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- Mp. HOFFMAN concurred....He had: early meant to
that the paper, though'in the form of a.report; was,
n ficty little different from a speech. : .
r. BARBOUR said that though there was scarcely a
sition-1n'.the report to which he agreed, he hoped-it
Id be printed. .
he'yeas-and nays were then taken,
ordered: Yeas 93, nays 58.

COLLECTION BILL.

The bill- from the Senate further to provide for the col-

- ection of .duties ‘on imports came up on jts final passage,
and was decided as follows: ’
< YEAS.~-Messrs: Adams, Chilton Allan, Heman Allen,
Allison, Anderson, Appleton, Armstrong, Ashley, Banks,
Noyes:Barber, Barringer, Barstow, Isnac C. Bates, James
Bates, Beardsley, Bell, Bergen, Bethune, James Blair,

.-John: Blair, Bouck, Briggs, John Brodhead, John C.
Brodhead, Bucher, Bullard, Burd, Burges, Cahoon, Cam-
breleng, - Carr, Chandler, Choate, Collier, Eleutheros
Cooke, Bates Cooke, Corwin, Craig, Crane, Crawford,
‘Creighton, John Davis, Dearborn, Denny, Dewart, Dick-
son,  Doubleday, . Drayton, Draper, Ellsworth, George
Xvans, Joshua Evans, Fdward Everett, Horace Everett,
Findlay, Fitzgerald, Ford, Gilmore, Grennell, William
Hall, Hiland Hall, Harper, Hawkins, Hiester, Hodges,
Hoffman, Iogan, Holland, Horn, Howard, Hubbard,
Huntington, Ihrie, Ingersoll, Irvin, Isacks, Jarvis, Jenifer,
Richard M. Jolinson, Joseph Johnson, Kavanagh, Ken-
dall, Adam King, John King, Henry King, Kerr, Lansing,
Leavitt, Lecompte, Letcher, Lyon, Maun, Marshall, Max-
well, McCarty, Wm. McCoy, Mclntire, McKay, McKen-
nan, ‘Mercer,” Milligan, Mifchell, Mubhlenberg, Nelson,
Newton, Pearce, Pendleton, Pierson, Pitcher, Polk,
Potts; Randolph; John Reed, Edward C. Reed, Russel,
Semmes, Sewall, William R. Shepard, Augustine H.
Shepperd, Slade, Smith, Soule, Speight, Standifer, Ste-
phens, Stewart, Sutherland, Taylor, Frauncis Thomas,
Philemon ‘Thomas, John Thomson, Tompkins, Tracy,
Verplanck, Vinton, Ward, Wardwell, Washington, Wat-
mough, Wayne, Wilkin, Elisha Whittlesey, I'rederick
Whittiesey, Campbell P. White, Edward D, White, Wil-
Hams, Worthington, Young.~149.

NAYS.~—Messrs,  Alexander, Robert Allen,
Arnold; -Babcock, John S. Burbour, Barnwell,
Carson, Chinn, Claiborne, Clay, Clayton,
Cooper, Coulter, Danicl, Davenport,
Felder, Foster, Gaither, Gordon,
Hall, Hawes, Hughes, Cave Johnson,
dis;: Mason; McDuffie, Newnan, Nuckolls, Patton, Plum-
mer, Renclier, Roane, Rool, Stanbery, Wiley "Thomp-
son, Weeks, Wheeler, Wickliffe, Wilde.—48.

8o the bill was finally passed.

The question being on'its title,

Mr. McDUFPIE said that he rose to perform a solemn
duty.  ‘The Iouse was about to destroy the rights of the
States—was about Lo bury the constitution: he asked the
pour privilege of writing its epitaph.  He then offered an
amendment to the title of the bill, by striking out its pre-
sent title, and inserting the following in Beu thereof:
“An act to subvert the sovercignty of the States of this
Union, to establish a consolidated Government without
limitation of powers, and to make the civil subordinate to
the military power.”

Mr. WAYNE moved (o lay the amendment upon the
table,

The CHAIR said the motion was not in order.

Mr BPEIGHT demanded the previous question, and
the eall:was seconded by the House.

The yeus and nays were thereupon ordered, and being
taken, stood as follows: Yeas 150, nays 35.

So-the House determined that the main question should
now bé put,

and the printing

Archer,
Bouldin,
Coke, Connor,
Warren R. Davis,
Grifin, Thomas H.
Lamar, Lewis, Mar-

{The-main guestion was on agreeing to the title of the
billas it came from the Senate, Mr. McDourrir’s propos-
ed amendment having been cut off by the affitmative vote
upon the previous questioi. ]

The question ‘'was accordingly put and carried; and, in
the same shape in'which it passed the Senate, the bill wag
returned to that body. : :

The SPEAKER then:
the day; -and

Alithe orders of the day were then, by successive . mo-
tions by Mr. WICKLIFFE, postponed to to-morrow, un:
til the Land bill was reached; when, on motion of M. W.,

The House resolved itself into a Committee of the
Whole on the state of the Union, the Seraxzn calling
Mr. Porx to the chaijr.

Mr. VERPLANCK moved that the committee take up
some appropriation bills, but the motion was ne atived;
and then, by a decisive majority, took up the bill; from
the Senate,

TO DISTRIBUTE THE PROCEEDS OF THE PUB-
LIC LANDS.

Mr. DUNCAN moved an amendment, proposing to fix
the minimum price of the public lands at one dollar; but
it was rejected without a count.

An amendment was offered by Mr. DUNCAN to set
apart twenty per cent. of the value of the public land in
certain of the new States, before the division of the pro-
ceeds should be made, instead of twelve and a half per
cent. asin the bill. But it was negatived.

Mr. WICKLIFFE moved to amend the second section
thereof, by striking out the words which restrict the ap-
plication of the funds accruing to the several States to
three specified objects, (internal improvement, education,
and colonization,) and to leave it to the States to apply
the funds in such a manner as (he Legislatures thereof
shall direct.

The amendment was adopted without a count.

Mr. WICKLIFFE also added a proviso postponing the
effect of the bill until the public debt should have been

aid.
P Mr. PLUMMER proposed to amend the bill so as to
require the expense of surveys and seles of the public
lands to be first deducted, before the distribution should
pe made among the States. He made a short speech in
support of this motion, and

The question being put, it was negatived.

Mr. WHITE, of Florida, moved to amend the bill, so
as to include Florida in the distribution of the land; but
it was negatived without a count, :

Mr. CLAY, of Alabama, moved to amend the bill by
striking out all after the enacting clause, and inserting,
instead thereof, the two following sections:

¢ That, from and after the passage of this act, all the
lands in the United States which have been offered at
public sale to the highest bidder, and have remained un-
sold twenty years or upwards, shall be subject-to sale; by~
private entry, at the rate of twenty-five cents per acre;
those which have been offered in like manner, and have
remained unsold fifieen years, and less than twenty years,
at the rate of fifty cents per acre; those which have been
offered in like wanner, and have remained unsold ten
years, and less than fifteen years, at the rate of seventy-
five cents per acre: and those which have been offered
in like manner, and have remained unsold five years, and
less than ten years, at the rate of one dollar per acre.

* Swe. 2. Jind beit further enacted, That all the lands
of the United States which may be hereafter offered at
public sale, to the highest bidder, and shall have remain-
ed unsold five years, and Jess than ten years, shall be sub-
Jject to sale, by private entry, at the rate of one dollar
per acre; those which shall bave remained unsold ten

proceeded to call the orders of

years, and less than fifteen years, at the rate of seventy-
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five cents per-acre; - those which shall-have remained on-
sold_fifteen years-and less than twenty years;-at the rate
of fifty cents  per acre; and- those. which shall have re-
mained - unsold' twenty years, or upwards, at-the rate of
twenty-five cents per.acre.” : .

