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SPRINGFIELD, June 19, 1858.
SYDNEY SPRING, Esq.
MY DEAR SIR:−−Your letter introducing Mr. Faree was duly received. There was no opening to nominate him
for Superintendent of Public Instruction, but through him Egypt made a most valuable contribution to the
convention. I think it may be fairly said that he came off the lion of the day−−or rather of the night. Can you not
elect him to the Legislature? It seems to me he would be hard to beat. What objection could be made to him?
What is your Senator Martin saying and doing? What is Webb about?
Please write me.
Yours truly,
A. LINCOLN.

TO H. C. WHITNEY.

SPRINGFIELD, June 24, 1858
H. C. WHITNEY, ESQ.
DEAR SIR:−−Your letter enclosing the attack of the Times upon me was received this morning. Give yourself no
concern about my voting against the supplies. Unless you are without faith that a lie can be successfully
contradicted, there is not a word of truth in the charge, and I am just considering a little as to the best shape to put
a contradiction in. Show this to whomever you please, but do not publish it in the paper.
Your friend as ever,
A. LINCOLN.

TO J. W. SOMERS.

SPRINGFIELD, June 25, 1858.
JAMES W. SOMERS, Esq.
MY DEAR SIR:−−Yours of the 22nd, inclosing a draft of two hundred dollars, was duly received. I have paid it
on the judgment, and herewith you have the receipt. I do not wish to say anything as to who shall be the
Republican candidate for the Legislature in your district, further than that I have full confidence in Dr. Hull. Have
you ever got in the way of consulting with McKinley in political matters? He is true as steel, and his judgment is
very good. The last I heard from him, he rather thought Weldon, of De Witt, was our best timber for
TO H. C. WHITNEY.
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representative, all things considered. But you there must settle it among yourselves. It may well puzzle older
heads than yours to understand how, as the Dred Scott decision holds, Congress can authorize a Territorial
Legislature to do everything else, and cannot authorize them to prohibit slavery. That is one of the things the court
can decide, but can never give an intelligible reason for.
Yours very truly,
A. LINCOLN.
avery, are themselves unconstitutional. Mark me, I do not say the judges said this, and let no man say I affirm the
judges used these words; but I only say it is my opinion that what they did say, if pressed to its logical conclusion,
will inevitably result thus.
Looking at these things, the Republican party, as I understand its principles and policy, believes that there is great
danger of the institution of slavery being spread out and extended until it is ultimately made alike lawful in all the
States of this Union; so believing, to prevent that incidental and ultimate consummation is the original and chief
purpose of the Republican organization. I say "chief purpose" of the Republican organization; for it is certainly
true that if the National House shall fall into the hands of the Republicans, they will have to attend to all the other
matters of national house−keeping, as well as this. The chief and real purpose of the Republican party is
eminently conservative. It proposes nothing save and except to restore this government to its original tone in
regard to this element of slavery, and there to maintain it, looking for no further change in reference to it than that
which the original framers of the Government themselves expected and looked forward to.
The chief danger to this purpose of the Republican party is not just now the revival of the African slave trade, or
the passage of a Congressional slave code, or the declaring of a second Dred Scott decision, making slavery
lawful in all the States. These are not pressing us just now. They are not quite ready yet. The authors of these
measures know that we are too strong for them; but they will be upon us in due time, and we will be grappling
with them hand to hand, if they are not now headed off. They are not now the chief danger to the purpose of the
Republican organization; but the most imminent danger that now threatens that purpose is that insidious Douglas
popular sovereignty. This is the miner and sapper. While it does not propose to revive the African slave trade, nor
to pass a slave code, nor to make a second Dred Scott decision, it is preparing us for the onslaught and charge of
these ultimate enemies when they shall be ready to come on, and the word of command for them to advance shall
be given. I say this "Douglas popular sovereignty"; for there is a broad distinction, as I now understand it,
between that article and a genuine popular sovereignty.
I believe there is a genuine popular sovereignty. I think a definition of "genuine popular sovereignty," in the
abstract, would be about this: That each man shall do precisely as he pleases with himself, and with all those
things which exclusively concern him. Applied to government, this principle would be, that a general government
shall do all those things which pertain to it, and all the local governments shall do precisely as they please in
respect to those matters which exclusively concern them. I understand that this government of the United States,
under which we live, is based upon this principle; and I am misunderstood if it is supposed that I have any war to
make upon that principle.
Now, what is judge Douglas's popular sovereignty? It is, as a principle, no other than that if one man chooses to
make a slave of another man neither that other man nor anybody else has a right to object. Applied in government,
as he seeks to apply it, it is this: If, in a new Territory into which a few people are beginning to enter for the
purpose of making their homes, they choose to either exclude slavery from their limits or to establish it there,
however one or the other may affect the persons to be enslaved, or the infinitely greater number of persons who
are afterwards to inhabit that Territory, or the other members of the families of communities, of which they are
but an incipient member, or the general head of the family of States as parent of all, however their action may
affect one or the other of these, there is no power or right to interfere. That is Douglas's popular sovereignty
TO H. C. WHITNEY.
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applied.
He has a good deal of trouble with popular sovereignty. His explanations explanatory of explanations explained
are interminable. The most lengthy, and, as I suppose, the most maturely considered of this long series of
explanations is his great essay in Harper's Magazine. I will not attempt to enter on any very thorough investigation
of his argument as there made and presented. I will nevertheless occupy a good portion of your time here in
drawing your attention to certain points in it. Such of you as may have read this document will have perceived
that the judge early in the document quotes from two persons as belonging to the Republican party, without
naming them, but who can readily be recognized as being Governor Seward of New York and myself. It is true
that exactly fifteen months ago this day, I believe, I for the first time expressed a sentiment upon this subject, and
in such a manner that it should get into print, that the public might see it beyond the circle of my hearers; and my
expression of it at that time is the quotation that Judge Douglas makes. He has not made the quotation with
accuracy, but justice to him requires me to say that it is sufficiently accurate not to change the sense.
The sense of that quotation condensed is this: that this slavery element is a durable element of discord among us,
and that we shall probably not have perfect peace in this country with it until it either masters the free principle in
our government, or is so far mastered by the free principle as for the public mind to rest in the belief that it is
going to its end. This sentiment, which I now express in this way, was, at no great distance of time, perhaps in
different language, and in connection with some collateral ideas, expressed by Governor Seward. Judge Douglas
has been so much annoyed by the expression of that sentiment that he has constantly, I believe, in almost all his
speeches since it was uttered, been referring to it. I find he alluded to it in his speech here, as well as in the
copyright essay. I do not now enter upon this for the purpose of making an elaborate argument to show that we
were right in the expression of that sentiment. In other words, I shall not stop to say all that might properly be said
upon this point, but I only ask your attention to it for the purpose of making one or two points upon it.
If you will read the copyright essay, you will discover that judge Douglas himself says a controversy between the
American Colonies and the Government of Great Britain began on the slavery question in 1699, and continued
from that time until the Revolution; and, while he did not say so, we all know that it has continued with more or
less violence ever since the Revolution.
Then we need not appeal to history, to the declarations of the framers of the government, but we know from judge
Douglas himself that slavery began to be an element of discord among the white people of this country as far back
as 1699, or one hundred and sixty years ago, or five generations of men,−−counting thirty years to a generation.
Now, it would seem to me that it might have occurred to Judge Douglas, or anybody who had turned his attention
to these facts, that there was something in the nature of that thing, slavery, somewhat durable for mischief and
discord.
There is another point I desire to make in regard to this matter, before I leave it. From the adoption of the
Constitution down to 1820 is the precise period of our history when we had comparative peace upon this
question,−−the precise period of time when we came nearer to having peace about it than any other time of that
entire one hundred and sixty years in which he says it began, or of the eighty years of our own Constitution. Then
it would be worth our while to stop and examine into the probable reason of our coming nearer to having peace
then than at any other time. This was the precise period of time in which our fathers adopted, and during which
they followed, a policy restricting the spread of slavery, and the whole Union was acquiescing in it. The whole
country looked forward to the ultimate extinction of the institution. It was when a policy had been adopted, and
was prevailing, which led all just and right−minded men to suppose that slavery was gradually coming to an end,
and that they might be quiet about it, watching it as it expired. I think Judge Douglas might have perceived that
too; and whether he did or not, it is worth the attention of fair−minded men, here and elsewhere, to consider
whether that is not the truth of the case. If he had looked at these two facts,−−that this matter has been an element
of discord for one hundred and sixty years among this people, and that the only comparative peace we have had
about it was when that policy prevailed in this government which he now wars upon, he might then, perhaps, have
TO H. C. WHITNEY.
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been brought to a more just appreciation of what I said fifteen months ago,−−that "a house divided against itself
cannot stand. I believe that this government cannot endure permanently, half slave and half free. I do not expect
the house to fall, I do not expect the Union to dissolve; but I do expect it will cease to be divided. It will become
all one thing, or all the other. Either the opponents of slavery will arrest the further spread of it, and place it where
the public mind will rest in the belief that it is in the course of ultimate extinction, or its advocates will push it
forward until it shall become alike lawful in all the States, old as well as new, North as well as South." That was
my sentiment at that time. In connection with it, I said: "We are now far into the fifth year since a policy was
inaugurated with the avowed object and confident promise of putting an end to slavery agitation. Under the
operation of the policy that agitation has not only not ceased, but has constantly augmented." I now say to you
here that we are advanced still farther into the sixth year since that policy of Judge Douglas−−that popular
sovereignty of his−−for quieting the slavery question was made the national policy. Fifteen months more have
been added since I uttered that sentiment; and I call upon you and all other right−minded men to say whether that
fifteen months have belied or corroborated my words.
While I am here upon this subject, I cannot but express gratitude that this true view of this element of discord
among us−−as I believe it is−−is attracting more and more attention. I do not believe that Governor Seward
uttered that sentiment because I had done so before, but because he reflected upon this subject and saw the truth
of it. Nor do I believe because Governor Seward or I uttered it that Mr. Hickman of Pennsylvania, in, different
language, since that time, has declared his belief in the utter antagonism which exists between the principles of
liberty and slavery. You see we are multiplying. Now, while I am speaking of Hickman, let me say, I know but
little about him. I have never seen him, and know scarcely anything about the man; but I will say this much of
him: Of all the anti−Lecompton Democracy that have been brought to my notice, he alone has the true, genuine
ring of the metal. And now, without indorsing anything else he has said, I will ask this audience to give three
cheers for Hickman. [ The audience responded with three rousing cheers for Hickman.]
Another point in the copyright essay to which I would ask your attention is rather a feature to be extracted from
the whole thing, than from any express declaration of it at any point. It is a general feature of that document, and,
indeed, of all of Judge Douglas's discussions of this question, that the Territories of the United States and the
States of this Union are exactly alike; that there is no difference between them at all; that the Constitution applies
to the Territories precisely as it does to the States; and that the United States Government, under the Constitution,
may not do in a State what it may not do in a Territory, and what it must do in a State it must do in a Territory.
Gentlemen, is that a true view of the case? It is necessary for this squatter sovereignty, but is it true?
Let us consider. What does it depend upon? It depends altogether upon the proposition that the States must,
without the interference of the General Government, do all those things that pertain exclusively to
themselves,−−that are local in their nature, that have no connection with the General Government. After Judge
Douglas has established this proposition, which nobody disputes or ever has disputed, he proceeds to assume,
without proving it, that slavery is one of those little, unimportant, trivial matters which are of just about as much
consequence as the question would be to me whether my neighbor should raise horned cattle or plant tobacco; that
there is no moral question about it, but that it is altogether a matter of dollars and cents; that when a new Territory
is opened for settlement, the first man who goes into it may plant there a thing which, like the Canada thistle or
some other of those pests of the soil, cannot be dug out by the millions of men who will come thereafter; that it is
one of those little things that is so trivial in its nature that it has nor effect upon anybody save the few men who
first plant upon the soil; that it is not a thing which in any way affects the family of communities composing these
States, nor any way endangers the General Government. Judge Douglas ignores altogether the very well known
fact that we have never had a serious menace to our political existence, except it sprang from this thing, which he
chooses to regard as only upon a par with onions and potatoes.
Turn it, and contemplate it in another view. He says that, according to his popular sovereignty, the General
Government may give to the Territories governors, judges, marshals, secretaries, and all the other chief men to
govern them, but they, must not touch upon this other question. Why? The question of who shall be governor of a
TO H. C. WHITNEY.
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Territory for a year or two, and pass away, without his track being left upon the soil, or an act which he did for
good or for evil being left behind, is a question of vast national magnitude; it is so much opposed in its nature to
locality that the nation itself must decide it: while this other matter of planting slavery upon a soil,−−a thing
which, once planted, cannot be eradicated by the succeeding millions who have as much right there as the first
comers, or, if eradicated, not without infinite difficulty and a long struggle, he considers the power to prohibit it as
one of these little local, trivial things that the nation ought not to say a word about; that it affects nobody save the
few men who are there.
Take these two things and consider them together, present the question of planting a State with the institution of
slavery by the side of a question who shall be Governor of Kansas for a year or two, and is there a man here, is
there a man on earth, who would not say the governor question is the little one, and the slavery question is the
great one? I ask any honest Democrat if the small, the local, and the trivial and temporary question is not, Who
shall be governor? while the durable, the important, and the mischievous one is, Shall this soil be planted with
slavery?
This is an idea, I suppose, which has arisen in Judge Douglas's mind from his peculiar structure. I suppose the
institution of slavery really looks small to him. He is so put up by nature that a lash upon his back would hurt him,
but a lash upon anybody else's back does not hurt him. That is the build of the man, and consequently he looks
upon the matter of slavery in this unimportant light.
Judge Douglas ought to remember, when he is endeavoring to force this policy upon the American people, that
while he is put up in that way, a good many are not. He ought to remember that there was once in this country a
man by the name of Thomas Jefferson, supposed to be a Democrat,−−a man whose principles and policy are not
very prevalent amongst Democrats to−day, it is true; but that man did not take exactly this view of the
insignificance of the element of slavery which our friend judge Douglas does. In contemplation of this thing, we
all know he was led to exclaim, "I tremble for my country when I remember that God is just!" We know how he
looked upon it when he thus expressed himself. There was danger to this country,−−danger of the avenging justice
of God, in that little unimportant popular sovereignty question of judge Douglas. He supposed there was a
question of God's eternal justice wrapped up in the enslaving of any race of men, or any man, and that those who
did so braved the arm of Jehovah; that when a nation thus dared the Almighty, every friend of that nation had
cause to dread his wrath. Choose ye between Jefferson and Douglas as to what is the true view of this element
among us.
There is another little difficulty about this matter of treating the Territories and States alike in all things, to which
I ask your attention, and I shall leave this branch of the case. If there is no difference between them, why not
make the Territories States at once? What is the reason that Kansas was not fit to come into the Union when it
was organized into a Territory, in Judge Douglas's view? Can any of you tell any reason why it should not have
come into the Union at once? They are fit, as he thinks, to decide upon the slavery question,−−the largest and
most important with which they could possibly deal: what could they do by coming into the Union that they are
not fit to do, according to his view, by staying out of it? Oh, they are not fit to sit in Congress and decide upon the
rates of postage, or questions of ad valorem or specific duties on foreign goods, or live−oak timber contracts, they
are not fit to decide these vastly important matters, which are national in their import, but they are fit, "from the
jump," to decide this little negro question. But, gentlemen, the case is too plain; I occupy too much time on this
head, and I pass on.
Near the close of the copyright essay, the judge, I think, comes very near kicking his own fat into the fire. I did
not think, when I commenced these remarks, that I would read that article, but I now believe I will:
"This exposition of the history of these measures shows conclusively that the authors of the Compromise
measures of 1850 and of the Kansas−Nebraska Act of 1854, as well as the members of the Continental Congress
of 1774., and the founders of our system of government subsequent to the Revolution, regarded the people of the
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Territories and Colonies as political communities which were entitled to a free and exclusive power of legislation
in their provisional legislatures, where their representation could alone be preserved, in all cases of taxation and
internal polity."
When the judge saw that putting in the word "slavery" would contradict his own history, he put in what he knew
would pass synonymous with it,"internal polity." Whenever we find that in one of his speeches, the substitute is
used in this manner; and I can tell you the reason. It would be too bald a contradiction to say slavery; but "internal
polity" is a general phrase, which would pass in some quarters, and which he hopes will pass with the reading
community for the same thing.
"This right pertains to the people collectively, as a law−abiding and peaceful community, and not in the isolated
individuals who may wander upon the public domain in violation of the law. It can only be exercised where there
are inhabitants sufficient to constitute a government, and capable of performing its various functions and
duties,−−a fact to be ascertained and determined by "who do you think? Judge Douglas says "by Congress!"
"Whether the number shall be fixed at ten, fifteen or twenty thousand inhabitants, does not affect the principle."
Now, I have only a few comments to make. Popular sovereignty, by his own words, does not pertain to the few
persons who wander upon the public domain in violation of law. We have his words for that. When it does pertain
to them, is when they are sufficient to be formed into an organized political community, and he fixes the
minimum for that at ten thousand, and the maximum at twenty thousand. Now, I would like to know what is to be
done with the nine thousand? Are they all to be treated, until they are large enough to be organized into a political
community, as wanderers upon the public land, in violation of law? And if so treated and driven out, at what point
of time would there ever be ten thousand? If they were not driven out, but remained there as trespassers upon the
public land in violation of the law, can they establish slavery there? No; the judge says popular sovereignty don't
pertain to them then. Can they exclude it then? No; popular sovereignty don't pertain to them then. I would like to
know, in the case covered by the essay, what condition the people of the Territory are in before they reach the
number of ten thousand?
But the main point I wish to ask attention to is, that the question as to when they shall have reached a sufficient
number to be formed into a regular organized community is to be decided "by Congress." Judge Douglas says so.
Well, gentlemen, that is about all we want. No, that is all the Southerners want. That is what all those who are for
slavery want. They do not want Congress to prohibit slavery from coming into the new Territories, and they do
not want popular sovereignty to hinder it; and as Congress is to say when they are ready to be organized, all that
the South has to do is to get Congress to hold off. Let Congress hold off until they are ready to be admitted as a
State, and the South has all it wants in taking slavery into and planting it in all the Territories that we now have or
hereafter may have. In a word, the whole thing, at a dash of the pen, is at last put in the power of Congress; for if
they do not have this popular sovereignty until Congress organizes them, I ask if it at last does not come from
Congress? If, at last, it amounts to anything at all, Congress gives it to them. I submit this rather for your
reflection than for comment. After all that is said, at last, by a dash of the pen, everything that has gone before is
undone, and he puts the whole question under the control of Congress. After fighting through more than three
hours, if you undertake to read it, he at last places the whole matter under the control of that power which he has
been contending against, and arrives at a result directly contrary to what he had been laboring to do. He at last
leaves the whole matter to the control of Congress.
There are two main objects, as I understand it, of this Harper's Magazine essay. One was to show, if possible, that
the men of our Revolutionary times were in favor of his popular sovereignty, and the other was to show that the
Dred Scott decision had not entirely squelched out this popular sovereignty. I do not propose, in regard to this
argument drawn from the history of former times, to enter into a detailed examination of the historical statements
he has made. I have the impression that they are inaccurate in a great many instances,−−sometimes in positive
statement, but very much more inaccurate by the suppression of statements that really belong to the history. But I
do not propose to affirm that this is so to any very great extent, or to enter into a very minute examination of his
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historical statements. I avoid doing so upon this principle,−−that if it were important for me to pass out of this lot
in the least period of time possible, and I came to that fence, and saw by a calculation of my known strength and
agility that I could clear it at a bound, it would be folly for me to stop and consider whether I could or not crawl
through a crack. So I say of the whole history contained in his essay where he endeavored to link the men of the
Revolution to popular sovereignty. It only requires an effort to leap out of it, a single bound to be entirely
successful. If you read it over, you will find that he quotes here and there from documents of the Revolutionary
times, tending to show that the people of the colonies were desirous of regulating their own concerns in their own
way, that the British Government should not interfere; that at one time they struggled with the British
Government to be permitted to exclude the African slave trade,−−if not directly, to be permitted to exclude it
indirectly, by taxation sufficient to discourage and destroy it. From these and many things of this sort, judge
Douglas argues that they were in favor of the people of our own Territories excluding slavery if they wanted to, or
planting it there if they wanted to, doing just as they pleased from the time they settled upon the Territory. Now,
however his history may apply and whatever of his argument there may be that is sound and accurate or unsound
and inaccurate, if we can find out what these men did themselves do upon this very question of slavery in the
Territories, does it not end the whole thing? If, after all this labor and effort to show that the men of the
Revolution were in favor of his popular sovereignty and his mode of dealing with slavery in the Territories, we
can show that these very men took hold of that subject, and dealt with it, we can see for ourselves how they dealt
with it. It is not a matter of argument or inference, but we know what they thought about it.
It is precisely upon that part of the history of the country that one important omission is made by Judge Douglas.
He selects parts of the history of the United States upon the subject of slavery, and treats it as the whole, omitting
from his historical sketch the legislation of Congress in regard to the admission of Missouri, by which the
Missouri Compromise was established and slavery excluded from a country half as large as the present United
States. All this is left out of his history, and in nowise alluded to by him, so far as I can remember, save once,
when he makes a remark, that upon his principle the Supreme Court were authorized to pronounce a decision that
the act called the Missouri Compromise was unconstitutional. All that history has been left out. But this part of
the history of the country was not made by the men of the Revolution.
There was another part of our political history, made by the very men who were the actors in the Revolution,
which has taken the name of the Ordinance of '87. Let me bring that history to your attention. In 1784, I believe,
this same Mr. Jefferson drew up an ordinance for the government of the country upon which we now stand, or,
rather, a frame or draft of an ordinance for the government of this country, here in Ohio, our neighbors in Indiana,
us who live in Illinois, our neighbors in Wisconsin and Michigan. In that ordinance, drawn up not only for the
government of that Territory, but for the Territories south of the Ohio River, Mr. Jefferson expressly provided for
the prohibition of slavery. Judge Douglas says, and perhaps is right, that that provision was lost from that
ordinance. I believe that is true. When the vote was taken upon it, a majority of all present in the Congress of the
Confederation voted for it; but there were so many absentees that those voting for it did not make the clear
majority necessary, and it was lost. But three years after that, the Congress of the Confederation were together
again, and they adopted a new ordinance for the government of this Northwest Territory, not contemplating
territory south of the river, for the States owning that territory had hitherto refrained from giving it to the General
Government; hence they made the ordinance to apply only to what the Government owned. In fact, the provision
excluding slavery was inserted aside, passed unanimously, or at any rate it passed and became a part of the law of
the land. Under that ordinance we live. First here in Ohio you were a Territory; then an enabling act was passed,
authorizing you to form a constitution and State Government, provided it was republican and not in conflict with
the Ordinance of '87. When you framed your constitution and presented it for admission, I think you will find the
legislation upon the subject will show that, whereas you had formed a constitution that was republican, and not in
conflict with the Ordinance of '87, therefore you were admitted upon equal footing with the original States. The
same process in a few years was gone through with in Indiana, and so with Illinois, and the same substantially
with Michigan and Wisconsin.
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Not only did that Ordinance prevail, but it was constantly looked to whenever a step was taken by a new Territory
to become a State. Congress always turned their attention to it, and in all their movements upon this subject they
traced their course by that Ordinance of '87. When they admitted new States, they advertised them of this
Ordinance, as a part of the legislation of the country. They did so because they had traced the Ordinance of '87
throughout the history of this country. Begin with the men of the Revolution, and go down for sixty entire years,
and until the last scrap of that Territory comes into the Union in the form of the State of Wisconsin, everything
was made to conform with the Ordinance of '87, excluding slavery from that vast extent of country.
I omitted to mention in the right place that the Constitution of the United States was in process of being framed
when that Ordinance was made by the Congress of the Confederation; and one of the first Acts of Congress itself,
under the new Constitution itself, was to give force to that Ordinance by putting power to carry it out in the hands
of the new officers under the Constitution, in the place of the old ones, who had been legislated out of existence
by the change in the Government from the Confederation to the Constitution. Not only so, but I believe Indiana
once or twice, if not Ohio, petitioned the General Government for the privilege of suspending that provision and
allowing them to have slaves. A report made by Mr. Randolph, of Virginia, himself a slaveholder, was directly
against it, and the action was to refuse them the privilege of violating the Ordinance of '87.
This period of history, which I have run over briefly, is, I presume, as familiar to most of this assembly as any
other part of the history of our country. I suppose that few of my hearers are not as familiar with that part of
history as I am, and I only mention it to recall your attention to it at this time. And hence I ask how extraordinary
a thing it is that a man who has occupied a position upon the floor of the Senate of the United States, who is now
in his third term, and who looks to see the government of this whole country fall into his own hands, pretending to
give a truthful and accurate history o the slavery question in this country, should so entirely ignore the whole of
that portion of our history−−the most important of all. Is it not a most extraordinary spectacle that a man should
stand up and ask for any confidence in his statements who sets out as he does with portions of history, calling
upon the people to believe that it is a true and fair representation, when the leading part and controlling feature of
the whole history is carefully suppressed?
But the mere leaving out is not the most remarkable feature of this most remarkable essay. His proposition is to
establish that the leading men of the Revolution were for his great principle of nonintervention by the government
in the question of slavery in the Territories, while history shows that they decided, in the cases actually brought
before them, in exactly the contrary way, and he knows it. Not only did they so decide at that time, but they stuck
to it during sixty years, through thick and thin, as long as there was one of the Revolutionary heroes upon the
stage of political action. Through their whole course, from first to last, they clung to freedom. And now he asks
the community to believe that the men of the Revolution were in favor of his great principle, when we have the
naked history that they themselves dealt with this very subject matter of his principle, and utterly repudiated his
principle, acting upon a precisely contrary ground. It is as impudent and absurd as if a prosecuting attorney should
stand up before a jury and ask them to convict A as the murderer of B, while B was walking alive before them.
I say, again, if judge Douglas asserts that the men of the Revolution acted upon principles by which, to be
consistent with themselves, they ought to have adopted his popular sovereignty, then, upon a consideration of his
own argument, he had a right to make ,you believe that they understood the principles of government, but
misapplied them, that he has arisen to enlighten the world as to the just application of this principle. He has a right
to try to persuade you that he understands their principles better than they did, and, therefore, he will apply them
now, not as they did, but as they ought to have done. He has a right to go before the community and try to
convince them of this, but he has no right to attempt to impose upon any one the belief that these men themselves
approved of his great principle. There are two ways of establishing a proposition. One is by trying to demonstrate
it upon reason, and the other is, to show that great men in former times have thought so and so, and thus to pass it
by the weight of pure authority. Now, if Judge Douglas will demonstrate somehow that this is popular
sovereignty,−−the right of one man to make a slave of another, without any right in that other or any one else to
object,− −demonstrate it as Euclid demonstrated propositions,−−there is no objection. But when he comes
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forward, seeking to carry a principle by bringing to it the authority of men who themselves utterly repudiate that
principle, I ask that he shall not be permitted to do it.
I see, in the judge's speech here, a short sentence in these words: "Our fathers, when they formed this government
under which we live, understood this question just as well, and even better than, we do now." That is true; I stick
to that. I will stand by Judge Douglas in that to the bitter end. And now, Judge Douglas, come and stand by me,
and truthfully show how they acted, understanding it better than we do. All I ask of you, Judge Douglas, is to stick
to the proposition that the men of the Revolution understood this subject better than we do now, and with that
better understanding they acted better than you are trying to act now.
I wish to say something now in regard to the Dred Scott decision, as dealt with by Judge Douglas. In that
"memorable debate" between Judge Douglas and myself, last year, the judge thought fit to commence a process of
catechising me, and at Freeport I answered his questions, and propounded some to him. Among others
propounded to him was one that I have here now. The substance, as I remember it, is, "Can the people of a United
States Territory, under the Dred Scott decision, in any lawful way, against the wish of any citizen of the United
States, exclude slavery from its limits, prior to the formation of a State constitution?" He answered that they could
lawfully exclude slavery from the United States Territories, notwithstanding the Dred Scot decision. There was
something about that answer that has probably been a trouble to the judge ever since.
The Dred Scott decision expressly gives every citizen of the United States a right to carry his slaves into the
United States Territories. And now there was some inconsistency in saying that the decision was right, and
saying, too, that the people of the Territory could lawfully drive slavery out again. When all the trash, the words,
the collateral matter, was cleared away from it, all the chaff was fanned out of it, it was a bare absurdity,−−no less
than that a thing may be lawfully driven away from where it has a lawful right to be. Clear it of all the verbiage,
and that is the naked truth of his proposition,−−that a thing may be lawfully driven from the place where it has a
lawful right to stay. Well, it was because the judge could n't help seeing this that he has had so much trouble with
it; and what I want to ask your especial attention to, just now, is to remind you, if you have not noticed the fact,
that the judge does not any longer say that the people can exclude slavery. He does not say so in the copyright
essay; he did not say so in the speech that he made here; and, so far as I know, since his re−election to the Senate
he has never said, as he did at Freeport, that the people of the Territories can exclude slavery. He desires that you,
who wish the Territories to remain free, should believe that he stands by that position; but he does not say it
himself. He escapes to some extent the absurd position I have stated, by changing his language entirely. What he
says now is something different in language, and we will consider whether it is not different in sense too. It is now
that the Dred Scott decision, or rather the Constitution under that decision, does not carry slavery into the
Territories beyond the power of the people of the Territories to control it as other property. He does not say the
people can drive it out, but they can control it as other property. The language is different; we should consider
whether the sense is different. Driving a horse out of this lot is too plain a proposition to be mistaken about; it is
putting him on the other side of the fence. Or it might be a sort of exclusion of him from the lot if you were to kill
him and let the worms devour him; but neither of these things is the same as "controlling him as other property."
That would be to feed him, to pamper him, to ride him, to use and abuse him, to make the most money out of him,
"as other property"; but, please you, what do the men who are in favor of slavery want more than this? What do
they really want, other than that slavery, being in the Territories, shall be controlled as other property? If they
want anything else, I do not comprehend it. I ask your attention to this, first, for the purpose of pointing out the
change of ground the judge has made; and, in the second place, the importance of the change,−−that that change is
not such as to give you gentlemen who want his popular sovereignty the power to exclude the institution or drive
it out at all. I know the judge sometimes squints at the argument that in controlling it as other property by
unfriendly legislation they may control it to death; as you might, in the case of a horse, perhaps, feed him so
lightly and ride him so much that he would die. But when you come to legislative control, there is something
more to be attended to. I have no doubt, myself, that if the Territories should undertake to control slave property
as other property that is, control it in such a way that it would be the most valuable as property, and make it bear
its just proportion in the way of burdens as property, really deal with it as property,−−the Supreme Court of the
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United States will say, "God speed you, and amen." But I undertake to give the opinion, at least, that if the
Territories attempt by any direct legislation to drive the man with his slave out of the Territory, or to decide that
his slave is free because of his being taken in there, or to tax him to such an extent that he cannot keep him there,
the Supreme Court will unhesitatingly decide all such legislation unconstitutional, as long as that Supreme Court
is constructed as the Dred Scott Supreme Court is. The first two things they have already decided, except that
there is a little quibble among lawyers between the words "dicta" and "decision." They have already decided a
negro cannot be made free by Territorial legislation.
What is the Dred Scott decision? Judge Douglas labors to show that it is one thing, while I think it is altogether
different. It is a long opinion, but it is all embodied in this short statement: "The Constitution of the United States
forbids Congress to deprive a man of his property, without due process of law; the right of property in slaves is
distinctly and expressly affirmed in that Constitution: therefore, if Congress shall undertake to say that a man's
slave is no longer his slave when he crosses a certain line into a Territory, that is depriving him of his property
without due process of law, and is unconstitutional." There is the whole Dred Scott decision. They add that if
Congress cannot do so itself, Congress cannot confer any power to do so; and hence any effort by the Territorial
Legislature to do either of these things is absolutely decided against. It is a foregone conclusion by that court.
Now, as to this indirect mode by "unfriendly legislation," all lawyers here will readily understand that such a
proposition cannot be tolerated for a moment, because a legislature cannot indirectly do that which it cannot
accomplish directly. Then I say any legislation to control this property, as property, for its benefit as property,
would be hailed by this Dred Scott Supreme Court, and fully sustained; but any legislation driving slave property
out, or destroying it as property, directly or indirectly, will most assuredly, by that court, be held unconstitutional.
Judge Douglas says if the Constitution carries slavery into the Territories, beyond the power of the people of the
Territories to control it as other property; then it follows logically that every one who swears to support the
Constitution of the United States must give that support to that property which it needs. And, if the Constitution
carries slavery into the Territories, beyond the power of the people, to control it as other property, then it also
carries it into the States, because the Constitution is the supreme law of the land. Now, gentlemen, if it were not
for my excessive modesty, I would say that I told that very thing to Judge Douglas quite a year ago. This
argument is here in print, and if it were not for my modesty, as I said, I might call your attention to it. If you read
it, you will find that I not only made that argument, but made it better than he has made it since.
There is, however, this difference: I say now, and said then, there is no sort of question that the Supreme Court
has decided that it is the right of the slave holder to take his slave and hold him in the Territory; and saying this,
judge Douglas himself admits the conclusion. He says if that is so, this consequence will follow; and because this
consequence would follow, his argument is, the decision cannot, therefore, be that way,−−" that would spoil my
popular sovereignty; and it cannot be possible that this great principle has been squelched out in this extraordinary
way. It might be, if it were not for the extraordinary consequences of spoiling my humbug."
Another feature of the judge's argument about the Dred Scott case is, an effort to show that that decision deals
altogether in declarations of negatives; that the Constitution does not affirm anything as expounded by the Dred
Scott decision, but it only declares a want of power a total absence of power, in reference to the Territories. It
seems to be his purpose to make the whole of that decision to result in a mere negative declaration of a want of
power in Congress to do anything in relation to this matter in the Territories. I know the opinion of the Judges
states that there is a total absence of power; but that is, unfortunately; not all it states: for the judges add that the
right of property in a slave is distinctly and expressly affirmed in the Constitution. It does not stop at saying that
the right of property in a slave is recognized in the Constitution, is declared to exist somewhere in the
Constitution, but says it is affirmed in the Constitution. Its language is equivalent to saying that it is embodied and
so woven in that instrument that it cannot be detached without breaking the Constitution itself. In a word, it is part
of the Constitution.
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Douglas is singularly unfortunate in his effort to make out that decision to be altogether negative, when the
express language at the vital part is that this is distinctly affirmed in the Constitution. I think myself, and I repeat
it here, that this decision does not merely carry slavery into the Territories, but by its logical conclusion it carries
it into the States in which we live. One provision of that Constitution is, that it shall be the supreme law of the
land,−−I do not quote the language,−−any constitution or law of any State to the contrary notwithstanding. This
Dred Scott decision says that the right of property in a slave is affirmed in that Constitution which is the supreme
law of the land, any State constitution or law notwithstanding. Then I say that to destroy a thing which is
distinctly affirmed and supported by the supreme law of the land, even by a State constitution or law, is a
violation of that supreme law, and there is no escape from it. In my judgment there is no avoiding that result, save
that the American people shall see that constitutions are better construed than our Constitution is construed in that
decision. They must take care that it is more faithfully and truly carried out than it is there expounded.
I must hasten to a conclusion. Near the beginning of my remarks I said that this insidious Douglas popular
sovereignty is the measure that now threatens the purpose of the Republican party to prevent slavery from being
nationalized in the United States. I propose to ask your attention for a little while to some propositions in
affirmance of that statement. Take it just as it stands, and apply it as a principle; extend and apply that principle
elsewhere; and consider where it will lead you. I now put this proposition, that Judge Douglas's popular
sovereignty applied will reopen the African slave trade; and I will demonstrate it by any variety of ways in which
you can turn the subject or look at it.
The Judge says that the people of the Territories have the right, by his principle, to have slaves, if they want them.
Then I say that the people in Georgia have the right to buy slaves in Africa, if they want them; and I defy any man
on earth to show any distinction between the two things,−−to show that the one is either more wicked or more
unlawful; to show, on original principles, that one is better or worse than the other; or to show, by the
Constitution, that one differs a whit from the other. He will tell me, doubtless, that there is no constitutional
provision against people taking slaves into the new Territories, and I tell him that there is equally no constitutional
provision against buying slaves in Africa. He will tell you that a people, in the exercise of popular sovereignty,
ought to do as they please about that thing, and have slaves if they want them; and I tell you that the people of
Georgia are as much entitled to popular sovereignty and to buy slaves in Africa, if they want them, as the people
of the Territory are to have slaves if they want them. I ask any man, dealing honestly with himself, to point out a
distinction.
I have recently seen a letter of Judge Douglas's in which, without stating that to be the object, he doubtless
endeavors to make a distinction between the two. He says he is unalterably opposed to the repeal of the laws
against the African slave trade. And why? He then seeks to give a reason that would not apply to his popular
sovereignty in the Territories. What is that reason? "The abolition of the African slave trade is a compromise of
the Constitution!" I deny it. There is no truth in the proposition that the abolition of the African slave trade is a
compromise of the Constitution. No man can put his finger on anything in the Constitution, or on the line of
history, which shows it. It is a mere barren assertion, made simply for the purpose of getting up a distinction
between the revival of the African slave trade and his "great principle."
At the time the Constitution of the United States was adopted, it was expected that the slave trade would be
abolished. I should assert and insist upon that, if judge Douglas denied it. But I know that it was equally expected
that slavery would be excluded from the Territories, and I can show by history that in regard to these two things
public opinion was exactly alike, while in regard to positive action, there was more done in the Ordinance of '87
to resist the spread of slavery than was ever done to abolish the foreign slave trade. Lest I be misunderstood, I say
again that at the time of the formation of the Constitution, public expectation was that the slave trade would be
abolished, but no more so than the spread of slavery in the Territories should be restrained. They stand alike,
except that in the Ordinance of '87 there was a mark left by public opinion, showing that it was more committed
against the spread of slavery in the Territories than against the foreign slave trade.
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Compromise! What word of compromise was there about it? Why, the public sense was then in favor of the
abolition of the slave trade; but there was at the time a very great commercial interest involved in it, and extensive
capital in that branch of trade. There were doubtless the incipient stages of improvement in the South in the way
of farming, dependent on the slave trade, and they made a proposition to Congress to abolish the trade after
allowing it twenty years,−−a sufficient time for the capital and commerce engaged in it to be transferred to other
channel. They made no provision that it should be abolished in twenty years; I do not doubt that they expected it
would be, but they made no bargain about it. The public sentiment left no doubt in the minds of any that it would
be done away. I repeat, there is nothing in the history of those times in favor of that matter being a compromise of
the constitution. It was the public expectation at the time, manifested in a thousand ways, that the spread of
slavery should also be restricted.
Then I say, if this principle is established, that there is no wrong in slavery, and whoever wants it has a right to
have it, is a matter of dollars and cents, a sort of question as to how they shall deal with brutes, that between us
and the negro here there is no sort of question, but that at the South the question is between the negro and the
crocodile, that is all, it is a mere matter of policy, there is a perfect right, according to interest, to do just as you
please,−−when this is done, where this doctrine prevails, the miners and sappers will have formed public opinion
for the slave trade. They will be ready for Jeff. Davis and Stephens and other leaders of that company to sound the
bugle for the revival of the slave trade, for the second Dred Scott decision, for the flood of slavery to be poured
over the free States, while we shall be here tied down and helpless and run over like sheep.
It is to be a part and parcel of this same idea to say to men who want to adhere to the Democratic party, who have
always belonged to that party, and are only looking about for some excuse to stick to it, but nevertheless hate
slavery, that Douglas's popular sovereignty is as good a way as any to oppose slavery. They allow themselves to
be persuaded easily, in accordance with their previous dispositions, into this belief, that it is about as good a way
of opposing slavery as any, and we can do that without straining our old party ties or breaking up old political
associations. We can do so without being called negro−worshipers. We can do that without being subjected to the
jibes and sneers that are so readily thrown out in place of argument where no arguement can be found. So let us
stick to this popular sovereignty,−−this insidious popular sovereignty.
Now let me call your attention to one thing that has really happened, which shows this gradual and steady
debauching of public opinion, this course of preparation for the revival of the slave trade, for the Territorial slave
code, and the new Dred Scott decision that is to carry slavery into the Free States. Did you ever, five years ago,
hear of anybody in the world saying that the negro had no share in the Declaration of National Independence; that
it does not mean negroes at all; and when "all men" were spoken of, negroes were not included?
I am satisfied that five years ago that proposition was not put upon paper by any living being anywhere. I have
been unable at any time to find a man in an audience who would declare that he had ever known of anybody
saying so five years ago. But last year there was not a Douglas popular sovereign in Illinois who did not say it. Is
there one in Ohio but declares his firm belief that the Declaration of Independence did not mean negroes at all? I
do not know how this is; I have not been here much; but I presume you are very much alike everywhere. Then I
suppose that all now express the belief that the Declaration of Independence never did mean negroes. I call upon
one of them to say that he said it five years ago.
If you think that now, and did not think it then, the next thing that strikes me is to remark that there has been a
change wrought in you,− −and a very significant change it is, being no less than changing the negro, in your
estimation, from the rank of a man to that of a brute. They are taking him down and placing him, when spoken of,
among reptiles and crocodiles, as Judge Douglas himself expresses it.
Is not this change wrought in your minds a very important change? Public opinion in this country is everything. In
a nation like ours, this popular sovereignty and squatter sovereignty have already wrought a change in the public
mind to the extent I have stated. There is no man in this crowd who can contradict it.
TO H. C. WHITNEY.

