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The House being in the! committee of the Whole 'nozoth'er con-testiexists thanfa. strife for office,
on the state of tho Union-on the Deficiency Bill— {at plum; ajnd pbwel-s fof‘the gPoi15'7.the.]oa,v'es

Mr. GIDDINGS said: i p - -~ . and-fishes“ x \ r =

‘ '

Mr. Canons-n; The two great political. This is the first timc,for1many years, that
. parties of the notion have-held their Conven- -'_these parties haveeach put.

for“; .m.awwa1 of
tions. From all ports of theee United Swefistheir doctrines; niner'the change"of;_‘times,‘~ and
delegates h'We flssembledy demwmted "19011 the ordinary ‘.coir'rse'vof! events, theyrnow find
their platform of principles, avowed their (106-.- themselves in perfectzharmonywith each other.

trines, nominated their candidates .for Presi- The day of their contention and‘disalgreem'eht

> dent and Vice President, and now have .en't'er- r has passed away, i'q‘haig'shes-Whieh once 1-99,}

'ed upon the Presidential campaign. Prepara- ly existedibetwéenthem‘ haveibeoome obsolete,
‘- tQI‘y 130this state ofthings, many speeches we're or have been given up. Their usefulness is at

1 made here, to whichithé Free Demoflratfl, the "an end, rand their-history. tvil‘l‘sc'on ‘be written.
.- advocates of liberty, listened with commends» The increase of intelligence, the improvements
iible-atfiention‘ And'now, Mr. Chairman, Irise {of the age, deinandmew organizations and
,qto occupy a brief hour in Vindicating theposr- new parties. For'vyeaire, the old parties have
_ tion of the party to which I em attached: Of- intermingled constantly, and no influence has

-;=ten, during the last-sixmonth'e, the question has been abie to keep them Separate; .Here, and

41113611propounded to me, whether two should thronghoutthe country, some Whigs act with
Vote for- the candida-tee Ofiflle Whig Or’the_ the Democraticparty, and some Democrats act

- Democratic party? This questiOn,Isoifar its l _with the Whig party. For the last four years

s am "concerned, Will probably b6 aflBWBIEd'SM- _ there has been no matter of legislation-before

F isfectorily before 1 take myiseat- ,

'
. this body, on which the members have arrayed

. It is not my purpose to examine very QBii'li- =themselves according to their part character.

.- early theprineipleS-Ofiihflfiépairties- It may On every question, e.vportion of higs have

‘ <be1suflicient for-me to remark ithatthey agree acted with the Democrats, and a
;

portion =of

; 'as to, the policy which ought .iqi‘edmii‘d Oilr Democrats have acted with the Whigs. Indeed,
Government. The Democrats first avowednn, those who have watched the proceedings

,theis doctrines. Their confession .of political . here for the past; ifew years, cculd'»n9tfai1‘to
<7faith having been two weeks before the public, .3 Bee‘ that slaverymnstimtes the bill‘yz‘questibn

and being readiand duly consideredbefore the- of interest, before us, .‘ we .- . -

assembling of the Whig Convention, that body ii. Notwithstanding theiWhiigs asnd'iDemocrats'
“Wk issue upm- none 0f 'I‘he dqctrines avowed, v- are acting in iperfect hornionywith e'mchother,
nor upon the policy-maintained by the Demo- ;they have united in tenderingto. the friends of

. orats. '. . - - : -

_»
1

'_ 3
1 ' liberty important issues.- One! of? th0se issues

. I noticerin some papers much 18Sold "1 rewis .so extrnm-dinery,thet 'itidemends‘myfirst

;, lotion to -“ internal improvements.” The Denv: attention. The-proposistion is to stifle all-fur.

1 06mm “Twila constim-fion dues “013 confer ther examination of chattel slavery, and is ex

: open the General .Government POWQP‘45°.sqm- pressed by the‘Democrats the following lan

: men-cc and carry onv a system o
f >

internal 1~_m-,o guage; .1
1

“v '

- Movements” 'Dofih?'Wh'gS*f1ke issue'w‘his "imported, That the Democratic party will rosist
general and unmesmngessertion? Not at all- ‘2 all attempts at renewing, in Congress or out o£it,'t-he

They answer, “the Constitution yests~,in.-Con- agitation of the slavery question, under whetev‘er
-,.-;gress power to open anii improvexharbors,re- 3

2 Shape 01‘
co‘f"

“1° atmull)" “my b
e madm"

“(move obstructions in navigable riversiticcn said The Whigs resolved— , A,
_ improvements being inc-Dory instance national 3r r‘tThafl'. .9!“ =75.lit-J wei‘will discountenance all of

and gentraMn their character.,’{

'

Now, sir, no .Q-fiorte t9 continueor renew.
such

agitation, whenever,

Democint ever 'didi-or ever wilinenylthisdoc- ,vherefer» “$1, WWW; “Pude-

‘ . -

i. 'Y''1'nl

'. 1 iii ,’ viii: 7" “'<

|

trine. _' So, too, the .Deinocmts make assertions 1.1 iWe, sir, theiEree Democracy, .will agitate the
» about “f0stering one-branchpf industryto the 5 subject of slavery audits correlative freedom.

. detriment'of another," and the-Whigs refuse . Here,sir,<is an {5an formed between us. I. sir,
v.the issue thustendered, but, in answer, aesert _ am about to agitate this question. I intend to

dectrines which no Democrat denies. The repeal; plainly of slavery, of its. most revolting

5
- Democrats attempt to galvanizeiiinto existence. features- .I will endeavor to use no offensive

- the obsolete idea of a National Bank, to which language, but-,1 will talk of the practice fol.

; the
‘
Whigs make no'reply, admitting by their; lowed by men in this District, of purchasing

IllsiienoetheDemocratic faith. Neither advances ,uslave women, and then selling their own chil

. a, principle Which is. denied by the other; they 1dren¢into bondage Now, whenl do this, the
'zstand‘on‘the recordih perfect harmony, And ,~-Democrats are bound to resist, and the Whigs
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PACIFICUS;

I THE
I

RIGHTS AND PRIVILEGES OF THE SEVERAL STATES IN REGARD TO SLAVERY;

A series of Essays, published in the Western Reserve Chronicle, (Ohio,)
after the election of 1S42.

BY A WHIG OF OHIO. «-——**"

^^/
INTRODUCTION.

To THE Editor of the Chromci-k : The election 13 past, and our opponents have triun"»|ihed.
They are now charged with the responsibility of administering our State Government. This t;eing the
case, wc may expect the election of a Senator to Con;rresi who will vote lo repeal the tariH', and to
abandon the protection of the h-ee labor ot the North. We must expect the election of such a man as
will exert his influence against our harbor improvements, and a completion of the (Ximberland road;
and who will oppose the distribution of the proceeds of the public lands. We must look for the election
of a man who will vote for the annexation of Texas to this Onion, and who will lend his influence gene-
rally to the slaveholding interests. The State will be so districted as to elect the greatest possible
number of Representatives in Congress, who will sustain the same policy, and who will vote for John
C. Calhoun to tlie office of President in 1S44, should the election devolve upon the House of Repre-
sentatives.

Had the friends of northern rights united their political efl^ortsat the recent election, these conse-
quences would have been avoided ; but we were divided, and of course were conquered. Crimination
and recrimination will not extricate us from the difficulties into which our unhappy divisions have pre-
cipitated us. Future triumph can only be secured by future union ; we should, therefore, profit by ex-
perience. Let us search out the rock on which we have split, tliat we may avoid it hereafter. If there
be any political or moral principle involved in the controversy, let us understand what it is. Let it be
developed and placed before the people, that we may all distinctly understand it. In order to do this, it
is the intention of the writer to enter into an examination of this subject. He will endeavor to do so
with such plainness and sincerity as the subject dimands ; no false delicacy shall deter him from a full,
fair, and candid expression of truth ; nor shall feelings of excitement induce him to use terms or epithets
that may offend the sincere inquirer after truth, whether he lives in a free or slave State, or belongs to
the Whig, the Democrat, or the Liberty party.

In order to be distinctly understood, your readers may expect an examination of the subject in the
following order :

1st. He will inquire into the rights and privileges of the several States in regard to slavery-
2d. The encroachments upon these rights, of which the anti-slavery men complain.
8d. The remedy which, I think, all will agree should be adopted.
The whole will occupy several columns of your paper, and will be furnished as the writer finds

leisure to communicate with your readers.
JM'uvember 1, 1840. PACIFICUS.

NUMBER L

RIGHTS AND PRIVILEGES OF THE SEVERAL STATE? CONCERNING SLAVERY.
Mr. EniTOR : For the purpose of fixing in the mind a definite idea of our rights and privileges

resppcting slavery, it becomes necessary to look back to the time of forming the Constitution. At that
period, the spirit of universal liberty pervaded the minds of our people geuerallv, particularly those of
New England and the northern States. The sages and patriots of 1776 had put forth the undying truth,
^that man is born free

" as a self-evident fact." In obedience to this declaration, Massachusetts, ever
:orward in the cause of liberty, by a similar assertion of the rights of man, had stricken the shackles from
jvery slave within her territories. The soil of Vermont had never been contaminated with the footsteps
)f a slave. Pennsylvania, and indeed nearly all of the northern States, had commenced a system of
gradual emancipation. The delegates from the north carried with them a strong predisposition in favor
)1universal liberty. While in convention tliey spoke of slavery with deep abhorrence, and the most irre-
ipncileable hatred. Not so with the southern States. They regarded slavery as necessary to their pros-
>jerity. They refused to enter into the constitutional compact upon any terms that would subject that
nstitution to the control of the General Government. Up to this period each Stale had acted, in regard
f) slavery, according to the dictates of its own will. Each, for itself, held supreme, indisputable, and
:n-coiitrolieJ jurisdiction oA'cr that institution within its own limits. Thi.J entire power was reserved to



^f6
itself by each State, and no portion of it was delegated to the General Government; and to place the
subject m such plain and palpable light that it should never be questioned or disputed; article 10, ofhe amendments, was subsequently adopted ; by which it was declared, (hat the powers not delegated bythe Constitution were reserved to the several States. It is, therefore, plain, that the General Cover,
ment have now no more power over the institution of slavery than it had prior to the adoption of th
Constitution. The people of the southern States hold that institution as independently of the FederalGovoiT.ment as they did under the old Confederation.

li
the

perfeccY .c^;.prucai. inose ctaies wno desired to do so, could continue the institution of slavery ; and
those who desired to be tree and entirely exempt from the expense, the disgrace, and the guilt of"it, re-
served to themselves the ful and indisputable right to remain altogether separate from, and unconnected
with. Its evils. 1he sons of the pilgrims regarded slavery as a violation of the will of Heaven and a
flagrant transgression of the law of God. They would no sooner have been prevailed upon to involve
themselves in its moral turpitude, than they would in that of piracy or murderf The people of the free
States, therefore, secured to themselves the absolute right of remaining free from the guilt the disgrace
and the expense of slavery, by withholding from the Federal Government all constitutional power in
regard to that institution ; while the slave States secured to themselves an equal privilege to enjoy the
benefits (as they supposed) resulting from a continuance of slavery.

^ r o j j
These doctrines are not new— they are as old as the Constitution. They are not local for they have

been substantially asserted in Congress, and both in the north and the south. They are not anti-slavuv
for they have been, for half a century, the declared doctrines of the slave States. If any anti-slavery mSn
claims for the free States any further rights in regard to slavery than those expressed above, he is re-
<|uestedto make them known. If any Whig or Democrat of Ohio is willing to deny to the people of the
free Stages the rights above set forth, he is invited to express his views, in order that the pnblic mind
may be informed upon this important subject.

If the^e be the constitutional rights of the free States, all will agree that they should be maintained
and supported. On this point it would appear impossible that Whigs and anti-slavery men should disa-
gree. I, therefore, submit the question to our editors, and the conductors of the public press generally,
whether they ouglit not to speak out boldly and temperately upon this subject. Ought they not to urge
forward our State and National legislators to maintain and defend the rights of the Yree States, as assi-
duously as they do those o' the slave States .' The question is also submitted to the members of our
State Legislature, and to our members of Congress, whether they are not as much bound by their oath of
office to preserve the free States from all participation in the guilt, tlie disgrace, and the expense of sla,-
very, as they are to preserve the slave States from the abolition of that institution by Congress .' Ought
they not to put forth their influence to separate and wholly divorce the Federal Government from all sup-
port of slavery, and to bring it back to the position in which the Constitution placed it in relation to that
institution .'

Having thus stated, generally, the rights of the States, I shall, in my next communication, examine
the subject of fugitive slaves ; which has sometimes been urged as an exception to the general principle
tliat we, of the free States, are constitutionally unconnected with slavery. PACIFICUS.

NUMBER II.
FUGITIVE SI.,AA'ES.

Mr. Editor : The convention that framed our Federal Constitution, met with no trifling difficulty
in fixing the rights of the people of the different States in regard to fugitive slaves. By the common lau\
and the law of nations, " a slave became ahsuhitely Jree by entering the territory of afree State or Gov-
ernment;" whether he did so by consent of his master, or "b

y

escaping from his master's custody. It was
foreseen that, if this principle of the common law remained in force, self emancipation would deprive
the slave States of an institution which they regarded as important to their prosperity. A member from
South Carolina moved an amendment to the Constitution, requiring '\fi/gitive slaves and servajits to be
delivered up like criminals." This was objected to by members from Pennsylvania and Connecticut, for
the reason that it would involve the people of the free States in the expense of slavery —vide 3d volume
Madison Papers, 14-17. An amendment was subsequently adopted, in the form in which it is now found
in the last clause of the 1st section of the 4th article, which provides, 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 discharged from such service or labor" &c. By this provision the common law,
as it then stood, was changed so far as the United States were concerned, so that a slave escaping to a

free State did not thereby become free.
Under this provision Congress passed the law of 1793, requiring certain ofiicers of the State and

Federal Governments to act when fugitive slaves were brought before them ; and it was supposed by our

people generally, that we were bound to aid the master in recapturing his fugitive slave. This has led

many of our people to believe the subject of fugitive slaves to form an exception to the doctrine laid

down in my first number. But the subject came before the Supreme Court of (he United States at their

last session, in the case of Prigg vs. the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania ; and it was decided, on solemn

argument, that no State officer was obliged to act in such case, and that so much of said law as required
them to act was unconslitutional. In this manner the doctrine laid down in my last communication was

confirmed by tiie Supreme Court of the United Stales, in regard to fugitive slave.". There were many
other important points decided in that case, from which the following principles are deduced :

A slave, by escaping to a free State, acquires certain important rights and privileges. When he

reaches our territory we regard him as a man, and not as properly. If he work for me, or sell me piro-



pijrty, lie may sue me in his own name, and collect his pay. Neither I, nor any other man, except his
master, can take advantage of his having been a slave. If any person attempt to arreat him, as a slave,
without process, he may defend himself, with just so much force as becomes necessary to protect his
pierson and his personal liberty. In this respect he enjoys the same rights and privileges which our citi-
zens possess. He is liable to be arrested, and taken back to slavery by his former master—in all other
iespects he is regarded in law as a freeman. While in a slave State he may not resist the violence of
his master, by any act of self-defence ; if he do so, he may be instantly slain by his master, or otherwis«

severely punished under the laws of such State. It is this law, declaring it criminal in him to defend his

person against the violence of his master, which constitutes slavery. That law can have no operation in
our State. The slave, therefore, by escaping from a slave State, escapes from the operation of that law.
Its penalties cannot be visited upon him for an act done in Ohio. The'-e is no ssuchlaw here, nor is it
in the power of our Legislature to enact such a law. Our Constitution forbids its existence.

The court, in the case referred to, expressly decided that the jurisdiction is vested solely in Con-

gress ; that the passing of a law upon the subject by Congress, is conclusive that the master shall have the
benefit conferred by the act; and that no State law can be interposed to qualify or change the powers
given by Congress. They further decided, that it was equally plain that Congress intended that the
master should have no other or further facilities for capturing his slave than those expressed in the law
of Congress ; and, therefore, no State law can add to the powers conferred in the act of 1793. It, there-
fore, follows, that he may defend himself against his master while in this State, for the obvious reason
that self-defence is a natural right, and there is no law having force within tlie State of Ohio which for-
bids its exercise. If his master attempt to arrest him, the slave may defend himself with so much force
as may be necessary to protect his person and liberty. If the master press upon him, and it becomes ne-
cessary for his protection, he may kill his master, or the agents of his master, be they many or few, with-
out inquiring whether they come from a slave State, or be citizens of Ohio. It is important that our people
should distinctly understand, that, if they volunteer to arrest a fugitive slave, they do so at their peril.
I speak with confidence on this point. There is nothing in the act of Congress forbidding the slave to
exercise his natural right of self-defence ; nor does it mention any penalty for doing so. The act treats
him as property merely, and visits upon him no more punishment for killing his master than it would
upon a mule for the same act. The law of Congress settles the rights existing between the master and
the people of the State to which the slave may f^ee; but it does not attempt to define the rights existing
between the master and slave.

It follows, therefore, that the slave, when he reaches our territory, becomes at once reinstated in
the enjoyment of all his natural rights which belonged to him wliile in Africa. It is true that we lend
him no protection against his mast t, but we leave him to defend himself with all the means in his power.
He may, for this purpose, provide himself with weapons. If there be two or more of them together, they
may unite tlieir eflTortsto defend themselves ; and in all respects put forth their physical powers to the
same extent that they could do were they on the soil of their native land. I am aware that many of ou
people think it wrong to do any thing by which the slave shall learn his rights. With such I disagree
If it were in my power, every person should know his rights the moment he touches our soil. To vvitli-
hold from him this knowledge, would aid his master in regaining him. We are under no constitutional,
legal, or moral obligation thus to aid the master; therefore, every means we may use for that purpose
makes us partakers of his guilt. On the contrary, we are under every moral obligation to use all our
efforts and influence to the advancement of justice and liberty, so far as we can, without offending against
the laws of our country. It is on this principle that every citizen of our State, whether he be a judge,
juf^tice of the peace, or any other State officer, incurs as much moral guilt, when he assists a masterin
retaking a slave, as lie would were he to go with the master to Africa, and aid him in capturing and
bringing into slavery tlie inhabitants of that unhappy land. It must be a vitiated slate of public opinion
that regards them in any other light. The offence against mankind is the same in either case; and I in-
tend that no false delicacy shall deter me from an unreserved expression of our rights. One of these
rights is to inform every person within our borders of all his legal privileges. I would as soon lake from
a slave his physical powers of defence, as I would rob him of his moral power; I would as soon bind his
body with chains, as I would bind his intellect in ignorance. But while the slave enjoys these natural
rights, the master has his constitutional and legal privileges ; and these we are bound also to respect and
observe. The master may enter our State, and pass through it in pursuit of his fugitive slave, and we
have not the constitutional power to prohibit him. As individuals, Vv^emay refuse him admission to our
dvvellings, or we may deny him the rights of hos!)itality ; we may regard him with iiorror, and teach our
children to detest him ; but he may, nevertheless, travel our roads, and may arrest his slave in our pre-
sence ; and may bind him, if necessary, and transport him back to the State from whence he escaped.
VVo have no right to interfere for the slave's protection, although our sympathies may be excited in his
favor. On this sul)ject our faith is pledged, and must not be violated. But wliile we permit the master
to do this, we do not protect him in doing it. Far from it. When he enters our State to arrest his
fugitive slave, so far as they two are conceimed, he does it at his own peril, as much as he would if he
were to go to Africa to kidnap a native of that country. He has no law to protect him, and must depend
upon physical force ; yet he must respect the rights o

"f

our people. He must not violate the sanctity of
our private dwellings, nor must he violate the public peace. He may lay " ge^itleha7ids" upon the
slave—he may arrest and secure liiin ; but we are under no obligation to furnish him the use of our
prisons, or to guard his captive for him. If the slave defends himself, the master is not thereljy au-
thorized to shoot or kill him as he would if in a slave State. Sliould he do that, it would constifutt;
murder under our law, for which he would be hanged, the same as tliough he had killed a freeman.
After he has arrested the slave, he cannot compel him to pcnform any menial service whatever, nor
can he legally beat or chastise him. Should he do this, he may he arrested and punished for the assault
3nd battery. Tlie master's power extends so far as is necessary to arrest and take b(u-k his slave,- beyond



this he cannot go. But he may do every thing to effect this object peaceably. Here his rights terminate
*'

But this he does at his own peril ; and if the slave, in defending himself, kill hi» master, it is a matt o'^'^in which we have no concern. Yet he must not do it wantonly or unnecessarilv- Should he beat off h, •'*■
master, and, while the master is retreating, shoot him, that, too, would be murder, and we should the *»
hang the slave.

