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; Of the Naiion il Nominating Convention, assembled at Macedon Lock, 

Wayne eoimiy, in the Sr.aie of New-York, June 8th, 9th, and 10th, 1847. 

INTRODUCTION. 

To the Friends of Liberty, Jus*ice, and Good\ 
Government In the United States: 

We take the liberty to adjress you in respect to the 
objects we have in view, in convening- together and 
nominating candidates for President and'vice-Presidcnt 
01 the United States. Those objects arc not partizan in 
the ordinary acceptation of that term. We have no in­
terests to promote distinct from the interests of each 

| and all of our fellow-citizens. We espouse no other 
I principles of government than those wh>h our en><re 
nation has declared to be self-evident. We only a<k. 
tftat the rights of all shall be equally and impartially! 
protected—that the fundamental and acknowledged 
principles of civil government shall be, at all times, on 
all occasions, every where, and m every direction, ap­
plied and carried out into consistent and undeviatin<-
practice, tf there are some who solicit your aid in 
protecting the rights of the white man—and if there are 
otners who ask you to assist them in protecting the 
rights of u>e colored man, we agree with them both", and 
we differ from them both, in desiring you toco-operate 
wuh us m securing the equal protection of the rightsof. 
ALL MEN. It there are some who wish to enlist you in j 
apolitical contest against He form of injustice anj op-
piession-if there are others who would have you com­
bine against another form of injustice and of oppres­
sion, or another, or yet another, we agree with them 
all, and we ditier from them all, in asking you to 
!lbSl<,LUSiiin s e c u r i ^ . a n administration of government 
that shall protect ail Us subjects alike, from all forms of 
]^t »? a £ d °PP r e , s s i?n . «' far as civil government 
can applj the remedy, in the appropriate exercise of its 
characteristic powers. 

In the ••Declaration-' connected with the Call for 
'the assembling of this Convention, our principles and 
measures, with the special occasions for oVpresent ac­
tion, a r e set forth in detail, and we refer to that paper 
tor a more full statement of them than we have room 
here to repeat. A brief outline of them, we will, how­
ever, sketch, preparatory to some further statements of 
^considerat ions by which our course has been dcter-

Ciyil Government we understand to be that degre-
and description of authoritative control which the Com­
mon Father of all men has committed to society, to be 
exercised, in accordance with equity and justice, over 
!£?£ 0rie

t'i
 l t s , r aembeis, for the protection of all and of 

«r Y.\i? • S*fe possession and lull enjovmem and use 
nltri i t h« , r °v \ e l n a I and heaven-conferred rights uniin-
?£M!7' f o r b u k , i n S nothing but the infringement of those 
rights, and requiring and enforcing nothing but what is 
requisite^for their protection and enjoyment. 
be in 'T^ n £ r ' -» s J V ' 0 ^ ' t h e e-'seniial equality of all, andj 
S £S0n"n,«e«l to all, ,t impose* equal restraints uponl 
an, ana affords equal and impartial protection for all. I 
it recognizes no caste. It knows no distinction of b^rth,! 
Property, nativity, avocation, condition or color. Iti 

S i e S - D ^ " n s , b u t c r i n a e - U infrinjres no original,' 
™;^ 1- r i f f l , t s* J t Permits no such infringement. It! 
' r c ^ n , z ? s . , «>. m an '8 right to infringe the equal rights! 
n• £ fn e i g b ° r - Tt creates and allows no monopolies.: 
It confers no exclusive privileges. It has no power to1 

i-ame a ^ a l u l and binding law that violates any original ' 
I ight, or conflicts with natural equity and justice. Vnd i 
l Vi i C ? U r - S ' m a S i s t r a t es and jurors are bound to consi-i 

n«L "f ixat ive enactments or judicial precedents or I 
us^iges, which are contrary to natural justice, null and! 
void. 

•mY^1^1.'1 ! ! , a v * i y t o b e il]«gal and unconstitutional,! 
ami tna. the * ederai «o« ernment is bound to secure it" 

abolition by the guaranty, to every State in this Union, 
of a republican form of government. If the South de­
murs, let her, peacefully, withdraw from the Union. 

We demand, for the injured aborigines of this coun­
try, the same protection, mercy and justice that we de­
mand for the injured slave. 

