The Project Gutenberg eBook of Speeches & Letters of Abraham Lincoln,
1832-1865, by Abraham Lincoln and Merwin Roe

This ebook is for the use of anyone anywhere in the United States and most other parts of the
world at no cost and with almost no restrictions whatsoever. You may copy it, give it away or
re-use it under the terms of the Project Gutenberg License included with this ebook or online
at www.gutenberg.org. If you are not located in the United States, you’ll have to check the
laws of the country where you are located before using this eBook.

Title: Speeches & Letters of Abraham Lincoln, 1832-1865

Author: Abraham Lincoln
Editor: Merwin Roe

Release date: January 17, 2005 [EBook #14721]
Most recently updated: December 19, 2020

Language: English

** START OF THE PROJECT GUTENBERG EBOOK SPEECHES & LETTERS OF ABRAHAM
LINCOLN, 1832-1865 ***

E-text prepared by Melanie Lybarger, Suzanne Lybarger,
and the Project Gutenberg Online Distributed Proofreading Team

P
PABRAHAM

~—

RSN e

NSILSENTSS
WA A& 115 25,
||| GREAT'VOIGE)

A FORTH:QUT;

{| OFHIS)BREAST,

i\ (& HISWORDS,
i FEELURE -THE) gl

f

WINTERSNOWS,

0/ NorTrENWOUD [\

U ANY-MORTAL)
{ CONTENDWITH

I LINCOLN2? [

1832-1865EDITED B

Wt BY MERWIN ROE IR

BV
T
;

il LONDON: PUBLISHED
B &y M DENT &SONS I

bedll AND IN NEW YORK |HNGE
\\[/4 BY E-P- DUTTONBCO '

s

SPEECHES & LETTERS
of
ABRAHAM LINCOLN 1832-1865

EDITED BY MERWIN ROE

London: Published By J. M. Dent & Sons Ltd


https://www.gutenberg.org/
https://www.gutenberg.org/cache/epub/14721/images/illus001bw.png
https://www.gutenberg.org/cache/epub/14721/images/illus002bw.png

and in New York by E. P. Dutton & Co

First issue of this Edition 1907
Reprinted 1909, 1910, 1912

Mr. Bryce's Introduction to 'Lincoln's Speeches' is printed from plates made
and type set by the University Press, Cambridge, Mass., U.S.A., 1907.

Taken by permission from 'The Complete Works of Abraham Lincoln’
Century Company, 1894

INTRODUCTION

No man since Washington has become to Americans so familiar or so beloved a figure as
Abraham Lincoln. He is to them the representative and typical American, the man who best
embodies the political ideals of the nation. He is typical in the fact that he sprang from the
masses of the people, that he remained through his whole career a man of the people, that his
chief desire was to be in accord with the beliefs and wishes of the people, that he never failed to
trust in the people and to rely on their support. Every native American knows his life and his
speeches. His anecdotes and witticisms have passed into the thought and the conversation of the
whole nation as those of no other statesman have done.

He belongs, however, not only to the United States, but to the whole of civilized mankind. It is
no exaggeration to say that he has, within the last thirty years, grown to be a conspicuous figure
in the history of the modern world. Without him, the course of events not only in the Western
hemisphere but in Europe also would have been different, for he was called to guide at the
greatest crisis of its fate a State already mighty, and now far more mighty than in his days, and
the guidance he gave has affected the march of events ever since. A life and a character such as
his ought to be known to and comprehended by Europeans as well as by Americans. Among
Europeans, it is especially Englishmen who ought to appreciate him and understand the
significance of his life, for he came of an English stock, he spoke the English tongue, his action
told upon the progress of events and the shaping of opinion in all British communities
everywhere more than it has done upon any other nation outside America itself.

This collection of Lincoln's speeches seeks to make him known by his words as readers of
history know him by his deeds. In popularly-governed countries the great statesman is almost of
necessity an orator, though his eminence as a speaker may be no true measure either of his
momentary power or of his permanent fame, for wisdom, courage and tact bear little direct
relation to the gift for speech. But whether that gift be present in greater or in lesser degree, the
character and ideas of a statesman are best studied through his own words. This is particularly
true of Lincoln, because he was not what may be called a professional orator. There have been
famous orators whose speeches we may read for the beauty of their language or for the wealth of
ideas they contain, with comparatively little regard to the circumstances of time and place that
led to their being delivered. Lincoln is not one of these. His speeches need to be studied in close
relation to the occasions which called them forth. They are not philosophical lucubrations or
brilliant displays of rhetoric. They are a part of his life. They are the expression of his convictions,
and derive no small part of their weight and dignity from the fact that they deal with grave and
urgent questions, and express the spirit in which he approached those questions. Few great
characters stand out so clearly revealed by their words, whether spoken or written, as he does.

Accordingly Lincoln's discourses are not like those of nearly all the men whose eloquence has
won them fame. When we think of such men as Pericles, Demosthenes, Zschines, Cicero,
Hortensius, Burke, Sheridan, Erskine, Canning, Webster, Gladstone, Bright, Massillon,
Vergniaud, Castelar, we think of exuberance of ideas or of phrases, of a command of appropriate
similes or metaphors, of the gifts of invention and of exposition, of imaginative flights, or
outbursts of passion fit to stir and rouse an audience to like passion. We think of the orator as
gifted with a powerful or finely-modulated voice, an imposing presence, a graceful delivery. Or if
—remembering that Lincoln was by profession a lawyer and practised until he became President
of the United States—we think of the special gifts which mark the forensic orator, we should



expect to find a man full of ingenuity and subtlety, one dexterous in handling his case in such
wise as to please and capture the judge or the jury whom he addresses, one skilled in those
rhetorical devices and strokes of art which can be used, when need be, to engage the listener's
feelings and distract his mind from the real merits of the issue.

Of all this kind of talent there was in Lincoln but little. He was not an artful pleader; indeed, it
was said of him that he could argue well only those cases in the justice of which he personally
believed, and was unable to make the worse appear the better reason. For most of the qualities
which the world admires in Cicero or in Burke we should look in vain in Lincoln's speeches. They
are not fine pieces of exquisite diction, fit to be declaimed as school exercises or set before
students as models of composition.

What, then, are their merits? and why do they deserve to be valued and remembered? How
comes it that a man of first-rate powers was deficient in qualities appertaining to his own
profession which men less remarkable have possessed?

To answer this question, let us first ask what were the preparation and training Abraham
Lincoln had for oratory, whether political or forensic.

Born in rude and abject poverty, he had never any education, except what he gave himself, till
he was approaching manhood. Not even books wherewith to inform and train his mind were
within his reach. No school, no university, no legal faculty had any part in training his powers.
When he became a lawyer and a politician, the years most favourable to continuous study had
already passed, and the opportunities he found for reading were very scanty. He knew but few
authors in general literature, though he knew those few thoroughly. He taught himself a little
mathematics, but he could read no language save his own, and can have had only the faintest
acquaintance with European history or with any branch of philosophy.

The want of regular education was not made up for by the persons among whom his lot was
cast. Till he was a grown man, he never moved in any society from which he could learn those
things with which the mind of an orator or a statesman ought to be stored. Even after he had
gained some legal practice, there was for many years no one for him to mix with except the petty
practitioners of a petty town, men nearly all of whom knew little more than he did himself.

Schools gave him nothing, and society gave him nothing. But he had a powerful intellect and a
resolute will. Isolation fostered not only self-reliance but the habit of reflection, and, indeed, of
prolonged and intense reflection. He made all that he knew a part of himself. He thought
everything out for himself. His convictions were his own—clear and coherent. He was not positive
or opinionated, and he did not deny that at certain moments he pondered and hesitated long
before he decided on his course. But though he could keep a policy in suspense, waiting for
events to guide him, he did not waver. He paused and reconsidered, but it was never his way
either to go back upon a decision once made, or to waste time in vain regrets that all he expected
had not been attained. He took advice readily, and left many things to his ministers; but he did
not lean upon his advisers. Without vanity or ostentation, he was always independent, self-
contained, prepared to take full responsibility for his acts.

That he was keenly observant of all that passed under his eyes, that his mind played freely
round everything it touched, we know from the accounts of his talk, which first made him famous
in the town and neighbourhood where he lived. His humour, and his memory for anecdotes which
he could bring out to good purpose, at the right moment, are qualities which Europe deems
distinctively American, but no great man of action in the nineteenth century, even in America,
possessed them in the same measure. Seldom has so acute a power of observation been found
united to so abundant a power of sympathy.

These remarks may seem to belong to a study of his character rather than of his speeches, yet
they are not irrelevant, because the interest of his speeches lies in their revelation of his
character. Let us, however, return to the speeches and to the letters, some of which, given in this
volume, are scarcely less noteworthy than are the speeches.

What are the distinctive merits of these speeches and letters? There is less humour in them
than his reputation as a humorist would have led us to expect. They are serious, grave, practical.
We feel that the man does not care to play over the surface of the subject, or to use it as a way of
displaying his cleverness. He is trying to get right down to the very foundation of the matter and
tell us what his real thoughts about it are. In this respect he sometimes reminds us of Bismarck's
speeches, which, in their rude, broken, forth-darting way, always go straight to their destined
aim; always hit the nail on the head. So too, in their effort to grapple with fundamental facts,
Lincoln's bear a sort of likeness to Cromwell's speeches, though Cromwell has far less power of



utterance, and always seems to be wrestling with the difficulty of finding language to convey to
others what is plain, true and weighty to himself. This difficulty makes the great Protector,
though we can usually see what he is driving at, frequently confused and obscure. Lincoln,
however, is always clear. Simplicity, directness and breadth are the notes of his thought.
Aptness, clearness, and again, simplicity, are the notes of his diction. The American speakers of
his generation, like most of those of the preceding generation, but unlike those of that earlier
generation to which Alexander Hamilton, John Adams, Marshall and Madison belonged, were
generally infected by a floridity which made them a by-word in Europe. Even men of brilliant
talent, such as Edward Everett, were by no means free from this straining after effect by highly-
coloured phrases and theatrical effects. Such faults have to-day virtually vanished from the
United States, largely from a change in public taste, to which perhaps the example set by Lincoln
himself may have contributed. In the forties and fifties florid rhetoric was rampant, especially in
the West and South, where taste was less polished than in the older States. That Lincoln escaped
it is a striking mark of his independence as well as of his greatness. There is no superfluous
ornament in his orations, nothing tawdry, nothing otiose. For the most part, he addresses the
reason of his hearers, and credits them with desiring to have none but solid arguments laid
before them. When he does appeal to emotion, he does it quietly, perhaps even solemnly. The
note struck is always a high note. The impressiveness of the appeal comes not from fervid
vehemence of language, but from the sincerity of his own convictions. Sometimes one can see
that through its whole course the argument is suffused by the speaker's feeling, and when the
time comes for the feeling to be directly expressed, it glows not with fitful flashes, but with the
steady heat of an intense and strenuous soul.

The impression which most of the speeches leave on the reader is that their matter has been
carefully thought over even when the words have not been learnt by heart. But there is an
anecdote that on one occasion, early in his career, Lincoln went to a public meeting not in the
least intending to speak, but presently being called for by the audience, rose in obedience to the
call, and delivered a long address so ardent and thrilling that the reporters dropped their pencils
and, absorbed in watching him, forgot to take down what he said. It has also been stated, on good
authority, that on his way in the railroad cars, to the dedication of the monument on the field of
Gettysburg, he turned to a Pennsylvanian gentleman who was sitting beside him and remarked, "I
suppose I shall be expected to say something this afternoon; lend me a pencil and a bit of paper,"
and that he thereupon jotted down the notes of a speech which has become the best known and
best remembered of all his utterances, so that some of its words and sentences have passed into
the minds of all educated men everywhere.

That famous Gettysburg speech is the best example one could desire of the characteristic
quality of Lincoln's eloquence. It is a short speech. It is wonderfully terse in expression. It is
quiet, so quiet that at the moment it did not make upon the audience, an audience wrought up by
a long and highly-decorated harangue from one of the prominent orators of the day, an
impression at all commensurate to that which it began to make as soon as it was read over
America and Europe. There is in it not a touch of what we call rhetoric, or of any striving after
effect. Alike in thought and in language it is simple, plain, direct. But it states certain truths and
principles in phrases so aptly chosen and so forcible, that one feels as if those truths could have
been conveyed in no other words, and as if this deliverance of them were made for all time.
Words so simple and so strong could have come only from one who had meditated so long upon
the primal facts of American history and popular government that the truths those facts taught
him had become like the truths of mathematics in their clearness, their breadth, and their
precision.

The speeches on Slavery read strange to us now, when slavery as a living system has been dead
for forty years, dead and buried hell deep under the detestation of mankind. It is hard for those
whose memory does not go back to 1865 to realize that down till then it was not only a terrible
fact, but was defended—defended by many otherwise good men, defended not only by pseudo-
scientific anthropologists as being in the order of nature, but by ministers of the Gospel, out of
the sacred Scriptures, as part of the ordinances of God. Lincoln's position, the position of one
who had to induce slave-owning fellow-citizens to listen to him and admit persuasion into their
heated and prejudiced minds, did not allow him to denounce it with horror, as we can all so easily
do to-day. But though his language is calm and restrained, he never condescends to palter with
slavery. He shows its innate evils and dangers with unanswerable force. The speech on the Dred
Scott decision is a lucid, close and cogent piece of reasoning which, in its wide view of
Constitutional issues, sometimes reminds one of Webster, sometimes even of Burke, though it
does not equal the former in weight nor the latter in splendour of diction.

Among the letters, perhaps the most impressive is that written to Mrs. Bixley, the mother of



five sons who had died fighting for the Union in the armies of the North. It is short, and it deals
with a theme on which hundreds of letters are written daily. But I do not know where the nobility
of self-sacrifice for a great cause, and of the consolation which the thought of a sacrifice so made
should bring, is set forth with such simple and pathetic beauty. Deep must be the fountains from
which there issues so pure a stream.

The career of Lincoln is often held up to ambitious young Americans as an example to show
what a man may achieve by his native strength, with no advantages of birth or environment or
education. In this there is nothing improper, nothing fanciful. The moral is one which may well be
drawn, and in which those on whose early life Fortune has not smiled may find encouragement.
But the example is, after all, no great encouragement to ordinary men, for Lincoln was an
extraordinary man.

He triumphed over the adverse conditions of his early years because Nature had bestowed on
him high and rare powers. Superficial observers who saw his homely aspect and plain manners,
and noted that his fellow-townsmen, when asked why they so trusted him, answered that it was
for his common-sense, failed to see that his common-sense was a part of his genius. What is
common-sense but the power of seeing the fundamentals of any practical question, and of
disengaging them from the accidental and transient features that may overlie these fundamentals
—the power, to use a familiar expression, of getting down to bed rock? One part of this power is
the faculty for perceiving what the average man will think and can be induced to do. This is what
keeps the superior mind in touch with the ordinary mind, and this is perhaps why the name of
"common-sense" is used, because the superior mind seems in its power of comprehending others
to be itself a part of the general sense of the community. All men of high practical capacity have
this power. It is the first condition of success. But in men who have received a philosophical or
literary education there is a tendency to embellish, for purposes of persuasion, or perhaps for
their own gratification, the language in which they recommend their conclusions, or to state
those conclusions in the light of large general principles, a tendency which may, unless carefully
watched, carry them too high above the heads of the crowd. Lincoln, never having had such an
education, spoke to the people as one of themselves. He seemed to be saying not only what each
felt, but expressing the feeling just as each would have expressed it. In reality, he was quite as
much above his neighbours in insight as was the polished orator or writer, but the plain
directness of his language seemed to keep him on their level. His strength lay less in the form
and vesture of the thought than in the thought itself, in the large, simple, practical view which he
took of the position. And thus, to repeat what has been said already, the sterling merit of these
speeches of his, that which made them effective when they were delivered and makes them worth
reading to-day, is to be found in the justness of his conclusions and their fitness to the
circumstances of the time. When he rose into higher air, when his words were clothed with
stateliness and solemnity, it was the force of his conviction and the emotion that thrilled through
his utterance, that printed the words deep upon the minds and drove them home to the hearts of
the people.

What is a great man? Common speech, which after all must be our guide to the sense of the
terms which the world uses, gives this name to many sorts of men. How far greatness lies in the
power and range of the intellect, how far in the strength of the will, how far in elevation of view
and aim and purpose,—this is a question too large to be debated here. But of Abraham Lincoln it
may be truly said that in his greatness all three elements were present. He had not the brilliance,
either in thought or word or act, that dazzles, nor the restless activity that occasionally pushes to
the front even persons with gifts not of the first order. He was a patient, thoughtful, melancholy
man, whose intelligence, working sometimes slowly but always steadily and surely, was
capacious enough to embrace and vigorous enough to master the incomparably difficult facts and
problems he was called to deal with. His executive talent showed itself not in sudden and
startling strokes, but in the calm serenity with which he formed his judgments and laid his plans,
in the undismayed firmness with which he adhered to them in the face of popular clamour, of
conflicting counsels from his advisers, sometimes, even, of what others deemed all but hopeless
failure. These were the qualities needed in one who had to pilot the Republic through the
heaviest storm that had ever broken upon it. But the mainspring of his power, and the truest
evidence of his greatness, lay in the nobility of his aims, in the fervour of his conviction, in the
stainless rectitude which guided his action and won for him the confidence of the people. Without
these things neither the vigour of his intellect nor the firmness of his will would have availed.

There is a vulgar saying that all great men are unscrupulous. Of him it may rather be said that
the note of greatness we feel in his thinking and his speech and his conduct had its source in the
loftiness and purity of his character. Lincoln's is one of the careers that refute this imputation on
human nature.
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LINCOLN'S SPEECHES AND LETTERS

Lincoln's First Public Speech. From an Address to the
People of Sangamon County. March 9, 1832

Upon the subject of education, not presuming to dictate any plan or system respecting it, I can
only say that I view it as the most important subject which we, as a people, can be engaged in.
That every man may receive at least a moderate education, and thereby be enabled to read the
histories of his own and other countries, by which he may duly appreciate the value of our free
institutions, appears to be an object of vital importance, even on this account alone, to say
nothing of the advantages and satisfaction to be derived from all being able to read the
Scriptures and other works, both of a religious and moral nature, for themselves.

For my part, I desire to see the time when education—and by its means morality, sobriety,
enterprise, and industry—shall become much more general than at present; and should be
gratified to have it in my power to contribute something to the advancement of any measure
which might have a tendency to accelerate that happy period.

With regard to existing laws, some alterations are thought to be necessary. Many respectable
men have suggested that our estray laws—the law respecting the issuing of executions, the road
law, and some others—are deficient in their present form, and require alterations. But
considering the great probability that the framers of those laws were wiser than myself, I should
prefer not meddling with them, unless they were first attacked by others, in which case I should
feel it both a privilege and a duty to take that stand which, in my view, might tend to the
advancement of justice.

But, fellow-citizens, I shall conclude. Considering the great degree of modesty which should
always attend youth, it is probable I have already been more presuming than becomes me.
However, upon the subjects of which I have treated, I have spoken as I have thought. I may be
wrong in regard to any or all of them; but, holding it a sound maxim that it is better only to be
sometimes right than at all times wrong, so soon as I discover my opinions to be erroneous I shall
be ready to renounce them.

