
Abraham Lincoln and Slavery 
 
 
1.  Protest in Illinois Legislature on Slavery 
 
March 3, 1837 
 
The following protest was presented to the House, which was read and ordered 
to be spread on the journals, to wit: 
 
``Resolutions upon the subject of domestic slavery having passed both branches 
of the General Assembly at its present session, the undersigned hereby protest 
against the passage of the same. 
 
They believe that the institution of slavery is founded on both injustice and bad 
policy; but that the promulgation of abolition doctrines tends rather to increase 
than to abate its evils. 
 
They believe that the Congress of the United States has no power, under the 
constitution, to interfere with the institution of slavery in the different States. 
 
They believe that the Congress of the United States has the power, under the 
constitution, to abolish slavery in the District of Columbia; but that that power 
ought not to be exercised unless at the request of the people of said District. 
 
The difference between these opinions and those contained in the said 
resolutions, is their reason for entering this protest.'' 
 
DAN STONE,* 
A. LINCOLN, 
Representatives from the county of Sangamon. 
 
[* Daniel Stone was a Whig lawyer of Springfield, Illinois. Upon resigning his 
seat in the legislature after the adjournment of the session, he was succeeded by 
Edward D. Baker, elected at a special election on July 1.] 
 
 

*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
2.  Abraham Lincoln to Mary Speed 
 
From Abraham Lincoln to Mary Speed, September 27, 1841 
Bloomington, Illinois, Sept 27th 1841 
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My Friend: 

You remember there was some uneasiness about Joshua's* health when we left. 
That little indisposition of his turned out to be nothing serious; and it was pretty 
nearly forgotten when we reached Springfield. We got on board the Steam Boat 
Lebanon, in the locks of the Canal about 12 o,clock M. of the day we left, and 
reached S t Louis the next Monday at 8 P.M-- Nothing of interest happened 
during the passage, except the vexatious delays occasioned by the sand bars be 
thought interesting —  By the way, a fine example was presented on board the 
boat for contemplating the effect of condition upon human happiness. A 
gentleman had purchased twelve negroes in diferent parts of Kentucky and was 
taking them to a farm in the South. They were chained six and six together —  A 
small iron clevis was around the left wrist of each, and this fastened to the main 
chain by a shorter one at a convenient distant distance from the others; so that 
the negroes were strung together precisely like so many fish upon a trot-line —  
In this condition they were being separated forever from the scenes of their 
childhood, their friends, their fathers and mothers, and brothers and sisters, and 
many of them, from their wives and children, and going into perpetual slavery 
where the lash of the master is proverbially more ruthless and unrelenting than 
any other where; and yet amid all these distressing circumstances, as we would 
think them, they were the most cheerful and apparantly happy creatures on 
board. One, whose offence for which he had been sold was an over-fondness for 
his wife, played the fiddle almost continually; and the others danced, sung, 
cracked jokes, and played various games with cards from day to day —  How 
true it is that "God tempers the wind to the shorn lamb," or in other words, that 
He renders the worst of human conditions tolerable, while He permits the best, 
to be nothing better than tolerable —  

. . . Your sincere friend                                            A. LINCOLN  
 
[*Joshua Speed was Lincoln’s close friend and Mary Speed’s half brother.]  
 
 

*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
3.  Abraham Lincoln to Williamson Durley 
 
Springfield, October 3, 1845 
 
When I saw you at home, it was agreed that I should write to you and your 
brother Madison. 
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Until I then saw you I was not aware of your being what is generally called an 
abolitionist, or, as you call yourself, a Liberty man, though I well knew there 
were many such in your country.  
 
I was glad to hear that you intended to attempt to bring about, at the next 
election in Putnam, a Union of the Whigs proper and such of the Liberty men as 
are Whigs in principle on all questions save only that of slavery. So far as I can 
perceive, by such union neither party need yield anything on the point in 
difference between them. If the Whig abolitionists of New York had voted with 
us last fall, Mr. Clay would now be President, Whig principles in the ascendant, 
and Texas not annexed; whereas, by the division, all that either had at stake in 
the contest was lost. And, indeed, it was extremely probable, beforehand, that 
such would be the result. As I always understood, the Liberty men deprecated 
the annexation of Texas extremely; and this being so, why they should refuse to 
cast their votes [so] as to prevent it, even to me seemed wonderful. What was 
their process of reasoning, I can only judge from what a single one of them told 
me. It was this: “We are not to do evil that good may come.” This general 
proposition is doubtless correct; but did it apply? If by your votes you could 
have prevented the extension, etc., of slavery would it not have been good, and 
not evil, so to have used your votes, even though it involved the casting of them 
for a slaveholder? By the fruit the tree is to be known. An evil tree cannot bring 
forth good fruit. If the fruit of electing Mr. Clay would have been to prevent the 
extension of slavery, could the act of electing have been evil?  
 
But I will not argue further. I perhaps ought to say that individually I never was 
much interested in the Texas question. I never could see much good to come of 
annexation, inasmuch as they were already a free republican people on our own 
model. On the other hand, I never could very clearly see how the annexation 
would augment the evil of slavery. It always seemed to me that slaves would be 
taken there in about equal numbers, with or without annexation. And if more 
were taken because of annexation, still there would be just so many the fewer 
left where they were taken from. It is possibly true, to some extent, that, with 
annexation, some slaves may be sent to Texas and continued in slavery that 
otherwise might have been liberated. To whatever extent this may be true, I 
think annexation an evil. I hold it to be a paramount duty of us in the free States, 
due to the Union of the States, and perhaps to liberty itself (paradox though it 
may seem), to let the slavery of the other States alone; while, on the other hand, 
I hold it to be equally clear that we should never knowingly lend ourselves, 
directly or indirectly, to prevent that slavery from dying a natural death-- to find 
new places for it to live in when it can no longer exist in the old. Of course I am 
not now considering what would be our duty in cases of insurrection among the 
slaves. To recur to the Texas question, I understand the Liberty men to have 
viewed annexation as a much greater evil than ever I did; and I would like to 
convince you, if I could, that they could have prevented it, if they had chosen. I 

intend this letter for you and Madison together; and if you and he or either shall 
think fit to drop me a line, I shall be pleased.  
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Yours with respect,                                                             A. LINCOLN 
 
 

*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
4.  Lincoln and the Matson Negroes 
 
[This 1847 case developed as follows: Anthony Bryant, a free Negro who 
worked for Robert Matson, found that Matson was planning to send Bryant's 
family to Kentucky as slaves. Matson claimed that since Mrs. Bryant and her 
children were only temporary visitors to Illinois, they were still legally slaves. 
Bryant solicited the aid of two abolitionists, Dr. Hiram Rutherford and Gideon 
Ashmorc. Many years later, Jesse Weik, a Lincoln biographer, recorded the 
story as told by Dr. Rutherford, the only participant in the case who was still 
alive.  Taken from Jesse W. Weik, "Lincoln and the Matson Negroes: A Vista 
into the Fugitive Slave Days," The Arena (April 1897), pp. 755. 757.] 
 
