
SENATE.....No. 34.

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives :—

The subscribers, citizens of Massachusetts, respectfully remon-
strate against any action by the present legislature, which shall
tend in any degree, in reality or in appearance, to weaken the
safeguards for personal freedom, now secured by the provisions
of chapter 144 of the General Statutes of 1860.

And they present the following reasons;—

the Republicans.
What is known as the Personal Liberty law of 1855, now

incorporated into the General Statutes, is the settled policy of
the Commonwealth, for the continuance of which, to this time,
the Republicans are responsible. Few, if any, of the laws
recently passed have stood the test of popular discussion and
agitation as well as this. Originally enacted in the strongest
possible manner, by the votes of two-thirds of both branches of
the legislature, it successfully withstood the formidable oppo-
sition raised against it in the reactionary legislature of 1856.
The year 1857 passed without any effort being made for its
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repeal or modification. With this year, the responsibility of
the American party, and of the complex arrangement which
succeeded it, known sometimes as the “ American Republican
Party,” ceased. Governor Banks was chosen in thefall of 1857,
and the responsibility of the Republicans commenced. Upon
the removal of Edward G. Loring from the office of judge of
probate, for the offence of executing the odious Fugitive Slave
Act, Governor Banks sent a Message to the legislature, recom-
mending certain specific alterations in the law of 1855. No
suggestion was made by the governor that the main features of
the law needed modification. On the contrary, he said: “To
all provisions of the Act of the 21st of May, 1855, which are
essential to the protection of the rights and liberties of the
people of Massachusetts, under the constitution of the Com-
monwealth, and that of the United States, I cheerfully give my
assent.”

The legislature, following the governor’s advice, though
somewhat reluctantly, passed an Act to amend the law of 1855,
leaving untouched, however, those provisions which the three
previous legislatures had deemed “ essential to the protection
of the rights and liberties of the people.” Thus the Republican
party, having modified the law, adopted it, and it seemed to
have won for itself the especial approbation of the executive
magistrate who has just retired from office.

The legislature which passed the original Act, established a
commission to revise the statutes. This work chiefly devolved
upon Judge Parker and Judge Richardson. These gentlemen
devoted themselves to the work with care and assiduity, and
made their report to the legislature of 1859. They made a
great many suggestions as to the expediency of existing laws,
but gave no advice on the subject of the Personal Liberty laws.
Their report was considered for several months by a large com-
mittee, containing the best lawyers of all parties in the legisla-
ture, which committee reported at the extra session of 1859.
We believe we state the exact truth when we say that during
the seven or eight months the committee and the legislature
were considering the statutes, although thousands of amend-
ments were made or suggested, no proposition was made by any
man to weaken the law in any particular. It has been said
that the work in hand was codification, and not alteration.
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Yet very important changes were made in other laws, one whole
chapter of the statutes being in one case struck out; so this
apology will not answer its purpose. The committee availed
itself of its privilege to suggest changes, and the legislature
exercised its right to make changes ; but the Personal Liberty
laws passed the ordeal. The Habeas Corpus Act, indeed, was
materially strengthened. And finally, the governor, in the per-
formance of his duty of revising the law, took the opinion of the
supreme court upon one provision relating to the militia, and
being confirmed in his opinion that it was in conflict with a law
of the United States, vetoed the whole body of the statutes.
The principle of negro-exclusion having been restored, he then
signed the Bill, having thus given by his action on the subject
in 1858 and 1859, the strongest possible evidence that, in his
opinion, the law, as it now stands, is both constitutional and
expedient.

We are well aware that opposition to this law has been for a
number ofyears the stock in trade of a small party in this State,
numbering, at the present time, about twenty-three thousand
voters, and that it has been a leading topic of complaint in the
resolutions and addresses of another party, which is never tired
of signalizing its devotion to human slavery. Individual Repub-
licans have also looked upon the law with aversion. But the
general proposition is unquestionably true, that up to the sixth
day of November last, the Personal Liberty law was the settled
policy of the Commonwealth. If any man desired its repeal,
he was deterred from asking for it by the utter hopelessness of
success.

