions comes from the

tendency to devolve more and more of the duties of govern-
ment on the president. He exercises in times of war extraor-

dinary powers, and prudence requires that no more should

be thrown Xipon him than properly belongs to his office. It

is necessary to keep distinct and separate the several depart-
ments of government, as was intended by the constitution, and

for each department to take care to neglect none of its own

functions, and to avoid encroaching upon those of either of
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the others. The habit of devolving upon the executive

duties which properly belong to congress, or calling upon it

to do what congress. itself can do, is fraught with danger,
and may, if not checked, cause or permit the president to

grow not into a military chieftain, but into a civil chieftain,
which is a great deal worse. For these reasons we prefer
that the war measure we insist on should be adopted bj con-

gress rather than by the president, for as civil magistrate the

president has no power to do more than recommend it to

congress, and as the head of the military power he can do it

only in a military emergency. In any case it is more in ac-

cordance with the spirit of onr institutions that it should be
done by the civil than that it should be done by the military

authority. Besides congress has freer scope under the war

power, and may take a larger and a more liberal view of

what is called military necessity than the commander-in-chief

can. It can decree emancipation as a useful war measure,
thouo-h not in the strictest sense of the term absolutely nee-

essary. and even though it be not morally impossible to sup-

press the rebellion without decreeing it. It can do it when-
ever it regards it in the exercise of its best judgment a wise

and prudent measure, and likely to be highly advantageous
in prosecuting the war, or in obtaining the desired security
for the future.

We assert the constitutional right of congress under the

war power to declare universal emancipation as a war meas-

ure. But as a war measure it is obvious that congress can

adopt it only while the war is pending. When the war is

over and peace has returned, congress has no longer any
power over it, for we have seen that emancipation in the

states does not come within the scope of the peace powers
of the federal government. Hence we have not regarded
the proposition of the president, embodied in a resolution

adopted by congress, to furnish pecuniary aid to those states

that may choose to initiate emancipation, as so important as

have some of our friends. The proposition is intended to be

either a peace measure or a war measure. As a war meas-

ure, we doubt its value, for we do not believe any of the

states will adopt it, or that it will tend at all to make Dela-

ware, Maryland, Kentucky, and Missouri, one whit more

loyal or less disloyal than they now are. Undoubtedly, if it

would secure the hearty support of these states to the Union,
or tend to detach Virginia, North Carolina, and Tennessee,
from the so-called confederacy, it would be justifiable under
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the war power, and a prudent and advantageous war meas-
ure. But we anticipate from it neitlier of these effects, till

the war is virtually over, and both its necessity and iis

utility as a war measure have passed away. The menace
with which the president accompanied his proposition can
be carried into effect only while the M'ar continues

;
and un-

less the war continues much longer than it is now hoped, it

will turn out to be only a hrutum fulmen^ intended rather

to divert the pressure of foreign or domestic opponents of

slavery, than to have any effect in actually promoting the

cause of emancipation.
As a peace measure, the proposition strikes us as uncon-

Btitutional. We see nothing unconstitutional in compensat-
ing the slaveholders in the District of Columbia for the

elaves emancipated by the act of congress, for there slavery
existed by the authority of the United States. The United
States had, iniquitously if you will, and as we certainly hold,

recognized and sanctioned slavery in the district. It ouo-ht

at once, no doubt, to free the slaves
;
but as citizens had ac-

quired under its authority a property in the services of the

slaves or persons held to service, it could not justly destroy
that property without indemnification. You may say it

owed a still greater indemnity to the slaves for the loss for

so many years of their own services, and we shall not dis-

pute you. But we hold that a state that has authorized

slavery cannot justly abolish it without indemnifying the

loyal owners of the property it has authorized for the loss

they must sustain by its abolition. But we are aware of no
clause in the constitution that authorizes the federal govern-
ment to impose a tax on me for compensating the owners of

slave property in the states, where it has never existed by
authority of the United States. The government could tax

me my proportion for buying up and shipping off to Hayti,
San Domingo, Central America, or elsewhere, all the negroes
in the country as a war measure, but not one cent for any
thing of the sort as a peace measure, nor any other citizen.

The tax or the appropriation of money from the treasury for

such a purpose would be clearly illegal.
'

The president, we doubt not, is opposed to slavery, and
would be glad to see it abolislied

;
but he is, as he has de-

clared, not in favor of immediate emancipation, and, we pre-

sume, favorable to emancipation at all only as it is coupled
with colonization, or deportation of the liberated slaves be-

yond the limits of the territory of the Union. We are our-

VOL. XVII- 20
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selves favorable to colonization, or rather to the voluntary

emigration of the colored population to a territory where

they will not have to strugg-le against the prejudices of race,
as they must if they remain in the Union, and we look for-

ward to sncli emigration as the final solution of the negro
question ;

but we do not suffer ourselves to couple with the

negro question the slavery question, which is a distinct ques-

tion, and must be disposed of whether the other be or not.

The slavery question is now up for solution, and cannot be
much longer safely postponed. We have great respect for

the chief magistrate of the Union
;
we have great confidence

in his shrewdness and judgment, and should treat with grave
consideration any opinions, wishes, or even prejudices of his,

however unreasonable they might appear to ourselves ; but
we must confess that we have g]*eat difficulty in not losing
our patience when we hear people talk about gradual eman-

cipation. What kind of use will gradual emancipation be
as a war measure? If you mean to adopt emancipation as a

war measure, you must do it at once, and speedily ;
if you

mean to recommend it only as a peace measure, to be carried

out after the wai* is over, we see not what right you have to

meddle with it.

The pretence that the negroes, if free, will not work, and
cannot take care of themselves is, if you protect them

against the oppression of the white men, all moonshine, and
is every day refuted by what we see before our eyes. The

negroes are far better able to take care of themselves, than

are their white masters to take care of themselves, without
them. Do j^ou refer us to the free negroes at the North?
We grant that as a general thing they do not get along very
well. But why ? Because prejudice against their race

closes to them almost every avenue of success, shuts them
out from the public schools, and confines them to a few,
and those the least lucrative, branches of industry. They
in some places may be farm laborers, they may be barbers,
waiters in hotels and on steamboats, and servants in private

families, even common sailors
;
but they cannot get employ-

ment in factories or as mechanics, as masons, carpenters,

joiners, cabinet-makers, blacksmiths, tailors, tanners, cur-

riers, &c. Yet they do contrive to live, to luring up their

families, and some of them acquire handsome properties.
At the South, the free negroes, when suft'ered to live there,

do much better. In the District of Columbia they are

found to have done ^vell, and we have ourselves seen free
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neofroes in Louisiana that were intelligent and wealthy, who,
aside from tiie question of color, would be accounted ac-

complished and respectable. Our own barber, a full-blooded

negro, is a moral and upright man, and superior in intelli-

gence, wealth, and real respectability, to half of the white
men in this city.
We have never heard a respectable argument in favor of

gradual emancipation.
"
Hope deferred makes the heart

sick," and the very worst school possible in which to acquire
the habits of freemen is slavery. What good purpose do

you propose to answer by gradual emancipation that could
not be answered equally, if not better, by immediate eman-

cipation ? Do you begin to talk of the horrors of San Do-

mingo, and tell us the slaves liberated will turn upon and
massacre their late masters, in revenge of past wrongs, or
in the mere wantonness of cruelty?. The "horrors of San

Domingo
" were not the consequence of freeing, but of re-

fusing to free the negro slaves. Those slaves I'ose, not be-

cause they were free, but because they were not free,
—-to

assert their freedom, and no doubt they did assert their

freedom with fire and blood. But this is a fact that tells

the other way. Do you fear the emancipated slaves will

come Nortli, and compete with the free Mdiite laborers?

How will this fear be affected by immediate any more than

b}^ gradual emancipation? If they come North, they will

leave a demand for labor at the South. Then let our white
laborers migrate southward to supply the demand occasioned

by the migration of the negroes northward. But this fear

is idle ; for if the negroes can be free in the South, few, if

any, of them will come North. The negro is not a migra-
tory animal, he has strong local attachments, attachments
which not unfrequently overcome his love of freedom. His
natural tendency is southward, to the torrid zone, for the
home of his race is within the tropics. If many come ISTorth

now, it is to get away from slavery, to a region where they
can feel they are freemen. There is, no doubt, need of an

apprenticeship to freedom, but not in slavery do men serve
that apprenticeship.
The real difficulty and the only difficulty we see in the

case, is in the invetei'ate prejudice of the American people
against the negro race. If the slaves were of our race, our
own kith and kin, we should hear little of gradual emanci-

pation. Tlie non-slaveholding whites in the slaveholding
states, who are now fighting with such madness and fury
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against the Union, detest slavery as much as we of the North

do, but they cannot endure free negroes, and they believe

that, if the two races are to occupy the same territorj^, the

black race should be the slave of the white race. The presi-
dent is a native of a slave state, and it may be shares to a

certain extent the feelings and prejudices of these non-slave-

holding whites, as do a large portion of the population of

all the free states. We suppose he wishes gradual emanci-,

pation because he couples in his own mind emancipation
and colonization, and colonization must in the nature of the

case, whether forced or voluntary, go on gradually. In all

we have seen of him, he would seem to be more anxious to

provide for the removal of free negroes out of the country,
than he is to free the slaves. We respect his motives

;
we

respect his loyal intentions; and we readily concede that he

may be right in his judgment, and we wrong in ours
;
but

he will permit us to say that, as at present informed, we
cannot sympathize with him in his opposition to immediate

^and his preference for gradual emancipation.
There is another view of the case which so religious a man

as the president ought not to neglect. Slavery is an injus-

tice, a sin in the state that authorizes it, and in our case be-

comes a national sin the moment the government gets the

constitutional power to abolish it, and neglects to exercise that

power. The war was not and is not waged for the abolition

of slavery, but the existence of the war gives to the govern-
ment the power to abolish it as a war measure. The mani-

fest injustice of slavery and manifest justice of abolishing
it should be allowed to have due weight with the govern-
ment, and predispose it to adopt emancipation as one of its

war measures, if it can do so constitutionally. We have
shown that it can do so. Then, we say, it is bound to do so,

and, if it does not, it makes the sin of slavery a national sin,

for which the whole nation is accountable. Now in this case

the question of gradual emancipation is like the question of

gradually breaking oif from sin. The morality we have
learned is that sin is to be broken off from immediately, at

once, without dallying or delaj'ing a moment. We do not

pretend that declaring the slaves free is a complete repara-
tion of the wrongs of slavery, or that it is all that is due in

justice to the slaves. But so much must be done and done
at once, or the sin does not cease. We must do so much at

once, and the rest afterwards as soon as we can, or we con-

tinue to sin.
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Finally, if we insist on a preparation of negroes for free-

dom, the best preparation will be to call tlietn out as loyal

Unionists, discipline them, put arms into their hands, and

let them tight for their own freedom. In no way can men
be more readily or more thoroughly trained to freedom than

in fighting for it as soldiers with arms in their hands. It

makes men of them at once, for it puts them in the way of

doing men's work. There is no better school of freedom

])(tssil)le tlian war for or in defence of freedom. Such a wai*.

calls out all the manhood one has in him, and makes him
feel the value of freedom by the blood with which he con-

secrates it, and the costly sacrifices he makes to secure it.

This will do infinitely more to elevate the long oppressed ne-

gro race, do infinitely more to prepare them to be freemen,
than any thing possible while they continue in slavery. Look
at it in what light we can, gradual emancipation strikes us

as nonsensical and absurd. There is no good reason con-

ceivable why gradual emancipation should be preferable to

immediate emancipation, while the only power the govern-
ment has to emancipate at all is to emancipate immediately,
not gradually; for gradual emancipation can never be adopt-
ed as a ^\'ar measure, unless we contemplate making the war
for the'suppression of the rebellion a "Thirty Years War."

Dismissing the question of gradual emancipation, and as-

suming that congress has under the war power the right to

emancipate the slaves, it may still be asked, is it expedient
or politic to do it? It can be done constitutionally as a war

measure, if congress judges it expedient. Is it expedient?
Some say let it alone, why bring constantly the "eternal

nigger" upon the tapis? Do leave slavery to take care of

itself. But in answer to these we add the government has

now power over the question ;
in a few months it may have

none. The life and death of the republic are suspended in

the balance, and the solution we give and give now to the

slavery question may turn the scale, and save the life or seal

the doom of the nation. It is not a question, therefore, to

be postponed. The " eternal nigger," as you express it, will

not down at the bidding, any more than would Banquo's
ghost. We cannot silence the slave question, or stop its

agitation. We were to do it with the compromise measures
of 1850, and, after that, with a Kansas-Nebraska territorial

bill, and we have as the result the present civd war. There
is a moral law in the universe stronger than legislative en-

actments, against which neither the devices of our poli-
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ticians noi the strateo;y of onr 2;enerals can avail—neither

armed hosts, nor newlj invented artillery. Thej war in

vain who war aajainst opinion. No despot, even thou2;h
backed by a million of bayonets and ten tlionsand guns of

the heaviest calibre and the most cunningly devised projec-

tiles, can prevail against the laws of God, or against the

moral convictions of mankind. You may as well attempt
to silence the ceaseless agitation of the waves, to stop the

ebb and flow of the ocean tides, or arrest the course of the

viewless winds, as to stop in the American people tlie agita-
tion of the slavery question, so long as there is a single negro
slave left in the land. It is not the wild or silly fanaticism

of your abolition men or abolition women, your Garrisons,

your Phillipses, your Fosters, your Pilsbuiys, jouv Kellys,

your Westons, or your Chapmans that convulse the nation,

for these are powerless save in the idea they represent ;
it

is God, the moral laws of the universe, tlie awakening power
of justice, the very logic of your own republic, that keeps
up tlie agitation. You might as well point your artillery

against the red lightnings of heaven, as against the spirit
that moves and agitates the country on the slavery question.

Silence, in any way you please the voices of those you call

abolition fanatics, and you have done nothing to suppress

agitation. Were these to hold their peace, the very stones

would cry out. The spirit would pervade your camps, seize

upon your soldiers, and turn the heads of your sedatest gen-
erals. It can no more be confined or restrained than one of
the elemental forces of nature. The time for it in God's

providence has come, and you have no alternative but to ac-

cept and obey it as freemen, as men who believe in God,
who derive from him the courage to do justice, to lighten
the load of the oppressed, and to let the bond go free.

It is said emancipation is inexpedient, because it would

gravely offend Kentucky, Missouri, Maryland, and even

Delaware, and force them out of the Union into open rebel-

lion. This objection has no weight with us. The govern-
ment has been sufficiently embarrassed already by its con-

cessions to these states, and we shall consider it a cause of

abundant thankfulness if its efforts to keep them in the

Union do not involve irremediablj^ the dismemberment of

the republic and the acknowledgment of the independence
of the southern confederacy. If these states are really loyal,
the measure, as it affects tliem only in tlie market for the

surplus produce of slaves, will not drive them out of the
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Union
;

if tliey are at heart disloyal, and willing- to stay in

the Union only on condition that it adopt no measure not

approved by them, the sooner they openly secede the bet-

ter. The i^-overnnient is either strono- enouffh to maintain
itself against any domestic combination that can be formed

against it, or it is not. If it is, they can be subdued along
with the other seceding states

;
if it is not, then let it per-

ish, for it is not worth sustaining. A government that can

govern only at the mercy or forbearance of a portion of its

subjects, is no government at all. Its stability, its perma-
nence, its consistency, its independence depends on its ability
to assert and maintain itself according to its own constitu-

tion against any and every combination of domestic enemies
that can possibly be armed for its destruction. We wish,

also, these border states, that seem to imagine that the
nation owes them special gratitude and deference because

they did not openly secede with the other slave states, to

bear in mind tiiat thev stand in the Union on the footing; of

equality with the other states, and that their insolent pre-
tensions to superiority or to dictate, under threats of making-
war on the government, its measures and polic}^, can no

longer be tolerated. They have been saved once or twice by
the arms of the states they insult, and if need be can be
saved again, perhajjs at some cost to themselves. The nation
owes them no special debt of gratitude for not openly re-

belling, which all except Delaware would have done, and per-

haps even Delaware herself, had it not been for the presence
of the federal forces

;
and the fact that they hold a portion

of their population in bondage entitles their judgment or

their wishes to no special consideration. They are an in-

tegral part of tlie one American jiolitical people, and as

much bound to fight for the Union as Illinois, Massachu-

setts, ]^ew York, or Pennsylvania. Let us have no more of

their insolence in or out of congress.
But emancipation will terribly irritate the rebels, and

render their future reconciliation impossible. Nonsense.

They are already as irritated as they can be. You cannot
increase their hatred or malignity. Human nature will

bear no more tlian they already have, even with the assist-

ance of Satan to boot. As for the Union men in the seced-

ing states, save in a few localities, they do not exist. Our
armies have not found them, and wherever they go in reb-

eldom, meet only hatred, sullenness, or insult. Even the
wounded rel)el prisoners in our hospitals, though unable to
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deny the care and tenderness with wliich they are treated,
cannot conceal, and do not attempt to conceal their bitter

hatred of "Yankees." There need be no fear of irritatinaj

the rebels, and the only way possible of conciliating tliem is

to treat tliem as they treat their own negroes when spitefnl
or snlky, that is, to flog them, and flog them soundly. They
will then begin to respect us, and Anally come to love and
honor us. The mass of the southern people are not like us

here at the ISTorth. We are addicted to mammon worship,
no doubt, but we do at least recognize a moral power, and
confess that we ought to worship God. The southern peo-

ple as a body worship only force, and to gain their lov^e and

respect, you most prove that you are the better man, that you
can whip them. Leniency, forbearance, conciliation are

thrown away upon them, for they take them as evidence of

weakness, of a craven or an overreaching spirit. The gov-
ernment has from the flrst mistaken their character. It

has been too lenient, too conciliatory, and, in endeavoring
to conduct the war on humane principles, has been guilty
of great inhumanity, l^othing would so much command
the respect of the rebels, and so dispose them to live hereaf-

ter in peace and friendship with us under one and the same

government, as the immediate emancipation of the slaves.

They know our principles require us to do it, and they

despise us for not having the courage to act up to our

principles. The measure would be a bold and manly one ;

it would strike them in their tenderest point, and tiiey
would think all the better of us for daring to adopt it.

But many of the officers and privates of our army would
refuse to fight if the government were to free the slaves.

Then let the officers resign and the privates be discharged.
Your army will be the better officered and the more efficient

for the riddance. The duty of the soldier is to obey his su-

perioi', and very few officers in high or subordinate com-
mands would hesitate to flght and do their best, if they
must do so or lose their commissions, and still fewer pri-
vates when refusal involved dismissal from the service. The

government cannot be controlled by subordinates. Let the

government prove tliat it is a government, especially in time
of war, and there will be no difffculty. Would not pro-sla-

very generals show as much submission as the noble Fre-
mont showed when relieved of his command for sympa-
thizing with freedom, or as has probably been shown by the
brave Hunter, under the mistimed rebuke of the com-
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inander-iii-diief ? If not, the sooner they are relieved from
their commands tlie better.

Finall)^ we are told the measure is inexpedient, because
it would have no practical effecf. It would not be recog-
nized by tlie rebel masters, the knowledge of it would be

ke]3t from the negroes, and tlioy would be so carefully
watched and guarded that they could take no advantage of

it even if informed of its adoption. Tlic knowledge of

such a measure, if ado])ted, we appreliend, would in less

tlian one fortniglitfind its way to every negro cabin in rebel-

dom. As to its efficiency, it would have the effect of secur-

ing nearly four millions of people in the very heart of reb-

eldom as stanch loyalists to the Union. This of itself would
be worth more to us than an army o.f a hundred thousand

well-appointed and well-disciplined troops. It would carry
fear, distrust, consternation even to every rebel liome, and
render it necessary to keep at home for domestic protection
a large number of troops who now are free to go and swell

the rebel armies in the field. It would weaken greatly the

forces which can now be placed in the field to operate

against us. Besides, the negroes knowing the success of the

federal arms would secure their freedom, would find a

thousand ways not easy to point out of injuring the rebel

cause, and serving our own. Moreover, knowing that by
coming within our lines they would find freedom and pro-
tection, they would in spite of .the vigilance of their guards
escape in large numbers, and be able to render valuable aid

to the Union cause as laborers in camp and on intrench-

ments, and also as soldiers and sailors. The able-bodied

among them could be easily organized and disciplined under
white ofUcers, and acclimated as they are, advantageously re-

lieve our unaccliniated northern troops of garrison and

guard duty on the southern coast during the sickly season.

They might also be employed as common sailors on our

fleets, and do us good service, as may be gatliered from the

brilliant and daring feat of the pilot Robert Small and his

companions in taking the Planter out of Charleston nnder
the guns of the forts, and delivering her over to the Union
naval commander.
The war, let it never be forgotten, is not a war between

the North and the South, between two sections of our com-
mon country, but between the United States and an armed
rebellion, seeking the destruction of the government. All
sections are equally bound to support the United States ia
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its efforts to suppress the rebellion, and preserve the unitv
and integrity of the national territory. The government
has no right to throw upon any one section tlie whole bur-
den and expense of -prosecuting the war, and is bound to
make all sections, as far as in its power, contribute their re-

spective quotas. It is bound to call on the loyal men of the
South as well as on the loyal men of the North. It does a
manifest injustice to the J^orth, if it refuses to accept the
service tliat four millions of the population of the rebellious
states could and would willingly lend it in suppressing the
rebellion. We demand, therefore, not as a matter of "mere

expediency, but as a matter of justice to the free states who
are so freely pouring out their blood and treasure to sustain
the Union, that the government avail itself of the aid of
these four millions of loyal men, not as slaves, but as included
in the population of states that are not contributing, and
otherwise will not contribute their due share or any share at

all to the public cause. These loyal men are an integral ])or-
tion of the population of those states, and, though under the
laws of those states held to service, are known to the Uni-
ted States only as persons. As such the United States has
the right to call upon them to support the government, and
is bound to grant them in return for their loyalty, freedom
and protection ;

and the loyal people of the other states have
the right to insist on its being done.

I>ut there is another reason that proves not only the ex-

pediency, or the right of emancipation, but its absolute ne-

cessity. It must be done as the only means of saving the

integrity of the nation, or of escaping tlie shame and morti-
fication of acknowledging the independence of the rebels.

France and Great Britain, we cannot doubt, will not see their

industrial classes suffering the severe distress they are now
suffering for the want of the southern staples, much longer
without intervening in our domestic affairs, if the war is" to

be protracted, or if it is to be conducted on the principles on
which it has been hithei'to conducted. In nearly all pro-
tracted struggles in modern times for dismemberment of

states, the historical precedents are in favor of the interven-
tion of foreign powers to secure the independence of the re-

bellious or revolutionary party. It was so in the case of
Holland struggling for her independence of the Spanish
crown

;
it was so in the case of the American colonies strug-

gling for independence of the crown of Great Bi'itain, an"d

tlie United States owe in no small des'i'ee their existence as
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an independent nation to the intervention of foreign powers.
The same may be snid of tlie Spanisli American colonies, of

Greece demanding independence of the Ottoman empire, of

Belgium deuianding separation from Ilolhuid, and of Italy

demanding her independence of Austria, The only notable

exceptions that we can at this moment recall are Poland and

[Tungary, hut neither of these was able to maintain a pro-

longed struggle. What reason have we to suppose tliat the

southern rebels will form another exception ?

The foreign powers most interested in the conflict have,
for over a year, refrained from all intervention, at the ex-

pense of great suffering to themselves, and it is no secret

that they will not refrain much longer. Nothing can pre-
vent their early effectual intervention in favor of the rebels

but immediate, great, and decisive victories by the federal

arms, or the emancipation of the negro slaves. We must
show that the war is not merely one of subjugation on one

side, and of independence on the other, or the}' will certainly

intervene, if the war threatens to be a protracted struggle.
We mnst bring it speedily to a close, or else be compelled
to acknowledge the independence of the southern confed-

eracy with such boundaries as the intervening powers shall

please to prescribe, for we cannot hope, with the southern

rebellion on our hands, to resist successfullv the combined

power of France and Great Britain, without allies either in

the Old World or the New. The only certain way of avert-

ing the intervention, and saving the integrity of the repub-
lic, is to emancipate the slaves, and enlist the moral senti-

ments and convictions of the civilized world on the side of

the United States.

The government knows the danger, and has sought to

avert it, by the resolution adopted by congress proffering

pecuniary aid to the states that would initiate emancipation,
and relaxing the blockade as to the ports of Beaufort, Port

Royal, and New Orleans
;
but these have failed, for no state

has yet accepted the proposition with regard to emancipa-
tion, and the rebels have destroyed their cotton and tobacco

instead of suffering them to come forward to market. The

government now hopes, we presume, to avert it by great
and decisive victories at Richmond and Corinth. But at

neither of these places shall we obtain a decisive victory, for

at either place, the rebels, if they cannot conquer our forces,

can retreat, and proti'act the war indefinite!}' ;
and they

undoubtedly will do so, for it is their true policy. They



310 CONFISCATION AND EMANCIPATION.

feel that we have thus far gained only barren victories,

for tliey are well assured that if they can protract the war

a few weeks longer, foreign intervention will come to tlieir

aid. One way, and one way only is open to us
;
one altei--

native yet remains, and that is to do what should have been

done one year ago,
—decree complete and immediate eman-

cipation. It is the only r»eans left us of escaping a shame-

ful mutilation of the republic. In the meantime the presi-

dent hesitates, longs but fears to strike, and congress wran-

gles, and lets the golden moment glide by. Terrible will be

the responsibility of the government, both executive and

legislative, if the rebellion succeeds. On them, not on the

rebels, will fall the blasting curse of outraged humanity.
Ijut events hasten, and in all human probability, the fate

of the nation will be decided, before we can issue from the

press, and our words will have only afl historic value. The
cloud in the East rises, and will perhaps have risen and

spread over the whole heavens before our words reach those

for whom they are designed. All we can say is, that since

the rebellion broke out we have in our humble sphere en-

deavored to discharge the duties of a loyal citizen. We
love our country, and as long as we have a country we shall

continue to love her, and to hope for her. If let alone, the

United States in a reasonable time can reduce the rebels to

submission, and maintain the integrity of the national terri-

tory. If they fail, it will not be republican institutions that

have failed. They will have failed because our northern

men consented in the outset to form an unnatural union of

fj-eedom with slavery, and because our statesmen and gener-
als have been too anxious to preserve it. We, however,
still hope, before we appear in print, congress will have re-

considered its vote rejecting the emancipation bill, and
have passed an act freeing all the slaves of the rebels.
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[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for October, 1862.]

There is no doubt that the majoi'ity of our Catholic pop-
ulation are strongly opposed to the abolitionists, and regai'd
them, very unjustly, however, as the real authors of the for-

midable rebellion now tlireatening our national life; but we
should do them great injustice if we supposed them to be

really in favor of negro slavery, or opposed on principle to

emancipation. We think tlieir hostility to the abolitionists,
since the breaking out of the civil war, very unwise, impol-
itic, uncalled for, and calculated to give aid and comfort to

the enemies of the nation
;
but we also think it grows more

out of their attachment to the Union, than out of any sym-
pathy with slavery or with the rebels.

Various causes have conspired to render Catholics hostile

to the abolitionists. The majority of Catholics in this coun-

try w^ere, not unnaturally, attached to the Democratic party.

They were mostly from the oj^pressed classes in the mother

country, and have naturally, on coming here, associated with
the party that made the loudest professions of attachment to

liberty and equality, and were, or appeared to be, the most
liberal towards foreigners, and especially towards Catholics

as naturalized citizens. Besides, the great body of the

Catholics migrating to this country, were democrats before
their migration, and, by a very innocent mistake, assumed
that the Democratic party here represented their previously
imbibed democratic views and convictions. The opposing
party, whether called Federal, National Republican, or

'Whig, was always less lavish of its promises, both to Catho-
lics and to foreigners, and in its policy, from the time of the

elder Adams to our own day, has been apparently more Prot-

estant and more native American. These facts are sufficient

to explain the general devotion of Catholics, especially Cath-
olics of Irish birth or descent, to the Democratic party. As
that party gradually became a southern party, and strongly

opposed to abolitionism, it was only natural that the Catho-
lics who, though not its leaders, formed a very large propor-
tion of its rank and file, should adopt its views, and follow

its policy.
sir
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^ Catliolics, espccirtlly our Irish Catliolics, are strong, not

nnfrequentlj intolerant partisans. Tliey iiave been made
so by having been placed for three centuries under the

necessity of defending their faith and nationality against
Protestant England, seeking constantly to crush and anni-
hilate both. Deprived, to a great extent, of education by
the penal laws, and of their natural secular chiefs by apos-
tasy or confiscation, they have had no means of defending
themselves and protecting their faith and nationality, bu"t

by close party association and intolerance to their enemies,
especially such as deserted, or showed symptoms of desert-

ing their ranks. Individual freedom of thought and action
were necessarily subordinated to the exigencies of their faith
and politics, and they were trained to act as far as possible
as a ])arty, according to party tactics, and to carry their

points by acting as a great party-machine, sweeping away
every thing before it. "To desert the party was to desert
the church and the national cause, and to prevent desertion

they were obliged to treat desertion of party as an aban-
donment of religion and nationality. The deserter must be
hooted, hunted down, rendered unable to live save by tak-

ing refuge in the ranks of the enemy. Hence we often
find Irish Catholics who regard apostasy from the Demo-
cratic party as little less criminal than "^apostasy from the
church.

The leaders of the Democratic party, after the election to
the presidency of General Pierce, having adopted the south-
ern policy on the slave question, the Democratic Catliolics
followed them and their Catholic brethren in the southern

states, and became strong and violent anti-abolitionists.

They, also, became such by"their prejudices against the Puri-
tanism and Sabbath-worship, to which they supposed the
abolitioiiists in general to be addicted, and by the fact that
the abolitionists themselves coupled with their abolitionism
various other is7ns peculiarly offensive to Catholics,— disun-
ionisra, woman's-rightsism, amalgamationism, free-loveism.

socialism, and. worse than all, Englishism, at least were
charged with doing so. They were led by the Democratic
press to regard the abolitionists as miserable fanatics, the
enemies alike of religion and civilization, and to believe that
the peace and safety of the Union required their suppression.We can, then, easily explain their hostility to the abolitionsts
without supposing them to be in the least attached to sla-

very or desirous of perpetuating a social condition always
warred against by the church.
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We went as far in our hostility to the abolitionists as any
of our Catholic brethren have gone. We regarded them as

enemies to the Union of these states, and if not checked vi'e

thought thein not unlikely to bring about secession or civil

war." From 1838 to 1857 we were among their sturdiest op-

ponents, and in our own sphere, we have done as much as

any other man in the country to set Catholics against the

abolition movement. Yet we know that all the time we
were doing it we were an ingrained anti-slavery man, detest-

ing slavery in every form, and desiring liberty for every man,
whether white or black, yellow, red, or copper-colored. We
have seen nothing to convince us that what we know was

true of ourselves is not equally true of the majority of our

Catholic brethren. The IJnion, or as we prefer to say, the

national question with us always took, and still takes, pre-
cedence of the slavery question. We have always believed,

and we believe to-day, tiiat liberty and humanity are more
interested in maintaining the national integrity and the fed-

eral constitution unimpaired, than they are in the abolition

of negro slavery. So we have said and repeated any time

during the last twenty years. Herein we have differed,

differ still, and probably always shall differ from the aboli-

tionists. They place the slavery question before all others,

and prefer a division of the Union to a union with slave-

holding states. We have differed, still differ, and always
shall differ from them on the question of negro equality.

They demand the recognition of the negro not only as a

man, and as a free man, but as the political and social equal
of the white man. They are hardly willing to accept of

emancipation unless coupled with negro equality, and we
are hardly prepared to accept it if coupled with that equal-

ity. W^e recognize in the negro a man, and assert for him in

thdr plenitude all the natxiral rights of man, but we do not

believe him the equal of the white man, and we would not

give him in society with white men equality in respect to

those rights derived not innnediately from his manhood,
but mediately from political or civil society, and in this we

express, we apprehend, the general sentiment ot the Catho-

lic population of tins country.
But we have said the national question takes with us pre-

cedence of the slavery question. We would not endanger
the peace or union of these states in order to abolish sla-

very ; nor w^ould we suffer the national integrity to be de-

sti-oyed for the sake of preserving slavery. We hold sla-
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very, whether we speak of its abolition or its preservation,
subordinate to the Union, or tlie national existence and
welfare. When efforts either to abolish or to save slavery
are incompatible with the preservation of the Union, we
oppose them with all the zeal and energy we are master of.

We opposed abolition, except by the action of the slave-

holding states themselves, prior to the breaking out of the

rebellion, because we could not effect it without violating
the constitution, and endangering the integrity of the na-

tion
;
we demand the abolition of slavery, now, because

without it we do not believe it possible to suppress the re-

bellion, vindicate the constitution, reestablish over the

rebellious states the federal supremacy, and secure future

peace and harmony between the North and the South.

We believe emancipation is now both a military and a po-
litical necessity. Differing, as we have alwaj's differed,
from the abolitionists, in their theoi'etical views, we are,

owing to the change of circumstances, practically with them
on the single question of emancipation, and therefore deem
it unwise and even dangerous to continue our old hostility
to them. Tiiey are, at least, some of them, what we are

not, conditional Union men. They are willing to accept
the Union with emancipation, and we are willing to accept

emancipation for the sake of the Union. They are condi-

tional Union men, but unconditional abolitionists. We are

unconditional Union men, but conditional abolitionists. We
wish they were, like us, ready to accept the Union with or

without slavery, but as we do not believe the Union pos-
sible with slavery, and as we want all the support for the

Union we can get, we have no practical ground of quarrel
with them, and can, up to a certain point, cooperate with

them.
We do not like a late speech by Mr. Wendell Phillips.

The spirit of that speech is : Let the government proclaim

emancipation and I will support it
;

let it refuse to do so

and I will not support it, but perhaps oppose it. We say
no such thing. We are as much dissatisfied with the policy
of the administration on the slavery question, as strongly

opposed to its half-way measures, and to its deference to

border-stateism, as he is or can be
;
but we must, in order

to save the nation, sustain the federal government. Tell

it plain truths, if you will, do all in your power to bring it

up to your convictions, and to inspire it with wisdom and

courage adequate to the wants of the country ;
but be loyal
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to tlic national cause, which it is its duty to defend aud

promote.
The conditional loyalism of the extreme abolitionists,

consisting of a few hundreds, at most of a few thousands of

individuals, may be censurable, but it is far less so than the

conditioiud loyalism of the border states, for liberty is more

respectable than slavery, and a man can be more easily ex-

cused for insisting on conditions in favor of liberty than on
conditions in favor of property. The least respectable

species of property known to the laws of any state is prop-
erty in slaves. Your Davises and Wickliifes of Kentucky
are excellent Union men so long as the Union protects, your
PhilHpses and Garrisons so long as it will abolish, slavery ;

but as it is always more respectable to restore men to their

liberty than it is to deprive them or to keep them deprived
of it, save as a punishment for crime, we have a respect for

the abolitionists who would free the slaves at the expense
of the Union, that we have not for the border-state men,
who would sooner sacrifice the Union than let their slaves

go free. Liberty is a right of all men, forfeitable only by
crime, and all our natural instincts are in its favor, and re-

volt at slavery. Liberty is the principle and end of all our

institutions, and the only real fault you caii find with any
man for asserting and defending liberty for all men, is in

respect of the mode or means he adopts to secure it. He is

right in principle and right in the end, and can be wrong
only as to the means or medium. But slavery is always an
abnormal condition, sometimes to be borne with for a

season, as is a catarrh, a fever, a boil, rheumatism, or the

gout, but never to be admired for its own sake, or regarded
as an indication of moral and social health. It is always a

moral, political, and social evil, and repelled by all that is

free, generous, noble, or respectable in human nature. We
confess, therefore, that we have a tolerance for the con-

ditional loyalism of a Phillips which we have not and can-

not have for a Wickliffe.

Moreover, the conditional loyalism of the abolitionists is

now, in the actual state of things, to say the least, perfectly
harmless in practice, while that of the border states joins
hands with the rebels, and is a grave obstacle to the sup-

pression of the rebellion, and the preservation of the nation-

al life and the integrity of the national territory. On the

border-states policy, which has been thus far that of the ad-

ministration, all clear-headed statesmen see that it is impos-
VoL. XVII—21
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sible to save the Union, Tliey see that it is necessary to

make onr election, eitlier the Union and freedom, or slavery
and no Union. Tlie preservation of l)oth is no lon2:er a

possibility. The abolitionist loves the Union, bnt he hates

slavery more, and in contending to-day for the abolition of

slavery, he is not warring against the Union, bnt contend-

ing for a nieasnre absolntely necessary to its preservation.
His conditional loyalisni, as things stand, is practically un-

conditional loyalism. Whatever may have been the canse

of the rebellion, it is now possible to suppress it, and gnard
against its recurrence only by appealing to the ant-i-slavery
sentiment of the country, or to the American love of liber-

ty. We need the sympathy and aid of humanity, and hu-

manity will not aid us while we are seeking to perpetuate
the grossest outrage upon her rights and dignity. The
fault of the administration is, that it has not understood

this; it has not felt the pulsations of the large human heart,
or been aware that the strength of men is in the strength
of man. In the most fearful national crisis it has conceived

of nothing higher, nobler, stronger, than the tricks and

combinations of second and third rate politicians. It has

had no inspirations of genius, no sense of humanity, no

understanding of the great moral laws of nations, no con-

sciousness of the presence of God in human affairs. There
has been as little genius in our administration as in our gen-
erals on the battle-iield. In both we have had what democ-

racy gives, common-place, respectable, laborious industry,
honest intentions, but no statesman who comjirehends the

power of an idea, no general at the head of our army who

comprehends the value of the dash, the enthusiasm, the

morale of his troops. The abolition of slavery, as a mili-

tary and political necessity, should have followed on the

heels of the attack on Sumter, and been proclaimed in the

president's first call for troops to ])ut down the rebellion.

That abolition sooner or later must come, or the United
States have ceased to exist, is now no longer a question. It

is idle, therefore, to make war to-day on the abolitionists,

when, in order to save the Union, we must go practically
as far as any of them insist on going.

Catholics have not been quicker than others, we confess,

to see the altered circumstances of the country, which have

entirely changed the position of the abolition question.
Ten j-ears ago to demand of the federal government the

abolition of slavery, was to endanger the peace and safety
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of the Union. To do it to-day, is to demand the means of

saving the Union and the national life. Here is tlie differ-

ence. This difference is not fully appreciated by Catholics

anymore than by a lai-ge number of non-Catholics. The arch-

bishop of i^ew York, who we have good i-eason for believ-

ing, is a strong anti-slavery man, in his famous article against
us last. October, did not see it, nor did he see it in his efforts

while abroad to manufacture public opinion in Europe
against the immediate emancipation of American slaves, the

purpose for which he was sent by his friend the secretary
of state, or at least one of the purposes. His article proves
him nearly as short-sighted and as weak a statesman as Mr.
Seward himself. He, in his article, writes as if the rebehion

had made no change in the bearing of the slavery question,
as if it was necessary to continue to let off our double bat-

teries on the one side against the abolitionists of the North
and on the other asrainst the ''fire-eaters" of the South, as

the New York Herald has constantly done, and continues

to do. There was a time when this was wise and just, when
it was patriotic and statesmanlike

;
but it had ceased to be

so when the business of the nation was not to ward oft* but

to suppress rebellion. The course taken by the archbishop
and liis organ, the New" York Herald^ had the effect of pre-

venting Catholics from perceiving and appreciating the new
and altered state of the question, and if the Union should be

ultimately lost, few men in the country will have incurred a

heavier responsibility for it than he. No man has contrib-

uted more to keep up old party divisions, and to pre-
vent the union of our people and government on a straight-
forward and decided policy, such as the crisis demanded.
We doubt not his loyal intentions, but had he been decided-

ly disloj'al, he could not have done us more harm. It is

owing to the policy he has defended at home and abroad,
that we are in our present condition, and that, at tlie time
we are writing (September 3d), the rebels are threatening
our capital instead of our possessing theirs. We wisli, there-

fore, that while he insisted upon the people of his charge
being loyal, and while he ordered, what he has not done,

prayers for the success of our arms, he had judged it com-

patible with his duty to have refrained from interfering in

the party strifes and political intrigues which have brought
us to the brink of destruction. He has helped make confu-

sion worse confounded, and done what was in him to ]5lace
his church and our poor Catholic people, on the question of
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slavery, in a false position. Yet, could our Catholic popu-
lation have been left to follow their Catholic instincts un-

warped by politicians, and could they have been permitted
to see that the abolition question had changed its bearing,
and had become a question of saving, not of endangering
the Union, they would have proved that they are Ameri-
cans in their love of liberty, and in their detestation of

slavery.
Even the archbishop himself is opposed to slavery in the

abstract, and declared himself so to M. Augustin Cochin in

Paris, and he was a few years ago regarded by his friends

here as a decided anti-slavery man, especially when his par-
ticular friends William H. Seward and Thurlow Weed were
accounted anti-slavery men. His article against us we pre-
sume was ins])ired by those gentlemen, who persuaded him
to adopt their policy of saving the Union by conciliating the

party in arms against it, and by convincing them that we are

determined to suppress the rebellion without disturbing the

existing relation of master and slave—a policy which we
should expect from such men as Weed and Seward, but
which ought not to have been entertained a moment by the

.archbishop of New York. It is the policy of narrow-mind-
ed and sliort-sighted politicians, not of a broad-minded and

far-sighted statesman. There is nothing in it to command
the respect of minds superior to common-place. Still we
protest against regarding the archbishop as in any sense a

pro-slavery man. He may not be a statesman
;
he may not

be able in political matters to rise above routine
;
he may

not be always careful and exact in his expressions ;
but he

is a Catholic prelate, a Christian, a man, and he must sym-
pathize with freedom. Still more earnestly do we protest

against its being concluded from any thing he has said or

done, that Catholics, especially Irish Catholics, are in favor

of or not opposed to negro slavery. We need but recollect

the shout of universal indignation they raised against their

favorite and countryman, John Mitchell, when he intimated

his desire to own a plantation in Tennessee or Alabama,
" well stocked with fat negroes." O'Connell, their repre-
sentative man, refused to receive contributions to the repeal
rent from southern slaveholders, so strongly opposed was he

in principle to slaveholding. It is the boast of the Irish

that their nation was the iirst in the world to abolish slavery,
and it would be absurd to suppose that a people that has

been in a chronic rebellion of seven hundred years' stand-
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ing in favor of liberty, can be otherwise tlian opposed to

slavery, and friendly to the oppressed everywhere.
The Catholic ])opnlation of this country have been unfa-

vorable to the agitation of slavery in the free states, because

they have not believed the federal government could eman-

cipate the slaves without violating the constitution. It has

been their respect for the constitution, not their love of sla-

very, that has made them anti-abolitionists. They are still

opposed to tlie abolitionists on the same ground. We must
concede to them that in this they were right, and that

the federal government could not legally emancipate the

slaves underthe peace powers of the constitution. But that

government has constitutionally both peace powers and war

powers. Its war powers are as constitutional as its peace

powers ;
and under its war powers, or rights of war, jura

hclli^ it has the right or the power to declare the slaves free.

It can do it legally and constitutionally as a war measure.

In asking: the o-overnment to do it now as a war measure,
we ask no violation of the constitution, and in no respect m-
viide the sacredness of the rights of property it guaranties.
Neither congress nor the administration could have done it

before the civil war broke out, for the rights of war come
into play only when war exists.

The mistake of our Catholic brethren, and of a large pro-

j)ortion of our countrymen generally, arises from their not

distinofuishing between the rights of peace and the rights of

war, and not understanding that in a civil war the govern-
ment has against the rebels all the rights of a sovereign, and

in addition all the rights of a belligerent. The sovereign
loses by the rebellion none of his rights as sovereign, and is

absolved by it, in relation to the rebels, of all duty of pro-

tection, whether of life, liberty, or property. Till they

submit, they are out of his protection, and, in case the re-

bellion assumes the dimensions of a civil war, he has against
them all the rights of war as recognized by tlie law of na-

tions, ^ws gentium, that he would have were they a foreign

enemy. When they have thrown down their arms and

submitted, the sovereign has no longer the rights of war

against them, but simply the rights of peace. Hence the

punishment he can iiiHict on them after their submission,

after the war is over, is determined by the peace powers, and

not by the war powers of the constitution. War no longer

existing, only the peace powers can be lawfully exercised.

These distinctions are important, and if they had been
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clearly understood and appreciated in tlie beginninof, we
should have been spared the strange anomalies we liave seen

in both congress and the administration. The administra-

tion seems to have had no lawyer in its service, capable of

advising it, and has acted as if its war powers were con-

trolled by its peace powers, and w'hile waging war against
the rebels it iias required its generals to conduct it on peace
principles. It need surprise no one that they have every-
where failed, and that after fifteen months of severe and

bloody fighting, we are not so far advanced as we were in

the commencement. The administration has seemed to pro-
ceed on the supposition that while fighting the rebels it

owed them the protection it owed them in time of peace^
and was as much bound to protect them as it is to protect

loyal citizens. Congress, while it did not hesitate to raise

armies, arm and equip them to shoot down rebels, hesitated

about the right to confiscate their property, and a more com-
plete stultification on the part of both congress and the ex-

ecutive than the confiscation bill actually passed cannot

easily be imagined. The president refused to sign a bill

confiscating tlie realty of the rebels for any longer period
than the natural life of the person attainted, and yet signed
a bill which confiscates absolutely and for ever their personal

property. The constitution makes no distinction between
the two classes of property. If it is unconstitutional to con-
fiscate real property for a longer period than the traitor's

natural life, it is equally unconstitutional to confiscate for a

longer period his personal propert}'. If it is not unconsti-

tutional to confiscate for ever the personal propert}^ it can-

not be to confiscate the real. The whole difhculty on the

part both of congress and the administration grows out of

the lack of clear views of the distinction between the rights
of peace and the rights of war. If congress in passing a law

defining and punishing treason, is acting under the rights of

peace, it is restricted in its action by the specific clauses in

the constitution
;
but in passing a confiscation act as a war

measure, it is acting under the rights of war, and is restrict-

ed only by the law of nations, and its own judgment of what
is expedient or inexpedient.

So of emancipation. Congress has no right to enact and
the executive has no right to proclaim emancipation in any
of the states held to be still existing as states, as a peace
measure, or under the rights of peace, for under the rights
of peace neither has any jurisdiction in the case. Neither

I



SLAVERY AND THE CHURCH. 327

can touch it, save under the n'o^lits of war, as a war measure.

But as a war measure neither is restricted by the pence

powers of the constitution, or is restricted at all, except by
the jus (jentiiim or law of nations, reo:ulating civilized war-

fare. The government is free to adopt the measure or not,

as it judges expedient. It can, unquestionably, adopt it as

a war measure, without any violation of tlie constitution
;

for the constitution itself confers on it all the rights of war

recognized by the law of nations. Hence our Catholic

brethren need have no constitutional scruples as to the eman-

cipation of the slaves, as a war measure. While the civil

war lasts, the government, either the president, as com-
mander-in-chief of the army and navy, or congress, or both,

have theclear constitutional right to adopt the measure, and

the slaves so freed would be recognized as free by the law

of nations
;
for the law of nations recognizes manumission,

and treats the manumitted as fi-ee
; therefore, as legally eman-

cipated.

Catholics, no doubt, have to some extent, been prejudiced

against emancipation as a policy, by the misrepresentation
which has obtained respecting the horrors of San Domingo,
and the selfish apprehension that the freed negroes would

come North and compete with them in the northern labor

market. This touches not the right of the government to

adopt emancipation, but the expediency of doing so. The
horrors of San Domingo, we may remark in passing, were

occasioned not by emancipating, but by refusing to eman-

cipate the slaves. If the proclamation of emancipation should

excite fears of a servile insurrection, it would not be a thing
to alarm us, as it would only compel the rebels to keep at

home, to protect their own wives and children, their houses

and plantations, those forces which they are now able to em-

ploy in the field against the government, and in cutting the

throats of loyal citizens. This would be a reason for adopt-

ing, not for refusing to adopt the measure. We must not

suffer our maudlin sentimentality to ruin our country, and

cause the destruction of tlie nation. We should be much
better pleased to see the rebel troops employed in protecting
southei-n homes, and southern property, than in killing the

flower of our youth, and carrying sorrow and bereavement

into the bosom of every lojal family in the land. Our sym-

pathies are with the loyal, not with the disloyal, and we

weep more for the family bereaved of a father, a son, or a

brother, by a foul murder, than we do for the murderer
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about to expiate his crime on the gallows. Our modern

synipathy with rogaes and criminals ; our misdirected hu-

manity, and our mis-named philanthropy, are giving us over
a prey to the spoiler. Let us iearn to respect the experi-
ence of mankind. The fear that the freed ne2:roes will

come North as competitors in the market with white labor,

is one Christian men should not indulge, and is also an un-

fouTided fear. They come North now, because thej' cannot
remain free at the South, but let the southern states be free

soil, and they will prefer to remain in those states, for the

climate is more congenial to them, and they have strong
local attachments. Besides, it is probable, when the war is

over, if successful for the Union, provision will be made to

facilitate the migration of the colored population to a still

more southern region, outside of the United States, where
there will be no prejudices of color, to keep them for ever
an inferior class.

These things, no doubt, have operated to make Catholics

unfriendly to the policy of emancipation, but they do not

prove that they are in favor of perpetuating negro slavery
on this continent. The great body of the Catholics at the

North, though by no means partial to the negro race, are

anti-slavery in sentiment. For various reasons, given here-

tofore in these pages, they have more sympathy, or imagine
they have more sympathy, with the southern people, aside

fi'om their present rebellion, and criminal attitude toward
the nation, than with the people of the North, especially of

New England ;
but they are not pro-slavery men, and when

they think seriously on the subject, wish that slavery should
not be perpetuated. We have, in our intercourse with them,
found very few Catholics in the southern states even, who
did not profess to us a dislike of slavery, and in Chai'leston,
New Orleans, and St. Louis, we have expressed in public,

strong anti-slavery sentiments to Catholic audiences, and
been applauded to the echo for them. Catholic^ in the se-

ceded states have, no doubt, been tainted with the political

heresy of state sovereignty, and have therefore supposed
that they owe a paramount allegiance to their state, and are

bound to obey her when siie secedes; but we have not found

them, in general, favorable to slavery. They do not like

northern interference with what is called tlie peculiar "in-

stitution
"

of the South, but more because a contravention

of state sovereignty, than because hostile to slavery. There

iSj while we are writing, contined in Fort Warren, living on
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government rations, a southern Catholic gentleman, one of

tlie most intimate and highly esteemed friends we ever had,
and one of the most noble-minded and lionorable men we
have ever been acquainted witli, wlio never owned a slave,

<and wlio has more than once assured us that he could never

reconcile it to his feelings or to his conscience to be a slave-

holder. He was disloyal to the Union, only beeause he held

the doctrine of state sovereignty, and believed that the Union
in using force to coerce a seceding state, outi-ages and denies

that sovereignty. A more loyal man, according to his under-

standing of loyalty, never lived, and in opposing, in his ca-

pacity as lawyer, and member of the legislature of his state,

the action of the fedei-al government in its attempts to

coerce a seceding state, he was, in his own mind, opposing

simply usurpation, not legitimate authority. The Catholics

in the southern army are lighting not to perpetuate slavery,
but to sustain state sovereignty. They are wrong, and yet
the doctrine of state sovereignty is virtually insisted on by
more than one of our northern governors, as strenuously as

by them. The federal .govei-nment has to combat state sov-

ereignty in tlie loyal, hardly less than in the disloyal states.

Hence so m;my of its embarrassments.

The fact is, the political heresy of state sovereignty is not

confined to the states in arms against the government, and,

save a few arbitrary acts, this war has been conducted by the

federal government as the agent of the states, rather than as

the supreme government of the land. We have never ac-

cepted the true issue. We have accepted, at least acted on,

state sovereignty principles, and have not dared to assert na-

tional principles. Our state governors have acted and are

acting as much on state sovereignty principles as Pickens,

Brown, Pettus, or Moore. Our federal government has

acted less as a supreme national government, than has the so-

called confederate government itself. Neither side is true

to itself. We owe our embarrassments, and our reverses, to

our failure to oppose national sovereignty to state sover-

eignty, and the rebels owe their successes to their disregard
of the state sovereignty jtrinciple on which they justify their

rebellion. Here is the reason why, as yet, neither side has

gained a decisive victory. The renl question at issue is not

slavery or abolition, but Jire the United States a nation, one

political people possessing national sovereignty in its pleni-

tude, or are they a mere aggregation of sovereign states?

The emancipation of the slaves is, in our judgment, a neces-
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eary war measure which the government sliouid adopt with-

out a moment's delay, lint tlie real qnestion is b'itween na-

tional sovereignty and state sovereignty, and till that qnes-
tion is met squarely and fairly, there will be nothing settled.

It is because tliis issue was not made up at first, because,
while the southern states asserted for itself each its own
sovereignty, the federal government failed to make a clear

and distinct assertion of the national sovereignty, that our
confessors found themselves obliged to give absolution to

their penitents, who, by a law of their state, took up arms,

against the Union. In the unsettled state of the controversy,

tliey could do no less. Catholics were generally attached to

the Democratic party, and that party has generally asserted

state sovereignty. Our own writings have done not a little

to accredit that doctrine among Catholics, for when we had
the most influence with tliem, we held, defended, and
labored to prove, that the sovereignty is not in the nation,
in the states united, but in the states severally. We main-
tained that heresy for years, and it was only when we saw
some of its practical developments, that we began slowly to

distrust and abandon it. Catholics generally adopted it, and

many of them liold it still. Prior to the Qutbreak of the

civil war, a Catholic newspaper published in Ohio was in

favor of the South, and defended decidedly secession prin-

ciples. After the war broke out, it professed to defend the

Union, not indeed on national principles, but on state sov-

ereignty principles. Ohio, it said, having declared for the

Union, it was bound, as loyal to Ohio, to sustain the federal

cause.

No argument, for these reasons, can be deduced from the
conduct of Catholics to prove that the church is not opposed
to slavery. Moreover, it is seldom safe to infer the doctrine
or the spirit of the church from the practice of Catholics.

Nothing is more certain than that the church condemns the
African slave trade, and did condemn it before the discovery
of this continent by Columbus, when first carried on l)y the

Portuguese. Yet Catholics were the first importers of slaves

into this continent, and Catholics, or nominal Catholics, Por-

tuguese, Spanish, or Hispano-Americans are still the princi-

pal slavers, and, save the United States, the only Christian

countries in which slavery now exists are Catholic countries.

All the Protestant states, and France, whose government is

neither Catholic nor Protestant, have abolished slavery in

their colonies, and even schismatic Russia is freeing her
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serfs, while Sp;nn, Portugal, and Brazil retain negro slavery.
Yet it is in spite of the cliurch they do it, as it is in spite of

the church that Catholics continue in all countries practices
their I'eligiou condemns.

Tiie church, it is true, does not teach with modern aboli-

tionism that slavery is always, everywhere, and under all

circumstances, a sin in the individual slaveholder; for she

gives absolution to the slaveholder, without demanding as

its condition the manumission of his slaves, providing he
accuses himself only of simple slaveholding. This proves
that she does not regai'd slaveholding as necessarily a sin, or

a sin per se, \n every individual slaveholder. But it does
not follow from this that she approves of slavery, that she

does not oppose it, or that she does not regard it as a moral,

political, and social wrong, which every individnal, accord-

ing to his lights and means, is bound to do all that he can to

mitigate or abolish. Not every individual who j^Jlrticipates
in a social wrong, and even derives advantages from it, is

necessarily a sinner, for often his participation may be a social

necessity, and may be innocent on his part, because he sees

and intends no wrong in it. Despotism is a great moral,

political, and social wrong, but not therefore is eveiy man
living under a despotism a sinner, who derives advantages
from it, or who does not engage in efforts to overthrow it—
efforts which might be ^fruitless, or which might result in

more evil than good. Every man who reduces or aids in re-

ducing a freeman to slavery, is a sinner
;
but a man who has

inherited slaves from his parents or his ancestors, may retain

them in bondage without sin, although it is pi-obable that or-

dinarily he does not. Such is the doctrine of the church as

we collect it from her practice and the teaching of her moral

theologians.
But the church does not and cannot tolerate what is called

chattel slavery
—the slavery recognized and sustained by the

laws of the southern states, for she regards as a man, and
treats as a person, the humblest African slave. She restricts

the bondage to reasonable or moderate bodily service, assert-

ing at all times, in all places, and under all circumstances,
the moral freedom of the bondman. The bondman is for

her a man, a moral being, with a conscience of his own,
which the master may not under any pretence M'hatever

invade. She places the bondman and the master under one
and the same moral and spiritnal law; and makes each alike

accountable for his own deeds before tiie divine tribunal.



332 SLAVERY ANT) THE CHUKCH.

She denies with all her divine energy that man has or can
have dominion or property in man, and tlierefore that one
man can have any right to exact the bodily service of

another, save in consideration of benefits conferred. God,
St. Augustine teaches, and in this gives tlie real doctrine of

tlie clnirch, gave to man dominion over tlie irrational crea-

tion, but not over the rational. Hence the first governors
of mankind, he says, were called pastors, not ]ord&, pastores
non dom-ini. One may owe service to another, as the son

owes service to his father, and even the wife to her husband
;

but this does not imply that one is the lord of another,
that is his owner or proprietor.

" The relation of master and

slave," said Mr. Calhoun to us, in one of his long conversa-

tions with us in 1840-'41, "is indefensii)le. We never call

our people our slavesyhwt speak of them as owe people. The
relation between them and us is that of guardian and ward.
We are their guardians, and thej are our wards, and we de-

fend the relation on the ground that they are virtually mi-

nors, and incapable of acting or providing foi- themselves."

We cite his words, because he so far agrees with the church,
that he repudiates the doctrine that one man can be the lord,

owner, or proprietor of another, and concedes that the mas-
ter owes to the servant an equivalent for the services he ex-

acts. In calling the slave a ward, he plainly concedes that

he is a person., and tlierefore logically entitled to all the

rights essential to personality.
The church always insists on Christian marriage for the

slave, and in doing so asserts that he is a person, not a thing,
a moral agent, not a simple chattel ; for according to her,

marriage is a sacrament, and none but persons endowed
with free will can be its recipients. Marriage, she teaches,
is also a contract, a free voluntary contract, and. therefore

none but persons capable of contracting can enter into the

marriage relation, and the common doctrine of her theolo-

gians is, that the eontrahentes or contracting parties are the

ministers of the sacrament of matrimony, and none but per-
sons can be the ministers of a sacrament. Certainlv, the

cliurch holds bondmen are capable of Christian marriage,
and she treats infidelity to the marriage relation in slaves

precisely as she does in freemen. In treating the bond as

capable of Christian marriao;e, she asserts them to be per-

sons, therefore capable of family, and hence of a domicile,
all of which is incompatible with chattel slavery. Hence
we find chattel slavery, after the introduction of Christian-
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ity, pjradnally disappearing from all christianized Europe.
Tlie doctrine of the church necessarily, where it was received,

if it did not at once free the slave, converted him from a

thing to a person, from a chattel slave to a villein or serf;

whence in time, he became a free peasant, or freeman.

The church is therefore necessarily opposed to slavery as

it exists in our southern states, for, notwithstanding the line

theory of wardship developed by Mr. Calhoun, slavery in

them all is chattel slavery. Legally the slaves are things,

property,, not persons, at least as to all civil relations, though
in criminal relations the law, by an inconsistency that oper-
ates to his disadvantage, and to the advantage of the master,
treats the slave as a person, and holds him to be capable of

crime. The law recognizes no Ciiristian marriage between

slaves, no family of slaves, or rights of family, and the mas-

ter seldom respects in them the relation of husband and wife

or parent and child. lie claims to own both the male and

the female, and he regards their offspring as he does the in-

crease of his flocks and herds. The man and woman are re-

garded as united only temporarily, or so long as it may suit

the convenience or pleasure of their owners, and they them-

selves usually consider their union only as transitory. Hence
our missionaries do not treat it as marriage, except when
the parties are Catholics, and have been married by a Catho-

lic priest. To a Catholic mind the state in which the slaves

are living is far more revolting than the violent rending
asunder of family ties; for it is a state incompatible with

the practical observance of Christian morality. The almos4
universal concubinage which takes the place of marriage

among the slaves is a thing the church does not and cannot

tolerate
;
and were Christian marriage introduced and legal-

ly recognized among them, it would instantly relieve south-

ern slavery of one of its greatest horrors, put an end to its

chattel character, and convert it into serfage or villanage,

and make the slaves adscripti glehce, lixed to the realty—
the first step in the progress from slavery to freedom. Jlieir

moral and personal rights, with the rights of family, would

soon follow, and the opportunity for improvement and

gradual elevation in the social scale, in some measure, be se-

cured. Yillanage may coexist with Christian marriage,
chattel slavery cannot.

The fathers of the church usually treat slavery as a penal-

ty, as a punishment for crime or sin, not as a penalty for

orio-iual sin, for original sin is the sin of the race, and all



334: SLAVERY AND THE CHDRCH.

men have alike incurred its penalty, tlie free as well as the
bond. Remotely, slav^ery may no doiiht be traced to origi- .

nal sin, as may all social evils ; bnt the fathers of the clnirch

do ni)t mean that, when they assert the penal and therefore

expiatory character of slavery. They have in mind the Jus
gentium or law of nations as asserted by Roman jurispru-
dence. The law of nations as enforced by tlie Roman courts,

recognized the lawfulness of the slavery of captives taken
ill a just war, and treated it as a commutation of the pun-
ishment of death which tliey had incurred. "Jure enim
naturali omnes homines ab initio liberi nascebantur," say
the Institutes oi Justinian. "

Servitiis autem est constitutio

juris gentium, qua quis dominio alieno contra naturam sub-

jicitur. Servi autem ex eo appellati sunt, quod imperatores
captives vendere, ac per hoc servare nee oecidere solent."

The law of nations, as originally interpreted, allowed the

sovereign to put to death the subjects of a foreign prince
taken captive in a just war. This rested on the principle }

that the entire nation against which a prince may lawfully
wage war, has forfeited its existence, and the prince may
lawfully slay any of its subjects that he can get hold of.

We see traces not a few of this in the Old Testament. But,
if the conqueror could lawfully destroy the nation, or put
the captives taken in war to death, he could, of course, spare
their lives and inflict on them the milder punishment of sell-

ing them into slavery ;
and hence slavery would in some

sense be an act of mercy, inasmuch as it saved them from
the extreme penalty incurred, as the Roman jurists asserted.

It was in this way that slavery was introduced, and on this

ground it was recognized by the law of nations, though con-

fessedly contrary to nature, the natural law, or the natural
freedom with wliicli all men were originally born.

It will be seen from this that slavery, as a constitution of
the law of nations, is justified only on the ground that it is

a penalty
—a punishment for crime. The citizens or subjects

of a state or nation were considered as solidaires with the
state itself, and answerable jointly and severally for its

offences. This idea of slavery as a penalty for sin, the sin

of the slaves themselves, or their nation, or of their fore-

fathers, is that recognized by the Christian fathers. They,
therefore, exhort the slaves to bear their servitude patiently,
and to make it, as they may, a means of expiating their sin,
and of promoting their own sanctity and final glorification
in Christ. Slavery or servitude, as a penalty for crime, the
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only slavery we ever find countenanced, in principle, by the
law of nations, or the fathers, the church has never, to our

knowledge, condemned
;
and it is not condemned even by

our extren^e abolitionists. It is condemned by nobody, ex-

cept certain theorists, who condemn all punishment, and

deny that man can be justly compelled to expiate any of-

fence of which he may have been guilty. The fathers and
doctors of the church have never, to our knowledge, ap-

proved or favored involuntary servitude, except as a pen-
alty or an expiation. But through the influence of Chris-

tian principles, developed and applied first by the church
and then by Christian society, the law of nations which

justified slavery, the slavery of captives, has been greatly
modified. That law centuries since has ceased to permit
captives taken in war to be either put to death or to be re-

duced to slavery. Prisoners taken in war might, late in the
middle ages, indeed, be held to ransom, but in all Christian

nations they are now required to be set at liberty on the re-

turn of peace, and the victorious prince seeks indemnifica-
tion for his wrongs and expenses from the nation through
its government, not from subjects or citizens individually.
This change in the law of nations, which sweeps away every
vestige of the slavery known to that law in JRoman juris-

prudence, is due to the church, and therefore we have the

right to say that she is opposed to slavery.
The children of slaves were held to be slaves on the

ground that their parents had lost their personality, were

chattels, simply property, and their increase, like the increase

of any other kind of property, was the property of the
masteu. This, in ancient times, was less remarked than it

would be in modern times, because the ancients indulged
less in slave breeding than the moderns, reared compara-
tively few slaves, and relied chiefly on fresh captives taken
in war to keep up the supply of the slave market. But the

•

church, wherever she gained a footing and acquired a pre-
dominating influence, exerted herself to put an end to the

practice of punishing the innocent oifspring for the real or

supposed crimes and offences of the parents! She did it by
treating the bond as persons, not as things, and insisting on
the rigiit of Christian marriage, which, as we have said, logi-

cally implies the right of faniily and domicile. The prelafes
of the church, far less the common people, do not always see
or suspect at once all the consequences which follow from
the principles they assert, when teaching or accepting Chris-
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tianity, and thus often tolerate or find excuses for continu-

ing practices the church, wlien her princi)3les are fully de-

veloped and carried out, decidedly condemns. Some of

them have not much logical capacity to boast of, for not

every prelate is a great man, though filling a great ofiice
;

some of them are indolent, and are quite willing to let things

go on as they found them, and spare themselves the labor

and trouble of .reforming them
;
some see clearly enough

what is needed, but they see also so many difficulties in the

way of effecting it, or are so persuaded that society is not

ripe for it, that they are appalled by the magnitude of the

.work to be done, and shrink from undertaking it
;
some see,

undertake, and by their rashness, imprudence, or want of

judgment or tact, only make bad worse
;
so it is that cen-

turies elapse before evils, confessed to be evils, are re-

dressed. It is only when God sends a man of genius, who
may or may not pertain to the hierarchy, as he sent proph-
ets under the old dispensation, that much real advance is

ever effected in the practical development and application of

Catholic principles. Yet from time to time he does send

the man of genius, and, though ill-received at first, and
looked upon as a restless agitator, as a disturber of the

peace, and a seditious fellow, he gradually succeeds in mak-

ing his voice heard. His words are listened to, and his rich

and living thoughts enter into the heart of his age, and be-

come the patrimony of his race. Then the old is changed,
the new development is installed, the world advances, and
ameliorations long demanded are effected.

We know the principles of the church, and we are not
confined to the applications made of them by our prede-
cessors. We, in our age, have understanding and logic as

well as they had in theirs. We can, having those princi-

ples, judge for ourselves as well as they could for them-
selves. Any one who knows and understands the principles
of the church, knows that she is and must be opposed to

slavery and in favor of freedom for all men, whatever their

complexion or the condition in which they were born. She
asserts the unity of the race, and that by nature all men
are free and equal. She treats the negro as a man, and a

man with all the rights and ])roperties of an individual of

the human race. For her the negro is of the race of Adam,
created by the same God, redeemed by the same incarnate

Saviour, and destined to the same heaven as the white man.
She makes no difference as to their moral and spiritual
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rights between white men and black men. She lias forbotli

the same baj)tismal, marriage, and burial service, the same
doctrine and morality, the same sacraments, the same

worship, the same communion, the same promises, the same

duties, the same privileges, the same hopes. She takes her
Levites and consecrates her priests from both, as she finds

them qualified. In this very country of onrs, so full of

prejudices against the negro, men with large admixture of

negro blood, born of slave mothers, are now ministering at

her altars, and St. Augustine, the greatest of the Latin

fatliers, was certainly an African, and some maintain a

negro. We have ourselves received holy communion with
a negro next on either side of us. She sends out her mis-

sionaries to Africa to convert the negroes to her faith, and

recently some of her consecrated priests visited the court of

Dahomey, and were favorably received by the king, who
granted them permission to convert his subjects. Some of

the most pious and devoted Catholics we have ever known,
were full-blooded negroes. Certain it is, then, that the

church holds that negroes, equally with the whites, may
share in the regeneration or palingenesia, and then that they
share equally in genesis, and are, by origin of the same race,
for they could not share in the former without sliaring in

the latter. Our Lord redeems us, sanctities and glorifies us,

by assuming our nature, and the nature he assumed was
taken from the white variety. The blessed Virgin was a

white woman, not a black woman. Our Lord, in assuming
her nature, could not liave assumed the nature of the negro,
unless the black and the white have only one and the same
identical nature, and, therefore, do and must pertain to one
and the same identical race. If the negro were not of the

same race, how could he have shared in Adam's sin, since

this was the sin of the race, not the sin of the individual?
If he does not participate, through identity of race, in the
sin of Adam, in original sin, what, in his case, is the use or

meaning of baptism ?

There is here no need of argument. The moment it is

seen that the church holds the negro child over the baptis-
mal font, pours on his head the baptismal waters, and intro-

duces him into the regeneration, it is seen that she holds him
to be a man, sprung from the race of Adam, sharing its in-

firmities, its wants, its privileges, its hopes, its glories. If

he were of a difi:erent race, to baptize him would be as un-

meaning, would be as great a profanation, as to baptize a

Vol. XVII-22
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horse, an ox, or a cannon. It is, then, certain that the

church teaches that the negro is a man, and therefore as a

man the equal of any other man. To enslave him, then, is

just as great an offence in her ej'es, as it is to enslave a white

man. This narrows the question down to the siniple rights
of man, eliminates from it all considerations of color, and

puts tlie negro and the white in the same categor3\ Now,
does tlie church teach that one man has tlie rio-ht to ensLave

anotlier ? that the equal has the right to enslave his equal, or

that an equal can be tlie lord and proprietor of his equal ?

She can do no sucli thing, for if A ^= A slie cannot say
while conceding it, that A > A or A < A. Tlie negro may
have departed further from tlie primitive type than has the

white man, but that has nothing to do with his rights as a

man. In the view of the church, however widelv he mav
have departed, lie is a man still. My neighbor may be in-

ferior to me in capacity, in physical strength, in external

comeliness, in learning, in intellectual culture and attain-

ments, even in morality, but that does not prevent him from

having the same natural rights as a man that I have. One
man may have certain acquired rights, certain social and

political rights, that another has not, and the two may be

unequal in property, in social position and influence, in polit-
ical franchises, power, or trust, but if both are equally men.
both have equal natural rights

—what we in this country
call the rights of man—and among which the American

people have solemnlj^ declared are "
life, liberty, and the

pursuit of happiness."
The church evidently agrees with the law of nations, as

interpreted by Roman jurisprudence, that all men are origi-

nally born free, that servitude is against nature, and that a

man can be deprived of his liberty only in punishment for

crime. On this point there is no question, and no need of

citing authorities. The church accepts the natural law, and

b}' the natural law man equals man the world over. The

proposition that all men are born equal, is as self-evident as

the formula A= A. The differences between man and man
are accidental, not essential. If then, by nature, man equals
man, then by nature, or the law of nature, no man has or

can have dominion of man, and no man is the property- or

the subject of another. Slavery or servitude is, then, as the

Roman law declares it, ConstitxiUone juris gentiutn contra
NATDRAM. Ilcuce, Under the civil law, as under the com-
mon law, the presumption is always in favor of liberty, and
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no one is obliged to prove lilmself a free man. The law
treats him as free until lie is proved to be not free. The
claimant must prove the man he claims is a slave before he
can take him.

If all men are born free and equal, one man can be the

slave of another only by some sin or crime that forfeits his

natural freedom. This is what we understand the church
to teach; and if she taught any thing else she would stultify

herself, which it were blasphemy to suppose. The church
teaches more than natural reason can comprehend—truths

whicli transcend reason, and pertain to an order above rea-

son; but she teaches nothing in contravention of reason,
and nothing which, so far as it is addressed to our under-

standing, is not reasonable. There is no discrepancy as

there is no separation between faith and reason, and hence
Melchior Cano, in his Loci Theologici, makes reason one of

the topics or sources whence we may ascertain what it is

the church teaches. The church undoubtedly does teach

that natural liberty may be lost by sin, and that involuntary
servitude for crime is defensible. But this is the full extent
she goes. She does not teach that it is right to reduce cap-
tives taken in war to servitude, for the law of nations which
formerly authorized it, has been modified under her infiu-

ence, and she prohibits the African slave-trade, which she

could hardly do if she held it to be lawful to reduce captives
to slavery, for most of the slaves brought from Africa are

captives taken in war. We have disposed of the question
of color, which in her eyes is neither a sin nor a crime

;
and

besides, if to be black were a sufficient reason for reduction

to slavery, why should she prohibit the " nefarious traffic,"

as she calls it,
" in blacks "

? It is evident from her interdic-

tion under severe pains and penalties of all traffic in blacks,
that she does not consider either the complexion, or the pe-
culiarities, moral and physical, of the negro family, such an
offence against God or society, as to warrant the reduction

of negroes to slavery. Nor does she consider the fact, that

men, white men or black men, are infidels, pagans, Obi wor-

shippers, a good reason for making them slaves
;
for if she

did, she would place no interdict on the importation of Af-
ricans as slaves into the American states or colonies, since

they are nearly all infidels and idolaters. Catholics have
sometimes pretended, in order to gratify their revenge or

feed their cupidity, that infidel, and esj)ecially Moorish and

negro captives may be sold into slavery, if they refuse to
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be baptized. Charlemagne so lield, if we may judge from
his practice in the case of the conquered Saxons in tlie ninth

century; but his treatment of them has remained a blot on
his memory, and the church has never approved of it, or
countenanced in others any thing of the sort. She asserts

for infidels, pagans, Jews, Mahometans, all the natural rights
of man—the same natural rights that she does for Christians
or Catholics

;
for she does not liold that grace abrogates the

natural law. Hei" doctrine is, that grace supposes nature,
that the supernatural accepts and completes the natural, but
does not supersede it. Hence non-Christian princes retain

their natural right to the allegiance of their Christian sub-

jects. Faith, moreover, is voluntary, and must, if accepted
at all, be freely accepted, and in no case coerced.

