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The Committee on Federal Relations, who were instructed by
an Order of the 18th of March, to inquire whether colored
citizens of Massachusetts, desirous of travelling in foreign
countries, can obtain the customary passports, and whether
any legislation is necessary touching this subject,

Your Committee are unable to say positively that the practice
of the general government, even during the early and really
democratic days of the Republic, was uniform in respect to
granting passports to free colored persons of American birth.
The absence, however, of complaint on this point is strong
circumstantial evidence that such practice was uniform.

Besides, as the right to passports would seem to be logically
deduced from the privilege of citizenship, and as the right to
citizenship in the United States has never been authoritatively
denied to colored American born freemen till the present year,
it would naturally follow as a matter of inference that passports
were granted until lately to our colored freemen desirous of
travelling in foreign countries.

Commonweal!!) of Massachusetts.

In Senate, April 20, 1857.

REPORT;
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At a period when the supreme court of the United States has
attempted to overthrow all the past legislation of Congress in
respect to the limitation of slavery: when future decisions
as to the constitutionality of the Missouri Compromise and the
ordinance of 1787 have been shadowed forth in the opinions of
a majority of the supreme judges as expressed in theDrod Scott
case: when the successive decisions of the highest State judicial
tribunals, in respect to the rights of colored citizens, have been
reversed by a single fiat of the supreme court of the United
States, it is certainly well to inquire what views have hitherto
prevailed generally in this country as to the rights of our free
colored population.

In view of the late decision in the Bred Scott case, thought-
ful men pause and ask themselves if the worst fears of Mr.
Jefferson in respect to the supreme court of the United States
may not yet be realized.

In a letter to Thomas Ritchie, dated December 25, 1820,
Mr. Jefferson says: “The judiciary of the United States is the
subtle corps of sappers and miners, constantly working under
ground to undermine the foundation of our confederated fabric.
They are construing our constitution from a co-ordination of a
general and special government, to a general and supreme one
alone. This will lay all things at their feet, and they arc too
well versed in English law to forget the maxim, ‘ bonijudicis
est ampliare jurisdictionem.’ We shall see if they are bold
enough to take the daring stride their five lawyers have lately
taken. If they do, then with the editor of our book,' in his
address to the public, I will say, that against this every man
should raise his voice, and more, should uplift his arm.”

To Archibald Thweat, January 19,1821, Mr. Jefferson wrote:
“ I am sensible of the inroads daily making by the Federal into
the jurisdiction of its co-ordinate associates, the State govern-
ments. The legislative and executive branches may sometimes
err, but elections and dependence will bring them to rights.
The judiciary branch is the instrument which, working like
gravity, without intermission, is to press us at least into one
consolidated mass.”

Again, to Mr. C. Hammond, August 18, 1821, ho wrote:
“ It has long, however, been my opinion, and I have never
shrunk from its expression, (although I do not choose to put it
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into a newspaper, nor, like a Priam in armor, offer myself its
champion,) that the germ of dissolution of our federal govern-
ment is in the constitution of the federal judiciary. An irre-
sponsible body, (for impeachment is scarcely a scare-crow,)
working like gravity by night and by day, gaining a little to-day
and a little to-morrow, advancing its noiseless step over the
field of jurisdiction, until all shall be usurped from the States,
and the government of all be consolidated into one.”

Such were Mr. Jefiferson’s views as early as 1821.
That the influence of the individual States upon the general

government is diminishing, and that the reserved rights of the
States are being rapidly absorbed by the federal government, no
one who has watched the progress of legislation in congress
and the tendency and apparent aim of judicial decisions in the
circuit courts, and especially the centralizing tendency of the
late sweeping decision of the supreme court of the United
States in the Dred Scott case, can fail to perceive. Whether
Mr. Jefferson’s fears are to be fully realized yet remains to be
seen. The neglect on the part of the individual States to act
in this emergency, will certainly go far to show that the con-
solidation of the States will be finally consummated.

Your Committee are in possession of no data showing that
passports were asked for, by people of color desirous of going
abroad either for pleasure or health, until the year 1834.

Then, in the absence of positive evidence that passports were
given to colored people during the early period of our consti-
tutional history, we very naturally inquire whether there exist
any facts or testimony, rendering it probable that passports
were given or that passports would have been given if asked
for.