18

Writings Vol. 5
Now, if you are opposed to slavery honestly, as much as anybody, I ask you to note that fact, and the like of
which is to follow, to be plastered on, layer after layer, until very soon you are prepared to deal with the negro
every where as with the brute. If public sentiment has not been debauched already to this point, a new turn of the
screw in that direction is all that is wanting; and this is constantly being done by the teachers of this insidious
popular sovereignty. You need but one or two turns further, until your minds, now ripening under these teachings,
will be ready for all these things, and you will receive and support, or submit to, the slave trade, revived with all
its horrors, a slave code enforced in our Territories, and a new Dred Scott decision to bring slavery up into the
very heart of the free North. This, I must say, is but carrying out those words prophetically spoken by Mr.
Clay,−−many, many years ago,−−I believe more than thirty years, when he told an audience that if they would
repress all tendencies to liberty and ultimate emancipation they must go back to the era of our independence, and
muzzle the cannon which thundered its annual joyous return on the Fourth of July; they must blow out the moral
lights around us; they must penetrate the human soul, and eradicate the love of liberty: but until they did these
things, and others eloquently enumerated by him, they could not repress all tendencies to ultimate emancipation.
I ask attention to the fact that in a pre−eminent degree these popular sovereigns are at this work: blowing out the
moral lights around us; teaching that the negro is no longer a man, but a brute; that the Declaration has nothing to
do with him; that he ranks with the crocodile and the reptile; that man, with body and soul, is a matter of dollars
and cents. I suggest to this portion of the Ohio Republicans, or Democrats, if there be any present, the serious
consideration of this fact that there is now going on among you a steady process of debauching public opinion on
this subject. With this, my friends, I bid you adieu. or administration, rather−−of the government, in such a
government, what lies at the bottom of all of it is public opinion. I lay down the proposition, that Judge Douglas is
not only the man that promises you in advance a hold upon the North, and support in the North, but he constantly
moulds public opinion to your ends; that in every possible way he can he constantly moulds the public opinion of
the North to your ends; and if there are a few things in which he seems to be against you,− −a, few things which
he says that appear to be against you, and a few that he forbears to say which you would like to have him say you
ought to remember that the saying of the one, or the forbearing to say the other, would lose his hold upon the
North, and, by consequence, would lose his capacity to serve you.
Upon this subject of moulding public opinion I call your attention to the fact−−for a well established fact it
is−−that the Judge never says your institution of slavery is wrong. There is not a public man in the United States, I
believe, with the exception of Senator Douglas, who has not, at some time in his life, declared his opinion whether
the thing is right or wrong; but Senator Douglas never declares it is wrong. He leaves himself at perfect liberty to
do all in your favor which he would be hindered from doing if he were to declare the thing to be wrong. On the
contrary, he takes all the chances that he has for inveigling the sentiment of the North, opposed to slavery, into
your support, by never saying it is right. This you ought to set down to his credit: You ought to give him full
credit for this much; little though it be, in comparison to the whole which he does for you.
Some other, things I will ask your attention to. He said upon the floor of the United States Senate, and he has
repeated it, as I understand, a great many times, that he does not care whether slavery is "voted up or voted
down." This again shows you, or ought to show you, if you would reason upon it, that he does not believe it to be
wrong; for a man may say when he sees nothing wrong in a thing; that he, dues not care whether it be voted up or
voted down but no man can logically say that he cares not whether a thing goes up or goes down which to him
appears to be wrong. You therefore have a demonstration in this that to Judge Douglas's mind your favorite
institution, which you would have spread out and made perpetual, is no wrong.
Another thing he tells you, in a speech made at Memphis in Tennessee, shortly after the canvass in Illinois, last
year. He there distinctly told the people that there was a "line drawn by the Almighty across this continent, on the
one side of which the soil must always be cultivated by slaves"; that he did not pretend to know exactly where
that line was, but that there was such a line. I want to ask your attention to that proposition again; that there is one
portion of this continent where the Almighty has signed the soil shall always be cultivated by slaves; that its being
cultivated by slaves at that place is right; that it has the direct sympathy and authority of the Almighty. Whenever
TO H. C. WHITNEY.