The fact that the parents are slaves, is not with the church
a sufficient reason for enslaving the children, for she denies
in the outset the principle on which hereditary bondage
rests for its only defence, namely : the parents are chattels,
not persons ;

she does not permit the proverb,
" The fathers

have eaten sour grapes, and the childi-en's teeth are set on

edge." She does not allow the children to be punished for

the crimes of their fathers. Her doctrine is, that each man
must answer for himself, and be rewarded or punished in

this world as in the next, according to his own deeds, and
not according to the deeds of another. As she always treats

the slave as a moral person, and claims for him the right of

Christian marriage, therefore of family, she necessarily rec-

ognizes the personality of the offspring, and the offspring
as owing service to the owner of the parents only so far as

they are indebted to him for benefits which he has conferred

upon them, such as care, nursing, food, and clothing, in their

infancy and childhood, before being able, by their labor, to

earn their own living. Beyond, they own their own labor;
own, indeed, themselves. Hereditary bondage the church

may, in given times and places, find it necessary to tolerate,
as Moses tolerated divorce, on account of the intractableness

of the people, but she never approves it
;
never teaches that

it is just, and always labors to mitigate it, and ceases not in

her efforts till she brings society up to its abolition. JSTo

doubt children suffer for the crimes and faults of their par-
ents even to the third and fourth generations, and it is in

the order of providence that it should be so
;
but the enslave-

ment of the offspring for the sin and offences of the parents,
is not included in this order, is not a natural and inevitable
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consequence of the sins of tlie fatlier. It is clear, tliat if,

as we have seen, slavery is lawful only as a penalty for crime,
the children, however much they may accidentally suffer

from the slavery of their parents, can no more than could

the parents themselves be reduced to slavery, except for

tiieir own criiries.

But, furtliermore, the church does not confine herself to

a merely passive opposition to slavery. She holds and teach-

es the great principles of Catholic civilization. No doubt,

many Catholic writers confine themselves exclusively to the

purely ascetic relations of man, and forget that Catholicity,
if catholic, that is, universal, eml)races both time and etei-nity,
the natural and the supernatural, nature and grace, religion
and civilization, the relation of man to his Maker and his

relations to his neighbor and to society. To labor for the

highest order of civilization is as much man's duty as to la-

bor to save his soul
;
and his duties to society are no less

sacred than his duties to God
;

—indeed his duties to his

God include his duties to society, and those cannot be dis-

charged without discharging these. No man is faithful to

God who is faithless to society. No man can love God
and hate his brother, for if he loves not his brother whom
he hath seen, how shall he love God whom he hath not seen ?

The Catholic, if true to the letter and the spirit of his church,
is never indifferent to any political or social wrong or evil,

and is always in earnest to ameliorate the social as well as

the individual condition of his fellow-men. The duty in-

sisted on by the church, of alms-deeds, is not fulfilled by
throwing a penny to a beggar, or dealing out to him a bowl
of soup at the convent gate ;

but it demands that each one,
in his degree and according to his ability, should work ear-

nestly and perseveringly for the amelioration of the condition

of all men both individually and socially, for time and eter-

nity. "Do good to all men as you have opportunity." Our
Lord condenms, and the church as his spouse c6!idemns the

sluggard, the merely negative character, who though he
does no positive harm, does no positive good. He con-

demns the lukewarm, and requires people to be either hot

or cold. He declares the servant who wraps the talent he re-

ceives in a clean napkin and buries it in the earth, and pre-
serves and restores it entire to his Lord on his coming to

reckon with his servants, a wicked and slothful servant, and
dooms him to outer darkness, not because he had wasted his

talent, but because he had not put it out to the usurers so
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that lie could "receive his own with increase." He demands

positive characters, earnest, energetic characters, who have

positive virtues, and work to promote a positive good. The
admonition to the 'children of Israel was, "Cease to do evil,

learn to do well."

Hence the church is never content with simply disap-

proving of slavery, with simply letting it alone, or doing-

nothing to uphold it. She regards it as a wrong, as an out-

rage upon manhood, a crime against civilization, a sin

against God, and therefore recpiires on the part of all her

children an active opposition to it. She knows that where
it is wide spread and deep-rooted in a community it cannot

be abolished by simple individual action, and therefore do;'3

not impose, under pain of sin, the obligation upon each indi-

vidual slaveholder to manumit instantly all his slaves, al-

though she applauds him when he does so, honors him for

his virtue and his sacrifice
;
she knows that the wrong is

social rather than individual, and must be redressed by the

social or collective action of the slaveholding community ;

but she does require each and every individual to do^ what
he can as a member of the communit}-, to bring it up to the

point, and to induce it to take the action necessary for re-

dressing it. Every evil she opposes she requires her chil-

dren individually and socially to oppose, and to do their best

to remove. This is a point which Catholics too often over-

look. Because the church does not make the immediate

emancipation of his slaves by the individual slaveholder a

condition sine qiianon of absolution in every instance, they
are apt to conclude that she is not opposed to slavery, and
that they are not required by their religion to make any
active efforts for its abolition. So they do nothing, and let

the evil continue, and grow till it brings on a social convul-

sion. Know they not that sloth is one of the seven deadly

sins, and that the slothful servant who buried his talent in

the earth, was cast into outer darkness \ Whatever the

church does not approve, she actively opposes, and what-

ever she actively opposes she requires her children to exert

themselves activel}^ wisely, no doubt, but actively and ener-

getically to remove.

Hence, the church, though tolerating, to a certain extent

and under certain conditions, the holding of slaves, is al-

ways actively an emancipationist, and requires her child i-en

to be the same. Pope Pius IX., gloriously reigning, has

just shown the view of the subject taken by the chief pas^
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tor of the churcli, for he lias just conferred a knightsliip on

M. Augiistin Cochin, expressly for his recent admirable

work on the Abolition of Slavery.
The church is certainly anti-slavery and abolitionist, for

she has abolished slavery in all the states of Europe, none
of which now recognize slavery, save in some of their Amer-
ican colonies. But unquestionably, she does not proceed
rashly in her work of abolition, or translate ordinarily by a

sinijle bound the individual from a slave to a free man.
She looks to the preservation of society, to its well-being, as

well as to the liberation and well-being of the slave. This

is wise and just, for social changes should as far as possible
be effected without social shocks or convulsions. We
should, if we were dealing with the question as a peace
measure in time of peace, and in a country whose govern-
ment has by its constitution supreme jurisdiction of it at all

times and under all circumstances, be ourselves opposed to

instantaneous and complete emancipation. We would pro-
ceed gradually, securing to the slave—first his moral rights
as a person, his right of Christian marriage, therefore the

right of family and domicile. We would convert the slave

into a serf, and in due time the serf into a free peasant.
But we are not now dealing with abolition as a peace meas-

ure, in time of peace, but as a war measure in time
of war, which makes all the difference in the world. And
as a war measure, to be of any avail, it must be im-

mediate, sudden, and complete. It is not as a moral,

economical, or social question we are now to consider it
;

but as a military question. As a peace question we have

always agreed and should now agree with the great majority
of the Catholic population of this country, but as a war
measure we are oblio:ed to consider it under its militarv

aspects only, and to deal with it according to the exigencies
of the war.

The hesitancy in Catholic or in non-Catholic minds about

adopting the emancipation policy does not spring, we ap-

prehend, from any l®ve of slavery, or any lack of hostility
to its perpetuation on the free soil of America

;
but from

not distinguishing sharply between emancipation as a peace
measure adopted for the sake of emancipation, and emanci-

pation as a war measure adopted not for the sake of eman-

cipation, but for the sake of the nation, as a means of weak-

ening the power of the rebels, and enlisting on the side of

the nation, struggling to save its integrity and life, the
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moral aid or tlie sympathy of all Christian and civilized na-

tions. It is the confusion of tlie two questions, wliich ob-

tains in most minds, that disturbs the judgment of nearly
the whole American people. This confusion is in great

danger of proving, if it has not already proved fatal to us.

Some among us want the war a war of abolition ; others,

and a much larger numl^er, imagine that if the liberation of

the slaves be decreed, it will be a war of abolition, and in

an abolition war our armies will not fight, unless on the

other side. Both of these parties, in our judgment, are

wrong. This is and should be no war for abolition. Sla-

very per se enters into it, and should enter, for nothing.
The war is to save the life of the nation and the integrity of

the national territory, and to vindicate the supremacy of

the national government. The abolition of slavery we de-

mand not as an end, but as a means of prosecuting this war
to a successful issue. On the slavery question, as a peace

question, we presume we agree substantially with Generals

Halleck, McClellan, Burnside, and the great majority of the

officers of the regular army, as well as with the president,

secretary of state, and the postmaster-general. There are

insuperable constitutional objections to it as a peace meas-

. ure, and we yield to no man in our respect for the consti-

tution
;
but as a war measure there is no more constitutional

objection to it than there is to firing upon the enemy's
troops drawn up in line of battle, in capturing or sinking
a rebel man-of-war, or in taking possession of a rebel town
or village. We demand the measure as a means of prose-

cuting the war with success, as a means of damaging the

enem}^, and forcing him into submission. The very purpose
of war is to damage the enemy, to inflict on him the great-
est possible damage allowed by civilized warfare, in the

shortest possible time, and with the least possible damage to

ourselves. As a war measure, both abolitionists and anti-

abolitionists may demmd or sustain it without any com-

promise of their principles or surrender of their respective
convictions. The abolitionist wants emancipation for its

own sake, because he regards it as always a sin
;
we waive

the ethical question, and demand it as a means of saving
our national existence. As we both demand emancipation,
as a fact, we are both agreed on the practical question,
which is enough for both, and there is no occasion for any
quarrel between us. They need not quarrel with us, be-

cause we do not demand it for the reason they do, nor we
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with tliem, because they do not demand it solely for the

reason we do. We want the nation saved, not the triumph
of our speculative opinions or those of anybody else, and be-

lieve it far more important to gain a victory over the rebels,
thau it is to gain one over the abolitionists, or anti-abolition-

ists. We do not agree with Messrs. Phillips and Garrison,
but as they do not, in this crisis, demand any thing incom-

patible with the successful prosecution of tlie war, nay, as

what they demand, in so far as it has any practical bearing,

is, in our judgment, absolutely necessary to its successful

prosecution, we cannot see any propriety or utility in quar-

relling with them or denouncing theui for their speculative

opiiiioDs. We might as well quarrel with and refuse to

sustain the administration, because the president and secre-

taries are Protestants.

We say the same of the colonization or migration policy
insisted on with so much earnestness by the president. As
a peace measure, if the country were at peace, or if the

country had leisure to attend to any thing but its own self-

preservation, we should give it, if undertaken in a proper
spirit, and by capable and trustworthy managers, our hearty
support. But the measure is not a war measure, nor to be
undertaken while we have a war of the magnitude of the

present war on our hands. We regret that either congress
or the administration should have raised the question pend-
ing the civil war. The civil war itself is alone quite as

much as they have the capacity to manage, and they had
done better to confine their energies and the resources of

the country to the suppression of the rebellion, and secur-

ing our national existence, than to raise questions which can
receive no practical solution till the return of peace. It is

a misfortune, perhaps, fatal to the nation, that we have never
been able to make the administration understand and bring'

home to itself that we are really at war, and a war which
leaves the country leisure for nothing else, a war of such
formidable dimensions that its successful prosecution de-

mauds all our time, all our thoughts, all our energies, and
all our resources. Our jaunty secretary of state, a feeble

copy of the present English prime minister, appears to have
had either no serious intention of saving the integrity of

the national territory, or no comprehension of the magni-
tude of the task of doing it. He seems to have regarded
the southern rebellion as a mere bagatelle, that could be

suppressed by a diplomatic dispatch, a political juggle, or,
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that, if let alone, would suppress itself
;

at any rate a mat-

ter that could be taken care of without any interruption of

the ordinary pursuits, or tlie ordinary credit, trade, and in-

dustry of the country ;
while our honest and well-inten-

tioned president, bewildered by a mass of petty difficulties,

legal teclmicalities, and contradictory objections, has hardly
known what to do, or been able to take a single iirm reso-

lution. Between them tliey have suffered the national cause

to languish, the national armies to undergo defeat after de-

feat, disaster after disaster, till the nation stands on the

verge of the precipice, waiting only another kick from the

rebels to be plunged into the gulf below. It 'is high time
to attend to saving the nation, and to leave in abeyance all ^
other questions. V

If the nation is lost, as there is serious danger.that it will ^

be, under the sort of civil and military management we have

thus far had, and if present divisions, distractions, confusion

of ideas, and party spirit, whieli render us impotent before

the enemy, are to continue much longer, all the qnestions
we now agitate will become alike indifferent. It matters

little who administers the government, if so be it is well ad-

ministered ; but as yet, it must be confessed, the adminis-

tration has not i-efuted the charge of executive incapacity
so often brought in past years against our old Whig leaders.

For ourselves we are neither Whig nor Democrat
;
we know,^

and will know, so long as the nation is in danger, no party ;;;

but the party of the country, and the whole country ;
but

|

we demand in the name of the nation and of free institutions^
*

the exhibition of a capacity on the part of the administra-

tion, civil and military, which it has not yet shown,—a ca- :

pacity in some measure equal to the present national crisis, "-,

or else that its chief incuml)ents patriotically retire and give i

place, before it is too late, to others, who have not only the f
wish or the honest intention, but tlie ability to wipe out

from the nation its present disgrace, and preserve its unity
and life. Thus far our civil and military administration has 1

proved a miserable failure, and the nation can hardly affoi'd f
it time to make new experiments. 7

(Jur loyalty is known and unquestionable, but our patience *[

is well-nigh exhausted. Three months ago we wrote,
" We

'I

are proud of our countrymen ;" we are still prcud of our |
countrymen, but we are pained to see them sacriticed to no '

purpose, and mortified at the disgrace brought upon our na-
^

tion by administrative imbecility, and blundering, incompe-
|'

!
t *:•
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tent generalship. The United States cut at this moment a

most sorry figure before tlie world. We may be sent to Fort

Lafayette for saying it, but we tell the administration, and

we do so with the most loyal intentions, as well as with sorrow

of heart, that it will ere long iind itself there or in a southern

dungeon, if it does not speedily exhibit a capacity it has not

yet given any evidence of possessing, instantly retrieve its

past blunders, and prove itself able to use the national re-

sources for the vindication of the national majesty.
" The

capital is safe
;

" " The army is safe
;

" " All is quiet on the

Potomac," the stereotyped telegraphic dispatch, with scarce-

ly a variation for so many months, and now resumed again,

is a confession of civil and military administrative imbecili-

ty, or, what we dare not think, of disloyalty, and cannot any

longer be road with patience. The nation must not be lost

through tenderness to individuals, civil or military, in high
or low places. We have given the administration and its

generalship a generous confidence, and a fair trial, and they
have failed, niiserably failed, and all the world knows it.

If they are prepared to do no better—if they are able to do

no better, it is time for them to stand aside, and let the re-

ally able man, if such we have, take the helm, and rescue

the ship from the breakers. Red tape will not save the na-

tion. Confidence in the administration, or in its generals,
cannot be preserved, unless they do something to inspire it.

The administration has lost the confidence of the nation in

its capacity to conduct this war to a successful issue, and it

will not regain it by any attempt to suppress the public ex-

pression of the fact. Restrictions on the press, the attempt
to silence the voice of criticism, will only make matters

worse, and increase the growing distrust—will only create

the suspicion that it seeks to cover up its imbecility by its

tyranny.
But enough, and too much of tliis

;

" Out of the abun-

dance of the heart the mouth speaketh." When we touch

upon our national disasters, we know not hoW to restrain

ourselves. We have been deceived. We were promised a

victory at Corinth, at Yorktown, at Richmond, on the Rap-

pahaimock, at Bull Run, before Washington, and we have

met only defeat, disastrous and shameful defeat. Our men
whenever permitted have fought like heroes, and we have

strewn the soil of rebeldom with the dead or wounded
bodies of the fairest, noblest, bravest of our sons, and all to

no purpose. We demand of the administration and mill-
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tary authorities an account for the dead and wounded, and

,of our captive heroes
;
we demand an account for the loss

of the brave and indomitable L}' on ;
for that type of the

true soklier, Charles F. Smith
;
for the noble-hearted, ex-

perienced, and accomplished and hei'oic Kearney ;
for that

true military genius, Isaac Stevens, whose like we shall not

soon see again, and whose untimely loss shrouds a nation in

mourning, and presages disaster and ruin to the national

cause. We lay their loss to the account of the administra-

tion, and do not and cannot accept our jaunty secretary of

state's assurance that " the war is to be ended in ninety days,"
as an adequate atonement. Our heart is full of sorrow

;

our country is on the verge of destruction, and there is no
man able to help us. But our chief purpose in this article

is not to find fault with the administration, but to vindicate

our Catholic brethren from tlie suspicion of being pro-

slavery, to point out the real position of the church on the

slavery question, and to convince our Catholic brethren that

while the war lasts we have no occasion to quarrel with the

abolitionists. The emancipation of the negro slaves, as a

war measure, is strictly constitutional, and may be adopted
without violating, in any respect whatever, either the letter

or the spirit of the constitution, or requiring us to change
any conviction we have- ever expressed.

Slavery, if respected by the federal government, is, as

the events of the war have proved, an element of strength
to the rebellious states. The four millions of slaves, with

the soil, climate, and simple industry of the South, are equal
to twelve millions of our industrial population at the I^s^orth,

with our less genial climate, less productive soil, and more
various and more complicated industry, and far larger con-

sumption. It requires in the free states at least twelve mil-

lions to provide for our industrial wants, to feed and clothe

our population, and to subsist our armies. This leaves us as

a military population, from which to draw our troops, able-

bodied men for our armies, only about seven millions
;
and

the rebellious states, after deducting four millions required
for their industry and subsistence, have a population of just
about the same number. Hence they are able to place in

the field and subsist as large armies as the federal gov^ern-
ment can, and the only advantage the government has over
them is in its navy, and its command of the sea. The notion

that we could starve by a blockade the South into submis-

sion could have been entertained only by those who were



SLAVERY AND THE OHUKCH. 349

jDrofoundly ignorant of southern resources. In that kind of

wealth which gives mihtary strength, the southern states

were and are wealthier than the northern states, for their

wealth is agricultural, and ours in great partis commercial
and maimfacturing wealth, which is necessarily deranged and

depreciated by war. The war and blockade have deprived
the South of luxuries, but of hardly a single necessary of

life, and the stories told of the distress, of the privations of

the southern people, especially of the southern soldiers, are

only so many silly fictions. As long as southern land re-

mains, and they have four millions of blacks to till it, the

southern states can produce in abundance all the necessaries

of life within themselves, and subsist their armies and their

whole population, and far easier than we can ours. The

superiority of military strength, therefore, is not so decid-

edly on our side as we have pretended, perhaps believed,
and we can place it on our side at all, only by detaching from
the rebel cause that which sustains it, the southern laboring

population. If we could deprive it of the support of its

four millions of laboring population, nearly all productive
laborers, and consuming in return hardly a tithe of what is

consumed by our laboring population, we should almost

annihilate their whole militarj' strength, or at least so reduce
it as to render it unable to offer any effective resistance.

The laboring population of the South can be detached from
the rebellion, or rendered a source of weakness rather than

of strength to the rebels, for they are mostly slaves desirous

of being free, if we will declare their freedom, and enable

them to understand that their freedom is bound up with our

success, or tiiat our success will make them freemen. Here
is wherefore emancipation, as a war measure, is important
and even necessary. We do not want the negroes for sol-

diers to fight in our armies, for we can call out more white

men than we can arm
;
but we want them to sustain the

rebellion no lono-er bv their labor. The measure will not

be so advantageous to the federal cause now as it would have
been had it been earlier adopted, but it would give it a

decided preponderance even now, if speedily adopted. It

would so diminish the supplies or so augment the fears of

the rebels, that the}' would be obliged to keep some hun-
dreds of thousands of the men now in arms against us at

home to protect their families and plantations, and to raise

supplies for their armies and their non-producing population.
What we now urge upon our Catholic brethren is the
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manifest iinpolicy of warring against emancipation as a war

measure. They are deceived as to the strength and resources

both of the loyal and-of the disloyal states, as has been and

probably is the administration itself, if it has dealt and is

dealing honestly with the country. The wealth and re-

sources of the South in time of peace are far inferior to

those of the North, and the administration has apparently

proceeded on the supposition that they are equally inferior

in time of war. But such is not the fact. Organized for

peace, for trade, commerce, and manufactures, the North
finds war rapidly diminishing its resources and depreciating
its wealth. War disturbs its commerce, disturbs its manu-

facturing industry, depreciates the value of its wares and its

rents, cuts off its trade, and renders it really poor, while

nominally rich. Why else have we heard the earnest call

for a national bankrupt law ? On the other hand, the South,

chiefly agricultural, and producing within itself all the

necessaries of life, is far less disturbed by war in its wealth,

and in its industrial and economical I'elations. Our Catho-

lic as well as our non-Catholic countrymen have not taken

this dift'ereuce between the two sections into the account,

and have not seen tliat a long war, while it would ruin the

North if separated fi-om the South, would upon the whole

even strengthen the South, separated from tlje trading com-

munity of the North, and secure its triumph. We have

supposed that we might give the rebels every advantage,
touch them only at arm's length, and still easily crush them.

All this is a mistake. We said a year ago, that it would re-

quire all our strength and resources to cope successfully with

the southern rebellion. We knew the South and its agri-

cultural, mechanical, and military resources, and we knew
it would be more than a match for us, unless we should take

every advantag^e allowed bv the rio-hts of war. We were

not believed by the government, nor by our own Catholic

community. Catholics may naturally have presumed the

administration understood the matter much better than we,

and had intentions at least equally loyal. The government
and press adopted a system of boasting, spoke contemptu-

ously of southern resources, southern skill, and southern

bravery, and even of southern troops, who were accused of

"skedaddling," whenever they made a skilful retreat, or a

wise evacuation, or a brilliant strategic movement. The

government and the government press have misled us. We
now know its calculations were unfounded, and its repre-
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seiifcations false. The policy or want of policy we have

hitherto pursued has left us beaten, the rebels victorious at

all points, and from the defensive boldly taking the offen-

sive
;
and we may soon hear as a piece of gratifying news,

"Cincinnati is safe," "Philadelphia can be defended,"
" New York is in no immediate danger,"

"
Preparations are

made to give the rebels a warm reception should they ven-

ture to attack Boston."

The republic is really in danger, and, if overthrown, no

class of the American population will suffer more than Cath-

olics. Under our free institutions Catholics are gradually

taking, in a legitimate way, possession of the country. They
already fill the lower strata of American society, constitute,

in the free states, our principal laboring class—the real basis

of national strength, wealth, and prosperity, and are slowly
but surely working their way up to the highest social level.

Let the nation fail, or let the Union be reconstructed " on

slavery as its corner-stone," and their brilliant jjrospects are

blasted, their glorious national career ended, all hope of mak-

ing this a Catholic countr}^, or of keeping it a free country
must be abandoned. Protestantism has proved its impotence
to sustain a free state, and sees itself obliged, in order to es-

cape anarchy, to resort to monarchy, to aristocracy, or to

slavery, as its social and political basis. If the South, the

truly Protestant section, triumphs, Catholicity will have

henceforth little room for expansion on American soil, for

the industr}' of the counti-y will be carried on chiefly by
slaves or an inferior caste.

"We earnestly beseech our Catholic brethren to review the

question, and see if they have not been mistaken in their

policy, if real regard for our common country, and our holy

religion, dearer to them and to us, than all other interests,

do not imperiously demand emancipation as a war measure,
as a means of securing victory to the national cause. We
are Catholic as well a*s they, and yield to none of them in

the sincerity and earnestness of our faith, or in the hearti-

ness of our devotion to the church. If they are opposed to

the abolitionists, let them l)ear in mind that no man has op-

posed them longer or more strenuously than we have done,
and if we oppose them not now, or write not against them,
it is not because we have changed our convictions or our

opinion. We stand, on the question of slavery, where we
have stood ever since 1838. Not we have changed, but the

question itself has changed. Why have you, my brethren.
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opposed the abolitionists ? Because you loved and wished
to perpetuate slavery ? No. It were a foul slander on you
to say it. But because you loved the Union, and believed
the agitation of the slavery question likely to endanger its

power, and even existence. Tiiis was the fact with us, and
with you, and with the great body of the Democratic party
at the North. Why do we demand emancipation now?
For the very reason that before the rebellion we opposed it

;

because we love the Union more than slaveiy, as we loved
it more than emancipation, and because emancipation is now
necessary to save the Union, and prevent the destruction of
the nation. When emancipation could not be demanded
without endangering the Union, we and you opposed it;

now that it is demanded to save the Union, and is perfectly
constitutional as a war measure, we urge it, and why should
not vou? To do so implies no inconsistencv or chauo^e of

opinion on your part. To be consistent with yourselves, to

be faithful to that love of the Union which made you op-

pose, you must now, in the altered state of the question, de-

mand emancipation.
It is true the greater part of our l)ishops and clergy, in

the beginning believed that emancipation would not need be
resorted to, but the archbishop of New York, while appar-

ently opposing us, confesses that, if in the progress of the

war emancipation should become a military necessity, it

could and should be adopted. Well, it is clearly now a

military necessity, and let us not shrink from adopting it.

We say, emancipation^ we say not arming the negroes and

placing them in the army on a footing of equality with our
white soldiers. That is not a military necessity, and would
be unwise and impolitic, as grossly offensive to the deep-
rooted prejudices of our countrymen against negro equality.
We say nothing in favor of negro political or social equality,
to which we have always been personally opposed. It will

be time enough to settle the political and social status of

the negro, when the war is over. All we demand now is

the full and complete emancipation from bondage of the

whole negro race within our limits, at once and without de-

lay, leaving the question of compensation to loyal slave-

holders, if any such there are, to be adjusted after the re-

turn of peace. This we demand as legal, constitutional,
because a military necessity, and authorized by the rights of

war, and the government will, in our judgment, be unfaith-

ful to its trusts, if it hesitates any longer to adopt it.



THE SEWARD POLICY.

[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for October, 1862.]

While from the outbreak of tlie present civil war we
have not hesitated to discuss freely the great questions it

involves, and to urge boldly and earnestly the policy on
which we have believed it should be conducted, we have
taken scrupulous care not to discredit the administration or

to impair the confidence of the public in its wisdom and

loyal intentions. Mr. Lincoln was not our choice as a can-

didate for the presidency, but as he was nominated, we gave
him our vote, and have aimed to give him a firm and inde-

pendent support. In the trying times introduced by the

defection and rebellion of the slave states, we have felt it

the duty of every loyal citizen to stand by the government
as the only means of standing by the country. We have sup-

pressed our doubts, our fears, our misgivings, and scrupu-

lously refrained from every public expression likely in the

least degree to embarrass the administration either in prose-

cuting the war, or in dealing with foreign nations, and as

far as a man in our humble sphere could, labored to

strengthen, invigorate, and encourage the administration.

We have so labored, and it is with great regret that we find

ourselves compelled in this moment of its greatest embarrass-

ment, to speak to the country plainly and energetically of

its faults and short-comings.
We have reached a stage in the conduct of our civil and

military affairs, when disguise or suppression of the truth

is no longer permissible ;
when the paramount interests of

the nation make it the duty of every loyal citizen to canvass

freely, but respectfully, the acts and policy of the adminis-

tration, and summon it to answer for itself at the bar of en-

lightened public opinion. Forbearance to criticise the ad-

ministration were, as we view the matter, now treachery to

the country, which is more than any administration. No good
citizen can now with a good conscience, as it seems to us,

see the administration conducting the country to the verge
of destruction, and leaving the national life to be extin-

guished, and remain silent, or refrain from advertising the

nation of its danger. To do so, would be a manifest dere-
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liction of public duty. We know the exigencies of war
;
we

understand the plea of military necessity ;
and we full}' rec-

ognize that war does and must impose numerous restric-

tions on individual liberty, on freedom of speech and dis-

cussion, which should never be tolerated in a free coun-

try, in time of peace. We would ourselves, if in our power,
silence every voice not beyond all question loyal to the na-

tional cause. Whether the Union is to be preserved or not.

whether the government has the right or not to coerce re-

bellious states into submission, or whether the government
shall or shall not be sustained in its efforts to crush out re-

bellion, are not open questions, and are not now questions
that it is lawful to raise. The nation has authoritatively
answered them, and its answer is final in public for the

good citizen. Ordinarily, as long as an adniinistration

shows the disposition and the capacit}' to conduct the affairs

of the nation, civil or military, with a reasonable measure
of success, we should refrain from all unfavorable criticism

on even its temporary and minor blunders or failures—for

perfection is to be looked for in nothing human. But criti-

cisms, even in time of war, demanded by the public inter-

est, and intended not to hinder, but to forward the work of

national salvation, are allowable, and must be tolerated by
the public authorities, and will be, if they have any loyal
or patriotic intentions. It is useless now to cry out against
the danger of impairing confidence in the administration.

There is in the country no confidence in the administration

to be impaired. The people have confided in it, trusted it,

even against their better judgment, and lavished at its call,

men and money, blood and treasure, with an unheard of

profusion ;
and now while the nation is on the verge of

bankruptcy, and bereavement and mourning have been car-

ried into almost every family in the land, and we find that

the administration has nothing to show for it but dilapi-
dated armies, raw recruits, and the victorious armies of the

rebellion bringing home war, pillage, rapine, and murder
to our own northern homes and firesides, are we to refuse

to state the fact and demand an account of it ? Tell us not

to trust it longer, to give it more time, that it is just agoing
to retrieve the past, and speedily suppress the rebellion.

We have been told this any time for the last year, and

any time for the last year the administration has been just

agoing to change its policy, just agoing to suppress the re-

bellion, but alas ! it moves not at all, or it moves only to

defeat and disaster.
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We arraign not tlie army ;
we will not complain of Hai-

leek, Mi-Clellan, or even Pope, till we know what orders

liave been given them by the administration, or the state

policy by which they have been required to govern them-
selves. We are friends of the arm3% and we have been ever

since we could remember, and we have more than once de-

fended it against civilian censure. We make no invidious dis-

tinction between the regular army and the volunteer army.
Tliere are in both branches of the army as much bravery
and as good lighting qualities as the world ever saw, and as

able and as skilful generalship as any nation need desire.

Its failures we attribute not to incompetent generalship, but
to the policy of the administration. The army is now oui'

only hope, and if the countr}' is to be saved it will save it.

Nor do we agree in casting the blame of our military mis-

carriages, if miscarriages they are to be called, on the secre-

tary of war, M'hom we know to be a man of large views,

loyal intentions, and no mean administrative ability ;
for he

has had no influence in shaping the policy of the administra-

tion, and but little in the conduct of the war. He is only
one of the president's clerks, and is overruled in his judg-
ment whenever tliere is a question of any importaTice to be

decided. He opposed with all his might General McClel-
lan's movement upon the peninsula, and was overruled by
the president, who, against his own judgment and convic-

tions, consented to it. Tlie policy of the administi'ation, as

far as policy it has, or has had, was determined before Mr.
Stanton became a member of Mr. Lincoln's cabinet. The

secretary of the treasury, we presume, assented to the policy

originally agreed upon, but he is understood to have de-

manded a diiferent policy since. He has, however, confined

himself principally to his own department, and has exerted

but little influence outside of it on the administration. Mr.
Blair is now not counted, and the attorney-general does not

count for much. The chief responsibility rests on the sec-

retary of state and the president himself. The president
as the executive head of the government and commander-
in-chief of the army and navy, is ofiicially the administra-

tion, and alone responsible for its policy. But the previous

position of the secretary of state, as a Whig leader, and as

the recognized chief of the Republican party, his well-

known character, and his presumed influence with the presi-

dent, either personally or through his friends and political

managers, have elevated him in the public estimation to a
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share, and to the chief share in the presidential responsi-

bility. It is the general belief of those best informed on
the subject, that the secretary of state has, directly or indi-

rectly, on all questions of importance, a controlling influ-

ence, and that he in reality shapes the policy of the admin-
istration. This may not be true to the extent alleged, and
it is hardly respectful to the president to assume that it is;

but a large share of responsibility undoubtedly belongs to

the secretary of state—as large a share as in our remarks we
shall attribute to him.

Of Mr. Seward, the secretary of state, we speak with

great reluctance, and with some reserve, for we may not be

as unprejudiced and impartial as we could wish. We have
never been personally attached to him, and have nearly al-

ways been politically opposed to him ever since he entered

pul)lic life as a National Republican and an Anti-Mason,
under the auspices of Mr. Thurlow Weed, whom we remem-
ber as the mauufactui-er of a "good-enough Morgan till

after the election." We never sympathized with him in

his National-Iiepul)licanism,
—

although we supported Mr.
Adams in opposition to General Jackson,—in his political

Anti-Masonry, in his Whiggism, or even in his sort of Re-

publicanism. We have never regarded him as a statesman,
and have looked upon him merely as a clever and success-

ful politician. Clever he must have been, or he could never

have built up so wide a reputation on so narrow a founda-

tion as he received from nature
; successful, too, he must

have been, for he has been governor of the state of New
York, United States senator, and is now secretary of state

in Mr. Lincoln's administration. He is a line rhetorician,
a superb phrase-monger, almost equal to Lamartine, though
far from being that Frenchman's equal as an elocutionist.

Like all wily politicians who rely on their adroitness and

dexterity for carrying their points, the secretary lacks nerve,

back-bone, high courage, ancl tirm and generous resolve.

His faculties avail him least when the danger he tries to

meet is greatest. And, perhaps, no man could have been

selected less fitted hy constitution and temperament, to meet
such a national crisis as has been brought on by southern

Becession. When the public expected from him, in the

Avinter of 1860-61, in his place in the senate, a speech that

should defy or overwhelm the southern disorganizers, and

give strength and courage to all loyal hearts, he amused uS'

with an elaborately written essay, worthy of a clever
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sophomore, on the beauties and grandeur of the Union, and

the impossiliility of dissolving it, altiiougli he knew, or

ouglit to have known, that it was already dissolved, and the

question before liini was on its restoration. He quailed be-

fore the Masons, the Slidells, the Toombses, and the Wig-
falls, and evidently showed the white feather. By a sort of

common consent of the country, he had been looked npon
as the representative man of the Republican party, and we
read at the time, in his poltroonery, in his weakness, his

trembling before the enemy, the disasters and failures which
have since followed the national cause, and gave expression
to our despondency at the time. If we have hoped since,

it has been because we discovered a spirit and a patriotism
in the people, and a generous forgetfulness of party dis-

tinctions on the part of many of the old Democratic lead-

ers, especially among those who had the most strenuously

()])posed abolitionism, and been the most favorable to the

South, that we had not looked for. We trusted that the

accession of these would give courage to the administration,
and strengthen its back-bone. But we have seen all along
in Mr. Seward's weakness and moral cowardice, a grave

danger to the national cause, which is not yet averted.

Mr. Seward had been a leading anti-slavery man, had

given utterance to
" the irrepressible conflict

"
doctrine, and

been amongst the most energetic against slavery, of any of

our stump orators, in the campaign that resulted in the elec-

tion of a Republican president. In Illinois, Indiana, Mich-

igan, New York, lie showed no lack of courage, was as bold

as a lion, and hurled, at a distance, defiance in the very teeth

of the southern disunionists; in Washington, confronted

with them in the senate of the United States, his courage
oozed out at his lingers'-ends, and he was as tame and as

meek as a pet lamb. It is no secret that, before the incom-

ing of the present administration, he was the chief, if not

the sole originator, aided, as a matter of course, by his

familiar spirit, Mr. Weed, of that disastrous policy then

adopted by several Republican leaders, of suffering South

Carolina, Georgia, and the gulf states to go in peace, and of

amending the constitution, so as to secure the loyalty of the

border states. He, the irrepressible-conflict man, with his

ow^n hand drew up and cnrried through both houses of con-

gress, by a two-thirds vote, an amendment of the constitu-

tion, forbidding the federal government for ever from inter-

fering w^ith slavery in states,
— a measure which was quite
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nncalled for, since that is forbidden by the constitntion as it

is
;
could do no good, and served only to demoralize tlie

Republican party, and ])rove to tlie country that it M'as not

composed of the right sort of stuff to vindicate the rights of

the nation. He has since complained that he is called " a

compromising man ;" but he was tlie first and foremost to

urge his party to compromise with the slave-power, and that,

too, when, if he had the least grain of the sagacity that lie-

longs to the statesman, he must have seen that any offer at

compromise, under the circumstances, was to surrender, at

least to imperil, the national cause and the existence of the

government. Tb.e national cause, if maintained at all, could

be maintained only by meeting promptly, on the very thresh-

old, every attempt to dismember the national territory, or to

set up within it a separate independent state. We have all

blamed Mr. Buchanan for not crushing the secession move-
ment in the outset

;
but Mr. Seward resisted secession not

more firmly than did Mr. Buchanan. He yielded at the fii-st

summons, quailed before it, begged to compromise the mat-

ter, was ready to give up every distinctive principle he had
ever contended for, and did what was in him to prove to the

world that he and his party had not been contending for

principle, and had been only using the anti-slavery sentiment
of the country as a stepping-stone to place and power. He
carried witii him a large portion of the party he represented,
and some men from whom better things had been expected.
To Mr. Seward's cowardly surrender to the South of the

national cause before the incoming of the present adminis-

tration, we may attribute the demoralization of parties, and
the chief embarrassments loyal men have had to contend
with in suppressing the rebellion. He was placed, by an

unfortunate concurrence of circumstances, in advance, as the

leader of the national cause, and at the first summons igno-

minously surrendered it, not from disloyalty, but from hi.s

never having comprehended the nature of the struggle, or

from having regarded it as only an ordinary struggle of par-
ties and politicians for power. He seems never to have been

guided by any principle, or to have understood that there

are principles which the statesman, the politician even, is

not at liberty to surrender when demanded for party suc-

cess. It seems necessary even yet to remind him that the

nation is more than individuals, more than pai-ties, and that

when its honor' and dignity, when its very life is at stake,

no compromise is admissible. Vie should never have voted
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for Mr. Lincoln, if we had really believed his election would
be followed by a civil war, for we had never embraced or

defended the peculiar doctrines of his party ;
but havine;

voted for him, and he haviuir been constitutionally elected,

we could under no circumstances have compromised with
the opponents of his election till they had recognized him
as their president, and submitted to his government. The
honor and dignity of the nation, the honor and stability of

constitutional government forbade it. After the inaugura-
tion of President Lincoln, and his appointment as secretary
of state, to soothe him for not having been nominated by
the Republican party for president, instead of arresting as

traitors the commissioners of the seceded states in open re-

bellion against the federal authority, Mr. Seward received

them, unofficially of course, with all courtesy, as high-
minded and lionorable gentlemen, and conferred at length
with them on the matters of difference between them and
the federal govei-nment, and, it is said, virtually agreed to

a separation, and was in a fair way of adjusting the resjjec-

tive boundaries of the two republics, when the attack on Sum-
ter came to interrupt their pleasant interviews, and their in-

terestino- negotiations.

Even the motive of that attack appears to have escaped
him, and to have been understood neither by Mr. Seward
nor by any other member of the administration. It was
done to secure the secession of the border states, with which
Mr. Seward was coquetting, with a distinct and full under-

standing with the leading politicians in tliose states, pledged
beforehand to secession. It was as certain in March, 1861,

to any one who understood any thing of the plans of the

South, that all the slave states would secede, unless prevented
by force, as it was in June of the same year when they had
ail virtually or formally seceded. The resolution to secede

was iixed from the beginning, only the border states could

not secede without another pretext than that which had
served South Carolina and the gulf states. They could

secede only in case of an attempt by the federal government
to coerce a state into submission. The attack on Sumter and
the threatened invasion of Washington were made expressly
to compel the government either to resort to coercion or to

stand utterly disgraced at home and abroad. Not one of

the border states ever intended that its fate should be sep-
arated from that of its sister slave states. They never pro-

posed or accepted the offer of compromise in good faith, and
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Mr. Seward lias from the first been fooled iii all his relations

with southern statesmen or southern politicians, and has sac-

rificed his principles and the honor of his party for a shadow.

His negotiations even, tliono'h unofficial, were a surrender of

the national cause, for to allow it to be even unofficially dis-

cussed was virtually to surrender it, and were grossly im-

proper, unless the administration contemplated either a sep-

aration or abdication in favor of the government of the con-

federacy, for everybody knew at the time that the differences

could not be settled by diplomats or by politicians. There

was no middle ground on which the two parties could meet.

There was then, as now, no alternative but the unconditional

surrender either of the seceders or of the government.
Without the one or the other, and neither could be expected,
there was no peaceful solution of the controversy possible.
But Mr. Seward could not perceive it, and wasted the first

six months of the new administration, precious weeks too, in

idle attempts to effect by diplomacy and political manipula-
tion what every clear sighted man in the country saw could

be effected only by the arbitrament of arms. These precious
weeks were not used to put tlie government in a condition

to assert its rights. Nothing was done. The secretary,

jaunty, light-hearted, and full of hope, M'-ent on with his ne-

gotiations, and assured the country that all difficulties would

soon be adjusted, peace be made, and "nobody be hurt;"

yet we are told Mr. Seward is a sagacious and far-seeing
statesman. Did he or did the president honestly believe a

peaceful solution practicable ? Did either really intend to

preserve the integrity of the natioiuil territory ? Did either

expect a resort to arms ? Tiie first neither with ordinary
sense could seriously believe

;
if they did not seriously in-

tend to save the integrity of the national territory, they can

be excused of treachery only on the ground of their in-

capacity. If they expected a resort to arms how is their

neglect of all preparations to be excused, and if the}' did

not, they deserved to be impeached for their inability. We
include the president through courtesy, and because he

doubtless acquiesced in the policy, and is officially responsi-
ble for it

;
but the policy was evidently Mr. ^ward's, for

it was adopted and acted on by him in the senate and by
leaders of the Eepublican party before he became seci-etary

of state. If the president accepted it, we may reasonably

presume that he did so, because Mr, Seward had proceeded
so far in it before the inauguration, that it was difficult if
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not impossible for tlie president, unaided by the leaders of

the party that elected liim, as lie would have been, to adopt
and carry out a now and entirely different policy. Mr. Sew-
ard liad by his arrano;ement bound the president to his pol-

icy, before lie was inaugurated. Had the president rejected
it on assuming the aduiinistration, he would have been iso-

lated from his party, and not known where to look for a

friend or supporter.
It is true, if the president had been a different sort of

man fi'oin what he was and is, if lie had fully comprehended
the position of affairs, and had had the couraoje to look be-

yond party and thrown himself boldly on the country, and

continued Dix, Holt, and Stanton, in the departments they
filled durino^ the last weeks of Mr. Buclianan's adniinisti-a-

tion, he might p(^ssibly have escaped the meshes of the pol-

icy Mr. Seward had so adroitly prepared for him; but this

would have required the president to have been a man of

genius, or a thoroughly trained, and a superior statesman,
neither of wliich can his most partial friends claim for him.

Mr. Lincoln is a man naturally of strong common sense, loy-
al and patriotic intentions, and in ordinary times would have
made a decent president, and administered the government
without discredit to himself or the country. He is intel-

lectually superior 'to what he is commonly supposed, and all

that is to be said to his prejudice is, that he is not equal to

the demands of the country in times Mdiich demand at the

head of the government a statesman of the first order. What
marvel, then, that he felt himself obliged on his inaugui'ation,
to acquiesce in the policy Mr. Seward had induced the chiefs

of his party to adopt ? All the men, unless Mr. Blair be an

exception, that the public opinion of his party required him
to make members of his cabinet, had already, through Mr.
Seward's management, as we maintain, committed them-
selves to the compromise and peace policy ; and, if thej' did

not intend to assent to a temporary dismemberment of the

Union, did not contemplate the use of force against the se-

ceded states. He was so placed that he could not make up
his cabinet without accepting substantially Mr. Seward's

policy. We therefore call the policy of the administration
" the Seward policy."
That the Seward policy was one of peace and compromise,

if not of at least temporary dismemberment, we know from
what came to the public at the time, and authentically
from Mr. Seward himself, from an official letter written bj
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him the 10th of April, 1861, to Mr. Adams, onr newly-ap-

pointed minister at the court of St. James, and published
amoiii^ the documents accompanying the president's mes-

sage for December of the same year. In that letter, writ-
^

ten two days before the attack on Sumter, Mr. Seward

professedly lays open by authority for the guidance of the

minister himself the policy of the administration. We find

the policy to be the same in substance that he had urged in

and out of the senate before his acccession to office. We
recommend the careful persual of this letter to all who look

upon Mr. Seward, not as a mere politician, but as a states-

man—a "philosophical statesman," as a member of the ad-

ministration, in apparent seriousness, called him a few weeks

since, in our hearing. It will prove that he was wholly at

fault in his view of the difficulties of the situation, and the

means of removing them and preserving the national life.

His political optimism breaks out in every sentence, and he

sees nothing in the movements of "our misguided fellow-

citizens" of the South that need alarm us for the safety of

the Union, The southern confederacy contains in itself

the seeds of its own dissolution, and the people after a little

time will weary of it, and sigh to return to the Union, as

the starving children of Israel in the wilderness sighed tu

return to
" the flesh-pots of Egypt." We extract a few of

the more notable passages of this remarkable document :

"One needs to be as conversant with our federative system as perhaps

only Americaa publicists can be to understand how effectually, in the

first instance, such a revolutionary movement must demoralize the gen-

eral government. We are not only a nation but we are states also. All

public officers, as well as all citizens, owe not only allegiance to tJie JJnioji,

but allegiance also to the states in which they reside. In the more discontented

states the local magistrates and other officers cast off at once their federal

allegiance, and conventions were held which assumed to absolve their

citizens from the same obligation. Even federal judges, marshals, clerks,

and revenue officers resigned their trusts. Intimidation deterred loyal

persons from accepting the offices thus rendered vacant. So the most

important faculties of the federal government in those states abruptly

ceased. The resigning federal agents, if the expression may be used,

attorned to the revolutionary authorities, and delivered up to them pub-

lic funds and other property and possessions of large value. The federal

government had, through a long series of years, been engaged in build

mg strong fortifications, a navy yard, arsenals, mints, treasuries, ana

other public edifices, not in any case for use against those states, but

chiefly for their protection and convenience. These had been unsus-

pectingly left either altogether or imperfectly garrisoned or guarded, and
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they fell, with little resistance, into the hands of the revolutionary party.

A general oHieer of the army gave up to them a large quantity of mili-

tary stores and other property, disbanded the troops under his command,
and sent them out of the territory of the disaffected states.

"
It may be stated, perhaps without giving just offence, that the most

popular motive in these discontents was an apprehension of designs, on

the part of the incoming federal administration, hostile to the institution

of domestic slavery in the states where it is tolerated by the local consti-

tutions and laws. Tiiat institution, and the class which especially cher-

ishes it, are not confined to the states which have revolted, but tliey exist

in the eight other so-called slave states; and these, for that reason, sym-

pathize profoundly with the revolutionary movement. Sympathies and

apprehensions of this kind have, for an indefinite period, entered into

the bases of political parties throughout the whole country, and thus

considerable masses of persons, whose ultimate loyalty could not be

doubted, were found, even in the free states, either justifying, excusing,

or palliating the movement toward disunion in the seceding states. The

party which was dominant in the federal government during the period

of the last administration embraced, practically, and held in unreserved

communion, all disuuionists and sympathizers. It held the executive

administration. The secretaries of the treasury, war, and the interior

were disunionists. The same party held a large majority of the senate,

and nearly equally divided the house of representatives. Disaffection

lurked, if it did not openly avow itself, in every department and in every

bureau, in every regiment and in every ship-of-war; in the post office

and in the custom-house, and in every legation and consulate from Lon-

don to Calcutta. Of four thousand four hundred and seventy officers

in the public service, civil and military, two thousand one hundred and

fifty four were representatives of states where the revolutionary move-

ment was openly advocated and urged, even if not actually organized.

Our system being so completely federative and representative, no provi-

sion had ever been made, perhaps none ever could have been made, to

anticipate this strange and unprecedented disturbance. The people

were shocked by successive and astounding developments of what the

statute book distinctly pronounced to be sedition and treason, but the

magistracy was demoralized and the laws were powerless. By degrees,

however, abetter sentiment revealed itself. The executive administration

hesitatingly, in part, reformed it.self. The capital was garrisoned; the

new president came in unresisted, and soon constituted a new and purely

loyal administration. They found the disunionists perseveringly en-

gaged in raising armies and laying sieges around national fortifications

situate within the territory of the disaffected states. The federal marine

seemed to have been scattered everywhere except where its presence was

necessary, and such of the military forces as were not in the remote

states and territories were held back from activity by vague and myste-
•

rious armistices which had been informally contracted by the late pres-
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ident, or under his authority, with a view to postpone conflict until im-

practicable concessions to disunion should be made by congress, or at

least until the waning term of his administration should reach its ap-

pointed end.
'

Commissioners who had been sent by the new confederacy
were already at the capital demanding recognition of its sovereigntj'^ and

a partition of the national property and domain. The treasury, depleted

by robbery and peculation, was exhausted, and the public credit was

prostrate.
"

It would be very unjust to the American people to suppose that

this singular and unhappy condition of things indicated any extreme

favor or toleration of the purpose of a permanent dissolution of the

Union. On the contrary, disunion at the very first took on a specious

form, and it afterwards made its way by ingenious and seductive de-

vices. It inculcated that the Union is a purely voluntary connection,

founded on the revocable assent of the several states
;
that secession, in

the case of great popular discontent, would induce consultation and re-

conciliation, and so that revolution, instead of being war, is peace, and

disunion, instead of being dissolution, is union. Though the ordinan-

ces of secession in the seceding states were carried through impetuously,
without deliberation, and even by questionable majorities, yet it was

plausibly urged that the citizens who had remained loyal to the Union

might wisely acquiesce, so as ultimately to moderate and control the

movement, and in any event that if war should ensue, it would be-

come a war of sections, and not a social war, of all others, and especial-

ly in those states, the form of war most seriously to be deprecated. It

being assumed that peaceful separation is in harmony with the consti-

tution, it was urged as a consequence that coercion would, therefore, be

unlawful and tyrannical ; and this principle was even pushed so far as

to make the defensive retaining by the federal government of its posi-

tion within the limits of the seceding states, or where it might seem to

overawe or intimidate them, an act of such forbidden coercion. Thus
it happened that for a long time, and in very extensive districts even;

fidelity to the Union manifested itself by demanding a surrender of its

powers and possessions, and compromises with or immunity toward

those who where engaged in overthrowing it by armed force. Disunion

under these circumstances rapidly matured. On the other hand, the

country was bewildered. For the moment even loyal citizens fell

naturally into the error of inquiring how the fearful state of things had

come about, and who was responsible for it, thus inviting a continu-

ancy of the controversy out of whrdi it had arisen, rather than rallying

to the duty of arresting it. Disunion, sustained only by passion, made
haste to attain its end. Union, on the contrary, required time, because

it could only appeal to reason, and reason could not be heard until

excitement should in some degree subside. Military spirit is an element

always ready for revolution. It has a fuller development in the disaf-

fected than in the loyal states. Thousands of men have already banded
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themselves as soldiers in the cause of disunion, while the defenders of

the Union, before resorting to arms, everywhere wait to make sure that

it cannot be otherwise preserved. Even this cautious and pacific, yet

patriotic disposition has been misunderstood and perverted by faction

to encourage disunion.**********
" The president neither looks for nor apprehends any actual and per-

manent dismemberment of the American Union, especially by a line of
latitude. The improvement of our many channels of intercourse, and
the perfection of our scheme of internal exchanges, and the incorpora-
tion of both of them into a great system of foreign commerce, concur-

ring with the gradual abatement of the force of the only existing cause

of alienation, have carried us already beyond the danger of disunion in

that form. The so-called confederate states, therefore, in the opinion
of the president, are attempting what will prove a physical impossibility.

Necessarily they build the structure of their new government upon the

same principle by which they seek to destroy the Union, namely, the

right of each individual member of the confederacy to withdraw from
it at pleasure and in peace. A government thus constituted could neither

attain the cou.solidation necessarj- for stability, nor guarantee any en-

gagements it might make with creditors or other nations. The move-

ment, therefore, in the opinion of the president, tends directly to anar-

chy in the seceding states, as similar movements in similar circumstan-

ces have already resulted in Spanish America, and especially in Mexico.

He believes, nevertheless, that the citizens of those states, as well as the

citizens of the other states, are too intelligent, considerate, and wise to

follow the leaders to that disastrous end. For these reasons he would

not be disposed to reject a cardinal dogma of theirs, namely, that the federal

government could not reduce the seceding states to obedience by conquest, even

altlwugh he were disposed to question that proposition. But, in fact, the

president willinglg accepts it as true. Only an imperial or despotic gov-
ernment could subjugate thoroughly disaffected and insurrectionary
members of the state. This federal republican system of ours is of all

forms of government the very one which is most unfitted for such a

labor. Happily, however, this is only an imaginary defect. The system
has within itself adequate, peaceful, conservative, and recuperative forces.

Firmness on the part of the government in maintaining and preserving
the public institutions and property, and in executing the laws where

authority can be exercised without waging war, combined with such

measures of justice, moderation, and forbearance as will disarm reason-

ing opposition, will be sufficient to secure the public safety until re-

turning reflection, concurring with the fearful experience of social evils,

the inevitable fruits of faction, shall bring the recusant members cheer-

fully back into the family, which, after all, must prove their best and

happiest, as it undeniably is their most natural home. The constitution

of the United States provides for that return by authorizing congress,
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on application to be made by a certain majority of the states, to as-

semble a national convention, in -which the ororanic law can, if it be

needful, be revised so as to remove all real obstacles to a reunion, so

suitable to the habits of the people, and so eminently conducive to the

common safety and welfare.

"Keeping that remedy steadily in view, the president, on the one

hand, will not suffer the federal authority to fall into abeyance, nor
will he, on the other, aggravate existing evils by attempts at coercion

which must assume the form of direct war against any of the revolution-

ary states. If, while he is pursuing this course commended as it is by
prudence as well as patriotism, the .scourge of civil war for the first

time in our history must fall upon our country during the term of his

administration, that calamity will then have come through the agency,
not of the government, but of those who shall have chosen to be its

armed, open, and irreconcilable enemies; and he will not suffer himself to

doubt that when the value of the imperilled Union shall be brought in

that fearful manner home to the business and the bosoms of the Ameri-
can people, they will, with an unanimity that shall vindicate their wis-

dom and their virtue, rise up and save it.**********
"Nevertheless, all the world know what are the resources of the

United States, and that they are practically unencumbered as well as

inexhaustible. It would be easy, if it would not seem invidious, to

show that whatever may be the full development of the disunion move-

ment, those resources will not be seriously diminished, and that the

revenues and credit of the Union, unsurpassed in any other country,
are adequate to every emergency that can occur in our own. Nor will

the political commotions which await us sensibly disturb the confidence
of the people in the stability of the government. It has been necessary
for us to learn, perhaps the instruction has not come too soon, that vi-

cissitudes are incident to our system and our country, as they are to

all others. The panic which that instruction naturally produced is

nearly past. What has hitherto been most needful for the reinvigora-
tion of authority is already occurring. The aiders, abettors, and sym-
pathizers with disunion, partly by their own choice and partly through
the exercise of the public will, are falling out from the civil departments
of the government as well as from the army and the navy. The na-

tional legislature will no longer be a distracted council. Our represen-
tatives in foreign courts and ports will henceforth speak onl}' the lan-

guage of loyalty to their country, and of confidence in its institutions

and its destiny."

This letter, we must bear is mind, was written for the

private instrnction of Mr. Adam.s, wlio is told that lie is not

expected to comrannicate it to the ijovernment to wliicli he
is accredited, and we may therefore conclitde that it is a
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frank and truthful statement of the real views and policy
of the administration, at least up to last December, when
the secretary selected it for publication; it may or must be

regarded as official and authentic. On the historical sketch

of the rise and progress of the rebellion with which it sets

out, we have little to say, except the secretary shows in it

that he fails to apprehend or appreciate its real cause. The
real cause of the rebellion had, no doubt, a close relation to

slavery, so close, that if there had been no negro slavery in

the land it would never have occurred
; but, at bottom, the

cause was not, as the secretary supposes, the rancor of a de-

feated political party, but the increasing power of central-

ized democracy at the North, and its alleged tendency to

substitute for constitutional government the arbitrary will

or caprice of the majority for the time. The southern states-

men, for there were statesmen, as we liave learned there are

generals, at the South, believed that this sort of democracy
was becoming the political order in nearly all the non-slave-

holding states, and they saw, or thought they saw, in the

growtli of the Republican party, hardly less democratic than

the so-called Democratic party itself, and in the election of

Mr. Lincoln, a sure indication that it might soon be transfer-

red from the states to the nation, placing the whole republic
at the mercy of an accidental majority, with no safeguards
for the rights and liberties of minorities. Being themselves
in a minority the moment parties should be determined by
geographical lines, and having a peculiar institution to pro-

tect, hateful to northern democracy, and condemned by the

public sentiment of Christendom, they were naturally more
alive to this, and more i-eady to resist it, than were the people
and politicians of the free states. The southern states were

constitutional, not democratic, and the real cause of the rebel-

lion, as it stood in their minds, is to be sought in the deter-

mination to sustain constitutionalism against democracy.

They having l)ecome unable any longer, through ordinary po-
litical action, or through the ballot-box, to control the north-

ern democracy, and determined never to be governed by it,

thought they had no alternative left but to secede and cut

thenrselves loose from it. This is the simple, truthful ex-

planation of the southern rebellion, and the issue it wished

submitted to the arbitrament of arms was not slave labor or

free labor, but constitutionalism or democracy.
We have for ourselves, we grant, been always unwilling

to meet the rebellion on this issue, or as an issue between
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constitutionalism and centralized democracy. We are per-
sonally, and always have been, opposed to that democracy,
and in favor of cons.titutionalism, and hence the reason why,
till we saw the danger to American unity and nationality,
we have always in our political sympathies been with the
South rather than with the North" We defend, and always
have defended, constitutionalism against democracy, and
maintained tluit our system of government is not a pure de-

mocracy ;
but we prefer, first of all, the nation, and demand

the preservation of its unity and integrity. These gone, all

is gone ;
but so long as the nation remains, and especially

a nation constituted like ours, which provides constitution-

ally for the amendment of its government, we can correct

through legal modes of action tlie political tendencies that
are opposed to the national weal. We have opposed the
southern movement not as a movement against centralized

democracy, but as a movement against American nation-

ality, represented by tlie federal government ;
and we regret

that the administration did not meet the controversy as one
between national sovereignty and state sovereignty.
The next thing we take up in the secretary's letter is the

confession that our government is a "federative govern-
ment." He calls it

" our federative system."
"
True," he

says,
" we are a nation, but we are states also." If we are

federative states, a federation, or confederation, how can we
be politically a nation ? There are and can be no federative
bonds between different parts of one and the same nation.
A federation is a league of different nations or sovereigns,
who, bound together only by federative bonds, are not,
and cannot be, politically one nation. Here the secre-

tary, on behalf of the administration, concedes in the outset
the fundamental principle of the secessionists, and gives up,
if he did but know it, tlie right of the federal government
to coerce the seceding states into submission

;
for he will

tind in the record of the federation or compact no author-

ity given by the contracting parties to coerce a seceding
member. Secession may, indeed, be a breach of faith,
but the Union provides no remedy. "All public officers,
as well as all citizens, owe," says the secretary, "not only
allegiance to the Union, but allegiance also to the states
in which they reside." If the sovereignty inheres in the

states, as it must if the Union is a federation or league of

8overeio:ns, "a federative system," the allegiance of the fed-
eral officer and of the citjzen is due primarily to the state.
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and allegiance to the state must override that to the Union,
and tiien secession is justifiable. But tliis double allegiance
is an absurdity. No man can owe allegiance to two sover-

eigns at one and the same time, and allegiance is due only
to the sovereign. If the state is sovereign, I owe it alle-

gianoe, and obedience to tlie Union, so long as it commands
me to obey it, and no longer. If the Union is sovereign, or

rather if the United States, as one political people, is sover-

eign, then I owe it allegiance, and only obedience, within
the limits it allows, to the state in which I reside. If the

first alternative is adopted, the southerners in arms against
the Union are not rebels, but loyal citizens, for they are evi-

dently acting under the authority of their respective states,
whatever may be pretended to the contrary, and you can

rightfully wage only a defensive war against them. If the

latter alternative be accepted, the federal government, as

holding in trust the sovereignty of the nation, has not only
the right, but it is bound in duty to treat them as rebels,
and to reduce them to their allegiance, if able, whether they
act or do not act under state authority, whether they be in-

dividuals or states.

Tlie secretary should, as a good logician or as a sound

statesman, have taken one ground or the other; but, un-

happily, he has tried to take neither and to take both, and

alternately asserts and denies both national sovereignty and
state sovereignty. Thus he calls the people of the southern
states that had already seceded,

" our misguided .• . . fel-

low-citizens." And again he says to Mr. Adams, "You
will . . . remember that those states are now, as they al-

ways heretofore have been, and, notwithstanding their tem-

porary self-delusion, they must continue to be, equal and
honored members of this federal Union

;
and that their

citizens, throughout all political misunderstandings and

alienations, still are and always must be our kindred and

countrymen^ If our countrymen and fellow-citizens, not-

withstanding secession, the United States is one sovereign
nation or political people ;

if the states, notwithstanding
their secession, are still honored members of this federal

Union, the Union is no political sovereignty, and the states,

by claiming and exercising sovereignty in seceding from it

and arming against ,it, do nothing incompatible with it!

Yet Mr. Seward is a great man, an able diplomatist, and a

profound statesman—"a philosophic statesman." If the

states are sovereign, the UiKon is not; if the Union, or the

Vol. XVII-24
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United States, is sovereign, the states are not. If tlie states

are soverei^jn, and their citizens owe tliem allegiance, then

the states that have-seceded are no longer members—honored
or dishonored—of "this federal Union;" nor are their citi-

zens oni' fellow-citizens or conntrvmen, whether misgnided
or not misguided. If they are, then the sovereignty is in

tlie United States, and there is no allegiance, though, while

they remain in the Union and perform their constitutional

functions, there may be obedience on the part of the citizen

to the states. We owe no divided allegiance, for sover-

eignty is not divisible. Even under feudalism there was no
divided allegiance, for allegiance, strictly speaking, was al-

ways due only to the national sovereign, the real lord para-

mount, from whom all grants of fiefs to inferior lords ema-

nated,' and to whom they lapsed on forfeiture.

The administration had but one of two grounds to take,

either that of state sovereignty or that of national sovereign-

ty. If it took that of state sovereignty, it would have been

obliged, at best, to say with Mr. Buchanan,
" Secession is

wrong, but the government has no right to coerce a state."

If it meant to take a ground on which it could pronounce
secession rebellion, and assert its right to suppress it by force

of arms, it must have clearly and distinctly taken the ground
of plenary national sovereignty

—that the people of the

United States are, always have been, and always intend to

be one sovereign political people ; and that the states that

secede rebel against the sovereign, and cease to exist as

states, for they have no longer any legitimate state authori-

ty. On no other ground could it justify a resort to arras to

bring back the seceding states, and reestablish the authority
of the federal government over the whole Union. On anv
other ground, the war, if war there should be, though con-

ducted by the federal government, would not be a war be-

tween the national government and its rebellious subjects
or provinces, but a war between states

;
in fact, simply a M-ar

between the northern states and the southern states—a war
which on no legal principles could for a moment be justified.
Tlie secretary of state seems to have had some suspicion of

this, and, being himself half state sovereignty and half na-

tional sovereignty, or, rather, a little more state than national

sovereignty, he ventures to propose on-ly a half war
;
shrinks

from open, decided, vigorous war, for the suppression of the

rebellion, and trusts for the rest to ''the expectant treat-

ment," as we believe the doctors call it. It was neither to
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be war nor peace. Secession was neither to be accepted nor

rejected, but a little of both. Thus he says :

" The system
"

—our federal republican system
—"has within itself ade-

quate peaceful, conservative, recuperative forces. Firmness
on the

].)art
of the i>;overnnient in maintainino; and preserv^-

ing the public institutions and property, and in executing;
the laws where authority can be exercised without waging
war^ combined with such measures of justice, moderation,
and forbearance as will disarm reasonino; opposition, will be
sufficient to secure the public safety until returnino; reflec-

tion, concurrine; with the fearful experience of social evils,
the inevitable fruits of faction, shall bring the recusants

cheerfully back into the family which, after all, must prove
their best and happiest, as it undeniably is their most natu-

ral home." The rhetoric of this passage is unexceptionable ;

but only think of a secretary of state writing such a sentence

only two days before the attack on Sumter, and imagine his

remarkable credulity, or still more remarkable—reticence.

Xearly eighteen months have passed away since this was

written, and we can now see, if we could not at the time,
how weak and unsubstantial was the "expectant" policy

(through Mr. Seward's influence), adopted by the adminis-

tration, and which up to this time it has apparently retained.

It was to wait the effect of the peaceful and conservative forces

of the constitution. The p-overnment was not to wage war,
but to act simply on the defensive. In accordance with this

policy, though the government has had, flrst and last, about
thirteen hundred thousand men under arms, and an almost
unlimited amount of credit, we may safely assert that, up
to this time, it has not waged war, and as safely assert it has
never for a moment intended to wage war against the rebel-

lion. The administration never believed itself able, and
never intended to suppress the insurrection by force of arms

;

and the troops it lias called out and armed have been, we
may safely assume, only to defend itself and to protect

" the

public institutions and property."
Do we go too far ? Hear Mr. Seward again :

" The presi-
dent would not be disposed to reject a cardinal dogma of
theirs (the secessionists), that the federal government could
not reduce the seceding states to obedience by conquest,
even although he were disposed to question that proposition.
But in fact the president vnllingly accepts it as true. Only
an imperial or a despotic government could sul)jugate

thorouglilj' disaffected and insurrectionary members of a
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state." This explains all that has been hitlierto mysterious
in political sviupatliies, and in the conduct of the war.

Every northern press with southern proclivities has been
loud in praise of the president, and especially of the accom-

plished secretary of state, and the men reallj^ in earnest to

save the integrity of the national territory and to suppress
the rebellion, have been, cried down as abolitionists, and
enemies of the administration. Every commanding officer

in the army who has showed that he believed the govern-
ment wished war to be waged in earnest, has been snubbed
or relieved of his command, and one who better understood,
or was more willing to conform to the policy of the govern-
ment, was put in his place. Rear-Admiral Stringham is

placed on the retired list, because he was too active—too
much in earnest—and did too much to suit the administra-

tion. Fi'cmont, whether a great general or not, was relieved

not for military blunders or exceptionable linancial opera-
tions, but because he showed himself disposed to take the war

seriously, and not as a make-believe, or simple sham. By
earnest national men, General Halleck has been censured
for his military ^«.S'3(9 at Corinth, but it is evident that lie

satisfied the administration, for it has promoted him to the

chief command of all the land forces of the republic. Great

complaints have been made of General McClellan for his

failure to take Richmond, but he undoubtedly fulfilled the

expectations of the administration, for it has promoted him
to the chief command under General Halleck, and made
him substantially military dictator. Generals who make
war in earnest and win victories, are not the generals the

administration honors, because it is not waging war against
the rebellion, and is only protecting itself,

" the public insti-

tutions and property." The matter is plain. The adminis-

tration never intended and never believed itself able to put
the rebellion down by force of arms, and hence it does right
to count the campaigns of its generals ending in defeat suc-

cessful and victorious. Halleck we have no doubt would
have captured Beauregard's army, and McClellan Johnston's
and Jackson's, and entered Richmond, if the administration

had seriously wished it
;
but to have done so, might have

interfered with its policy, irritated our "misguided citizens"

in the seceding states, an-l indicated the intention to "re-

duce them to obedience by conquest."
We do not misrepi'esent the administration, if we can be-

lieve its own ofiiciai exposition of its policy, and trust the
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lopjic of its own official acts. It began by avowing that it could

not, at least did not propose to reduce the seceding states

to obedience by conquest, and that it did propose to do it

"without waging war" against them, and up to this day it

hag not waged war against them. When, after the fall of

Sumter, it called out the militia to the number of seventy-
five thousand, it avowedly did it only to protect the national

capital, and if it had proposed any thing more, it would
have called out two hundred thousand instead of merely
seventy-five thousand men. In the interview with the

mayor of Baltimore, the governor of Maryland, and other

commissioners, after the attack in Baltimore on the Massa-
chusetts Sixth, both the president and the secretary of

state assured them that the troops were called out solely to

defend the national capital, not to invade Virginia or to

make war on the seceding states. When congress met, and
resolved that the rebellion must be put down by force, and
voted five hundred thousand men, and five hundred millions

of dollars for that purpose, nothing came of it. The admin-
istration raised the men, spent the money, and made no at-

tack, if we except that of Ball's Bluff. It is idle to throw
on General McClellan the blame of lying before Washington
for ten months doinff nothino-. If the administration had
wished him to move during that time he would have moved,
or it would have removed him. It was in accordance with
the open avoM'ed policy of the administration, that he should
not move or fight, unless attacked. The expeditions, partly
land and partly naval, to the coast of North Carolina,
South Carolina, to New Orleans, up the Tennessee and Cum-
berland rivers, and down the Mississippi, were political and
connnercial rather than military expeditions, designed on
the one hand to open southern ports to trade, so as to lessen

the clamor of foreigners against the blockade, and on the

other, to secure an outlet for cotton to feed our own manu-
factures, and by the presence of Union troops to enable the

Union men to rally again under the old flag, and give to

Mr. Seward an opportunity to verify the wisdom of his
*'

expectant treatment " of the case. General Sherman, who
had the command at Hilton Head, tells us that he was posi-

tively forl>idden to make a lodgment on the mainland, or

to attack either Chai'leston or Savannah
;
and General Burn-

side was never intrusted with a force sufficient to do more
in North Carolina than to capture a few places, open a port,
and guard the coast. The same may be said of General
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Butler. lie may, by the aid of tlie Tiavy, hold New Orleans
a few weeks loiiu,'er, hnt he can do little excej^t issue ordei's

and quarrel with the Secesh ladies of the city. The only
serious lif»;htin(i^ l)rou(i;ht on by the Union forces, has been
in Missouri, Kentucky, and Tennessee—in Missouri and

Kentucky, to expel the rebels from two states, assumed not

to have seceded, and in Tennessee and North Alabama, as

necessary to protect Kentncky, and therefore within the

proper defensive warfare which the administration was car-

rying on. If there hns been any thing more, it has been
to amuse and })acify the national party in the loyal states,
and nothing has come of it. A little war the administra-

tion has been obliged to give us in order to satisfy the war

party, but it has taken care that it should do the rebels no
serious harm.
We are bound to exonerate the army, and we insist that

it must not be made the scape-goat of the sins of the admin-
istration. We insist that our commanding generals shall

not, till further evidence is furnished than any now before
the public, l)e accused of incompetency, disloyalty, indiffer-

ence, or neglect. We will not allow that we have not as

good generals, as scientific, as accomiiiished, as l)rave, and
as heroic as any the rebels have. The fault is not in them

;

it is in the policy of the administration, and which has been

obstinately adhered to in spite of warnings, in spite of ex-

perience, till the national cause is well-nigh desperate, if

not absolutely beyond hope. Those who do not like the
manner in which the war has been conducted, and who are

dissatisfied with its i-esults thus far, should accuse the ad-

ministration, chiefly Mr. Seward, the chief author of the

policy the administration adopted in the outset, not the

army, for the war has been conducted in strict logical ac-

cordance with that policy. It would have been incompat-
ible with that policy, and with the theory of the govern-
ment set forth by Mr. Seward, to have made a vigorous
attack on the enemy, or for any general commanding to

have followed up any advantage he might happen to gain
and secure a real Adctory. We do not pretend that our gen-
erals iiave always received specific aiul minute directions

from the administration to conduct the war so as to havo it

fail, but we do say that the best generals in the world could
not have conducted it in accordance with the policy of the

government without failing. The good general is governed
by the policy of tlte administration, and when that policy is
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incoiiipatible with military success, succeed lie cannot. The
wisdom or unwisdom of the policy of the administration is

no concern of his as a military man, and his simple business

is to conform to it. The policy of tiie administration con-

trols his military opei-ations, even when he is not conscious

of it, and affects liis disposition and manaojement of his

forces before the battle, if not on the battle-field.