These arc some of the rights of the master, and of the slave, while within our State ; and it will hi"
observed by every reader, thai it is a matter entirely between themselvefi. It is a subject in which out
people are under no obligation to interfere. If the slave drive back the master when attempting to arrest
him, there is no moral or legal duty resting upon us to step in to the master's aid. There is no such
stipulation contained in our Constitution. The patriots who framed that charter of American liberty,
made no such degrading compromise for the people of the free States. Yet, by the Constitution, our
State IS made the race ground over which the master may pursue his slave ; and may use every means to
arrest him that an officer may use to arrest a citizen on legal process. There is this distinction, however,
between the master and officer ; we protect the oflicer but not the master. For a person to resist an offi-
cer, in the execution of process, is criminal under our law. Not so with the slave, he may defend him-
sell precisely as he would in Africa ; or as a citizen of our State may defend himself against a person
who, without process, attempts to arrest him for crime. Nor are our people under any more obligation
to assist a slaveholder to catch a slave here, than they are to go to Al'rica to aid him in kidnapping. In-
deed, if you will show me a man who, knowing his rights, will aid a master in catching a slave in this
State, I will sjiow you a man who would go to Africa and aid in kidnapping the people there, and bring-
ing them iu:o slavery, provided he could do so witliout incurring danger of the halter. Or, if you will
show me a judge, or justice of the peace, or other State oflicer, who, knotmng his rights, will' aid in send-
ing a fugitive back into slavery, or in detaining one lijr fuither proof of his being a slave, I think I hazard
little in saying, tliat for the same fees he would send you or me into bondage, if he had the power to do so.

Yet it is a humiliating fact, that, in 1839, our Democratic Legislature attempted, by legal enactment,
to make our State officers and citizens the catchpoles of southern slaveholders. I say tliey attempted
to do this : for, by the decision of the supreme court, above referred to, all such State laws are declared" UNCONSTITUTIONAL AND VOID." Notwithstanding they were then told that such acts would be
void, they gravely occupied their time, and expended the money of our citizens, in devising the best
mode o{catching slaves. They used all their power and influence to involve you and me, and our peo-
ple generally, in the guilt, tlie disgrace, and expense of slavery. In this they violated the Constitution
of the United States, as well as that of our own State.

And now, Mr. Editor, anti-slavery men ask that t\\Qparty, the men, who enacted this law, should
receive the full benefit of their servility. They desire that public sentiment should be expressed
through our public papers. That this law be repealed.* That our State be relieved from the disgrace-
ful attitude in which it now stands. That the subject of fugitive slaves be left where the Constitution
and laws of the United States have placed it. And can there be any difference of opinion, on this sub-
ject, between Whigs and anti-slavery men .' Is there a Whig editor in our State, who will hesitate to
raise his voice against this disgraceful law ? And to maintain the clear, absolute, and indisputable right
of our people, to be entirely free and exempt from the guilt, the disgrace, and expense of catching fugi-
tive slaves ? PACIFICUS.

NUMBER in.
SUPPRESSION OF DOMESTIC VIOLENCE.

The framers of our Federal Constitution set forth, in the preamble of that instnmiont, the olijects
for which it was entered into. One of those objects is " to secure to ourselves and posterity
THE BLESSINGS OF LIBERTY." Mr. Webster, in his late letter to Lord Ashburton, says, " Slavery
exists in the southern States of this Union under the griaranty of our Federal Constitution." —The pat-
riots who framed the Constitution, declared their object was " to secure the blessings of Liberty." Mr.
Webster affirms that they " guarantied slavery." Did Madison and Washington, and Franklin say one
thing, and do another, or is Mr. "Webster mistaken in the assertion contained in his letter ? If this doc-
trine of Mr. Webster be correct, it follows, of course, that the free States are involved in all the guilt,
disgrace, and responsibility oi slavery ; and the position assumed in my first communication, " that the
free States are no more liable to support slavery, than the slave States are to abolish it," is erroneous
and unfounded. —This doctrine of Mr. Webster is often asserted by soutliern slaveholders, as well as by
northern men, who appear anxious to impress our people with the idea that the free States are thus sub-
sidiary to the slave States, and involved in all the hateful consequences of slavery. I will not call such
men doughfaces ; with them I have nothing to do ; my business is with their arguments. Our countiy
and posterity will hold them responsible for their attempts to induce our people to yield up their own

constitutional rights, and to become the voluntary supporters of slavery, and the slave trade. To arouse
our people to the investigation of our constitutional rights in regard to this subject, and to inspire them
to a patriotic and firm maintenance of our interests and honor, is the duty of the public press, and of pub-
lic men.

To the people of Ohio, and of the free States, I declare this doctrine unsupported by any clause in
our Constitution. No such guaranty is found in that instrument. The patriots who frairied that " bond
of Union," made no such degrading stipulation on the part of northern freemen. If that instruipent had

contained any clause susceptible of a doubtful construction, in this respect, all will agree, that it would,

and ought to be so construed, as "to secure the blessings of liberty," rather than to perpetuate slavery.
But there is no clause that can, in the opinion of the writer, be deemed dovbtful, or that by any
fltraiaed construction, can be said to guaranty slavery. The 4,tb section of the 4th article is, however,
——— I

* The law lias beenrepealedsincethe aJsovewas first jiiiblishcd,



quoted in support of tlia doctrine referred to. It reads as follows : " The United States shall s^uarant^f
to everu State in this Union, a republican form of Government, and shall protect them against invasion,

and on application of the executive, when the Legislature cannot be convened, against domestic mo-

lene.e." The word guaranty is used in connexion with a " republican form of government, and not

with slavery. It can hardly'be expected that any one will suppose these terms to i)e synonymous. It is

believed, however, that those who adhere to the doctrine now contended against, rely upon the last

clause which pledges the protection of the United States against "</oHies/j/-t)to?e/tce."
^^

The history concerning the insertion of this provision is this : In 1786, the " Shay's rebellion

broke out in the State of JNlassachusetts. This insurrection threatened the overthrow, not only of tha

government of that State, but portended the downfall of all the other State governments.— While they

were thus endangered, it was discovered that no authority existed in the old articles ot confederation, by

which the troops^of one State could be employed to suppress an insurrection in another. Ihis dil-

ficultv gave rise to the adoption of this clause for suppressing domestic violence. Massachusetts wa-S

then the only State that had abolished slavery. In this history it is difficult to trace out any intention

to sunrantu slaoeru. It is impossible to see how any legal mind can torture this clause into siich a

guaranty, "it is simply a provision for suppressing insurrecti'ms. It applies as much to the /ree States

as to slave States, andwould have been adopted, had no slavery existed m either of the States. It has

no relation to the character of the insurgents, whether they be black or white bondmen or Jreemen,

masters or slaves. If an insurrection actually take place, the power of the Federal Government must

be employed to put it down, if milder measures will not effect that object. But the President, when

called on for aid to suppress an insurrection, cannot stop to inquire into the cause trom which it
aros^e.

He is entirely unauthorized to withhold such aid, in case it arise from the abolition of slavery. 1he

trutli is, the Federal Constitution considers slaves as persons; and draws no distinction in regard to the

character of the insurgents. When the United States troops arrive upon the theatre ot action, they must

direct their efforts to suppressing the violence. It is their duty to slay all persons found in arms against

the public tranquility. The master and slave tigliting side by side against the public authority, must

both be slain without distinction, and without inquiring into their relations to each other.

When the violence is suppressed, the duty of the troops will be performed. II, then, every slave

in the nation peaceably leaves his master, and starts for Canada, there is no power in the Federal

Government to send oiir troops after them, or to set them as a guard to prevent their escape. The duty

of the President, and of the troops, is to suppress the violence, and not to support slavery. Such escape

of slaves would prove a total abolition of slavery. Where then would be the guaranty ? But suppose

the slaves engage in, and continue the violence ; it will then be tlie duty of our troops to slay them.

Would such kifling of slaves be a support of slavery ? It would be so far an abolition ot slavery, and it all

the slaves be thus slain, slavery would be abolished (for no new importations can be made under our

laws). Where then will be our guaranty ? Again : if the slaves should stubbornly refuse to labor or to

obey their masters, they would thereby work the abolition of slavery. Bnt would such act obligate the

Federal Government to furnish obedient servants ? or should they commit suicide, and thereby abolish

the institution, would the United States become liable as guarantors .' Or, were they to pursue a course

of secret destruction of their master's propertv,and thus compel their owners to emancipate them, could

the slaveholders demand indemnitv of the Federal Government ? Or, should the slaves pursue any

other course which would inevitably destroy that institution, would the Federal Government be held

responsible .' I apprehend but one answer can be given to these inti-rrogatories. But some politicians

give a more loose and indefinite construction to this section. They hold that, as Congress is bound to

lend its protection when called on to suppress domestic violence, it is their duty, in time ot peace to

provide arms, troops, and fortifications (or that purpose, and to have them so distributed as to intimidate

the slaves to obedience. If this construction be correct, it is certainly one that was not foreseen or in-

tended by the framers of the Constitution. If it be correct, the freemen of the north may be taxed to

erect a fortification on every plantation south of "Mason and Dixon's line," and to turnish a body

guard to every slaveholder and overseer in the' United States. Indeed, such construction would render

it the duty of our freemen of the north to go to the slave States, and act a^life-guards to the slaveholders.

But there is, in this section, no author! tvlbr the Federal Government to act on the subject until actual

violence takes place. The President cannot order out the troops of the United States to suppress an in-

surrection, even when actual violence has occurred, unless his aid be invoked by the State authority —
Every reader will see that two things are necessary to authorize the President to intertere—

1st. There must be actual violence. . .
2d. There must be a demand of aid from the Federal Government by the State authorities.

Witliout these th<3President lias no power to act. If violence arise, it is the privilege ot the Mate

government to suppress it, and to enforce their own laws, if they please.— In such case the President tias

no power to order the troops of the United States into the field. If the slaveholders anticipate violence

from their slaves, they are at full libertv to remove all danger by emancipating them. But the President

has no power to send our troops to the slave States to guard the masters and overseers, while they whip,

and scourge, and torture their slaves, to compel them to lalwrfor the support, and to promote the luxury,

of their owners. Yet such is, substantially, the doctrine avowed and inculcated by some northern poli-

ticians, as well as southern slaveholders ; and the question comes home to our editors and public men,

whether such views shall be pressed upon the public mind, without examination and contradiction .

I have now examined (he onlv clause in our Constitution relied upon by those who urge t lat

" slavery exists in the southern States under the guaranty of our Federal compact. 1he doctrine las

no foundation except in the servile disposition of tliose who appear anxious to involve the people ot tlie

free States in the guilt and dishonor of an institution, with which we are constitutionally unconnected.

Mr. Webster, probablv, without deliberation or close examination o( the subject, wrote his letter ot

directions to Mr. Everett,' under tlie dictation of a sbveholdiug President, giving to tliat minister orders

to exert our national influence, to obtuin indemnitv for the slave dealers who claimed the car^'oot ti e



Creole. la this manner he involved the people of the free States in the disgrace of that accursed tnSiC
in human flesh. Having done this, it became necessary that he should sustain the doctrine in his cor-
respondence with Lord Ashburton. In his letter addressed to tliat functionary, upon the subject of the
Creole, he substantially declares the people of the free States to be the guarantors of slavery, and the
supporters of the slave trade, which they execrate and detest. This saving of Mr. Webster will be
(luoted by thousands of northern doughfaces, to establish this unfounded doctrine.— It is believed that
every such effort, to commit us to the support of slavery, should be promptly met, and exposed by our
public press. They are attemptjj to surrender up our constitutional rights, and should be discarded by
every friend of liberty, and by every lover of his country. On this point, it would seem that no dif-
ference of sentiment could exist among our people, whether they belong to the Whig, the Democratic,
or Liberty party. All are desirous that our press and public men should speak forth, in plain and respect-
ful language, our constitutional rights. They neither wish nor desire that language, offensive to southern
men, should be employed. On the contrary, they would have them treated'with respect and kindness.
It is proper that the public mind should be fully informed in regard to our rights. And tliat these rights
should be respectfully and firmly maintained. Is there a Whig who would not do this .' Is there an
editor or elector in the Whig ranks, who feels too delicate to assert our rights, or too patriotic to main-
tain them ? I make these remarks in consequence of the feeling so often expressed, that the agitation
of our rights is impolitic. The idea is one which should meet with universal disapprobation.— We ought
never to remain silent when our rights and interests are invaded.

Having examined the two paragraphs in our Constitution, which are quoted to prove that we are
involved in the support of slavery, I trust the reader will be prepared to say with me, that the Federal
Government, and the free States, have the constitutional right to be separate and totally exempt from
the support of slavery and the slave trade ; and that this righf is as supreme, absolute, and unconditional,
as is the right of the slave States to maintain them.

In my next I shall ask the attention of my readers to some of the instances in which their rights
have been invaded. PACIFICUS.

NUMBER TV.

VIOLATION OF THE CONSTITUTIOiV FOR THE SUPPORT OF SLAVERY.
Mr. Editor : In my first communication, I stated that, by our Federal Constitution, the free States

possessed "the absolute and unqualified right of being exempt and entirely free from the expense, the
guilt, and the disgrace of slavery and of the slave trade." To establish this principle beyond all doubt
or cavil, his been the object of my second and third numbers. Having thus disposed of that part of my
subject, I shall now proceed to call the attention of my readers to some few of the instances in which
the people of the free States have been uncon,«titutionally involved in .the expense of that institution ;
reserving, for a future number, all reference to the guilt and disgrace which has been forced upon us, in
order to sustain and encourage slavery. This practice of sustaining slavery at the expense and incon-
venience of the people of the free States, had its origin in the days of our revolution. In 1780, the au-
thorities of South Carolina sent a confidential agent to inform Congress that their State could furnish no
troops to defend her territory against the British forces, as it was necessary that her men should all re-
main at home to defend their fandlies and friends against their slaves in case of insurrection. (Vide
secret Journal of Congress.) (jnder these circumstances, troops were taken from the northern States,
to defend them against the British, while they defended themselves against their slaves, and compelled
them to labor tor the benefit of their masters. In this way southern plantations were rendered productive,
while those of the north were left destitute of laborers, and the burden of supporting slavery was thrown
almost entirely upon the northern States. By the subsequent adoption of the Constitution, slavery was
made strictly a State institution. Its burdens to be borne by such States as continued them, whilo
those States, who preferred to do so, had an equal right to be exempt from all its evils, by emancipating
their slaves. Yet the practice of throwing the burden of supporting slavery upon the nation at large,
thereby involving the free States in its expense, has continued down to the present day. These burdens
have been cast upon the people of the free States : Firstly, by appropriations made by Congress for the
direct and avowed purjiose of sustaining slavery and the slave trade. And, secondly", by such action of
the executive and legislative branches of government, as was calculated, eventually, "t

o

produce that
effect, and, in some instances, the refusal of Ccmgress and the Executive to act, lest such action would,
relieve the people of the free States from this burden.

To the first branch of this proposition, I shall devote the present number.
Our first treaty, formed with the Creek Indians, was signed 7th August, 1790. It contained a stipu-

lation on the part of the Indians to snirreruler up all negroes then in their territory.
The same stipulation was contained in nearly all our subsequent treaties with that savage nation.

I regret that the limits, prescrilied to myself, will not admit of detail, and I will here state, that if any
reader shall call for details on any point embraced in these essays, I will most cheerfully give them here-
after. This covenant of the Indians to surrender up negroes, was connected with stipulations to perform
other acts, and the exact amount paid for surrendering negroes is therefore unknown. For the violation
of this clause of the treaty, we compelled them to pay to the slaveholders of Georgia, at one time, two
hundred and fifty thousand dollars. I think it a fair estimate, to set down the sum paid to that nation,
for the purpose of inducing them to return fugitive slaves, at three hundred thousand dollars. — In our
treaty with the Florida Indians, concluded at Camp Moultrie, in 1823, we agreed to pay them six thous-
and dollars, and an annuity of five thousand dollars for twenty years. The Indians, on their part, stipu-
lated " to be active a7idvigilant in preventing fugitive slaves from passing through their country, and
in apprehending and returning to their mssters such as should seek an asylum among them." — Official
reports and documents, now on file in the War Department, show%beyond contradiction, that the Florida
war was commenced and prosecuted for the purpose of regaining fugitive slaves, and to prevent furtlier
escapes of that class of people.



The expense of this war is estimated dtforty mil/ ions of dollars.
After the close of the late war with Great Britain, our Government demanded of that nation compoit-

Sation, for tlie owners, of such slaves as escajied to their army (hiring hostilities. The demand was re-
si.^ted,and years of diplomatic ettort were employed in extorting from them the price of liberty thus

gained bv our fellow men. After much effort and expense, we obtained fourteen hundred thousand

dollars for the slaveholders ; but the people of the free States were taxed to defray tlie expense of ob-
taining and distributing the money. In 1825, and for many years subsequent to that time, the efforts of

our Government were put Ibrth " to prevent the abolition of slauery in the Island of Cuba, lest the ex-

ample might affect the institution in our southern States." And an agent was sent there to prevent the

emancipation of slaves. Our people of the free States were thus involved in the expense of opposing the

liberty of mankind. In 1818, General Jackson marched his army into Florida; while there, his sol-
diers, and the followers of his camp, took many slaves from the people of that territory, and tiie people
of the free States have been taxed to pay for the negroes thus taken.* (Vide documents on file in the

office of the Secretary of tlie Treasury.)
In 1316, certain fugitive slaves took refuge in the Territory of Florida, and erected a fort upon the

bank of the Apalachicola river. Here they made their gardens, and cleared their fields, and cultivated
their farms. General Jackson sent orders to General Gaines, to enter this territory of the King of Spain,
to destroy the fort, and " to arrest and return the fugitive slaues to their masters." A gunboat was de-

spatched"for the pm-pose of effecting these objects. "The fort was cannonaded with hot shot until the

magazine was blown up; and two hundred and seventy meil, women, and children were instantaneously
murdered in cold blood, f')r no other crime than that of preferring liberty to slavery. A law was passed
in February, 1838, to pay more tlran live thousand dollars to the officers and crew, as a bounty for this
destruction of our fellow beings. Our people of Ohio, and the other free Stales, were thus involved in
the expense of inurderins; fugitive slaves, for the benefit of that institution.

The bill granting this sum, as a merited bounty for killing slaves, was reported by the chairmanf
of the Naval Committee, and, it is said, was passed upon their authority without further examination in
the House. Many of the slave .States have laws autliorizing their officers to arrest and imprison free
colored persons who enter their States, and to sell them as slaves, unless the expense of imprisoning
them be paid. Many free colored men in the employ of the United States, have been thiis imprisoned,
and the expense paid by Government in order to release tliem. (Vide reports of committees made at the
last session of Congres.s.) Much expense has also been incurred by Government in sending detachments
of troops and of the marine corps to intimidate the slaves of the south to obedience. These instances
have been frequent ; so much so, that otficers, commanding detachments, do not even wait fororders from
the War Department, to march their forces into any region where appearances of insurrection are mani-
fested. J Every reader is aware that ships, engaged in the slave trade, have been wrecked on arid near
the British West India islands ; and the slaves, finding themselves at liberty, have refused to return.
Our Government lias espoused the cause of the slave dealers, and have, for many years, involved the
people of the free States in the expense of obtaining, from the British Government, the loss which the
slave merchants sustained by the liberation of their slaves. Thus have we been taxed for the support of
the slave trade. I need not mention the particulars concerning the Creole. They will be recollected
by every reader. More than a hundred thousand dollars have been appropriated for the erection of
prisons in tlie District of Columbia. —These prisons have been, and still are, used by slave merchants, to
confine their slaves until their cargoes or coffles for southern markets are completed. In a former num-
ber, I referred to the fact, that a Democratic Legislature of our own State appropriated the money of our
fellow citizens, to pay themselves their per diem, while they discussed the proper mode of catching south-
ern slaves. These are some oi the instances in which the people of the free States have been involved
in the direct expense of sustaining and supporting slavery. The amount cannot be ascertained with pre-
tiision. Many have estimated it at one hundred millions dollars, or more than one-eighth part of the
whole sum, expended by the United States, since the adoption of our Federal Constitution, including
the expense of tlie late war with Great Britain. They include, in such estimate, the expense of re-
moving southern Indians, and the amount paid for the purchase of Florida arid Louisiana.^—The protec-
tion of slavery, doubtless, entered into and formed a part of the objects attained by these purchases and
the removal of the Indians. But the writer is unwilling to bring forward, upon his own responsibility,
any estimate that admits of dispute or argument. The amount is immense when viewed in the most
favorable light. Yet the abuse consists in the clear and palpable violation of our constitutional rights,
tather than in the number of dollars and cents taken from our pockets, and Appropriated to the support
of slavery.