Every man is said to have his peculiar ambition. Whether it be true or not, I can say, for one,
that I have no other so great as that of being truly esteemed of my fellow-men by rendering
myself worthy of their esteem. How far I shall succeed in gratifying this ambition is yet to be
developed. I am young and unknown to many of you; I was born and have ever remained in the
most humble walks of life. I have no wealthy or popular relations or friends to recommend me.
My case is thrown exclusively upon the independent voters of the county, and if elected, they will
have conferred a favour upon me for which I shall be unremitting in my labours to compensate.
But if the good people in their wisdom shall see fit to keep me in the background, I have been too
familiar with disappointments to be very much chagrined.

Your friend and fellow-citizen,
A. LINCOLN.



Letter to Colonel Robert Allen. June 21, 1836

Dear Colonel, I am told that during my absence last week you passed through this place, and
stated publicly that you were in possession of a fact or facts which, if known to the public, would
entirely destroy the prospects of N.W. Edwards and myself at the ensuing election; but that,
through favour to us, you should forbear to divulge them. No one has needed favours more than
I, and, generally, few have been less unwilling to accept them; but in this case favour to me
would be injustice to the public, and therefore I must beg your pardon for declining it. That I
once had the confidence of the people of Sangamon, is sufficiently evident; and if I have since
done anything, either by design or misadventure, which if known would subject me to a forfeiture
of that confidence, he that knows of that thing, and conceals it, is a traitor to his country's
interest.

I find myself wholly unable to form any conjecture of what fact or facts, real or supposed, you
spoke; but my opinion of your veracity will not permit me for a moment to doubt that you at least
believed what you said. I am flattered with the personal regard you manifested for me; but I do
hope that, on more mature reflection, you will view the public interest as a paramount
consideration, and therefore determine to let the worst come. I here assure you that the candid
statement of facts on your part, however low it may sink me, shall never break the tie of personal
friendship between us. I wish an answer to this, and you are at liberty to publish both, if you
choose.

Lincoln's Opinion on Universal Suffrage. From a Letter
published in the Sangamon "Journal.” June 13, 1836

I go for all sharing the privileges of the government who assist in bearing its burdens:
consequently I go for admitting all whites to the right of suffrage who pay taxes or bear arms [by
no means excluding females].

From an Address before the Young Men's Lyceum of
Springfield, Illinois. January 27, 1837

As a subject for the remarks of the evening "The perpetuation of our political institutions" is
selected. In the great journal of things happening under the sun, we, the American people, find
our account running under the date of the nineteenth century of the Christian era. We find
ourselves in the peaceful possession of the fairest portion of the earth, as regards extent of
territory, fertility of soil, and salubrity of climate. We find ourselves under the government of a
system of political institutions conducing more essentially to the ends of civil and religious
liberty, than any of which the history of former times tells us. We, when remounting the stage of
existence, found ourselves the legal inheritors of these fundamental blessings. We toiled not in
the acquirement or the establishment of them; they are a legacy bequeathed to us by a once
hardy, brave, and patriotic, but now lamented and departed race of ancestors.

Theirs was the task (and nobly they performed it) to possess themselves, and through
themselves us, of this goodly land, and to rear upon its hills and valleys a political edifice of
liberty and equal rights; 'tis ours only to transmit these,—the former unprofaned by the foot of
the invader; the latter undecayed by lapse of time. This, our duty to ourselves and to our
posterity, and love for our species in general, imperatively require us to perform.

How, then, shall we perform it? At what point shall we expect the approach of danger? By what
means shall we fortify against it? Shall we expect some transatlantic military giant to step across



the ocean and crush us at a blow? Never. All the armies of Europe, Asia and Africa combined,
with all the treasure of the earth (our own excepted) in their military chest, with a Bonaparte for
a commander, could not, by force, take a drink from the Ohio, or make a track on the Blue Ridge,
in a trial of a thousand years.

At what point, then, is the approach of danger to be expected? I answer, if it ever reaches us, it
must spring up among us. It cannot come from abroad. If destruction be our lot, we must
ourselves be its author and finisher. As a nation of freemen, we must live through all time, or die
by suicide.

There is even now something of ill omen among us. I mean the increasing disregard for law
which pervades the country; the growing disposition to substitute wild and furious passions in
lieu of the sober judgment of courts; and the worse than savage mobs for the executive ministers
of justice. This disposition is awfully fearful in any community; and that it now exists in ours,
though grating to our feelings to admit, it would be a violation of truth and an insult to our
intelligence to deny.

I know the American people are much attached to their government. I know they would suffer
much for its sake. I know they would endure evils long and patiently before they would ever think
of exchanging it for another. Yet, notwithstanding all this, if the laws be continually despised and
disregarded, if their rights to be secure in their persons and property are held by no better
tenure than the caprice of a mob, the alienation of their affection for the government is the
natural consequence, and to that sooner or later it must come.

Here, then, is one point at which danger may be expected. The question recurs, how shall we
fortify against it? The answer is simple. Let every American, every lover of liberty, every well-
wisher to his posterity, swear by the blood of the Revolution never to violate in the least
particular the laws of the country, and never to tolerate their violation by others. As the patriots
of seventy-six did to the support of the Declaration of Independence, so to the support of the
Constitution and the Laws let every American pledge his life, his property, and his sacred honour;
let every man remember that to violate the law is to trample on the blood of his father, and to
tear the charter of his own and his children's liberty. Let reverence for the laws be breathed by
every American mother to the lisping babe that prattles on her lap. Let it be taught in schools, in
seminaries, and in colleges. Let it be written in primers, spelling-books, and in almanacs. Let it
be preached from the pulpit, proclaimed in legislative halls, and enforced in courts of justice.
And, in short, let it become the political religion of the nation.

When I so pressingly urge a strict observance of all the laws, let me not be understood as
saying that there are no bad laws, or that grievances may not arise for the redress of which no
legal provisions have been made. I mean to say no such thing. But I do mean to say that although
bad laws, if they exist, should be repealed as soon as possible, still, while they continue in force,
for the sake of example they should be religiously observed. So also in unprovided cases. If such
arise, let proper legal provisions be made for them with the least possible delay, but till then let
them, if not too intolerable, be borne with.

There is no grievance that is a fit object of redress by mob law. In any case that may arise, as,
for instance, the promulgation of abolitionism, one of two positions is necessarily true—that is,
the thing is right within itself, and therefore deserves the protection of all law and all good
citizens, or it is wrong, and therefore proper to be prohibited by legal enactments; and in neither
case is the interposition of mob law either necessary, justifiable, or excusable....

They (histories of the Revolution) were pillars of the temple of liberty; and now that they have
crumbled away, that temple must fall unless we, their descendants, supply their places with other
pillars, hewn from the solid quarry of sober reason. Passion has helped us, but can do so no more.
It will in future be our enemy. Reason—cold, calculating, unimpassioned reason—must furnish all
the materials for our future support and defence. Let those materials be moulded into general
intelligence, sound morality, and, in particular, a reverence for the Constitution and laws; and
that we improved to the last, that we remained free to the last, that we revered his name to the
last, that during his long sleep we permitted no hostile foot to pass over or desecrate his resting-
place, shall be that which to learn the last trump shall awaken our Washington.

Upon these let the proud fabric of freedom rest, as the rock of its basis; and as truly as has
been said of the only greater institution, "the gates of hell shall not prevail against it."

Many great and good men, sufficiently qualified for any task they should undertake, may ever
be found, whose ambition would aspire to nothing beyond a seat in Congress, a gubernatorial or



a presidential chair. But such belong not to the family of the lion or the brood of the eagle. What?
Think you these places would satisfy an Alexander, a Caesar, or a Napoleon? Never! Towering
genius disdains a beaten path. It seeks regions hitherto unexplored. It sees no distinction in
adding story to story upon the monuments of fame erected to the memory of others. It denies that
it is glory enough to serve under any chief. It scorns to tread in the footsteps of any predecessor,
however illustrious. It thirsts and burns for distinction; and, if possible, it will have it, whether at
the expense of emancipating slaves, or enslaving free men. Is it unreasonable, then, to expect
that some men, possessed of the loftiest genius, coupled with ambition sufficient to push it to its
utmost stretch, will at some time spring up among us? And when such a one does, it will require
the people to be united with each other, attached to the government and laws, and generally
intelligent, to successfully frustrate his design.

Distinction will be his paramount object, and although he would as willingly, perhaps more so,
acquire it by doing good as harm, yet that opportunity being passed, and nothing left to be done
in the way of building up, he would sit down boldly to the task of pulling down. Here, then, is a
probable case, highly dangerous, and such a one as could not well have existed heretofore.

All honour to our Revolutionary ancestors, to whom we are indebted for these institutions. They
will not be forgotten. In history we hope they will be read of, and recounted, so long as the Bible
shall be read. But even granting that they will, their influence cannot be what it heretofore has
been. Even then, they cannot be so universally known, nor so vividly felt, as they were by the
generation just gone to rest. At the close of that struggle, nearly every adult male had been a
participator in some of its scenes. The consequence was, that of those scenes, in the form of a
husband, a father, a son, or a brother, a living history was to be found in every family,—a history
bearing the indubitable testimonies to its own authenticity in the limbs mangled, in the scars of
wounds received in the midst of the very scenes related; a history, too, that could be read and
understood alike by all, the wise and the ignorant, the learned and the unlearned. But those
histories are gone. They can be read no more for ever. They were a fortress of strength; but what
the invading foemen could never do, the silent artillery of time has done,—the levelling of its
walls. They are gone. They were a forest of giant oaks; but the resistless hurricane has swept
over them, and left only here and there a lonely trunk, despoiled of its verdure, shorn of its
foliage, unshading and unshaded, to murmur in a few more gentle breezes, and to combat with
its mutilated limbs a few more ruder storms, and then to sink and be no more.

HumMorous AccountT ofF His ExXPERIENCES WITH A LADY HE Was
REQUESTED TO MARRY

A Letter to Mrs. O.H. Browning. Springfield, Illinois. April 1, 1838

Dear Madam, Without apologising for being egotistical, I shall make the history of so much of
my life as has elapsed since I saw you the subject of this letter. And, by the way, I now discover
that in order to give a full and intelligible account of the things I have done and suffered since I
saw you, I shall necessarily have to relate some that happened before.

It was, then, in the autumn of 1836 that a married lady of my acquaintance, and who was a
great friend of mine, being about to pay a visit to her father and other relatives residing in
Kentucky, proposed to me that on her return she would bring a sister of hers with her on
condition that I would engage to become her brother-in-law with all convenient dispatch. I, of
course, accepted the proposal, for you know I could not have done otherwise had I really been
averse to it; but privately, between you and me, I was most confoundedly well pleased with the
project. I had seen the said sister some three years before, thought her intelligent and agreeable,
and saw no good objection to plodding life through hand-in-hand with her. Time passed on, the
lady took her journey, and in due time returned, sister in company, sure enough. This astonished
me a little, for it appeared to me that her coming so readily showed that she was a trifle too
willing, but on reflection it occurred to me that she might have been prevailed on by her married
sister to come, without anything concerning me having been mentioned to her, and so I
concluded that if no other objection presented itself, I would consent to waive this. All this
occurred to me on hearing of her arrival in the neighbourhood—for, be it remembered, I had not
yet seen her, except about three years previous, as above mentioned. In a few days we had an
interview, and, although I had seen her before, she did not look as my imagination had pictured



her. I knew she was over-size, but she now appeared a fair match for Falstaff. I knew she was
called an "old maid," and I felt no doubt of the truth of at least half of the appellation, but now,
when I beheld her, I could not for my life avoid thinking of my mother; and this, not from
withered features,—for her skin was too full of fat to permit of its contracting into wrinkles—but
from her want of teeth, weather-beaten appearance in general, and from a kind of notion that ran
in my head that nothing could have commenced at the size of infancy and reached her present
bulk in less than thirty-five or forty years; and, in short, I was not at all pleased with her. But
what could I do? I had told her sister that I would take her for better or for worse, and I made a
point of honour and conscience in all things to stick to my word, especially if others had been
induced to act on it, which in this case I had no doubt they had, for I was now fairly convinced
that no other man on earth would have her, and hence the conclusion that they were bent on
holding me to my bargain. "Well," thought I, "I have said it, and, be the consequences what they
may, it shall not be my fault if I fail to do it." At once I determined to consider her my wife, and
this done, all my powers of discovery were put to work in search of perfections in her which
might be fairly set off against her defects. I tried to imagine her handsome, which, but for her
unfortunate corpulency, was actually true. Exclusive of this, no woman that I have ever seen has
a finer face. I also tried to convince myself that the mind was much more to be valued than the
person, and in this she was not inferior, as I could discover, to any with whom I had been
acquainted.

Shortly after this, without attempting to come to any positive understanding with her, I set out
for Vandalia, when and where you first saw me. During my stay there I had letters from her
which did not change my opinion of either her intellect or intention, but, on the contrary,
confirmed it in both.

All this while, although I was fixed "firm as the surge-repelling rock" in my resolution, I found I
was continually repenting the rashness which had led me to make it. Through life I have been in
no bondage, either real or imaginary, from the thraldom of which I so much desired to be free.
After my return home I saw nothing to change my opinion of her in any particular. She was the
same, and so was I. I now spent my time in planning how I might get along in life after my
contemplated change of circumstances should have taken place, and how I might procrastinate
the evil day for a time, which I really dreaded as much, perhaps more, than an Irishman does the
halter.

After all my sufferings upon this deeply interesting subject, here I am, wholly, unexpectedly,
completely out of the "scrape," and I now want to know if you can guess how I got out of it—out,
clear, in every sense of the term—no violation of word, honour, or conscience. I don't believe you
can guess, and so I might as well tell you at once. As the lawyer says, it was done in the manner
following, to wit: After I had delayed the matter as long as I thought I could in honour do (which,
by the way, had brought me round into the last fall), I concluded I might as well bring it to a
consummation without further delay, and so I mustered my resolution and made the proposal to
her direct; but, shocking to relate, she answered, No. At first I supposed she did it through an
affectation of modesty, which I thought but ill became her under the peculiar circumstances of
the case, but on my renewal of the charge I found she repelled it with greater firmness than
before. I tried it again and again, but with the same success, or rather with the same want of
success.

I finally was forced to give it up, at which I very unexpectedly found myself mortified almost
beyond endurance. I was mortified, it seemed to me, in a hundred different ways. My vanity was
deeply wounded by the reflection that I had so long been too stupid to discover her intentions,
and at the same time never doubting that I understood them perfectly; and also that she, whom I
had taught myself to believe nobody else would have, had actually rejected me with all my
fancied greatness. And, to cap the whole, I then for the first time began to suspect that I was
really a little in love with her. But let it all go! I'll try and outlive it. Others have been made fools
of by the girls, but this can never in truth be said of me. I most emphatically, in this instance,
made a fool of myself. I have now come to the conclusion never again to think of marrying, and
for this reason—I can never be satisfied with any one who would be blockhead enough to have
me.

When you receive this, write me a long yarn about something to amuse me. Give my respects to
Mr. Browning.

From a Debate between Lincoln, E.D. Baker, and others



against Douglas, Lamborn, and others. Springfield.
December 1839

... Mr. Lamborn insists that the difference between the Van Buren party and the Whigs is, that
although the former sometimes err in practice, they are always correct in principle, whereas the
latter are wrong in principle; and the better to impress this proposition, he uses a figurative
expression in these words: "The Democrats are vulnerable in the heel, but they are sound in the
heart and in the head." The first branch of the figure—that is, that the Democrats are vulnerable
in the heel—I admit is not merely figuratively but literally true. Who that looks but for a moment
at their Swartwouts, their Prices, their Harringtons, and their hundreds of others, scampering
away with the public money to Texas, to Europe, and to every spot of the earth where a villain
may hope to find refuge from justice, can at all doubt that they are most distressingly affected in
their heels with a species of running fever? It seems that this malady of their heels operates on
the sound-headed and honest-hearted creatures very much like the cork leg in the song did on its
owner, which, when he had once got started on it, the more he tried to stop it, the more it would
run away. At the hazard of wearing this point threadbare, I will relate an anecdote which seems
to be too strikingly in point to be omitted. A witty Irish soldier who was always boasting of his
bravery when no danger was near, but who invariably retreated without orders at the first charge
of the engagement, being asked by his captain why he did so, replied, "Captain, I have as brave a
heart as Julius Caesar ever had; but somehow or other, whenever danger approaches, my
cowardly legs will run away with it." So it is with Mr. Lamborn's party. They take the public
money into their hands for the most laudable purpose that wise heads and honest hearts can
dictate, but before they can possibly get it out again, their rascally vulnerable heels will run away
with them....

Letter to W.G. Anderson. Lawrenceville, Illinois. October
31, 1840

Dear Sir, Your note of yesterday is received. In the difficulty between us of which you speak,
you say you think I was the aggressor. I do not think I was. You say my "words imported insult." I
meant them as a fair set-off to your own statements, and not otherwise; and in that light alone I
now wish you to understand them. You ask for my present "feelings on the subject." I entertain no
unkind feelings to you, and none of any sort upon the subject, except a sincere regret that I
permitted myself to get into such an altercation.

Extract from a Letter to John T. Stuart. Springfield Illinois.
January 23, 1841

For not giving you a general summary of news, you must pardon me; it is not in my power to do
so. I am now the most miserable man living. If what I feel were equally distributed to the whole
human family, there would not be one cheerful face on earth. Whether I shall ever be better, I
cannot tell; I awfully forebode I shall not. To remain as I am is impossible; I must die or be better,
it appears to me. The matter you speak of on my account you may attend to as you say, unless
you shall hear of my condition forbidding it. I say this because I fear I shall be unable to attend to
any business here, and a change of scene might help me. If I could be myself, I would rather
remain at home with Judge Logan. I can write no more.



From an Address before the Washingtonian Temperance
Society. Springfield, Illinois. February 22, 1842

Although the temperance cause has been in progress for nearly twenty years, it is apparent to
all that it is just now being crowned with a degree of success hitherto unparalleled.

The list of its friends is daily swelled by the additions of fifties, of hundreds, and of thousands.
The cause itself seems suddenly transformed from a cold abstract theory to a living, breathing,
active and powerful chieftain, going forth conquering and to conquer. The citadels of his great
adversary are daily being stormed and dismantled; his temples and his altars, where the rites of
his idolatrous worship have long been performed, and where human sacrifices have long been
wont to be made, are daily desecrated and deserted. The trump of the conqueror's fame is
sounding from hill to hill, from sea to sea, and from land to land, and calling millions to his
standard at a blast.

"But," say some, "we are no drunkards, and we shall not acknowledge ourselves such by joining
a reform drunkard's society, whatever our influence might be." Surely no Christian will adhere to
this objection.

