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The Republican Party nominated Abraham Lincoln (1809–1865) as its 
candidate for Senate from Illinois in 1858. The party began in opposition 
to the repeal of the Missouri Compromise and the opening of the territo-
ries to slavery under the principle of “popular sovereignty” championed by  
incumbent Illinois Senator Stephen Douglas (1813–1861). Lincoln argued 
that the Supreme Court’s Dred Scott decision prohibited the people of a ter-
ritory from exercising such a right. Lincoln suggested that the decision was 
part of a campaign to nationalize slavery, and that a “second Dred Scott 
decision” would declare that no state could prohibit slavery. He claimed 
that Douglas was a party to this conspiracy, that Douglas’s popular sover-
eignty was an unreliable doctrine to prevent the spread of slavery into the 
territories; and, even more, that Douglas himself was not reliable because 
of his moral indifference to slavery. Lincoln and the Republicans proposed 
to repeal the Kansas–Nebraska Act, prohibit slavery in the territories, and 
reverse the Dred Scott decision.

Douglas staked all on his popular sovereignty principle. While person-
ally opposed to slavery, he believed the national government should allow 
local majorities to decide whether slavery was permissible for them. He 
claimed that he had stood up for it against abolitionists who would deny 
the right of territories to have slavery, and against the administration when 
it tried to impose a pro-slavery constitution on Kansas against the will of 
the majority. Lincoln and the Republicans called for a war on slavery, and 
would impose national uniformity and destroy states rights and local self-
government. Douglas further accused the Republicans of not respecting the 
final authority of the Supreme Court to interpret the Constitution, while 
Douglas accepted Dred Scott and saw no appeal of the decision above the 
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Supreme Court. He believed popular sovereignty remained possible under 
Dred Scott, and agreed with the Court that blacks had no rights beyond 
those that whites might extend to them, while he accused the Republicans 
of favoring social and political equality for inferior races.

The candidates met in a series of seven debates across the state. The 
first candidate spoke for an hour, his opponent gave a ninety-minute reply, 
and the opening speaker had a half-hour rejoinder.

In the state legislative elections (U.S. Senators were chosen by state 
legislatures until 1913), Republicans won more votes than the Democrats 
but, due to pro-Democratic apportionment, the Democrats got a majority 
of seats and returned Douglas to the Senate.

Ottawa, 21 August 1858
Stephen Douglas: . . .Mr. Lincoln, in the extract from which I have read, says 
that this government cannot endure permanently in the same condition in 
which it was made by its framers—divided into free and slave states. He says 
that it has existed for about seventy years thus divided, and yet he tells you that 
it cannot endure permanently on the same principles and in the same relative 
condition in which our fathers made it. Why can it not exist divided into free 
and slave states? Washington, Jefferson, Franklin, Madison, Hamilton, Jay, and 
the great men of that day, made this government divided into free states and 
slave states, and left each state perfectly free to do as it pleased on the subject of 
slavery. Why can it not exist on the same principles on which our fathers made 
it? They knew when they framed the Constitution that in a country as wide and 
broad as this, with such a variety of climate, production and interest, the people 
necessarily required different laws and institutions in different localities. They 
knew that the laws and regulations which would suit the granite hills of New 
Hampshire would be unsuited to the rice plantations of South Carolina, and 
they, therefore, provided that each state should retain its own legislature and 
its own sovereignty, with the full and complete power to do as it pleased within 
its own limits, in all that was local and not national. One of the reserved rights 
of the states was the right to regulate the relations between master and servant 
on the slavery question. At the time the Constitution was framed, there were 
thirteen states in the union, twelve of which were slaveholding states and one 
a free state. Suppose this doctrine of uniformity preached by Mr. Lincoln, that 
the states should all be free or all be slave had prevailed, and what would have 
been the result? Of course, the twelve slaveholding states would have over-ruled 
the one free state, and slavery would have been fastened by a Constitutional 
provision on every inch of the American republic, instead of being left as our 
fathers wisely left it, to each state to decide for itself. Here I assert that uniformity 
in the local laws and institutions of the different states is neither possible or 
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desirable. If uniformity had been adopted when the government was established, 
it must inevitably have been the uniformity of slavery everywhere, or else the 
uniformity of Negro citizenship and Negro equality everywhere.

