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JUDGE BROCKENBROCGH'S OPINION 
£z Parts John H. Pleasant*. — On a writ of 

Habeas Corpus. 
The applicant is in custody of the 

Marshal for the Eastern District of 
Virginia; and has petitioned for, and 
obtained a Habeas Corpus, to relieve 
him from what he alleges to be an ille- 
gal detention. The Marshal has made 
a return to the writ, bv which it ap- 
pears he arrested the petitioner under 
authority of an attachment issued from 
the Circuit Court of the District of 
Columbia, for the county of Alexan- 
dria, for a contempt by him committed, 
in not attending the said Court as a 

witness, after being thereto legally 
summoned. The attachment itself, and 
the previous proceedings, together with 
an affidavit of the Attorney for the 
District of Columbia, are annexed to 
the return. By these it nppears, that 
the Grand Jury of that county have 
before them a bill of indictment charg- 
ing Robert B. Randolph and others 
with a conspiracy to commit an assault 
oa the President of the United States 
in the said county, and that in the esti- 
mation of the said Attorney, the said 
Pleasants may be a material witness 
in the said Prosecution. 

Many important subjects have been 
brought into view during the discus- 
sion, of which 1 shall notice such ns I 
shall deem necessary to enable me to 
form a correct opinion on the case. At 
the very threshold I um met with the 
objection, that this Court cannot take 
cognizance of the case, Lecause the 
arrest of which the Applicant com- I 
plains has been made by virtue of pro- ( 
cess of a Court of the United States, J 
who alone can judge of the legality of 
the arrest. This is a delicate ques- 
tion, and is attended with difficulty. 
When I look to the Habeas Corpus 
set, I find that its provisions are very 
general and comprehensive. It de- 
clares, that whenever a person detain- 
ed in custody (whether charged with 
# criminal offence or not) shall apply 
for a writ of Habeas Corpus ad su/jici- 
tndum, and shull shew by affidavit or 

other evidence, probuble cause to be- 
lieve that he is detained in custody 
without lawful authority, it shall be the 
duty of the Court to award the writ. 
And the Court before whom the pris- 
oner shall be brought, shall proceed 
to enquire into the cause of his impri- 
lonment, and shall either discharge 
him, admit him to bail, or remand him 
into custody, as the law and evidence 
shall require. In every case in which 
there is a detention without lawful au- 

thority, the court may relieve the pur- 
ty detained. It would seem that, if 
the commitment be made bv a Court 
having jurisdiction to commit, this 
Court ought not to discharge, although 
the judgment of the committing Court 
be erroneous. But, if it be made by a 

Court having no jurisdiction, then the 
discharge may be made. 

Without going into the controverted 
question of commitments made under 
unconstitutional and therefore void 
laws, there may be cases in which un- 

der constitutional and valid laws a 

Circuit Court of the United States may 
exceed its commission. It may exer- 

cise powers which the law will not 

warrant. By such unwarranted juris- 
diction, they may seriously encroach 
enthe personal liberty of men whom 
tie State Courts are bound to protect. 
Would not the judges in such cases 

neglect their duty if they failed to pro- 
tect them? 

In the present case a foreign court, 
that is a court sitting beyond the limits 
of Virginia, and alleged to have only a 

local jurisdiction, has sent its process 
beyond its own territory, and arrested 
an individual within the jurisdiction of 
this court. I find it to be a general 
principle, that the courts of one State 
or country cannot issue its process into 
another, without the consent of that 
other; but the court of Alexandria 
claims nti exemption from that general 
principle, and undertakes to arrest a 

citizen within our jurisdiction. When 
that citizen claims the protection of 
our own laws, surely it becomes u pro- 
per subject of in vestigation here, wheth- 
er that court is bound by the general 
principle, or come within the exemp- 
tion w hich is claimed. I am of opinion 
that I ought to entertain jurisdiction 
of the case. 