M. CLAY said that he-must appeal to the sense of]
Jjustice in the majority of the House, for a right to be
heard on asubject so deeply interesting to his constituents.
He did not rise merely for the purpose of consuming time,
which he knew, at this late hour: of the session, to be
very precious:* His object was to present to the House,
in comparison, the plan contained in the original bill, and
that developed by the substitute which he had offered, in
the form’ of ‘an amendment. He would not; however,
press the discussion of the subject at this moment, if the
 committee should be disposed to take a recess: he asked

the House either to postpone the further consideration of|
the bill gntil to-morrow, or to take a recess; and, in order
to ascertain its will, he would move that the committee
Nnow rise.

The motion was lost.

Mer. SPEIGHT, of North Carolina, now moved that the
Elouse take a recess for two hours.

This motion also was negatived: Yeas 29, nays 86.

Mr. CLAY then again rose, and said he should bow to
the decision of the House; a decision which accorded
well with the purpose which had been so repeatedly
manifested, to drive this bill through, without allowing it
to receive that consideration and discussion which were
so eminently due to a measure of such magnitede. It was
not necessary for him to advert to his personal debility,
having recently Jabored under severe indisposition; it was
not his wish or his purpose to give this subject the go-by;
whatever might be his inability, mental or physical, he

. should endeavor to proceed in the discharge of his duty,
and would present to this House such views as he might
be able to take of this very serious and important subject.

- My proposition, said Mr. C., is to strike -out this bill,
and insert that which has been read to the House.

My-amendment, it will be seen, contemplates a reduc-
tion-in the price of land which has been offered at auction
and-remains unsold, and a graduation of the price, in pro-
portion to the time it hag been in market. This brings
into review the merits of the entire proposition presented
by the bill.

Linsist and will maintain that this bill involvesa breach
of faith, on the part.of the General Government, towards
the States which have ceded lands to the Union: that it
contains more palpable violations of the constitution than
any measure ever brought into this hall; and, if it were
free from these vital objections, that the measure it pro-
poses is in the highest degree inexpedient, and perpe-
trates the most flagrant injustice to the younger members
of this confederacy.

1 have said, and T repeat, that this bill involves a breach
of good faith on the part of this Government. I meant
that remark to be heard; and its truth will be sustained
by a recarrence {o évery act of cession by which the
public domain has become the property of the States in
general.  'Whoever will take the trouble to consult these
acts ‘must perceive, that to apply the proceeds of these
lands as.is proposed by the bill' before us, would be a
plain ‘and: palpable violation of the faith of the Govern-
ment, and jeopard its ‘character for truth, honor, and
Justice. :

. Will gentlemen look back to the inducements to ces-
sions of their vacant western territory; which were held
out-by Congress to the States having such claims? The
leading object or consideration of a-compact of any kind,
must afford much aid in determining its.proper construc-
tion. By recurring to-the journals, it will be found that

Congress, as early as September, 1780, ¢ thought it ad-
visable to press upon the States having claims fo the
Vor, IX.—120

Western country, a liberal surrender of a‘portion
territorial claims;” that in October of the'sameyed
passed other resolutions, by which they ¢ fixed i
tions, to which the Union should be bound on receiv ng’
such cessions;” that they <¢again proposed the same sub+
ject to those States, in their address of April 18th, 1783,
wherein, stating the national debt, and expressing their’
reliance for its discharge on the prospeet of vacant terri--
tory,”” they renewed their proposals to the States having:
vacant territory. In April, 1784, after reciting the va-
rious steps which they had before taken, on the same’
subject, they adopted a resolution in the following words,
which I beg leave to read to the committee:

¢¢ Resolved, That the same subject be again presented
to the attention of the said States; that they be urged to
consider that the war being now brought to a happy ter-
mination by the personal services of our soldiers, the sup-
plies of property by our citizens, and loans of money
from them as well as foreigners, these several creditors
have a right to expect that funds shall be provided, on.
which they may rely for their indemnification; that Con-
gress still consider vaeant territory as an important re-
source; and that, ‘therefore, the said States be earnestly.
pressed, by immediate and. liberal cessions, to. forward..
these necessary ends, and to promote the harmony of the.
Union.” ) . R s

In this resolution are summed up the motives which in:
duced Congress to ask~-nay, earnestly to pressand urge—-
the States to cede their vacant territory; to raise the
means of discharging the national debt, produced by the .
war for liberty and independence, which had been so
happily terminated; to refund our citizens, as well as
foreigners, for supplies of property, and loans of money,
which had contributed to that most desirable and glorious
constmmation. Congress did notask cessions of land for
local objects, but for those strictly national; the often
avowed purpose was to improve and strengthen the re-
sources of the General Government for national purposes,
in which the States called upon to cede had a common
interest. 'Those repeated, pressing, and urgent appli-
cations to the States at length prevailed; and it is only
necessary to examine the terms recited in the various
acts of cession, to be satisfied that they surrendered
their vacant lands only for the desirable purposes pro-

osed. -

P Virginia stipulated, in her act of cession, ‘¢ that-all the
lands within the territory so ceded to the United States, -
and not reserved for, or appropriated to, any of the be-
fore mentioned purposes, (that is, grants to certain troops
and citizens of her own, ) or disposed of in bounties to the
officers and soldiers of the American army, shall be con-
sidered a common fund, for the use and benefit of such
of the United States as have become, or shall become,
members of the confederation or federal alliance of the
said States, Virginia inclusive,” &c.

Georgia, in her act of cession, declared ¢¢that all the<
land ceded, &c. be considered a common fund, for the
use and benefit of the United States, Georgia included.”

Each of these clauses was followed by an express stipu--
lation that the funds arising from the lands ceded should
be ‘<faithfully disposed of for that purpose, and for no
other use or purpose whatever.”

It is unnecessary to fatigue the committee by reciting
the terms of the several compacts between other States
and the Government of the United States; they are all
substantially the same.

These lands were to be a common fund, for the use of
the whole Union-=not of each, or any of the States, sepa-
rately considered, but of ‘the Government itself. These
acts contain no such language as that the proceeds of the -
land may or ‘shall be distributed equally among the
States; nor can I.conceive how it is possible for ingenuity

itself to distort the terms employed in them, so as to re-
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m. with the purpose avoweéd by this bill. - Did
er. cede her vacant territory for purposes in
s to have no common ‘interest with hér sis-
Surely: not. © And, I ask, what interest has
those. several purposes,to which, according
L, the avails of these lands may be applied by
; ggiglatures? We have, tobe sure, amended
il by striking' out the enumeration of these purposes
rst proposed; but'we have gone yet further than the
ﬁ,ljsgt_,pr0pose;d—¢-“'e have left it in the power of the
to.appropriate the money just as they may deem
nost expedient, without limitation or restriction.. There
~-is'no-purpose to which the power of a State is adequate,
.to. which the proceeds of this domain may not be applied.
1f the bill still remained in its original'shape, the question
would ‘well ‘arise; how much' moré in its amended form?
Georgla has ‘ceded her land to the whole United States,
¢ Georgia-included.” Of the proceeds of this land more
than"$400,000 annually will, if this bill becomes a law,
go to the Legislature of the State of New York. Sup-
»pose that Legislature shall choose to apply $100,000 of
this ‘money. to the erection of a poor-housc or a hospital,
- has ‘Georgia any interest in this? She has not. How is
she inferested in a hospital to be used by the citizens of
New York, more than in the promotion of any other ob-
ject of humanity? What is a hospital in New York more
to her than-a -hospital in England or the East Indies?
Again: New York may give the money to an object still
more private and exclusive, in some remote neighbor-
hood of her ‘extensive territory-~for instance, a county
jail .or court-house; has Georgia any interest in that?
She lias nonie... The domain being granted as a common
fy nd not {o the States in severalty, such an applica-
tion.ofitg'avails is a violation of the terms of the compact,
and of the good faith of the Government. The same re-
marks will apply with equal -justice to the other States
who ceded their lands, The terms of cession may vary,
but the general effect is in all cases the same. Virginia
granted bers on the express condition that they were to
constitute .a common fund, as expressly as Georgia did.
But is Virginia interested in the local improvements in
Maine, in:Massachusetts, in Georgia, or Alabama? Not at
all: and to.apply-her land to such objects, is to violate
that compact which it ought to be the honorable pride
of every American to preserve sacred.

