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Frrrow Crrizens—

The underaigned have it in charge, st the
instance of the national commitiea of the
demoeratie party, to address you some words
of explonation and counsel. You are all
advised, by this time, that a minority of the
delegates seceded from our reguler National
Convention at Baltimore, and have proposed
John C."Breckinridge snd Joseph Lune os
their candidates for the Presidency and Vice
Presidency of the United States. [tis an
occurrence without example in our history ;
and for the consequences which may encue
—Involving, po-sibly, the existence of tha
Union which our fathers besought us con-
stantly to maintain—there is a grave respon
sibility somewhere. If the responsibility be
upon those of us who have adhered to the
ancient organization of the democratic party,
whose bnnners now display the honored
names of Stephen A. Douglns and Herschel
V. Johnson, us the regular democratic nom-
inees, we can but protest, in all sincerity,
that we scught no unjust advintage of our
seceding brethren, nnd have erred, if at all,
through mere misjudgment. It appesras to
us, however, upon & careful and deliberate
review of all thut tranepired st Baltimore s
well ne ot Charleston, that the supporters of
Messrs. Breckinridge ond Lane, in violating
the aettled ussges of the democratic party,
snd in sbandoning the regular democratic
organization, have taken the whole respon-
sibility upon themselves.

QUESTION OF SLAVERY IN THE TERRITORIES.

Before proceeding to a narration of the
dieturbances in our Notional Convention at
Charleston, and alterwards at Baltimore, we
deem it necessary lo explain the past con-
duct of the demoeratic party with regnrd to
the difficult question of lavery in the Terri-
tories of the United States. The question
arose, distinctly, for the firat time, when the
House of Representatives, on motion of Mr.
Wilmot, of Pennsylvania, August 12, 1846,
added o proviso to the bill appropriating
money in aid of the negutintlons ol peuce
with Mexico, in the following words :—

Provided, That as an express anid fndamental con-
ditlon to the acquisition of any Lerrilory frow the Re«
public of Mexics by the Uuited Stutes by virlue of
nny trenty which muir ba negotinted between them,
and Lo the tee, by the Execotlve, of tho mon ys hercln
lt:rrnprlntud. nelther sluvory nor Involuntury servi-
t 1de shnll ever exist in any part of sald territory, ex-
cept for crimey wherool tiv paity shall firat be duly
convictods

The bill wsa lost, in the S¢nate, by rea-
gon of 8 coniroversy upon this particular
clouse ; snd #o the very introduction of the
question into Congrees, by Mr. Wilmot, re-
culted in defenting e bill of 1he utmoet im-
portance, em burrossing the Ex: cutive in the
midet of s foreign war, and in prolonging
thet war twelve or eighteen months, expend
ing the tremenre of the notion, und sncrificing
in eubsequent battle the lives of so muny ol
our countrymen.

We need not purene the clorming agita-
tion thus mischievously commenced ; un sg-
jtation which defeated Genernl Cuge, our
vominee for the Presidency in 1848, ond, ot
1ast, in 1850, bronght vur Union to the verge
of disgolution, Thut cutostrophe wus avuid:
ed, however, by the firmness snd wisdom ol
the democrstic purty in Congress, and
throughout the country, vided by the must
eminent chieltoing ol the whig party 5 uud
the busis of eettlement then ngreed vpon,
and oiterwsrds ununimovsly wllirmed by the
Whig vs well us by the Dymocratic Notion-
al Conveuticn st Banimure, in 1852, wos
thut Congress sheuld nut interpose ils uy-
thority, under any circumelineos, whether to
prihibit er intreduce, gholish or maintain the
institution of elavery within the Territories.
A totul exclusion of the subject from Con.
gress, thence!orth and lurever, wone the ulive
branch held cut und accepted, North and
South, by the two great politicel porties inty
which the Aniericun people were then divid-
ed. Weeny, lellow citizens, thot the North
sndthe South slike sccepted this settiement,
becsuee not only did agitativn end discord
cense, but e8 well the sbolitivn party at the
North a8 the seceesion purly at the South,
became slmost extinct.

In Junuary, 1854, at the first gession of
Congrese under Genersl Pierce's sdminis-
tration, a necessily arcse [or the establizh-
ment of Territoris] governments in Nebrua
ko and Kunsss 3 but o fearlul abstucle seem-
ed to lie ut the very threshold. The sct of
Congrees, spproved Morch 6, 1820, some.
times called the Missouri compromise, pro
hibited gluvery in all the domain over which
these two Territories extended, Obviously,
gnch an ensctment was inconsistent with the
prineiple adopted in 1850, und cught then to
bave been repealed by neme. But it had
not been repealed, and, slthough never op
erative in fact, had sequired all the suthority
of sge ; snd of the many eminent statesmen
who, waiving their scroples in regord to its
constitutionulity, had sccepted it se the de-
termination of snother controversy which,
in 1820, bade fuir to rend the Union asun-
der. The difficulty seemed, ot first, insur-
mountable, inasmuch as a repenl of the Mis-
sovri act might renew the ogitution quelled
in 1850 ; wherees, upon the other hand, to
leave such sn sct of Congress in existence
would be an sbandonment of the very prin-
ciple through which that happy result had
been obtained. The democratic party, sfter

. some hesitation, resolved to pursue the prin-

ciple of 1850 to its logical consequence, to
sbrogate the Missouri compromise line, so
celled, even ot the hezerd of new and more
dangerous agitation, It appealed to the whig
party for aesistance, and some of the South.
ern representatives of that party, in Con-

ress, responded to the sppeal. But the
,(orlhern whigs, with a lew exceptions,
abandoned their Bouthern sllies, and, uniting
with the remnant of the old abolition Farty,
raised am alarm throughout the North that
the democratic party Lied thus renewed, in
Goagreu. the identical sgitetion which it
had solemoly promised to discountenance.
This “fusion’ of Northern whigs and sboli-
tionists was largely strengthened by defec-
tion from our own ranks ; men, who aban.
doned us, not becsuse they supported the
Wilmot proviso, b it becouse they feared the
demooratic parly was about to surrender the
uetrine of **non-intervention” by Coungress,
“and become an active agent, through the in.
rumentality ol the federal government, for
sompelling the Territories, one and all, to
ccept slayery as an institution forever, un-
rable pnd uncontrollable. Time has
w dissippted the lears of many, and the
ve relurned to their old allegiance. The
ople of the North ere beginning to under.
and, algo, that the true responsibility for
| the gitation which resulted from the
snses:Nebraska sct is upon those who
sted the application of a sound principle
D a merely formal change of circumetancea.

