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To the Honorable the General Court of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts.

The Memorial of John S. Wright, a native of Massachusetts,
and a Citizen of Illinois, concerning the importance in the
present critical juncture of understanding the nature of
National Union based upon State Sovereignty.

God save the Commonwealth, of Massachusetts !

That soul-moving apothegm is the substitute for “ God save
the King.” The latter had been affixed to official pronuncia-
mentos in Colonial days, indicating their source of authority.
But the Colony of Massachusetts Bay ceased to be dependent
upon the King of Great Britain, and became a free and inde-
pendent State, taking into her own keeping her Right of Com-
mand, her Sovereignty, on the first day of May, 1776. Thence-
forth all official documents of every name and nature, whether
expressed or not, have issued from the State herself, as the sole
source of authority within her domain. Hence the propriety
of the invocation, “ God save the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts.” Bor, as “ the powers that be are ordained of God,”
(Rom. xiii. 1,) we must look to the Sovereign of the universe

(Hommomomltl) of ittassadjusetts.

MEMORIAL.



[Feb.MEMORIAL.2

to maintain the earthly source of authority,—State Sovereignty.
And what more judicious than constantly to remind these
Citizens upon the face of documents of State, that while they
possess the dignity of Freemen in this Commonwealth, they
depend entirely upon the Sovereignty of Heaven, and that of
the State, for their every right ?

Yet, notwithstanding this truth of dependence, which ought
to be self-evident; notwithstanding the unmistakable, positive
declarations of State Sovereignty in her Constitution, while
abundantly providing for National Union, it is notorious
that sons of this Commonwealth, eminent for worth, learning
and patriotism, deny that she is this “ sovereign, free and inde-
pendent State.” The Union and Government, formed first by
the Articles of Confederation solely for the maintenance of
State Sovereignty, and only changed in certain respects by the
present Constitution, “ in order to form a more perfect Union,”
is imagined to have enthralled these States to Federal suprem-
acy. So that even her Adamses and Dane, her Webster and
Story, her Everett and Choate, her Curtises and Sumner, her
Parker and Parsons, her Washburn and Loring, dare to affirm
that State Sovereignty has been subordinated to that of the
United States. While most of them claim a quasi Sovereignty
in the State for local purposes, they effectually destroy it; fox-
how can that be supreme which has a power above it governing
the inferior authority ? Which tells the truth, the Constitu-
tion of Massachusetts, or these honored and honorable sons ?

for positive contradiction exists between them.
The General Court has not been backward upon occasion to

maintain State Sovereignty, sometimes deeming its affirmation
necessary, when its expediency was at least questionable, unless
accompanied with moi-e distinct x-ecognition of the strength of
covenant obligations than was employed. Nor will present
members of those honorable bodies be less mindful of their
solemn oaths, less faithful to their sacred trusts ; and especially
in this most cintical epoch in our history, when God by his
providences has cast upon us the rights of conquest of eleven
of our late Confederates, who, in disregard of their solemn
covenants, have by secession and by war annulled all compacts
between us; would it not be the province of the General
Court, as the appointed guardians of the reserved rights of the
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States, to inquire diligently what must be done in this anomal-
ous condition of affairs ?

Is not this the time of times for your honorable bodies to
investigate anew the doctrine of State Rights, and learn what
action shall be required ? Have we any certain knowledge, so
that we are well agreed as to the status of the seceded States ?

Do we even know whether they are in or out of the Union ?

Do we not affirm that both Citizens and States are guilty of
rebellion, and yet that we have actually acquired over them the
rights of conquest, as of foreign States ? How can both be
true ? With correctness, we believe that we have the rights of
conquest, about the exercise of the powers of which, as supreme
controller, the President and Congress dispute, but which are
intrusted to neither, except temporarily to “ make all needful
rules and regulations respecting the territory or other property
belonging to the United States; ” for, that the seceded States
are actually the property of these States united, acquired by
rights of conquest, is undeniable by any one who holds to the
doctrine of State rights ;—notwithstanding this, do wo not hold
Jefferson Davis, ex-President of the Confederate States, as a
traitor to Federal Sovereignty ? And how many of these Citizens
do not believe that death is an insufficient punishment for his
perfidy and treason ?

So effectually foreign to us are the seceded States, made so
not only by secession but by war, that we hold them in perfect
subjection, even to theremodelling of their State Governments,
(could Congress and the President only come to an agree-
ment ;) and yet, are we not asking,—nay, demanding—of
them ratification of amendments to our Federal Constitution ?

Only the legitimate parties to it, which, in the nature of things,
must be free and independent States, can have a voice in its
changes. Would their compelled assent under duress, be valid
in law ? If they are conquered, which is not deniable, can
they be free and independent ? To enable them to become
parties with us to the compact, must not their freedom and
independence be first restored to them ? How can that be done
by Congress ? No authority in the premises having yet been
delegated—no power to readmit old States—resort must be had
to the States themselves, by a Convention of Delegates to
restore the lost Sovereignty, and to reconstruct our Union,
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which has been broken de facto, not de jure, but is neverthe-
less broken.