But there are other objections to the bill, arising from
the terms of the several compacts, which go to show that
the proposed application of these funds will be a perver-
sion of the purpose of the donors. Let it be remember-
ed.that I am speaking now only of so much of the public
land a8 has.been obtained by cession from the States, and
not of that which has been othérwise acquired.. All who
are.acquainted with the history of the times when these
cessions: were made, know what were the inducements
whichled to them. Tndeed, I havealready shown that the
lands were givenfrom public and patriotic considerations,
and with a special view to the payment of the public debt.
Let me then ask every considerate and candid man whe-
ther it is consistent with the spirit and ends of the com.
pret, without consent of parties, for us now to divert the
proceeds to objects totally different.  8hall I be told that
the leading object of the cession. has been accomplished;
that the public debt is paid, and that we may, therelove,
apply the proceeds to the special benefit of particular
Btates? 1f so, I inquire-~Has the public débt been paid
outofthe proceeds of these lands? By no means. All know
that the.public domain, thus far, has not balanced its own
;-the lands:have not paid their own expenses.
ceording to an-official report from the Commissioner
of:the General Land Office, at the last session, it is in ar-
-veara-abont eleven millions of dollars. This being the
case, would it niot be consistent with the terms of cession

o refund: the general-treasury, in which all the States

tic-domain should pay, (embracing both the public. debt
and its own costs and charges,) before the fund is appro-
priated to any other purpose?”

-, The gquestion is not; how the Government, if free to
choose, might prefer to apply thisfund; it is a question
of good faith-~How i the Government bound to apply it?
When the States gave their land:for a specific objeet, and
that object -has not been accomplished, can the Govern-
ment direet the grant to other objects? - I'deny that it
can, - Virginia would-never have-given away her vast
regions in.the West, but for the sake of‘eriabling the Go-
vernment to pay its just debts, and especially that debt,
more saered than alt others, which may almost be consi-
dered the priee of our liberty. Georgia would never
have surrendered the sixty or seventy millions of:acres,
now constituting the States of Alabama and Mississippi, to
receive, in return, her nine shares out of two hundred
and forty. Their object, and that of all the other States*
which made similar grants, was to pay the natiopal debt,
to enrich the national treasury, to exalt their commen
country, and benefit her in those things in which each
had a common interest—not to be applied to the local’
purposes of any. To test the soundness of this view, I
ask each member of the committee to put the question to
himself-~to appeal to his own bosom.
States which made grants of lands to the United States
ever contemplate such an appropriation of her bounty as
that vow proposed? Can any.man answer this question in
the affirmative? 1 cannot believe there is'one. :

But, sir, there are other objections to this bill.« T inti-
mated, in the outset of my remarks, that, in. my: judg-
ment, this bill proposed more violations of the constitution
than any one measure which [ had ever seen introduced
into this hall. I may be mistaken—-I do not chaim to be
infallibles but, if T understand the provisions of the ¢on-
stitution, this measure will violate them most grossly.

The position may be safely assumed, that the Govern-
ment cannot do that indirectly which it cannot do directly.
If the Government eannot appropriate money, constitu-
tionally, to 8 given object, it cannot grant money to a
State to be applied to the same object. . .

An attempt has been made, however, to render the bill
more palatable to those who entertained constitutional
seruples in regard to its provisions as it came from the Se-
nate, by an amendment. 1t may be well, here, to notice
that amendment, and see how far it is calculated to obvi-
ate such objections. Asit came from the Senate, the Le-
gislatures of the several States were only authorized to
apply their respective distributive shares *“to such. ob-
jects of education, internal improvement, colonization of
free persons of color, or reimbursement of any existing
debt contracted for internal improvement, as the said
Legislatures might severally designate and authorize.” It
will be perceived that this enumeration:of objects was
restrictive upon the State- Legislatures;: they could only
have applied the money to those three classes of objects.
On the presumption, I suppose, that some would consi-

violate the constitution in the appropriation of the money
to some one of -the objects enumerated, and, therefore,
vote against the measure, a motion was made, and carr}-
ed, to strike out the clause so far as regarded the speci-
fication of objects to which the money might be applied.
The effect of the amendment is to remove all restriction,
and permit the Legislatures to apply the shares of the
fund allotted to them respectively, *“tosuch objects as
they may severally designate and authorize.” . They are
no_longer restricted to education, internal improyement,
and colonization of free persons of color, but may- <“de-
signate and authorize” these, and any, and all other .ob-
jeets within the scope of State legislation for the applica-

tion of the funds. = Each of the objects, originally enu-

are interested, the amount which it was intended the pub--

Did either of the -~

der the clause imperative -on the State Legislatures to
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merated in the bill, are within the range of State legisla-
tion; consequently.it cannot-be pretended that the money
to be distributed cannot yet be applied to them, as wellas
to any other. Under thi$ view, I confess, I was much sur-
prised that the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Barsour]
{who professed to favor a strict construction of the consti-
tution). rose, when the motion was made for the.amend-
ment, and expressed a hope that it would prevail, as he
could not otherwise vote for the bill. I then suggested
to the. committee and the gentleman, that, so far from
obviating the objection of unconstitutionality, the amend-
ment rendered it stronger; that it would give to the States
a wider range, and allow them unlimited scope for ever,
sort of loose and -unconstitutional legislation. T still
think so.

Sir, as the bill remains obnoxious to all the objections
which applied to it, in its original form, besides the thou-
sand others'to which the amendment may give rise, letus
consider some ‘of them. Take, for example, internal im-
provement. --A large portion of the nation have objected
to: the exercise of this power by the General Govern-
ment. as-unconstitutional, even in its most imposing form.
If ‘appropriations for such objects, though even called
““national;” improvements of a nature to promote the
commercial prosperity of large districts of country, faci-
litating intercourse between quarters of the Union remote
from each other; if appropriations for objeets of such ge-
neral interest were questioned, for the want of power in
the General Government, what can be said in justification
of a measure which puts in the hands of the different
States millions of dollars annually, which may be applied
to purposes merely local! Under the amended form of
the bill, the State Legislatures have power to apply the
money to any object of internal improvement they hap-
pen to desire. They are only restrained by their own
exclusive judgment or discretion. 1f we bestow money
on a State, out of this ¢ common fund,” for her to apply
to objects in which neither the nation, notr, perhaps, any
other State has a common interest, is it not just as uncon-
stitutional as if we granted the money to these objects
ourselves?. No'man can answer this question in the nega-
tive, and do himself justice. Let us take Pennsylvania,
with-her share of nearly three hundred thousand dollars.
May not she appropriate one hundred thousand dollars to
make a road one mileinlength? May not she lay out her
entire portion of this ““common fund® on a railroad from
Philadelphia to some coal mine? What interest have the
other States in such a railroad? There'is nothing to re-
strain her. It would be an improvement, and, doubtless,
very useful to her, but it is not an object of a national
character, nor one in which the other States have any
common interest. Instead of expanding the discretion of
the State Legislatures under this bill, as we have done by
the amendment of which I have spoken, it would have
been more conformable to the oath we took at that desk,
50 to have limited, as to have restrained it, if possible, to
objects purely national. 1t has been questioned by many
of the most sound and able politicians of the country,
whether the General Government can make a canal os
road of -any kind; it has been denied that, but for the
compact with the new States, it could have made the
Cumberland road, extending through some half dozen of
the States, and opening a channel of communication be-
tween the vast regions of the West and the Atlantic com-
mercial cities; yet we are called upon, by the proposed
measure, to assert the power in this Government to de-
scend to the most minute local objects which come within
the sphere of State legislation.