11. What is the Occasion of the Present Demand for Repeal?
On the sixth of November, Abraham Lincoln was chosen

President of the United States. The Cotton States were imme-
diately precipitated into a rebellion, according to Mr. Yancey’s
programme, announced long beforehand ; and that rebellion is
now in progress. The rebels mean to break up the government,
or restore the pro-slavery party to power, by breaking down
the Republicans, or both. Of course they have to seek some
pretexts. Accordingly we find among the loose talk of Southern
stump orators and members of congress, a good deal of scatter-
ing denunciation ol the present Personal Liberty laws of Mas.
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sachusetts and other free States. Not one in ten of the men
who so flippantly and violently denounce these laws, know what
they are. This is made evident by the fact that they are just
as fierce in demanding the repeal of the anti-kidnapping law of
Pennsylvania, which has no relation whatever to the Fugitive
Slave Act, and which has existed for fourteen years in that
State, for most of the time under pro-slavery rule, as the repeal
of the more recent laws which are supposed to he designed to
afford protection to fugitives.

And well they may be. In the opinion of these men, or
many of them, the colored man has no right to be free; if he
is a fugitive, he must be seized and carried back; if he has
never been enslaved, it is quite time to submit him to the disci-
pline of the “ beneficent whip.” Any law which interferes
with the legal or illegal seizures, isunconstitutional and odious,
in their opinion. Any custom or tradition which may be used
in any way to embarrass their pursuit, is an infringement of
their rights under the “ compact.” And they find too many
persons here who are willing to admit all their extreme claims,
and instead of trying our statute by the constitution, and by
the essential principles on which this free Commonwealth is
founded, they submit it to the test of a statute framed in defiance
of these principles, admitted by almost every body to be harsh
and barbarous, acknowledged to be odious to the great body of
our people, and supposed by many of our best lawyers to be
violently in conflict with the constitution itself. Supported as
the slaveholders are, therefore, by timid and recreant men in
the free States, it is no wonder that they make more or less
clamor about our statutes. But it is perfectly easy to show
that the existence of these statutes forms but a trifling part of
the reason for the present rebellion, and that their abolition
will in no degree tend to check it.

111. The Cause of the Rebellion,—not our Aggressions, but our
Concessions.

The present arrogant position of the South is due, not to the
hostile position of the North, but to the fact that we have yielded
and compromised away nearly all our formerly acknowledged
rights. Up to the year 1860 the slaveholders have had their
own way in congress in the executive department and in the
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supreme court. The Missouri restriction was enacted to accom-

modate them ; thirty years after, it was repealed to accommo-
date them; and now we have on the docket a score of propositions
to accommodate them by amendments of the constitution which
shall make slavery perpetual and dominant all over the land.
While the panic is on, it seems to be considered a favorable
time to break down all the barriers which have been erected in
conformity with free constitutional principles, against kidnap-
ping and unlawful seizures. It is immaterial to the conspirators
whether the reaction commences in Boston or in Washington;
repeal of Personal Liberty laws here, and Crittenden Compro-
mises there, are parts of the same scheme to break down the
will of the people, the spirit of the North, the laws and tradi-
tions in favor of freedom, and to make the country ready for
that reconstruction of the Union on despotic principles, which
is expected to take place after the present administration goes
out of power.

IY. The Legal Question. Shall wepay heed to the Lawyers ?

It may be considered presumptuous in us to discuss the
question of the constitutionality of the Personal Liberty laws.
But we may at least be pardoned, in the conflict of opinion on
this question, for preferring the opinion of those who are dis-
posed to judge the law favorably, rather than the judgment of
the avowed enemies of all legislation on the subject, most of
whom, moreover, are suspected, and with excellent reason, of
being governed by political rather than patriotic motives in
their present energetic efforts for repeal. The address to the
citizens of Massachusetts, not long ago issued, urges the repeal
mainly on the ground of unconstitutionality of the statutes ;