If it can be established that free persons of color have been
generally admitted to be citizens of the United States,—if they
have been so spoken of in congressional debates and State
resolves,—if they have been addressed as such in proclamations
issued by men high in official station,—if they have been so
recognized by the laws of the United States,—if they have at
any period of our history received passports, then your Com-
mittee think they should be justified in drawing the inference
that passports were granted or would have been granted to
them if asked for, through the whole period of our constitu-
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tional history until the year 1849, at which period we find
passports to colored citizens officially refused, and a new system
inaugurated in respect to the rights and privileges of our free
colored population.

Your Committee think Judge Curtis, in his late elaborate
opinion upon the Bred Scott case has proved beyond question,
that the colored citizens of the several States became, at the
adoption of the Constitution, citizens of the United States, and
hence were entitled to “ ail the privileges and immunities of
citizens.” This, of course, would include the right to pass-
ports.

The questions then present themselves; Ist. What views pre-
vailed upon this subject among the leading statesmen and
jurists of the country after the adoption of the Constitution of
the United States ? And 2d. At what period did the principle
established by the fathers of the republic as to the rights of free
colored persons begin to be questioned ? Your Committee are
not aware that any facts exist showing that any doubt was
raised in respect to the citizenship of free persons of color from
the time of the adoption of the Constitution of the United
States until the year 1820.

When Missouri applied for admission as one of the States of
the Union, the 26th section of her proposed constitution made
it a duty of the general assembly to pass such laws as might be
necessary “ to prevent free negroes or mulattoes from coming
to or settling in the State, under any pretext whatever.” This
article clearly opened the whole question as to the citizenship of
free colored persons, inasmuch as, if they were citizens, this
article of the Missouri constitution was in direct conflict with
Art. iv., Sect. 2, clause 1, of the Constitution of the United
States, which declares “ That the citizens of each State shall be
entitled to all the privileges and immunities of the citizens in
the several States.”

In the debate that followed on this question many eminent
*

men expressed their views.
Your Committee introduce the following evidence tending to

prove that colored freemen were bona fide citizens of the United
States, and hence, of course, entitled to the customary pass-
ports.

Ist. The opinion of eminent statesmen and jurists.
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11 damages, at any time within three years from and after
12 the taking of the said land, water or water-rights as
13 aforesaid, and not afterwards, to the court of common
11 pleas or the superior court for the county in which
15 the property so taken or injured is situated ; such
16 petition may be filed in the clerk’s office of said court
17 in vacation or in term time, and the clerk shall there-
-18 upon issue a summons to the said corporation, return-
-19 able, if issued in vacation, to the then next term of
20 the said court, and if in term time, returnable on such
21 days as the said court shall order, to appear and
22 answer to the said petition; the said summons shall
23 be served fourteen days at least, before the return day
21 thereof, by leaving a copy thereof and of the said
25 petition, certified by the officer who shall serve the
26 same, with the president, treasurer or clerk of said
27 corporation; and the said court may upon default or
28 hearing of the said corporation appoint three judicious
29 and disinterested freeholders of this Commonwealth,
30 who shall, after reasonable notice to the parties, assess
31 the damages, if any, which such petitioner may have
32 sustained as aforesaid, and the award of the said free-
-33 holders or of the major part of them, being returned
31 into and accepted by the said court, shall be final, and
35 judgment shall be rendered and execution issued
36 thereon for the prevailing party, with costs, unless one
37 of the said parties shall claim a trial by jury as herein-
-38 after provided.

1 Sect. 7. If either of the parties mentioned in the
2 preceding section, shall be dissatisfied with the amount
3 of damages awarded as therein expressed, such party
4 may, at the term at which such award was accepted,
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5 or the next term thereafter, claim, in writing, a trial
6 in said court, and have a jury to hear and determine
7 at the bar of said court, all questions of fact relating
8 to such damages, and to assess the amount thereof;
9 and the verdict of such jury, being accepted and

10 recorded by the said court, shall be final and conclu-
-11 sive, and judgment shall be rendered and execution
12 issued thereon, and costs shall be recovered by the said
13 parties respectively, in the same manner as is provided
14 by law in regard to proceedings relating to the laying
15 out of highways.

1 Sect. 8. Xo application shall be made to the court
2 for the assessment of damages for the taking of any
3 water-rights, until the water shall be actually with-
-4 drawn or diverted by the said corporation, under the
5 authority of this act, or until notice of such intended
6 diversion shall be given as hereinafter provided; and
7 any person or corporation whose water-rights may be
8 thus taken and affected, may make the application
9 aforesaid, at any time within three years from the time

10 when the water shall be first actually withdrawn or

11 diverted as aforesaid.