Again, sir, suppose one of the purposes to which the
State Legislatures may think proper to apply this money
should be the colonization of free persons of color, as ori-

stitution, to appropriate money for s¢

to be found in the specified powerst o
incidéntal powers ¢ necessary and prope
execution® those which are?  If'so, I hope 50
man who advocates the bill will point me'to the'a
section, or clause in which it may be found, or to
effect to which it is essential. Until this'is doneg,T.
not surrender the opinion that it can neither be dtawn
from the face of the constitution, nor from its history. It
may be safely affirmed that this is not among the powers
expressly granted, and, J think, may as safely defy any:
friend of the measure to show that it is ipcidental to'any
of them. Lo

8ir, whilst1 feel ready to acknowledge all the legitimiate
powers ofthis Government, I deny that we have any power:
to colonize free blacks; and 1 maintain, if we give thiy
power, or the means of exercising it, to the States, we
violate the constitution through their agency. I never
doubted that a State could send free blacks out of the
country, with their own consent, to any part of the world;
the objection is to the power of this Government to fur-
nish them funds for the purpose. . The member from
Pennsylvania, [Mr. STEWaART,] Whois one of the list to
deny any power which it may, in his judgment, be con-
venient to exercise; who is on¢ of the class of ¢ general
welfare” politicians; who always shaws great perspicacity
in discovering any thing that is either for the ‘general
welfare or his own, seemed to congratulate himself onthe
success of the motion to strike out this clause; but, :\vha’t-
ever may be its effect on the passage of the billyit has
only rendered it more obnoxious; it has opened an inter-
minable field. T was sorry to see the clause stricken out,
on more accounts than one—chiefly for this reason, that,
since the amendment, the dangerous character of the bill
is not so distinctly held up tothe eyes of the people; it
does not come to the apprehension of every one as it did
in its original shape; its glaring and palpable violations of
the constitution are less readily seen. Had the original
clause remained, there would not have been a man-inthe
South who would not have revolted at the dangerous and
unwarrantable assumption of power at first sight; ‘but now
the mischievous tendency of the bill may, and will, escape
the observation of those who are not accustomed to exa-
mine such questions. ' .
Sir, I may be sensitive on this subject; I acknowledge
Tam; and every other Southern man, who has Jistenied to
the arguments and doctrines advanced here, ought to be
so. 'Why this ceaseless anxiety to agitate the subject of
slave labor and colonization? The tariff’ cannot be dis-
cussed without arraying white labor against slave labor.
The reduction of duties is said to involve the question;
and it is openly maintained that itis not only within the
constitutional power of the Government to protect manu-
factures, but, because they are the productions of white
Iaber, that it is also right and proper. Would it not, on
the same principle, be equally within the competency of
the Federal Government, if the Southern people were to
employ the labor of their slaves in manufactures; to give
bounties, or lay discriminating duties, in " favor:of that
portion fabricated by white men? Do not such argu-
ments involve the proposition that a pound of cotton; ora
yard of cloth, is enhanced or diminished in value by the
complexion of the laborers employed in producing them?
Such views may appear too monstrous and absurd to be
ascribed to any individual on this floor, but they are, ne.
vertheless, all implied in the single’ proposition that free
labor cught to be protected and encouraged in opposition
to slave Jabor. That doctring has been repeatedly and
openly avowed by members of this House. Indeed, the
argument has been’ openly maintained that slavery is ig-
compatible with the general welfare. If this doctrine be

ginally intended—and there is nothing in this bill to pre-
vent it-—I demand your authority; under the federal con-

established; what more is necessary, with. those who hex
lieve that this Government can do every thing that will
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promote “the general welfare,” to authorize, or to in-
duce them to undertake the abolition of slavery?
8ir, it cannot be controverted that abolition is the ulti-
mate purpose of colonization, at least, with many who
are engaged in effectuating the latter. If my ears did
not greatly deceive me, (and those of other gentlemen
must equally have deceived them,) I heard a distinguish-
ed member of the Colonization Society, in a public ad-
dpess. made some twelve months ago, in effect declare
his belief that Providence was preparing the way for the
‘accomplishment of the great object of the society, the
aholition of slavery throughout the Union, The same in-
dividual alluded to an unfortunate affair which happened
about eighteen months ago, in Southampton, Virgitiia, as
oneof the means which Providence, in infinite wisdom
and beneficence, had employed for the advancement of
this object. Such impious and unwarrantable language
18 holdly used already—and what is to follow? As regards
our legislation on the subject, colonization is but the first
step. If we can appropriate moncy to colonize those
who are free, why not those who are slaves, including the
price: of their emancipation, to be fixed by those who
lave no interest in them? If one power be constitutional,
why not the other? 1f one can be derived from the con-
stitution, so can the other; for it will be as easy to prove
to such as wish to be convinced, that one is demanded by
the ““general welfare,” as well as the other.

1 have heard much, sir, within the last three years, of
the danger of a dissolution of this Union—an event which
all profess (I trust sincerely) to deprecate as the worst of
national evils.  If any thing is calculated, more certainly
than all others, to produge such a calamity, not only to
our own country, but to all mankind, it is legislation upon
this subject. Let an appropriation be made in aid of colo-
nization, and we shall hereafter hear!itproposed to ap-
propriate money to purchase and colonize our slaves. Tn
defending such aproposition, how easy will it be to cite this
very measure (should it become a law) as a precedent—
i, in effect, granting three millions of dollars annually
for the same object? It will be no difficult matter to
show, to the satisfuction of some, by the kind of logic to
which I allude, that colonization and abolition are uatu-
rally and closely connected—to identify them as alike ne-
cessary, nay, indispensable, to the ““general welfare.”
Sir, 1 greatly fear that this will be the result of this first
step in this species of legislation; and when such a state
of things is presented, it will, indeed, be time for the
South to decide the question of Union or slavery. 1fthey
are true to themselves, and have any regavd to their rights
of property, they never can submit to any such unwar-
rantable intermeddling on the part-of the General Go-
vernment,

Lt me not be misunderstood upon this subject. 1 am
‘no enemy of the plan of transporting and colonizing our
free black population, properly conducted. 1t belongs
legitimately to the States, and to the people—not to the
Federal Government.  Let our State Legislatures and our
colonization socicties effectuate the purpose (as I trust in
God they may) with their own means, and such aid as
they may derive from individuals, but let them not call
on this Government for assistance; and, if called upon,
let it not interfere with this delicate and dangerous sub-
ject.. It was one of the main objects of this hill, and,
though sought to be conccaled by the amendment of
which 1 have spoken, itis still so. Though hidden from
the untutored eye, the poison still remains, and is not the
Tess dangerous.