But, In 1854, suddenly, and slmost ss If by
magical touch, the democratic party of the
North and Northwest disappesred. Only
thirteen democrsts wera elected to the
House of Representstives in that year from
all the non-slaveholding States, Callfornia
included, and four of thet number, almost
one-third, were from the State of Illinois.—
It required years of constant effort to astialy
the Northern people that the Kansas-Ne-
braska act was not an act of Bouthern ag:
greesion, but an act for cerrying into effect
the principle established by the compromise
meseures of 1850, The undersigned do not
mesn to palliste a misconception so gross,
but merely to relate sn indicputable fact.—
Our leader in these eventful contests, now
the candidate of the democratic party for the
Presidency of the United Stntes, did, slmost
without exaggeration, traval from Washing-
ton City to Chicago, in 1854, by the light of
his own burning effizies.

It was after such dissstrous consequences
to the democratic party, and with hearts full
of apprehensinn, that our delecvates from all
the States, North and South, srsembled at
Cincinnati, in June, 1856, to consult with
referencs to public vffairs. Confident in the
justice of our ceuse, and sppealing to the
suber judgment of the peaple, the Demo
eratic Nationsl Convention, by a unanimous
vote, endorsed the Kansas Nebraska ner,
and resolved to abide by its principles. The
resnltis well known. The nominees of thm
convention received a sufficient number of
electoral votes to secore them in the Prest
dency nod Vice Presidency of the United
States. The fact was developed, olso, that
in other of the Northern Siates, New York
Ohio and Iows, st least—the black republi-
cans had prevailed by n mere plurality, and
in oppoeition to a clesr and definite mujority
of the papular vote. At no time since has
the black repnblican pnﬂ.hnuuined power in
the Stutesof New York, New Jersey, Ponn-
sylvania, Ohio, {ndisna nnd Illinois, by ite
own strength, but in every instance, by some
combination with the remoant of the Ameri-
can party in those States ; a remnant oppos-
ed to the administration of Mr. Buchannn,
but never sntisfied to co-operate with sboli-
tionists in a Presidential election.

KANSAS KEBMASKA BILL.

The Konsas Nebraska bill was a compro-
mige ol conflicting opinions within the dem
ocrutic party ; some of its supporters believ-
ing that Cungress had conetitutionsl authori-
ty to pruhibit the existence of slavery in the
Territories ; others, thet while Congrees hsd
not, each Territorinl Legisloture had such
power ; and yet others, that veither Con
gress nor a Territorial Legisloture could
pruhibit slovery, but were both entrusted
with the power, coupled with the duty of
mointeining and protecting that relatfon.—
To hermunize, in support of the bill, such
various opinions, and thus unite the demo-
cratie purty, Nurth and South, upon a fair
and finnl bneia of sction, waea the task to
which Stephen A. Dougles sddressed hia
intellect and i fluence. Democrsts who
belivved that Cungre-a had power to prohibit
sluvery within the Territories, vpon the one
hend, or, upon the other, to mointain slavery,
sgreed to delegate the entire exarclse of euch
suthority, whatever Qis extent or neture
might be, to the Territorinl Legislatures, na
the vgents and svbstitutea ol Congress for
that purpoze ; whilst those who believed that
the Territorinl Legislutures had inherent
wnthority over the subject—asuthority . not
delegnted by Congress, but arising Irom a
right ot sell-government—concurred in o
golemn declaration that the vetion of every
Terchtoris) Leglslutore #hould be subject to
the prohibitione, liwitations wnd principles
expressed in the consttution of the Uuited
Si.tes. And in order to provide o conveni
entmethod lor attesting the cunstitutinnality
of uny act which o Territorial Legislature
might adupt, whether lur the prohibition vr
muintensnce of slavery,in cise any citizen
should feel wsggrieved by euch legisl tiun,
the rizht of appeul 1o the SBupreme Court of
the United Stutes wus so enlsrged by the
pinth and twenty-seventh sections of the
bill ne to include “sll cases involving title
to gluves,” decided by the Buprema Court ol
o Toreitory, “without regard 10 the value of
the matter, property, ur litle in controversy,”
and ulse, all coses decided by the court lust
numed, or by sny district conrt of u Territo-
ry, or any judge of either of the #aid courts,
“upon gny writ of hubess corpus involving
the question of personul freedom.” The
plain objeet of these provisions wos to ban-
ih all digcussion of the eubject of slavery
within the Territories, except the enfurce
ment of the Fugitive S'ave oet, from the
Congress of the United States, snd thue lu-
cnlize, as fur na pussible, every controversy
to which that subje.t could give veeasion.—
I, a8 in the cose of Kinsas, a Territorinl
Legislature should exclude slavery ; or, as
iv the case ol New Mexico, should protest
and maintain it, those who desired to contest
the suthurity of the Legislature, one way
or another, could resurt to the courts of jus=
tice with their cluims, end, by the decision
of the highest appellate tribunsl—numely,
the Bupreme Court of the United States—
all euch cloims would be determined, It
wos foreseen, a8 an srgument for withdraw-
ing the authority of Coogress, even admit-
ting the existence of such authority, that
gluve lebor would seek only those regions
where it could be profitably employed ; and
wherever it covld be so employed, as in Now
Mexico, including Arizona, it would be suf-
ficiently protected by local legislation. The
result has shown thst sluvery now prevails
slmost exactly where it would have been
established if the Missouri compromise line
had never been repealed, but hed been, as
the Bouth demanded from 1846 until 1860,
extended to the Pacific ocesn ; that portion
of the 1 erritory of New Mexico north of 36
deg. 30 min. being sn equivalent for the
frid regions of Califarnla south of the sume
Iiua.