but inasmuch as, without contradiction, and with the general
acquiescence of members of the legal profession, the reasoning
of that document has been in several respects denied and
refuted by Hon. Charles G. Loring, Judge Thomas, Governor
Andrew and others, it does not seem proper for the legislature
to base any action upon it. As to the expediency of repeal, the
advice of the gentlemen who sign this document is worth pre-
cisely as much as that of any other thirty-five gentlemen with
equal opportunities of observation, equal reputation for firmness
in upholding the rights of the North, and equal interest in
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maintaining the principles which have triumphed in the recent
election. We could not say less in their behalf. It is not by
following the advice of such men that Massachusetts has main-
tained her present high position in the political world. A
majority of them, we venture to predict, will be found as ready
to urge congress to yield every substantial advantage supposed
to have been gained in the election of Mr. Lincoln, as they are
to break down the settled policy of the Commonwealth in rela-
tion to Personal Liberty, which has never been fortunate enough
to meet their approbation, and probably never will be until the
State, by common consent, is made the hunting ground for
slaveholders.

Y. A Political and Moral,—not a Legal Question.
This is a political and moral and not a legal or constitutional

question, as it now presents itself to the legislature ; and it is,
comparatively, unimportant what Judge A, or Professer B, or
Governor C thinks of it in a legal point of view. The repeal
is asked for to satisfy the demands of the South, in part. On
the general question of the right of the slaveholders to hold
their property everywhere within the national territory, the
South are determined to make the North yield to the doctrines
of the Dred Scott decision ; and on the question of fugitive
slaves it is determined to make them yield unconditional sub-
mission to the Fugitive Slave Act of 1850, and the decision of
the United States Court sustaining that Act, without regard to
any of the old-time guaranties of freedom, and reckless of the
danger, too often realized, of the kidnapping of free men. It
is true, undoubtedly, that by almost universal consent, hitherto,
the right of the slave-owner to recover his fugitive property has
been conceded to bo secured in the constitution. But it is not
to be supposed, for a moment, that when the framers of the
constitution adopted section second of article fifth, they in-
tended to give immunity to strolling bands of kidnappers, such
as now infest some of the free States, or that they could antici-
pate that fanaticism of party subserviency that leads men not
only to submit to unjust, and cruel, and doubtfully constitu-
tional enactments, but to denounce all men who are less service-
able in the cause ofslavery as impracticables, radicals, agitators,
incendiaries and disunionists. The constitutional provision
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relative to fugitives from service, if it was intended to apply
to fugitive slaves, was made for a very different state of
public feeling from that which now exists. If the enormities
which have been perpetrated under its sanction could have been
foreseen, or even imagined, by the men who framed and
adopted it, they would have shrunk with horror from placing it
in the organic law. And if they could to-day revisit the earth
they would justify any measure of State legislation within the
verge of constitutional power to guard against outrage and
abuse. We venture to suggest that there is no obligation on
men to yield a ready, and joyous, and sympathetic obedience to
every law. It is every individual’s right, at his own risk, to
test the constitutionality of any law in the courts. Unjust
statutes would seldom be repealed if there were nobody to
resist their execution and bring them to the test. And this
Commonwealth has done nothing more than institute proceed-
ings in behalf of every lover of freedom and hater of tyranny
within its borders, to test the right which is claimed for the
Fugitive Slave Act of 1860 to overthrow all the fundamental
principles of free government.

YI. Repeal of this Law will not satisfy the South.
The slaveholding demand for the abolition of our Personal

Liberty laws, though connected with the demand for the uni-
versal recognition of slavery as a personal right, is quite sub-
ordinate to that, and bears but a small proportion to it in the
programme of the southern ultraists. We might quote largely
in illustration of this point, not only from the speeches of the
men of the Cotton States, but of the men of the Border Slave
States, who, some people think, are going to be satisfied if we
shall repeal our obnoxious statutes. There is not a senator or
a representative from the Border States, except one or two who
avowedly sympathize with the Kepublicans, and who are
denounced therefor by their colleagues, who expresses any
willingness to be satisfied by the repeal of these laws ; and most
of them expressly say that if nothing more is yielded, nego-
tiations may as well stop. The plans of compromise which are
so plentifully showered upon congress by southern men have no
reference whatever to these laws. Mr. Hunter, of Virginia,