If they believe, as they profess, that Omnipotence condescended to take on himself the form of
sinful man, and, as such, to die an ignominious death for their sakes, surely they will not refuse
submission to the infinitely lesser condescension for the temporal and perhaps eternal salvation
of a large, erring, and unfortunate class of their fellow-creatures; nor is the condescension very
great. In my judgment, such of us as have never fallen victims have been spared more from the
absence of appetite, than from any mental or moral superiority over those who have. Indeed I
believe, if we take habitual drunkards as a class, their heads and their hearts will bear an
advantageous comparison with those of any other class. There seems ever to have been a
proneness in the brilliant and warm-blooded to fall into this vice. The demon of intemperance
ever seems to have delighted in sucking the blood of genius and generosity. What one of us but
can call to mind some relative more promising in youth than all his fellows, who has fallen a
sacrifice to his rapacity? He ever seems to have gone forth like the Egyptian angel of death,
commissioned to slay, if not the first, the fairest born of every family. Shall he now be arrested in
his desolating career? In that arrest all can give aid that will; and who shall be excused that can
and will not? Far around as human breath has ever blown, he keeps our fathers, our brothers, our
sons, and our friends prostrate in the chains of moral death....

When the conduct of men is designed to be influenced, persuasion, kind, unassuming
persuasion, should ever be adopted. It is an old and a true maxim "that a drop of honey catches
more flies than a gallon of gall." So with men. If you would win a man to your cause, first
convince him that you are his sincere friend. Therein is a drop of honey that catches his heart,
which, say what you will, is the great high-road to his reason, and which, when once gained, you
will find but little trouble in convincing his judgment of the justice of your cause, if indeed that
cause really be a just one. On the contrary, assume to dictate to his judgment, or to command his
action, or to mark him as one to be shunned and despised, and he will retreat within himself,
close all the avenues to his head and his heart; and though your cause be naked truth itself,
transformed to the heaviest lance, harder than steel, and sharper than steel can be made, and
though you throw it with more than herculean force and precision, you shall be no more able to
pierce him than to penetrate the hard shell of a tortoise with a rye straw. Such is man, and so
must he be understood by those who would lead him, even to his own best interests....

Another error, as it seems to me, into which the old reformers fell, was the position that all
habitual drunkards were utterly incorrigible, and therefore must be turned adrift and damned
without remedy in order that the grace of temperance might abound, to the temperate then, and
to all mankind some hundreds of years thereafter. There is in this something so repugnant to
humanity, so uncharitable, so cold-blooded and feelingless, that it never did, nor never can enlist
the enthusiasm of a popular cause. We could not love the man who taught it—we could not hear
him with patience. The heart could not throw open its portals to it, the generous man could not
adopt it—it could not mix with his blood. It looked so fiendishly selfish, so like throwing fathers
and brothers overboard to lighten the boat for our security, that the noble-minded shrank from
the manifest meanness of the thing. And besides this, the benefits of a reformation to be effected
by such a system were too remote in point of time to warmly engage many in its behalf. Few can
be induced to labour exclusively for posterity; and none will do it enthusiastically. Posterity has
done nothing for us; and theorize on it as we may, practically we shall do very little for it, unless



we are made to think we are at the same time doing something for ourselves.

What an ignorance of human nature does it exhibit, to ask or expect a whole community to rise
up and labour for the temporal happiness of others, after themselves shall be consigned to the
dust, a majority of which community take no pains whatever to secure their own eternal welfare
at no more distant day! Great distance in either time or space has wonderful power to lull and
render quiescent the human mind. Pleasures to be enjoyed, or pains to be endured, after we shall
be dead and gone, are but little regarded even in our own cases, and much less in the cases of
others. Still, in addition to this there is something so ludicrous in promises of good or threats of
evil a great way off as to render the whole subject with which they are connected easily turned
into ridicule. "Better lay down that spade you are stealing, Paddy; if you don't you'll pay for it at
the day of judgment." "Be the powers, if ye'll credit me so long I'll take another jist."

From the Circular of the Whig Committee. An Address to
the People of Illinois. March 4, 1843

... The system of loans is but temporary in its nature, and must soon explode. It is a system not
only ruinous while it lasts, but one that must soon fail and leave us destitute.

As an individual who undertakes to live by borrowing soon finds his original means devoured by
interest, and next, no one left to borrow from, so must it be with a government.

We repeat, then, that a tariff sufficient for revenue, or a direct tax, must soon be resorted to;
and, indeed, we believe this alternative is now denied by no one. But which system shall be
adopted? Some of our opponents in theory admit the propriety of a tariff sufficient for revenue,
but even they will not in practice vote for such a tariff; while others boldly advocate direct
taxation. Inasmuch, therefore, as some of them boldly advocate direct taxation, and all the rest—
or so nearly all as to make exceptions needless—refuse to adopt the tariff, we think it is doing
them no injustice to class them all as advocates of direct taxation. Indeed, we believe they are
only delaying an open avowal of the system till they can assure themselves that the people will
tolerate it. Let us, then, briefly compare the two systems. The tariff is the cheaper system,
because the duties, being collected in large parcels, at a few commercial points, will require
comparatively few officers in their collection; while by the direct tax system the land must be
literally covered with assessors and collectors, going forth like swarms of Egyptian locusts,
devouring every blade of grass and other green thing. And, again, by the tariff system the whole
revenue is paid by the consumers of foreign goods, and those chiefly the luxuries and not the
necessaries of life. By this system, the man who contents himself to live upon the products of his
own country pays nothing at all. And surely that country is extensive enough, and its products
abundant and varied enough, to answer all the real wants of its people. In short, by this system
the burden of revenue falls almost entirely on the wealthy and luxurious few, while the
substantial and labouring many, who live at home and upon home products, go entirely free. By
the direct tax system, none can escape. However strictly the citizen may exclude from his
premises all foreign luxuries, fine cloths, fine silks, rich wines, golden chains, and diamond rings,
—still, for the possession of his house, his barn, and his homespun he is to be perpetually haunted
and harassed by the tax-gatherer. With these views, we leave it to be determined whether we or
our opponents are more truly democratic on the subject.

From a Letter to Martin M. Morris. Springfield, Illinois.
March 26, 1843

It is truly gratifying to me to learn that while the people of Sangamon have cast me off, my old
friends of Menard, who have known me longest and best, stick to me. It would astonish, if not
amuse, the older citizens to learn that I (a stranger, friendless, uneducated, penniless boy,
working on a flatboat at ten dollars per month) have been put down here as the candidate of
pride, wealth, and aristocratic family distinction. Yet so, chiefly, it was. There was, too, the
strangest combination of church influence against me. Baker is a Campbellite; and therefore, as I



suppose, with few exceptions, got all that church. My wife has some relations in the Presbyterian
churches, and some with the Episcopal churches; and therefore, wherever it would tell, I was set
down as either the one or the other, while it was everywhere contended that no Christian ought
to go for me, because I belonged to no church, was suspected of being a deist, and had talked
about fighting a duel. With all these things, Baker, of course, had nothing to do. Nor do I
complain of them. As to his own church going for him, I think that was right enough, and as to
the influences I have spoken of in the other, though they were very strong, it would be grossly
untrue and unjust to charge that they acted upon them in a body, or were very near so. I only
mean that those influences levied a tax of a considerable per cent. upon my strength throughout
the religious controversy. But enough of this.

From a Letter to Joshua F. Speed. Springfield. October 22,
1846

We have another boy, born the 10th of March. He is very much such a child as Bob was at his
age, rather of a longer order. Bob is "short and low," and I expect always will be. He talks very
plainly—almost as plainly as anybody. He is quite smart enough. I sometimes fear that he is one
of the little rare-ripe sort that are smarter at about five than ever after. He has a great deal of
that sort of mischief that is the offspring of such animal spirits. Since I began this letter, a
messenger came to tell me Bob was lost; but by the time I reached the house his mother had
found him and had him whipped, and by now, very likely, he is run away again.

From a Letter to William H. Herndon. Washington.
January 8, 1848

Dear William, Your letter of December 27th was received a day or two ago. I am much obliged
to you for the trouble you have taken, and promise to take in my little business there. As to
speech-making, by way of getting the hang of the House, I made a little speech two or three days
ago on a post-office question of no general interest. I find speaking here and elsewhere about the
same thing. I was about as badly scared, and no worse, as I am when I speak in court. I expect to
make one within a week or two, in which I hope to succeed well enough to wish you to see it.

It is very pleasant to learn from you that there are some who desire that I should be re-elected.
I most heartily thank them for their partiality; and I can say, as Mr. Clay said of the annexation of
Texas, that "personally I would not object" to a re-election, although I thought at the time, and
still think, it would be quite as well for me to return to the law at the end of a single term. I made
the declaration that I would not be a candidate again, more from a wish to deal fairly with others,
to keep peace among our friends, and to keep the district from going to the enemy, than for any
cause personal to myself; so that, if it should so happen that nobody else wishes to be elected, I
could refuse the people the right of sending me again. But to enter myself as a competitor of
others, or to authorize any one so to enter me, is what my word and honour forbid.

From a Letter to William H. Herndon. Washington. June
22, 1848

As to the young men. You must not wait to be brought forward by the older men. For instance,
do you suppose that I should ever have got into notice if I had waited to be hunted up and pushed
forward by older men? You young men get together and form a "Rough and Ready Club," and
have regular meetings and speeches. Take in everybody you can get. Harrison Grimsley, L.A.
Enos, Lee Kimball and C.W. Matheny will do to begin the thing; but as you go along gather up all



the shrewd, wild boys about town, whether just of age or a little under age—Chris. Logan,
Reddick Ridgley, Lewis Zwizler, and hundreds such. Let every one play the part he can play best,
—some speak, some sing, and all "holler." Your meetings will be of evenings; the older men, and
the women, will go to hear you; so that it will not only contribute to the election of "Old Zach,"
but will be an interesting pastime, and improving to the intellectual faculties of all engaged.
Don't fail to do this.

From a Letter to William H. Herndon. Washington, July 10,
1848

The way for a young man to rise is to improve himself every way he can, never suspecting that
anybody wishes to hinder him. Allow me to assure you that suspicion and jealousy never did help
any man in any situation. There may sometimes be ungenerous attempts to keep a young man
down; and they will succeed, too, if he allows his mind to be diverted from its true channel to
brood over the attempted injury. Cast about, and see if this feeling has not injured every person
you have ever known to fall into it.

Letter to John D. Johnston. January 2, 1851

Dear Johnston, Your request for eighty dollars I do not think it best to comply with now. At the
various times when I have helped you a little you have said to me, "We can get along very well
now"; but in a very short time I find you in the same difficulty again. Now, this can only happen
by some defect in your conduct. What that defect is, I think I know. You are not lazy, and still you
are an idler. I doubt whether, since I saw you, you have done a good whole day's work in any one
day. You do not very much dislike to work, and still you do not work much, merely because it
does not seem to you that you could get much for it. This habit of uselessly wasting time is the
whole difficulty; it is vastly important to you, and still more so to your children, that you should
break the habit. It is more important to them, because they have longer to live, and can keep out
of an idle habit before they are in it, easier than they can get out after they are in.

You are now in need of some money; and what I propose is, that you shall go to work, "tooth
and nail," for somebody who will give you money for it. Let father and your boys take charge of
your things at home, prepare for a crop, and make the crop, and you go to work for the best
money wages, or in discharge of any debt you owe, that you can get; and, to secure you a fair
reward for your labour, I now promise you, that for every dollar you will, between this and the
first of May, get for your own labour, either in money or as your own indebtedness, I will then
give you one other dollar. By this, if you hire yourself at ten dollars a month, from me you will get
ten more, making twenty dollars a month for your work. In this I do not mean you shall go off to
St. Louis, or the lead mines, or the gold mines in California, but I mean for you to go at it for the
best wages you can get close to home in Coles County. Now, if you will do this, you will be soon
out of debt, and, what is better, you will have a habit that will keep you from getting in debt
again. But, if I should now clear you out of debt, next year you would be just as deep in as ever.
You say you would almost give your place in heaven for seventy or eighty dollars. Then you value
your place in heaven very cheap, for I am sure you can, with the offer I make, get the seventy or
eighty dollars for four or five months' work. You say if I will furnish you the money you will deed
me the land, and, if you don't pay the money back, you will deliver possession. Nonsense! If you
can't now live with the land, how will you then live without it? You have always been kind to me,
and I do not mean to be unkind to you. On the contrary, if you will but follow my advice, you will
find it worth more than eighty times eighty dollars to you.

Letter to John D. Johnston. Shelbyville. November 4, 1851



Dear Brother, When I came into Charleston day before yesterday, I learned that you are
anxious to sell the land where you live and move to Missouri. I have been thinking of this ever
since, and cannot but think such a notion is utterly foolish. What can you do in Missouri better
than here? Is the land any richer? Can you there, any more than here, raise corn and wheat and
oats without work? Will anybody there, any more than here, do your work for you? If you intend
to go to work, there is no better place than right where you are; if you do not intend to go to
work, you cannot get along anywhere. Squirming and crawling about from place to place can do
no good. You have raised no crop this year; and what you really want is to sell the land, get the
money, and spend it. Part with the land you have, and, my life upon it, you will never after own a
spot big enough to bury you in. Half you will get for the land you will spend in moving to
Missouri, and the other half you will eat, drink, and wear out, and no foot of land will be bought.
Now, I feel it my duty to have no hand in such a piece of foolery. I feel that it is so even on your
own account, and particularly on mother's account. The eastern forty acres I intend to keep for
mother while she lives; if you will not cultivate it, it will rent for enough to support her—at least,
it will rent for something. Her dower in the other two forties she can let you have, and no thanks
to me. Now, do not misunderstand this letter; I do not write it in any unkindness. I write it in
order, if possible, to get you to face the truth, which truth is, you are destitute because you have
idled away all your time. Your thousand pretences for not getting along better are all nonsense;
they deceive nobody but yourself. Go to work is the only cure for your case.

A word to mother. Chapman tells me he wants you to go and live with him. If I were you I would
try it awhile. If you get tired of it (as I think you will not), you can return to your own home.
Chapman feels very kindly to you, and I have no doubt he will make your situation very pleasant.

Note for Law Lecture. Written about July 1, 1850

I am not an accomplished lawyer. I find quite as much material for a lecture in those points
wherein I have failed, as in those wherein I have been moderately successful. The leading rule for
a lawyer, as for the man of every other calling, is diligence. Leave nothing for to-morrow which
can be done to-day. Never let your correspondence fall behind. Whatever piece of business you
have in hand, before stopping, do all the labour pertaining to it which can then be done. When
you bring a common law-suit, if you have the facts for doing so, write the declaration at once. If a
law point be involved, examine the books, and note the authority you rely on upon the declaration
itself, where you are sure to find it when wanted. The same of defences and pleas. In business not
likely to be litigated,—ordinary collection cases, foreclosures, partitions, and the like,—make all
examinations of titles, and note them and even draft orders and decrees in advance. The course
has a triple advantage; it avoids omissions and neglect, saves your labour when once done,
performs the labour out of court when you have leisure, rather than in court when you have not.

Extemporaneous speaking should be practised and cultivated. It is the lawyer's avenue to the
public. However able and faithful he may be in other respects, people are slow to bring him
business if he cannot make a speech. And yet there is not a more fatal error to young lawyers
than relying too much on speech-making. If any one, upon his rare powers of speaking, shall
claim an exemption from the drudgery of the law, his case is a failure in advance.

Discourage litigation. Persuade your neighbours to compromise whenever you can. Point out to
them how the nominal winner is often a real loser—in fees, expenses, and waste of time. As a
peace-maker the lawyer has a superior opportunity of being a good man. There will still be
business enough.

Never stir up litigation. A worse man can scarcely be found than one who does this. Who can be
more nearly a fiend than he who habitually overhauls the register of deeds in search of defects in
titles, whereon to stir up strife, and put money in his pocket? A moral tone ought to be infused
into the profession which should drive such men out of it.

The matter of fees is important, far beyond the mere question of bread and butter involved.
Properly attended to, fuller justice is done to both lawyer and client. An exorbitant fee should
never be claimed. As a general rule, never take your whole fee in advance, nor any more than a
small retainer. When fully paid beforehand, you are more than a common mortal if you can feel
the same interest in the case as if something was still in prospect for you, as well as for your
client. And when you lack interest in the case the job will very likely lack skill and diligence in the



performance. Settle the amount of fee and take a note in advance. Then you will feel that you are
working for something, and you are sure to do your work faithfully and well. Never sell a fee-note
—at least not before the consideration service is performed. It leads to negligence and dishonesty
—negligence by losing interest in the case, and dishonesty in refusing to refund when you have
allowed the consideration to fail.

There is a vague popular belief that lawyers are necessarily dishonest. I say vague, because
when we consider to what extent confidence and honours are reposed in and conferred upon
lawyers by the people, it appears improbable that their impression of dishonesty is very distinct
and vivid. Yet the impression is common, almost universal. Let no young man choosing the law
for a calling for a moment yield to the popular belief. Resolve to be honest at all events; and if in
your own judgment you cannot be an honest lawyer, resolve to be honest without being a lawyer.
Choose some other occupation, rather than one in the choosing of which you do, in advance,
consent to be a knave.

A Fragment. Written about July 1, 1854

Equality in society alike beats inequality, whether the latter be of the British aristocratic sort or
of the domestic slavery sort.

We know Southern men declare that their slaves are better off than hired labourers amongst
us. How little they know whereof they speak! There is no permanent class of hired labourers
amongst us. Twenty-five years ago I was a hired labourer. The hired labourer of yesterday
labours on his own account to-day, and will hire others to labour for him to-morrow.

Advancement—improvement in condition—is the order of things in a society of equals. As
labour is the common burden of our race, so the effort of some to shift their share of the burden
on to the shoulders of others is the great durable curse of the race. Originally a curse for
transgression upon the whole race, when, as by slavery, it is concentrated on a part only, it
becomes the double-refined curse of God upon his creatures.

Free labour has the inspiration of hope; pure slavery has no hope. The power of hope upon
human exertion and happiness is wonderful. The slave-master himself has a conception of it, and
hence the system of tasks among slaves. The slave whom you cannot drive with the lash to break
seventy-five pounds of hemp in a day, if you will task him to break a hundred, and promise him
pay for all he does over, he will break you a hundred and fifty. You have substituted hope for the
rod.

And yet perhaps it does not occur to you that, to the extent of your gain in the case, you have
given up the slave system and adopted the free system of labour.

A Fragment on Slavery. July 1854

If A can prove, however conclusively, that he may of right enslave B, why may not B snatch the
same argument and prove equally that he may enslave A? You say A is white and B is black. It is
colour, then; the lighter having the right to enslave the darker? Take care. By this rule you are to
be slave to the first man you meet with a fairer skin than your own.

You do not mean colour exactly? You mean the whites are intellectually the superiors of the
blacks, and therefore have the right to enslave them? Take care again. By this rule you are to be
slave to the first man you meet with an intellect superior to your own.

But, say you, it is a question of interest, and if you make it your interest you have the right to
enslave another. Very well. And if he can make it his interest he has the right to enslave you.



Lincoln’s Reply to Senator Douglas at Peoria, Illinois. The
Origin of the Wilmot Proviso. October 16, 1854

... Our war with Mexico broke out in 1846. When Congress was about adjourning that session,
President Polk asked them to place two millions of dollars under his control, to be used by him in
the recess, if found practicable and expedient, in negotiating a treaty of peace with Mexico, and
acquiring some part of her territory. A bill was duly gotten up for the purpose, and was
progressing swimmingly in the House of Representatives, when a Democratic member from
Pennsylvania by the name of David Wilmot moved as an amendment, "Provided, that in any
territory thus acquired there shall never be slavery." This is the origin of the far-famed Wilmot
Proviso. It created a great flutter; but it stuck like wax, was voted into the bill, and the bill passed
with it through the House. The Senate, however, adjourned without final action on it, and so both
the appropriation and the proviso were lost for the time.