Practically, therelore, the whole dispute
has been eettled ; so that when Senstor
Brown, of Mississippi, demanded, at the sea-
sion of Congress just concluded, that the
laws of Kunsas prohibiting slavery should
be snnulled, his demand was only seconded
by Senator Johnson, of Arkansas, and Sen~
ator Mallory, of Florida ; snd upon the other
hand, when the black republicans proposed
a bill for abrogating the laws of New Mexi-
o in favor of slavery, all the democratic
representatives In Congress, South und
North, ss well as al] the Southern oppoaition
members, sgreed in resisting it, The fact
is notorious, ulso, thet by the assistance ol
Mr. Thayer, of Massachusetts, and othera of
bis party in: the Hoyse, the democrats and

¥ | and Southern oppositionists were anabled

to defeat & number of Territorial bills con=
teinipg the Wilmot proviso. It was evident,
thiérelore, when our National Convention
re-sasembled at Ballimore on the 18ih o
June, thet the wisdom of the democratic
party, in adhering to the doctrine of “non-

interventipn” b every trial and re-

verse, would roon be rewarded by a trivmph
no lese signal than that which attended our
oppoaition to the Bank of the United Sintea
and our devotion to the prineiples of the In.
dependent Treasury sct. [If, in the estima.
tion of all, except three supporiers of the
Benatorial caucus resolutions, so ealled, de-
claring that Congress ought to intervene for
the protection of slave properly in the Ter-
ritories “when necesanry,” the express abo-
lition of slavery in Konsas by Territorial act
did not comstitnte a ease of necessily for
such intervention, what possible case ever
conld mize ¥ No democrat will deny the
obligation of the federal government to sup-
press insurrections within a Territory, and
to enforee, even as aguinst Territorial en-
sctments, a final judgment of the Supreme
Court of the United States, Nor can it be
denied that Congress may, in certain extrame
cases beyond the power of redress by judicial
interposition, revoke or amend » charter of
Territorial orfanizstion. For what useful
purpose, then, was the sgitstion of so dun

gerons & question renewed by President
Buchanan in his lest annual message, or in-
flamed by the resolutions of a Senstorisl
cuuvcus, and finally thrust vpon the Demo.
oratic National Convention at Charleston !

EXCUSES FOR ALTERING THE CINCINNATI

PLATFORM.

Tt is said, in excuee, that the principles
enuncisted by the Supreme Court of the
United States, in the case of Dred Boott,
lesd to the conclusion that s ‘Territorial
Legislature hns no more. suthority over the
subject of slavery than Congrese, ond that
Congress, oqually with the Territorial Leg-
islatures, is under obligation to protect as
well the possession as the title of elave
property in the Territories. We do not
now intend to debate this sssertion one way
or another, [t is admitted, universally, that
no such question wos presented by the re-
cord of Dred Scott's vuse, nor argued by
counsel at \he bar ; and whatever the con-
clusion st which any democret might arrive,
upon resding the opinions delivered by the
saveral jodger, that conclusion cannot be eo
clesr of doubt as to warrant him in censur-
ing those who, with an equal desire to sscer-
tain the truth, huve sttained another eon-
closion. We must a!l agree thet if the Sup.
reme Court did not intend to decide thatques-
tion (as many believe) it would be an act of
bud taith,inviolation of the very termsof the
Kunsos Nebraska bill, to commit the demo-
eratic pnriy, as a nationsal vrganization, to ei-
ther side; wheress, if the court did go intend,
nothing is more certain than that whenever
the question shall distivetly srise, snd be
fuirly argued, the court wil! express its de~
termination in langusge ao plain na Lo com-
mand universnl scquiescence. The judg-
ment of the Supreme Court in Dred Scott's
case hne been corried into full exacution;
and whatever judgment it may hereafter pro
nounce, in a cise depending on the validity
or invalidity of Territorial ennctments, must
be and will be executed with equasl alacrity
and confidence. But, evidently, vntil some
Territorial Liegislature shull, by its ensot-
ments, have impaired the rizht of property
in sloves, there can ba no use in syititing
such questione; and if, as the suthors of the
Senatorlal coucus resolutions have declered
by their votes, the case of I{ansus be not o
proper cn-e for Congressional intervention,
it is dificult to imagine uny other in which
a necessity for such intervestion will arise.

It is soid, however, that the democrstic
party thus occupies an cquivecal position,
and that the Cinelnnnti platiorm is rendered
sugceptible of two interpretntiona. This
pretext is merely plausible. The plattorm
has no double meaning, vnd but one gensi-
ble interpretition. It declores agoinst
Congressional intervention plainly, openly
ond unequivoenlly; but refera the question
what power—if any—n Territorisl Legisia-
ture cun exercise lor the prohibition or the
muintenvnce of slavery, as a T' rritorinl in~
stitution, to the adjndicition of the Supreme
Court of the United Stutes. Demucrats may
differ us Lo what the court should or will de-
cide but they have stipulated, whatever the
decision may be, to curry thul decision intu
effuct.

It hos been argued, also, inasmuch vs one
duty of government is the protection of prop-
erty in return tor the vlleginnce ol its sub-
jects, that the lederal governmedt cannot
sbdicate suthority with respect to the
Territoriee, but should constantly exer=
cise n power of immediate legislation
for the protection of property vs well
oe persons within them. This propos=
tiion, also, ia merely plovsible. It ig-
nores the fact thut Congress must have,
and hos always, ¥xerei;ed a choice of in-
strumentslities. [t ignores the faet, nleo,
that the duties of government liave been di-
vided under our American system into those
of leders! aud those of State, Territoriul,
snd even of county, parish wnd municipul
charucter. All theee token together con

stitule the government of which, snd ol
which ouly, the proposition enn truly be
predicated, and unless we adopt the mux