We do not deny that at a later day than the date of the

letter we have referred to, the administration accepted civil

war, but we do deny that there is any evidence that it has

ever contemplated ending the controversy by conquest, or

the exertion of military force. The secretary writes to Mr.
Adams again, June 8, 1861 :

"This government insists, as all the world might have known, that

it must and would, under all circumstances, insist on the integrity of

the Union, as the chief element of national life. Since, after trials of

every form of forbearance and conciliation, it has been rendered cer-

tain and apparent that this paramount and vital object can be saved

only by our acceptance of civil war as an indispensable condition, that

, condition, with all its hazards and deplorable evils, has not been de-

clined. The acceptance, however, is attended with a strong desire and

fixed purpose that the war shall be as short and accompanied by as little

suffering as possible."

Here the administi-ation accepts, no doubt, the civil war,

but under two mutually incompatible restrictions,
" with a

strong desire and a fixed purpose that the war shall be as

short and accompanied with as little sufferinq as possible."
To be a short war it is necessary that it should be as vigor-
ous and accompanied with as much suffering to the enemy
as is possible under the laws of civilized warfare. The

very purpose of war is to inflict the greatest damage, and

therefore the greatest suffering possible on the enemy in the

shortest time possible, to compel him to submit. Wise na-

tions never make war a suit in chancerv. War means dam-

age, means suffering, means killing and wounding, man-

gling by the most destructive engines that can be invented,

and the more destructive it is, the greater the horrors and

sufferings that accompany it, the sooner must it end. Mr.

Seward's policy of conducting a war with the least possible
amount of suffering to the enemij, which we take it is what
he means, is the policy of a sentimental, and therefore of a

cruel civilian, not of a soldier. Yet this policy explains the

exceeding care taken by our commander in Virginia to do

as little harm and afford as much protection to the rebels as
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possible, unless when oblio-ed to repel attacks. He has

been blamed for that, but we may be sure that he was only

carrying out the policy of the administration, or as we say

in tills city, of " the ring."
Parcere svhjectis, et debellare s^iperbos, is a maxim w^e

understand, and are always prepared to act on. When an

enemy has thrown down his arms and submitted, he is an

enemy no longer; he is our friend and brother, and as such

we clasp him to our bosom. But as long as he resists, as long
as his arm is upraised against us, ours is upraised against

liim, to deal him, if possible, a blow that fells him to tlie

ground. Mr. Seward's humanity has proved to be the most

terrible inhumanity towards our own army, and if a little

of that indignation which he has had the dexterity to turn

against the secretary of war were turned against himself, no

injustice would be done.

But in accepting the civil war forced upon it, notliing

proves that the administration has ever conducted the war

with a view of ending the controversy by military success.

Its theory of the national government is that of a federative

or federal union, a "confederation,"' and its concession that

allegiance is due to the state as Avell as to the nation, de-

prives it of all solid ground on wdiich to defend its right to

attempt it, while it expressly avows that it cannot do it, if

it would, for our federal republican system is 'Minfitted for

such a task." It is true Mr. Seward tells Mr. Adams that lie

will not be expected to promulgate these views, but we have

the right to make use of them, since they are officially pub-
lished to the world by himself. Besides, all the official acts

of the government, its mode of conducting the war, its studi-

ous avoidance of seizing the strategic points in the enemy's

country, and its careful forbearance to follow up any mili-

tary advantage it happens to gain, all indicate that it relies

on political manipulations in the last resort to effect a recon-

ciliation. Mr. Seward appears from first to last to liave

looked upon the controversy as in its nature an ordinary strug-

gle between two political parties for power or place, and to

be settled as political controversies have usually been settled

in our country, by conciliation, compromise, and the return-

ing patriotism and good sense of botli parties. He does not

appear to have as yet given np the conviction that there is

a strong Union party in the seceding states, kept down by
the intimidation and tyranny of a dominant faction, throngh

which, when that faction is weakened or exhausted by the
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war, he can operate to reestablish the autliority of the Union.
No hope is or can be more fallacious. There is no Union

party worth speakiiii»; of in a single seceded state, and it is

doubtful, if there could be a free vote to-day in Maryland,
Kentucky, and Missouri, whether those states themselves
would not secede by triumjiliant majorities. Certainly their

sympathies are stronofly with the southern cause, and in not
one of them is the loyal part ai)le, unassisted, to hold the

disloyal part in subjection. The administration has all along
acted on the unfounded assumption that the secessionists are

only a faction. They are no faction in their states, but the

people. The southern people are substantially a unit ag-ainst

us, and never at any moment, since the secession of South

Carolina, was it possible by any political concessions or ma-

nipulations to keep them in the Union with the North, so

long as the North adhered to its centralized democracy, or

remained, so to speak, unsoutliernized.

The administration had, on coming into power, but one
of two courses to take, eitlier frankly to accept state sover-

eignty, and let the seceded states go in peace and form an

independent nation, or confederation of sovereign states, for

themselves and by themselves
;
or else to take with equal

frankness, the ground of full national sovereignty, and to

use all the forces at its command to coerce the rebellious

states into submission. The former was asked by the South,
the latter, with a few dissenters, was demanded by the Nortli.

Mr. Seward, by his timidity, his weakness, his lack of back-

bone, as well as his cowardice, and his failure to compre-
hend the real nature of the controversy, had so involved
the matter that Mr. Lincoln no doubt felt that lie could
venture safel}' to take neither alternative

;
and his admin-

istration up to this day has been rendered disgraceful by a

miserable attempt to ride astride of both. It has neither ac-

cepted state sovereignty nor national sovereignty, nor fulh'^

and frankly either peace or war; but a little of each, just

enough to irritate both parties without satisfying either. It

has not dared accept national sovereignty, with all its logical

consequences and duties,.for that might have irritated its im-

aginary Union friends at the South, all state sovereignty men,
and interfered with its plans of future reconciliation; audit
has not dared to deny it, for that would have brought down
upon it, with a few^ individual exceptions, twenty millions

of people in the loyal states. It has therefore neither pre-
served peace by consenting to an amicable adjustment of
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the secession questioii, noi" has it jiresorved tlie honor and

integrity of the Union by war prosecuted on war principles.
It lias songlit to pacify tlie national party by raising large
armies, and the state sovereignty party by condncting the
war on peace pri?iciples. The result has i)een, as might
have been expected, the squandering of the ]iational resour-

ces, the loss of half a million of as fine ti'oop.s as the world
ever saw, the revival of political and partisan i-ivalries and

animosities, a division of the people, the disaffection of
the army, the iiersonal jealousies and rivalries of its superior
officers, and the advance of the enemy into the loyal states,

with no organized forces to resist them. This at the time
we are writing, 9th of September, is the plain, unvarnished

picture of what the Seward policy has brought us to in

eighteen months, and yet at this date the president retains

him in his cabinet, and refuses to change his ruinous policy.
There is no question of Mr. Seward's loyal intentions, and

earnest and laborious efforts to comuose our troubles, and
to secure the national life and territoiy ;

but the habits of

his mind are such as to lead him to believe it hardly possible
for any but himself to save us from destruction, to expect
salvation from any thing but those political manipulations
of which his fi'iend Weed is master, or to desire it, unless the

glory of it redounds to himself, and therefore not to be ef-

fected by energetic military operations. Indeed he is no
friend of the military. Doubtless because he feels that he
has none of the elements of the soldier in himself. He says,
in the letter already quoted from so often. "Military spirit
is an element always ready for I'evolution. It has fuller

development in the disaffected than in the loyal states."

That the military spirit has been more cultivated in the
southern than in the northern states, is no doubt the fact,

but that is because the southern states, on this as on some
other points, have observed the conditions of a free and liv-

ing people better than have the northern. Xo people that

neglects or despises the military spirit is destined to a long
life or a really glorious career. The military spirit is an es-

sential element of national greatness. It has l)een the fault

of the loyal states, especially of the eastern and middle sec-

tions, that they have, ever since the war of 1812, underrated
and decried the military spii'it, and neglected, to a fearful

extent, military education and organization. The shop-

keeper, the lawyer, the pettifogger, has been held in far

higher honor than the soldier. To represent the military
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spirit as beino; "an element always ready for revolution," is

to show :i reckless contempt of experience and disreajard of

human nature. China has less of the military spirit than

any other nation reckoned as civilized; and in no countiy
of which we have any knowledge have revolutions been so

common or so disastrous durino; the last eighteen hundred

years. Revolutions in modern times are preeminently the

work of small lawyers, journalists, politicians, civilians all,

—seldom if ever of the army. The spirit of the army is

always conservative; for the soldier is prepared to command

by being first taught and habituated to obey. The army is

ail element of strength and stability, and the habits acquired

by thorough military training are precisely those onr people
have most lacked, and are most in need of to preserve and

improve the heritage of freedom and law transmitted to

them by our brave and heroic fathers. If we had had more
of the military spirit among us, our politicians would have

been less craven-hearted before the bold and arrogant men
of the South, and commanded their respect instead of incur-

ring their contempt. Had the military spirit been duly cul-

tivated and honored in the free states, there never would

have been any southern secession or civil war between the

southern states and the United States. We repel with in-

dignation, therefore, the groundless insitiuation of the sec-

retary of state against the military spirit.

We know that the army has been blamed, and our mili-

tary academy has been assailed, because a certain number of

otiicers of the army, on the breaking out of the rebellion

resigned their commissions and took service with the seces-

sionists. But out of ove: seven hundred commissioned

ofhcers, only one hundred and seventy-live, if we are rightly

informed, have resigned in order to join the rebels, and

some of the best and most loyal officers now in the national

army were born in states that have seceded. The army
has been the most loyal class of the United States, and the

only class that has not separated by a " line of latitude."

The officers who resigned, did so because their respective
states seceded, and they felt themselves bound to do so by
their state allegiance, asserted by state sovereignty

—con-

ceded, not denied ;it least, to a certain extent, by Mr.

Seward
;
for he concedes that allegiance is due to the state,

and nowhere affirms that in case of conflict, the allegiimce
due to the state must give wav to that due to the Union.

On state sovereignty principles, on which this war has tlius
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far been conducted on both sides, Generals Lee and Beau-

reo-ard are as irreproachable in their loj'alty as Generals

Hallcck and McClellan, equally as high-minded and as honor-

able i^entlemen, and equally as nntarnislied in their military

character. We hold them to be traitors and forsworn, be-

cause we deny state sovereignty, and maintain that alle-

giance is due only to the United States. But Mr. Seward

cannot do so
;
and it is observable that he does not so call

them, and that he speaks of the states that have seceded as

still "equal and honored members of our federal Union," and

calls the people in arms against us our "misguided fellow-

citizens." He, then, is the last man who should reproach
the army, or impeach the morality of the military academy
at West Point. No higher-toned morality is taught in any

college in our country than in that academy, and not one of

them has trained and sent out a larger body of high-minded
and accomplished gentlemen. There is no class of educated

men, equally numerous, in our community that can surpass,

if it can equal, the officers of our army in the highest quali-

ties of the gentleman, in their liberal feelings, in their love

of order, and in their devotion to sound, conservative polit-

ical principles. If the class had been larger, or if there

had been more civilians with its spirit, we should not have

seen our government plundered by greedy and unscrupulous

contractors, coining money out of the blood of our soldiere

and the tears of widows and orphans ;
and if we had duly

cultivated the military spirit, instead of stimulating to the

liigliest degree possible, a morbid sentimentality, always

cruel, and destitute of honesty, our government would not

be now paying monthly for about double the number of

volunteers it has in its service. One of the good results we

have hoped from the present war is, that it would quicken
the military spirit among us, bring the army into repute, and

substitute to some extent in the American mind the sense

of honor and the love of glory, for habits of political hux-

tering, and the sordid love of gain. Our hope for the coun-

try is, under God, in the army, and the infusion into the

army of the true military spirit; we want the discipline, the

habits of obedience, and of command^ to be acquired by us,

with our social and political constitution, only in the army,
in order to be a great people, to preserve our institutions and

our liberties.

We have spoken in a foregoing article of our blundering

generalship; and in a purely military point of view, we have
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had little else than blundering, from the famous boa con-

strictor, or anaconda strategy, down to the retreats of Pope
before the rebels advancing on Wasliiiigton, but we must
remember that tlie wai\ from first to last, has been con-

ducted not on military principles, but sul)ordinated to the

political and diplomatic policy of the secretary of state, and
as the administration retains in command the very generals
the public regard as the most niilucky and the least trust-

worthy, it is only fair to the army to supj^se that the whole

responsibility rests on the administration itself, and that

those very generals have acquitted themselves quite to its

satisfaction, or at least to the satisfaction of Mr. Seward,
who, apparently, is afraid that, if the military should be

successful, the glory of saving the national life would not

redound to him, and make him our next president. Military
success might take away his vocation, and put an end to the

reign of pettifoggers and political tricksters, for which the

capital of the secretary's native state is somewhat noted, and

perhaps, also, to the enormous profligacy and corruption
which has for some years been gaining ground in the

national government, as well as in several of the state gov-
ernments, in which some of Mr. Seward's political friends, as

well as enemies, are supposed to have had their full share.

It is possible that we do Mr. Seward injustice ;
Init it is

a fact that all the friends of the nation who believe the

nation can be saved only by military success, and the earnest

and vigorous prosecution of the war on war princij)les, have
found from the first Mr. Seward and his policy in their

way, and him and his policy sustained by all the presses and
men of doubtful loyalty at the North. How is it that all

the enemies of those who are unquestionably in earnest to

save the nation by prompt, vigorous, and decisive measures,
are the friends of the administration, and especially of Mr.

.

Seward ? The fact is unquestionable and suspicious, if there

is any truth in the old saying,
" Birds of a feather flock to-

gether." We would not insinuate that Mr. Seward is pre-

sisely a man of their sort
;
but he evidently is the man in

the administration who, comes nearest to representing their

views and wishes. He, we presuihe, courts them, for he

doubtless holds tliat at this moment to support him is to

support the admijiistration. and to support tiie administra-

tion is to support the national cause
;
but here is precisely

where the doubt or distrust begins. The precise doubt or

distrust is that support of him is support of the administra-
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tion, or tluit the support of an administration coKjrol ed or

controllable by him is support of the national cause. A
laro^e portion of the people, especially those the most earnest

in defence of that cause, believe that he, by his timid, con-

ciliatory, expectant policy, has endangered it, and made the

administration play into the hands of the enemy. Here is

the difficulty, and till he clears it up, confidence not onh^ in

him but in the administration itself is shaken, if not lost,

and everj^ move he makes only confirms the suspicions al-

ready entertained against him. As matters stand, we see no

way in which he can, even with the best intentions in the

world, serve the national cause, but by a speedy and volun-

tary retirement to private life in that delightful town of

Auburn, once our own as well as his loved home.
Mr. Seward owes much of the political consideration he

has enjoyed to the position he early assumed on the negro
question, and his enunciation from his place in the senate

of the ''

higher law "
doctrine, and from the hustings of

the "
irrepressible conflict

''

theory, two utterances which
have made him both notorious and famous

; yet he has been
the flrst to quail before the slave power, and we find him
as late as the 28th of last May, in a letter to Earl Kussell,

published in the newspapers, and which we presume to be

substantially authentic, urging the British ministry to with-
draw its recognition of the rebels as belligei'ents, among
other reasons, because it tends to jsrolong the war, and if the
war be prolonged, it will disturb the institution of slaver3%
and perhaps add to the evils of the present war those " of a

servile war." The wonderful aptness of such an argument
addressed to the British government, opposed to slavery the
world over, as is nearly the whole English nation, a diplo-
mat less sagacious than Mr. Seward would have failed to

perceive. But that is not the point. It proves that Mr.
Seward's policy is, and all along has been, to preserve sla-

very, and to prevent the war from operating its ruin. He
knows, the president knows, that if we had begun the war

by liberating the slaves, as under the rights of war we could
have done, the sympathy of all Europe would have been with

us, and neither England nor France would ever have thous^ht
01 mediation, far less of intervention. Yet he prefers to

hazard foreign intervention to touching the institution of

negro slavery. He even sent his frends Thurlow Weed
and the archl)ishop of New York abroad, to change, if pos-
sible, Euro]3ean opinion on the subject of slavery, at least
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on the question of immediate emancipation, in this country ;

and so far as tlie arclibishop is concerned, not without some
success. A well known abolitionist in France has written,
it is said, a letter to the president, urging him not under any
circumstances to suffer liimself to be driven into the adop-
tion of immediate emancipation. That letter was virtually
dictated Ijy Mr. Seward, through his representative, the

archbishop of New York, and we have the proof in a letter

from a distinguished French gentleman, a friend of the

president's correspondent, urging us not to insist on imme-
diate emancipation, and assuring us that he does so in con-

sequence of an interview with the archbishop of New York.
We know what was the sort of public opinion the archbishop
of New York labored while in Paris to manufacture, and

nobody can doubt tiiat it was the sort of public opinion Mr.
Seward, who sent hini, desired and approved.
We need not revive here the discussion of the slavery

question. We know that the majority of congress and a

large portion of the American people believe that this war
cannot be prosecuted to a successful issue without detaching,
by proffering them freedom, the negro population, whose
labor now sustains the rebellion. Yet to any measure of

this sort we have found Mr. Seward a wily but steady op-

ponent, and it is not too much to attribute it to his influ-

ence that the law of tlie last session of congress for ever free-

ing the slaves of the rebels, was not broader and more effi-

cient, and has not yet, even such as it is, been brought to

the knowledge of the persons concerned by. the proclama-
tion of the president. Congress at its last session passed an

emancipation act; it was approved by the president, and is

now the law of the land ; but it is suffered to stand on the
statute book a dead letter. According to that law, all slaves

of rebels, or of persons giving aid and comfort to the rebel-

lion, escaping from such persons, and taking refuge within
the lines of our army,

"
all slaves captured from such per-

sons, or deserted by them, and coming under the "control of

the government, all found on or within any place occupied
by the rel)el forces, and afterward occupied bj- forces of the

United States, shall be deemed captives of war, and shall be
for ever free of their servitude, and not again held as slaves."

Ts tliis law executed? Are the preliminary steps taken for

its execution? Has the executive issued his proclamation,
or a proclamation that sets forth in an intelligible manner,
the emancipation features of the act passed by congress,
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and approved by the president, July 17, 1862? JS^ot at all,

and half tlie people of the country are calling for an eman-

cipation proclauiation, in entire ignorance or forgetfnlnesa
of the fact that congress has itself passed, and tlie president
has approved an emancipation act, though a feeble one. It ia

true congress did not lix the time when the president should
issue his proclamation, but as we read the law, the emanci-

pation section does not require the proclamation of the pres-
ident as a condition of its going into effect. It is not con-

ditioned on such proclamation, but is absolutely the law of

the land, and the president, by his oath of office, is bound
to see it executed. Is it executed in New Orleans, in ITash-

ville, or in any place heretofore held by i-ebel forces, and
now occupied by the forces of the United States? The

president is as much bound, we take it, by the will of the

nation, when expressed in law, as the meanest citizen, and
he may be impeached as well for neglecting his duty in not

executing the law as in actively doing what the law forbids.

We have made Mr. Seward principally responsible for tlie

policy the administration has thus far pursued, because it is

the policy to which he had attached his name before the

president was inaugurated, and because, wherever we can

trace him since, we find him identified with it. Undoubt-

edly, the president has accepted it, and is officially respon-
sible for it, but Mr. Seward had artfully, we say not with

any sinister intention, prepared it for him, and it has been

easy for him, has been precisely in his line, to keep up such

a political combination as would make the president regard
it as the only practicable policy left him. The president
has hardly been a free agent, or had an opportunity of ex-

ercising his own unbiased judgment, since his inauguration.
Mr. Seward knows liow to manage him, without his sus-

pecting it, and when it will not do for him to act in person,
he knows enougli to call in Mr. Thurlow Weed or some
other friend in whom the president has confidence. On
the slavery question

—a vital question in the present contro-

versy
—-we regard Mr. Seward as the evil genius of this ad-

ministration. It was he who obtained the removal of Fre-

mont from the command of the department of the West—
a measure, aside from the merits of that general, on which
we pronounce no judgment, except to say that we have

never been one of his partisans
—that has proved disastrous

in numerous ways, especially in dividing the national party,
not tli€ Republican party merely, but the national party^
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and in creatini)^ partisans for and against otlier generals.
We know Mr. Seward lias said that lie was tlie last mem-
ber of the cabinet that gave his vote for Fremont's removal
from liis command, which we believe is literally true, in tlie

sense that he was the last member of the cabinet that voted»
at the meeting when his removal was finally approved ;

but
we are not aware that he has denied that he urged or dic-

tated the dispatch, two days before, removing him. Gen-
eral Fremont, for good or bad reasons, has a firmer hold on
the affections of the loyal people of the country than any
other man in it, and his name excites a popular enthusiasm
that no other name among us will or can, and, though we
interfere not with military appointments, and ask not that

he be given an active command, we tell the administration

that it cannot afford to alienate and discourao'e his friends

any more than Mr. Seward can afford to dispense with the

political support of General McClellan.
We have written plainly, more plainly than the times

seem to warrant
;
but we know we have done so with a loy-

al heart and a loyal purpose. We want our nation saved,
and we care not who saves or has the glory of saving it, if

saved it be. If Mr. Seward is that man, all honor to him;
but we tell him, we tell the president, we tell the country,
if his policy be any longer continued, we shall have no na-

tion to save. On all points he has been outwitted, out-

generalled, and defeated, and the nation stands disgraced at

home and abroad. For a moment he may succeed in divert-

ing the indignation of the army, sacrificed to his expectant
policy, from himself to the secretary of war, or to the abo-

litionists
;
but the truth will ere long be known, and his

political juggling or his jaunty airs will fail to save him.
For the president personally, we have great respect, and be-

lieve that, if he could rid his administration of Mr. Seward,
the "irrepressible conflict" man, and put a competent na-

tional man in his place, a man of ideas and of practical wisdom,
not a mere politician, who undersrands nothing but rhetoric

and the manipulation of party, he might yet succeed in car-

rying us safely through the national crisis. Perhaps all we
ask will be done before what we write issues from the press,

perhaps it will not, perhaps it is no longer practicable or

possible.
Vol. XVU-25



THE PRESIDENTS POLICY.

[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for January. 1863.]

Pkestdknt Lincoln's messa2:e to cono;ress, at the openino;
of the present session, is a plain, straight-forward, dignified,

and important docnment, and in tone, spirit, and style, is

decidedly superior to any of his previous messages. In it,

for the first time since his inauguration, he adopts and de-

fines a policy, or proves that his governtnent has a policy,
whether a policy the country will approve, or not. The

great complaint has l)een that he has had no decided policy,
and that he has appeared to be carried along by the course

of events, without attempting to control them, and shape
them to his purpose.

Mr. Lincoln, in our judgment, committed a great mistake

in tlie outset, in supposing that the American people be-

lieve practically in the democratic theory, and that he must
administer the government on democratic principles, and
tiiat he must fullow the people instead of leading them, obey
the people instead of governing them. All government, in

so far as government it is, is imperative, and no people look

more to their administration to shape a policj^for them than

the American. 'No matter how they talk through the jour-

nals, they expect the administration to take the initiative.

The present administration erred from the first, in regarding
itself as weak and without support in the affections and con-

fidence of the people, and in fearing to adopt the bold and
decisive measures the national crisis demanded, lest they
should refuse to sustain it. It thought it must temporize,
wait for the manifestation of public opinion, and labor to

conciliate parties. The consequence has been that by its

delays, its indecisions, its half-way measures, now doing a

little to gratify this party, and now a little to appease that

party, it has lost the confidence of all parties, and found its

friends and supporters almost everywhere beaten, and badly
beaten, in the late elections. Its' supporters,

—and its sup-

porters are the supporters of the national cause,—are likely
to be in the minority in the next congress, and the national

legislation will pass into the hands of the sympathizers with

the authors of the rebellion, on whose loyalty we fear we
cannot count.
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Wliat the administi-ation lias regarded as prudence, and
what would have been prudence in ordinary times, when
there are only the ordinary straggles of political parties for

power or patronage to meet, we have regarded from the

first as the greatest imprudence, in fact, a blunder. The

question the administration had to n^eet was not a political

question, not a question as to what party should govern the

country, distribute or share its patronage, but a question far

above all party,
— a question as to whether we are to have a

country for an}' party to govern,
—a question of national ex-

istence, in regard to which all loyal men, all men not traitors

and rebels, were to be presumed to be of one mind. Whether

they were so or not, the administration should have assumed
that they were, and boldly adopted and vigorously prosecu-
ted the measures necessary to suppress the rebellion and save

the nation. Had it done so, it would have made them all

of one mind, or at least have given their differences of opin-
ion no opportunity to embarrass its action. Fear, doubt,

hesitation, lialf-way measures,—now an advance, now a re-

treat, here a little and there a little,
—cannot fail, in times of

danger, to be most disheartening and disastrous. The wise

administration adopts bold and vigorous measures, measures
which confirm its friends and overawe its enemies. The

people demand a bold, resolute, and confident leader, who
acts as if he reo-arded himself as invincible, and when thev
find such a leader, they follow him without much thought
as to whither he is likely to lead them. They follow him
who proves to them that he is likely to win. Mr. Lincoln
had every advantage, if he had comprehended and been

equal to his position. With a just cause, with men and money
without stint at his command, and a power, derived from
the immense patronage he had at his disposal, greater than

any king, kaiser, or dictator ever wielded, he might have

safely disregarded all party divisions and all differences of

opinion, and could easily have carried with him the whole

population of the counti-y not in open rebellion to the gov-
ernment. He had no occasion to conciliate conflicting par-
ties and to balance conflicting interests. He should by his

boldness, promptness, and vigor have left no time for de-

bate, no time for adverse parties to organize, and taken all

minds and hearts by storm, not by the slow and zigzag ap-

proaches of a regular siege.

Unhappily, the spirit, or want of spirit, which has char-

acterized the administration, has affected the military oper-
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ations of the countrv. Our generals have shown the same
lack of enterprise, boldness, and vigor, the same timidity,

over-cantion, liesitation, and delays, that have marked the

civil administration itself. We blame not our generals, foi-

we had no right to ask or expect them to be superior to the

administration they serve. If an administration wants its

generals to be bold, prompt, and energetic, it must be so it-

self. Tlie army will always partake of the feebleness and

indecision, or of the boldness and vigor of the administra-

tion
;
and the aduiinistration may always have brave, enter-

prising, and successful generals at the head of its army, if

it proves itself worthy of them. Our generals, in their lack

of enterprise, in their failure to attack or to follow up their

attacks, in uniforml}^ giving the enemy time and oppor-
tunity, after a defeat, to recover and more than recover from
its effects before renewing the attack, have only followed

the example of the administration itself, and Mr. Lincoln,
as the administration, is, and will be held, responsible for

all our military blunders and failures, for our military ineffi-

ciency, and the rapid frittering away of our armies.

But it is of little use to dwell on these things now. If

Mr. Lincoln had been a genius or a hero, or if he had listened

to the men really in earnest to put down the rebellion and
save the nation, and had appealed by his vigorous measures
to the living, patriotic, loyal sentiment of the country, and

given no heed to the advice or opinions of those whose sym-

pathies were with the rebels, or whose disloyal conduct had
involved the country in its troubles, he would have pre-
served the enthusiasm which broke out all over the loyal
states immediately after the attack on Sumter, and restored

peace to the country before this. But he let the golden
opportunity pass by, and the measures which would have
been effectual, if adopted in season, can now do us little

good.
" It is not true," said Napoleon, d projpos of the 18th

Brumaire, "that the troops fired blank cartridges on the

people. It would have been inhuman to have done so."

The instant and complete emancipation of all the slaves in

the whole United States, as a war measure, innnediately after

the first battle of Bull Run, with the assurance of reasonable

compensation to loyal owners, would have been effectual,

and speedily ended the war. The proclamation of the pres-
ident on the 22d of last September, threatening to emanci-

pate the slaves in such states and parts of states as should

be in rebellion on the first day of the following January,
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<?oming when and in the form it did, was fitted only to ex-

asperate the Sontli, and to <>;ive strength and expression to

the pro-slavery feeling at the North. The friends of the

administration could not defend it. The president could

not defend the emancipation of the slaves except under the

pressure of military necessity, and what sort of military

necessity is that, it may be asked, which admits of a delay
of a hundred days ? If congress, or even the president, had

pi-oclaimed their freedom when General Fremont issued his

modest proclamation, the whole population of the non-slave-

liolding states would have acquiesced, offered no opposition,
and perhaps have really approved it. Political leaders, unless

in the border states, would have made no capital out of it

against the administration. The hesitation and delay of the

administration, its backing and filling, gave time for discus-

sions, for parties to form, opposition to organize, so that the

proclamation, threatening a partial emancipation, when it

came, created no enthusiasm among the friends of the admin-

istration, and gave new strength to its enemies; nobody was

pleased with it but those few who wish the war to be prose-
cuted primarily for the abolition of slavery, and, if the slaves

are liberated, care for little beyond. These found in it

ground to hope that slavery would finally be abolished, but

scarcely a man saw in it any military advantage sufficient to

justify the extraordinary exercise of executive power. So
it has been with nearly all the measures of the administra-

tion. They have either been half-way measures, sufiicient

to embolden enemies without winning friends, or they have
been delayed and discussed till the time when they would
amount to something had passed by.
The slavery question, just as it ceases to be the most press-

ing question, is ap])arently made the most prominent ques-
tion by the administration. It is the leading topic of

the president's message. We have no intention of reviving
the discussion of the question in these pages. We have dis-

cussed it at full length, under its political, military, social,

moral, and theological aspects, and may for the present leave

it where we left it in our article on Slavery and the Church.
Whether the president will issue another proclamation, giv-

ing effect to his proclamation of the 22d of last September,
we have no means of knowing at the time we are writing,
but the chances are that he will. But, if he does, we doubt
whether the courts will sustain the freedom of the slaves ho
thus declares to be emancipated. We doubt not the power
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of the president to emancipate the slaves under tlie rio-hts

of war, as a measure necessary to the military operations of

the government ;
but we do doubt if the courts will recog-

nize this pi'oclamation as liaving been issued under the

rights of war, from the pressure of military necessity. Its

being issued as a threat only, and allowing a delay of a

hundred days before any emancipation can follow, looks to

us more like a measure intended to punish the rebels, should

they not lay down theii- arms and return to their allegiance
before a given time, than as a measure prompted by mili-

tary necessity, especially as the proclamation was issued on
the heels of what was declared to be a decisive victory over
the rebel army at Antietam. We are disposed to think the

courts will declare it unconstitutional and void. We thought
so when it was first issued, and the more we have reflected

on it since, the more have we been contirmed in this opin-
ion. We see not how its constitutionality can be sustained.

The president seems himself, if we may judge from his

message, to attach no importance to his proclamation, and
to regard it as a sort of hrutum fuhnen, issued, to appease
the anti-slavery party. He lays little or no stress on it, and

urges three amendments to the constitution, authorizing the

government to give compensation to the states that will

free their slaves on or before the first day of January, 1900.

as, in his judgment, the great and decisive measure that is

to end the war. To giving a reasonable compensation to

loyal slaveholders for the loss of the property which the law

gives them in slaves, we have no objection ; nay, it is only

just and right, and we are quite willing that the nation

should buy up and set free all the slaves in the country ;
and

if that would end the war and restore the Union, we would
hold up both hands to have it done. But we hold tliat con-

gress can, without any amendments of the constitution, do
it as a war measure, if it judges proper; and with emanci-

pation as a peace measure, we desire to have nothing to i\o

till peace is restored. If, in its judgment, the emancipation
of the slaves, with compensation to loyal owners, is neces-

sary as a war measure, either for prosecuting or ending the

war, congress has ample ))Owers, under the rights of war, to

adopt it, and bind the nation to it, and the proposed amend-
ments to the constitution are unnecessary.
The president assures congress that the measure, if ado])t-

ed, will put an end to the war, and restore union, peace, and

harmony to the country. He speaks as if he regarded this

\
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as bcjond question. Does lie merely echo the opinion of

border state politicians, or does he speak from some infor-

mation on the subject not accessible to the public ? Has the

administration a new policy ? or is it merely reviving the pol-

icy of securing the border states, and letting the extreme
southern states remain out of the Union till they see proper
to ask to be readmitted ? Is thei*e any connection between
the measure proposed by the president, and the offer of

mediation by the emperor of the French? Is there an un-

derstanding between the two governments, that, if congress
will take the necessary steps to alter the constitution, so as

to secure gradual emancipation, the emperor will use his

good offices with the confederacy, to induce them to lay
down their arms? Or is it a measure intended to ward ofl

intervention, and to gain time for fighting out between our-

selves alone our own quarrel ? We confess that we do not

quite understand the confidence of the president in the

efficiency of his proposed policy. We suspect he counts by
it on securing the border states, and having secured them,
he can afford to wait for the gradual acquiescence of the

other states ; or, perhaps, that they of their own accord will

accept the proffered compensation, lay down their arms,
and return to their allegiance !

For our part, we place little reliance on the proposed pol-

icy, because we do not believe that slavery is the sole mat-

ter of difference between the United States and the rebels.

We believe the southern states, at least the southern states-

men and politicians have seceded because they want no
union with the free states, unless on such conditions that

the ruling power shall be in the states which are now slave

states. They have not rebelled because they apprehended
danger to their slave property from northern abolitionists,

but because they M^ould not belong to a country ruled by
the northern democracy, northern "

mudsills," as they have
called them. The protection of slave property, and the pre-
vention of negro citizenship or negro equality, M^ere pre-
texts used to secure the cooperation of the southern democ-

racy, or non-slaveholding whites, the real people of the

South, and in whom lies the real strength of the southern

confederacy. We believe, therefore, that the men who
have made the I'ebellion would be as averse to union with us

after as before emancipation and compensation. We do
not believe the rebellion can be put down and the Union
restored by any measures short of the decided military sue-
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«ess of the iiatioiuil arms. Both parties liave appealed to

arms, and it is only bj arms the differences between them
can be settled. The rebellion must conquer the govern-
ment, or the government must conquer the rebellion. We
see no alternative; and we regard the slavery question oi'

the negro question as of importance now, only in its bear-

ing on our military operations. The parties are on the

ground; each has taken its position ;
and the duel must b:'

fought out, till one or the other party falls. We thin!<,

therefore, the administration would do well to confine itself

more exclusively to the work of secui'ing a military triumph
over the rebels, and trouble itself less about the means of

making them friends after it has beaten and dispersed their

armies. " To cook a hare, first catch a hare," says the im-
mortal Mrs. Glass.

But, aside from this, how does the president expect to

secure for his proposed amendments to the constitution the

ratification of tlie constitutional number of states ? For
their adoption it is necessary that they shonld pass congress

by a two-thirds vote of each house, and be subsequently
ratified by the legislatures or by conventions of three-fouith-

of all the states. It may be doubted whether they can se-

cure the requisite congressional vote
;
but supposing they

do, they must still have the ratification of twenty-five states,
if we accept the theory of the government, that no state has

seceded from the Union, and that the whole thirty-four,
with all their rights as states, are still in the Union. To
secure twenty-five states, seven slave states, at least must be
obtained. The president probably counts on Delaware,

Maryland, Kentucky, Missouri, and Virginia ; but even if

he obtains these, and all the free states, then he will lack

two states to make up the constitutional three-fourths.

Now, where are these two additional slave states to be found
that will or can vote on the question ? Besides these, all

the slave states are in rebellion, and their legislatures as

much in rebellion as any other portion of the population.
Does the president expect his amendments to be approved
by the rebellious legislature of a single slave state, or by a

convention called by a rebel legislature ? If not, how is he
to get for his amendments the ratification of three-fourths

of all the states ? Save the five slave states, there is no slave

state not in rebellion, and we are far from conceding that

the Wheeling government is constitutionally the state of

Virginia. The real state government, elected by the peo-
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pie known as Yii'ginia, is as much in rebellion as the state

government of South Carolina. There is, then, while the

rebellion lasts, n:id till the rebellious state governments re-

turn to their allegiance, no way, on the goverinnent theory,
of getting any amendments to the constitution constitution-

ally adopted, unless five or six new states can be manufac-

tured out of the territories and admitted into the Union.

We hope the president does not intend to recognize as

the state of Tennessee, North Carolina, Florida, or Louis-

iana, the military government he has himself constituted or

proposes constitutitig in each of the several territories so

named. That military government is not the state, is no

state at all, and has no power to bind the state, and certainly

none to give, directly or indirectly, the assent of the state

to amendments of the federal constitution. Whatever au-

thority it has is by virtue of military law, and it can have

none when the civil authority resumes its sway, or is rees-

tablished. The amendmcTits may be ratified by conventions

of the people of the several states, instead of the legislatures,

if congress so prescribes ;
but the convention to be legal

and binding on the people of the state, must be called by
the state authority, and cannot be called by the president,
or even by congress. It was never the intention of the

convention that framed the constitution, that amendments
to that instrument might be adopted by the people, irre-

spective of state organization or state authority. There is,

we hold, one political people of the United States, in whom
inheres the national sovereignty ;

but this one people ex-

presses its will through state organizations, and cannot, as

the constitution now stands, express it otherwise. Eepre-
sentatives are representatives of states, as the senators, or of

certain congressional districts of states, as in the case of rep-

resentatives in congress, and not representatives of a cer-

tain population, iri-espective of state organization and state

authority. Now, the military government established by
the president in a state, does not hold from the state, and

in no sense i-epresents it
;

it holds directly from the presi-

dent, and therefore has no state authority, and can neither

itself give the assent of the state, nor call a convention com-

petent to give it, to any amendments of the federal consti-

tution.

We repudiate the doctrine that maintains that the pow-
ers of the federal government are derived by delegation
from the states, as free, sovereign, independen Instates

;
and
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hold tliat they are derived by deleo-atioii from the one po-
litical people called the United States, but at the same
time we hold while the sovereignty is in the one po-
litical people of the. United States, that it delegates the

powers it wills the federal government should exercise only
through state organizations, and, without altering the con-

stitution this people has ordained, it cannot do otherwise.
It is in this way we justify the term federal, applied to the

general government, and reconcile states' rights with full,

indefeasible, national sovereignty. To take the assent of

the people of a state, not convened by state authority, as

the assent of the state itself, is to supersede the state, and
is not only unconstitutional, but revolutionary. To take as

the state a govermnent established by the United States, is

a direct violation of our federal system, would annihilate
the very idea of state rights, and convert our political sys-
tem into that of complete and undisguised democratic cen-

tralism, to be followed at no distant day by a monarchical
centralism or monarchical absolutism. We assert most

vehemently that the United States, though unhappily lack-

ing a proper name, is, in the strictest sense of the word, a

free, sovereign, independent nation
;

luit we assert, with

equal vehemence, the federal character of the government,
which does not create, but is created by the United States,
and the constitutional rights of the several states. We op-
pose secession, because it strikes at the unity and indivisi-

bility of the nation, and places the sovereignty in the state,

not in the nation. We therefore call secession rebellion,
and make war on it as such. But we are not willing, for
the sake of putting down the rebellion, to sacrifice the

rights of the states or our federal system. The states hold
their rights from the sovereign political people of the
United States, but not from the federal government,

—a

real government, indeed, but a limited government, having
only the express powers delegated in the constitution. The
federal government has received no power to improvise or

impose a state government. The most it can do is to in-

stitute a territorial government, to govern a certain terri-

tory as tei'ritory under the Union, not as a state in the
Union. The action of the people of the territory of Ten-

nessee, Louisiana, Florida, North Carolina, or Virginia, un-
der a military government established by the federal execu-
tive or by congress, may be lawful, but it is not and cannot
be the action' "of the state, or of the people as the state. Any
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assent given by them to the ainenduients proposed to tlie

constitution, would be wortli no more than the assent given,

saj, by N"ew Mexico, Nevada, Utah, Colorado, Nebraska,
or Dakota.
We dwell the longer on this, for we see, or think we see,

in the policy of the government in regard to Virginia, and
tlie orders issued, or said to be issued, by certain military

governors, acting by its authority alone, for the election of

members of congress, the germs of a most dangerous and

deplorable revolution, almost as much so as that of secession

itself. A state is one and indivisible. The state is either

in rebellion or it is not
;
if in rebellion, it is the whole state,

not a part of it, and the doctrine of the president in his

proclamation, that a part of the state may be in rebellion,
and a part not, is inadmissible. If the state is not in rebel-

lion, then the president has no right to supersede it, or set

at naught its authority, by intruding a government of his

own creation, instead of the reo-ularlv elected state o-overu-

nient. The administration has officially declared that no
state has seceded, that no state is out of the Union, that iiu

state, as a state, is in rebellion, but all are in the Union, and
entitled to be treated as states, not simply as territories. By
what authority, then, does it appoint Andrew Johnson gov-
ernor of Tennessee, Colonel Hamilton governor of Texas,
Mr. Phelps gov^ernor of Arkansas, Eli Thayer governor of

Florida, Edward Stanley governor of North Carolina, and
Colonel Shepley governor of Louisiana? The population
and territories designated by these names are either states in

the Union, or they are not. If they are, these so-called gov-
ernors are intruders, without legal or constitutional authority ;

for it is essential that the state should choose its own offi-

cers, and there is no authority in the president or in con-

gress to appoint a single state officer, not even a constable.

If they are not states in the Union, then tliey have neither
the right to ratify amendments to the constitution, nor to

elect members of congress. If the theory of the govern-
ment, that no state has seceded or is out of the Union be

true, the president, in appointing tliv^se governors, is guilty
of a flagrant usurpation of power, and a gross revolutionary
measure, for which he should be impeached ;

if not true,
then to admit persons elected by the people of those terri-

tories to seats in congress, would be illeo;al and unconstitu-

tional, for only states or tlie people of states in the Union
can be represented in congress.
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The administration proceeds, apparently, on the assump-
tion that it has the right to treat the

lo^^a'l people of a ter-

ritory in the Union as a state. Its assumption is, nndonbt-

edl}', correct, if a state they are. But population and territory
do not constitute a state, otherwise all our territorial gov-
ernments would be states in the Union. Po]iulation and

territory are necessary conditions of a state, but do not of
themselves constitute a state, and by no means a state in the
Union. There is no state without a political and civil organ-
ization of some sort. Take that away, and you take away
the state. All under our system the government can do,
when rebelh'on has carried away the political and civil organ-
ization, is to recognize in the loyal population of the terri-

tory, the capacity' to reorganize or reconstitute the state, and
when so reorganized or reconstituted, to admit them as a
state into the Union. This is the most it can do, and it may
be doubted if it can do as much as this. But while their

loyal population remains without state organization, the gov-
ernment cannot treat it as the state, nor can it organize it

and make it a state by officers appointed by itself, for officers

of its appointment represent no state authority, and can per-
forin no state function

;
and it is essential to our state sys-

tem that the people of the given territory should form and

adopt their own constitution and elect their own officers.

It is because the state is essentially in its organization, its

constitution, by which it is made a political and civil en-

tity, and because the population and territory belong to

the United States, and to the state only while it is in the
Union, that we have maintained, after Senator Sumner, that
state rebellion is state suicide, in opposition to the theory of
the administration. The loyal portion of a state, if they re-

tain the state organization, are the state, though the greater
part of the population are in insurrection or armed rebellion ;

but not otherwise. The state follows the organization. The
population and territory called Yirginia are not population
and territory in 'the Union, for the state of Virginia has

gone out of the Union, and carried them out of the Union
with her. The state of Virginia could go out of the Union,
or withdraw from the Union, because it was she herself, not
the Union, that made her a state, and the state was in not
under the Union. So far the secessionists are right, and
secession is only the assertion of a state's independence.
Hence, too, in a certain sense, they are right who deny to

the Union the right to coerce a state. You cannot coerce a
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seceding state back into the Union. That is clear enough.
The mistake is in supposing that tlie state can take the pop-
iihition and territory, not out of the Union, for that it can

do, but out of the dominion or jurisdiction of the United
States. The state of Virginia could take tlie state out of

the Union, but she could not take the population and terri-

tory out of the dominion of the United States, because they

belonged to her only while she remained a state in the

Union. The population and territory are in the Union only
after their organization and admission as a state, but before

that they belonged as population and territory to the United

States, and were under its jurisdiction. They belong to the

state only while the state is in the Union, and revert to the

United States the moment the state goes out of the Union,
for in the United States is the national sovereignty. But
as there is no state without population and territory, the

moment the state goes out of the Union, she ceases to exist,

and therefore her act of secession is simply her suicide as a

state. The state having by her own act ceased to exist, can-

not be coerced any more than a dead man, and the purpose
of coercion is not to force the seceded state back into the

Union, but to reduce the rebellious population inhabiting

territory belonging to the United States to their allegiance.
The error of the government is in denying that a state

can secede, and assuming that the states are all still living
in the Union, and that only the population has seceded

;
the

error of the secessionists is not in maintaining that the state

can secede, and, in seceding, carry both her population and

territory out of the Union, for that it may do
;
but in assert-

ing that in carrying them out of the Union, it carries them
Old of the dominion, orheyond the jurisdiction of the United
States. This error arises from the assumption for the state

of absolute sovereignty, and therefore that the population
and territory belong to the state absolutely, and not simply
on condition that it remains a state in the Union. It is the

error of a logical, that of the government is the error of an

illogical mind. Grant the United States are not a nation,
that the people of the United States are uot one sovereign

political people, and grant further that the sovereignty vests

in the state, and that the Union has been formed by the

states, each acting in its sovereign capacity, and the doctrine

of the secessionists is strictly logical and true, and we are

as wrong as they allege us to be in the war we are carrying
on against them. But we deny their premises. We main-
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tain tliat the United States are a nation, and tliat t]ie sov-

ereignty vests in tlie one political people, called, for the
want of a proper name. The IJNrrED States

;
and therefore

the state is not a sovereign state, and possesses dominion
over popnlation and territory only as one of the united
states, and not at all as a seceded, separated, or disunited
state. The popnlation and territory are inteo^ral in the pop-
nlation and territory of the nation, and inseparable from the
national population and domain, save by violence or national
consent. The secession of the state places the popnlation
and territory out of the Union, indeed, but in precisely the
same position, save their rebellion, they would have been
in, had they never been organized as a state and existed in
the

Union._ They are foreign to the Union, but not foreign
to the nation, or withdrawn from its authority. They re-
main as pojmlation and territory, under, not in, the Union,
as do the population and territory of the United States
never yet erected into states and admitted into the Union.
We make a distinction between tlie sovereign people and

the government, and between the Union and the Nation.
The one sovereign political people is not created by the fed-
eral constitution, but precedes it, and frames, ordains, and
establishes it. The government has only delegated powers,
it is true, but those powers are delegated by the sovereign
people of the United States, not by the states, or the people
of the states severally. The sovereign political people and
the Union are practically identical.

"
The constitution does

not make the Union, but the Union makes the constitution.
Yet the Union is not commensurate with the population
and territory of the nation, or the United States. The
Union is restricted to the population and territory organ-
ized into states

;
the nation embi-aces the whole population

and territory of the United States. The political power of
the Union extends over tlie whole, but is possessed and can
be exercised only by the states or people in the Union

;
and

the power is restricted to the population and territory in-

cluded in the states united, as political power in ancient
Rome was restricted to the possessors of the sacred territory
marked and bounded by the god Terminus. It is possible,
then, to belong to the Union without being in the Union,
and to get out of the Union without getting out of the

jurisdiction of the United States. Those who get out of
the Union cease to have any political power or rights in or
out of the Union, for tliey no longer make a part of the
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sovereign political people of the United States; but though

they lose their rights, the United States or the Union does

not lose its riglit to 'reduce them to obedience to its author-

ity, by force of arms even, if necessary, as it may do with

tlie population of any organized or unorganized territory

within its geographical -boundaries.

The government has not distinctly asserted this doctrine,

and seems even to deny it. It seems to suppose a tertmin

quid between it and that of the secessionists is possible; or

perhaps it persuades itself that no uniform and consistent

doctrine on the subject is necessary, and that it may take,

now the doctrine of national sovereignty, and now that of

state sovereignty, as best suits its immediate purpose, in

which it, very likely, conforms to the confused notions of

a large number of our politicians, who are not unaccustomed

to speak with stammering lips and a double tongue, con-

tradicting in one breath what they assert in the next. But.

as far as we can judge, the doctrine we attempt to set forth

is the only one on wliich the administration can justify the

war it is waging, or defend its institution of military gov-
ernments in the territories of the seceded states. If the

states were still in the Union as states, these governments,
we have said, would be illegal and revolutionary. If they
are not, the institution of these governments does not bring
them back and reconstitute them states in the Union, or

clothe them with any of the rights or powers of states.

Consequently they have no power to assent to the proposed
amendments to the constitution, and no right to be repre-
sented in congress. The persons sent from so-called dis-

tricts in Yirginia, Tennessee, Louisiana, Florida, or North

Carolina, may be good men and true, but they can have no

legal right to sit and vote in congress.
The fact that each house is made by the constitution the

judge of the election and qualifications of its members, does

not affect this question ;
for what the house judges, is,

whether the postulant for a seat has the qualifications pre-
scribed by the constitution, and has been elected in accord-

ance with and under the laws of the state and of the United
States. The postulant may have received the requisite
number of votes, but that does not entitle him to a seat, un-

less he has received them at an election legally held and le-

gally conducted
;
and in no seceded state is a legal election

now possible. The congressional district must be established

and the qualification of voters must be determined by state
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authority, and cannot be by federal authority ;
and federal

authority is tlie only authority in the teiTitory. Federal

authority cannot, under our constitution, create a state.

That must be done by the people themselves of the terri-

tory, under an ena1:)ling act: and the state is inchoate, and
without any authority or political right, till it is admitted

by vote of congress into the Union. Till the people be-

come a state, they can elect no representatives ; and, till

the state is admitted into the Union, and made one of the
United States, the members-elect cannot take their seats.

What we want understood, is, that the whole political power
of the nation is in the United States, and in the state as one
of the United States. The people outside of the state have
no political power,

—are under, not a part of, the sovereign
people ; and, therefore, if the house finds that the applicant
has not been elected by the ])eople of a state, under the

laws and authority thereof, they cannot admit him to a seat.

We dwell upon this, because we regard it of vital impor-
tance to our federal system, and to the legality of the acts

of congress. Congress has been greatly to blame in this

matter, in not resisting the ])olicv of the administration,
v/hen it first developed itself in the case of western Yir-
irinia. It should never have recognized, even for an instant,
the revolutionary government at Wheeling as the state of

Virginia. It is notoriously not Virginia. There has long
been manifested by the American people a great indiffer-

ence to leofal methods of doinij' thino-s. If the thin^ thev
want done is but dune, tliey care little whether it is done

according to law or in violation of law. It need surprise
no one that we have a civil war,—that even the loyal states

are overrun with traitors, and even loi/al men have no
scruples in preying on the government to the extent of
their ability. The government is not true to itself, and
how can it expect the people to be true to it ? We acquit
the president and congress of all revolutionary intentions,
or design of usurping unconstitutional power for the fed-
eral government ;

we believe the acts we complain of grow
out of the general misapprehension of popular sovereignty,
or tlie confounding the people as population with the people
as the state, and the general disregard of law when it would
restrain us from carrying onr ends. If we mean to reniaiti

a nation, a well-ordered civilized nation, we must clear u|^
our ideas and learn to respect law when it restrains as well
as when it authorizes. When the nation is in dana'er, we
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cannot, indeed, be over-scrupnlous as to the means to be

adopted to save it, but in the hour of extremest peril, it is

just as easy to save it in a legal and constitutional as in an

illegal and unconstitutional way. There has been, since the

coinniencenient of our troubles, no occasion for the govern-
ment to transcend its constitutional powers, or to adopt or

sanction any irregular proceedings. It would have saved

it infinite trouble if it had adopted in the beginning the

true doctrine, and conformed to it in its treatment of the

population and territory of the seceded states
;
and congress

ought to have adopted General Ashley's bill for declaring
the seceded states to have lapsed, and erecting the popula-
tion and territorv into territories under governments estab-

lished by federal authority. But, unhappily, the govern-
ment flattered itself with the hope that by blockading the

ports, raising a large army, and pressing the rebels a little

and threatening them much, it could induce the seceded

states themselves to resume their attitude as loyal states in

the Union, and all would go on again as if nothing had

happened. It deceived itself
;
its hopes have not been real-

ized.

The government, in both the legislative and executive

departments, ought to have looked the question at first

directly in the face, and met it fairly and squarely by de-

claring the lapse of every seceding state government, and

establishing for its territory a territorial government, under,
not in, the Union

;
it would then have proceeded regularly

and legally, both in appointing military governors under
its own authority, and in reducing the rebellious population
to their allegiance to the United States. As it is, all is irregu-

lar, unconstitutional and revolutionary ;
in direct opposition

to our whole system of government. The military govern-
ors would then have been governors of territories, and
bound only to carry out the laws enacted or recognized by
federal authority. Now they are neither governors of ter-

ritories nor of states, and are in a position legally and polit-

ically anomalous. It is, perhaps, not too late for the gov-
ernment to retrace its steps, and do what it should have
done in the beginning, that is, recognize and act according
to the law and facts of the case

;
in other words, simply

own and tell the truth and place no longer any reliance on
falsehoods or shams. The seceded states exist neither de

jure nor defacto as states in the Union, and it is simply
a falsehood to assert that they are. If as states they are

Vol. XVII-26
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out of the Union, tlieir population and territory are ont of

the jurisdiction of the Union, or they are not. If they are,

that ends the question, and you have no ri2:ht to make war
on tliein as rebels, and, perhaps, are yourselves the aggres-
sors

;
if they are not, and you have the right to use force to

reduce them to submission to your authority, then treat

them as population and territory belonging to the United
States and not erected into states ; provide territorial gov-
ernments for them, and govern tliem as you do Nebraska.

Dakota, Colorado, or New Mexico. Be truthful, and deal

with things as they are, and rely on truth to sustain you.
Truth is never made stronger by a modicum of falsehood,

any more tlian honesty is strengthened by dishonesty.
The president would find this straight-forward and truth-

ful proceeding greatly facilitating the adoption of his eman-

cipation policy. According to our doctrine eleven states

have committed suicide or lapsed, and the whole number of

the United States is now twenty-three, and counting Western

Virginia, admitted by congress while we write, twenty-four,
and the number necessary to ratify a constitutional amend-
ment is eighteen, and it is possible that tlie president might
obtain that number for his proposed amendments

;
but

twenty-five states, the number he supposes to be necessary,
he can never obtain, for there are not that number of

United States now in existence, since, we repeat, the military

governments he has established, or the population acting
under them, are not states, and are, if any thing, territories,

and, in the present case, territories organized by the execu-

tive without the authority of congress. The amendments
ratified by eighteen states would be constitutionally adopted,
for the whole political power of the nation vests in the United

States, or people as states in the Union. They would bind
the people of the seceded states when restored to the Union,
as a new state when admitted into the Union is bound by
the constitution adopted and in force prior to its admission;
and they would be subject to the amended constitution be-

fore such restoration, in like manner as the territories are

subject to the Union.
Of course, it is not as a punishment upon the seceders that

we insist on treating the seceded states as having lapsed, but

for the simple purpose of treating things as they are. The
Union has no power to expel or extinguish a state, and the

lapse is not by virtue of its act but by virtue of the suicidal

act of the state itself. By ceasing to be a state in the Union,
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It ceases to be a state at all. We reo;ret, we deplore its

lapse ;
but it, not the Union, is responsible for it. Nor do

we contemplate the perpetual existence of the people, who
have been so misguided as to declare themselves out of the

Union, as territories under the Union, or as the population
of a state excluded from the elective franchise. We hope
at an early day to see them reestablished under their old

names, and with their old boundaries as states in the Union,
on a footing of perfect equality with the states that have
remained loyal. Eleven stars have fallen from our politi-
cal firmament, as the angels fell from heaven

; but, unlike

Lucifer and his rebel hosts, they may be restored, and we
look to see them restored, and to shine anew with all their

pristine brightness and glory. They must, however, un-

dergo the purgation of territorial governments first, and it

will depend almost entirely on themselves, whether it shall

be of longer or shorter duration. We are moved by no
hostile feelings toward the people of the lapsed states; we
are moved only by our love of the nation, devotion to our

country, and respect for the constitution and laws.

But to return to the president's emancipation ipoYicj. We
repeat, that in itself we are not opposed to it, and even like

it
;
but we do not see how, if adopted, it is to give us mili-

tary/ success or put an end to the war. We are as earnest

for the emancipation of the slaves as any man is or can be,
but we seek it only as subsidiary to the military operations
of the country. We say frankly, that with our military
success hanging doubtful, the treasury well-nigh bankrupt,
the people taxed to the full point of public endurance, and
the expenses of the nation running up at the rate of a

thousand millions a year, we are not in favor of imposing
on the treasury any additional burdens not absolutely neces-

sary. Not believing the president's policy would have the

slightest influence in shortening the war, we are not in favor

of adopting it. It is simply a policy of the border states,

to sell their slaves before they run away, or to get pay for

them after they have emancipated themselves. If the rebels

will signify to us, say through the British minister, that in

case the government will adopt the policy proposed, they
will lay down their arms, restore to the IJnited States its

forts and arsenals, which they still hold, make restitution for

the property they have taken from the Union, pay the legit-
imate expenses of the war, and return to their allegiance, we
will entertain the project, and recommend the government
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to buy up and liberate, at a fair valuation, in the way and
manner proposed by the president, all the slaves, if any such
there are, within the geographical limits of the United
States. But without such assurance, or at least the assur-

ance that tliey will accept the proposition and return to

their allegiance, it seems to us the project should not be en-

tertained for a moment. The border states men may accept
the proposition and honestly believe that the rebels will

;

but they have, as has been sufficiently proved, no authority
to speak for the rebel leaders, and we have already suffered

enough from their policy.
If the doctrine we maintain, and on wliich the govern-

ment acts, even while denying it, be sound, there are, ex-

cept in the the non-seceding slave states, no slaves within
the geographical limits of the United States to be bought
up and emancipated. Except as to the border non-seceding
slave states, the president's policy is a pro-slavery rather

than an anti-slavery policy. Its adoption would reestablish

and prolong negro slavery where it has already ceased to

have any legal existence. The eleven seceded states having
lapsed as states, and being no longer states in the Union, but
territorial possessions of the Union, slavery, which existed

in them solely by virtue of state authority, has necessarily

lapsed with them. The lapse of a state carries with it

whatever depended on the state for its life and vigor. In
these eleven states the slaves are emancipated by the volun-

tary death of the state
;
and as the act by which they were

emancipated was an act of hostility to the Union, the United
States is under no obligation toindemnify their former own-
ers for their loss of property in them.
But it is said that the tei'ritorial law, after a lapse of sov-

ereignty, remains in force till altered or repealed by the new

sovereign. Thus the territory we acquired from France and

Spain was held to be governed by the civil law of those

countries till we enacted new laws for its government. The
rule is unquestionable, but does not apply in the case of a

federal state lapsed by its own act
; because, though a change

of status^ it involves no change of sovereignty. The
states in our system are, severally, autonomous, but not sov-

ereign. The true territorial law which survives the state is

not, and never was, the law of the state, but the law of the

United States
;
and as that law never authorized or sanc-

tioned slavery, save as an institution deriving all its force

from the enactments or usages of the state, there can be
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110 territorial law, or law of the land, surviving the lapse
of the state, to authorize or to render licit the holding of

slaves. Bat, even conceding tluit tlie principle that the ter-

ritorial law survives the sovereign, and remains in force till

the new sovereign ordains to the contrary, applies in the

present case, as in that of the lapse of originally sovereign
states, these eleven states having lapsed and fallen into the

condition of territories of the United States, their slaves are

free by virtue of the act of congress at its last session, pro-

hibiting for ever slavery in any of the territories of the

United States, thus making liberty, not slavery, the terri-

torial law of the United States, or law of the land. Does
the president propose to remand the freedmen to slavery,
and then tax the federal treasury to buy them up and

emancipate them over again? That these states have fallen

into the condition of territories we have proved, and the

government, even if it denies it, assumes it to be a fact, by
establishing governments for them, for these so-called mili-

tary governments are simply territorial governments, if they
are any thing.

Then, again, what becomes of the president's proclama-
tion of the 22d of last September? Is that to be recalled,
and no slave to be freed under it? Or is it proposed to

pay for the slaves liberated under it ? Or are those liber-

ated under it to be remanded to slavery, and held in bond-

age till the restored states are willing to emancipate them,
on receiving compensation twenty or thirty years in advance
from the Union ? Out of the slave states remainino; in the

Union, there is no slavery by virtue of any law now in

force, state or national
;
and the president's policy, if it

means any thing beyond the loyal border states, is simply a

polic}^ to remand the freed persons to slavery, with a view
to having the states emancipate them gradually with com-

|)ensation from the federal treasury. It may be good policy
to offer compensation to loyal men in the seceded states for

the loss of slaves by the acts of the rebels, but certainly
there is no obligation in justice to do it. The United States
are no more bound to compensate the loyal men for their

loss of property in slaves, than they are for tlieir loss in

horses and mules, hogs and turkeys, by the action of the
rebels. Does the government propose to indemnify the

loyal men in the rebel states for all the losses of property
they have sustained by the action of the rebels and their

government ?
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But passing over this, there is one feature in the presi-
dent's pohcy that should not be overlooked. His amend-
ments if adopted, will not authorize the federal govern-
ment to free a single slave, nor will they render certain

emancipation in a single state. They only authorize con-

gress to provide and determine the mode for compensating
a state for its slaves in case it chooses to emancipate them.
The power to emancipate the slaves will remain, as now,
with the state, and it will continue to be, as now, optional
with the state, whether it will emancipate them or not. We
commend this fact to the consideration of anti-slavery men.
The president's policy contemplates issuing bonds, with in-

terest, to the state, before a single slave is actually emanci-

pated. A state may pass a law emancipating all the slaves

within its limits, and obtain its compensation bonds for ten,

twenty, thirty, a hundred, live hundred, or ten hundred
millions of dollars, according to the number and valuation

of the slaves, and on the last day of 1899, the state may pass
another law making slavery perpetual, and the expenditure
of the Union o-oes for nothing. But in that case the state

must return the bonds and pay back the interest received.

All very well, to tax the people some three, four, or live

millions annually for the beneht of Kentucky or Missouri,
and not get the liberation of a single slave. But suppose
the state "says it can't or it won't pay back the interest re-

ceived. What will you do then ? Compel it ? But suppose
the state answers. If you attempt compulsion, we will se-

cede
;
and suppose you have the whole lifteen slave states

in the sarrie condition; what would you have but the pres-
ent rebellion over again ? We wish to think well of the

president, and we do believe in his integrity and patriot-
ism

;
but we fear he has been duped, and induced to lend

his support, without understanding it, to one of the most

stupendous swindles on the government ever contemplated
in this or any other country. We honestly believe it noth-

ing but a scheme for depleting our already over-depleted
federal treasury, for mortgaging the whole income of the

free states to the slave states. We commend this feature

of the policy to the tax-paying portion of the community.
We did not intend to enter thus far into the merits of the

particular scheme; but we could not forbear calling atten-

tion to this feature of it, and showing that the scheme bears

on its face the evidence of being a scheme for sacrificing the

entire Union to Kentucky, and other slave states. Has the
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president not yet learned, that however powerful and re-

spectable may be Kentucky, it is not the whole United
States ? And not for her alone, nor all the slave states in-

cluded, does the Union exist? The attempt to buy their

support, if carried out and persisted in, will prove as fatal

in the end as the practice of the old Roman emperors, when
the Romans had become too effeminate or too cowardly to

defend the empire, of liuyino- the support of the ]>order bar-

barians. The resources of the Union are large, but not un-

bounded
;
and those of the federal treasur}'' are great, but

not exhaustless, as Mr. Chase has already ascei'tained. The
administration seems to think the contrary, or that the way to

render a nation great and prosperous, is to overload it with
debt. We begrudge no expenditure necessary for prosecut-

ing the war and saving the life of the nation, but in all

other respects we demand, as one of the people, the most

rigid economy.
The expenditure the president's scheme demands is, in no

^vay visible to us, necessary for carrying on the war, and brinir-

ing it to a successful issue. If necessary for freeing the

slaves in the loyal slave states, it will be time enough to

incur it when the war is over and peace restored. In the
seceded states, where is the great mass of the slave popula-
tion, the slaves are now legally free by the lapse of those

states, and their conversion by the executive into territories

under military governors. It needs only military success to

make them practically free. The slave question is now in

.the way of settling itself, if the government will do noth-

ing to reestablish slavery, and if it will turn all its energy
to gaining complete military success. With the success of

the federal arms slavery disappears from all except the

loyal border states
;

if the federal arms fail, and separation or

reconstruction follows, slavery is reestablished, and proba-
bly will be more flourishing and vigorous than ever. As
one who wishes to see slavery ended, we wish the govern-
ment to leave the question where it now stands, and exert
all its energies to crush by military rather than by political
means the rebellion.

We think, however, on further reflection, we catch a

glimpse of the real policy of the administration, and of the

reason why it so doggedly insists that the seceded states are

still in the Union, tliough its military governments prove
that, when it suits its purpose, it can treat them as out of it.

It hopes, probably, by means of these governments, to form
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in each of tlie seceded states, where it 2:ets a foothold, the

nucleus of a ITiiion party, which, though small in the begin-

ning, niAy gradually, with a little federal nursing, gain to it

the majority of the po|)ulation. So far all is well, and
shows statesmanship. But this party can be more effectually
and rapidly formed if the military government be treated

as the state, and the population adhering to it be allowed

the representation of tlie state in congress. We do not

doubt it, and would approve it, if it were constitutional, and
not an attempt to put down one revolution by another. If,

again, the federal government be allowed to treat the mili-

tary government as the state, and to issue United States

bonds of untold millions to it, ostensibly as compensation for

the gradual emancipation of the slaves,which need never take

place, the party may grow still more rapidly, and the major-

ity of the population be much more quickly and effectually
unionized. That is to say, the president proposes to sup-

press the rebellion, to end the war, and restore peace, by
buying up with United States bonds the rebel population ;

and this, the president calculates, would cost less than to do
it by means of the military ;

so the suppression of the re-

bellion is to be effected by politicians, on mercantile instead

of military principles. Surely this is a mercantile age. But
the constitution and laws, what is to become of them ? No
matter for them. If the war is ended, rebellion over, and

peace restored, the people, in their joy at the end, will over-

look the means by which it has been obtained. The mer-

chants and manufacturers will readily condone the viola-

tion of the constitution, for trade and business may be re-

sumed
;
and the radicals or abolitionists will not complain, if

the ultinuite extinction of slavery is provided, or apparently

provided for. We certainly do not charge our worthy
president with originating this policy, or with adopting it

with a full knowledge and understanding of its character.

It smacks of the astute secretary of state. The policy
could be effectual only on the supposition that the mass of

the people, North and South, are venal, and have no re-

gard for constitutions and laws; and to adopt and act on it,

would serve only to corrupt them still more.

But, setting aside the outrage to public virtue and moral-

ity, to the constitution and laws, to fact and truth, the policy

implies, we do not believe it would even be successful.

We believe, as we have said from the first, that the contro-

versy can be settled only by arms on the battle-field. There
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is, in our judgment, no road to jseace, but throuio;li victory,—
victory eitlier for the government or for the rebellion.

We have as little confidence in, as we have taste for, the

corrupt ways and corrupt intrigues of politicians. Tiie fed-

eral treasury is not rich enough, the federal credit is not

high enough to buy off the southern rebels, and thus end
the war. The government is strong in the constitution and
the laws, so long as it observes tiiem, and is invincible so

long as it relies on the justice of its cause and its army ;
but

if it resorts to other supports it will, in our judgment, fail,

and deservedl}^ fail. It will never do to corrupt patriotism
in order to intensify it, or to render a people utterly venal

in order to render them the better able to appreciate and

assert public right and national integrity. The Democratic

leaders, who have o-ained some successes in the recent elec-

tions, will find themselves mistaken in their calculations,

unless they are prepared to offer either separation, or recon-

struction under the confederate government. No
;
war is

our reliance
;
and our hope is in the God of battles; and if

our voice is still for war, it is not that we are Belial, or that

we do not love peace. We have no aversion to reconcilia-

tion with our southern countrymen, we have no animosities

to gratify, no revenges to seek, no vengeances to inflict.

We dislike war, as we dislike disagreeable medicines; but

it must sometimes be resorted to, as an heroic remedy for

diseases which nothing else will cure.

The president seems to us to lack confldence in his mili-

tary operations, and we doubt if he has ever relied on mili-

tary success to secure peace and union. In his message, he

hardly alhides to the army, and says not a word to encour-

age it and reward it for its deeds and sacrifices. We regret

this, for the army deserves well of the country ; and, if it

has not yet accomplished all that was expected of it, it is by
no means certain that the fault is not the fault of the ad-

ministration rather than of its generals. For our part, we
stand by the army, and have no fears of its failure, if the

administration gives it a fair chance, and does not thwart

the plans of its generals by panics for the safety of the cap-
ital.

We have criticised freely, perhaps severely, what we re-

gard as grave faults in the administration,
—faults which we

deeply regret; but we have done it not to oppose the ad-

ministration, or in any way to embarrass its military opera-
tions. We have done it solely to urge upon it the necessity
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of correcting tlieiii. Wliat is strictly its war policy, we
heartily ajjprove and earnestly support; but its political
measures for regaining the people of the seceded states, and

reconciling them to the Union, are, in onr judgment, to a

great extent illegal, unconstitutional, immoral, revolution-

ary, and unnecessary. The president, as the executive chief

of the nation, has, we hold, in time of insurrection or in-

vasion, the right to suspend the writ of habeas corpus, and
therefore we do not complain of wliat are called "arbitrary
arrests." We do not say that all those who have been ar-

rested deserved to be, but we are confident that very few
of those who really deserve to be have been arrested. Jus-

tice has not always, and injustice sometimes may have beea
done

;
but the constitution has not been violated by the ar-

rests complained of. The violation of the constitution we
complain of, is in the manner in which the president is reor-

ganizing state authority in the seceded states. This he is

doing by means of a few friends of the government, prin-

cipled or unprincipled, got together in a seceded state under
a military governor appointed by the executive, and author-

ized to wield the whole representative and electoral power
the state was entitled to as a state in the Union. Already
the president has created two senators for Virginia, and we
hear it rumored that Texas is to be divided into four states,

and that will be a creation of ten additional senators. The
same process may be carried on in all the seceded states,

and the president create for himself, or endow creatures of

his own with, nearly one-half of the electoral and represent-
ative power of the United States. All that is needed is to

obtain a militaiy footing in a state, and get together a few
dozens of individuals who, under the protection of the fed-

eral guns, will consent to meet and resolve themselves the

state, and that forthwith the president and congress recog-
nize it as a state in the Union, and admit its senators and

representatives to their seats. Against this we protest in

the name of the constitution, of legal government, of social

order, common honesty, and common sense. But our pro-
test will avail nothing. The house of i-epresentatives has

just admitted Western Virginia as a state, after listening to

the able and conclusive speech of Mr. Conway against it.

Yet the error was not so much in admitting the new state,
as in the previous recognition of thePierrej^ont government
as the state of Virginia. That government w^as not and is

not Virginia, and had and has no power to give the con-
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sent required by the constitution for the formation of a new
state within the limits of the old state of Yirginia. That

pretence was well exposed in the debate in the house by
Mr. Stevens. But Mr. Stevens himself erred in contending
that Western Virginia could be admitted under the war

power. The M'ar power is neither unconstitutional nor rev-

olutionary. Under it the government could take possession
of Virginia, and govern it by a military governor, but could

not create a state, or admit a state into the Union, for a state

in the Union is a part of the Union, and is not under the

government, either civil or military, of the Union. It is,

united with the other states, the national sovereign, and

governs instead of being governed. But the state of Vir-

ginia, having seceded, had ceased to exist, and the territory

of Virginia had lapsed to the United States, the national

sovereign. It was, after secession, simply territory belong-

ing to the Union and under its jurisdiction, and could be

dealt with as any other territory belonging to the United

States. It was competent for congress, if it chose, to erect

it into two or more territorial governments, and to admit

them with a republican constitution, /r^^^y adopted hy the

people of each^ into the Union as states, with or without an

enabling act.