19

Writings Vol. 5
you can get these Northern audiences to adopt the opinion that slavery is right on the other side of the Ohio,
whenever you can get them, in pursuance of Douglas's views, to adopt that sentiment, they will very readily make
the other argument, which is perfectly logical, that that which is right on that side of the Ohio cannot be wrong on
this, and that if you have that property on that side of the Ohio, under the seal and stamp of the Almighty, when
by any means it escapes over here it is wrong to have constitutions and laws "to devil" you about it. So Douglas is
moulding the public opinion of the North, first to say that the thing is right in your State over the Ohio River, and
hence to say that that which is right there is not wrong here, and that all laws and constitutions here recognizing it
as being wrong are themselves wrong, and ought to be repealed and abrogated. He will tell you, men of Ohio, that
if you choose here to have laws against slavery, it is in conformity to the idea that your climate is not suited to it,
that your climate is not suited to slave labor, and therefore you have constitutions and laws against it.
Let us attend to that argument for a little while and see if it be sound. You do not raise sugar−cane (except the
new−fashioned sugar−cane, and you won't raise that long), but they do raise it in Louisiana. You don't raise it in
Ohio, because you can't raise it profitably, because the climate don't suit it. They do raise it in Louisiana, because
there it is profitable. Now, Douglas will tell you that is precisely the slavery question: that they do have slaves
there because they are profitable, and you don't have them here because they are not profitable. If that is so, then it
leads to dealing with the one precisely as with the other. Is there, then, anything in the constitution or laws of
Ohio against raising sugar−cane? Have you found it necessary to put any such provision in your law? Surely not!
No man desires to raise sugar−cane in Ohio, but if any man did desire to do so, you would say it was a tyrannical
law that forbids his doing so; and whenever you shall agree with Douglas, whenever your minds are brought to
adopt his argument, as surely you will have reached the conclusion that although it is not profitable in Ohio, if any
man wants it, is wrong to him not to let him have it.
In this matter Judge Douglas is preparing the public mind for you of Kentucky to make perpetual that good thing
in your estimation, about which you and I differ.
In this connection, let me ask your attention to another thing. I believe it is safe to assert that five years ago no
living man had expressed the opinion that the negro had no share in the Declaration of Independence. Let me state
that again: five years ago no living man had expressed the opinion that the negro had no share in the Declaration
of Independence. If there is in this large audience any man who ever knew of that opinion being put upon paper as
much as five years ago, I will be obliged to him now or at a subsequent time to show it.
If that be true I wish you then to note the next fact: that within the space of five years Senator Douglas, in the
argument of this question, has got his entire party, so far as I know, without exception, in saying that the negro
has no share in the Declaration of Independence. If there be now in all these United States one Douglas man that
does not say this, I have been unable upon any occasion to scare him up. Now, if none of you said this five years
ago, and all of you say it now, that is a matter that you Kentuckians ought to note. That is a vast change in the
Northern public sentiment upon that question.
Of what tendency is that change? The tendency of that change is to bring the public mind to the conclusion that
when men are spoken of, the negro is not meant; that when negroes are spoken of, brutes alone are contemplated.
That change in public sentiment has already degraded the black man in the estimation of Douglas and his
followers from the condition of a man of some sort, and assigned him to the condition of a brute. Now, you
Kentuckians ought to give Douglas credit for this. That is the largest possible stride that can be made in regard to
the perpetuation of your thing of slavery.
A voice: Speak to Ohio men, and not to Kentuckians!
Mr. LINCOLN: I beg permission to speak as I please.
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In Kentucky perhaps, in many of the slave States certainly, you are trying to establish the rightfulness of slavery
by reference to the Bible. You are trying to show that slavery existed in the Bible times by divine ordinance. Now,
Douglas is wiser than you, for your own benefit, upon that subject. Douglas knows that whenever you establish
that slavery was−−right by the Bible, it will occur that that slavery was the slavery of the white man, of men
without reference to color; and he knows very well that you may entertain that idea in Kentucky as much as you
please, but you will never win any Northern support upon it. He makes a wiser argument for you: he makes the
argument that the slavery of the black man; the slavery of the man who has a skin of a different color from your
own, is right. He thereby brings to your support Northern voters who could not for a moment be brought by your
own argument of the Bible right of slavery. Will you give him credit for that? Will you not say that in this matter
he is more wisely for you than you are for yourselves?
Now, having established with his entire party this doctrine, having been entirely successful in that branch of his
efforts in your behalf, he is ready for another.
At this same meeting at Memphis he declared that in all contests between the negro and the white man he was for
the white man, but that in all questions between the negro and the crocodile he was for the negro. He did not make
that declaration accidentally at Memphis. He made it a great many times in the canvass in Illinois last year
(though I don't know that it was reported in any of his speeches there, but he frequently made it). I believe he
repeated it at Columbus, and I should not wonder if be repeated it here. It is, then, a deliberate way of expressing
himself upon that subject. It is a matter of mature deliberation with him thus to express himself upon that point of
his case. It therefore requires deliberate attention.
The first inference seems to be that if you do not enslave the negro, you are wronging the white man in some way
or other, and that whoever is opposed to the negro being enslaved, is, in some way or other, against the white
man. Is not that a falsehood? If there was a necessary conflict between the white man and the negro, I should be
for the white man as much as Judge Douglas; but I say there is no such necessary conflict. I say that there is room
enough for us all to be free, and that it not only does not wrong the white man that the negro should be free, but it
positively wrongs the mass of the white men that the negro should be enslaved; that the mass of white men are
really injured by the effects of slave labor in the vicinity of the fields of their own labor.
But I do not desire to dwell upon this branch of the question more than to say that this assumption of his is false,
and I do hope that that fallacy will not long prevail in the minds of intelligent white men. At all events, you ought
to thank Judge Douglas for it; it is for your benefit it is made.
The other branch of it is, that in the struggle between the negro and the crocodile; he is for the negro. Well, I don't
know that there is any struggle between the negro and the crocodile, either. I suppose that if a crocodile (or, as we
old Ohio River boatmen used to call them, alligators) should come across a white man, he would kill him if he
could; and so he would a negro. But what, at last, is this proposition? I believe it is a sort of proposition in
proportion, which may be stated thus: "As the negro is to the white man, so is the crocodile to the negro; and as
the negro may rightfully treat the crocodile as a beast or reptile, so the white man may rightfully treat the negro as
a beast or a reptile." That is really the "knip" of all that argument of his.
Now, my brother Kentuckians, who believe in this, you ought to thank Judge Douglas for having put that in a
much more taking way than any of yourselves have done.
Again, Douglas's great principle, "popular sovereignty," as he calls it, gives you, by natural consequence, the
revival of the slave trade whenever you want it. If you question this, listen awhile, consider awhile what I shall
advance in support of that proposition.
He says that it is the sacred right of the man who goes into the Territories to have slavery if he wants it. Grant that
for argument's sake. Is it not the sacred right of the man who don't go there equally to buy slaves in Africa, if he
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wants them? Can you point out the difference? The man who goes into the Territories of Kansas and Nebraska, or
any other new Territory, with the sacred right of taking a slave there which belongs to him, would certainly have
no more right to take one there than I would, who own no slave, but who would desire to buy one and take him
there. You will not say you, the friends of Judge Douglas but that the man who does not own a slave has an equal
right to buy one and take him to the Territory as the other does.
A voice: I want to ask a question. Don't foreign nations interfere with the slave trade?
Mr. LINCOLN: Well! I understand it to be a principle of Democracy to whip foreign nations whenever, they
interfere with us.
Voice: I only asked for information. I am a Republican myself.
Mr. LINCOLN: You and I will be on the best terms in the world, but I do not wish to be diverted from the point I
was trying to press.
I say that Douglas's popular sovereignty, establishing his sacred right in the people, if you please, if carried to its
logical conclusion gives equally the sacred right to the people of the States or the Territories themselves to buy
slaves wherever they can buy them cheapest; and if any man can show a distinction, I should like to hear him try
it. If any man can show how the people of Kansas have a better right to slaves, because they want them, than the
people of Georgia have to buy them in Africa, I want him to do it. I think it cannot be done. If it is "popular
sovereignty" for the people to have slaves because they want them, it is popular sovereignty for them to buy them
in Africa because they desire to do so.
I know that Douglas has recently made a little effort, not seeming to notice that he had a different theory, has
made an effort to get rid of that. He has written a letter, addressed to somebody, I believe, who resides in Iowa,
declaring his opposition to the repeal of the laws that prohibit the Africa slave trade. He bases his opposition to
such repeal upon the ground that these laws are themselves one of the compromises of the Constitution of the
United States. Now, it would be very interesting to see Judge Douglas or any of his friends turn, to the
Constitution of the United States and point out that compromise, to show where there is any compromise in the
Constitution, or provision in the Constitution; express or implied, by which the administrators of that Constitution
are under any obligation to repeal the African slave trade. I know, or at least I think I know, that the framers of
that Constitution did expect the African slave trade would be abolished at the end of twenty years, to which time
their prohibition against its being abolished extended. there is abundant contemporaneous history to show that the
framers of the Constitution expected it to be abolished. But while they so expected, they gave nothing for that
expectation, and they put no provision in the Constitution requiring it should be so abolished. The migration or
importation of such persons as the States shall see fit to admit shall not be prohibited, but a certain tax might be
levied upon such importation. But what was to be done after that time? The Constitution is as silent about that as
it is silent, personally, about myself. There is absolutely nothing in it about that subject; there is only the
expectation of the framers of the Constitution that the slave trade would be abolished at the end of that time; and
they expected it would be abolished, owing to public sentiment, before that time; and the put that provision in, in
order that it should not be abolished before that time, for reasons which I suppose they thought to be sound ones,
but which I will not now try to enumerate before you.
But while, they expected the slave trade would be abolished at that time, they expected that the spread of slavery
into the new Territories should also be restricted. It is as easy to prove that the framers of the Constitution of the
United States expected that slavery should be prohibited from extending into the new Territories, as it is to prove
that it was expected that the slave trade should be abolished. Both these things were expected. One was no more
expected than the other, and one was no more a compromise of the Constitution than the other. There was nothing
said in the Constitution in regard to the spread of slavery into the Territory. I grant that; but there was something
very important said about it by the same generation of men in the adoption of the old Ordinance of '87, through
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the influence of which you here in Ohio, our neighbors in Indiana, we in Illinois, our neighbors in Michigan and
Wisconsin, are happy, prosperous, teeming millions of free men. That generation of men, though not to the full
extent members of the convention that framed the Constitution, were to some extent members of that convention,
holding seats at the same time in one body and the other, so that if there was any compromise on either of these
subjects, the strong evidence is that that compromise was in favor of the restriction of slavery from the new
Territories.
But Douglas says that he is unalterably opposed to the repeal of those laws because, in his view, it is a
compromise of the Constitution. You Kentuckians, no doubt, are somewhat offended with that. You ought not to
be! You ought to be patient! You ought to know that if he said less than that, he would lose the power of
"lugging" the Northern States to your support. Really, what you would push him to do would take from him his
entire power to serve you. And you ought to remember how long, by precedent, Judge Douglas holds himself
obliged to stick by compromises. You ought to remember that by the time you yourselves think you are ready to
inaugurate measures for the revival of the African slave trade, that sufficient time will have arrived, by precedent,
for Judge Douglas to break through, that compromise. He says now nothing more strong than he said in 1849
when he declared in favor of Missouri Compromise,−−and precisely four years and a quarter after he declared that
Compromise to be a sacred thing, which "no ruthless hand would ever daze to touch," he himself brought forward
the measure ruthlessly to destroy it. By a mere calculation of time it will only be four years more until he is ready
to take back his profession about the sacredness of the Compromise abolishing the slave trade. Precisely as soon
as you are ready to have his services in that direction, by fair calculation, you may be sure of having them.
But you remember and set down to Judge Douglas's debt, or discredit, that he, last year, said the people of
Territories can, in spite of the Dred Scott decision, exclude your slaves from those Territories; that he declared, by
"unfriendly legislation" the extension of your property into the new Territories may be cut off, in the teeth of the
decision of the Supreme Court of the United States.
He assumed that position at Freeport on the 27th of August, 1858. He said that the people of the Territories can
exclude slavery, in so many words: You ought, however, to bear in mind that he has never said it since. You may
hunt in every speech that he has since made, and he has never used that expression once. He has never seemed to
notice that he is stating his views differently from what he did then; but by some sort of accident, he has always
really stated it differently. He has always since then declared that "the Constitution does not carry slavery into the
Territories of the United States beyond the power of the people legally to control it, as other property." Now, there
is a difference in the language used upon that former occasion and in this latter day. There may or may not be a
difference in the meaning, but it is worth while considering whether there is not also a difference in meaning.
What is it to exclude? Why, it is to drive it out. It is in some way to put it out of the Territory. It is to force it
across the line, or change its character so that, as property, it is out of existence. But what is the controlling of it
"as other property"? Is controlling it as other property the same thing as destroying it, or driving it away? I should
think not. I should think the controlling of it as other property would be just about what you in Kentucky should
want. I understand the controlling of property means the controlling of it for the benefit of the owner of it. While I
have no doubt the Supreme Court of the United States would say "God speed" to any of the Territorial
Legislatures that should thus control slave property, they would sing quite a different tune if, by the pretence of
controlling it, they were to undertake to pass laws which virtually excluded it,−−and that upon a very well known
principle to all lawyers, that what a Legislature cannot directly do, it cannot do by indirection; that as the
Legislature has not the power to drive slaves out, they have no power, by indirection, by tax, or by imposing
burdens in any way on that property, to effect the same end, and that any attempt to do so would be held by the
Dred Scott court unconstitutional.
Douglas is not willing to stand by his first proposition that they can exclude it, because we have seen that that
proposition amounts to nothing more nor less than the naked absurdity that you may lawfully drive out that which
has a lawful right to remain. He admitted at first that the slave might be lawfully taken into the Territories under
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the Constitution of the United States, and yet asserted that he might be lawfully driven out. That being the
proposition, it is the absurdity I have stated. He is not willing to stand in the face of that direct, naked, and
impudent absurdity; he has, therefore, modified his language into that of being "controlled as other property."
The Kentuckians don't like this in Douglas! I will tell you where it will go. He now swears by the court. He was
once a leading man in Illinois to break down a court, because it had made a decision he did not like. But he now
not only swears by the court, the courts having got to working for you, but he denounces all men that do not swear
by the courts, as unpatriotic, as bad citizens. When one of these acts of unfriendly legislation shall impose such
heavy burdens as to, in effect, destroy property in slaves in a Territory, and show plainly enough that there can be
no mistake in the purpose of the Legislature to make them so burdensome, this same Supreme Court will decide
that law to be unconstitutional, and he will be ready to say for your benefit "I swear by the court; I give it up"; and
while that is going on he has been getting all his men to swear by the courts, and to give it up with him. In this
again he serves you faithfully, and, as I say, more wisely than you serve yourselves.
Again: I have alluded in the beginning of these remarks to the fact that Judge Douglas has made great complaint
of my having expressed the opinion that this government "cannot endure permanently, half slave and half free."
He has complained of Seward for using different language, and declaring that there is an "irrepressible conflict"
between the principles of free and slave labor. [A voice: " He says it is not original with Seward. That it is
original with Lincoln."] I will attend to that immediately, sir. Since that time, Hickman of Pennsylvania expressed
the same sentiment. He has never denounced Mr. Hickman: why? There is a little chance, notwithstanding that
opinion in the mouth of Hickman, that he may yet be a Douglas man. That is the difference! It is not unpatriotic to
hold that opinion if a man is a Douglas man.
But neither I, nor Seward, nor Hickman is entitled to the enviable or unenviable distinction of having first
expressed that idea. That same idea was expressed by the Richmond Enquirer, in Virginia, in 1856,−−quite two
years before it was expressed by the first of us. And while Douglas was pluming himself that in his conflict with
my humble self, last year, he had "squelched out" that fatal heresy, as he delighted to call it, and had suggested
that if he only had had a chance to be in New York and meet Seward he would have "squelched" it there also, it
never occurred to him to breathe a word against Pryor. I don't think that you can discover that Douglas ever talked
of going to Virginia to "squelch" out that idea there. No. More than that. That same Roger A. Pryor was brought
to Washington City and made the editor of the par excellence Douglas paper, after making use of that expression,
which, in us, is so unpatriotic and heretical. From all this, my Kentucky friends may see that this opinion is
heretical in his view only when it is expressed by men suspected of a desire that the country shall all become free,
and not when expressed by those fairly known to entertain the desire that the whole country shall become slave.
When expressed by that class of men, it is in nowise offensive to him. In this again, my friends of Kentucky, you
have Judge Douglas with you.
There is another reason why you Southern people ought to nominate Douglas at your convention at Charleston.
That reason is the wonderful capaciity of the man,−−the power he has of doing what would seem to be
impossible. Let me call your attention to one of these apparently impossible things:
Douglas had three or four very distinguished men of the most extreme anti−slavery views of any men in the
Republican party expressing their desire for his re−election to the Senate last year. That would, of itself, have
seemed to be a little wonderful; but that wonder is heightened when we see that Wise of Virginia, a man exactly
opposed to them, a man who believes in the divine right of slavery, was also expressing his desire that Douglas
should be reelected; that another man that may be said to be kindred to Wise, Mr. Breckinridge, the
Vice−President, and of your own State, was also agreeing with the anti−slavery men in the North that Douglas
ought to be re−elected. Still to heighten the wonder, a senator from Kentucky, whom I have always loved with an
affection as tender and endearing as I have ever loved any man, who was opposed to the anti−slavery men for
reasons which seemed sufficient to him, and equally opposed to Wise and Breckinridge, was writing letters into
Illinois to secure the reelection of Douglas. Now, that all these conflicting elements should be brought, while at
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daggers' points with one another, to support him, is a feat that is worthy for you to note and consider. It is quite
probable that each of these classes of men thought, by the re−election of Douglas, their peculiar views would gain
something: it is probable that the anti−slavery men thought their views would gain something; that Wise and
Breckinridge thought so too, as regards their opinions; that Mr. Crittenden thought that his views would gain
something, although he was opposed to both these other men. It is probable that each and all of them thought that
they were using Douglas; and it is yet an unsolved problem whether he was not using them all. If he was, then it is
for you to consider whether that power to perform wonders is one for you lightly to throw away.
There is one other thing that I will say to you, in this relation. It is but my opinion, I give it to you without a fee. It
is my opinion that it is for you to take him or be defeated; and that if you do take him you may be beaten. You
will surely be beaten if you do not take him. We, the Republicans and others forming the opposition of the
country, intend to "stand by our guns," to be patient and firm, and in the long run to beat you, whether you take
him or not. We know that before we fairly beat you we have to beat you both together. We know that you are "all
of a feather," and that we have to beat you all together, and we expect to do it. We don't intend to be very
impatient about it. We mean to be as deliberate and calm about it as it is possible to be, but as firm and resolved
as it is possible for men to be. When we do as we say,−−beat you,−−you perhaps want to know what we will do
with you.
I will tell you, so far as I am authorized to speak for the opposition, what we mean to do with you. We mean to
treat you, as near as we possibly can, as Washington, Jefferson, and Madison treated you. We mean to leave you
alone, and in no way interfere with your institution; to abide by all and every compromise of the Constitution,
and, in a word, coming back to the original proposition, to treat you, so far as degenerated men (if we have
degenerated) may, according to the examples of those noble fathers, Washington, Jefferson, and Madison. We
mean to remember that you are as good as we; that there is no difference between us other than the difference of
circumstances. We mean to recognize and bear in mind always that you have as good hearts in your bosoms as
other people, or as we claim to have, and treat you accordingly. We mean to marry your girls when we have a
chance, the white ones I mean; and I have the honor to inform you that I once did have a chance in that way.
I have told you what we mean to do. I want to know, now, when that thing takes place, what do you mean to do? I
often hear it intimated that you mean to divide the Union whenever a Republican, or anything like it, is elected
President of the United States. [A voice: "That is so."] "That is so," one of them says; I wonder if he is a
Kentuckian? [A voice: "He is a Douglas man."] Well, then, I want to know what you are going to do with your
half of it? Are you going to split the Ohio down through, and push your half off a piece? Or are you going to keep
it right alongside of us outrageous fellows? Or are you going to build up a wall some way between your country
and ours, by which that movable property of yours can't come over here any more, to the danger of your losing it?
Do you think you can better yourselves, on that subject, by leaving us here under no obligation whatever to return
those specimens of your movable property that come hither? You have divided the Union because we would not
do right with you, as you think, upon that subject; when we cease to be under obligations to do anything for you,
how much better off do you think you will be? Will you make war upon us and kill us all? Why, gentlemen, I
think you are as gallant and as brave men as live; that you can fight as bravely in a good cause, man for man, as
any other people living; that you have shown yourselves capable of this upon various occasions: but, man for
man, you are not better than we are, and there are not so many of you as there are of us. You will never make
much of a hand at whipping us. If we were fewer in numbers than you, I think that you could whip us; if we were
equal, it would likely be a drawn battle; but being inferior in numbers, you will make nothing by attempting to
master us.
But perhaps I have addressed myself as long, or longer, to the Kentuckians than I ought to have done, inasmuch as
I have said that whatever course you take we intend in the end to beat you. I propose to address a few remarks to
our friends, by way of discussing with them the best means of keeping that promise that I have in good faith
made.
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It may appear a little episodical for me to mention the topic of which I will speak now. It is a favorite position of
Douglas's that the interference of the General Government, through the Ordinance of '87, or through any other act
of the General Government never has made or ever can make a free State; the Ordinance of '87 did not make free
States of Ohio, Indiana, or Illinois; that these States are free upon his "great principle" of popular sovereignty,
because the people of those several States have chosen to make them so. At Columbus, and probably here, he
undertook to compliment the people that they themselves have made the State of Ohio free, and that the
Ordinance of '87 was not entitled in any degree to divide the honor with them. I have no doubt that the people of
the State of Ohio did make her free according to their own will and judgment, but let the facts be remembered.
In 1802, I believe, it was you who made your first constitution, with the clause prohibiting slavery, and you did it,
I suppose, very nearly unanimously; but you should bear in mind that you−−speaking of you as one people−−that
you did so unembarrassed by the actual presence of the, institution amongst you; that you made it a free State not
with the embarrassment upon you of already having among you many slaves, which if they had been here, and
you had sought to make a free State, you would not know what to do with. If they had been among you,
embarrassing difficulties, most probably, would have induced you to tolerate a slave constitution instead of a free
one, as indeed these very difficulties have constrained every people on this continent who have adopted slavery.
Pray what was it that made you free? What kept you free? Did you not find your country free when you came to
decide that Ohio should be a free State? It is important to inquire by what reason you found it so. Let us take an
illustration between the States of Ohio and Kentucky. Kentucky is separated by this River Ohio, not a mile wide.
A portion of Kentucky, by reason of the course of the Ohio, is farther north than this portion of Ohio, in which we
now stand. Kentucky is entirely covered with slavery; Ohio is entirely free from it: What made that difference?
Was it climate? No. A portion of Kentucky was farther north than this portion of Ohio. Was it soil? No. There is
nothing in the soil of the one more favorable to slave than the other. It was not climate or soil that mused one side
of the line to be entirely covered with slavery, and the other side free of it. What was it? Study over it. Tell us, if
you can, in all the range of conjecture, if there be anything you can conceive of that made that difference, other
than that there was no law of any sort keeping it out of Kentucky, while the Ordinance of '87 kept it out of Ohio.
If there is any other reason than this, I confess that it is wholly beyond my power to conceive of it. This, then, I
offer to combat the idea that that Ordinance has never made any State free.
I don't stop at this illustration. I come to the State of Indiana; and what I have said as between Kentucky and Ohio,
I repeat as between Indiana and Kentucky: it is equally applicable. One additional argument is applicable also to
Indiana. In her Territorial condition she more than once petitioned Congress to abrogate the Ordinance entirely, or
at least so far as to suspend its operation for a, time, in order that they should exercise the "popular sovereignty"
of having slaves if they wanted them. The men then controlling the General Government, imitating the men of the
Revolution, refused Indiana that privilege. And so we have the evidence that Indiana supposed she could have
slaves, if it were not for that Ordinance; that she besought Congress to put that barrier out of the way; that
Congress refused to do so; and it all ended at last in Indiana being a free State. Tell me not then that the
Ordinance of '87 had nothing to do with making Indiana a free State, when we find some men chafing against, and
only restrained by, that barrier.
Come down again to our State of Illinois. The great Northwest Territory, including Ohio, Indiana, Illinois,
Michigan, and Wisconsin, was acquired first, I believe, by the British Government, in part at least, from the
French. Before the establishment of our independence it became a part of Virginia, enabling Virginia afterward to
transfer it to the General Government. There were French settlements in what is now Illinois, and at the same time
there were French settlements in what is now Missouri, in the tract of country that was not purchased till about
1803. In these French settlements negro slavery had existed for many years, perhaps more than a hundred; if not
as much as two hundred years,−−at Kaskaskia, in Illinois, and at St. Genevieve, or Cape Girardeau, perhaps, in
Missouri. The number of slaves was not very great, but there was about the same number in each place. They
were there when we acquired the Territory. There was no effort made to break up the relation of master and slave,
and even the Ordinance of 1787 was not so enforced as to destroy that slavery in Illinois; nor did the Ordinance
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apply to Missouri at all.
What I want to ask your attention to; at this point, is that Illinois and Missouri came into the Union about the same
time, Illinois in the latter part of 1818, and Missouri, after a struggle, I believe sometime in 1820. They had been
filling up with American people about the same period of time; their progress enabling them to come into the
Union about the same time. At the end of that ten years, in which they had been so preparing (for it was about that
period of time), the number of slaves in Illinois had actually decreased; while in Missouri, beginning with very
few, at the end of that ten years there were about ten thousand. This being so, and it being remembered that
Missouri and Illinois are, to a certain extent, in the same parallel of latitude, that the northern half of Missouri and
the southern half of Illinois are in the same parallel of latitude, so that climate would have the same effect upon
one as upon the other, and that in the soil there is no material difference so far as bears upon the question of
slavery being settled upon one or the other,−−there being none of those natural causes to produce a difference in
filling them, and yet there being a broad difference to their filling up, we are led again to inquire what was the
cause of that difference.
It is most natural to say that in Missouri there was no law to keep that country from filling up with slaves, while in
Illinois there was the Ordinance of The Ordinance being there, slavery decreased during that ten years; the
Ordinance not being in the other, it increased from a few to ten thousand. Can anybody doubt the reason of the
difference?
I think all these facts most abundantly prove that my friend Judge Douglas's proposition, that the Ordinance of
'87, or the national restriction of slavery, never had a tendency to make a free State, is a fallacy,−−a proposition
without the shadow or substance of truth about it.
Douglas sometimes says that all the States (and it is part of this same proposition I have been discussing) that
have become free have become so upon his "great principle"; that the State of Illinois itself came into the Union
as a slave State, and that the people, upon the "great principle" of popular sovereignty, have since made it a free
State. Allow me but a little while to state to you what facts there are to justify him in saying that Illinois came into
the Union as a slave State.
I have mentioned to you that there were a few old French slaves there. They numbered, I think, one or two
hundred. Besides that, there had been a Territorial law for indenturing black persons. Under that law, in violation
of the Ordinance of '87, but without any enforcement of the Ordinance to overthrow the system, there had been a
small number of slaves introduced as indentured persons. Owing to this, the clause for the prohibition of slavery
was slightly modified. Instead of running like yours, that neither slavery nor involuntary servitude, except for
crime, of which the party shall have been duly convicted, should exist in the State, they said that neither slavery
nor involuntary servitude should thereafter be introduced; and that the children of indentured servants should be
born free; and nothing was said about the few old French slaves. Out of this fact, that the clause for prohibiting
slavery was modified because of the actual presence of it, Douglas asserts again and again that Illinois came into
the Union as a slave State. How far the facts sustain the conclusion that he draws, it is for intelligent and impartial
men to decide. I leave it with you, with these remarks, worthy of being remembered, that that little thing, those
few indentured servants being there, was of itself sufficient to modify a constitution made by a people ardently
desiring to have a free constitution; showing the power of the actual presence of the institution of slavery to
prevent any people, however anxious to make a free State, from making it perfectly so.
I have been detaining you longer, perhaps, than I ought to do.
I am in some doubt whether to introduce another topic upon which I could talk a while. [Cries of "Go on," and
"Give us it."] It is this, then: Douglas's Popular sovereignty, as a principle, is simply this: If one man chooses to
make a slave of another man, neither that man nor anybody else has a right to object. Apply it to government, as
he seeks to apply it, and it is this: If, in a new Territory into which a few people are beginning to enter for the
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purpose of making their homes, they choose to either exclude slavery from their limits, or to establish it there,
however one or the other may affect the persons to be enslaved, or the infinitely greater number of persons who
are afterward to inhabit that Territory, or the other members of the family of communities of which they are but
an incipient member, or the general head of the family of States as parent of all, however their action may affect
one or the other of these, there is no power or right to interfere. That is Douglas's popular sovereignty applied.
Now, I think that there is a real popular sovereignty in the world. I think the definition of popular sovereignty, in
the abstract, would be about this: that each man shall do precisely as he pleases with himself, and with all those
things which exclusively concern him. Applied in government, this principle would be that a general government
shall do all those things which pertain to it, and all the local governments shall do precisely as they please in
respect to those matters which exclusively concern them.
Douglas looks upon slavery as so insignificant that the people must decide that question for themselves; and yet
they are not fit to decide who shall be their governor, judge, or secretary, or who shall be any of their officers.
These are vast national matters in his estimation; but the little matter in his estimation is that of planting slavery
there. That is purely of local interest, which nobody should be allowed to say a word about.
Labor is the great source from which nearly all, if not all, human comforts and necessities are drawn. There is a
difference in opinion about the elements of labor in society. Some men assume that there is necessary connection
between capital and labor, and that connection draws within it the whole of the labor of the community. They
assume that nobody works unless capital excites them to work. They begin next to consider what is the best way.
They say there are but two ways: one is to hire men, and to allure them to labor by their consent; the other is to
buy the men, and drive them, to it, and that is slavery. Having assumed that, they proceed to discuss the question
of whether the laborers themselves are better off in the condition of slaves or of hired laborers, and they usually
decide that they are better off in the condition of slaves.
In the first place, I say that the whole thing is a mistake. That there is a certain relation between capital and labor,
I admit. That it does exist, and rightfully exists, I think is true. That men who are industrious, and sober, and
honest in the pursuit of their own interests should after a while accumulate capital, and after that should be
allowed to enjoy it in peace, and also, if they should choose, when they have accumulated it, to use it to save
themselves from actual labor, and hire other people to labor for them, is right. In doing so they do not wrong the
man they employ, for they find men who have not of their own land to work upon, or shops to work in, and who
are benefited by working for others, hired laborers, receiving their capital for it. Thus a few men, that own capital,
hire a few others, and these establish the relation of capital and labor rightfully, a relation of which I make no
complaint. But I insist that that relation, after all, does not embrace more than one eighth of the labor of the
country.
[The speaker proceeded to argue that the hired laborer, with his ability to become an employer, must have every
precedence over him who labors under the inducement of force. He continued:]
I have taken upon myself in the name of some of you to say that we expect upon these principles to ultimately
beat them. In order to do so, I think we want and must have a national policy in regard to the institution of slavery
that acknowledges and deals with that institution as being wrong. Whoever desires the prevention of the spread of
slavery and the nationalization of that institution yields all when he yields to any policy that either recognizes
slavery as being right or as being an indifferent thing. Nothing will make you successful but setting up a policy
which shall treat the thing as being wrong: When I say this, I do not mean to say that this General Government is
charged with the duty of redressing or preventing all the wrongs in the world, but I do think that it is charged with
preventing and redressing all wrongs which are wrongs to itself. This Government is expressly charged with the
duty of providing for the general welfare. We believe that the spreading out and perpetuity of the institution of
slavery impairs the general welfare. We believe−−nay, we know−−that that is the only thing that has ever
threatened the perpetuity of the Union itself. The only thing which has ever menaced the destruction of the
government under which we live is this very thing. To repress this thing, we think, is, Providing for the general
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welfare. Our friends in Kentucky differ from us. We need not make our argument for them, but we who think it is
wrong in all its relations, or in some of them at least, must decide as to our own actions and our own course, upon
our own judgment.
I say that we must not interfere with the institution of slavery in the States where it exists, because the
Constitution forbids it, and the general welfare does not require us to do so. We must not withhold an efficient
Fugitive Slave law, because the Constitution requires us, as I understand it, not to withhold such a law. But we
must prevent the outspreading of the institution, because neither the Constitution nor general welfare requires us
to extend it. We must prevent the revival of the African slave trade, and the enacting by Congress of a Territorial
slave code. We must prevent each of these things being done by either Congresses or courts. The people of these
United States are the rightful masters of both Congresses and courts, not to overthrow the Constitution, but to
overthrow the men who pervert the Constitution.
To do these things we must employ instrumentalities. We must hold conventions; we must adopt platforms, if we
conform to ordinary custom; we must nominate candidates; and we must carry elections. In all these things, I
think that we ought to keep in view our real purpose, and in none do anything that stands adverse to our purpose.
If we shall adopt a platform that fails to recognize or express our purpose, or elect a man that declares himself
inimical to our purpose, we not only take nothing by our success, but we tacitly admit that we act upon no other