... This declared indifference, but, as I must think, real, covert zeal, for the spread of slavery, I
cannot but hate. I hate it because of the monstrous injustice of slavery itself. I hate it because it
deprives our republican example of its just influence in the world, enables the enemies of free
institutions with plausibility to taunt us as hypocrites, causes the real friends of freedom to doubt
our sincerity, and especially because it forces so many good men amongst ourselves into an open
war with the very fundamental principles of civil liberty, criticizing the Declaration of
Independence, and insisting that there is no right principle of action but self-interest.

Before proceeding let me say that I think I have no prejudice against the Southern people. They
are just what we would be in their situation. If slavery did not now exist among them, they would
not introduce it. If it did now exist among us, we should not instantly give it up. This I believe of
the masses North and South. Doubtless there are individuals on both sides who would not hold
slaves under any circumstances, and others who would gladly introduce slavery anew if it were
out of existence. We know that some Southern men do free their slaves, go North and become
tip-top Abolitionists, while some Northern ones go South and become most cruel slave-masters.

When Southern people tell us they are no more responsible for the origin of slavery than we
are, I acknowledge the fact. When it is said that the institution exists, and that it is very difficult
to get rid of it in any satisfactory way, I can understand and appreciate the saying. I surely will
not blame them for not doing what I should not know how to do myself. If all earthly power were
given me, I should not know what to do as to the existing institution. My first impulse would be to
free all the slaves, and send them to Liberia, to their own native land. But a moment's reflection
would convince me that whatever of high hope (as I think there is) there may be in this in the
long run, its sudden execution is impossible. If they were all landed there in a day, they would all
perish in the next ten days; and there are not surplus shipping and surplus money enough to
carry them there in many times ten days. What then? Free them all, and keep them among us as
underlings? Is it quite certain that this betters their condition? I think I would not hold one in
slavery at any rate, yet the point is not clear enough for me to denounce people upon. What next?
Free them, and make them politically and socially our equals? My own feelings will not admit of
this, and if mine would, we well know that those of the great mass of whites will not. Whether
this feeling accords with justice and sound judgment is not the sole question, if indeed it is any
part of it. A universal feeling, whether well or ill founded, cannot be safely disregarded. We
cannot then make them equals. It does seem to me that systems of gradual emancipation might
be adopted, but for their tardiness in this I will not undertake to judge our brethren of the South.

Equal justice to the South, it is said, requires us to consent to the extension of slavery to new
countries. That is to say, that inasmuch as you do not object to my taking my hog to Nebraska,
therefore I must not object to your taking your slave. Now, I admit that this is perfectly logical, if
there is no difference between hogs and slaves. But while you thus require me to deny the
humanity of the negro, I wish to ask whether you of the South, yourselves, have ever been willing
to do as much? It is kindly provided that of all those who come into the world, only a small
percentage are natural tyrants. That percentage is no larger in the slave States than in the free.
The great majority, South as well as North, have human sympathies, of which they can no more
divest themselves than they can of their sensibility to physical pain. These sympathies in the
bosoms of the Southern people manifest in many ways their sense of the wrong of slavery, and
their consciousness that, after all, there is humanity in the negro. If they deny this let me address
them a few plain questions.

In 1820 you joined the North almost unanimously in declaring the African slave-trade piracy,



and in annexing to it the punishment of death. Why did you do this? If you did not feel that it was
wrong, why did you join in providing that men should be hung for it? The practice was no more
than bringing wild negroes from Africa to such as would buy them. But you never thought of
hanging men for catching and selling wild horses, wild buffaloes, or wild bears.

Again, you have among you a sneaking individual of the class of native tyrants known as the
slave-dealer. He watches your necessities, and crawls up to buy your slave at a speculating price.
If you cannot help it, you sell to him; but if you can help it, you drive him from your door. You
despise him utterly; you do not recognize him as a friend, or even as an honest man. Your
children must not play with his; they may rollick freely with the little negroes, but not with the
slave-dealer's children. If you are obliged to deal with him, you try to get through the job without
so much as touching him. It is common with you to join hands with the men you meet; but with
the slave-dealer you avoid the ceremony,—instinctively shrinking from the snaky contact. If he
grows rich and retires from business, you still remember him, and still keep up the ban of non-
intercourse upon him and his family. Now, why is this? You do not so treat the man who deals in
cotton, corn, or tobacco.

And yet again. There are in the United States and Territories, including the District of
Columbia, over four hundred and thirty thousand free blacks. At five hundred dollars per head,
they are worth over two hundred millions of dollars. How comes this vast amount of property to
be running about without owners? We do not see free horses or free cattle running at large. How
is this? All these free blacks are the descendants of slaves, or have been slaves themselves; and
they would be slaves now but for something that has operated on their white owners, inducing
them at vast pecuniary sacrifice to liberate them. What is that something? Is there any mistaking
it? In all these cases it is your sense of justice and human sympathy continually telling you that
the poor negro has some natural right to himself,—that those who deny it and make mere
merchandise of him deserve kickings, contempt, and death.

And now why will you ask us to deny the humanity of the slave, and estimate him as only the
equal of the hog? Why ask us to do what you will not do yourselves? Why ask us to do for nothing
what two hundred millions of dollars could not induce you to do?

But one great argument in support of the repeal of the Missouri Compromise is still to come.
That argument is "the sacred right of self-government." ... Some poet has said,—

"Fools rush in where angels fear to tread."

At the hazard of being thought one of the fools of this quotation, I meet that argument,—I rush
in,—I take that bull by the horns.... My faith in the proposition that each man should do precisely
as he pleases with all which is exclusively his own, lies at the foundation of the sense of justice
there is in me. I extend the principle to communities of men as well as to individuals. I so extend
it because it is politically wise as well as naturally just,—politically wise in saving us from broils
about matters which do not concern us. Here, or at Washington, I would not trouble myself with
the oyster laws of Virginia, or the cranberry laws of Indiana. The doctrine of self-government is
right,—absolutely and internally right; but it has no just application as here attempted. Or
perhaps I should rather say that whether it has any application here depends upon whether a
negro is not or is a man. If he is not a man, in that case he who is a man may, as a matter of self-
government, do just what he pleases with him. But if the negro is a man, is it not to that extent a
total destruction of self-government to say that he, too, shall not govern himself? When the white
man governs himself, that is self-government; but when he governs himself and also governs
another man, that is more than self-government,—that is despotism. If the negro is a man, then
my ancient faith teaches me that "all men are created equal,” and that there can be no moral
right in connection with one man's making a slave of another.

Judge Douglas frequently, with bitter irony and sarcasm, paraphrases our argument by saying:
"The white people of Nebraska are good enough to govern themselves, but they are not good
enough to govern a few miserable negroes!"

Well, I doubt not that the people of Nebraska are and will continue to be as good as the
average of people elsewhere. I do not say the contrary. What I do say is that no man is good
enough to govern another man without that other's consent. I say this is the leading principle,—
the sheet-anchor of American republicanism.

Slavery is founded in the selfishness of man's nature,—opposition to it in his love of justice.
These principles are in eternal antagonism, and when brought into collision so fiercely as slavery



extension brings them, shocks and throes and convulsions must ceaselessly follow. Repeal the
Missouri Compromise; repeal all compromises; repeal the Declaration of Independence; repeal all
past history,—you still cannot repeal human nature. It still will be the abundance of man's heart
that slavery extension is wrong, and out of the abundance of his heart his mouth will continue to
speak....

The Missouri Compromise ought to be restored. Slavery may or may not be established in
Nebraska. But whether it be or not, we shall have repudiated—discarded from the councils of the
nation—the spirit of compromise; for who, after this, will ever trust in a national compromise?
The spirit of mutual concession—that spirit which first gave us the Constitution, and has thrice
saved the Union—we shall have strangled and cast from us for ever. And what shall we have in
lieu of it? The South flushed with triumph and tempted to excess; the North betrayed, as they
believed, brooding on wrong and burning for revenge. One side will provoke, the other resent.
The one will taunt, the other defy; one aggresses, the other retaliates. Already a few in the North
defy all constitutional restraints, resist the execution of the Fugitive Slave Law, and even menace
the institution of slavery in the States where it exists. Already a few in the South claim the
constitutional right to take and hold slaves in the free States, demand the revival of the slave-
trade, and demand a treaty with Great Britain by which fugitive slaves may be reclaimed from
Canada. As yet they are but few on either side. It is a grave question for lovers of the Union,
whether the final destruction of the Missouri Compromise, and with it the spirit of all
compromise, will or will not embolden and embitter each of these, and fatally increase the
number of both.

Some men, mostly Whigs, who condemn the repeal of the Missouri Compromise,
nevertheless hesitate to go for its restoration, lest they be thrown in company with the
Abolitionists. Will they allow me, as an old Whig, to tell them good-humouredly that I think this is
very silly? Stand with anybody that stands right. Stand with him while he is right, and part with
him when he goes wrong. Stand with the Abolitionist in restoring the Missouri Compromise, and
stand against him when he attempts to repeal the Fugitive Slave Law. In the latter case you stand
with the Southern disunionist. What of that? You are still right. In both cases you are right In
both cases you expose the dangerous extremes. In both you stand on the middle ground and hold
the ship level and steady. In both you are national, and nothing less than national. This is the
good old Whig ground. To desert such ground because of any company is to be less than a Whig,
less than a man, less than an American.

I particularly object to the new position which the avowed principle of this Nebraska law gives
to slavery in the body politic. I object to it because it assumes that there can be moral right in the
enslaving of one man by another. I object to it as a dangerous dalliance for free people—a sad
evidence that, feeling over-prosperity, we forget right; that liberty as a principle we have ceased
to revere. I object to it because the Fathers of the Republic eschewed and rejected it. The
argument of "necessity" was the only argument they ever admitted in favour of slavery, and so
far, and so far only as it carried them, did they ever go. They found the institution existing among
us, which they could not help, and they cast the blame on the British king for having permitted its
introduction. Thus we see the plain, unmistakable spirit of their age towards slavery was hostility
to the principle, and toleration only by necessity.

But now it is to be transformed into a sacred right.... Henceforth it is to be the chief jewel of
the nation,—the very figure-head of the ship of State. Little by little, but steadily as man's march
to the grave, we have been giving up the old for the new faith. Near eighty years ago we began
by declaring that all men are created equal; but now from that beginning we have run down to
the other declaration, that for some men to enslave others is a sacred right of self-government.
These principles cannot stand together. They are as opposite as God and Mammon; and whoever
holds to the one must despise the other....

Our Republican robe is soiled and trailed in the dust. Let us purify it. Let us turn and wash it
white in the spirit if not the blood of the Revolution. Let us turn slavery from its claims of moral
right, back upon its existing legal rights and its arguments of necessity. Let us return it to the
position our fathers gave it, and there let it rest in peace. Let us re-adopt the Declaration of
Independence, and with it the practices and policy which harmonize with it. Let North and South,
let all Americans, let all lovers of liberty everywhere, join in the great and good work. If we do
this, we shall not only have saved the Union, but we shall have so saved it as to make and to keep
it for ever worthy of the saving.



From Letter to the Hon. Geo. Robertson, Lexington,
Kentucky. Springfield, Illinois. August 15, 1855

My dear Sir, ... You are not a friend of slavery in the abstract. In that speech you spoke of "the
peaceful extinction of slavery" and used other expressions indicating your belief that the thing
was, at some time, to have an end. Since then we have had thirty-six years of experience; and this
experience has demonstrated, I think, that there is no peaceful extinction of slavery in prospect
for us. The signal failure of Henry Clay and other good and great men, in 1849, to effect anything
in favour of gradual emancipation in Kentucky, together with a thousand other signs,
extinguishes that hope utterly. On the question of liberty, as a principle, we are not what we have
been. When we were the political slaves of King George, and wanted to be free, we called the
maxim that "all men are created equal" a self-evident truth; but now when we have grown fat,
and have lost all dread of being slaves ourselves, we have become so greedy to be masters that
we call the same maxim "a self-evident lie." The Fourth of July has not quite dwindled away; it is
still a great day for burning fire-crackers!

That spirit which desired the peaceful extinction of slavery has itself become extinct with the
occasion and the men of the Revolution. Under the impulse of that occasion, nearly half the
States adopted systems of emancipation at once; and it is a significant fact that not a single State
has done the like since. So far as peaceful, voluntary emancipation is concerned, the condition of
the negro slave in America, scarcely less terrible to the contemplation of the free mind, is now as
fixed and hopeless of change for the better as that of the lost souls of the finally impenitent. The
Autocrat of all the Russias will resign his crown and proclaim his subjects free republicans,
sooner than will our American masters voluntarily give up their slaves.

Our political problem now is, "Can we as a nation continue together permanently—for ever—
half slave, and half free?" The problem is too mighty for me. May God in his mercy superintend
the solution.

Your much obliged friend, and humble servant,
A. LINCOLN.

Extracts from Letter to Joshua F. Speed. August 24, 1855

You suggest that in political action now, you and I would differ. I suppose we would; not quite
so much, however, as you may think. You know I dislike slavery, and you fully admit the abstract
wrong of it. So far there is no cause of difference. But you say that sooner than yield your legal
right to the slave, especially at the bidding of those who are not themselves interested, you would
see the Union dissolved. I am not aware that any one is bidding you yield that right; very
certainly I am not. I leave that matter entirely to yourself. I also acknowledge your rights and my
obligations under the Constitution in regard to your slaves. I confess I hate to see the poor
creatures hunted down and caught and carried back to their stripes and unrequited toil; but I
bite my lips and keep quiet. In 1841, you and I had together a tedious low-water trip on a
steamboat, from Louisville to St. Louis. You may remember, as I well do, that from Louisville to
the mouth of the Ohio, there were on board ten or a dozen slaves shackled together with irons.
That sight was a continued torment to me, and I see something like it every time I touch the Ohio
or any other slave border. It is not fair for you to assume that I have no interest in a thing which
has, and continually exercises, the power of making me miserable. You ought rather to
appreciate how much the great body of the Northern people do crucify their feelings in order to
maintain their loyalty to the Constitution and the Union. I do oppose the extension of slavery,
because my judgment and feeling so prompt me, and I am under no obligations to the contrary. If
for this you and I must differ, differ we must. You say if you were President, you would send an
army and hang the leaders of the Missouri outrages upon the Kansas elections; still, if Kansas
fairly votes herself a slave State she must be admitted, or the Union must be dissolved. But how if
she votes herself a slave State unfairly; that is, by the very means for which you say you would
hang men? Must she still be admitted, or the Union dissolved? That will be the phase of the
question when it first becomes a practical one. In your assumption that there may be a fair
decision of the slavery question in Kansas, I plainly see that you and I would differ about the



Nebraska law. I look upon that enactment, not as a law, but as a violence from the beginning. It
was conceived in violence, is maintained in violence, and is being executed in violence. I say it
was conceived in violence, because the destruction of the Missouri Compromise, under the
circumstances, was nothing less than violence. It was passed in violence, because it could not
have passed at all but for the votes of many members in violence of the known will of their
constituents. It is maintained in violence, because the elections since clearly demand its repeal,
and the demand is openly disregarded.

You say men ought to be hung for the way they are executing the law; I say that the way it is
being executed is quite as good as any of its antecedents. It is being executed in the precise way
which was intended from the first, else why does no Nebraska man express astonishment or
condemnation? Poor Reeder is the only public man who has been silly enough to believe that
anything like fairness was ever intended, and he has been bravely undeceived.

That Kansas will form a slave constitution, and with it ask to be admitted into the Union, I take
to be already a settled question, and so settled by the very means you so pointedly condemn. By
every principle of law ever held by any court North or South, every negro taken to Kansas is free;
yet in utter disregard of this—in the spirit of violence merely—that beautiful Legislature gravely
passes a law to hang any man who shall venture to inform a negro of his legal rights. This is the
subject and real object of the law. If, like Haman, they should hang upon the gallows of their own
building, I shall not be among the mourners for their fate. In my humble sphere, I shall advocate
the restoration of the Missouri Compromise so long as Kansas remains a Territory; and when, by
all these foul means, it seeks to come into the Union as a slave State, I shall oppose it. I am very
loath in any case to withhold my assent to the enjoyment of property acquired or located in good
faith; but I do not admit that good faith in taking a negro to Kansas to be held in slavery is a
probability with any man. Any man who has sense enough to be the controller of his own property
has too much sense to misunderstand the outrageous character of the whole Nebraska business.
But I digress. In my opposition to the admission of Kansas, I shall have some company, but we
may be beaten. If we are, I shall not, on that account, attempt to dissolve the Union. I think it
probable, however, we shall be beaten. Standing as a unit among yourselves, you can, directly
and indirectly, bribe enough of our men to carry the day, as you could on the open proposition to
establish a monarchy. Get hold of some man in the North whose position and ability are such that
he can make the support of your measure, whatever it may be, a Democratic-party necessity, and
the thing is done. Apropos of this, let me tell you an anecdote. Douglas introduced the Nebraska
Bill in January. In February afterward, there was a called session of the Illinois Legislature. Of
the one hundred members composing the two branches of that body, about seventy were
Democrats. These latter held a caucus, in which the Nebraska Bill was talked of, if not formally
discussed. It was thereby discovered that just three, and no more, were in favour of the measure.
In a day or two Douglas's orders came on to have resolutions passed approving the bill; and they
were passed by large majorities! The truth of this is vouched for by a bolting Democratic
member. The masses too, Democratic as well as Whig, were even nearer unanimous against it;
but as soon as the party necessity of supporting it became apparent, the way the Democrats
began to see the wisdom and justice of it was perfectly astonishing.

You say that if Kansas fairly votes herself a free State, as a Christian you will rejoice at it. All
decent slaveholders talk that way, and I do not doubt their candour; but they never vote that way.
Although in a private letter or conversation you will express your preference that Kansas should
be free, you would vote for no man for Congress who would say the same thing publicly. No such
man could be elected from any district in a slave State. You think Stringfellow and company
ought to be hung.... The slave-breeders and slave-traders are a small, odious, and detested class
among you; and yet in politics they dictate the course of all of you, and are as completely your
masters as you are the master of your own negroes. You inquire where I now stand. That is a
disputed point. I think I am a Whig; but others say there are no Whigs, and that I am an
Abolitionist. When I was at Washington, I voted for the Wilmot Proviso as good as forty times;
and I never heard of any one attempting to unwhig me for that. I now do no more than oppose the
extension of slavery. I am not a Know-nothing; that is certain. How could I be? How can any one
who abhors the oppression of negroes be in favour of degrading classes of white people? Our
progress in degeneracy appears to me to be pretty rapid. As a nation, we began by declaring that
all men are created equal. We now practically read it, all men are created equal except negroes.
When the Know-nothings get control, it will read, all men are created equal except negroes and
foreigners and Catholics. When it comes to this, I shall prefer emigrating to some country where
they make no pretence of loving liberty—to Russia, for instance, where despotism can be taken
pure, and without the base alloy of hypocrisy.... My kindest regards to Mrs. Speed. On the
leading subject of this letter I have more of her sympathy than I have of yours; and yet let me say
I am your friend for ever.