The complaint we make of the administration is, not that

it establishes in the several seceded states military govern-

ments, but that it treats these governments which it creates,

and which depend on the federal government, as states in

the Union. This is revolution and usurpation. It allows

them the representative and electoral power of states, to

which, being at best notiiing but territorial governments,

they are not entitled. It vitiates the national sovereignty
itself. We pray congress, therefore, to refrain from going

any further, and when the respectalile gentlemen we hear

have been elected by the military government of Louisiana,

present themselves with Governor Shepley's credentials, it

will permit them to withdraw. This it may do, 'because it

is always lawful to correct our own errors
;
and because Gov-

ernor Pierrepont, after all, was chosen by popular election,

though illegal, while Governor Shepley was simply appointed

by the federal executive.

Still, we repeat, the administration, in its war policy, must
be sustained, if we would sustain the national cause. It is

the legal, constitutional government of the country, and

cannot, during its term of otHce, be separated from the coun.
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try. We have full conlidence in its patriotic intentions;
we give it credit for a great deal of ability, though not of

the highest sort
;
and we doubt not that it will, after a man-

ner, carry us through our present difficulties, though not

precisely in what we regard as the best manner. We dis-

like all finesse, intrigue, and underground working. We
prefer always an open, frank, manly course, and are never

willing to gain even a good end by reprehensible means.
We would rather fail in the right than succeed in the wrong.
We honor only him who seeks uoble ends by noble means.
We like and support the end the administration aims at.

We do not like all the means it adopts, for some of them
seem to vis unconstitutional, and fitted only to corrupt pub-
lic virtue. But while we are writing the decisive battle may
be raging, and before we issue from the press, the fate of the

Union may be decided. It is an anxious moment for all

Americans who love their country. Yet our country's des-

tiny, as our own, is in the hands of God, who rears or over-

throws states and empires at his will. In him we put our

trust, confident that whatever he does, he does right. Thy
will be done.

CATHOLICS AND THE ANTI-DRAFT RIOTS.

[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for October, 1863.]

From the fact that the immediate actors in the late riots

in New York, got up to resist the draft, and to create a diver-

sion in favor of the southern rebellion, were almost exclu-

sively Irishmen and Catholics, etforts have been made, and
most likely will continue to be made, to excite the hostility
of the non-Catholic American people not only against the

foreign, especially the Irish element in our population, but

against the Catholic religion itself. Non-Catholics judge
the national and political bearings of the church by the

conduct of her members themselves, and, if in a moment
of national crisis, when the nation is struggling for life,

against one of the most formidable rebellions in any age
or country, these are found acting directly or indirectly

against the nation, and giving aid and comfort to the rebels,

they will be very likely to infer that there is something in
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Catholicity itself unfavorable to loyalty, or incompatible
witli national sovereignt}^ and independence.
The standing charge of non-Catholic Americans against

our religion is that it is subject to a foreign power, and
hostile to free government ;

that Catholics are not, and
as good Catholics cannot be, loyal to our free popular insti-

tutions
;
and that in a struggle of the nation to maintain

its existence and independence against either a foreign or a

domestic foe, they will be found as a body on the side of

the enemy. This charge, false and unjust as it is, many
Avill think, and more will pretend, has been confirmed
rather than refuted by the attitude of Catholics during the

present civil war, and especially by their participation in

the late disgraceful and disloyal riots against the draft, in

this city and elsewhere. That these riots were intended to

cooperate with the rebel general Lee in his invasion of

Maryland and Pennsylvania, and to weaken and overthrow*
the government by preventing it from obtaining the forces

necessary to crush out the rebellion, there is and can be no
serious doubt. It is certain, also, that nearly nine-tenths of

the active rioters were Irishmen and Catholics. It is, no

doubt, true that few, if any, respectable Irishmen, and few,
or none, of the l^etter class of Catholics were found actually

rioting. The active participators in mobs are usually from
the lowest and most degraded social class, even. when in-

stigated by men of high social standing. But it is still

true, that the mobs were composed principally of Irishmen

and Catholics, and of Catholics, too, who were not wholly
beyond the reach of the clergy. They were not all of the

abandoned, vicious, or vagabond class, who never hear

mass, and are at times utterly heedless of their religion.
Bad as they were, they were within the pale of the church,

and under the charge of the clergy. This was evinced by
the influence the clergy had in dispersing them, and by the

personal impunity in every instance, except one, with which
the clergy went about among them, and snatched from their

hands the bludgeons with whicli they were armed. No,
they were not all a hardened and vicious rabble, whom the

clergy could not reach or influence, and utterly heedless of

the obligations of religion. They were rather a rabble the

clergy had neglected, had never labored to instruct, or to

bring more directly and completely under religious influ-

ences, and for whose conduct, savage as it was, the clei'gy
and their most reverend chief of this city are not wholly
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irresponsible. Moreover, those rioters only acted out the

opinions they had received from men of higher religions
and social positions than themselves; and if the general tone

of the clergy and respectable Catholics of tlie city, and espe-

cially of the Catholic press, had been decidedly opposed to

the rebellion, or heartily in favor of sustaining the admin-
istration in its efforts to sup]iress it by military force, we
may be very sure that the I'iot either never would have

occurred, or that the chief actors in it would have been
neither Irishmen nor Catholics. jSTon-Catholics are aware
of this, and we Catholics gain nothing by not frankly avow-

ing it.

Yet the riot was not a Catholic riot, and gives, in reality,

no confirmation to the standing charge against the Catholic

Church. It may prove that all Catholics are not what they
should be, and that even oar clergy may have been remiss

in their duty to instruct and look after the morals of their

people, especially the poorer and more exposed classes
;

but not that the chui-ch is disloyal, or incompatible with

republican freedom, or national unity and independence.
These rioters did not fill our city with horror at their savage
deeds in their capacity as Catholics, or as Irishmen. It was
not by command of the church or as Catholics that they
resisted the draft, attacked the officers of government ap-

pointed to carry it into effect, made demonstrations against
the Republican presses of the city, burned down the houses

of prominent Republican officials, destroyed the Colored

Orphan Asylum, murdered negroes, and rifled and demol-

ished their dwellings. These things they did not as Catho-

lics or Irishmen, but as adherents of the Democratic paety,
as partisans of Horatio Seymour. Fernando Wood, James

Brooks, Clement L. Vallandigham, and others, who, by
their incendiary speeches and by leading articles in the

Democratic journals, had for months been exciting them

against the government, against the conscription, against
the war, and had worked them up to uncontrollable fury.
The shouts of the mob tell iis what was its anhmis, and un-

der what influence or inspiration it acted, and these were
hurrahs for Governor Seymour, Fernando Wood, General

McClellan, and Jeff. Davis. A Catholic lavman or an Irish-

man known to be a Republican or a supporter of the admin-

istration, was in no less danger from the mob than a Prot-

estant, a native American, or even a negro. Colonel

O'Brien, so savagely murdered, was an L'ishman and a
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Ciitholic
;
and one of the best friends of the Irish emigrant

in tliis city, a Catholic and an Irishman liimself, escaped tlie

fury of the mob, only by keeping himself concealed. On
the other hand, Catholic Irishmen volnnteered to aid the

anthorities in suppressing the riot, and were among the

bravest and most efficient in protecting tlie lives and prop-

erty of our citizens. No, the mob was literally a Demo-
cratic mob, got up at the instigation of the Democratic

leaders, and led on by men in sympathy with the enemies

of the United States,
—a simple pro-slavery Democratic

mob. Not a Catholic nor an Irishman, not a German nor

an American, who was not a partisan of the Seymours, the

"Woods, and the Yallandighams, not even a Democrat not

hostile to the war, and to negro emancipation, had any part
in it, either as instio-ator or actor.

That the mob assumed developments and entered upon a

course of incendiarism, murder, robbery, and pillage, not

foreseen or intended by its originators, and was joined by a

class of blacklegs, cutthroats, robbers, pickpockets, and

thieves, not included in the original programme, is very

possible, and that this frightened even its instigators, and

disposed them to stop it before it had fully succeeded in its

pnrjDose. we can readily believe
;
but he who wantonly l)reake

down the dyke that dams out the ocean must expect a del-

uge, and is responsible for the consequences. The Demo-
cratic leaders, the Copperheads are answerable for the mob
and its destructive fury ;

and it will never do to charge it

either to Catholics or to the Irish as such, for they are im-

plicated in it only in the respect that they are Democrats
or Copperheads. We do not pretend that all who call

themselves Democrats, and usually vote with the Demo-
cratic party, are disloyal, and opposed to the efforts of the

government to suppress by force of arms the southern re-

bellion. Not every Democrat is a Copperhead ; but every
Copperhead is a Democrat. The party as a party is dis-

loj^al. There are, we know, loyal men, as loyal as any in the

country or as ever lived, who are not Republican, but they
have no standing in the Democratic party. They are ex-

communicated by their party as political heretics and schis-

matics. Who thinks of calling General Dix, General But-

ler, Daniel S. Dickinson, James T. Brady, and John Van
Buren Democratic leaders as they once were ? They neither

go with their party, nor their party with them. The Dem-
ocratic party as such support Vallandigliam for governor
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in Ohio, not the old Democrat John Brough ;
and there

is no man in the country tliey are more bitter against than

Mr. Buchanan's Democratic attorney-general, tlie present

patriotic secretary of war. These men are all read out of

the party, and placed under its ban. ]!^o man enjoys or can

enjoy the contidence of the party, who gives the govern-
ment a loyal and hearty support in its war against the re-

bellion. These facts prove beyond all cavil that the Demo-
cratic party as it now exists, under its present leaders, is dis-

loyal, hostile to the government, and in sympathy with their

former political friends and allies, the chiefs of the pro-

slavery rebellion.

The rebellion itself was the work of the Democratic party,

which, with scarcely an interval, had governed the country
for sixty years, and was hatched by Democratic leaders, in

Democratic conclaves, under the fostering care and protec-

tion of a Democratic administration. The Democratic party

originated at the South, was fostered into life, and elevated

to power by southern politicians, and has always been a

southern party. At lirst, under Washington, it was called

the Anti-federal party ;
under the elder Adams, it called it-

self the Repuhlican party, and continued to do so, till the

administration of the younger Adams, when it took the name

of DemoGratic Kepiiblican, in opposition to National Re-

publican. Since the reelection of Andrew Jackson to the

presidency, in 1832, it has assumed and borne the name of

the Democratic party. Its great strength was always in the

political power of the interest created by negro slavery, con-

lined almost exclusively to the southern section. For full

sixty years, from the administration of Jefferson, commenc-

ing ill 1801, to that of Buchanan, ending in 1861, that in-

terest had sliaped the policy of the government, dictated its

principal measures, and controlled the politics of the repub-

lic. Up to 1848 all political parties had courted it, and none

had dared openly to oppose it, except in the memorable dis-

cussion in congress in 1820, resulting in the so-called Missouri

compromise.
'

With all parties the slave interest was held to

be sacred, and all parties vied with each other, in their de-

votion to it, and in their denunciation of the abolitionist

ao;itation. The Whig, Edward Everett, of Massachusetts,

went as far as the Democrat, Charles G. Atherton, of New

Hampshire, or Mr. Calhoun, of South Carolina, in opposi-

tion to the emancipationists. Mr. Everett, as governor of

Massachusetts, went even so far as to declare that they ought
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to be subjected to civil prosecution and puiiislnnent. Xo
man who took aground against slavery could aspire to any

place of trust or emolument under the federal government.
Even Mr. Bancroft's confirmation by the senate, as secretary
of the navy under President Polk's administration, was velie-

naently opposed, on the ground that he had somewhere, in

some of his writings, many years before, when a young man,
advanced something not favorable to slavery. It was with

great difficulty that even the eminent historian of the United

States, one of the living glories of his country, could pass
the ordeal.

Tlie southern party sustained itself in power by adroitly

dividing the free states of the northern and middle sections

of the tjnion. At first, it secured the support of the de-

mocracy proper, that is to say, of the lower class of the po]>-

ulation, with a few wealtliy, intelligent, and aristocratic

leaders and managers. Tlie real democracy of a country
is always controlled and used by leaders not of tlieir own
class. Later the party had maintained itself by gaining
the capital, more especially the commercial capital of the

free states to its support. But the middle classes of the free

states at leno-tli otow wearv of beino- virtually excluded from
all voice in the federal government, and of being governed
by the slave interest. They gradually formed the design of

rescuing the government from its subjection to that interest,
and of preventing at least any further expansion of the slave

power, or increase of slave territory. Hence arose the free-

soil party, a party composed of men who had been, some
Democrats and some Whigs, and that ran Ex-President Mar-
tin Van Buren for president, and Charles Francis Adams
for vice-president in 1848, and defeated the pro-slavery
Democratic candidates, Cass and Butler, but gained no posi-
tive victory, for General Taylor soon dying, was succeeded

by the vice-president, Mr. Fillmore, who, though before his

election an avowed abolitionist, turned out to be one of the
most supple tools of slavery, that ever sat in the presiden-
tial chair. In 1852, General Pierce was elected by the
Democratic party, and during his administration, and by its

influence was concocted and passed the famous Kansas-JSTe-

braska bill, intended, under the pretext of taking the sla-

very question out of congress, and leaving it to be settled by
the people of each territory for itself, thereby asserting the

solecism that a territory is a state, to secure for ever the
election of the president and the administration of the gov-

VoL. XVII—27
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eminent to the slave interest. This measure, threatening as

it did to render the shive power the permanent governing
power of the Union, rallied anew the free-soil party of 1848,
for a moment disbanded by the compromise measures of

1850, with a new organization, and under the name of the

Republican party. This party came very near choosing its

candidate for president in 185H, and succeeded in choosing
him in 1860. The multii)lication and growth of the free

states, the increasing numbers and strength of the party op-

posed to the political domination of slaver}', and its virtual

success in 1856, assured the southern wino- of the Demo-
cratic party, that the policy of the Kansas-Nebraska bill had

failed, that the day w4ien the slave interest could govern the

country had gone by, and that they must either surrender

the power they had hitherto wielded, or secede from the

Union, and set up a separate nationality and independence.

They chose the latter alternative, and as soon as possible af-

ter the election of a Republican president, the}' seceded

with their states, organized a confederate government, and

proclaimed their independence. They seceded, not because

anv of their constitutional rio;hts liad been violated, or even

tiireatened, but because they saw that they could no longer,

through the interest of their slave capital, retain their old

supremacy in the Union, Parties had, through the blunders

of the northern Democracy, divided geographically, and left

them in a permanent minority.
The secession was expected by both northern and south-

ern Democrats, to be effected peaceably, in consequence of

the assumed timidity of the Republicans, and the influence

in dividing the population of the free states, that could and
would be exerted by the northern Democratic leaders. The
northern Democrats had aided, advised, certainly connived
at secession, not, however, as a permanent division of the

Union, but only as a measure to break up the Republican
party, and to last only till they had wrung from the fears and
the weakness of the Republicans, such concessions and guar-
anties to slavery as would satisfy the South, and secure their

own return to power. But the firmness of the radical Re-

publicans in refusing the concessions, and the unexpected
determination of the administration to put down secession

by armed force, disconcerted all their calculations, and placed
them in a dilemma from which there was, apparently, no

escape. For them openly to side with the rebels was to ruin

them for ever in the free states, and to give the administra-
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tion a full, hearty, and loyal support, was not only to break
their pledfjes to the southern leaders, but to render for ever

impracticable the renewal of their old alliance with slavery
for the government of the Union. What should they do ?

The honest and patriotic among them did what honest men
and patriots will always do, placed the country before party,
and heartily and loyally rushed to the support of the gov-
ernment in its war to put down the rebellion, and to save the

rights and integrity of the republic. The rest withheld
theii- support, talked Union, intrigued against it, and waited,
like Micawber, for "something to turn up," ready to avail

themselves of any errors the administration might commit,
or any reverses that might befall the federal arms.

For the Democratic party, to enable it to recover its lost'

ground, two things were indispensable. 1st. If the Union
should be dissolved and southern independence gained, the

odium, in the public estimation, must rest on the Republi-
can party ;

and 2d. If the Union should be restored, it

must be done without the abolition of slavery, and by a

Democratic administration. Hence their unwearied efforts

to cast the blatne of secession and the war for the suppres-
sion of the rebellion on the Republican party, and to pro-

long the war beyond the term of oflice of the preseiit admin-
istration. They raust represent the M^ar as a needless war,
a war of aggression on the South, provoked and continued

by black-republicans and abolition fanatics, for base and
selfish purposes, since only in so doing could they justify
themselves before even the masses of their own party, for

opposing or not actively and energetically supporting it.

They must also oppose with all their might all interference,
on any ground whatever, with slavery, and cry down the

anti-slavery policy of the government, as unconstitutional,

wicked, and as rendering the suppression of the rebellion,
and all future reconciliation, harmony, and good will be-

tween JSTorth and South impossible.
Now this is pvecisely what the Democratic leaders have

been laboring, not without some effect, to do. They for a

time made the administration hesitate to avow in an open
and straio-htforward manner all intentions of reducino; the

seceded states to their obedience by force, and for a still

longer time abstain from favoring, and to disavow the in-

tention of favoring any thing like an anti-slavery policy,

thereby misleading and disheartening many of its friends

^md its ablest supporters. The moment when it became
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evident that the administration was slowly, timidly, and

only partially adopting an emancipation policy as a war

measure, they l:)ecame rabid, denounced it, intrigued against
it, threatened to oust it by military force, and attempted,

perhaps, as they supposed, perfected arrangements in ease

any republican opposition should be offered, to have Gen-
eral McClellan unite his command with the rebel general
Lee, and suppress it. Proofs of this some day may be forth-

coming, and have already been hinted by Lord Lyons in

giving Earl Russell an account of the state of things here,

and of his interview with the northern Democratic leaders,

whose plans were much disconcerted, he says, by the relief

of General McClellan from the command of the Army of

the Potomac. Lord Lyons's hints are very significant to

those who had some previous knowledge of the purposes,

plottings, and intrigues of the Democratic leaders during
the peninsular campaign, and Pope's campaign in Virginia,
and understood why Pope was suffered to fail, and why Lee
was induced or suffered to invade Maryland, and the Dem-
ocrats carried the elections in Pennsylvania, Kew York, New
Jersey, Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois. It was the dark hour of

our republic, and we should attribute our escape from de-

struction to the refusal of General McClellan to carry out

the plans of the Democratic leaders, did we not find these

leaders laboring to restore him to his command, or to make
him general-in-chief of the armies of the Union. But we
owe it to his patriotism, to his "

unreadiness," or to his fear

of not being able to carry his army with him,—or, perhaps,
to what they allege, the refusal of the rebels on invading
Maryland to consent to the reconstruction of the Union,
even on the confederate platform, and ander the confeder-

ate president and cabinet. That overtures to that effect

were made to them by the Democratic leaders, we suppose,

nobody doubts; but were entertained by the rebels, we pre-

sume, only till they had gained sufficient advantages to ren-

der them confident of achieving their independence, and
then were scornfully rejected. The rebel chiefs might
reasonably hope that with the Democrats in power in the

great states named, they could effect their original purpose
in seceding.
The Democratic leaders have spared no pains to make the

public believe that the Republican party needlessly brought
on the war, and are prolonging it for the purpose of secur-

ing emancipation, and that if they were in power, they could
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easily and at once obtain peace without disunion. But cer-

tainly they cannot themselves believe what they allege on
tlie first point, and nothing but blind infatuation can enable
them to believe on the second. The Republican party did
not bring on the war; it was brought on by the secessionists

who fired the first gun, and the great error of the adminis-
tration was that it allowed itself to be attacked, and impor-
tant strategical points to be seized by the rebels before it of-

fered any armed resistance, and indulged, or affected to in-

dulge, hopes of a peaceable solution of the problem, after

its warmest friends felt that no such solution was possible.
When it did offer resistance, it had no thouglit of emanci-

pation, and the emancipation policy, which it has subse-

quently adopted, was not even publicly urged upon it by
the Republicans till it had been insisted on with zeal and

ener2:y bv some of the best known and strono-est anti-aboli-

ti(^n men in the country, who saw that without it, the rebel-

lion could not be put down, and future union and peace se-

cured. The war was neither begun nor has it been con-
tinued for the sake of abolition

;
for there never has been a

moment when the rebels could not have had peace and am-

nesty on the simple condition of laying down their arms,
returning to their allegiance, and giving the necessary se-

curity for their future good behavior
;
and we may add that

had the northern Democrats shown no sympathy with tliera,
no emancipation policy would have been adopted, for the
rebellion would have been suppressed before it became
necessary. What the Democratic leaders allege on the first

point is undeniably false and unjust, and is said not hon-

estly, but for the purpose of deceiving the people, embar-

rassing the administration, throwing the odium of the war
on the loyal portion of the people, and securing their own
return to power.
What they allege on the second point is equally un-

founded, and deceptive. The southern Democrats have not
seceded and carried their states with them for the tempo-
rary purpose of getting rid of a Republican administration,
or because they did not succeed in the presidential election
in 1860

;
for they had fully made up their minds to secede

long before that election took place. They seceded because

they had lost and could not again permanently hold the

power of governing the Union by remaining in it, and that
sooner or later they must either accept freedom as the per-
manent policy of the government, or separate, and set up
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an independent republic for themselves. Tliey conld have
secured the defeat of the Repuhlicans in 1860, if they had
wished it

;
but they did not wish it

;
because tliey could

more easily carry ont secession nnder a Republican than a

Democratic administration. Under a Republican adminis-

tration they could count on a strono; Democratic support
fi'om the free states, but on no aid from Kepublicans under
a Democratic administj-ation. Ilepul)licans are Union men,
and respect the laws. We know, and the Democratic lead-

ers know, that the southern chiefs were determined, as loiio:

ago as 1856. that the Republican candidate for 1860 should

be elected. They saw in the course taken by politics since the

Mexican war, the development of ideas, interests, and ten-

dencies, in the fi'ee states,
—in the free-soil party of 1848,

and the Republican party organized in 1854, immediately
after the repeal of the Missouri com]>romise and the passage
of the Kansas-Nebraska bill, that the free states' were I'e-

|^

solved and were able to restrain and ultimately destroy the

usurped political power created and sustained by slavery.

They saw that they must soon or late make up their minds
either to submit to have the country henceforth governed
in the interests of freedom, or to secede, and become a sep-
arate and independent power, as we have already said

more than once. They saw that by no union among them-
selves and combination with the northern Democracy, could |

they render it possible for tliem, not to retain their slaves,

indeed, but to govern permanently the country in the inter-

ests of slavery. Therefore they early prepared for seces-

sion, and at the first favorable moment which they had, and
which thev had labored tobrino: about, thev seceded. iS"ow,

would the return of the Democratic party to power in the

free states offer them any inducement to return to the

Union? Can the northern Democrats even in poAver give
them any surer guaranties than they liad before secession,

that the Union shall be governed in the slave interest?

This is the point our Democratic leaders overlook, or at

least do not publicly discuss. The people of the free states

have not yet fully made up their minds to al)olish slavery,
but the great majority of them have made up their minds
that this Union shall be restored and maintained, and tliat

its government sliall not be controlled by the slav'e power.
Suppose, then, the Democrats should come into power ;

suppose they should give the most explicit constitutional

guaranties that slavery shall have free access to the terri-

0-
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tories, and never be disturbed in any of the states
;
what

gnanuity can they give that the very fact of tlieir doing so

will not hurl them from power, or that the people of the

free states will stand, or can be made to stand, by those

guaranties? The present Republican party may be sup-

pressed to-day, but what is to prevent a still more formid-

able and a still more decidedly anti-slavery party from rising
to power to-morrow, a party that, constitutionally or uncon-

stitutionally, will sweep away those paper or parchment
guai-anties, and stop not with warring against slavery as a

political power, but even attack it as a social or domestic in-

stitution, and utterly extinguish it ? It is against the upris-

ing and onward progress of such a party that the South

would ask a guaranty, and a guaranty against such a party
the northern Democrats, as the history of the past proves,
cannot give. The South know it ; and therefore their lead-

ers will not listen to them, or renew their alliance with them,

any further than they can use them in gaining independence.

Every step since 1844 taken by either northern or southern

Democrats to strengthen and confirm the political power of

slavery, has been a step in its downfall. The annexation of

Texas', the Mexican war, the repeal of the Missouri compro-

mise, the passage of the Kansas-Nebraska bill, the exertion

of the whole power of Mr. Buchanan's administration to se-

cure Kansas to the slaveholding interest, have all failed, and

served only to provoke and consolidate a stronger and more

formidable opposition to slavery as an element in American

politics; and the South know perfectly well that any at-

tempts of the Democratic party to give new and stronger

guaranties to slavery would serve only to prostrate that

party, and to hasten the destruction of slavery itself.

The southern politicians never regarded the Republican

party as directly or intentionally an abolition party ; they
did full credit to the constitutional scruples and declarations

of its leaders; but they knew that it was a party organized

against the political power of slavery, and that it did intend

to restrain that power by preventing its expansion into new

territory. This was enough. To attack the political power
of slavery was, in their view, to attack slavery itself, for

slavery, they hold, and truly hold, cannot exist if it cannot

govern the governnient, since government is its only basis

and protection. It must be omnipotent, or not be at all.

The southern jioliticians had no fear that the Republicans
would violate any of their constitutional rights, or attempt to
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carry ont any thing like an einanci]->ation policy, and yet in

the Republican triumph they read the death-warrant of sla-

very in the Union. In the Republican party there were

men, prominent men, in large numbers, who had no real

anti-slavery principles, and merely made use of the anti-sla-

very sentiment as a means of getting into power or place
—

what the New York Herald, calls "Conservative Republi-
cans," ready, if once in power, to make the most liberal con-

cessions to the slave interest, in order to enlist it on their

side, and keep their places. But the South understood very
well that these "conservatives" were not the real Republi-
cans, the real representatives of their party, that they were
not animated by its spirit, and had none of its living ear-

nestness, firm resolve, and indomitable courage. Thev might
for a time clog its movements, and defeat its aims, but they
must ultimately be sloughed off, or absorbed by the so-called

radicals. Every party that is not simply a faction, has an

idea, which is the source of all its vitality and vigor, and

ultimately those who are the true exponents of that idea get

uppermost, and determine the policy of the party. The
idea of the Republican party is not abolition, but that of

government administered in the interest of free labor, in

opposition to the interest of slave labor. It is an idea, how-

ever, not perfectly realizable without the total extinction of

slavery itself, and therefore it lay in the nature of the case,

that, if obstinately resisted, the Republican party might, in

jirocess of time and the course of events, become an eman-

cipation party. The South saw this from the first, and un-

derstanding well that the inauguration of a Republican pres-
ident would be the inauguration of a possible anti-slavery

policy, they seceded and set up for themselves
;
for they

foresaw that no moderation of the Republican leaders, no
concessions which they might make, or constitutional guar-
anties that they might offer, could give them more than a

momentary and deceptive security for their political ascen-

dency, or for slavery itself, if it undertook to render itself

politically significant.

Leading Republicans in the outset thought that separa-
tion could be averted by compromise, and some were in fa-

vor of making the most liberal concessions to slavery, and

giving it the most ample constitutional guaranties ;
but all to

no purpose. The South neither demanded them, nor would

accept them. The southern leaders told them plainly, frank-

ly, and sincerely, that secession was irrevocable, that they
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would accept no compromise, that were they to receive a

<iarie Uartche ^iwd allowed to dictate tlieir own terms, they
would not come back into the Union, or be politically con-

nected with the free states. There was and is no reason for

donbtino; their sincerity. They were keener sighted than

the Republican leaders, if these expected them to accept of

any possible compromise. The matter had gone too far for

compromise, and there was in southern eyes, looming up
behind the more conservative Republican leaders, a great

party who would hold themselves bound by no compromises
entered into by their chiefs against their avowed principles
and aims. The administration has finally seen, if it did not

see in the outset, that the southern politicians understood

themselves
;
and the conservative Republicans have not been

able, even with the aid of their Democratic allies, to compel
their party to adopt a policy favorable to the slave power.
The administration and even the republican members of

congress, intended in the beginning to carry on the M'ar for

the suppression of the rebellion with the most scrupulous

respect for the institution of slaver}^ in the states where it

existed, and the secretary of state took the pains to announce

officially to foreign powers that the question of slavery would
not be involved in the conflict. We all know the extreme

reluctance with which the president could be induced to

adopt even a partial emancipation policy. Yet ideas are

stronger than parties, and events more powerful than indi-

viduals. The defeat of the government forces at the iirst

battle of Bull Run, the suppression of the Union party in

the South bv unheard of tyranny and cruelty, the delay of

General McCIellan, from October, 1861, to March, 1862, to

advance on the rebels, in force far inferior to his own, and

the very general discontent with what seemed to be the hes-

itation, the lack of earnestness, and uncalled-for deference

to the timid counsels of the border slave-state Union men,
on the part of the government, finally produced an effect on

the administration and partially convinced it, perhaps whol-

ly convinced it, that its only chance of success was in adopt-

ing an anti-slavery policy, and making emancipation an in-

strument in the restoration of the Union, on a secure and

permanent basis. The so-called radicals have gained the as-

cendency, and the administration will not attempt to recede

from emancipation. All parties now know it, and hence

the terrible outcry of the Democratic party against the al-

leged radical members of the cabinet, and the radical mem-
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bers of eoiiii;ress, for in tlie anti-slaverv policy of tlie gov-
ernment they read their own annihilation as a party.
The radical members of a party are always snre, in the

lono; run, to gain the ascendency, and, if our Democratic
leaders did but understand it, the radical Tlepnl)licans, under
that or some other name, will be, except perhaps for brief

intervals, the dominant party in the free states, till the ques-
tion of slavery is finally disposed of. The South see this,

and know that, whatever may be said or honestly meant bv
the Democratic leaders, they can have no security for the

permanent ascendency of the slave power, except in seces-

sion and national independence. Hence the southern poli-
ticians will not consent to reunion or reconstruction with
Democrats in power any sooner than with radical Tie pub-
licans. Of the two classes they have more respect for and
more confidence in the radical Republicans, who know what

they mean and say it. than they have in pro-slavery Demo-
crats, who are pro-slavery for the sake of power or place,

but, as they have proved on more than one occasion, can be

anti-slavery men and form a coalition with free-soilers and

abolitionists, to get or retain place or ])ower. It was a coali-

tion of Democrats and free-soilers that broke down the re-

spectable old Whig party in Alassachusetts, and elected, for

his first term, Charles Sumner, a leading anti-slavery man,
to the senate of the United States, and the most prominent
of the pro-slavery leaders now in Js^ew York, including even
Horatio Seymour, were free-soilers in 184S. The southern
leaders know that they cannot rely on the northern Demo-
crats, because the northern Democrats can never, as pro-

slavery Democrats, be sure of controlling the politics of the

free states, or any one of them, and will themselves turn

auti-slaverj men in their own states, whenever they find it

for their political interest to do so. jSTo matter then what

party is in power, the seceded states will never come back
into the Union or acknowledge the authority of the federal

government, till they are compelled to do so by military
force, or until they have made up their minds to abolish

slavery, and adopt the free-labor system. This may be re-

garded as indubitable. There is no alternative for the gov-
ernment, but either to subdue them by force or accept dis-

union, and recognize southern nationality and independence.
That our northern Democratic leaders aided or connived

at secession, in the expectation that wlien it had served a

given purpose, it would terminate, and reunion follow, we
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have no doubt; for we can conceive no motive that they
could have had for the permanent dissolution of the Union.

Thej understood, no doubt, tluit after secession had, if pos-

sible, prevented the inauguration of a Republican president,
crushed out the Republican party, and restoi'ed the Demo-
crats to power, the Union was to be restored on the confed-

erate platform, and under the confederate pi'esident. When
we discussed this subject in these pages two years ago. we
assumed that such was the plan of the southern leaders

themselves; but subsequent events and disclosures have

proved that it was not, and that they only appeared to en-

tertain it, in order to secure the aid of the northern Demo-
crats in preventing any coercive measures being taken against
them by ]\[r. Buchanan's administration, and, in case of co-

ercion being attempted by the incoming Republican admin-

istration, in denouncing it as against the genius of our insti-

tutions, in dividing the non-seceding states,, in rendering the

war unjiopular and unsuccessful, and in thus enabling them
to consummate disunion, and to establish their independence.
They simply played a diplomatic trick upon their noi'thern

friends and allies, and used them for a purpose of their own,
as they had done any time for sixty years; and when tliey
have no further use for them, they will dismiss them from
their service, as an old horse turned out to die. The pre
tence that the South has a respect for Democrats and will

be influenced by their wishes, is preposterous. Men some-
times use the treachery, but always despise the traitor

;
and

traitors to their own section, to their own respective states,

and to their own institutions, these pro-slavery Democrats
are in the estimation of all southern men, who are firm de-

fenders of state sovereignty. To these Democrats are ap-

plied the assurances of the Richmond papers, that " the

southern people ma}' consent, after independence, to traffic

with them, but only by keeping on the windy side, and hold-

ing their noses when in their presence."

Notwithstanding all this, the Democratic leaders and the

Democratic journals are continually dinging into the ears of
the public, that the continuance of the war is all the fault

of the radicals, and that if the Democrats were in power
the Union would be restored, and the old flas; float ao-ain

over every square inch of our national territory. It is thus

they deceive the poor people, if not themselves, and lead

them to the commission of deeds of the blackest criminality,
4nd the most barefaced treason. These poor Irish Catholics
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who eno^aged in the New York riots, are, no doubt, much to

blame, but they are as iiuiocent as an2;els, in comparison
with the Democratic leaders and journalists. We cannot in

conscience censure them with any great severity. They
were the dupes of men of higher social position and influ-

ence than themselves, and not on them alone or chiefly should

fall the merited punishment. They were made to believe

that union and peace could be obtained on honorable terms

without war, but for the wicked black-republicans, or base

and fanatical abolitionists, and they felt that they were only

resisting a piece of gross and superfluous tyranny in resisting
the draft, and securing themselves from being dragged away
from their homes and friends to sicken and die in camp, or

to be mangled, crippled, or slain outright on the battle-field,

for the miserable "nigger," who if freed would be sure to

come North and overstock the labor market, and deprive
them of their means of living. We beseech the public to

have some compassion on them, and reserve their indigna-
tion for the men who abused their confldence, who deceived

them by lies and false hopes, and stirred them up to mad-
ness. These poor people would have been loyal enough,
and ready enough to fight for the country, but for the influ-

ence of their disloyal and traitorous leaders. Hence it is,

we deny, and with justice, that their conduct impeaches in

the least the loyalty of Catholics as such. We deny it, not

on the ground that these poor people are out of the pale of

the church and not to be counted as Catholics, for Catholics

they are, and perhaps have no poorer chance of heaven than

many who occupy well-cushioned seats, in churches up-town,
or than those who disown brotherhood with them and leave

them uncared for, uninstructed, to grovel in ignorance, and
rot in filth, vice, crime, and sin. We own our brotherhood
with them, and deny the inferences drawn from their con-

duct against the loyalty of Catholics, for that conduct was

instigated not by the church, but by Democratic dema-

gogues and partisans, who had contrived to win their confi-

dence, in order to abuse it, for their own base and disloyal

purposes.
No doubt, among these demagogues and partisans, among

these Democratic leaders, there may be found some who
are Catholics, but none of the first rank and influence, none
who do more than follow the inspiration of men of still

higher standing and more power than themselves. The

Vallandighams, the Se\'mours, the Woods, the Brookses,
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the editors of The World, The News, The Express, tlie Jour-

nal of Commerce, tlie Cincinnati Enquirer, the Detroit

Fi'ee Press, the Chicago Times, are not Catliolics, but

standi Protestants, and _you cannot charge to Catholicity,
that which is inspired and directed by non-Catholics, or

done even in connnon with them. The most you can say
is that these subordinate Catholic demagogues and partisans
are disloyal in spite of their religion; not that they are so

by virtue of it. If tliere were Catliolics in the conspiracy
to destroy the Union, or in the intended insurrection in this

city designed to cooperate with Lee's invasion of Mary-
land and Pennsylvania, and to prevent the government from

raising the troops necessary to put down the rebellion,

nobody can say that either originated with them, or that

the eminent Protestants who were in the plot, were their

tools or dupes. In both cases the proof is ample that the

chief conspirators were non-Catholics. Mallory, the confed-

erate secretary of the navy, may be a Catholic, but Davis,

Rliett, Toombs, Yancey, Mason, Slidell, Cobb,Wise, Hunter,

Floyd, Thompson, Brown, Buchanan, Toucey, Benjamin,
and others, the master spirits of the southern rebellion,
the real authors of the conspiracy to take the slaveholding
states out of the Union, are or were none of them Catho-

lics
;
but all either Jews or followers of those renowned se-

cessionists in the sixteenth century, called the reformers.
The master spirits of the northern movement in aid of the

southern rebellion are none of them Catliolics, and some
of them, as James and Erastus Brooks, and Fernando Wood,
are or M'ere Know-nothino-s. We do not excuse the Catho-
lie demagogues and partisans, but they at best merely play
second tiddle to others who would scorn to be reckoned as

Catholics. Tlie chief responsibility does not rest on them,
and therefore does not rest on Catholics in any sense what-

ever; nor can either the southern rebellion or the northern
intended insurrection, be charged with the least show of

truth upon the Catholic Church, or be made a reproach to

Catholicity.
We do not deny that the sympathies of a large portion

of our clergy have been and perhaps still are with the

Democratic party, and that the great majority of the Cath-
olic people are, and for some years have been, Democrats ;

but no bishop or archbishop can be named, North or South,
who proposed or defended secession, before it took place;
and we are aware of no simple priest that did it, except the
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editor of the Catholic Miscellany^ pnblislied at Charleston,

South Carolina, and Eev. Mr. Perche, of New Orleans. In

no case can it be said that our clerirv were the prime movers,
or among the prime movers, of the rebellion

;
and the most

that can be said against them before the rebellion broke

out, is, perhaps, that they did not exert themselves as wisely
and as energetically as they might have done or ought to

have done to prevent it. They either remained silent, or

followed the lead of the Democratic press, and denounced

only the abolitionists and Hepublicans, as if all the blame
was on the side of those who were endeav^oring to defeat

the southern unconstitutional efforts to extend, strength-

en, and consolidate the slave power as the snpreme gov-

erning power of the Union. Since the rebellion, not

more than three or four, North or South, have openly de-

clared in its favor; and we can name a much larger number
who have been earnest in their support of the government
in its efforts to suppress it bj' armed force. There are bish-

ops even in the seceded states, who have never wavered in

their fidelity to the Union, and we have heard of no bishop
or priest. North or South, that has approved of the doings
of the New York mob. Several we know, have publich^ con-

demned not only the doings of the mob, but the mob itself ;

condemned resistance to the draft, and told their people
that it is the law, and that it is their duty to obey the laws,

even if they dislike them.
Whatever sympathy the clergy of either order may have

had with the Democratic party can be explained without

charging them with either secession or pro-slavery tenden-

cies. The clergy, in what does not come within the scope of

their divine and ecclesiastical mission, are as much influenced

by the laity as the laity are by them, and are acted on by
the public opinion of their people as much as they act on it.

In matters outside of their mission, and on which they can

act only in their human capacity, they are as much under
the influence of the Catholic people as Protestant min-
isters are under that of the Protestant people ;

and in polit-
ical and civil matters they have nothing of that absolute au-

thority over their own people that non-Catholics ascribe to

them. They have yttle control over Catholic demagogues
and partisans, and are not seldom controlled and even used

by them. It is said that the mob threatened to attack the

house of our archbishop, because it was believed that he was
in favor of the draft and had advised it. Whether this was
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so or not, it is certain that lie was frightened ;
and hence

the explanation of his cruel attack in the Herald on Horace

Greeley, when that gentleman was hunted for his life by
the mob, his denial that he had ever done more than sug-

gest a "
voluntary draft," his singular card "

to the men
called by some of the papers rioters," and liis very remark-

able address to the crowd he collected toijether before his

house. His address shows that he felt his impotence to con-

trol his people except by diverting their wrath from the

draft to the English, the hated "
Anglo-Saxons." In all not

catholic and divine the Catholic clergj- respect the public

opinion of their own people, and can hardly be expected, as

a general thing, not to share it. In this country their peo-

ple, as to the dominant portion of them, are foreign-born,
and naturalized or simply domiciled amongst us. They
naturally and almost inevitably follow the opinions, the

sentiments, the interests, even the prejudices of this portion
of our population. These are their people, their nation,

their country. With these they do and must identify them-
selves. Hence, in their view the interests of Catholics and
of foreign-born settlers are in a measure identical, and they
feel that they must look after the interest of the foreign
settlers in order to promote that of Catholics. Conse-

quently, the party the most liberal to foreign settlers, and

the most ready to bring them forward, is naturally the party
which will have their sympathy and support, whether it is

the party best for the country or not. Their eyes will be
fixed not primarily on this country, but on theirs, the for-

eign-born, especially the Irish Catholic population, residing
in it. This may be a damage, but it is, for the present, un-

avoidable.

Now, nobody can deny that the Democratic party has,

as a general thing, been inore liberal, at least in profession,
to foreign settlers than any of its rivals, and less illiberal to

Catholics. It has favored early naturalization, and it has

had less of that puritanic cant, rigidity, and fanaticism so

peculiarly olfensive to Catholics. It has been less positively
Protestant in its political professions and action, and made
a wider separation between the politics and the religion of

its members, and enabled Catholics to act with it without
offence either to their national or religious susceptibilities,
at least in the free states, where are the great mass of the

foreign and Catholic population. Hence we can understand

why it has drawn to itself the great body of Catholics,
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especially those of Irish origin, who are with ns the riilinof

Catholic population. Catholics could not support the old
Federal party, because it viewed foreigners with suspicion,
and for the same reason, few, except natnral-born citizens,
could support the Whig party. They could not join the

anti-slavery movement commenced many years ago, not be-

cause they were pro-slavery, but because that movement
commenced in a puritanic spirit, and in its progress as-

sumed a character that offended not only Catholic taste»

but Catholic conviction and conscience. It was fanatical,
and put forth doctrines and projected moral and social re-

forms which no Catholic could for a moment countenance.
Catholics opposed it, not because it was anti-slavery, but

because it sought the abolition of slavery in a fanatical

spirit, and in a mode that they did not and could not ap-

prove. They have been, like ourselves, at once anti-slavery
and anti-abolitionist. The Republican party, again, has not
been wholly free from the taint of socialism, fanaticism,
and puritanism. Catholics have looked upon it as simply a

continuation of the abolition party, only less frank and
honest. Its most prominent leaders were The New York
Tribune, Protestant ministers, and Evangelical laymen, in

whose success they could see little hope for the negro, and

only disadvantage to themselves. The Tribune had become
notorious as a journal whose columns were open to Fourier-

ism, socialism, communism, red-republicanism, free-loveism,
and all the anti-religious, anti-moral, and anti-social isms
that had in late years convulsed all Europe, and threatened
the very existence of Christian society and Christian civil-

ization. Plow could Catholics fraternize with a party
whose chief organ was such a journal ? Nor was the lead-

ership of the New England ministers and the Evangeli-
cals, who can never support a cause without seeking to de-

stroy the good there may be in it, by prostituting it to their

own narrow, anti-Catholic, and sectarian views and preju-
dices—any more attractive to Catholics. Add to this the
formal declaration of the Nev York Times, one of the

organs of the Evangelical or Know-nothing wing of the

Republican part}', that "
as soon as tliey had put down the

southern rebellion, they must turn round and put down the

Catholics," and we can understand verj^ easily the repug-
nance of Catholics to the Republican party. Moreover,
the candidate supported by the Republican party for the

presidency in 1856, had first been brought forward and
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nominated by the American or Know-nothing party, whose
nomination he accepted, although, in fact, far enough from

being a Know-notliing himself
; and, indeed, the Republi-

can party owed its successes to its union with tlie Know-
nothing party. These things have not escaped the obser-

vation of our political Catholics, who have been able to

cany almost the whole body of the clergy as well as laity

against the Republican party.

Nevertheless, we do not urge these thingSj as a complete
justiiicatiou of the political course taken by our Catliolic

brethren, otherwise we should not ourselves be found sus-

taining the Republican administration, exposing ourselves
on the one side to the fire of our Catholic l)rethren, and on
the other to that of the Know-nothings. As a matter of

fact, The Tribune has dropped most of its offensive isins^
and the Puritan element, strong as it may be, lays aside its

sectarianism, and welcomes patriotism wherever it finds it,

whetlier in a Catholic or a Protestant. The statement of
the Times by no means expresses the polic}^ of the Repub-
lican party ;

and finall}', the Know-nothings have drawn off^

from the Republicans, and are now an integral portion of
the Democratic party itself. It was their defection from the

Republican ranks that secured the triumph of the Demo-
cratic party in so many important state elections last year.
The knigiits of the Golden Circle, a secret society so power-
ful in the middle and western states, and who are as anti-

Catholic as men well can be, are not to be found in the Re-

publican ranks. They are all good Democrats, opposed to
the abolition of slavery, and in favor of secession or recon-
struction. We have never had an administration so careful as
the present to avoid every thing likely to wound the suscepti-
bilities of Catholics or foi'eign-born citizens, or that has in the

army or in civil life been more liberal to Catholics, or made
less distinction between them and Protestants. Besides,
Catholics who claim to be American citizens, should re-

membei- that they are not the country, that the country
does not exist solely for their benefit, and that they are as

much bound to labor, and, if need be, to make sacrifices for

it, as are any other class of citizens. We, as citizens, are
bound by our religion to serve our country according to our

ability, without stopping to ask what special benefit we are
to receive in return

;
and if, in this hour of the nation's

trial, we are found faithful, vying witli non-Catholics in

self-sacrificing devotion to it, our future here is assured,
Vol. XVII—28
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and no party can ever have the power, even if the dispo-
sition, to molest us or deprive us of our equality as freemen
and citizens.

Moreover, our Catholic leaders seem not to have reflected

that, by associatins: the church with the Democratic party,
and placing Catholics in opposition to the war for national

life and integrity, they are adopting the very course best

fitted to bring upon them the very fate they are so anxious
to avert. Whether the Union be restored or not, the Dem-
ocratic Jiarty can never again permanently control the

destinies of the United States. If the Union is divided,
and it be proved that Catholics have been, as a body,
active on the side opposed to the government, and directly
or indirectly aided its enemies, they will, as being mostly a

foreign element in the country, and holding a religion op-

posed by the great majority of the people, be the first to

feel the effects of national disappointment and mortifica-

tion. The whole national and Evangelical, or non-Catholic
sentiment of the country will be directed against them, to

deprive their religion of its freedom, to take from them
their rights as American citizens, and perhaps to expel
them from the national territoiw. J^on-Catholic Democrats
will have as little disposition as ability to protect them, and,

perhaps, as a means of recovering lost popularity, will be
foremost in hurrying on the war against them. If the gov-
ernment succeeds in spite of all opposition, and Catholics

have aided that opposition, the nation will still take meas-
ures against havino- on any future occasion, so laro^e and

powerful a body in its midst to endanger its existence. The
non-Catholic Democrats with whom they have associated

will be let off, and they will be made the scapegoat of the

nation's sins; for we must remember that the nation is non-

Catholic, and likes not our religion, and is ready at any
time to abridge our freedom, if it can get only a fair, or

even a plausil)le pretext for doing so. In fact, we should
deserve severe chastisement if we really proved ourselves

disloyal ;
for though the nation has no sympathy with our

religion, it has given thus far full freedom and protection
to our Catliolic conscience. We have had all the rights of
American citizenship ;

we have lived under the protection
of just and equal laws. Annoyances we may, now and

then, have had, but persecution none, and our religion has
had freer scope here than in even the so-called Catholic
countries of Europe. AVe should prove ourselves the most
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unprincipled and ungrateful of men if, when we saw the

nation in trial, her very life threatened by a most formid-
able rebellion, we refused to rush to her assistance, remained

indifferent, took sides with the rebels and their sympathiz-
ers, or thought oidy of our own special interests as a for-

eign colony. We should merit the fate Louis XIV. in-

flicted on his Huguenot subjects, when lie deprived them
of the rights secui-ed to them by the edict of Nantes, dra-

gooned them into a profession of the Catholic religion, or

expelled them from French territory.
Yet w^e have not thus far merited that fate. We may

have been unwise, imprudent, and suffered our tastes and

jDrejudices to carry us much too far
;
but we have not gener-

ally intended to be disloyal, as is evinced by the large num-
bers of Catholics who, both as officers and men, have entered
the army under the different calls of the government for vol-

unteers to put down the rebellion. Several of the early

regiments raised were composed exclusively, or very nearly

exclusively of Catholics; in many Catholics are the ma-

jority ;
and in few are there not some Catholics to be found.

Under the earlier calls, the number of Catholics Mdio re-

sponded was more than the Catholic quota. Whatever the
motives that have operated with these Catholic volunteers,
it cannot l)e pretended that they were opposed to the Union,
or unwilling to fight for its maintenance

;
and no troops

have fought more bravely, endured more hardship, per-
formed more arduous service, or suffered more severely from
tlie casualties of war, and the nation owes them, as well as

those not Catholics, a debt of gratitude which, for her honor
we hope, she will be slow to forget, and never unwilling to

pay. However strongly in this city, where they are nearer

being disloyal than anywhere else, except in the border slave

states, they have sympathized with the Democi-atic party,
it will always be true that Catholics, both Irish and German,
thongh not born in the country, have in large numbers mer-
ited the honor of l)eing ranked as true American pati'iots,
and have i)ut to shame many native-born Americans, who
would be indignant were their patriotism or devotion to the

cause of the Union in the slightest degree questioned.
It is but simple justice to observe, that even our Demo-

cratic Catholics do not regard the present struggle as one of

life and death to the nation. They look upon it very jnuch
in the light of an ordiiuiry struggle between two political

parties, each striving for power and place, and in which a
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citizen may take either side witlioiit any impeachment of
his loyalty. They have 2;enerally believed that the rebel-

lion cannot be pnt down and the sece.'*sioiiists reduced to

submission by military force, and perhaps they have felt

that no great harm would result even from tlie division of

the country into two separate and independent nations.

They would prefer the Union should remain nndivided,
but, if the slaveholding states no longer wish to be united
in the same political community with the free states, why
not let them go, and go in peace ? A forced UTiion is no
real union at all, and can be only temporarily maintained.

The rebels are ready to let us alone, if we will let them
alone. Let us then have peace, and no more useless waste
of treasure and uncalled-for effusion of blood. So, we ap-

prehend, the majority of them have looked upon the strug-

gle, and so have most foreigners and foreign governments
looked upon it. Not having the feelings and associations of

our old American-born population, whose fathers shed their

blood to gain us a country and to make us a nation, and

reasoning more as foreign residents than as American citi-

zens, they see no vital principle at stake, and think that if

we should take a little ghostly advice from the Catholic

Mirroi\ the MetropolHan Record^ and the Freeman''s

Journal, restore the Democrats to power, and allow them to

make peace, either by reconstruction on a basis acceptable
to the rebels, or by a peaceable division of the Union, all

would be well. To them it is much the same whether they
live under the stars and bars or under the stars and stripes,
since they were born under neither.

It has been with some such view of the case, we suppose,
that there, has been solicited and obtained a letter from the

Holy Father, just published in the papers, though dated last

October, to the archbishop of New York, calling upon him
and his associate bishops to do all in their power to dis-

pose the American government and people to make peace,
and to put an end to the further effusion of blood. This
would be very proper, if there were no principle, no right

involved, and the belligerents could adjust their difficulties

without the absolute surrender of either to the other. But
the war in which we are engaged, unhappily, is not one
that admits of such adjustment. It is a war between the

nation and its rebellious suVgects. The rebels demand not
a redress of grievauees, real or protended, that might be

granted, nor even a change in the form and constitution of
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the government, which ini<)::lit be conceded without loss of

Tiiitional unity and continuity; but a division of the coun-

try, and the erection of over one third of the population
and more than one half of the territory of tlie Union into a

separate and independent nation. Between conceding this

and the submission of the rebels there is no middle course

practicable or conceivable. Peace, then, either means a

continuance of the war till the rebels are forced to submit,
or it means disunion, national dismemberment, and the

recognition of the confederacy as an independent nation.

Such is the very nature of the question ; and, therefore, as

the government cannot, without surrendering its inherent

rights, and sacrificing the unity, dignity, and sovereignty of

the nation, concede division, and the erection out of its

population and territory of a separate and independent
state, it has refused, very justly, all offers of foreign medi-
ation. There is nothing to mediate, for there is no medium
between recognizing the separate nationality and indepen-
dence of the so-called Confederate States and denying it, and

<Joing our best to reduce the rebels to submission to their

legitimate national sovereign.
We revere the paternal care of his Holiness for ourcoun-

tiy ;
but we must be permitted to say that he cannot re-

quire the nation to sufrender its rights and dignity, and vol-

untarily, even for the sake of peace, consent to dismem-
berment. We have not learned that he has himself as yet
consented to the secession of his ^Emilian provinces, made
peace with Victor Emanuel, and recognized the kingdom of

Italy. His Holiness must be well aware that we are doing
only what his own government attempted, when it raised the
Irish legion and collected all the military forces it could, and

])laced tliem under the command of the brave and accom-

plished General Lamoriciere. His government would have
recovered his seceded states and brought them back under his

temporal authority, if it had been able, and we presume
M-ould do it to-morrow if it had the requisite military force.

The popes have, in times past, waged more than one war

against their rebellious subjects or vassals, for the recovery
or maintenance of the integrity of the Koman state.

When the Holy Father was asked, for the peace of Italy
and the interests of religion, to resign his temporal rights,
with ample indemnification for their loss, he answered, N'on

possiiiniis. He said he could not do it without violating his

oath and betra3'ing the trust he had received from God,
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throuo;h the dmrcli
;

lie surely then cannot complain of onr

govei'nment if, when ashed to consent to national disnieni-

bennent, it answers, ^^Non possuw.us ,'
we cannot do it witli-

out violatin<>; our oatli, and betrayinp^ the trust we liave r( -

ceived from God, through the nation." The bishops from
all parts of the world, assembled at Rome last year, in an ad-

dress to the pope, warmly applauded his conduct; and liow

can our American bishops disapprove a parallel conduct in

tlie case of our government, since, in both cases, the ques-
tion concerns the temporal sovereignty alone?

Our filial reverence for the chief of our religion, and our

high-toned views of the papal power, which we have never
hesitated to assert and defend, and which are well known
to our readers, do not permit us to regard with indifference

such a letter as this, which is ascribed to his Holiness,' if as-

sured of its authenticit3^ We cannot treat as of no impor-
tance the pope's recommendation to peace, for the mission
of peace is peculiarly his as the vicar of Jesus Christ on
earth. But we are certain that the letter published as his

in the newspapers either has been forged in his name, or has
been solicited and obtained on a gross misrepresentation of
the actual state of American affairs. It is no Catholic doc-

trine that the magistrate bears not the sword, or that a sov-

ereign nation has not the right to defend itself, to maintain
its unity and the integrity of its territory, so far as able^

against any and every foe, foreign or domestic. The only

ground on which his Holiness could urge our government
to put an end to the war before gaining its legitimate ends,

is, that those ends are not attainable, that it cannot suppress
the rebellion and restore the Union, and, therefore, that tlie

further prosecution of the war is unlawful, a criminal effu-

sion of blood, and consequently a war which God and hu-

manity forbid—one of those wars which justify the armed
intervention of civilized nations to bring them to a close, if

they caimot otherwise put an end to them. But this in-

volves a question of fact as well as a question of law, and
(me of those questions of fact in regard to which all the

world admit the pope may be misinformed as well as any-

body else, since it is not a divinely revealed fact, or even
what is called a "dogmatic fact." Kothino: warrants the

assumption of the letter that our civil war is a war carried

on by our government from mere pride, obstinacy, or re-

venge, without any reasonable hope of success; nothing
warranted it last October, the date of the letter, to any one
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who knew the real facts in the ease
;
and far less was there

any thini^ to warrant it when the letter was first published,
after the splendid and important, if not decisive, victories

recently won by the federal arms. The federal army, con-

sidering the ditficnlties it has had to contend with, has ac-

complished more in two years and a half than was ever ac-

complished, in the same space of time, by any of the armies

of modern Europe, or the world
;
and we never, for our-

selves, expected the war to be a short war
;
we never ex-

pected it to end short of seven years, and, if necessary, the

United States can carry it on, with a fair prospect of suc-

cess, for a nnich longer period. We cannot concede, then,

that our war is hopeless, and one of those wars which may
not be prosecuted by our government without crime against

humanity, or sin against God.
The war, it is true, is, on the part of the rebels, even

supposing what cannot for a moment be conceded, that

their cause is just, instead of being as it is void of all right
and wholly indefensible, a hopeless war, and therefore a

crime against humanity and a sin against God
;
and it is

not the federal government and loyal people of the United
States that the pope and American bishops should ex-

ert themselves to dispose to peace, but the confederate

government and the rebellious population of the seceded

states. They are the party carrying on a hopeless war
;

a war that nothino-, without foreif^n intervention in their

favor, wdiich were a gross indignity and wrong to us, or

traitorous sympathy and aid fram northern Democrats, can

possibly render successful. It is singular that in this war all

the appeals at home and abroad for peace should be addressed

to the federal government and loyal people of the Union,
and that noljody should appear to be aware that the rebels

can have peace any day they wish, by simply laying down
their arms, dissolving their illegal confederate government,
returning to their allegiance, and giving reasonable security
for their future good behavior, that is, by doing what is only
their simple duty ! That there ever was war was their crime,
and that the warcontiiuies is solely their fault. The govern-
ment and loyal people do not want war

; they never wanted

war, and will not continue it one moment after the rebels

have thrown down their arms and disbanded their armies.

There never was any need of his Holiness or the American

bishops to labor to dispose the government and loyal people
to peace, for they are and have been so disposed from the



440 CATHOLICS AND THE ANTI DRAFT RIOTS.

first
;
and the quickest and surest way of j^etting peace is for

onr bishops and priests, I.acked by the earnest wislies of the

Holy Father, to use all their influence to prevent divisions

at the North, and to persuade their own people to give their

united and hearty support to the government. It is not the

government nor the loyal people that prolong tlie war, but
the opposition thej meet with from the Democratic party,
with which tlie great bod}^ of our Catholic people are asso-

ciated. Detach from the Democratic j/^eaet? party its Catho-
lic supporters, and it would be too weak seriously to embar-
rass the government, for there is not a state that lias not se-

ceded, in which, without the Catholic vote, it would not be
in a hopeless minority. Strengthen the loyal party by the

cordial and united support of the Catholic population, and
the government could speedily bring the rebels to terms,
and put a just and honorable end to this frightful civil war.

But the letter ascribed to his Holiness is calculated, as

far as it has any effect, though of course, if authentic, not so

intended by the Holy Father, to encourage the copperhead
peace party, and to array Catholics against the war

;
that is,

practically against the nation. It is true, the letter says
another of similar import has been written to the archbishop
of New Orleans; but that amounts to nothing, for the Cath-
olic population is nearly all in the loj^al states, and there are

not Catiiolics enough in the seceded states to have any ap-

preciable influence for peace or war on either the rebel gov-
ernment or the rebel people. There are not over a hundred
thousand Catholics all told in the seceded states, and a con-

siderable portion of them are Galileans of the lowest type,
and would pay very little respect to a papal letter admon-

isliing them to make peace, or to submit to the national

authority. The letter can have any appreciable influence

only in the loyal states, where there are probabl}^ two and a

half millions or three millions of Catholics, and its only in-

fluence on them must be to withdraw them from the support
of the government, and place them in opposition to the

Union. The well-meant mediation of his Holiness, like

all meditation in the case, as far as practically efficacious, is

all on one side, against legitimate authority and in favor of

rebellion and revolution, and, if successful, would secure the

dismemberment of the Union and southern independence ;

for peace, without the submission of the rebels, means that,

nothing more, nothing less. His Holiness, then, either could
not have authorized the letter, or else he has been imposed
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upon, and wliolly deceived as to the real state of our affairs,

and as to tlie practical efTect of liis intervention. It could

at best only tend to unite the Catholics in the loyal states.

with the copperheads against the government to which they
owe allegiance.

But we are told that " the North can never conquer the

South." We concede it
;
but that the government cannot

conquer tiie rebels, and reestablish the national authority
over the whole territory of the Union, we do not concede.

The war is not a war between the North and the South,
and should never be spoken of as such

;
but a war of the

nation, under its legitimate authority, to reduce its rebel-

lious subjects in arms against it to their obedience, and this

it can and will do in spite of foreign mediation or foreign
intervention—in spite of rebel sympathizers, aiders, and

abettors in the states tliat have not revolted, and in spite of

^ood, well-meaning, but weak and timid men, who are al-.

ways afraid of a battle, and cry out for peace. The republic
is not 3'et dead, nor yet in its agony. But its life will not

be saved, and it restored to health and soundness, without

the patriotic devotion of the people, and their readiness to

malce any and every sacrifice for their countr}'. The war
which the nation is wagino- is not a war of ambition, of con-

quest, or of national aggrandizement. It has no aggressive

character, no oppressive feature. It is purely a war of self-

defence, for the defence and maintenance of the nation

itself in its inherent risj-hts and leo-itimate authority. It is

not a war the benefit of which is to inure to this generation

only, but to all coming generations. It is not a war for

party, but for country, and v;e, as American citizens, have

no right to desist from it, to oppose it, or refuse to aid its

prosecution, because it imposes upon us great and painful
sacrifices. Men who will not, at the call of their country,

give up all personal interest, and even life itself, are no true

patriots, and are unwortliy to be counted citizens. Men
wlio will do no more for the country than they can person-

all}' secure from it in return, fail to comprehend and appre-
<3iate their civil duties. No meaner wretch breathes than

he, who, when his country is in danger, asks :

" What am I

to gain by defending her? " Never is there any thing great
or good won without sacrifice, and he who lacks the power
of sacrifice is no true man. Patriotism is love of country,
and all love is sacrifice. The true lover sacrifices all he has,

and gives even himself to the beloved. A generation that
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asks only wliat it is to gain for itself by defendino- its coun-

try, is a mean and contemptible generation, and not fit to

be counted among the generations of men. It denies the

continuity and solidarity of the human ]-ace, and practically
denies both God and man. The present generation had

predecessors and will have successors. It has inherited a

rich and noble patrimony, won by the toils, and labors, and

sufferings, and blood of our fathers, and held in trust, to

be transmitted unimpaired and even augmented to its suc-

cessor. Woe to us if we waste it in riotous living, on our
own pleasures and selfish indulgence, and leave nothing to
our children but our debts and the shame of our prodigal-
ity ! Country is lost when the people expect the nation to
live and thrive without love, sacrifice, heroism. We must
think not simply of what we are to gain by defending our

country, but of what we oWe it and are able to do for it.

We must not isolate ourselves from the future, as if the race
were to end with us, but identify ourselves with all the

generations to come, feel that M^e survive in them, are one
with them, and serve ourselves in serving them. We live
in the life of our country, and no sacrifices are too precious
or too costly to make foi- her preservation, her honor, or
her glory. Hitherto we have only been recipients of the
benefits of the govermnent ;

it has done all for us, we noth-

ing for it. Now is the time to repay the benefits we have
received, and to prove that we know how to appi-eciate
them, Now is tiie time to be grateful, generous, disinter-

ested, self-sacrificing, heroic and thus save the patrimony
received from our fathers, and transmit it unimpaired and
augmented to our children.

The secessionists, their Democratic and pro-slavei-y sym-
pathizers, and our kind-hearted northern peace men, we
should bear in mind, are only playing the game of the

Eui-o]»ean csesarists, aristocrats, and conservatives, intended
to deprive the republic of its rank as a great power, and to

destroy its republican prestige and influence. This republic
is offensive to them, because it lends a formidable moral sup-
port, to the European liberals, and may one day lend a materi-
al support which will render every European throne insecure,
and every despotic government impracticable. It is neces-

sary then, to check its growth, break up the Union, throw
American society into chaos, render republicanism odious,
and compel tlie American people either to come under the

protection of the European powers, as has been the case
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with the Ottoman empire, or to seek the rcestablislunent of

order through the institution of monarchy or a military

despotism. To this end the European caesarists and con-

servatives lind the preservation of shivery necessary
—

necessary as being in itself a great dravs^back upon the in-

fluence of the great republic in favor of popular freedom,
and as furnishing an instrument for dividing and breaking

up the republic itself. The existence of a strong anti-sla-

very party a-tthe North, and of a strong pro-slavery party at

the South they desire, as favorable to disnnion
;
but the

abolition of slavery, with all the states united, is the thing
of all others to be warred against. Secession was concocted

chiefly with France and England, who pledged it their

moral support, and all the material aid they could give it

without coming to an open rupture with the United States.

Faithfully, so far, have both France and England redeemed

their pledge. England has given it all her moral influence,

supplied it with arms and munitions of war, built, armed,
and manned a navy for it, with which to prey on our com-

merce, and secure it success. France has aided it by all her

moral power, by proffers of mediation, which, if accepted,
could operate only to secure its success, making indirect

war upon us by invading Mexico, and setting up a monarchy
on the ruins of its republican institutions. Secession chiefs,

whether they know it or not, are only the tools of France

and England, used by them to discredit or destroy republi-

canism, to deprive tlie Xew World of all power to influence

througli European liberals the politics of the Old.

Now we beg our Catholic readers to note that the Catho-

lics of nearly tdl Europe give their sympathies to the two

western European powers in their real if not avowed war

on our republic and the popular freedom it represents.

They favor the confederacy, wish it success, and set up a

yell of exultation at every- disaster that befalls the federal

arms. The only notable "exception is the small band of lib-

eral Catholics whose organ is Le Correspondant^ and whose

leaders are the bishop of Orleans, the Count de Montalem-

bert, the Count de Falloux, Augustin Cochin, and a few

others, who remain faithful to the jparti-eatJiollqxie, that

from 1830 to 1850 rendered such important services to lib-

erty and religion throughout the civilized world. In Ire-

land we mayhave a few Catholic friends, in England we
have none

;
in the rest of Europe none, except the sup-

porters of tlie new kingdom of Italy. Nowhere has our re-
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public more bitter enemies, and nowhere is there a stronger
desire to see its power and influence destroyed, than among
European Catholics, who seem to liave resolved, since the

terril)le frigiit thej- got in 1S48 from the Mazzinians in

Ital^y, and the red-repnl)licans in France, on linking the

Catholic cause throughout the world with tliat of cnesarism.

It is easy to explain this inveterate hostility to onr republic
and to republicanism, or that form of republicanism known
as democracy^ without charging our religion with hostility

to freedom ; but it is not easy for us American Catholics, the

majority and dominant portion of whom are of European
birth or education, from being inflnenced and carried away by
onr European brethren, or from being drawn, unconsciously
and unintentionallj', into the conspiracy against Ameri-

can nnion, freedom, and greatness, which they unquestion-

ably support. Here is the danger against which we warn

our brethren, and have not ceased to warn them at anytime
since 1852, when the reaction against revolutionism had re-

established, with the approbation and joy of the French

bishops, the Napoleonic empire in France, and when the Euro-

pean conspiracy against our republic was formed. Uncon-

sciously and involuntarily no small portion of our American
Catholic population have been drawn into the support of its

plans, and even the Holy Father himself, if the letter as-

cribed to him is authentic, has been induced to lend the con-

spiracy his powerful aid. The letter in itself, taken with-

out reference to the use intended to be made of it by those

who solicited it, is precisely what we should expect from the

goodness of heart and paternal affection of Pius IX., and
is only a proper manifestation of his solicitude as the father

of Christendom, and the spiritual guardian of the rights and
duties of l)oth sovereigns and subjects. He had and could

have no thought of doing or saying any thing prejudicial to
^

this great republic, wiiere the church has enjoyed perfect
freedom and protection, and where he himself has been

more truly pope than in any other country on earth. There
lias been the most perfect freedom of comnninication be-

tween the head and the members, and no civil proclamation,

'placet^ or permission has been demanded or thought of.

The civil government has in no manner interfered with

ecclesiastical affairs, and has left them entirely to thcTiian-

affement of the ecclesiastical authorities. It has never in-

terfered in the selection, reconnnendation, nomination, or

appointment of pastors, and has neither had nor claimed



CATHOLICS AND THE ANTI-DRAFT KTOTS. "^45

any ri^lit to be consirlted. Tlie pope could liave no hos-

tility as pope to our republic. But tbe enemies of the re-

public may have had a purpose in soliciting; and puVdishing
his letter, which he did not suspect. They abused his kind-

ness of heart, and obtained a document perfectly fair and

just, and sjenerous and nol)le, in liis intention and on its

face, wliich they could use to aid them in their purpose of

breakino; up the Union, perpetuating slavery, and checking
the spread of popular freedom.
Our Catholic readers will now see why we attach so much

importance to a letter whicli seems only a priestly exhor-

tation to peace, and why we take so much pains to warn
them against allowing themselves to become associated with

the peace Democrats. These peace Democrats are the dupes
of the secessionists, as the secessionists themselves are the

dupes of England and France, and used by wily European
statesmen to destroy the greatness, the power, the influence,
and the glory, if not the independence of their own country,
for the purpose of giving security to European aristocrats

and al)solutists. American Catholics, whether foreigners
or natives by birth, eithei- as (^atholics or as citizens, can-

not prudently or safely go with them. We are free here in

the general freedom of the citizen
;
and when we lose our

freedom as citizens, we lose our freedom as Catholics, for

the nation is not Catholic, but anti Catholic. Tiiroughout
the M^orld the interests of Catholicity are inseparably
united to those of popular freedom, and popular freedom is

now represented by the government and loyal people of the

United States, and is warred against alike by southern se-

cessionist, and European despot. Our government may
have committed blunders, and the loyal people may have,
as we believe they have, pushed their republicanism too

far, and given it a too democratic development, but with all

their faults, they are the representative, and the only ac-

knowledged representative, of the lil)eral and popular ten-

dencies of the age. The ruin of the American republic
would be the most serious calamity that could befall tiie

Catholic Church, not only here, but throughout the world,
for henceforth her freedom must be secured not by asser-

tions of her supremacy as a corjioration, nor by concordats

or treaties between her and secular governments, but in the

freedom of the citizen
;
and the loss of civil freedom by

the citizen involves her enslavement to the civil power.
Catholics, therefore, in warring against our republic, and



446 CATHOLICS and thk anti-puaft rktps.

laboring to extino^iiish republican liberty, are really warring
against the interests alike of tlieir chnrcli and of hninanity.
One is practically a traitor to the church in taking sides with

the rebellion, no less than to his country.
We need not repeat what we have already said of the

dangers to which we, as Catholics, expose ourselves here in

this country by joining with the formidable conspiracy
against lil-erty and the rights of humanity, or by refusing
to give our hearty and energetic support to the government
in its efforts to defeat it. If we do so, we shall be deprived
of our citizenship, and our church will suffer gravely from
our disloyalty, or lack of loyalty. We are already suspected
of being governed more by the opinions, character and ex-

ample of our brethren abroad than by our sense of duty to

our own country; and we may easily imagine the indigna-
tion and wrath with which we should be visited, if the proofs
that we really are so were furnished and shown to be con-

clusive against us. The war we are waging reaches far, and
involves far greater consequences than the generality of the

people imagine. The slavery question is not confined to

the simple question whether the four millions of persons and
their posterity, now claimed as slaves in this country, are to

be free or to remain bondmen, but involves the whole ques-
tion of liberty or despotism for the world. The question
whether civilization is to advance, or is to be arrested for

an indefinite number of ages, turns now for its decision on
the question, whether these persons are to be set free or to

be held in bondage. The cause of humanity and of the

church is to-day on the side of these poor, despised, degraded,
and unhappy four millions of negro slaves

;
and we decide

against both, if we decide against emancipation. Oh, stupid
and blind, how is it that we discern not the signs of the

times? Sneer not at the "nigger," for to-day it is in him
we must find our Lord, and in serving him that we are to

serve the church of God. "Inasmuch as ye did it unto the
least of these my brethren, ye did it unto me."
The kings, kaisers, aristocrats and oppressors conspire to-

gether against the righteous cause
;
but he that sitteth in

the heavens shall laugh at them, and shatter them in pieces
as a potter's vessel. The conspiracy will not succeed. This
nation will not be destroyed, nor its mission in modern civ-

ilization be revoked. No matter how weak, short-sighted,
or incapable may be the persons to whom are committed the

reins of power, they are working with a strength greater
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than tlieir own, are doins: inore than tliey know, and going
furtlier than they see. With them God will confound the

wise, bring down the mighty, and take the wicked in their

own craftiness. Tiie nation had sinned and deserved to be
chastised

;
it had become foul, and needed to be jjurified ;

but it will not fail. Not the strength, skill, or bravery of

the rebels, aided b}" foreign mediation or intervention, or

by divisions in the loyal states, peace parties and New
York mobs or insnrrections, traitorous governors, traitorous

members of congress, and common councils, will prevent it

from winning the victory, and continuing its majestic march
in harmon}^ with the noble and irrepressible instincts of hu-

manity, in securing freedom and equal rights for all of the

human race. God has given it this mission, however un-

worthy it ma}^ be of it, and will not suffer it to fail. As a

people, we shall prove equal to the sacriiices demanded of us.

