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that she wac a free, sovereign, political com-
munity; that she has never, eithcr by the
articies of confederation, or by the Constitu-
tion of the United States, parted wiith one
item of h/r sovereignty ; that she is as sov-
ereign this day as she was upon the day when
ber independence was declared, and that she
also has all sovereign powers, because it is a
necessary incident of sovereignty that it
should possess all sovereign powers. She
has this day all the sovereign powers and
rights which, in common linguage, she is
£aid to have surrendered. She has the 1ight
to declare war, to conclude treaties of peace,
to raise and maintain armies, to support na-
vies, &c. She has that power, because that
power is resident in sovereignty. But what
has she done? Aund this touches the very
bottom of the whole question. She has
agreed. in concert and co-operation with
other States, that for the general good she
will for the time Leing commit the exercise of
those powers—not these sovereign rights—
but the exercise of these sovereizn powers to
the Federal Government.  And that is all she
has done.  Logie, history, the nature of the
cage i1zelf, all precludz the idea that she as
sovereign should strip herselt partially of her
gsovercignty. That was never dreamcd of.
But these sovereizn States, uuiting together,
agreed that it would be convenient that they
ghould strip themselves, for the time being,
of the mere rizht to exercise certain powers
which helonged to them then as sovercigns,
and which are theirs now, because they have
never surrendered them. But we can moin-
tain ourselves upon a less extreme theory
than that. We can acknowlcdge that alle-
giance is due to the Federal Government
within the proper sphere of its powers, and

still safely maintain our position in this,

argument,

Now, sir, to meet this thing face to face, as
a matter of history. My position ig very
clear. These colonies originally proceeded
from Great Britain. They were separately
founded. There is no fact in history which
can ke adduced here which will have the
slightest tendency to show that the eolonies
as such, before the war of the Revolution,
ever were a united government or a united
people. They were all alike separately sub-
ject to a greatmany of the same laws. They
had pretty much the sawme rights, and were
subject to pretty much the same disabilities.
But it will he found that the circumstances
of being alike in so many respects did not
spring from the fact that there was any
connection between, that they were united at
all in relation to each other. They were dis-
tinct in every way, in their origin, in their
conluct, in their legislation, in the very form
of their government. Some were proprie-
tary ; some were colonial; some were pro-
vincial ; existing differently in every possible
respect, and you will find that the mere cir-

cumstance of their being practically one people,
#s Judge Siory says, in muny respects, arose
from the iact of the relation of each colony
to the mother country  Thbey all had the
same telation 10 the British monarchy,and in
reference 10 ceriain great powers werc practi-
cally sll poverned in the same way. But no
man has lived, or now lives, who has main-
tained, or can maintain, that there is any-
tting in the history or position of these
Stutes, when they were colonics, in the ante-
constitutional period, which cun justly sup-
port the interence that they were urited in
any sucb seuse that they were or becawe one
people.

Now, if Tam correct in that, then the ar-
guwent is over; because thiese geuntlemen
knew, us well as I, thut there is the weak-
uess of their position.  You talk ot indepen-
dent colonies, as such, after their indepen-
dence was uchieved, There wus no nation
then ; Mary lund was a sovereign, fiee, and in-
dependent State then,  Admit that, and you
admit the whole question; because 1 bave
proved, if it is within the pioper range of
parlizmentary courtesy to say :o0, to gentle-
uien ol the opposition, what might Lave been
called a deliance to produce any record that
will show, upon any occasion, Through any
act of her own, anywhere, that this State has
ever, since the revolution, parted with her
sovereignty in any way

Now the colonies were separate before. the
war. Were they united during the war? In
a manner, yes.  And thoseexpressivus, ¢ The
United Statcs,”” <The people of the United
States,”” “The people of the United Colo-
nies,”” ¢‘The people of his Majesty’s Jolonies,’’
were just us common Lefore the war as afler.
The very expression ‘* People of the United
States,’” was as frequently and fully used vefore
the war ol the revolution, as it has Leen used
since under the Constitution. They were
brought together, it is true, for the preat pur-
pose of prosecuting the wur; not for the pur-
pose of suriendering their literties, or the
liberties of the one or the other of thiem. They
became united in that sense, and in that sense
only.

Now, in regard to the confederation. Were
the arucles of confederation such as to ope-
rate as a surrender of the rights ot the States ?
Did they operate as & denial of sovereignty
to those colonies? We will see what the ar-
ticles of contederation themselves suy upon
that subject. 1t wasexpressly declured that—

‘¢ Each State retains its sovercignty, free-
dom and independence, and every power, ju-
risdiction, and right, which is not Ly this
confederation, expressly delegated to the Uni-
ted States iu Congress assembled.  The caid
States hereby severally enterinto a firm league
ot friendship with each other # # * =
And the articles of this confederation shall be
inviolably observed by every State, and the
Union shall be perpetual; nor shall any al.




