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RIGHTS OF RUNAWAY SLAVES,
The Philadelphia Evening Star informs us of
an important decision recently made by Judge
Baldwin, in the Supreme Court—that when a
runaway slave is reclaimed, it is necessary that
he shall be tried before a jury; on the principle
of Constitutional law, that every man is entitled
to n fuir and impartisl trial before twelve of his
peers. It has long heen a korrible anomalv in
the administration of justice in the free States,
that the southern slave-mongers have been al-
lowed to seize men, women and children, aml
hurry them into hondage, as runaway slaves,
wilhout g trial by jury, but simply by clniming
them on oath before n justice of the pence, or a
judge, as their property.— Liberalor.

To be sure, the pereon thus claimed has a
righi to a jury; and it is astonishing that his
right should ever have heen doubted. The
Constitution of the United States, indeed, pro-
vides, that * No person held to service or lnbor
in one State, under the laws thereof, escaping
into another, shallin consequence of any law or
regulation therein, be discharged from such ser-
vice or labor; but shall be delivered up on claim
of the party lowhom such service or labor may be
pue.”  But the questions, whether the person
claimed is 80 “ hell to service,” and whether
the clnimant is * the party to whom such ser-
vice” is “ due,” nre questions of fact, to be
decided by a jury in view of evildence.

‘L'here is another point, of equal practical im-
portance, which Mr. Garrison has not noticedl
in thisarticle, if ever; nor does it appear wheth-
er Judge Baldwin has had occasion to decide it
We maintain, thatno person, having a pecuniary
inlerest in the result of such o trisl, can be ad.
miilled as a witness. Instead of having his own
oath considered sufficient proof, the person claim-
ing lo be the master cannot be permitled lo lestify
al all in such n cage. Nor con eny deputy or
ngent of the master, whose reward, or pecunia-
ry interest in any form, depends on the success
of the suit, be permitted to testify. And all
this for the plain reason, the well-established
doctrine of law, that no man is allowed (o swear
money into his own pocket, by being a witness
in his own case.

Further. We suppose it to be a notorious
fact, that agents employei to recover runaway
slaves are usually interested in the success of
their excrtions; that their pay is to depend on
their success. Whether this crentes a pre-
sumption that they are interested, sufficient to
 exclude their testimony, we doubt; but it cer-
tainly affords good grount! for muking them an-
swer, under oath, the question, whether they are
or are not interested in the result of the suit, Un-
less they make oath that they have no such in-

terest, they cannot be permitted to testify.

Yet again. If the deputy or agent makes
onth that he has no interest in the result of the
suit, and is therefore admitted as a witness;
still, the jury will have a right to consider his
credibility. They will have aright to consider,
from the general appenrance and demeanor of
the witness upon the stand, from his connection
with the pretended owner, from the known
character of men often engaged in this employ-
ment, from aky testimony concerning his moral
character that may be laid before them, how

" may not be taken for granted.

worthy he is to be believed. And as they find |
reason to believe ning his testimony, they |
must bring in their verdict. o ;

Mr. Garrison suys,—referring to the Consti-
tution of the United States,—** ‘I'be service or
labor claimed must be due’ to the claimant;
but what judge or jury will have the hardihood
to decide, that the victims of plunder are indebt-
edl to the plunderers, or that the oppressed owe
any thing to the oppressers?” This rensoning,
we think, will not hold. 'T'he Constitution does
not require that the * service or labor » shoulid
he shown to he *due * in equity; but only that
it should be shown fo be ¢ due ”? according to
thie laws of the State to which the parties be-
long. The equity of those laws is not to he made
® question in such cases. That those laws are
according to equity, this cluuse in the Coustitu.
tion requires us to take for granted. Ifit be
proved that the person claimed is ** held to ser-
vice or lahor ** according to those laws, he must
be delivered up.  But the claimant must prove
thiit the *¢ service of lalior is due;" that he, or
his employer, is the person to whom it is due;
that the person cluimed ia the person from whom
it is due; and be twst prove these facts before
a jury, by the testimony of disinterested wit-
nesses, of good character for veracity.

It cannot be objected, that n slave, in law, is
not a * person,” but n thing, a * chattel;» for
the fact that the being who is claimed is a slave,
is the very point to be proved, and therefore
Anil hegidea;—
the Constitution uimkes no provision for deliver-
ing up runaway things,—runaway * chattels.”
Its words are ** No person held to service,” &c.
If claimed uunder this section, he must be claim-
ed as a *“ person,” and, of course, as having
the rights of persons, nnd among the rest, the
right to trial by jury. It is astonishing, that
other practices should ever have prevailed.

Probally, Judge Harrington’s celebrated de-
cision, at Middlebury, V1. had a better founda-
tion in law than has commonly been supposed.
‘The claimant, in a case of thia kind, was told
that his evidence was insufficient; and again,
that his evidence was insufficient; till, irritated
and out of patience, he demanded what evi-
dence the court would allow to be sufficient.
Judge Harrington replied, « A bill of sale from
the Almighty.”” It is probable that Harrington
saw the insufficiency, on legal principles, of the
testimony actually produced, and rejected it on
good tegnl grounds; that he felt no inclination
to instruct the plaintiff how to enforce what he
regarded as an unrighteous law; and indeed,
that, in his utter detestation of slavery, he
neither knew nor cared, what evidence, short
of *“a bill of salé from the Almighty,” would
be sufficient; deemring it enough for him, to
adimnit such evidence if it should ever come be-
fore him.

We are utot particulitly versed in the history
of such cases, and do not assert that the wnode
of proceeding has alwnys been such as Mr.
Garrison descrihes. We suppose, howerver,
that it bas. We hope the subject will now re-
ceive such attention, that the legal rights of
personsclaimed as absconding slaves will be fully
vindicated.
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