A great deal of ingenious and forci- 
ble argument has been used to prove, 
that the federal courts have no right 
to attach for a contempt of their pro- 
teas, or indeed to punish bv attachment 

in any case. I do not, however, agree 
with the counsel in many of the views 
he has presented on this subject. In 
our State courts there is no doubt of 
the existence of the power. We are 
in the daily habit of imposing fines, or 

attaching witnesses who refuse to obey 
the process of subprena, and I do not 
see how courts of justice can perform 
the business before them without the 
exercise of this, or some equivalent 
power. My opinion is that the consti- 

i tution does vest in Congress the power 
of arming their courts with those pow- 

i ers which are necessary to enable them 
to discharge their duties, and in one 
case it imperatively requires that the 
courts should exercise those powers; 
for the sixth amendment declares “that 
in all criminal prosecutions the accus- 
ed shall enjoy the right to have compul- 
sory process for obtaining witnesses in 
his fuvor.” Before the establishment 
of the Constitution, it was well known 
in every state of the Union what was 
the nature and character of the com- 

pulsory process by which the com- 
munds ol the courts were enforced. 
'I he process of attachment was a well 
established process for that purpose; 
and when the Constitution vested Con- | ; 

gress with the power of establishing 
courts, the 17th clause of the eighth 
section may fairly be understood as < 

vesting them with the power of author- j I 

izing those courts to issue attachments, | < 

or other process, necessary to carry 
their orders into effect.—But 1 have | 
not yet seen any law of Congress; < 

which authorizes the Circuit Courts t 

of the United States in any case to issue 1 

attachments to run into another District t 
or State than that in which they are i 

holding their courts. It was deemed s 

necessary to give an express authority 1 
by the act of 1793 to the courts, to j 
issue subpoenas into another District or t 

State, 'ihe act did not follow up this f 

grant by authorizing attachments to 
r an into another State in case of diso- t 

bedience of the process of subpoena, i 
The service of any kind of process < 

from one State in another State was t 

at that time unusual, and if it was ne- < 

cessary that a law should be passed t 

to sanction that pric ice, it is much < 

more necessary that the more search- | 
ing, and more compulsory process of t 

attachment should be authorized by 1 

law. If this case then rested here, I I 
am of opinion that I should be justified i 

in discharging the petitioner, unless ( 

some act of Congress can be shown, i 

authorizing n circuit court of the Uni- | 
ted States to issue attachments into I 
another State than that in which it is 
sitting. But the investigation which ! 
has taken place here, will probably t 

justify, if it does not require, that I | 
should examine the question whether l 

the circuit court of the district of Co- < 

lumbia has a right to issue the process ] 
of subpoena beyond the territory of the 
district, in a case arising under the t 

municipal laws of the district. < 

The Judiciary Act of 1789, § 14 
[1st. Story’s ed. p. 59] declares, that I 

the couits of the United States, ‘shall i 

have power to issue writs of scire facias, I 
habeas corpus, and all other writs not 

specially provided for by statute, which i 

may be necessary for the exercise of 1 

their respectivejurisdictions,nndagree- < 

able to the principles and usages of 1 

law.” The act of 1793, § 6; [1st. 1 

Story’s Inws United States 312,] de- 
dares, “that subpoenas lor witnesses : 

who may be required to attend a court 

of the United States, in any district 
thereof, mnv run into any other district; 
provided, that in civil cases, the wit- 
nesses living out of the district in 
which the court is holden, do not live 
at a greater distance than one hundred 
miles from the place of holding the i 

sume.” These early acts were appli- 
cable to the circuit and district courts 
of the United States, which had been 
recently established. The District of 
Columbia was established afterwards, 
and on the 27th February, 1801, the 
first act was passed, “concerning the 
District of Columbia.” The first sec- 

tion of that act declared, “that the laws 
“of the State of Virginia as they now 

“exist, shall be, and continue in force 
in that part of the District of Colum- 

“bia which was ceded by the suidState 
“to the United States, and that the 
“laws of the State of Maryland ns 

“they now exist, shall be, and continue 
“in force in the other part of the dis- 

I “trict, &c.” 
The second section of the act forms 

| the district into two counties, and di- 
rects that a court shall be holden in 
each. 

The third section organises the court. 

It declares “that there shall be a court 

“in each district, which shall be called 
“the circuit court of the District of 

“Columbia, and the said court, and the 

“judges thereof, shall have all the pow- 
ders by law vested in the circuit courts 

“and the judges of the circuit courts 

“of the United States.” 
It is this latter clause, taken in con. 

nection with the sixth section of the 

net of 1793, w hich is supposed to con. 
fer on the circuit court of Alexandria, the power to issue its process of sub- 
poena in all cases which may be brought before it, into any other district: and I 
am now to enquire into the correct- 
ness of this opinion. 