' 0 7

demands not only half a score of amendments to the Constitu-
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tion, securing, beyond contingency, the rights supposed to be
announced in the Dred Scott decision, but he asks for what he
calls a “ dual executive,” a guarantee of permanent, absolute
power as well as of principle, and also a re-adjustment of the
supreme court, so that there shall be five judges from each
section ; and, furthermore, he would have power given to one
State to cite another to appear before this court, and power
given to the court to tax the commerce of the offending State
if it does not repair an allege d wrong. This is the moderation
of the leading statesman of one of the Border States, which it
is supposed may be satisfied by the scattering of sugar plums,
like the repeal of our Personal Liberty laws. Governor Letcher,
of Virginia, a moderate man, proposes to reconstruct the Union,
leaving New England out, and in his new confederacy he stipu-
lates for full security to slave property, wherever its owner
chooses to remove, and for however long time he chooses to
sojourn. Mr. Breckinridge, who speaks for the Border State of
Kentucky, says she will be satisfied with nothing less than Mr.
Crittenden’s plan, as amended by Mr. Powell, which is to
establish and protect slavery in all the territory now acquired
or hereafter to be acquired south of 36° 30'. Gov. Harris, of
Tennessee, the most moderate of the Border States, demands
that the Constitution shall be so amended as to make all the
territory south of 36° 30' forever slave territory, thus depriving
the people of the power to abolish slavery even by their State
constitutions. He also insists that when a State fails to deliver
a fugitive slave on demand, it shall pay double his value ; and
that the peaceable possession of a slave shall be secured to his
owner while travelling or sojourning in a free State. These are
fair specimens of the demands of the men of the Border States.
The more southern States, now in theattitude of open rebellion,
will be satisfied with nothing less than the complete and univer-
sal suppression of liberty itself; liberty of speech, liberty of the
press, liberty of the pulpit, liberty of thought, except when
these liberties are exercised in the support and defence of
slavery. There is no exaggeration whatever in this language.
The course of events in the South for the last ten years shows
it to be a moderate statement; even cautious and conservative
men throughout the North are compelled to admit it. The
President elect, Abraham Lincoln, in his speech at the Cooper
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Institute, New York, in February last, stated the demands of
the slaveholders in the following striking and vivid language :

“ What will satisfy them ? This
,

and this only: Cease to

CALL SLAVERY WRONG, AND JOIN THEM IN CALLING IT EIGHT.

And this must be done thoroughly—done in acts as well as in
words. Silence will not be tolerated—we must place ourselves
avowedly with them. Douglas’s new Sedition Law must be
enacted and enforced,—suppressing all declarations that slavery
is wrong, whether made in politics, in presses, in pulpits, or in
private. We must arrest and return their fugitive slaves with
greedy pleasure. We must pull down oue free State Con-
stitutions. The whole atmosphere must be disinfected from
all taint of opposition to slavery, before they will cease to
believe that all their troubles proceed from us.”

It is an accusation against Mr. Lincoln and Mr. Seward that
.they have declared the fact of an “ irrepressible conflict ”

between Freedom and Slavery, which will make the country
eventually all free States or all slave States. Nothing truer
was ever uttered; and for the next year the country will be
working out the problem— Which? Secession is now claimed
to be an accomplished fact; and Reconstruction is the question
next to be settled. On what terms shall the seceding States
come back ? The reactionists of the North will yield to any
demand which may be made upon them. They will consent
to the legalization of slavery in the Territories; they will
acquiesce in the Dred Scott decision, and will cheerfully
welcome new judicial encroachments, ready to be imposed upon
us when the Lemmon case and Gov. Dennison’s case are
decided ; and when they shall have yielded to the extremest
demands of the rebel States, the country will be, practically,
all slave. The question for us is, Shall Massachusetts range
itself with the reactionists, or shall it be the nucleus and rally-
point round which freemen may gather when the coming storm
shall have spent its force ?