We are told by Lincoln that he is utterly opposed to the Dred Scott decision, 
and will not submit to it, for the reason that he says it deprives the Negro of 
the rights and privileges of citizenship. That is the first and main reason which 
he assigns for his warfare on the Supreme Court of the United States and its 
decision. I ask you, are you in favor of conferring upon the Negro the rights and 
privileges of citizenship? Do you desire to strike out of our state constitution 
that clause which keeps slaves and free Negroes out of the state, and allow the 
free Negroes to flow in, and cover your prairies with black settlements? Do you 
desire to turn this beautiful state into a free Negro colony, in order that when 
Missouri abolishes slavery she can send one hundred thousand emancipated 
slaves into Illinois, to become citizens and voters, on an equality with yourselves? 
If you desire Negro citizenship, if you desire to allow them to come into the 
state and settle with the white man, if you desire them to vote on an equality 
with yourselves, and to make them eligible to office, to serve on juries, and to 
adjudge your rights, then support Mr. Lincoln and the Black Republican party, 
who are in favor of the citizenship of the Negro. For one, I am opposed to 
Negro citizenship in any and every form. I believe this government was made 
on the white basis. I believe it was made by white men, for the benefit of white 
men and their posterity forever, and I am in favor of confining citizenship to 
white men, men of European birth and descent, instead of conferring it upon 
negroes, Indians, and other inferior races.

Mr. Lincoln, following the example and lead of all the little abolition 
orators, who go around and lecture in the basements of schools and churches, 
reads from the Declaration of Independence that all men were created equal, 
and then asks how can you deprive a Negro of that equality which God and 
the Declaration of Independence awards to him? He and they maintain that 
Negro equality is guaranteed by the laws of God, and that it is asserted in the 
Declaration of Independence. If they think so, of course they have a right to 
say so, and so vote. I do not question Mr. Lincoln’s conscientious belief that the 
Negro was made his equal, and hence is his brother; but for my own part, I do 
not regard the Negro as my equal, and positively deny that he is my brother or 
any kin to me whatever. Lincoln has evidently learned by heart Parson Lovejoy’s 
catechism.1 He can repeat it as well as Farnsworth,2 and he is worthy of a medal 
______________________
1Owen Lovejoy (1811–1864), a Congregational minister, U.S. Representative from Illinois 
 (1857–1864), and an active abolitionist. His phrase “Slavery is a sin against the laws of God”  
 became known as Lovejoy’s catechism.
2John F. Farnsworth (1820–1897), U.S. Representative from Illinois (1857–1861) and abolitionist
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from Father Giddings3 and Fred Douglass4 for his abolitionism. He holds that 
the Negro was born his equal and yours, and that he was endowed with equality 
by the Almighty, and that no human law can deprive him of these rights which 
were guaranteed to him by the Supreme ruler of the Universe. Now, I do not 
believe that the Almighty ever intended the Negro to be the equal of the white 
man. If He did, He has been a long time demonstrating the fact. For thousands 
of years the Negro has been a race upon the earth, and during all that time, in 
all latitudes and climates, wherever he has wandered or been taken, he has been 
inferior to the race which he has there met. He belongs to an inferior race, and 
must always occupy an inferior position.

I do not hold that because the Negro is our inferior that therefore he ought 
to be a slave. By no means can such a conclusion be drawn from what I have 
said. On the contrary, I hold that humanity and Christianity both require that 
the Negro shall have and enjoy every right, every privilege, and every immu-
nity consistent with the safety of the society in which he lives. On that point, 
I presume, there can be no diversity of opinion. You and I are bound to extend 
to our inferior and dependent beings every right, every privilege, every facility 
and immunity consistent with the public good.