Let it be remembered, thutthe courts 
of the United States, established under 
the third article of the constitution, are 

1 

vested wtth limited powers only. If a 
case does not arise under the constitu- I 
tion or laws of the United States, or 
treaties made under their authority; | 
or, if it docs not ufTect ambassadors, 
other public ministers or consuls; or, 1 

if it is not one of maritime or admiral- 
ty jurisdiction; if it is not a controver-1 
sy to which the United States are a 

1 

party, or between two or more States, 
or between a State and citizens of nno- j tlier State, or between citizens of dif-I 
ferent States, or between citizens of 
the same State, claiming lands under 
grants of different States, or between a 

State and citizens, thereof, and foreign 
States, citizens, or subjects: if such be 
not the state of the cases, the federal | 
courts have no jurisdiction. In that 
large class of cases arising out of the 
municipal laws of a State, the federal 
courts have no jurisdiction, the State' 
courts exclusive jurisdiction. In all 
cases of crimes committed against a 

State; in all cast s ofcontruct between 
citizens of the same State; in all cost s 

of alienation or descent of lands, in 
which citizens of the same State are 

concerned; in all cases of meum and 
tuum, whether in law or equity, be- 
tween citizen and citizen: in short, in 
the every day business of life between 
members of the same sovereignty, the 
state courts alone have the jurisdiction. 
It is obvious then, that large ns is the 
urisdiction ofthe federal courts, that of 
the state courts is much more exten- 
sive. 

When Congress by their act of 1793, 
authorized the process of subpoena to 
issue from one district to another, the 
efFect was to authorisethe circuit courts 
to send such process beyond the limits 
of the State in which they were loca- I 
ted. But the state courts had no pow- 
er to send out such extra-territorial 
process. This, then, was the state of 
things w hen the District of Columbia 
was organized. There were in each 
State two distinct sets of tribunals, em- 

anating fro i,, and belonging to, differ- 
ent political bodies. To the one set 
was confided the power cf issuing the 
process of subpoena out of their own 

bounds; to the otl cr, it was denied. 
Thus the circuit court of the United 
States for the district of Virginia, sit- 
ting in Richmond, could send a sub- 
poena foe a witness to Maryland; but 
the district of Henrico or the general 
court of Virginia, sitting in the same 

place, had no such power. 
The broad distinction between the 

subjects of jurisdiction in the two sets 
of judicial tribunals was plainly in the 
view of Congress, when they undertook 
the tusk of providing or adopting a 

system of laws for the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

rs. « 
As the two btatcs had parted with 

all jurisdiction over the district, and 
the people contained therein, it be- i 
came necessary to organize a court 
or courts lor the district. They had 
the exclusive power of legislating for 
it. It was in their power to have two 

sets of courts, as in every other part 
of the United States—that is, one court 
to be vested with federal powers, ano- 

ther court with municipal powers. But 
the size of the territory, and the num- 

ber of people did not require such a 

division of courts; and considerations 
probably forbade the appointment of 
so many Judges. They therefore de- J 
cided on having only one court which 
they denominated the Circuit Court for 
the District of Columbia. 

But still they kept up the distinc- 
tion between federal judicial power— ! 
and municipal, or quasi state judicial 
power—although they conferred both 
kinds of power on the same court. 

Thus, in the first section they enacted, 
that the laws of the State of Virginia 
should continue to be the law of one 

part of the District, and the laws of 
Maryland of the other. Previously 
thereto, the Constitution and the laws 
of the United States, had disrobed the 
States of Maryland and Virgidia, us 

well as the other States, of all those 
powers which had been conferred on 

Congress—and had disrobed the courts 
of those States of all those judicial 
powers, which had been conferred ex- 

clusively on the federal tribunals. 
What laws of Virginia and Mary land 
were thus declared to be in force in 
the District of Columbia? They are 

the municipal laws of those States— 
the laws founded upon the reserved 

rights of those States. Amongst those 
laws of Virginia and Maryland, which 
are thus continued in force in the Dis- 

trict, I will ask, whether there were 

any which authorized the process of 
^the courts of the one to run into, and' 

be exercised in the other? Very far 
from it. On the contrary, it was a 

fixed principle of those laws, that the 
process of' their courts should not issue 
beyond their territory. When the laws 
of Virginia and Maryland were adopt- 
ed for the District by this section, that 
principle was adopted with them, and 
consequently the process of the courts of 
their District, so far us it was required 
to carry into effect those laws, could 
not issue beyond the territory of the Dis. 
trict. 

I presume it will not be contended, 
that as before the cession process could 
run from Alexandria into the different 
counties of Virginia, so after the ces- 

sion, by the adoption of Virginia laws 
the process of Alexandria will still run 
into Virginia. If this should be said, 
it will be answered that by the cession, 
Alexandria and a part ofFairfax were 
cut off'from Virginia; sons to be no 

longer a part of her territory; and pro- 
cess, therefore, could no longer run 
Irom Virginia into that separated ter. 
ritory, nor vice versa. 