The Constitution has been violated ; and these violations have become so frequent j as to create
alarm among our patriots and sages. (Vide Mr. Adams' late speech at Braintree.) Tlie writer, how-
ever, considers the most alarming circumstance to be the perfect silence of our northern pressj and our
northern statesmen and politicians, under the infliction of tiiose abuses and violation of the Constitution,
and of oTir rights and interests. We have submitted to them so long, and so patiently, that many of our
people begin to entertain tlie opinion that we are constitutionally bound to contribute a portion of our
substance, accumulated by our toil and labor, to enable the slaveholders of the south to keep their slaves
in subjection. Sir, this supineness of the northern press and northern men; is unworthy of the dc-

* In tholastolansoof tlio 9ili articloof oiir treatywith Spain, enteredinfo in 1P20,theUnited Piatcs asrord " to pay
the Spanishofficers,andthe private.Spaiiislicitizens, lor all proj:ci-tylost bythemovementsof theluteJlmirh-nn f<rmyhi
Florika." On a referenceof the questionto the lateAttorney (ieneval, Felix Grundy, thatoftieergravelydecided,that
slaveswereproperty,andhe suhstantiallydecidedalso, thatstcalin<;nci^roesconstiluleda portionof themovementsofour
late armyin Florida, l^ponthe authorityof this opinion, Secretary Woodbiu'ypaid for the neijroes,aUhon!;hno other
Secretaryhadeverentertainedsuchan application.

f Hon. IsaacToucj , a JemorraHcrepresentativefromConnscticnf,was theauthorof tlie bill.

t Most appointmentsin tlic armyandnavy, madehy.-ilavclioldiiigPiegidents,are from thesouth.
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sceryJaata of our revolutionary fathei-s- Further abuses ihould be resisteii. Wlale we pay all poasibls-

deference to the rights of tlie slave States, we surely ought to maintain our own. We should stand upon

the strict Une of the Constitution. We ought not to pernriit our soutliern brethren to invade our rights,

while we should be equally careful not to encroach upon theirs.
PACIFICUS.

NUMBER V.

VIOLATIONS OF THE CONSTITUTION CONTTXUED.

Mr. Editor : In my last communication, I referred to some of the instances in which the money,

collected from our people of the free States, had been appropriated directly to the support of slavery.

It is now my purpose to refer to some instances in which the people of the free States have been com-

pelled to suffer pecuniary inconvenience and loss, for the benefit of the slaveholding interests of the

south.
It is more than forty years since the people of Hayti, following the example which we had set

them, achieved their independence, and establish a government of their own. —By their acts of valor

and patriotism, they became as much entitled to a rank among the governments of the earth, as we did

by our revolution.
"

This claim has been acknowledged by franco and England, and, indeed, so far as I
am informed, by all the civilized nations of the earth, excejjt the United States. So far from recognising
the government of Hayti, at an early day we passed a law to suppress all commercial intercounse be-

tween our people and the people of that Island. (Vide act of Congress, approved 28th February, 18()6.>
This was done bocau.se the people had, most of them, been slaves; and it was designed to withhold

from them our provisions in order to bring upon them famine and distress, lest their example might in-
duce the slaves in our southern States to assert their liberty. It is true that a hazardous and unccrtaia

trade has existed between our people of New England and those of Hayti, but vc have been virtually

cut off from the 7?ro/t<sand advantages of a commerce with that island, ibr the reason that intercourse

with that people might aflect the slaves of the southern States, and render them discontented in their

chains of bondage. Most of this time we have been virtually excluded from the commerce of the British

West India Islands. In the meantime Hayti has offered to our merchants golden temptations for their

American produce. These temptations they were compelled to forego in order that the southern slaves

might be held in ignorance of their rights. Our farmers of Ohio have been denied a market for their

wheat, flo\ir, beef, pork, and other produce, in order to maintain such a state of ignorance in the slave

States as would enable the masters to hold their slaves in subjection.
I have already alluded to the fact that, by a law existing in most of the slave States, colored seamen,

when they arrive "in port, are liable to be seized and imprisoned, lest their presence might create a de-

sire for liberty among the slaves. If the persons thus imprisoned are found unable to pay the extravagant

charges for their arrest and imprisonment, they are to be sold into slavery. These proceedings have

operated as a tax upon tlie commerce of onr northern States. Thus have our interests been made to sub-

serve the interests of slavery. In this way the Federal Government has extended its fostering care over

that institution, at the expense of the people of the free States. For forty years we have thus been ren-

dered tributary to the slave States. Our Government still refuses to enter into commercial relations

with that of Hayti, and the interests of our shipowners, our sailors, our merchants, our mechanics and

farmers, are depressed and discouraged, in order that ignorance and slavery may be prolonged in the

south. And where are our statesmen or our editors, of either party, who boldly denounce this flagrant
abuse of northern interests and northern rights ? Nay, I appeal to every thinking, candid man, to say

whether a frank and temperate maintenance of our rights on this subject has not been regarded as uncon-

stitutional and dishonorable by a portion of our people of the north ? So long, so tamely and silently,

have we been accustomed to yield up our interests for the benefits of slavery, that an open assertion of

our rights, and support of our "interests, is regarded with distrust and jealousy.

In 1816, onr people of the free States were deeply engaged in commerce; our ships navigated

everv sea ; our sailors were numerous ; our merchants were enjoying a profitable commerce ; our farmers
■
were encouraged by a ready market for their products. The war, then but just closed, had left our na-

tion in debt; a hundred millions of dollars was to be raised, beside the current expenses of Government.

Southern statesmen considered that the interests of the slaveholding States would he promoted by levy-

ing this vast sum upon the commerce of the free States. The command was given, and the blow was

struck. Twelve thousand seamen were turned out of employ, commerce was crippled, and thousands

of our ship owners and merchants were ruined, and the industry of the north was, for a season, paralyzed
for the purpose of relieving the slave States of their due proportion of our public debt and the expenses
of Government.

At length our people of the north gradually conformed to the tariff of 1816, and subsequent amend-

ments. They vested their fortunes, accumulated by industry and economy, in the factories designed to

supplv our nation with such fabrics as were deemed necessary to the comfort of our people. Our la-

borers again found employ. Industry was encouraged. Our farm.ers of Ohio found a ready market for

their produce; prosperity again cheered every department of society in the free States. Our public
r'^venueswere ample. Our national debt was paid off'; our harbor improvements, the improvement of

our river navigation and our Cumberland road, were going forward with rapidity, when the slaveholding
inlluence became dissatisfied, and tliroatened a dissolution of the Union. One of the slave States ar-

raved its military forces to oppose this northern prosperity, and to reduce the Federal Government to

the necessity of "changing its policy tor the fancied purpose of forcing prosperity upon the slave States, in

defiance of that law of Providence Which has ordained that it shall never result from oppression and vice.

The compromise act of 1833 was nothing more nor less than the mandate of southern statesmen, by which

they directed that our harbor and river improvements should cease ; that the sale of Oliio wheat, flour,

pork, and beef, in New England, should stop : and that our farmers should be deprived of a home mar-



ket for tli"ir produce • that Uie manufacturers of New England should be ruined ; that hundreds of

thousands of laborers should be turned out of employ ; that the revenues of Government should be struck

aown • that a national debt should be incurred, public credit impaired, and private credit ruinetl, lor the

purpose of sustaining and encouraging the interests of the slave States. The mandate was obeyed, and

the people of the free States have quietlv, and almost silently, submitted to the loss oi untold millions,

for the benefit of the slave States. The writer would not be understood aa saving these were violations

of the Constitution; but that they were as clearly violations of the rights ofthejree States as were the

appropriations of monev for the express purpose of capturing fugitive slaves. It is thus that our commerce

vvith Havti has been Jut off, and our domestic labor has been left to compete with the pauper labor ot

Europe.'in order that the interests of the slave States might be protected, sustained, and upheld at the

expense of northern freemen. , c^.. r i ..„„
Under the law distributing the proceeds of the public lands among the several States, a fund was

provided bv which all our northern States would have extricated themselves from their present embar-

rassment's and would have been enal)led to complete their internal improvements already commenced.

Our canals and railroads would have given increased tacilities to our internal commerce ; stimulated our

agricultural and mechanical laborers to greater effort by offering greater encouragement 1 hey would

have aided and increased our manufacturers. They would, in a great degree, have annihilated the space

which now divides the people of New England from those of our western States ; our associatons would

have increased ; refinement and taste would have been encouraged; intelligence more rapidly dissem-

inated ; and learning and science promoted. These advantages, though highly desirable to a tree peo-

ple are dangerous to the interests of slavery, which must ever depend upon the ignorance and stupidity

of the slave population in regard to their rights, and the means of regaining them. All these results were

clearly seen bv that influence which is ever jealous of the progress ot knowledge, which teaches man to

know "the rights that God has given him. Their sacrifice was deemed necessary to the interest of slav-

ery. A slav"eholding President became the willing instrument by which the object was efT(?cted. Con-

sistency, self-respect, reason, and the rights of the northern States, presented but slight obstacles to the

attainment of his purpose. These advantages to the free States, increasing and expanding as we look

forward to comimj time, were sacrificed by the Federal Government for the purpose of preserving the

slaveholding influence from all hazard. I am aware that a portion of our people consider these subjects

of but little' importance. They urge that all encroachments upon our rights in favor of the slaveholding

interests are to be resisted, but'deny that a protective tariff, the distribution of the proceeds of the public

lands, the improvement of our harbors, our river navigation, or of the Cumberland road, are of such im-

portance as to require their aid and support.
If these important interests be abandoned by those who make the " support of northern rights" their

motto, how can they expect the friends of internal improvements, and of the tariff, to unite w'ith them in

matters which they deem of far less pecuniary importance. If one class of our northern men will tamely

surrender ouv pecuniary interests, mav we not expect that another portion will be as willing to yield up

our honor to the demands of the southern States ? Is there an individual who is not perfecty conscious

that such divisions must prove destructive to all our sectional rights .' If those whose minds dwell

mostly on the moral influences of slavery, and who feel most deeply interested in removing the moral

desolation it occasions, abandon all support of our pecuniary interests, separate from their political
friends, and refuse to co-operate with them ; can they expect, by such separation, to facilitate the ac-

complishment of their own purposes? Can any man of reflection suppose that we can extricate our-

selves from the moral influence of slavery, while it continues to control our pecuniary interests.

The safety of the free States depends upon preserving the Constitution in its purity, and in the

firm and temperate support of «// ovr rights. If one of our'important rights suffer, all must be affected.

They will either stand or fall together. Division of our friends is itself a sacrifice of our rights. —Union

of our friends will secure our ridits and our interests. I am aware that T shall be charged of speaking

mostly in regard to the rights of the 7iorth, while I say but little of those of the sotifh. But I beg my
readers to understand that the south have not only maintained their oivn rights, but they have made our

rights subservient to their interests ; and it has therefore become necessary that public attention should

be thus particularly called to the support oUhe interests and the honor of thefree States.
PACIFICUS.

NU.MBER VI.
TIOLATIO'S OF THE CONSTITUTION CONTINUED.

Mr. Editor : Having in my two last numbers made some allusion to tlie inanner in which tlie peo-

ple of the free States have been involved in the pecuniary expense of slavery, I will now proceed to ex-
amine some of the instances in which we have been involved in the moral guilt of tIfat in.'stitution.

By act of Congress, approved February 27. 1801, slavery and the slave trade in the District of Co-
lumbia were re-established and continued. As some diversity of opinion exists in regard to the power
of Congress over the subject of slavery in that District, it may bo well to remark, that the States of Mary-
land and Virginia, by deeds of cession bearing date in IROO, conveyed the territory embraced within the
District of Columbia to the United States. These dcec^ of cession each contained a clause providing
that the State laws should continue in force within the territory ceded, until Congress should accept tlie

grant. Congress accepted the grant, and, from that instant, the State laws ceased to have any force or
effect within the territory. It then came under the control of another sovereignty, and, of course, all for-
mer laws must cease. When I speak of former Slate laws, I refer to all statntc or municipal laws, in-
cluding the laws of descent and distribution, and the laws for the collection of debts and punishing
crimes, as well as the laws of slavery and the slave trade. .Ml these ceased to e\ist the moment Con-

gress accepted the grants, From that time to tliis, there has been no munirip il law in existence within
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said District except acts of Congress. In onler tiiat the people wiihiu the Dislriot should suiter no in-
convenience for the want of laws, Congress passed the act above referred to. By this law, the statutes
formerly in force were re-enacted, and became the laws uf Congress, and have been in force since that
time. In this way slavery was re-established, and, by virtue of this act of Congress, the slave trade is

now continued in the city that bears the name of Washi.nutox. Repeal that act of Cong7-ess,and the
slave trade will instantly be abolished, and slavery will be done away forever. Congress refuses to re-

peal this law of their own enacting, and by such refusal iipkolJs the slave trade, with all its horrors, and
its attendant guilt. By virtue of this law, parents are separated from their children, husbands from their
wives, brothers from their sisters, and chained to the cotHe, or placed on board the slave ships, are des-
tined for a southern market. By virtue of this law of Congress, all the ties of domestic life are severed

by the mercenary trader in human flesh. Here the father, in the presence of his wife and children, has
been known to lay violent hands upon himself, and rush into the presence of his God, rather than meet
the horrors of a separation about to bo inflicted upon him, under the sanction of this Cungressional sluve
trade. Here within the walls of the prison, erected by funds diawn from the people of the free States,
the mother has been known, in the unutterable anguish of her soul, to murder the children of her own

body, to prevent their otherwise inevitable doom of being exposed to a southern slave market; and then with

hands reeking with the blood of her offspring, to sever the thread of her own existence, rather than meet the

tortures of that " execrable commerce," now carried on under the sanction of this law, passed and sus-

tained by votes of ;jor/Ae/-?i re/3re5e>i/«/n'es.* Petitions are forwarded every year to Congress, praying

that body to repeal this law, and thereby release the people of the north from the soul-sickcning guilt

atttendant upon this trade in suffering humanity. Yet these petitions are treated with contempt, and we

are compelled to continue involved in its turpitude, fearing that our releasefrom it tvoiild aff' rt the in-
terest of the slavedeulers. To prevent our release from this guilt, every Democratic member of Congress

from Ohio has, for years, united his influence and efH)rts with the slaveholders of the south. Indeed,

they have stood before the world as "Me Swiss Guards'" of the slavedeaiers ; ready, on all occasions, to

fiTht the ba'tles of those who follow a traffic condemned and execrated by the civilized world —cursed of

God, and hated by man, I will not occupy time by any thing more than a mere reference to the fact

that slavery and the slave trade exists in the Territory of Florida, under the sanction and approbation of

the Congress of the United States.f In the guilt of thus sustaining and continuing the institution in

that Territory, the people of the free States are deeply involved, while their petitionsj to be relieved from

such guilt, are indignantly scouted from the halls of legislation by their servants in the House of Repre-

sentatives.
In a former number I referred to the fact that the Executive of the United States has put forth our

national influence for many years ' t̂o prevent the abolition of slavery in the Island of Cuba," fur the

reason that ^'the sudden emancipation of a numerous population could not but be very sensibly felt
upon the adjacent shores of the United Slates.\ How far these efforts of our Government have involved

us in the guilt of slavery and of the slave trade, as they have been carried on there for the last fifteen

years, I am unable to determine. I refer to facts, and leave them for the consideration of the reader.

The troops of the United States have often been called on to support the institution of slavery by the

direct interposition of our arms. More than five hundred slaves were captured by our army in Florida,

and returned to a state of interminable slavery. (Vide ex. doc. 4.5, of last session of Congress.) Thus
the people of the free States have been involved in all the guilt of enslaving our fellow men, in order that

the slaveholders may have the benefit of their labor.

In my fourth number I referred to the manner in which a fort within the Territory of Florida was

blown up, and two hundred and seventy men, women, and children were murdered by the crew of a gun-

boat detached from our naval force, for the sole purpose of robbing them of their lives, for no other reason

than that they were unwilling to be robbed of their liberty. This murder, unparalleled in the history of

any free and enlightened government on earth, was committed by persons in our employ—by our agents,

acting in our name and by our authority. We were thus involved in the guilt of violently sending two

hundred and seventy of our fellow beings to their final doom, in order that slavery may continue and

prosper.
" The deep damnation of their taking off" rests on us— on the people of the free States, as well as

on those of the slave States.

In the general support which our Government has given to slavery, they have involved our people

of the free States in the general guilt of that institution. The late census has given us some interesting

data by which the number of lives annually sacrificed among the slaves may be estimated with an ap-

proximation to truth* It has been said by some inteUigent slaveholders, that the most profitable time in

which " to use up a slave, was seven years." By this it is umderstood that the holder may make more

profit from his slave by driving him so hard as to make the average length of life among his slaves no

more than seven years after they reach maturity. By comparing the number of deaths, between the ages

of twenty and forty, among the slaves of the south and the laborers of the north, some opinion may be

* Every Democraticmemberfiom Oliio lias, for years, opposedall attemptsto repealthis law, or to stopthe trallic iu
slaves.

+Pincp thepiiblitation of thisarticle,an attempthasbeenmadein Congressto disapproveof a territoriallaw of Florida,
v*-hioliauthorizesthesaleinto slaveryof sUchfreecoloredpersonsascome into any port of that territory. Tlie law \v;i3

sustainedbyeveryUemocralicmemberfrom Ohio, aswell asmostof thosefrom the free Stales,whoseconstituentsvvil)
therebybecomeliableto be soldnito iulernihiable bondage. (Vide Jom-nalof tlio Iloifse of Kepresentativesof the ;idof
January, 184'2.

j Seeletterof Mr. Van Burcn, Pecrrtaryof State,to Mr. Van Ness, our rrtinisterin Spain. October32,1829.
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formed as to the number of murJers by the abuse of slaves in the United States. Tlie writer speaks from

memory when he states, that such comparisons phow that four hundred thousand human hves have been

sacrificed to the Moloch of slavery within the United States between 1830 and 1840. In the guilt of

these wholesale murders the people of the free States have been involved, in just such degree as they

have lent their influence and aid in suijporting that institution. Every man who uses his influence to

withhold from our people a knowledge of these facts, and of their rights to be exempt from this incon-

ceivable amount of guilt, becomes accessory to the murders thus committed. Our public men and editors,

who endeavor to suppress the agitation of our rights on this subject, become voluntary participators in

shedding this river of blood, the stains of which centuries will not wash from our national escutcheon.

I might refer to numerous instances in which the people of the free States have been involved in the

guilt of slavery and the slave trade ; but I have mentioned enough to serve as examples. My object has

been to show my readers the manner in which their constitutional rights to remain free from the guilt

and moral turpitude of slavery, have been invaded. If the Federal Government had abolished slavery in

every State of this Union, the outrage upon the Constitution would have been no greater, than has been

that of involving the people of the free States in the base wickedness of slaveiy and of the slave trade.—
Yet, Mr. Editor, our public press, and public men, have not only remained supinely inactive under these

positive violations of the Constitution and of our rights, but they have been absolutely silent.

One of our great political parties has constantly aided in the perpetration of those outrages upon the

people, while it must be acknowledged that tlie other has exhibited entirely too much insensibihty to our

wrongs; although their votes and acts, for some years past, have demonstrated to the world an unwilling-

ness entirely to yield up our blood-bought privileges. This servile yielding up of the Constitution, as

well as therights and interests of the free States, will gain no favor among the people for either party.
No southern patriot will demand it; no northern patriot will silently submit to it. If our Union be'

maintained, it will be by supporting the Constitution, not by violating it. By maintaining the rights

both of the north and of the south, not by trampling upon those of either section. The south must be

permitted to maintain their slavery while they wish to do so ; the north must be permitted to enjoy its

freedom uncontaminated and unpolluted by the guilt of slavery/. The political party that throws its in-

fluence into the support of all these rights, will bo sustained by the people; while the party that either in-

vades the rights of the south, or supinely surrenders up those of the north, will be found wanting, when

weighed in the balance of public sentiment. PACIFICUS.

NUMBER VII.
VIOLATIONS OF THE CONSTITUTION CONTINUED.

Mr. Editor : I proceed to notice, briefly, some of the instances in w-hich the people of the free'
States have been involved in the disgrace of slavery. In my first number I alluded to the unanimous de-
claration by these States of the self-evident truth, " that man is born free, and is endowed
BY HIS CREATOR WITH THE INALIENABLE RIGHT OF LIFE, LIBERTY, AND THE PURSUIT OF
HAPPINESS." Every act of our Federal Government, which denies to our fellow men these rights,-
exhibits to the world an inconsistency, and renders us obnoxious to the charge of hypocrisy. The first
act of gross inconsistency, on the part "o

f

the Federal Government, was the act of Congress, approved 27th
February, 1801, by which slavery and the slave trade were re-established, continued, and are now sup-
ported in the District of Columbia. Under that laws the people of the free States have for forty years
been involved in theMisgrace of the slave trade, which, during that period, has been carried on in the city
of Washington.