Others of these Citizens—and strange to say, they claim to
be extreme State-rights Democrats, —deny that we have any
rights of conquest; and now that “ the rebellion” is over—-
actual rebellion against Federal Sovereignty, although State
Rights is their shibboleth—do they not affirm that these Citizens
and States are at once remitted to their rights of compact
under the Constitution ? In their judgment, is not the Con-
stitution something more than an instrument ? Is it not made
a power within itself, and completely sui generis , the creator of
its own law, upon which neither secession nor war itself could
have the least effect, rendering this mere instrument, a
simple means employed by these States for their safety, con-
venience and glory,—paramount even to “ the Laws of Nature
and of Nature’s God,” upon which not only instruments, but
States and Nations are themselves based ?

In this variety and contradiction of opinions, not to say
absurdities, docs not the possibility that State Sovereignty may
be infracted, require of the General Court to institute inquiries
into the subject, and ascertain whether any action in the prem-
ises be desirable, and what it should be ? When was there
ever equal danger with the present, of Federal encroachment
upon the reserved rights of the States ? And although the
more the subject of our compound Governmental system is
studied, the more confidence one has in its intrinsic ability to
bear misrule ; yet our safety lies in the distribution of power
to the two sets of State and Federal Agents, and the division
again to co-ordinate departments. In times like these surely
does it behoove the State to have a close eye upon the Federal
Government. In the present, as in the past, will the General
Court of this Commonwealth stand faithful watch upon liberty’s
towers, and sound the tocsin against any usurpation of powers
delegated.

Although for over a third ol a century, 1 have been a Citizen
of Illinois, yet the influence, fame and glory of the Common-
wealth of my nativity, is as dear to me as to any other son.
Citizenship of Illinois, of which I am proud, I may lose ; but
the proudest of heir-looms, birth-right in the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts, is mine beyond man’s power to impair. And
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in this critical emergency,—this occasion of centuries to exhibit
statesmanship and political wisdom, may I not be excused for
asking of the General Court of my native State, a fair and
earnest consideration of the question, whether more light and
knowledge of the principles underlying our political system be
not far more indispensable to us, than even to the fathers in its
formation ? Beyond a doubt, we have far less knowledge than
had they ; and are the requisite means of remedy at present
possessed, and how shall they best be supplied ?

Considering, too, the leading influence which Massachusetts
has always exercised in National affairs from the very begin-
ning, and even while Colonies, of which every son must glory
in the main, while lamenting some mistakes; becomes it not a
special duty of your honorable bodies to see to it, that no injury
befall the escutcheon of Massachusetts either by act of omission
or of commission ? Weighty, indeed, is the responsibility to
maintain the standard equally in the critical present and the
unknown future, as in the past; and all the more difficult,
because the honored sons, before named, with others, have
indoctrinated us with heresies subversive of State Sovereignty ;

and yet for the maintenance of that principle, would either and
all of them have shed their very heart’s blood. All the more
incumbent becomes the examination, because, according to my
view, the conflicting teachings of South Carolina and Massachu-
setts—each alike fundamentally wrong,—were the direct occa-
sion of secession, and of war, its concomitant; the wrongs on
neither side being controverted and corrected according to law,
but to suit their present and superficial views. While South
Carolina would subvert National Union, the ark of our safety,
making the sacred compact of the Constitution the merest rope
of sand, each State having an imprescriptible right to nullify or
secede ; Massachusetts, on the other, hand, would destroy the
very soul of the State, its Eight of Command, the Sovereignty.
What we want is to maintain National Union upon the basis of
State Sovereignty ; according to the Constitution of Massachu-
setts, the motto of Illinois. And what would more effectually
pour oil upon the troubled waters, than a calm, dispassionate
inquiry into the causes of our variance and strife ? To what
other State than Massachusetts, could leadership in this holy,
manly work, be more appropriate ?
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This memorial is offered in no fear for the perpetuity of our
institutions. Under God, they are so wonderfully fashioned,
that they will protect themselves. But in this most difficult of
times, great evils may be entailed, not only by determined
wrongs, but far more likely as the consequences of misconcep-
tions and ignorance of the principles upon which our Govern-
ments and Union are based. Every member of Congress, and
the President, is our fellow-Citizen, and earnestly desires to do
what is right and best. But while we are less qualified than
any preceding generation, have less knowledge of the principles
of political science, the most difficult problems of Government,
—that profoundest of subjects,—are cast upon us for solution.

Surely has the time arrived in which we need to know with
certainty, whether that wonderful specimen of political wisdom,
the Constitution of Massachusetts, proclaims the truth, or
“ flaunting lies and pestilent heresies.” Hitherto we could
float on with the current, and enjoy in repose the pleasures,
benefits and honors which our incomparable system confers.
But now we must stem the strongest current of popular com-
motions, lashed to the height of danger by fiercest passion,

relentless fury ; and amid the deep darkness of prevalent
absurdities and contradictions, as the sworn maintainors of the
honor and glory of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts ;

especially as the chief custodians and protectors of the soul of
the State—its Sovereignty ; and with its denial on all sides,
and the threatening of its complete subordination to Federal
supremacy, should it not be to the General Court, one of the
first objects of consideration, how best to secure and perpetuate
that priceless legacy from the fathers, State Sovereignty, and at
the same time continue to far distant generations that National
Union which they prized not above its worth ?

And your Memorialist, as in duty bound, will ever pray,

“ God save the Commonwealth op Massachusetts.”

J. S. WRIGHT.
Boston, 21st Feb., 1867.