Amongst the laws of Virginia thus 
adopted by Congress, were the laws 
concerning assaults and conspiracies. 
These were common law offences, and 
the punishment for them was plainly 
prescribed. In neither of these cases, 
nor in any other case, of either crimi- 
nal or civil character, was there any 
law of Virginia (nor is there now) by 
which a w itness could be taken bv pro- 
cess of a Virginia court from any place 
beyond her territory, and brought to 
Virginia to testify. This may be a 

Jefect, but it is one which grows out of 
>ur political conditions, und can only 
jo remedied 1 presume, hv the con- 

sent or agreement of the State. 
Such is the character of the laws of 

Virginia and Maryland, which were 

adopted for the District of Columbia, 
by the first section of the net of Febru- 
ary 1801. Congress in thus prescrib- 
ing for the district a code of municipal 
laws, intended to act for them in the J 
same character that the Legislatures of 
Ihc several States act towards the peo- 
ple of their States. They had previ- 
ously provided for them a set of fede- 
ral laws in common wdtli the rest ofi 
ihe United States. For, ns the dis- j 
trict, in n different form, and under its j 
former organization ns parts of two 

States, had always been and still con- 
tinued n part of the United Sates, the 
uws previously enacted by Congress, 
growing out of the granted powers, 
were still applicable to them, and it was 
not thought necessury to re-enact tin m, 
especially for the district. Thus the 
people tof the district were immediately 
provided with two sets of laws, munici- 
pal and federal. 

It then became necessary to provide 
a court or courts, to carry into effect 
within the district, us well the federal 
ns the municipal laws. They created 
one court for the whole district, and 
vested it “with all the powers by law 
vested in the circuit courts of the U. 
Stab s”—Sec- 3. 

It has been argued, that as the sixth 
section of the net of 1793 declared, 
that subpoenas for witness* s who may 
bo required to attend a court in any 
district may run into any other district, 
so the circuit court for the District of 
Columbia, being vested with the same 

powers, may direct subpoenas to run 

in all cases of which they have cogniz- 
ance from their district into any other 
District. But this, 1 apprehend, is a 

non sequitur. The power, conferred 
by this third section on the circuit 
courts of Columbia, is the same with 
that conferred on the other circuit 
courts, and not greater. What then 
were the powers quoad hoc conferred 
on the other circuit courts? To issue 

subpoenas into another district, in cases 

before them, of which they had cogniz- 
ance, that is, in federal and not muni- 

cipal cases; of these latter they have 
no jurisdiction, and therefore cannot 

in such cases issue snbpcenas into ano. 

ther district. But the Circuit Court 
of Columbia has the same powers with 
those of the other circuit courts—that 
is to say, they have the piwer in fede- 
ral coses to issue subpoenas to another 
district; but in municipal eases, in cases 

arising under the laws of Virginia nnd 

Maryland, they have no such power. 
To allow them the power in such cases, 
is not to give them merely all the pow- 
ers belonging to the other circuit courts, 
but more than all— which cannot t»e 

allowed. They would have more pow. 
ers on this subject than all the other 

courts, state and federal combined, if 

this were permitted. If, instead of 

blending all the judiciul powers of the 

district—federal and municipal—in the 

same court, they had been separated 
ns they are in every State in the Union, 
there would be no difficulty on this 

subject. If, after adopting the laws of 

Virginia and Maryland in the first sec- 

tion* they had created a court to carry 
into effect those laws—and then crea- 

ted & different court to carry into ef- 

feet tfco Federal laws of the Union .and I 

I vested that court with all the powers abiding m the Circuit Courts of the 
Uinted States every one would see, 
that whilst to the latter the power in 
question was given, from the former it 
was withheld. 

If to any one it seems strange, thut 
the courts of tho same district should 
have a power or not, according us the 
subject before them is of a federal, or 
a municipal character, 1 can only sav 
that a similar spectacle may be seen i 
in every State of this Union. If a 
man be charged, with robbing the mail 
in II enrieo, and be brought before the I 
Circuit Court of the United States, sit- 
ting in Richmond, the judges of that 
court may send their process for the 
witnesses in any district, that is, any 
State in the Union. It the companion of that man, be charged with robbing 
on the high.way, passengers in a pri- 
vnte carriage, and lie brought before 
the Circuit Court of Ilenrico for trial, 
the judge ol that court cannot send 
process for witnesses to Alexandria, 
Baltimore, or any other pluce out of 
the State. 