ims of the old federal party which our futh-
era repudisted in 1798, 1709 and 1800, we
must deny that the government of the Uni-
ted Statea con sfford any protection, except
in a federal capuecity, to property of any des-
cription; all other duties of protection hav-
ing been wissly confided to State or Terri-
torial, and, in some cases, to merely muni

cipal authorities. It is true, undoubtedly,
that all forms of property recognized by the
laws of the respective States composing our
confedaration, are entitled to equal regard
by their common federal agent; but to affirm
that it shall, under the pretence of protect-
ing a right of properly, usurp any power
not clearly delegated by the States, in the
terms of their compact with each other is to
offirm a doctrine frsught with the most fatal
consequences. The question is not wheth

er property in slaves, or any other form of
property, shall be protgcted in the States or
in the Territories, or elsewhere; the ques-
tion is by which of the several divisions ol
governmeat with us, and to what extent by
each, this protection shall be afforded. It
fa a controversy, therelore, involving, the
whole ground of difference between the
democratic party and the various parties by
which, in the history of our country, the
democratic perty has been opposed. The
firat inclination ol every democrat should be
to resiat, as far an he can lawlully, the ex~
ercise of any power by the federal govern-
ment, within the States, within the Territo:
ries, or anywhere else, until a clear and de~
finite delegution of such power by the sev-
eral States oan bo pruven from the langusge
ot necessnry import of the conatitution ol
the United Biates.

We have thys endeavored to show you,
fellow citizens, that the condnct of the dem.
ocratic party, with reference to the subject
of alavery io the Territories, has been die-
tinguished for moderation, for wiee and

whelesome statesmenship, for regard to the

limited maturé of tke federsl government,

people, to the peace, the welfare, the con~
tinual preservation of thet Union which hss
has made us a miracle smong the nations.

CHARLESTON CONVERTION,

When our Natlonal Convention sssem
bled in the city of Charleston, on the 234 of
April, it exhibited a condition of affairs yo-
like that of any other other politicsl conven-
tion of this year. Every State of the Union
was fully represanted. What Amerilcan
citizen, whether of Southern or Nor-
thern birth, from the Atlantic or the
Pacific epast—from the inlind sess which
border upon Cansds, from the valley of
the imperial Miselasippi, from the Biate
looking out of the Gulf of Mexico—did not
rejoice on beholding whet seemed to be, in
vary truth, 8 couneil of the whole republie?
Why thst council feiled. in its purpose,
wherefore it wus distracted, by whom and
in what manner, we must now proceed Lo
relate.

The Democratic Convention of Alsbama
assembled at Montgomery in January, 1860,
to appoint delegates from that State to the
Charleston Conventivn. It chose to declore
the opinion entertained by a majority of its
members, thet no Territoris] Legialatore
had any right to prohibit the institution ol
glovery, and that the constitution of the
United States was under immediste -obliga.
tion to maintain snd protect that institu-
tion everywhere, **in the States, in tha
Territories, and in the wilderness in which
territorinl governments sre 88 yet unorgnn-
ized.” Tosuch a decluration of opinivn by
the Statee of Alabama, there could bs no
raasoneble ground of objection upon the part
of other Btates, each of them being at liber-
ty to concur or to cissent. But Alsbamn
did not pause here; she instructed her dele«
gates to present those resolutions to the
Convention at Charleston; and in cass the
opinion therein expressed was not adopted
by thut convention, har delegatea were im
madintely to withdruw and, o8 if conscious
uf the antagonistic sttitude assumed by such
instructiona townard the damocratic party ot
large, the Montzomery Convention appoin.
ted o committes upon whom should devolve
the duty #8 &oon as the Alubsma delegstes
had withdrown (rom the Convention at
Charleston, of ealing o State Convention
to decide upon ulterior messures, We de
sire to speak with entire respect of the State
of Alabsms; and without questioning her
right at ony time to adopt such re<olutions
s to her seemed best, we ars constrained to
sny that the attitude which she thus v=sum-
ed, with regird to the demoericy of other
Statea, was a violation o! the uanges and
principles upun which only » nationai argan-
ization o' our'democratic party con b muin
tained, If each ol tie Stites hud lollowed
her exumple—und ench of them wos the
peer of Alnbama—the Nutional Convention
could not have proceeded one step; there

to the reserved rights of the States and the | before any vote upon it, and, conseque

ntlv.
before any smendment of Mr. Bamuel's re

solution could be proposed, the Alsbams
delegation withdrew from the Convention.
followed by ten of the delegates from Lou-
isiana, thus lesving that State without »
vote; the entire delegations from Mississip
pi, Texas, end Florida, and the larger part
of the delegstions from South Carolina
Georgla, and Arksnass. These delegations
withdrew in the most formal msoner; not
contenting themselves with epeeches on the
subject, hut delivering wrilten protests to be

entered ot large upon the journal of the
Conventlon.

EXCUSES FOR THE SECESSION AT CHARLESTON.

Various excuses have been assigned for
this extraordinary conduct, but none of them.
in our judgment, will bear examinstion. It
has been seid, for instance, that the Conven-
tion adopted an unfair rule of voting, or one
which enabled a minority of the delegates
to control the majority. Here is the rule in
80 muny words :—

That in any 8inte which has not provided or direet-
edy by its State Conventinn, how ita vole may bo giv-
en. the Conventinon will rocognize the right of exeh
delegnie Lo cant his individunl vote.