A. LINCOLN.

Mr. Lincoln's Speech. May 19, 1856

Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen, I was over at [cries of "Platform!" "Take the platform!"]—I say,
that while I was at Danville Court, some of our friends of anti-Nebraska got together in
Springfield and elected me as one delegate to represent old Sangamon with them in this
convention, and I am here certainly as a sympathizer in this movement and by virtue of that
meeting and selection. But we can hardly be called delegates strictly, inasmuch as, properly
speaking, we represent nobody but ourselves. I think it altogether fair to say that we have no
anti-Nebraska party in Sangamon, although there is a good deal of anti-Nebraska feeling there;
but I say for myself, and I think I may speak also for my colleagues, that we who are here fully
approve of the platform and of all that has been done [A voice: "Yes!"]; and even if we are not
regularly delegates, it will be right for me to answer your call to speak. I suppose we truly stand
for the public sentiment of Sangamon on the great question of the repeal, although we do not yet
represent many numbers who have taken a distinct position on the question.

We are in a trying time—it ranges above mere party—and this movement to call a halt and turn
our steps backward needs all the help and good counsels it can get; for unless popular opinion
makes itself very strongly felt, and a change is made in our present course, blood will flow on
account of Nebraska, and brother's hand will be raised against brother! [The last sentence was
uttered in such an earnest, impressive, if not, indeed, tragic, manner, as to make a cold chill
creep over me. Others gave a similar experience.]

I have listened with great interest to the earnest appeal made to Illinois men by the gentleman
from Lawrence [James S. Emery] who has just addressed us so eloquently and forcibly. I was
deeply moved by his statement of the wrongs done to free-State men out there. I think it just to
say that all true men North should sympathize with them, and ought to be willing to do any
possible and needful thing to right their wrongs. But we must not promise what we ought not,
lest we be called on to perform what we cannot; we must be calm and moderate, and consider the
whole difficulty, and determine what is possible and just. We must not be led by excitement and
passion to do that which our sober judgments would not approve in our cooler moments. We have
higher aims; we will have more serious business than to dally with temporary measures.

We are here to stand firmly for a principle—to stand firmly for a right. We know that great
political and moral wrongs are done, and outrages committed, and we denounce those wrongs
and outrages, although we cannot, at present, do much more. But we desire to reach out beyond
those personal outrages and establish a rule that will apply to all, and so prevent any future
outrages.

We have seen to-day that every shade of popular opinion is represented here, with Freedom or
rather Free-Soil as the basis. We have come together as in some sort representatives of popular
opinion against the extension of slavery into territory now free in fact as well as by law, and the
pledged word of the statesmen of the nation who are now no more. We come—we are here
assembled together—to protest as well as we can against a great wrong, and to take measures,
as well as we now can, to make that wrong right; to place the nation, as far as it may be possible
now, as it was before the repeal of the Missouri Compromise; and the plain way to do this is to
restore the Compromise, and to demand and determine that Kansas shall be free! [Immense
applause.] While we affirm, and reaffirm, if necessary, our devotion to the principles of the
Declaration of Independence, let our practical work here be limited to the above. We know that
there is not a perfect agreement of sentiment here on the public questions which might be
rightfully considered in this convention, and that the indignation which we all must feel cannot be
helped; but all of us must give up something for the good of the cause. There is one desire which
is uppermost in the mind, one wish common to us all—to which no dissent will be made; and I
counsel you earnestly to bury all resentment, to sink all personal feeling, make all things work to
a common purpose in which we are united and agreed about, and which all present will agree is
absolutely necessary—which must be done by any rightful mode if there be such: Slavery must be
kept out of Kansas' [Applause.] The test—the pinch—is right there. If we lose Kansas to freedom,
an example will be set which will prove fatal to freedom in the end. We, therefore, in the
language of the Bible, must "lay the axe to the root of the tree." Temporizing will not do longer;
now is the time for decision—for firm, persistent, resolute action. [Applause.]



The Nebraska bill, or rather Nebraska law, is not one of wholesome legislation, but was and is
an act of legislative usurpation, whose result, if not indeed intention, is to make slavery national;
and unless headed off in some effective way, we are in a fair way to see this land of boasted
freedom converted into a land of slavery in fact. [Sensation.] Just open your two eyes, and see if
this be not so. I need do no more than state, to command universal approval, that almost the
entire North, as well as a large following in the border States, is radically opposed to the planting
of slavery in free territory. Probably in a popular vote throughout the nation nine-tenths of the
voters in the free States, and at least one-half in the border States, if they could express their
sentiments freely, would vote NO on such an issue; and it is safe to say that two-thirds of the
votes of the entire nation would be opposed to it. And yet, in spite of this overbalancing of
sentiment in this free country, we are in a fair way to see Kansas present itself for admission as a
slave State. Indeed, it is a felony, by the local law of Kansas, to deny that slavery exists there
even now. By every principle of law, a negro in Kansas is free; yet the bogus legislature makes it
an infamous crime to tell him that he is free!

The party lash and the fear of ridicule will overawe justice and liberty; for it is a singular fact,
but none the less a fact, and well known by the most common experience, that men will do things
under the terror of the party lash that they would not on any account or for any consideration do
otherwise; while men who will march up to the mouth of a loaded cannon without shrinking, will
run from the terrible name of "Abolitionist," even when pronounced by a worthless creature
whom they, with good reason, despise. For instance—to press this point a little—Judge Douglas
introduced his anti-Nebraska bill in January; and we had an extra session of our legislature in the
succeeding February, in which were seventy-five Democrats; and at a party caucus, fully
attended, there were just three votes out of the whole seventy-five, for the measure. But in a few
days orders came on from Washington, commanding them to approve the measure; the party lash
was applied, and it was brought up again in caucus, and passed by a large majority. The masses
were against it, but party necessity carried it; and it was passed through the lower house of
Congress against the will of the people, for the same reason. Here is where the greatest danger
lies—that, while we profess to be a government of law and reason, law will give way to violence
on demand of this awful and crushing power. Like the great Juggernaut—I think that is the name
—the great idol, it crushes everything that comes in its way, and makes a—or as I read once, in a
black-letter law book, "a slave is a human being who is legally not a person, but a thing." And if
the safeguards to liberty are broken down, as is now attempted, when they have made things of
all the free negroes, how long, think you, before they will begin to make things of poor white
men? [Applause.] Be not deceived. Revolutions do not go backward. The founder of the
Democratic party declared that a/l men were created equal. His successor in the leadership has
written the word "white" before men, making it read "all white men are created equal." Pray, will
or may not the Know-nothings, if they should get in power, add the word "protestant," making it
read "all protestant white men"?

Meanwhile the hapless negro is the fruitful subject of reprisals in other quarters. John Pettit,
whom Tom Benton paid his respects to, you will recollect, calls the immortal Declaration "a self-
evident lie;" while at the birth-place of freedom—in the shadow of Bunker Hill and of the "cradle
of liberty," at the home of the Adamses and Warren and Otis—Choate, from our side of the house,
dares to fritter away the birthday promise of liberty by proclaiming the Declaration to be "a
string of glittering generalities;" and the Southern Whigs, working hand in hand with pro-slavery
Democrats, are making Choate's theories practical. Thomas Jefferson, a slaveholder, mindful of
the moral element in slavery, solemnly declared that he "trembled for his country when he
remembered that God is just;" while Judge Douglas, with an insignificant wave of the hand, "don't
care whether slavery is voted up or voted down." Now, if slavery is right, or even negative, he has
a right to treat it in this trifling manner. But if it is a moral and political wrong, as all
Christendom considers it to be, how can he answer to God for this attempt to spread and fortify
it? [Applause.]

But no man, and Judge Douglas no more than any other, can maintain a negative, or merely
neutral, position on this question; and, accordingly, he avows that the Union was made by white
men and for white men and their descendants. As matter of fact, the first branch of the
proposition is historically true; the government was made by white men, and they were and are
the superior race. This I admit. But the corner-stone of the government, so to speak, was the
declaration that "all men are created equal," and all entitled to "life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness." [Applause.]

And not only so, but the framers of the Constitution were particular to keep out of that
instrument the word "slave," the reason being that slavery would ultimately come to an end, and
they did not wish to have any reminder that in this free country human beings were ever



prostituted to slavery. [Applause.] Nor is it any argument that we are superior and the negro
inferior—that he has but one talent while we have ten. Let the negro possess the little he has in
independence; if he has but one talent, he should be permitted to keep the little he has.
[Applause.] But slavery will endure no test of reason or logic; and yet its advocates, like Douglas,
use a sort of bastard logic, or noisy assumption, it might better be termed, like the above, in
order to prepare the mind for the gradual, but none the less certain, encroachments of the
Moloch of slavery upon, the fair domain of freedom. But however much you may argue upon it, or
smother it in soft phrases, slavery can only be maintained by force—by violence. The repeal of the
Missouri Compromise was by violence. It was a violation of both law and the sacred obligations of
honour, to overthrow and trample underfoot a solemn compromise, obtained by the fearful loss to
freedom of one of the fairest of our Western domains. Congress violated the will and confidence
of its constituents in voting for the bill; and while public sentiment, as shown by the elections of
1854, demanded the restoration of this compromise, Congress violated its trust by refusing,
simply because it had the force of numbers to hold on to it. And murderous violence is being used
now, in order to force slavery on to Kansas; for it cannot be done in any other way. [Sensation.]

The necessary result was to establish the rule of violence—force, instead of the rule of law and
reason; to perpetuate and spread slavery, and, in time, to make it general. We see it at both ends
of the line. In Washington, on the very spot where the outrage was started, the fearless Sumner
is beaten to insensibility, and is now slowly dying; while senators who claim to be gentlemen and
Christians stood by, countenancing the act, and even applauding it afterward in their places in
the Senate. Even Douglas, our man, saw it all and was within helping distance, yet let the
murderous blows fall unopposed. Then, at the other end of the line, at the very time Sumner was
being murdered, Lawrence was being destroyed for the crime of Freedom. It was the most
prominent stronghold of liberty in Kansas, and must give way to the all-dominating power of
slavery. Only two days ago, Judge Trumbull found it necessary to propose a bill in the Senate to
prevent a general civil war and to restore peace in Kansas.

We live in the midst of alarms; anxiety beclouds the future; we expect some new disaster with
each newspaper we read. Are we in a healthful political state? Are not the tendencies plain? Do
not the signs of the times point plainly the way in which we are going? [Sensation.]

In the early days of the Constitution slavery was recognized, by South and North alike, as an
evil, and the division of sentiment about it was not controlled by geographical lines or
considerations of climate, but by moral and philanthropic views. Petitions for the abolition of
slavery were presented to the very first Congress by Virginia and Massachusetts alike. To show
the harmony which prevailed, I will state that a fugitive slave law was passed in 1793, with no
dissenting voice in the Senate, and but seven dissenting votes in the House. It was, however, a
wise law, moderate, and, under the Constitution, a just one. Twenty-five years later, a more
stringent law was proposed and defeated; and thirty-five years after that, the present law,
drafted by Mason of Virginia, was passed by Northern votes. I am not, just now, complaining of
this law, but I am trying to show how the current sets; for the proposed law of 1817 was far less
offensive than the present one. In 1774 the Continental Congress pledged itself, without a
dissenting vote, to wholly discontinue the slave trade, and to neither purchase nor import any
slave: and less than three months before the passage of the Declaration of Independence, the
same Congress which adopted that declaration unanimously resolved "that no slave be imported
into any of the thirteen United Colonies." [Great applause.]

On the second day of July, 1776, the draft of a Declaration of Independence was reported to
Congress by the committee, and in it the slave trade was characterized as "an execrable
commerce," as "a piratical warfare," as the "opprobrium of infidel powers," and as "a cruel war
against human nature." [Applause.] All agreed on this except South Carolina and Georgia, and in
order to preserve harmony, and from the necessity of the case, these expressions were omitted.
Indeed, abolition societies existed as far south as Virginia; and it is a well-known fact that
Washington, Jefferson, Madison, Lee, Henry, Mason, and Pendleton were qualified abolitionists,
and much more radical on that subject than we of the Whig and Democratic parties claim to be
to-day. On March 1, 1784, Virginia ceded to the confederation all its lands lying northwest of the
Ohio River. Jefferson, Chase of Maryland, and Howell of Rhode Island, as a committee on that
and territory thereafter to be ceded, reported that no slavery should exist after the year 1800.
Had this report been adopted, not only the Northwest, but Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, and
Mississippi also would have been free; but it required the assent of nine States to ratify it. North
Carolina was divided, and thus its vote was lost; and Delaware, Georgia, and New Jersey refused
to vote. In point of fact, as it was, it was assented to by six States. Three years later, on a square
vote to exclude slavery from the Northwest, only one vote, and that from New York, was against
it. And yet, thirty-seven years later, five thousand citizens of Illinois out of a voting mass of less



than twelve thousand, deliberately, after a long and heated contest, voted to introduce slavery in
Illinois; and, to-day, a large party in the free State of Illinois are willing to vote to fasten the
shackles of slavery on the fair domain of Kansas, notwithstanding it received the dowry of
freedom long before its birth as a political community. I repeat, therefore, the question, Is it not
plain in what direction we are tending? [Sensation.] In the colonial time, Mason, Pendleton, and
Jefferson were as hostile to slavery in Virginia as Otis, Ames, and the Adamses were in
Massachusetts; and Virginia made as earnest an effort to get rid of it as old Massachusetts did.
But circumstances were against them and they failed; but not that the good-will of its leading
men was lacking. Yet within less than fifty years Virginia changed its tune, and made negro-
breeding for the cotton and sugar States one of its leading industries. [Laughter and applause.]

In the Constitutional Convention, George Mason of Virginia made a more violent abolition
speech than my friends Lovejoy or Codding would desire to make here to-day—a speech which
could not be safely repeated anywhere on Southern soil in this enlightened year. But while there
were some differences of opinion on this subject even then, discussion was allowed; but as you
see by the Kansas slave code, which, as you know, is the Missouri slave code, merely ferried
across the river, it is a felony to even express an opinion hostile to that foul blot in the land of
Washington and the Declaration of Independence. [Sensation.]

In Kentucky—my State—in 1849, on a test vote, the mighty influence of Henry Clay and many
other good men there could not get a symptom of expression in favour of gradual emancipation
on a plain issue of marching toward the light of civilization with Ohio and Illinois; but the State of
Boone and Hardin and Henry Clay, with a nigger under each arm, took the black trail toward the
deadly swamps of barbarism. Is there—can there be—any doubt about this thing? And is there
any doubt that we must all lay aside our prejudices and march, shoulder to shoulder, in the great
army of Freedom? [Applause.]

Every Fourth of July our young orators all proclaim this to be "the land of the free and the home
of the brave!" Well, now, when you orators get that off next year, and, may be, this very year,
how would you like some old grizzled farmer to get up in the grove and deny it? [Laughter.] How
would you like that? But suppose Kansas comes in as a slave State, and all the "border ruffians"
have barbecues about it, and free-State men come trailing back to the dishonoured North, like
whipped dogs with their tails between their legs, it is—ain't it?—evident that this is no more the
"land of the free;" and if we let it go so, we won't dare to say "home of the brave" out loud.
[Sensation and confusion.]

Can any man doubt that, even in spite of the people's will, slavery will triumph through
violence, unless that will be made manifest and enforced? Even Governor Reeder claimed at the
outset that the contest in Kansas was to be fair, but he got his eyes open at last; and I believe
that, as a result of this moral and physical violence, Kansas will soon apply for admission as a
slave State. And yet we can't mistake that the people don't want it so, and that it is a land which
is free both by natural and political law. No law is free law! Such is the understanding of all
Christendom. In the Somerset case, decided nearly a century ago, the great Lord Mansfield held
that slavery was of such a nature that it must take its rise in positive (as distinguished from
natural) law; and that in no country or age could it be traced back to any other source. Will some
one please tell me where is the positive law that establishes slavery in Kansas? [A voice: "The
bogus laws."] Aye, the bogus laws! And, on the same principle, a gang of Missouri horse-thieves
could come into Illinois and declare horse-stealing to be legal [Laughter], and it would be just as
legal as slavery is in Kansas. But by express statute, in the land of Washington and Jefferson, we
may soon be brought face to face with the discreditable fact of showing to the world by our acts
that we prefer slavery to freedom—darkness to light! [Sensation.]

It is, I believe, a principle in law that when one party to a contract violates it so grossly as to
chiefly destroy the object for which it is made, the other party may rescind it. I will ask Browning
if that ain't good law. [Voices: "Yes!"] Well, now if that be right, I go for rescinding the whole,
entire Missouri Compromise and thus turning Missouri into a free State; and I should like to
know the difference—should like for any one to point out the difference—between our making a
free State of Missouri and their making a slave State of Kansas. [Great applause.] There ain't one
bit of difference, except that our way would be a great mercy to humanity. But I have never said
—and the Whig party has never said—and those who oppose the Nebraska bill do not as a body
say, that they have any intention of interfering with slavery in the slave States. Our platform says
just the contrary. We allow slavery to exist in the slave States—not because slavery is right or
good, but from the necessities of our Union. We grant a fugitive slave law because it is so
"nominated in the bond;" because our fathers so stipulated—had to—and we are bound to carry
out this agreement. But they did not agree to introduce slavery in regions where it did not
previously exist. On the contrary, they said by their example and teachings that they did not



deem it expedient—did not consider it right—to do so; and it is wise and right to do just as they
did about it [Voices: "Good!"], and that is what we propose—not to interfere with slavery where it
exists (we have never tried to do it), and to give them a reasonable and efficient fugitive slave
law. [A voice: "No!"] I say YES! [Applause.] It was part of the bargain, and I'm for living up to it;
but I go no further; I'm not bound to do more, and I won't agree any further. [Great applause.]

We, here in Illinois, should feel especially proud of the provision of the Missouri Compromise
excluding slavery from what is now Kansas; for an Illinois man, Jesse B. Thomas, was its father.
Henry Clay, who is credited with the authorship of the Compromise in general terms, did not
even vote for that provision, but only advocated the ultimate admission by a second compromise;
and, Thomas was, beyond all controversy, the real author of the "slavery restriction" branch of
the Compromise. To show the generosity of the Northern members toward the Southern side; on
a test vote to exclude slavery from Missouri, ninety voted not to exclude, and eighty-seven to
exclude, every vote from the slave States being ranged with the former and fourteen votes from
the free States, of whom seven were from New England alone; while on a vote to exclude slavery
from what is now Kansas, the vote was one hundred and thirty-four for to forty-two against. The
scheme, as a whole, was, of course, a Southern triumph. It is idle to contend otherwise, as is now
being done by the Nebraskaites; it was so shown by the votes and quite as emphatically by the
expressions of representative men. Mr. Lowndes of South Carolina was never known to commit a
political mistake; his was the great judgment of that section; and he declared that this measure
"would restore tranquillity to the country—a result demanded by every consideration of
discretion, of moderation, of wisdom, and of virtue." When the measure came before President
Monroe for his approval, he put to each member of his cabinet this question: "Has Congress the
constitutional power to prohibit slavery in a territory?" And John C. Calhoun and William H.
Crawford from the South, equally with John Quincy Adams, Benjamin Rush, and Smith Thompson
from the North, alike answered, " Yes/" without qualification or equivocation; and this measure, of
so great consequence to the South, was passed; and Missouri was, by means of it, finally enabled
to knock at the door of the Republic for an open passage to its brood of slaves. And, in spite of
this, Freedom's share is about to be taken by violence—by the force of misrepresentative votes,
not called for by the popular will. What name can I, in common decency, give to this wicked
transaction? [Sensation.]