““But the dividend of a State may also be applied to the
purposes of ‘education. L might here, again, ask for the
power under the constitution, either express or im-
plied, for this Government to appropriate money for such
an object.’ It is, perhaps, true that the idea of a national
universily has been suggested by different individuals,

and, probably, by one whose memory we all venerate;
but T am glad the advocates of such a measure have hi
therto been (and I trust ever will be) too few to indicate
any prospect of its success. Have we any more power
to establish a college than a country school? Have we
more power, or would there be more propriety in facili-
tating the education of one class than another? “The only
power over subjects of this nature, granted to us by the
constitution, is *“to promote the progress of science and
useful arts by securing, for limited terms, to authors and
inventors, the exclusive right to their respective writings
and discoveries.” This being the only clause of the con-
stitution in which any power is given to us over the sub-
ject of < science,” and this limiting us to securing the
rights of << authors and inventors,” aceording to all rules

of construction, implies a negative upon the exereise of

any other power over the same subject. Sir, T well re-
member the sensation produced in Alabama, and, I be-
lieve, generally throughout the Union, by a proposition
of the late President of the ¥nited States for the erection
of a national obscrvatory, or ¢ light-house of the skies,””

as he thought proper to call it. Was there not among the -

people, in regard to this proposition, a general sentiment
of disapprobation? Wasit not denounced as an attempted
usurpation of power? Yet this was a subject intimately
connected with science, and the power, atleast, as recon-
cilable to the constitution as that now proposed. T may
be told there is precedent for this kind of anpropriation
in the past legislation of Congress; thot graits of land for
education have been made, extensively, tothe new States.

1 agree that such grants have been made, but they are
distinguishable from the kind of appropriation originally
proposed in this bill, and which remains unchanged by
the amendment of which I have spoken. Those grants
are connected with the disposition of the public Iands;
they tend to facilitate their sales at improved prices, and
the increase of price, in conseguence, is a full equivalent.
Whether we regard the grant of lund for State semina.
ries, or of sixtcenth sections for township schools, the
cffect, obviously, is to enhance the prices of the remain-
ing portion, and accelerate sales.  Would not ahinost any
man purchase more readily, and give a higher price than
he otherwise would, for a tract of Jand within a townehip
in which a seetion of good land is reserved for the sup-
port of schools? When those sixtcenth sections are fertile,
as many of them are, they furnish the means of meeting
all the necessary expenses of ordinary education.  The
same reasoning appiles, with equal force, to land granted
for State seminaries. An individual, desiring to educate
his sons liberally, would give a better priee for land in 2
State having an Institution of that grade, already well en-
dowed, than if no such grant had been made.  Indepen-
dent of these considerations, the new States have given
an ample equivalent on their admission, in surrendering,,
by their respective compacts, all claim to the unappro-
priated public domain within their limits, and their right
to tax the same while it remains unsold, and for five years
thereafter. Nor can any appropriation which may bave
been made for the support of 4 college in this District be
relicd on as a precedent. It might be, at least, plausibly
distinguished on the ground relied on by many gentlemen
of high and distinguished reputation, that Congress is the
local Legislature of the ten miles square, and has, within
the District, all the powers of a State Legislature.  But
if these were precedents, I do not mean to admit that one
violation of the constitution would justify another. The
power of the States, however, was not limited by the bill,
in its original form, (much less is it now,) to the erection
and enduwment of institutions interesting to the whole
Union, or even to a whole State. It is not restrained even
to a State college or university; it reaches to local insti-
tutions——academics, free schools, and village seminaries.

Are you prepared to give to this Government, whose
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powers T have been acenstomed to consider general, and
for objects chiefly external, a power like this? Can any
man concede it who does not believe the Congress of the
United States to be like the British Parliament—omni-
potent? . -~ . .

Sir,. the objections to the bill, which I_have already no-
ticed, existed. against it in every shape it came from the
Senate.. All restriction- having been removed by the
amendment of the committee, let us see to what other
objects these funds may be applied. Is there any State,
county, or parish purpose to which they may not? Un-
der the ‘bill, in its amended form, they are ¢ to be ap-
plied, by the Legislatures of the said States, to such ob-
Jjects as the said Legislatures may severally designate and
authorize.” What the Legislatures of the States ¢‘may
designate and authorize,” are the objects to which we
authorize the application; or, in language equally true,
are the objects to which we, through the agency of the
States, appropriate the funds of the nation.
State Legislature, consistently with the terms of the grant,

apply.these funds to the erection of a State prison, a
county.court-house or jail, a poor-house, or to any other
State or local purpose? Can it be denied? If it be, Tin-
quire, on what ground? Where is the restriction, except
the judgment or.discretion of the State Legislature? Itis
obvious that the fund allotted to any State may be appro-
priated to any object of State expenditure whatever. It
may be used Lo defray the ordinary expenditures of the

local Government—even the payment of its officers, exe
cutive, legislative, and judicial. Sir, temptation is dan
gerous, even to Governments.

would be twenty thousand seven hundred and seventy

seven dollars and twelve cents. The same authority shows
the total amount of expenditures in Connecticut, for the
year ending 31st of March last, was sixty-two thousand
three hundred and three dollars and fifty-cight cents,
while her distributive share will be sixty-three thousand
six hundred and thirty-one dollars and seventy-two cents.
These three Stales may serve as specimens, without ex-

hausting your patience by further recitals: in two of them,

their respective annual expenditures exceed, by small
amounts, their estimated distributive portion of the fund
in question; in the other, (Connecticut,) her share would
Now those States, and. proba-

exceed her expenditures.
bly most of the others, might very readily adapt their ex-
penditures to their receipts from this source; and, I ask,

when they could thus get clear of all necessity for taxa-

tion at home, whether the temptation to such a course
would not be too strong for probable resistance.

Many men revolt at the proposition of even distributing
the surplus revenue among the States, to be applied to
objects in which the Union, in general, bas no concern;
and, if I mistake not, the distinguished author of this mea-
sure himself has treated it not only with disapprobation,
but derision.

May not.a

Suppose we show to the
different State Governments that their respective shares,
in the distribution of the proceeds of the public lands,
will defray all their expenditures for State purposes; and
that it happens, as isno doubt often the case, that raising
revenue for these purposes by direct taxation of their
constituents is unpopular, will there not be a strong temp-
tation to persevere in this system of distribution, so far as
to raise money through the instrumentality of this Govern-
ament, for that purpose alone? By a publication which 1
haveseen, it appears that the total amount of expendi-
tures in Vermont, for the year ending in. October last,
was sixty-two thousand eight hundred and seventy-eight
dollars and ninety cents, while her estimated share in the
proceeds of the public lands is fifty-nine thousand nine
hundred and ninety-five dollars and eighty-three cents.
By the same publication, the total amount of expenditures
in Rhode Island, for the year ending in May last, was
twenty-eight thousand dollars; her share of the same fund

How much more would they complain of

collecting taxes, through this Government, for the ex-
press purpose of being again distributed among the States:
Yet such a principle is recognised by this bill.: - In éffect,
it assumes that the General Government has power tolay
and collect taxes, which may be distributed among the
States, to be by them employed on such local-as well as
general objects, as they may think proper. Indeed, this
very bill proposes to carry out the principle. - All the
public domain has not been obtained by donation, or ces-
sion from the States. Louisiana cost us about fifteen mil-
lions of dollars, and Florida about five millions more, (to
say nothing ofthe amount expended for the extinguishment
of Indian titles,) which sums were paid out of the trea-
sury of the Union, and originally raised by taxation. That
the twenty millions of dollars, to which I have just allud-
ed, were first converted into land, and again converted
into money, makes no difference; it woyld be a mere
quibble for the friends of this measure to seek to extri-
cate themselves on that ground.