At an early day, it was found that the slaves of the south escaped to the British West India islands,
to Mexico, and to Canada. Our Government espoused the cause of the tlavehold'^'rs,and opened a cor-

respondence with Great Britain and Mexico, in order to obtain an arrangement with those Governments
for the return of such slaves ; thus endeavoring to make the Federal Government and the free States the

protectors of slavery, and holding out to the world that it was a natio7ial institution, in palpable violation'
of the constitution, and of every "dictate of justice In 18.35the people of Florida sent a representation
to GeneralJackson, that tlie slaves of that Territory, and of the adjoining States, were in the habit of
fleeing from their masters and taking refuge with the Seminole Indians. Our troops, paid by the Federal
Government in money drawn from the people of the north, were ordered there, and were literally made
the catchpoles of slaveholders ; thus making the capture of fugitive slaves the business of the 7Uttion, and
involving the people of the free States in its disgrace. I mentioned in a former number the fact that, by
order of the War Department, a gunboat went up the Apalachicola river for the purpose of destroying a

fort in which fugitive slaves had taken refuge, and that two hundred and seventy human beings were mur-
dered in cold blood by the agents of our Government, paid by the freemen of the north.

■ In this extraordinary transaction, our people of the free States were involved in the disgrace of jnur-

dering fugitive slaves.
The efforts which our Government put forth to obtain indemnity for the owners of slaves who escaped

to the British army during the late war, led that nation, and the civilized world, to believe that slavery
was dinational institution, sustained by the free States as well as the slave States, and we wei'e conse'-
quently involved in all the odium of slavery. The exertions of our Government to prevent the abolition
of slavery in Cuba, and thus to stop the progress of human liberty, involved the people of the free States
in all the disgrace attached to that extraordinary transaction. The spirited manner in which our Govern-
ment espoused the cause of the slave dealers, who owned the cargoes of the Comet and Encomium,

bi-ought upon the people of the free States all the ignominy attached to the supporters of the slave trade.
But the honor of the free States has suffered most deeply from the restraints placed upon our people

by the force of public sentiment among ourselves. This state of public opinion originated in the patriot-
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iem of the northern States. Prior to the formation of our Constitution, our people felt tlio absolute ne-
cessity of a confederated (Jovernment, with more ample powers than existed under the old confederation.
To obtain this, they were ready and willing to make sacrifices. Georgia and South Carolina would not
adopt the Constitution, unless they were permitted to follow the slave trade for twenty years ; to thi.s the
northern States reluctantly consented, in order to bring them into the Union. The north also consented
to permit the south to be represented in Congress in proportion to the number of their slaves, and to pur-
sue their fugitive slaves into the free States, and arrest and carry them l)ack. These concessions were
sacrifices of northern sentiments and northern interests, made for the purpose of obtaining a more effi-
cient government, in order to strengthen and perpetuate the institutions of our country. In this manner
the Constitution was purchased by the free States. Since the adoption of the Constitution, we have been
constantly called on to make further sacrifices to purchase its continuance. Thus, in 1820, the slave
States demanded an extension of the slaveholding influence, by the admission of IVIissouri as a slave State,
in order to check the increasing preponderance of the free States. The free States objected. The south
threatened an immediate dissolution ol'tlie Union, unless their demands were complied with. The north
submitted for the purpose oi p̂reserving the Union- The sacrifice was declared an act of patriotism, and
an example worthy to be imitated by statesmen and politicians. In 1833 South Carolina demanded a
surrender of the tariff, and distinctly informed us, that, unless her demands were complied with, she
would dissolve the Union. The statesmen of the free States hesitated, trembled, and submitted. The
tariff was repealed, and the interests of the free States yielded up, in order to purcliase a continuance ot
the Union. The act is yet quoted by some as an example of patriotism on the part of the free States.
Our press, our statesmen, and politicians treated it as such ; and our people were thus led to believe, that
the sacrifice of northern riglits to the interests of the slave States, was, in fact, a duty and a virtue.

Whenever the interests of the north and the south came in conflict, southern members were, for more
than a quarter of a century, in the habit of threatening " a dissolution of the Union,^' as the most effi^ctual
argument in favor of their measures ; and it seldom failed to convince their opponents. This practice be-
came so common, that dictation appears to have been regarded as the right of the south, and submission
was looked upon as the duty of the north. This feeling prevailed so long, and to such an extent, that any
deviation from the accustomed submission was regarded as suspicious.

In our circles at home, the agitation of any question which embraced the institution of slavery, or
the slave trade, was usually denounced as abolition ; and, without further examination, was regarded as
dishonorable to him who proposed it. Our public men became unwilling to raise any question that should
affect slavery, lest they should thereby jeopardize their political standing ; and the public press discou-
raged every attempt to assert the rights of the free States in opposition to the interests of the south. To
support slavery, it is absolutely necessary to suppress all knowledge of human rights among those held in
bondage.

To the .suppression of such knowledge our people of the free States became accessory. In doing this,
our own rights were lost sight of; we saw our money taken from our pockets and appropriated to the re-
capture, and even to the murder of fugitive slaves, and were silent under the ouftage. The spirit of in-
dependence and honor seemed to have fled from our people. We saw our Presidents; our Heads of De-
partments ; our Speakers of the House of Representatives, and of the Senate ; our foreign ministers ; our
officers in the army and navy, mostly taken from the slave States, and we meekly submitted to the abuse.
We saw our respectful petitions to Congress treated with contempt ; and our citizens, who dared thus to
approach their servants, were insulted and abused by the supercilious advocates of slavery ; while scarcely
a solitary voice was heard in defence ol northern honor. Even such as dared to stand Ibrth in defence ot"
our rights and interests, were generally condemned by the press, or " damn'd with faint praise." This,

was the point of our lowest degradation. History will mark the commencement of 1842 as the period of
the deepest humiliation of the Tree States. It was the time when the slave power ruled triumphant ; and,
untrammeled by the Constitution, held the freemen of the north in almost willing subjection to its dic-
tates : when the rights, the interests, and the honor of the free States were regarded as of little importance,
except as a means of promoting the interests of the slave States. At this period, when all hope of support-
ing the rights of the north appeared about to expire, a most important incident transpired in the House
of Representatives of the United States. John Quincy Adams presented a petition to dissolve the Union;
I say nothing in favor of this petition ; it was, however, a request that Congress would carry into eflijct

the threats which, for twenty-five years, had been put forth by southern statesmen. It was a request that
those States, which had assumed to themselves the control of the F'ederal Government, migh.t be left to
take care of and protect themselves. The proposition horrified those who had so often menaced us with
the consequences now prayed for by northern men.

The effect produced by this petition was most important. Southern statesmen exhibited to the world
a consciousness of their entire dependence upon the free Stales. It was distinctly avowed, by one of their
ablest and most influential members, that " the dissolution of the Union would be the dissolution of
slavery." It showed to the people of the free States, and to the world, that our institutions and national

independence must ever depend upon northern freemen for support. From this moment northern men
felt more conscious of their power, and of the importance of our free institutions of the north. The scep-
tre of power then departed from the south, and must hereafter be swayed by the north, if our people prove
themselves worthy of the high trust reposed in them. It is true great efforts were subsequently made,
and will continue to be made, by members from the slave States, assisted by northern Democrats, to stop
the wheels of that revolution in the public mind, which originated in the attempt to censure the venera-

ble *.dams. But their efforts have only served to awaken'our people more fully to the maintenance of
our rights. PACIFIC US.
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NUMBER VIII.

THE REMEDY.

Mr Editor • I have now stated, generally, the constitutional rishls of the people of the free States

toncernino- slaverv' and have referred to some of the most prominent abuses to which those rifiihts have

been subie"cted It remains for me to call the attention of my readers to the remedy. But this will at once

eu4i<^estitself to the mind of every reader, and each will say that our remedy consists in a united vindica-

tion of our rights; that the real difficulty consists in our divisions, and our first efforts should be to unite

the friends of northern rights. In order to do this, we must search out tlie cause of our^division, and un-

derstand distinctly the point on which we separated. If I understand our Liberty men, they are anxious

to maintain the rights of the free States, and they ask for nothing more. I speak upon the authority of

manv leading men of that party. I have never met with an intelligent man who asked or demanded any

thin- more than this ; vet they say, " the Whigs have neglected a portion of our most important rights,

and thev feel it their duty to separate from them, and to form a distinct party, whose principal efforts are

to be di'rected to the maintenance of such of our rights as have been neglected by the Whigs. It was not

lucii posibon before tliey separ^..^ ..^ ■ . ^- ,• tu i j *
collection of the great mass of our people of all parties. At the time of separating from us, they had not

clearly set forth lo the world our riglits, which had been trampled upon ; nor did they state, with perspi-

cuitv, the abuses which thev sought to correct. Neither did they definitely mai-k the boundaries and

limft the extent of the political reform which they were endeavoring to effect. On tlie contrary, there

was a deo-reeof obscurity pervadina; their objects. They professed opposition to slavery, and left the pub-

lic to infl'r a design to invade the privileges of the slave States, instead of maintaining our own. This

iilez. has rested in the minds of a large portion of our people, both in the free and in the slave States. It

/.3 true the charge was often denied ; and it is equally true that the denial was not carried home to the

minds of the great mass of our people ; many of whom, to this day, really believe the object of the Liberty

party to be an unconstitutional interference'with the privileges of the slave States. But, so far as I have

been able to learn their motives, and to analyze their views, I understand them to be simply the preser^

vation of our oicn rights; the repeal of all acts of Congress, passed for the support of slavery or the slave

trade ; to separate the Federal Government, and the free States, from all unconstitutional connexion with

that institution, and to leave it with the individual States, where the Constitution placed it. This, I be-

lieve, to be the boundary and farthest extent of their political intentions. If they entertain any other or

farther views, I hope Jud!,^eKins (the candidate of the Liberty party for Governor of Ohio) will state to

your readers, through the Chronicle, the point on which I have failed to express their objects. I hope,

also, that the editors of the Philanthropist and Emancipator will, through their respective papers, set forth

definitely any error into whicii I may have fallen, in regard to the designs and objects of their party.

But, for the present, taking these to be the definite limits to which they aspire, I will respectfully ask the

Whigs, as a party, and the Liberty men, as a party, to show me the line of demarcation between them .'

Is there an individual in the whole Whig party of Ohio, or in the free States, that is willing to surrender

a single right of our people .' If there be such a whig, I have not met him. If there be a Whig editor,

north of Mason and Dixon's line, who is willing to yield up any of the constitutional rights of the free

f^ States, I hope he will favor the countrv with his views; and that he will inform us distinctly which part
'

of the Constitution we ought first to surrender. I speak with great confidence when I say, that I believe

no such man can be found. Let the rights of the people of the free States, in regard to slavery, be fairly

and distinctly pointed out, and there will be no want of firmness nor of patriotism to maintain them. It
is true, however, that many Whigs have, and still do oppose the abolition of slavery in the District of
Columbia ; but they will assign to you, as the reason, that Congress has not the constitutional power to

abolisli it. If you then ask them if
"

they are willing that Congress should repeal its own laws, for the

suppoit of slavery and the slave trade in that District, they will, at once, answer you in the affirmative.

If you inquire whether they are willing to lend their influence, or their property, to support slavery, they

win answer you that they detest the institution. If you interrogate them in regard to any other rights of
the north, they will unhesitatingly assure you of their determination to sustain them.

If, then, our Whigs are willing to sustain all our rights, and our Liberty men have no further objects
in view than the support of such rights, the question at once suggests itself, why do they divide? What

principle separates them from each other .' And it is a question of high and solemn import, which the

writer would repeat in the ear of every Whig, every anti-slavery man, and of every lover of our free in-
stitutions, lohy do you divide your political influtnce, and prostrate your political energies, while you

agree in principle, and are laboring for the same objects 1

We have the same interests to watch over, the"same rights to maintain, and the same honor to pro-
tect. All these must receive our attention, or be left to those who, as a party, have uniformly lent them-

selves to the slave-holding influence. If we forget those rights, and spend our efforts in unmeaning con-

tentions and useless quarrels with each other, w^ill not our country hold us responsible ? Our interests

have been sacrificed ; our rights have been trampled upon ; our State has been disgraced, as I have here-

tofore shown. Yet we have'divided our efforts, and separated from our political associates, and delivered

the honor of our State to the keepingof a party who, forgetful of the dignity of freemen, have shown them-

selves willing to become the catchers of slaves, and to degrade themselves and their State by legislating-
for the sole purpose of robbing their fellow men of that liberty with which the God of nature has endowed

them. But I desire to examine a little further the cause of our separation at the late election. The
Whigs supported our tariff; our harbor improvements ; the distribution of the proceeds of the public lands,

with zeal and constancv. But our commerce with Hayti, the right of petition, the slave trade in the

District of Columbia, received from them, generally, much less attention, although they were not ne-
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glected by a portion of that party. These hitter subjects were deemed of paramount importance by a por-
tion of our political friends ; on these they bestowed their principal thoughts, and treated the others with
comparatively little attention. In this manner each party felt that they were exerting their efforts upon
subjects of vital interest to our country, and each considered the other as laboring in behalf of interests
that were not worthy of the attention paid to them.

In this way each party became dissatisfied with the other. Here, then, is the precise point of divi-
sion among our friends : not because either did wrong, but because each felt that the other was not sufK-
ciently zealous in supporting all their interests. The division did not arise from any political sin ci com-
mission, but for omitting some part of our duties. The Democratic party has violently opposed those
rights which Liberty men deem sacred. The Whigs were lukewarm in supporting them ; and, on this
account, our Liberty friends withdrew from us, and thereby delivered over our interests to the disposal of
those whose bitterness against the rights of man can scarcely find utterance in our language.* Having
thus ascertained the cause, and the precise point of our separation, the remedy is plain. It consists'sim-
ply in doing our duty — in maintaining our rights and interests, and firmly resisting all abuses ; in placing
ourselves upon the exact line of the Constitution, and temperately, but resolutely, opposing all encroach-
ments upon our interests, our honor, or our constitutional privileges. I am aware that many of our edi-
tors and public men fear that the assertion and maintenance of our rights in regard to slavery, would drive
from us our Whig friends in the slave States. If these fears were well grounded, they would form no

food
reason why we should surrender our constitutional rights, in order to purchase Ihcir adherence,

'his is the policy of the opposite party. They appear anxious to surrender up our rights, our interests,
and our honor, for the purchase of southern votes. If the Whigs attempt to rival that party in servility,
they must fail. The independent spirit, the high sense of honor, the patriotic sentiment of our Whigs,
will not permit them to become subservient to the slaveholding interest. But the argument is not well-
founded. Our southern Whigs are generally men of liberal and patriotic sentiments. They will not
ask of us the sacrifice of our constitutional rights. On the contrary, they will be as willing to grant us
the enjoyment of all our rights, as to demand the enjoyment of all their own. If they are not such raex\->
they are unfit to be the associates of northern Whigs. It is, however, true, that they, as well as north eTti
men, have not, heretofore, fully understood our rights, for the reason that we, ourselves, daie not as.'vrt
them; and they, as well as northern men, have unconsciously voted and acted in opposition to the rights
of the free States, under the impression that they were sustaining the Constitution. But when the at-
tention of our southern and northern Whigs shall be directed to this subject; when they shall have fully
investigated it, and shall understand the constitutional limits of slavery, I apprehend there will be no
difTerence between them. It is, therefore, all important that public attention should be directed to this
matter. Indeed, intelligence in regard to northern rights cannot be longer suppressed. A spirit of in-
quiry is abroad among the people, and it is increasing daily, and becoming stronger and stronger. A
marked and palpable change has taken place in the public mind within the past year. In February last,

almost the entire press united in the opinion that we wei'e bound to support the coast\vise slave trade of

the south. At this time, who is willing to hazard his reputation by advocating such doctrine .' Yet,
with such examples before us, a portion of our press and of our public men, exhibit much timidity as to
asserting and maintaining our constitutional rights. So long have the people of the north been accus-

tomed to silent submission, when our rights have been invaded, that many of our editors, our statesmen

and politicians, still appear to doubt the safety of an open, frank, and manly defence of our interests and

our honor. It, however, needs no spirit of prophecy to foretell the downfall of any party, who has not

the moral and political courage to maintain the rights and interests of the north. If the Whigs come

forth to the defence of these interests, and maintenance of these rights, their success is not less certain

than the continuance of time ; and if the opposite party continue to oppose these rights and interests,

their defeat is inevitable. PACIFICUS.

NUMBER IX.
OBJECTIONS ANSWERED.

Mr. Editor: In this, my clo.sing number, it is my intention to answer some objections that have been

urged against a union of the friends of northern rights. The first, and most important, objection urged by

the " Liberty men" is
,

that " Henry Clay is the Whig candidate for President, and they cannot vote for

iiim, because he is a slaveholder." My first answer to this objection is, that Mr. Clay is not the candi-

date of the Whig party, at present ; and whether he will be, is quite uncertain. JVor can I admit it to

be good or sound policy for me to withdraw from the support of good men at this time, for the reason

that I think a bad man may be a candidate two years hence for another office. Again : should Mr. Clay

die before the next Presidential election, or should he not be a candidate, how can they justify their with-

drawal at the late election from the support of men who openly avow and support every principle which

they do themselves. My next answer is, that Mr. Clay, under the laws of Kentucky, is permitted to hold

slaves. By the Constitution of the United States that is made no disqualification from office. It is an

objection unknown to the Constitution, and we ought to be careful how we attempt innovations upon that

instrument, unless they be made in the mode pointed out for its amendment.

The first President, under the Constitution, was a slaveholder ; and the slaveholders of those States

have an equal right to hold office that gentlemen who reside in the free States have. For us, at this

day, to establish .such a rule as a test for office, would be a violation of the rights of the people of the slave

States. This is
,

in my opinion, highly objectionable. It would show us willing to invade their rights,

while we profess to maintain our own. This would be inconsistent. Our inquiry should be, will h^

maintain the Cunstilution, and wilt he suppori the consiiiiUionul rights nfallparlb o
f the Union F If

* Vide Uie latenumbersof the ■•OhioStatesman.-'
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•weare satisfied that he will do this, we ouglit not to throw away our political influence, and suffer our

interests our honor, and our constitutional rights to be trampled under foot by a pgrty who appear anxious

to brinff'us under the subjection of the south. I would, in all candor, ask our Liberty men, whether they

would not prefer the support of our rights by a slaveholding President, rather than their destruction by

a " northern man with southern principles 1" I certainly prefer that our candidates should not be slave-

holders • for I believe slavehohhn?, even in a slave State, to be immoral and wrong, and must detract

from the moral character of those who practise it. Like all other vices, it should have its due weight in

our estimate of character ; but it is entitled to nothing more. Should Mr. Clay, or his friends, satisfy me

thit if elected President, he will, in good faith, support all these rights to which I have alluded, and

which have been so often and so long trampled upon, and he be the only candidate, who, m my opmion,

will sustain those rights, and who, at the same time, has a reasonable chance for election, I could not jus-

tify myself to my conscience were I to withhold my support from him. Were I to do so, and thereby

elect a man who I believed would violate our Constitution, and disregard our rights, I should thereby be-

come accessory to his acts. ^ , . ..• I,- i T e 4U
In order to satisfy myself in regard to Mr. Clay's views on this subject, I, as one of the sovereign

people may propound to him any and all questions that I may deem important on this subject ; and if he

be worthy of that high office, he will not hesitate to answer them fully and frankly. If I, then, become

satisfied that he will, if elected, disregard those constitutional rights of the north, I cannot support him—

it would be wrong for me to do so ; for I should become accessory to the violation of our Constitution,

and the subversion of the rights of the free States. Questions of policy constantly require of us mutual

concessi.«is of opinion ; but no circumstances can justify the yielding up ot any portion of the Constitu-

tion. When that shall be done, society will be resolved into its original elements.

Another objection is
,

that slaveholders, when in office, do injustice to the free States. This asser-

tion has proven too true in many cases, but is not correct in all instances. I quote the example of the

present Speaker of the House of Representatives, the Hon. John White. No northern man has con-

demned his official acts. He has discharged his duties honorably, and is as much entitled to confidence

as though he lived in a free State. Here I would caution our anti-slavery men not to permit their lofty

principles of human rights to dwindle down to mere local jealousies. We should no more invade the

spirit of the Constitution by making the holding of slaves a test for office, than we should peimit oui

southern friends to invade its letter.