Yet let us not suppose the battle is fought and the victory
won. There are, no doubt, reverses still in store for us, and
our fortitude may be tried as it has not yet been tried, and
the hearts of many may grow faint and fail them. It is al-

together too soon to talk of peace,and to discuss its conditions.

Our brave and true hearted soldiers have yet many a weary
march before them, and more blood to shed to enrich and
consecrate American soil, before each state becomes hal-

lowed ground ;
but the reverses will be borne up against, the

marches will be made, the blood will be willingly poured
out, and victory crown in peace her heroes with fresh and
fadeless laurels. France may mediate, and England, while

pretending to be neutral, may exert all her power to give
success to the arms of the traitors and oppressors; but in

vain. We dare defend our cause with all the world in arms

against us, for we defend rightful authority, the rights, dig-

nity, and independence of nations, the freedom and interests

of religion, the deliverance of the oppressed, and the rights
and honor of our common manhood, and fail we cannot. It

were impious to think it.
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[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for October, 18G3.]

Althodgh the military suppression of the rebellion is as

yet far from being effected, the politicians of all parties are

already busy discussing the mode and conditions of the re-

turn of the seceded states to the Union. The question

raised, though premature, is one of great importance, and
much of the future strength and glory of the republic de-

pends on the solution the gov^ernment shall linally adopt.
It is a question that will severely tax American statesman-

ship,
—far more severely than the military suppression of the

rebellion has taxed American generalship ;
since it is always

easier to win victories than it is to secure their fruits. It is,

also, a question in regard to which there is much confusion

of thought in the public mind, and broad differences of

opinion even among men equally loyal and equally deter-

mined to maintain at all hazards the life of the nation and
the integrity of its territory ;

and every one who has

thought at all on the subject, is called upon, since the ques-
tion has been raised, and is widely discussed, to contribute

his share to the formation of a wise and just public opinion
in regard to it.

There are publicists among us, affecting to sustain the

government, but really in sympathy with the rebels^ and
more intent on preserving slaver}- than on saving the na-

tion—who call upon the government to be generous and

magnanimous, and tell it that since its recent important
victories it is strong, and can afford to offer the rebels the

most liberal terms of peace. Satan, when he would deceive

honest and noble-minded men, always takes care to assume
the guise of an angel of light, and to appeal to their generous
and magnanimous sentiments. We have gained important
victories, it is true, but the military power of the rebels,

though weakened in a greater ratio than our own, is not yet

destroyed, and we are not yet secure against serious, though,
we trust, only temporary military reverses. The military

suppression of the i-ebellion is yet a work of far more diffi-

culty than these publicists pretend, and till that is com-

pleted the civil suppression can hardly be attempted. The
448
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government cannot as yet afford to offer the rebels anj
advantage, or to relax in the least its military operations.
The talk of peace is prematiii'e ; and, besides, tiiere are,

strictly speaking, no terms oi peace, lil)eral or otherwise, to

be oft'ered in the case. The war is between sovereign and

subject, and there is no party to whom the government
can offer peace, or with whom it can negotiate peace.
Peace is made only between independent states, or between

powers that have each the right of peace and war. The so-

called confederacy, or any one of the seceded states, is no
such power. Neither is competent to receive or to accept

peace. For the government to offer either peace on any
terms, would be to recognize it as an independent power,
and to compromise the national dignity and the national

sovereignty. The government makes peace with its rebel-

lious subjects only after it has acknowledged their indepen-
dence. There is no peace with rebels; the government
may grant them, on condition of their laying down their

arms and returning to their obedience, an amnesty, if it

judges proper ;
but nothing more. To proffer terms of

peace to them, is to abandon its claim of authority over

them, and to condemn the war it wages against them. The
proffer of any terms of peace to the rebels, would be a vir-

tual recognition of all they have been contending for; and

any union of them with us, or of us with them, that might
follow, would be simply a league, or an alliance between

independent states or nations.

No government that respects itself and is conscious of the

power to sustain its own dignity and authority, can treat of

peace with its own subjects, or offer terms to rebels with
arms in their hands. They have no will or voice in the mat-

ter, and must submit to the disposition, if subdued, that it

sees proper to make of them. No terms can be offered them
till they have laid down their arms and sued for mercy.
When they have ceased to be rebels, and have submitted to

the government, the war is ended, and liberal terms of par-
don may or maj^ not be offered them, as the government sees

proper, but not before. The government, if wise and just,
will even then consult, not their feelings, their honor, or

their interests, but the honor and interests of the nation. It

owes them nothing ; they have no right to plead against it,

and whatever it grants them it grants as a favor, and they
must take it as a grace. It has no right to be generous to

them at the expense either of the nation or of the loyal pop-
VoL. XVII-29
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ulatioii that have poured out tlieir blood and treasure to sub-

due them. They gave up their rights, their faith, their

honor, when they became rel^els
; betrayed tlieir country,

and took up arms to subvert its government, and they have
no right to complain if compelled to drink, and to drink
even to the dregs, the bitter cup of humiliation. It is a

mawkish and mischievous seutimentality which no nation

can tolerate and live that consults only the feelings and in-

terests of traitors, rebels, and revolutionists, and would place
them at the earliest practicable moment on a footing of

equality with the loyal citizens who have stood by the coun-

tr}' and saved it from destruction. The government may
find it ex]5edient, or even necessary, as a means of extin-

guishing the rebellion, to adopt a liberal policy towards the

seceded states, and to permit them on very easy and liberal

terms, to resume their former status in the Union
; but, if

so, it will be for its own sake, not for theirs. The question
of policy in this case is distinct from the question of right ;

so let us have no appeals to the magnanimity or generosity
of the government. Such appeals have cost us already two
thousand millions of dollars, and half a million of lives, and
clothed almost every family .in the land with mourning.
We have made sacrifices enough to gain the good will of

the slaveholding states.

There are, unhappily, even among the earnest friends of

the government, grave differences of opinion as to the

proper mode of dealing with the rebellious states, when they
shall have thrown down their arms, and submitted to the

national authority. Some among us gravely maintain that

the rebellious states are still states in the Union, standing on
a footing of perfect equality with the other states that have
remained loyal. Having never gone out of the Union, they
must retain all their political rights under the constitution,
and consequently whenever they choose to cease their hos-

tility to the government, they have the right to elect repre-
sentatives and senators in congress, who on taking the oath
to support the constitution, are entitled to seats in like man-
ner as others. As the confederate government is simply no

government at all, and no state is bound to it or by it, any
state may resume its status in the Union whenever it chooses

by simply sending its representatives to the federal instead

of the confederate congress. This doctrine has been offi-

cially promulgated by the secretary of state as that of the

administration, and it is sustained by all the journals sup-
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posed to be in the especial confidence of tlie secretary, and
to speak his sentiments. This doctrine treats the state as

still a state in the Union, and the Union people to be found
in it as the political people of the state, although only a

pitiful minority, and witliout any state organization. Thus

Virginia, the main stay at this moment of the rebellion, is

represented in both houses of congress as a state in the

Union. A handful of Union men, in no way competent to

speak in behalf of their state, are allowed equal ])olitical

pcjwer in the Union with Massachusetts or Illinois, while the

whole force of their state is directed against it, and armed
for its destruction.

Others, and without whom Mr. Lincoln's administration
had never existed, or had long since ceased to exist, very
emphatically deny this doctrine, and maintain that the re-

bellious states are rebellious states, that they have actually
seceded from the Union, and fallen, in regard to the govern-
ment, into the condition of population and territory belong-

ing to the Union indeed, but not yet erected into states and
admitted into the Union, and, tiierefore, population and ter-

ritory without political rights or powers. Even supposing
them to have ceased to war against the government, to have
thrown down their arms, and submitted to tlie federal au-

thority, they have as yet regained no political rights or

powers, are no part of the political or sovereign people of

the United States, and have no right of representation in

either house of congress. The secession ordinance was sui-

cidal, and by adopting it the state lapsed, ceased to exist as

a state, and must be I'eorganized and admitted into the Union

by an act of congress, before it can be entitled to any fede-

ral, or even any state representation. This is the view taken

by Mr. Solicitor Whiting in his letter in the New York
Trihune

',
it is the view which has uniformly been taken in

the pages of this Review^ and is the only honest and states-

manlike view that can be taken by any one who understands
the constitution of the American state.

The administration may have been excusable in April,
1861, if not justifiable, in taking the ground that no state

had seceded
;
for the facts in the case were then but imper-

fectly known, and it might honestly believe that the seces-

sion ordinance was in no state the act of the state itself, but
of a faction that had usurped its power, and professed, with-

out authority, to act in its name. It might, also, have be-

lieved that the best way to put down the rebellion was to
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encourage the Union part}'' in the seceding states, and wait
for them to get the upper hand in the state elections, to re-

peal the secession ordinances, and resume their functions as

states in the Union. But it is now known that the policy
of consulting the Union men in the seceded states, and seek-

ing through their political success in their respective states

to suppress the rebellion and restore the order it had inter-

rupted, was a blunder, and all but fatal to the nation.

There is and can be no doubt now that in every instance

the secession ordinances were, in each state, the act of the

state itself, as much so as any act ever is or can be, and.

therefore, that all the states that passed secession ordinances
have really seceded, and. though subject as population and

territory to the Union, are no longer states in the Union.
There is such a state as West Virginia, but Yirginia, North

Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Mis-

sissippi, Louisiana, Texas Arkansas, and Tennessee, are not

states in the Union, nor out of it, but simply geographical
expressions.
To argue that the act of secession is illegal, therefore null

and void, no act at all, is as ridiculous as to argue that since

murder is illegal, nobody ever is or can be murdered. Be-

sides, it is Tiot so certaiu as some suppose that simple seces-

sion is illeo:al, or that a state is not as competent to secede

from the Union, if it chooses, as is a king or emperor to re-

sign his crown, and abdicate his sovereign authority. Se-

cession, iA itself, is neither rebellion nor revolution
;

it is

simply the abdication by the state of all its political rights
and powers, the renunciation of all participation in the sov-

ereign power of the Union, and the subjection of itself to

the Union. We know nothing in the written or unwritten
constitution that forbids it to do this

;
and we know no law

whatever, except the law of good sense, that it violates. A
single glance at the constitution of the American state will

make this evident. Our republic is a federal republic, and
the sovereign power is vested, neither in the states several-

ly, nor in the federal orovernment itself, but in the one po-
litical people of the United States. This political or sover-

eign people, which is called the United States, exists, not as

a consolidated mass, but in organized bodies, at first called

colonies, and afterwards called states, united into one body
politic called the Union. To belong to this political peoi)le,
it is necessary to be a citizen of a particular state, and of a

particular state in the Union, or, that is one of the United
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States. The people not in such a state, but in territories

not yet erected into st;ites and admitted into the Union, do
not belon*:: to the political or sovereign people, have no po-
litical rights, faculties, or franchises whatever, and are cit-

izens of the United States only in that general sense in

which all subjects of a national government, even women
and children who do not vote, are, or are sometimes called,
citizens. It is not compulsory on the people of a territory,

say Dakota, Colorado, or New Mexico, to organize them-
selves into a state, and apply for admission into the Union,
If they choose to remain outside of the Union, and be gov-
erned by it, instead of coming into it and governing in it,

we know no power in the Union to prevent them. The
ratification of the federal constitution by each of the origi-
nal states, the condition on which tiie state participated in

the sovereign power of the Union after the adoption of that

constitution, was a free, voluntary act of the state itself.

What a state is competent by its own voluntary act to do,
it is competent to undo, in the absence of all express law to

the contrary. Since, then, a state comes into the Union by
its own free act, it must, if it chooses, be able by its own
free act to go out of the Union. We have never seen this

reasoning of the secessionists answered, nor do we believe
it can be answered

;
and if the slaveholding states had sim-

ply seceded from the Union, and there stopped, we should
have had no occasion and no right to have used force

against them, with a view of coercing them back into the
Union. But they did not stop with secession simply, but

they declared themselves not only out of the Union, but

independent of it, set up a new government for them-

selves, and made war on the Union, that is, they added to

secession, rebellion and revolntion. and it is not as secession-

ists, but as rebels and revolutionists that we are fighting
them. Moreover, we are fighting them not to force tlnMu

back into the Union, but to compel them to submit to the

authority of the Union.
The mistake of the secessionists was in supposing that

in seceding from the Union the states became independent
states. Precisely the reverse is the legal effect of secession.

While in the Union, the people of the state are an integral

portion of the political or sovereign people of the United
States, and participate in the government of the country.
By secession they cease to belong to that people, cease to

participate in the government of the country, cease to have
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any political power or ric^lits anywhere, and become com-

pletely dependent on the Union, and subject to be governed
by it, as are the so-called territories. Secession is undoubtedly
a great folly, and no state would be guilty of it, if it did

not mean it as a stepping-stone to rebellion and revolution.

The people of the seceding states by seceding al)dicated

their sovereignty, ceased to be a political ]:>eo|)le at all, and
fell into precisely the condition we have des(n-ibed, and in

that condition they remain when the rebellion and revolu-

tion are suppressed. They do not then, as a matter of

course, resume their former i^tatus or their former politi-

cal rights and powers in the Union, and they have not,
and cannot have, any right of representation in congress,
till reorganized as states and readmitted, on application, by
act of congress, in the same way that new states are formed
and admitted.

This doctrine is sustained l)y the act of congress passed

July 13tli, 1861, commoidy called the " non -intercourse
act

;

"
by the act authorizing the bh)ckade, which has been

recognized by foreign powers ; by the president, in appoint-

ing governors without military command, in the seceded
states

; by the erection of Western Virginia into a state,

with a representation in congress ;
and especially by the

decision of the supreme court in the Hiawatha case, that

the war between us and the rebels is a "
civil, territorial

war;" and it directly negatives the absurd doctrine that

none of the states, as states, have seceded, and that all the

states pretending to have seceded, are states still in the

Union, and standing on a footing of perfect equality with
the other members, and having the right, whenever they
choose, to their former representation in congress. The
war, by the highest judicial authority, is declared a "

civil,

territorial war," as it must be, or the blockade of the south-

ern ports and the prohibition of all intercourse with the

states proclaimed by the president to be in rebellion, or in-

surrection, are indefensible; and ''civil, territorial war"
it cuinot be if none of the states have rebelled and the re-

bellion is confined simply to insurgent individuals. To
make the war territorial, the states must not only have se-

ceded, but have joined the revolution, united in the decla-

ration of independence, and in the war intended to establish

it by the subversion of the government, as everybody knows
is precisely what the rebellious states have done, or are en-

gaged in doing.
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That in all the rebellious states there were and still are

persons who are loyal to the Union, persons of hii»;h charac-

ter and distinguished patriotism, persons whom wo may he

proud to own and honor as our countryinen and fellow-citi-

zens is very true
;
but they are not the state, nor do they

inherit its rights and powers in the Union. They follow

the territory and tiieir state organization so far as their po-

litical status, rights, and powers are involved. The civil

war is not simply a war against insurgent individuals, but a

civil, territorial war, as the supreme court has formally and

unanimously decided
;
and as Mr. Solicitor Whiting, him-

self no mean authority, justly remarks, "whe'i the civil

war becomes a territorial war, every citizen residing in the

belligerent districts becomes a public enemy irrespective of

his private sentiments, whether loyal or disloyal, friendly

or hostile, unionist or secessionist, guilty or innocent," as is

by international law every citizen or subject of a foreign

country with which our government is at war. No doubt

the loyal men in the belligerent districts have a claim upon
our sympathy, and many of them, as individuals, deserve

our highest esteem, but they have no political power, no

political rights, no political existence whatever, save as they

escape from the belligerent territory and Ijecome citizens

of a loyal state. If the Union citizens of the rebellious

states constituted and continued the state, the war would

not and could not be a civil, territorial war, and could not

be carried on as such. The blockade of the ports of the se-

ceded states could not be legally sustained, and neither for-

eigners nor our own citizens would be obliged to respect

it, for they would be friendly, not belligerent ports, and the

captured blockade runners would not be lawful prizes.

The administration, doubtless, was aware of this fact, when
it decided to proclaim the blockade, instead of taking the

alternative authorized by congress, of closing the southern

ports as p )rts of entry. The non-intercourse act of July

13, 1861, instituting an internal blockade, and prohibiting
all trade and communication with the districts declared by
the proclamation of the president to be in a state of rebel-

lion, would be equally indefensible, and for the same reason

neither the congress that passed the act, nor the president
who issued the proclamation, could have regarded those

districts as still states in the Union. It w^ould be an insult

to their understanding to pretend it.

They who maintain that the belligerent states are still in
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the Union, and that persons in each state holding loyal sen-

timents are tlie state, and possess in themselves all its rig'hts

and powers in the Union, overlook the fact that the Anier-
can states, though antonoraous, are not complete, indepen-
dent, sovereign states, and that the people of a state as pop-
nlation and territory, have no inherent political rights or

facnlties. In an independent, sovereign state, the sover-

eignty snrvives the loss of the political organization, and
inheres when the organization is subverted or usurped by
rebellion, rev^olution, or by unconstitutional means, in that

portion of the population that have loyally adhered to the

constitution, and done what they conld to sustain it. They
are de jure the political people of the state, and have the

right to claim and exercise all its authority, if able to do so,

either by themselves alone or by foreign assistance, against

any number of persons or any organization claiming to act

as the state
;
for every such organization is illegal, and all

such persons are rebels and revolutionists, and without po-
litical right or authority. But this is not the case with a

state that is not an independent sovereign state, and is a

state at all only as organized under and admitted into the

Union. Under our system the political power does not in-

here in the people simply as population and territory, and a

state that has lost by secession, rebellion, or revolution, its or-

ganization as a state in the Union, has lost its political exist-

ence, all its political rights and powers, even its autonomy, and
its population have in themselves alone no right or power to

reconstitute themselves a state, even though loyal. With
us the sovereignty inheres in the political people called the

United States or the Union, and it is this sovereign people
that gives both to the federal and state governments all their

respective rights and powers. Both derive from the same

source, and both are delegated governments, with only such

powers as the Union has delegated to them respectively.
The American nation is one nation, with one national sov-

ereignty ;
but neither government alone represents that sov-

ereigntv. The national sovereio-ntv is not divided between
the federal government and the several state governments.
It is one and indivisible, and inheres in the political people
of the United States. But though governing always as one
national sovereign, it governs partly through a federal gov-
ernment and parth' through state governments; and when
either lapses the power delegated to it reverts necessarily to

the Union, and it is only by the power of the Union that
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either can be restored or reconstructed. Tlie Union or nation-

al sovereii2;n ojovenis in tlie state governnieiits just as niueii

as in tlie federal (government, ami the states govern in the

federal government just as much as in the state govern-
ments. In both the one sovei'eign authority that governs
is the same, and they are only distinct organs through which
it exercises its several powers, or expresses and carries out

its will. The population and territory do not, under our

S3''stem, constitute a state, as democracy teaches, nor is the

state an independent sovereign as the seceders pretend.

Population and territory are a state only when organized by
authority of the Union, under a state constitution, an<i ad-

mitted into it by act of congress. The loyal people in the

seceded state not being so organized, have no state riglits or

state authority. The others being in rebellion, and without

any political rights of any sort, tlie state \\a.» lapsed to the

Union, and thei*e is not so much as the veriest abstraction

that remains.

The doctrine we luaintain applies equally to the original
states and to the new states. Not one of the original states

had a purely democratic origin, or was self-created. The
original states were at first colonies, created such by the

Britisli crown, in which was vested the sovereignty. By
the revolution they ceased to be colonies, and became what
we call states/ but not sovereign states, for the sovereignty
which was originally in the British crown, and which
created them colonies, and gave them their autonomy, and
their rights and powers as colonies, did not by the revolu-

tion and the acknowledgment of American independence
revert to them severall y, but to the United States. As it

was by virtue of the sovereignty vested in the British crown
that they held their rights and powers as colonies, so it is

by virtue of the same sovereignty, vested now in the United

States, that they hold their rights and powers as states. Our
politicians fall into error on this subject by attempting to

apply to the American system of government the theory
that derives the state from simple population and territory,
and which asserts what with us has been called, "squatter
sovereignty ;

" or to give to our political institutions a purely
democratic interpretation. This attempt, so little creditable

•to Amei'ican statesmanship, has done much harm, and all but
ruined the republic. The American government, state or

federal, has had a historic origin, and rests on a legal basis.

The United States, unhappily without a proper name, is a
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nation constitutionally oro'anized—a state, not a confedera-

tion of states—and is democratic only in the respect that

the sovereignty vests in the political people, who have the

power, according to prescribed forms, to alter or amend the

constitution as they see fit; and the affairs of the govern-
ment are carried on through the agency of popular elections,
in which, however, none have the right to vote unless they
belong to the political people ;

and none but citizens of

states in the Union l)eIong to that people. The government
is constitutional, republican in form, as it should be. not

strictly speaking, democratic, in the present political sense

of the word.
But to return. The supreme court of the United States

has decided that the present war is a "civil, territorial war,"
and, therefore, that the states eugaged in it are public ene-

mies, and, consequently, like aH public enemies, they have
no rights or standing in the Union. Having ceased to be
states in the Union, or to make a portion of the sovereign
political people, they necessarily, since not independent of

the Union, fall, even supposing their rebellion and attempt-
ed revolution suppressed, into the condition of population
and territory, subject to the Union, but not yet erected into

states and admitted into the Union. They have no political
status or existence. All in them that lived only by state

authority has died, and can be revived only by a new aai of
the national sov'ereign, according to the forms of the con-

stitution. The government is bound neither by their old

constitutions nor by the laws passed under them, and is free

to deal with them precisely as it may deal with any pop-
ulation and territory acquired by purchase or by conquest.
By ceasing to be states, they become completely subject to

the Union, and are to be governed according to its pleasure.
We can now approach, with a tolerably clear understand-

ing of the legal and constitutional aspects of the case, the

grave question as to the mode and conditions o*' the return
of the rebellious states to their former status in the Union.

They have now no standing in the Union. The suppression
of the rebellion by military force, and subjection of the re-

bellious population and territory to federal authority, will

relieve them of their character of public enemies, but will

not reinstate them in the Union, or make them again a part
of the political or sovereign people of the United States,

any more than are the people of Idaho, Colorado, Nevada,
Utah, or New Mexico

;
nor indeed so much, unless congress
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erects them into territories under territorial governments,
created bj and subject to tlie federal erovernment. Tliere

is only one regular way by which the seceded states can

be reinstated in the Union, and that is precisely the way in

which new states are erected and admitted out of territory

belonging to the United States. Congress must first erect

them into territories with a territorial government. It must
then pass for the teri'itorial people what is called an " en-

abling act." After this the territorial people must organize,
under authority of this act, draw up and adopt a state con-

stitution—republican in form, and containing nothing re-

pugnant to the constitution of the United States, elect their

state officers and representatives, also their federal represent-
atives and senators, and apply to congress for admission.

They are not yet a state, but only prepared to be a state.

To make them a state, congress by a formal act must enter-

tain their application, recognize them as a state, and admit

their representatives and their senators to seats in the federal

legislature. The initiatory act is on the part of congress ;

so also is the final or complementary act. The whole action

is partly the act of congress, and partly the act of the tei'ri-

torial people, and without the concurrent act of both par-
ties can no territory be regularly and legally transnmted

into a state, and be aggi'egated to the political or sovereign

people of the United States. Each of the seceded states

must go substantially through the process ,here described,
before it is or can be legally and constitutionally restored to'

the Union.
It is important, however, to bear in mind that the part of

the action that belongs to the federal government belongs
to congress, and not the executive. Neither the initiation

of the movement for the restoration of the seceded states,

nor its consummation belongs to the executive. Nor does it

belong to the executive to determine the time or the con-

ditions of the return. The whole matter belongs to congress,
and the executive has notliin<>: to do with it but to execute

faithfully the laws of congress. The president has, indeed,

a veto on all acts of congress, bat as included in the legisla-

ture, not as the executive. Every act of congress constitu-

tionally passed is mandatory on him, and he ninst execute it,

if in his power, whether he likes or dislikes it. Congress is

not bound by the views or policy of the administration, and
it fails in its duty to the pul)lic when it attempts to devolve

on the executive any responsibility which properly rests on



460 RETUBN OF THE REBELLIOUS STATES.

itself. Wlien it does so, it is unjust both to itself and to the

executive. The views and wishes of the executive are no
law for congress, and deserve its respect only so far as they
commend themselves to its own iudo-ment. Congress of late

•J O ~

years has been too chary of assuming the responsibility that

belongs to it under the constitution, and has shown itself

quite too ready to be governed by the policy of the admin-
istration. The executive has an enormous patronage ;

and
members of congress have shown themselves for years quite
too willing to yield up their independence to the executive
in exchange for an effective voice in the distribution of exec-

utive patronage, on which, perhaps, depend their chances
for reelection. In measures necessary or expedient for the

executive in either civil or military administration, congress
sliould, undoubtedly, consult the president and chiefs of

departments, and, as far as practicable, conform to their

views and wishes
;
but in other measures, it should follow its

own judgment irrespective of the policy of the executive.
Tiie administration, as the executive branch of the govern-
ment, has nothing to say as to when, how, or on what con-
ditions the seceded states, or any one of them, may return
and be admitted into the Union. They are all three ques-
tions within the province of congress, and it is for congress
to settle them in accordance with its own sense of right and
of pubHc duty under the constitution.

The fact, if fact it be, that the administration has com-
mitted itself to the doctrine that the rebellious states en-

gaged in a civil, territorial war against tiie Union, are still

states in the Union, iuiposes no restraint on congress, and
it is free to treat them simply as population and territory

subject to the United States; nor does the fact that the last

congress, in a moment of confusion, when the question had
not been fully discussed, and was only imperfectly under-

stood, admitted to seats in either house, very respectable
gentlemen frOm Virginia, Tennessee, and Louisiana, estab-

Hsh a precedent that its successor is bound to follow. Wes-
tern Virginia, on the doctrine we maintain, is a state in the

Union, standing on a footing of equality with any other

state, but only on that doctrine
;

for it is ridiculous to

pretend that Mr. Pierrepont's establishment, formerly at

Wheeling and now at Alexandria, is the state of Virginia,
and competent to give the assent required by the constitu-

tion to the erection of a new state within its limits. Such
a pretence is a burlesque on constitutional law. Western
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yiro;inia is a state, because Yii't^inia in which it was foi-inerly
inchided liad ceased to be a state under the constitution,
and fallen into the condition of unorganized population and

territory. The act admitting the state is defensible, but the

reason that was assigned is bad. Virginia, Tennessee, and
Louisiana have no more right to representation in congress
than Timbuctoo, Dahomej, or Senegambia. Representa-
tives from old congressional districts of a seceded state,

which are sul)jected to federal authority and placed under

cliarge of military governors, are inadmissible, till those

districts are erected into a separate state, and admitted into

the Union by act of congress. If the administration has

blundered—if the last congress blundered—it is not neces-

sary that the next congress should also blunder, and give the

coup de grace to the contempt already cast on constitutional

government in general, and our own in particular. Let us

lose no time in repairing past blunders. It is better to lose

the majority in the next congress or even to offend Old

Kentucky, than sanction the solecism of treating as in the

Union a state that has declared herself out of it, and by the

law of the land is a public enemy.
It is not necessary to interpret even the official statements

of the secretary of state literally, or to regard his declaration

to the French minister that the seats of the representatives
of the seceded states are vacant, and that whenever they
choose they can till them, and discuss the terms of settle-

ment on the floor of congress itself, as any thing more
than a little diplomatic badinage, for which the secretary is

somewhat noted. The thing is preposterous both as law
and as policy ;

and the secretary asserted it, we presume,
only as a good joke, as a fair offset to the French joke of

offering to mediate between our government and its rebel-

lious subjects. It was a jocular and not uncivil way of tell-

ing his imperial majesty to mind his own business, and that

we hold ourselves competent to manage ours, and to settle

our internal disputes without foreign intervention or foreign
advice. "We trust congress and even the country will not

commit the blunder of taking the. secretary's jokes in ear-

nest, however exquisite or witty they may be. There are

no vacant seats in congress belonging to seceded states. This
is the fact

;
and no jocularity or sophistry can make it other-

wise. Those states and all their inhabitants are declared

to be public enemies by the supreme court
;
and public ene-

mies have no political or civil rights, and no rights at all.
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except tliose conceded them by the laws of war. The policy
that would permit these states a full representation in coii-

gress
—an equal voice in legislatinii' for the whole country,

while they are in arnts or avowed hostility to the govern-
ment—is a policy no government could adopt till resolved
on self-destruction. The population and territory of these
oi-devant states belong to the Union

; but since the}' have
seceded—since they have become public enemies, engaged
in carrying on a civil, territorial war against the Union^ they
are no part of the political or sovereign jieople of the United
States. They may again, by action of their inhabitants and
that of congress, become states, but to treat them as such

noM% is a gross violation of our whole constitutional S3'stem.
The mode of the return of the seceded or rebellious states

must, as we have said, be precisely that in which new states

are formed and admitted into the Union. We have given
that mode in its regular form, but some departures from it

have been admitted. Territories have been organized as

states without an enabling act, applied for admission, and
been admitted. Such proceeding is irregular, but as the

irregularity affects only the rights of congress, congress is

competent to condone it, if it chooses, and to pass an act

recognizing the organization and admitting it as a state.

The essential points are, that the state organization be the
act of the territorial people, and the adniission be the act
of congress, which can, if it chooses, dispense with the other
formalities. The admission in every case must be by a

formal act of congress. There is no smuggling of a state

into the Union by executive treaty without the act of con-

gress, nor under the constitutional clause, making each house
the judge of the election and qualifications of its members.
Texas, it is true, was admitted by treaty, but it was, in the
first place, the admission of an independent state, not sub-

ject to the United States
;
and in the second place, the ex-

ecutive was authorized by an act of congress to make the

treat}'. The constitution, indeed, makes each house the

judge of the election and qualification of its members, but
it presupposes the community sending them is a state in the

Union, previously recognized as such by congress, in which
both houses have concurred.
Here we must note an error of fact into which a writer

in The New York Times has inadvertently fallen. He
asserts that Kentucky and Missouri both seceded, and he

proposes the mode in which they have been reinstated in the
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Union, as an example of tlie way in wliicli tlie other seceded

states may be reinstated; but these two states, if we have

been rio:;htly informed, ne^'ei- seceded. Tlie position Ken-

tacky assumed, at tirst, was that of neutrality, an untenable

position indeed, but recognized and respected, under in-

structions, we presume, by General McClellan, the com-
mandant of the military department to which the state was
then attached. Missouri was disposed to assume the same

position, and arrangements to that effect were entered into

between General Harney, the federal general, and General

Sterling Price, the state general, but were set aside through
the influence of the Blairs. Both states, though containing
each a large disloyal population, soon wheeled into line as

Union states—Missouri, by the action of her state conven-

tion, which had l)een previously legally convened, and Ken-

tucky, by her regular election resulting in the success of

the Union candidates. We are far from approving the at-

titude assumed by the authorities of these states in the be-

ffinnino;, but we cannot admit that they ever seceded.

Perhaps it would have embarrassed the Union less, if they

had, but they did not, and we concede willingly their pres-
ent loyalty and legal status in the Union. Their example
cannot be adduced in the way assumed, for though the au-

thorities favored secession, there was no ordinance of seces-

sion adopted by the people legally assend^led in convention,
without which no state can take itself out of the Union.

This writer and some others, especially the authors of the

resolutions adopted by the Union convention, or more prop-

erly, caucus of this state at Syracuse, last September, to

nominate candidates to be voted for in the ensuing state

election, seem to us to look more at what the}^ deem expe-

diency than at what is strict constitutional law. They seem
anxious to find out some way by which the seceded states

can resume their place and theii* political rights and facul-

ties in the Union without any formal surrender to the federal

arms, and, by diplomatic or executive action, without the

intervention of congress. The}- appear to be afflicted still

with the old lack of "
l)ackbone," and a little of our old

northern flunkyism, without which there had been no civil

war. They are afraid of exasperating the pul)lic enemies
of the country, and wish to prove to them that we of the

loyal states are liberal, generous, magnanimous, good-hearted
fellows, and have no disposition to resent the wrongs done

by them to our country; and that we will take it very
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kindly in tliein if they will only overlook the past, let by-

gones be byoones, and come back into the Union, and con-

tinue, as of old. to be our masters. We must forbear to

mortify or humiliate them, or to wound their feelings. But
we have no patience with such flunkyism. We wish to

mortify them, to humiliate them, and to subject them, un-

conditionally, to federal authority. This is what we are

iighting for, if we are tigliting for any thing. We care not,
save for their sakeg, whether they are reinstated as states in

the Union or not. To l)e so reinstated is a favor for them,
not to us; and to permit them to be so reinstated is to per-
mit them to become again an integral portion of the politi-
cal or governing people of the United States, and to be
clothed anew with political rights and powers of which they
have wantonly and wickedly divested themselves. There
will be no little magnanimity on the part of the loyal states

in consenting to their reestablishment in the Union on a

footing of perfect equality with themselves, after having
done their best to subvert the government, and to ruin the
nation. It is a great privilege to be a state in the American
Union, and we own that we wish the rebels to be made to
feel it such, for till they feel it such, and we also feel it such,
the nation will never be safe

;
tliere will be no real union

between North and South, and the South, as of old, will

gamble on the northern devotion to the Union, and on every
occasion of discontent threaten to dissolve it. Till we com-

pel them to feel that the Union is as essential for the South
as for the North, there will be no affection between the two
sections. We have given the rebels a taste of our military

superiority ;
let us prove now our civil superiority, and the

reconciliation will be complete. Love is never yielded to

humble entreaty or to unmanly solicitation.

The conditions of the return of the rebellious states to

the Union, when the military suppression of the rebellion

is completed, and the rebels have submitted and sued for

mercy, it will be for congress in its wisdom to determine.

First, however, it is necessary to dispose of the military

question.
" To cook a hare, first catch a hare," and never

count your chickens before they are hatched. There is

serious military work yet to be done, and we can receive no
state back into the Uniorttili it lias ceased to be in rebellion,
has unconditionally surrendered, and asked to be restored.

Till then we can offer no terms, and entertain no condi-

tions. Tiie rebels must, first, throw down their arms and



RETURN OF THE REBtiLLIOUS STATES. 465

submit unconditionally to the federal autliority. Till then

tlie war must continue, and if the rebels choose, it must be

continued to the bitter end. When the work of military sup-

pression is completed, and there is no longer any armed
resistance offered to the government, then we may freely
discuss and determine the future status of the seceded states,

what disposition shall be made of them, and on whnt condi-

tions they may be safely restored to the Union. The time

for conciliatory measures had passed when the resort to arms

became necessarv. Our business now is to fight, not to con-

ciliate, and to fisht till the rebels are subdued. When thev

are subdued we are far more likely to err by dealing too

leniently than by dealing too severely with them
; for, as a

people, we are much more ready parcere siibjectis than we
are dehejlare superljos. The Yankee may know anger, but

he knows no revenge ;
and when he has caught the criminal,

he is much more easily induced to pardon than to punish
him. The appetite for blood will have been satiated when
the rebellion is put down, and Jeff. Davis's life will be in

as little danger as our own. There will be no executions

for treason, and no one need be surprised to see Mason and

Slidell, Toombs and Hunter, Benjamin and Mallory, occupy-

ing their old seats in the senate, as arrogant and as impu-
dent as ever; or even to see Lee and Beauregard, Hill and

Longstreet, 13ragg and Johnston, reinstated in the federal

army. Our people will be anxious to push them forward,
in order to show that they have no grudge against them,
and those only will have reason to complain who have
stood by the Union and saved the nation. It is much more

pleasant to our Anglo-Saxon race to be generous than it is

to be just. The worst terms that any man amongst us

dreams of imposing upon the seceded states, if subdued by
our arms, is, after a brief probation, to place them, if they
can make up their minds to accept the boon, in the Union
on a footing of perfect equality with ourselves. All we insist

on is, that care be taken not to violate the constitution in

order to reward these ci-devant states for their treachery
and rebellion, and that we do not absolutely sacrifice the

real interests of the nation in order to atone to them for

their failure to destroy it. We insist that an effort at least

shall be made to take advantage of the opportunity that will

be presented by the suppression of the rebellion, in case it

is suppressed, to obtain not indemnity for the past, but se-

curity for the future. The present rebellion the nation may
Vol.. XVU-30
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survive ; but such a rebellion is no joke, or bit of pleasantry,
that will bear repetition, and the wise statesman will take

all reasonable precautions that it be not repeated. A recog-
nition of the seceded states as still states in the Union, or

permission for them to resume the exercise of their old politi-
cal rights and faculties in the Union whenever they choose,
settles nothing, and leaves all the causes that have produced
the present secession, rebellion, and revolution in full opera-

tion, to reproduce our present dangers. Our only safety is

in removing the causes themselves—in expelling the disease

from the system. If we lack the power to do this, we must
do the best we can. But we are writing on the supposition
tliat we shall be masters of the situation, and, as strange as

it may sound in northern ears, able to dictate to the enemy
our own terms, instead of being obliged to accept his. If

we cann(it save the integrity of the national territory on our

own terms, we must, undoul)tedly, do it on the best terms
we can get, and leave it to our chiklren to meet the difficul-

ties that may hereafter arise, as best they may. The integ-

I'it}'
of the national territory is to be saved at all liazards, and

no foreign power, under any conditions, is to be suffered to

be erected anywhere within its limits. This must be insisted

on at any and every cost. Yet it is our duty not only to

save the integrity of the national territory, but to save it,

as far as we are able, free from all causes of future discord

and rebellion, and we shall stand condemned as dishonest,

cowardly, or incapable statesmen, if we leave any root of

bitterness to spring up hereafter that it is in our power to

eradicate.

The causes of the war are in and inseparably connected
with slavery, and without the abolition of slavery it is idle

to dream of any security for the future. The federal gov-
ernment, under the present constitution, has no authority
to prose'cute the war for the abolition of slavery as its direct

purpose and end, we concede, an}^ more than it has for the

purpose of killing, wounding, or disabling the enem)''s sol-

diers. But as it may disable, wound, or kill the enemy's
soldiers, destroy or take possession of his property, in prose-

cuting a war for a lawful end, so it may in a war for a law-

ful end, abolish slavery, if necessary to gaining and securing
that end. War, according to tlie authorities, may be law-

fully waged either to redress a wrong committed, or to pre-
vent a wrong about to be committed

;
that is, as usually ex-

pressed, indemnity for the past and security for the future.
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The war we are waging is unquestionably a lawful war, and

as it is a civil, territorial war, we have against the rebels all

the rights both of belligerents and of a sovereign. We have

in this war the right "to reduce the rebels to submission;
that is our right even as sovereign. And we have the bel-

ligerent right to demand indemnification at least for the ex-

penses of the war, and reasonable security for the future.

Under the head of indemnity for expenses, we can lawfully
confiscate any amount of rebel property judged necessarjr;

and under the head of security for the future, we can, if

necessary, abolish slavery, throughout all the seceded states,

and in all the other states that authorize it, only in the case

of loyal states, we must give a reasonable indemnification

to the loyal slave-owners. Slavery may be abolished for

either of "the ends named, under the rights of war, which

we have shown, over and over again, are as constitutional

as the rights of peace, since the constitution clothes the

government with them. If congress believes that the abo-

lition or prohibition of slavery is necessary to our future

security, it can lawfully and constitutionally abolish or pro-
hibit it everywhere and for ever within the United States

and its territories. It certainly can, then, lawfully refuse

to admit into the Union any state with a constitution that

does not prohibit slavery, except for crime, within its limits.

This much it could do under even its peace powers ;
at least

such is the doctrine of the Kepublican party, as laid down
in the Chicago platform.

AVe do not pretend that no other considerations than that

of preserving slavery have moved the secessionists
;
but we

say only what all the world knows, when we say that slavery
is the primal cause, and without it there would have been

no secession, no rebellion, no attempted revolution. But
for the existence of slavery, there never would have been

that difference of character and interest between the North
and the South which has, no doubt, counted for much in

biinging about our present troubles. Nay, that very cen-

tralized democracy, which several northern, middle, and

western states have pushed to a dangerous extreme, and

which some of the chiefs of the rebellion profess to be war-

ring against, is of southern origin, has been fostered amongst
us by southern politicians, and if they now war against it,

it is only because being in the minority they see in its prog-
ress a power not unlikely to sweep away their cherished

domestic slavery. If they insist on constitutionalism, and
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strict construction, it is not because thej are constitutional-

ists in principle, but becnuse they cannot otherwise save

their peculiar "institution," Even the doctrine of state

sovereii^nty, wiiich"is onljthe wildest democracy applied to

the states, has been defended both North and South mainly
for its bearing on the slave question. Pro-slavery men have

asserted it as a barrier to all interference with slavery by
the Union, and anti-slavery men in the free states have re-

sorted to it as an answer to tlie charge against them of be-

longing to a slaveholding republic, and of sustaining slavery.
This last was our chief motive for insistins^on it in our long
war against the abolitionists. It is idle to attempt to deny
that slavery is at the bottom of all the differences that have
culminated in the present rebellion. Hence, so long as

slavery exists in any portion of the United States, the cause

of our present troubles remains, and we are in constant

danger of another outbreak, as soon as the wounds of the

present are partially scarred over.

It is again only through slavery that foreign powers do
or can carry on their machinations against our republic, and
work with any prospect of success for its division and de-

struction. As long as slavery exists in America, there will

be a geographical party seeking its abolition, and a geo-

graphical party seeking to sustain it. This lies in the nat-

ure of things, and no wisdom, prudence, or forl)earance can

prevent it. You cannot prevent freemen, who honestly
believe that slavery is a moral, social, and political evil, a

crime against humanity, and a sin against God, from speak-

ing, writing, and, if they have or can make the opportunity,
of voting against it. Thirty years of experience with abo-

litionists, has proved it. Nor any more can you prevent
men who own slaves, who believe slave property as inviolable

as any other species of property, and hold it to be a primary

duty of government to protect property, from combining
and using all their political, as well as moral and social in-

fluence for the maintenance of slavery. You have, then,
two geographical parties pitted against each other. The

thing is inevitable. Here opens the chance for foreign
machinations. Great Britain, or France, or both, may, in a

thousand subtle and unsuspected waj'S, urge on the anti-

slavery party of the North, inflame its zeal and encourage
its efforts, till worked up to the flghting point, and at the

same time encourage the pro-slavery party at the South to

resist, offer them their sympathy, promise them their moral
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and diplomatic influence, and such indirect material aid as

can be rendered without provokin<>: open war with tlie United

States. So encouraged the South secedes, and makes war
on the Union. This is precisely what has been done under
our very ej'es, and what will be repeated if slavery is ]'e-

tained, till the moral influence of the republic is lost, till its

material streno'th is wasted in internal dissensions, and re-

])ublicanisni stands diso'raced before the world by the utter

ruin of its great American representative.

Foreign powers, especially the two great western powers
of Europe, France and Britain, wish, and are plotting the

<lestruction of this republic as a great power, because its

existence as a great power is in the way of the policy they
are pursuing, and because, by its republicanism, it exerts a

moral influence on their own subjects, by no means to their

liking. These two powers have entered into a league or

alliance for regulating and settling, as they deem best, the

political and international affairs of both hemispheres. This
was openly declared, some years since, by Lord Clarendon,
in the British parliament, and is no secret. Our republic

must, as the great power on this continent, be broken U]),

a,nd either tlirown into hopeless anarchy, or divided into a

number of petty states and confederacies, each too feeble to

stand alone, as preliminary to their settlement of the alfaii's

of the western hemisphere, if not indeed to their undisputed
control of the affairs of the eastern. Om* present civil war

is, in great part, their work. They have brought it about

by operating with the internal dispute between the free

states and the slave states on the sul)ject of slavery. Seces-

sion was resolved on in concert with them, and the revolu-

tion would never have been attempted without their appro-
bation, and promises, at least, of moral and diplomatic as-

sistance. They hoped that, if once we got to fighting

amongst ourselves, that we should devour each other, like

the far-famed Kilkenny cats. The mass of the French peo-

ple and of the English are, no doubt, honestly opposed to

slavery ;
but neither tlie French government nor the Eng-

lish wants it abolished in the United States, and we are not
certain but either would, if necessary, make open war on ns

sooner than suffer it to be abolished
;
for if once abolished,

there would exist no element of serious division amongst
us, with which they could operate to involve us in civil dissen-

sions or civil war; and united as one homogeneous people,
vv'ith a single national sentiment and national will, as we
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should be if slavery were abolished, we should be the great

power of the modern world, and make it somewhat hazard-

ous for both France and England combined to attempt any
interference with tile affairs of this continent not meetincr-

our approbation. We could defy alike their diplomacy and
their arms. Slavery is the pivot on which turns the whole

policy of France and England, and indeed of the csesarists

and conservatives of Europe, with regard to this western

hemisphere, and its abolition is as sure defeat to them as to

the southern revolution.

The ti'ue policy for our statesmen, in view of the Anglo-
French alliance, is, at home, the abolition of slavery, which
is a source of internal division, and a great drawback upon
our moral influence with the European liberals, and abroad,
a closer alliance with Russia, Austria, and Italy. Russia is

emancipating her serfs, and preparing, as rapidly as possible,
to give to the empire a liberal constitutional government ;

Austria has adopted, and has in full operation, a constitu-

tional regime^ as liberal as is desirable, and which is resisted

only by the wrong-headed and sulky Magyars, and Italy is

preparing to take her place as a free constitutional state.

Our natural bond of political sympathy is with these states,

which must soon reckon Prussia and the smaller German
states on the same side. These European powers are now
on the side, or preparing to be on the side, of freedom, lib-

eral, constitutional governments. They are reforming and

liberalizing powers, and are opposed as such l)y both the
French and British governments. Between them and us
there can now be foreseen, notwithstanding the French pol-

icy in Mexico, no cause of quarrel, and in them our diplo-

macy should tind a counterpoise in the Old World to the

two western powers, who have forever forfeited our friend-

ship by their intrigues with the secessionists for the destruc-

tion of our great republic. Both of these powers threaten

us, and with one or both of them we are not unlikely, be-

fore our difficulties are settled, to be at open war; but
whether so or not, as long as the Napoleonic policy reigns
in the French court, and the Palmerstonian policy in the

English, there can be no cordial friendship between them
and us. If there had been no slavery in the Union we
could smile at their hostility, and even with our domestic
affairs unsettled, we shall not allow ourselves to fear it,

though we would bear much in order to avert it.

Now, if we adopt the policy which seems to be insisted
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on by the so-called "conservative Repuhlieaiis," as well as

by the copperliead Democrats, of treatino; the seceders as

still states in the Union, and with their old state constitu-

tions still in full life and viiijor, and hold ourselves bound
to admit their representatives to seats in congress whenever

they choose to send them, we have guarded against no dan-

ger, and taken no precaution against the recurrence of the

very evils we are now struggling with. In this wise ? Is

this statesmanlike? We will not say that we may not law-

fully stretch the constitution, if absolutely necessary, to save

the nation
;
but we positively deny the right to do it for

the detriment of the nation, to prevent the removal of dan-

gers, or to expose it without protection to both its internal

and external foes. There is no constitutional obligation on

the part of congress to recognize the seceded states as in

existence, or their old constitutions as in force
; nay, it has,

as we have shown, over and over again, no constitutional

right to do it, save as a military necessity, and such necessity
is hardly conceivable. It would settle nothing. These

states, though they might have fewer slaves, would all be

slaveholding states as much as they were before the out-

break of the civil war, and would be even more tenacious

of remaining such. Slavery would enter as much as before

into our politics, be as fruitful a source of internal discord,

and offer as fair an opportunity for foreign powers to foment
sectional divisions amongst us, and to weaken, if not ruin,

our civil and military power. The nation remains exposed
to all its pi-esent dangers, both internal and external, and

nothing will have been gained by the two thousand millions

of debt we have incurred, and the loss of half a million of

lives from the very flower of our population. The states-

man, having the power to do better, who should adopt such

a policy, would deserve, we will not say to be hung, but to

be held in universal and everlasting execration.

Let us not be deceived by the vain talk that slavery is

dead, that the system is so shaken that it cannot survive,
and that we need trouble ourselves no more about it.

"When we in our last Review intimated as much, it was on

the supposition that public opinion had already set in so

strono-lv ao-ainst it, and that the o-overnment had so decided-

ly resolved on an anti-slavery policy, that it could not sur-

vive the military suppression of the rebellion. Moreover,
we wished to flx public attention on the military question,
then the only important question, as perhaps it is still.
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We believe now that slavery will die, but not at present,
unless the proper measures to prevent its living are taken,

[t will not die, but revive in more than its former ferocity,
if the policy apparently recommended by the secretary of

state in his official correspondence is sanctioned by congress.
We say apparently recommended, for the secretary of state

is not a man, as we have already intimated, to be always
taken au serieux, or au pied de lettre. He usually masks
his purpose from his adversary, and sometimes in his efforts

to mislead him he misleads his partner, as one who over-

tinesses at whist. We once undertook to expose tXxeSewai'd

Policy ;
we confess that we were rash, and we shall not be

surprised to find that his real policy all along has been the

same as our own, and that his organs are constantly talking
one thino- and meanino; another. He labors to conceal his

real purpose from the enemy, which is all well, only we

hope that he will not in his laudable desire to overreach

him, end by overreaching himself and his friends. We say
then the policy apparently recommended by the secretary
of state and his special organs. Tliat policy suppresses the

rebellion indeed, but leaves slavery unabolished, and the

slave interest as powerful as ever, and even more virulent.

On that policy slavery is not dead nor likely to die. It is

alive and kicking, as the next congress will find, when it

assembles, to its no trifling embarrassment, and as may be
seen in the inaugural, or what purports to be the inaugural
of the newly elected governor of Kentucky.

No. Slavery is not yet dead, and there is a powerful
party even in the loyal states determined that it shall not
die. The president's proclamation, allowing it all the force

claimed for it, only emancipates the slaves in a part of Vir-

ginia and Louisiana, and in [North Carolina, South Carolina,

Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Texas, and Arkan-

sas, and leaves them unemancipated in Tennessee, Ken-

tucky, Missouri, Maryland, Delaware, and apart of Virginia
and Louisiana. It moreover abolishes slavery nowhere, and
could not do it. There is a wide difference between eman-

cipating the slaves actually held in bondage and abolishing

slavery. Suppose North Carolina should abandon the con-

federacy, and be permitted to return to the Union under
her old, as we maintain, defnnct state constitution, she

comes into the Union as a slaveholding state, and what is to

prevent her from remanding to slavery all the negroes and
colored people heretofore held as slaves by her state laws or
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her state nsao:e reinainino; within her boundaries? ISTeither

congress, nor the president, nor tlie courts can interfere. A
state may dechire any portion of its population shives that

it chooses, so long as slavery is held to be not repugnant
to the constitution of the IJnited States, or inconsistent

with a republican form of government. Nay, more, sup-

pose that in order to be readmitted to the Union, the state

should, before admission, alter her constitution so as to pro-
hibit slavery, or so as to make it mandatory on the state

legislature to adopt some scheme of gradual emancipation,
what is to prevent her, the day after admission, from calling
a convention and alterins: the constitution so as to authorize

slavery? If we treat the seceded states as territories sub-

ject to the Union, slavery is abolished in them while they
remain territories, both by the lapse of the state authority,
on which slavery depended, and by the act of congress,

prohibiting for ever slavery in any district or territory sub-

ject to the United States; but neither prohibits the recstab-

lishment of slavery in any territory when it becomes a state

in the Union.
There are but two conceivable ways in which full secur-

ity against the recstablishment of slavery can be obtained.

The one is, to refuse to admit any state into the Union whose
constitution does not contain a clause, unalterable by any
future convention, prohibiting for ever all involuntary ser-

vitude, except for crime, witliin its limits
;
the other, an

amendment to the federal constitution, prohibiting forever

slavery in any and every state in the Union or territory

subject to it. Either would be a sufficient guaranty. But
the first is unconstitutional, for the constitution places the

new state, when once admitted, on a footing of equality
with the original states, and all the states now in the Union

may authorize slavery to-morrow, if they choose. Tlie

secorid would be constitutional, for the loyal states now in

the Union are the United States, and the political and
whole political power of the Union vests in them. They
are the national sovereign, and perfectly competent to

amend, in a constitutional way, the constitution, and to in-

sert such a prohibitory clause, if the}^ see proper. We,
however, are reluctant to urge such a measure

;
and we pre-

fer to leave the constitution as it was left by our fathers,
and if it must be altered, we prefer it should be by the con-

currence of the people of the seceded states, when reinstat-

ed—as we trust they soon will be—in the Union. We
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therefore fall back on the principle laid down by the Re-

pul)licans in the Chicao-o platform, and insist, simply, tint

ao state be admitted into the Union whose constitution does
not exclude slavery, except for crime. This is not, indeed,
absolute security, we grant, but it will probably jjrove prac-
tically sufficient, xlt any rate, it is all that we deem it

prudent to ask, and certainly it is all that can be obtained
even from the loyal states in» their present temper.

In answer to the question as to the mode of the return of
the seceded states, we contend that it should be substantially
that in which new states are oro-anized and admitted into
the Union; and in answer to the question as to the con-

ditions, we insist tliat they shall not be permitted to return,
save as organized under constitutions that prohibit slavery.
We do not want the war prolonged a moment to secure even
that condition. The war, strictly speaking, is not waged
either against secession or to force the seceded states back
into the Union with or without slavery, but against rebellion
and attempted revolution, and its object is gained when the
revolution is defeated and the rebellion is su])pressed. The
task of the military is accomplished when the rebels have
thrown down their arms, and submitted to the government.
The war is then ended, and can no longer continue. The
task of reorganizing the seceded population and territory,
and readmitting them to the Union, is the work of peace,
and to be performed by the civil authorities. So we pro-
pose no prolongation of the war, for the purpose of securing
the abolition of slavery. We do not say the war must con-
tinue till slavery is abolished, or till its abolition is secured

;

we ask nothing of the sort
;
we simply ask that it be con-

tinued and prosecuted with the utmost vigor against the
armies of the revolution, till there is no longer any armed
resistance offered to the government, and the rebels have

unconditionally submitted to its authority. When no armed
resistance is any longer offered, the war is over, because
there is no lonsrer anyl)odv to fio-ht, nothina: to war against.
We here accept fully, in its plain literal sense, the resolution
of congress in the beginning of the war, proposed, if we
recollect aright, by the' late Mr. Crittenden, of Kentucky, as

to the purpose and end of the war. It has had and should
have no other object than the suppression of the rebellion,
and the reestablishnient of the constitutional authority of the
United States over the whole population and ten-itory of the
Union. We ask nothing more and nothing less from the
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war. Nor do we pretend that no one of the seceded states

maybe restored to the Union till the rebellion has been pnt
down in them all. Any seceded state may be restored when-
ever it has withdrawn from the confederacy, abandoned the

revolution, returned to loyalty, and is ready to return to the

Union on the conditions required ;
but not so lono; as the

ojreat body, or even a very considerable portion of its popu-
lation are disloyal, and require a federal army within its bor-

ders to enable loyal men to vote peaceably and freely accord-

ing to their wishes. If Kentucky had seceded, we should

insist on her remaining:; a territory under a military govern-
ment, till a much smaller portion of her ))opulation were

disloyal than is now the case. When the rebels are driven

out of Tennessee, and her population can peaceably and

freely vote, assemble in convention by their delegates freely

chosen, and that convention reorganizes the state under a

constitution that abolishes and prohibits slavery, she must be
admitted into the Union upon formal application, but not

till then, if the constitution or wise policy be consulted. So
of any other seceded state. The confederacy is nothing.
The government may deal with each ci-devant state sepa-

rately, and may even divide its territory into two or more

states, as it has done in the case of Virginia, if it chooses;
but we hope, for the sake of geography and old associations,

that it will not. We want the old boundaries, and the old

names religiously retained, for we hope that some day the

memory of the present sad attempt at revolution will be ob-

literated. But let it be understood, that the work of restora-

tion, whether the seceded states be restoi'ed singly or all at

once, is to be performed by the civil and not by the military

authority, by congress, and not by the executive.

We have urged the abolition of slavery, and, as far as

practicable, its perpetual exclusion from the United States,
for reasons of state, and chiefly as necessary to the future

internal and external security of the republic. We have in

no instance taken the ground of the abolitionists, and we
have refrained from doing so partly because we do not

wholly agree with them, and partly in deference to the pas-
sions and prejudices of our countrymen. But it is by no
means improper for a statesman to reflect that slavery is a

sin on the part of the nation that, having the power to re-

move it, authorizes, or tolerates, or connives at its existence;
and that as nations have no future life, national sins are and
must be punished in this world. Our indifference to the
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wroiiij done by slavery, both to the slave and to his master,
has ah-eadj been visited upon our nation with one of the
most formidable civil wars that history records; and it will
not render the Great Arbiter of nations less disposed to smile
on our patriotic efforts, and to give success to our arms, if

he sees us resolved to put away the evil of our doings, to re-

member his poor, to raise up the bowed down, to help the

helpless, and to set the captive free. The government has
now the right under the constitution to wipe out from our
national escutcheon the foul stain of slavery ; and if it re-

fuses, or if the factious spirit, the bitter prejudice, or the
cold-hearted selfishness of the people prevents it from doing
so, what right have we either to expect or to ask God to

give us success in the field, or to endow us with wisdom in
council to defeat the machinations of our enemies? He
fights in vain who fights against an offended God, or with-
out the Lord on his side. His very victories are defeats,
and his triumphs are failures and death. He is thrice armed
who hath his quarrel just ;

and ours can hardly be called

just, if we are resolved not to use the victory we may win,
to remove from our midst that grossest outrage man can
commit against humanity, negro-slavery. "We own that even
on moral and religious grounds, we should fear that we had
taken no security for the future, if we suffered slavery to be
reestablished anywhere within the American Union. We
are not in the secrets of the government ;

but we are confi-
dent that it has no intention of restoring any seceded state
to the Union as a slaveholding state, or without having
given a constitutional pledge to abolish it.

The government has given a pledge of freedom to the

negro race, by organizing negro troops, and using them to

fight the battles of freedom." We have never iirged it to
do that

; nay, we have opposed it,
—for we hold none but

freemen can be justly called upon to bear arms in defence
of the country, smce slaves have no country,

—unless there
is a determination on the part of the supreme authority to

recognize and treat them henceforth as freemen and citizens.
As we read it, the government, in raising negro troops, and
employing them side by side with white troops, has given
a solemn pledge of negro freedom and negro equality^ and
though we did what we could to dissuade it from giving
that pledge, now it is given, we insist that it sliall not be
broken.

^

It is too late now to talk of gradual emancipation,
of colonization, or to oppose negro troops. Their blood has
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been mingled on more tlian one battle field with that of

white men
;
and it is idle to wrangle about the brotherhood

of race, when we have established the brotherhood of arms.

Henceforth, whatever have been or still are our prejudices,
we are bound in honor to treat the negro as our conntryman,
and as a free citizen, having as much right to call this his

country as we have to call it ours. No man has a better

right to call a country his than he whose blood has conse-

crated its soil
;
and never let the man or the man's race be

enslaved in a country that he has poured out his blood or

given his manhood to defend. The government has gone
further than we wished, further than we believed wise or

prudent, but we accept what it has done as unfait accompli,
and hold it to the logical consequences of its action, as far as

in its power to follow them.
Yet we are far from believing our troubles are over. The

land is full of cowards, imbeciles, half-way men, selfish men,
well-meaning but timid men, conceited men, incapable of be-

coming wise, even from experience, and who are always at

war with earnest, clear-sighted, and strong-hearted men, and
who. are constantly catching hold of wise and brave men's

skirts, and trying to hold them back. These are always a

terrible clog on every great and noble enterprise ;
and in

every age and nation they are numerous enough to prevent
it from being more than half successful. Hence it is that

human progress is so slow, and terrible evils remain so long
unredressed. Hence it is, too, that so many noble reforms,

nobly begun, bring with them not seldom as much of evil as

good. These men of the past, who should be in their graves,

compel their advocates to leave them incomplete and unfin-

ished. But this is one of the miseries of our human condi-

tion in this life, and we must bear up against it as well as we
can, and " bate not a jot of heart or hope."
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[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for January, 1864.]

There is apparently, as we have shown, a serious differ-

ence of opinion amonsj loyal politicians as to the actual con-
dition in regard to the Union of the several states that have

seceded, declared their independence, and entered into a

confederacy among themselves. Are they states still in the

Union, or have they lost, by their act of secession, their

state character, and become simply population and territory

subject to the Union, in like manner as any other popula-
tion and territory belonging to the United States, but not

yet erected into states and admitted into the Union ? A
great cry is raised against those of us who maintain that state

secession is state suicide, and we are asked if we propose to

blot out their stars from our political firmament, and to I'educe

them to territories ? The affected horror is quite misplaced,
and the question quite impertinent. Nobody proposes to

inflict any injury on the seceded states, or to deprive them
of any constitutional rights to which they are entitled. All
we and those who think with us demand is, that the seceded
states be treated for what they really are, or by their own
act have made themselves. There is no question of reducing
them to the condition of territories subject to the Union

;

but the question is. Have they or have they not, by their

own act, so reduced themselves ? If they have, we nuist un-
less we choose to go against both law and fact, treat them,
not as states in the Union, but as unorganized population
and territory under the Union, or subject to the Union, and
in rebellion against it.

The question is one of grave importance, and we cannot

agree with a leading Republican journal, that we should
leave it to be settled by the administration, because we do
not believe that its determination belongs to the executive
branch of the government, and because much of the future

peace and harmony of the Union, and the stability of the

government itself, depends on its being settled by the

proper authority, in strict accordance with the constitution.

If we had from the first understood ourselves, North and

South, as to the real character and provisions of the consti-

478
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tution, and strictly adhered to it, and had not endeavored to

evade difficulties by afi'ecting not to recognize then), or by
creating false issues to divert attention from the real issues,

we should have had no secession, no rebellion, no civil war,
and no such questions as we have now to meet and dispose
of. We are required now, as it were, to take a new start,

and we sliould be careful to avoid former errors, and to set

only such precedents as may hereafter be safely followed.

It is always better to prevent the evil from coming, than

it is to rely on our ability to remedy it after it has come.
There is wisdom in the homely proverb, "An ounce of pre-
vention is worth a pound of cure.'" We ought now to fix

the understanding of our constitution, at least as to its es-

sential principles, and place the government, in its policy
and administration, on a strictly constitutional ground. We
should guard against all irregularities, and admit as few
theoretic or practical anomalies as possible with the imper-
fections and infirmities of human nature. The easiest way
of getting over a present difficulty may not prove in the long
run the best, and as a rule the right will be found the truest

measure of the expedient. In common with all loyal Amer-
icans, we want the rebellion suppressed, and all the states

that have seceded reinstated in the Union on a footing of

perfect equality with the states that have remained faithful,
and by their fidelity, their bravery, and their sacrifices,

saved the nation. But we want this done by the constitu-

tional authority, and in a legal and constitutional manner, so

as to take away all pretext for any future disturbance, and
all precedent justifying future irregularity.
What is the legal or constitutional status to which the se-

ceded states, by their own act, have reduced themselves, can
be determined only by a correct and profound understand-

ing of the American constitution, or the real constitution,
written and unwritten, of the American state, or republic,

called, for the lack of a proper name, the United States.
If our republic in the outset had had a proper name, much
difficulty would have been avoided, many questions which
ha,ve agitated us -would never have been raised, and doubts
as to our national unity would never have been entertained.

The illustrious Count de Maistre, in the beginning of the

present century, predicted the failure and dissolution of our

republic, precisely on the ground that it had no proper
name, and therefore no national unity. The name adopted,
that of United States, is expressive of union, indeed, but may
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be nnderstood to designate a confederacy of states rather

tlian a nation, and it tends to fix attention on the elements

Oi which the repnl)lic is composed, rather than on the unity
or oneness of tlie nation itself. jSTevertlieless, though the lack

of a proper name is an inconvenience in more ways than one,
the thing does not depend on the name

;
and the republic

may, notwithstanding, be one politj' or state, as much so as if

it iiad a name less cumbersome and more expressive of its

unity. What, then, is the constitution of the United States?

Who made it? Whence does it derive its authority ? And
what is the rule of its interpretation ?

We reject in the outset the theory that the constitution

of a state is or can be made. Constitutions are generated,
not made, and antecedent to all written instruments, or con-

stitution of the government. The conAitution of the United

States is not the instrument drawn up by the convention of

1787, and which we call the constitution
;
for that constitu-

tion was the sovereign act of the United States, and there-

fore the United States preceded it, and must have been an-

terior to that convention. The convention represented the

United States, but it could not represent what did not

exist. Either it was no convention at all, but an assembly
of very able and respectable private gentlemen, or there

was already a United States, possessed of supreme political

power. Now the real constitution of the republic of the

United States, what we call the unwritten constitution, was

that preexisting constitution of the people themselves, by
which they were constituted one political people of the

United States. The people were already constituted as states

and as United Sfat'^s prior to the convention, and as such

they assembled l)y their delegates in that convention, drew

up and ordained the written constitution, or constitution of

the government.
The fundamental and essential constitution is the ct>nstitu-

tion of the people themselves, as United States, or as distinct

states united. The sovereignty that governs with us is the

sovereignty of the people, but of the people organized and

existing in bodies called states. They exist as the sovereign

people, or the American state, only in these states or or-

ganizations, and in these only as united as one political peo-

ple ;
or the one political people, the political sovereign from

whom all laws emanate, exists only as organized into states

united. There is, then, by the essential constitution of the

American people, no political sovereign without states, and

I
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none with states without the Union. Snch is the constitu-

tion as we understand it. To this view, no douht, many ob-

jections, more or less plausible, may be urged, and we do

not pretend that many liistorical facts may not be cited

which appear to contradict it, or that no opinions of groat

weight have been entertained not in harmony with it. But

we are satisfied that this view is the only one that really

meets the thought and intention of the men who won our

independence, and gave us a national status among the na-

tions of the earth.

We are told, and many people honestly believe, that the

American state has had a democratic and revolutionary

origin, and that our government is to be interpreted on

democratic and revolutionary principles. But we must l)ear

in mind that though a state may owe its origin to a success-

ful revolution, yet no state is ever founded, or can stand, on

revolutionary principles ;
for the very idea of a state is re-

pugnant to that of a revolution. Revolution is the subver-

sion of the state, and the moment the new state is organized
and established, it is obliged in its own defence to repudiate

revolutionary principles, and to punish those who conspire
to subvert it, as criminals, traitors, and rebels. Our fathers

understood this, and sought to guard against all future rev-

olutions by providing, in the institutions they founded, for

their legal, orderly, and peaceful amendment. The fact

that we acquired our national independence by a successful

revolution, has nothing to do with the principles of the

American state, or the constitution of the American gov-
ernment. Our fathers were revolutionists, if you will, in

asserting national independence, but not in organizing and

founding the government, whether state or federal
;
and we

must take the government they established, and interpret it

precisely as if it had been pi-eceded by no revolution, but had

always JDcen the legitimate and established government of

the country.
The American state had a democratic origin, and is a

democratic state in the sense that it was founded by, and on,

the principle of, popular sovereignty. With us sovereignty
vests in the people, but in the political people, or the peo-

ple organized as the state, and acting through and under

constitutional forms, not the people regarded simply as in-

hal)itants or population of the national territory. That it

is the right of the people in this latter sense, where there is

no civif constitution, where there is no state, no goveru-
VoL. XVII-31
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mciit, to come together in conventioji, or by a plehiscitum,
as Napoleon TIL calls it, and organize themselves into a

state, and institute such government as they judge best, we
freely concede. Indeed, this right rests on the natural

equality of" all men, and grows out of the necessity of the

case. But we nnist beware of confounding the right of the

people to institute civil society where none exists, with their

right where it already exists, and there is a civil constitu-

tion in force and 0])eration. Where civil society exists the

constitution defines the rights of the people, and prescribes
the condition* on which their power is to be exercised, as

well as who among them are to exercise it. The govern-
ment is to be interpreted, when established, by govern-
mental principles, as government, precisely the same as any
other government.

This is one of the points on which we are the most liable

to mistake the character of our government, and many of ns,

in fact, do so intei'pret American democracy as to nullify the

government itself, or to make it the government of mere

arbitrary popular will, popular passion, or popular caprice,
and so as virtually to deny the right of the authorities to

enforce any law not in accordance with popular opinion.
But this is not American democracy—it is European de-

mocracy, invented by the old Jacobins, and brought here prin-

cipally from France and Ireland. It is only popular autoc-

racy substituted for imperial autocracy, or what we call

cnesarism. The sovereignty with us vests in the political

people, indeed, but who are the political people is deter-

mined by tlie constitution, and their will only as constitu-

tionally expressed is law. They, in a constitutional way,

may enlarge or contract their number, decree universal suf-

frage, or restrict it to property-liolders, as th-ey see proper;
but outside of the constitution and constitutional forms they
are simply population, and without a particle of political

power. It is important that we bear this in mind, lest we
confound the caucus with the convention.
The democratic question is, in fact, no question for the

American statesman, and the term democrat^ as applied here

to a political party, has, if the party is not a revolutionary

party, no meanijig. The democratic question is properly
raised, and is important only when there is no government,
no civil society, and the question is that of founding civil

society, and organizing government ;
or where there is a

(|uestion as to the right of revolution, or of overthrowing
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]>v violence an existino; jrovernnient, and introdneiiio; a new
one. In neither sense is it a legitimate (juestion in the

United States, for we have a government, and the people
have a constitutional way of amending our institutions, and
therefore can introduce such ameHorations as they judge de-

sirable without any resort to revolution.

The simple fact is, that the men who resisted what they

regarded as the tyranny of Great Britain, asserted American

independence, and made ns a nation, were not democrats,
and rarely, if ever, appealed for their justilication to demo-
cratic principles. They argued their case on the pi-incijiles
of the British constitution, and their grievance against the

mother country was not that she was monarchical, aristo-

cratic, or oligarchical, but that she, by her acts, in which
she persisted, violated their rights as British subjects, asset

forth in mao-ua charta and the bill of ria-hts. There is in

the whole controversy scarcely an appeal to the democratic

theory, of which so much has since been said, and in whose
name so much blood has been shed and so many crimes com-
mitted. In reorganizing government, and providing for the

administration of justice, our fathers took care to observe as

far as possible the law of continuity, and to admit no break,

no innovation, even, that could l)e avoided. Whether they
were justified or not in throwing off the authority of the

British crown was a momentous question for them, but is

none for ns, for the acknowledgment of American inde-

pendence by the British sovereign legitimated their act and

condoned an}' ottence against loyalty or legality which they

might have committed. The American state properlydates
from that acknowledgment, and since then, whatever it was-

before, it has been an independent sovereign nation, with

the acknowledged and unquestionable right of self-govern-
ment. The government which then existed may have been

incomplete, inqjerfectly organized, but it was the legitimate

government of the country, and the people, collectively and

distributively, were bound by it. We, in interpreting the

constitution, must begin with it, take it as we tind it, with-

out going into any inquiry as to the iustiliableness of the

revolutionary acts preceding it, or whether it be or be not

necessary to assert, in order to justify them, the modern
democratic theory of po|>u!ar sovereignty.

Certain it is that the xVnierican system is not democratic in

the present popular sense of the word, foi' democracy in that

sense, as we showed in 1814, in our controversy with the
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DemocratiG Review, is tantamount to no s^overnmentat all.*

The American system is what we may term, with strict pro-

priety, a constitutional system, and is a system of real gov-
ernment. It is not- a constitutional monarchy, not a consti-

tutional aristocracy, but, perhaps, may be defined, with suf-

ficient accuracy, a constitutional democracy, although the

terms are to us a little incongruous. We would, if the

thing were possible, exclude the word democracy altogether,
as unnecessary, and apt to mislead. " We committed a great
mistake," said Jolm C. Calhoun to us in 1840,

" when we
dropped the name rejniblican, and suffered ourselves to be
called democrats

;
names are things, and by adopting the

name democrat we are led to substitute democracy for the

constitutionalism founded by our fathers." The Jeffer-

sonian party, in Jefferson's days, never went by the name of

the Democratic party, and to call, in our younger days, a mem-
ber of that party a Democrat, was regarded as an insult.

The party called itself officially liejmhlican, and never
assumed generally the name DemocratiG till the reelection

of Andrew Jackson in 1832, when an effort was made to

assimilate the American Republican party to the Democratic

party of Europe. It is too late to get rid of the name, but
not too late to understand and conform to the real constitu-

tion of the American state, and to employ the name in the

American sense, and not in the European.
Dismissing all questions relating to the revolutionary and

democratic origin of American independence, we return to

the real constitution of the United States. What was the

American constitution at the moment George III., our
former sovereign, acknowledged the American people to

be a free and independent nation ? Two facts are certain :

the people existed as distinct states, and as states united.