If, sir, such principles shall be tolerated, where is the
security-—where is the ground of hope for that portion of
the Union which has so long been complaining under the
oppressions of federal legislation? The General Govern-
ment will be converted into a mere machine, to raise funds
for any and every purpose that may enter the heads of
those who can move it. An irresponsible,majority may
conclude that this is the most convenient mode of raising
revenue for all purposes. The temptation to lay taxes
which shall operate directly in favor of the interests of
those who vote for them, is in its nature too strong to be
resisted. 'We have seen the truth of this proposition too
often demonstrated here, for it to be now questioned.
We have seen the representatives from those States in
which direct taxation is most unpopular, and whose Ge-
vernments are the most rigidly economical--representa-
tives from districts of the Union where individual econo-
my is carried to the grealest extreme——most prodigal in
voting. away extravagant, and, as I have often thought,
unnecessary appropriations.

Sir, there is another point of view in which this sub.
ject presents itself, which is worthy of the most serious
consideration of this body; especially of those who pro-
fess an ardent desire to get rid of taxation, and reduce
the revenue to the real wants of the Government. Ial.
lude to the amount proposed by this measure to be ab.
stracted from the treasury of the United States, while it
is to remain charged with all the expenses of purchasing,
surveying, and selling the public lands. A proposition
was made to amend this bill, so as to defray all these ex.
penditures out of the proceeds, before their distribution;
but how was it treated? Most unceremoniously rejected!
Have gentlemen examined, or will they examine, the pub-
lic documents, which throw light on this branch of the
subject? It is only necessary to recur to a report made
within less than a month by the Secretary of the Trea-
sury, responsive to a call made on him by a réSolution of
the House, to sec that the annual average expenditure
for surveying and selling the public lands, including the
salaries and incidental expenses of the General Land
Office, and others, amounts to little short of three hun.
dred thousand dollars. 'To that sum may be added the
amount paid annually to the several Indian tribes for the
purchases which have heretofore been made, and con-
tinue to be made every year. The precise amount I
am, at this moment, unable to state, but it will be safe to
assume more than two hundred theasand dollars.  Here,
then, are to be more than five hundred thousand dollars
annually charged upon the revenue, raised by taxation,
besides withdrawing the estimated sum of three millions,
annually produced by sales, which should properly come
in aid of other sources of revenue, and relieve us from
taxation to that amount. Yet we should doubtless be
told by many of the friends of this measure, that our bur-
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dens ought to be reduced; that the revenue should be
brought down to the lowest possible standard; that it
should be limited to the actual exigencies of the Govern-
ment, economically administered! Sir, can gentlemen
be candid in such professions, and, at the same time, sup-
port a measure so contradictory to them! Is it prudent
to-abstract so much from the treasury before any experi-
ment has been made of the result of the new tariff?
Would it not be wiser to pause--to wait two or three
years—and see what effect that law will have upon the
revenue? Again: at what time isthis extraordinary mea-
sure proposed? When the country is agitated, as it has
been for some years, from one end to the other, on ac-
count of excessive and unequal taxation; when the near
approach of the total extinguishmert of the public debt
had raised our hopes and expectations of relief; at such
a time, is this large amount of the ordinary means of
supporting Government to be abstracted. Ttis emphati-
cally a tariff measure; it is the pretext for higher rates of
duties, and a larger amount of revenue, through their
mediam; itis the very reverse of what was reasonably to
have been expected; it is calculated to heighten still
more the excitement, already fearful, and to jeopard still
more the peace of the country, and the durability of our
institutions. T am aware that this is no argument with
some members of this House. It is none with those who
would refuse to cut off six millions of unnecessary taxa-
tion; none with those who would incur the perils and
hazards of civil war to extort this unnecessary ameunt
from forty-nine-fiftieths of the auti-tariff portion of our
population, on the pretended account of the indiscretion
or rashness of oneiftieth; none with such as are capa-
ble of adding fuel tothe lame which already threatens
to consume us by a deliberate, preconceived attempt to
drag into the discussion of that subject the slave ques-
tion.  But I trust such arguments will bave their proper
influence with the friends of justice—with men of honor
and patriotism. I think they must have their influence
with those who regard the purity of this Government,
and wish to preserve from impurity those who are en-
gaged in its legislation. For my own part, if I desired to
ensure the corruption of Congress, and at the same time
an undue dependence of the States upon the General Go-
vernment—if { wished to increase the power of the lat-
ter, and o weaken and degrade the former—I1 would
desire no better means than such a policy as this bill pro-
poses, or a large surplus revenue for our yearly bargain-
mngs and scraniblings.  As regards a ““distribufion of the
surplus revenue,” I entertain the same opinion I expressed
on an occasion somewhat memorable, near three years
ago, ‘“the hest and fairest mode is to Jeave it in the
pockets of the people-—the rightful cwuers.”’*

8ir, the true policy of the Government, either regard-
ing its pecuniary interest or the welfare of its citizens, is
embraced in my amendment-—to reduce and graduate the
price of the public land according to the time it may
have been in market. 1 do not mean to say that my
amendment is precisely right in its details; the time be-
tween one reduction and another is unnecessarily long;
my purpose was to render it more acceptable. It would,
i my opinion, be better, in every point of view, to make
every reduction in half the time proposed. Two years,
or two and a half; instead of five years, forinstance, would
be long enough to offer it at the present minimuin, before
it is reduced to one dollar per acre; and the like period
before it is reduced to seventy-five cents per acre, &e.
But the principle of my amendment, regulating the re-
duction by the length of time the land may have been
inmarket, is the most safe and proper one; unlesspriceshad
beengraduated according to quality in the first instance.

Against the presert system, the Legislatures and peo-

* Ata publie dinner, on the birthday of Mr. Jefferson,

ple of the new States have again and again remonstrated.
They have year after year, at least for the last ten or
twelve, represented to Congress, most earnestly and most
respectfully, through their memorials, the injustice and
the absurdity of holding all lands, without regarding
quality or locality, at the same fixed price. They have
urged investigation into the operation of the system, not
only in the mode alluded to, but through their represen-
tatives on this floor; but no investigation before this
House has yet been permitted. Is it not due to these
young States, which have so long and so earnestly en.
treated the Government to reduce the price of its lands,
to give, at least, a deliberate hearing to the proposition I
have offered? Is the request, that we may be heard, un-
reasonable! Or is the plan of graduating the price of
land, somewhat according to value, so abhorrent, as to
be repelled at first sight? I cannot believe that any one
would be so reckless as to assert or maintain the ab-
stract proposition, that all lands, rich or poor; that sandy
pine barrens and riverlow grounds; or that sterile moun-
tains and fertile plains, ought to be placed on the same
footing as to price. Yet a refusal to vary the price in
accordance with such considerations, and, still more, a re-
fusal to consider the policy and propriety of such varia.
tion, amounts to nothing less. It appears from official
returns of the registers and receivers of the different
land offices in 1828--and 1 adverted to the fact, when I
bad the honor to submit some remarks upon the subject
early in the session—-that more than eighty millions of
acres had then been offered in the market, and remained
unsold. 1 then estimated the probable quantity now re-
maining unsold, at one hundred millions. That estimate
was founded, in some degree, on conjecture; but itis
now ascertained, by the report of the Commissioner of-
the General Land Office, made on the 22d January, of
the present year, that the quantity remaining in that situa-
tion on the 31st December, 1831, was 104,407,755 acres!
Why does this vast amount of land remain in the market
unsold? For the obvious reason that it is not worth the
price the Government asks for it; no reasonable man can
doubt the fact. As regards the State of Alabama, T can
speak from personal knowledge~-the country has been
always improved in advance of the public sales. 1In the
county of Jackson alone, a county which I have the
honor to represent, there were from 1,700 to 1,800 free-
men actually settled before the first foot of land was
offered for sale. Owing to these considerations, pro-
duced by the inviting freshness of our new lands more
than their superior fertility, very few tracts, if any, can
be found unsold, that are worth $1 25 per acre after be-
ing offered at public sale. If all our exertions to obtain
a reduction of the price of this inferior description of
land have been unavailing heretofore, what may we ex-
pect, what can we hope, when each of the older Statesbe-
comes directly interestegd in the amount which she is, sepa-
rately, to receive out of the proceeds? 1f their repre-
sentatives refuse to mitigate the rigor of the system, when
the proceeds are to go into the treasury of the United
States, merely in aid of the general revenue, to be used
for the common benefit, will they relax when these funds
are to relieve their constituents from f{axation, for the
support of their State Governments, and for all local pur.
poscs?  No, sir.  If our prospects for an amelioration of
the system have been heretofore gloomy, they would then
be utterly hopeless. We should have no morve laws to
relieve from distress ard impending ruin, communities or
individual purchasers. We might abandon, in despair,
all idea of future pre-emption laws. The claims of the
settler, whose labor may have given value to the soil,
would be totally disregarded, when, perhaps, his destrue-
tion and overthrow might be attended by the gain of a
few cents more per acte. It is surely unnecessary for