Ashmore and I, having espoused the cause of the slaves, now fell under the 
shadow of Matson's wrath. His revenge culminated in a suit brought against us 
in the circuit court under the Black Law, demanding damages in the sum of 
twenty-five hundred dollars, or five hundred dollars for each slave. As soon as 
the summons was served on me I rode down to Charleston to hire a lawyer. I 
had known Abraham Lincoln several years, and his views and mine on the 
wrong of slavery being in perfect accord, I determined to employ him; besides, 
everyone whom 1 consulted advised me to do so. I found him at the tavern 
sitting on the veranda, his chair tilted back against one of the wooden pillars, 
entertaining the bystanders and loungers gathered about the place with one of his 
irresistible and highly-flavored stories. My head was full of the impending 
lawsuit, and I found it a great test of my patience to await the end of the chapter 
then in process, of narration. Before he could begin on another I interrupted and 
called him aside. I told in detail the story of my troubles, reminded him that we 
had always agreed on the questions of the day, and asked him to represent me at 
the trial of my case in court. He listened attentively as I recited the facts leading 
up to the controversy with Matson, but I noticed a peculiarly troubled look came 
over his face now and then, his eyes appeared to be fixed in the distance beyond 
me, and he shook his head several times as if debating with himself some 
question of grave import. At length, and with apparent reluctance, he answered 
that he could not defend me, because he had already been counselled with, in 
Matson's interest, and was therefore under professional obligations to represent 
the latter unless released. This was a grievous disappointment, and irritated me 
into expressions more or less bitter in tone. He seemed to feel this, and even 
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though he endeavored in his plausible way to reconcile me to the proposition 
that, as a lawyer, he must represent and be faithful to those who counsel with 
and employ him, I appeared not to be convinced. I remember retorting that “my 
money was as good an any one's else,” and although thoroughly in earnest I 
presume I was a little too hasty. 
 
The interview and my quick temper, I am sure, made a deep impression on Mr. 
Lincoln, because, a few hours latter, he despatched a messenger to me with the 
information that he had sent for the man who had approached him in Matson’s 
behalf, and if they came to no more decisive terms than at first he would 
probably be able to represent me. In a very brief time this was followed by 
another message, that he could now easily and consistently free himself from 
Matson, and was, therefore, in a position, if I employed him, to conduct my 
defence. But it was too late; my pride was up, and I plainly indicated a 
disinclination to avail myself of his offer. Instead, I employed Charles H. 
Constable, a lawyer who had emigrated to Illinois from Maryland, a classical 
scholar, fluent and ready in debate, and of commanding physical presence. 
Ashmore made terms with Orlando B. Picklin, a Kentuckian who had already 
won considerable renown as a lawyer, and had been more or less conspicuous in 
politics. 
 
[Lincoln represented Matson in both a proceeding in habeas corpus (brought by 
Rutherford and Ashmore) and in Matson's damage suit against the abolitionists. 
He lost both cases. Rutherford’s account concludes as follows:] 
 
. . . after the trial, which ended Saturday night, Matson left the country, crossed 
that Wabash river on his way to Kentucky, evaded his creditors, and never paid 
Lincoln his fee. 
 
 

*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
5.  Remarks and Resolution Introduced in the United States House of 
Representatives Concerning Abolution of Slavery in the District of 
Columbia 
 
Abraham Lincoln, A Bill for Abolishing Slavery in the District of Columbia 
[Draft]1, [January 1849] 
 
A bill for an act to abolish slavery in the District of Columbia, by the consent of 
the free white people of said District, and with compensation to owners —  
 
Section 1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America, in Congress assembled: That no person not now 

within the District of Columbia, nor now owned by any person or persons now 
resident within it, nor hereafter born within it, shall ever be held in slavery 
within said District —  
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Section 2. That no person now within said District, or now owned by any 
person, or persons now resident within the same, or hereafter born within it, 
shall ever be held in slavery without the limits of said District: Provided, that 
officers of the government of the United States, being citizens of the slave-
holding states, coming into said District on public business, and remaining only 
so long as may be reasonably necessary for that object, may be attended into, 
and out of, said District, and while there, by the necessary servants of 
themselves and their families, without their right to hold such servants in 
service, being thereby impaired —  
 
Section 3. That all children born of slave mothers within said District on, or after 
the first day of January in the year of our Lord one thousand, eight hundred and 
fifty shall be free; but shall be reasonably supported and educated, by the 
respective owners of their mothers or by their heirs or representatives, and shall 
owe reasonable service, as apprentices, to such owners, heirs and representatives 
until they respectively arrive at the age of . . . years when they shall be entirely 
free; and the municipal authorities of Washington and Georgetown, within their 
respective jurisdictional limits, are hereby empowered and required to make all 
suitable and necessary provisions for enforcing obedience to this section, on the 
part of both masters and apprentices —  
 
Section 4. That all persons now within said District lawfully held as slaves, or 
now owned by any person or persons now resident within said District, shall 
remain such, at the will of their respective owners, their heirs and legal 
representatives: Provided that any such owner, or his legal representative, may 
at any time receive from the treasury of the United States the full value of his or 
her slave, of the class in this section mentioned, upon which such slave shall be 
forthwith and forever free: and provided further that the President of the United 
States, the Secretary of State, and the Secretary of the Treasury shall be a board 
for determining the value of such slaves as their owners may desire to 
emancipate under this section; and whose duty it shall be to hold a session for 
the purpose, on the first Monday of each calender month; to receive all 
applications; and, on satisfactory evidence in each case, that the person 
presented for valuation, is a slave, and of the class in this section mentioned, and 
is owned by the applicant, shall value such slave at his or her full cash value, 
and give to the applicant an order on the treasury for the amount; and also to 
such slave a certificate of freedom —  
 
Section 5 That the municipal authorities of Washington and Georgetown, within 
their respective jurisdictional limits, are hereby empowered and required to 
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provide active and efficient means to arrest, and deliver up to their owners, all 
fugitive slaves escaping into said District —  
 
Section 6 That the election officers of within said District of Columbia, are 
hereby empowered and required to open polls at all the usual places of holding 
elections, on the first Monday of April next, and receive the vote of every free 
white male citizen above the age of twentyone years, having resided within said 
District for the period of one year or more next preceding the time of such 
voting, for, or against this act; to proceed, in taking said votes, in all respects not 
herein specified, as at elections under the municipal laws; and, with as little 
delay as possible, to transmit correct statements of the votes so cast to the 
President of the United States. And it shall be the duty of the President to 
canvass said votes immediately, and, if a majority of them be found to be for 
this act, to forthwith issue his proclamation giving notice of the fact; and this act 
shall only be in full force and effect on, and after the day of such proclamation 
—  
 
Section 7. That involuntary servitude for the punishment of crime, whereof the 
party shall have been duly convicted shall in no wise be prohibited by this act —  
 
Section 8. That for all the purposes of this act the jurisdictional limits of 
Washington are extended to all parts of the District of Columbia not now 
included within the present limits of Georgetown —  
 
[The following two fragments are apparently Lincoln's experimentation with 
language with which to introduce his substitute resolution:] 
 
Strike out all before and after the word "Resolved" and insert the following, 
towit: That the Committee on the District of Columbia be instructed to report a 
bill in substance as follows, towit: 
 
Strike out all after the enacting clause, and insert the following, towit: 
 
[Note 1 As early as 1837, Lincoln had asserted that he considered slavery to be 
founded on "injustice and bad policy," and that though Congress had a right to 
abolish slavery in the District of Columbia, it should not exercise that right 
without the assent of the District's citizens (see Collected Works, I, 74-76). 
Later, when a member of Congress he voted several times in favor of the Wilmot 
Proviso, which would prevent the extension of slavery into the territory acquired 
from Mexico. Like many members of the Congress and visitors, he considered 
the overt conduct of the slave trade in Washington D. C. to be a national 
embarrassment. At this point Lincoln's anti-slavery stance was apparent, but not 
emphatic. However, issues which would lead to the crisis of 1850 arising from 
the status of slavery in the Mexican cession were already becoming heated 
during the second session of Lincoln's term in the House, and they were dividing 