They had been constituted colonies, independent in relation

to each other, by their former sovereign, and were united

as one by being dependent on one and the same supreme
national authority. As colonies they were distinct and

mutually independent, but under the relation of nationality

they were one people, so far as people they were. They,
therefore, remained one after the separation from Great

Britain, unless in the act of separation, or immediately or

subsequently, something was done to destroy their national

* OHgin and Constitution of Qovernment, Brownson's Works, Vol. XV. ,

pp. 405 ei seq.
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unity. The essential constitution then was a federal con-

stitution ; that is, tlie people acknowledged to l)e one peo-

ple or sovereign nation constituted a federal republic, with
the political sovereignty vested in them as a federal body,
distributed, so to speak, between a general government re-

presenting the states united and state governments repre-

senting the states in their severalty. Such was the fact.

How they became so united and so divided is of no con-

sequence in determining what was or is the real constitu-

tion of the American people. It is enough to know that

they were so constituted, and that their constitution was

legitimate.
The states succeeded to the colonies. Now the colonies

were not independent sovereign states, under the British

crown, as the electorate of Hanover after the accession of

(-reorge I., or as was Hungary under the crown of Austria

prior to 1848. They were colonies, and were and claimed
to be British subjects, with the rights and duties of British

subjects. Their independence of the British crown did not

necessarily convert them into separate and independent
sovereign states, or states in the full and proper sense of the

word. They retained the political, civil and corporate

rights wjiich they held as colonies, but did not necessarily,
or by the act of separation, receive any accession of rights,
or become separate and independent nationalities. We
tind, also, bating a few irregularities not to be counted, that,
in point of fact, they never acted as such nationalities.

Whatever may have been the theory of the time, or the doc-

trines contended for by individuals, they never acted as sov-

ereign states, or performed the functions of sovereign states.

They declared their independence in common, carried on in

common, under the authority of the United States, the war
for independence, were acknowledged as the United States,
and as the United States they took their rank as a nation.

No foreign power has ever recognized any national charac-

ter in any one of the states, or held any national relations

with any one of them in its separate state capacity, or save
as one of the United States, through the general govern-
ment. Complete state sovereignty has therefore, never ex-

isted either in law or in fact,
—

certainly never in fact.

That from the first there has been more or less widely
entertained the theory that under our system sovereignty
inheres in the states severally, or that the sovereignty which
in colonial times was in Great Britain inured on indepen-
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dence to the states severally, that the articles of confederation

were drawn np on that hypothesis, and that the weight of

judicial opinion, especially in later times, favors it, we do
not deny ;

but that amounts to notliing, unless we find some

political act of the political sovereign recognizing it, and

asserting it in the legal constitution. The judicial opinions
favorino; it in recent times have little weifj^ht with us, be-

cause they have been more or less influenced by the con-

flicts and controversies of parties growing out of the slavery

question. The prevalence of the theory at the time tliat

the articles of confederation were drawn up and adopted, is

l)y no means conclusive in its favor, because it was a time
of revolution, when almost every thing was unsettled, and
men's minds were chiefly intent on gaining national inde-

pendence. Our fathers had no historical precedent to guide
them, and even our ablest statesmen onl}' imperfectly com-

prehended the providential constitution of Anglo-American
society. Besides, the question at the moment did not seem
to them one of any great importance. They generally held

the now exploded doctrine of the origin of the state in the

eontrat social, or the foundation of civil society in com-

pact or agreement between sovereigns, or equal and indepen-
dent parties. In their view, government formed de novo

by compact or agreement between independent sovereign
states was a real civil society or state, for all civil society,

they held, originates in convention, in an express or tacit

pact between sovereign individuals. Thus the preamble of

the constitution of the commonwealth of Massachusetts,
drawn up in 1780 by the elder Adams, the profoundest and

most thoroughly accomplished statesman, and perhaps the

greatest man our country h;is ever produced, defined a state

or commonwealth to be a voluntarj- association or agree-
ment of individuals,

—a definition that would answer as well

for a debating club or a temperance societ3\ It accorded

perfectly with the political theories of the time to regard
the Union as formed by an agreement or compact between

sovereign states. But if the articles of confederation as-

sumed the sovereignty of the states severally, they also

assume the contrary, in the rights they assert for the IJnited

States as represented by the congress and in the rights they

deny to the states respectively. The articles, however im-

perfect they may have been, were intended to bind the

several states together in an inseparable union, and to dis-

tribute the exercise of sovereignty between a general gov-



THE FEDERAL CONSTITITTION-. 487

eminent and several state governments. They accorded,

indeed, to the states severally, much the larger portion of"

power; yet they recognized the essential national and polit-
ical constitution of the American people as a federal people.
The articles of confederation, it is well known, proved a

failure, did not meet the wants of the country, and precise-

ly because they left the central government too weak. Their
failure proves that they were not in harmony with, or ditl

not fullj' express the national constitution, the unwritten

but real constitution of the American people. The ccjnsti-

tution could not endure so weak a centre, or find its expres-
sion in simple state sovereignt3\ Why? Simply because

the people had a national instinct, and did and could regard
the several states only as parts of one whole, and as unable

to stand alone. The articles of confederation did not satis-

fy this instinct or national sentiment for the whole Anglo-
American people. State sovereignty broke the nation into

pieces, and destroyed not oidy the life of the whole, but the

life of each of the parts. The very failure of the articles

of confederation, proves that the American people were, and
felt themselves, one people ;

a nation, not a confederation of

nations. Hence the necessity and explanation of the con-

vention of 1787, called to amend the articles of confedera-

tion
;
and to provide for a more perfect Union

;
that is, a

more complete national government.
The idea that constitutions are made, not generated, no

doubt predominated in the minds of the men of 1787, and

they supposed that a nation is formed by the constitution

agreed upon and adopted by the people. Whether tiie

Anglo-American people were really one nation or not prior
to the adoption of the constitution, was to them a matter of

no consequence, because they regarded as the constitution

only the written instrument, and the written instrument as

constituting the nation, or civil society. If that asserted

or implied nationality, it was enough. Hence Mr. Webster,
in his controversy with Hayne and Calhoun, of South

Carolina, concedes that the states severally were originally
sovereiirn, and the first union formed under the articles

of confederation was simply a congress of sovereign states ;

but that the new federal constitution, when adopted, made
the states one state, or rather constituted the people of

the several states one people. Mr. Calhoun, taking a

more philosophical view of political constitutions, main-

tained that, if the states were sovereign prior to the
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adoption of the federal constitution, tliey remained so

after its adoption, and that tlie federal government could

only be a compact between independent sovereigns, and
however great ornumerous the powers conceded to it, thev
are simply delegated powers, and powers delegated by sov-

ereign states. Hence, the United States are not a civil so-

ciety, and the federal government is not a government prop-
er, but is and can be only an agency created by the states.

The states are principals, and the Union must be interpreted
by the law tliat governs tlie relation of principal and agent.
Mr. Webster, still adhering to the doctrine that civil

society is founded in compact, the doctrine of the contrat

social, continued to assert that since the adoption of the

constitution we are one people, but could not succeed in re-

futing Mr. Calhoun's reasoning. This concession, which
could be safely made on his theory of the foundation of the
state in compact, was fatal to liis argument on Mr. Calhoun's

theory, which denies that a state is created by agreement or

convention, and maintains that it exists prior to the adoption
of tlie written constitution. Mr. Calhoun always maintained
that the real constitution is in the constitution of the peo-

ple, and is anterior to the written constitution
;
for only a

constituted people, a political people, a people already ex-

isting as a state or organized nation, can draw up and or-

dain a written constitution. In this he was, in our judg-
ment right, and therefore, if the people of the United States

did not exist as one political people prior to the convention
of 1787, they did not afterwards, and do not so exist now

;

for the convention could not create what did not exist
;
and

could only regulate or determine the mode or manner in

which a preexisting power, which it represented or was,

might or should be exercised.

The written constitution is the fundamental law of the

government, but it always pi-esupposes a state or political

sovereign that draws it up and ordains it. It is a sovereign
act. and the act or creature of the political sovereign ;

and
where there is no sovereign people, there can be no such
constitution established, because there is no power compe-
tent to establish it, and impress upon it the character of law.

The people cannot establish a constitution unless they are,

or exist. They must exist as a people before they can meet
in convention and agree on a constitution. But who are

the people that can meet in convention? Are they a peo-

ple previously defined, the people of a certain defined terri-
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tory? Or are they any number of persons inliabiting such

territory or not, coining togethei- fortuitously, and irrespec-
tive of any preexisting authority or law ? Can any number of

persons who choose, without reference to territorial boun-

daries or preexisting law, come togetiier, and constitute them-
selves into a sovereign state ? If so, we have no right to

comphiin of the secessionists, or to brand them as rebels, or

traitors. Hei"e is the insuperable objection to the theorj^
that founds civil society in compact, and maintains that the

state is created by the written constitution, or that written

constitutions are law when they are framed by no political

power competent to ordain and enforce them.

The real starting-point for the American statesman is tlie

convention of 17S7. The constitution drawn up by the

convention, and subsequently ratified by the states respec-

tively, or by conventions of the people thereof, purports to

emanate not from the states, but from " the people of the

United States." Thus in the preamble we read " We, the

people of the United States, in order to form a more perfect

Union, establish justice, insure domestic tranqnilHty, pro-
vide for tlie common defence, promote the general welfare,
and secure the blessings of liberty to oui-selves and our pos-

terity, do ordain and establish this constitution for the Unit-

ed States of America." Can any thing be more clear, ex-

plicit, and to the purpose ? Who ordain and establish this

constitution ? The states severally ? l^o.
"
We, the

people of the United States." For whom do the people of

the United States ordain and establish it? For "the Unit-

ed States of America." The constitution does not emanate
from the states severally, but from the people of the United
States. Then there must have been such a people already

existing, for, if there had been no people of the United

States, they could not have ordained and established, or as-

sume to ordain and establish, a constitution. This people
could not have been created by the constitution, for it or-

dains and establishes, or creates the constitution, and it is

absurd to suppose that the creature creates its creator.

There not only was, then, a people of the United States, but

a sovereign political people, for none. but a sovereign politi-

cal people can ordain and establish a constitution. Hence,
with the constitution before our eyes, we assert, and are

obliged to assert, that the political sovereignty with us re-

sides not in the states, nor in the people of the states sever-

ally, but in the political people of the United States, or of



490 THE FEDERAL CONSTITUTION.

the states united. Therefore, we have maintained that the

sovereio'ntv wliicli l)efore separation and independence, wa?
vested in tlie British crown, or tlie mother country, lapsed
to the states united, not to tlie states severally, and therefore

the An^lo-American people liave always been one people,
and since the acknowled2;ment of independence by Great

Britain, one soverei2:n people, with all the inherent unity
and rights of self-government of any other free, sovereign,
and independent nation.

That the political sovereignty is in the people of the Uni-
ted States is still further evident from Article X. of the

amendments. "The powers not delegated to the United
States by this constitution, nor pi'ohibited by it to tlie states,

are reserved to the states respectively, or to the people."
The article would have been more consistent with itself,

and more consonant with the general spirit of the constitu-

tion, if it had said "delegated to the general government,"
instead of the United States; but, though drawn up and

adopted to satisfy the scruples or the fears of the Anti-
federal or state-rights party of the time, it recognizes the

political people of the United States. The reserved powers
are "reserved to the states respectively, or—to the people."
What people ? The people of the states respectively? !N"o,

otherwise it would have read,
" are reserved to the states

respectively, or to the people thereof." The " thereof
"

is

omitted, and therefore we must understand, by the people,
"the people of the United States. This interpretation is

confirmed by Article Y., which provides for amending the

constitution without the unanimous consent of all the states,
or the people thereof. Amendments proposed by two-
thirds of the members of both houses of congress, or by
conventions called by congress, on application of the legis-
latures of two-thirds of the states, when ratified by the leg-
islatures of three-fourths of the states, or by conventions
in three-fourths thereof, are valid, to all intents and pur-

poses, as parts of the constitution. These amendments, so

proposed and ratified, are as binding on the states opposing
them as on the states ratifying them. This supposes a po-
litical sovereign distinct from state sovereignty, competent
to alter the cons-titution, and to enlarge or contract the

powers of either the general government or the state gov- ^^

ernments. £
But we have asserted the political people of the United

States, and asserted tliein as vested with full and complete
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soverei2;nty. But tliis sovereign people is the people of the

United States. There is with us no political people out of

eitiier the states or the Union. The sovereign people are
the people organized as states, but as states united. This
is the essential constitution of the American state

;
and is

the creature of no pact or convention. We owe it to the fact

that the Anglo-American people existed while under Great
Britain as distinct and mutually independent colonies under
one sovereign authority. The people who asserted their in-

dependence were one people, but they existed as thirteen

colonies, and they could act onlj^ as they existed, and as

they had been accustomed to act; that is, through such or

ganizations as thej had. Each colony was an autonomous

body. It had been so under British rule, and continued so

under independence, making as little alteration or change in

its internal organization or structure as possible, simply sup-

plying by election or appointment such otiicers, political, leg-
islative, executive, or judicial, as the cliange from colonial

subjection to independence rendered necessary, and supply-

ing, by union with the sister colonies, the loss of national

sovereignty occasioned by the lapse of that of Great Britain.

The internal social structure remained unchan2:ed. The
same people voted that had voted in colonial times, the

laws were continued, and the courts were retained merely
with patriotic judges, instead of royal judges. The people
accustomed to vote chose their legislators and their dele-

gates to the congress of the United States in the way pre-

viously established, or according to customary forms. We
say not that every thing was done by a strictly legal author-

ity, for we do not understand how any revolution can be
effected by legal authority; but we do say that all was done

constitutioiuiUy, or that wliat the people did they did in

their constituted or organic character.

So in the convention of 1787 That convention was the
convention of the political people of the United States, a

national convention, as much so as that of France in 1793,
or the later one in 1848

;
and even more so than the latter,

because it was called by a recognized legitin)ate public au-

thority. But this people was represented in it by delegates
chosen by states, or the people existing and acting tlirongh
state organizations. They could be present in no other way.
because in no other way did they exist as civil society.
The constitution agreed on by the convention was submit-
ted to the people as organized into states for ratihcation.
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This was a measure of prudence, not of necessity, foi- the

people in convention wei-e tlie peo])]e, and in their plenary
sovereignty. But it was wise to get, as it were, their reit-

erated assent, their assent given in convention, repeated out
of the convention, or, as in our days it is called, a plehisoi-
turii^ though this added nothing, except as they chose to

submit to it, to the legality of their act in convention. But
choosing to demand the popular ratification of their act,
the people could give it only as states, either through the
state legislatures, or through conventions of the people of
the states legally convoked.

If this is borne in mind, taking the convention of 1787
as our point of departure, the American people will be
found to have in some sense a two-fold capacity, state and
federal, or to exercise their sovereignty partly through a

general government and partly through state governments.
They are in each one and the same people, and the two gov-
ernments combined constitute only one full and complete
government. There are not two sovereigns, one of the
Union and the other of a particular state, but the one sov-

ereign people governs alike in both the state and the Union.
The Union does not derive from the states, nor the states
from the Union, but both coexist as the one political sov-

ereign, acting as one sovereign through a two-fold organi-
zation. Historically considered, the same sovereignty rep-
resented in the United States is the creator of the states,

regarded simply as colonies of Great Britain, transformed

by independence into what, under our system, we call states.

The colonies were created, organized, or constituted bodies

politic and corporate by the sovereignty of Great Britain,
whose subjects the colonists were. That sovereignty on in-

dependence inuring to the United States, the states depend
on the United States, and can be bodies politic only as states

united, as they were British colonies only under British

sovereignty.
The existence of the people of the United States as one

people prior to the adoption of the federal constitution, we
think, is sufficiently proved by what we have now said, and
by what has been said on several previous occasions. But
whether so or not we are obliged to assume it, because that
constitution asserts such existence, and, as the sovereign
people, ordains and establishes it. We cannot go behind its

assertion and question its truth. On that point the decla-
ration of the convention is conclusive, for the convention
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was itself that people assembled by its deleojates. We are

not disposed to deny tliat prior to the adoption of the fed-

eral constitution the ])eop]e in their federal capacity were
but imperfectly organized and represented, and therefore

that the constitution was incomplete. The practical organ-
ization and measures for expressins^ and governing accord-

ing to the internal constitution of the people were in an in-

choate state, and the people never really came into the full

practical possession of their sovei'eignty till the convention
was called. Its organs were not fully formed and were de-

fective, and the nation was struggling to get full possession
of its faculties, and to exert them according to its will. In

fact, we may regard the nation, politically considered, from
1776 to 1787, as in an embryonic state. The convention is

the real date of its birth, and in interpreting its constitution

we must take it precisely as the convention presents it to us.

Whatever facts or opinions may be encountered at a prior

period adverse to indivisible nationality, or to the unity of

the national sovereign, must count for nothing, for the as-

sertion of the convention in the preamble of the constitu-

tion overrides them, or is the law of their interpretation.
The written constitution is not the creator of the polit-

ical sovereign, for only the political sovereign can write it.

It is never a constitution of the state. That is the consti-

tution of the state by which the people are constituted in

themselves, and by virtue of which they are not only apolit-
ical people, but a political people of such or such a character.

It is the essential and differential principle of a given people,
and is generated and born with it. Hence we say constitutions

are generated, not made. The written constitution is really

only a solemn act of the political sovereign, already existing
and constituted, or declaration of tiie rules by which the sov-

ereign state is to be governed in the exercise of its power.
With us it is the solemn declaration of the political people,
and the manner in which they will govern, for with us sov-

ereignty vests in the political people. It is in the nature
of an ordinance or supreme law enacted by the sovereign
people, binding alike upon them as governors and as gov-
erned. It is an act of the sovereign will, and is a constitu-

tion, not of that sovereign will, but of the several branches
of the government it chooses to create. Governments have
three distinct functions, with us separated into three sepa-
rate as well as distinct departments

—the legislative, the ju-

dicial, and the executive. But back of and over all these
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is the political or sovereig-n power of the state, wliich or"

o;anizes according to its will these several departinents of

government, delegates to them their powers, which they

hold and exercise "accord ing to the constitution ])nl)licly or-

dained and established in free states, by the arbitrary orders

of the monarch in despotic states.

The political sovereignty always exists and is inherent in

the nation, and inseparable from it. Hence most writers on

government hold, that even in monarchies the sovereignty

"vests in the people or nation, and that kings hold their

power only as a trust from the people, and forfeit it when

they grossly and persistently abuse it. Hence the doctrine

that kings and emperors are justicial)le, and that even

armed resistance when the monarch becomes a tyrant is

lawful, and sometimes a civic duty. The early fathers of the

church and the medicPval doctors were, we believe, unani-

mous in maintaining this doctrine ;
and the doctrine of the

divine right of kings and passive obedience, the irresponsi-

bility of rulers, and the inamissibility of power, seems to

have been unknown or without defenders prior to the

Stuarts in England, and Bossuet in France. All power is

indeed from God, but it comes to kings, kaisers, rulers, and

magistrates from God through the people or nation. The

poHtical power or sovereign with us, whence all legislative,

judicial, and executive powers are dei-ived, and to whom

they are responsible, is what we call the political ])eople of

the United States, whose supreme organ is the convention.

The convention is supreme, and can modify, in the pre-

scribed way, the powers now possessed by either the general

government or by the several state governments, or by any
branch of either. We see the unity and political sover-

eignty of the United States in the convention, not in the

several state governments, nor yet in the general govern-

ment, all of which are subordinate to the convention, and

possess only the delegated and limited powers it concedes

them. That the convention is supreme, and the people
assumed to be present in it is sovereign, we know, from the

fact that it can enlarge or contract the powers held by
either the general government or the several states at its

will. Were it not so, the provision adopted for amending
the constitution Avould be nugatory, and there would be no

way of getting amendments but by revolution. If the pre-

amble assertsthe existence of a sovereign people of the

United States, the fifth article of the constitution asserts
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equally the supremacy of the convention. It is true, tliree-

fourtlis of the states must j^ive their assent to any proposed
auiendmeut before it can become a part of the constitution

;

but that provision itself, which we regard as a \vise conces-

sion to the minority, and also very necessary to render con-

stitutional changes difficult, and to preserve the stability of

the government, is alterable by the convention, and a simple

majority of the states may be made competent to adopt new
amendments.

If now you ask. What is the constitution of the United
States ? we answer, It is the original and inherent constitu-

tion of the American people as a federal repuldic, or people

existing in several state organizations, united in one general

organization, as one people in many, and many in one. Ib

it asked, Who made this constitution f we answer, It was
not made, it grew ; grew up with the people, with the cir-

cumstances in which they were placed, and came into play
with national independence. It was the work, not of hu-

man foresight, forethought, or deliberation, but of Provi-

dence, using men and their circumstances as his agents. Is

it asked, What is the constitution of the government? we
answer, It is the written instrument before us. Are we
asked ? Who made it ? or who ordained and established it?

we answer, the convention, or people of the United States

acting through their several state organizations, because

there is no political people of the United States existing
outside or independent of state organizations. The sover-

eignty that ordains and establishes it is the people of the

United States in convention, exercising their sovereignty,
not as a consolidated mass, but as divided and oi-ganized
into states. In answer to the question, What is the rule of

interpretation or construction of the written constitution ?

we answer, The antecedent unwritten constitution, or pro-
vidential constitution of the people of the United States ;

that is, on the one hand so as to save national unity, and

on the other, so as to save the rights and autonomy of the

states.

It will be perceived that we distinguish l)et\veen civil so-

ciety or sovereign state and the government. The sover-

eign governs inthe government, whether state or general;
but in either case, the government has only delegated pow-
ers. We distinguish also between the United States and

the general government. The states united, or the states in

their unity, are represented in the general government ;
but
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the United States are anterior to that governnient, and
create it instead of beiiioj created by it. Tliis distinction is

not alwa_ys observed, and has been overlooked throuo^h the
influence o^ the theo-ry that confounds civil society with the

governnient, and founds government in compact, or the
eontrat social/' Civil society is anterior to the govern-
ment, and institutes the government, instead of being insti-

tuted by it. The government is never the sovereign ;
the

sovereignty is civil authority itself providentially constitut-

ed
;
the government, whatever its form, is created and con-

stituted bj civil society, or the convention. The people of
the United States are sovereign, but the United States gov-
ernment is not sovereign, and has only delegated and lim-

ited powers. This distinction is important, althougli the
framers of the constitution seem not to have always kept it

in view, as when they speak of the powers
" conceded to

the United States." They, however, evidently mean, not
the United States as represented in convention, but as exei--

cising sovereignty in the government they ^vere creating
or organizing. The government is subordinate to the con-

vention, and therefore is not supreme. The several state

governments do not derive their powers from the general
government, and therefore are not subordinate to it

;
but

they derive their powers from the convention, and, like it,

are subordinate to the convention, or to the political people
called the United States.

This view of the constitution, whether of the United
States or of the general government, guards equally against
consolidation and dissolution. The United States are states,

* The constitution of civil society, or the sovereign state, is providen-
tial, and. as the illustrious Maistre maintains, generated, not made

;
but

the constitution of the government originates in convention, and is

founded in compact expressed or implied. The constitution of the gov-
ernment may be said to be made, but not the constitution of civil society
itself. The error arises from confounding the government with the

state, or civil society, as Louis XIV. did, when he said, Ueteut, c'eM moi.
The government, as in absolute governments, may be constituted with
unlimited ])owers, or they may be, as in free states, only with limited

powers. That is, the convention may delegate all the powers of sover-

eignty to the government, as in the present imperial government of

France, or it may delegate only certain portions of the powers of civil

society, and reserve the others to itself, as is the case in our govern-
ment, general or state. But the constitution of the government should

correspond as nearly as practicable to the inherent, unwritten, providen-
tial constitution of the state ; and if it does not so correspond, it will

not work well, and the government can maintain itself only by armed
force, as in the greater part of the European governments.
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and act, whether in the convention or in tlie general govern-

ment, onlj' as states, or as a people existing in distinct and

mntnaliy independent state organizations. The states, or

the people of the states, elect delegates to the convention,

representatives and senators in congress, their votes for

president and vice-president are given and counted by states,

and no enlargement or contraction of their powers can be
effected w^ithout their consent as states, or people organized
as states. This sufficiently secures and asserts state rights.
But they have none of these powers or rights save as united

states, or in national unity. The individual citizen has po-
litical power only as a citizen of a state, and of a state only
as it is a member of the Union. This guards sufficiently
national unity, for the state loses its state rights, all politi-
cal rights whatever, the moment it ceases to be one of the

United States, and its people cease to be an integral por-
tion of the political people of the United States. The
Union cannot subsist without the states, nor the states with-

out the Union, since the sovereignty is in tlie convention,
and the convention is the convention of the states, or people
of the states united. Dissolve the states, you dissolve the

Union
;

dissolve tlie Union, and joxx dissolve the states.

The one is as essential to our system as the other, which
eschews alike the disintegrating doctrine of state sovereign-

ty, and the centralism which denies state rights, and asserts

the federal government as the supreme national government
of the land. As we understand it, all are but parts of one

people or nation, and both governments are alike essential

to one comi)lete national government. The same sovereign
governs in both, and the state governments are no less na-

tional than the general government. The states govern in

the general government as truly as they do in tlieir own,
and tlie nation governs in them as truly as in the general

government. The two governments are simply two dis-

tinct modes through which the political sovereign, which is

one, sees proper to exercise its power ; or in other words,
the exei'cise of the indivisible sovereignty is distributed in

two distinct organizations, instead of being concentrated, as

in all centralized states, in one alone. But this distribution

in nothing impairs its unity, for one and the same sover-

eignty governs in them both.

This, if we may so call it, federal unity, which it requires
some little thought and philosophical culture to understand,
is the peculiarity of the American state, and the chief merit

Vol. XVII- 32
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of its constitution. We have found in onr reading no state

or national constitution like it. The union of separate in-

dependent states under one crown is not rare, and formerly
existed between England and Hanover, and lias long existed

between Austria and Hungary ;
but in these and similar

cases, each state is complete in itself, and the union of both
under one crown is a personal and not a political union.

The em]5eror of Austria in Hungarian affairs, before the

new constitution, not yet accepted by the Hungarians, acted

not as empei"or of Austria, but as king of Hungary. There
have been numerous examples of the confederacies of states,

ancient and modern, as that of the Greek cities, that of the

Swiss cantons, and that of the united states of Holland, and
that of the present German states. But none of these were
or are a federal state. The states confederated are each a

state complete in itself, and its constitution is as complete
without as with the confederation. But with us the consti-

tution is federal, the state is strictl}^ a federal state. The
central government has no bottom, nothing to rest on with-

out the states, and has its complement in the state govern-
ments

;
and tlie state governments are complete in them-

selves, and find their complement as governments proper,

only in the central or genei'al government. Either without
the other is like man without men, or men without man.
The two subsist synthetically, and constitute togetlier not a

syncretic, but a real synthetic state and government, and
their separation would be the destruction of both. Hence
we assert a real Amei'ican state, instead of a confederacy or

congeries of states, and call its constitution a federative in-

stead of a unitary constitution, or a government that con-

tains essentially the idea of unity in pluralit}^, and of plu-

rality in unity. Herein is the originality and the peculiarity
of the American constitution expressed in the name United
States.

The merit of the system is in this originality or peculiar-

ity. Suppose each state complete in itself, and you have in

each a simple unitary state, whicli within its own limits,
like all unitary or centralized states, is a despotism, whether

monarchically, aristocratically, or democratically organized.
The central government, in such case, would, and could, be
no protection for liberty within the particular state. The
power of the states severally might be a check on tlie power
of the central government, as under the feudal Tegime the
feudal barons were a check or restraint on the power of the
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monarchy, but no protection to the people in their respective
"fiefs against tlieir own tyranny and oppression. The feudal

baron limited the power of the monarch, but was not in

turn limited by him in his own power over his own vassals

and serfs. Within his barony or fief he was absolute, and

could govern as he pleased. So it would be in a confederacy
of states as distinpruislied from a federal state. Remove the

principle of unity, and the state is dissolved
;
take away the

principle of plurality, and the Union would be a simple cen-

tralized despotism. The true American statesman, who
loves and resolves to maintain American freedom, either for

the nation or the citizen, will guard with equal vigilance

against consolidation and against disintegration
—

against en-

croachments on the riglits of the states by the central gov-

ernment, and against encroachment on the powers of the

central government by the states, or state governments.
It will be seen from what we have said that the constitu-

tion of the United States, or, as we prefer to say, the Ameri-

can state, is profoundly philosophical, and accords perfectly
with that synthetic philosophy which we have for years de-

fended. We even doubt, if we had not found in that

philosophy a key to it, we should ever have been able fully

to understand it. It is a complex state, and is founded

neither on the simple idea of unity, nor on that of confed-

eration, but on the two ideas dialectically united. This

creates the difficulty in understanding it. All, or nearly

all, foreigners either interpret it on the unitary principle,

suppose the states to be not constituent elements of the

nation, but the creatures of the Union, and therefore that

the constitution is unitarian, and the government in prin-

ciple a consolidated or unitarian government; or else they

interpret it by the simple idea of confederation. They can

understand that the Union is sovereign, or that the states

are severally sovereign, but not that sovereignty is .con-

jointly in both. The majority of our own citizens come

very near falling into the one or the other error. The rebels

and their sympathizers adopt the theory of state sovereignty,
that each of the states is in itself a complete state, and that

the Union is merely a confederation, a league, or an alliance,

and that when a state in its sovereign capacity secedes, it

becomes, ijysofacto, an independent sovereign state, as much
so as France or Great Britain. According to them alle-

fiancosis

due to the state, and only obedience to the United
tates by virtue of state enactment. This view is simple,
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and is easily taken in, and we confess we held and defended

it down almost to the bi-ealvinij ont of the rehelh'on. We
were led to it not only by its simplicity, but by supposing
that there could be no alternative between it and the op-

posite view,—the denial of state rights, and the assertion of

the Union as a consolidated, or centralized state, which, with

our love of liberty, we could not accept. The fact is, that

those among us who reject the doctrine that the states are

severally sovereign, are apt to favor the doctrine that ours

is a consolidatedor unitary state. Since the rebellion broke

out we have found; even our most loyal statesmen defend-

ing now the one extreme, and now the other. Obliged
to reexamine the question for ourselves, we have found that

our system of government accepts neither as excluding the

other, but both dialectically united and harmonized. We
may reject both as extremes, and yet accept each as contain-

ing an "element of truth. There is in each a truth that must

be accepted, and in each an error to be rejected. Tlie error

is avoided, and the truth asserted in a single judgment, as

we have now shown. The constitution of tlie American

state is the synthesis of the rights of the whole and of

each of its constituent elements,
—what we mean by a fed-

eral or federative constitution. What our people need is

not to study theories that have been adopted for interpret-

ing the constitution, but to study the constitution itself, as

it really is in the written constitution of the government, and

the unwritten and providential constitution of the American

people, from whom the written constitution has emanated.

In this deeper sense the constitution has been little studied

amongst us. If it had been, the people of the •southern

states had never rebelled or seceded, for they, with very few

exceptions, never intended to be rebels or traitors to the

government to which they owed allegiance. The mass of

them have only done what they sincerely believed they had

a perfect moral and civil right to do. Hence, while we feel

it the duty of the Union to suppress their rebellion by force

of arms, we entertain for them personally no ill-will, and

indeed entertain sentiments of respect for their sincerity, as

well as for their bravery, and we deeply commiserate them

in their delusion, and the fearful sufferings which it has oc-

casioned them, and which they have borne so manfully.
^

But no man can really understand the American constitu-

tution without long, deep, and earnest study. It is easy to

master the routine, the external forms, the practical methods
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of condnctin2^ a canvuss. eleotions, or of enaetinc: laws, and

the like, but the deeper, the inner sense of tlie consti-

tution, the mass of onr citizens neither understand nor sus-

pect. Tliey can talk fluently, sometimes flippantly, if they
read the journals, about democracy, aristocracy, monarchy,

liberty, despotism, but are at fault whenever required to

speak of the constitution of the state. Indeed, not a few
of them have no conception of what a state is, and still less

of what is the American state. A state, a real state, is a

mysterious existence. It is not a voluntary association, a

collection, or an as^regation of individuals, with no exist-

ence, no life, no activity, excejit what it derives from them.

It is a real existence, not a niere abstraction
;
an or2;anisn;,

not a mere or2;anization. It has its own unity, its own cen-

tral life, of which individuals participate, and which en-

ables them to live at once a national and an individual life.

It does not subsist without individuals, nor does it subsist

in individuals as formed ])y them. They must o1)ey at

once the law of national life, and of individual life, and

have in them a national, no less than an individual element,
so that every individual pertains partly to the state, and

])artly to himself. The mystery of the state is, in some

sense, the mystery of the race itself, distino;uishable, never

separable, from the individual, any more than the individual

is separable from the race, or men from man. It is analogous
to the mystery of the church, what is called the mystic body
of Christ, and, perhaps, is only a lower phase of that same

mystery. Of all conceivable states, the American state is

the most complex, the 'most mysterious, and demands the

most intellio;ence, the most study, and the most thorough

mental discipline for its scientitic understanding, l^o peo-

ple ever had greater need than we of the profoundest politi-

cal philosophy, and hardly a people can be found with less,

or that has not a better understanding of the constitution of

its country. Liberty, in the American sense, is a boon that

can be received, retained, and enjoyed only by a people that

stands in the front line of modern civilization, and even
further advanced than any other nation that has hitherto ex-

isted. Let us hope that the present life-and-death struggle
of the nation will force the American mind to the study
of political science, and to master the profound and philo-

sophical constitution of the American state.

Returning to the question regarding the rebellious states

with which we set out, we can now easily dispose of it.
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The simple question to he settled is, are these states a part,

an integral part, of the political people of the United

States, in whom vests tlie national and state sovereignty ?

The sovereignty is one and indivisible, and vests in the polit-

ical people of the United States. But the whole popula-
tion and territory belonging to the Union, and within its

jurisdiction, are not included in the politiGol people of the

United States, and none not so included have any political

rights or existence under the constitution as it is. N'one are

so included except those who are organized into states, and

states existing in the Union
;
that is, none but citizens of a

federal state. The people of the territories, not yet organ-
ized into states and admitted into the Union, are no part of

the political people of the United States. They have no

political rights, no political existence, and are simply sub-

jects. The powers of the territorial government derive

solely from congress, not from the territorial people. The

non-political people have duties, and may have equal oiml

rights, but no political rights or powers.*
"The fact, then, that the rebellious population and terri-

tory belong as population and territory to the United States,

does not make them states in the Union, or give them any

political rights or existence ;
otherwise the territories would

be states in the Union, and the territorial people would have

political rights, and there would be no distinction conceiv-

able between a state and a territory, wliich, indeed,^
seems

to have been the doctrine of the Kansas-lSTebraska bill, but

which the supreme court, in the Dred Scott case, very de-

cidedly rejects. The rights of suffi'age and eligiliility
be-

long only to citizens of an organized state which is in the

Union as a state, not merely as population and territory.

*We call civil risjlits, the rio;lits of persous
and property, some of them

natural, some of them acquired, which the law recognizes and protects

for all persons, without distinction of age or sex ;
we call political rights,

the rights of sovereignty, or the right o^f the citizen to participate in the

government of the country. In a'monarchy proper, these rights are the

rights of the monarch alone ;
in an aristocracy, they are the rights of

the nobles
;
in a democracy, they are the rights of every freeman ;

with

us, they are, in most of tiie states, the rights of all free white male per-

sons, and in some, of all free male citizens, without regard to color,

over twenty one years of age. of sound mind, and not having been con-

victed of any infamous or disquallfving offence, and who are at once

citizens of the United States, and of a particular state. They may all

be included in the right to vote, and the right to be voted for,' or suffrage
and eligibility. The Atuerican citizens who have the rights of suffrage

and eligibility, are what we cill the political people, and may include a

larger or smaller number, according to the will of the convention.
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Now we do not pretend to deny that the people and ter-

ritory in rebellion belong to the United States, and are,

thoufirh rebellions, a' part of the popnlation and territory of

the Union. It is only on the ground that tliey are that we
can make war against them as rebels. The simple question
is, are they a part of the political people and territory of

the United States? To be so, they must be states legiti-

mately organized and in the Union
;
that is, they must be

federal states. Are they federal states? They certainly
are not. They were such states, but have ceased to be, and

have so ceased by their own free, voluntary act. They have

seceded from the political people of the Union, and, by do-

ing so, have lost for their population and territory all their po-
litical rights in the Union. As they could be states and

possess political rights only in the Union, they have, by
their act of secession, ceased to be states, or to have any po-
litical rights at all. Their legal status, even were they not

rebels, would be simply that of population and territory of

the Uiiion, not yet organized into states and admitted into

the Union, which as we have seen, have no political rights
or existence whatever.

But it is said that the states have not seceded. They have
not seceded, because they could not. We might retort, they
could secede, because they have seceded, and valet argu-
mentuin ah esse ad posse, as all logicians maintain. The states

have not seceded from the population and territory of the

Union, and could not, except by a successful revolution, we

grant ;
but we see no reason why they could not secede

from the political people of the Union, and thus deprive
themselves of all political status, or political rights under
our system in the Union. To be a state in the Union, is a

privilege conferred by the convention or supreme political

power; but the convention compels no one to accept or to

retain the privilege. There is no authority in the state or

nation to compel me to avail myself of my political rights—to compel me to vote at any election, although I have the

right, or to accept of an office, although I am eligible. The

territory needs the permission of congress to organize itself

as a state and to come into the Union, but the organization
and the application are voluntary acts, and there is no power
under our system to compel them. What an actor may
freely do, he may as freely undo. The state in the Union,
as a federal state, has certain very important and much
coveted rights, but if it chooses to forego or to abdicate

them, what is to hinder it ?
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Moreover, a state under the federal system, tliono]] it has

not full and complete sovereignty, for it is sovereign only
in union with others, has, nevertheless, autonomy, and is

(•apable of standing on its own feet, and acting from its own
<-entre. It is a constituent element of thr> Union, but a liv-

ing'. self-acting element. In performing its revolutions

with its sister planets around the common centre, it revolves

in an orbit of its own, and on its own axis. This is what is

said when we say it is autonomous, or self-acting. Now by
virtue of this autonomy, not derived from the Union, but

possessed only in the Union, it is competent to withdraw
itself from the political people, or to abdicate all the politi-
cal rights it holds as heing an integral part of that people.
The seceded states claim to have done so. Grant that in

doing so they have annihilated their own political existence,
killed themselves, committed political suicide; even that

does not exceed the limits of their free agency, and is only
the extreme exertion of their autonomy. Cannot a man, if

he is wicked enough, or foolish enough, commit suicide?

To deny this would be to deny the autonomy, the substan-

tive existence of tlie states—would be to deny the federal

constitution of the American state, and to make the states

simple provinces, prefectures, dependencies, and the repub-
lic a simply unitary state—the doctrine which seems to have
been that of the president himself, for in some of his early

speeches after his election, he compared the relation which
a state bears to the Union to that of the county to a state,

forgetting that the county is a simple creature of the state,

and that the state is a constituent element of the Union,
not created by it, any more than the hand is created by the

head.

In the exercise of its autonomy, or its free agency, the

state secedes, declares itself out of the Union
;
that is, no

longer a state in the Union. Eleven states have so seceded.

What, then, remains of these states as states in the Union?
Not the political people of the state, for that people exists

only in the political organization, and that organization is

gone, since it exists only as a federal organization, or as an

organization in the Union, and loyal to it. AVhat remains,

then, as the state? Nothing. No. The state, we are told

again, has not seceded; only the rebellious part of the pop-
ulation has seceded. The state remains in the loval Union
men. But the act of secession, if an act at all, was the act

of the state. The authority of the state is personal and ter-
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ritorial, and binds both population and territory ; alike

secessionists and non-secessionists, the loyal to the Union no
less than the disk)yal. Otherwise it would not be a state.

Was the act of secession an act of the state ? It has pleased
onr administration to assume the contrary, and to maintain
that secession was the work of a faction in the state, and
not the M'ork of the people of the state at all. This we now
know was not the fact. In every case the secession ordi-

nance received the votes of a majority of the political peo-

ple of the state, and was as literally and as truly the act of

the state as any act is or can be. No doubt, if the great
body of the people iiad been let alone, or if an active and en-

ergetic few had not stirred them np, they would not have
voted as they did

;
but that, we apprehend, is the case in all

elections, even in tlie loyal states. The few always lead and

govern the many, and the real contest in every election is a

contest between two opposing minorities. Even if there had
been irregularities in the state action, it would have I)een

only a question between the citizens of the state themselves,
and none between them and tlie general government, which

can, constitutionally, interfere in the internal aiiairs of a

state, only to suppress insurrection or to guaranty a repub-
lican form of government. Neither case existed. There
was no insurrection against the state authorities, and no at-

tempt to set up in the state other than a republican form of

government.
The secession evidently was not the work of a faction in

the state itself, but undeniably was, as we have maintained
from the first, the act of the state, or the political people of
the state, acting as a political organized community, in their

bighest political capacity, through the forms of law and the

constitution of the state government. Therefore the state

has seceded, and in seceding has ceased to be a state. Cer-

tainly there were in all the seceded states differences of

opinion among the citizens, and in them all many citizens

who in their sentiments and convictions were loyal to the
federal Union

;
but these, if thoy still remain, be they more

or be they fewer, are not the state, for they have no politi-
cal organization, and no unorganized people are a state. The
Union men in the rebel territory may, under an enabling
act of congress, be organized politically, and become states,

but it is idle to pretend that they are states in the Union
now.

Having settled this, we can understand the political con-
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dition of the rebel population and territory. They are.

seclude the fact of i-ebellion, simply population and territory

belonging to the Union, and in precisely the condition of

any other population ^nd territory belonging to the United

States, but not yet erected into states and admitted into the
Union. The process by which they may be restored as

states is precisely that by which new states under our sys-
tem are formed and admitted into the Union.
We are not in the secrets of the administration, but from all

we have been able to learn, its plan is to treat the seceded states

as still states in the Union, and the Union men as the state.

These are to be allowed or encouraged to organize under
the old state constitution, now really defunct, lo elect their

officers, state and federal, and to resume all the functions,

rights, and immunities of a state in the Union. But if the
states are held to have never seceded, and to be still states

in the Union, there is already a state organization existing,
and the state is in that organization, and can act only
through it. The new organization formed without and

against its authority, would be illegal and revolutionary, in

direct violation of every principle of constitutional govern-
ment. This plan would do more credit to a ranting Jacobin
than to a constitutional lawyer, and can be favored by none
who really understands that the American state is a constitu-

tional state, and that it is only the organized political peo-
ple, acting through constitutional forms, and according to

law, that is sovereign.
But what is to prevent the disloyal and rebellious popula-

tion, the unquestionable majority in all the rebellious states,
from outvoting tlie Union men ?

"
iSTone but Union men,"

Mr. Henry Winter Davis tells us,
" are to be permitted to

vote." By what authority are others to be prevented? In

passing an enabling act, as it is called, congress can pre-
scribe the qualifications of electors, and say who may or

may not vote in the organization of the state. In the ques-
tion of organizing a new state, congress may declare dis-

qualified, both in relation to suffrage and eligibility, all dis-

loyal persons, and all persons whose loyalty is suspected ;

but when the state is once constituted, the qualifications of

voters, even for electors of the president and vice-president
of the United States, and for members of congress, are de-

termined by the state. Hence, we have never fully under-
stood by what right the government interfered in the recent
elections in Marvland and Delaware. Where does it find
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its authority for proposing a test oatli, and to prevent by
its military police any citizen from votino- wlio refuses to

take it? Tlie govern meiit may come, as in Kentuclcy and

Missouri, in aid of the state authorities to enable them to

enforce the law of the state, but to interfere in its own

name, without any pretence of state law, is, it seems to us,

an unauthorized interference, at war with constitutional gov-
ernment, incompatible with tlie freedom and purity of elec-

tions, and going far towards rendering them null and void.

We concede that persons ought not to be permitted to vote

for officers of a government they are striving to overtlirow,
or to which they are really disloyal; but it is the business of

the state authorities to exclude them. If the state authori-

ties cannot exclude them, send them sufficient federal force

to enable them to do it
;

if they can, but will not, then

treat the state as disloyal, place it under martial law, in a

state of siege, and thus for the time being suspend the elec-

tions. The convention, in framing the constitution of the

government, made ample provisions for such cases, by cloth-

ing the government with the war power; and a state consti-

tution, when perverted to shield traitors and rebels, can be

suspended under that power, or by martial law, without be-

ing violated, or the principle of constitutional government
being attacked.

Yet the end contemplated in this plan can be as speedily
and as effectually attained in a constitutional way as in an

unconstitutional way, and even more so. The rebels in each

of the states in question had the state organization, and by
their rebellion have destroyed it. All loyal men are agreed
that the rebels have ceased to belong to the political people
of the United States, that is, have ceased to have any politi-

cal rights whatever, and the purpose, both of those who op-

pose us, and of those who agree with us, is to prevent them
while remaining rebels, or disloyal, from exercising any po-
litical rights in the state or in the Union. Both alike wish

to reconstitute the lapsed states in the hands of the loyal
Union men inhabiting their territory. Constitutionally, this

cannot be done, if we hold these states to be still states in

the Union. But concede what is the obvious fact, that

these states by their act of secession have ceased to exist as

states, and every difficulty vanishes. Let congress declare

the surcease of the states, organize the rebel population and

territory into territorial governments, and then, when the

territory is ready to become a state, pass an enabling act au-
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thorizing the territorial people to organize as a state, elect

state and federal officers, and claim admission into the

Union. In this enabling act, who may or may not vote in

the organization of the state, may be prescribed by congress,
withont exeaedi ng its constitntional powers, and therefore

all who will not take the oath of allegiance may be ex-

cluded, and the state organization secured to Union men.
All that is necessary to make the plan we have criticised

legal and constitntional is, that the Union men should or-

ganize de novo, not as the continuation of the seceded state,

and under a new constitution, not the old. The new may
be a duplicate of the old, if the convention pleases, or it may
be different from it. The convention may revive and con-

firm as many or as few of the rights acquired under the old

as it sees fit. The matter is plain enough, and less difficult

than the unconstitutional way which we oppose, and which
seems to be favored by the administration.

It is greatly to be regretted that Gen. Ashley's bill did

not become a law. Earlv in the resrular session of 1861-2,
this distinguished member of congress from Ohio intro-

duced, as far as we can judge, a carefully drawn bill for the

organization of the rebel population and territory into terri-

tories under governments established by congress. The bill

took a legal, constitutional, and statesmanlike view of the

subject, and if it had become a law, much confusion would
have been avoided, several very questionable things would
not have been done, and the loyal men of the country would
not have been divided as they now are, on a question on
which there should be no disagreement. We hope Gen.

Ashley will revive his bill early in the present congress,
and meet with better success than he did when he originally
introduced it. The subject is eminently one for congres-
sional action, for under our system of government, congress
alone has the constitutional power to deal with it. The exec-

utive has no authority to act on it, save under the war

power, and he has the war power only in its executive

branch. The president, in his letter to a meeting of friends

of the Union at Springfield, 111., last August or September,

quietly i-emarks,
"•
I suppose 1 have the war power." We have

been in the habit of supposing the contrary ; that the consti-

tution vests that power in congress, and that the president
carries on war as commandei'-in-chief of the army and navy
only in the execution of the law or laws of congress. We
have supposed, also, that congress does nothing under the

war power that it can do under its peace power. If we are
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not on our ^uard, with a war of sncli formidable dimensions

on onr hands, and all minds and hearts intent on military

success, we shall overload the war power, or forget, till too

late, that there is such a thino; as the civil power. We must
remember that our own brave and noble army, to which we
owe more than we are always aware of, is endni"ini>- all its

fatigues, all its hardships, sickness in camp, wounds and death

on the battle-field to reestablish the supremacy of the civil

power, not to install the war power as the government of

the conntry.
We know our most excellent president shrinks from no

responsibility, except severity to criminals, especially traitors,

and is willing to take his own and that of congress too
;
but

we do not think it becoming in congress to suffer a free

horse to be ridden to death. It has no right to throw on the

executive, who must have his hands full with the business

of his own department, the responsibility devolved by the

constitution of the government on itself. We have every

possible confidence in the patriotic intentions and business

capacity of the executive, but we do not feel ourselves at

liberty to regard him as alone and in himself the whole gov-
ernment, and we want each branch of the government to

assert its independence, and to do its own work. At pres-

ent, the whole question in regard to the treatment of the

rebel population and territory is left to the discretion of the

executive. There may be serious danger in this—a danger
so much the greater because we cannot fully expose it with-

out assuming an attitude which, in these times, might be
mistaken for that of hostility to the administration. We
have no wish to restrict, in the smallest respect possible, the

constitutional sphere of the executive, nor have we any dis-

position to enlarge it. We are neither monarchists nor dem-
ocrats

;
we are constitutionalists, and we raise as our battle-

cry, and demand, "The Union as it was, and the constitution

as it is;" but in onr sense, as "explained in this article, not

in the sense of those who seek only to embarrass the govern-
ment, and to preserve intact the fondly cherished institution

of negro slavery.
We say, then, in conclusion, that we believe it of vital im-

portance to the safety of our constitutional system that con-

gress should take possession of the whole subject, and dispose
of it in its wisdom. If congress do not do it, we fear the

consequences will be such as every loyal American will de-

plore as long as he lives, and his children after him. Let

congress look to it.



THE PRESIDENT'S MESSACxE AND PROCLAMA-
TION.*

[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for January, 1864.1

All will agree that this message, including the proclama-
tion appended to it, is one of great importance, perhaps the
most important that has ever been sent to congress by a

president of the United States. It tells ns plainly the "ex-

ecutive plan for reorganizing the rebellious states as states
in the Union, and the terras on which tlie rebels may be re-

stored to their rights of property and citizenship. The plan
of reorganization in its outlines, however, has been M^ell un-
derstood to be that of the administration since the first ad-
vance of our army into Tennessee, and was criticised in this

Review^ in April, 1862, and has been uniformly opposed by
us ever since. It will be found discussed at length in the
article on The Federal Constitution, written and in type
before the message was delivered. We find nothing in the

president's reasoning in his message, or in the details of the

plan as set forth in his proclamation, to induce us to change
our opinion of the plan. We honestly believe the plan un-

constitutional, and fraught with hardly less danger to our

republican institutions than the southern rebellion itself, and
all the more dangerous because it is not unlikely to enlist in
its support a large portion of the most fearless and most de-
A'^oted friends of the Union.
The executive plan is ingenious ;

it is astute, but it seems
to us the plan of the politician, rather than of the statesman,
and to look more to the next presidential election than to the
real welfare of the nation. If accepted by congress it secures
Mr. Lincoln's renomi nation, and reelection to the presi-

dency; no serious o])jection in itself, indeed, for it matters
not who administers the government if it is well adminis-
tered

;
and our rule is to retain the present incumbent so

long as he faithfully and efficiently discharges the duties of
his oflfice. It is better to put up with evils that we know

* Third Annual Message of President Lincoln to both Houses of Congress,
December 9, 1863.

f Emancipation and Colonization, ante, p. 253.
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than fly to others that we know not of. There are many
reasons why we should prefer the reelection of Mr. Lincoln

to the election of a new man. He has acquired experience,
and knows the ropes. He is far better qualified to admin-
ister the government for a second term than he was for the

first. We do not, therefore, object to the execntive plan on
account of its probable bearino- on the next presidential elec-

tion. We object to putting forth so important a plan with
such a view, and for such a reason.

We object primarily to the plan of reoi-ganization pro-
claimed, because it is an executive plan, and as an executive

plan without the sanction or acquiescence of congress cannot
be carried into effect. If the president had simply recom-
mended the measure to congress, with his reasons for wishing
it to be adopted, he would have done his duty, and whether

congress approved the plan or not, he would have been free

from all blame. What we object to is the attempt by exec-

utive action to forestall the action of congress, or to place
the whole question in such a position as to render it next to

impossible for congress to refuse its sanction.

The president proceeds on the supposition that he is

clothed with the whole war power of the nation, and as the

war power is unlimited, while tlie war lasts he may do any
thing he judges proper. Judge Trumbull, of Illinois, in

his speech in the senate early in the session of 1861-62, cor-

rects this error into which the president and many others

appear to have fallen, and proves, what we all ought to have

understood, that the war power is A^ested by the constitution

in congress, and in congress alone. It was that able speech
that set us right on the question, and showed us that we had
written our essay on Slavery and the War, with a wrong
impression as to the constitutional powers of the president.
The president is the chief executive of the nation, and has

the executive branch of the war power, but only that branch.

As commander-in-chief of the army and navy, he has au-

thority to make such disposition of the land and naval forces

placed by congress at his command, as he judges most proper
to gain the military ends congress has designated. He can
issue such orders and do such thiiiajs as are allowed bv the

laws of war to commanders-in-chief, and are of strict mili-

tary necessity. He can take enemy's property and enemy's
slaves, or declare them emancipated, appoint military gov-
ernors for conquered territory, where no civil government
is acknowledged, and govern it by military law. But he
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en not organize snch territory under a civil government, or

say on wliat terms its inhabitants may or may not regain a

civil organization, for that, under our system, is the prerog-
ative of congress alone.

The civil organization of government cannot be done even

by congress under the war power, and if done at all, must be
done under its peace powers, as specified in the constitution.

The seceded states are still states, that is, civil and political

organizations in the Union, or they are not. If they are,

the executive, neither under the M'ar power, nor any other

power, has any authority to establish military or any other

governments within their limits. If they are not, their reor-

ganization is the work of congress under its peace powers.
The executive has then, in either case, nothing to do with
their civil reorganization till congress has acted, and then

only to carry out the 1;vw of congress. Congress is competent
to reorganize them under the peace powers of the govern-
ment, or it is not ;

for under the war power only military

governments can be instituted. The institution or reorgan-
ization of civil government is always the act of the supreme
political power, of the sovereign authority of the state or

nation, and is the work of peace, not of war. The president,

then, when he tells congress it must hold on to the war

power, as the power under which the rebellious states are to

be reorganized, forgets that neither he nor coiigress can re-

organize them under that power. The moment we come to

the civil reorganization of conquered territory, the belligerent

riglits have ceased, and only the rights of peace are in opera-
tion.

The president, in his proclamation, tells the rebels on
what conditions or terms they may escape the penalties of

their treason and resume the exercise of their political and
civil rights. He has, unquestionably, the right to except
from the confiscation and emancipation laws of congress,
to the extent that those laws give him power to do so, but
it may be questioned if he has not, in the amnesty and gen-
eral pardon he has proclaimed, exceeded his powers. He
claims, by virtue of iiis power to pardon, a general dispens-

ing power, for daring to exercise whicli, James II. of Eng-
land lost the crown of three kingdoms. We are the last

man in the world who would deprive the president of the

power to pardon, of mercy, but we do not wish to see it

very grossly abused. The terms of the amnesty should liave

been settled by congress, and the proclamation would have
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been more in order, and had more weight, if it had been

issued in obedience to an act of congress. An amnesty, gen-
eral pardon, and restoration to civil rights are not proclaimed
under the war powers, but under the peace powers of the

government, and when proclaimed on certain conditions

the}' are null, if the conditions are not complied with. And
also when the autliority proclaiming them is not competent
to fix the conditions, which the executive is -not. Congress

may to-morrow, if it chooses, overrule the proclamation, or

pass a law prescribing entirely different conditions. IS'^oth-

ing the president has done beyond what the acts of congress

authorize, binds congress in the slightest degree. It would,
then have been much lietter to have submitted the whole

matter to congress, with such suggestions and recommenda-
tions as the executive judged proper. It would have been

far more in consonance with the constitution which distrib-

utes the functions of government in three departments, in-

stead of concentrating them in one alone, and that the ex-

ecutive.

We have, we admit, no grave objections to the terms on

which the executive proposes amnesty and pardon to the

rebels. We have no vindictive feelings to gratify, and we
ask not for vengeance. The terms the president proposes
are as severe as we have ever contemplated, perhaps severer.

But we would offer no terms at all to rebels till they have

submitted. Submission first, is our rule. When rebels have

submitted and thrown themselves on the mercy of the gov-

ernment, we will then offer terms, and treat them humanely,

liberally. The submission of rebels at discretion, is the

homage they owe to the authority they have unlawfully and

wickedly resisted, and it is needed to vindicate the honor of

autliority, the majesty of the state. The rebels had, in the

beginning, liberal terms enough offered them, and this proc-
lamation looks like an act of weakness on the part of the

government, and will be taken as such by the rebels them-

selves. It is an exhibition of northern doughfacedness, and

want of manliness. The rebels are still in arms against the

government, and it is folly to pretend that their military

strength is not still formidable. They have large armies

still confronting us, and our army of the Potomac hesitates

to attack their "army of northern Virginia, on equal terms.

We have but just barely escaped the greatest disaster of the

war in northern Georgia and eastern Tennessee. The rebels

have suffered, and suffer nmch, but their spirit is not broken

Vol. XVII-33
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nor their resources exhausted. Is this a time to proclaim
an auinestv, and attempt to coax them back to their alle-

giance? We feel that the proclamation belittles the nation,

and throws away the opportunity the government might
soon have to gain some credit for real magnanimity.
We are surprised that after his experience, the president

should still continue to place reliance on the oath of alle-

giance. All he asks of the rebels, of any rebel, while the

war is still raging, while rebel corsairs are driving our mer-
chant ships from the ocean, and rebel gangs go aboard our
steamers in our own harbors, and overpower and murder
their peaceful crews—all he asks of anv rebel, as the con-

dition of a full pardon and a full restoration to his political
and civil rights, is that he take the oath of allegiance. All

the prisoners of war we now hold, under the rank of colonel,
have the right, under the president's proclamation, to de-

mtiud the oath, and to be treated as free and loyal citizens

as soon as they have taken it. They would then be free to

go where they please, to return to their homes, if they can

get through our lines,
—no difficult matter,—and to reenter

the rebel army ;
that is, just as free as they were before

taking the oath. All citizens are bound by an express or

tacit oath of allegiance, and every rebel breaks it, and does
so either because he does not believe in the sanctity of

oaths, or because he does not believe in the rio-ht of the

government to impose an oath that conflicts witli his alle-

giance to his particular state. In either case the oath of

allegiance to the Union has no binding force on the rebel

conscience. Political oaths have never offered any real se-

curity for political fidelity. In all ages and countries they
have been found worthless, as weak as cords made of burnt
flax. The only men they would bind, who would not be
bound without them, are precisely the men who refuse to

take them. They are, as a rule, worse than worthless, and

yet the president places his whole reliance upon them,—and
he has been a practising lawyer ! If the rebels could be
bound by oaths of allegiance to the Union, they would never
have been rebels. The oath is only a profanation, and the

rebels who have taken it, or may hereafter take it, will keep
it no longer than they are forced to do so, or than it suits

their convenience. In the summer of 1861, as the story

goes, a comj)any of New York troops, sent out as a scouting

party, captured a rattlesnake, Avhich they brought with them
into camp, where they kept his snakeship a day or two, as a
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plaj'tliing. But growing tired of him, they lield a council
of war to determine wliat tliey should do with liim. Some
proposed to cut his liead off, others said hang liim, but one,
who had made a little too free witli commissary whiskey, ex-

claimed, "Swear him, and let him go." The president is

fond of a good story, and we tell this for his benefit
;

" Swear

him, and let him go," is the executive way of disposing of

traitors and rebels, on whom an oath has about as much in-

fluence as on a rattlesnake.

But does the president really hold that to determine the
conditions on which the seceded states may return as states

to the Union is within the province of the executive? We
confess we read with some surprise the following extract

fi'om his proclamation :

"And I do further proclaim, declare, and make known, that -when-

ever, in any of the states of Arkansas, Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi,

Tennessee, Alabama, Georgia, Florida, South Carolina, and North Car-

olina, a number of persons, not less than one tenth in number of the

votes cast in such states, at the presidential election of the year of our

Lord 1860, each having taken the oath aforesaid, and not having since

violated it, and being a qualified voter by the election law of the state

existing immediately before the so-called act of secession, and excluding
all others, shall reestablish a state government, which shall be republi-

can, and in nowise contravening said oath, such shall be recognized as

the true government of the state, and the state shall receive thereunder

the benefit of the constitutional provision which declares that

"'The United States shall guarantee to every state in this Union a

republican form of government, and shall protect each of them against

invasion, on application of the legislature, or of the executive, when the

legislature cannot be convened, against domestic violence.'

"And I do further proclaim, declare, and make known, that any pro-
vision which may be adopted by such state government in relation to

the freed people of such state, which shall recognize and declare their

perfect freedom, provide for their education, and which may yet be con-

sistent, as a temporary arrangement, with their present condition as a

laboring, landless, and houseless class, will not be objected to by the na-

tional executive.

"And it is engaged as not improper that, in constructing a loyal state

government in any state, the name of the state, the boundary, the sub-

divisions, the constitution and the general code of laws as before the re-

bellion, be maintained, subject only to the modifications made necessary

by the conditions herein before stated, and such others, if any, not con

travening said conditions, and which may be deemed expedient by those

framing the new state government.
" To avoid misunderstanding, it may be proper to say that this procla-
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mation. so far as it relates to state governments, has no reference to

states wherein' loyal state governments have all the while been main-

lained. And for the same reason it may be propei" to further say, that

whether members sent -to congress from any state shall be admitted to

seats constitutionally, rests exclusively with the i'espective houses, and

not to any extent with tlie executive.

"And still further, that this proclamation is intended to present the

people of the states wherein the national authority has been suspended,
and loyal state governments have been subverted, a mode in and by
which the national authority and loyal state governments may be rees-

tablished within said states, or in any of them.

"And, while the mode presented is the best the executive can suggest
with his present impressions, it must not be understood that no other pos-

sible mode would be acceptable."

Here, it strikes us, is an extraordinary assumption of

power. Where in the constitution does tlie president find

it? Does he claim it under the war power? But we liave

already shown that under the war power congress can estab-

lish military governments for conquered territory, that

neither he nor congress can under that power organize civil

government, or determine the conditions on which it may be

oro;anized or recognized. If the rebellious states are still states

in the Union, the president violates their constitntions, and

wars against the essential principle of every state organiza-
tion in the Union

;
if they are not states in the Union, bnt,

as we maintain, population and territory belonging to the

Union, then he transcends his province as the executive

branch of the government, and undertakes to do on execu-

tive authority alone what only congress can do. By what

right, then, does the president issue his proclamation pre-

scribing on what conditions the rebellious population and

territorj' may reorganize themselves and be recognized as

states in the Union?
We said we objected primai'ily to the executive plat), be-

cause it is an executive plan. Every feature of it is marked

by what seems to us an extraordinary assumption of power
on the part of the executive. The president prescribes the

oath, prescribes on what conditions the states in rebellion

may reorganize state governments, and be recognized and

represented in congress as loyal states in the Union. Any
one of them, with not less than one-tenth of the number of

persons who voted in the presidential election of 1860, may
reorganize itself as the state, and have the full federal

representation in congress to which the state under the
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census of 1S60 wks entitled ! Wliy, the president could

easily, by the distribution of federal offices and patronage
in any seceded state, unless there are fewer Union men
than is pretended, induce at least one in ten, if assured of

federal protection, to swallow without scruple the prescribed

oath, or any number of oaths he might prescribe, and elect

state and federal officers, whom he may choose to prescribe.

With the federal representation of eleven states, who would

be his nominees and creatures, and the number from the

other states he could always command by the distribution

of the patronage of the government, the executive could

easily grasp for himself the whole power of the Union,

reign as an absolnte prince, perpetuate by reelections his

rei'gn during life, and I'educe the functions of congress to

that of simply registering his edicts; or, if it should now
and then show a disposition to demur, he could, after the

manner of Louis XIV., hold a lit de justice.
We are far from pretending or from believing that the

president has concocted his scheme with a view of practi-

cally concentrating the whole power of the government in

the hands of the executive. His motives are no doubt un-

selfish and patriotic, and he seeks power only as the means

of doing good, and settling in the easiest and readiest way
possible the terrible difficulties of the nation. But his

scheme is only the more dangerous on tliat account. All

dangerous usurpations of power are made from good mo-

tives, for desirable ends, by men in whom the public con-

fide. The scheme is cunningly devised, and admirably
fitted to make the executive practically the government,
even the state, and to open the door to wholesale political

corruption, and to force the people to cheat themselves out

of their honesty and their liberty. Nobody imagines for a

moment that the president has adopted his scheme for the

sake of the evil sui'e to flow from it. He adopts it for the

good he hopes to effect by it. We hope we shall be par-

doned if we say the president seems to have inherited some-

thing of the doctrine of his old English Whig ancestry, that

government can be carried on only by trickery and cor-

ruption ;
also that he seems to have confused the peace

powei-s and the war powers of the government, to have sup-

posed that in time of war the peace functions of the gov-
ernment are in abeyance, or absorbed in its war functions.

So, holding that he has the war power, he sees no impro-

priety in assuming that he can settle by his own authority
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any questions growing out of the rebellion, and settle tliem

in any way that seems to him advisable, without sf>eking

any legislative authority, or legislative sanction. In no

other way can we explain or account for that part of his

proclamation under review. Our friends of the Times, in

this city, the organ of the secretary of state, claim the mes-

sage and proclamation as decisively discarding the doctrine

of state suicide
;
but will they tell us on what principle the

president authorizes one-tenth of the legal voters under the

constitution to organize and assume to be the state, if the

old state is still a state in the Union ? If the state is still

in the Union, it is in it with its old constitution, its old or-

ganization and laws, and neither the president nor congress
can authorize a reoi'ganization, or treat one-tenth of its

voters as the state. To do so would be in the last degree

revolutionary. The assumption of power on the part of

the president to prescribe the conditions of reorganization
and the qualifications of voters, can be defended only on the

ground tliat the old state is dead, and that the population
and territory have ceased to be a state. If the presidential
scheme for the return of the rebellious states has any sense,

any principle, it must assume that the states by their seces-

sion have ceased to be states
;
and what is this but the as-

sumption that state secession is state suicide? They who
can aj^prove the president's message and proclamation, and

still reject Mr. Sumner's doctrine, and which we after him
have defended, that the territory and population in rebel-

lion are not states in the Union, but simply population and

territory belonging to the Union, have minds very differently
constituted from ours, and are capable of maintaining, in

spite of the logicians, that of contradictories both may be

true
;
and they who suppose that they can palm off such an

absurdity upon the public must count largely upon popular

ignorance, popular stupidity, or popular credulity. The

general government cannot interfere in the internal affairs

of a state recognized to be a state in the Union, and is as

much bound to respect the state constitution and laws not

repugnant to the constitution and laws of the United States,

as the state is bound to respect the constitution and laws of

the ijeneral government. If the president denies the se-

ceded states have ceased to exist, he has no right to institute

either military governments or civil governments, for them,
or to prescribe the conditions on which they may become
states again, and be restored to their rights as states in the
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Union, for thev are, on tlie supposition, already states in the

Union. So much must be clear to the veriest tyro, and

ought to be clear even to our radical-conservative friends of

the Times. But if the seceded states liave ceased to be

states, and become simply population and territory belong-
ing to the Union, then, again, the jiresideiit lias no authority
either to reoi'ganize them, or to prescribe by proclamation
or otherwise the conditions on which the}^ ma}' reorganize
and be recognized as states. In either case the executive

action is revohitionary and indefensible, as much so as the

act of secession itself. There is no principle known to our

constitution, written or unwi-itten, on wliich the action of

the executive can be justified or even palliated.
The president, no doubt, calculates that his extraordinary

assumption of power will be overlooked by those who might
otherwise oppose it, because in the test oath which he pre-

scribes, he requires adhesion to his proclamation emancipat-
ing the slaves in certain states and parts of states. But it

should be remarked that he requires an oath to adhere to it

only in case it is not set aside, or till it is set aside by con-

gress or the supreme court. If congress can set aside the

emancipation proclamation, as the president clearly con-

cedes that it may, he cannot suppose that his proclamation

really frees the slaves he declared to be free, for nobody can
*

pretend that congress has the right to reduce freemen to

slavery, unless it be for crime. That the supreme court will

sustain the freedom of slaves under the proclamation, unless

they have become free in fact before the conclusion of the

war, we suppose nobody expects. For ourselves, we do not

believe a single person can sustain his freedom in the courts

under th^t proclamation ;
and more than this, we have, and

all along have had doubts whether it was ever intended that

any one should. Moreover, this new proclamation asserts,

in terms somewhat obscure indeed, but still intelligible

enough, that, should the revived states see proper to hold
the persons declared free by the emancipation proclamation
as slaves for an indefinite period, no objection will be offer-

ed by the " national executive." If the president believes

that his proclamation really freed the. slaves, how can he

proclaim that he will not object should they for any reason

whatever even for one moment be detained in servitude?

We have always regarded the emancipation proclamation as

intended not so much to free the slaves as to silence the

clamor of the anti-slavery men at home, and to amuse the
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pliilantliiopists abroad, and by so doing guard against for-

eign intervention.

Mr. Lincoln, as everybody knows, however much in gen-
eral thesis he may be opposed to slavery, is invincibly op-

pi)sed to any and every scheme of innnediate emancipation,
and in no sense will he willingly or cordially favor it. In
this we might ourselves agree with him, if we were consid-

ering emancipation as a peace, and not as a war measure
;
but

certain it is that he is no immediate emancipationist, and
we have no doubt that he has sought to prescril)c himself

the mode of reorganizing the rebellious states instead of

leaving it to congress, lest congress should insist on innne-
diate emancipation. His whole course with regard to Mis-

souri, if not also to Maryland, proves that he is determined
to use all his power and influence to prevent immediate, and
in favor of what is called gradual emancipation. Here is

the trouble. The emancipation of the slaves as a military
necessity is and must be immediate. Having issued a proc-
lamation emancipating the slaves immediately and for ever,
the problem came up, how to prevent it from taking im-
mediate effect^ The only valid reason for proclaiming
emancipation was military necessity, to deprive the rebels

of the labor of their slaves, which enabled them to draft

^nearly the whole able-bodied free white population into their

army ;
and yet it will be remembered that tlie president, in

the very proclamation in which he declares them free, ex-

horts them to remain peaceal)]y where they were, and to

continue laboringfor their masters as before ! Now he is-

sues a proclamation telling the rebels how they can reor-

ganize their states and recover their lost I'ights in the Union,
and adds, that if they choose to retain their slaves, that is,

the men he had professed to free, in bondage for a time, he
shall make no objection ! The key to this singular incon-

sistency is in the fact that the president is opposed to im-
mediate emancipation, and is determined to do what he can
to prevent it. Mr. Lincoln is an able man, a shrewd man,
and no man is less likely to commit a blunder, or to act with-

out deliberation. He has a logical mind, and never does

any thing without knowing what he is doing, and intending
it. He knew perfectly well why he emancipated the slaves

by proclamation instead of by a military order to his gener-
als commanding military departments, and is lawyer enough
to know that the latter would hold good in the courts, and
that the former would not, unless in the case of those who
became actually free during the wai*.
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We do not doubt in tlie least tliat tlie president is opposed
to slavery, and intends that tliis rehellion shall be made use

of for its ultimate abolition. lie did not so intend in the be-

ginning; \\Q hoped, as he himself says, that the rebellion

might l)e suppressed without emaneijiation, but finding the

public opinion of the only party lie could rely on to sustain

his administi-ation too strong to be resisted, he, after long
deliberation and with evident reluctance, yielded in appear-
ance, not because he believed the emancipation would in it-

self aid his military operations, but because without it he
saw he could not carry on the war. We presume he is now
in earnest to secure the ultimate abolition of slavery, but

only gradually, and by what may seem to be the action of

the slave states themselves. Such, we suppose, to be the

actual facts in the case, and such the true explanation of the

extraordinary acts and apparent inconsistencies of the course

of the executive on this momentous subject. We find no
fault with him, for, given the man and the circumstances,
we see not how he could have done better or differently.
Yet we personally have a great dislike to a tortuous course,
and we like a man, whether in public or private, to act

openly, in a straightforward manner. We want him to tell

us plaiidy and witliout ambiguity what he means. We will

not ascribe what dis|)leases us in Mr. Lincoln's policy to the

subtle advice of Mr. Seward, for we believe the president
the abler man and the shrewder politician. Besides, Mr. Lin-

coln is the principal, and we hold the principal, not the

agent, responsible. The convention organized the govern-
ment with a single responsible executive head. The presi-
dent has no cabinet ministers, he has only clerks, or heads

of departments, responsible to him and removable at his

will. The journals speak of his constitutional advisers
;
but

he has no constitutional advisers. The heads of departments
or secretaries are no more the president's constitutional ad-

visers than we are, and no more responsible for the advice

they give him, than we are for the advice we give him, and
he is no more constitutionally bound to follow their advice

than he is ours. In Great Britain the ministry are respon-

sible, and may be impeached for the advice they give the

sovereign, but it is not so here. We ought to bear this in

mind, and place the responsibility where the constitution

places it. The president is responsible for all the acts of his

secretaries.