1 Sect. 9. The said corporation shall, within three
2 months after final judgment shall be rendered upon
3 any such application for damages, in favor of any
4 party applying therefor, pay to such applicant the
5 amount of such judgment, with interest from the
6 time of the award or verdict; and after the expiration
7 of said three months, said corporation shall lose all
8 benefit of the provisions of this act which authorize
9 them to draw the water from said Spot Pond, until
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10 the payment of said damages and interest, and shall
11 continue liable also to the enforcement of the execu-

-12 tion on said judgment.

1 Sect. 10. If any person shall wantonly or ma-
-2 liciously divert the water, or any part thereof, of any
3 of the ponds, streams or water-courses which shall be
4 taken pursuant to the provisions of this act, or shall
5 corrupt the same or render it impure, or destroy or
6 injure any dam, aqueduct, pipe, conduit, hydrant,
7 machinery or o:hcr property held, owned or used by
8 the said corporation, by the authority and for the
9 purposes of this act, every such person shall forfeit

10 and pay to the said corporation three times the
11 amount of the damages that shall be assessed therefor,
12 to be recovered by any proper action. And every
13 such person may, moreover, on indictment and con-
-14 viction of either of the wanton and malicious acts
15 aforesaid, be punished by tine not exceeding one
16 thousand dollars and imprisonment not exceeding one
17 year.

1 Sect. 11. When the capital stock of said corpo-
-2 ration actually subscribed, unconditionally paid in in
3 cash and expended in the construction of their works,
4 shall amount to three hundred thousand dollars, the
5 said corporation may raise, upon mortgage of their
6 corporate property and franchise, such further sum as
7 shall be required for the completion of their works,
8 and may subsequently convert the same into capital
9 stock.

1 Sect. 12. The said corporation shall be required,
2 in case they raise the waters of Spot Pond above their
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ion of this legislature is void by the Constitution of the United
States,” &c.

The result of the great debate upon theadmission of Missouri
terminated in the virtual acknowledgment by congress, that
free colored people were citizens of the United States, and lienee
entitled to all the “privileges and immunities” of other United
States citizens, inasmuch as Missouri was denied by vote of
congress, admission into the Union until she should abrogate
the article in her constitution denying to free colored persons of
the other States “privileges and immunities” guaranteed by
the United States Constitution to them as citizens.

Missouri made this abrogation in these words: “ That this
State has asserted, and does assert, that the 4th clause of the
26th section of the 3d article of their constitution should never
be construed to authorize the passage of any law, and that no
law shall be passed in conformity thereto, by which any citizen
of either of the United States shall be excluded from the enjoy-
ment of any of the privileges and immunities to which citizens
are entitled under the Constitution of the United States.—
Niles’s Reg-., vol. 20, pp. 338 and 339.

Similar views to those urged on the Missouri question, in
favor of the citizenship of colored freemen, were advocated
strongly in the New York convention for amending their con-
stitution in 1821, by Peter Jay, Robert Clark, Abraham Van
Yechten, Chancellor Kent, and many others. Rufus King
said: “As certainly as the children of any white man are citi-
zens, so certainly the children of the black man are citizens.”—

See Debates , New York Convention, 1821.
The next denial of citizenship to colored freemen, so far as

your Committee can ascertain, was made in Connecticut, in the
Prudence Crandall case, in 1833. The facts are substantially
these : A colored girl from Rhode Island, desirous of acquiring
an education, had been admitted into Miss Crandall’s school, at
Canterbury, Connecticut. The authorities of the town ordered
her to depart. She disobeyed the order. A writ was then
served upon this colored girl under an old vagrant law of Con-
necticut. The writ recited that she had forfeited to the town
$1.62 for each day she remained after being ordered to depart,
and that in default of payment, she was to be whipped on the
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naked body, not exceeding ten stripes, unless she departed
within ten days after conviction.

The legislature of Connecticut met about the same time and
passed what has been commonly called the Connecticut “Black
Act. This Act provided a heavy fine against any one who
should receive into a school any colored pupil not an inhabitant
of Connecticut. Under this Act Miss Crandall was prosecuted.
This*Act was founded on the assertion that colored persons
were not citizens. If they were citizens, they would be protected
bjr that clause of the Constitution of the United States which
declares “ that the citizens of each State shall be entitled to all
the privileges and immunities of the citizens in the several
States,” and the Connecticut Act would be unconstitutional.