We go for the repeal of all tariffs, whether for pro­
tection or revenue, the support of the government by 
direct taxes, the consequent diminution of the revenue, 
the re.renchment of expenses, the reduction of salaries, 
the abolition of unnecessary offices, and of the whole 
naval and military establishment, the prompt abandon­
ment of the present wicked war with Mexico, the res­
toration of her conquered territory, including Texas, 
and ample remuneration for the wrougs we ha^ e inflict­
ed upon her. 

Along with the abolition of all other monopolies, we 
would restnet within reasonable boun Is, the extent to 
which individuals, corporations, or the government, 
should hold properly in land, providing an opportunity 
for all to become possessors of the soil, and thus enjoy 
(without its being contested) the original right of every 
human being to occupy a portion of the earths surface, 
and breathe its free air. To this end, we would also 
have the public lands thrown open to actual settlers, 
free of cos', and every nun's homestead held inaliena­
ble, except with his own consent, not being liable to 
seizure and sale for debt. 

We would abolish the Post Office monopoly, allow­
ing citizens to exercise the original right of transport­
ing letters and newspapers, as well as other freight. If 
the government cannot compete with them, let it dis­
continue the business, or if it chooses to run mails at 
the public expense, let all who use the mail pay equally 
at a cheap rate, for its use, without privilege of frank­
ing. 

We would confer office on no slaveholders or mem­
bers of pro-slavery bodies, political or ecclesiastical— 
on no venders of strong drink or advocates for the li­
cense of that traffic—on no members of secret societies 
—and on no persons known to be immoral, unjust, dis­
honest, or (by position or principle) in a state of hostil­
ity to the essential elements and conditions of civil, po­
litical and religious freedom. 

APPLICATION OF' PRINCIPLES A DUTY. 
It is now nearly two years since this general outline 

of political principles and measures was definitely pro­
posed by some of us, as a basis of associated political 
action, believing as we' then did and still do, that the 
Liberty party, to which we belonged, was not only 
pledged to those general principles, but was also pled­
ged, by its own original and oft-repeated promises, to 
apply thosj principles to all public questions, as the ap­
propriate occasions should arise for their application. 
During the period that has intervened, although s-rong 
exceptions have been taken, and determined opposition 
manifested, to the course we had proposed, we have 
found no antagonists who have been willing to join is­
sue with us on the moral question involved, whetner the 
action proposed is, or is not, in accordance with the 
rigM and the true in, the abstract. No one offers to show 
us, an.l few, if any, are prepared to affirm, that our prin­
ciples and our measures are not RIGHT, E D I T A B L E U - D 
JUST. Our principles are the professed creed of the 
nation. They are loudly insisted on by Abolitionists in 
general, and by Libert)- party men in particular. And 
not the first man among them has attempted to prove 
that the measures we propose are not legitimate deduc­
tions from those principles; that our application of 
them is not appropriate and proper, or that there is not 
occasion, inconsequence of existing wrongs, that a re­
medy should be applied. It is almost universally ad-



mitted by them, as weil i s bj a lar.re portion of the | 
community in general , that the wrongs we have enu- j 
merateil are evils, and that it is desirable that they j 
should he removed. Abolitionists in general , and L ib - • 
er ty party men in particular, have been accustomed to j 
maintain, moreover, that it is always safe to do r ight , and 
safe as well as obligatory to do right at the present t ime 
—that it is morally w r o i u to defer doing right,—and 
that it is holding "the truth in unrighteousness to ac­
knowledge a truth in the abstract, and yet decline, on 
prudential considerations, reducing that truth to prac- i 
t ice. On this ground it is, that Abolitionists persist in 
applying the epithet I 'RO-ST.WUKY to that port ion of 
the community, who, while they acknowledge the ! 

moral wrong of slavery, excuse t h e m s e h e s on the 
ground of expediency, from reducing their convictions 
to practice, in the besiowinent of their votes. 