The executive plan does not appear to us to give any ade-
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quate security even for the ultimate abolition of slavery. It

will, if the states are restored, and still hold their flaves

even temporarily, be easy for them to alter their constitu-

tions, prescribed by the executive, and make slavery per-

petual. When once recognized as states they are competent
to do it. The states will then be perfectly competent to

take off the restriction from suffrage and eligibility, in state

matters at least, restore the disloyal population excluded by
the president's test oath, and in ten or a dozen years slavery,
in all the states, may be reestablished as firmly as ever, per-

haps more firmly than ever. Slavery is now more flourish-

ing in Kentucky than it was before the rebellion. That

state has become the grand slave mart of the Union, whence
the slave masters from localities where slave property is in-

secure send their slaves to be sold, at a low price. Ken-

tucky alone, after peace, will be able in a very few years to

restock a large portion of the South. The president, by the

exceptions he inserted in his proclamation, secured plenty
of nest-eggs for slavery.

But, the president's plan of reviving the seceded states

would, in many respects, be objectionable, even if proposed
and adopted by congress. We do not think a tenth of the

votable population of a seceded state, while the other nine-

tenths are in rebellion, or at least opposed to the Union,

ought to have the whole federal representation of the state.

It is neither just nor fair to the loyal states who have borne

the whole burden of suppressing the rebellion. A state

with nine-tenths of its population disloyal and excluded

from the ranks of its political people, evidently could not

sustain itself and discharge its proper functions as a state

in the Union. It would have to be held up and nursed by
the government, and thus would be opened the door to

political intrigue and corruption, exceeding any thing we
have yet known, even in this city. Its representatives in

congress would be virtual nominees of the administration,

and the congressional districts would be only so many "rot-

ten boroughs" owned by the government. !N"o election

would or could be free. Besides, with here and there an

individual exception, the men who would take the oath

and be allowed to vote, would be the weakest and least

energetic portion of the population. The portion of the

southern people who have the most character, and are the

best fitted to govern and look after the interests of the state

or the Union, are precisely those who would be excluded
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by tlie test oath. The majority of the voters would be com-

posed of government employes, adventurers from other

states, with very little honesty or principle of any sort, and
without any permanent interest in tlie state, or connection

with it. Here is a grave consideration.

We know there has been some talk about changing the

population of the rebellious states, of getting rid of the

present population, and supplying tlieir place with Yankees
or emigrants from Europe. We contemplate, we wish noth-

ing of tlie sort. We wish to save and keep the present
southern population, with most of its characteristics. It has

elements that the North has not, and with which the nation

cannot dispense without great loss
;
and we look forward to

the time when the seceded states will be restored, and their

politics will be in the hands of the very population now in

arms against us. We are neither for exterminating nor

changing the southern people. After they have been well

whipped they will abandon their disloyalty, and become the

most loyal people of the Union, and the most politically
honest and trustworthy. We are a New Englander, and
like New England, but we have no wish to see the South

new-englandized. We want it free
;
we want slavery abol-

ished, but we do not want to see disappear the simplicity
of manners, the warmth of feeling, and the hospitality we
were accustomed to find in southern homes. We should be

sorry to see even plantation life disappear, or the large plan-
tations cut up into small farms, cultivated either by black

or white owners. A nation is nothing without families,

and families soon disappear without estates, without home-

steads, transmitted from fatiier to son, through generation
after generation. We demand political equality, in the

sense secured by our institutions; but we regard equality
of property and of social position as neither practical)le

nor desirable. It is long since we had faith in la

repuhlique democratique et sociale. We do not believe the

whole past has been simply a blunder, and that nothing that

has been approved of by those who went before us deserves

to stand. We have not to begin the world anew ; we have

only to develop and perfect what we have received from

our fathers. We want the conservatism of the South to

balance the radicalism of the North, as we want the radical-

ism of the North to balance the conservatism of the South.

We want both sections to make a complete nation, a full

and rounded national character.
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The executive plan would transfonn the South for the
worse. We think ours, tliou^h less favorable to specula-
tors, political jobbers, and Jewisli Yankees, or Yankee Jews,
is far more favorable, to the southern people, and likely
Tnucli sooner to reinstate them in their riirhts as an integral

portion of tlie political people of the United States. Our
plan is sjiven in the article on The Federal Constitution, in

the present number of our Review. It is simply for con-

gress to establish in each of the seceded states a territorial

government, and then as soon as any one of them gives sat-

isfactory evidence of its ability to maintain itself as a loyal
state in the Union, with simple protection by the general
government from exterior invasion and disturbance, for

congi-ess to enable it to form a state government and enter
the Union with a federal representation and electoral vote,
determined by its actual population. That this plan sup-
poses that the seceded states have lapsed, we grant ;

but so

does the executive plan. The president and all loyal men
hold that all legal government in the rebellious states has
been subverted, and therefore there is, unless the doctrine

of#omplete original state sovereignty be conceded (and if

it is, the secessionists are not rebels), no state remaining.
They who oppose Mr. Sumner's doctrine that state secession

is state suicide, and contend that the seceded states are still

states in the Union, are at best contending for the veriest

abstraction, for an airy nothing, to which not even the poet,
of imagination all compact, and his eye in a fine frenzy roll-

ing, can give a local habitation and a name. The president
himself concedes that to all practical purposes the seceded
states are dead, and he proposes, as we have seen, to deal
with them as such. We have heard no one ever pretend
that the governments now in rebellion against the Union
are legitimate state governments, or that tliey are to be re-

instated in the Union. Mr. Winter Davis,' in his speech
elsewhere alluded to, while denouncing rather flippantly
Mr. Sumner's doctrine about state suicide, scouted the idea
that these disloyal concerns were legitimate governments,
or that they would ever be recognized as such. Well, what
then are he and his friends lighting for, or quarrelling
about? The states have lapsed as actually living states in

the Union l)y their own concession, and can be living states

in the Union only by being reorganized as such
;
and the

president, in his proclamation, points out the mode in

which they may be reorganized. Practically, then, all we
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contend for is conceded, and asserted by all loyal men, if, as

we suppose they do, they understand themselves.

The difficulty which some honestly feel on the point

grows out of the fact that they well understand that a real

sovereign state may be disorganized or lose its entire gov-
ernment, and yet retain its existence and all its rights as a

state. It is a sovereign state still, and has in itself the pow-
er to reorganize its government. The government is gone,
but the convention remains. All this is true, and is assumed
in the distinction we have made in the article on The Fed-
eral Constitution, between the state or civil society and the

government, between the constitution of the government
and the constitution of civil society or the state. Every
half-fledged politician knows, or ought to know this mucli

;

for if we did not concede it we should recoo-nize in a nation

no recuperative power, no power when its government has

once been subverted to reorganize and reestablish legiti-

mate government. But this applies to a state proper, to a

complete, sovereign state, but not to a state in the Union,
unless we hold the states iu the Union are severally coui-

plete states, states proper, possessing all the attributes and
faculties of free, independent, sovereign states. In an in-

dependent sovereign state, the sovereignty, in the absence

of government, or any constitution of government, vests in

the national territory and population. But to assume that

it vests in the territory and population of one of the Amer-
ican states, when its organization and government are gone,
have been subverted, destroyed, is plainly and undeniably
to assume that these states are each a sovereign state, a full

and complete state iti itself. But assume this, and you have
no right to make war on the seceders as insurgents or rebels.

Here is the dilemma in which these good people place
themselves. They can contend that the seceded states are

still states in the Union, only on the assumption of full and

independent state sovereignty ;
and they cannot make that

assumi)tion without denying the right of the general gov-
ernment to prosecute the war against the seceders. They
must either condemn the war as a war of invasion and con-

quest, or they must reject state sovereignty as we do. Then

they must concede that the state under our system is not

population and territory, but is population and territory

organized as a state and admitted into the Union. Then

they must concede that the lapse of the state organization is-

the lapse of the state
;
and as they admit that the state or-
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gaiiization has been subverted or destroyed by secession,

and therefore lapsed, they must, wliatever wry faces thej

may make, concede that thej liave lapsed as states, and ac-

cept the doctrine tiiat "state secession is state suicide." Mr.

Sumner's phrase will live.

Bj the concession of the president and the so-called con-

servative republicans themselves, the state organization is

gone, and noticing but population and territory, as a prac-
tical fact remains. What we ask of congress is, that it deal

with the practical fact as it is, and establish for this popula-
tion and territory regular territorial governments, in like

manner that it is accustomed to do for any other unorgan-
ized population and territory belonging to the Union. This

it can do under the exercise of its ordinary or peace powers.
It requires no assumption of extraoi'dinary powers, and no

resort to the war power. It is simply the sovereign exer-

cising his civil power, in establishing a civil government,
not exercising his belligerent rights.
But we are told that this is to reduce the seceded states

to provinces, and to place them under provincial govern-
ments. That is something terrible, we suppose. But how
much better off are they now, placed as they are under mil-

itary governors appointed by the commander-in-chief of the

army and navy, and governed by military law, so far as by
any law at all ? They would, under our plan, be placed at

least under a civil government, a civil administration, and

the protection of civil law, which we regard as an advan-

tao;e of no slio-jit moment. Then, again, under our system,
the territorial organization is provisional, and is never in-

tended to be final or permanent. It is merely preparatory
to a state organization, and looks to the transformation of

the territory into a state at the earliest practicable moment.

Nobody dreams that the population and territory of the se-

ceded states are to be held for any considerable length of

time under territorial governments, and the territorial peo-

ple will always have it in their power, by returning loyalty,
to abridge the period of their probation, and hasten the day
of their reinstatement in the IJnion. In some cases it may
be only a few months before the transformation may be

safely effected, and in no case will the territorial govern-
ment need to be continued beyond the period of the com-

plete military suppression of the rebellion. When the

"southern people once find that they are really whipped, tliat

they have not the slightest chance of securing separation

f
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and inde)3endence, tliey will cease resistance, and, if permit-
ted, return to their allegiance. They may then be safely
intrusted with the powers of self-government. There is, no

doubt, Imniih'ation for a people once a state in being placed
under a territorial government, but less, in our judgment,
in being placed nndcr a civil than under a military govern-
ment, and the transformation from the civil territorial gov-
ernment is easier, more regular, and more speedy thnn from
a military government. We cannot sympathize, then, with
the men who affect such a holy horror at treating the rebel

population and territory as territories, and yet are quite

willing to see them treated as military departments, under

military governors, and subjected to military law.

No objections can be made to this simple and constitu-

tional way of restoring the rebellions states that do not bear
with far greater force against the executive scheme, and,
unless there are, as is not unlikely, some political interests,

party or personal, at stake, we can understand no reason

why that scheme should be preferred. Its adoption would,
indeed, enable a few thousands of voters in each of the
eleven states to cast in the next presidential election the

entire electoral vote of those eleven states, representing a

population of some twelve millions, nine-tenths of whom
are in hearty sympathy witli the rebellion. This, supposing
Mr. Lincoln to be a candidate for reelection, would render
his election well-nigh certain, even should a Republican as

well as a Democratic competitor run against him. But we
cannot suppose a thought of that sort could influence in the
least our honest and high-minded chief magistrate, or the

high-souled and patriotic admirers of the secretary of state.

Such a scheme, adopted for such a purpose, would be an

outrage, and a death-blow to honest constitutional govern-
ment. And yet, for the life of us, we cannot understand

why else the especial friends of the secretary of state should

persist so strenuously against law, fact, and common sense,
m maintaining that the seceded states are states still in the

Union, They know, as well as we do, that there is no truth

or reason in maintaining that those states are states still in

the Union, Mr. Lincoln knows they are not, for his very
-scheme, while it assumes that they are, denies it.

We are utterly opposed to allowing one-tenth of the pop-
ulation of a secedetl state, while the other nine-tenths are in

rebellion, to cast the whole electoral vote to which the state

would be entitled if loyal and in the Union, under the Unit-
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ed States census of 1860. We are not opposed because we
fear it would secure tlie defeat of our candidate for the next

presidency, for it would be very sure to elect him
;
but be-

cause we do not-believe that so small a number as one-tenth

of the assumed voters in a state have the right to a federal

representation and an electoral vote, based on a census that

gives ten times their number. If the Union men are to be
treated as the state, be it so ; but let, at least, their electoral

vote and federal representation be no more than their actual

number under the census entitles them to. We cannot un-

derstand why one Union man in South Carolina, Tennessee,
or Louisiana, should count for ten in Massachusetts, New
York, or Pennsjdvania. We know no reason why they
should have any vote at all, while tlie great, the overwhelm-

ing majority of the population are in rebellion. "But that

majority are politically dead." Then do not count them as

a basis of representation. Abstract them from the wliole

population given by the census of 1860, and take only the

remainder as the representative population. You cannot
do that legally? The state is the state, and you must count
its whole population or none? Then do you not see the

gross inequality and absurdity of pretending that thej' are

states in the Union, with all their federal rights unimpaired ?

Moreover, the Union men in the eleven seceded states are

not citizens of the United States. They are enemies, and
are declared to be so by the supreme court in the Hiawatha

case, and have been since the 13tli of July, 1861, and their

territory is enemy's territory, otherwise the president could

never have placed it under military governors, or i)lockaded

the southern ports. The supreme court have decided that

the war we are carrying on is not a simple war against in-

surgent individuals, but a territorial civil war, which makes

every man, woman, and child in the rebellions territory an

enemy. The interdict must be removed from that terri-

tory before these Union men cease to be enemies; and that

cannot be removed so long as the law of congress of the

13th of July, 1861, remains unrepealed, and the great ma-

jority are still hostile, without a gross abuse of executive

power. AYe do not know that even these Union men in

the seceded states are any better than the Union men in the

organized territories under the govei'ument of the United
States. And why should they, anv more than these, have
a federal representation and an electoral vote?
But happily the executive scheme is naught unless sane-
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tioncd or acquiesced in by congress. Congi'ess lias the

supervision of the whole matter, and nothing is concluded
but by its will, unless it be the exceptions from the confis-

cation and other penal laws, which the president was au-

thorized by cono;ress to make. Congress has clothed the

executive with too large a discretion in the case, and we
hope it will be more cautious for the future. But it has not

yet given up to the executive its authority to say on what
conditions the rebels m.ay return and resume their political

riglits as states in the Union; at least we hope not. There
are good men and true in congress, and we count on their

vigilance and fidelity to the constitution. The last congress,
in the novelty of the questions and the confusion of the

times, set one or two very bad precedents, but the present

congress need not follow tliera. If congress will but assert

its independence, and do its own work, no harm can come
from the executive scheme. Even the scheme itself, though
still objectionable, would be shorn of some of its dangerous
features, if adopted by congress along with the establish-

ment of civil territorial governments for the lapsed states,

till such times as they are able to organize state govern-
ments in accordance with the conditions prescribed by the

president in his proclamation. But what we insist on is,

that the reorganization of the seceded states, whether under
state governments or territorial governments, is a thing that

neither the president nor congress can do under the war

power, and must be done by the simple exercise of the

ordinary peace powers of the government. It is not a

thing which needs or admits a resort to the war power, in

whose hands soever that power may be vested
;
for it is not

necessai-y to military operations, and is determined not by
international law, but by the national law, the constitution

and laws of the national government. The rights of war,
however extensive they may be, are yet restricted to the

legitimate object and purposes of the war, and never ex-

ceed what is necessary to gain and secure that object and
those purposes. This understood, it is certain that the

subject is one for congressional action, not for the executive
action.

We insist, perhaps to wearisomeness, on the importance
of proceeding constitutionally, and of each branch of the

government conlining itself to its own department and to its

strictly constitutional functions. We are and always have
been a constitutionalist of the strict constructionist school,

Vol. XVU-34
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and we helieve tlie constitutional way the Lest and safest.

Yet we have never uri>-ed tlie constitution in any way to im-

pede the government in doing any tiling necessary to sup-

press the rebellion or to save the life and integrity of the

nation. We have no sympath.y with those who can see in

the constitution only a restriction on power, and appeal to

it only when they want to prevent some very useful and
necessarv thintr from being done. The constitution ijrants

]iowers, as well as imposes resti'iction on powei', and we be-

lieve it confers on the government all the powers that in

any emergency it needs or can find useful. We have never

complained of what are called "arbitrary arrests," for we
see them provided for in the constitution. Avlien the public

safety requires them. We have been much more disposed
to complain of arbitrary discharges from arrest and impris-
onment. We have never com])lained of the snspension of
the writ of habeas corpus^ because we find the constitution

allows it to be suspended in certain contingencies which ob-

viously now exist
;
and as the object of that writ in our

jurisprudence is not to restrain the executive from making
necessary arrests, l)ut to compel the courts to bring the per-
sonarrested to a speedy trial, or to grant him his discharge,
we believe the p6wer to suspend it in times of war. invasion,
oi- insurrection, is vested in the president. It may often be

necessary to suspend it when congress is not in session and
caimot be assembled in season. We have given great exten-
sion to the war pov.'er, not as an extra-constitutional power,
for the constitution confers it on congress. Under it con-

gress and even the president can do legally and constitution-

ally many things in times of war, foreign or domestic, which
neither can do undei' the peace powers of the government,
or in times of peace, wiien the higher law of public safety
does not come in. Congress has the ordinary peace right to

prescribe the terms of the reorganization and restoration of

fallen states to their status of states in the Union, but the

president has not, because the convention did not see proper
to confer it on him

;
and he cannot do it under the wai-

power, for it is not one of the ends of the war, is not necessary
to the success of our arms, or to his niilitary operations as

commander-in-chief. He has in regard to it in time of war
all the power that lie has in time of peace, and no more.
The constitution gives to no branch of the government
under the rights of peace the right to abolish slavery within
the limits of any state in the Union, but it gives to congress.
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perhaps even to the president, the ri^'ht, imder the war

power, to abolish it everywhere in the Union and in the ter-

ritories of the Union, if judged necessary as a niih'tary ineas-

nre, or to obtain indemnity for tlie past or security for the

future. A military order of the commander-in-chief, or an
act of congress abolishing slavery for such reasons, if cor-

rect in form, would be valid, and repealable only by the con-

vention, for congress has no more right to establish slavery
than it has to abolish it. We were among the first, except
the abolitionists, to urge the abolition of slavery as a war
measure, and we are proud of it. It is a legacy we leave to

our children. Our complaint of the president has been,
not that he issued his proclamation, but that he did not in

his proclamation adopt, in our judgment, the proper legal
form.. We think it should have been by military order to

his generals commanding military departments. We have

always preferred, however, emancipation by act of congress,
because congress has more freedom in the case, and there
could be no doubt of the validity of its act. It is true, the

proclamation cites an act of congress emancipating certain

classes of slaves, and professes to be based upon it, but it is

not merely executory of it, but goes beyond it, and it may
be a question in the courts whether in the respect that it

transcends that act, or goes beyond what is necessary to its

execution according to its true intent and meaning, it has

any legal force. We hope congress in its present session

will remove all doubts on the subject by passing for the pur-

poses we have named, an act emancipating the slaves for

ever, not only in the states and parts of states included in the

proclamation, but in those states and parts of states not so

included. We have not a doubt of its constitutional right
to do it as a military measure, or as a measure necessary to

guaranty the nation against a new outbreak of the rebellion.

It is idle to expect peace and union, henceforth, between
free states and slave states

;
and as we cannot be forced to

become all slave states, we must look to it that all become
free states, and let the value of the slaves, as property, be
set off as an indemnity to the United States, for the expenses
they have been obliged to incur in the suppression of the

slaveholders' rebellion, and for which the Union has the

right to indemnify itself, by levying on any property belong-
ing to rebels it can find. They ought to feel that they are

let off easily, if they are let off with simply the loss of their

laves. The few really loyal slaveholders in the non-seced's
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ino^ states may receive a reasonable compensation ;
the

others deserve and should receive none. The seceded states

may adjust the matter with their own citizens as they see

proper. The proclamation relieves them, with very few ex-

ceptions, if they choose to return to their alle2:iance, of all

other penalty for their treason and murders. The people of

these states rebelled as states, and they deserve to lose their

slaves; for, if they had remained loyal, they mi.cht have

enjoyed their property in slaves, and
"
wallopped their own

nigger," with nobody to disturb them. Let the dispossessed
slaveholders seek redress from their own states, when those

states are restored.

The president, we liave said, is evidently opposed to im-

m.ediate emancipation, and so are we
;
he favors gradual

emancipation, and so should we, so that the transition from

slavery to freedom should disturb society as little as possi-

ble, though we do not understand the same thing by gradual

emancipation that the president does. K the government
had had under its peace powers the constitutional right to

deal with the question of slavery, we should not have favored

immediate emancipation. But such was not the case. It

could deal with it only under the war power, and under that

power emancipation must be immediate or not at all. We
cannot understand, then, why in Maryland and Missouri,

where slavery can be abolished without any serious social

shock, the president should set his face against immediate

emancipation. As the slaves in all the rebel states, with the

exception of Ten .lessee, and parts of two other states, have

had their immediate emancipation declared, the federal ex-

ecutive might, we should think, prudently suffer the people
of the loyal slaveholding states to adopt immediate emanci-

pation, if they saw proper.
We see Mr. Wilson, of Iowa, has given notice, in congress,

of Jiis intention to move an amendment to the constitution

of the United States, abolishing and prohibiting for ever in-

voluntary servitude, in the Union and the territories thereof,

except for crime, and empowering congress to cany it into

eifect by the requisite legislation. Seeing the turn things

are taking, we withdraw our former objections to such an

amendment. It would be the shortest, and most effectual

way of disposing of the slavery question at once and for ever.

The supreme political power is in the convention; the con-

vention is composed of the political people of the United

States, and is as complete and as sovereign with the states
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now ill the Union, as it would be were all the seceded states

restored. An ainendinent passed by the requisite majority
of both houses of congress, and ratified by three-fourths of

all the states actually in the Union, would be, to all intents

and purjioses, i. part of the constitution. It would always
remain such, for there would always be at least over one-

fourth of the states that would never consent to its being
changed. If such an amendment could be carried, it would
be a grand thing; whethei' it can be or not, can never be

known till the experiment is made. We hope Mr. Wilson

may succeed, for our mind is made upon this slavery ques-
tion. We demand the utter extinction of negro-slavery.
The nation has recognized the negro as a man. It has done
more: it has put arms in his hands; incorporated him into

its armies
;
bid him light manfully as an American, for the

life and integrity of the nation. In doing so, it has natural-

ized and nationalized him. Never will we consent to see a

man who has shed his blood for our country, for the main-
tenance of ijitional right, liberty, and law, held in siaverj^
and counted, not as a person, but as a chattel

;
and never

will we consent to enslave a race that has produced such a

man. The government, by arming the negroes, has made
them our countrymen ;

and never shall our countrymen,
whatever their complexion, be held as slaves, without oui

doing every thing in our power to prevent it. To so much
we solemnly pledge what remains to us of life. That flag,
under which the freedman and the freeman have mounted
the ]iarapet side by side, side by side met death from
rebel fire, and side by side been laid in the same soldier's

grave, must henceforth wave only over the free, and never

ygain be profaned to protect the slave-owner, or the trafficker

in human flesh.

"Liberty," said Mr. Calhoun, in a letter to us in 1838,
^' we consider a boon which they only are entitled to, who
are able to take it." It is a harsh, pagan doctrine, and over-

looks the obligation of the strong to help the weak, and the

powerful to defend the defenceless. But the negro is fast

proving that he is entitled to the boon, even on Mr. Calhoun's
hard conditions. Nothing sooner calls out one's manhood,
than to make him a soldier, and to let him feel that he is

counted worthy to bear arms and do a man's work. Yet,
we are far fi-om feeling that the battle for abolition is over.

The rebellion is not yet suppressed, and the war is not yet
ended

; nor, in our judgment, so near being ended as many
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of our friends flatter themselves. The president's proclama-

tion, we do not believe, will liaye mnch effect on the rebel

population, one way or another. They do not look upon
their cause as we look upon it, and they fi<»:ht for it with all

the determination, ardor, and desperate bravery of patriots.

Not easily or speedily will such a people succumb, and givo
over the stru2:^le. They will hope ao;ainst hope, and yield

only when they find that all possible chances are against
them. Nearly one-half of the people of the loyal states are

bent on preserving- slavery, as essential to their political com-

binations and influence
;
even in the ranks of the professedly

loyal, there are large numbers who have little or no manli-

ness or pluck, and are ready for almost any coni]u-omise that

will secure peace, and not deprive them of their political

importance. So we do not yet feel sure that a reconciliation

will not be effected, without obtaining snfiicient guaranties
that slavery shall cease, and cease for ever. Even the presi-

dent's proclamation weakens, instead of strengthem'ng our

assurance. We have so few politicians that place right as

the measure of expediency, justice above interest, or their

country's good before their own, that we always are in doubt

till the thing is done, and so done that it cannot be undone.

"We have taken up so much space in commenting on the

executive plan for restoi'ing the fallen states, that we have

left ourselves no room for commenting on the other impor-
tant matters in the message,—the ablest and best written

message Mr. Lincoln has ever sent to congress. It has more

dignity, and more the character of an official docuniont, than

its" predecessors. We have criticised freely, Init honestly

and conscientiously, the executive scheme for reoi'ganizing

the rebellious states, or transforming them into loyal states :

but, we hope, with becoming respect for our chief magis-

trate, and without any gratuitous offence. We may have

misconceived its intent and what is likely to be its [)ractical

bearing, and we are led to distrust, in some measure, our

own judgment, by flnding the message and proclamation

cordially endorsed by some of our most earnest and judi-

cious political friends. We are never above acknowledging
and correcting our errors when we detect them, or when

they are pointxid out. Better that we should suffer in pul)lic

estimation than that the truth should.

We have, in the course of our remarks, twice alluded t(»

the next presidency. We are no president makers or presi

dent breakers. We voted for Mr. Lincoln in 1860, and wi-
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sliall vote for liim in 18^4, if he is the candidate of tlie

k)yal TInion party, and with less rehietanee, for thougli not,
as we need not say, precisely a man after onr own heart, lie

is an abler man, and has made a better president than we had
looked for. We have expected him to be a candidate foi-

reelection as a matter of course. In 1860, Mr. Chase, secre-

tary of the treasury, was our first choice, and if he is the can-

didate we shall cheerfully support him. We have heard the

names of two eminent loyal military men mentioned in con-

nection with the next presidency, either of whom would
meet our wishes. We recorded years ago our conviction
that a real military man, other things being equal, should
be preferred for president. A military training is better

than a mere civilian training to tit a man for the executive
duties of the presidential olhce. He wlio has led the life of

a soldier, acquired the discipline of the army, and learned
to command men in the battle-field, is likely to have a more

manly character, a l)etter judgment of men, and more prompt-
ness and energy in emergencies. Wellington was England's
greatest soldier, but he lives almost entirely in the memory
and affections of his countrymen, as her noblest, greatest,
and most disinterested statesman. No man as president
would be more likely to keep the nation out of war, or to

help it in case it was unhappily involved in a war, than a

real soldier. Personally our preferences are for the soldier,
and our only hesitancy is the fear that the soldier we should

prefer will be required for active service in the tield
;
for

we by no means expect the war to end this year, or even the

next. But, be this as it may, we shall support the candidate

of the loyal Union party, be he soldier or civilian
;
and the

present incumbent will have the advantage of four years of

valuable experience.
Since writing the foregoing, we have seen the bill reported

to the house by General Ashley for organiziTig the rebel-

lious states under military governors, and providing for

their reoi'ganization as states, on the basis of the scheme set

forth in the pi-esident's proclamation. Should congress pass
the bill, it would relieve the scheme of our objections to it

on the ground of unconstitutionality, and of its being purely
an executive measure. We, however, still object to the
" one-tenth "

provision, and should demand a decided major-
ity, for reasons we have already given. The president's prop-
osition is unfair, an'd it is unjust to the other states to give
to so small a number tlie whole representative and electoral

vote of the former state. The military governments may
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be instituted under the war power, but the civil reorganiza-
tion of seceded states can be effected only under the peace

powers of tiie government, and therefore the scheme,whetlier

congressional or executive, is unconstitutional a*nd revolu-

tionary, if the seceded states are held to be still states in the

Union. It is only on the supposition that they are not,
that Mr. Ashley's bill is defensible

;
and if the}' are not,

there is no defence of the one-tenth provision, whicii allows

a federal representation and electoral vote due only to ten

times their number. It is all ver}- well to get over difficul-

ties by way of compromise when one can, but hei'eis a ques-
tion of law, and an unconstitutional mode of proceeding
even by congress may vitiate the whole. It is folly to as-

sume in one part of the act the nullity of the seceded states,

and in the other their legal existence and vitality. We sup-

pose then that the bill, as it evidently does, assumes the legal

nullit}'' of the seceded states. We ask congress to provide
for a larger percentage. Regarded as a new state organiza-
tion, it has no right, and congress can give it no I'ight to

count as a portion of its population, the disloyal ]>opulation
of the old state; and if it does not regard it as a new or-

ganization or the creation of a new state, it has no right to

effect or authorize it. The whole difficulty we see in the

way of Mr. Ashley's new bill is precisely here, in the matter

of federal representation and the electoral vote. If the bill,

before it passes, can be so modihed as to obviate this diffi-

culty, we shall heartily approve it. We are willing and
even anxious that congress should make the executive plan
the basis of its own legislation, for we want no quarrel be-

tween congress and the executive that can be avoided
;
but

we presume the president himself will consent to such mod-
ifications as are necessary to save its consistency and consti-

tutionality.
AVe see also, with great pleasure, that Mr. Lovejoy has in-

troduced a bill giving effect to the president's emancipation

proclamation. If it becomes a law it will settle all disputes
as to the legality or illegality of tlie proclamation, and fix

the status as freemen of the persons professed to be liberated

by it. Let congress do its duty on these great questions, and

it will soon be able to rally all Union men around it and the

executive, and secure with the hearty good-will of the nation

the reelection of Mr. Lincoln, which is on many accounts

desirable, for there will questions come up in the next four

years which can be much better settled under a second pres-
idential term than under the first.
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[From Bfownson's Quarterly Review for April. 1864.J

That Mr. Phillips is one of the ablest and most eloqnenc
men in the United States cannot well be doubted

;
and that

he is perfectly honest and sincere in his devotion to the ab-

olition of slavery, and the elevation of the negro race in the

country, is just as little to be doubted. No one can read

one of his speeches and not say to himself, Here is an hon-

est man speaking his honest thought ;
here is an able man,

an educated man, a cultivated man, of large and liberal

views, a man of genius, of heart, of soul, devoting all his

mind, all his intelligence, and all his energ}'-, to the cause of

the poor and oppressed. Such a man, however we may
differ from him on this or that point, we are forced to re-

spect and love. He had, and could have, no selfish or sin-

ister motive for espousing the cause of the slave, and giving

up his life to the negro. He started life from a social posi-

tion, with talents, learning, genius, and accomplishments
which could not fail, with ordinary industry, to open to him
the doors to the highest professional honors, or to the high-
est political distinctions his country had to offer. The
beaten track was for him, if he chose to follow it, the

sure path of ambition, both smooth and easy of ascent. He
chose to forego his advantages, to brave pul)lic opinion, to

bind himself to an unpopular cause, to suffer reproach for

it, and to be In-anded as an incendiary, to be hissed by the

mob, and to incur the wrath and hatred of all the sleek

respectabilities in both church and state. Such a man does

not so expose himself from vulgar ambition, or without

being governed by lofty principles, and animated by noble

and generous sentiments. He has in him the stuff of a true

man.
It has never been my lot to be a cooperator with Mr.

Phillips in his special woi'k
; indeed, he has found me

always one of his most steady, persevering, and determined

opponents. Yet have I always loved his noble and genial

*
Speech of Wendell Phillips. Esq., at the Annual Meeting of the Anti-

Slavery Society, Tremont Temple, Boston, January 2S, 1864-
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spirit, respected his humanity, and honored his disinteiv^t-

edness. I liave always regarded him as a genuine man, a

living man—one who thinks and has the courage to act out

his thought. I have always sympathized with him as to the

end he proposed, but rarely as to the means by which he

souglit to gain it. Mr. Phillips was, and is, a philanthroiiist— a sincere and earnest believer in the democratic principle,

and I am not, and never have been. Philanthropy is a

great word
;
but nature has not made me a philanthroi)ist.

I am a Christian, and aim to discharge my Christian duties,

both to God and to my fellow-men. But philanthropy is a

sentiment, not a principle, and I never suffer myself to

build any system, religious, philosophical, ethical, or politi-

cal, on any sentiment, however generous or noble it may be,

for all sentiments are subjective, individual, and variable.

Even the religious sentiment, the highest and noblest senti-

ment in man, cannot be trusted, unless enlightened and di-

rected by truth, principle, independent of both the human
mind and the human heart. Without truth, objective truth

—what we call idea or dogma, it becomes a grovelling su-

perstition, or a wild and destructive fanaticism. Love is one

wing of the soul, no doubt
;
but with one wing alone, the

soul does not, cannot soar. It must have two wings, and

the other wing is intelligence, which grasps a reality which

is not soul, but above sonl—God
;
and hence the apostle re-

proves those who have a zeal for God which is not accord-

ing to knowledg(\
In democracy, as exj)0unded by Locke and Rousseau, and

advocated by Jefferson and his school, we do not believe.

We have studied philosophy too long for that. Democracy
is the political expression of the materialistic and sensistic

philosophy of the last century, which nobody of any brains

pretends now to defend. Liberty we love
;
the equality of

all men as to their natiii-al rights we recognize
—hold as a

part of our Christian faith. We believe in ]-epul)lican gov-

ernment, in the election by public suffrage of all rulers and

magistrates, and dislike all hereditary monarchy and all hered-

itary political aristocracies. We are not Jews, but Chris-

tian.s. Judaism rested on natural generation, and, therefore,

on the hereditary principle ; Christianity is palingenesiae,
and under it all goes by election, the election of grace.

Every man's philosophy, religion, and politics should unite

in a common principle, and every man's does, if he thinks

and is master of his thought. We believe in popular suffrage,
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and SO far accept democracy ;
but we hold that snffi"ai>:;e is a

trust, not an inherent and indefeasible right, and >so far we

reject democracy. The i-ight to vote, and to bc^ voted for is

a trust from civil society, not a natural right inherent in

every man by virtue of tlie fact that he is a man. On this

point we disagree with Mr. Phillips and all the disciples of

Rousseau
; and, disagreeing on this point, we naturally dis-

agree, supposing us equally logical, on all the points grow-

ing out of it and dependent on it.

Mr. Pinllips is an abolitionist
;
his one primary object is

the abolition of negro-slavery. Slavery is an injustice, and

no injustice should be tolerated. Tiie right of the man to

his freedom is higher than that of any civil constitution or

human enactment to obedience. The right of the slave to

his freedom rests on the patent of the Ahriighty ;
is incor-

porated into the very charter of his existence by his Crea-

tor. Any human enactments or civil constitutions that de-

prive him of that freedom, or prevent me from rushing to

emancipate him, are repugnant to the law of God, and may
be lawfully resisted or disregarded. Hence, Mr. Phillips
subordinates the constitution of the United States to eman-

cipation, and places the question of emancipation above

that of preserving the Union. If the Union abolishes sla-

very, he sustains the Union
;

if it refuses to do any thing
of the sort, then he is for disunion, so as to be able to wash
his hands of the sin of slavery. Now, on this last point,
not being a philanthropist, and holding the support of the

constitution as it is, till constitutionally altered, to be a

public duty, binding by the law of God on every citizen, 1

have always held that I nnist sustain tlie Union whether it

did wr not abolish slavery, and seek the abolition of slavery
under it, not against it. My duty to the constitution, to

the Union, to the country, I have always held to be, if the

two came in conflict, paramount to my duty to free the

slave. Here was and is the fundamental difference between
me and the abolitionists. H" we must choose between the

dissolution of the Union, the loss of our national life, and
the continuance of slavery, I choose the latter. But Mr.

Phillips must bear us witness that the flrst moment that we
were able to denuuid the abolition of slavery without dan-

ger to the Union or lesion to the constitution, we did it, and

th*i echo of our essay on Slaver
(/
and the War, written in

August, 1861, has not yet died away.
We grant slavery is an evil, an injustice, and that it is a
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sin to continue it a moineut after it is possible to abolish it
;

that is, possible to abolish it without a greater evil, or a

greater injustice. Of two evils choose the less
;
and unhap-

pily in this world, such is the complication of human af-

fairs that often it is not possible to repair one wrong with-

out committing another, and, perhaps, a far greater wrong.
We believed slavery, till it rose in rebellion against the

Union, a less evil than the dissolution of the Union
;
and on

the principle that we may not do evil that good may come, we
separated from the abolitionists. We did so because we
acted from principle, not sentiment, or from sentiment

guided by principle; not from impulse, but judgment.
Whether we erred in judgment or not is another question,
which others may answer or not answer, as they think best.

But this much we say, and say cheerfidly, that the country
owes a deeper debt of gratitude to the abolitionists than it

is prepared to acknowledge, or will be during this genera-
tion. Much in their manner as well as in their principles
was offensive

;
and their overlooking the claims of patriot-

ism, or seeing their country only in the negro, and counting
every man their countryman and fellow-citizen who went
for abolition, cannot be commended. Nothing did more
to excite prejudice against them than their athliation with

English aJDolitionists, and importing George Thompson to

help them abuse their own country and countrymen ;
and

we regret to see the same gentleman amongst us again, as

we regretted Mr. Ward Beecher's mission to England. We
are not cosmopolitans ;

we believe in nationalities, that God
for wise purposes has divided mankind into distinct, sepa-

rate, and independent nations
;
and we are so old fashioned

as to believe that each nation should manage its own inter-

nal affairs for itself. We have not yet accepted the modern
doctrine of '' the solidarity of peoples ;

" nor can we even

go with our friends of the Tribune for national dismember-
ment in Schleswig, which is not and never was any part of

the German empire, and against it in our own southern

states. The cause of Denmark in relation to Schleswig, not
in relation to Holstein, is the same as our own in i-elation to

the seceded states. We have no acquaintance with George
Thompson ;

he is no doubt an able, a worthy, and eloquent
gentleman, but we are sorry to see him here as an abolition

lecturer. We are not believers in English philanthropy,
and disclaim all solidarity with it

; j^et we honor those ear-

nest men and women amongst us who have so long and so
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perseveringly battled for the slave, amid obloquy and re-

proach, borne calmly bein<y lanfyhed at, sneei'ed at, perse-

cuted, mobbed, stoned by the Pharisees of the day, and we
devoutly hope that the freedom they have so bravely, if not

always wisely, battled for, will be obtained and secui-ed.

These remarks define well enough our relation with the
abolitionists. It is not a relation of hostility, nor a relation

of perfect sympathy and agreement. Yet we have read the

speech by Mr. Phillips, which we have cited, with deep and

thrilling interest, and wish our worthy president would
himself read and ponder it. It is a great speech, and while
it indulges the hope that slavery is to end, it eloquently ex-

presses well grounded apprehensions that the republic is in

danger, through the readiness of the government, in its

haste, to sacrilice the interests and honor of the nation to a

sham peace. While we are writing there comes the news
of the election of a civil governor in Louisiana

;
and we

mav before long hear similar news from Arkansas, and
from Tennessee, unless the federal forces are driven out of
the latter state before the election can come oS. These

elections, hailed as triumphs for the Union cause by the

journals, we hear of with much misgiving and sadness.

They are triumphs only for the vulpecular policy of our ac-

complished secretary of state, by which he seeks to transfer

the struggle from the control of generals to that of poli-
ticians and demagogues. We are told General Banks fa-

vored the election of Michael Hahn, the successful candi-

date for governor of Louisiana, and that is proof enough
that his election is to be regretted by every friend of the

Union
;
for who knows not that Butler was superseded, be-

cause he was in earnest to carry out a straight-forward,
honest anti-slavery policy, and that Banks was appointed
because he was an ally or tool of Seward, and would do
what man could do to defeat such policy and to save slavery
from utter annihilation, at least for a time? So it will be

everywhere else. Mr. Phillips is right. There are grounds
for serious apprehensions, for matters have gone so far that

it is impossible ever to establish the LTnion in peace and

harmony without the immediate and total abolition of sla-

very throughout the whole United States and the territories

thereof, and that will not be done if it is in the power of the

Sewards, the Blairs, the Bateses, the Bankses, aided by the

weakness, vanity, and timidity, and crotchets of the presi-

dent, to prevent it.
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We believe tlie president, if emancipated from tlie influ-

ence of the selfish politicians represented hy the Sewards,

Blairs, & (^^o., would take and consistently pursue an anti-

slavery policy, and would not broach the question of recon-

struction till he had made sure of abolition
;
but of such eman-

cipation there is no longer any hope. Perhaps after all,

what we wish we shall have to look for from another and an

unexpected quarter. Who has not observed of late that a

change has come over the Democratic party in congress and

elsewhere ? Do they not say slavery is dead ? and is it not

possible that they are shrewd enough to throw the odium
with their own friends, of killing it, on the Republican

party, and to secure for themselves the honor of burying it,

and saving the nation ? Democrats love slaverv no more
than do the Republicans, and are just as willing to get rid

of it as Republicans are, if they can do so without loss of

prestige, or if by doing so they can again govern the re-

public. Suppose then, that having discovered that it is po-
litical ruin to wed themselves for bette)- or worse to the

cause of slavery, they have resolved oi- are resolving to

avail themselves of the opportunity the indecisive and

double-faced and no-faced policy of the administration

affords them, to take the ground that the abolition of slavery
is un fait accompli^ plant themselves on the principle of

universal freedom, elect the next president, and the next

congress, and gain to themselves, for their own party, the

glory of burying slavei\y, ]3Utting an end to the war, and
. saving the nation ? Why not '. They can do it in spite of

Seward, Thurlow Weed, and the Blairs, if they choose, and
who knows that they will not so choose ? It is their wisest

and best policy, and if they adopt it. they can can-y nearly

every state and every loyal man in the Union with them.
We are not in their secrets, but are very much disposed to

*

believe that their leaders are already meditating something
of the sort.

" But they cannot carry the anti-slavery sentiment of the

North with them." Be not so sure of that. They could

not, if the Republican administration had not trifled with

that sentiment, played fast and loose M'ith it, or if it had

fairly accepted it, and proved itself capable of conducting
the war with spirit, energy, wisdom, and success. Thus far.

as a war administration, as a civil administration, as an anti-

slavery administration it has been, in public estimation, com-

paratively at least, a failure. Suppose then, the Democratic
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party should take the ground tliat slavery is dead, that it is

no Ioniser in (jnestion ;
also take high national ground, such

as has been taken by General Dix in his letter to certain

gentlemen in Wisconsin, and put in nomination a strong

man, a man of,character, capacity, untainted witli Copper-
headism, possessing eminent ability, and higli moi-al and
civil courage ;

who doubts they would carry the next elec-

tion with a rush, redeem their own political cliaracter, and

gain a lease of power for another half century ?

Taking the ground we have supposed, and putting up
such a man as we have described, not Genei'al McClellan,
Fernando Wood, or Governor Seymour, from the ranks of

their own party, they would have no ditHculty in securing
the anti-slavery sentiment of the country', for it would have

jnore to hope from them, than from Messrs. Seward & Co.,

or even Mr. Lincoln himself. We recommend no such

policy, for we are not of their party ;
but were we in the

Democratic ranks as we once were, we should recommend

it, nay, we would carry it, and believe that we were serving
our party and our country in so doing ;

and even now we
care not what party does the right thing, if so be that the

right thing is done.

The nation has now the opportunity, witliout any viola-

tion of the constitution, without any danger to the Union,

nay, as the necessary means of restoring and consolidating
the Union, of emancipating the slaves and putting an end

to slaveiy ;
and it makes itself responsible henceforth for

the sin of slavery, if it does not. If it did not insist on the

absurd theory that the seceded states are still states in the

Union, it might obtain a constitutional amendment for ever

prohibiting slavery in the United States and everywhere
within their jurisdiction ;

but that is not to be hoped for.

We hear on every hand that slavery has received its mortal

wound, nay, that slavery is dead
;
but we do not believe it.

The Republican party, though opposed to the extension of

slavery into new territory, is not and never professed to be

opposed to the existence of slavery in the states. There

was, no doubt, a strong anti-slavery element in the party,

but it was not, and is not the predomi]iant or controlling

element. Mr. Seward had been looked upon as an anti-sla-

very man, and had even been put forward, or had put him-

self forward as the representative man of the Republican

party, but he was opposed to slavery only as a political power,
and saw no reason for l)eing opposed to it at all, when he
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found his party in place without being himself president;
and his wliole study since the election of 1860 has apparent-

ly been to strengthen his party, or himself, by an alliance

witli the slave interest. Mr. Lincoln was perhaps an anti-

slavery man, but opposed to immediate emancipation, and

to emancipation at all without colonization, and we are not

aware that he has changed his views in the least since he be-

came president. He has from external pressure opposed
some anti-slavery measures, but no one with a good grace,
as though his heart was in it, and no one that goes far tow-

ards immediately or ultimately extinguishing slavery. He
has defeated immediate emancipation in Missouri, most likely
in Maryland, carefully protected the slave interest in Ken-

tucky, forborne to touch it in Tennessee, and secured to the

anti-free-state party the electoral victor}^ in Louisiana. His

emancipation proclamation we count for nothing. It was

ostensibly issued on the ground of military necessity, and

yet, he waited for military success before issuing it; and

though one great purpose of issuing it was to deprive the

rebels of the labor of their slaves, he in the very proclama-
tion itself, advises them to remain and labor for their mas-

ters as usual. This looks very little like military necessity.
In his amnesty proclamation, he consents that the returning
states should still hold their slaves for a time, as slaves, al-

though he had proclaimed them free, which time he leaves

indefinite. In the oath he requires to be taken, the person

taking it only swears to sustain his emancipation proclama-
tion till set aside hy the courts or hy congress, implying that

it can be set aside by either. All he pledges himself to is

that he himself will not rescind it. We do not ourselves re-

gard, and we presume he does not himself regard it in law,

as worth more than so much waste paper. It was one of

his jokes. Anti-slavery men thought they had got some-

thing and lauded him to the skies; but they will find that

they got only fairy gold, except not being obliged to return

as fugitives, slaves escaping from states and parts of states

included in the proclamation. But is a slave escaping from

Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, or North Carolina into Ten-

nessee or Kentucky, not liable to be imprisoned as a runa-

way slave, and after a certain time to be sold into slavery to

pay the sheriffs fees and jail expenses ? It is well to look

at things as well as at words. Our president has the repu-
tation of being a confirmed joker.
We cannot with these facts before us concede that Mr.

&
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Lincoln has killed or has any disposition to kill slavery ;

while his plan of reconstruction is, to our apprehension, ex-

]jressly devised, if not to perpetuate, at least to jn-olong its

existence. Let half a dozen southern states return to the

Union, under the president's plan, and slavery will com-
mand a workinoj majority in con<»:i"ess, and may speedily re-

cover from the vi^ounds it has received. The only really

anti-slavery measure of much magnitude that has been

adopted lias been that of arming the negroes. That is a great

measure, and may have consequences. All the others are

shams, or of little moment. Suppose the patched up state

governments in rebel states even abohsh slavery, what then ?

It will, when the proper time comes, be the easiest thing in

the world to show that those o-overnments and the state or-

ganizations under them are illegal, without tlje slightest con-

stitutional vitality, and that all their acts are null and void

from the beginning; for, be it remembered that the gov-
ernment not only concedes, but maintains, that the seceded

states are still states in the Union, and therefore any gov-
ernment set up in opposition to them is revolutionary, and

to be treated as non avenu. These governments extempo-
rized under military commanders and in presence of federal

bayonets are not states, or state governments, and no court

that respects itself will ever pronounce them such. It is idle

to praise or blame the administration for pursuing an anti-

slavery policy. It has no policy but that which Thurlow
Weed had in anti-masonic times, in making the body of

Timothy Monroe look that of Morgan.
'* But it is not the

body of Morgan." "No matter, it is a good enough Mor-

gan till after election.''

But this is not the point we intended to discuss when we
commenced. Mr. Phillips, and he is a better judge on that

question than we are, thinks, after all, that slavery is as good
as dead, and that the measures of the administration will re-

sult in its abolition. Perhaps he is right in assuming that

slavery is virtually dead, though not in supposing that the

measures of the administration have killed it, but that pub-
lic opinion, coming round so rapidly and so fully to the

conviction that the Union cannot be restored, and peace ob-

tained without getting rid of slavery, it cannot be permitted
to survive. Slavery luis made us trouble enough, and now
our hands are in, let us make an end of it. Such we believe

is or is every da}^ becoming the general conviction. This is

pretty sure to compel the administration to adopt measures

Vol. XVII- 35
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that will kill it, or if not, compel it to give way for anotlier

administration tliat will. But this is not enough for Mr.

Phillips, and he has given us fair warning that he will not

be satisfied, unless the negro is not only emancipated, but

clothed with the elective franchise, placed on a footing of

perfect political and social equality with the white man.
The negro is a man

;
he has the rights natural and common

to all men, and what right have you to make any political or

civil distinction between him and the white man ? It is

little you do for the negro in declaring him free. You must

go further, and give him the right to vote, so that he may
be able to protect his freedom. It is his right. Nay, you
must go further still, and cut up the large estates at the

South, and give him a farm, so that he may have a home
and wherewith to support himself and little ones. So under
abolition lie concealed agrarianism and negro equality. Let

philanthropy once get astride of her hobby, and she is sure

never to stop till she has ridden it into the ground.
We think the abolitionists jniffht be satisfied with the

abolition of slavery, and the recognition of the equal rights
of the negro as a man. That is further than any portion of

the human race ever yet advanced at a single stride. It is,

at least, sufficient for one instalment
; for, after all, th.e

negro is not the only man in existence. The white man is

a man, and has the rights of a man, and in our worship of

the negro we cannot prudently leave him out of the ac-

count. He is not very patient nor very fond of Cuifey, and
if you undertake to do more than he thinks is ahout right,
he will be very likely to break Cuffey's head, hard as it is,

and exterminate the whole negro population of the country.
You may induce him to consent to let the negro be free,

but if you undertake to incorporate him to political society,
and make him an equal member of the civil community
with himself, he will revolt and insist on remanding Cuffey
to slavery, sending him out of the country, or cutting his

throat. There are rough customers both ISTorth and South,
both East and West, who have no special love for the negro,
and who will never willingly meet him anywhere on terms
of equality. You may philosophize, philanthropize, senti-

mentalize, moralize, and sermonize as much as you will, but

you will never make the mass of the white people look upon
the blacks as their equals. Attempt to force them to do it,

and you will raise an Anglo-Saxon devil that you will not

be able to exorcise.

W
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We may talk as we will, spin any fine theories we like,

praise the negro as we please, and sneer at the boasting
Caucasian to our heart's content, but we cannot alter the

fact of negro inferiority, or make it not a fact that the

negro is the most degenerate branch of our race. This is

no reason why we should enslave him, oppress him, tlirow

obstacles in his way, but it is a reason why we should not

seek to form one community with him, or seek to mould
blacks and whites into one people. The basis, under God,
of society, is family, and the basis of family is marriage,
and wliere there are classes between whom intermarriage is

inadmissible or improper, they do not and cannot form one

common society. Society proper did not exist in the mid-

dle ages between the nobilit}' and the serfs, for they did not

intermarry. It exists now in France, Italy, and Great Brit-

ain, to some extent, because intermarriage between the

nobles and commons has ceased to be infrequent. Between
blacks and whites marriage is anomalous and never desir-

able. Both races suffer by it, because the distance be-

tween them is too great to be leaped by a single bound. The
mulatto is intellectually inferior to the white man, and as

an animal, inferior to the black man. All observation

proves that the mixed breed is shorter lived and less prolific

than either parent stock. Mixed breeds even in animals,
without frequent new crossings, soon run out. One or the

other race gets the upper hand, and eliminates the other, as

English agriculturists and stock farmers know very well.

Whites with abnormal tastes may now and then marry a

black, but as a rule, both blacks and whites prefer to marry
each with their own color. Even if they inhabit the same

country, the blacks and the whites are, and will be too di-

verse to constitute really one people, one society. We are

not, therefore, in favor of placing them on a footing of

even political equality. In the northern states, where there

is but a small negro population, the right of suffrage can be

extended to them without any serious disadvantage to them,
or exciting much hostility or prejudice against them

;
but

in the southern states, where " the negro vote
" would be

large and able to decide the election, the case would be

quite different, and the whites would not and could not

be made to submit to negro suffrage, far less to negro eligi-

bility. The experiment we fear would result in no benefit,
but in grave injury to the negro population. We remember
when a negro was elected a member of the house of repre-
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sentatives of Massaehnsetts and the indiajnation that was
felt even in tliat anti-slavery and ne2:;ro-lovino- state at his

takiiic^ his seat. He did not occupy it long.
" But do you not wish to elevate the negro?" My dear

madam, I am getting to be an old man, and don't believe

much in elevating negroes or any other class of men. We
are for knocking off the fetters of the slave, recognizing the

negro as a man, but not for elevating the negro to the level of

the white man, any more than we are for lowering the white
man to tiie level of the negro. We would leave the negro
free to raise himself to equality with the white man, and
above him, if able, but we have never discovered that we
did any man, black or white, any good by elevating him
above his natural level. Our romance, my dear madam, has

fled with our once dark, thick, glossy locks, and remains not

with our dimmed eye and white hair. We talk no more of

elevating the laboring classes, and we believe it would be a

great deal better for our country, if we had a much larger
class inured to toil, contented to remain an honest laboring
class through life, and to earn and eat their bread in the

sweat of their faces. All cannot stand at the top of society,
for if all were at the top there would be no bottom, and

society would be the bottomless pit. The merit of the

negro is that as a rule he is not remarkably anxious to ac-

cumulate, or over ambitious of rank or place for which he
is not fitted. Give him the right of suffrage or eligibility,
and make him feel that he may indulge political ambition,
and you destroy the simplicity and charm of his character,
wake up in him all the base passions of the white man, and
make him as restless, as discontented, and as great a nuisance
as a Yankee pedlar or speculator. We do not believe that

the poorer class even of white men have gained any thing by
being entrusted with suffrage and eligibilit3^ They vote as

honestly and as intelligently as the easier classes, but their

votes avail them little. All is not gold that glisters. There
is much philanthropy, madam, that overshoots itself, and

aggravates the evils it woui-d cure.

"But it is the negro's right." I am not sure of that, sir.

The negro has the right to himself, his wife and children,
to the free use of his limbs, to his savings, his earnings, to

the property he honestly acquires or inherits, the same as

you or I. He has the same right to be protected by civil

society in his natural rights, his rights of pei'son and prop-

erty, for he is a man, a free man, and so far tlic law should



ABOLITION AND NEGRO EQUALITY. 5-19

recognize no distinction based on color; but wlicn it comes
to political riij^lits the case changes. All men are equal be-

fore the law, but not therefore does it follow that all men'
have an equal right to a voice in making or in saying who
shall make the laws. I told you, sir, that I am no disciple
of Jean Jacques liousseau. The right of suffrage is not one
of our natural, inherent, and inalienable rights, like the right
to ''life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness." Suffrage
confers political power, makes him who possesses it, in a

eertain sense, a governor, and we cannot concede that any
man has a natural right to govern ; no, not the king of Prus-

sia, or even the Turkish sultan. We do not believe in gov-
ernors, who govern by a natural, inherent, and indefeasible

right. All power is a trust, and is amissible. Civil so-

ciety does not simply regulate, it confers the right of suf-

frage,
—trusts whom with it she judges it proper, or most

expedient. We told you that we believed in election. If

the voters elect the rulers and magistrates, society in her
own way elects the voters. There is on this point no higher
law than that of society, in the exercise of its highest pre-

rogative. So do not talk to me about the right of the negro
to be a voter. When and where civil society has invested

him with that right he has it, and you and I are bound to

respect it
;
but only then and there.

"But he needs it to protect himself against the overbear-

ing insolence and oppression of white men in general, and
his former master in particular. With a vote in his hand,
he can bid the oppressor defiance." I beg your pardon. I

do not believe quite so much in votes as j'oii do, ni}^ demo-
cratic friend. In my youth I listened to all these fine theo-

ries and said myself some fine things, about the power of

the ballot-box. Don't insist upon my believing them now.

Many of the things you say, I seem to have heard centuries

ago, and it is hard to persuade myself that they are uttered

l)y a living voice to-day in my ears. Is it that our friends

have for these many years been asleep, or that I have for

the last twenty years been living in quite another world from
that in which thev have been living; and moving:? I did

not expect to hear a live man of to-day pretending that the

vote of a poor man, and that man a poor black man, could

aiford him any protection, save on election days. His vote

may be worth something to you if you are a candidate for

office, but precious little to himself. We talk of indepen-
dent voters. What independence! I had to vote in 1860
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for Abraham Lincoln, for fusion, or throw my vote away.
This was all the independence and freedom of choice I had.

We manas^e our elections better tiian by encouraging or per-

mitting independent voting. Ordiiuirily, the managers have

got the question narrowed to a simple question between

your party and mine. I must vote for my pai'ty, and you
for yours, or else each of us be branded a renegade; and to

vote for one's party means to vote for its candidates, very
likel}^ about as scaly a set or at least as incompetent a set of

scapegraces as can be selected. They are selected on the

principle of availability, and the more worthless the candi-

date, usually the more available he is. This city has judges
of a high court, and representatives in congress, that I would
on no account shake hands with, or invite to a seat in my
parlor, poor as it is. We cannot understand, then, what pro-
tection his vote will give the freedman, for we may be sure

that he will not be one of the wire pullers or party man-

agers, and of the candidates presented, it does not matter
him a groat which is elected or which defeated. Do not

suppose for a moment, sir, that I would, if I could, abolish

or restrict suffrage.
"
It is often," says the sage Dr. John-

son,
"
misery to lose what it is no happiness to possess." I

do not believe that suffrage is an adequate protection, or

much of a protection at all, to a poor man, black or white,
but I would not take it away from any one who has it, any
more than I would a toy from my child. We need througli

every period of life our playthings, whether as individuals

or as nations. Suffrage to those who, aside from their social

position, intelligence, profession, wealth, or personal char-

acter, have no means of asserting their independence, can

afford little or no protection ;
but it may serve to amuse

them, and when they are not all on one side, led on by a

few adroit, able, but unscrupulous demagogues, it can do no

great harm. So, sir, let suffrage and eligibility remain as

they are, and for what they are woi'th. The objection is

not that the poorer and less educated classes make a bad use

of suffrage, but that the wealthier and better educated classes

make a bad use of them. They are not the poor who bribe

the poor ;
it is quite another class who do it—they who have

plans for robbing the treasury, or compelling the govei'u-
raent to countenance their swindles, or to aid them in their

speculations.

Now, my dear friend, let me not shock you, but I do not

believe your poor, ignorant, and inexperienced negroes,
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whose religion is foi- the most part mere sensibility or ani-

mal excitement, and whose moral habits are those of Iving,

stealing, and cheating on a small scale, are l^etter than white
men of a corresponding class, or any less likely to be used

by wily and unprincipled demagogues. The gentleness,

docility, and even affectionateness, you admire so much in

them, are due in the main to the dependent condition in

which they have lived, to their habits of deferring to supe-

riors, and consulting only the will of their master or mis
tress. Free them, give them votes, and put them on the

footing of political equality with their former masters, and
these amiable qualities, these virtues, if you please, will dis-

appear, and your beloved negroes will become vain, proud,
insolent, overbearing, and exhibit the usual vices and man-
ners of freedmen. They are nothing without leaders, and
at present their leaders are their preachers; and the dema-

gogues have only to gain their preachers to gain them.
These preachers, for the most part themselves very ignorant
and vain, can be bought, wheedled, or deceived, and gained
over to the support of measures any thing but advantageous
to their own people. Hence, your

"
negro vote

"
will only

go to swell the ever-rising tide of political corruption. Do
not, my dear sir, flatter yourself that, because negroes have
been oppressed, they are all saints, or that because they have
been more wronged and degraded, they are more conscien-

tious, more self-reliant, or personally tirm and independent,
more proof against temptation, or less corruptible than white
men of the lower class. You, my dear madam, having )nade

the negro for a long time your ])et, and defended him against

wrong, abuse, and contempt, have, woman like, come to re-

gard him as faultless. I will not undertake to reason you
out of your persuasion, for you would be very sorry to lose

it; but he will set you right at the first opportunity."

Seriously, then, we honestly believe that j'ou are doing the

negro great harm by 3'our proposal to elevate him above his

sphere, and to do for him what no man or society can suc-

cessfully do for any one. Already have you done him harm

by placing him on a footing of equality in the army with

white soldiers, and insisting that no distinction shall be made
between him and them as to pay and bounties. Some time

since, I received a memorial to congress, for me to sign,

praying congress to make the pay and bounties of negro
soldiers the same with those of white soldiers. I threw it

into the waste basket. With all deference to the negro-
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lovers, we do not believe black soldiers are wortli as »nncli as

white soldiers, and ten dollars a month and emancipation

pay them even better than white soldiers are paid. The

negro and everybody else would have been satistied. if no-

body had had a pet theory to be crammed down our throats

against the stomach of our sense—that of negro equality.

Philanthropy shrieked at the cruel injustice of giving a

white man a few cents a day more than was paid to a black

man, as if it were an unheard of thing in armies, to make a

distinction in the pay of different classes of troops. There
is no tyranny so relentless or so universal as that of passion
or sentiment, and the better the sentiment or the nobler the

passion the more galling and universal the tyranny. A
theory based on sentiment instead of reason is the grave
of all freedom, and hence it often, nay, usually happens,
that those who vociferate loudest in the name of liberty are

the greatest des])ots in power. Does not the world agree
to call the reign of Liberty, Equality, Brotherhood, in

France, the Reign of Terror? The Lord save us from men
whose sentiments frame their theories, and whose reason is

used only to enable their passions to grasp their victims ?

Half truths are worse than whole falsehoods, and the best

sentiments of our nature, when perverted, are more destruc-

tive than the worst. Men will commit infinitely greater in-

iquity in the name of liberty than they dare commit in the

name of tyranny ;
in the name of justice than in the name

of injustice. The great crime of the world is ignorance,
and hence all the great theologians make ignorance the

origin of sin. LTnder this pet theory of negro equality, a

perversion, as understood and applied, of the Christian dog-
ma of the unity of the race, no discrimination is allowed,
but every thing is brought to its Procrustean bed. The

government has no freedom of administration, individuals

no freedom of action, justice itself no free course, and com-
mon sense is cast to the dogs. Pardon me, my dear madam,
you know I have the misfortune not to be a philanthropist,
and while I say chacun d son gout, I add in plain English,
to each one according to his works, and of those works the

supreme authority of the state is in relation to suffrage the

supreme judge.
But while we protest against many of the positions taken

by Mr. Phillips, we do not oppose, absolutely, the recognition
of negro equality before the law. The government has gone
so far that to be consistent it must go further. The general
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government havino; enrolled the neo:;roes, and placed them
in its army on a footins; of equality with white soldiers,

and allowed them to minsrle mutnallv their blood on the

battle-tield in defence of the country, lias naturalized and
nationalized the negro. We opposed, till opposition was

useless, nudcing negroes soldiers. We tooU the ground that

this is the white man's country, and the white man should

defend it. But the government has overruled us, wisely or

unwisely it is needless to inquire or to say. It is enough that

it has done so. The negro, having shed his blood in defence
of the country, has the right to regard it as his country.
And hence deportation or forced colonization is henceforth

out of the question. The negro here is as much in his own
country as we are in ours, and the govern iiient is bound to

protect him as much as it is us in the right of domicile, and
in the inalienable riglit to "life, liberty, and the pursuit of

happiness." Having placed the two classes in the arm}' on a

footing of equality it is but a step to do so in the state, at

least so far as depends on the general government. If the

special friends of the negro demand it, we certainly will

not oppose them, though what they demand we think will

in the end turn out an injury rather than a benefit to their

proteges.
We are the more ready to yield this point, because we

foreseee very clearly and distinctly, if we get abolition with-

out equality, we have not got rid of the everlasting negro
question. The abolitionists have been agitating the whole

country for over thirty years, for abolition, and Mr. Phillips's

speech assures us that the same party are prepared to agitate

thirty years longer, if need be, for negro suffrage, or negro
political equality ;

and with the democratic notions generally

adopted by our countrymen, they will be able to agitate
with effect. We are growing old and irritable; we dislike

agitation, indeed never liked it
;
and we think, since we have

gone so far, in order to avoid greater evil and have done
with the negro, it may be the wisest and safest plan for the

general government to abolish within its jurisdiction all dis-

tinctions founded on color, and, so far as it is concerned, to

give the negro a chance to compete successfully with the

white man, if he can. We say, tlierefore, let the general

government, within its jurisdiction, recognize all persons as

equal before the law. If this should make negroes and
white men equal before civil society, it would not neces-

sarily make them equal in their domestic and social relations,
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with which the 2;overnment has and ought to have no rig-lit

to interfere. The negi'o may accompany' me to the polls

and vote, but I will not be obliged to ask him to visit me,
to open my drawing-room to him, or to give his son my
daughter in marriage. The chief evil of this will be in the

fact that the negro or colored jiopulation will constitute a

distinct or separate class in the community, that will vote

collectively rather than individually, even more so than do
the Irish or the Germans. This will be an evil, a permanent
evil of no small magnitude, not a mere temporary evil, as in

the case of naturalized citizens of our own race, who, after

a generation or two, become absorbed in the general popu-
lation. But, I suppose, we can put up with it and contrive,

in some way, to survive it.

But we confine negro equality within the jurisdiction of

the general government, which extends only to the federal

courts and territories not yet admitted into the Union, be-

cause the states, each in its owm limits, have the exclusive

right of settling the question for themselves. The state, not

congress, under our system, says who may or may not be

entrusted wnth the elective franchise. The general govern-

ment, in an enablino- act, may indeed define the qualification
of voters in the first election under it, but the state in fram-

ing its constitution is not governed by the definitions or

prescriptions of congress, and fixes itself the qualification of

voters as it sees fit. It may exclude or include negroes as

it judges best, and the general government has no right to

intervene one way or another, even as to the election of

president and vice-president of the United States or mem-
bers of congress. The state fixes the qualification of voters

for members of the general government as well as of its own,

subject only to the constitutional provision that voters in

presidential and congressional elections shall be the persons

qualified to vote for members of the most numerous branch

of the state legislature. If the government had declared

the seceded states no longer states in the Union, congress
could have authorized negroes to vote for delegates to a con-

vention for organizing the state or framing a state constitu-

tion, and on the question of accepting oi- rejecting the con-

stitution proposed by the convention, but there its jurisdic-
tion ends. Havino;, however, fallen into the absurditv of

treating these states as still states in the Union, the question
of negro sufi'rage lies beyond its jurisdiction, and is solely a

state question. We have never been willing to change the
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constitution for the sake of the nej^ro, aiitl we are not now.
The preservation of the states in all the constitutional rights

tliey now have is as necessary to the preservation and free

workins; of our political system as the preservation of the

general government in all its constitutional rights and, pow-
ers. -Beyond the line we have designated, the question of

negro suffrage or negro equality is one for the states them-

selves, for it comes under the rights of peace, not under the

rights of war. The rights of war authorize the government
to do whatever is necessary to pnt down the rebellion, and
secure peace ;

but they do not authorize it to subvert or

change the constitution, general or state. It ma}'", as a mil-

itary necessity, declare martial law and suspend for a time
the local civil authorities

;
but the necessity passed, they re-

vive, ipsofacto, and resume their functions, as if there had

been no suspension or no martial law declared. All that

the general government can do in the subject is, tlien, very
little, and not worth quarrelling about.

The states can do as they please about negro suffrage.
We should be glad to stop all agitation on the subject, but

we are not willing to see the general government attempt
to force, without a law, negro suffrage upon states opposed
to it. That would be a greater evil than abolition agitation

itself; nor is it desirable to change the constitution, even if

it were possible, as it is not, so as to prohibit the states from
ever making any distinction between its inhabitants based

on color. There are some things government can do, and
some things the strongest and most absolute government
cannot do. We cannot urge upon the states the adoption of

negro suffrage, because it is, out of own state, none of our
business. We honor the Old Bay State, and we like many,
very many, of the traits of the Xew England people, but

not Massachusetts, nor yet all New England, is the whole

Union, and we do not know that if we could, we would

yankeeize the whole nation. We are not fighting in this

war for Massachusetts ideas any more than we are for New
York ideas, Pennsylvania ideas, or western ideas. It is as

much to us what Illinois or Indiana tliinks, as it is what
Massachusetts thinks. We live in New Jersey, and are a

Jerseyman. If the several states are willing to adopt negro

suffrage, we shall not object, and if any of them refuse, we
shall not abuse them, or agitate to make them change their

mind. We are willing, in view of the circumstances, that

the general government should, witliin its jurisdiction, abol-
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isli all distinction fuiinded on color. AVe wish the several

states, as a means of forestallino; agitation, would do the

same, providing they do it voluntarily, of their own accord,
witht>ut any attempt to -compel them to do it by external

pressui'e. If forced to do it, especially the southern and
southwestern states, they would make sliort work with tli&

negro. Some states have adopted negro suffrage, ochera

will, if let alone, perhaps all will in time. So much we

say, lest we should be understood as conceding more than

we mean.
As to cutting up the large estates of the planters, and di-

viding them among the negroes, the agrarian feature of tlio

plan, rather whispered than strongly urged, and yet to some,

extent favored by the government operations in Soarn Car-

olina, we remark that, "to cook a hare, tirst catch a iiare,"

We have not got tlie great planting states in our poasession

yet, and shall not get them without much more hand fight-

ing, even if then. Every military movement this spring,
thus far, has proved a failure, and appearances nov*^ are that

we are to have a most unsuccessful spring caujpaign. Wt»

hope it will turn out otherwise, l)ut we have serious mis-

givings. The best generals and the best army in the world
cannot carry on a successful campaign with an inefficient or

uncertain civil administration. But, however this may be,
we are not in favor of cutting up the large estates either

North or South, Governor Aikin's no more than General

Wadsworth's, and are not at all disposed to give negroes
farms or homesteads. If the negroes can earn farms or

homesteads, oi- the means to buy them in the market, we
are cpiite willing that they should have the opportunity, and
£he same protection for their property, when they have

acquired it, that white men have. ,We have no liking for

what is called the homestead law, and never advocated it.

for we never like any hiw wliich is enacted for another pur-

pose than that whicli appears on its face. We like no un-
derhand measures. The homestead law was intended to oper-
ate as an anti-slavery measure, by parcelling out the public
lands among small white farmers, who would cultivate them
with their own hands—a democratic policy, if you will, but

illusory. For our part, we frankly own, that we are in favor

of large estates, of heavy landholders, as an offset to manu-
facturers and merchants, or what we call business capital
and urban wealth. You will need them yet, when you find

yourselves in a death struggle with the huge corporations
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and mammoth monopolies with wliich you liave covered
over the whole land. Yet, if the neii;roes emijjrate and set-

tle on the public lands, i^ive them the same riijlits and ad-

vantao;es vou o;ive white men, but no more : and if, as you

pretend, they are equal or superior to white men, they need
no more. We protest, however, against creatins; a privi-

leged class, even though that privileged class should be

negroes.
Under existing circumstances, and for reasons that we

have assigned, and with the reservations we have made, we
believe it wisest and best for the country and the govern-
ment, general or state, to prohibit slavery, to recognize the

equality of all men before the law, and make no legal dis-

tinction founded simply on color. Let the negro have a

fair chance, and compete successfully with the white man,
if he can. We see no other prudent course now possible.
We do not believe him able to compete successfully with
the white man, and if we were the special friends of the

negro, and anxious to i)reserve the negro race in our coun-

try, we should be very unwilling to expose him to what we

regard as so unequal a competition ; but as we seek even
abolition in the interest of the whites rather than in that of

the blacks, and as we believe the gradual extinction of bar-

harous and inferior races, when they cannot be or ought not

to be absorbed by the superior race, is no loss to humanity
or civilization, but a gain, we are willing that he should be

exposed to it, if those who claim to be his especial friends

and to have charge of his interests insist upon it. We do
not believe the colored races can, starting with equal

chances, maintain equality on the same soil with the white

race. Slavery abolished, they will soon be crowded out of

the southern states as laborers, by the heavy emigration
from the northern states and from Europe pouring in.

They will live in little huts, cultivate a small patch of ground,
and eke out a scanty and precarious subsistence, for a time.

by fishing, hunting, trapping, and pilfering. Some will

enter the ranks of the army, some the navy ;
others will

drift away to Central America, to Hayti, to the British West
India Islands, or to the South American continent. Hemmed
in or crowded out by an ever advancing tide of white pop-

ulation, more vigorous, more energetic, and more enterpris-

ing, their numbers will dindnish day by day, and gradually
the great mass of them will have disappeared, nobody can

tell when, where, or how. It will take several generations,
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perhaps centuries, to complete the process of elimination,
but the process is sure to go on till consummated.