VII. Republicans do not demand Repeal.
We are not aware that there is any general expectation or

desire on the part of the citizens of other States who agree with
the prevailing political sentiment of Massachusetts, that we
should repeal these laws. The proposition to repeal the Vcr-

-2
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xnont law was promptly rejected by the legislature of that
State, and the subject was referred to a commission, similar,
we suppose, to that which had our own law under consideration
four years, and reported it back to the legislature unchanged.
Gov. Morgan, of New York, recommends the cheap resource
of repealing a statute which is a dead letter, and asks other
States to do a service which New York itself seems likely to
decline. Pennsylvania, which has no law relating to fugitives,
shows no disposition to touch her salutary statute, passed in
1847, for the protection of free colored men against kidnappers.
Gov. Washburne, of Maine, and Gov. Dennison, of Ohio, urge
no hasty action, such as is contemplated here. The governors
of Michigan and Wisconsin maintain the law and the dignity
of their States. We are somewhat at a loss to discover the
reason for the extraordinary clamor which is made here, for,
certainly, there is little or no excitement on the subject else-
where. We can understand perfectly well why the proslavery
politicians should engage in the movement. They hope to
break down their opponents and take their places by and by.
But it is certainly a marvel that Republicans should allow
themselves to be caught in the trap. The proposition is cal-
culated, if not intended, to divide the Republicans of the State,
and the responsibility of any division must rest upon those who
have undertaken to initiate a policy contrary to that which has
received the sanction of every branch of the State government
for the last three years. There is no escape from this responsi-
bility if the plot succeeds. The Republicans, in this time of
peril, not only to their principles but to the existence of the
government, ought to stand firmly together, and not allow
themselves to be divided.

There is no demand or request from the Republicans in con-
gress that we should repeal this law. If there were, we do not
admit that it would be right for us to yield to it. In the report
of the Committee of Thirty-three, of which Mr. Corwin is chair-
man, we find that the recommendation for repeal is coupled
with a recommendation to congress to amend the Fugitive Slave
Act itself. We respectfully suggest to the legislature that it
will be the part of wisdom to wait until the 4th of March at
least, and see if congress consents to this end of the com-
promise before we bring up the other. We are sustained in
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this position by Mr. Seward, who says, speaking of the territo-
rial question: “ When the eccentric movements of secession
and disunion shall have ended, and calmness once more shall
have assumed its accustomed sway over thepublic mind, then

,

and not until then—one, two or three years hence—I should
cheerfully advise a convention of the people, to be assembled
in pursuance of the constitution, to consider and decide whether
any and what amendments of the organic national law ought
to be made.” It is perfectly obvious to every reflecting mind,
that as the “ national organic law” and the statutes enacted by
congress in conformity thereto, are the supreme law of the
country, all attempts to reverse our State laws, in particulars
which may bring them into conflict with the supreme law,
ought to be postponed until the supreme law is settled.

In this connection, we quote the pregnant language of the
Hon. Charles Francis Adams, of this State, a member of the
Committee of Thirty-three. At the close of his report, he
says:—

“ The general conclusion to which the subscriber has arrived,
from a close observation of the action of the Committee, is
this: that no form of adjustment will be satisfactory to the
recusant States which does not incorporate into the Constitution
of the United Slates a recognition of the obligation to protect
and extend slavery. On this condition ,

and on this alone, will
they consent to withdraw their opposition to the recognition of a
constitutional election of the chief magistrate. Viewing the
matter in this light, it seems unadvisable to attempt to proceed a
step farther in the way of offering unacceptable propositions.
He can never give his consent to the terms demanded. * * *

It certainly can be of no use to propose as an adjustment that
which has no prospect of being received as such by the other
party. Hence he feels it his duty now to record his dissent
from the action of a majority of his colleagues in introducing
any measures whatever for the consideration of the House.”