We cannot perceive why we are not bound to reason 
in the same manner and to act in accordance with the 
same considerations in respect to all other moral evils 
within the admitted sphere and province of political ac­
tion. Admitt ing that chattel slavery is the greatest 
moral and political evil upheld and sanctioned by the 
government, (though the moral and political evils of 
intemperance are scarcely le->s,) we cannot feet our­
selves, as moral and accountable beings, at l iberty to 
undertake the mensuration and guaging of the moral 
and political evils upheld by the government , wi th a 
view ot ascertaining which is greatest , anil thus deter ­
mining which moral evil we will select as our antago­
nist, and which we will ent..r into a truce wi th , at 
present, and virtually support, by not making opposi­
tion to it a test, in ille be*towment of oar vo'es. If 
those who wish to oppose, at the bal lot-box, the licen­
sing of the s.tlc of intoxicating liquor*, or the. enact­
ment of certain unjust and wicked laws which oppress 
the poor white man, may not for such objects, without 
moral wrong, and without becoming justly obnoxious 
to the charge of being pro-slavery, hold in abeyance 
their anii-slavery convictions and sympathies, bestow -
ing their votes on pro-slavery law-makers , for the 
sake of prevent ing rum licenses and the enactment of 
unjust laws for oppressing poor white men, then we 
cannot see how, without moral wrong, we can hold in 
abeyance our temperance principles, or our convictions 
of the moral wrongfulness of corn laws, cloth laws, and 
other legislative devices for gr inding the face of the 
poor, in order to bestow our votes on the opposers of 
chattel enslavement. JSor do we see. the necessity, or 
the good policy of so doing. The most t rustworthy 
opponents of chattel enslavement—indeed the only 
really trustworthy onei—are those whose opposition is 
founded on fixed moral principle, and impelled by sim­
ple-hearted benevolence and good will to m a n k i n d -
men who are opposed to chattel enslavement, because 
it is morally wrong and inhuman, who are therefore 
opposed to rum-Jieerises, and to all o ther wicked and 
unjust acts of legislation, because they too are morally 
wrong and inhuman—men who will not stifle, nor com­
promise, nor hold in abeyance their moral convictions, 
ei ther in the one ca.-e or in the o ther . To do other­
wise would be choosing between the least of two 
moral evils, consenting to the one, bit' opposing the 
other , which w e hold to be moral)} wrong, whether 
we select one or the other of the t'.so moral evils for 
Our antagonist. 

To co-operate with a political part} that refiues to 
array itself against any of the wicked and unjust acts of 
the government except chaUel slav ery, would be choos­
ing the least of two moral ei ils. \nd we can perceive 
nothing more sig.ieiou* or more Christian like, in tins 
process of choosing the least of two moral evils, Ilia.ii 
in the similar process of those whose political action, 
in their own apprehension, might be directed to t . e r e ­
moval of all unjust and wicked legislation, crccpi the 
legalizing of slavery. On the one hand, it might be 
pleaded that s la \e rv is only o \ r . evil , and impossible, 
at present lo be renun ed, so long as other similar and 
numerous evils are lelt 10 support i', whi le these are 
not too inveterate to be removed in detail, in the first 
place, thus prepar ing the way for the accomplishing of 
the more dillicult task afterwards. Hn the other hand 
it might be pleaded, as indeed it is, that slavery is the 
greatest evil, the promoter , if not the source of all the. 
rest; that it is the dictate of w isdom to unite our ener­
gies against this in the first place, and leave the rest to 
be attended to afterwards. It concerns us not to say 
which of these rival methods n marked with the great­
est degree of falsehood and er ror . In nei ther of them 
can we discover the marks of true wisdom. Uotli me­

thods we reject a* contrary to true philosophy, sound 
morals, and practical goodsen«e. The proclamation of 
neutrality in respect to one or mure moral evi ls , amoun­
ting to a truce with them, and a co-operation with their 
supporters, is but a lame preparation for an Onset with 
another moral evil , admitt ing it to be the parent and 
chief support of all the others. Such a policy resem­
bles too closely—nay, is it not in substance, a proposi­
tion to enter into an all iance, offensive and defensive, 
with A I L the lesser devils of the pit, in the hope of de-
eoying them into a successful campaign against the 
Prince and Father of them all? The friendsof tempe­
rance were thus seduced, for a t ime, to hold a truce 
with the lesser demons of inebriation, the wine , the 
beer, and the cider, while they concentrated their en­
ergies against the Giant Fiend, Distilled Spirit . The 
result proved that a truce with the subalterns and p r i ­
vates of the army of intemperance, was a truce with 
the Commander-in-Chief of that army himself, and the 
World 's history fails to furnish us wi th any other in­
stance of bett»r success in the at tempt to cast out the 
Prince of the Devils hy a truce or co-operation with 
his legions. 