This rule was adopted on Tuesday, Aoril
24, by a vote of 394 egninst 207 delegntes,
which snfficiently demonstrates ita fairneas,
If any demonstrstion wera requinite. It ne-
knowledges the right of every State to bind
her delogates, but secures to each delegate
his own vote, es ngainst any combination of
his collengues, where the State has not cho-
sen thus to subordinate him.  The rule wan
npplied, at Charleston, in the decision of all
questions; and no complaiot wns then made
of it (in \heir protesia or their epeeches) by
the delegations which withdrew, The first
complaint, so far ne we con necertain, waa in
the nddress publiched by eighteen members of
Congress, nlter the Convention had adjourn-
ed from Churleston to Baliimore. ‘I'he rule
operated as Linedly upon the une eide »a uppn
the other; witnees the foct that delegaies
from Alsbamy and Louisinna were compell-
ed to withdraw from the Convention by the
set of their colleagues ngrinat their own
will, snd that ten delegates from Georgia,
who remained in the Convention, were not
allowed to vo'e (under General Cushing's
decision) becnnse o mwjority of the delega-
tion had withdeawn,

Of what possible importance can the as
sertion be thut o diffarent result, either in
regurd to the plattorm or the eindidates,
would have attended o rule suthorizing ench
delegate to coutrol his own vate, without
referance to the inatroctions of his Stute !
In New York, Alnbimna, Indisna nnd Louis-
inmn, for example, the Conveution which in-
structed the delecotea was the convention
which nppointed them: and but that all
these delevntes were understood to scerpt
their appointments, severally, with an obli-|
gntion to obey the instructions, it is very |
certuin the Convention wou.d, in each ense,

would have been no room for counael, lor
interchnnge of opinion or sentiment, ‘or con
ciliation, harmony, and united activa. l

Alter the Charleston Convention had pre-
seribed the rules of its proceeding nnd verl- |
fied the credentinls of all its delegates in |
the usunl method, it sppcinted o committee
of one from each Stute to report a platform
of principles. That committee, sfter long
and tedivus seesions, made three reporig;
one by the members from seventesn States, |
one by the members from fifteen Stutes,and
one by Mr. Buttler frum the State of Mus:
sachuseits.  ‘I'he firat (mjority) report wus
in substanti)]l aecordance with the instruc
tiona of Alubama to her delegates; the see-
ond consisted ot an pddition tu the Ciocin
nati plutiorm, decluring that the democrs=
tic party would abide by whetever decisions
had been, or might thereaiter be mnda by
the Supreme Court of the United Stutes;
the third wus the Cincinnuti platform with=-
out any important eddition. After a full
and earnest debute, it become evident that
the Convention was not gatisfied with eny
uf those repurtsj and accordingly o motion
wans mude and carried to recommit ull of
them—Alabamu, as well as the rest of the
States which aiterwards seceded from the
Convention, voting for this recommitment,

Qn the sume day (April 28) the commit=
tee ngain repurted, snd again the reports
were three in pumber; the third, by Mr.
Butler, of Muesuchusetts, being tha same
which he hud previously submitted. The
second report ol the mujority cunsisted ol
these three resolutivosi—

Firal=That the governmont «f u Territory, organ-
fzod by mpact of Congross, la provisionil sud tempo-
rury; sod, durlog ite exl oucw, all oltizens of e
Unlited States bave sn equal right to seiil: with their
propurly lo tho Territory withoul theie rights, vither
of person or properly, being destroyod or impaired
by Congressional or Torrltor.al lezlslation,

Second=1hut 1§ 18 tho duty of the Federal Govern
ment, in sll ity deparlmonts, 1 protect, whon noces:
sury, tho rights of persoun and properiy o the Terel
tories knd whercver ¢.se Its consudiutional uuthurity
axtonds,

Third—That whon the ssitlers 1o u Tarritory, having
an aduquate population, lorm u State Constitution,
Uis right of soveraiguly commoncos, and heing cous
summuted by ndmission lnto e Unlon, they staml
on un equel footing with the people of other Statos;
and the Btale thus organized ought to be ndmiited
futo ths Federa) Unlon whuether is constitution pro-
bibits or recoguizos Lho Institution of sluvery.

Nothing could be more vagua and unsatis
factory than those resolutions; they deal in
“trucisms” of the tamest significance, or
rather, se the controversy ther stood, of no
significonce st all. It _would have been a
sufficient resson for their rejection (if no
other resulutions had ever been presented)
thot these mugnified & thoussnd fold the sl
leged faults of the Cincinnati plstiorm.

The second report from the minority of
the committee, presented by Mr. Sumuel, of
lows, consisted of the Cincinnati plutform
with this addition : —

Innsmuch as difforences of opinlon exist in the
Dumocrstio party us Lo the nuture und extent of the
powers of g Territorial Leglslatnre, and ue to the
powers an.: dutles of Uongress, under the Coustiti-
tion of the United Stutes, over tho fnetitution of sluv-
ur{l within the Terriv rive,

osolved, That the Democrutlo party willabldo by
the doelslon of the Supreme Court of thoe Upited
Hlatos on these questlons of constitutional law,

No further amendmenta or resolutions be-
ing admissable by perlismeuntary rule, the
Convention proceeded toa vote; firet reject-
ing the report of Mr, Butler, and then sud

stituting the report of Mr, SBamuel for that
of the mojority. The question reeurring
upon the sdoption of Mr. Sumuel's resolu-
tion, a delegate from North Carolina (Mr.
Brown) obtained the lesve, by unanimous
consent, (o address the Convention, and
thereupun expostulated wguinst the resolu.
tion (#e it thep stood) in very earnest terms,
[t was immediately rejected by s vote of
238 1o 21; the States of Alabama, Missis.
sippl, Louisiona, Acrkansas, Georgis, and
Florlda - declining to vale on either side.—
W ith a view to the smendment of that reso-
lution, #o a8 to remove the objections thus
suggested, 8 motion for reconsideration was
entered. Buch amendment could only be
accomplished by rejecting the resolution,
and thea reconsidering the vote; the previ-
ous queation haviog been seconded and sus-
tained by the Coovention belore the dele-
gate from North Carolina bad spoken.