Whigs, just before the inauguration of Zachary Taylor. With the encouragement 
of abolitionist Congressman Joshua Giddings, who boarded with Lincoln at 
Mrs. Sprigg's, Lincoln proposed this measure as a compromise which might at 
least unite Whigs. It was first offered as a substitute for an earlier resolution 
that the House Committee on the District of Columbia report a bill simply 
calling for the abolition of slavery in the District without mention of a 
referendum. Three days later Lincoln gave notice of his intention to introduce 
such a bill as is drafted here, by himself. (See the account in the Congressional 
Globe, reprinted in Collected Works, II, 20-22.) But Lincoln did not introduce 
the bill. He told James Q. Howard in 1860 that he had called on the mayor of 
Washington and "and others whom I thought best acquainted with the 
sentiments of the people" and gained assurances that his plan would be well 
received and supported. "Being informed that it would meet with their hearty 
approbation I gave notice in congress that I should introduce a Bill. 
Subsequently I learned that many leading southern members of Congress, had 
been to see the Mayor, and the others who favored my Bill, and had drawn them 
over to their way of thinking. Finding that I was abandoned by my former 
backers and having little personal influence, I dropped the matter knowing that 
it was useless to prosecute the business at that time." See James Q. Howard, 
Biographical Notes, June 1860.] 
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*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
6.  Fragment on Slavery 
 
[April 1, 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 color, 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 color 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 can 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. 
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*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
7.  Abraham Lincoln’s Peoria Speech 
 
[Lincoln, in a speech at Peoria, attacked slavery on the grounds that its 
existence within the United States made American democracy appear 
hypocritical in the eyes of the world. However, he also confessed his uncertainty 
as how to end slavery where it then existed, because he believed that neither 
colonization nor racial equality were practical.] 
 
Speech at Peoria, Illinois 
October 16, 1854 
 
I can not but hate [the declared indifference for slavery's spread]. 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 really good men amongst ourselves into an open war with the very 
fundamental principles of civil liberty — criticising [sic] the Declaration of 
Independence, and insisting that there is no right principle of action but self-
interest. 
 
Before proceeding, let me say 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 amongst them, they would not introduce it. If it did now exist amongst 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; 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 in 
the world 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 white 
people will not. 
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(II, 255-256) 
 
 

*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
8.  Abraham Lincoln to George Robertson 
 
Lexington, Ky. Aug. 15. 1855 
 
My dear Sir: The volume you left for me has been received. I am really grateful 
for the honor of your kind remembrance, as well as for the book. The partial 
reading I have already given it, has afforded me much of both pleasure and 
instruction. It was new to me that the exact question which led to the Missouri 
compromise, had arisen before it arose in regard to Missouri; and that you had 
taken so prominent a part in it. Your short, but able and patriotic speech upon 
that occasion, has not been improved upon since, by those holding the same 
views; and, with all the lights you then had, the views you took appear to me as 
very reasonable. 
 
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 any thing in favor 
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!!! 
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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 a 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 — forever — 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 
 
 

*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
9.  Abraham Lincoln to Joshua Speed 
 
August 24, 1855 
 
Springfield, Aug: 24, 1855 
 
Dear Speed:  
 
You know what a poor correspondent I am. Ever since I received your very 
agreeable letter of the 22nd. of May I have been intending to write you in 
answer to it. You suggest that in political action now, you and I would differ. I 
suppose we would; not quite as 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 
to 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 unrewarded toils; 
but I bite my lip and keep quiet. In 1841 you and I had together a tedious low-
water trip, on a Steam Boat 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 continual 
torment to me; and I see something like it every time I touch the Ohio, or any 
other slave-border. It is hardly 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. 
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I do oppose the extension of slavery, because my judgment and feelings so 
prompt me; and I am under no obligation 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 be 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 you and I 
would differ about the Nebraska-law. I look upon that enactment not as a law, 
but as violence from the beginning. It was conceived in violence, passed 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 violent disregard of the known will of their constituents. It is 
maintained in violence because the elections since, clearly demand it's repeal, 
and this demand is openly disregarded. You say men ought to be hung for the 
way they are executing that law; and I say 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 any thing like fairness was ever intended; and 
he has been bravely undeceived. 
 
That Kansas will form a Slave constitution, and, with it, will ask to be admitted 
into the Union, I take to be an already 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 men who shall venture to inform a negro of his legal rights. 
This is the substance, 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. 
 



 13 

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 loth, 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 possibility 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 this 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. On the contrary, if we succeed, there will be 
enough of us to take care of 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 an open proposition 
to establish monarchy. Get hold of some man in the North, whose position and 
ability is such, that he can make the support of your measure — whatever it may 
be — a democratic party necessity, and the thing is done. . . . 
 
You say if Kansas fairly votes herself a free state, as a christian you will rather 
rejoice at it. All decent slave-holders talk that way; and I do not doubt their 
candor. But they never vote that way. Although in a private letter, or 
conversation, you will express your preference that Kansas shall 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 any slave-state. You think 
Stringfellow & Co ought to be hung; and yet, at the next presidential election 
you will vote for the exact type and representative of Stringfellow. 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 masters of your own negroes. 
 
You enquire 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 favor 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 should 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 
hypocracy. 
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Mary will probably pass a day or two in Louisville in October. 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 forever 
 
A. LINCOLN 
 

*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
10.  Abraham Lincoln Speech on Dred Scott 
 
[Dred Scott was a slave whose master took him into free territories and states of 
the north, and then died. Dred Scott claimed he was consequently free.  The case 
went to the US Supreme Court. Chief Justice Roger Taney argued in the 
decision that Dred Scott was a slave, not a citizen, and thereby had no right to 
use the courts. Taney argued that the nation’s founders had never intended for 
the rights of citizens to extend to slaves.  Lincoln takes issue with Taney’s 
decision.] 
 
Springfield, Illnois 
June 26, 1857 
 
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. . . . 
 
. . . the Chief Justice does not directly assert, but plainly assumes, as a fact, that 
the public estimate of the black man is more favorable 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 
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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 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, and philosophy follows, and the Theology of the day is fast 
joining 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 his escape more complete than it is. 
 
It is grossly incorrect to say or assume, that the public estimate of the negro is 
more favorable now than it was at the origin of the government. 
 
Three years and a half ago, Judge Douglas brought forward his famous 
Nebraska bill. The country was at once in a blaze. He scorned all opposition, 
and carried it through Congress. Since then he has seen himself superseded in a 
Presidential nomination, by one indorsing the general doctrine of his measure, 
but at the same time standing clear of the odium of its untimely agitation, and its 
gross breach of national faith; and he has seen that successful rival 
Constitutionally elected, not by the strength of friends, but by the division of 
adversaries, being in a popular minority of nearly four hundred thousand votes. 
He has seen his chief aids in his own State, Shields and Richardson, politically 
speaking, successively tried, convicted, and executed, for an offense not their 
own, but his. And now he sees his own case, standing next on the docket for 
trial. 
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There is a natural disgust in the minds of nearly all white people, to 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 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 
forth-with 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 that 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, or ever afterwards, actually place 
all white people on an equality with one or 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 all were 
equal in color, size, intellect, moral developments, or social capacity. They 
defined with tolerable distinctness, in what respects they did consider all men 
created equal — equal in “certain inalienable rights, among which are life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.” This they said, and this 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 labored 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 colors everywhere. The assertion that ``all 
men are created equal'' was of no practical use in effecting our separation from 
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Great Britain; and it was placed in the Declaration, nor for that, but for future 
use. Its authors meant it to be, thank God, it is now proving itself, a stumbling 
block to 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 re-appear in this fair land and 
commence their vocation they should find left for them at least one hard nut to 
crack. 
 
 

*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
11.  Abraham Lincoln’s “House Divided” Speech 
 
[Lincoln gave this speech in Springfield, Illinois, accepting the Republican 
nomination as a US Senator from Illinois.] 
June 16, 1858 
 
Mr. PRESIDENT and Gentlemen of the Convention. 
 