DAW Of FREE TRADE AND INALIENABLE 
HOMESTEAD, A MORAL L A W . 

It is an easy and cheap mode of argument to assume, 
as is sometimes done, the main point in debate, or 
ra ther , to assume as true, what is commonly admit ted, 
in reality, on both sides, to be false. I t is easy to r e ­
present, am! take for granted, that whereas the slave 
question is a great MORAL question, all the other great 
questions before the nation, are mere questions of poli­
cy, involving no moral principles at al l . On the ground 
of this assumption, it is easy to represent those who 
occupy the position we have chosen, as lower ing down 
or th rowing into the shade, a great moral question, for 
the sake of set t l ing mere, questions of finance, of profit 

: and loss, of pecuniary advantage or disadvantage. The 
! questions of free trade, of monopolies, of the public 
lands, fcc, are treated as being of this character . But 

• there is no solid ground for this representat ion. It 
1 stands contradicted"by the almost universal sentiment 
that the law of free trade is an or iginal law of nature , 
and consequently, a law of God, founded on the Origi-

• na l and inalienable r ight ol every man to the products 
of his own labor, including the right to dispose of the 

, same, whereve r he can find a brother man to become. 
the free purchaser . All writers of any note, on moral 

] and political science and on polit ical economy, who 
! have treated of the subject, have assumed this as an 
. a x i o m . Not a work of the kind can be found in our 
' Colleges and Seminaries, in which the point is not con­
ceded or assumed. It is as self-evident as the r ighl of 
self-ownership, of which it is an essential par t . And 
the in'.elligent advocates of commercia l restrictions 

i always concede this truth, and admit that free trade is 
, r ight " in the abst ract ." The i r pleas for international 
tariirs are all founded on the supposed pecuniary ad van-

i tages to the eoundv, or to particular portions of its c i -
I tizens under exis t ing circumstances, to he derived from 
certain departures from this law of nature and of God, 

j this law of original and ' ' abs t rac t r i gh t , " especially 
while other nations persist in departing irom it. In a 
word, the plea for human chattelhood and for res t r ic­
tions on the right of human beings to the free inter­
change of their products (an essential feature of self-
ownership) rest on the same basis, v i z : the utility of 
impairing man's essential humanity, or cr ippl ing its ex ­
ercise; the uti l i ty of counteracting the original and 
heaven-established laws of man's social exis tence and 
moral freedom, under the present circumstances of the 
case. 

1 f laws sustaini ng the claim of human chat telhood aro 
sinful, because they violate the original law of man's 
na ture ; then laws res t r ic t ing the free in terchange of 
the lawful products of human industry are l ikewise sin­
ful, for the same reason. 

Similar remarks might be made concerning man'n 
right to occupy a portion of the earth 's surface, and 
the consequent unrighteousness of the legislation and 
the arrangements by which that original and funda­
mental law of nature and of nature's God, is contemptu­
ously' set aside. To talk of man's inalienable r ight 
to self-ownership, without the r ight to the products of 
his own skill and induslrj—to talk of his r ight to those 
producls without the r ight to exchange or sell thorn, 
wherever he can find the best market—to talk of a man's , 
r ight to S K L V - O W N F . R S I U P without a r ight to an inch of I 
the earth's soil, without a r ight to be ia the w o r l d ] 