Andrew T. Judson, Esq., opened for the prosecution and to
him, it is said, belongs the distinction of being the first New
England man who proclaimed publicly the doctrine that colored
freemen are not citizens. After most able arguments, by Calvin
Goddard and W illiam TV . Ellsworth, Esqs., substantiating, as
was generally conceded beyond a doubt, the right of colored
freemen to citizenship, Judge Dagget in his charge, expressed
himself in the following words ; “Are the free people of color
citizens ? I answer, No,” Ac.—See Review of Judge Raggeds
Opinion

, by Wm. Jay
,

Esq.
The counsel for the defendant having tendered a bill of

exceptions to the charge of the judge, filed a motion in Error
and brought the legal questionsarising on the record before
the supreme court of errors for revision. This court dismissed
the case on technical grounds. Thus nothing was here decided
against the citizenship of colored freemen.

Sd. The right of suffrage is one of the highest evidences of
citizenship, and hence of a claim to protection.

Judge Curtis has established the fact that seven of the origi-
nal thirteen States had, at the time of the adoption of the
federal Constitution, constitutions which made no distinction
between “ white ” and “ colored ” in the qualifications required
for voters. Three of these seven, were at that time, and arc
now, slaveholding States, to wit, Virginia, Maryland and North
Carolina. It appears from Mr. William Goodell’s letter on
this subject, (first published in the New York Tribune,) that free
negroes continued to vote in some of the slaveholding States up

2
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to a comparatively late date. Take, for instance, Maryland.
In 1809-10 certain restrictions were made on colored voters,
applying, however, only to the cities of Baltimore and Annapo-
lis. This implies that colored people had voted, up to this time,
the same as white citizens.

Mr. Goodell says, in the letter above referred to: “ Mary-
land, from 1776 till 1804 allowed colored citizens to vote
on the same conditions with white citizens. The colored
vote in Baltimore and Annapolis became so formidable in State
elections, that in 1801 it was extinguished. This sufficed till
1810, when the same influence on national elections became too
formidable to be longer tolerated. But out of Baltimore and
Annapolis colored citizens could still vote.” Colored citizens,
it is well known, are now voters in many of the States of this
Union.

4th. Appellations, applied to classes of men by high civil or
military officers, indicate at least what position such classes of
men are generally believed to hold in society.

Gen. Jackson, in his proclamation of Sept. 21, 1814, ad-
dressed to the free colored inhabitants of Louisiana, says:
“ The major-general commanding will select officers from your
white fellow-citizens. Your non-commissioned officers will be
selected from yourselves.” The phrase, your white fellow-
citizens,” addressed to colored men, must imply that the colored
men were also citizens.

In the proclamation in respect to the seamen taken by the
British from the Chesapeake, President Jefferson says: “It had
been previously ascertained that the seamen demanded were
native citizens of the United States.” Two of these people,
called by the President of the United States, citizens,

are
known to have been negroes.

sth. Terms used in the laws of the United States to desig-
nate classes of men, are evidence as to the condition or rank
such classes hold under the Constitution.

The Act of Congress of 1792 for organizing the militia, pro-
vides for the enrolment of “ free white male citizens.” This,
of course, implies distinctly that there are colored male citizens.

The Act of Congress of 1803, “ To prevent the importation
of certain persons into certain States, when by the laws thereof
their admission is prohibited,” enacts that masters and captains
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of vessels shall not “ import or bring, or cause to bo imported
or brought, any negro, mulatto, or other person of color, not
being a native, a citizen, or registered seaman of the United
States,” <fec. This most certainly recognizes that there are
persons of color who are natives—who are citizens.

6th. The fact that colored men have done acts that none but
citizens can legally do, and have held positions that none but
citizens can legally hold under the Constitution of the United
States, is evidence that they have been held to be citizens in this
country.

The Act of Feb. 21, 1793, granting patents for useful im-
provements, authorizes the issuing of a patent only to a “ citi-
zen.” Cannot a man of color obtain one ? “ Sucli has been
done, (says William W. Ellsworth, in his argument in the
Crandall case,) and ho would be a bold officer who should
refuse one on the ground of color.”