principle than a desire to have "the loaves and fishes," by which, in the end, our apparent success is really an
injury to us.
I know that this is very desirable with me, as with everybody else, that all the elements of the opposition shall
unite in the next Presidential election and in all future time. I am anxious that that should be; but there are things
seriously to be considered in relation to that matter. If the terms can be arranged, I am in favor of the union. But
suppose we shall take up some man, and put him upon one end or the other of the ticket, who declares himself
against us in regard to the prevention of the spread of slavery, who turns up his nose and says he is tired of
hearing anything more about it, who is more against us than against the enemy, what will be the issue? Why, he
will get no slave States, after all,−−he has tried that already until being beat is the rule for him. If we nominate
him upon that ground, he will not carry a slave State; and not only so, but that portion of our men who are
high−strung upon the principle we really fight for will not go for him, and he won't get a single electoral vote
anywhere, except, perhaps, in the State of Maryland. There is no use in saying to us that we are stubborn and
obstinate because we won't do some such thing as this. We cannot do it. We cannot get our men to vote it. I speak
by the card, that we cannot give the State of Illinois in such case by fifty thousand. We would be flatter down than
the "Negro Democracy" themselves have the heart to wish to see us.
After saying this much let me say a little on the other side. There are plenty of men in the slave States that are
altogether good enough for me to be either President or Vice−President, provided they will profess their sympathy
with our purpose, and will place themselves on the ground that our men, upon principle, can vote for them. There
are scores of them, good men in their character for intelligence and talent and integrity. If such a one will place
himself upon the right ground, I am for his occupying one place upon the next Republican or opposition ticket. I
will heartily go for him. But unless he does so place himself, I think it a matter of perfect nonsense to attempt to
bring about a union upon any other basis; that if a union be made, the elements will scatter so that there can be no
success for such a ticket, nor anything like success. The good old maxims of the Bible axe applicable, and truly
applicable, to human affairs, and in this, as in other things, we may say here that he who is not for us is against us;
he who gathereth not with us, scattereth. I should be glad to have some of the many good and able and noble men
of the South to place themselves where we can confer upon them the high honor of an election upon one or the
other end of our ticket. It would do my soul good to do that thing. It would enable us to teach them that, inasmuch
as we select one of their own number to carry out our principles, we are free from the charge that we mean more
than we say.
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But, my friends, I have detained you much longer than I expected to do. I believe I may do myself the compliment
to say that you have stayed and heard me with great patience, for which I return you my most sincere thanks. e
Constitution.
In 1819−20 came and passed the Missouri question. Many votes were taken, by yeas and nays, in both branches
of Congress, upon the various phases of the general question. Two of the "thirty−nine"− −Rufus King and Charles
Pinckney were members of that Congress. Mr. King steadily voted for slavery prohibition and against all
compromises, while Mr. Pinckney as steadily voted against slavery prohibition, and against all compromises. By
this, Mr. King showed that, in his understanding, no line dividing local from Federal authority, nor anything in the
Constitution, was violated by Congress prohibiting slavery in Federal territory; while Mr. Pinckney, by his vote,
showed that in his understanding there was some sufficient reason for opposing such prohibition in that case.
The cases I have mentioned are the only acts of the "thirty−nine," or of any of them, upon the direct issue, which I
have been able to discover.
To enumerate the persons who thus acted, as being four in 1784, two in 1787, seventeen in 1789, three in 1798,
two in 1804, and two in 1819−20−−there would be thirty of them. But this would be counting, John Langdon,
Roger Sherman, William Few, Rufus King, and George Read, each twice, and Abraham Baldwin three times. The
true number of those of the "thirty−nine" whom I have shown to have acted upon the question which, by the text,
they understood better than we, is twenty−three, leaving sixteen not shown to have acted upon it in any way.
Here, then, we have twenty−three out of our thirty−nine fathers "who framed the Government under which we
live," who have, upon their official responsibility and their corporal oaths, acted upon the very question which the
text affirms they "understood just as well, and even better than we do now"; and twenty−one of them−−a clear
majority of the whole "thirty−nine"−−so acting upon it as to make them guilty of gross political impropriety and
wilful perjury, if, in their understanding, any proper division between local and Federal. authority, or anything in
the Constitution they had made themselves, and sworn to support, forbade the Federal Government to control as
to slavery in the Federal Territories. Thus the twenty−one acted; and, as actions speak louder than words, so
actions under such responsibilities speak still louder.
Two of the twenty−three voted against Congressional prohibition of slavery in the Federal Territories, in the
instances in which they acted upon the question. But for what reasons they so voted is not known. They may have
done so because they thought a proper division of local from Federal authority, or some provision or principle of
the Constitution, stood in the way; or they may, without any such question, have voted against the prohibition on
what appeared to them to be sufficient grounds of expediency. No one who has sworn to support the Constitution
can conscientiously vote for what he understands to be an unconstitutional measure, however expedient he may
think it; but one may and ought to vote against a measure which he deems constitutional, if, at the same time, he
deems it inexpedient. It therefore would be unsafe to set down even the two who voted against the prohibition as
having done so because, in their understanding, any proper division of local from Federal authority, or anything in
the Constitution, forbade the Federal Government to control as to slavery in Federal territory.
The remaining sixteen of the "thirty−nine," so far as I have discovered, have left no record of their understanding
upon the direct question of Federal control on slavery in the Federal Territories. But there is much reason to
believe that their understanding upon that question would not have appeared different from that of their
twenty−three compeers, had it been manifested at all.
For the purpose of adhering rigidly to the text, I have purposely omitted whatever understanding may have been
manifested by any person, however distinguished, other than the thirty−nine fathers who framed the original
Constitution; and, for the same reason, I have also omitted whatever understanding may have been manifested by
any of the "thirty tine" even on any other phase of the general question of slavery. If we should look into their acts
and declarations on those other phases, as the foreign slave trade, and the morality and policy of slavery generally,
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it would appear to us that on the direct question of Federal control of slavery in Federal Territories, the sixteen, if
they had acted at all, would probably have acted just as the twenty−three did. Among that sixteen were several of
the most noted anti−slavery men of those times−−as Dr. Franklin, Alexander Hamilton, and Gouverneur Morris
while there was not one now known to have been otherwise, unless it may be John Rutledge, of South Carolina.
The sum of the whole is, that of our thirty−nine fathers who framed the original Constitution, twenty−one−−a
clear majority of the whole−−certainly understood that no proper division of local from Federal authority, nor any
part of the Constitution, forbade the Federal Government to control slavery in the Federal Territories; whilst all
the rest probably had the same understanding. Such, unquestionably, was the understanding of our fathers who
framed the original Constitution; and the text affirms that they understood the question "better than we."
But, so far, I have been considering the understanding of the question manifested by the framers of the original
Constitution. In and by the original instrument, a mode was provided for amending it; and, as I have already
stated, the present frame of "the Government under which we live" consists of that original, and twelve
amendatory articles framed and adopted since. Those who now insist that Federal control of slavery in Federal
Territories violates the Constitution, point us to the provisions which they suppose it thus violates; and, as I
understand, they all fix upon provisions in these amendatory articles, and not in the original instrument. The
Supreme Court, in the Dred Scott case, plant themselves upon the fifth amendment, which provides that no person
shall be deprived of "life, liberty, or property without due process of law"; while Senator Douglas and his peculiar
adherents plant themselves upon the tenth amendment, providing that "the powers not delegated to the United
States by the Constitution" "are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people."
Now, it so happens that these amendments were framed by the first Congress which sat under the
Constitution−−the identical Congress which passed the act already mentioned, enforcing the prohibition of
slavery in the Northwestern Territory. Not only was it the same Congress, but they were the identical same
individual men who, at the same session, and at the same time within the session, had under consideration, and in
progress toward maturity, these Constitutional amendments, and this act prohibiting slavery in all the territory the
nation then owned. The Constitutional amendments were introduced before and passed after the act enforcing the
Ordinance of '87; so that, during the whole pendency of the act to enforce the Ordinance, the Constitutional
amendments were also pending.
The seventy−six members of that Congress, including sixteen of the framers of the original Constitution, as before
stated, were pre−eminently our fathers who framed that part of "the Government under which we live," which is
now claimed as forbidding the Federal Government to control slavery in the Federal Territories.
Is it not a little presumptuous in any one at this day to affirm that the two things which that Congress deliberately
framed, and carried to maturity at the same time, are absolutely inconsistent with each other? And does not such
affirmation become impudently absurd when coupled with the other affirmation from the same mouth, that those
who did the two things alleged to be inconsistent understood whether they really were inconsistent better than
we−−better than he who affirms that they are inconsistent?
It is surely safe to assume that the thirty−nine framers of the original Constitution, and the seventy−six members
of the Congress which framed the amendments thereto, taken together, do certainly include those who may be
fairly called "our fathers who framed the Government under which we live." And, so assuming, I defy any man to
show that any one of them ever, in his whole life, declared that, in his understanding, any proper division of local
from Federal authority, or any part of the Constitution, forbade the Federal Government to control as to slavery in
the Federal Territories. I go a step further. I defy any one to show that any living man in the world ever did, prior
to the beginning of the present century (and I might almost say prior to the beginning of the last half of the present
century), declare that, in his understanding, any proper division of local from Federal authority, or any part of the
Constitution, forbade the Federal Government to control as to slavery in the Federal Territories. To those who
now so declare, I give not only "our fathers who framed the Government under which we live," but with them all
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other living men within the century in which it was framed, among whom to search, and they shall not be able to
find the evidence of a single man agreeing with them.
Now and here let me guard a little against being misunderstood. I do not mean to say we are bound to follow
implicitly in whatever our fathers did. To do so would be to discard all the lights of current experience to reject all
progress, all improvement. What I do say is that, if we would supplant the opinions and policy of our fathers in
any case, we should do so upon evidence so conclusive, and argument so clear, that even their great authority,
fairly considered and weighed, cannot stand; and most surely not in a case whereof we ourselves declare they
understood the question better than we.
If any man at this day sincerely believes that proper division of local from Federal authority, or any part of the
Constitution, forbids the Federal Government to control as to slavery in the Federal Territories, he is right to say
so, and to enforce his position by all truthful evidence and fair argument which he can. But he has no right to
mislead others who have less access to history, and less leisure to study it, into the false belief that "our fathers
who framed the Government under which we live" were of the same opinion thus substituting falsehood and
deception for truthful evidence and fair argument. If any man at this day sincerely believes "our fathers, who
framed the Government under which we live," used and applied principles, in other cases, which ought to have led
them to understand that a proper division of local from Federal authority, or some part of the Constitution, forbids
the Federal Government to control as to slavery in the Federal Territories, he is right to say so. But he should, at
the same time, brave the responsibility of declaring that, in his opinion, he understands their principles better than
they did themselves; and especially should he not shirk that responsibility by asserting that they "understood the
question just as well, and even better than we do now."
But enough! Let all who believe that "our fathers, who framed the Government under which we live, understood
this question just as well, and even better than we do now," speak as they spoke, and act as they acted upon it.
This is all Republicans ask−−all Republicans desire−−in relation to slavery. As those fathers marked it, so let it be
again marked, as an evil not to be extended, but to be tolerated and protected only because of, and so far as, its
actual presence among us makes that toleration and protection a necessity. Let all the guaranties those fathers
gave it be not grudgingly, but fully and fairly maintained. For this Republicans contend, and with this, so far as I
know or believe, they will be content.
And now, if they would listen−−as I suppose they will not−−I would address a few words to the Southern people.
I would say to them: You consider yourselves a reasonable and a just people; and I consider that in the general
qualities of reason and justice you are not inferior to any other people. Still, when you speak of us Republicans,
you do so only to denounce us as reptiles, or, at the best, as no better than outlaws. You will grant a hearing to
pirates or murderers, but nothing like it to "Black Republicans." In all your contentions with one another, each of
you deems an unconditional condemnation of "Black Republicanism" as the first thing to be attended to. Indeed,
such condemnation of us seems to be an indispensable prerequisite license, so to speak among you, to be admitted
or permitted to speak at all: Now; can you, or not, be prevailed upon to pause, and to consider whether this is
quite just to us, or even to yourselves? Bring forward your charges and specifications, and then be patient long
enough to hear us deny or justify.
You say we are sectional. We deny it. That makes an issue; and the burden of proof is upon you. You produce
your proof; and what is it? Why, that our party has no existence in your section−−gets no votes in your section.
The fact is substantially true; but does it prove the issue? If it does, then in case we should, without change of
principle, begin to get votes in your section, we should thereby cease to be sectional. You cannot escape this
conclusion; and yet, are you willing to abide by it? If you are, you will probably soon find that we have ceased to
be sectional, for we shall get votes in your section this very year. You will then begin to discover, as the truth
plainly is, that your proof, does not touch the issue. The fact that we get no votes in your section is a fact of your
making, and not of ours. And if there be fault in that fact, that fault is primarily yours, and remains so until you
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show that we repel you by, some wrong principle or practice. If we do repel you by any wrong principle or
practice, the fault is ours; but this brings you to where you ought to have started to a discussion of the right or
wrong of our principle. If our principle, put in practice, would wrong your section for the benefit of ours, or for
any other object, then our principle, and we with it, are sectional, and are justly opposed and denounced as such.
Meet us, then, on the question of whether our principle, put in practice, would wrong your section; and so meet us
as if it were possible that something may be said on our side. Do you accept the challenge? No! Then you really
believe that the principle which "our fathers who framed the Government under which we live" thought so clearly
right as to adopt it, and indorse it again and again, upon their official oaths, is in fact so clearly wrong as to
demand your condemnation without a moment's consideration.
Some of you delight to flaunt in our faces the warning against sectional parties given by Washington in his
Farewell Address. Less than eight years before Washington gave that warning, he had, as President of the United
States, approved and signed an act of Congress enforcing the prohibition of slavery in the Northwestern Territory,
which act embodied the policy of the Government upon that subject up to, and at, the very moment he penned that
warning; and about one year after he penned it, he wrote La Fayette that he considered that prohibition a wise
measure, expressing in the same connection his hope that we should at some time have a confederacy of free
States.
Bearing this in mind, and seeing that sectionalism has since arisen upon this same subject, is that warning a
weapon in your hands against us, or in our hands against you? Could Washington himself speak, would he cast
the blame of that sectionalism upon us, who sustain his policy, or upon you, who repudiate it? We respect that
warning of Washington, and we commend it to you, together with his example pointing to the right application of
it.
But you say you are conservative−−eminently conservative−−while we are revolutionary, destructive, or
something, of the sort. What is conservatism? Is it not adherence to the old and tried, against a new and untried?
We stick to, contend for, the identical old policy on the point in controversy which was adopted by "our fathers
who framed the Government under which we live"; while you with one accord reject, and scout, and spit upon
that old policy and insist upon substituting something new. True, you disagree among yourselves as to what that
substitute shall be. You are divided on new propositions and plans, but you are unanimous in rejecting and
denouncing the old policy of the fathers. Some of you are for reviving the foreign slave trade; some for a
Congressional slave code for the Territories; some for Congress forbidding the Territories to prohibit slavery
within their limits; some for maintaining slavery in the Territories through the judiciary; some for the "gur−reat
pur−rinciple" that "if one man would enslave another, no third man should object," fantastically called "popular
sovereignty"; but never a man among you in favor of Federal prohibition of slavery in Federal Territories,
according to the practice of "our fathers who framed the Government under which we live." Not one of all your
various plans can show a precedent or an advocate in the century within which our Government originated.
Consider, then, whether your claim of conservatism for yourselves, and your charge of destructiveness against us,
are based on the most clear and stable foundations.
Again: You say we have made the slavery question more prominent than it formerly was. We deny it. We admit
that it is more prominent, but we deny that we made it so. It was not we, but you, who discarded the old policy of
the fathers. We resisted and still resist your innovation; and thence comes the greater prominence of the question.
Would you have that question reduced to its former proportions? Go back to that old policy. What has been will
be again, under the same conditions. If you would have the peace of the old times, readopt the precepts and policy
of the old times.
You charge that we stir up insurrections among your slaves. We deny it; and what is your proof'? Harper's Ferry!
John Brown!! John Brown was no Republican; and you have failed to implicate a single Republican in his
Harper's Ferry enterprise. If any member of our party is guilty in that matter you know it or you do not know it. If
you do know it, you are inexcusable for not designating the man and proving the fact. If you do not know it, you
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are inexcusable for asserting it, and especially for persisting in the assertion after you have tried and failed to
make the proof. You need not be told that persisting in a charge which one does not know to be true is simply
malicious slander.
Some of you admit that no Republican designedly aided or encouraged the Harper's Ferry affair, but still insist
that our doctrines and declarations necessarily lead to such results. We do not believe it. We know we hold to no
doctrine, and make no declaration, which were not held to and made by our fathers who framed the Government
under which we live" You never dealt fairly by us in relation to this affair. When it occurred, some important
State elections were near at hand, and you were in evident glee with the belief that, by charging the blame upon
us, you could get an advantage of us in those elections. The elections came, and your expectations were not quite
fulfilled. Every Republican man knew that, as to himself at least, your charge was a slander, and he was not much
inclined by it to cast his vote in your favor. Republican doctrines and declarations are accompanied with a
continued protest against any interference whatever with your slaves, or with you about your slaves. Surely, this
does not encourage them to revolt. True, we do, in common with "our fathers, who framed the Government under
which we live," declare our belief that slavery is wrong; but the slaves do not hear us declare even this. For any
thing we say or do, the slaves would scarcely know there is a Republican party. I believe they would not, in fact,
generally know it but for your misrepresentations of us in their hearing. In your political contests among
yourselves, each faction charges the other with sympathy with Black Republicanism; and then, to give point to the
charge, defines Black Republicanism to simply be insurrection, blood, and thunder among the slaves.
Slave insurrections are no more common now than they were before the Republican party was organized. What
induced the Southampton insurrection, twenty−eight years ago, in which, at least, three times as many lives were
lost as at Harper's Ferry? You can scarcely stretch your very elastic fancy to the conclusion that Southampton was
"got up by Black Republicanism." In the present state of things in the United States, I do not think a general or
even a very extensive slave insurrection is possible. The indispensable concert of action cannot be attained. The
slaves have no means of rapid communication; nor can incendiary freemen, black or white, supply it. The
explosive materials are everywhere in parcels; but there neither are, nor can be supplied the indispensable
connecting trains.
Much is said by Southern people about the affection of slaves for their masters and mistresses; and a part of it, at
least, is true. A plot for an uprising could scarcely be devised and communicated to twenty individuals before
some one of them, to save the life of a favorite master or mistress, would divulge it. This is the rule; and the slave
revolution in Hayti was not an exception to it, but a case occurring under peculiar circumstances. The gunpowder
plot of British history, though not connected with slaves, was more in point. In that case, only about twenty were
admitted to the secret; and yet one of them, in his anxiety to save a friend, betrayed the plot to that friend, and, by
consequence, averted the calamity. Occasional poisonings from the kitchen, and open or stealthy assassinations in
the field, and local revolts, extending to a score or so, will continue to occur as the natural results of slavery; but
no general insurrection of slaves, as I think, can happen in this country for a long time. Whoever much fears or
much hopes for such an event will be alike disappointed.
In the language of Mr. Jefferson, uttered many years ago, "It is still in our power to direct the process of
emancipation and deportation peaceably, and in such slow degrees as that the evil will wear off insensibly, and
their places be, pari passu, filled up by free white laborers. If, on the contrary, it is left to force itself on, human
nature must shudder at the prospect held up."
Mr. Jefferson did not mean to say, nor do I, that the power of emancipation is in the Federal Government. He
spoke of Virginia; and, as to the power of emancipation, I speak of the slave holding States only. The Federal
Government, however, as we insist, has the power of restraining the extension of the institution−−the power to
insure that a slave insurrection shall never occur on any American soil which is now free from slavery.
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John Brown's effort was peculiar. It was not a slave insurrection. It was an attempt by white men to get up a revolt
among slaves, in which the slaves refused to participate. In fact, it was so absurd that the slaves, with all their
ignorance, saw plainly enough it could not succeed. That affair, in its philosophy, corresponds with the many
attempts related in history at the assassination of kings and emperors. An enthusiast broods over the oppression of
a people till he fancies himself commissioned by Heaven to liberate them. He ventures the attempt, which ends in
little else than his own execution. Orsini's attempt on Louis Napoleon and John Brown's attempt at Harper's Ferry
were, in their philosophy, precisely the same. The eagerness to cast blame on old England in the one case, and on
New England in the other, does not disprove the sameness of the two things.
And how much would it avail you, if you could, by the use of John Brown, Helper's Book, and the like, break up
the Republican organization? Human action can be modified to some extent, but human nature cannot be
changed. There is a judgment and a feeling against slavery in this nation, which cast at least a million and a half
of votes. You cannot destroy that judgment and feeling−−that sentiment− −by breaking up the political
organization which rallies around it. You can scarcely scatter and disperse an army which has been formed into
order in the face of your heaviest fire; but if you could, how much would you gain by forcing the sentiment which
created it out of the peaceful channel of the ballot−box, into some other channel? What would that other channel
probably be? Would the number of John Browns be lessened or enlarged by the operation?
But you will break up the Union rather than submit to a denial of your constitutional rights.
That has a somewhat reckless sound; but it would be palliated, if not fully justified, were we proposing, by the
mere force of numbers, to deprive you of some right plainly written down in the Constitution. But we are
proposing no such thing.
When you make these declarations, you have a specific and well− understood allusion to an assumed
constitutional right of yours to take slaves into the Federal Territories, and to hold them there as property. But no
such right is specifically written in the Constitution. That instrument is literally silent about any such right. We,
on the contrary, deny that such a right has any existence in the Constitution, even by implication.
Your purpose, then, plainly stated, is that you will destroy the Government unless you be allowed to construe and
enforce the Constitution as you please on all points in dispute between you and us. You will rule or ruin, in all
events.
This, plainly stated, is your language. Perhaps you will say the Supreme Court has decided the disputed
constitutional question in your favor. Not quite so. But, waiving the lawyer's distinction between dictum and
decision, the court have decided the question for you in a sort of way. The court have substantially said it is your
constitutional right to take slaves into the Federal Territories, and to hold them there as property. When I say, the
decision was made in a sort of way, I mean it was made in a divided court, by a bare majority of the judges, and
they not quite agreeing with one another in the reasons for making it; that it is so made as that its avowed
supporters disagree with one another about its meaning, and that it was mainly based upon a mistaken statement
of fact−−the statement in the opinion that "the right of property in a slave is distinctly and expressly affirmed in
the Constitution."
An inspection of the Constitution will show that the right of property in a slave is not "distinctly and expressly
affirmed" in it. Bear in mind, the judges do not pledge their judicial opinion that such right is impliedly affirmed
in the Constitution; but they pledge their veracity that it is "distinctly and expressly" affirmed there− −"distinctly,"
that is, not mingled with anything else; "expressly," that is, in words meaning just that, without the aid of any
inference, and susceptible of no other meaning.
If they had only pledged their judicial opinion that such right is affirmed in the instrument by implication, it
would be open to others to show that neither the word "slave" nor "slavery" is to be found in the Constitution, nor
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the word "property" even, in any connection with language alluding to the things slave or slavery; and that
wherever in that instrument the slave is alluded to, he is called a "person"; and wherever his master's legal right in
relation to him is alluded to, it is spoken of as "service or labor which may be due," as a debt payable in service or
labor. Also, it would be open to show, by contemporaneous history, that this mode of alluding to slaves and
slavery, instead of speaking of them, was employed on purpose to exclude from the Constitution the idea that
there could be property in man.
To show all this, is easy and certain.
When this obvious mistake of the judges shall be brought to their notice, is it not reasonable to expect that they
will withdraw the mistaken statement, and reconsider the conclusion based upon it?
And then it is to be remembered that "our fathers; who framed the Government under which we live",−−the men
who made the Constitution−− decided this same constitutional question in our favor, long ago; decided it without
division among themselves, when making the decision, without division among themselves about the meaning of
it after it was made, and, so far as any evidence is left, without basing it upon any mistaken statement of facts.
Under all these circumstances, do you really feel yourselves justified to break up this Government unless such a
court decision as yours is shall be at once submitted to as a conclusive and final rule of political action? But you
will not abide the election of a Republican President! In that supposed event, you say, you will destroy the
Union;, and then, you say, the great crime of having destroyed it will be upon us! That is cool. A highwayman
holds a pistol to my ear, and mutters through his teeth, "stand and deliver, or I shall kill you, and then you'll be a
murderer!"
To be sure, what the robber demanded of me−my money was my own, and I had a clear right to keep it; but it was
no more my own than my vote is my own; and the threat of death to me, to extort my money, and the threat of
destruction to the Union, to extort my vote, can scarcely be distinguished in principle.
A few words now to Republicans: It is exceedingly desirable that all parts of this great confederacy shall be at
peace and in harmony one with another. Let us Republicans do our part to have it so. Even though much
provoked, let us do nothing through passion and ill temper. Even though the Southern people will not so much as
listen to us, let us calmly consider their demands, and yield to them if, in our deliberate view of our duty, we
possibly can. Judging by all they say and do, and by the subject and nature of their controversy with us, let us
determine, if we can, what will satisfy them.
Will they be satisfied if the Territories be unconditionally surrendered to them? We know they will not. In all
their present complaints against us, the Territories are scarcely mentioned. Invasions and insurrections are the
rage now. Will it satisfy them if, in the future, we have nothing to do with invasions and, insurrections? We know
it will not. We so know because we know we never had anything to do with invasions and insurrections; and yet
this total abstaining does not exempt us from the charge and the denunciation.
The question recurs, what will satisfy them? Simply this: We must not only let them alone, but we must,
somehow, convince them that we do let them alone. This, we know by experience, is no easy task. We have been
so trying to convince them from the very beginning of our organization, but with no success. In all our platforms
and speeches we have constantly protested our purpose to let them alone; but this has had no tendency to convince
them. Alike unavailing to convince them is the fact that they have never detected a man of us in any attempt to
disturb them.
These natural and apparently adequate means all failing, what will convince them? This, and this only: cease to
call slavery wrong, and join them in calling it right. And this must be done thoroughly−− done in acts as well as in
words. Silence will not be tolerated−−we must place ourselves avowedly with them. Senator Douglas's new
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sedition law must be enacted and enforced, suppressing all declarations that slavery is wrong, whether made in
politics, in presses, in pulpits; or in private. We must arrest and return their fugitive slaves with greedy pleasure.
We must pull down our free State constitutions. The whole atmosphere must be disinfected from all taint of
opposition to slavery, before they will cease to believe that all their troubles proceed from us.
I am quite aware they do not state their case precisely in this way. Most of them would probably say to us, "Let us
alone, do nothing to us, and say what you please about slavery." But we do let them alone have never disturbed
them−−so that after all it is what we say which dissatisfies them. They will continue to accuse us of doing, until
we cease saying.
I am also aware they have not as yet, in terms, demanded the overthrow of our free State constitutions. Yet those
constitutions declare the wrong of slavery, with more solemn emphasis than do all other sayings against it; and
when all these other sayings shall have been silenced, the overthrow of these constitutions will be demanded, and
nothing be left to resist the demand. It is nothing to the contrary, that they do not demand the whole of this just
now. Demanding what they do, and for the reason they do, they can voluntarily stop nowhere short of this
consummation. Holding, as they do, that slavery is morally right, and socially elevating, they cannot cease to
demand a full national recognition of it, as a legal right and a social blessing.
Nor can we justifiably withhold this on any ground save our conviction that slavery is wrong. If slavery is right,
all words, acts, laws, and constitutions against it are themselves wrong, and should be silenced and swept away. If
it is right, we cannot justly object to its nationality its universality; if it is wrong, they cannot justly insist upon its
extension−−its enlargement. All they ask we could readily grant if we thought slavery right; all we ask they could
as readily grant, if they thought it wrong. Their thinking it right and our thinking it wrong is the precise fact upon
which depends the whole controversy. Thinking it right, as they do, they are not to blame for desiring its full
recognition, as being right; but thinking it wrong, as we do, can we yield to them? Can we cast our votes with
their view, and against our own? In view of our moral, social, and political responsibilities, can we do this?
Wrong as we think slavery is, we can yet afford to let it alone where it is, because that much is due to the
necessity arising from its actual presence in the nation; but can we, while our votes will prevent it, allow it to
spread into the national Territories, and to overrun us here in these free States? If our sense of duty forbids this,
then let us stand by our duty, fearlessly and effectively. Let us be diverted by none of those sophistical
contrivances wherewith we are so industriously plied and belabored−contrivances such as groping for some
middle ground between the right and the wrong, vain as the search for a man who should be neither a living man
nor a dead man−such as a policy of "don't care" on a question about which all true men do care−−such as Union
appeals beseeching true Union men to yield to Disunionists, reversing the divine rule, and calling, not the sinners,
but the righteous to repentance−−such as invocations to Washington, imploring men to unsay what Washington
said, and undo what Washington did.
Neither let us be slandered from our duty by false accusations against us, nor frightened from it by menaces of
destruction to the Government nor of dungeons to ourselves. LET US HAVE FAITH THAT RIGHT MAKES
MIGHT, AND IN THAT FAITH LET US, TO THE END, DARE TO DO OUR DUTY AS WE UNDERSTAND
IT. moment's fear? All men must agree that this thing alone has ever endangered the perpetuity of the Union. But
if it was threatened by any other influence, would not all men say that the best thing that could be done, if we
could not or ought not to destroy it, would be at least to keep it from growing any larger? Can any man believe,
that the way to save the Union is to extend and increase the only thing that threatens the Union, and to suffer it to
grow bigger and bigger?
Whenever this question shall be settled, it must be settled on some philosophical basis. No policy that does not
rest upon some philosophical opinion can be permanently maintained. And hence there are but two policies in
regard to slavery that can be at all maintained. The first, based on the property view that slavery is right, conforms
to that idea throughout, and demands that we shall do everything for it that we ought to do if it were right. We
must sweep away all opposition, for opposition to the right is wrong; we must agree that slavery is right, and we
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must adopt the idea that property has persuaded the owner to believe that slavery is morally right and socially
elevating. This gives a philosophical basis for a permanent policy of encouragement.
The other policy is one that squares with the idea that slavery is wrong, and it consists in doing everything that we
ought to do if it is wrong. Now, I don't wish to be misunderstood, nor to leave a gap down to be misrepresented,
even. I don't mean that we ought to attack it where it exists. To me it seems that if we were to form a government
anew, in view of the actual presence of slavery we should find it necessary to frame just such a government as our
fathers did− −giving to the slaveholder the entire control where the system was established, while we possessed
the power to restrain it from going outside those limits. From the necessities of the case we should be compelled
to form just such a government as our blessed fathers gave us; and, surely, if they have so made it, that adds
another reason why we should let slavery alone where it exists.
If I saw a venomous snake crawling in the road, any man would say I might seize the nearest stick and kill it; but
if I found that snake in bed with my children, that would be another question. I might hurt the children more than
the snake, and it might bite them. Much more if I found it in bed with my neighbor's children, and I had bound
myself by a solemn compact not to meddle with his children under any circumstances, it would become me to let
that particular mode of getting rid of the gentleman alone. But if there was a bed newly made up, to which the
children were to be taken, and it was proposed to take a batch of young snakes and put them there with them, I
take it no man would say there was any question how I ought to decide!
That is just the case. The new Territories are the newly made bed to which our children are to go, and it lies with
the nation to say whether they shall have snakes mixed up with them or not. It does not seem as if there could be
much hesitation what our policy should be!
Now I have spoken of a policy based on the idea that slavery is wrong, and a policy based on the idea that it is
right. But an effort has been made for a policy that shall treat it as neither right nor wrong. It is based upon utter
indifference. Its leading advocate [Douglas] has said, "I don't care whether it be voted up or down." "It is merely a
matter of dollars and cents." "The Almighty has drawn a line across this continent, on one side of which all soil
must forever be cultivated by slave labor, and on the other by free." "When the struggle is between the white man
and the negro, I am for the white man; when it is between the negro and the crocodile, I am for the negro." Its
central idea is indifference. It holds that it makes no more difference to us whether the Territories become free or
slave States than whether my neighbor stocks his farm with horned cattle or puts in tobacco. All recognize this
policy, the plausible sugar−coated name of which is "popular sovereignty."
This policy chiefly stands in the way of a permanent settlement of the question. I believe there is no danger of its
becoming the permanent policy of the country, for it is based on a public indifference. There is nobody that "don't
care." All the people do care one way or the other! I do not charge that its author, when he says he "don't care,"
states his individual opinion; he only expresses his policy for the government. I understand that he has never said
as an individual whether he thought slavery right or wrong−−and he is the only man in the nation that has not!
Now such a policy may have a temporary run; it may spring up as necessary to the political prospects of some
gentleman; but it is utterly baseless: the people are not indifferent, and it can therefore have no durability or
permanence.
But suppose it could: Then it could be maintained only by a public opinion that shall say, "We don't care." There
must be a change in public opinion; the public mind must be so far debauched as to square with this policy of
caring not at all. The people must come to consider this as "merely a question of dollars and cents," and to believe
that in some places the Almighty has made slavery necessarily eternal. This policy can be brought to prevail if the
people can be brought round to say honestly, "We don't care"; if not, it can never be maintained. It is for you to
say whether that can be done.