If we could first know where we are, and whither we are tending, we could then 
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 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. 
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*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
12.  First Debate with Stephen A. Douglas at Ottawa, Illinois 
 
[During his 1858 campaign for the US Senate, Lincoln engaged in a series of 
very famous debates with Stephen A. Douglas. They argued in detail about 
slavery, its future, and the relationship between whites and blacks. Be mindful of 
this context in which Lincoln made his remarks. They each tried to characterize 
the other as being more radical and conservative than perhaps they were. As a 
result, they repeatedly tried to clarify their positions or make them sound less 
extreme than the other accused.] 
 
August 21, 1858 
 
This is the repeal of the Missouri Compromise. The foregoing history may not 
be precisely accurate in every particular; but I am sure it is sufficiently so, for all 
the uses I shall attempt to make of it, and in it, we have before us, the chief 
materials enabling us to correctly judge whether the repeal of the Missouri 
Compromise is right or wrong. 
 
I think, and shall try to show, that it is wrong; wrong in its direct effect, letting 
slavery into Kansas and Nebraska — and wrong in its prospective principle, 
allowing it to spread to every other part of the wide world, where men can be 
found inclined to take it. 
 
This declared indifference, but as I must think, covert real zeal for the spread of 
slavery, I can not 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 really good men amongst ourselves into an 
open war with the very fundamental principles of civil liberty — criticising the 
Declaration of Independence, and insisting that there is no right principle of 
action but self-interest. 
 
Before proceeding, let me say 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 amongst them, they would not introduce it. If it did now exist amongst 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 
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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; 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 in 
the world 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 to 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 white 
people 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, can not be safely disregarded. We can not, 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. 
 
When they remind us of their constitutional rights, I acknowledge them, not 
grudgingly, but fully, and fairly; and I would give them any legislation for the 
reclaiming of their fugitives, which should not, in its stringency, be more likely 
to carry a free man into slavery, than our ordinary criminal laws are to hang an 
innocent one. 
 
But all this; to my judgment, furnishes no more excuse for permitting slavery to 
go into our own free territory, than it would for reviving the African slave trade 
by law. The law which forbids the bringing of slaves from Africa; and that 
which has so long forbid the taking them to Nebraska, can hardly be 
distinguished on any moral principle; and the repeal of the former could find 
quite as plausible excuses as that of the latter. . . . 
 
Now gentlemen, I don't want to read at any greater length, but this is the true 
complexion of all I have ever said in regard to the institution of slavery and the 
black race. This is the whole of it, and anything that argues me into his idea of 
perfect social and political equality with the negro, is but a specious and 
fantastic arrangement of words, by which a man can prove a horse chestnut to be 

a chestnut horse. [Laughter.] I will say here, while upon this subject, that I have 
no purpose directly or indirectly to interfere with the institution of slavery in the 
States where it exists. I believe I have no lawful right to do so, and I have no 
inclination to do so. I have no purpose to introduce political and social equality 
between the white and the black races. There is a physical difference between 
the two, which in my judgment will probably forever forbid their living together 
upon the footing of perfect equality, and inasmuch as it becomes a necessity that 
there must be a difference, I, as well as Judge Douglas, am in favor of the race to 
which I belong, having the superior position. I have never said anything to the 
contrary, but I hold that notwithstanding all this, there is no reason in the world 
why the negro is not entitled to all the natural rights enumerated in the 
Declaration of Independence, the right to life, liberty and the pursuit of 
happiness. [Loud cheers.] I hold that he is as much entitled to these as the white 
man. I agree with Judge Douglas he is not my equal in many respects — 
certainly not in color, perhaps not in moral or intellectual endowment. But in the 
right to eat the bread, without leave of anybody else, which his own hand earns, 
he is my equal and the equal of Judge Douglas, and the equal of every living 
man. [Great applause.] . . . 
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Now, my friends, I ask your attention to this matter for the purpose of saying 
something seriously. I know that the Judge may readily enough agree with me 
that the maxim which was put forth by the Saviour is true, but he may allege that 
I misapply it; and the Judge has a right to urge that, in my application, I do 
misapply it, and then I have a right to show that I do not misapply it. When he 
undertakes to say that because I think this nation, so far as the question of 
Slavery is concerned, will all become one thing or all the other, I am in favor of 
bringing about a dead uniformity in the various States, in all their institutions, he 
argues erroneously. The great variety of the local institutions in the States, 
springing from differences in the soil, differences in the face of the country, and 
in the climate, are bonds of Union. They do not make “a house divided against 
itself,” but they make a house united. If they produce in one section of the 
country what is called for by the wants of another section, and this other section 
can supply the wants of the first, they are not matters of discord but bonds of 
union, true bonds of union. But can this question of slavery be considered as 
among these varieties in the institutions of the country? I leave it to you to say 
whether, in the history of our government, this institution of slavery has not 
always failed to be a bond of union, and, on the contrary, been an apple of 
discord and an element of division in the house. [Cries of “Yes, yes,” and 
applause.] I ask you to consider whether, so long as the moral constitution of 
men's minds shall continue to be the same, after this generation and assemblage 
shall sink into the grave, and another race shall arise, with the same moral and 
intellectual development we have — whether, if that institution is standing in the 
same irritating position in which it now is, it will not continue an element of 
division? [Cries of ``Yes, yes.''] If so, then I have a right to say that in regard to 
this question, the Union is a house divided against itself, and when the Judge 
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reminds me that I have often said to him that the institution of slavery has 
existed for eighty years in some States, and yet it does not exist in some others, I 
agree to the fact, and I account for it by looking at the position in which our 
fathers originally placed it — restricting it from the new Territories where it had 
not gone, and legislating to cut off its source by the abrogation of the slave 
trade, thus putting the seal of legislation against its spread. The public mind did 
rest in the belief that it was in the course of ultimate extinction. [Cries of “Yes, 
yes.”] But lately, I think — and in this I charge nothing on the Judge's motives 
— lately, I think, that he, and those acting with him, have placed that institution 
on a new basis, which looks to the perpetuity and nationalization of slavery. 
[Loud cheers.] And while it is placed upon this new basis, I say, and I have said, 
that I believe we shall not have peace upon the question until the opponents of 
slavery 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, on the other 
hand, that 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. Now, I believe if we 
could arrest the spread, and place it where Washington, and Jefferson, and 
Madison placed it, it would be in the course of ultimate extinction, and the 
public mind would, as for eighty years past, believe that it was in the course of 
ultimate extinction. The crisis would be past and the institution might be let 
alone for a hundred years, if it should live so long, in the States where it exists, 
yet it would be going out of existence in the way best for both the black and the 
white races. [Great cheering.] . . . 
 
 

*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
13.  Abraham Lincoln’s Second Debate with Stephen A. Douglas 
 
[In the Freeport debate, Lincoln responded to Douglas’s accusations that 
Lincoln had avoided his questions.  Lincoln averred that he would respond to 
those queries, even though Douglas had never responded to his.] 
 
Freeport, Illinois 
August 27, 1858 
 
As to the first one, in regard to the Fugitive Slave Law, I have never hesitated to 
say, and I do not now hesitate to say, that I think, under the Constitution of the 
United States, the people of the Southern States are entitled to a Congressional 
Fugitive Slave Law. Having said that, I have had nothing to say in regard to the 
existing Fugitive Slave Law further than that I think it should have been framed 
so as to be free from some of the objections that pertain to it, without lessening 
its efficiency. And inasmuch as we are not now in an agitation in regard to an 

alteration or modification of that law, I would not be the man to introduce it as a 
new subject of agitation upon the general question of slavery. 
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In regard to the other question of whether I am pledged to the admission of any 
more slave States into the Union, I state to you very frankly that I would be 
exceedingly sorry ever to be put in a position of having to pass upon that 
question. I should be exceedingly glad to know that there would never be 
another slave State admitted into the Union; [applause]; but I must add, that if 
slavery shall be kept out of the Territories during the territorial existence of any 
one given Territory, and then the people shall, having a fair chance and a clear 
field, when they come to adopt the Constitution, do such an extraordinary thing 
as to adopt a Slave Constitution, uninfluenced by the actual presence of the 
institution among them, I see no alternative, if we own the country, but to admit 
them into the Union. [Applause.] 
 