Pending this motion for recopsideration,

|uurmism, information at second hand, or as-

hiave mude other sppuintments. And, nfter
all, how much reliunees can be placed in ns-
gertions or caleulutions us to what any dal
pgate would have done, st Charleston, in!
different circumstunces. All such asser-
tiong or culeulations ore buased on rumors,

surnnces privately eignified,

We could, by the same style ol argument,
refute the whole of them; but we choose to
deal with the subj:et vs men, und oot to
amuie curseives with suppositions or possi
b.lities, The methsd of voting was an affair
1o be determined by the Convention; and it
was determined ot Charleston, ns we have
shown, by a mnjority of almost two thirds,

Another complaint is, that the report o

Nstionsl-Conventions would have been cu-
ricusly constituted, That of 1844 would
have consisted only of delegates from Ale-
bama, Arkansae, [llinois, Missouri, New
Hampshire, South Carolina and Virginia ;
that of 1848 of delegates from Georgis, In-
diana, Louisiane, Maine, Michigan, Missis—
sippi, New York and Pennsylvania, in addi-
tion; that of 1852 of delegates from Alaba~
ma, Arkanang, I1linois, Indisns, lows, Maine,
Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, New Hamp-
shire, Ohio, SBouth Carolins, Texas, Virginis
snd Wisconnin; while that of 1856 would
bave excloded the States of Tennessee and
Kentucky, which voted for Mr. Bochanan,
but included Maine, New Hampshire, Rhode
Island, Connecticut, New York, Maryland,
Ohio, Michigan, Iows and Wisconsin, which
voted against him.

It will scarcely be argued thet delegntes
ought to be admiited Into a National Con-
vention and there denied the right of voting
in accordance with their own convietions.—
The objection amounts to nothing, therefore,
unless to the disfranchisement, from time to
lime, of such of the Btates ns for any rea
son peculier,local or temporary, vole against

the mnjurity of the committes on resolu:
tions was not udopted by the Convention—
ve being the vuice of a mejority of the
Biates. Severul wnswers suggest lhem-
selves ut once,

1. Such wns not the method of-voting
adopted by the convention, snd never had
been the method in any previous convention.

Q. 1! the rule had been thot a majority of
the Committee should prescribe the plat-
form, and not o majority of the Convention,
it is evident from their votes (alterward
given) thut several of the Stutes would have
chosen viher representustives upon the com-
mitiee.

3. The first mojority report, as we have
shown, was nut acceptuble to the delega-
tiuns which subsequently retired, Every
une of them voted tor its recommitment,

4. The second report of the commiltee
never did, as o whole, commund the sssant
of o mnjority, the committeeman Irom Mis-
sourl (General Clark) announcing that he
would move, vt the proper time, to strike out
this all important resolution (=

Ihat it 1= the duly of the Federsl Government, ln
ull its dapartmonts, o pritect, when necossary, the

rights of persons and properiy in the Territories and
wherever ulse (19 constitutlonsl autority sxiends,

It required tha committeemnn from Mis-

our Presidentis] nominees. How would
such & rule operate four years hence !

The boast of tha Damocracy & in ita na=
tional characier snd symputhies; therefore,
although our Democratic brethren of Mas—
anchusetts have not mohieved a victory in
any Presidential election since 1820, we do
not despise them, but gladly admit them, on
terms of equality, to our National Conven-
tions.

The truth ie, that the eeceders at Charles-
ton were actuated by other motives than o
sincere regard for the welfsre of the Demo.
er.tic party, or ettachment to Democratic
usages and principles. They were deter-
mined to rula the party, or elee lo ruin it,—
No politieal organization ean exist upon
such terms; becsuse he would be less than
a minwho could submit to them. We have
sufficiently guarded the righta of minorities
hereto'ora by requiring each of our namineas
to receive two-thirds of sll the electoral
voles given in & National Convention; but
whenever we acknowledge that one fi'th of |
thedslegates may (s nt Charleston) demand |
an addition to our platform, and, upon the |
refusal of such demund, may rightfully sa-
cede, we render it impossible for our party
to exist any lenger. Lot no man deceiva
himsell iv this regird, becouse here is the
whule ‘controversy st Charleston reduced to
o plain, definite; and unuvoidable issua.
WHAT OCCURRED AT CHARLESTUN AFTER THE

BECESSION,

Finding itself thus suldenly deprived o
the cuunsel and assistance of the Demoertic
party in eight Stotes, the Convention sbon-
doned ull sttomots to modily or enlarge the
Cincinnati platform, and proceeded to the
nomination of eandidutes,

*But,in o*der thut no rensonable objection
should be alleged o the validity of its nom.

D — I———
jority report) which had been rejected by the
Democratic Convention ; pending which, ss
their joornal informs us,

Mr. Yancey, of Alabamu, moved that the Lad
amondad so &8 Lo strika ool the words “of the United
Biates™ afler the word “ Domocrsey,” and
“Constitutional” beforo the saime word as ofles as
oocurs in Lhe report.

Can there be any doubt ss to the ¥
of such proceedings? Mr. Yencey
adopt even a new name as weil as a separsts
organization; and It is notorious that he was
the master spirit of the whole secomsiod
movement. Others, it would seem, wers'
not quite o bold; and 1herefore, after pome
debate, bis smendment was withdrawn.'

Several digs of hesitation, doubt, snd
controversy smong themselves ensued § Bt
at length sscertaining that the Democratie
Convention had adjourned to meet al Balti=
mora, on the 18th of June, the seceders.
were compelled to adopt eome definite
courae. Mr. Jackson, of Georgle, then pro=
posed thia resolution, and it was udi

Rosolved, That the Democratio party of the Unlted
Btatee, who are opposad 1o the doctrine of [
Savere!goly, and in favor of the platform ol prinels
ples rocommendnd by & mujorily of the States in the

Charloston Conventlon, and unanimously erb‘
the delogatos of e'ght withdrawing Slates, be lnvi

to send delezatos to & Convention to be held In Rich-
wond, Virginia, on the second Mooday of June; aad,
11 arder 1o spoure concert of astlon, t tho basls of
roproesantstion be \ue same s that ul;an which the
biatos have Lesn reprosenied in tho Charleston Oow-
¥entlon.

Another quutatisn from their joutnal fe
somewhat significant :—

On mollon of Yr. Barry, of Mlssissippl, the follow-
Ing resoiution was ndoptod:

Resolved, Thul the tﬂ‘lu,‘.'n-‘.'s from Sonth Carolina
be réequegted to rubllu!l the procesdings of this Con~
venilun, kud lo neorporate thom o n Elmphlﬂ eou~
Laluing so mueh of the proceodings of the Convention
from wiiech this Convaotion withdrew as expluins the
canses of our soparation from It

O motion, Il was

Resolve), That the Boath Carolinn delegation be
appototed a committen 1o make arrangoments for (he'
Convontlon to be held st Richimoud,

We pause bere to ask, in all eandor, how
theae gentlemen could eny longer claim tor
be members of the party whose Convention
hnd adjourned to Biltimore, and, eapecially,
to be membars of that Convention?