Again : it is said, that the Whigs have done nothing in favor of those rights which anti-slavery men

conside'r so important. Is the assertion correct 1 Have not J. Q. Adams, William Slade, Seth M. Gates,

and other Whigs, done what they could for the defence and support of northern rights 1 But it is said

these are individuals. Yet they belong to the Whig party, and constitute a part of it; and surely their

acts cannot be placed to the credit of the other party. But do not our friends, who make this objection,

charge over to the Whig party the acts of individuals belonging to that political sect when they oppose

the cause of human rights'? The great body of the Whig party in Congress voted to repeal the obnox-

ious 21st rule. A few individuals joining with the opposite party prevented its repeal. Our liberty pa-

pers and their party charged this as the act of the Whig party ,- while they deny to that party any credit

for the efforts of Mr. Adams and others. This practice is unjust, and ought to cease. But have not the

Whig party (and when I speak of the party, I mean the majority of the party,) voted in support of these

rights for the last two years 1 Have they not voted against the odious gag, and in ftivor of the right of

petition, when these questions came before them 1 Did they not sustain Mr. Adams, when an attempt

was made to censure him 1 Did they not sustain Mr. Giddings when censured 1 Did not the Whig
party in his district sustain him ? I ask, in what instance, for the last two years, have the Whigs in the

House of Representatives liiiled to sustain these rights, when agitated upon the floor of Congress ] I

will not say, that they have at all times maintained our rights ; but I do not hesitate in saying, that I

know of no instances when the question of northern rights has been brought distinctly before them for the

last two years, in which a majority of the members of the Whig party present have not sustained those

rights.
Yet it is asserted by some, that " the two great political parties have been equal'y opposed to the

rigliis uf mankind and tu the interests of the people of the free States." I can hardly believe that any in-
telligent man would make such statement while under the exercise of a suitable regard to candor. It is

well known that, for the last two years, in every instance in which those rights so dear to our friends have
come before Congress, every Democratic member from this State has opposed them, and that every Whig
member from this State has sustained them; and such, too, has been substantially true of the two parties
generally, though not to the same extent. A Whig member from this State introduced resolutions de-
claring the rights of the free States as set forth in my second number, and was sustained by every Whig
colleague ; while one of his Democratic colleagues moved a resolution to censure him for thus presuming
to assert our rights, and every Democratic member voted for the resolution of censure. And is it possible
that any man can now be sincere in saying that the two parties are alike subservient to the interests of the
south'?*

But it is said that the Whigs have hecn subservient to southern dictation ; and their acts, in former
years, are quoted to prove the fact. This charge is too true. Up to a certain time, both parties appear
to have been submissive to the demands of the slave States. Such, too, was the case generally with the

* The votesill Congressfor ?iiipprp6siiigtlie slavetradein tlie District of Cohunliia,and for repealingDie teniiorial law
of t-'loiidawliicli aiitliorizessollinefrecniPninto .'ilavprj',weregivensincntliP aboveu(is published. On theseque'tioiis.
the rcinesenlativesfrom the freeSlatesweredividedalmostentirelyliy partylines.

\ ^

-
.



16

men who now make this charge. Tlioir altei>tiou liad not then been aroused to the subject. Thev. with

^6
Whigs and the Denjocrats, were equally unconscious of the encroachments upon our rights; and the

Whigs, or tlie Democrats, may now make this charge against the " Liberty party" with the same propriety
that the latter can urge it against the others. 'J'he truth is, the abuse of northern rights has but just be-

4gun to attract attention. But whatever has been done in Congress, has been done by Whigs. Up to this
time there has been no Liberty men in that body, or in our State Legislature. But such has been the re-
volution in public opinion that, if it continues to progress as it has for the last year, it will be completed;
our lights secured ; and the Constitution will be vindicated before that party will get many members elect-
ed to either body. Would it not be far better for the cause of northern rights if our Liberty men were to
deal justly and candidly with both of the great political parties, and to approve as frankly that which is

^praiseworthy, as they condemn that which is wrong.
But it is said that the present political parties have become corrupt, and it i.

s

therefore necessary to
form a new party, that shall be free from such political corruptions. But I ask, from whence are we to

. find the men for this new party ? Must they not come from the present parties ] And will they be more
pure, more honest, and more patriotic when transferred to a new party, than they now are { Is there any
regenerating influences to act upon such as join the new party? Are their political transgressions to be

washed-out?
Will the Whig who has always acted honestly, and been guided by a sincere desire for his

country's good, be more likely to leave his party, than the demagogue and the office seeker ? I would not
by any means be understood as impugning the motives of those who now constitute the Liberty party ;

on the contrary, I beiieve them as honest and patriotic as any other class of men. But I ask them, if the
formation of a new party will not be likely to draw to them the profligate and the unprinciplpJ from both
of the other parties ?

Again: it is said to have become necessary to form a party v/hose principal object shall be the main-
tenance of those rights which our Anti-slavery men deem important. If by this form of expression it be
understood that those who unite with that party are, in any degree, to neglect the protection of free labor
by a proper tariff of duties; or if they intend to abandon the improvement of our lake harbors, and our
river navigation, and other northern interests which the Whigs deem important, then I, for one, cannot
unite with them, nor can I believe their prospect of success very flattering. Our people may easily be
persuaded to maintain our rights when their attention is called to them ; but it will be difficult to convince
them that it has become their duty to neglect either their rights or their interests.

But if a portion of our friends form a distinct party for the support of the right of petition, and to
maintain the freedom of debate, and for that purpose they should oppose those who are engaged for the
protection of the free labor of the north, while another portion turn their attention to this latter object,
and oppose their influence to the former, is it not perfectly clear that both must fail? While a union in
support of both w ould inevitably secure the triumph of each.

But I have not time to pursue the subject further ; I have already occupied more of your paper, and
more of the attention of your readers, than I designed to have done when I commenced the seessays. It has
been my object to call public attention to what I beiieve the true points in issue. I have intended to speak
with such plainness, that no man, nor party, nor editor, should say that I feared to state the whole truth.
Or that Whig papers dare not publish arguments touching all our rights. And if I have fallen short of
this, I again call upon the editors of the Philanthropist and the Emancipator to show wherein ? And, on
the other hand, if there be a Whig editor who is unwilling to support a// our rights, or who thinks the
assertion and support of all our rights and interests impolitic or imprudent, I desire him to place his objec-
tions before the public. It is surely time that our papers and our people had ceased to contend about
names and terms, and that they should search out some principle, or some constitutional or political
right, as the foundation of their quarrels.

Again, the wiiter vveuld say to his readers, that he has put forth no opinion upon the constitutional
rights of the several States, without mature investigation, or on which he entertains any doubt. Yet he
claims for himself no infallibility. And if any man desire explanations, or authorities on any point, he
will most cheerfully furnish them.

In taking leave of my readers, I wisli to say that I was induced to appear before the public, on this

subject, from the most thorough conviction, that no fixed and established policy vviU be framed hy the :

tieneral Cvernment while the lights of the free States remain unsettled concerning slavery. Looking at

^

Ohio, New York, and all of New England, and considering the result of our late elections, and the divi-

«ions which distract and divide the friends of the north, and of liberty in those States, we must all ac-

knowledge that we have little hopes of seeing our interests, our honor, or our rights protected, until union

shall characterise our political eObrts. Since the commencement of these essays, many things have

transpired to rivet this conviction more thoroughly upon the mind. I refer, among other things, to the

Latimer ca.seat Boston, and the absorbing interest now felt on the subject in Massachusetts and in Vir-

ginia.* Feeling desirous to call the attention of our people, as well as that of our politicians and States-

men, to the importance of a speedy settlement of those questions which involve the most vital interests of

the free States, I have seized upon such moments as I could spare from other employments, to place some

«f my views before the public. I have done this under the strong conviction that every true patriot

should put forth his influence to sustain our rights, and" to unite our people in the protection of our in-

terests, our honor, and the Con.stitulion of our common country. PACII ICUS.

* .Sincetliis articlewas published,the Norfolk meetingin Virginia have passedrcsolntinnsrecommendingto their
Legislaturethe "firming anddiscipliningof their militia," preparatoryto tlie coming conflict betweentheslaveand tree

States. Yet whiie Virginia is thusur^f d to arm her militia in sujiportof slavery, some northern Editors feel it their
duly to rtiuain eileiitin regardto northernlights.
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and Their Remarkable Crusades Against Slavery 

 
Douglas Montagna1 

 
Joshua R. Giddings and Salmon P. Chase deserve their own section on the spectrum of oppo-

nents to slavery in American history. Without the combined and prodigious efforts of these two 

Ohio lawyer/politicians working as antislavery activists, slavery in the United States would likely 

not have ended when and how it did. Their careers as antislavery activists began in the late 1830s 

and continued into the Civil War, spanning nearly the entire existence of the political antislavery 

movement. Joshua R. Giddings served as a congressman in the United States House of Represent-

atives from 1838 to 1859 representing districts in the area around Cleveland, also known as the 

Western Reserve. From his earliest days in Congress to the day he left, he denounced slavery and 

the slave owners at almost every opportunity, often in the face of threats of violence against him 

from Southern congressmen, working and strategizing with abolitionists and other antislavery con-

gressmen to keep the cause alive and in the public consciousness. He also was an effective polem-

icist, writing not only a torrent of editorials but also well-researched works to make his arguments 

against slavery.2  

Salmon P. Chase also began his antislavery activism during the late 1830s, first as a lawyer in 

Cincinnati defending fugitive slaves and whites prosecuted for aiding them and then as a political 

organizer, polemicist, and later as a United States Senator (1849-1855), Governor of Ohio (1856-

 
     1 Douglas Montagna is Associate Professor of History at Grand Valley State University. 

     2 James B. Stewart, Joshua R. Giddings and the Tactics of Radical Politics (Cleveland: The Press of Case West-

ern Reserve, 1970); James B. Stewart, Abolitionist Politics and the Coming of the Civil War (Amherst: University of 

Massachusetts Press, 2008), chapter 5. 
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1860), Secretary of the Treasury (1861-1864) and finally as Supreme Court Justice from 1864 until 

he died in 1873. His greatest work in opposing slavery was as a political organizer. As the well-

known historian Eric Foner said of him: “No anti-slavery leader was more responsible for the 

success of this transformation [switching tactics of the fight against slavery from moral suasion to 

politics], and none did more to formulate an antislavery program in political terms than Salmon P. 

Chase.”3 It is notable that these two successful antislavery politicians, perhaps the two most suc-

cessful of the Antebellum era, settled in and built their careers in the state of Ohio. Even though 

their homes were in opposite corners of the state—Giddings in the northeastern Ohio’s Western 

Reserve and Chase in the southwestern Ohio city of Cincinnati—both these Ohio settings were 

critical in making and sustaining the antislavery careers of these two men.4 

Before getting into the specific local and regional circumstances of their antislavery careers, 

a remarkable feature about Giddings and Chase is that they both combined elements and even 

embodied two distinct groups in the overall antislavery movement. The first group Giddings and 

Chase resembled were the evangelically inspired immediatist abolitionists such as William Lloyd 

Garrison, Theodore Weld, Joshua Leavitt, and Lewis and Arthur Tappan.5 They resembled the 

abolitionists because Giddings and Chase were also inspired by evangelical religion and a relent-

less search for holiness and deeper meaning and purpose in their lives, and they all found it by 

fighting slavery, an institution they all considered the greatest injustice and evil in antebellum 

America. Giddings and Chase differed from the abolitionists in tactics, not their mutual hatred of 

slavery and goal of eradicating it. Both of them worked extensively with abolitionists. They were 

 
     3 Eric Foner, Free Soil, Free Labor, Free Men: The Ideology of the Republican Party before the Civil War (Ox-

ford: Oxford University Press, 1970), 73; John Niven, Salmon Chase: A Biography (New York: Oxford University 

Press, 1995); Frederick Blue, Salmon Chase: A Life in Politics (Kent, Ohio: Kent State University Press, 1987); 

     4 There is a growing body of scholarship emphasizing the Midwest as a distinct region in American history. 

Some notable examples include Christopher Phillips, The Rivers Ran Backwards: The Civil War and the Remaking 

of the American Middle Border (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016), 65. Although Phillips focuses on anti-abo-

litionism in the Middle region of the country, he does say the Western Reserve was one of the few places in the re-

gion with significant abolitionist sentiment. Andrew R. L. Cayton, Ohio: The History of a People (Columbus: The 

Ohio University Press, 2002); J. Brent Morris, Oberlin, Hotbed of Abolitionism: College, Community, and the Fight 

for Freedom and Equality in America (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2014).  

     5 For a few examples of the scholarship on the abolitionists. Henry Mayer, All on Fire: William Lloyd Garrison 

and the Abolition of Slavery (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1998); Lawrence Friedman, Gregarious Saints: Self and 

Community in American Abolitionism, 1830-1870 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1982); Hugh Houck 

Davis, Joshua Leavitt: Evangelical Abolitionist (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1990; Bertram Wy-

att-Brown, Lewis Tappan and the Evangelical War Against Slavery (Cleveland: Case Western University Press, 

1971); Robert H. Abzug, Passionate Liberator: Theodore Dwight Weld and the Dilemma of Reform (New York: 

Oxford University Press, 1980). 
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also members of a second group, two-party system politicians who opposed slavery but thought it 

could be best opposed by conventional political tactics and arguments couched in non-radical lan-

guage based on their views of the Constitution and the ideals of the Founding Fathers.6 Both Gid-

dings and Chase spent parts of their political careers participating in the Whig/Democratic and 

then Republican/Democratic two-party systems, and other parts as members of third parties, but 

with the hope of using the third parties to influence the two major parties.  And Ohio provided the 

setting where such an integration and merging of two distinctly different parts of the antislavery 

movement was possible. In Ohio, according to a historian of the Ohio-based Oberlin College, the 

ideological divisions that divided the antislavery movement among easterners between the New 

England-based Garrisonians and the New York-based political abolitionists, were far less pro-

nounced, and in the case of Oberlin College, “the Ohio abolitionists united these two and became 

their counterpart in the West.”7 The antislavery careers of Giddings and Chase reflect a similar 

blending of two approaches to fighting slavery.  

This article will treat the antislavery careers of Giddings and Chase in three parts.  The first 

part will show that they were exposed to evangelical religion early in their lives and that their 

religious lives continued to develop throughout their childhoods and young adulthoods. The sec-

ond part will show what experiences inspired each to become antislavery activists. And the third 

part will show how religion remained the cornerstones of both of their fights against slavery while 

working within the American political system. Both themes of this essay—the importance of the 

Ohio society and environment in fostering and enabling their antislavery careers, and how both of 

them merged and embodied two distinct parts of the antislavery movement, the religiously inspired 

abolitionism and the belief that the American political system could be used to effectively fight 

slavery—will be developed through all three parts. 

While the scholarship on abolitionism and antebellum politics and religion is voluminous, 

references to a few scholarly trends and works will help to situate this article. Some of the major 

studies on antebellum politics minimize the importance of abolitionism and antislavery politics on 

the two-party system, in some cases by barely mentioning them or by arguing that the Whigs and 

Democrats successfully stifled the slavery issue, at least until the Kansas-Nebraska Act and the 

 
     6 Giddings would use radical, prophetic language, but he did base his antislavery tactics and some of his argu-

ments on an interpretation of the Constitution. 

     7 Morris, 6-7. 
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growth of the Republican Party.8 Other studies, however, argue that abolitionism and antislavery 

politics were vitally important to American politics and others argue about the place of abolition-

ism in the larger antebellum society, such as its connection to antislavery politics and reform move-

ments in general.9 This article fits into the scholarship arguing for the importance of antislavery 

politics and de-emphasizing the differences between the so-called immediatist abolitionists, who 

rejected the American political system and hoped to end slavery through moral suasion, and the 

political abolitionists.10 Another argument advanced in this article is that Ohio had a distinct po-

litical and cultural environment conducive to the success of Giddings and Chase. 

 

RELIGION AND UPWARD MOBILITY IN OHIO:  

THE EARLY LIVES OF JOSHUA R. GIDDINGS AND SALMON P. CHASE 

Both Giddings and Chase came from New England backgrounds, as did many of the aboli-

tionists. Joshua R. Giddings was born in 1795, the descendant of a long line of New England Pu-

ritans, and he remained a member of the Congregationalist church his entire life. Giddings’s fa-

ther moved from Connecticut to Pennsylvania seeking a better living, where Joshua was born in 

1795.11 The large Giddings family struggled to survive as farmers, continuing to move in search 

of prosperity, moving on from Pennsylvania to New York and finally in 1805 to the Western Re-

serve in Ohio, the area where emigrants from Connecticut did their best to recreate the Puritan-

ism of their place of origin and where Joshua would make his name and live most of his life. The 

 
     8 See Michael Holt, The Political Crisis of the 1850s (New York: W.W. Norton, 1983); William Gienapp, The 

Origins of the Republican Party, 1852-1856 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987); Gienapp argues that Temper-

ance and Nativism broke up the Whig party before the heating up of the sectional crisis in the aftermath of the Kan-

sas-Nebraska Act. David M. Potter, The Impending Crisis, 1848-1861 (New York: Harper, 1976); Aileen S. Kradi-

tor, Means and Ends in American Abolitionist: Garrison and His Critics on Strategy and Tactics, 1834-1850 (New 

York: Pantheon Books, 1967); Kraditor makes a similar point about the insignificance of political abolitionism from 

the perspective of the abolitionism movement.   

     9 Richard H. Sewell, Ballots for Freedom: Antislavery Politics in the United States, 1837-1860 (New York: Ox-

ford University Press, 1976); Ronald Walters, Anti-Slavery Appeal: American Abolitionism after 1830 (Baltimore: 

The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1976); Alan M. Kraut, ed., Crusaders and Compromisers: Essays on the Rela-

tionship of the Antislavery Struggle to the Antebellum Party System (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1983). Kraut’s 

introduction provides an excellent historiographic essay on the interactions of abolitionism with the two-party sys-

tem in the scholarship prior to 1983. Reinhard O. Johnson, The Liberty Party: Antislavery Politics Third-Party Poli-

tics in the United States (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 2009); Bruce Laurie, Beyond Garrison: 

Antislavery and Social Reform (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005); James Oakes, Freedom National: 

The Destruction of Slavery in the United States, 1861-1865 (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 2013). 

     10 This article makes some of the arguments found in Frederick Blue, No Taint of Compromise: Crusaders in An-

tislavery Politics (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 2004).  

     11 George Julian, The Life of Joshua R. Giddings (Chicago: A.C. McClurg &Co., 1892),15-16; Stewart, 4. 
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popularity of antislavery sentiments in the Western Reserve would make Giddings’s political ca-

reer possible.12 Giddings spent most of his childhood working hard on his father’s various farms 

as a boy and young man, leaving little time for formal primary education. He grew into a physi-

cally imposing, athletic man, a quality that would serve him well when confronted and physically 

threatened by pro-slavery congressmen later in his life.13 Desperately wanting to avoid his fa-

ther’s constant struggles to survive, Giddings strove to educate himself and then focused on the 

study of the law, a career that brought him wealth and respectability. He partnered with Benja-

min Wade, who would also become a prominent Republican and antislavery politician. As a 

young adult, he was active in his church and community, serving as an elder in his local congre-

gation and as president of the local chapter of the Bible Society.14 Giddings, like many of the 

abolitionists, had a strong religious foundation upon which he would build in response to the ups 

and downs of his adult life. 

Born in Corning, New Hampshire in 1808, Chase too came out of the New England Puri-

tan tradition but with a twist; one of his uncles converted to the Episcopalian faith and convinced 

the rest of the Chases to do the same, so Salmon grew up and lived his whole life in the Episco-

palian faith. He did, however, live an intensely pious life more typically associated with overtly 

evangelical denominations.15  The Chase family had a prestigious New England pedigree, with a 

United States Senator and an Episcopalian Bishop among their relatives. Salmon’s father Ithamar 

never achieved the renown of his more successful relatives, but he did well enough to provide a 

comfortable life for his family, farming with the help of their ten children and investing in a 

nearby glass factory, with the added prestige of serving as Justice of the Peace and as a Senator 

in the New Hampshire Senate. His family managed to provide Salmon with a tutor and send him 

to primary school. Chase also acquired the trappings of piety and “rectitude” during his early 

 
     12 Julian, 14; Harlan Hatcher, The Western Reserve: The Story of New Connecticutt in Ohio (Indianapolis: Bobbs-

Merrill, 1949), see especially chapter 16; Andrew R.L. Cayton, Ohio: A History of its People (Columbus: The Ohio 

State University Press, 2002), 29, 119-120. 

     13 Julian, 15-16. 

     14 Stewart, 10, 11.  

     15 Niven, Salmon Chase, 6. 
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childhood, qualities that remained with him and grew throughout his life.16 While his early child-

hood was stable and comfortable, he would experience more than his share of personal tragedies, 

pushing him to seek a deeper and more meaningful religious life. 