The third interrogatory is answered by the answer to the second, it being, as I 
conceive, the same as the second. 
 
The fourth one is in regard to the abolition of slavery in the District of 
Columbia. In relation to that, I have my mind very distinctly made up. I should 
be exceedingly glad to see slavery abolished in the District of Columbia. [Cries 
of “good, good.”] I believe that Congress possesses the constitutional power to 
abolish it. Yet as a member of Congress, I should not with my present views, be 
in favor of endeavoring to abolish slavery in the District of Columbia, unless it 
would be upon these conditions. First, that the abolition should be gradual. 
Second, that it should be on a vote of the majority of qualified voters in the 
District, and third, that compensation should be made to unwilling owners. With 
these three conditions, I confess I would be exceedingly glad to see Congress 
abolish slavery in the District of Columbia, and, in the language of Henry Clay, 
“sweep from our Capital that foul blot upon our nation.” [Loud applause.] 
 
In regard to the fifth interrogatory, I must say here, that as to the question of the 
abolition of the Slave Trade between the different States, I can truly answer, as I 
have, that I am pledged to nothing about it. It is a subject to which I have not 
given that mature consideration that would make me feel authorized to state a 
position so as to hold myself entirely bound by it. In other words, that question 
has never been prominently enough before me to induce me to investigate 
whether we really have the Constitutional power to do it. I could investigate it if 
I had sufficient time, to bring myself to a conclusion upon that subject, but I 
have not done so, and I say so frankly to you here, and to Judge Douglas. I must 
say, however, that if I should be of opinion that Congress does possess the 
Constitutional power to abolish the slave trade among the different States, I 
should still not be in favor of the exercise of that power unless upon some 
conservative principle as I conceive it, akin to what I have said in relation to the 
abolition of slavery in the District of Columbia. 
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My answer as to whether I desire that slavery should be prohibited in all the 
Territories of the United States is full and explicit within itself, and cannot be 
made clearer by any comments of mine. So I suppose in regard to the question 
whether I am opposed to the acquisition of any more territory unless slavery is 
first prohibited therein, my answer is such that I could add nothing by way of 
illustration, or making myself better understood, than the answer which I have 
placed in writing. 
 
Now in all this, the Judge has me and he has me on the record. I suppose he had 
flattered himself that I was really entertaining one set of opinions for one place 
and another set for another place — that I was afraid to say at one place what I 
uttered at another. What I am saying here I suppose I say to a vast audience as 
strongly tending to Abolitionism as any audience in the State of Illinois, and I 
believe I am saying that which, if it would be offensive to any persons and 
render them enemies to myself, would be offensive to persons in this audience. 
 
 

*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
14.  Abraham Lincoln Speech 
 
Carlinville, Illinois 
August 31, 1858 
 
In view of its [slavery’s] importance and aggressive nature, I think it must come 
to a crisis — that it will become national by court verdicts or local by the 
popular voice. We have no idea of interfering with it in any manner. I am 
standing up to our bargain for its maintenance where it lawfully exists. Our 
fathers restricted its spread and stopped the importation of negroes, with the 
hope that it would remain in a dormant condition till the people saw fit to 
emancipate the negroes. There is no allusion to slavery in the constitution — and 
Madison says it was omitted that future generations might not know such a thing 
ever existed — and that the constitution might yet be a “national charter of 
freedom.” And Keitt of S.C., once admitted that nobody ever thought it would 
exist to this day. 
 
If placed in the former attitude we should have peace. But it is now advancing to 
become lawful everywhere. The Nebraska bill introduced this era — and it was 
gotten up by a man who twice voted for the Wilmot Proviso and the extension of 
the Missouri Compromise line to the Pacific. This change in our national policy 
is decided to be constitutional — although the court would not decide the only 
question before them — whether Dred Scott was a slave or not — and did 
decide, too, that a territorial legislature cannot exclude slavery in behalf of the 

people, and if their premises be correct a state cannot exclude it — for they tell 
us that the negro is property anywhere in the light that horses are property, and if 
the constitution gives the master a right of property in negroes above the 
jurisdiction of the territorial laws, enacted in the sovereignty of the people — it 
only requires another case and another favorable decision from the same court to 
make the rights of property alike in states as well as territories, and that by virtue 
of the constitution and in disregard of local laws to the contrary — Buchanan 
takes this position now. Sustain these men and negro equality will be abundant, 
as every white laborer will have occasion to regret when he is elbowed from his 
plow or his anvil by slave niggers. 
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Douglas insists that I am in favor of perfect uniformity in the institutions of all 
the states. I believe in their right to do just as they please in this matter. But he is 
not quite so vain as to say that the good man uttered a falsehood when he said, 
“A house divided against itself cannot stand.” Does he believe this thing will 
always stand as it now is — neither expand or diminish? 
 
 

*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
15.  Abraham Lincoln’s Fourth Debate with Stephen A. Douglas 
 
Charlestown, Illinois 
September 18, 1858 
 
While I was at the hotel to-day an elderly gentleman called upon me to know 
whether I was really in favor of producing a perfect equality between the 
negroes and white people. [Great laughter.] While I had not proposed to myself 
on this occasion to say much on that subject, yet as the question was asked me I 
thought I would occupy perhaps five minutes in saying something in regard to it. 
I will say then that I am not, nor ever have been in favor of bringing about in 
any way the social and political equality of the white and black races, [applause] 
— that I am not nor ever have been in favor of making voters or jurors of 
negroes, nor of qualifying them to hold office, nor to intermarry with white 
people; and I will say in addition to this that there is a physical difference 
between the white and black races which I believe will for ever forbid the two 
races living together on terms of social and political equality. And inasmuch as 
they cannot so live, while they do remain together there must be the position of 
superior and inferior, and I as much as any other man am in favor of having the 
superior position assigned to the white race. I say upon this occasion I do not 
perceive that because the white man is to have the superior position the negro 
should be denied everything. I do not understand that because I do not want a 
negro woman for a slave I must necessarily want her for a wife. [Cheers and 
laughter.] My understanding is that I can just let her alone. I am now in my 
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fiftieth year, and I certainly never have had a black woman for either a slave or a 
wife. So it seems to me quite possible for us to get along without making either 
slaves or wives of negroes. I will add to this that I have never seen to my 
knowledge a man, woman or child who was in favor of producing a perfect 
equality, social and political, between negroes and white men. I recollect of but 
one distinguished instance that I ever heard of so frequently as to be entirely 
satisfied of its correctness — and that is the case of Judge Douglas’ old friend 
Col. Richard M. Johnson. [Laughter.] I will also add to the remarks I have made, 
(for I am not going to enter at large upon this subject,) that I have never had the 
least apprehension that I or my friends would marry negroes if there was no law 
to keep them from it, [laughter] but as Judge Douglas and his friends seem to be 
in great apprehension that they might, if there were no law to keep them from it, 
[roars of laughter] I give him the most solemn pledge that I will to the very last 
stand by the law of this State, which forbids the marrying of white people with 
negroes. [Continued laughter and applause.] I will add one further word, which 
is this, that I do not understand there is any place where an alteration of the 
social and political relations of the negro and the white man can be made except 
in the State Legislature — not in the Congress of the United States — and as I 
do not really apprehend the approach of any such thing myself, and as Judge 
Douglas seems to be in constant horror that some such danger is rapidly 
approaching, I propose as the best means to prevent it that the Judge be kept at 
home and placed in the State Legislature to fight the measure. [Uproarious 
laughter and applause.] I do not propose dwelling longer at this time on this 
subject. 
 