TO H. C. WHITNEY.

38

Writings Vol. 5
You are ready to say it cannot, but be not too fast! Remember what a long stride has been taken since the repeal of
the Missouri Compromise! Do you know of any Democrat, of either branch of the party−−do you know one who
declares that he believes that the Declaration of Independence has any application to the negro? Judge Taney
declares that it has not, and Judge Douglas even vilifies me personally and scolds me roundly for saying that the
Declaration applies to all men, and that negroes are men. Is there a Democrat here who does not deny that the
Declaration applies to the negro? Do any of you know of one? Well, I have tried before perhaps fifty audiences,
some larger and some smaller than this, to find one such Democrat, and never yet have I found one who said I did
not place him right in that. I must assume that Democrats hold that, and now, not one of these Democrats can
show that he said that five years ago! I venture to defy the whole party to produce one man that ever uttered the
belief that the Declaration did not apply to negroes, before the repeal of the Missouri Compromise! Four or five
years ago we all thought negroes were men, and that when "all men" were named, negroes were included. But the
whole Democratic party has deliberately taken negroes from the class of men and put them in the class of brutes.
Turn it as you will it is simply the truth! Don't be too hasty, then, in saying that the people cannot be brought to
this new doctrine, but note that long stride. One more as long completes the journey from where negroes are
estimated as men to where they are estimated as mere brutes−−as rightful property!
That saying "In the struggle between white men and the negro," etc., which I know came from the same source as
this policy−−that saying marks another step. There is a falsehood wrapped up in that statement. "In the struggle
between the white man and the negro" assumes that there is a struggle, in which either the white man must
enslave the negro or the negro must enslave the white. There is no such struggle! It is merely the ingenious
falsehood to degrade and brutalize the negro. Let each let the other alone, and there is no struggle about it. If it
was like two wrecked seamen on a narrow plank, when each must push the other off or drown himself, I would
push the negro off or a white man either, but it is not; the plank is large enough for both. This good earth is plenty
broad enough for white man and negro both, and there is no need of either pushing the other off.
So that saying, "In the struggle between the negro and the crocodile," etc., is made up from the idea that down
where the crocodile inhabits, a white man can't labor; it must be nothing else but crocodile or negro; if the negro
does not the crocodile must possess the earth; in that case he declares for the negro. The meaning of the whole is
just this: As a white man is to a negro, so is a negro to a crocodile; and as the negro may rightfully treat the
crocodile, so may the white man rightfully treat the negro. This very dear phrase coined by its author, and so dear
that he deliberately repeats it in many speeches, has a tendency to still further brutalize the negro, and to bring
public opinion to the point of utter indifference whether men so brutalized are enslaved or not. When that time
shall come, if ever, I think that policy to which I refer may prevail. But I hope the good freemen of this country
will never allow it to come, and until then the policy can never be maintained.
Now consider the effect of this policy. We in the States are not to care whether freedom or slavery gets the better,
but the people in the Territories may care. They are to decide, and they may think what they please; it is a matter
of dollars and cents! But are not the people of the Territories detailed from the States? If this feeling of
indifference this absence of moral sense about the question prevails in the States, will it not be carried into the
Territories? Will not every man say, "I don't care, it is nothing to me"? If any one comes that wants slavery, must
they not say, "I don't care whether freedom or slavery be voted up or voted down"? It results at last in
nationalizing the institution of slavery. Even if fairly carried out, that policy is just as certain to nationalize
slavery as the doctrine of Jeff Davis himself. These are only two roads to the same goal, and "popular
sovereignty" is just as sure and almost as short as the other.
What we want, and all we want, is to have with us the men who think slavery wrong. But those who say they hate
slavery, and are opposed to it, but yet act with the Democratic party−−where are they? Let us apply a few tests.
You say that you think slavery is wrong, but you denounce all attempts to restrain it. Is there anything else that
you think wrong that you are not willing to deal with as wrong? Why are you so careful, so tender, of this one
wrong and no other? You will not let us do a single thing as if it was wrong; there is no place where you will even
allow it to be called wrong! We must not call it wrong in the free States, because it is not there, and we must not
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call it wrong in the slave States, because it is there; we must not call it wrong in politics because that is bringing
morality into politics, and we must not call it wrong in the pulpit because that is bringing politics into religion; we
must not bring it into the Tract Society or the other societies, because those are such unsuitable places−−and there
is no single place, according to you, where this wrong thing can properly be called wrong!
Perhaps you will plead that if the people of the slave States should themselves set on foot an effort for
emancipation, you would wish them success, and bid them God−speed. Let us test that: In 1858 the emancipation
party of Missouri, with Frank Blair at their head, tried to get up a movement for that purpose, and having started a
party contested the State. Blair was beaten, apparently if not truly, and when the news came to Connecticut, you,
who knew that Frank Blair was taking hold of this thing by the right end, and doing the only thing that you say
can properly be done to remove this wrong−−did you bow your heads in sorrow because of that defeat? Do you,
any of you, know one single Democrat that showed sorrow over that result? Not one! On the contrary every man
threw up his hat, and hallooed at the top of his lungs, "Hooray for Democracy!"
Now, gentlemen, the Republicans desire to place this great question of slavery on the very basis on which our
fathers placed it, and no other. It is easy to demonstrate that "our fathers, who framed this Government under
which we live," looked on slavery as wrong, and so framed it and everything about it as to square with the idea
that it was wrong, so far as the necessities arising from its existence permitted. In forming the Constitution they
found the slave trade existing, capital invested in it, fields depending upon it for labor, and the whole system
resting upon the importation of slave labor. They therefore did not prohibit the slave trade at once, but they gave
the power to prohibit it after twenty years. Why was this? What other foreign trade did they treat in that way?
Would they have done this if they had not thought slavery wrong?
Another thing was done by some of the same men who framed the Constitution, and afterwards adopted as their
own the act by the first Congress held under that Constitution, of which many of the framers were members, that
prohibited the spread of slavery into Territories. Thus the same men, the framers of the Constitution, cut off the
supply and prohibited the spread of slavery, and both acts show conclusively that they considered that the thing
was wrong.
If additional proof is wanted it can be found in the phraseology of the Constitution. When men are framing a
supreme law and chart of government, to secure blessings and prosperity to untold generations yet to come, they
use language as short and direct and plain as can be found, to express their meaning In all matters but this of
slavery the framers of the Constitution used the very clearest, shortest, and most direct language. But the
Constitution alludes to slavery three times without mentioning it once The language used becomes ambiguous,
roundabout, and mystical. They speak of the "immigration of persons," and mean the importation of slaves, but do
not say so. In establishing a basis of representation they say "all other persons," when they mean to say
slaves−−why did they not use the shortest phrase? In providing for the return of fugitives they say "persons held
to service or labor." If they had said slaves it would have been plainer, and less liable to misconstruction. Why did
n't they do it? We cannot doubt that it was done on purpose. Only one reason is possible, and that is supplied us
by one of the framers of the Constitution−−and it is not possible for man to conceive of any other−−they expected
and desired that the system would come to an end, and meant that when it did, the Constitution should not show
that there ever had been a slave in this good free country of ours.
I will dwell on that no longer. I see the signs of approaching triumph of the Republicans in the bearing of their
political adversaries. A great deal of their war with us nowadays is mere bushwhacking. At the battle of Waterloo,
when Napoleon's cavalry had charged again and again upon the unbroken squares of British infantry, at last they
were giving up the attempt, and going off in disorder, when some of the officers in mere vexation and complete
despair fired their pistols at those solid squares. The Democrats are in that sort of extreme desperation; it is
nothing else. I will take up a few of these arguments.