He experienced the first of many personal tragedies at age nine when his father died of a 

stroke after his glass factory went out of business due to increasing British competition after the 

War of 1812. After struggling to make ends meet his mother sent the twelve-year-old Salmon 

west to the central Ohio town of Worthington to live with his Uncle Philander Chase, one of the 

leading Episcopalian clergymen west of the Appalachians and a fearsomely strict disciplinarian. 

Salmon recalled how his Uncle’s childrearing differed from his father’s style of discipline, being 

strict and harsh instead of mild and gently persuasive. Philander gave young Salmon room, 

board, and a classical education in return for labor on his dairy farm. Noting Salmon’s talent as a 

student, Philander encouraged him to pursue a career in the Episcopalian clergy while subjecting 

him to a rigorous education in the classics and theology. Although Salmon had unpleasant mem-

ories from this part of his life as he recalled the fear and constant threat of harsh beatings he got 

from his uncle whenever he supposedly did anything wrong in his many tasks, his religious de-

velopment continued as he was confirmed in the Episcopalian church during his two year stay in 

Worthington. While occasionally restless in church, he nevertheless became “a zealous cham-

pion of the Episcopacy” during his two years in Ohio.17 Philander then moved to Cincinnati to 

take over the presidency at Cincinnati College, taking Salmon along with him where he enrolled 

as a thirteen-year old freshman. The ever-ambitious Philander realized that more money was 

needed to establish a better Episcopalian college in the west, and once again he moved, this time 

to England to raise money for what would become Kenyon College. Salmon went with him as 

far as Kingston, New York, but returned home to New Hampshire, arriving in 1823, while Phi-

lander went on to England.18  

 Chase’s next step in life was to attend Dartmouth College and teach school to help his 

family out financially.19 Admitted to Dartmouth at age sixteen, he cruised through, finishing 

 
     16 Doris Kearns Goodwin, Team of Rivals: The Political Genius of Abraham Lincoln (New York: Simon and 

Schuster, 2005), 35-37; John Niven, “Introduction,” The Salmon P. Chase Papers, volume 1, Journals, 1829-1872 

(Kent, Ohio: Kent State University Press, 1993), ed. by John Niven, James P. McClure, William M. Ferrar, and Ste-

ven Leikin, Five Volumes,  xvi, xvii. 

     17 Blue, Salmon Chase, 4. 

     18 Ibid., 5, 6; Niven, viv. 

     19 Niven, Intro, viv. 
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eighth in his class without fully applying himself. The most important event for Chase at Dart-

mouth was a religious revival that profoundly affected him. Typical of Episcopalians, he was ini-

tially skeptical of revivalism but the evidence of its effectiveness caused him to change his mind 

and allow his own faith to considerably deepen. He wrote the following to his friend Thomas 

Sparhawk: “A revival has commenced here. I was not taught to believe much in the efficacy of 

such things, but I do not know enough to oppose them.” He then went on to point out that several 

individuals were positively affected by the revival, and overall the student body showed much 

more solemnity and respect for religion, as evidenced by “so silent and attentive” a response to 

evening chapel services.20 In a letter to the same friend two months later, he explained the revival 

as “the work which I verily believe to be the spirit of God…” In that same letter he urged his 

friend to “seek the kingdom of heaven,” otherwise his efforts in life would be in vain. At least to 

his friend, Chase had become an evangelist.21 His faith, first nurtured within his nuclear family 

and then through his time living with his uncle became even stronger after the Dartmouth reviv-

als. Although he held out against his uncle’s wishes by not becoming a clergyman and instead a 

lawyer, that choice allowed him to work in a system supposedly designed to bring justice to peo-

ple. An older brother convinced him that Episcopalian ministers often became “hypocritical rev-

erends” whose pride and desire for power made them “the disgrace of the Christian church,” an 

insight similar to ones that occurred to some of the abolitionists contemplating lives in the clergy 

at a time when the prestige and even effectiveness of the clergy was in decline.22 His deep expo-

sure and commitment to his faith prepared him to join the growing number of Americans trying 

to reform their republic. 

The Episcopal denomination, officially called the Protestant Episcopal Church, was itself 

divided between an evangelical party and a high church party. Chase and his Uncle Philander 

were evangelical Episcopalians. After the Revolutionary war, the Anglican church in America 

broke off from the English church and changed its name to the Protestant Episcopal Church, hop-

ing to distance itself from its association with the British. The denomination faced enormous 

challenges. They lost their established status, meaning a loss of state sponsorship and the open-

ing up of a competitive religious environment where they were just one denomination among 

 
     20 Salmon Chase to Thomas Sparhawk, March, 16, 1826, quoted in Arthur Schlesinger, “Salmon P. Chase, Un-

dergraduate and Pedagogue,” Ohio Archaeological and Historical Publications 28 (December 1919): 130.   

     21 Chase to Sparhawk, May 15, 1826, Ibid., 131. 

     22 Blue, Salmon P. Chase, 6; Freidman, Gregarious Saints, 18. 
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many competing for membership. American religion followed the pattern of American politics in 

the half century or so after the Revolution by becoming more democratic and opening up oppor-

tunities for people, denominations and sects not part of the establishment or elite. Preachers from 

denominations such as the Methodist and Baptists, feeling validated by their exploding member-

ship, often mocked the elitism and formalism of the Episcopalians.23 Enough members of the 

Episcopalian clergy realized that if they were going to remain relevant in American society, their 

denomination would have to adopt at least some of the trappings and methods of the rapidly 

growing evangelical denominations.24 Careful to avoid the emotional excesses and lack of dig-

nity they believed marred and sometimes delegitimized much of the revivalism in early Ameri-

can history, evangelical Episcopalians nonetheless promoted revivals through “prayer, preaching, 

the Episcopal liturgy and Lenten observation” and even occasionally encouraged extemporane-

ous prayer. They also organized Bible studies, Sunday schools and “inquiry meetings” as ways to 

gain conversions.25 Chase was able to live out his evangelically inspired life within the Episcopal 

church. 

  After graduating from Dartmouth in 1826, Chase moved to Washington, D.C. hoping one 

of his successful relatives would get him a job in the government, which did not happen. He 

taught school while studying for the bar exam. Once he passed the bar exam, he decided to return 

to Cincinnati, a dynamic, growing city fast becoming the commercial hub of the Ohio Valley and 

an ideal place for a young lawyer to get his start and as it turned out, an ideal place to get im-

mersed in the slavery controversy. He arrived in Cincinnati in 1830, and within a few years es-

tablished a successful legal practice.26 Chase’s piety grew stronger after he moved to Cincinnati. 

Despite the hard work he did to succeed as a lawyer, he found time to live a remarkably active 

Christian life, joining and attending reguarily the St. Paul’s Episcopal Church, praying with his 

 
     23 Nathan Hatch, The Democratization of American Christianity (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989). 

     24 There was nothing new about Anglicans/Episcopalians becoming evangelists and revivalists—after all, George 

Whitfield and John Wesley were Anglican churchmen and remained so throughout their careers despite the consid-

erable controversy they caused. Methodism was a movement within the Anglican church until 1784 when it declared 
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     25 Diane Butler, Standing Against the Whirlwind: Evangelical Episcopalians in Nineteenth Century America 

(New York: Oxford University Press, 1995) 35, 50; See also Sidney Ahlstrom, A Religious History of the American 

People (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1972), 624-625.    

     26 Schlesinger, “Salmon Chase,” 131-133, 121. 
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family once he had one, reading the Bible, performing service in the church, and frequently re-

cording and commenting on these activities in his journal. Like many of the other antislavery ac-

tivists, Chase first participated in some of the other religiously inspired reform movements, join-

ing the Young Men’s Temperance Society, organizing the local Young Men’s Bible Association, 

and serving as Superintendent of his church’s Sunday School.27 In his journal he constantly re-

proached himself for not being fully committed to his faith. A bout with rheumatic fever in Janu-

ary 1833 was a jarring reminder of his shortcomings: “Some things, I thought, almost venial now 

appeared exceedingly sinful. Yet I trust I was willing to depart in the hope I should be with 

Christ. I felt a confidence that though my transgressions were multiplied and aggravated yet the 

blood of Christ was sufficient to wash away all sin.” Then he went on to resolve his determina-

tion to live up to Christian ideals even more fully: “And I resolved if I should recover to try to do 

more for God than I had done before—to live a more Godly life & to be near instant in prayer & 

more abundant in good works.”28 Chase’s religious faith mandated that he do good works, and 

within a few years  that mandate would draw him into the antislavery movement. And it would 

be the specific setting of Cincinnati as a border city that provided the catalyst for him to join. 

 

FINANCIAL RUIN AND SPIRITUAL AWAKENING: THE RADICALIZATION OF 

JOSHUA R. GIDDINGS 

Giddings’s transformation from conventionally pious young man to antislavery activist was 

more abrupt than Chase’s. Like Chase, he succeeded as a lawyer and became a wealthy man, and 

like other driven, wealthy men in antebellum America, hoped to get even wealthier through land 

speculation. After investing in land near Toledo, Giddings became, at least on paper, inde-

pendently wealthy. He had grown tired of the law, and with his additional wealth from his land 

investments, felt secure to retire, dissolving his partnership with Benjamin Wade in 1836.29 In 

1837, however, the economy crashed and Giddings’s land holdings declined dramatically in 

value, leaving him on the verge of bankruptcy at 42 years of age. Combined with some health 

problems and an unsuccessful attempt to return to the legal profession, Giddings experienced 

 
     27 Blue, Salmon Chase, 16-17. 

     28 Salmon Chase, January 18, 1833, The Salmon Chase Papers, vol. 1, Journals,1829-1872, ed. by John Niven, 
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     29 Stewart, Joshua R. Giddings, 16.  
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what today we call a nervous breakdown or a spiritual crisis. Giddings called it “hypochon-

dria.”30 Following the advice of his doctor, Giddings sought recovery through travel. First, he 

traveled to the east, visiting relatives on his mother’s side in New York and Hartford. Still unable 

to return home for fear that it would only exacerbate his depression and melancholy, he followed 

a path toward a more meaningful spirituality not uncommon in America at that time (and since), 

seeking inspiration and solace in nature, and in his case the prairie around Chicago.31 

Meanwhile, Giddings’s Congregationalist denomination, also the denomination of the Tap-

pans, Weld, and Leavitt, had been undergoing dramatic changes. Along with the Presbyterians, 

with whom they allied themselves for the purposes of keeping up with westward expansion, they 

considerably modified Calvinism into a belief system that encouraged believers to pursue their 

salvation with greater intensity, putting much more agency for salvation in the hands of seekers 

and believers.32 Both denominations increasingly promoted Baptist and Methodist-style revival-

ism, reaching its apex in the ministry of Charles Grandison Finney, setting upstate New York 

ablaze with revivalism in the 1820s and 1830s, and converting the future abolitionist leader The-

odore Weld. All of this was controversial among the clergy of both denominations, leading to the 

Presbyterian split of 1837, with so-called Old School Presbyterians opposing Finney’s theatrical 

tactics to promote revivalism and the so-called New School promoting them. These controversies 

and schisms, however, did not stop or significantly dampen the new religious energy. Still striv-

ing to build Godly communities, but facing a turbulent, growing society threatening to order and 

morality on all fronts, the Congregationalists and Presbyterians, both as denominations and indi-

vidual members, spearheaded the prodigious building of a network of benevolent organizations 

such as the American Bible Society, American Sunday School Union, and eventually antislavery 

organizations. The historian Robert H. Abzug described this overall movement as a “radical and 

angry explosion of revival religion…in turn helped radical reform.”33 Giddings himself had been 

affected by revivalism as early as 1831, grumbling in several letters about the opposition to re-

vivalism among conservative Congregationalists.34  
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The revivalism prepared Giddings for his prairie sojourn and his life afterwards. In a letter 

home dated July 20, 1837, Giddings expressed a measure of what he was seeking. Impressed by 

the flat, stark Midwestern landscape, he felt “a feeling of solemnity.” Only the birds “appeared to 

be at home amid this lovely, lonely, this majestic scene.” And he recalled “never sleeping 

sounder” even though he had none of the luxuries of domesticated life such as “mattress, pillow, 

nor blanket.”35 Giddings’s biographer James B. Stewart describes his response to his immersion 

in nature: “He responded in a poetic, nearly animistic fashion to his surroundings, and began 

submerging his anxieties by seeing similarities between his difficult situation and God’s larger 

world of nature…”36 He not only regained his composure during his foray into the prairie but 

came back a changed man who had undergone a “religious transformation,” determined to live a 

more pious, meaningful life and no longer pursuing material success, as he had done for most of 

his life.37  

 Upon his return from the prairie, he threw himself into reforming his community by visiting 

prison inmates, forming a temperance society and taking the pledge to not drink. He wrote to his 

daughter urging her to follow his path of helping others.38 Like other religiously inspired reform-

ers in the North at that time, he soon reconsidered his position on slavery. He had been a sup-

porter of colonizing free African-Americans in Africa, a moderate antislavery position widely 

supported not only by Northerners but even by some Southerners. Colonization avoided the 

problem of having African-Americans living side by side with whites without threatening the 

property of slave owners because emancipation would require removing the freedmen and would 

be voluntary and compensated. Even some of the abolitionists, including Garrison, the Tappans, 

and Weld, originally supported colonization before rejecting it because of its inherent racism, 

impracticality, and the fact that African-Americans themselves did not want to move to Africa, a 

foreign land to most of them. They began supporting stronger antislavery positions, especially 

the immediate, unconditional emancipation of slaves.39 The American Anti-Slavery Society, the 

main abolitionist organization supporting immediate and unconditional emancipation of slaves, 

had made their way to Ohio by the 1830s spearheaded by the talented orator Weld, and found 

 
     35 As quoted from Julian, 35--36  

     36 Stewart, Joshua R. Giddings, 24. 
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many willing listeners and supporters in the Western Reserve. Giddings had heard Weld speak as 

early as 1835 and Weld had even stayed in the Giddings’s home. While Weld impressed Gid-

dings, there is little evidence that he converted Giddings to his antislavery position in 1835 since 

Giddings continued to support colonization, which abolitionists strongly opposed by 1835. It was 

not until 1838, after his spiritual crisis and his resolution to seek greater piety through actions, 

did he commit himself to a stronger antislavery position. He soon found opportunities to act on 

his newly acquired principles when he helped found the abolitionist Ashtabula County Anti-

Slavery Society and then ran for the vacancy created when his former friend and partner Elisha 

Whittlesey retired in 1838 from his seat in the United States Congress. The Whigs dominated in 

the Western Reserve, enabling Giddings to win the special election in 1838 and then the regular 

election for a full term in the following year.40 He had arrived at the position and place where he 

would carry on his fight against slavery for the next two decades. 

 

CINCINNATI, GRIEF, AND SALMON CHASE’S IMMERSION INTO  

ANTISLAVERY ACTIVISM 

Chase’s transformation into an antislavery activist was more gradual than Giddings’s. His 

active faith continued to grow, and when Episcopal services were not available, he often attended 

services of other denominations, including the more overtly evangelical ones. While still living 

in Washington, D.C., Chase attended a Methodist service and left an account showing both fasci-

nation and condescension. He first described it “as a scene unlike anything I ever saw, imagined, 

or heard of.” Chase was struck by the preacher’s speaking style of gradually increasing the tone 

and excitement of his sermon, and by his ability to “transition from darkness to light and from 

deep horror to lofty rapture…” The preacher got the reaction he wanted, as the congregation’s 

“sobs and groans resounded thro’ the house…” and “some started wildly from their seats as if to 

rush to joy or escape from woe…” Chase does not say how he was personally affected by the 

preaching, although he condescends towards the whole scene, referring to the congregation as 

“ignorant” and the preacher’s style as “plainer than plain.”41 Nothing this emotional and raucous 

had ever happened in any of the previous services he ever attended, but he is never critical of the 

service beyond condescension, never assessing it any way as invalid or fraudulent. He had seen 
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and experienced American revivalism at its rawest and most intense.  And while living in Cincin-

nati, he heard the influential Congregationalist Lyman Beecher preach, describing one of his ser-

mons as “plain and powerful.” The topic of the sermon was the necessity of immediate conver-

sion, a straightforward evangelical topic that Chase listened to “with great attention & hope it 

will be blessed to my soul.”42 The way Chase lived his Episcopalian faith was similar to how 

Giddings and the evangelically inspired Congregationalist abolitionists lived their Congregation-

alist faiths. As deep as his religious life was, by the mid-1830s, nevertheless, he still had ex-

pressed little interest in the slavery issue.                                            

         Had his life gone on without traumatic disruptions, perhaps his intense piety and reform 

work would have been enough for him. But his life became full of traumatic disruptions, and he 

would respond to them by seeking deeper, more meaningful religious experiences, finding them 

in the same place Giddings did, in the antislavery movement. No other event in his life had as 

dramatic an impact on his spirituality as the death of his beloved first wife, Catherine Garniss. 

Chase’s family had worried that his burning and relentless ambition to succeed professionally 

would put his faith and even his health at risk, so they were pleased when he fell in love with and 

married Catherine on March 4, 1834, with Lyman Beecher officiating. His family hoped that a 

warm family life would moderate his ambition, but that was not how his life worked out. Chase 

left on a business trip to Philadelphia in November of 1835, even though Catherine was still sick 

from complications following the birth of their child. For a while he thought she was getting bet-

ter, receiving frequent reports on her health during his trip. Then the reports on her health turned 

bad, and he received news of her death before he returned home, devastating Chase and forcing 

him to reexamine his faith.43 He blamed himself that she had not professed her religious faith be-

fore she died:  

 

What grieves me most is that I was not, while my dear wife lived so faithfully…I have no 

certain assurance that she died in faith…I have not that clear evidence of her salvation 

which might reasonably have been expected to result from more faithful and diligent ef-

forts on my part for her conversion.44 
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In a journal entry dated January 17, Chase desired to “humbly submit myself to the Divine will 

& to magnify the name of the Lord.” On May 30 of 1836, he lamented how little he had served 

God, and pledged to “bring forth fruit to the glory of thy name…and to serve Thee.” In June of 

that year he meditated upon Psalm 119, a Psalm noted for urging followers to fulfill God’s law.45 

These pledges by Chase to glorify God and follow religious laws take on special significance be-

cause he was on the verge of joining the antislavery movement, whereas prior to Catherine’s 

death he had expressed no interest in the abolitionist movement, despite several local controver-

sies raging in Cincinnati in 1835 that Chase had to have been aware of.  

One controversy was about the debate over abolitionism then raging at Lyman Beecher’s 

Lane Seminary, where Theodore Weld led an exodus of students out of the college in response to 

the faculty’s conservatism on the slavery issue, and the other was about the former slaveowner 

turned abolitionist James Birney’s intention of publishing an abolitionist newspaper in Cincin-

nati.46 The Birney controversy raged on throughout 1836, and was what pulled Chase into the an-

tislavery movement. Birney began publishing his abolitionist paper, the Philanthropist, in Cin-

cinnati in January of 1836, leading to mob violence trying to shut down the paper. The Philan-

thropist attracted a great deal of attention in the virulently anti-abolitionist environment of Cin-

cinnati, including “advice” to stop publishing the journal. The environment of Cincinnati was 

such that there would be both a person willing to set up an abolitionist newspaper and then a 

population willing to resort to mob violence to stop it, a combination of circumstances fostered 

by the diverse population of Ohio.47  

In July a mob destroyed his printer, but he managed to continue printing and publishing the 

Philanthropist. On July 30, another mob destroyed the printer again, and searched for Birney in-

tending to do him harm, as anti-abolitionist mobs had been doing to abolitionists throughout the 

country. The next night another mob sought out Birney and tried to enter the house they believed 

he was in, but were instead met by Chase who refused to let them in. When the mob threatened 

Chase, he recalled telling them he was easy to find. Chase was at that time a physically imposing 

young man in his late twenties. Showing personal courage and risking his health and possibly his 

life was an important step for Chase on his journey to becoming an antislavery activist. From this 
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point forward, Chase considered himself part of the antislavery cause. To him at that time, the 

mob violence and threats to Americans’ First Amendment rights were more alarming than slav-

ery itself, but he understood that the institution of slavery led to the break downs of “law and or-

der” he witnessed on the streets of Cincinnati, and most importantly, violated his religious 

views.48 Several days later Chase expressed his opinions of the series of events in an article to 

the Cincinnati Gazette. Chase wrote that while he opposed many of the actions of the abolition-

ists, he thought that their “evils” were light compared to the mob’s actions of threatening people 

and destroying property, later claiming that from this point forward he was a decided opponent 

of slavery and would even accept the label of abolitionist if anyone chose to call him that.49  In a 

journal entry of December 27, 1836, he wrote about his own “sinfulness and destitution,” hoping 

that God would enable him to have “greater love for others that I might pray for them more 

heartily.”50 Considering his newly found interest in the antislavery movement, Chase must have 

been considering slaves when he wrote “greater love for others.” 