By the Act of Dec. 31, 1792, concerning the registering and
recording of ships or vessels, it is enacted, that no vesssel shall
be considered or treated as an American vessel, unless she is
owned and commanded by an “American citizen.” Men of
color, says Mr. Ellsworth, have owned vessels, and they have
always been considered American vessels. The Act of 1831,
on the subject of copyright, is of the same character as the Act
granting patents. William C. Nell and many other colored
men have obtained copyrights. Native, free born negroes hold
and convey real estate, and in several of the States, exercise, as
has been already noticed, the elective franchise. Can any but
citizens do these things? Again, colored men have been ad-
mitted to practice law in the State courts in Maine and New
York, and in the circuit courts of the United States in Massa-
chusetts, and perhaps in other States.

Chancellor Kent says: “ Citizens, under our constitutions and
laws, mean free inhabitants, born within the United States, or
naturalized, under the laws of congress. If a slave, born in
the United States be manumitted, or otherwise lawfully dis-
charged from bondage, or if a black man be born within the
United States, and born free, he becomes thenceforward a citi-
zen, but under such disabilities as the laws of the States respec-
tively may deem it expedient to prescribe to free persons of
color.”—Kent's Commentaries on American Law , Yol. ii., p.
258, note.
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The Act of Congress in 1796, for the relief and protection of
American seamen, Sect. 4, makes it the duty of collectors of
ports to give protections, at the request of any seaman being a
citizen of the United States of America. Very many colored
seamen have obtained protections under this Act. Hence they
must have been considered citizens of the United States.

Thus, the opinions of eminent statesmen and jurists,—the
appellations addressed to colored men by those high in au-
thority,—terms in the laws of the United States applied to
colored men,—legal instruments, requiring the right to citizen-
ship,. drawn in favor of colored men,—all are evidences,
amounting, in the opinion of your Committee, almost to abso-
lute certainty, that colored men have even been deemed, until
within comparatively few years, citizens under the Constitution
of the United States, and hence entitled to the right of protec-
tion as citizens when abroad.

To be a citizen of Rome was once a protection to the hum-
blest individual in the remotest part of the then civilized world.
Our government has been proud to emulate the example of
Romo. Our country showed the regard she had for the sacred
right of citizenship, when she threw her protecting shield be-
tween despotism and Martin Kosta, who had only declared his
intention of becoming a citizen. Would she, so long as the
liberal spirit of the fathers of the Republic animated her gov-
ernment, refuse the customary passport of protection even to
the humblest of her citizens ?

Impressed colored seamen have been repeatedly claimed by
the national government as citizens of the United States.

State governments, also, have claimed colored persons as
citizens, as the following letter will show:—

»

Albany, 4th Sept., 1826.
Sir,—I have the honor to inclose copies of the proceedings

of a respectable meeting of inhabitants of West Chester County,
in this State, and of an affidavit of John Owen, by which it
appears that one Gilbert Horton, a free man of color, and a
citizen of this State, is unlawfully imprisoned in the jail of the

city of Washington, and is advertised to be sold by the Marshal
of the District of Columbia. From whatever authority a law
authorizing such proceedings may have emanated, whether from
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the municipality of Washington, the legislature of Maryland,
or the congress of the United States, it is at least void and
unconstitutional in its application to a citizen

,
and could never

have intended to extend further than to fugitive slaves. As
the District of Columbia is under the exclusive control of the
national government, I conceive it my duty to apply to you for
the liberation of Gilbert Horton, as a free man and a citizen,
and feel persuaded that this request will be followed by imme-
diate relief.

I have the honor to be, &c.,
DeWitt Clinton.

To the President of the United States.

Thus far the conclusion, that passports have been given by
the United States government to free colored people, or that
passports would have been given if asked for, has been infer-
ential from the evidence above set forth.

Your Committee now come directly to the matter of pass-
ports.

The following is the concluding part of a passport granted in
1836,by slaveholding Secretary Forsyth, to Peter Williams, a
colored man;—

“ I, the undersigned, Secretary of State of the United States
of America, hereby request all whom it may concern, to permit
safely and freely to pass, Rev. Peter Williams, a citizen of the
United States, and in case of need, to give him all lawful aid
and protection.

Secretary of Given under my hand and the impression
[l. s.] of the seal of the Department of State, at

State’s Office. the city of Washington, the 17th day of
March, A. D. 1886, in 60th year of the Inde-
pendence of these United States.

(Gratis) John Forsyth.

This passport is headed with a beautiful impression of the
American Eagle, and the motto, 11 Nunc sidcra ducil,” in a
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scroll in liis beak.—See Rights of Colored Men, by William
Yales.

A similar passport was granted to Mr. Robert Purvis and
wife, in 1884, under the seal of the United States. This pass-
port designates them as citizens of the United States. Yet they
are people of color.