 

*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
16.  Abraham Lincoln to Henry L. Pierce and Others 
 
Springfield, Illinois 
April 6, 1859 
 
Your kind note inviting me to attend a Festival in Boston, on the 13th. Inst. in 
honor of the birth-day of Thomas Jefferson, was duly received. My engagements 
are such that I can not attend. 
 
Bearing in mind that about seventy years ago, two great political parties were 
first formed in this country, that Thomas Jefferson was the head of one of them, 
and Boston the head-quarters of the other, it is both curious and interesting that 
those supposed to descend politically from the party opposed to Jefferson, 
should now be celebrating his birth-day in their own original seat of empire, 
while those claiming political descent from him have nearly ceased to breathe 
his name everywhere. 
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Remembering too, that the Jefferson party were formed upon their supposed 
superior devotion to the personal rights of men, holding the rights of property to 
be secondary only, and greatly inferior, and then assuming that the so-called 
democracy of to-day, are the Jefferson, and their opponents, the anti-Jefferson 
parties, it will be equally interesting to note how completely the two have 
changed hands as to the principle upon which they were originally supposed to 
be divided. 
 
The democracy of to-day hold the liberty of one man to be absolutely nothing, 
when in conflict with another man's right of property. Republicans, on the 
contrary, are for both the man and the dollar; but in cases of conflict, the man 
before the dollar. 
 
I remember once being much amused at seeing two partially intoxicated men 
engage in a fight with their great-coats on, which fight, after a long, and rather 
harmless contest, ended in each having fought himself out of his own coat, and 
into that of the other. If the two leading parties of this day are really identical 
with the two in the days of Jefferson and Adams, they have performed about the 
same feat as the two drunken men. 
 
But soberly, it is now no child's play to save the principles of Jefferson from 
total overthrow in this nation. 
 
One would start with great confidence that he could convince any sane child that 
the simpler propositions of Euclid are true; but, nevertheless, he would fail, 
utterly, with one who should deny the definitions and axioms. The principles of 
Jefferson are the definitions and axioms of free society. And yet they are denied, 
and evaded, with no small show of success. One dashingly calls them ``glittering 
generalities''; another bluntly calls them “`self evident lies”; and still others 
insidiously argue that they apply only to “superior races.” 
 
These expressions, differing in form, are identical in object and effect — the 
supplanting the principles of free government, and restoring those of 
classification, caste, and legitimacy. They would delight a convocation of 
crowned heads, plotting against the people. They are the vanguard — the 
miners, and sappers — of returning despotism. We must repulse them, or they 
will subjugate us. This is a world of compensations; and he who would be no 
slave, must consent to have no slave. Those who deny freedom to others, 
deserve it not for themselves; and, under a just God, can not long retain it. 
 
All honor to Jefferson — to the man who, in the concrete pressure of a struggle 
for national independence by a single people, had the coolness, forecast, and 
capacity to introduce into a merely revolutionary document, an abstract truth, 
applicable to all men and all times, and so to embalm it there, that to-day, and in 
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all coming days, it shall be a rebuke and a stumbling-block to the very 
harbingers of re-appearing tyrany and oppression. Your obedient Servant A. 
LINCOLN 
 
 

*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
17.  Abraham Lincoln to Salmon Chase 
 
Springfield, Illinois 
June 9, 1859 
 
Dear Sir 
 
Please pardon the liberty I take in addressing you, as I now do.  It appears by the 
papers that the late Republican State convention of Ohio adopted a Platform, of 
which the following is one plank, “A repeal of the atrocious Fugitive Slave 
Law.” 
 
This is already damaging us here.  I have no doubt that if that plank be even 
introduced into the next Republican National convention, it will explode it. 
Once introduced, its supporters and it’s opponents will quarrel irreconcilably.  
The latter believe the U.S. constitution declares that a fugitive slave “shall be 
delivered up”; and they look upon the above plank as dictated by the spirit 
which declares a fugitive slave “shall not be delivered up” 
 
I enter upon no argument one way or the other; but I assure you the cause of 
Republicanism is hopeless in Illinois, if it be in any way made responsible for 
that plank. I hope you can, and will, contribute something to relive us from it. 
Your obt. Servt. 

A. LINCOLN 
 
 

*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
18.  Abraham Lincoln Speech 
 
Cincinnati, Ohio 
September 17, 1859 
 
I understand that you have had recently with you, my very distinguished friend, 
Judge Douglas, of Illinois, (laughter) and I understand, without having had an 
opportunity, (not greatly sought to be sure,) of seeing a report of the speech, that 

he made here, that he did me the honor to mention my humble name. I suppose 
that he did so for the purpose of making some objection to some sentiment at 
some time expressed by me. I should expect, it is true, that Judge Douglas had 
reminded you, or informed you, if you had never before heard it, that I had once 
in my life declared it as my opinion that this government cannot ``endure 
permanently half slave and half free; that a house divided against itself cannot 
stand,'' and, as I had expressed it, I did not expect the house to fall; that I did not 
expect the Union to be dissolved; but, that I did expect that it would cease to be 
divided; that it would become all one thing or all the other, that either the 
opponents of Slavery would arrest the further spread of it, and place it where the 
public mind would rest in the belief that it was in the course of ultimate 
extinction; or the friends of Slavery will push it forward until it becomes alike 
lawful in all the States, old or new, Free as well as Slave. I did, fifteen months 
ago, express that opinion, and upon many occasions Judge Douglas has 
denounced it, and has greatly, intentionally or unintentionally, misrepresented 
my purpose in the expression of that opinion. 
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I presume, without having seen a report of his speech, that he did so here. I 
presume that he alluded also to that opinion in different language, having been 
expressed at a subsequent time by Governor Seward of New York, and that he 
took the two in a lump and denounced them; that he tried to point out that there 
was something couched in this opinion which led to the making of an entire 
uniformity of the local institutions of the various States of the Union, in utter 
disregard of the different States, which in their nature would seem to require a 
variety of institutions, and a variety of laws, conforming to the differences in the 
nature of the different States. 
 
Not only so; I presume he insisted that this was a declaration of war between the 
Free and Slave States — that it was the sounding to the onset of continual war 
between the different States, the Slave and Free States. 
 
This charge, in this form, was made by Judge Douglas on, I believe, the 9th of 
July, 1858, in Chicago, in my hearing. On the next evening, I made some reply 
to it. I informed him that many of the inferences he drew from that expression of 
mine were altogether foreign to any purpose entertained by me, and in so far as 
he should ascribe those inferences to me, as my purpose, he was entirely 
mistaken; and in so far as he might argue that whatever might be my purpose, 
actions, conforming to my views, would lead to these results, he might argue 
and establish if he could; but, so far as purposes were concerned, he was totally 
mistaken as to me. 
 