 Living in Cincinnati also brought Chase in contact with slavery in the form of the fugitive 

slave issue. Just across the Ohio River from Cincinnati was Kentucky, a slave state. Fugitive 

slaves often made their way through Cincinnati, pursued by their owners or their agents trying to 

recapture them. Chase represented some of the fugitive slaves and the whites assisting them, and 

soon established a reputation as one of the top lawyers defending fugitive slaves. One of Chase’s 

most well-known and important fugitive slave cases involved Birney himself. Birney sought out 

Chase to represent a fugitive slave named Matilda who had been working for Birney as a maid 

when slave catchers caught up with her. Even though he often lost these cases—Matilda, for ex-

ample, was returned to slavery—his arguments were sometimes published and became widely 

known and circulated, contributing to the larger legal fight to de-nationalize slavery.51 Chase also 

had political ambitions, and those ambitions would soon involve him more deeply in the fight 

against slavery.     
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JOSHUA R. GIDDINGS’S CRUSADE AGAINST THE SLAVE POWER 

Giddings came to Congress prepared to work against slavery as well as to try to advance the 

Whig agenda. By the end of his first few years in Congress, Giddings had at times acted like a 

radical opponent of slavery, quickly throwing himself into the middle of the storm of contro-

versy, but other times he acted like a loyal Whig willing to work with slave owning members of 

his party. Ohio provided an ideal setting for his unique political career, not only because of the 

antislavery views prevalent in the Western Reserve but also because of a relatively strong aboli-

tionist presence compared to other western states, that on some occasions inspired and worked 

with Giddings but at other times strongly criticized him, but also gave him cover to hold and es-

pouse radical positions. He confused and often enraged both antislavery activists and Whigs as 

he went back forth between acting like a radical antislavery activist and a loyal Whig, but he 

never saw the contradictions, believing the Whig economic agenda to be an effective weapon 

against slavery. Early in his time in Washington, D.C., he witnessed slavery firsthand and the 

haughty, aggressive behavior and demeanor of proslavery congressmen, strengthening his re-

solve to work against slavery.  

On January 30, 1839, in Washington, D.C., he watched a group of slaves chained together, 

likely being transported as part of the slave trade. In his journal, Giddings noted how the chained 

slaves were accompanied by a “being in the shape of a man on horseback, with a large whip with 

which he chastised those who…were tardy in their movements.” Especially galling was this hap-

pened “in public view of all who happened to be so situated as to see the barbarous spectacle.”52 

In a journal entry soon after arriving in Washington, he described the Southern congressmen as 

“self-important…haughty…and overbearing.” He lamented that “no Northern man dares fear-

lessly and boldly declare his abhorrence of slavery and the slave trade.” He then resolved not to 

back down: “This kind of fear I had never experienced, nor shall I commit to it now.”53 Giddings 

prepared to do his “political duty and leave the consequences to God…,” who would “mani-

festly” show his “wisdom… in any subject brought before the congress.”54 Immediately after 

witnessing the slave coffle, he conferred with Rep. William Slade from Vermont, one of the few 

explicitly antislavery congressmen and a close associate of John Quincy Adams. They discussed 
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how to best advance the antislavery agenda. Giddings also sent out a letter to Gamaliel Bailey, an 

Ohio abolitionist and the current editor of the Philanthropist, the abolitionist journal that Chase 

had defended in Cincinnati. Bailey wrote back, promising that abolitionists would help him, but 

also pleading for action, and for Giddings to “do something…make a beginning.”55 This was one 

of many instances of Giddings working with abolitionists. And sure enough, Giddings did “do 

something.”  

Faced with the notorious “Gag Rule” that tabled all antislavery petitions and often shut 

down any consideration of slavery in Congress, Giddings immediately tried to find ways around 

it, soon joining forces with John Quincy Adams and antislavery Whigs in a sustained campaign 

to overturn the Gag Rule. On February 13, 1839, Giddings dove headlong into the antislavery 

fight when he used a bill trying to appropriate money for building a bridge from Washington, 

D.C. across the Potomac as an excuse to excoriate the slave trade, arguing that such a bridge 

would help the domestic slave trade by providing an easy route into and out of Washington, D.C. 

even though a large part of the nation bitterly opposed the slave trade, and could not even peti-

tion against it due to the Gag Rule. Claiming to be only against the slave trade, Giddings was met 

by insults and threats, a pattern that would repeat itself many times. Even his own Whig party 

criticized him for raising the issue. It took an hour to restore calm, and Giddings was declared 

out of order.56 This newly arrived congressman from Ohio helped create the storm of controversy 

over slavery and put himself in the eye of that storm, where he remained throughout his career. 

His son-in-law and future fellow antislavery Congressman George Julian from Indiana summed 

up the essence of Giddings’s challenge when he first arrived in Congress:  

 

The church had joined hands with the state in the new trinity of the nation’s faith…to op-

pose it was to risk mobs…give up reputation…and all the prizes of life…which worldly 

ambition could covet. It was to take up the heaviest cross yet fashioned this century as the 

test of Christian character and heroism.57 

 

 
     55 Stewart, Giddings, 41. 

     56 Ibid., 7. 

     57 Julian, Life, 44. 
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And yet, after this initial foray into agitating on the slavery issue, he acted like a good Whig 

willing to compromise even on slavery throughout the campaign of 1840, fully supporting Wil-

liam Henry Harrison for the presidency and voting for the slaveholder Robert M.T. Hunter for 

Speaker.58 In his correspondences with abolitionist leaders, Giddings received contradictory ad-

vice about Harrison’s antislavery potential, with Bailey writing “a tolerably good case could be 

made for the general…” While hardly a ringing endorsement, it does show abolitionists had at 

least some hope Harrison would be responsive to some of their policy proposals, such as abolish-

ing slavery in D.C. Lewis Tappan, on the other hand, wrote Giddings that Harrison was as bad as 

possible on the slavery issue.59 The point is that for antislavery politicians such as Giddings, 

there was no clear, obvious path to achieving his objectives because political antislavery activism 

was new and did not have any precedents to work from. 

So why would someone so adamantly opposed to slavery remain with a political party 

that generally supported it, or at least accepted it? Giddings believed that the Whigs were far 

more righteous than the Democrats and in essence an antislavery party, claiming that the Whig 

program of economic development consisting of policies such as a national bank, protective tar-

iffs, and federally funded and planned internal improvements would debilitate slavery because it 

would reduce the ignorance of the population on which slavery was based.  As he wrote in an ed-

itorial, slave owning interests were “jealous of the progress of knowledge which teaches men to 

know the rights God has given them.”60 The Democrats were clearly the stronger supporters of 

slavery, pursuing the expansion of slavery into Texas and beyond and sponsored and supported 

the hated Gag Rule. Like most parties in American political history, however, the Whigs were an 

unwieldy coalition that had limited ideological consistency, trying to appeal to both enemies of 

slavery and some slave owners at the same time. And since many antislavery people were in the 

Whig party, a strong antislavery advocate like Giddings could only help that wing of the Whig 

party. Giddings posed a challenge to the Whig leadership. On the one hand, his ferocious denun-

ciations of slavery and his support of violence by slaves trying to free themselves frightened and 

alienated slave owners. On the other hand, those same actions and sentiments earned him and 

 
     58 Stewart, Giddings, 51-52. 

     59 As quoted and cited in Julian, 88-92. 
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their party support among some Northern opponents of slavery. He was trying to stake a claim in 

the Whig party for his position on slavery and hold on to it.  

In 1840, however, he faced a new political threat, not from conservative Whigs or Demo-

crats but from an abolitionist third party, the Liberty Party, formed by a group of mainly upstate 

New York abolitionists who realized the Garrisonian approach of moral suasion and staying out 

of politics was not working. The creation of the Liberty Party led to a major schism in the aboli-

tionist movement over whether or not abolitionists should engage in politics.61 The Liberty Party 

was relatively strong in Ohio due to the widespread political participation and the presence of 

abolitionists and other opponents of slavery.62 Giddings could have joined the Liberty Party but 

he did not think there were enough of them to make an impact in Ohio or American politics, and 

thought the cause of antislavery could be better served by remaining with the Whig party and 

supporting its economic agenda. Giddings’s district, however, was one of the most antislavery in 

the nation, so he now faced a threat from the more extreme antislavery side. Giddings became 

the target of scathing denunciations from the Liberty press, especially throughout 1840 when he 

campaigned vigorously for Harrison and the Whigs. The Liberty Party presidential nominee, 

James Birney (the same man Chase had defended in Cincinnati), had considerable support in 

Giddings’s district, and for several election cycles Giddings had to fight off political and ideo-

logical challenges from the Liberty Party abolitionists. By opposing the Liberty Party, Giddings 

gained support from the Garrisonians, both nationally and the Garrisonian organization in Ohio, 

the Ohio American Antislavery Society, and he hosted and even appeared at rallies with Garri-

sonians.63 The irony is that Giddings’s approach to fighting slavery aligned more with the Lib-

erty Party’s, which also believed in denationalizing slavery through the political process. 

After the 1840 elections, Giddings got back to fighting slavery. Early in the 1841 session 

Giddings and his small group of antislavery congressmen met to strategize on how to overthrow 

the Gag Rule, realizing they could introduce petitions and make antislavery speeches as a collat-

eral matter whenever the issue at hand intersected with slavery in any way, like he had done in 

1839. In 1841 he found another opportunity to do so, this time by denouncing the Second Semi-

nole War, a war Giddings accused the national government of fighting only to help slaveowners 

 
     61 Sewell, Ballots for Freedom, 90. 

     62 Johnson, Liberty Party, 177. 

     63 Douglas A. Gamble, “Joshua Giddings and the Ohio Abolitionists: A Study in Radical Politics” Ohio History 

Winter 1979 (88), 42. 
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recapture runaway slaves. On February 9, 1841, he clearly stated his position in a speech de-

nouncing the Seminole War:  

 

I hold…if the slaves of Georgia…leave their masters and go among the Indians, the fed-

eral government has no constitutional power to employ the army for their recap-

ture…slavery is a state institution, with which this government cannot rightfully interfere, 

either to sustain it or abolish it.64  

 

Using even more scathing language, he accused the United States government of turning the 

American army into “slave catcher[s], the most degraded class of human beings who disgrace 

that slave cursed region.”65 Southern congressmen repeatedly interrupted his speech with threat-

ening language and at least in one case physically threatening him, while earning the admiration 

of the abolitionist William Jay.66 

In addition to a finding a way around the Gag Rule, the Seminole War helped Giddings for-

mulate his precise position on slavery. As much as he hated slavery, he nevertheless publicly de-

nied being an abolitionist, and instead took a position that slavery was entirely a state affair and 

that the Tenth Amendment denied Congress “any legislative power” over slavery where it ex-

isted, claiming that this position was in line with the strong states’ rights position of Southern 

slave owners. An example of his policy to denationalize slavery was to advocate for the abolish-

ment of slavery and the slave trade in Washington, D.C., an area under federal jurisdiction.67 His 

speech further cemented his reputation as one of the congressional leaders in the fight against 

slavery and helped inflame American politics. 68 

Giddings continued to make national news from his unofficial position as the leader of 

antislavery congressmen, continuing to support Adams’s efforts to overturn the Gag rule by find-

ing more ways to introduce the topic slavery collaterally, such as the Creole case. The Creole 

 
     64 Joshua Giddings, Speeches (Boston: John P. Jewett and Company, 1853), 6. 

     65 As quoted in Julian, 94. 
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was a ship transporting slaves from Virginia to New Orleans in 1841, during which the slaves 

rebelled and took over the ship and landed it in the British West Indies, where they were immedi-

ately free according to British law. The American government, on behalf of the slave owners 

who had lost their “property” in the rebellion, lobbied the British government to compensate the 

slave owners, clearly violating Giddings’s position that the federal government should not help 

in any way to uphold slavery. In another example of Giddings working with the abolitionists, his 

group enlisted the support of Theodore Weld to research the Creole case and write a powerful 

denunciation of how the American government was handling it, basing it on the argument slav-

ery could only be upheld by local jurisdictions since it was against the natural law at the heart of 

the American government. Giddings presented Weld’s argument to Congress on March 21, 1842, 

making even more radical antislavery statements than he had before, saying the slaves had and 

have the right to rebel violently against their white captors: “I suppose that at no moment of time 

from their first seizure in Africa until their restoration of freedom, were they under any moral ob-

ligation to obey their oppressors…” Giddings went on to say that if the slaves had any oppor-

tunity to free themselves “it would have been just and right for them to do so at any expense of 

life and treasure to those who opposed their freedom.”69 Congress censured Giddings for his re-

marks on the Creole case. He then resigned but was then re-elected in a landslide, running on a 

platform that highlighted his remarks about the Creole case. The Western Reserve in Ohio, 

which was sympathetic to abolitionism due to the work several years earlier by Theodore Weld, 

was one of the few places in the nation a politician so critical of slavery could get re-elected after 

being censored for inflammatory antislavery statements.70 Giddings’s actions during the Creole 

case made him a hero to antislavery activists, including earning praise from Garrison’s own Lib-

erator.71 He was not, however, done being a Whig.  

Giddings’s support for Henry Clay for the presidency in 1844 even drew criticism from 

his strongest supporter, his son-in-law and admiring biographer George Julian. Clay initially op-

posed the annexation of Texas. Opponents of slavery bitterly opposed the annexation of Texas 

because it would add at least one more slave state to the union and give the lie to any hope that 

slavery was being contained. However, Clay soon qualified his position, saying he would support 
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annexation if it could be accomplished “honorably,” presumably meaning without war or hostili-

ties with Mexico. Annexation, regardless of how it was accomplished, meant expansion of slav-

ery, an outcome someone with Giddings’s views should not have tolerated. Clay’s ability to ap-

pear supportive of clashing political positions deceived Giddings. In an April 28 letter to his 

wife, Joshua felt “flattered” by Clay’s attention and his supposed support for Giddings’s position 

on slavery. Giddings wrote that Clay “complimented me on the course I had taken in public life, 

and declared my views to be correct.”72 Even George Julian thought Giddings was taken in by 

Clay, perhaps because of his personal magnetism or near legendary status among Whigs. Gid-

dings’s belief that the Whig party could serve as an effective check against the extreme, proslav-

ery forces died hard, but it would die. 73  

Giddings continued to work against slavery after the 1844 election, helping to overthrow 

the Gag Rule in December of 1844 and diving headlong into trying to stop the annexation of 

Texas.74 In January 1845, he argued that the Texans deserved no help from the rest of the United 

States against the threat posed by Mexico because the Texans treated their slaves far worse than 

anything the Mexicans had done or could do to the Texans. He accused the cotton planters of 

purposefully working their slaves to death in seven years because the “driver’s lash impels them 

to excessive effort, and really causes their death as much as the knife or pistol of the murderer 

causes the death of his victim.” He went on to compare the slave owner to the pirate, with the 

former finding it in his interest to keep his captives alive seven years whereas the pirate only for 

a few hours. And as was often the case with his speeches, he wrapped it up with God’s impend-

ing judgment: “With this impression, I feel as confident that chastisement and retribution for the 

offenses we have committed against the down trodden sons of Africa, await this people, as I do 

that justice controls the destinies of nations or guides the power of omnipotence.”75   

He was one of fourteen Whigs to vote against the declaration of war against Mexico, crit-

icizing the process of the declaration of war for not allowing discussion of the matter.  He even 
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wrote an accompanying editorial saying the Union should be dissolved because of the unconsti-

tutional nature of the war.76 The Mexican-American War further inflamed sectional antagonism, 

not only because the war consummated the annexation of a slave state, Texas, but also created 

the possibility of even more slave territory added to the nation from land that could be taken 

from Mexico. During the sectional antagonism that erupted during the Mexican-American War, 

Giddings finally would have enough of the Whigs and take principled stands leading to the frag-

mentation of his Whig Party, constituting “the most significant role of his political career.”77 

During 1848, Giddings’s wing of the Whig Party suffered two significant losses as a slaveholder, 

Zachary Taylor, was nominated for President and a pro-war and pro-Southern Massachusetts 

Whig, Robert Winthrop, was elected Speaker of the House. Giddings tried to force Winthrop to 

support several antislavery positions, including trying to end the war, bringing bills to the floor 

of the House calling for the abolition of slavery in D.C. and repealing the 1793 fugitive slave 

law. After Winthrop refused these demands, Giddings did not vote for Winthrop, who won the 

speakership anyway by one vote. Once again, Giddings found himself the target of scathing criti-

cism by the Whig press, to which he responded using his own press outlets. In a September 7, 

1847 letter to Horace Greeley, he wrote he would rather see the Whigs disband than support the 

war. Electing a Whig speaker was of no importance if they did not maintain “their integrity” and 

advocate for “great and holy principles.”78 Giddings spent the first part of 1848 doing all he 

could to prevent Taylor from getting the presidential nomination, supporting Ohio Whig, future 

Republican and Dred Scott dissenter John McLean for the nomination. Still hoping the Whigs 

would come to their senses, however naïve that seemed to his contemporaries and to modern his-

torians, he agitated as hard as ever against slavery, speaking not only in his native Ohio but also 

in Massachusetts, where he had become a hero to antislavery people.79 While he failed to sway 

the Whigs from their conservative course, he did get many Liberty Party abolitionists, including 

Henry Stanton and Joshua Leavitt, to reconsider him as a legitimate antislavery advocate.  

 
     76 Stewart, Life, 114, 115-116; Julian, 192, 196. 

     77 Stewart, 123. 
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Opponents of slavery began to think about uniting the various antislavery political 

groups, from the antislavery Whigs like Giddings, the Liberty Party supporters, and a faction of 

northern Democrats increasingly opposed to the extension of slavery. While trying to unite the 

Whig Party, Giddings “unwittingly” helped “galvanize the third-party movement.”80 When the 

Whigs nominated Zachary Taylor in its June convention in Philadelphia, Giddings and other an-

tislavery Whigs bolted and joined the quest to create a new antislavery party, the Free-Soil Party, 

which its supporters hoped would have greater appeal than the Liberty Party.  

Giddings’s religious beliefs continued to change throughout his life. In addition to his im-

mersion into nature religion prior to his awakening in 1837, he dabbled in Spiritualism beginning 

in 1852, trying to get over the deaths of family members and close friends, including his mother 

and John Quincy Adams. He no longer feared death and increasingly believed God was all-lov-

ing and not at all vengeful, a far cry from the Calvinist deity of his earlier life.81 Following in the 

path of some of the abolitionists, he lost respect for Christian denominations in antebellum 

America because of their tolerance, as he saw it, for slavery. He stated some of his new religious 

beliefs in a letter to the Anti-Slavery Standard.  For example, he accused the Presbyterians of 

“open and undisguised infidelity” for their indifference to slavery considered it “an absurdity… 

to be a Presbyterian who barters his fellow man for gold.”82 He even criticized the early 

Protestant reformers such as Luther and Calvin for their inability or unwillingness to create ide-

als and teachings that would actually liberate mankind. Crediting the Protestant reformers with at 

least getting rid of “some of the prominent errors of the church,” he then pointed out how they 

still “held to the divine right of kings to…rule over their fellow man” and to “establish privileges 

for one class and hold heavy burdens on the other.”83 He hoped a new version of Christianity 

would develop that “should erect the standard of a higher, purer justice, of God; a theology in 

harmony with the teachings of the gospel…”84 Sectarian differences over theology became at 

best impotent and useless and at worst fetters preventing people from becoming true Christians 

devoted to the brotherhood of humanity. His son-in-law George Julian summed up not only this 

phase of Giddings’s spiritual development but also the essence of it since his reawakening in 
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1838: “In laboring for the emancipation of the slave, Giddings emancipated himself from the 

bondage of sectarian theology.”85 Giddings long believed politics and religion were intertwined, 

and he provided a full articulation of this view towards the end of his congressional career. In 

February of 1858, an elderly Giddings gave a speech in Congress that was later published, enti-

tled American Infidelity, laying out how much his sense of religion had merged with his antislav-

ery politics.  