But even then the contest was not over; for when the Missouri constitution came before
Congress for its approval, it forbade any free negro or mulatto from entering the State. In short,
our Illinois "black laws" were hidden away in their constitution [Laughter], and the controversy
was thus revived. Then it was that Mr. Clay's talents shone out conspicuously, and the
controversy that shook the Union to its foundation was finally settled to the satisfaction of the
conservative parties on both sides of the line, though not to the extremists on either, and
Missouri was admitted by the small majority of six in the lower House. How great a majority, do
you think, would have been given had Kansas also been secured for slavery? [A voice: "A majority
the other way."] "A majority the other way," is answered. Do you think it would have been safe for
a Northern man to have confronted his constituents after having voted to consign both Missouri
and Kansas to hopeless slavery? And yet this man Douglas, who misrepresents his constituents,
and who has exerted his highest talents in that direction, will be carried in triumph through the
State, and hailed with honour while applauding that act. [Three groans for "Dug!"] And this
shows whither we are tending. This thing of slavery is more powerful than its supporters—even
than the high priests that minister at its altar. It debauches even our greatest men. It gathers
strength, like a rolling snow-ball, by its own infamy. Monstrous crimes are committed in its name
by persons collectively which they would not dare to commit as individuals. Its aggressions and
encroachments almost surpass belief. In a despotism, one might not wonder to see slavery
advance steadily and remorselessly into new dominions; but is it not wonderful, is it not even
alarming, to see its steady advance in a land dedicated to the proposition that "all men are
created equal"? [Sensation.]

It yields nothing itself; it keeps all it has, and gets all it can besides. It really came dangerously
near securing Illinois in 1824; it did get Missouri in 1821. The first proposition was to admit what
is now Arkansas and Missouri as one slave State. But the territory was divided, and Arkansas
came in, without serious question, as a slave State; and afterward Missouri, not as a sort of
equality, free, but also as a slave State. Then we had Florida and Texas; and now Kansas is about
to be forced into the dismal procession. [Sensation.] And so it is wherever you look. We have not
forgotten—it is but six years since—how dangerously near California came to being a slave State.
Texas is a slave State, and four other slave States may be carved from its vast domain. And yet, in
the year 1829, slavery was abolished throughout that vast region by a royal decree of the then
sovereign of Mexico. Will you please tell me by what right slavery exists in Texas to-day? By the
same right as, and no higher or greater than, slavery is seeking dominion in Kansas: by political



force—peaceful, if that will suffice; by the torch (as in Kansas) and the bludgeon (as in the Senate
chamber), if required. And so history repeats itself; and even as slavery has kept its course by
craft, intimidation, and violence in the past, so it will persist, in my judgment, until met and
dominated by the will of a people bent on its restriction.

We have, this very afternoon, heard bitter denunciations of Brooks in Washington, and Titus,
Stringfellow, Atchison, Jones, and Shannon in Kansas—the battle-ground of slavery. I certainly
am not going to advocate or shield them; but they and their acts are but the necessary outcome
of the Nebraska law. We should reserve our highest censure for the authors of the mischief, and
not for the catspaws which they use. I believe it was Shakespeare who said, "Where the offence
lies, there let the axe fall;" and, in my opinion, this man Douglas and the Northern men in
Congress who advocate "Nebraska" are more guilty than a thousand Joneses and Stringfellows,
with all their murderous practices, can be. [Applause.]

We have made a good beginning here to-day. As our Methodist friends would say, "I feel it is
good to be here." While extremists may find some fault with the moderation of our platform, they
should recollect that "the battle is not always to the strong, nor the race to the swift." In grave
emergencies, moderation is generally safer than radicalism: and as this struggle is likely to be
long and earnest, we must not, by our action, repel any who are in sympathy with us in the main,
but rather win all that we can to our standard. We must not belittle nor overlook the facts of our
condition—that we are new and comparatively weak, while our enemies are entrenched and
relatively strong. They have the administration and the political power; and, right or wrong, at
present they have the numbers. Our friends who urge an appeal to arms with so much force and
eloquence, should recollect that the government is arrayed against us, and that the numbers are
now arrayed against us as well; or, to state it nearer to the truth, they are not yet expressly and
affirmatively for us; and we should repel friends rather than gain them by anything savouring of
revolutionary methods. As it now stands, we must appeal to the sober sense and patriotism of the
people. We will make converts day by day; we will grow strong by calmness and moderation; we
will grow strong by the violence and injustice of our adversaries. And, unless truth be a mockery
and justice a hollow lie, we will be in the majority after a while, and then the revolution which we
will accomplish will be none the less radical from being the result of pacific measures. The battle
of freedom is to be fought out on principle. Slavery is a violation of the eternal right. We have
temporized with it from the necessities of our condition; but as sure as God reigns and school
children read, THAT BLACK FOUL LIE CAN NEVER BE CONSECRATED INTO GOD'S
HALLOWED TRUTH! [Immense applause lasting some time.] One of our greatest difficulties is,
that men who know that slavery is a detestable crime and ruinous to the nation, are compelled,
by our peculiar condition and other circumstances, to advocate it concretely, though damning it
in the raw. Henry Clay was a brilliant example of this tendency; others of our purest statesmen
are compelled to do so; and thus slavery secures actual support from those who detest it at heart.
Yet Henry Clay perfected and forced through the Compromise which secured to slavery a great
State as well as a political advantage. Not that he hated slavery less, but that he loved the whole
Union more. As long as slavery profited by his great Compromise, the hosts of pro-slavery could
not sufficiently cover him with praise; but now that this Compromise stands in their way—

"...they never mention him,

His name is never heard:

Their lips are now forbid to speak

That once familiar word."

They have slaughtered one of his most cherished measures, and his ghost would arise to
rebuke them. [Great applause.]

Now, let us harmonize, my friends, and appeal to the moderation and patriotism of the people:
to the sober second thought; to the awakened public conscience. The repeal of the sacred
Missouri Compromise has installed the weapons of violence: the bludgeon, the incendiary torch,
the death-dealing rifle, the bristling cannon—the weapons of kingcraft, of the inquisition, of
ignorance, of barbarism, of oppression. We see its fruits in the dying bed of the heroic Sumner; in



the ruins of the "Free State" hotel; in the smoking embers of the Herald of Freedom; in the free-
State Governor of Kansas chained to a stake on freedom's soil like a horse-thief, for the crime of
freedom. [Applause.] We see it in Christian statesmen, and Christian newspapers, and Christian
pulpits, applauding the cowardly act of a low bully, WHO CRAWLED UPON HIS VICTIM BEHIND
HIS BACK AND DEALT THE DEADLY BLOW. [Sensation and applause.] We note our political
demoralization in the catch-words that are coming into such common use; on the one hand,
"freedom-shriekers," and sometimes "freedom-screechers" [Laughter]; and, on the other hand,
"border ruffians," and that fully deserved. And the significance of catch-words cannot pass
unheeded, for they constitute a sign of the times. Everything in this world "jibes" in with
everything else, and all the fruits of this Nebraska bill are like the poisoned source from which
they come. I will not say that we may not sooner or later be compelled to meet force by force; but
the time has not yet come, and if we are true to ourselves, may never come. Do not mistake that
the ballot is stronger than the bullet. Therefore let the legions of slavery use bullets; but let us
wait patiently till November, and fire ballots at them in return; and by that peaceful policy, I
believe we shall ultimately win. [Applause.]

It was by that policy that here in Illinois the early fathers fought the good fight and gained the
victory. In 1824 the free men of our State, led by Governor Coles (who was a native of Maryland
and President Madison's private secretary), determined that those beautiful groves should never
re-echo the dirge of one who has no title to himself. By their resolute determination, the winds
that sweep across our broad prairies shall never cool the parched brow, nor shall the unfettered
streams that bring joy and gladness to our free soil water the tired feet, of a s/lave; but so long as
those heavenly breezes and sparkling streams bless the land, or the groves and their fragrance or
their memory remain, the humanity to which they minister SHALL BE FOR EVER FREE! [Great
applause.] Palmer, Yates, Williams, Browning, and some more in this convention came from
Kentucky to Illinois (instead of going to Missouri), not only to better their conditions, but also to
get away from slavery. They have said so to me, and it is understood among us Kentuckians that
we don't like it one bit. Now, can we, mindful of the blessings of liberty which the early men of
Illinois left to us, refuse a like privilege to the free men who seek to plant Freedom's banner on
our Western outposts? ["No! No!"] Should we not stand by our neighbours who seek to better
their conditions in Kansas and Nebraska? ["Yes! Yes!"] Can we as Christian men, and strong and
free ourselves, wield the sledge or hold the iron which is to manacle anew an already oppressed
race? ["No! No!"] "Woe unto them," it is written, "that decree unrighteous decrees and that write
grievousness which they have prescribed." Can we afford to sin any more deeply against human
liberty? ["No! No!"]

One great trouble in the matter is, that slavery is an insidious and crafty power, and gains
equally by open violence of the brutal as well as by sly management of the peaceful. Even after
the ordinance of 1787, the settlers in Indiana and Illinois (it was all one government then) tried to
get Congress to allow slavery temporarily, and petitions to that end were sent from Kaskaskia,
and General Harrison, the Governor, urged it from Vincennes the capital. If that had succeeded,
good-bye to liberty here. But John Randolph of Virginia made a vigorous report against it; and
although they persevered so well as to get three favourable reports for it, yet the United States
Senate, with the aid of some slave States, finally squelched it for good. [Applause.] And that is
why this hall is to-day a temple for free men instead of a negro livery stable. [Great applause and
laughter.] Once let slavery get planted in a locality, by ever so weak or doubtful a title, and in
ever so small numbers, and it is like the Canada thistle or Bermuda grass—you can't root it out.
You yourself may detest slavery; but your neighbour has five or six slaves, and he is an excellent
neighbour, or your son has married his daughter, and they beg you to help save their property,
and you vote against your interest and principles to accommodate a neighbour, hoping that your
vote will be on the losing side. And others do the same; and in those ways slavery gets a sure
foothold. And when that is done the whole mighty Union—the force of the nation—is committed
to its support. And that very process is working in Kansas to-day. And you must recollect that the
slave property is worth a billion of dollars ($1,000,000,000); while free-State men must work for
sentiment alone. Then there are "blue lodges"—as they call them—everywhere doing their secret
and deadly work.

It is a very strange thing, and not solvable by any moral law that I know of, that if a man loses
his horse, the whole country will turn out to help hang the thief; but if a man but a shade or two
darker than I am is himself stolen, the same crowd will hang one who aids in restoring him to
liberty. Such are the inconsistencies of slavery, where a horse is more sacred than a man; and the
essence of squatter or popular sovereignty—I don't care how you call it—is that if one man
chooses to make a slave of another, no third man shall be allowed to object. And if you can do this
in free Kansas, and it is allowed to stand, the next thing you will see is ship-loads of negroes from
Africa at the wharf at Charleston; for one thing is as truly lawful as the other; and these are the



bastard notions we have got to stamp out, else they will stamp us out. [Sensation and applause.]

Two years ago, at Springfield, Judge Douglas avowed that Illinois came into the Union as a
slave State, and that slavery was weeded out by the operation of his great, patent, everlasting
principle of "popular sovereignty." [Laughter.] Well, now, that argument must be answered, for it
has a little grain of truth at the bottom. I do not mean that it is true in essence, as he would have
us believe. It could not be essentially true if the ordinance of '87 was valid. But, in point of fact,
there were some degraded beings called slaves in Kaskaskia and the other French settlements
when our first State constitution was adopted; that is a fact, and I don't deny it. Slaves were
brought here as early as 1720, and were kept here in spite of the ordinance of 1787 against it.
But slavery did not thrive here. On the contrary, under the influence of the ordinance, the
number decreased fifty-one from 1810 to 1820; while under the influence of squatter sovereignty,
right across the river in Missouri, they increased seven thousand two hundred and eleven in the
same time; and slavery finally faded out in Illinois, under the influence of the law of freedom,
while it grew stronger and stronger in Missouri, under the law or practice of "popular
sovereignty." In point of fact there were but one hundred and seventeen slaves in Illinois one
year after its admission, or one to every four hundred and seventy of its population; or, to state it
in another way, if Illinois was a slave State in 1820, so were New York and New Jersey much
greater slave States from having had greater numbers, slavery having been established there in
very early times. But there is this vital difference between all these States and the judge's Kansas
experiment: that they sought to disestablish slavery which had been already established, while
the judge seeks, so far as he can, to disestablish freedom, which had been established there by
the Missouri Compromise. [Voices: "Good!"]

The Union is undergoing a fearful strain; but it is a stout old ship, and has weathered many a
hard blow, and "the stars in their courses," aye, an invisible power, greater than the puny efforts
of men, will fight for us. But we ourselves must not decline the burden of responsibility, nor take
counsel of unworthy passions. Whatever duty urges us to do or to omit, must be done or omitted;
and the recklessness with which our adversaries break the laws, or counsel their violation, should
afford no example for us. Therefore, let us revere the Declaration of Independence; let us
continue to obey the Constitution and the laws; let us keep step to the music of the Union. Let us
draw a cordon, so to speak, around the slave States, and the hateful institution, like a reptile
poisoning itself, will perish by its own infamy. [Applause.]

But we cannot be free men if this is, by our national choice, to be a land of slavery. Those who
deny freedom to others, deserve it not for themselves; and, under the rule of a just God, cannot
long retain it. [Loud applause.]

Did you ever, my friends, seriously reflect upon the speed with which we are tending
downward? Within the memory of men now present the leading statesmen of Virginia could make
genuine, red-hot abolitionist speeches in old Virginia; and, as I have said, now even in "free
Kansas" it is a crime to declare that it is "free Kansas." The very sentiments that I and others
have just uttered would entitle us, and each of us, to the ignominy and seclusion of a dungeon;
and yet I suppose that, like Paul, we were "free born." But if this thing is allowed to continue, it
will be but one step further to impress the same rule in Illinois. [Sensation.]

The conclusion of all is, that we must restore the Missouri Compromise. We must highly resolve
that Kansas must be free! [Great applause.] We must reinstate the birthday promise of the
Republic; we must reaffirm the Declaration of Independence; we must make good in essence as
well as in form Madison's vowal that "the word slave ought not to appear in the Constitution;"
and we must even go further, and decree that only local law, and not that time-honoured
instrument, shall shelter a slave-holder. We must make this a land of liberty in fact, as it is in
name. But in seeking to attain these results—so indispensable if the liberty which is our pride and
boast shall endure—we will be loyal to the Constitution and to the "flag of our Union," and no
matter what our grievance—even though Kansas shall come in as a slave State; and no matter
what theirs—even if we shall restore the Compromise—WE WILL SAY TO THE SOUTHERN
DISUNIONISTS, WE WON'T GO OUT OF THE UNION, AND YOU SHAN'T!!! [This was the
climax; the audience rose to its feet en masse, applauded, stamped, waved handkerchiefs, threw
hats in the air, and ran riot for several minutes. The arch-enchanter who wrought this
transformation looked, meanwhile, like the personification of political justice.]

But let us, meanwhile, appeal to the sense and patriotism of the people, and not to their
prejudices; let us spread the floods of enthusiasm here aroused all over these vast prairies, so
suggestive of freedom. Let us commence by electing the gallant soldier Governor (Colonel)
Bissell who stood for the honour of our State alike on the plains and amidst the chaparral of
Mexico and on the floor of Congress, while he defied the Southern Hotspur; and that will have a



greater moral effect than all the border ruffians can accomplish in all their raids on Kansas.
There is both a power and a magic in popular opinion. To that let us now appeal; and while, in all
probability, no resort to force will be needed, our moderation and forbearance will stand us in
good stead when, if ever, WE MUST MAKE AN APPEAL TO BATTLE AND TO THE GOD OF
HOSTS!! [Immense applause and a rush for the orator.]

This speech has been called Lincoln's "Lost Speech," because all the reporters present were so
carried away by his eloquence that they one and all forgot to take any notes. If it had not been for
a young lawyer, a Mr. H.C. Whitney, who kept his head sufficiently to take notes, we would have
no record of it. Mr. Whitney wrote out the speech for McClure's Magazine in 1896. It was
submitted to several people who were present at the Bloomington Convention, and they said it
was remarkably accurate considering that it was not taken down stenographically.

From his Speech on the Dred Scott Decision. Springfield,
Illinois. June 26, 1857

... And now as to the Dred Scott decision. That decision declares two propositions,—first, that a
negro cannot sue in the United States courts; and secondly, that Congress cannot prohibit
slavery in the Territories. It was made by a divided court,—dividing differently on the different
points. Judge Douglas does not discuss the merits of the decision, and in that respect I shall
follow his example, believing I could no more improve on McLean and Curtis than he could on
Taney.

He denounces all who question the correctness of that decision, as offering violent resistance
to it. But who resists it? Who has, in spite of the decision, declared Dred Scott free, and resisted
the authority of his master over him?

Judicial decisions have two uses: first, to absolutely determine the case decided; and secondly,
to indicate to the public how other similar cases will be decided when they arise. For the latter
use, they are called "precedents" and "authorities."

We believe as much as Judge Douglas (perhaps more) in obedience to and respect for the
judicial department of government. We think its decisions on constitutional questions, when fully
settled, should control not only the particular cases decided, but the general policy of the
country, subject to be disturbed only by amendments of the Constitution, as provided in that
instrument itself. More than this would be revolution. But we think the Dred Scott decision is
erroneous. We know the court that made it has often overruled its own decisions, and we shall do
what we can to have it overrule this. We offer no resistance to it.

Judicial decisions are of greater or less authority as precedents according to circumstances.
That this should be so, accords both with common-sense and the customary understanding of the
legal profession.

If this important decision had been made by the unanimous concurrence of the judges, and
without any apparent partisan bias, and in accordance with legal public expectation, and with the
steady practice of the departments throughout our history, and had been in no part based on
assumed historical facts, which are not really true; or if wanting in some of these, it had been
before the court more than once, and had there been affirmed and reaffirmed through a course of
years,—it then might be, perhaps would be factious, nay, even revolutionary, not to acquiesce in
it as a precedent.

But when, as is true, we find it wanting in all these claims to the public confidence, it is not
resistance, it is not factious, it is not even disrespectful to treat it as not having yet quite
established a settled doctrine for the country.

I have said in substance, that the Dred Scott decision was in part based on assumed historical
facts which were not really true, and I ought not to leave the subject without giving some reasons
for saying this, I therefore give an instance or two, which I think fully sustain me. Chief Justice
Taney, in delivering the opinion of the majority of the court, insists at great length that negroes
were no part of the people who made, or for whom was made, the Declaration of Independence,
or the Constitution of the United States.