me to inculeate upon the intelligent pepresentatives of
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the’ American ‘people; the duty and policy of ‘protecting
and- chérishing’ the man ‘who “sits. down under the vine
which ‘has been planted and nurtured by his owncare
andtoils T need not urge the wisdom of converting tran-
sient” wandérers: into freeholders  and happy and inde-
pendent citizens of the republic. - The House cannot be
prépared to retard the growth and prosperity of the new.
States; by withholding the public domain from the hardy
sattlers, “who would be permanent citizens; and giving
thew, in their stead, an itinérant and comparatively worth-
less population. ’

“8ir, the present system operates most unfavorably and
most severely on the class of people who-are most enti-
tied to-the protection of the Government—the poor, but
honest, industrious, and enterprising settler. This class
of men cannot compete at land auctions with the wealthy
planter, or the rich speculator. A settler ofthis descrip-
tion goes into the wild, subdues a little spot, and reduces
it to cultivation, by the sweat of his brow. It thence be-
comes dear to.him. But soon an auction comes; the rich
capitalist comes forward, with his thousands and tens.of
thoasands; ‘and bids off this little spot, so endeared to

him, over-his head; and acquites the power of driving’

him and his family from their humble home. ‘What alter-
native remsins: for this  unfortunate man? - The poor pri-
vilege of removing to some tract of inferios land, perhaps
not worth 25 cents per acre, and too worthless to attract
the attention, or excite the avarice, of his more powerful
competitor. Yet, for land of this description, he must
give $1 25 per acre, or obtain no permanent interest in
the soil. Is thissound policy? Isit wise? Isitjust? I
am sure, sir, it is neither. It is a policy injurious in the
highest degree to the interests of the Government, and
grossly oppressive to those who have the highest claims
to its protection and indulgence,
. - Mr. C. said he had thought the gentleman from Ken-
tucky, [Mr. Wickrirrg,] at the head of the Committee
on the Public Lands, would have opposed this bill.

[Mr: Wickwirre here rose to explain. He had intended
tp:offer an amendment to the bill; but the gentleman from
Tilinois [Mr. Doxcan] had anticipated him, and the House
had expressed its will against adopting the amendment.
Mr: W. said he thus found himself in a strait betwixt
tyo-—either to leave the lands as they were, or to uphold
the speculator: he preferred the former.]

Mr. -C, said he was not satisfied with the gentleman’s
explanation—the gentleman had not accounted for the
change in his sentiments, Last session that gentleman
made (what was called at the time) a very able report,
going directly against every principle of this bill. The
report was an able and conclusive response to the whole
doctrine of its friends. But now the gentleman has
changed his course. His apology seems to me wholly
inadmissible. It would have been much better for him
to-have said, ¢ Tempora mutantur, ef nos mulamur cum
¢llis.” The amendment of the gentleman from Illinois,
to which the gentleman from Kentucky alluded, did not
propose any graduation of ptice, But even since the
commencement of the present session, the gentleman
from Kentucky, from a minority of the Committee on
the Public Lands, of whom he was one, reported an
amendment to the bill No. 402 of the House, embrac-
ing the principle of this bill, so far as regards distribu-
tion, and accompanying it with provisions for graduating
the price of public Jands, substantially as my amendment
proposes. - The gentleman would have sustained his cha-
racter for consistency much better, if he had at least of-
fered this amendment. ~ [For extracts from the report of
Mr. WickLirrE, above alluded to, see note at the end.]

Sir, if any thing can render the plan of distribution, pro-
posed in the bill, tolerable to the :new States, it will be
to accompany it with the principle of graduation. It is
true that it would not remaove the objections arising out

.

of a breach of our compacts with the States;ior
of the constitution, but it would render the.m
obnoxious to the charge of inexpediency an
On another occasion, during the present sessi !
tleman . from North Carolina [Mr. Wirrtrans] seemed
think I had askeda total surrender of the landstothe
States in whichithey lie. As Ihave before had no .oppor:
tunity of reply, I will avail myself of this occasion to cor-
rect the gentleman, and do myself justice. 1 askedforno
such thing. - What I insisted upon was, that the Governs.
ment should sell the land for what it was worth, reducing
the price from time to time; and, when sales could'no
longer be made sufficient to indemnify for the expense of
the system, to abandon the lands which were thus proved
to be worthless to the States. And I.still maintain that
this is the true and proper course of policy. The several
States having land to dispose of, have sold it, in the first
instance, at very moderate prices, have subsequently re.
duced them to such as were merely nominal, and, finally,
granted them by way of donation. Although they receiv-
ed less money. for their lands, they have found an.smple
equivalent in the character of their population, and the
improvement of their resources. -All the European Go-
vernments that -have owned territory on this side of the
Atlantic have pursued a similar, or even more liberal-po-
licy with their domain. . Such_ought to be the -policy. of
every wise and pareuntal Government: our own stan

solitary exception. e

Speaking in reference to this subject, the President
has said, in his Jate annual message, <1t cannot be doubt-
ed that the speedy settlement of these lands constitutes
the true interest of the republic. The wealth and
strength of a country are its population, and the best part
of that population are the cultivators of the soil.” Tosuch
sentiments, 1 think, every patriot and every philanthro-
pist should respond with a cordial approbation. Of this
class of our citizens, none deserve more favor from the
Government than those honest and resolute pioneers who
have opened the way for the settlement and improvement
of our almost illimitable western regions; those who have
defended our frontiers at the peril of theirlives; and who
have, by their adventurous daring, given to the history of
the country an air of romance. ]

Sir, I am exhausted, though the subject is not. The
fecble state of my health must be my apology. 1 canonly
add my most earnest hope.thatthe amendment L have
offered may prevail. s

The following are extracts from the report of Mr.
Wickliffe, alluded to in the foregoing speech. .(See re-
port at large.) o

“<The public lands should not be, they have not been,
regarded as a profitable source of revenue to the Federal
Government; nor should they be converted into the
means of wealth to the several States. They should be
fostered and disposed of by the National Government, in
such manner, and upon such terms, as will be subservient
to the building up of great and flourishing communities,
whose members, when interested in and - attached to the
soil, will give physical strength and moral force to the
nation. * ¥ * LR *