The American infidels, of course, were the slave owners and their supporters in both the 

North and the South. Giddings argued that the national debate boiled down to a simple dichot-

omy. Americans opposing slavery were upholding “religious truths” while those supporting slav-

ery were violating “religious truths,” truths stated clearly in one of the core phrases of the Decla-

ration of Independence, “that all men are endowed by their creator with inherent, equal, and inal-

ienable rights.”86 The United States was founded “on religious truths, and it was thus far emphat-

ically a religious government.” Slavery clearly violated the God-given rights granted to all peo-

ple in the Declaration, and all supporters of slavery, which he implied was the Democratic party, 

“deny that the right to live, to protect life, and to attain moral elevation and happiness, is derived 

from Heaven…” The defenders of slavery “claim unlimited sovereignty over human Govern-

ments over human rights,” the essence of tyranny. He then went on to show the brutality of slav-

ery, including how it literally worked people to death and paralyzed “the soul” by denying slaves 

the most basic right to pursue a proper religious life. Giddings spelled out, once again, that 

Christianity and the fight against slavery had become one and the same: “The great heart of 

Christendom now beats in sympathy with the enslaved of this land.”87 Nor was this basic strug-

gle unique to the United States, as he placed the efforts to end serfdom in Russia and the even-

tual abolishment of slavery in the British and French West Indies as part of the same struggle to 

live up to the principles of Christianity. For much of its history, the United States was moving 

away from the principles of Christianity as Northerners “became unwilling to offend those who 

had embraced this infidelity.” Finally, during the 1856 Republican national convention in Phila-

delphia, did a group of Americans stand up and resolve to set itself on the path of restoring true 
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Christianity to the Republic. He did not understate the significance of the Republican party: 

“That day witnessed the dawning of a reformation more deep, more radical, more important in its 

religious, moral, its social and political effects upon mankind, than has occurred since the six-

teenth century…. the first to proclaim the Fatherhood of God and the Brotherhood of man.”88 

With this published speech, Giddings merged two of his guiding principles: the sacredness of the 

fight against slavery and the sacredness American politics established by the Founders that the 

Republican Party had restored. And yet, Giddings still did not call himself an abolitionist and the 

Republican Party was not an abolitionist party. Merely denationalizing slavery was enough to 

make the nation once again Godly because denationalizing slavery would lead to its extinction.89 

Giddings lived until 1864, long enough to see the Civil War transformed into a war to abolish 

slavery. He was finally denied a seat in Congress in 1859 when passed over by the Republican 

nominating convention after over twenty years of nearly continuous service in Congress. He was 

too closely associated with radical antislavery views for the Republicans at that time who were 

trying to appear as moderate as possible.90 The Republican Party, however, had not forgotten all 

that Giddings had done to pave the way for their success, and he was appointed as Consul Gen-

eral to Canada by Abraham Lincoln. Giddings’s fellow antislavery activist Salmon Chase never 

abandoned his orthodox Christian views but those views would continue to inspire his struggle 

against slavery. While he would go on to achieve even greater political success than Giddings, 

his political success originated in his activities organizing and promoting the Liberty Party in 

Ohio.  

 

SALMON P. CHASE’S RELIGION AND THE MAINSTREAMING OF  

ANTISLAVERY POLITICS 

Salmon P. Chase did not make as many explicit connections between his opposition to 

slavery and his religion as did Giddings, nor did he use as often the millennialist-tinged, perfec-

tionist language about abolishing slavery that Giddings and many of the abolitionists used. There 

are, however, three ways to show Chase’s religion motivated his antislavery activities. First, 
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Chase’s faith became stronger as he went through life, beginning with strong childhood influ-

ences, deepened by revivalism, immersion into reform activities, and finally his antislavery ac-

tivism, as shown in his journal and in his letters. He was so intensely religious that religion influ-

enced everything he did that had a clear moral dimension. Second, his plunge into antislavery ac-

tivism occurred simultaneously as he experienced spiritual crises brought on by the traumatizing 

impact of the deaths of all three of his wives and several daughters, beginning in the 1830s and 

continuing through the 1840s. The timing itself shows a connection. And finally, he made the 

connection explicit enough to leave no doubt in his writings and speeches. 

In addition to his first wife’s death in 1835, more personal tragedies haunted Chase as he 

struggled with religion and continued to get more involved in the antislavery movement. He re-

married in 1839 to Eliza Ann Smith. Within three months, however, his daughter with his first 

wife died. In a letter to James Birney he expressed his grief: “You lost a most interesting child 

but had another left; I have lost my only one—her upon whom all my affections and hopes cen-

tered.”91 He had three daughters with his second wife, but two of them died within a year of their 

birth.92 And then Eliza died in 1845. He married a third woman, Belle Ludlow, but she too died 

prematurely, in 1852. He did not remarry again. Even during an era when disease took far greater 

percentage of young lives than today, Chase’s experiences were horrific and undoubtedly took a 

toll on him. It is no wonder that he struggled with religion, as he expressed repeatedly in his jour-

nal. In 1840 he even expressed dissatisfaction with his denomination for its acquiescence to slav-

ery. On a Sunday when he did not attend church because there was no place “for my horses,” he 

further explained his absence “because I feel doubtful as to my duty arising from the relation of 

the Church to Slavery…I cannot doubt that it is wrong for the church to maintain an indifferent if 

not hostile attitude to the cause of the enslaved…”93 Several months later he thought himself “in-

sensible in private prayer and not much moved at family devotions…loaded with benefits by a 

gracious father and rendering such poor returns.” On May 23, 1840, he found himself bored by 

the preacher: “The sermon was dull, or I was sleepy.”94 In an August entry, he once again found 
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family prayers “cold and informal,” and later admitted “Nothing saves me from absolute des-

pair…but that the certainty of atonement is infinite, and that the Holy Spirit is pledged to those 

who ask.”95 During the 1840s, he sought to save himself from “absolute despair” and acquire “a 

better and holier spirit” by getting increasingly involved in the antislavery movement, no longer 

as a lawyer but also as a political organizer and eventually by holding major political offices.  

 Chase had been sympathetic to the Whig Party during the 1830s, helping to organize it in 

Cincinnati.96 Like Giddings, he thought that the Whig Party had a greater chance to be an anti-

slavery party than the Democrats. In 1840, however, a new political possibility emerged when a 

group of abolitionists dissatisfied with the progress of moral suasion, James Birney among them, 

decided to form the Liberty Party, the same Liberty Party Giddings refused to join and had to 

contend with in his antislavery district.97 When the Liberty Party appeared in 1840, Chase at first 

thought it too small to do anything substantial to weaken slavery, an opinion shared by Gid-

dings.98 His allegiance to the Whigs, however, eroded over the next year and a half, with the as-

cension to the presidency of the Virginian slave owner John Tyler after William Henry Harri-

son’s unexpected death in 1841. He also changed his thinking on economic policies, believing 

the Democrats’ Independent Treasury proposal a wise policy, and he increasingly favored other 

Democratic economic policies over Whig policies. Further racial violence in Cincinnati during 

the summer of 1841 and the Whigs’ rejection of Chase as a candidate to the State Senate due to 

his antislavery reputation after he had been defeated for reelection to the City Council convinced 

him to make the leap and support the Liberty Party, which he first announced at a statewide con-

vention in December of 1841. Chase would go on to become a leader if not the leader of the 

Ohio Liberty Party. Due to the propensity of Ohioans to become politically involved and the rel-

atively high presence of antislavery sentiment in Ohio, the Liberty Party did reasonably well in 

his state, fueling Chase’s rise in both regional and national prestige.99 
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From the beginning of Chase’s involvement in the Liberty Party, he sought to widen its ap-

peal by supporting the denationalization of slavery rather than explicitly calling for the abolition 

of slavery and by trying to replace his former client, James Birney, at the top of the ticket with a 

candidate with greater name recognition and more appeal. He even wrote to Birney, urging him 

to step aside by writing “no one …would not cheerfully vote for you…but all regard your elec-

tion… as impractical.”100  Chase also wanted to emphasize the constitutional arguments against 

slavery whereas the eastern Liberty men had emphasized religious and Biblical criticisms of 

slavery. That did not mean, however, that religious reasons were not Chase’s inspiration for op-

posing slavery. He thought that emphasizing the constitutional arguments, which he also be-

lieved, would be more effective in gaining supporters for the party.101 Religion, after all, inspired 

the Liberty Party, as it did much of the antislavery movement.102 For the same reason of hoping 

to widen their appeal, he wanted the Liberty Party to avoid labelling itself “abolitionist” because 

that term alienated much of the population, not only Southerners but Northerners as well. He 

wrote his friend Charles Cleveland: “It [abolitionism] dare not show itself principally because it 

is believed to be unpopular, but partly because Ministers and Party leaders denounce abolition-

ism.” Another criticism and stumbling block to the success of the Liberty Party was that their 

critics accused them of blending Church and State, and once again he tried to avoid the pitfall, as 

he wrote to Gerrit Smith: “…most of us believe, in fact, that political bodies have nothing to do 

with ecclesiastical organization…to avoid giving any occasion of this cry… our political conven-

tions carefully refrained from any expression …in relation to church govt. and discipline.” He 

purposefully kept as much religious rhetoric as he could possibly influence out of the Liberty 

Party, but that does not mean he cared any less about religion.103 His insight was that he saw the 

potential for a larger antislavery movement because he correctly observed that despite the wide-

spread and strong anti-abolitionism present in Ohio, “strange as it may seem there is a large 

amount of genuine antislavery feeling in this city….,” referring to Cincinnati.104 To what extent 

that was true in 1841 is hard to assess, but it would become truer and truer throughout the North 
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over the next two decades. From the beginning of his political antislavery activities, Chase envi-

sioned the arguments and strategy that would eventually bring down slavery in the United States. 

He understood the importance of free labor to Northerners and he conceptualized slave labor as 

being antagonistic to it. Constitutional and legal arguments against slavery, some of which he ad-

vanced while serving as a lawyer for fugitive slaves and those accused of aiding them, would 

resonate throughout Northern society. He thought a considerable number of Northerners would 

soon agree with him that slavery was “threatening to nullify and overshadow” all that was worth-

while and positive in the American government. Like Giddings, he thought denationalizing slav-

ery would leave it “stripped of her protective veil, to be exposed in all her monstrous deformity, 

and to perish amid destruction of them whom she has so long deluded and betrayed.”105 Chase 

forecasted the appeal of the Republican Party over a decade before its formation. His original re-

ligious motivations, however, remained at the heart of his antislavery thought and actions. 

Two of Chase’s nineteenth century biographers, Jacob Schuckers and Albert Hart Bushnell, 

believed Chase’s religion accounted for his antislavery activism. Schuckers, who personally 

knew Chase, wrote “upon faith in Almighty God and a belief in accountability in another world 

for acts done in this, and those other beliefs which Protestant Christians hold to be fundamental, 

Chase founded the maxims and conduct of his life.”106 Albert Bushnell Hart wrote the following: 

“The testimony of those who came closest to him is that he took up the antislavery cause because 

he felt it to be a religious duty because he believed slavery to be a dreadful wrong.”107 Even 

though neither book emphasizes Chase’s religion, both authors explicitly state they thought reli-

gion was the heart of Chase’s motivations for his antislavery activism.  

        Chase’s own words, both private and public, further demonstrate his belief in the sacredness 

of the cause. After pining over his dead daughter Katherine, he criticized himself for being “defi-

cient in charity and brotherly kindness” and for not doing enough to help “the poor and dis-

tressed…” and to have “a better and holier spirit.” He wrote this in December of 1841, just as his 
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activities with the Liberty Party were getting started, so he had to have been referring primarily 

to slaves as the “poor and distressed.”108 Writing to Smith, he affirmed his commitment to anti-

slavery principles by saying that the Democrats and Whigs needed to become sufficiently anti-

slavery before they could align: “We shall be glad when Whigs and Democrats become Liberty 

men. But Mahomet must come to the mountain—the mountain cannot possibly come to Ma-

homet…for the mountain is planted by the Almighty.”109 Chase was saying that the antislavery 

cause was planted by “the Almighty.” During an address at a Liberty Party convention in Phila-

delphia during February of 1844, Chase made these positions clear: “Profoundly do we revere 

the maxims of true Democracy; they are identical with those of true Christianity, in relation to 

the rights and duties of citizens.” Later in the address he said what he hoped would happen to 

slavery: “Regarding, as we do, the question of slavery as the paramount question of our day and 

nation, to give it our cordial and vigorous support, until slavery shall be no more.”110 In an 1849 

speech, he claimed that the newly formed Free Soil Party was the only national party, accusing 

the Democrats and the Whigs of being split along sectional lines. He said that Free Soil men 

“must stand up erect in the dignity which God has given him and say my creed is the Declaration 

of Independence” and that regardless of where he stood in the United States, “no slave must 

stand upon that Holy ground.”111 Years later, in 1864, when slavery was on the verge of being 

abolished, he gave a speech comparing Abraham Lincoln to a ship captain where he “studied the 

political charts and felt the pulse of the people…Captain Lincoln told them to set the main sail 

Emancipation…the old ship dashed into the water as if she would go under but then there was 

faith in God that kept her afloat.”112 Chase hated slavery because it violated Christian ideals and 

he used his considerable talents to end it, just like the abolitionists.  

Chase’s political career took off once he began working for the Liberty Party. When the 

sectional crisis exploded during and after the Mexican-American War, Chase was certainly in the 

right place at the right time. By 1848, he was instrumental in merging much of the Liberty Party 

with free soil Democrats and so-called Conscience Whigs (antislavery Whigs) to widen the ap-

peal of the antislavery movement and to create the Free Soil Party, one of the forerunners to the 
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Republican Party. Chase parlayed his influence with the Free Soilers and some Democrat state 

legislators in Ohio to be elected to the United States Senate in 1849, a remarkable achievement 

considering both his strong antislavery views and his relative inexperience holding political of-

fice. In Ohio, the Whigs and the Democrats were so close in their level of support that the Free 

Soil Party held the balance of power, giving them immense leverage distinct to Ohio.113  

He opposed the Compromise of 1850, but his influence in the Senate was limited by the 

other Democrats, especially Southerners, who found his antislavery positions unacceptable. He 

took a bigger role opposing the Kansas-Nebraska Act, first facing off against Stephen Douglas in 

a debate in the Senate, and then collaborating with Joshua Giddings and other antislavery Sena-

tors and Congressmen to write the influential “Appeal of the Independent Democrats in Congress 

to the People of the United States,” originally published in The National Era, an abolitionist 

newspaper, and then circulated throughout the North as a pamphlet. Giddings wrote the first draft 

and then Chase and Charles Sumner edited and refined it. The “Appeal” contained especially 

harsh language against the authors and supporters of the Kansas-Nebraska Act, calling it “a gross 

violation of a sacred pledge” and a “criminal betrayal of precious rights” for abrogating the Mis-

souri Compromise by opening up the possibility of slavery in the Louisiana Purchase north of the 

36-30 line. While most of the arguments were political and legal, they did “implore Christians 

and Christian Ministers” to oppose the bill because “their divine religion” demanded that all men 

be treated as brothers, a standard violated by potentially advancing the territorial reach of slav-

ery.114 The “Appeal” helped galvanize opposition to the Kansas-Nebraska Act and support for 

the Republicans, which emerged from the chaos of the break-up of the Whigs and the sudden 

emergence of the nativist American Party to become the second party alongside the Democrats. 

Both Giddings and Chase joined the Republicans.115 Chase became the Republican governor of 

Ohio and then hoped to get the Republican presidential nomination in 1856, failing to do so in 

part because he was considered too strong an opponent of slavery and had alienated enough Ohio 

politicians by his machinations to secure the Senate seat in 1848.116 
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Chase continued to seek the presidency in one way or another until his death in 1873. Lin-

coln, after defeating Chase in the contest for the 1860 Republican nomination and becoming the 

President, offered Chase the prestigious and vital cabinet post of Secretary of the Treasury, a 

compliment to Chase’s all-around abilities since he had little experience as a public financier or 

administrator. As part of Lincoln’s cabinet, Chase found himself in a position to advocate for his 

lifelong goal of ending slavery, and he did so, constantly urging Lincoln to take stronger anti-

slavery steps. When Lincoln first proposed the Emancipation Proclamation, Chase surprisingly 

wanted a revised version that would leave it to the military commanders to enact emancipation, 

although he ultimately gave it his approval. When the time came in December of 1862 to imple-

ment the Proclamation, Chase suggested a rhetorical flourish to conclude the document: “Upon 

this act, sincerely believed to be an act of justice, warranted by the Constitution, upon military 

necessity, I invoke the considerate judgment of mankind and the gracious favor of Almighty 

God.” Lincoln and the other cabinet members agreed, enshrining Chase’s sacred view of emanci-

pation.117  

Chase’s piety did not wane in his later years, and his antislavery activities did not alter his 

belief in conventional evangelical religion like it did for Giddings and some of the abolitionists. 

His frequent and earnest references to his faith in his letters to his two remaining daughters, Kate 

and Nettie, reveal a person living out his religious faith, and urging his daughters to do likewise. 

The following that he wrote to his daughter Kate in February of 1852 is typical. Here is the lan-

guage in his second paragraph: 

 

You and I have lost one who was to me a devoted comforter & supporter and to   

   you a kind and affectionate guide [his third wife Belle]. Now, my dear child, you   

   must think of her as in heaven whither a purer and gentler spirit has seldom  

   gone. You, I hope, will manifest your sincere devotion to her memory, by constant  

   endeavors to do what you know she would wish in every respect—by cultivating  

   your manners and your intellect; by doing all the good you can; above all, by  

   devoting your heart to God, and seeking reconciliation with Him through Jesus   

   Christ.118 
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Just one month later in another letter to Kate, Chase’s puritanism came out when he warned her 

“that you naturally have an evil heart and that it is through God’s grace alone that you can over-

come sinful inclinations…and look constantly through Christ for his blessings.”119 A decade 

later, in the midst of the Civil War and Chase’s exhausting task of financing the Union war ef-

fort, he made similar points to Kate. Worrying whether or not she would be able to hold up to the 

tragedies life inevitably brings, he wrote “… trust in God, proved by conformity to His will, is a 

sure defence against the ills of life.” After pointing out the near impossibility of abiding by God’s 

laws, he reminded his daughter “the Christian faith comes in to save us from our despair.”120 

Countless examples of Chase’s heartfelt religion in his letters and other writings such as these 

show a person continuing to be guided by the evangelical religion he acquired early in life and 

nurtured throughout the rest of it. 

Chase would go on to have an eventful final decade or so in life and in politics. Never 

abandoning his deep piety or his ambitions, he repeatedly sought the presidency and clashed with 

Lincoln to the point where Lincoln finally accepted his resignation.121 As Secretary of the Treas-

ury, he helped facilitate the Union’s successful financing of the war, including marketing the Un-

ion war bonds, helping to set up the banking system that would prevail until the early twentieth 

century, and even went against his hard money beliefs by issuing greenbacks as a way to main-

tain liquidity in the North. Despite Lincoln’s problems with Chase, he nominated Chase to be the 

Chief Justice of the Supreme Court after Chase resigned from the Cabinet, once again showing 

his great respect for Chase’s intellect and all-around competence while at the same time eliminat-

ing his ability to hurt Lincoln politically. Chase had been a lawyer, but never a judge. While even 

a cursory summary of his career as Chief Justice cannot fit into this paper, the years he presided 

were critical ones, covering the first part of the Reconstruction Era.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
     119 Salmon to Kate, March 4, 1852, in Ibid., 114. 

     120 Salmon to Kate, November 18, 1863, Ibid., 243. 

     121 Goodwin, 603-609. Chase tried to take the 1864 Republican nomination from Lincoln, and was left in an awk-

ward position when that failed, giving Lincoln the upper hand in their relationship. 



Vol. 5, No. 1 Ohio, Evangelical Religion, and Antislavery 35 

CONCLUSION: THE DISTINCTIVENESS OF  

JOSHUA R. GIDDINGS AND SALMON P. CHASE 

Joshua R. Giddings and Salmon P. Chase succeeded as antislavery politicians, beginning 

early in the movement in the 1830s, and remaining to see the end of slavery in Chase’s case and 

nearly the end in Giddings’s case. They succeeded because they had settled in Ohio, a state that 

provided settings that brought the slavery issue to their respective attentions, and then had the 

right mix of voters and politics enabling them to win office and exert considerable influence both 

within the state and nationally. Both had the distinctive set of personal qualities, including deep 

religiosity, belief that slavery could be effectively opposed through the American political sys-

tem, and burning ambition for influence and political office, to make it possible for them to per-

severe. And both could be hard-headed, practical politicians as well as religiously inspired ideal-

ists, hoping to project their religious visions onto American society. There were not many people 

in America with these distinct qualities to fight against the slave system for as long as they did, 

making the fight against slavery so difficult at least until the sectional upheavals of the 1850s and 

1860s. But Giddings and Chase had kept the cause alive, agitating and organizing and helping to 

put the antislavery cause in position to make a dramatic difference when the time came. 122       

Although there were other antislavery politicians in the North about whom some of the 

same could be said, including Charles Sumner, Thaddeus Stevens, George Julian, William Slade, 

Henry Wilson, John Hale, and some others, few of them were as consequential or had as long ca-

reers at the center of this fight as Giddings and Chase. Without the dynamic religious and politi-

cal landscape of the antebellum North in general and Ohio in particular, however, Giddings and 

Chase never would have had the inspirations or opportunities to lead this political movement and 

help put it in place to fight the Civil War and abolish slavery.  
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