lia.ii


where he was born, is to talk self-contradiction and 
nonsense; for the r ight of self-ownership includes or 
implies the r ight of exis tence, of soil, and of free in­
tercourse. Whoever succeeds in proving that the legal 
sanction of an unlimited land monopoly, and that com­
mercial restrictions, are morally r ight , will have done 
more than the slaveholders and their apologists have 
ever yet been able, to do, towards proving that chattel 
enslavement is not essentially and inherent!y wicked. 
That man's claim to the r ight of self-ownership must 
be in a sad predicament , who has neither a r ight to be 
nor to do—to exercise his faculties or to occupy space! 
The principle of i l l imitable land ownership , if admit­
ted, covers the one predicament—the principle of com­
mercial restrictions the other. Tf one w h i t e man, or if 
fifty, or if two hundred, ma} 'own all the soil of the 
«Hve States, what becomes of the colored man's right 
to freedom in the land of his b i r th , for which Aboli­
tionists have so long contended? And if, in addition to 
this, the government may restrict commercial inter­
course by a tariff, (if it has this r ight , it has it, at dis­
cretion and without bounds,) then it may prohibi t , anil 
not merely cr ipple , the commercial intercourse ot the 
laboring population with the rest of the world, and 
render labor unavail ing for its great ends. The 
mockery of a nominal self-ownership is all that then 
stands be tween them and their re-enslavement, in case 
they had been previously enfranchised. This very po­
sition, according to the most rel iable information, is 
already coming to be recognized as the present lot of 
t h e lately emancipated slaves in the. British West 
Indies. 

T H E BIBLE vs. CLASS LEGISLATION. 
Those who draw nice moral distinctions between 

different modes of oppression—who insist that no moral 
question is involved in any of the class legislations and 
monopolies of modern t imes, except chattel e n s l w e -
ment, and who therefore insist on our confining our 
political action to that one form of oppression alone, 
proclaiming our neutrality in respect to all o thers , must 
find some other code of morals than that found in T H E 
B I B L E , for the guidance of their conduct, some other 
directory for the adjustment of the i r measures. They 
toust leave off ci t ing the requirements an J the denuncia­
tions of thai. Sacred Book as freely as they have been 
accustomed to do, as appropriate to the position they 
occupy. Very little of wha t is there said against op ­
pression, against oppressive governments , of tl e duty of 
the people and of their rulers to execute judgment and 
deliver tiie spoiled ou- of the hands of the oppressor, 
to cry aloud and spare not, to undo the heavy bur­
dens;—very little of all th is l a n g m g e was originally 
uttered in "direct reference to chattel ens lavement in 
any modern sense of the term. It was directed against 
minor oppressions, such as those that we are now invited 
to pass over without, noticing, to he neutral about, nay, 
to support, by the bestowment of onr votes upon their 
apologists and advocates! When our Saviour upbraided 
the Pharisees wi th binding heavy burdens, grievous 
to be borne, laying them on men's shoulders, and not 
touching them with one of their fingers, he made no 
direct and immediate allusion to chattel enslavement. 
Of that degree of b.trbarity they could not be charged, 
for they held no s l a v e , and voted for no slaveholders. 
Such a c l imax of impiety they never reached. They 
only devoured the homes of the widows, not the widows 
tkemsclres. They resembled those who, according to 
some of our modern teachers, ONI.V take away their 
clothing from the poor, depriving t'leni of comfortable 
shelter from the cold, anil who therefore, are to he let 
alone, in consideration of the fact t i n t the " c l o a k is of 
less value than the man . " and under the motto of '- 'the 
m m first and the cloak afterwards!-' Wasjthcre, t he re ­
fore, no moral principle involved? Are we indeed to 
proclaim impunity to t i e plunderer? of cloaks, the 
stealers of sheep, and the mere r.ibbers of the poor, 
because there are men-thieves yet in the land? Or 
shall we not ra ther claim " t h e man and his cloak!—the 
cloak because, of the man that must suffer without i t ? " 
The humanity that begins by yielding tip to the robber 
the poor man's cloak as a price of the robber ' s co-ope­
ra t ion against the nian-stealer. will be l ikely to end in 
a compromise with the man-thief himself, for a Jlccce 
of wool. T h e exper iment has proved it so in our own 
land. He only who is faithful in the LEAST can be 
trusted in M U C H ; while he who , when he saw a clonk-
thief, consented wi th h im, is in a fair way to become 
an accomplice of raatt-thieve?, in the end. 