It has been said thnt the Congress of 
the United States, in legislating tor the 
District of Columbia, acts ns the Con- 
gress of the whole United States, ond 
not us the Legislature of that particular 
place. I cannot understand this doc- 
trine. The laws of the United States, 
passed by virtue of the powers specifi- 
ed in the first fifteen clauses of the 
eighth section, apply to the people 1 

and territory of the ten miles square, I 
in common with the rest of the peoplej 1 
of the U. Stutes. But tho sixteenth to 1 

lion gives to Congress (tower to exer- I 
cise exclusive legislation over that dia- * 

trict. This power consists of two purts: 1 

First, the specific, given power of Fe- < 

deral legislation; and secondly, tho 
residuum of legislative power, which in 
other cases is reserved to the States. 1 

This residuum is surely ns much local, f 
as is the legislative power of the Stut s. 

Congress stands to the District in the 
same relation that the State Legisla- * 

tu res do to the respective Stutes. And I 
as a State Legislature cun only legis- * 

late for its own State, and cannoten- ’ 

force its laws beyond its own limits, so * 

neither can Congress, in legislating for 
the District, cause its District laws to 
be carried into effect in the States, 
without their concurrence. The total 
legislation of the Stall s is made up of N 

Federal legislation by Congress, and 1 

of local legislation by the State Legis- r 

lutures. llow can the legislation ol ° 

the District consist of more purts? All v 

thut it can ask is, Federal and local 
legislation. If, in addition to these, " 

you give it n local legislation, w hich is 

to operate generally, not in thnt place 
aiily, but in all other (daces, you mar 

v 

the beauty and symmetry of the whole r 

Federal system, and confer on Con- 
gress u power of doing in iirectly thut 
which it cannot directly perform. Con- ^ 
gress cuntiotpuss municipal laws for 
tho States; but if, in pussing municipal'c 
laws for the District, they can affect 1 

or impair the municipal luws of the I 
States, they do Legislate for the States 
on those municipal subjects. In taking 
this view of the Constitution, I should 1 

say that Congress has no right to puss 
9 

nny law directing the process of the 
Courts of Columbia to run into any of f 

the States, for the purpose of enforcing 1 

the merely municipal laws of the Dis- 1 

trict, though these municipal laws a 

should be enacted or adopted by Con- £ 
gress itself. 1 do not, however, think 1 

that they have, us to this matter, pas- J 
seel such u law—as I have already cn- * 

denvored to prove. 
Upon the whole I am clearly of opi. 1 

aion, that the Applicant is detained in * 

custody without lawful autho i y, and 11 

thut he must he forthwith discharged. 1 

__ c 

An Ohio paper exclaims—“General 
Jackson has unshipped the Bank—let 
West Point billow, and the country is t 
lafe.*’ It seems to us, that if the safely r 
nl the rountiy is to he entrusted to siicii 
Frensied sentinels as these journals, our 

w 

best and most useful institutions will be r 

lucressively demolished, and the safety t 

of the country secured by its anarchy or s 

its baibarism—Ciekiburg Ads. t 

Spoiling the Marriage Ceremony.—The , 

billowing statement is no jest, but a posi 
live fact:—‘A young man, in business in 

Liverpool, led bis blushing bride to the * 

altar, in the Old Church of that town; and ! 
when the question was asked,‘Wilt thou t 

love and cheiish,’ &.c he answered at is j 
customary—and added,‘When she need t 
ml, he'd bang her The girl immediately 
stopfied the clergyman.ami asked if i» was ^ 
loo late to letract On being told lhat it 
was not, she turned upon her heel, and J 

quietly walked out of the church, saying, * 

that ‘A man who could say what he had 1 

said at such a moment, in jest, was most i 

likely to put bis threat into execulioo,’ and t 
bade him choose another mate. 

Mauclu tier paper. 

Death of the Empress of China.*— 
On the 15th of July, died at Pekin, the 
consort of the Emperor of China. A | 
general mourning hag been ordered in 

j 
consequence. The Mantshur employs 

are for 27 days to wear garments of 
coarse wrhito linen, and caps without 
lassals or buttons, ami during 100 daya 
they must not ahavo their heads. The 
Mongolian employs are to assume the 
same mourning, with the exception of 
the white garments. The Chinese poo. 
pie must leave their heads unshaved 
for tho same period, and are lo wear 
no tasaals on their caps for seven dsys. I'he right of nominating the Empress belongs to the Emperor’s mother, w ho 
solicits within throe years, one of ths 
five spouse# of her son for that office. 