Louis McLane was Secretary of State in 1834.
John Romond, the father of Charles L. Remond, obtained a

passport in the usual form, and he is a colored man.

William W. Brown’s Passport.
“ Legation of the United States of America in England. Pass-

port No. 83.
The undersigned, envoy extraordinary and plenipotentiary of

the United States of America to the Court of the United King-
dom of Great Britain and Ireland, begs all whom it may con-
cern to allow safely and freely to pass, and in case of need to
give aid and protection, to Mr. William W. Brown, a citizen of
the United States going on the continent.

('Signed) For the Minister,
C. B. Davis.

See Wm. C. Nell’s book, entitled Colored Patriots of the
Revolution.

Hon. Abbott Lawrence was Minister to Great Britain in 1849
and Mr. Davis Secretary of Legation.

In the Report of the Massachusetts Anti-Slavery Society, for
1850, page 45, occurs the following: “ Secretary Buchanan, one
of the few Northern Premiers, in the case of William P. Powell,
by implication said that a passport would not have been refused
to him on account of his color, had he been able to substantiate
his citizenship otherwise.” James Buchanan was Secretary of
State from 1846 to 1848 inclusive.

In 1849, we find the following refusal to grant either pass-
port or protection to colored citizens :

“ Department of State, Washington, )

June,9, 1849. S
“ Sir,—-Your letter of the 7th inst., soliciting for Henry

Hamhleton, a colored man, a passport or protection, is received,
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and in reply I have to inform you that passports arc not granted
by this department to persons of color; and that protections are
only given to them when they are in the service of diplomatic
agents, &c., of the United States, going abroad.

“ Hambleton’s certificate of nativity is herewith returned.
I am, Sir, respectfully,

Your obedient servant,
[Signed.] John M. Clayton.

To Edward Hurst, Esq.”

From this period, a new principle seems to have been adopted
by the general government. During the last year, passports
were refused to eleven native born freemen of color, desirous of
travelling in Europe as minstrels.

Extracts of a letter from the Department of State, addressed
to H. H. Rice, Esq., New York city.

“Department op State, Washington, )

Nov. 4, 1856. . i
“Sir,— * * I am directed by the Secretary to inform

you that the papers transmitted by you do not warrant the De-
partment in complying with your request. A passport is a cer-
tificate that the person to whom it is granted, is a citizen of the
United States, &c. * * * They are represented in your
letter as colored, and described in the affidavits, as black, from
which statement it may be fairly inferred that they are negroes.
If this be so, there can be no doubt that they are not citizens of
the United States.”

The Secretary sustains this position by reference to attorney-
general Cushing’s opinion, &c., and also by Judge Dagget’s
decision in the Prudence Crandall case, which we have before
shown was dismissed, ■when carried up by wrrit of error, without
deciding this point.

The letter is signed by J. A. Thomas, Assistant-Secretary.
—See Liberator , Nov. 28, 1856.

t

From the facts and reasoning embodied in the former part of
this Report, and especially from the fact that passports have
been freely granted to colored people in several instances, and
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also from the fact that it was asserted by Mr. Buchanan, whilst
Secretary of State, that passports would not be refused on the
ground of'color alone ;

Your Committee think that they are justified in drawing the
inference, that regular passports have been given to free colored
men, as citizens of the United States, when requested, up to
the year 1849, this being the date of the first refusal they have
been able to find. And hence,

Whereas
,

the State Department of the United States has of
late refused passports to colored citizens of the United States,
contrary to the former established usage of said department; and

Whereas, the late decision of the supreme court of the
United States in the Dred Scott case has virtually denational-
ized the colored citizens of Massachusetts ; therefore

Your Committee respectfully recommend the passage of the
accompanying Act.

For the Committee,

0. W. ALBEE.
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AN ACT
Authorizing Passports.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives, in General Court assembled, and by the authority of
the same, asfollows

1 The secretary of state is hereby authorized to issue
2 to any citizen of this Commonwealth who may apply
3 for the same, a passport or certificate under the seal
4 of the Commonwealth, setting forth the age, and a
5 general description of the person applying for the
6 same, and that he is a citizen of the Commonwealth
7 of Massachusetts; and such passport or certificate
8 shall be granted to any citizen, whatever his color
9 may be ; and may be in any form which the secretary

10 of state may think expedient.
3

(tfommonujcciltl) of ittassacljusrtts.

In the Year One Thousand Eight Hundred and Fifty-
Seven.