SUDSKQUENRT ACTION OF THE SECEDERS,

The Richmond Convantion proved a mis=
arable foilure. None of the Northern
States, snd no Southern States, except
South Careling, Florida, Misaissippi, Texas;
Louisionn, Alabsmu, Arkanses and Georgid,
ever appointed a delegale to altend ft.—
The seecedera raturned to their constituente
from Charleston, and all of them distinctly
surrendered, nt home, their commission o
the Convention which had adjourned o
Baltimore. A brief recitsl of what trans«
pired in each State becomes now essential.

SOUTH CAROLINA.

The delegates who represeuted this Btate
in the Charlestan Convention declined fur~
ther eervice; wherrupon a new delegation
was appointed in State Convention, at Col=
umbin, My 380, and accredited to Rich=
mond only. The foremost of these new dals
eantes, Hon. R, Barnwell Rhett, had been

inalions, the Convention altered the rule of |
ull tormer Conventions, and required not
merely two-thirds of the electural votes
given, but two-thirds of all the electoral
voles,

Fifty seven ballots ensuad, and in the
course of those buliots. repeatedly, & major.
ity of the entire Convention indicated Sie=
phen A. Douvalss aa their choice for the
presidentiul ofiice.

The enemies of that distinguished stites-
mon heve wsserted many times that his
friends wera disposed Lo force him upon the
National Convention. 'I'he falsity of this
will sppear from the faet that his friends
could have nominated him at Charleston, |
after the secesnion, in accordance with the
ancient rule demanding two-thirds of the
voles given ; wheress they altered that fule i
immediately, and required two-thirds of all |
the electorsl vutes, or noarly four fifths of
tha votgs which remained.

ADJOUBRKMENT T0 DALTIMORE.

At lust, unable to discharge satisinctorily
the trust confided to it by the democratic
party of the Uwniled States, in conaequence
of the eecession to which we have reterred,
the Convention adjourned from the 3) of
Mav to the 18.h of June, and from the city
of Charleston to the ¢ity of Baltimore, calls
ing upon the democracy of thesever il States, |

cancies coused by such retirement. The
resolution was proposed by Mr. Russell,
chairmon of the Virginia
unanimunsly adopted, in these words :—

fully rosomoentded to the Demoeratie plrtiy ol tha
soveral States o make proviviou for suppliyly
vacaneles o Wiele reapuctive delegutions (o il Uon-
ventlon when it sbull reaveemble.

Itisimppssible to misconstrue this resolu
tion. There was no vasancy whotsoever in
the Canvention, except such as had been
esused by the secession of certain delegates; |

souri 1o constitute the majority (seventeen)
of which we huve heard so much. Without
tnrther srgument, therefore, this pretext dis-
NPpPERTS.

It has been said, finslly, that the States
which tavored the second mojority plotiorm
wera Demooratic Stules, and thut all the
uthers were hopeless, or, at least, unrelinble.
We could, it it were necessairy, prove this
to be uatrue; but even if it wera true, in the
largest sense, what lolly to be guverned
by such coosiderations, Thuse seventeen
States hd not a majority of all the electoral
votes, tnd conld accompliah nothing without
saaistance. No wise Generul, upon the eve
of an engagement, would subtruct lrom th:
westkest column of his army in ordoer to reg-
inforce the strongest; he would on the con
trury, take means to strengthen the feebly,
even ot the expense of the firm.

But, in u higher sense, nud vpon the no-
blest considerstion o1 Democratic policy,
such inviduous distinetion belween the
States ought to be discoursged.,

Qur party has ever commended itself alike
to the North and to the South, ss a party in
which all the States will find their interests
equally protected and their honor equally
observed; nod whenever we absndon that
sale ground, we [alsily our ancient and
proudest profession, snd degrade our Na-
tivnal Convention to the level of the Con-
vention at Chicago. Every true Democrat
believes that Massachuseits as well a8 Suuth
Carolina, would ensure her noblest develup-
ment, as & State, poder the ivfluence ot De-
mocratic policyj sud, therefore, in sll Na-
tional Conventiens, the Democracy of Mas-
sachuselis—Ileeble aud even an insignificant
as others esteemed them—have been treated
as brethren and as eqaals. By means of
such a rule Polk, Cags, and Pierce, and Bu-
chanan, were nominated for the Presidency,
and three of them elocted. What need of
any other rule at Cherleston ¥ What, as-
suredly, but the presence, for the firat time
in our history, of an [ntense, fanatical and
mischievous apirit of sectionalism on the

art of the delegstes who seceded ¥

If the rule for which those delegates con-

tend had prevailed heretofore, some of our

aod unless the Statea of Alsboma, Louisi-
wnn, Missi-sippi, Florida, Tixia, Bouth
Curolina, Georgia and Arkanaus were there
by invited 1o elect new delegntes, the Blate
ol Virginit, and oll other States which re-
muined in the Coovention st Charleston,
deliberutely stultified themselves § That
the seuts of the seceders were underetood to
be vacant at Chnrleston appears also from
the decisidn of General Cushing, eustiined
on appesl, that the minority of the Georgin
delegation could not vote in the Convention
alter the mojority hed seceded. "That the
geceders intended to resign all claiws of
memberahip is evident lrom their epeeches
ond protests at the time ol secession. Nu
language could have been employed to ex-
uress morw plainly the determitution of those
delegates to retire lrum Lae Cunvention at
ones aud torever.

CONVENTION oF THE GECEDERS AT CHARLES-
TON.