Russian paper. 
MY PROCLAMATION. 

To every body way down cast, and 
t’other way too, all ulang shore, clear 
to York and Virginny and South Caro, 
linn. 

1, MAJOR DOWNING, Publish my Proclamation. Not such n Proclama. 
timi as the President published shout 
then) Nullificrs,but jest to let you know 
that I’ve got my Book done at last,and 
u pretty cuto thing ’tis lu, cording to 

my way o’ thinkin. It’s got my Lifo 
m it, an I moat all my letters, besides a 
few from llnele Joshua, awl Cousin 
Ephraim, and Cousin Nabby, and so 
on. And it’s got some*of tbe capital, 
ist picters in it that I’ve seen this many 
a day; and if some on em dont muko 
you laugh a little when you come tq 
son em, I wont guess again. Thq 
printin and the paper is first rate, and 
lake it all in all, I think its nbout thq 
prettiest annual there has been pub- 
lished this yeur. The price of it, bound 
up as neat as a new pin, will be a dol- 
lar; and us I expect there’ll be some- 

thing of a scrubblin afler em ns soon an 
they aro ready, porha|w you’d better 
cull right a wa y at the bookstore of 

LILLY, WAIT & COMPANY, 121 
Washington st. and let cm tuke your 
name down, and then you’ll bo sure tq 
gel one before they ure all gone, 

Boston, November, 1833. 
N. B. All Editors, trom Maine tq 

South Carolina, aro requested to pub- 
lish this Proclamation, and charge it 
to me, or the President, or Uncle Josh- 
ua, the Postmaster in Downingvilie, or 
all of us together. nov. D. 

KENNEDY'S ADDRESS. 
Mr. Kennedy, is his address recent- 

ly delivered before the American In- 
stitute, nt New York, in alluding “to 
the dazzling display of the rich and 
rare creutions of mechanical skill,’* 
uxhibitn.l nt tbe Fair of the Institute,— 
which he appropriately terms, “but an 

epitome of the vast and complicated 
aggregate of nationul work”—thus 
happily rebukes some of those transat- 
lantic writers who huve lately publish- 
ed the.r descriptions of the “men and 
manners” of the United States:— 

Halt. Vit. 
“I could wish that the traveller from 

other climes, whether his intent b« 
wicked or charituble;” whether ha 

come clothed with prejudice as a gar- 
ni nt, or appear in the pure robe of 
philosophy, should have the fortune tq 
w itness such a scene os has fallen un- 
der our eyes; it would tench him that 
the glory of America is not to be mca- 
•ured by the finical pretensions of the 
drawing room, nor by the custom of 
coni iviality nt the tuble, nor yet by 
the scale of comfort and accommoda- 
tion at tho inn;—but chiefly, and most 
adequately, by the great intrinsic vi- 
gorof our working people, and by that 
incalculably elastic spring that heavea 
up the inward vital power to the sur- 

face, and transmutes the gross elements 
of earth into things of value; that makes 
the poor man the being only of a sea. 

son, the rich man the sure inheritor of 
increasing luxuries, und the whole na- 

tion the abode of happy and prospering 
citizens.” 

▼ ▼ v a 

“The stranger who comes to spy in. 
to our land, comes but ill furnished to 
read the deep spirit of our institutions, 
und to see the workings ofour political 
mechanism, if he have no eye hut for 
the conventional refinement of exclu- 
sive ami aristocratic society. To him 
all things will seem vulgar, and it will 
be so written in his diary. But if ho 
would learn what makes us a peculiar 
people; what gives us strength and effi- 
ciency as a nation; what makes us hap- 
py and united; und, above all, what ia 
to make us a permanent, massive, and 
predominating power in the affairs of 
the world, he will find it in the princi. 
pie that has ordained the lot of one to 
be the lot of all,—the principle that re. 

jects the very exclusiveness he values, 
and renders all observances, customs, 
immunities, rights and aspirations, com- 

mon, or,—what ifl his vocabularly ia 
the same thing,—vulgar. When tho 

subject of crowned kings shall arnvo 

at the philosophy and the temper to seo 

these things, he will cease to report, 
“that all is barren from Dan to Beer, 
sheba,” and he will find less annoyance 
to bis cloyed and dainty -appetite, aa 

he traverses the broad expanse of on* 

republican empire.” 