When I made that reply to him — when I told him, on the question of declaring 
war between the different States of the Union, that I had not said I did not expect 
any peace upon this question until Slavery was exterminated; that I had only 
said I expected peace when that institution was put where the public mind 
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should rest in the belief that it was in course of ultimate extinction; that I 
believed from the organization of our government, until a very recent period of 
time, the institution had been placed and continued upon such a basis; that we 
had had comparative peace upon that question through a portion of that period 
of time, only because the public mind rested in that belief in regard to it, and that 
when we returned to that position in relation to that matter, I supposed we 
should again have peace as we previously had. I assured him, as I now assure 
you, that I neither then had, nor have, or ever had, any purpose in any way of 
interfering with the institution of Slavery, where it exists. [Long continued 
applause.] I believe we have no power, under the Constitution of the United 
States; or rather under the form of government under which we live, to interfere 
with the institution of Slavery, or any other of the institutions of our sister 
States, be they Free or Slave States. [Cries of “Good,” and applause.] I declared 
then and I now re-declare, that I have as little inclination to so interfere with the 
institution of Slavery where it now exists, through the instrumentality of the 
general Government, or any other instrumentality, as I believe we have no 
power to do so. [A voice —  “You're right.”] I accidentally used this expression: 
I had no purpose of entering into the Slave States to disturb the institution of 
Slavery! So, upon the first occasion that Judge Douglas got an opportunity to 
reply to me, he passed by the whole body of what I had said upon that subject, 
and seized upon the particular expression of mine, that I had no purpose of 
entering into the Slave States to disturb the institution of Slavery! ``Oh, no,'' said 
he, “he (Lincoln) won’t enter into the Slave States to disturb the institution of 
Slavery; he is too prudent a man to do such a thing as that; he only means that he 
will go on to the line between the Free and Slave States, and shoot over at them. 
[Laughter.] This is all he means to do. He means to do them all the harm he can, 
to disturb them all he can, in such a way as to keep his own hide in perfect 
safety.” [Laughter.] . . . 
 
I say, then, in the first place, to the Kentuckians, that I am what they call, as I 
understand it, a “Black Republican.” (Applause and laughter.) I think Slavery is 
wrong, morally, and politically. I desire that it should be no further spread in 
these United States, and I should not object if it should gradually terminate in 
the whole Union. (Applause.) While I say this for myself, I say to you, 
Kentuckians, that I understand you differ radically with me upon this 
proposition; that you believe Slavery is a good thing; that Slavery is right; that it 
ought to be extended and perpetuated in this Union. Now, there being this broad 
difference between us, I do not pretend in addressing myself to you, 
Kentuckians, to attempt proselyting you; that would be a vain effort. I do not 
enter upon it. I only propose to try to show you that you ought to nominate for 
the next Presidency, at Charleston, my distinguished friend Judge Douglas. 
[Applause.] In all that there is a difference between you and him, I understand 
he is as sincerely for you, and more wisely for you, than you are for yourselves. 
[Applause.] I will try to demonstrate that proposition. Understand now, I say 

that I believe he is as sincerely for you, and more wisely for you, than you are 
for yourselves. 
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What do you want more than anything else to make successful your views of 
Slavery, — to advance the outspread of it, and to secure and perpetuate the 
nationality of it? What do you want more than anything else? What is needed 
absolutely? What is indispensable to you? Why! if I may be allowed to answer 
the question, it is to retain a hold upon the North — it is to retain support and 
strength from the Free States. If you can get this support and strength from the 
Free States, you can succeed. If you do not get this support and this strength 
from the Free States, you are in the minority, and you are beaten at once. 
 
If that proposition be admitted, — and it is undeniable, then the next thing I say 
to you, is that Douglas of all the men in this nation is the only man that affords 
you any hold upon the Free States; that no other man can give you any strength 
in the Free States. This being so, if you doubt the other branch of the 
proposition, whether he is for you — whether he is really for you as I have 
expressed it, I propose asking your attention for awhile to a few facts. 
 
The issue between you and me, understand, is that I think Slavery is wrong, and 
ought not to be outspread, and you think it is right and ought to be extended and 
perpetuated. (A voice, “oh, Lord.”) That is my Kentuckian I am talking to now. 
(Applause.) 
 
 
 

*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
19.  Speech at New Haven, Connecticut 
 
March 6, 1860 
 
I think that one of the causes of these repeated failures is that our best and 
greatest men have greatly underestimated the size of this question. They have 
constantly brought forward small cures for great sores — plasters too small to 
cover the wound. That is one reason that all settlements have proved so 
temporary — so evanescent. [Applause.] 
 
Look at the magnitude of this subject! One sixth of our population, in round 
numbers — not quite one sixth, and yet more than a seventh, — about one sixth 
of the whole population of the United States are slaves! The owners of these 
slaves consider them property. The effect upon the minds of the owners is that 
of property, and nothing else---it induces them to insist upon all that will 
favorably affect its value as property, to demand laws and institutions and a 
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public policy that shall increase and secure its value, and make it durable, lasting 
and universal. The effect on the minds of the owners is to persuade them that 
there is no wrong in it. The slaveholder does not like to be considered a mean 
fellow, for holding that species of property, and hence he has to struggle within 
himself and sets about arguing himself into the belief that Slavery is right. The 
property influences his mind. The dissenting minister, who argued some 
theological point with one of the established church, was always met by the 
reply, “I can't see it so.” He opened the Bible, and pointed him to a passage, but 
the orthodox minister replied, “I can't see it so.” Then he showed him a single 
word — “Can you see that? — “Yes, I see it,” was the reply. The dissenter laid a 
guinea over the word and asked, “Do you see it now?” [Great laughter.] So here. 
Whether the owners of this species of property do really see it as it is, it is not 
for me to say, but if they do, they see it as it is through 2,000,000,000 of dollars, 
and that is a pretty thick coating. [Laughter.] Certain it is, that they do not see it 
as we see it. Certain it is, that this two thousand million of dollars, invested in 
this species of property, all so concentrated that the mind can grasp it at once — 
this immense pecuniary interest, has its influence upon their minds. 
 
But here in Connecticut and at the North Slavery does not exist, and we see it 
through no such medium. To us it appears natural to think that slaves are human 
beings; men, not property; that some of the things, at least, stated about men in 
the Declaration of Independence apply to them as well as to us. [Applause.] I 
say, we think, most of us, that this Charter of Freedom applies to the slave as 
well as to ourselves, that the class of arguments put forward to batter down that 
idea, are also calculated to break down the very idea of a free government, even 
for white men, and to undermine the very foundations of free society. 
[Continued applause.] We think Slavery a great moral wrong, and while we do 
not claim the right to touch it where it exists, we wish to treat it as a wrong in 
the Territories, where our votes will reach it. We think that a respect for 
ourselves, a regard for future generations and for the God that made us, require 
that we put down this wrong where our votes will properly reach it. We think 
that species of labor an injury to free white men — in short, we think Slavery a 
great moral, social and political evil, tolerable only because, and so far as its 
actual existence makes it necessary to tolerate it, and that beyond that, it ought 
to be treated as a wrong. 
 
Now these two ideas, the property idea that Slavery is right, and the idea that it 
is wrong, come into collision, and do actually produce that irrepressible conflict 
which Mr. Seward has been so roundly abused for mentioning. The two ideas 
conflict, and must conflict. 
 
Again, in its political aspect, does anything in any way endanger the perpetuity 
of this Union but that single thing, Slavery? Many of our adversaries are anxious 
to claim that they are specially devoted to the Union, and take pains to charge 
upon us hostility to the Union. Now we claim that we are the only true Union 

men, and we put to them this one proposition: What ever endangered this Union, 
save and except Slavery? Did any other thing ever cause a moment's fear? All 
men must agree that this thing alone has ever endangered the perpetuity of the 
Union. But if it was threatened by any other influence, would not all men say 
that the best thing that could be done, if we could not or ought not to destroy it, 
would be at least to keep it from growing any larger? Can any man believe that 
the way to save the Union is to extend and increase the only thing that threatens 
the Union, and to suffer it to grow bigger and bigger? [Great applause.] 
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Whenever this question shall be settled, it must be settled on some philosophical 
basis. No policy that does not rest upon some philosophical public opinion can 
be permanently maintained. And hence, there are but two policies in regard to 
Slavery that can be at all maintained. The first, based on the property view that 
Slavery is right, conforms to that idea throughout, and demands that we shall do 
everything for it that we ought to do if it were right. We must sweep away all 
opposition, for opposition to the right is wrong; we must agree that Slavery is 
right, and we must adopt the idea that property has persuaded the owner to 
believe — that Slavery is morally right and socially elevating. This gives a 
philosophical basis for a permanent policy of encouragement. 
 