We understand this proposition to repeal our law is made
as one branch of a mutual adjustment, of which a modification
of the Fugitive Slave Act is the other branch. Mr. Adams
declines, for the best of reasons, to make any recommendations
to us on the subject.
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It is not an act of kindness towards the complaining States
and people, to comply with their demands. We could not do
them a meaner service than, by repealing our statutes, to give
them to understand that wT e intend to obey with alacrity and
“ greedy pleasure,” or in any other way than reluctantly, the
Fugitive Slave Act. If we are to have, as we ought to have, a
fair and frank understanding, it must be, as far as Massachu-
setts is concerned, on this basis. In the speech by Abraham
Lincoln, from which we have already quoted, is a paragraph on
John Brown invasions, quite pertinent to this subject, and full
of wisdom. “ How much,” (said Mr. Lincoln,) “ would it
avail you if you could, by the use of John Brown, Helper’s
book and the like, break up the Republican organization ?

Human action can be modified to some extent, but human
nature cannot be changed. There is a judgment and a feeling
against slavery in this nation which casts at least a million and
a half of votes. You cannot destroy that judgment and feel-
ing by breaking up the political organization which rallies round
it. You can scarcely scatter and disperse an army which has
been formed into order in the face of your heaviest lire, but if
you could, how much would you gain by forcing the sentiment
which created it, out of the peaceful channel of the ballot-box
into some other channel ? What would that other channel be ?

Would the number of John Browns be lessened or enlarged by
the operation ? ”

This sagacious and profound and “ conservative” remark
will apply as well to congressional compromises and to State
legislation on the subject of fugitive slaves, as it applied, in
February, 1860, to breaking up the Republican party. The ease
or difficulty with which fugitive slaves are recovered, depends
not upon the laws so much as upon the temper of the people.
Before the Personal Liberty bill was enacted, in 1850 and 1854,
it was a long and tedious process, even before swift and
“greedy” commissioners, to procure certificates of rendition,
and after the certificates were given, it required several hundred
troops, with marines from the Navy Yard, and a couple of
cannon planted before the doors of the court house, to ensure
the full enforcement of the hated law. It will never be other-

VIII. Repeal mischievous to the South , as well as dishonorable
to ourselves.
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wise ; and it is far better that our reluctance to enforce the law,
should be signified to the slaveholders by the words of our
statute, than that they should be misled, by its repeal, into the
belief that slavehunting will be a pleasant and profitable occu-
pation here. For it never can be.

IX. Our Laws should not be iveakened to accommodate Slave
Owners.

The subscribers frankly say that they are not in favor of any
modification now or hereafter, of any of our laws, which shall
tend to diminish the personal security of innocent individuals
against unjust restraint. We do not think it is any part of the
duty of the legislature to afford aid to the owners of slaves in
their attempts to recapture fugitives. On the other hand, we
would preserve every enactment which is within the limit of
constitutional obligation, and leave the judicial authorities to
determine the question of constitutionality, when the question
properly comes before them. We do not believe that the chief
business of congressional and legislative bodies is to afford
guarantees and securities to a class of persons who are already,
by their community of interest, their immense wealth, and
their numbers, far too powerful for the welfare of the country.
Slaveholders ought not to expect to hold their peculiar kind of
property as free from risk and embarrassment as honest and
legitimate property is held. He who, for a couple of thousand
dollars can buy a man and woman, and secure their services
and the services of their children, for life, without wages, must
expect to run greater risks than a Massachusetts citizen who
invests his money in machinery, or unintelligent laborers, like
oxen or horses. He runs the risk of insurrection and of flight,
and he cannot get rid of these. They are the necessary at-
tendants of his hazardous business. If he will undertake to
hold men as slaves, he must make up his mind to take the con-
sequences. And if the advantages of ease and pecuniary
profit, and the “ voluptuousness of tyranny ” do not compen-
sate for his risks, he must take measures to change his policy.
It is no part of our duty, as members of a Commonwealth
founded and maintained thus far on principles of freedom, to
go out of our way to make his illegitimate business less bur-
densome, or his dishonest gains more enormous.
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X. The Present , at any rate ,
no time for Dishonorable Con-