«The reduction of the revenue derived from the
sales of the public lands, to be effectual and beneficial, |
must be made in the price at which they are to be sold.
If the amount now received into the treasury be ot re-
quired for the purposes of the Federal Government, (and
such seems to be a conceded fict,) the committee are of
opinion it would be a better twode to 1id the National
Treasury of this unnecessary and dangerous influx of
public money, to reduce the price of the public domain,
(and thereby render the acquisition of a home easy to all
in every condition of life,) thap to sell the lands to the
younger States, if they \vfre \\':ng}F to.buy, and able tg

* L

pay.
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¢ Whilst the General Government shall continue to de-
rive a revehue from the sales of public lands, it may be
expected, at least it should be hoped for, that, in some
mode, a sum of money equal £o the exactions for the pub-
lic lands, will be thrown back by the public disbursements
in.those States so'much affected by this constant drain of
their eirculating medium. * * )

Can it be believed that, when the proceeds arising
from the sales of the public lands shall become the sepa-
rate property of the States, according to any ratio of di-
vision which will be agreed upon, the amount derived an-
nually from the debtor by the creditor States, either for
interest- or principal, will be returned into circulation
among those States thus made tributary? *

““This difficulty and complaint of the new States with
and against the General Government, will only be trans-
ferred to the several states who become the receivers,
and, instead of peace, concord, and harmony among the
States, we may expect to witness discontent and discord,
bitter and unceasing. *

¢¢In connexion with this subject, the committee have
been called upoh to consider the policy (so often the sub-
ject of debate in the House of Representatives) of divid-
ing the proceeds of the public lands among the several
States. This is 2 question sarrounded by more difficulty
and embarrassment, and one upon which the committee
were unable to unite in opinion. A majority of the com-
mitlee, however, believe that any pledge or disposition
of the proceeds of the public lands among the States, for
State purposes, before the money shall have reached the
treasury of the United States, would be unwise, and pro-
ductive of incalculable injury to the States whose growth
and prosperity so much depend upon the amelioration of
the present system of disposing of the public lands by
Congress. Pledge the proceeds to the States for State
purposes, and all hope of further relief will be cut off.
The new States may then calculate to ¢ pay the penalty
of the bond, yea, even the pound of flesh.’ * *

¢ The power of the General Government to make this
distribution may be well questioned. Those who con-
tend for such distribution of the proceeds derive the
power firom the grants of the several States to the United
States, and from the second section of the fourth article
of the constitution of the United States. A recurrence
to these grants, and an examination into the terms em-
ployed, and the objects intended by them, may not be
unprofitable in conducting the mind to a correct judg-
ment upon the subject. * ¥ * *

¢ A further reduction in the price of the public lands
ought to be made: the people in the new States look for
it,-and desire it. - A reduction of the revenue of the Ge-
neral Government must take place: they regard the price
which the Government exacts from them, for the public
lands, as & tax, and-a heavy tax. They have submitted to
it cheerfully, because it was needed to discharge the obli-
gations of their Government. When the whole amount
now derived from the sales of public land, united with
the other revenues of the Government which will be col-
lected under any possible modification of the tariff, will
not be required for the wants and purposes of the Fede-
ral Government, can it be just that the same shall be ex-

acted from the West by the action of the Federal Go-

vernment, to be given to the older and more opulent
States, to be expended in those States for education, in-
ternal improvement, or general emancipation? Such a
policy would be unjust and intolerable.” *

Mr. MARDIS obtained the floor, and addressed the
eommittee for about an hour in opposition to the bill, and
in favor of the amendment proposed by Mr. Crax.

Mr. PLUMMER next obtained the floor, and held it
until 10 o’clock, in a speech directed against the bill,
and in’ support of the amendment. Repeated attempts

*

*

House was frequently in a state of extreme confusion and
disorder.

Mr. POLK, who was in the chair, earnestly remonstrat-
ed, and implored the House to be mindful of its own dig-
nity, and, however anxious they might be to act upon
the bill, to respect the constitutional right of the member
from Mississippi to be heard.

Mr. PLUMMER said that, when he rose, he had been
prepared for interruption and insult, but- should not be
mtimidated from the discharge of his duty.

Mr. ROOT called Mr. Prummer to order, as having
reflected in an offensive manner upon the House..

The CHAIR, however, pronounced him to be in order,
inasmuch as he had not said that the insult, to which he
alluded, was intended or offered by the members of the
House.

Mr. PLUMMER having at length concluded his re-
marks, the question was taken on Mr. Cra¥’s amend-
ment, which was rejected without a count.

Mr. CLAY offered it again, as an additional section to
the bill. It was again negatived.

Mr. MASQN, of Virginia, moved an amendment, the
effect of which would be, that the whole expense of sur-
vey and sale of the land, and of the salaries of all officers
connected therewith, including the expense of the Gene-
ral Land Office, should be deducted before the proceeds
of the Jand should be distributed. This amendment was
also rejected; when,

On motion of Mr. WICKLIFFE, the committee rose,
and reported the bill and amendments to the House.

In the House, the amendments were read, and concur-
red in, with the exception of Mr. WICKLIFFE’S proviso,
which he himself, after examination, thought ought not
to be adopted, inasmuch as the contingency for which he
had intended it, would not exist.

Mr. MASON again pressed the amendment he had of-
fered in committec.

- It was supported by Mr. LEWIS, and opposed by Mr.
WICKLIFFE; when

Mr. STEWART demanded the previous question,
(which cuts off all pending amendments.)

The demand being seconded, Mr. MASON called for
the yeas and nays.

They were ordered, and the previous question was
thereupon put, and carried: Veas 91, nays 46.

The main question, on ordering the bill to its third
reading, was then agreed to. :

The bill was read a third time, and the question being
;)n its passage, it was decided by yeas and nays, as fol-
ows:

YEAS~—Messrs. Adams, Chilton Ailan, Heman Allen,
Arnold, Babcock, Banks, Noyes Barber, John $. Bar-
bour, Barringer, Barstow, Beardsley, Briggs, Bucher,
Bullard, Burd, Eleutheros Cooke, Bates Cooke, Cooper,
Corwin, Coulter, Crane, Crawford, Creighton, Daniel,
John Davis, Dearborn, Denny, Dewart, Dickson, Ells-
worth, George Evans, Joshua Evans, Edward Everett,
Horace Everett, Gilmore, Grennell, Hiland Hall, Hies.
ter, Hodges, Hogan, Hughes, Huntington, Ihrie, Trvin,
Jenifer, Joseph Johnson, Kavanagh, Kendall, Kennon,
Adam King, Henry King, Kerr, Leavitt, Letcher, Mar-
shall, Maxwell, McCarty, Robert McCoy, McKennan,
Mercer, Milligan, Muhlenberg, Nelson, Newton, Pearce,
Pendleton, Pierson, Pitcher, Potts, Randolph, John Reed,
Root, Russel, Augustine H. Shepperd, S8lade, Smith,
Southard, Stanbery, Stewart, Sutherland, Taylor, Phile-
mon Thomas, John Thomson, Tompkins, Verplanck,
Vinton, Wardwell, Washington, Watmough, Wilkin,
Elisha Whittlesey, Frederick Whittlesey, Edward D.
White, Wickliffe, Williams~-96.

NAYS-—Messrs. Alexander, Archer, Ashley, Barn-
well, Bethune, John Blair, Boon, Cambreleng, Carr,

were made to induce him to resume his seat, and the

Chinn, Claiborne,-Clay, Coke, Duncan, Felder, Gordon,