The other policy is one that squares with the idea that Slavery is wrong, and it 
consists in doing everything that we ought to do if it is wrong. Now, I don't wish 
to be misunderstood, nor to leave a gap down to be misrepresented, even. I don't 
mean that we ought to attack it where it exists. To me it seems that if we were to 
form a government anew, in view of the actual presence of Slavery we should 
find it necessary to frame just such a government as our fathers did; giving to 
the slaveholder the entire control where the system was established, while we 
possessed the power to restrain it from going outside those limits. [Applause.] 
From the necessities of the case we should be compelled to form just such a 
government as our blessed fathers gave us; and, surely, if they have so made it, 
that adds another reason why we should let Slavery alone where it exists. 
 
If I saw a venomous snake crawling in the road, any man would say I might 
seize the nearest stick and kill it; but if I found that snake in bed with my 
children, that would be another question. [Laughter.] I might hurt the children 
more than the snake, and it might bite them. [Applause.] Much more, if I found 
it in bed with my neighbor's children, and I had bound myself by a solemn 
compact not to meddle with his children under any circumstances, it would 
become me to let that particular mode of getting rid of the gentleman alone. 
[Great laughter.] But if there was a bed newly made up, to which the children 
were to be taken, and it was proposed to take a batch of young snakes and put 
them there with them, I take it no man would say there was any question how I 
ought to decide! [Prolonged applause and cheers.] 
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That is just the case! The new Territories are the newly made bed to which our 
children are to go, and it lies with the nation to say whether they shall have 
snakes mixed up with them or not. It does not seem as if there could be much 
hesitation what our policy should be! [Applause.] 
 
 

*****          *****          ***** 
 
 
20.  H. Ford Douglass Speech on Lincoln 
 
[H. Ford Douglass was an abolitionist from Illinois. This is an excerpt of a 
speech printed in an abolitionist publication, The Liberator, July 13, 1860.] 
July 4, 1860 
 
. . . We have four parties in this country that have marshalled themselves on the 
highway of American politics, asking for the votes of the American people to 
place them in possession of the government. We have what is called the Union 
party, led by Mr. Bell, of Tennessee; we have what is called the Democratic 
party, led by Stephen A. Douglas, of Illinois; we have the party called the 
Seceders, or the Slave-Code Democrats, led by John C. Breckinridge, of 
Kentucky, and then we have the Republican party, led by Abraham Lincoln, of 
Illinois. All of these parties ask for your support, because they profess to 
represent some principle. So far as the principles of freedom and die hopes of 
the black man are concerned, all these parties are barren and unfruitful; neither 
of them seeks to lift the negro out of his fetters, and rescue this day from odium 
and disgrace. 
 
Take Abraham Lincoln. I want to know if any man can tell me the difference 
between the anti-slavery of Abraham Lincoln, and the anti-slavery of the old 
Whig party, or the anti-slavery of Henry Clay? Why, there is no difference 
between them. Abraham Lincoln is simply a Henry Clay Whig, and he believes 
just as Henry Clay believed in regard to this question. And Henry Clay was just 
as odious to the anti-slavery cause and anti-slavery men as ever was John C. 
Callioun. In fact, he did as much to perpetuate negro slavery in this country as 
any .other man who has ever lived. Henry Clay once said, “That is property 
which the law declares to be property,” and that “two hundred years of 
.legislation have sanctioned and sanctified property in slaves”! Wherever Henry 
Clay is to-day in the universe of God, that atheistic lie is with him, with all its 
tormenting memories. (Applause.) 
 
I know Abraham Lincoln, and I know something about his anti-slavery. I know 
the Republicans do not like this kind of talk, because, while they are willing to 
steal our thunder, they are unwilling to submit to the conditions imposed upon 
that party that assumes to be .anti-slavery. They say that they cannot go as fast 

as you anti-slavery men go in. this matter; that they cannot afford to be 
uncompromisingly honest, nor so radical as you Garrisonians; that they want to 
lake time; that they want to do the work gradually. They say, “We must not be in 
too great a hurry to overthrow slavery; at least, we must take half a loaf, if we 
cannot get the whole.” Now, my friends, I believe that the very best way to 
overthrow slavery in this country is to occupy the highest possible anti-slavery 
ground. Washington Irving tells a story of a Dutchman, who wanted to jump 
over a ditch, and he went back , three miles in order to get a good start, and 
when he got up to the ditch, he had to sit down on the wrong side to get his 
breath. So it is with these political parties; they are compelled, they say, when 
they get up to the ditch of slavery, to stop and take breath. 
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I do not believe in the anti-slavery of Abraham Lincoln, because he is on the 
side of this Slave Power of which I am speaking, that has possession of the 
Federal Government. What does he propose to do? Simply to let the people and 
the Territories regulate their domestic , institutions in their own way. In the great 
debate between Lincoln and Douglas in Illinois, when he was interrogated as to 
whether he was in favor of the. admission of more slave States into the Union, 
he said, that so long as we owned the territories, he did not see any other way of 
doing than to admit those States when they made application, WITH OR 
WITHOUT SLAVERY. Now, that is Douglas's doctrine; it is stealing the 
thunder of Stephen A. Douglas. 
 
In regard to the repeal of the Fugitive Slave Law, Abraham Lincoln occupied the 
same position that the old Whig party occupied in 1852. They asserted then, in 
their platform, that they were not in favor of the repeal of that law, and that they 
would do nothing to lessen its efficiency. What did he say at Freeport? Why, 
that the South was entitled to a Fugitive Slave Law; and although he thought 
the-law could be modified a little, yet, he said, if he was in Congress, he would 
have it done in such a way as not to lessen its efficiency. Here, then, is Abraham 
Lincoln in favor of carrying out that infamous Fugitive Slave Law, that not only 
strikes down the liberty of every, black man in the United States, but virtually 
the liberty of every white man as well; for, under that law, there is not a man in 
this presence who might not be arrested to-day upon the simple testimony of one 
man, and, after an ex parte trial, hurried off to slavery and to chains. Habeas 
corpus, trial by jury, — those great bulwarks of freedom, reared by the blood 
and unspeakable woe of your English ancestors, amidst the conflicts of a 
thousand years, — are struck down by this law; and the man whose name is 
inscribed upon the Presidential banner of the Republican party is in favor of 
keeping it upon the statute-book! 
 
Not only would I arraign Mr. Lincoln, in regard to that law, for his pro-slavery 
character and principles, but when he was a member of the House of 
Representatives, in 1849, on the 10th day of January, he went through the 
District of Columbia, and consulted the, prominent pro-slavery men and 
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slaveholders of the District, and then went into the House of Representatives, 
and introduced, on his own responsibility, a fugitive slave law for the District of 
Columbia. It is well known that the law of 1793 did not apply to the District, and 
it was necessary, in order that slaveholders might catch their slaves who sought 
safety under the shadow of the capitol, that a special law should be passed for 
the District of Columbia; and so Mr. Lincoln went down deeper into the pro-
slavery pool than even Mr. Mason of Virginia did in the Fugitive Slave Law of 
1850. Here, then, is the man who asks for your votes, and for the votes of the 
anti-slavery people of New England, who, on his own responsibility, without, 
any temptation whatever, introduced into the District of Columbia, a fugitive 
slave law! That is a fact for the consideration of anti-slavery men. 