Huving thus separsted themselves from
the democtatic party at Charleston, the se-
ceders forthwith organized o party of their
own, sasembling in regular convention al
St. Andrew’s Hall on the 80ih of April,
electing permanant officers, sdupting rules
and sppointing & Commitiee upon Organi-
zation and a Committes upon Resolutons,
The Iatier committee reported, on the 34 of
May, certain resolutions (the second ma-

* At Baltimoro, on motion of Governor Wickliffs,
of LEII:.IIIBI. tue  llowing resolullve was adopled
unanimously io Hon of hut proposed by Mr. Samu-

Jar.oston;

""1;:'.&3:5. Fhat it is In acoordance with tho true fo-
Lar, ting of the Clooinpail platform that, duriug
the existenos of Turritarial ﬂournmnu. tho mous-
are of resiriotion, whatever Ii may be, imposed by
the Federal Coastitution op the powara of & Toreito-
rlul Loglalature over the au of domostlo ralations,
as the same 1'3s besn or shafl héreafier be foally de-
termined by e Supreme Court of he Unled &

e b VT4

for many years a zealous opponent of the
democratic party, snd, as appeara by his lets
ter of Msy 10, 1860, only atlended thie
Richmond Convention in that character.—
Oane poragraph from the letter will be suf=
ficient ;—

You say,*Have wo not harulafare ??palonl nadlon-
nl party conventinng, nud ia not the Kichmond Con-
vontlon s natlounl party couvontion?”’ [ answery
no. A natlonsl party covveatlon is Lhe conventlos
of o party whlsh la basud on aetional princlples, that
11y ;-rlnclrlu comnon to ull portions of the Ualted
Siates. Tho Richmon | Conventlon le nol anch & con-
vontlon. It declired prineiplus nre not national for
not o single Surtharn Slato bas dared to avow them.
1t 18 4 soctionu! convantion, ealled by one section of
the Unlon to sppport rizhits and.interests ulo:,laj
to one soction of the Union, and mtuuwlndL by
but one seection of the Unlon, 1t arises out of de-
brls of Lo ono great natlonwl party io the Unlon—ibe
Vamoeratic parts—and ls intended to conntaract its
polley. Itis trus that sll those of the Domosratie

| parky In tho Uiritad Stutes, who ngroo with the plat-

farm tho elght Soutbsrn Statos lay down us thelr arl:
tarion of party afitlatlongaro lovited to attend the
Rielhimond Coovention. Thin s, ocortainly, an ob
tionabla feature fu the Convention; bul it does nol
alter 18 churucler ns n Southern Convention o sup-
port Soathera rlighte and interosts. The Black Re-
publicans invited all in the United Btates who lg:
with them Lo thelr abolition deslgus to Join with

in thele Convention at Chicago. ®uppose dllui:'&u
should go Inte that Conveollon laamu{ will) from
Southern St.ies, would Whal disrolie it of its sectionsl
character? Carlnloly not, Nor will the fact that
fromn & fow or wmany States in the Norih, delegates
may attond tho Hichmond Gonvontion, chauge fie
character se o soctiopel Convention.

Another delegate, Hon. Armistead Barf,
thus nddressed the Couvention, by which

whose delegates had retired, to fill the va. | he was appointed, st Columbid, June 3:—

M. Welght, of Spartansbarg, roso and nominatod
Hon. A. Burt, of Abbavitle.
Mr. Burt ross and begzed to tnform lile friend that

delegation, snd |he was mont ogtagiously misiaken if his nominatton

was to be considored a concession (o the conventipd
arty. 1o hud oot one element of the Natlonal Dee

Resolved, That when this Convention ndjourns to. p Jm, L was ralsed 5 nullider of the striet~
day, it a\'ju:lm 0 ronsssible at Halllors, M., on L':':uat,ﬁf "': E.: hrought np ot the foot of Gamallel,
Moniduy, the 1Bt duy of Juno, and that it be respects | nd would be recreast not only to friondship, but to

prineiplo, I | wero tn apostatize, and find myself lu

sl e panks of the Nationsl Democrsey. 1 will say,if

you will allow mo oaly nfew words, that for more
ihin sixtwon years | lave entertined an oplolon that
has pever beon changel. It was wy misforiude In
1851, to diffsr with frionds whom | lovod ns dearly as
ninan lovea mout frionds; and, feom Fabr nz,] "
1 have netor doubted, 8o help mo God, that e
Soulltern Ntates wonld so0n have Lo choose belween
alavory nod dis nion.

Mr, Burt received after this declaration
all but one and ooe-eleventh of the votes
cast, snd wans of course elocted,

Such aro the svowed sentimenta of (wo
gentlemen with whom the geceders from the
Democratic National Convention at Balti«
more, alterwoards united ot Richmond i af-
firming the nomination ol Dlussrs. Breskin.
ridge ond Line.

FLORIDA.

Tlhe State Convention of Florida resp-
poiated most of the delegstes who had sece«
ded nt Charleston, but neceredited them teo
the Richmoud Convention only; and yet
those delegates while they did not even
claim sdmissfon into the Democralie Nt
tional Convention nt Baltimore, were admit-
ted into, snd constituted a part of the meet-
ing at the Moryland Institate, by which
Mussrs. Breckinridge and Lane were nome
inated.

MISSISSIEFT.

The delegates frcm this State who sece
ded from the Convention at Charleston were
reappointed to the National Demoeratic
Convention st Baltimore, ss well as sppolats
ed 10 the Convention st Richmond., They
were acknowledged by the former as regus
lar delegatos, bt refused to take their soats,

TEXAS.

The Charleston seceders from Texas
were resppointed to the National Convea~
tion st Baltimore, as well a8 appointed to
the Convention at Richmond, by the State
Democratic Committee, in virtue of s powsr
specially conferred. They aloo were ne-
knowledged by the former Conveution sa
regular delegates, but refused to take their
sonls,

mmlh‘lfﬁ:ih avolded tria}

The seceders from t )

before a regular Convention of the Demos
gratic parly, but ealled :{n the delegatea
by whom they hud been chosens~delegateu
whose d

‘% nd office had t:rﬂ-ﬁw .
semble :?:I.nun Houge, to M

ocracy in cifcumstances not contemp!
5"‘.. un’tlno of their sppolaiment. A
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