On the contrary, Judge Curtis, in his dissenting opinion, shows that in five of the then thirteen
States—to wit, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, New York, New Jersey, and North Carolina—free
negroes were voters, and in proportion to their numbers had the same part in making the
Constitution that the white people had. He shows this with so much particularity as to leave no
doubt of its truth; and as a sort of conclusion on that point, holds the following language:

"The Constitution was ordained and established by the people of the United States, through the
action, in each State, of those persons who were qualified by its laws to act thereon in behalf of
themselves and all other citizens of the State. In some of the States, as we have seen, coloured
persons were among those qualified by law to act on the subject. These coloured persons were
not only included in the body of 'the people of the United States' by whom the Constitution was
ordained and established; but in at least five of the States they had the power to act, and
doubtless did act, by their suffrages, upon the question of its adoption."

Again, Chief Justice Taney says:

"It is difficult at this day to realize the state of public opinion, in relation to that unfortunate
race, which prevailed in the civilized and enlightened portions of the world at the time of the
Declaration of Independence, and when the Constitution of the United States was framed and
adopted."

And again, after quoting from the Declaration, he says:

"The general words above quoted would seem to include the whole human family, and if they
were used in a similar instrument at this day, would be so understood."

In these the Chief Justice does not directly assert, but plainly assumes as a fact, that the public
estimate of the black man is more favourable now than it was in the days of the Revolution. This
assumption is a mistake. In some trifling particulars the condition of that race has been
ameliorated; but as a whole, in this country, the change between then and now is decidedly the
other way; and their ultimate destiny has never appeared so hopeless as in the last three or four
years. In two of the five States—New Jersey and North Carolina—that then gave the free negro
the right of voting, the right has since been taken away; and in a third—New York—it has been
greatly abridged: while it has not been extended, so far as I know, to a single additional State,
though the number of the States has more than doubled. In those days, as I understand, masters
could, at their own pleasure, emancipate their slaves; but since then such legal restraints have
been made upon emancipation as to amount almost to prohibition. In those days legislatures held
the unquestioned power to abolish slavery in their respective States; but now it is becoming quite
fashionable for State constitutions to withhold that power from the legislatures. In those days, by
common consent, the spread of the black man's bondage to the new countries was prohibited; but
now Congress decides that it will not continue the prohibition, and the Supreme Court decides
that it could not if it would. In those days our Declaration of Independence was held sacred by all,
and thought to include all; but now, to aid in making the bondage of the negro universal and
eternal, it is assailed and sneered at, and construed, and hawked at, and torn, till, if its framers
could rise from their graves, they could not at all recognize it. All the powers of earth seem
rapidly combining against him. Mammon is after him; ambition follows, philosophy follows, and
the theology of the day is fast joining in the cry. They have him in his prison-house; they have
searched his person, and left no prying instrument with him. One after another they have closed
the heavy iron doors upon him; and now they have him, as it were, bolted in with a lock of a
hundred keys, which can never be unlocked without the concurrence of every key; the keys in the
hands of a hundred different men, and they scattered to a hundred different and distant places;
and they stand musing as to what invention, in all the dominions of mind and matter, can be
produced to make the impossibility of escape more complete than it is. It is grossly incorrect to
say or assume that the public estimate of the negro is more favourable now than it was at the
origin of the government.

. There is a natural disgust in the minds of nearly all white people at the idea of an
indiscriminate amalgamation of the white and black races; and Judge Douglas evidently is basing
his chief hope upon the chances of his being able to appropriate the benefit of this disgust to
himself. If he can, by much drumming and repeating, fasten the odium of that idea upon his
adversaries, he thinks he can struggle through the storm. He therefore clings to this hope as a
drowning man to the last plank. He makes an occasion for lugging it in from the opposition to the
Dred Scott decision. He finds the Republicans insisting that the Declaration of Independence
includes all men, black as well as white; and forthwith he boldly denies that it includes negroes at
all, and proceeds to argue gravely that all who contend it does, do so only because they want to
vote, and eat, and sleep, and marry with negroes! He will have it that they cannot be consistent



else. Now I protest against the counterfeit logic which concludes that because I do not want a
black woman for a slave, I must necessarily want her for a wife. I need not have her for either. I
can just leave her alone. In some respects she certainly is not my equal; but in her natural right
to eat the bread she earns with her own hands without asking leave of any one else, she is my
equal, and the equal of all others.

Chief Justice Taney, in his opinion in the Dred Scott case, admits that the language of the
Declaration is broad enough to include the whole human family; but he and Judge Douglas argue
that the authors of that instrument did not intend to include negroes, by the fact that they did not
at once actually place them on an equality with the whites. Now this grave argument comes to
just nothing at all, by the other fact that they did not at once, nor ever afterward, actually place
all white people on an equality with one another. And this is the staple argument of both the
Chief Justice and the senator, for doing this obvious violence to the plain, unmistakable language
of the Declaration.

I think the authors of that notable instrument intended to include all men, but they did not
intend to declare all men equal in all respects. They did not mean to say that all were equal in
colour, size, intellect, moral developments, or social capacity. They defined with tolerable
distinctness in what respects they did consider all men created equal,—equal with "certain
inalienable rights, among which are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness." This they said,
and this they meant. They did not mean to assert the obvious untruth that all were then actually
enjoying that equality, nor yet that they were about to confer it immediately upon them. In fact,
they had no power to confer such a boon. They meant simply to declare the right, so that the
enforcement of it might follow as fast as circumstances should permit.

They meant to set up a standard maxim for free society, which should be familiar to all and
revered by all,—constantly looked to, constantly laboured for, and, even though never perfectly
attained, constantly approximated, and thereby constantly spreading and deepening its influence,
and augmenting the happiness and value of life to all people of all colours everywhere. The
assertion that "all men are created equal," was of no practical use in effecting our separation
from Great Britain; and it was placed in the Declaration, not for that, but for future use. Its
authors meant it to be as, thank God, it is now proving itself, a stumbling-block to all those who
in after times might seek to turn a free people back into the hateful paths of despotism. They
knew the proneness of prosperity to breed tyrants, and they meant, when such should reappear
in this fair land and commence their vocation, that they should find left for them at least one hard
nut to crack.

I have now briefly expressed my view of the meaning and object of that part of the Declaration
of Independence which declares that all men are created equal. Now let us hear Judge Douglas's
view of the same subject, as I find it in the printed report of his late speech. Here it is:

"No man can vindicate the character, motives and conduct of the signers of the Declaration of
Independence except upon the hypothesis that they referred to the white race alone, and not to
the African, when they declared all men to have been created equal; that they were speaking of
British subjects on this continent being equal to British subjects born and residing in Great
Britain; that they were entitled to the same inalienable rights, and among them were enumerated
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. The Declaration was adopted for the purpose of
justifying the colonists in the eyes of the civilized world in withdrawing their allegiance from the
British crown, and dissolving their connection with the mother-country."

My good friends, read that carefully over some leisure hour, and ponder well upon it; see what
a mere wreck and mangled ruin Judge Douglas makes of our once glorious Declaration. He says
"they were speaking of British subjects on this continent being equal to British subjects born and
residing in Great Britain!" Why, according to this, not only negroes but white people outside of
Great Britain and America were not spoken of in that instrument. The English, Irish, and Scotch,
along with white Americans, were included, to be sure; but the French, Germans, and other white
people of the world are all gone to pot along with the Judge's inferior races!

I had thought that the Declaration promised something better than the condition of British
subjects; but no, it only meant that we should be equal to them in their own oppressed and
unequal condition. According to that, it gave no promise that, having kicked off the king and
lords of Great Britain, we should not at once be saddled with a king and lords of our own.

I had thought the Declaration contemplated the progressive improvement in the condition of all
men, everywhere; but no, it merely "was adopted for the purpose of justifying the colonists in the
eyes of the civilized world in withdrawing their allegiance from the British crown, and dissolving
their connection with the mother-country." Why, that object having been effected some eighty



years ago, the Declaration is of no practical use now—mere rubbish—old wadding, left to rot on
the battle-field after the victory is won.

I understand you are preparing to celebrate the "Fourth," to-morrow week. What for? The
doings of that day had no reference to the present; and quite half of you are not even
descendants of those who were referred to at that day. But I suppose you will celebrate, and will
even go so far as to read the Declaration. Suppose, after you read it once in the old-fashioned
way, you read it once more with Judge Douglas's version. It will then run thus: "We told these
truths to be self-evident, that all British subjects who were on this continent eighty-one years
ago, were created equal to all British subjects born and then residing in Great Britain!"

... The very Dred Scott case affords a strong test as to which party most favours amalgamation,
the Republicans or the dear Union-saving Democracy. Dred Scott, his wife and two daughters,
were all involved in the suit. We desired the court to have held that they were citizens, so far at
least as to entitle them to a hearing as to whether they were free or not; and then also, that they
were in fact and in law really free. Could we have had our way, the chances of these black girls
ever mixing their blood with that of white people would have been diminished at least to the
extent that it could not have been without their consent. But Judge Douglas is delighted to have
them decided to be slaves, and not human enough to have a hearing, even if they were free, and
thus left subject to the forced concubinage of their masters, and liable to become the mothers of
mulattoes in spite of themselves,—the very state of the case that produces nine-tenths of all the
mulattoes, all the mixing of the blood of the nation.

"A house divided against itself cannot stand."” On Lincoln's
Nomination to the United States Senale. Springfield,
Illinois. June 17, 1858

If we could first know where we are, and whither we are tending, we could better judge what to
do, and how to do it. We are now far into the fifth year since a policy was initiated with the
avowed object and confident promise of putting an end to slavery agitation. Under the operation
of that policy, that agitation has not only not ceased, but has constantly augmented. In my
opinion it will not cease until a crisis shall have been reached and passed. "A house divided
against itself cannot stand." I believe this government cannot endure permanently, half slave and
half free. I do not expect the Union to be dissolved,—I do not expect the house to fall; 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 shall
rest in the belief that it is in the course of ultimate extinction; or its advocates will push it
forward till it shall become alike lawful in all the States, old as well as new, North as well as
South.

Have we no tendency to the latter condition? Let any one who doubts, carefully contemplate
that now almost complete legal combination—piece of machinery, so to speak—compounded of
the Nebraska doctrine and the Dred Scott decision. Let him consider not only what work the
machinery is adapted to do, and how well adapted; but also let him study the history of its
construction, and trace, if he can, or rather fail, if he can, to trace the evidences of design and
concert of action among its chief architects from the beginning.

The new year of 1854 found slavery excluded from more than half the States by State
constitutions, and from most of the national territory by congressional prohibition. Four days
later commenced the struggle which ended in repealing that congressional prohibition. This
opened all the national territory to slavery, and was the first point gained.

But so far, Congress only had acted; and an indorsement by the people, real or apparent, was
indispensable to save the point already gained and give chance for more.

This necessity had not been overlooked, but had been provided for, as well as might be, in the
notable argument of Squatter Sovereignty, otherwise called sacred right of self-government,
which latter phrase, though expressive of the only rightful basis of any government, was so
perverted in this attempted use of it, as to amount to just this: That if any one man choose to
enslave another, no third man shall be allowed to object. That argument was incorporated into
the Nebraska bill itself, in the language which follows: "It being the true intent and meaning of



this act, not to legislate slavery into any Territory or State, nor to exclude it therefrom; but to
leave the people thereof perfectly free to form and regulate their domestic institutions in their
own way, subject only to the Constitution of the United States." Then opened the roar of loose
declamation in favour of Squatter Sovereignty and sacred right of self-government. "But," said
opposition members, "let us amend the bill so as to expressly declare that the people of the
Territory may exclude slavery." "Not we," said the friends of the measure, and down they voted
the amendment.

While the Nebraska bill was passing through Congress, a law case, involving the question of a
negro's freedom, by reason of his owner having voluntarily taken him first into a free State and
then into a Territory covered by the congressional prohibition, and held him as a slave for a long
time in each, was passing through the United States Circuit Court for the District of Missouri;
and both Nebraska bill and law-suit were brought to a decision, in the same month of May, 1854.
The negro's name was "Dred Scott," which name now designates the decision finally rendered in
the case. Before the then next presidential election, the law case came to, and was argued, in the
Supreme Court of the United States; but the decision of it was deferred until after the election.
Still, before the election, Senator Trumbull, on the floor of the Senate, requested the leading
advocate of the Nebraska bill to state his opinion whether the people of a Territory can
constitutionally exclude slavery from their limits, and the latter answers: "That is a question for
the Supreme Court."

The election came. Mr. Buchanan was elected, and the indorsement, such as it was, secured.
That was the second point gained. The indorsement, however, fell short of a clear popular
majority by nearly four hundred thousand votes, and so, perhaps, was not overwhelmingly
reliable and satisfactory. The outgoing President, in his last annual message, as impressively as
possible echoed back upon the people the weight and authority of the indorsement. The Supreme
Court met again; did not announce their decision, but ordered a reargument. The presidential
inauguration came, and still no decision of the Court; but the incoming President in his inaugural
address fervently exhorted the people to abide by the forthcoming decision, whatever it might be.
Then, in a few days, came the decision.

The reputed author of the Nebraska bill finds an early occasion to make a speech at this
capitol, indorsing the Dred Scott decision, and vehemently denouncing all opposition to it. The
new President, too, seizes the early occasion of the Silliman letter to indorse and strongly
construe that decision, and to express his astonishment that any different view had ever been
entertained!

At length a squabble springs up between the President and the author of the Nebraska bill, on
the mere question of fact whether the Lecompton constitution was, or was not, in any just sense,
made by the people of Kansas; and in that quarrel, the latter declares that all he wants is a fair
vote for the people, and that he cares not whether slavery be voted down or voted up. I do not
understand his declaration that he cares not whether slavery be voted down or voted up, to be
intended by him other than as an apt definition of the policy he would impress upon the public
mind,—the principle for which he declares he has suffered so much, and is ready to suffer to the
end. And well may he cling to that principle. If he has any parental feeling, well may he cling to
it. That principle is the only shred left of his original Nebraska doctrine. Under the Dred Scott
decision, "squatter sovereignty" squatted out of existence, tumbled down like temporary
scaffolding; like the mould at the foundry, it served through one blast, and fell back into loose
sand,—helped to carry an election, and then was kicked to the winds. His late joint struggle with
the Republicans against the Lecompton constitution, involves nothing of the original Nebraska
doctrine. That struggle was made on a point—the right of the people to make their own
constitution—upon which he and the Republicans have never differed.

The several points of the Dred Scott decision in connection with Senator Douglas's "care not"
policy, constitute the piece of machinery in its present state of advancement. This was the third
point gained. The working points of that machinery are:

First. That no negro slave, imported as such from Africa, and no descendant of such slave, can
ever be a citizen of any State, in the sense of that term as used in the Constitution of the United
States. This point is made in order to deprive the negro, in every possible event, of the benefit of
that provision of the United States Constitution which declares that "citizens of each State shall
be entitled to all privileges and immunities of citizens in the several States."

Secondly. That "subject to the Constitution of the United States," neither Congress nor a
territorial legislature can exclude slavery from any United States Territory. This point is made in
order that individual men may fill up the Territories with slaves, without danger of losing them as



property, and thus enhance the chances of permanency to the institution through all the future.

Thirdly. That whether the holding a negro in actual slavery in a free State makes him free as
against the holder, the United States Courts will not decide, but will leave to be decided by the
courts of any slave State the negro may be forced into by the master. This point is made, not to
be pressed immediately; but if acquiesced in for a while, and apparently indorsed by the people
at an election, then to sustain the logical conclusion that what Dred Scott's master might lawfully
do with Dred Scott in the free State of Illinois, every other master may lawfully do, with any other
one, or one thousand slaves in Illinois, or in any other free State.

Auxiliary to all this, and working hand-in-hand with it, the Nebraska doctrine, or what is left of
it, is to educate and mould public opinion not to care whether slavery is voted down or voted up.
This shows exactly where we now are, and partially, also, whither we are tending.

It will throw additional light on the latter, to go back, and run the mind over the string of
historical facts already stated. Several things will now appear less dark and mysterious than they
did when they were transpiring. The people were to be left "perfectly free," "subject only to the
Constitution." What the Constitution had to do with it, outsiders could not then see. Plainly
enough now: it was an exactly fitted niche for the Dred Scott decision to afterwards come in, and
declare the perfect freedom of the people to be just no freedom at all. Why was the amendment
expressly declaring the right of the people voted down? Plainly enough now: the adoption of it
would have spoiled the niche for the Dred Scott decision. Why was the Court decision held up?
Why even a Senator's individual opinion withheld till after the presidential election? Plainly
enough now: the speaking out then would have damaged the perfectly free argument upon which
the election was to be carried. Why the outgoing President's felicitation on the indorsement? Why
the delay of a reargument? Why the incoming President's advance exhortation in favour of the
decision? These things look like the cautious patting and petting of a spirited horse, preparatory
to mounting him, when it is dreaded that he may give the rider a fall. And why the hasty after-
indorsement of the decision by the President and others?

We cannot absolutely know that all these adaptations are the result of preconcert. But when we
see a lot of framed timbers, different portions of which we know have been gotten out at different
times and places, and by different workmen—Stephen, Franklin, Roger, and James, for instance
(Douglas, Pierce, Taney, Buchanan),—and when we see those timbers joined together, and see
they exactly make the frame of a house or a mill, all the tenons and mortices exactly fitting, and
all the lengths and proportions of the different pieces exactly adapted to their respective places,
and not a piece too many or too few, not omitting even scaffolding—or if a single piece be
lacking, we see the place in the frame exactly fitted and prepared yet to bring such piece in,—in
such a case, we find it impossible not to believe that Stephen and Franklin and Roger and James
all understood one another from the beginning, and all worked upon a common plan or draft,
drawn up before the first blow was struck.

It should not be overlooked that by the Nebraska bill the people of a State as well as Territory
were to be left "perfectly free," "subject only to the Constitution." Why mention a State? They
were legislating for Territories, and not for or about States. Certainly the people of a State are
and ought to be subject to the Constitution of the United States; but why is mention of this
lugged into this merely territorial law? Why are the people of a Territory and the people of a
State therein lumped together, and their relation to the Constitution therein treated as being
precisely the same? While the opinion of the Court by Chief Justice Taney, in the Dred Scott case,
and the separate opinions of all the concurring judges, expressly declare that the Constitution of
the United States neither permits Congress nor a territorial legislature to exclude slavery from
any United States Territory, they all omit to declare whether or not the same Constitution
permits a State or the people of a State to exclude it. Possibly this is a mere omission; but who
can be quite sure if McLean or Curtis had sought to get into the opinion a declaration of
unlimited power in the people of a State to exclude slavery from their limits,—just as Chase and
Mace sought to get such declaration in behalf of the people of a Territory, into the Nebraska Bill,
—TI ask, who can be quite sure that it would not have been voted down in the one case as it had
been in the other? The nearest approach to the point of declaring the power of a State over
slavery is made by Judge Nelson. He approaches it more than once, using the precise idea, and
almost the language too, of the Nebraska act. On one occasion his exact language is "except in
cases where the power is restrained by the Constitution of the United States, the law of the State
is supreme over the subject of slavery within its jurisdiction." In what cases the power of the
State is so restrained by the United States Constitution is left an open question, precisely as the
same question, as to the restraint on the power of the Territories, was left open in the Nebraska
act. Put this and that together, and we have another nice little niche, which we may, ere long, see
filled with another Supreme Court decision, declaring that the Constitution of the United States



does not permit a State to exclude slavery from its limits. And this may especially be expected if
the doctrine of "care not whether slavery be voted down or voted up" shall gain upon the public
mind sufficiently to give promise that such a decision can be maintained when made.