Could we have had our way, and had we wished to pre-
serve the negro race in the United States, we would never
have emancipated the slaves

;
we would have changed the

form and condition of their servitude, and converted them
from chattels into adscripti glehce^ or serfs. We would not
have made them freemen, but we would have made them
in law persons, have recognized for them the sanctity of

marriage, famil}^ and domicile, have secured them their

moral and religious freedom, but not have released them
from their obligation of bodilv labor. But we could not
have our way, we could not try the efficacy of our '" Morri-
son pill." for the South would not have consented to it,

and we could not reach the slaves at all except under the

rights of war, and these rights know nothing of any eman-

cipation, but immediate emancipation. Moreover, we had,
and have no M'isli to preserve, here or elsewhere, the negro
race. Do not be shocked, my dear madam, you know I am
no philanthropist, and you must expect me to speak as a

reasonable man, who respects things, not fine phrases. I

would not wrong a negro any quicker than a M^liite man. I

would deal out to him and liis far off cousin, the American

Indian, the same even handed justice, and discharge towards

either, promptly and cheerfully, all the claims of humanity
and Christian charity ; yet I own that I should joy rather
than weep to see both races disapjjear from our continent,
if they should disappear without any wrong or injustice on
the part of our own race. Let the disappearance be by the

operation of a law of Providence, not by human wrong and

oppression, and we shall have no tears to shed over it. We
respect the amiable feeling which sympathizes with the in-

ferior races, and dreams of their elevation, but, although I

have a mellow spot in my heart, as well as you, my dear

madam, in yours, I do not yield to it, for I never allow my-
self knowingly to attempt the impossible, or to war against
the inevitable. I cannot make " a silk purse out of a sow's

ear." The inferior races had the same origin that yon and
I had, but they are inferior, because they have, with or with-

out their fault, degenerated further from the normal type of

the human race than we have. Pray, do not doubt, what-
ever you think of me, that you, with your tall queenly fig-

ure, your graceful walk, your Grecian face, your sparkling ,

eyes, bright golden hair, and bewitching smile, approach
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nearer to our common mother Eve, tlian that black, greasy,

tliick-lipped, flat-nosed, woolly-headed, tub-flgured, and

splay-footed Dinah. Treat Dinah kindly, speak gently to

her, don't despise her, don't turn away disdainfully from

her, for she, too, is a daughter of Eve, a creature of God,
and has both a heart and soul : but don't ask me to regard
her as the type of womankind, and yourself as the one who
has departed from it.

The inferior races, the yellow, the red, or the black, nearly
all savage, barbarous, or semi-barbarous, are not, my dear sir,

types of the primitive man, or so many stages in man's pro-

gressive march from the tadpole, chimpanzee, or gorilla, up
to Bacon, Newton, Napoleon Bonaparte, George B. Mc-

Clellan, and you and me. They mark rather so many stages
or degrees in human degeneracy. The African negro is not

the primitive man, the man not yet developed, the incipient

Caucasian, but the degenerate man, who, through causes

which neither you nor I can explain, has fallen below the

normal human type, and stands now at the lowest round in

the descending scale of human degeneracy, and for him, save

by the transfusion of the blood of a less degenerated variety,
there is no more development. He has ceased to be progres-

sive, and when a race has ceased to be progressive, nothing
remains for it but to die. Get a deeper philosophy, my
friend, and read history anew. Why is it that you can rarel}^

get a negro to embrace any thing of Christianity but its ani-

mality, if I may so speak, or its exterior forms, and that

after generations of Christian worship and instruction, he

falls back to the worship of Obi ? Why is it that you can

scarcely get a single Christian thought into the negro's

head, and that with him religion is almost sure to lapse into

a grovelling superstition ? Why, because he is a degenerate

man, and superstition is degenerate religion, and the religion
of the degenerate.

Well, my dear friends, I have said my word. An honest,

conscientious, outspoken word it is, too, and wiser than you
believe

;
but you will not like it, nobody will like it, because

it is not sophistical, flatters no one's prejudices, favors no

one's crotchets, helps on no one's party. My word will return

to me without an echo. Well, be it so. If a true word it

will not die. If fitted to the times, and the times will not

hear it, so much the worse for the times, and for those whose

duty it is to manage them and shape things to bring about

better times. I like, my dear abolitionist, your earnestness,
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yonr intensity, your resoluteness, your invincible energy,
and wish I could find as mucli elsewhere in loyal ranks; but
not beinu' able to do so, I tell you, either the federal arms
will fail to crash the Fel)enion, or you will succeed alike

with your good and your bad. Life is stronger than death,
and you represent the only living l)ody just now in the loyal

states, and Wendell Phillips is bound to carry it over
William H. Seward. So much we see

;
and forced to a

choice between the two, we prefer Phillips, for "a living

dog is better than a dead lion."

ARE THE UNITED STATES A NATION ?*

[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for October, 1864]

No series of essays could possibly have been written, bet-

ter adapted to the questions with regard to the new consti-

tution agitated by the public at the time of their publication,
than these masterl}^ and profound essays, by Hamilton, Jay,
and Madison, so well known, so widely studied, and so uni-

versally esteemed, under the collective title of The Federal-
ist. There was, at the time, nobody who was not in favor
of the several states remaining united under a federal con-

gress or general government, and hardl}^ any one who
doubted that the adoption of the new constitution would
constitute the American people one political people or na-

tion; but there were those who believed the new constitu-

tion would strike a fatal blow at the independent rights of

the states respectively, and who for that reason strenuously
opposed its adoption. The writers of the essays do not deny
that the states under the new constitution would not be sev-

erally sovereign, but confine themselves to questions, then

uppermost in the public mind, of the necessity and utility
of union, the fitness of the proposed constitution to secure

it, and to the nature, extent, and limitation of the powers of

the government to be created by it, if adopted. On these

* Tlie Fcedernlist : A Collection of Et^mi/s written in favor of the new Con-
ftitution, Its agreed upon by the Fadera.1 Convention, September 17, 17S7.

Keprinled from the Original Text. With an Historical Introduction
aud Notes. By IIenuy B. Dawsox. New York: 18G4.
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questions they have left nothing to be said. On tlie neces-

sity and utility of union, on the constitution and powers of

the general government, their essays are, and must be, high
authority as long as that government lasts.

JBut the question which the American statesman has now
to consider in regard to tlie depositary of American sov-

ereignty prior to the adoption of the constitution, the writers

in the Federalist do not expressly discuss, or furnish us the

means of answering. All agreed then, as now, in the doe-

trine of popular sovereignty, or that the people are sov-

ereign ;
but left undecided the question. What people? the

people of the states severally, or the people of the United.

States? This question, indeed, was hardly raised at the

time, or, if raised at all, was considered of no practical im-

portance. In the eighteenth century, all who rejected the

doctrine of " the divine right of kings and passive obedience,'*
as asserted by the Stuarts and their adherents, held that gov-
ernment, however constituted, originates in convention, and
is founded in compact, expressed in the constitution of the

state, or the written instrument that can be folded up and

put in one's pocket, or filed away in a pigeon-hole, to use the

language of Thomas Paine. Whether the people of the

United States were sovereign as united, or as separate and

independent states, was a matter of little importance when
once the constitution was adopted, or the contract duly rat-

ified
;
for by that, for certain purposes at least, they wc»uld

undeniably be created one political people. That was enough
for all practical purposes ;

for the federal government rested

then in compact, and no political authority more ultimate

than the compact itself was recognized. The age, we should

remember, whatever its practical belief, embraced a purely
atheistic philosophy, and held, theoretically at least, that

nothing is simpler than effects without causes, or for things
to make of create themselves.

There can be little doubt that the strongest nationalists in

1787, if they had been asked where was our political sov-

ereignty prior to the adoption of the federal constitution,
would have answered. In the states, or the people of the

states, severally; and would have maintained, if pressed, that

the national sovereignty they asserted was created by the

surrender of a certain portion of the rights of the states to

the general government. The possibility of such surrender

nobody questioned, and nobody saw any thing absurd in the

assertion at once of the sovereignty of the Union and of the

Vol. XVII—36
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states severally. John Locke was geiierall}' followed in pol-
itics as well as in metaphysics. All throuo^h the works of

John Adams, the profoiindest statesman of the epoch, runs

the theory of the origiji of government in compact, or the

voluntary agreement of the individuals composing the com-

munity, like that entered into by the Pilgrin]s on board the

Mayflower. Even in the preamble to the declaration of in-

dependence, by the congress of 1776, we And the assertion

that "
government derives its just powers from the consent

of the g^overned.'" Holding this doctrine, the statesmen of

1787 could concede without ditiiculty that the states, or tlie

people of the states, severally, were sovereign prior to the

adoption of the federal constitution, and yet deny them to

be sovereign afterwards, as did Mr. Webster, in his celebrat-

ed controv^ersv on state rights with Genei'al Havne and Mr.

Calhoun, of South Carolina.

Yet the doctriije of the origin of government in compact,
in the sense asserted in the eighteenth century, is now,

though frequently asserted by small politicians, maintained

by no statesman worthy of the name. There is no politi-
cal philosopher now who does not see that Rousseau's doc-

trine, in his Conirat Social^ has no foundation in fact, is

a mere theory, and one that establishes, under the specious

garb of liberty, the most odious of all tyrannies,
—that of

an ever-varj'ing and irresponsible majority. Eousseau main-
tains that all individuals are equal, and that each is sovereign
in his own right. But as government is necessary, these

sovereign individuals meet, or are imagined to meet, in con-

vention, and agree that.the majority shall govern, and gov-
ern absolutely ;

whatever the majority wills is to lie law,
and whatever it comnumds must be done, because each in-

dividual surrenders his individual sovereignty to the major-
ity,
—a doctrine that our little politicians still assert, and

which is still the theory of the whole body of European
democrats, who, as a rule, are at least a century behind
the times. God save us from the theories of European
democrats, radicals, and revolutionists! This ductrine is

not only repugnant to all individual libert}', but to all legit-
imate authority. Its very general prevalence among us has

been most fatal to the development of personal freedom, in-

dividual independence, manliness, and frankness of charac-

ter, on the one hand, and to the maintenance of legitimate

authorit}', and the impartial adnjinistration of justice, on the

other. Under it, minorities have no i^rotection, and indi-
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vidnal freedom no a^uarantj. The will of the majority gov-
erns, and he who dissents from the opinion of the majorit}',
is for tliat reason alone virtually outlawed. Popular opinion
becomes the criterion of truth and the standard of morality.

Everywhere in Europe, in proportion as it has obtained, it

has deluixcd the land in blood, and led to a reign of terror,

to the introduction of anarchy, and to the most intolerable

despotism ;
and in our own country, so far as acted on prac-

tically, it has swept away all the guaranties originally re-

tained of the rights of minorities and of individuals, and

subjected them to the interest, the caprice, or the fanaticism

of the majority for the time.

But the doctrine has no foundation in reason. The riofhts

of the state are not made up of the rights surrendered by
individuals. If individuals are individually sovereign, they
may delegate certain powers to the commonwealth, but

cannot surr'^nder their sovereignty. They necessarily re-

tain the right to revoke the powers delegated whenever they
choose. So of the states in the Union. Concede that they
were severally sovereign and independent states before the

adoption of the federal constitution, and you must concede
that they are so still. The powers of the general govern-
ment are in that case not made up of rights surrendered,
but simply of powers delegated, to it by the several states,

and the sovereignty vests in the states severally, or the peo-

ple thereof, as before. The federal government, in such

case, is not, strictly speaking, a government, but an agency,
as the southern leaders contended, created by the states,

which retain to it precisely the relation of the principal to

the agent. Each state is then free, whenever it judges

proper, to revoke the powers it has delegated, and withdraw
from the Union, as the seceded states now making war on
the Union profess to have done. To concede the original

sovereignty of the states severallv, and then to deny the

right of secession, is simply to outrage common sense. Yet
most American citizens, in theory at least, concede that the

states, severally, were originally sovereign, and that prior to

the adoption of the federal constitution there really was no
such national existence as the United States. Even the

weight of judicial authority, from first to last, inclines to the

side of state sovereignty. It is this fact, which the loyal
American instinct combats, that e-ives so much strength to

the so-called confederacy, and secures it the sympathy of

nearly all foreign states and' statesmen. "We say our cause
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as'ainst it is just, and so it unquestionably is
;
but not on the

ground assumed by the administration and the majority of

its adherents.

Up to the breakinor out of the rebellion by the secession
of South Carolina, in December, 1860, we had lield and
maintained the theory of state sovereignty, and contended
that, under our political system, the original and ultimate

sovereignty still vests in the states, or the people of the

states, severally ;
that allegiance is due only to the state

;

and that the citizen owes obedience to the United States

only because his state has by her i-atification of the constitu-

tion enacted it, and made it, and the legislation by congress
under it, a part of her own state law. The state that enacts
the Union and its legislation is as competent to reject it as

she is to repeal any other of her legislative acts
; and, when

she does so, her citizens cease to owe even obedience to the
federal government, and may, at her command, lawfully re-

j
sist it, and even fight against it. as against any other foreign
power. The sovereign, saving his faith, is always competent
to resume the powers he may have delegated, and to unmake
any agency he may have created. The sovereign states that

have severally made the Union, may, then, each of them, or

any one of them, for itself, unmake it, whenever they judge
it advisable. Hence, on the doctrine of original and per-
sistent state sovereignty, the secessionists may have acted
in good faith, from loyal and patriotic motives, in the sim-

ple exercise of their unquestionable rights, and the federal

government has no right to denounce them or to make war
on them as rebels. Rebels they certainly are not, if that

doctrine be true. All this we saw as clearly as did the
leaders of the secession movement themselves, and we felt

that we must either give up the state-sovereignty theory, or

consent to secession.

But give up that theory for its opposite, the theory of con-

solidation, we could not. IS^othing is more certain than that

the states do not hold from the Union, for their existence is

implied in the conception of Union itself, and we are not
one consolidated people under one supreme, omnipotent cen-

tral government. Nothing is or can be more false than the

doctrine put forth by the president before his inauguration,
that a state under our political system and a county in a

state stand on the same footing, and hold one and the same
relation to the government. The right of secession certainly
was never contemplated by the framers of the constitution,
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or by tlie several states when they ratified it; hut it is

equally certain that they did intend to retain the federal

character of the government, to maintain certain state rights
or powers not derived or dependent upon the federal con-

stitution, or tlie government created by it; so much is cer-

tain. What, then, shall we hold ? Is there a middle term,

equally removed from these two extremes ? Is it not possi-
ble to maintain state rights without state sovereignty, and
the unity of the political people of the United States, with-,,

out asserting consolidation, or making the states mere de-

pendencies on the general government? In the article on
The Federal Constihitio7i, we attempted to answer these

questions, and proved, as we think, that the sovereignty
with us vests neither in the states or the people of the states

severally, nor in the Union created by the constitution of

1787, but in the political people of the United States, who
have ordained and established both the several state govern-
ments and the general government ;

and that this political

people is one people, yet capable of existing and acting onlj^
as organized into mutually independent political societies

called states, and into states united. Hence, their union and
their division into states are equally essential to our political

system.
Two facts must be borne in mind : 1, the political people

of the United States have never existed as a consolidated

mass, without organization or distribution into separate and

mutually independent states, corporations, or political socie-

ties
; and, 2, these political societies, corporations, or states,

have never existed and acted as free, independent, sover-

eign states, or nations. These are facts, and facts never
contradict facts. No interpretation of our system of gov-
ernment that does not recognize these two facts, harmonize

them, and show them consistent the one with the other, is an

adequate interpretation. The American ijeople existed pri-

marily as colonies of Great Britain. These colonies were,

politically, or as political bodies, mutually independent, and

they remained so when, by the revolution and the acknowl-

edgment of Great Britain, they became states
;

of this

there is and can be no donbt. But the colonies, though
possessed of certain political rights pertaining to political

sovereignty, and though politically independent in face of

each other, were not free, independent, sovereign nations.

They had, politically considered, all one and the same na-

tionality, yet the supreme and sovereign national authority
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vested not in them alone, but in the British crown, or the

British crown and parliament. Here was political unity
with political diversity, and political diversity with politi-
cal unit3\ The two facts we have asserted certainly existed

and were facts during- the colonial period. They existed

equally after independence. The political rights of the

states hold from or continue the political rights of the colo-

nies, while the Union inherits and continues the political

rights or sovereignty held by the British crown, prior to in-

dependence.
The question turns, it will be seen, on the assumption that

the national sovereignty, originally vested in Great Britain,

inured, on the acknowledgment of American independence,
to the political people of the United States, not to the states

or people of the states severally. Is this assumption war-

ranted? It rests on the historical fact that the assertion of

independence was made by the colonies united—by one

joint act—and not by the colonies severally ;
that the war

for independence was carried on by the United States, or

states united
;
that treaties negotiated with foreign powers

were treaties with the United States
;
and that the new na-

tional sovereign acknowledged by Great Britain in the pre-

liminary treaty of 1782, as well as in the definitive treaty
of 1783, was the United States. No one of the states of

the Union has ever been known or recognized by any for-

eign power as an independent sovereign nation, or has ever

exercised the supreme political rights of a sovereign nation.

It has done so no more, in fact, than it did when a colony
of Great Britain. As a simple historical fact, that portion
of political sovereignty which in colonial times vested

at first in England, and after the Scottish union, in Great

Britain, and could in no sense be exercised by the colonies,

unless through the British crown, or as an integral portion
of the British people, has never been exercised by any one

of the United States, separately considered, and has been

exercised since independence by, and only by, the political

people of the United States—under the old confederation

through cono-ress, and under the federal constitution,

through the general government. This is the plain, unde-

niable historical fact, and it clearly and fully supports the

assumption, that on the acquisition of independence the

national sovereignty inured not the states severally, but to

the United States
;
which would also seem to be corrol)o-

rated by the fact recorded by the elder Adams in his Diarij,
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while a nieiiil)er of tlie old congress, of the several states,

or at least some of them, askin<^ and obtaining permission
of congress to form for themselves state constitutions, as

well as by the process of receiving new states into the

Union.
The decision of the qnestion rests on historical, not on

legal grounds. The nation exists historically prior to law
in its strict sense, as the will of the sovereign, as has been

amply proved by Mr. Hurd, in his able and learned work
on The Law ofFreedom and Bondage in tjie Uxlted States,
for law, in its juristical sense, as distinguished from its eth-

ical or political sense, presupposes a national sovereign com-

petent to oi'dain and promulgate it. We cannot, then, ap-

peal to the written constitution, for that is of the nature of

jiositive law, and supposes the preexistence, historically, of

the national sovereign, or political people, competent to oi'-

dain and establish it. Who, what, or where this sovereign
or political people are, can be determined only historically :

for they exist as an historical fact, prior to all positive law.

The sovereignty may be transferred, and the mode or man-
ner of its expression or exercise may be changed, l)ut it

never expires. Wherever there are men, there is for them
a political sovereign, to whom they owe allegiance. Every
people, no matter how few or how many, that owe alle-

giance to no other power, are themselves sovereign, and

may constitute or organize a government according to

their own judgment of what is right or best for them. But
even in such a case, the people pi'ecede the state, and their

existence, as independent of all foreign powers, must be
settled as an historical fact

; so, if we prove that in becom-

ing independent of Great Britain, the only power that had

any claims of sovereignty over us, the British sovereignty,
as a simple historical fact, passed to the states united, and
not to the states severally, we have proved all that the case

demands. The courts cannot go behind the historical fact,
and are and must be bound by it, whether it comports with
their political or ethical theories or not. The fact stands

independently of all theory or speculation, and determines
the law. Wliat we mean, whether we clearly express it or

not, is, that the historical fact controls the law, not the law
the fact

;
for the law follows the fact and depends on it.

We may say, the constitution or the law ought to be differ-

ent, might have been different; bnt different it cannot be,
as long as the fact remains unchanged.
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Tliei'e is no reason, a prnori, tluit we know of, why the

original British sovereignty couhl not have inured to the

states severally. There was no positive law in force, or le-

gal principle, prohibiting it. If the colonies had each, by
its separate individual action, thrown off the authority of

the inother country, won its independence by its separate
action, and obtained its recognition as an independent sover-

eign power or nation, an independent sovereign power or na-

tion it would certainly have been. In such case, the sovereign-

ty would have passed to the states severally, and not to the

states united
;
but solely because the historical facts would

liave been different. The historical fact determines who is

the sovereign, who are the sovereign people^ where, in a

sovereign nation, the sovereignty is lodged, and through
what channels it is exercised

;
because the existence and

constitution of the national sovereignty is an historical fact,

anterior to all written constitutions and to all positive legis-
lative enactments. What might have been, what it is desir-

able should have been, are political and ethical questions,
—

very interesting, very important, no doubt, but of no mo-
ment in determining what is.

Rehang on the historical fact, we assert that the sov-

ereignty, which, prior to independence, was vested in the

British crown and the British parliament, or the British peo-

ple over the colonial people, after independence inured to

the United States
;
and hence, the United States are a free,

independent, sovereign nation, as truly one single nation as

any other nation that can be named. This settles the ques-
tion of state sovereignty as distinguished from national sov-

ereignt}', and accepts the truth asserted by the consolida-

tionists, though it denies consolidation. But the sovereignty
inures to the United States as states united. The Canadas,
the West Indian Islands, the northea?I:ern provinces, and
other colonies of Great Britain, even had they asserted and

gained their independence, at the same timetlie " Old Thir-

teen" asserted and gained theirs, would not have had any
participation in the sovereignty of the United States, unless

they were historically a part of that political people which
was acknowledged as an independent nation, under the style
and title of the United States. It was necessary, in order
to share in its national rights and powers, to be states, and
states united. But the union in the British nation, and un-

der the British sovereign, did not and could not, of itself,

constitute them one united sovereign nation after indepen-
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dence. They tniist have been united in declaring- and win-

nino; their independence. Yet the Union, before as well as

since the acknowledgment of independence, was not the
union of the ])eople as simple individuals, but as political
communities or states. This fact is historically as certain

and as essential as the fact of union. The diversity is as

certain and as important as tlie unity ;
and the rights of the

states are no more to be denied than the rights of the Union
;—both are alike sacred and inviolable.

We place the sovereignty in the political people of the

several states united and forming one complex sovereign
nation,

—we say political people, that is, the electoral peo-

ple. We do so, because neither historically nor constitu-

tionally is the whole population included in the political

people, either of the states severally or of the United States.

The people are sovereign,
—

certainly; but onlj^ the electoral

people, or the people who have the elective franchise, which
in no state includes more than one-fourth of the actual pop-
ulation. The talk about universal suffrage is nonsense.

Universal suffrage never has existed, never can exist as a

fact
;

for in no civilized country, however democratic, are

women permitted to vote, and children, at a tender age, do
not and cannot vote. Yet these are integral parts of the

population, and without them there would soon be no popu-
lation at all. They who assert the electoral franchise as a

natural right, as an incident of human nature, speak very
loosely, and are never to be understood au pied de la lettre.

Suffrage is a civil not a natural right ;
and monarchy or aris-

tocracy, however we may dislike them, are not necessarily

repugnant to natural right, or to what is called the law of

nature, and are as legitimate, where they are the historical

or existing forms of government, as democracy. The right
of the government rests on an historical basis, not, as actual

government, on a speculative or theoretical basis. Democ-

racy may or may not be the best form of government ;
but

it is not the only legitimate form of government, as our stu-

pid journalists and pothouse politicians pretend. The polit-
ical people, in the beginning, w^as determined by the colo-

nial law; or, in other words, after the colonies resolved on

resistance, and till they had become states, and formed con-

stitutions for themselves, the various political acts done,
whether regular or irregular, legal or revolutionary, were
done or held to be done, by those who, under the colonial laws

ov usages, were electors, or by representatives or delegates
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clioseu b}' them. Hence the political people all along acted

as formed into colonies or states. The colony, or state, in

its separate action, determined who were to be included in

the electoral, or sovereign peo])le ;
«nd outside of its de-

termination there were and could be no political, electoral,

or sovereign people. The electoral people of the several

states in union constitute, and from the first have consti-

tuted, the sovereign people of the United States.

We are not theorizing here
;
we are simply stating facts.

There are amongst us, no doubt, politicians wlio regard these

facts as of no importance ;
who hold that the people are in-

herently sovereign, and tell us that they are always and

everywhere sovereign. They sneer at what is called histor-

ical right, and, like i^apoleon III., settle every question of

riglit by ^plelyuGituin / but these politicians forget to tell

us who are the sovereign people, or by what authority it is

determined who are the people who are to vote the plebis-

citum. Is it said the majority ? But the majority of whom ?

Of all the male citizens of the nation over twenty-one years
of age '{ But you suppose in this a nation, and the existence

of a nation is a fact to be determined only historically. Ex-

clude the historical fact, you have no nation, and no citizens
;

for where there is no nation there is no state, and where there

is no state there are no citizens. We told you this twenty

years ago, in the DemoGratic Review. Without the recog-
nition of historical right, you cannot talk a moment intelli-

gibly about the sovereignty of the people, popular rights,

popular will, or plebiscitums. Grant that the will of the

majority is the sovereign will, and all you need for the con-

stitution or the laws ; you have still to settle who are the

people to be counted in ascertaining the will of, the majority,

Nobody is absurd enough to pretend that the will of any two

men, who are the absolute majority of three, is sovereign,
and that any three men, wherever found, are the sovereign

people. Myself and any two others might otherwise unite,

and declare ourselves a sovereign state, and secede from the

city, the state, and the Union, and scornfully refuse to recog-
nize your magistrates, your laws, your police, your conscrip-

tion, and your tax-bills. This would be democracy run mad.
and too absurd to be asserted even by the Evening Post or

the W. Y. Tribune. We might call it democracy gone to

seed. No, your sovereign people must exist; and their num-
ber and territory be defined, before it can oixlain a constitu-

tion, enact laws, or'perform any political function ;
and who
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are tlie political or sovereign people in any given case is a

question of history, of fact
;
not of ethics, not of jneta-

physics, nor even of law, in the sense of the will or ordina-

tion of the sovereign. The sovereign people can, no doubt,
alter or amend their written constitution, as they can make
or unmake laws; but we must always ascertain who the sov-

ereign people are in point of fact, before we can determine
who can make or amend the constitution, establish or abro-

gate laws. The historical fact, what we call the unwritten

constitution, is providential, like all historical facts
;
but the

written constitution is hx scripta^ is positive law, and con-

stitutes not the sovereign, but the government under the

sovereign. The convention of 1787 did not create or consti-

tute the sovereign people of the United States, for it was
that people, present in its delegates in convention, that drew

up, ordained, and established the constitution under which
our present general govei'ument is organized and exists.

That constitution is the act of the sovereign people, and not

their creator,
—is the law they have in their sovereign capac-

ity enacted, ordained, and promulgated ;
to remain unaltered

and in force, for all branches of the government, state or

national, and for all. individuals within their jurisdiction,

during their pleasure. They derive none of their rights or

powers from the constitution, for they are antecedent to it,

and it is the creature of their sovereign will
;
as much so, as

any law enacted by the supreme legislntive power of the

state is the creature of the will of that legislative power.
Written constitutions emanate from the sovereign ; they
never create or constitute the sovereign ; they proceed from
the supreme political power, but confer no political power;
and hence it is, that neither the general government, nor the

state governments, have any political powers whatever. All

constitutional governments, whether their chief magistrate be

called governor, president, stiidtholder, king, or kaiser, are

republican governments ;
and in all republican governments,

the sovereign and the government are distinct, and their

peculiarity, as their glory, consists in distinguishing the po-
litical power from the administration. This is a fact the

people, and even politicians, du not sutficiently consider.

Words are perverted from their original meaning, or come
to have for them no distinct meaning at all. Our parties
are named as if the great questions to be decided by our

elections were political, that is, questions relating to the

constitution of the sovereign power, as the Democratic par-
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ty, the Rejpublican party, &c. The political power is the

sovereign power, and with us is identically the sovereign,

or, as we say, the political or electoral people, and they speak
and act politically only .in the convention, for only in the

convention can they decide or act on questions of polity.
The notion that has prevailed to a fearful extent, especially
since the reelection of General Jackson, in 1832, that the

people outside of the convention, as simple population, are

sovereign, is unwarranted, anarchical, tends to the despotjstn..
of the mob, and has had the chief agency in bringing about
the present formidable rebellion, which we have for nearly
four years struggled in vain to suppress. Webster, Clay,

Calhoun, were right in their opposition to that reelection,

though generally wrong in the reasons they assigned for it
;

and hence their opposition was unavailing. The people with
us are unquestionably sovereign ; yet not as population, or a

mass of individuals; but as the political or electoral people,

really or virtually, in convention duly assembled, and in

which vests the supreme political power of the nation.

Now, M-ho are this political people % Who they are to-

day, we can settle by referring to the constitution and laws
of the Union and of the several states

;
but who were they

when we became a nation independent of the mother coun-

try ? Who chose the delegates to the congress that declared

independence % Who chose the representatives in the sev-

eral state legislative assemblies that superseded the colonial

assemblies ? Who chose the delegates that in convention
drew up the several state constitutions, and voted on their

adoption ? To these questions there is but one answer,

namely : they who were the electoral people of the colonies,

by virtue of the colonial charters or colonial legislation.

Hence, the new institutions, though they modified, continued
the old

;
and though tliere were irregularities and acts strictly

revolutionary in their character, the transformation from
colonies to states, and from British to American national

sovereignty, was effected without a total disruption of polit-
ical or legal continuity, as the history of the times and the
decision of the courts amply prove. Whatever powers the

colonies had, they derived legitimately from Great Britain
;

and it was by the exercise of these powers, not by an out-

and-out assumption of the original and abstract rights of

man, about which Tom Paine and others babbled so much
nonsense, that our independence was declared and won, that

we were transformed into an independent nation, and our

\
'
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present institutions were founded. Grant there were un-

constitutional assumptions, a stretch of powers, and great

irregularities,
—these were condoned by the sovereign against

whom they were committed, if condonement they needed,
when Great Britain acknowledged us a free, independent,
sovereign nation. The historical, and therefore the real

basis of our government, state or federal, rests on these

colonial rights, or the will of the colonial electoral people.
Here is the simple fact, whatever democratic or anti-demo-

cratic theories and speculations may be entertained on the

subject.
The states, then, hold from the colonies, and therefore

not from the federal Union. They stand on as firm and
as ultimate a footing as the nation itself. In fact, they are,
in their origin of the colonies, older than the political peo-

ple of the Union
;
for the colonies were mutually separate

and independent political corporations, or, if you prefer,

political communities, before the Union existed, and, unless

in the British people, did in no sense constitute one politi-
cal community. We do not pretend, and do not recollect,

that we ever have pretended, that, distinguished from their

unity under the British crown and parliament, they were

always one political people, as seems to have been the doc-

trine of Mr. Qiiincy Adams. They were originally sepa-
rate and mutually independent political communities

;
and

if they had, as a fact, formed no political union before being
transformed from colonies into states, and their acknowledg-
ment as such, they would have been, as the defenders of

state sovereignty maintain, on becoming independent, sov-

ereign states, each with all the political attributes of a free,

independent, sovereign nation. They became one nation Ijy

their mutual action while yet colonies, by declaring their in-

dependence by one joint act, by assuming the style and title

of a nation, exercising never separateh', but always in

unity, the proper national functions, and by being acknowl-

edged and received into the family of nations as one nation,
not as several nations. This union was effected before in-

dependence, and it was as the united colonies that they met
in congress, and as united states, not as confederate states,

that they declared independence, and prepared to carry on

the war in its defence, as we have already shown over and
over again. By this union, to which inured the sovereignty

previously vested in the British crown and parliament, or

British nation, including the people of the colonies as well
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as those of tlie British Isles, as some of our fathers con-

tended ao-ainst the British ministry of the time, the people
of the colonies were transformed into one political people,
or a sovereign American nation. But, and this is the point
we are laboring to establish, the integral elements, or, so to

speak, the units of this political people or sovereign nation,
are not individuals, but the electoral people of the states

severally, as the continuators or legitimate heirs of the

colonies. This being so, the political sovereign, or political

people of the nation, exists essentially as the political people
of the states, and has no existence independent of the sev-

eral state organizations in the Union.
Here is the foundation of what we call state rights, as

distino-uished from state sovereia'ntv. The states are not

severally sovereign, for the colonies under the British

crown, though they had certain rights, were not sovereign,
and the complement of sovereignty which they lacked is

now in the United States. Yet without states there can be

no united states
;
without the political people of the several

states there can be no political people of the United States.

The destruction of the states as elementary political bodies

would be the destruction of the United States. The United

States, or political people thereof, in convention, may enlarge
or contract the powers either of the several states or of the

general government ;
but they cannot abolish the states, as

distinct and autonomous political communities, without com-

mitting an act of suicide, and overthrowing all legitimate

government in the country. Viewed as an existing fact,
—

the way in which we must view it,
—the states and the

United States are correlative and each connotes the other,
and the destruction of either is the destruction of both. It

is this fact that makes our republic a federal republic. The
nation itself is federally constituted. The states are federal

states, just as much as the Washington government is a fed-

eral government. The one political sovereign reigns in all

our political institutions, but that sovereign is itself a fed-

eral sovereign.
—-not the government created by the con-

vention but the political people of the several states feder-

all}'
united into one political people that met in the -conven-

tion, and that may meet again whenever they choose.

Kow the fact that theories have been entertained, that

popular opinion, or even juridical assumptions, have opposed
this view of our national sovereignt}^, does not move us.

The courts exist by and under the constitution, and cannot
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go behind it. Tliey liave no political functions, and can

adjudicate npon no political question. They hold from the

sovereign power, and have nothing to say of its constitution.

They presuppose it, and simply seek to ascertain and apply
what, under the constitution, is the law. What they say

beyond is obiter dictum, and, though entitled to more or

less respect, as the opinion of eminent men, binds nobody.
Popular opinion is never a safe rule of judgment. It is sel-

dom any thing but a compound of ignorance, prejudice, pas-

sion, caprice, and interest, constantly varying, condemning a

Socrates one day to drink hemlock, and the next erecting a

("emple to his memory. Never were there greater crimes

committed in the government of the world than since, un-

der the direction of journalism, the effort has been made to

govern by popular or public opinion. With us, public

opinion is the opinion created by a few unprincipled jour-

nals, demagogues, and what Sir Richard Steele calls
"
cof-

fee-house politicians." As for theories, they must conform
to facts, or they are valueless, and are mischievous when-
ever they attempt to make facts conform to themselves.

Facts exist independent of theory, and seldom is a theory
constructed, whether in philosophy, politics, or the so-called

exact sciences, that rightly explains facts. Men may have
a good understanding of facts, and yet fail utterly, and be-

come grossly absurd, when they attempt to construct theo-

ries for their explanation. The question for us is, not what
theories our fathers held with regard to the seat of the sov-

ereign power, but wliere it was actually lodged as a matter
of fact, for the fact overrides all theories on the subject ;

and we have proved, we think, that, as a fact, the sovereign

power of the new nation that sprang into existence, and was

recognized in 1783 as an independent sovereign nation, M'^as

vested in the political people of the United States, repre-
sented by the convention, and actually governing, partly

through a general goverTiment, and partly through state gov-
ernments. Such being the fact existing prior to law in the

sense of the ordina|ion of the sovereign, and prior to all

written constitutions, whether of the general government
or of the state governments, no theories can be for a mo-
ment entertained that impuo;n it, either by denying it out-

right, or by explaining it away.
Indeed, all poh'tical theorists must fail in their attempts

to explain our political sy.stem, for it is constructed in ac-

cordance with no theory. It is sui generis, logical, but com-
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plex, and falls under the head of none of the recognized

systems of government. It is not monarchical, aristocratic,

or democratic
;

it is neither a confedei*acy nor a centralized

state, and the attempt to reduce it to any one of these rec-

ognized systems is to destroy it. It is like and unlike them
ail. It is as far removed from European democracy as from

European aristocracy or imperialism, and analogies borrowed
from any one of these are sure to mislead, if relied on as the

principle of its interpretation. Neither the general govern-
ment nor the state governments are sovereign. These gov-
ernments are all created by written constitutions, therefore

by positive law, and suppose a sovereign anterior to them,
who has ordained them, and governs in. them. Nor are the

people as population, either of the states severally or of the

United States, sovereign, but only the political or electoral

people, always determined by the states sevei*ally, and never
in any state more than a small portion of the wliole people.
Nor is sovereignty in the political people of the sevei-al

states as represented in the state governments, nor in the

political people of the several states united, as represented

by the general government. It is in this political people of

the several states united and assembled in convention. The

political people in convention is the sovereign, and the only

political power, properly so-called, under, or known to, our

system,
Our political system, so original, peculiar, and complex,

has been from the first exposed to dangerous misconstruc-

tions. Some, observing the priority to the Union of the

states as political communities, and their absolute necessity
to the system, conclude that the sovereignty vests in the

states severally, and therefore that we have no national sov-

ereignty. According to them, the Union holds from the

states, and the general government holds its powers as dele-

gated not by the political people of the United States, but

by tlie states or the people of the states severally. Others,

observing tliat the constitution in its preamble professes to

be ordained and establislied by the people of the United

States, that it was actually formed by a convention of the

United States, and that the supreme national functions liave

always been exercised by the United States, and never ex-

ercised, or allowed to be exercised, by the states sevei-ally,

regard the general government as the supreme national gov-
ernment, and overlook the rights of the states as states to

share in the national sovereignty. They conclude that the
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states hold from the nation, instead of hein<>: its constituent

elements. Tiiese make the nation a consolidated instead of

a federal nation. To this view the old federalists inclined,

and it has been generally taken by those who have combated

either nnlliiication or secession. The present administration

alternates between it and the state-sovereignty tlieory, some-

times acting on tlie one, sometimes on the other, and appar-

ently without being aware of any radical difference between
them. Moreover, our politicians, as distinguished from

statesmen, observing that we have no king, no nol)ility, no

political aristocracy, and that nearly all elections are by pop-
ular suifrage shared in by the great body of the freemen,
and ordinarily decided by a majority of voices, have favored

the consolidation doctrine, by concluding that our republic
is a pure democracy in theory, and always to be interpreted
and administered on democratic principles. We do not

mean here the principles of the so-called Democratic party,

which, as a party, is less democratic than the Republican

party, as formed and led by the New York Tribune; but

we mean democracy in the political sense, or as one of the

three simple forms of government which writers on the con-

stitution of government recognize, and which they distin-

guish from what they call mixed governments. Democracy,
in the political, not the party sense, asserts theoretically,
that each man is sovereign in his own right, by virtue of

his manhood, and in this sense it resides in tlie people as

population, but practically in the majority, who, save such

ethical restraints as they may recognize and submit to, are

free to do as they please. It asserts the right of the ma-

jority, or what demagogues and political tricksters make

pass for the majority, of the people of a state, to rule in the

state, and of the people of the United States to rule in the

United States. People who believe themselves democrats,
who boast of being democrats, may entertain and insist on

very just views of government, and hold that constitutions

are not merely to secure the right of the majority to govern,
but to protect the rights of minorities and individuals

;
in

other words, not to confer power, but to guaranty liberty ;

but these are not really democrats. The genuine democrat,
he who fully understands the democratic principles, holds

no historical right, no constitution or vested rights, sacred

or inviolable, any further than they suit the ide;is, the inter-

ests, the passion, or the caprice of the majority ;
and the

constant and invincible tendency of democracy, when it is

Vol. XVII—37
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practically asserted as the political order, is to sweep awaj^

ev^ery thing that interposes an obstacle or an impediment to

the direct, immediate, and absolute rule of the majority.
Such, under the democratic interpretation of our political

system, has been our American experience. All the amend-
ments to our old state constitutions, as well as all the new
constitutions that have been adopted for ncM'' states, have
been formed on the democratic theory, and reject at least

some of the guaranties of liberty that our fathers had the

wisdom to institute or retain. This is a fact that cannot be

denied, and which very few would wish to deny. It is cited

and boasted as an evidence of our political progress, as it

certainly is of our progress in democracy.
Our institutions do not admit of a democratic interpreta-

tion, and the very general attempt made to explain and ad-

jninister them on democratic principles is a fatal mistake, if

it is wished to preserve them or our republic as a federal

republic. The tendency to democracy in the states is neces-

sarily followed by a tendency to democracy in the United

States; for the same people, with the same ideas, convic-

tions, and sentiments, act in both
;
and its realization in the

United States is, evidently, the destruction of our federal

system, and the subjection of all minorities and individuals

to the will of one irresponsible, unrestrained, and generally
factitious majority. This result is inevitable, though neither

intended nor attempted with " malice aforethought." It

comes naturally, like all things of the sort, from the silent,

unsuspected efforts of the people to realize their ideal.

Democracy, like monarchy, like aristocracy, seeks always to

realize its ideal, and to mould all things after itself. What-
ever judgment may be formed of it, democracy is not the

American system of government, nor the idea on which
our political and governmental institutions are based. Our
government, whether state or national, though original and

peculiar in its combinations, belongs to the general order of

what are termed mixed governments, and is destroyed when-
ever reduced to any one of the simple forms of government.
Our political institutions are designed to protect the rights
of minorities and individuals, or, as we have said, to guar-
anty liberty; but none of the simple forms of government
do, or pretend to do, this.. A pure monarchy knows no

liberty but the liberty of the monarch to govern as seems
to him good ;

a pure aristocracy knows no liberty but the

liberty of the nobility to rule as they see fit; and a pure
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deinocracv knows no liberty l)nt tlie liberty of the majority
to irovern as it pleases. Tlic moment you talk of constitu-

tions, or political contrivances to limit tlie power of the

majority, or to restrain its will, and demand political g'uar-

anties, you are out of the pni-ely democratic order, as much
as you are out of pure absolute monarchy when you seek to

impose constitutional restrictions on the power of the mon-
arch. All simple 2:overnments are unlimited absolute gov-

ermnents, and therefore despotisms, democracy no l(\=s than

the othei's. We, for ourselves, love freeilom too well to be

in favor of any of them. We know no natural and inde-

feasible right of one man, of a few men, or of the majority,
to crovern. If all men before the law of nature are equal,
us the Justinian Institutes assert, and as we lirmly hold, one

man has no natural right to govern another, and the larger
number none to govern the smaller number; that is, a right
anterior to the institutioTi of civil society, or positive law.

The sovereign is given in the providential constitution of

civil society itself, or in the historical existence of the na-

tion
;
and written constitutions in free states are not adopted

so much to guaranty the right of the majority to govern,
as to restrain them from oppressing minorities and individ-

uals, or depriving them of the exercise of their natural

rights.
But the larger portion of the people of the United States,

having adopted democracy as their ideal, and having ar-

rived at the conclusion that majorities can do no wrong,
that they may always be safely trusted, and that they

ought to have free scope to govern as they please, have

well-nigh converted our constitutional government into what

we call a centralized democracy, under which the states and

the nation hold their rights at the good pleasure of an ever-

varying and irresponsible majority, although obtained by
lying, cheating, trickery, bribery, stuffing ballot-boxes, mis-

counting votes, or downright violence. Providence, as

manifested in historical events, counts for nothing; histori-

cal rights, vested rights, and political guaranties, are swe|)t

away before the ruling majority. The people are always

equal to themselves, and are as sovereign to-day as they
were yesterday, and nothing they did yesterday can bind

them to-day, or that they do to-day can bind them to-mor-

row. We pretend not that the American people have as

yet reached this extreme length ;
but this is only the prac-

tical realization of the idea they are developing and apply-
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ing, and whicli they will not permit to be called in qnestion.
As yet, constitutional hal)its, acquired when no man, as in

our own boyhood, would allow himself to be called a demo-

crat, have to some extejit practically restrained us. But we
have been hastening to it, hurried on by the influence of

European democrats and European democratic literature,
and not a little by northern humanitarianisni or philanthro-

py, manifesting Itself in various ways ;
but chiefly in the

abolition movement, which, threatening the rights of prop-

erty, led Mr. Calhoun, one of the most sagacious of our

statesmen, to protest against absolute majorities, to insist on
state sovereignty, and to contend for government by con-

current majorities as our only protection.
The southern leaders have not, as many suppose, it is well

to remark, asserted the right of secession, and carried their

states out of the Union, and caused the present formidable
civil war, for the purpose solely or chiefly of preserving
negro slavery ;

and their opposition to the abolitionists is

not, and never has been, solely on account of their anti-

slavery sentiments and convictions. We know many of

them well, and have shared their friendship and their confi-

dence, and we have found them never impugning, but al-

ways respecting, genuine anti-slavery sentiments. Indeed,
the South were always as anti-slavery and as wedded to lib-

erty as the jSTorth, as every one knows who knows thoroughly
both sections. The South were always less sentimental and
less speculative than the North, but they were alwaj^s more
serious, and more in earnest. What they opposed, and what
has induced them to secede, and involved them in rebellion,
was the centralizing democi-acy rapidly gaining the ascen-

dency in the northern, middle, and western states, and of
which abolitionism was one of the most strikins; character-

istics. The abolitionists were not, and are not to-day, sim-

ply antf-slavery men, who recognize themselves as citizens

of the United States, and bound in their modes of action by
the constitution

;
but democrats of the most ultra stamp,

who hold that the constitution and laws have and can have no
sacredness any further than they conform to their convic-

tions, or to what they choose to call the "
higher law."

Slavery, in the United States, is a local institution, existing

by local or state law, so far as legal existence it has
;
and its

preservation or abolition is within the jurisdiction of the

several states that authorize or tolerate it, and the general

government has no constitutional right to meddle with it.
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Hence, it is only on tlic i!:;r()und that onr re public is a cen-

tralized or a consolidated republic, that citizens of non-slave-

holding states have any resi)onsibilit3^ for it, or any right to

meddle with it, otherwise than by the simple expression of

their approval or their abhorrence of it. The abolitionists,
not bj' their anti-slavery sentiments or expressions, but by
their movement, and the principles on which they based

and justified it, overlooked the federal character of our

government, and violated not simply state sovereignty, but
state rights ;

and their movement could not go on without

revolutionizing our whole system of government. The

slaves, by the lex loci, were property, and the abolitionists

struck at the inviolability of that right. If you can, through
the majority, deprive a man, in a state of which you are not

citizens, of his property in slaves, you may just as well de-

prive him of his property in his plantation, his farm, his

cattle and horses. Propei'ty itself, which is one of the bases

of society, is held then at the mercy of the majority. The
southern statesmen saw this, as we ourselves saw it, and
hence their secession movement—a movement not for the

defence of slavery, as we have said, so much as of the right
of property, and was in principle directed not so much

against the abolition of slavery, as against its abolition by
unconstitutional means, and by persons who have no politi-
cal right to demand its abolition.

Undoubtedly, we ourselves have demanded the emanci-

])ation of the slaves, and even the abolition of slavery,

-everywhere within the jurisdiction of the United States;
but we have never done it on abolition principles, as every
abolitionist feels and knows. There is not an abolition

journal in the country that regards us, or treats ns, or ever

has treated us, as an abolitionist. We have never urged
emancipation on the ground of the natural equality of all

men—never on tiie ground that slavery is a morai wrong, a

crime against society, and a sin against God. On this ques-
tion of slavery we formed and published our views in April,

1838,* and we have never changed or modified them since.

We are, and always have been, an anti-slavery man ;
we do,

and always did, regard slavery as a great moral and social

wrong, though not the only nor the greatest in the country;
but we have demanded einancipation only under the war

power as a military necessity, or means of putting down the

^Slavery
— Abolitionism, Brownson's Works, Vol. XV., p. 45.
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rebellion, just as we deinaiid the takiiio;of anj other species
of propei'ty as a means of sti-eiigtheiiinir the government,
and of \veakenini>' the enemy, and compuUinii- him the sooner
to submit. On this 2:ronnd, not as an abolitionist, but as a

loyal citizen, determined to save the life and inten'rity of

tiie country by all means permitted by the laws of civilized

warfare, we have demanded emancipation,
—on the very

principle on which the government takes the enemy's cot-

ton, rice, tobacco, wheat, corn, cattle, sheep, hogs, and
horses. In our whole aro-ument, the slaves are assumed to

be property
—not justly, but legally, property ;

and their

emancipation is defended on the ground that it weakens the

enemy's means of resistance. This no more violates the

right of property, than the shooting down in battle an enemy
violates the precept of the Decalogue,

'" Thou shalt not kill."

It comes within the acknowledge! l^elligerent rights of the

government.
It is true, in attempting to rec^oncile the public to the

measure, and to persuade the m litary authority to adopt it,

and issue the necessary orders f^r carrying it into effect, we
have urged the natural equality of all men, the detestable

character of slavery itself, and all the considerations of hu-

manity bearing on the subject,
—not as giving the right to

emancipate, but as a reason why the government should ngt
hesitate to exercise its belligerent right to emancipate.
Neither Wendell Phillips nor William Lloyd Garrison will

recognize in this their doctrine, though they may see in it

a disposition to get rid of slavery by legal means. The pol-

icy of emancipation we have ui'ged is lawful under the bel-

ligerent rights of the government, and would have been, we
doubt not, most efficiei.t, if it had been pron.iptly adopted at

the tinie we first urged .t, and in the way and for the rea-

sons we urged it. If the president, as commander-in-chief

of the army and navy, lu.d sustained General Fremont's

proclamation and General Hunter's order, neither of which
could he, in our judgment, lawfully rescind, and given
orders to his other commanders of military departments to

issue similar orders in their respective commands, if they
found them necessary, we believe the measure would have
been wise and just, and would have aided in suppressing the
rebellion. But it is the misfortune of Mr, Lincoln always
to adopt wrong measures, or right measures at a wrong time
or in a wrong way. The measure, at the time and in the

way he has adopted it, has been unwise, and even disastrous.

[|
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He has so beimiddled the matter, as lie does every tliinj^ he
takes ill hand, that we see now no way of <2;ettin«i; rid of sla-

very, but by a fresh grant of power from the sovereign, tliat

is, by an amendment to the constitution in the way pointed
out by the constitution itself. We cannot do it now under
the war power, for the president has so abused that power
tluit we cannot appeal to it

;
and the attempt to prolong the

war one moment after the restoration of the Union has be-

come practicable, for the sake of forcing the seceded states

themselves to abolish slavery, would be liighly criminal, as

well as of no practical use.

"VVe have never ceased, for more than twenty years, to

warn our countrymen of the danger of encouraging this

centralizing tendency, and of its hostility to the federal

constitution of the nation
;
but they have considered it a

sufficient reason for not reading or not heeding us, that we
are said to be eccentric and paradoxical,

—a man wlio never
knows his own mind, and changes his opinions with the

moon,—as if truth depended on the personal character of

him who utters it, or as if the people have no judgment of

their own, and no capacity in themselves to recognize truth

when presented to them. Doubtless we have changed our

opinions on many subjects, for we do not happen to be of

the number whom experience cannot profit or events en-

lighten ;
but on the question of abolitionism and slavery,

or the danger of attempting to interpret our institutions by
the democratic or Jacobinical theory, we have never

changed our views. For nearly twenty j^ears, indeed, we
held the doctrine of state sovereignty, and defended it with
earnestness and such poor ability as we had, because we
saw not how otherwise we could consistently assert state

rights, and resist the tendency to consolidation
;
but never

did we do it with a view to the denial of the federal char-

acter of our political constitution, which, however we may
have erred in explaining, we have always held

;
nor with a

view of obtaining a ground for dissolving the Union, which
we have always loved, and which we have always been pre-

pared to do battle for with our tongue, our pen, our prop-

erty, and our life. We have, since secession took place, re-

jected sl-ate sovereignty, but not state rights, and we have
done it for the reasons we have given, and for which we are

chiefly indebted to Mr. Hurd, in his masterly work on The
Law of Freedom and Bondage in the United States. We
know not whether Mr. Hurd intended to teach the doctrine
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as to the federal constitution tliat we have defended, but we
do know that we have been led to it by reading his work,
more especially liis Clmpter XL, to which our readers are

respectfully referred. We have clianged our method of ex-

|)]aining state riglits and American nationality ;
but we have

not changed our views as to the fact of such rights and of

such nationality. When we first formed our opinions on the

sul)jeGt, then a very young man, we supposed that we had
no alternative but either state sovereignty or consolidation,

and we adopted the former instead of the latter, as we
should do now, if we must take one or tlie other. Mr. Hurd,
liowever, has shown us, intentionally or not, that we are not

obliged to adopt either, and enabled us to perceive tliat the

historical facts in the case authorize us to assert, as mutually

compatible, national sovereignty on the one hand, and the

rights and mutual independence and autonomy of the sever-

al states on the other. Whether the reasons we liave given
are sufficient to establish our conclusions, they who conde-

scend to read them must judge for themselves. The expla-
nation of our federal constitution we have given is not orig-
inal with us, and does not rest on our personal authority. If

accepted, it must be accepted on the authority of historical

facts, which nobody can deny, and which must control the

decision.

In our judgment, the southern states would never have
seceded if they had not embraced the theory of state sov-

ereignty ;
or even M-ith that theory, had it not been for the

fact that they found themselves in the minority, and their

special interests threatened by the rapidly increasing ten-

dency in the northern, middle, and western states to demo-
cratic or Jacobinical centralism, threatening to change our
federal republic into a huge democracy, restrained by no

constitution, and under the absolute sway of the majority
for the time. They saw that the practical working of the

democratic idea, so widely adopted in modern society, was

silently undermining our American constitutionalism, and

depriving them of all guaranties for their rights of property.
Hence they seceded. In this, all the wrong has not been on
their side. We of the North have our share in the blame.

N^o doubt they wished to keep their slaves, at least to pre-
vent their emancipation by northern interference; no doubt

they wished to rule in the councils of the nation, for all men
love power; but we know not that tiie slave states had any
stronger wish to rule than had the free states. If the South
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wislied tlieir policy to prevail, the free states equally wished
theirs to prevail, and held that, being in the majority, they
had a 7'ight to have it prevail. Here was an error of the free

states.

Yet we do not and cannot exonerate, or even excuse, the
slave states. The ablest champions of den)ocracy as the

American idea were southerners and slaveholders—Thomas
Jefferson and Andrew Jackson, the idols of American dem-
ocrats. Jefferson w^as, no doubt, an ardent patriot, and ren-

dered important services to the cause of American indepen-
dence; but he was no philosopher, and, in the higher sense

of the word, no statesman. He, as he himself avows, delib-

eratel}' violated the constitution in the purchase of Louisiana,
and justified himself on the ground that the measure was

highly expedient, and was sure to be popular
—thus placing

expediency and popularity as rules of action above the con-

stitution. Indeed, he was a revolutionist on principle, de-

nied the inviolabiHty of vested rights, recognized no histori-

cal rights whatever, maintained that one generation cannot
bind its successor, and contended that there should be in

every country a revolution once in every generation
—that

is, as he counted, about once in every nineteen years.
Andrew Jackson was a man of indomitable enero-y of char-

acter—what we call a magnetic man; but he was no states-

man. He placed the caucus on a par with the convention,
maintained that the will of tlie people collected from dema-

gogues, newspapers, and informal assembHes, is as authori-

tative as the will of the people expressed through legal and
constitutional forms

;
and he claimed to be bound even l)y

the constitution, only as he interpreted it for himself: thus

asserting in principle both inohocracy and csesarism. The
South, in point of fact, was foremost in giving a Jacobinical

interpretation to the American system ;
and the measures,

such as the war of 1812, the protective tariff, internal im-

provements by the federal government, the stealing and an-

nexation of Texas, the Mexican war measures, which have

given such an impulse to the centralizing tendency, have all

been southern measures. The Kansas-Nebraska bill was in-

troduced and carried in the interest of the slave states
;
and

the demand of the South of positive legislation by the gen-
eral government to make slavery national, and to protect it

in territories where it was not authorized by local law, which

gave rise to the Republican organization and to the geo-

graphical division of parties, was one of the most thoroughly
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centralizinoj and unconstitntional demands ever made on the

ojeneral govei-nment. Indeed, the South have had even
more to do witli fostering the dangerous tendency, wliich

they make their excuse for secession, tlian the North
;
and

It iiasonly been when tliey felt the necessity of constitutional

guaranties for their own special interests tliat they have as-

serted constitntionahsm in contradistinction from democracy,
and insisted on concurrent instead of absohite majorities.
The soutliern leaders did wrong in seceding; because, if

they wei'e more constitutional and freer from the influence

of Jacobinism than the North, the Union needed them to

aid in correcting the dangerous centralizing tendency, and
in bringing back the people of all sections to the principles
of American constitutionalism. The southern states, had

they chosen to remain in the Union, could, aided by the

true conservatives of the northern states, have controlled the

policy of the general government, and, in time, as Mr.

Calhoun, who was no secessionist, always maintained, brought
back the people of all the states to sound constitutional doc-

trine, and rendered eifective the constitutional guaranties of

the rights of minorities and individuals. They may allege
that they made the attempt, and found it vain

;
but if they

found it vain, it was their own fault. Tl:ey dictated their

terms, as if they had but to speak to be obeyed ;
and they

dictated them under threats tliat, if they were not accepted
and conformed to, the}' would dissolve the Union, These
threats were impolitic and ofliensive. The Nortii loved the

Union, but they did not like to be coerced into adopting
measures, even if they did not disapprove them in them-

selves, by threats of its dissolution. The threats provoked
defiance. The editor of this Review, who had alwa^'s sym-
pathized with the South, gave, at a public meeting in 1860,
as his reason for supporting Mr. Lincoln, a man lie did not

like, and in whom he had no confidence even then, the fact

that for thirty years he had voted under threats that, if he
did not vote in a certain manner, the South would dissolve

the Union
;
and he was tired of voting under threats. He

said he wished to have the question, whether the Union was
to be dissolved or not, brought to the issue, and settled once
for all, so that he might know whether he was a free man
or a slave. Thousands and thousands of those who, in 1860,
voted for Mr. Lincoln, no douijt did so for the sanie or a

similiir reason. People do not like being threatened, es-

pecially by their equals. The South failed through their
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arrogance and dictatorial spirit. Their leaders assumed for

years siicli an attitude, and so shaped the issues, tiiat we of

the Nortli could not support even their just rights without

acknowledging them to be our masters, with the right to

dictate to us as they were in tlie habit of dictating to their

slaves. They supposed us to hick the spirit of freemen, and
addressed us as if we had no manhood—as if we were a lieixl

of miserable fanatics, a pack of cowards, or, a.t best, of low
mechanics and mean-si^irited shopkeepers, unworthy to come
between the wind and their nobility. They thus rendered
it impossii)le for us to act with them without sacrificing our
own rights and dignity as men, and as free and equal citi-

zens of the United States. Had they not assumed our im-

mense inferiority to themselves
;
had they withheld their in-

solent and disloyal threats ; had they met us as equals, whose
lot was, in their own feelings as well as ours, indissolubly
bound up with that of the nation, there could have been har-

mony and concert of action, and they and the real conserva-

tives of the eastern, middle, and western states could have
saved the Union and reafhrmed American constitutionalism.

Their conduct was more than a crime—it was a blunder.

The people of the seceded states were not and had never
been a complete political people in themselves: they were
an integral portion of the one political people of the United

States, and their secession was at once treason to the sov-

ereign, and a disruption of the American nation. The peo-

ple of a nation may, when oppressed beyond all reasonable

endurance, and they have no other means of redress, depose
their tyrannical rulers, and even change their form or con-

stitution of government; but a part of the national popula-
tion has never the right to separate, and set up to be an in-

dependent nation by itself. If they will separate from the

national authority, and seek to place themselves out of its

jurisdiction, they must emigrate, for the national jurisdiction

always extends to the whole national territory, and to all per-
sons resident within it. The wildest French revolutionists

held sacred the French nation, and the integrity of the

French territory. They attempted, illegally and criminally
if you will, to gain possession of the national authority, and
to govern without riglit in the name of the nation

;
but to

divide the nation, or to create for themselves a separate na-

tion out of a portion of the French population and territoiy,
was a thing they never dreamed of. In the midst of all rev-

olutions, the nation is assumed to persist, and its authority
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to remain inviolate and supreme. Secession, with ns, either

means the abdication by tlie state of all its political rio-hts,

and its Inpse into the condition of population and ten-itory
nndei" the United States, or it means national disruption, ex-

patriation without emigration,
—a thing never admissible

under any circumstances wliatever, and hitherto unheard of
;

for the part separated from remains in possession, with un-

restricted jurisdiction. To contend otherwise, would be to

maintain tliat the nation is purely personal, and not terri-

torial as well as personal. This would be democrac}^ with a

vengeance.
The slave states, even waiving these considerations, had

no right to resort to the extreme measure of secession till

they had exhausted all legal and constitutional means of

redress of their grievances, if grievances they had. This

they had not done. They might have appealed from the

government to the sovereign, that is, to the political peo-

ple of the United States assembled in convention. If the

convention had been called, their grievances would have
been redressed

; or, if not, and no means of reconciliation

were found practicable, a peaceable and friendly separation
would have been authorized, and its conditions settled.

The North wished the- Union, but it had no disposition to

insist on a Union that could be maintained only by force, or

to compel states to remain in it against their will. The
T^orth, in point of fact, felt that it had as much to com-

plain of in the South, as the South had to complain of in

the North, and would never have withheld its assent to

separation, had it been asked in a proper spirit, and in a

constitutional way. It would not assent, and ought not to

have assented, to secession, when claimed as a right ;
for

under our system as it is, it is not a right. At any rate,

the southern leaders should have tried, or made a serious

and honorable effort to try, the experiment of the conven-

tion, before appealing to the questionable right of revolu-

tion. As they acted, they have no excuse.

The government, which is always to be distinguished
from the convention, had its constitutional duty to perform.
Its action had caused none of the grievances complained of,

and the South had and have made out no charge against it,

or the United States. For the goveinment to have made,
nndei- threats of dissolving the Union, the concessions which
would have contented the disaffected states, or even those

which leading Hepublicans in the spring of 1861 were pre-
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pared to make, would liave been to violate its coTistitntioiial

powers, virtually to abdicate its own authority, and to be-

tray the nation itself. It would have sacrificed its dignity,
and furnished a precedent for yielding to the demands that

might thereafter be made by any factious coml)ination of

states, whether iiortlieru or southern, eastern or western.

The government had no option in the case
;

it could not

rightfully, or safely, make concessions to those who denied
its authority, and asserted, and continued to assert, the right
of secession. It must assert, and if

. able, cost what it

might, maintain its constitutional authority, and compel the

secessionists to recognize and obey it. They, therefore, who
blame the government for not having made peace at the

price of concessions which it had no right to make, and
could not have made without sacrificing its own dignity and
the authority of the nation itself, are hardly less criminal

than the secessionists themselves, and a great deal more

despicable. They are as despicable as the Scotch Whigs,
who sold their king, Charles I., to the commissioners of parlia-

ment, to be beheaded. If they are not traitors, they are mis-

erable cowards or simpletons, incapable of appreciating the

rights or the duties of government. Hence we said, and we
say now, let there be no compromise till the authority of the

United States, represented by the government, is recognized
and submitted to. Till then, let there be war, terrible war,
carried on in dead earnest

;
and let the government hang,

emancipate, confiscate, do any thing and every thing it judges
necessary, that is permitted by the laws and usages of civilized

warfare. But then, when the authority of the United States

is recognized, when there is no longer armed resistance, we
have always felt that the uncertainty in the public mind as

to the seat of sovereignty, and the provocation given the

South by the growth of the unconstitutional centralizing

democracy in the free states, threatening to lay the whole
Union at the mercy of an irresponsible and irresistible ma-

jority, should be taken into the account, and allowed to have
due weight in adjusting the terms of final settlement.

When the war is over, there need be, under the circum-

stances, no vengeance sought, and a general act of oblivion

would be good policy, even if not demanded in strict justice.
Each state, when it chooses to reorganize itself as a loyal
state, and return to its former place in the Union, we would
receive on a footing of equality with the states that have not

seceded, and forget the past.
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But the terrible civil war now raging, we tliink, will j^rae-

ticallj" explode the doctrine of state sovereignty, and practi-

cally establish national unity, at least for all the states that

remain united, or are recovered to the Union. What we
now most fear is, that in the reaction in favor of national

unity, we shall lose the rights and independence of the
states as the units of our political system. We fear that
the federal eHement will be virtnally eliminated, and onr

republic transformed into a consolidated republic, and the
state governments be converted into simple prefectures,

holding, not immediately from the political people of the
United States federally constituted, but from one supreine,
omnipotent central government, as in the French empire,
or the new kingdom of Italy. The tendency was that way
before the war, and the war has strengthened it. The pub-
lic mind has never yet been prepared to reject state sover-

eignty, otherwise than in favor of consolidation, or to

distinguish sharply between state rights and state sover-

eignty ;
and as it recedes from state sovereignty it verges

towards consolidation or centralism. This is wherefore
we have taken so much pains, while asserting the unity
of the political people of the United States, before the

adoption of the written constitution, or even the old articles

of confederation, to show that our political people exist

only as federally constituted. This we have maintained
to be the historical, the providential fact, prior to all positive
law, and from which all positive laws, with us, whether
written constitutions or ordinary legislation, emanate, and

derive, under God, their legal force. Yet this original fed-
eral constitution of the political sovereign, though in-

stinctivelj' held by the American people, has never been

fairly understood and avowed by the public mind. Hence,
the public mind in its reflective and deliberate action tends
to assert either state sovereignty, or centralism and state

nullity. It now rejects state sovereignty, and yet does not
understand how state rights can be still asserted, save as

grants from the state, or what distinction there is or can be
between state autonomy and state sovereignt3\ AVhen any
one to-day insists on state rights in the face of the general
government, struggling to suppress the rebellion, he is at

once charged with sympathizing with secession, and his

loyalty is suspected, if not out and out denied. All war has-

a centralizing tendency, because it demands a concentration
of powers in the hands of the government ;

and any tliiug
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tbnt looks like a decentralization of power is recjarded a^

hostile to the irovernnient and the national sovereiirn. In a

civil war like the present, it looks like attempting to with-

hold from the government the power necessary to snstain

the national life and integrity, and to embarrass its free and

necessary action. Hence 04ir fears.

The danger is aggravated by the obvious centralizing ten-

dency of the administration, of the last and the present con-

gress, and indeed of the Republican party itself. The Re-

publican party holds from the old Whig party, as the old

Whig party held from the old Federal party. The old Federal

party labored to give to our institutions, by interpretation, a

non-federal character. The Democratic party, so called,

though it has inclined too far, at times, to the state sover-

eignty theory, and has never well understood our complex
national sovereignty, has, upon the whole, been less unfaith-

ful to the federal character of our institutions, and more

opposed to centralization, than any other party we have had.

The party in power, whether in congress or the administra-

tion, have favoi'edand strengthened the centralizing tenden-

cy, already so strong as to be exceedingly dangerous to liberty.
The restoration of the Union on consolidation principles
would in our judgment, be of little value. We want the Union
with the federal constitution as it is. The Union without that

constitution is liardl}^ worth lighting for, for its restoration

under one supreme, omnipotent central government would
be only its transmutation into a consolidated republic, and

effectively the introduction of a pure and unmitigated des-

potism ;
and in our estimation despotism is not a less evil

than disunion. Our federal constitution—we mean not the

written, but the unwritten constitution, which is antece-

dent to the written constitution—is a providential fact,

and if once lost, it can never be recovered. We would
rather have confederation than consolidation, for it is easier

to reconstruct federalism from confederation than from con-

solidation ; and we would rather be joined to the southern

confederacy, as much as we abhor it, than to have central-

ism, which is sure to pass, in a democratic country, without

much delay, into imperialism, with which the kind of de-

mocracy we as a people have encouraged, has a natural affin-

ity. Ko man is more anxious to have slavery abolished than

we are, but we prefer the preservation of our constitutional-

ism, even to the abolition of slavery ;
and should the presi-

dent succeed in abolishing it in the way he is now attempt-
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ing it, in his plan of reconstruction, which he assuredly will

not and cannot do, we should think liberty would have lost

more than it had gained. His plan of reconstruction con-

travenes at once the rights of congress and the rights of the

states. No state can be organized or reorcranized bv niili-

tary authority, or under the war power. We are anxious,
no man more so, to have the Union restored, and the integ-

rity of the national territory maintained, but we wish it done
in a wa}^ that leaves us, unimpaired, all our old guaranties of

liberty. We do not want to be ruled by majorities any more
than by minorities, uidess their will is restrained by the con-

stitution. We approve heartily the American system of

constitutional government, but we do not love or respect
the European democracy we are substituting for it. We
believe not in the democracy of Mazzini or Garibaldi, any
more than we do in the czarism of Russia, or the imperial-
ism of France, the filibusters that stole Texas from Mexico,
or those who attempted to steal Cuba from Spain. We
sympathize with filibusters and revolutionists neither at home
nor abroad. We believe in liberty, we love it, and will die

sooner than surrender it
;
but we do not believe liberty

practicable in a democracy not limited by constitutions, any
more than it is practicable in a pure autocracy. We will

stand by our country, whatever the form of government it

may adopt, even should it become a pure despotism ;
but

while liberty of action and liberty of speech are allowed us,

we will speak honestly our mind, and resist with all our fee-

ble power every tendency that we regard as a tendency to

despotism, whether of the one, the few, or the many.
In writing this article, as well as the series which it con-

cludes, we have aimed to set forth the American political

system as it is—not as it ought to be, not as it might be,
not as political theorists have explained it, but simply as it

is, according to the simple historical facts which it embodies,
and on which it rests. We have never seen a theory of our
institutions that we could accept, for the constitution of the

sovereign power in any particular nation is a fact, not a

theorem, and a fact that precedes both the institution and
the constitution of the government. The constitution of

the government is the work of the national sovereign, and is

of the nature of positive law, or law in its strict sense, and

its interpretation and application belong to the courts insti-

tuted under it. The difficulty in the case of the American

polity has always been in regard to the constitution of the
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sovereign power, which most writers in the eighteenth cen-

tury, and the early part of the nineteentli, confound with
the constitution of government. The sovereignty is un-

questionably in the nation, but the nation may be constitut-

ed in different ways, and the business of the political phi-

losopher is not to determine how it ought to be constituted,
how it might be constituted, but how it is constituted. He
seeks not the law, but the fact that precedes and makes the

law. The fact, we have contended, and we think have

shown, is, that the sovereign power with us is not simply
but federally constituted. The states are not sovereign
without the Union, nor the Union without the states, for

without states there is and can be no union of states. The
sovereign power is complex in its constitution, embracing
unity with diversity, and diversity with unity. It is the
work of Providence in his ordering of events, and, like all

his works, is dialectic. The states as primitive elements are

as essential as unity, and unity as essential to the national

constitution as the diversity of states. This complex sover-

eign governs througli a complex organ, composed of a gen-
eral government and of state governments, according to their

respective organizations. The two governments are really,
in relation to the sovereign power, but one government ;

only they operate in distinct spheres, and are in their respec-
tive spheres equally supreme and independent. The error

of state sovereignty is, that it denies the fact of national

unity ;
and that of consolidation or centralism is, that it ab-

sorbs in the national unity the rights of the states. The
government, whether that of the Union or that of the states

severally, is bound to guard alike against each of these er-

rors, and to preserve national unity witli state diversity, and
state diversity with national unity.
The secessionists lose the nation

;
and the Kepubliean ad-

ministration is in danger of losing the states
;
and the one

evil is hardly greater than the other. The administration

has evidently never liad any clear understanding of what we
call the constitution of the sovereign power, which in every
nation is one, and can be only one

;
or what, perhaps, might

better be called the constitution of American civil society,
or the American state. At one time it apparently concedes

state sovereignty, and at another it fails to recognize state

rights or state autonomy in any sense. In no instance does

it appear to understand that our civil society is federally

constituted,
—the only ground on which it can call the se-

voL. xvn—38
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cessionists rebels, or justly carry on war against them. The

president has never yet, in any of his messages or speeches
on the subject, met the arguments of the secessionists, and

given a good reason why their secession ordinances are null,

and do not absolve them from their obedience to the United
States, We have endeavored to do what he ought to have
done in the beginning, but has not done. He has proceeded
blindly from the first, and kept

"
pegging aM'ay

"
at the

rebellion, though with indifferent success, leaving himself
and the nation to follow the course of events without seek-

ing to control them. The journals on either side have no-

where met the real difficulties of the case, but have merelv
echoed the crude and miphilosophic views of their respective

parties, as is their wont. Congress, while manifesting ex-

cellent intentions, has followed in the wake of the adminis-

tration, apparently as much at a loss as the journals them-
selves. Of the president not much was ever expected, for

nobody ever dreamed that he was or could be a statesman,
and his cabinet, if they had statesmanship, could never dis-

play it under so incompetent a chief. The consequence is,

that we have been for nearly four years carrying on a dis-

astrous war, without any tolerable understanding of the

grounds of its justification. The popular mind has remained
confused on the subject, and honest and even loyal men
take opposite grounds with regard to it.

We have aimed to grapple with the difficulties of the

case
;
to show on what grounds the war was not only inevit-

able on the part of the government, but strictly just, if

conducted in a proper way. We have shown that the seces-

sionists are really rebels, and wherefore they are rebels
;
and

that it is the riffht and the dutv of government to use all its

force, if necessary, to reduce rebels to submission, no man
who believes in government or civil society at all can ques-
tion.
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