T h e terr ible over throw of Pharaoh and his hostr in 

the Red Sea, was not for the -in of chattel enslavement. 
The Hebrews were never held as chattels. They were 
never forbidden to marry or to read. The i r families 
were never separated by sale, like brute beasts. Vet 
they were grievously oppressed. A 'and monopoly 
had perpetuated the r ight of the soil in the royal family 
of the reigning dynasty. An onerous tax upon the p ro -
\ ince of Coshen, payable in br ick (and for " r e v e n u e 
p u r p o s e s " anil ' ' i n t e rna l i m p r o v e m e n t s " doubtless) 
had been imposed and le\ ied, about as burthensome, w e 
may suppose, as that similar t ax , payable in coffee the 
almost entire product of the island) wh 'eh the. Dutch 
Government of India now levies upon the natives of 
J a v a — " a mere, financial measure ," of course! [A 
" m e r e question of dollar*, and c e n t s ! " as the slave 
question is with ihe slaveholders!] To this was added 
at length, a prohibit ion (by tariff or otherwise) of the 
necessary supplies of s:.raw for the br ick-makers! T h e 
whole effect of these measures combined, including the 
limited and temporary slaughter of the Hebrew male 
children, must have been less terrible than the oppres­
sions of the Uritish Government in famishing Ireland; 
for, at the termination of their bondage, the Hebrews , 
so far from being in a starving condition, like the peo­
ple of Ireland, or penniless, like the tariff-scourged 
operatives of Manchester, Birmingham, and some dis­
tricts a l ready, even of our own country, were r ich in 
the possession of ilocks and he rds ! 

But, in the oppression of the Hebrews in Egypt , was 
there '"'no moral principle invo lved" becrut.ic it was 
" a mere measure of political economy ami of finance?" 
So Closes and Aaron, as well as Pharaoh and his states­
men, might have concluded, had they been privileged 
to listen confiding!}", to our modern teachers, who could 
have instructed them that the. heaven-imposed duty of 
delivering the spoiled out of the hand of the oppressor 
was all comprised in the " o n e i d e a " of securing them 
from chattel enslavement! The mystery of Pharaoh 's 
hardening his hear t , were readily" solved, niig-ht w e 
suppose him to have listened to *uch teachings! T h e 
terr ible over th row of that great financier and political 
economist, with the deluded people whq supported him, 
the Bible records as a str iking specimen of the Divine 
displeasure against oppressive governments , and those 
who voluntarily support t hem in their oppressions. 
The " o n e i d e a " it inculcates in respect to this subject 
is " t o t a l abstinence." from all forms of oppression; the 
immediate abolition of all enactments sustaining them, 

A L L DUTIES AL1KW OBLIGATORY. 
This notion that men have a moral r igh t to select one 

field of moral , religious or benevolent effort, and on the 
ground of their act ivi ty in that department, wi thdraw 
themselves from open public sympathy and co-operation 
in other fields of moral , rel igious, or benevolent effort— 
that they may be neutral in respect to the existence of 
one clas"s of mora! evils, because they have concluded 
it best to expend all the i r energies against another class 
of moral evils, is one of the most subtle, delusive and 
mischievous of all the devices of the Arch Tempte r . 
All men imagine they are discharging1 some of their 
duties, and most men think they are very faithful in tne 
discharge of the duties they have selected as the most 
incumbent upon them, in the posit ion they occupy. To 
take care of himself and his family, is the grand idea 
of duty with the sordid worldl ing. When other duties 
to God and mankind, g rowing out of other relat ions, are 
urged upon his attention, he is too much engrossed wi th 
his " o n e idea," to give heed. One man is very earnest 
against prodigality—that is to " o n e idea,"—do not ask 
him to beware of penuriousness. Another is absorbed 
with the "one idea" of generosity—do not expec t the vir­
tue of frugality in him. He is occupied with to beau ideal 
of moral excel lence. One man is strongly opposed to 
intemperance, and has he not a r igh t to be neutral in 
respect to the vice of gambling? Highway robbers 
have plumed themselves on their a lmsgiving; and the 
man that bolts his door upon the houseless, thanks God 
that he has never defrauded any one. The very worst 
of men have selected something good, in which they 
may glory, and few are so abandoned as not to congratu­
late themselves that they are not so had as some others . 
Precisely upon th i sp r iuc ip le the slaveholder claims the 
praise of hospitali ty and other kindred vir tues , and bids 
defiance to the reprovers of his injustice. 

Very much On the same principle do men of h igh 
professions in morali ty and rel igion, excuse their mani­
fest delinquencies. T h e Missionary Board is absorbed 
in its " o n e i d e a " of sending the gospel to the heathen; 
the Bi t l e Society with supplying the world with Bibles: 


