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controversy between them. Sir, I believe the resolutions which I have preparea fulfi l!‘,hat
object. I believe, sir, that you will find, upon that careful, rational, and attentive examina-
tion of them which I think they deserve, that neither party in some of them make any con-
cession at all ; in others the concessions of forbearance are mutual ; and in the third place,
in reference to the slaveholding States, there are resolutions making_concessmns to them
by the opposite class of States, without any compensation whatever being rendered by them
to the non-slaveholding States. 1 think every one of these characteristics \:vhlch I have as-
sioned, and the measures which I proposed, is susceptible of clear and satisfactory demon-
stration by an attentive perusal and critical examination of the resolutions themselves. Let

us take up the first resolution.

The first resolution, Mr. President, as you are aware, relates to California, and it declares
that California, with suitable limits, ought to be admitted as a member of this Union, without
the imposition of any restriction either to interdict or to intreduce slavery within her limits.
Weil now, is there any concession in this resolution by either party to the other? 1 know
that gentlemen who come from slaveholding States say the North gets all that it desires ; but

by whom does it get it? Does it get it by any action of Congress? . If slavery be interdicted
within the limits of California, has it been done by Congress—by this Government? No,
sir. That interdiction is imposed by California herself. And has it not been the doctrine of
all parties that when a State is about to be admitted into the Union, the State has a right to
decide for itself whether it will or wiil not have slavery within its Iimits?

The great principle, sir, which was in contest upon the memorable occasion of the intro-
duction of Missouri into the Union, was, whether it was competent or not competent for

Congress to impose any restriction which should exist after she became a member of the

Union. We who were in favor of the admission of Missouri contended that no such restric-
tion should be imposed. We contended that, whenever she was once admitted into the
Union, she had all the rights and privileges of any pre-existing State in the Union, and that
among these richts and privileges one was to decide for herself whether slavery should or
should not exist within her limits ; that she had as much a right to decide upen the intro-
duction of slavery or its abolition as New York had a right to decide upon the introduction
or abolition of slavery ; and that, although subsequently admitted, she stood among her peers,
equally invested with all the privileges that any one of the original thirteen States had a right
to enjoy. |

And so, sir, I think that those who have been contending with so much earnestness and
perseverance for the Wilmot proviso ought to reflect that, even if they could carry their ob-

ject and adopt the proviso, it ceases the moment any State or territory to which it was ap-

plicable came to be admitted as a member of the Union. Why, sir, no one contends now,
no one believes, that with regard to those Northwestern States to which the ordinance of
1787 applied—Ohio, Indiana, Illinois and Michigan—no one can now believe but that any
one of those States, if they thought proper to do it, have just as much right to introduce sla-
very within their borders, as Virginia has to maintain the existence of slavery within hers.
Then, sir, if In the struggle for power and empire between the two classes of States a deci-
sion in California has taken place adverse to the wishes of the Southern States, it i1s a deci-
sion not made by the General Government. ,

It 1s a decision respeciing which they can utter no complaint toward the General Govern-
ment. It is a decision made by California herself; which €California had unquestionably the
right to make under the Constitution of the United States. There is, then, in the first resolu-
tion, according to the observation which I made some time ago, a case where neither party
concedes ; where the question of slavery, neither its introduction nor mterdiction, is decided
in reference to the action of this Government ; and if it has been decided, it has been by a
c(fiiiﬁlfr_ent body—by a different power—by California itself, who had a right to make the

ecision.

Mr. President, the next resolution in the series which I have offered I beg gentlemen can-
didly now to look at. I was aware, perfectly aware, of the perseverance with which the Wil-
mot proviso was insisted upon. I knew that every one of the free States in this Union, with-
out exception, had by its legislative body passed resolutions instructing their Senators and
requesting their Representatives to get that restriction incorporated in any territorial govern-
ment which might be established under the auspices of Congress. I knew how much, and I
regretted how much, the free States Lad put their hearts upon the adoption of this measure.
In the second resolution I call upon them to waive persisting in it. I ask them, for the sake
of peace and in the spirit of mutual forbearance to other members of the Union, to give it up
—10 no longer insist upon it—to see, as they must see, if their eyes are open, the dangers
which lie ahead, if they persevere in insisting upon it. | |

When I called upon them in this resolution to do this, was I not bound to offer,for a sur-