TO H. C. WHITNEY.

40

Writings Vol. 5
There is "the irrepressible conflict." How they rail at Seward for that saying! They repeat it constantly; and,
although the proof has been thrust under their noses again and again that almost every good man since the
formation of our Government has uttered that same sentiment, from General Washington, who "trusted that we
should yet have a confederacy of free States," with Jefferson, Jay, Monroe, down to the latest days, yet they refuse
to notice that at all, and persist in railing at Seward for saying it. Even Roger A. Pryor, editor of the Richmond
Enquirer, uttered the same sentiment in almost the same language, and yet so little offence did it give the
Democrats that he was sent for to Washington to edit the States−−the Douglas organ there−−while Douglas goes
into hydrophobia and spasms of rage because Seward dared to repeat it. This is what I call bushwhacking, a sort
of argument that they must know any child can see through.
Another is John Brown: "You stir up insurrections, you invade the South; John Brown! Harper's Ferry!" Why,
John Brown was not a Republican! You have never implicated a single Republican in that Harper's Ferry
enterprise. We tell you that if any member of the Republican party is guilty in that matter, you know it or you do
not know it. If you do know it, you are inexcusable not to designate the man and prove the fact. If you do not
know it, you are inexcusable to assert it, and especially to persist in the assertion after you have tried and failed to
make the proof. You need not be told that persisting in a charge which one does not know to be true is simply
malicious slander. Some of you admit that no Republican designedly aided or encouraged the Harper's Ferry
affair, but still insist that our doctrines and declarations necessarily lead to such results. We do not believe it. We
know we hold to no doctrines, and make no declarations, which were not held to and made by our fathers who
framed the Government 'under which we live, and we cannot see how declarations that were patriotic when they
made them are villainous when we make them. You never dealt fairly by us in relation to that affair−−and I will
say frankly that I know of nothing in your character that should lead us to suppose that you would. You had just
been soundly thrashed in elections in several States, and others were soon to come. You rejoiced at the occasion,
and only were troubled that there were not three times as many killed in the affair. You were in evident glee; there
was no sorrow for the killed nor for the peace of Virginia disturbed; you were rejoicing that by charging
Republicans with this thing you might get an advantage of us in New York, and the other States. You pulled that
string as tightly as you could, but your very generous and worthy expectations were not quite fulfilled. Each
Republican knew that the charge was a slander as to himself at least, and was not inclined by it to cast his vote in
your favor. It was mere bushwhacking, because you had nothing else to do. You are still on that track, and I say,
go on! If you think you can slander a woman into loving you or a man into voting for you, try it till you are
satisfied!
Another specimen of this bushwhacking, that "shoe strike." Now be it understood that I do not pretend to know all
about the matter. I am merely going to speculate a little about some of its phases. And at the outset, I am glad to
see that a system of labor prevails in New England under which laborers can strike when they want to, where they
are not obliged to work under all circumstances, and are not tied down and obliged to labor whether you pay them
or not! I like the system which lets a man quit when he wants to, and wish it might prevail everywhere. One of the
reasons why I am opposed to slavery is just here. What is the true condition of the laborer? I take it that it is best
for all to leave each man free to acquire property as fast as he can. Some will get wealthy. I don't believe in a law
to prevent a man from getting rich; it would do more harm than good. So, while we do not propose any war upon
capital, we do wish to allow the humblest man an equal chance to get rich with everybody else. When one starts
poor, as most do in the race of life, free society is such that he knows he can better his condition; he knows that
there is no fixed condition of labor for his whole life. I am not ashamed to confess that twenty−five years ago I
was a hired laborer, mauling rails, at work on a flatboat−−just what might happen to any poor man's son! I want
every man to have a chance−−and I believe a Black man is entitled to it−−in which he can better his condition;
when he may look forward and hope to be a hired laborer this year and the next, work for himself afterward, and
finally to hire men to work for him! That is the system. Up here in New England, you have a soil that scarcely
sprouts black−eyed beans, and yet where will you find wealthy men so wealthy, and poverty so rarely in
extremity? There is not another such place on earth! I desire that if you get too thick here, and find it hard to
better your condition on this soil, you may have a chance to strike and go somewhere else, where you may not be
degraded, nor have your families corrupted, by forced rivalry with negro slaves. I want you to have a clean bed
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and no snakes in it! Then you can better your condition, and so it may go on and on in one endless round so long
as man exists on the face of the earth!
Now, to come back to this shoe strike,−−if, as the senator from Illinois asserts, this is caused by withdrawal of
Southern votes, consider briefly how you will meet the difficulty. You have done nothing, and have protested that
you have done nothing, to injure the South. And yet, to get back the shoe trade, you must leave off doing
something which you are now doing. What is it? You must stop thinking slavery wrong! Let your institutions be
wholly changed; let your State constitutions be subverted; glorify slavery, and so you will get back the shoe
trade−−for what? You have brought owned labor with it, to compete with your own labor, to underwork you, and
to degrade you! Are you ready to get back the trade on those terms?
But the statement is not correct. You have not lost that trade; orders were never better than now! Senator Mason, a
Democrat, comes into the Senate in homespun, a proof that the dissolution of the Union has actually begun! but
orders are the same. Your factories have not struck work, neither those where they make anything for coats, nor
for pants nor for shirts, nor for ladies' dresses. Mr. Mason has not reached the manufacturers who ought to have
made him a coat and pants! To make his proof good for anything he should have come into the Senate barefoot!
Another bushwhacking contrivance; simply that, nothing else! I find a good many people who are very much
concerned about the loss of Southern trade. Now either these people are sincere or they are not. I will speculate a
little about that. If they are sincere, and are moved by any real danger of the loss of Southern trade, they will
simply get their names on the white list, and then, instead of persuading Republicans to do likewise, they will be
glad to keep you away! Don't you see that they cut off competition? They would not be whispering around to
Republicans to come in and share the profits with them. But if they are not sincere, and are merely trying to fool
Republicans out of their votes, they will grow very anxious about your pecuniary prospects; they are afraid you
are going to get broken up and ruined; they do not care about Democratic votes, oh, no, no, no! You must judge
which class those belong to whom you meet: I leave it to you to determine from the facts.
Let us notice some more of the stale charges against Republicans. You say we are sectional. We deny it. That
makes an issue; and the burden of proof is upon you. You produce your proof; and what is it? Why, that our party
has no existence in your section−−gets no votes in your section. The fact is substantially true; but does it prove the
issue? If it does, then in case we should, without change of principle, begin to get votes in your section, we should
thereby cease to be sectional. You cannot escape this conclusion; and yet, are you willing to abide by it? If you
are, you will probably soon find that we have ceased to be sectional, for we shall get votes in your section this
very year. The fact that we get no votes in your section is a fact of your making and not of ours. And if there be
fault in that fact, that fault is primarily yours, and remains so until you show that we repel you by some wrong
principle or practice.
If we do repel you by any wrong principle or practice, the fault is ours; but this brings you to where you ought to
have started−−to a discussion of the right or wrong of our principle. If our principle, put in practice, would wrong
your section for the benefit of ours, or for any other object, then our principle, and we with it, are sectional, and
are justly opposed and denounced as such. Meet us, then, on the question of whether our principle put in practice
would wrong your section; and so meet it as if it were possible that something may be said on our side. Do you
accept the challenge? No? Then you really believe that the principle which our fathers who framed the
Government under which we live thought so clearly right as to adopt it, and indorse it again and again, upon their
official oaths, is in fact so clearly wrong as to demand our condemnation without a moment's consideration. Some
of you delight to flaunt in our faces the warning against sectional parties given by Washington in his Farewell
Address. Less than eight years before Washington gave that warning, he had, as President of the United States,
approved and signed an act of Congress enforcing the prohibition of slavery in the Northwestern Territory, which
act embodied the policy of government upon that subject, up to and at the very moment he penned that warning;
and about one year after he penned it he wrote La Fayette that he considered that prohibition a wise measure,
expressing in the same connection his hope that we should sometime have a confederacy of free States.
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Bearing this in mind, and seeing that sectionalism has since arisen upon this same subject, is that warning a
weapon in your hands against us, or in our hands against you? Could Washington himself speak, would he cast
the blame of that sectionalism upon us, who sustain his policy, or upon you, who repudiate it? We respect that
warning of Washington, and we commend it to you, together with his example pointing to the right application of
it.
But you say you are conservative−−eminently conservative−−while we are revolutionary, destructive, or
something of the sort. What is conservatism? Is it not adherence to the old and tried, against the new and untried?
We stick to, contend for, the identical old policy on the point in controversy which was adopted by our fathers
who framed the Government under which we live; while you with one accord reject and scout and spit upon that
old policy, and insist upon substituting something new.
True, you disagree among yourselves as to what that substitute shall be. You have considerable variety of new
propositions and plans, but you are unanimous in rejecting and denouncing the old policy of the fathers. Some of
you are for reviving the foreign slave−trade; some for a congressional slave code for the Territories; some for
Congress forbidding the Territories to prohibit slavery within their limits; some for maintaining slavery in the
Territories through the judiciary; some for the "gur−reat pur−rinciple" that if one man would enslave another, no
third man should object−−fantastically called "popular sovereignty." But never a man among you in favor of
prohibition of slavery in Federal Territories, according to the practice of our fathers who framed the Government
under which we live. Not one of all your various plans can show a precedent or an advocate in the century within
which our Government originated. And yet you draw yourselves up and say, "We are eminently conservative."
It is exceedingly desirable that all parts of this great confederacy shall be at peace, and in harmony one with
another. Let us Republicans do our part to have it so. Even though much provoked, let us do nothing through
passion and ill−temper. Even though the Southern people will not so much as listen to us, let us calmly consider
their demands, and yield to them if, in our deliberate view of our duty, we possibly can. Judging by all they say
and do, and by the subject and nature of their controversy with us, let us determine, if we can, what will satisfy
them.
Will they be satisfied if the Territories be unconditionally surrendered to them? We know they will not. In all
their present complaints against us, the Territories are scarcely mentioned. Invasions and insurrections are the
rage now. Will it satisfy them, in the future, if we have nothing to do with invasions and insurrections? We know
it will not. We so know because we know we never had anything to do with invasions and insurrections; and yet
this total abstaining does not exempt us from the charge and the denunciation.
The question recurs, what will satisfy them? Simply this: we must not only let them alone, but we must,
somehow, convince them that we do let them alone. This, we know by experience, is no easy task. We have been
so trying to convince them, from the very beginning of our organization, but with no success. In all our platforms
and speeches, we have constantly protested our purpose to let them alone; but this had no tendency to convince
them. Alike unavailing to convince them is the fact that they have never detected a man of us in any attempt to
disturb them.
These natural and apparently adequate means all failing, what will convince them? This, and this only: cease to
call slavery wrong, and join them in calling it right. And this must be done thoroughly−− done in acts as well as in
words. Silence will not be tolerated−−we must place ourselves avowedly with them. Douglas's new sedition law
must be enacted and enforced, suppressing all declarations that slavery is wrong, whether made in politics, in
presses, in pulpits, or in private. We must arrest and return their fugitive slaves with greedy pleasure. We must
pull down our free State constitutions. The whole atmosphere must be disinfected of all taint of opposition to
slavery, before they will cease to believe that all their troubles proceed from us. So long as we call slavery wrong,
whenever a slave runs away they will overlook the obvious fact that be ran away because he was oppressed, and
declare he was stolen off. Whenever a master cuts his slaves with a lash, and they cry out under it, he will
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overlook the obvious fact that the negroes cry out because they are hurt, and insist that they were put up to it by
some rascally abolitionist.
I am quite aware that they do not state their case precisely in this way. Most of them would probably say to us,
"Let us alone, do nothing to us, and say what you please about slavery." But we do let them alone−−have never
disturbed them−−so that, after all, it is what we say which dissatisfies them. They will continue to accuse us of
doing, until we cease saying.
I am also aware that they have not as yet in terms demanded the overthrow of our free−State constitutions. Yet
those constitutions declare the wrong of slavery with more solemn emphasis than do all other sayings against it;
and when all these other sayings shall have been silenced, the overthrow of these constitutions will be demanded.
It is nothing to the contrary that they do not demand the whole of this just now. Demanding what they do, and for
the reason they do, they can voluntarily stop nowhere short of this consummation. Holding as they do that slavery
is morally right, and socially elevating, they cannot cease to demand a full national recognition of it, as a legal
right, and a social blessing.
Nor can we justifiably withhold this on any ground save our conviction that slavery is wrong. If slavery is right,
all words, acts, laws, and constitutions against it are themselves wrong and should be silenced and swept away. If
it is right, we cannot justly object to its nationality−−its universality: if it is wrong, they cannot justly insist upon
its extension−−its enlargement. All they ask, we could readily grant, if we thought slavery right; all we ask, they
could as readily grant, if they thought it wrong. Their thinking it right and our thinking it wrong is the precise fact
on which depends the whole controversy. Thinking it right as they do, they are not to blame for desiring its full
recognition, as being right; but, thinking it wrong, as we do, can we yield to them? Can we cast our votes with
their view, and against our own? In view of our moral, social, and political responsibilities, can we do this?
Wrong as we think slavery is, we can yet afford to let it alone where it is because that much is due to the necessity
arising from its actual presence m the nation; but can we, while our votes will prevent it, allow it to spread into
the national Territories, and to overrun us here in these free States?
If our sense of duty forbids this, then let us stand by our duty, fearlessly and effectively. Let us be diverted by
none of those sophistical contrivances wherewith we are so industriously plied and belabored−−contrivances such
as groping for some middle ground between the right and the wrong, vain as the search for a man who would be
neither a living man nor a dead man−−such as a policy of "don't care" on a question about which all free men do
care−−such as Union appeals beseeching true Union men to yield to Disunionists, reversing the divine rule, and
caning, not the sinners, but the righteous to repentance−−such as invocations of Washington, imploring men to
unsay what Washington did.
Neither let us be slandered from our duty by false accusations against us, nor frightened from it by menaces of
destruction to the Government, nor of dungeons to ourselves. Let us have faith that right makes might; and in that
faith, let us, to the end, dare to do our duty as we understand it.
[As Mr. Lincoln concluded his address, there was witnessed the wildest scene of enthusiasm and excitement that
has been in New Haven for years. The Palladium editorially says: "We give up most of our space to−day to a very
full report of the eloquent speech of the HON. Abraham Lincoln, of Illinois, delivered last night at Union Hall."]
as possible, the people everywhere shall have that sense of perfect security which is most favorable to calm
thought and reflection. The course here indicated will be followed unless current events and experience shall
show a modification or change to be proper, and in every case and exigency my best discretion will be exercised
according to circumstances actually existing, and with a view and a hope of a peaceful solution of the national
troubles and the restoration of fraternal sympathies and affections.
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That there are persons in one section or another who seek to destroy the Union at all events, and are glad of any
pretext to do it, I will neither affirm nor deny; but if there be such, I need address no word to them. To those,
however, who really love the Union may I not speak?
Before entering upon so grave a matter as the destruction of our national fabric, with all its benefits, its memories,
and its hopes, would it not be wise to ascertain precisely why we do it? Will you hazard so desperate a step while
there is any possibility that any portion of the ills you fly from have no real existence? Will you, while the certain
ills you fly to are greater than all the real ones you fly from−−will you risk the commission of so fearful a
mistake?
All profess to be content in the Union if all constitutional rights can be maintained. Is it true, then, that any right,
plainly written in the Constitution, has been denied? I think not. Happily the human mind is so constituted that no
party can reach to the audacity of doing this. Think, if you can, of a single instance in which a plainly written
provision of the Constitution has ever been denied. If by the mere force of numbers a majority should deprive a
minority of any clearly written constitutional right, it might, in a moral point of view, justify
revolution−−certainly would if such a right were a vital one. But such is not our case. All the vital rights of
minorities and of individuals are so plainly assured to them by affirmations and negations, guaranties and
prohibitions, in the Constitution, that controversies never arise concerning them. But no organic law can ever be
framed with a provision specifically applicable to every question which may occur in practical administration. No
foresight can anticipate, nor any document of reasonable length contain, express provisions for all possible
questions. Shall fugitives from labor be surrendered by national or by State authority? The Constitution does not
expressly say. May Congress prohibit slavery in the Territories? The Constitution does not expressly say. Must
Congress protect slavery in the Territories? The Constitution does not expressly say.
From questions of this class spring all our constitutional controversies, and we divide upon them into majorities
and minorities. If the minority will not acquiesce, the majority must, or the Government must cease. There is no
other alternative; for continuing the Government is acquiescence on one side or the other.
If a minority in such case will secede rather than acquiesce, they make a precedent which in turn will divide and
ruin them; for a minority of their own will secede from them whenever a majority refuses to be controlled by such
minority. For instance, why may not any portion of a new confederacy a year or two hence arbitrarily secede
again, precisely as portions of the present Union now claim to secede from it? All who cherish disunion
sentiments are now being educated to the exact temper of doing this.
Is there such perfect identity of interests among the States to compose a new Union as to produce harmony only,
and prevent renewed secession?
Plainly, the central idea of secession is the essence of anarchy. A majority held in restraint by constitutional
checks and limitations, and always changing easily with deliberate changes of popular opinions and sentiments, is
the only true sovereign of a free people. Whoever rejects it does, of necessity, fly to anarchy or to despotism.
Unanimity is impossible; the rule of a minority, as a permanent arrangement, is wholly inadmissible; so that,
rejecting the majority principle, anarchy or despotism in some form is all that is left.
I do not forget the position assumed by some, that constitutional questions are to be decided by the Supreme
Court; nor do I deny that such decisions must be binding, in any case, upon the parties to a suit, as to the object of
that suit, while they are also entitled to very high respect and consideration in all parallel cases by all other
departments of the government. And, while it is obviously possible that such decision may be erroneous in any
given case, still the evil effect following it, being limited to that particular case, with the chance that it may be
overruled and never become a precedent for other cases, can better be borne than could the evils of a different
practice. At the same time, the candid citizen must confess that if the policy of the government, upon vital
questions affecting the whole people, is to be irrevocably fixed by decisions of the Supreme Court, the instant
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they are made, in ordinary litigation between parties in personal actions, the people will have ceased to be their
own rulers, having to that extent practically resigned the government into the hands of that eminent tribunal. Nor
is there in this view any assault upon the court or the judges. It is a duty from which they may not shrink to decide
cases properly brought before them, and it is no fault of theirs if others seek to turn their decisions to political
purposes.
One section of our country believes slavery is right, and ought to be extended, while the other believes it is wrong,
and ought not to be extended. This is the only substantial dispute. The fugitive slave clause of the Constitution
and the law for the suppression of the foreign slave trade are each as well enforced, perhaps, as any law can ever
be in a community where the moral sense of the people imperfectly supports the law itself. The great body of the
people abide by the dry legal obligation in both cases, and a few break over in each. This, I think, cannot be
perfectly cured; and it would be worse in both cases after the separation of the sections than before. The foreign
slave trade, now imperfectly suppressed, would be ultimately revived, without restriction, in one section, while
fugitive slaves, now only partially surrendered, would not be surrendered at all by the other.
Physically speaking, we cannot separate. We cannot remove our respective sections from each other, nor build an
impassable wall between them. A husband and wife may be divorced and go out of the presence and beyond the
reach of each other; but the different parts of our country cannot do this. They cannot but remain face to face, and
intercourse, either amicable or hostile, must continue between them. Is it possible, then, to make that intercourse
more advantageous or more satisfactory after separation than before? Can aliens make treaties easier than friends
can make laws? Can treaties be more faithfully enforced between aliens than laws can among friends? Suppose
you go to war, you cannot fight always; and when, after much loss on both sides, and no gain on either, you cease
fighting, the identical old questions as to terms of intercourse are again upon you.
This country, with its institutions, belongs to the people who inhabit it. Whenever they shall grow weary of the
existing government, they can exercise their constitutional right of amending it, or their revolutionary right to
dismember or overthrow it. I cannot be ignorant of the fact that many worthy and patriotic citizens are desirous of
having the national Constitution amended. While I make no recommendation of amendments, I fully recognize
the rightful authority of the people over the whole subject, to be exercised in either of the modes prescribed in the
instrument itself, and I should, under existing circumstances, favor rather than oppose a fair opportunity being
afforded the people to act upon it. I will venture to add that to me the convention mode seems preferable, in that it
allows amendments to originate with the people themselves, instead of only permitting them to take or reject
propositions originated by others not especially chosen for the purpose, and which might not be precisely such as
they would wish to either accept or refuse. I understand a proposed amendment to the Constitution which
amendment, however, I have not seen−−has passed Congress, to the effect that the Federal Government shall
never interfere with the domestic institutions of the States, including that of persons held to service. To avoid
misconstruction of what I have said, I depart from my purpose not to speak of particular amendments so far as to
say that, holding such a provision to now be implied constitutional law, I have no objection to its being made
express and irrevocable.
The chief magistrate derives all his authority from the people, and they have conferred none upon him to fix terms
for the separation of the States. The people themselves can do this also if they choose; but the executive, as such,
has nothing to do with it. His duty is to administer the present government, as it came to his hands, and to transmit
it, unimpaired by him, to his successors.
Why should there not be a patient confidence in the ultimate justice of the people? Is there any better or equal
hope in the world? In our present differences is either party without faith of being in the right? If the Almighty
Ruler of nations, with his eternal truth and justice, be on your side of the North, or on yours of the South, that
truth and that justice will surely prevail by the judgment of this great tribunal of the American people.
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By the frame of the government under which we live, this same people have wisely given their public servants but
little power for mischief; and have, with equal wisdom, provided for the return of that little to their own hands at
very short intervals. While the people retain their virtue and vigilance, no administration, by any extreme of
wickedness or folly, can very seriously injure the government in the short space of four years.
My countrymen, one and all, think calmly and well upon this whole subject. Nothing valuable can be lost by
taking time. If there be an object to hurry any of you in hot haste to a step which you would never take
deliberately, that object will be frustrated by taking time; but no good object can be frustrated by it. Such of you
as are now dissatisfied still have the old Constitution unimpaired, and, on the sensitive point, the laws of your
own framing under it; while the new administration will have no immediate power, if it would, to change either. If
it were admitted that you who are dissatisfied hold the right side in the dispute, there still is no single good reason
for precipitate action. Intelligence, patriotism, Christianity, and a firm reliance on Him who has never yet
forsaken this favored land, are still competent to adjust in the best way all our present difficulty.
In your hands, my dissatisfied fellow−countrymen, and not in mine, is the momentous issue of civil war. The
government will not assail you. You can have no conflict without being yourselves the aggressors. You have no
oath registered in heaven to destroy the government, while I shall have the most solemn one to "preserve, protect,
and defend" it.
I am loath to close. We are not enemies, but friends. We must not be enemies. Though passion may have strained,
it must not break, our bonds of affection. The mystic chords of memory, stretching from every battle−field and
patriot grave to every living heart and hearthstone all over this broad land, will yet swell the chorus of the Union
when again touched, as surely they will be, by the better angels of our nature. having heard them. War in defense
of national life is not immoral, and war in defense of independence is an inevitable part of the discipline of
nations.
The dispute will be between the European and the American branches of the British race. All who belong to that
race will especially deprecate it, as they ought. It may well be believed that men of every race and kindred will
deplore it. A war not unlike it between the same parties occurred at the close of the last century. Europe atoned by
forty years of suffering for the error that Great Britain committed in provoking that contest. If that nation shall
now repeat the same great error, the social convulsions which will follow may not be so long, but they will be
more general. When they shall have ceased, it will, we think, be seen, whatever may have been the fortunes of
other nations, that it is not the United States that will have come out of them with its precious Constitution altered
or its honestly obtained dominion in any degree abridged. Great Britain has but to wait a few months and all her
present inconveniences will cease with all our own troubles. If she take a different course, she will calculate for
herself the ultimate as well as the immediate consequences, and will consider what position she will hold when
she shall have forever lost the sympathies and the affections of the only nation on whose sympathies and
affections she has a natural claim. In making that calculation she will do well to remember that in the controversy
she proposes to open we shall be actuated by neither pride, nor passion, nor cupidity, nor ambition; but we shall
stand simply on the principle of self−preservation, and that our cause will involve the independence of nations
and the rights of human nature.
I am, Sir, respectfully your obedient servant,
W. H. S.
CHARLES FRANCIS ADAMS, Esq., etc,
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TO THE SECRETARY OF WAR