Such a decision is all that slavery now lacks of being alike lawful in all the States. Welcome or
unwelcome, such decision is probably coming, and will soon be upon us, unless the power of the
present political dynasty shall be met and overthrown. We shall lie down, pleasantly dreaming
that the people of Missouri are on the verge of making their State free, and we shall awake to the
reality instead, that the Supreme Court has made Illinois a slave State. To meet and overthrow
the power of that dynasty is the work now before all those who would prevent that
consummation. That is what we have to do. How can we best do it?

There are those who denounce us openly to their own friends, and yet whisper to us softly that
Senator Douglas is the aptest instrument there is with which to effect that object. They wish us to
infer all from the fact that he now has a little quarrel with the present head of that dynasty, and
that he has regularly voted with us on a single point, upon which he and we have never differed.
They remind us that he is a great man and that the largest of us are very small ones. Let this be
granted. But "a living dog is better than a dead lion." Judge Douglas, if not a dead lion, for this
work is at least a caged and toothless one. How can he oppose the advances of slavery? He don't
care anything about it. His avowed mission is impressing the "public heart" to care nothing about
it. A leading Douglas Democratic newspaper thinks Douglas's superior talent will be needed to
resist the revival of the African slave-trade. Does Douglas believe an effort to revive that trade is
approaching? He has not said so. Does he really think so? But if it is, how can he resist it? For
years he has laboured to prove it a sacred right of white men to take negro slaves into the new
territories. Can he possibly show that it is a less sacred right to buy them where they can be
bought cheapest? And unquestionably they can be bought cheaper in Africa than in Virginia. He
has done all in his power to reduce the whole question of slavery to one of a mere right of
property: and, as such, how can he oppose the foreign slave-trade?—how can he refuse that trade
in that property shall be "perfectly free," unless he does it as a protection to home production?
And as the home producers will probably not ask the protection, he will be wholly without a
ground of opposition.

Senator Douglas holds, we know, that a man may rightfully be wiser to-day than he was
yesterday—that he may rightfully change when he finds himself wrong. But can we, for that
reason, run ahead, and infer that he will make any particular change, of which he himself has
given no intimation? Can we safely base our action upon any such vague inference?

Now, as ever, I wish not to misrepresent Judge Douglas's position, question his motives, or do
aught that can be personally offensive to him. Whenever, if ever, he and we can come together on
principle, so that our cause may have assistance from his great ability, I hope to have interposed
no adventitious obstacle. But, clearly, he is not now with us—he does not pretend to be—he does
not promise ever to be.

Our cause, then, must be intrusted to, and conducted by, its own undoubted friends—those
whose hands are free, whose hearts are in the work, who do care for the result. Two years ago
the Republicans of the nation mustered over thirteen hundred thousand strong. We did this
under the single impulse of resistance to a common danger, with every external circumstance
against us. Of strange, discordant, and even hostile elements, we gathered from the four winds,
and formed and fought the battle through, under the constant hot fire of a disciplined, proud, and
pampered enemy. Did we brave all then to falter now?—now, when that same enemy is wavering,
dissevered, and belligerent? The result is not doubtful. We shall not fail. If we stand firm, we
shall not fail. Wise counsels may accelerate or mistakes delay it; but sooner or later the victory is
sure to come.

Lincoln’s Reply to Judge Douglas at Chicago on Popular
Sovereignty, the Nebraska Bill, etc. July 10, 1858

... Popular sovereignty! everlasting popular sovereignty! Let us for a moment inquire into this
vast matter of popular sovereignty. What is popular sovereignty? We recollect that at an early
period in the history of this struggle, there was another name for the same thing,—squatter
sovereignty. It was not exactly popular sovereignty, but squatter sovereignty. What do these



terms mean? What do those terms mean when used now? And vast credit is taken by our friend,
the Judge, in regard to his support of it, when he declares the last years of his life have been, and
all the future years of his life shall be, devoted to this matter of popular sovereignty. What is it?
Why, it is the sovereignty of the people! What was squatter sovereignty? I suppose, if it had any
signification at all, it was the right of the people to govern themselves, to be sovereign in their
own affairs, while they were squatted down in a country not their own,—while they had squatted
on a territory that did not belong to them, in the sense that a State belongs to the people who
inhabit it,—when it belonged to the nation; such right to govern themselves was called "squatter
sovereignty."

Now, I wish you to mark, What has become of that squatter sovereignty? What has become of
it? Can you get anybody to tell you now that the people of a Territory have any authority to
govern themselves, in regard to this mooted question of slavery, before they form a State
constitution? No such thing at all, although there is a general running fire, and although there
has been a hurrah made in every speech on that side, assuming that policy had given to the
people of a Territory the right to govern themselves upon this question; yet the point is dodged.
To-day it has been decided—no more than a year ago it was decided by the Supreme Court of the
United States, and is insisted upon to-day—that the people of a Territory have no right to exclude
slavery from a Territory; that if any one man chooses to take slaves into a Territory, all the rest of
the people have no right to keep them out. This being so, and this decision being made, one of
the points that the Judge approved, and one in the approval of which he says he means to keep
me down,—put me down I should not say, for I have never been up! He says he is in favour of it,
and sticks to it, and expects to win his battle on that decision, which says that there is no such
thing as squatter sovereignty, but that any one man may take slaves into a Territory, and all the
other men in the Territory may be opposed to it, and yet by reason of the Constitution they
cannot prohibit it. When that is so, how much is left of this vast matter of squatter sovereignty, I
should like to know?

When we get back, we get to the point of the right of the people to make a constitution. Kansas
was settled, for example, in 1854. It was a Territory yet, without having formed a constitution, in
a very regular way, for three years. All this time negro slavery could be taken in by any few
individuals, and by that decision of the Supreme Court, which the Judge approves, all the rest of
the people cannot keep it out; but when they come to make a constitution they may say they will
not have slavery. But it is there; they are obliged to tolerate it in some way, and all experience
shows it will be so,—for they will not take the negro slaves and absolutely deprive the owners of
them. All experience shows this to be so. All that space of time that runs from the beginning of
the settlement of the Territory until there is a sufficiency of people to make a State constitution,
—all that portion of time popular sovereignty is given up. The seal is absolutely put down upon it
by the court decision, and Judge Douglas puts his own upon the top of that; yet he is appealing to
the people to give him vast credit for his devotion to popular sovereignty.

Again, when we get to the question of the right of the people to form a State constitution as
they please, to form it with slavery or without slavery,—if that is anything new I confess I don't
know it. Has there ever been a time when anybody said that any other than the people of a
Territory itself should form a constitution? What is now in it that Judge Douglas should have
fought several years of his life, and pledge himself to fight all the remaining years of his life for?
Can Judge Douglas find anybody on earth that said that anybody else should form a constitution
for a people?... It is enough for my purpose to ask, whenever a Republican said anything against
it? They never said anything against it, but they have constantly spoken for it; and whosoever will
undertake to examine the platform and the speeches of responsible men of the party, and of
irresponsible men, too, if you please, will be unable to find one word from anybody in the
Republican ranks opposed to that popular sovereignty which Judge Douglas thinks he has
invented. I suppose that Judge Douglas will claim in a little while that he is the inventor of the
idea that the people should govern themselves; that nobody ever thought of such a thing until he
brought it forward. We do not remember that in that old Declaration of Independence it is said
that "We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal; that they are
endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights; that among these are life, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness; that to secure these rights, governments are instituted among men,
deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed." There is the origin of popular
sovereignty. Who, then, shall come in at this day and claim that he invented it? The Lecompton
constitution connects itself with this question, for it is in this matter of the Lecompton
constitution that our friend Judge Douglas claims such vast credit. I agree that in opposing the
Lecompton constitution, so far as I can perceive, he was right. I do not deny that at all; and,
gentlemen, you will readily see why I could not deny it, even if I wanted to. But I do not wish to,
for all the Republicans in the nation opposed it, and they would have opposed it just as much



without Judge Douglas's aid as with it. They had all taken ground against it long before he did.
Why, the reason that he urges against that constitution I urged against him a year before. I have
the printed speech in my hand. The argument that he makes why that constitution should not be
adopted, that the people were not fairly represented nor allowed to vote, I pointed out in a
speech a year ago, which I hold in my hand now, that no fair chance was to be given to the
people.

... A little more now as to this matter of popular sovereignty and the Lecompton constitution.
The Lecompton constitution, as the Judge tells us, was defeated. The defeat of it was a good
thing, or it was not. He thinks the defeat of it was a good thing, and so do I; and we agree in that.
Who defeated it? [A voice: "Judge Douglas."] Yes, he furnished himself; and if you suppose he
controlled the other Democrats that went with him, he furnished three votes, while the
Republicans furnished twenty.

That is what he did to defeat it. In the House of Representatives he and his friends furnished
some twenty votes, and the Republicans furnished ninety odd. Now, who was it that did the
work? [A voice: "Douglas."] Why, yes, Douglas did it? To be sure he did!

Let us, however, put that proposition another way. The Republicans could not have done it
without Judge Douglas. Could he have done it without them? Which could have come the nearest
to doing it without the other? Ground was taken against it by the Republicans long before
Douglas did it. The proposition of opposition to that measure is about five to one. [A voice: "Why
don't they come out on it?"] You don't know what you are talking about, my friend; I am quite
willing to answer any gentleman in the crowd who asks an intelligent question.

Now, who in all this country has ever found any of our friends of Judge Douglas's way of
thinking, and who have acted upon this main question, that have ever thought of uttering a word
in behalf of Judge Trumbull? I defy you to show a printed resolution passed in a Democratic
meeting. I take it upon myself to defy any man to show a printed resolution, large or small, of a
Democratic meeting in favour of Judge Trumbull, or any of the five to one Republicans who beat
that bill. Everything must be for the Democrats! They did everything, and the five to the one that
really did the thing, they snub over, and they do not seem to remember that they have an
existence upon the face of the earth.

Gentlemen, I fear that I shall become tedious. I leave this branch of the subject to take hold of
another. I take up that part of Judge Douglas's speech in which he respectfully attended to me.

Judge Douglas made two points upon my recent speech at Springfield. He says they are to be
the issues of this campaign. The first one of these points he bases upon the language in a speech
which I delivered at Springfield, which I believe I can quote correctly from memory. I said that
"we are now far into the fifth year since a policy was instituted for the avowed object and with
the confident promise of putting an end to slavery agitation; under the operation of that policy,
that agitation has not only not ceased, but has constantly augmented. I believe it will not cease
until a crisis shall have been reached and passed. 'A house divided against itself cannot stand.' I
believe this government cannot endure permanently half slave and half free. I do not expect the
Union to be dissolved,"—I am quoting from my speech,—"I do not expect the house to fall, 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 shall
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 is the paragraph! In this paragraph which I have quoted in your hearing, and to which I
ask the attention of all, Judge Douglas thinks he discovers great political heresy. I want your
attention particularly to what he has inferred from it. He says I am in favour of making all the
States of this Union uniform in all their internal regulations; that in all their domestic concerns I
am in favour of making them entirely uniform. He draws this inference from the language I have
quoted to you. He says that I am in favour of making war by the North upon the South for the
extinction of slavery; that I am also in favour of inviting (as he expresses it) the South to a war
upon the North for the purpose of nationalizing slavery. Now, it is singular enough, if you will
carefully read that passage over, that I did not say that I was in favour of anything in it. I only
said what I expected would take place. I made a prediction only,—it may have been a foolish one,
perhaps. I did not even say that I desired that slavery should be put in course of ultimate
extinction. I do say so now, however; so there need be no longer any difficulty about that. It may
be written down in the great speech.

Gentlemen, Judge Douglas informed you that this speech of mine was probably carefully



prepared. I admit that it was. I am not master of language; I have not a fine education; I am not
capable of entering into a disquisition upon dialectics, as I believe you call it; but I do not believe
the language I employed bears any such construction as Judge Douglas puts upon it. But I don't
care about a quibble in regard to words. I know what I meant, and I will not leave this crowd in
doubt, if I can explain it to them, what I really meant in the use of that paragraph.

I am not, in the first place, unaware that this government has endured eighty-two years, half
slave and half free. I know that. I am tolerably well acquainted with the history of the country,
and I know that it has endured eighty-two years, half slave and half free. I believe—and that is
what I meant to allude to there—I believe it has endured, because, during all that time, until the
introduction of the Nebraska bill, the public mind did rest all the time in the belief that slavery
was in course of ultimate extinction. That was what gave us the rest that we had through that
period of eighty-two years; at least, so I believe. I have always hated slavery, I think, as much as
any Abolitionist,—I have been an old-line Whig,—I have always hated it, but I have always been
quiet about it until this new era of the introduction of the Nebraska bill began. I always believed
that everybody was against it, and that it was in course of ultimate extinction.... They had reason
so to believe.

The adoption of the Constitution and its attendant history led the people to believe so, and that
such was the belief of the framers of the Constitution itself. Why did those old men, about the
time of the adoption of the Constitution, decree that slavery should not go into the new Territory
where it had not already gone? Why declare that within twenty years the African slave-trade, by
which slaves are supplied, might be cut off by Congress? Why were all these acts? I might
enumerate more of these acts; but enough. What were they but a clear indication that the
framers of the Constitution intended and expected the ultimate extinction of that institution? And
now when I say,—as I said in my speech that Judge Douglas has quoted from,—when I say that I
think the opponents of slavery will resist the further spread of it, and place it where the public
mind shall rest in the belief that it is in the course of ultimate extinction, I only mean to say that
they will place it where the founders of this government originally placed it.

I have said a hundred times, and I have now no inclination to take it back, that I believe there is
no right, and ought to be no inclination in the people of the free States, to enter into the slave
States and interfere with the question of slavery at all. I have said that always; Judge Douglas has
heard me say it. And when it is said that I am in favour of interfering with slavery where it exists,
I know it is unwarranted by anything I have ever intended, and, as I believe, by anything I have
ever said. If by any means I have ever used language which could fairly be so construed (as,
however, I believe I never have), I now correct it.

So much, then, for the inference that Judge Douglas draws, that I am in favour of setting the
sections at war with one another. I know that I never meant any such thing, and I believe that no
fair mind can infer any such thing from anything I have said.

Now, in relation to his inference that I am in favour of a general consolidation of all the local
institutions of the various States.... I have said very many times in Judge Douglas's hearing that
no man believed more than I in the principle of self-government; that it lies at the bottom of all
my ideas of just government from beginning to end. I have denied that his use of that term
applies properly. But for the thing itself I deny that any man has ever gone ahead of me in his
devotion to the principle, whatever he may have done in efficiency in advocating it. I think that I
have said it in your hearing, that I believe each individual is naturally entitled to do as he pleases
with himself and the fruit of his labour, so far as it in no wise interferes with any other man's
rights; that each community, as a State, has a right to do exactly as it pleases with all the
concerns within that State that interfere with the right of no other State; and that the general
government upon principle has no right to interfere with anything other than that general class
of things that does concern the whole. I have said that at all times; I have said as illustrations
that I do not believe in the right of Illinois to interfere with the cranberry laws of Indiana, the
oyster laws of Virginia, or the liquor laws of Maine.

How is it, then, that Judge Douglas infers, because I hope to see slavery put where the public
mind shall rest in the belief that it is in the course of ultimate extinction, that I am in favour of
Illinois going over and interfering with the cranberry laws of Indiana? What can authorize him to
draw any such inference? I suppose there might be one thing that at least enabled him to draw
such an inference, that would not be true with me or many others; that is, because he looks upon
all this matter of slavery as an exceedingly little thing,—this matter of keeping one-sixth of the
population of the whole nation in a state of oppression and tyranny unequalled in the world. He
looks upon it as being an exceedingly little thing, only equal to the question of the cranberry laws
of Indiana; as something having no moral question in it; as something on a par with the question



of whether a man shall pasture his land with cattle or plant it with tobacco; so little and so small
a thing that he concludes, if I could desire that anything should be done to bring about the
ultimate extinction of that little thing, I must be in favour of bringing about an amalgamation of
all the other little things in the Union. Now, it so happens—and there, I presume, is the
foundation of this mistake—that the Judge thinks thus; and it so happens that there is a vast
portion of the American people that do not look upon that matter as being this very little thing.
They look upon it as a vast moral evil; they can prove it as such by the writings of those who gave
us the blessings of liberty which we enjoy, and that they so looked upon it, and not as an evil
merely confining itself to the States where it is situated; and while we agree that by the
Constitution we assented to, in the States where it exists we have no right to interfere with it,
because it is in the Constitution, we are both by duty and inclination to stick by that Constitution
in all its letter and spirit from beginning to end.

So much, then, as to my disposition, my wish, to have all the State legislatures blotted out and
to have one consolidated government and a uniformity of domestic regulations in all the States;
by which I suppose it is meant, if we raise corn here we must make sugar-cane grow here too,
and we must make those things which grow North grow in the South. All this I suppose he
understands I am in favour of doing. Now, so much for all this nonsense—for I must call it so. The
Judge can have no issue with me on a question of establishing uniformity in the domestic
regulations of the States.

A little now on the other point,—the Dred Scott decision. Another of the issues, he says, that is
to be made with me is upon his devotion to the Dred Scott decision and my opposition to it.

I have expressed heretofore, and I now repeat, my opposition to the Dred Scott decision; but I
should be allowed to state the nature of that opposition, and I ask your indulgence while I do so.
What is fairly implied by the term Judge Douglas has used, "resistance to the decision"? I do not
resist it. If I wanted to take Dred Scott from his master I would be interfering with property, and
that terrible difficulty that Judge Douglas speaks of, of interfering with property, would arise. But
I am doing no such thing as that; all that I am doing is refusing to obey it as a political rule. If I
were in Congress, and a vote should come up on a question whether slavery should be prohibited
in a new Territory, in spite of the Dred Scott decision, I would vote that it should.

That is what I would do. Judge Douglas said last night that before the decision he might
advance his opinion, and it might be contrary to the decision when it was made; but after it was
made he would abide by it until it was reversed. Just so! We let this property abide by the
decision, but we will try to reverse that decision. We will try to put it where Judge Douglas would
not object, for he says he will obey it until it is reversed. Somebody has to reverse that decision,
since it is made; and we mean to reverse it, and we mean to do it peaceably.

What are the uses of decisions of courts? They have two uses. First, they decide upon the
question before the court. They decide in this case that Dred Scott is a slave. Nobody resists that.
Not only that, but they say to everybody else that persons standing just as Dred Scott stands are
as he is. That is, they say that when a question comes up upon another person it will be so
decided again, unless the court decides another way, unless the court overrules its decision.
Well, we mean to do what we can to have the court decide the other way. That is one thing we
mean to try to do.

The sacredness that Judge Douglas throws around this decision is a degree of sacredness that
has never been before thrown around any other decision. I have never heard of such a thing.
Why, decisions apparently contrary to that decision, or that good lawyers thought were contrary
to that decision, have been made by that very court before. It is the first of its kind; it is an
astonisher in legal history; it is a new wonder of the world; it is based upon falsehood in the main
as to the facts,—allegations of facts upon which it stands are not facts at all in many instances,—
and no decision made on any question—the first i