cessions.
Whatever may be the ultimate determination of Massachu-

setts in relation to her Personal Liberty laws, the present is no
time for revising them. Times of panic are not the seasons for
wise deliberation, and we should beware of any hasty action
which we may hereafter find it difficult or impossible to retract.
The present difficulties will be settled by the substantial yield-
ing of either the South or the North, or the creation of a south-
ern and independent confederacy. If the Union is divided into
slaveholding and non-slaveholding sections, we shall have
no Fugitive Slave Act to enforce, and a revision of our laws,
therefore, would be called for on other grounds, or not
needed at all. If the South yields unconditionally, acknowl-
edges the supremacy of the people, and yields obedience to
the constituted authorities, under a Republican president and a
Republican policy, it will be time enough then to consider the
subject of concessions. If we act now, we act under a threat.
It is said, in reply to this, that we should do right, even though
we are threatened with evil consequences if we pursue our own
course. But we have settled, as far as the deliberate opinion
of the people, and of all branches of the government can settle
such a question, that we are right now; and if we repeal our
laws, we shall do it not because we think they are wrong, but
because we are menaced with evil if we do not. Governor
Blair, of Michigan, says with perfect truth, and no man can
dispute bis assertion :

“ If the Personal Liberty laws are now
repealed, the judgment of the country will be that it is done
under the smarting of the Southern lash; and that judgment

will be correct.” If, on the other hand, the North yields, and
the rebellious South is permitted to dictate terms to us through
the weakness of the Border Free States, then, in all probability,
our present laws, and perhaps new ones, will be required to resist
the tide of reaction and maintain the old muniments of free-
dom. It is impossible for us to act just now.
Our true policy is therefore, inaction. Whether the present
turmoil and disturbance in the country turns out to be but the
regular periodical clamor which South Carolina makes when-
ever she is angry or alarmed, or whether it results in a serious
danger to the existence of the government from a determination
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of the entire South to rule or ruin, the dictate of prudence is
the same. We may find wisdom in Cowper’s fable, and adopt
the language of the discreet ewe to her frightened mate who
had proposed that the sheep should escape a threatened peril
by leaping into a deep and dangerous pit.

“ Meantime, noise kills not. Be it Dapple’s bray,
Or be it not, or be it whose it may,
And rush those other sounds, that seem by tongues
Of demons uttered, from whatever lungs,
Sounds are but sounds; and, till the cause appear,

We have at least commodious standing here.”

We conclude, therefore:—
That this law is the settled policy of the Commonwealth,

having been adopted and maintained by the Republican admin-
istrations of 1858, 1859 and 1860.

That to attempt to repeal it now, is to endanger the personal
safety of innocent persons, with no other than a political and
party reason.

That most of the advice to repeal it comes from lawyers and
politicians, who are interested in the restoration of the pro-
slavery party in the nation and its success in the State.

That the Republicans in most of the other free States do not
ask us to repeal our laws securing personal freedom, and do
not mean to repeal their own.

That the Republicans generally, in Congress, make no demand
whatever for repeal; and the few who do ask it, couple with it
a demand on Congress to modify the Fugitive Slave Act so as
to render it more consonant with the Constitution, of which
modification there is not the slightest prospect.

That repeal forms but a trifling part, if any part, of the
grievance complained of by the South, and, as we show by
citing some of the most moderate propositions for compromise,
forms no part of any basis of settlement tendered by that
section.

That as the rebellion is caused not by our aggressions, but by
our concessions, it cannot be cured or softened by further signs
of weakness, but will be inflamed thereby.

That whatever may be the requirements of the Constitution
on the subject of the rendition of fugitives from service, and
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whatever construction may be finally placed on the Fugitive
Slave Act, we have the right, and it is our duty, to use our
entire legislative power, within the Constitution, to protect our
own inhabitants, white and black, from oppression; leaving
questions of constitutionality to be decided by the supreme
court of our own State, on proper presentation of the question.

That slave-owners have already too many and too great privi-
leges conceded to them ; and that it is not our duty to go out
of our way to furnish new securities for the prosecution of
their illegitimate and dishonest business.

That at any rate, this is no time for action. Repeal or modi-
fication, if made at all, must be part of a general settlement,
towards which, if any steps are taken, Congress must take the
first.

All which is respectfully submitted.
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