EXECUTIVE MANSION, May 21, 1861.
HON. SECRETARY OF WAR.
MY DEAR SIR:−−Why cannot Colonel Small's Philadelphia regiment be received? I sincerely wish it could.
There is something strange about it. Give these gentlemen an interview, and take their regiment.
Yours truly,
A. LINCOLN.
law in any case, can always, upon the pretenses made in this case, or on any other pretenses, or arbitrarily without
any pretense, break up their government, and thus practically put an end to free government upon the earth. It
forces us to ask: Is there in all republics this inherent and fatal weakness? Must a government, of necessity, be too
strong for the liberties of its own people, or too weak to maintain its own existence?
So viewing the issue, no choice was left but to call out the war power of the government, and so to resist force
employed for its destruction by force for its preservation.
The call was made, and the response of the country was most gratifying, surpassing in unanimity and spirit the
most sanguine expectation. Yet none of the States commonly called slave States, except Delaware, gave a
regiment through regular State organization. A few regiments have been organized within some others of those
States by individual enterprise, and received into the government service. Of course the seceded States, so called
(and to which Texas had been joined about the time of the inauguration), gave no troops to the cause of the Union.
The border States, so called, were not uniform in their action, some of them being almost for the Union, while in
others−−as Virginia, North Carolina, Tennessee, and Arkansas−−the Union sentiment was nearly repressed and
silenced. The course taken in Virginia was the most remarkable−−perhaps the most important. A convention
elected by the people of that State to consider this very question of disrupting the Federal Union was in session at
the capital of Virginia when Fort Sumter fell. To this body the people had chosen a large majority of professed
Union men. Almost immediately after the fall of Sumter, many members of that majority went over to the original
disunion minority, and with them adopted an ordinance for withdrawing the State from the Union. Whether this
change was wrought by their great approval of the assault upon Sumter, or their great resentment at the
government's resistance to that assault, is not definitely known. Although they submitted the ordinance for
ratification to a vote of the people, to be taken on a day then somewhat more than a month distant, the convention
and the Legislature (which was also in session at the same time and place), with leading men of the State not
members of either, immediately commenced acting as if the State were already out of the Union. They pushed
military preparations vigorously forward all over the State. They seized the United States armory at Harper's
Ferry, and the navy−yard at Gosport, near Norfolk. They received perhaps invited−−into their State large bodies
of troops, with their warlike appointments, from the so−called seceded States. They formally entered into a treaty
of temporary alliance and co−operation with the so−called "Confederate States," and sent members to their
congress at Montgomery. And finally, they permitted the insurrectionary government to be transferred to their
capital at Richmond.
The people of Virginia have thus allowed this giant insurrection to make its nest within her borders; and this
government has no choice left but to deal with it where it finds it. And it has the less regret as the loyal citizens
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have, in due form, claimed its protection. Those loyal citizens this government is bound to recognize and protect,
as being Virginia.
In the border States, so called,−−in fact, the middle States,−−there are those who favor a policy which they call
"armed neutrality"; that is, an arming of those States to prevent the Union forces passing one way, or the disunion
the other, over their soil. This would be disunion completed. Figuratively speaking, it would be the building of an
impassable wall along the line of separation−−and yet not quite an impassable one, for under the guise of
neutrality it would tie the hands of Union men and freely pass supplies from among them to the insurrectionists,
which it could not do as an open enemy. At a stroke it would take all the trouble off the hands of secession, except
only what proceeds from the external blockade. It would do for the disunionists that which, of all things, they
most desire−− feed them well and give them disunion without a struggle of their own. It recognizes no fidelity to
the Constitution, no obligation to maintain the Union; and while very many who have favored it are doubtless
loyal citizens, it is, nevertheless, very injurious in effect.
Recurring to the action of the government, it may be stated that at first a call was made for 75,000 militia; and,
rapidly following this, a proclamation was issued for closing the ports of the insurrectionary districts by
proceedings in the nature of blockade. So far all was believed to be strictly legal. At this point the insurrectionists
announced their purpose to enter upon the practice of privateering.
Other calls were made for volunteers to serve for three years, unless sooner discharged, and also for large
additions to the regular army and navy. These measures, whether strictly legal or not, were ventured upon, under
what appeared to be a popular demand and a public necessity; trusting then, as now, that Congress would readily
ratify them. It is believed that nothing has been done beyond the constitutional competency of Congress.
Soon after the first call for militia, it was considered a duty to authorize the commanding general in proper cases,
according to his discretion, to suspend the privilege of the writ of habeas corpus, or, in other words, to arrest and
detain, without resort to the ordinary processes and forms of law, such individuals as he might deem dangerous to
the public safety. This authority has purposely been exercised but very sparingly. Nevertheless, the legality and
propriety of what has been done under it are questioned, and the attention of the country has been called to the
proposition that one who has sworn to "take care that the laws be faithfully executed" should not himself violate
them. Of course some consideration was given to the questions of power and propriety before this matter was
acted upon. The whole of the laws which were required to be faithfully executed were being resisted and failing
of execution in nearly one third of the States. Must they be allowed to finally fail of execution, even had it been
perfectly clear that by the use of the means necessary to their execution some single law, made in such extreme
tenderness of the citizen's liberty that, practically, it relieves more of the guilty than of the innocent, should to a
very limited extent be violated? To state the question more directly, are all the laws but one to go unexecuted, and
the government itself go to pieces lest that one be violated? Even in such a case, would not the official oath be
broken if the government should be overthrown when it was believed that disregarding the single law would tend
to preserve it? But it was not believed that this question was presented. It was not believed that any law was
violated. The provision of the Constitution that "the privilege of the writ of habeas corpus shall not be suspended,
unless when, in cases of rebellion or invasion, the public safety may require it," is equivalent to a provision−−is a
provision−−that such privilege may be suspended when, in case of rebellion or invasion, the public safety does
require it. It was decided that we have a case of rebellion, and that the public safety does require the qualified
suspension of the privilege of the writ which was authorized to be made. Now it is insisted that Congress, and not
the executive, is vested with this power. But the Constitution itself is silent as to which or who is to exercise the
power; and as the provision was plainly made for a dangerous emergency, it cannot be believed the framers of the
instrument intended that in every case the danger should run its course until Congress could be called together, the
very assembling of which might be prevented, as was intended in this case, by the rebellion.
No more extended argument is now offered, as an opinion at some length will probably be presented by the
attorney−general. Whether there shall be any legislation upon the subject, and if any, what, is submitted entirely
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to the better judgment of Congress.
The forbearance of this government had been so extraordinary and so long continued as to lead some foreign
nations to shape their action as if they supposed the early destruction of our national Union was probable. While
this, on discovery, gave the executive some concern, he is now happy to say that the sovereignty and rights of the
United States are now everywhere practically respected by foreign powers; and a general sympathy with the
country is manifested throughout the world.
The reports of the Secretaries of the Treasury, War, and the Navy will give the information in detail deemed
necessary and convenient for your deliberation and action; while the executive and all the departments will stand
ready to supply omissions, or to communicate new facts considered important for you to know.
It is now recommended that you give the legal means for making this contest a short and decisive one: that you
place at the control of the government for the work at least four hundred thousand men and $400,000,000. That
number of men is about one−tenth of those of proper ages within the regions where, apparently, all are willing to
engage; and the sum is less than a twenty−third part of the money value owned by the men who seem ready to
devote the whole. A debt of $6oo,ooo,ooo now is a less sum per head than was the debt of our Revolution when
we came out of that struggle; and the money value in the country now bears even a greater proportion to what it
was then than does the population. Surely each man has as strong a motive now to preserve our liberties as each
had then to establish them.
A right result at this time will be worth more to the world than ten times the men and ten times the money. The
evidence reaching us from the country leaves no doubt that the material for the work is abundant, and that it needs
only the hand of legislation to give it legal sanction, and the hand of the executive to give it practical shape and
efficiency. One of the greatest perplexities of the government is to avoid receiving troops faster than it can
provide for them. In a word, the people will save their government if the government itself will do its part only
indifferently well.
It might seem, at first thought, to be of little difference whether the present movement at the South be called
"secession" or "rebellion." The movers, however, well understand the difference. At the beginning they knew they
could never raise their treason to any respectable magnitude by any name which implies violation of law. They
knew their people possessed as much of moral sense, as much of devotion to law and order, and as much pride in
and reverence for the history and government of their common country as any other civilized and patriotic people.
They knew they could make no advancement directly in the teeth of these strong and noble sentiments.
Accordingly, they commenced by an insidious debauching of the public mind. They invented an ingenious
sophism which, if conceded, was followed by perfectly logical steps, through all the incidents, to the complete
destruction of the Union. The sophism itself is that any State of the Union may consistently with the national
Constitution, and therefore lawfully and peacefully, withdraw from the Union without the consent of the Union or
of any other State. The little disguise that the supposed right is to be exercised only for just cause, themselves to
be the sole judges of its justice, is too thin to merit any notice.
With rebellion thus sugar−coated they have been drugging the public mind of their section for more than thirty
years, and until at length they have brought many good men to a willingness to take up arms against the
government the day after some assemblage of men have enacted the farcical pretense of taking their State out of
the Union, who could have been brought to no such thing the day before.
This sophism derives much, perhaps the whole, of its currency from the assumption that there is some omnipotent
and sacred supremacy pertaining to a State−−to each State of our Federal Union. Our States have neither more nor
less power than that reserved to them in the Union by the Constitution−−no one of them ever having been a State
out of the Union. The original ones passed into the Union even before they cast off their British colonial
dependence; and the new ones each came into the Union directly from a condition of dependence, excepting
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Texas. And even Texas in its temporary independence was never designated a State. The new ones only took the
designation of States on coming into the Union, while that name was first adopted for the old ones in and by the
Declaration of Independence. Therein the "United Colonies" were declared to be "free and independent States";
but even then the object plainly was not to declare their independence of one another or of the Union, but directly
the contrary, as their mutual pledge and their mutual action before, at the time, and afterward, abundantly show.
The express plighting of faith by each and all of the original thirteen in the Articles of Confederation, two years
later, that the Union shall be perpetual, is most conclusive. Having never been States either in substance or in
name outside of the Union, whence this magical omnipotence of " State rights," asserting a claim of power to
lawfully destroy the Union itself? Much is said about the "sovereignty" of the States; but the word even is not in
the national Constitution, nor, as is believed, in any of the State constitutions. What is "sovereignty" in the
political sense of the term? Would it be far wrong to define it as "a political community without a political
superior"? Tested by this, no one of our States except Texas ever was a sovereignty. And even Texas gave up the
character on coming into the Union; by which act she acknowledged the Constitution of the United States, and the
laws and treaties of the United States made in pursuance of the Constitution, to be for her the supreme law of the
land. The States have their status in the Union, and they have no other legal status. If they break from this, they
can only do so against law and by revolution. The Union, and not themselves separately, procured their
independence and their liberty. By conquest or purchase the Union gave each of them whatever of independence
or liberty it has. The Union is older than any of the States, and, in fact, it created them as States. Originally some
dependent colonies made the Union, and, in turn, the Union threw off their old dependence for them, and made
them States, such as they are. Not one of them ever had a State constitution independent of the Union. Of course,
it is not forgotten that all the new States framed their constitutions before they entered the Union nevertheless,
dependent upon and preparatory to coming into the Union.
Unquestionably the States have the powers and rights reserved to them in and by the national Constitution; but
among these surely are not included all conceivable powers, however mischievous or destructive, but, at most,
such only as were known in the world at the time as governmental powers; and certainly a power to destroy the
government itself had never been known as a governmental, as a merely administrative power. This relative
matter of national power and State rights, as a principle, is no other than the principle of generality and locality.
Whatever concerns the whole should be confided to the whole−−to the General Government; while whatever
concerns only the State should be left exclusively to the State. This is all there is of original principle about it.
Whether the national Constitution in defining boundaries between the two has applied the principle with exact
accuracy, is not to be questioned. We are all bound by that defining, without question.
What is now combated is the position that secession is consistent with the Constitution−−is lawful and peaceful. It
is not contended that there is any express law for it; and nothing should ever be implied as law which leads to
unjust or absurd consequences. The nation purchased with money the countries out of which several of these
States were formed. Is it just that they shall go off without leave and without refunding? The nation paid very
large sums (in the aggregate, I believe, nearly a hundred millions) to relieve Florida of the aboriginal tribes. Is it
just that she shall now be off without consent or without making any return? The nation is now in debt for money
applied to the benefit of these so−called seceding States in common with the rest. Is it just either that creditors
shall go unpaid or the remaining States pay the whole? A part of the present national debt was contracted to pay
the old debts of Texas. Is it just that she shall leave and pay no part of this herself?
Again, if one State may secede, so may another; and when all shall have seceded, none is left to pay the debts. Is
this quite just for creditors? Did we notify them of this sage view of ours when we borrowed their money? If we
now recognize this doctrine by allowing the seceders to go in peace, it is difficult to see what we can do if others
choose to go or to extort terms upon which they will promise to remain.
The seceders insist that our Constitution admits of secession. They have assumed to make a national constitution
of their own, in which of necessity they have either discarded or retained the right of secession as they insist it
exists in ours. If they have discarded it, they thereby admit that on principle it ought not to be in ours. If they have
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retained it, by their own construction of ours, they show that to be consistent they must secede from one another
whenever they shall find it the easiest way of settling their debts, or effecting any other selfish or unjust object.
The principle itself is one of disintegration and upon which no government can possibly endure.
If all the States save one should assert the power to drive that one out of the Union, it is presumed the whole class
of seceder politicians would at once deny the power and denounce the act as the greatest outrage upon State
rights. But suppose that precisely the same act, instead of being called "driving the one out," should be called "the
seceding of the others from that one," it would be exactly what the seceders claim to do, unless, indeed, they make
the point that the one, because it is a minority, may rightfully do what the others, because they are a majority, may
not rightfully do. These politicians are subtle and profound on the rights of minorities. They are not partial to that
power which made the Constitution and speaks from the preamble calling itself "We, the People."
It may well be questioned whether there is to−day a majority of the legally qualified voters of any State except
perhaps South Carolina in favor of disunion. There is much reason to believe that the Union men are the majority
in many, if not in every other one, of the so− called seceded States. The contrary has not been demonstrated in
any one of them. It is ventured to affirm this even of Virginia and Tennessee; for the result of an election held in
military camps, where the bayonets are all on one side of the question voted upon, can scarcely be considered as
demonstrating popular sentiment. At such an election, all that large class who are at once for the Union and
against coercion would be coerced to vote against the Union.
It may be affirmed without extravagance that the free institutions we enjoy have developed the powers and
improved the condition of our whole people beyond any example in the world. Of this we now have a striking and
an impressive illustration. So large an army as the government has now on foot was never before known without a
soldier in it but who has taken his place there of his own free choice. But more than this, there are many single
regiments whose members, one and another, possess full practical knowledge of all the arts, sciences, professions,
and whatever else, whether useful or elegant, is known in the world; and there is scarcely one from which there
could not be selected a President, a Cabinet, a Congress, and perhaps a court, abundantly competent to administer
the government itself. Nor do I say this is not true also in the army of our late friends, now adversaries in this
contest; but if it is, so much better the reason why the government which has conferred such benefits on both them
and us should not be broken up. Whoever in any section proposes to abandon such a government would do well to
consider in deference to what principle it is that he does it; what better he is likely to get in its stead; whether the
substitute will give, or be intended to give, so much of good to the people. There are some foreshadowings on this
subject. Our adversaries have adopted some declarations of independence in which, unlike the good old one,
penned by Jefferson, they omit the words "all men are created equal." Why? They have adopted a temporary
national constitution, in the preamble of which, unlike our good old one, signed by Washington, they omit "We,
the People," and substitute, "We, the deputies of the sovereign and independent States." Why? Why this deliberate
pressing out of view the rights of men and the authority of the people?
This is essentially a people's contest. On the side of the Union it is a struggle for maintaining in the world that
form and substance of government whose leading object is to elevate the condition of men to lift artificial weights
from all shoulders; to clear the paths of laudable pursuit for all; to afford all an unfettered start, and a fair chance
in the race of life. Yielding to partial and temporary departures, from necessity; this is the leading object of the
government for whose existence we contend.
I am most happy to believe that the plain people understand and appreciate this. It is worthy of note that, while in
this the government's hour of trial large numbers of those in the army and navy who have been favored with the
offices have resigned and proved false to the hand which had pampered them, not one common soldier or
common sailor is known to have deserted his flag.
Great honor is due to those officers who remained true, despite the example of their treacherous associates; but
the greatest honor, and most important fact of all, is the unanimous firmness of the common soldiers and common
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sailors. To the last man, so far as known, they have successfully resisted the traitorous efforts of those whose
commands, but an hour before, they obeyed as absolute law. This is the patriotic instinct of the plain people. They
understand, without an argument, that the destroying of the government which was made by Washington means
no good to them.
Our popular government has often been called an experiment. Two points in it our people have already
settled−−the successful establishing and the successful administering of it. One still remains−−its successful
maintenance against a formidable internal attempt to overthrow it. It is now for them to demonstrate to the world
that those who can fairly carry an election can also suppress a rebellion; that ballots are the rightful and peaceful
successors of bullets; and that when ballots have fairly and constitutionally decided, there can be no successful
appeal back to bullets; that there can be no successful appeal, except to ballots themselves, at succeeding
elections. Such will be a great lesson of peace: teaching men that what they cannot take by an election, neither can
they take it by a war; teaching all the folly of being the beginners of a war.
Lest there be some uneasiness in the minds of candid men as to what is to be the course of the government toward
the Southern States after the rebellion shall have been suppressed, the executive deems it proper to say it will be
his purpose then, as ever, to be guided by the Constitution and the laws; and that he probably will have no
different understanding of the powers and duties of the Federal Government relatively to the rights of the States
and the people, under the Constitution, than that expressed in the inaugural address.
He desires to preserve the government, that it may be administered for all as it was administered by the men who
made it. Loyal citizens everywhere have the right to claim this of their government, and the government has no
right to withhold or neglect it. It is not perceived that in giving it there is any coercion, any conquest, or any
subjugation, in any just sense of those terms.
The Constitution provides, and all the States have accepted the provision, that "the United States shall guarantee
to every State in this Union a republican form of government." But if a State may lawfully go out of the Union,
having done so it may also discard the republican form of government, so that to prevent its going out is an
indispensable means to the end of maintaining the guarantee mentioned; and when an end is lawful and
obligatory, the indispensable means to it are also lawful and obligatory.
It was with the deepest regret that the executive found the duty of employing the war power in defense of the
government forced upon him. He could but perform this duty or surrender the existence of the government. No
compromise by public servants could, in this case, be a cure; not that compromises are not often proper, but that
no popular government can long survive a marked precedent that those who carry an election can only save the
government from immediate destruction by giving up the main point upon which the people gave the election.
The people themselves, and not their servants, can safely reverse their own deliberate decisions.
As a private citizen the executive could not have consented that these institutions shall perish; much less could he
in betrayal of so vast and so sacred a trust as these free people had confided to him. He felt that he had no moral
right to shrink, nor even to count the chances of his own life, in what might follow. In full view of his great
responsibility he has, so far, done what he has deemed his duty. You will now, according to your own judgment,
perform yours. He sincerely hopes that your views and your action may so accord with his as to assure all faithful
citizens who have been disturbed in their rights of a certain and speedy restoration to them, under the Constitution
and the laws.
And having thus chosen our course, without guile and with pure purpose, let us renew our trust in God, and go
forward without fear and with manly hearts.
ABRAHAM LINCOLN, July 4, 1861 e, and to believe that the same patriotism which has thus far sustained the
government will continue to sustain it till peace and union shall again bless the land.
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I respectfully refer to the report of the Secretary of War for information respecting the numerical strength of the
army and for recommendations having in view an increase of its efficiency and the well−being of the various
branches of the service intrusted to his care. It is gratifying to know that the patriotism of the people has proved
equal to the occasion, and that the number of troops tendered greatly exceeds the force which Congress authorized
me to call into the field.
I refer with pleasure to those portions of his report which make allusion to the creditable degree of discipline
already attained by our troops and to the excellent sanitary condition of the entire army.
The recommendation of the Secretary for an organization of the militia upon a uniform basis is a subject of vital
importance to the future safety of the country, and is commended to the serious attention of Congress.
The large addition to the regular army, in connection with the defection that has so considerably diminished the
number of its officers, gives peculiar importance to his recommendation for increasing the corps of cadets to the
greatest capacity of the Military Academy.
By mere omission, I presume, Congress has failed to provide chaplains for hospitals occupied by volunteers. This
subject was brought to my notice, and I was induced to draw up the form of a letter, one copy of which, properly
addressed, has been delivered to each of the persons, and at the dates respectively named and stated in a schedule,
containing also the form of the letter, marked A, and herewith transmitted.
These gentlemen, I understand, entered upon the duties designated at the times respectively stated in the schedule,
and have labored faithfully therein ever since. I therefore recommend that they be compensated at the same rate as
chaplains in the army. I further suggest that general provision be made for chaplains to serve at hospitals, as well
as with regiments.
The report of the Secretary of the Navy presents in detail the operations of that branch of the service, the activity
and energy which have characterized its administration, and the results of measures to increase its efficiency and
power such have been the additions, by construction and purchase, that it may almost be said a navy has been
created and brought into service since our difficulties commenced.
Besides blockading our extensive coast, squadrons larger than ever before assembled under our flag have been put
afloat and performed deeds which have increased our naval renown.
I would invite special attention to the recommendation of the Secretary for a more perfect organization of the
navy by introducing additional grades in the service.
The present organization is defective and unsatisfactory, and the suggestions submitted by the department will, it
is believed, if adopted, obviate the difficulties alluded to, promote harmony, and increase the efficiency of the
navy.
There are three vacancies on the bench of the Supreme Court−−two by the decease of Justices Daniel and McLean
and one by the resignation of Justice Campbell. I have so far forborne making nominations to fill these vacancies
for reasons which I will now state. Two of the outgoing judges resided within the States now overrun by revolt, so
that if successors were appointed in the same localities they could not now serve upon their circuits; and many of
the most competent men there probably would not take the personal hazard of accepting to serve, even here, upon
the Supreme bench. I have been unwilling to throw all the appointments north−ward, thus disabling myself from
doing justice to the South on the return of peace; although I may remark that to transfer to the North one which
has heretofore been in the South would not, with reference to territory and population, be unjust.
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During the long and brilliant judicial career of Judge McLean his circuit grew into an empire−altogether too large
for any one judge to give the courts therein more than a nominal attendance−−rising in population from 1,470,018
in 1830 to 6,151,405 in 1860.
Besides this, the country generally has outgrown our present judicial system. If uniformity was at all intended, the
system requires that all the States shall be accommodated with circuit courts, attended by Supreme judges, while,
in fact, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, Kansas, Florida, Texas, California, and Oregon have never had any such
courts. Nor can this well be remedied without a change in the system, because the adding of judges to the
Supreme Court, enough for the accommodation of all parts of the country with circuit courts, would create a court
altogether too numerous for a judicial body of any sort. And the evil, if it be one, will increase as new States come
into the Union. Circuit courts are useful or they are not useful. If useful, no State should be denied them; if not
useful, no State should have them. Let them be provided for all or abolished as to all.
Three modifications occur to me, either of which, I think, would be an improvement upon our present system. Let
the Supreme Court be of convenient number in every event; then, first, let the whole country be divided into
circuits of convenient size, the Supreme judges to serve in a number of them corresponding to their own number,
and independent circuit judges be provided for all the rest; or, secondly, let the Supreme judges be relieved from
circuit duties and circuit judges provided for all the circuits; or, thirdly, dispense with circuit courts altogether,
leaving the judicial functions wholly to the district courts and an independent Supreme Court.
I respectfully recommend to the consideration of Congress the present condition of the statute laws, with the hope
that Congress will be able to find an easy remedy for many of the inconveniences and evils which constantly
embarrass those engaged in the practical administration of them. Since the Organization of the government,
Congress has enacted some 5000 acts and joint resolutions, which fill more than 6000 closely printed pages and
are scattered through many volumes. Many of these acts have been drawn in haste and without sufficient caution,
so that their provisions are often obscure in themselves or in conflict with each other, or at least so doubtful as to
render it very difficult for even the best−informed persons to ascertain precisely what the statute law really is.
It seems to me very important that the statute laws should be made as plain and intelligible as possible, and be
reduced to as small a compass as may consist with the fullness and precision of the will of the Legislature and the
perspicuity of its language. This well done would, I think, greatly facilitate the labors of those whose duty it is to
assist in the administration of the laws, and would be a lasting benefit to the people, by placing before them in a
more accessible and intelligible form the laws which so deeply concern their interests arid their duties.
I am informed by some whose opinions I respect that all the acts of Congress now in force and of a permanent and
general nature might be revised and rewritten so as to be embraced in one volume (or at most two volumes) of
ordinary and convenient size; and I respectfully recommend to Congress to consider of the subject, and if my
suggestion be approved to devise such plan as to their wisdom shall seem most proper for the attainment of the
end proposed.
One of the unavoidable consequences of the present insurrection is the entire suppression in many places of all the
ordinary means of administering civil justice by the officers and in the forms of existing law. This is the case, in
whole or in part, in all the insurgent States; and as our armies advance upon and take possession of parts of those
States the practical evil becomes more apparent. There are no courts or officers to whom the citizens of other
States may apply for the enforcement of their lawful claims against citizens of the insurgent States, and there is a
vast amount of debt constituting such claims. Some have estimated it as high as $200,000,000, due in large part
from insurgents in open rebellion to loyal citizens who are even now making great sacrifices in the discharge of
their patriotic duty to support the government.
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Under these circumstances I have been urgently solicited to establish, by military power, courts to administer
summary justice in such cases. I have thus far declined to do it, not because I had any doubt that the end
proposed−−the collection of the debts−−was just and right in itself, but because I have been unwilling to go
beyond the pressure of necessity in the unusual exercise of power. But the powers of Congress, I suppose, are
equal to the anomalous occasion, and therefore I refer the whole matter to Congress, with the hope that a plan
maybe devised for the administration of justice in all such parts of the insurgent States and Territories as may be
under the control of this government, whether by a voluntary return to allegiance and order or by the power of our
arms; this, however, not to be a permanent institution, but a temporary substitute, and to cease as soon as the
ordinary courts can be reestablished in peace.
It is important that some more convenient means should be provided, if possible, for the adjustment of claims
against the government, especially in view of their increased number by reason of the war. It is as much the duty
of government to render prompt justice against itself in favor of citizens as it is to administer the same between
private individuals. The investigation and adjudication of claims in their nature belong to the judicial department.
Besides, it is apparent that the attention of Congress will be more than usually engaged for some time to come
with great national questions. It was intended by the organization of the Court of Claims mainly to remove this
branch of business from the halls of Congress; but, while the court has proved to be an effective and valuable
means of investigation, it in great degree fails to effect the object of its creation for want of power to make its
judgments final.
Fully aware of the delicacy, not to say the danger of the subject, I commend to your careful consideration whether
this power of making judgments final may not properly be given to the court, reserving the right of appeal on
questions of law to the Supreme Court, with such other provisions as experience may have shown to be necessary.
I ask attention to the report of the Postmaster general, the following being a summary statement of the condition
of the department:
The revenue from all sources during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1861, including the annual permanent
appropriation of $700,000 for the transportation of "free mail matter," was $9,049,296.40, being about 2 per cent.
less than the revenue for 1860.
The expenditures were $13,606,759.11, showing a decrease of more than 8 per cent. as compared with those of
the previous year and leaving an excess of expenditure over the revenue for the last fiscal year of $4,557,462.71.
The gross revenue for the year ending June 30, 1863, is estimated at an increase of 4 per cent. on that of 1861,
making $8,683,000, to which should be added the earnings of the department in carrying free matter, viz.,
$700,000, making $9,383,000.
The total expenditures for 1863 are estimated at $12,528,000, leaving an estimated deficiency of $3,145,000 to be
supplied from the treasury in addition to the permanent appropriation.
The present insurrection shows, I think, that the extension of this District across the Potomac River at the time of
establishing the capital here was eminently wise, and consequently that the relinquishment of that portion of it
which lies within the State of Virginia was unwise and dangerous. I submit for your consideration the expediency
of regaining that part of the District and the restoration of the original boundaries thereof through negotiations
with the State of Virginia.
The report of the Secretary of the Interior, with the accompanying documents, exhibits the condition of the several
branches of the public business pertaining to that department. The depressing influences of the insurrection have
been specially felt in the operations of the Patent and General Land Offices. The cash receipts from the sales of
public lands during the past year have exceeded the expenses of our land system only about $200,000. The sales
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have been entirely suspended in the Southern States, while the interruptions to the business of the country and the
diversion of large numbers of men from labor to military service have obstructed settlements in the new States
and Territories of the Northwest.
The receipts of the Patent Office have declined in nine months about $100,000.00 rendering a large reduction of
the force employed necessary to make it self−sustaining.
The demands upon the Pension Office will be largely increased by the insurrection. Numerous applications for
pensions, based upon the casualties of the existing war, have already been made. There is reason to believe that
many who are now upon the pension rolls and in receipt of the bounty of the government are in the ranks of the
insurgent army or giving them aid and comfort. The Secretary of the Interior has directed a suspension of the
payment of the pensions of such persons upon proof of their disloyalty. I recommend that Congress authorize that
officer to cause the names of such persons to be stricken from the pension rolls.
The relations of the government with the Indian tribes have been greatly disturbed by the insurrection, especially
in the southern superintendency and in that of New Mexico. The Indian country south of Kansas is in the
possession of insurgents from Texas and Arkansas. The agents of the United States appointed since the 4th of
March for this superintendency have been unable to reach their posts, while the most of those who were in office
before that time have espoused the insurrectionary cause, and assume to exercise the powers of agents by virtue of
commissions from the insurrectionists. It has been stated in the public press that a portion of those Indians have
been organized as a military force and are attached to the army of the insurgents. Although the government has no
official information upon this subject, letters have been written to the Commissioner of Indian Affairs by several
prominent chiefs giving assurance of their loyalty to the United States and expressing a wish for the presence of
Federal troops to protect them. It is believed that upon the repossession of the country by the Federal forces the
Indians will readily cease all hostile demonstrations and resume their former relations to the government.
Agriculture, confessedly the largest interest of the nation, has not a department nor a bureau, but a clerkship only,
assigned to it in the government. While it is fortunate that this great interest is so independent in its nature as not
to have demanded and extorted more from the government, I respectfully ask Congress to consider whether
something more cannot be given voluntarily with general advantage.
Annual reports exhibiting the condition of our agriculture, commerce, and manufactures would present a fund of
information of great practical value to the country. While I make no suggestion as to details, I venture the opinion
that an agricultural and statistical bureau might profitably be organized.
The execution of the laws for the suppression of the African slave trade has been confided to the Department of
the Interior. It is a subject of gratulation that the efforts which have been made for the suppression of this inhuman
traffic have been recently attended with unusual success. Five vessels being fitted out for the slave trade have
been seized and condemned. Two mates of vessels engaged in the trade and one person in equipping a vessel as a
slaver have been convicted and subjected to the penalty of fine and imprisonment, and one captain, taken with a
cargo of Africans on board his vessel, has been convicted of the highest grade of offense under our laws, the
punishment of which is death.
The Territories of Colorado, Dakota, and Nevada, created by the last Congress, have been organized, and civil
administration has been inaugurated therein under auspices especially gratifying when it is considered that the
leaven of treason was found existing in some of these new countries when the Federal officers arrived there.
The abundant natural resources of these Territories, with the security and protection afforded by organized
government, will doubtless invite to them a large immigration when peace shall restore the business of the
country to its accustomed channels. I submit the resolutions of the Legislature of Colorado, which evidence the
patriotic spirit of the people of the Territory. So far the authority of the United States has been upheld in all the
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Territories, as it is hoped it will be in the future. I commend their interests and defense to the enlightened and
generous care of Congress.
I recommend to the favorable consideration of Congress the interests of the District of Columbia. The insurrection
has been the cause of much suffering and sacrifice to its inhabitants, and as they have no representative in
Congress that body should not overlook their just claims upon the government.
At your late session a joint resolution was adopted authorizing the President to take measures for facilitating a
proper representation of the industrial interests of the United States at the exhibition of the industry of all nations
to be holden at London in the year 1862. I regret to say I have been unable to give personal attention to this
subject−−a subject at once so interesting in itself and so extensively and intimately connected with the material
prosperity of the world. Through the Secretaries of State and of the Interior a plan or system has been devised and
partly matured, and which will be laid before you.
Under and by virtue of the act of Congress entitled "An act to confiscate property used for insurrectionary
purposes," approved August 6, 1861, the legal claims of certain persons to the labor and service of certain other
persons have become forfeited, and numbers of the latter thus liberated are already dependent on the United
States, and must be provided for in some way. Besides this, it is not impossible that some of the States will pass
similar enactments for their own benefit respectively, and by operation of which persons of the same class will be
thrown upon them for disposal. In such case I recommend that Congress provide for accepting such persons from
such States, according to some mode of valuation, in lieu, pro tanto, of direct taxes, or upon some other plan to be
agreed on with such States respectively; that such persons, on such acceptance by the General Government, be at
once deemed free, and that in any event steps be taken for colonizing both classes (or the one first mentioned if
the other shall not be brought into existence) at some place or places in a climate congenial to them. It might be
well to consider, too, whether the free colored people already in the United States could not, so far as individuals
may desire, be included in such colonization.
To carry out the plan of colonization may involve the acquiring of territory, and also the appropriation of money
beyond that to be expended in the territorial acquisition. Having practised the acquisition of territory for nearly
sixty years, the question of constitutional power to do so is no longer an open one with us. The power was
questioned at first by Mr. Jefferson, who, however, in the purchase of Louisiana, yielded his scruples on the plea
of great expediency. If it be said that the only legitimate object of acquiring territory is to furnish homes for white
men, this measure effects that object, for emigration of colored men leaves additional room for white men
remaining or coming here. Mr. Jefferson, however, placed the importance of procuring Louisiana more on
political and commercial grounds than on providing room for population.
On this whole proposition, including the appropriation of money with the acquisition of territory, does not the
expediency amount to absolute necessity−−that without which the government itself cannot be perpetuated?
The war continues. In considering the policy to be adopted for suppressing the insurrection I have been anxious
and careful that the inevitable conflict for this purpose shall not degenerate into a violent and remorseless
revolutionary struggle. I have therefore in every case thought it proper to keep the integrity of the Union
prominent as the primary object of the contest on our part, leaving all questions which are not of vital military
importance to the more deliberate action of the Legislature.
In the exercise of my best discretion I have adhered to the blockade of the ports held by the insurgents, instead of
putting in force by proclamation the law of Congress enacted at the late session for closing those ports.
So also, obeying the dictates of prudence, as well as the obligations of law, instead of transcending I have adhered
to the act of Congress to confiscate property used for insurrectionary purposes. If a new law upon the same
subject shall be proposed, its propriety will be duly considered. The Union must be preserved, and hence all
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indispensable means must be employed. We should not be in haste to determine that radical and extreme
measures, which may reach the loyal as well as the disloyal, are indispensable.
The inaugural address at the beginning of the Administration and the message to Congress at the late special
session were both mainly devoted to topics domestic controversy out of which the insurrection and consequent
war have sprung. Nothing now occurs to add or subtract to or from the principles or general purposes stated and
expressed in those documents.
The last ray of hope for preserving the Union peaceably expired at the assault upon Fort Sumter, and a general
review of what has occurred since may not be unprofitable. What was painfully uncertain then is much better
defined and more distinct now, and the progress of events is plainly in the right direction. The insurgents
confidently claimed a strong support from north of Mason and Dixon's line, and the friends of the Union were not
free from apprehension on the point. This, however, was soon settled definitely, and on the right side. South of the
line noble little Delaware led off right from the first. Maryland was made to seem against the Union. Our soldiers
were assaulted, bridges were burned, and railroads torn up within her limits, and we were many days at one time
without the ability to bring a single regiment over her soil to the capital. Now her bridges and railroads are
repaired and open to the government; she already gives seven regiments to the cause of the Union, and none to the
enemy; and her people, at a regular election, have sustained the Union by a larger majority and a larger aggregate
vote than they ever before gave to any candidate or any question. Kentucky, too, for some time in doubt, is now
decidedly and, I think, unchangeably ranged on the side of the Union. Missouri is comparatively quiet, and, I
believe, can, not again be overrun by the insurrectionists. These three States of Maryland, Kentucky, and
Missouri, neither of which would promise a single soldier at first, have now an aggregate of not less than forty
thousand in the field for the Union, while of their citizens certainly not more than a third of that number, and they
of doubtful whereabouts and doubtful existence, are in arms against us. After a somewhat bloody struggle of
months, winter closes on the Union people of western Virginia, leaving them masters of their own country.
An insurgent force of about fifteen hundred, for months dominating the narrow peninsular region constituting the
counties of Accomac and Northampton, and known as Eastern Shore of Virginia, together with some contiguous
parts of Maryland, have laid down their arms, and the people there have renewed their allegiance to and accepted
the protection of the old flag. This leaves no armed insurrectionist north of the Potomac or east of the Chesapeake.
Also we have obtained a footing at each of the isolated points on the southern coast of Hatteras, Port Royal,
Tybee Island (near Savannah), and Ship Island; and we likewise have some general accounts of popular
movements in behalf of the Union in North Carolina and Tennessee.
These things demonstrate that the cause of the Union is advancing steadily and certainly southward.
Since your last adjournment Lieutenant−General Scott has retired from the head of the army. During his long life
the nation has not been unmindful of his merit; yet on calling to mind how faithfully, ably, and brilliantly he has
served the country, from a time far back in our history, when few of the now living had been born, and
thenceforward continually, I cannot but think we are still his debtors. I submit, therefore, for your consideration
what further mark of recognition is due to him, and to ourselves as a grateful people.
With the retirement of General Scott came the Executive duty of appointing in his stead a general−in−chief of the
army. It is a fortunate circumstance that neither in council nor country was there, so far as I know, any difference
of opinion as to the proper person to be selected. The retiring chief repeatedly expressed his judgment in favor of
General McClellan for the position, and in this the nation seemed to give a unanimous concurrence. The
designation of General McClellan is therefore in considerable degree the selection of the country as well as of the
Executive, and hence there is better reason to hope there will be given him the confidence and cordial support
thus by fair implication promised, and without which he cannot with so full efficiency serve the country.
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It has been said that one bad general is better than two good ones, and the saying is true if taken to mean no more
than that an army is better directed by a single mind, though inferior, than by two superior ones at variance and
cross−purposes with each other.
And the same is true in all joint operations wherein those engaged can have none but a common end in view and
can differ only as to the choice of means. In a storm at sea no one on hoard can wish the ship to sink, and yet not
unfrequently all go down together because too many will direct and no single mind can be allowed to control.
It continues to develop that the insurrection is largely, if not exclusively, a war upon the first principle of popular
government−− the rights of the people. Conclusive evidence of this is found in the most grave and maturely
considered public documents, as well as in the general tone of the insurgents. In those documents we find the
abridgment of the existing right of suffrage and the denial to the people of all right to participate in the selection
of public officers except the legislative boldly advocated, with labored arguments to prove that large control of
the people in government is the source of all political evil. Monarchy itself is sometimes hinted at as a possible
refuge from the power of the people.
In my present position I could scarcely be justified were I to omit raising a warning voice against this approach of
returning despotism. It is not needed nor fitting here that a general argument should be made in favor of popular
institutions, but there is one point, with its connections, not so hackneyed as most others, to which I ask a brief
attention. It is the effort to place capital on an equal footing with, if not above, labor in the structure of
government. It is assumed that labor is available only in connection with capital; that nobody labors unless
somebody else, owning capital, somehow by the use of it induces him to labor. This assumed, it is next considered
whether it is best that capital shall hire laborers, and thus induce them to work by their own consent, or buy them
and drive them to it without their consent. Having proceeded so far, it is naturally concluded that all laborers are
either hired laborers or what we call slaves. And further, it is assumed that whoever is once a hired laborer is fixed
in that condition for life.
Now there is no such relation between capital and labor as assumed, nor is there any such thing as a free man
being fixed for life in the condition of a hired laborer. Both these assumptions are false, and all inferences from
them are groundless.
Labor is prior to and independent of capital. Capital is only the fruit of labor, and could never have existed if labor
had not first existed. Labor is the superior of capital, and deserves much the higher consideration. Capital has its
rights, which are as worthy of protection as any other rights. Nor is it denied that there is, and probably always
will be, a relation between labor and capital producing mutual benefits. The error is in assuming that the whole
labor of community exists within that relation. A few men own capital, and that few avoid labor themselves, and
with their capital hire or buy another few to labor for them. A large majority belong to neither class−−neither
work for others nor have others working for them. In most of the Southern States a majority of the whole people
of all colors are neither slaves nor masters, while in the Northern a large majority are neither hirers nor hired.
Men, with their families−−wives, sons, and daughters,−−work for themselves on their farms, in their houses, and
in their shops, taking the whole product to themselves, and asking no favors of capital on the one hand nor of
hired laborers or slaves on the other. It is not forgotten that a considerable number of persons mingle their own
labor with capital; that is, they labor with their own hands and also buy or hire others to labor for them; but this is
only a mixed and not a distinct class. No principle stated is disturbed by the existence of this mixed class.
Again, as has already been said, there is not of necessity any such thing as the free hired laborer being fixed to
that condition for life. Many independent men everywhere in these States a few years back in their lives were
hired laborers. The prudent, penniless beginner in the world labors for wages awhile, saves a surplus with which
to buy tools or land for himself, then labors on his own account another while, and at length hires another new
beginner to help him. This is the just and generous and prosperous system which opens the way to all, gives hope
to all, and consequent energy and progress and improvement of condition to all. No men living are more worthy
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to be trusted than those who toil up from poverty; none less inclined to take or touch aught which they have not
honestly earned. Let them beware of surrendering a political power which they already possess, and which if
surrendered will surely be used to close the door of advancement against such as they and to fix new disabilities
and burdens upon them till all of liberty shall be lost.
From the first taking of our national census to the last are seventy years, and we find our population at the end of
the period eight times as great as it was at the beginning. The increase of those other things which men deem
desirable has been even greater. We thus have at one view what the popular principle, applied to government
through the machinery of the States and the Union, has produced in a given time, and also what if firmly
maintained it promises for the future. There are already among us those who if the Union be preserved will live to
see it contain 200,000,000. The struggle of to−day is not altogether for to−day; it is for a vast future also. With a
reliance on Providence all the more firm and earnest, let us proceed in the great task which events have devolved
upon us.
ABRAHAM LINCOLN.

MESSAGE TO CONGRESS.

WASHINGTON, December 20, 1861.
TO THE SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES:
I transmit to Congress a letter from the secretary of the executive committee of the commission appointed to
represent the interests of those American citizens who may desire to become exhibitors at the industrial exhibition
to be held in London in 1862, and a memorial of that commission, with a report of the executive committee
thereof and copies of circulars announcing the decisions of Her Majesty's commissioners in London, giving
directions to be observed in regard to articles intended for exhibition, and also of circular forms of application,
demands for space, approvals, etc., according to the rules prescribed by the British commissioners.
As these papers fully set forth the requirements necessary to enable those citizens of the United States who may
wish to become exhibitors to avail themselves of the privileges of the exhibition, I commend them to your early
consideration, especially in view of the near approach of the time when the exhibition will begin.
ABRAHAM LINCOLN. as morally bound to do its full and equal share. He thought the institution wrong and
ought never to have existed; but yet he recognized the rights of property which had grown out of it, and would
respect those rights as fully as similar rights in any other property; that property can exist and does legally exist.
He thought such a law wrong, but the rights of property resulting must be respected; he would get rid of the
odious law, not by violating the rights, but by encouraging the proposition and offering inducements to give it up.
Here the interview, so far as this subject is concerned, terminated by Mr. Crittenden's assuring the President that,
whatever might be our final action, we all thought him solely moved by a high patriotism and sincere devotion to
the happiness and glory of his country; and with that conviction we should consider respectfully the important
suggestions he had made.
After some conversation on the current war news, we retired, and I immediately proceeded to my room and wrote
out this paper.
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J. W. CRISFIELD.

We were present at the interview described in the foregoing paper of Mr. Crisfield, and we certify that the
substance of what passed on the occasion is in this paper faithfully and fully given.
J. W. MENZIES,
J. J. CRITTENDEN,
R. MALLORY.
March 10, 1862.
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