The question then arises, what rights and privileges are consistent with the 
public good? This is a question which each state and each territory must decide 
for itself—Illinois has decided it for herself. We have provided that the Negro 
shall not be a slave, and we have also provided that he shall not be a citizen, 
but protect him in his civil rights, in his life, his person, and his property, only 
depriving him of all political rights whatsoever, and refusing to put him on 
an equality with the white man. That policy of Illinois is satisfactory to the 
Democratic party and to me, and if it were to the Republicans, there would 
then be no question upon the subject; but the Republicans say that he ought 
to be made a citizen, and when he becomes a citizen he becomes your equal, 
with all your rights and privileges. They assert the Dred Scott decision to be 
monstrous because it denies that the Negro is or can be a citizen under the 
Constitution.

Now, I hold that Illinois had a right to abolish and prohibit slavery as she 
did, and I hold that Kentucky has the same right to continue and protect slavery 
that Illinois had to abolish it. I hold that New York had as much right to abolish 
slavery as Virginia has to continue it, and that each and every state of this union 
is a sovereign power, with the right to do as it pleases upon this question of 

______________________
3Joshua Reed Giddings (1795–184). As U.S. Representative from Ohio (1838–1859), he was a  
 leader of the anti-slavery movement in Congress.
4Frederick Douglass (1818–1895)
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slavery, and upon all its domestic institutions. Slavery is not the only question 
which comes up in this controversy. There is a far more important one to you, 
and that is what shall be done with the free Negro? We have settled the slavery 
question as far as we are concerned; we have prohibited it in Illinois forever, 
and in doing so, I think we have done wisely, and there is no man in the state 
who would be more strenuous in his opposition to the introduction of slavery 
than I would; but when we settled it for ourselves, we exhausted all our power 
over that subject. We have done our whole duty, and can do no more. We must 
leave each and every other state to decide for itself the same question.

In relation to the policy to be pursued toward the free negroes, we have 
said that they shall not vote; whilst Maine, on the other hand, has said that 
they shall vote. Maine is a sovereign state, and has the power to regulate the 
qualifications of voters within her limits. I would never consent to confer the 
right of voting and of citizenship upon a Negro, but still I am not going to 
quarrel with Maine for differing from me in opinion. Let Maine take care of 
her own Negroes and fix the qualifications of her own voters to suit herself, 
without interfering with Illinois, and Illinois will not interfere with Maine. So 
with the state of New York. She allows the Negro to vote provided he owns 
two hundred and fifty dollars’ worth of property, but not otherwise. While I 
would not make any distinction whatever between a Negro who held property 
and one who did not; yet if the sovereign state of New York chooses to make 
that distinction, it is her business and not mine, and I will not quarrel with her 
for it. She can do as she pleases on this question if she minds her own business, 
and we will do the same thing.

Now, my friends, if we will only act conscientiously and rigidly upon this 
great principle of popular sovereignty, which guarantees to each state and ter-
ritory the right to do as it pleases on all things, local and domestic, instead of 
Congress interfering, we will continue at peace one with another. Why should 
Illinois be at war with Missouri, or Kentucky with Ohio, or Virginia with New 
York, merely because their institutions differ? Our fathers intended that our 
institutions should differ. They knew that the North and the South, having dif-
ferent climates, productions and interests, required different institutions. This 
doctrine of Mr. Lincoln, of uniformity among the institutions of the different 
states, is a new doctrine, never dreamed of by Washington, Madison, or the 
framers of this government.

Mr. Lincoln and the Republican party set themselves up as wiser than these 
men who made this government, which has flourished for seventy years under 
the principle of popular sovereignty, recognizing the right of each state to do 
as it pleased. Under that principle, we have grown from a nation of three or 
four millions to a nation of about thirty millions of people; we have crossed the  
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Allegheny Mountains and filled up the whole Northwest, turning the prairie into 
a garden, and building up churches and schools, thus spreading civilization and 
Christianity where before there was nothing but savage barbarism. Under that 
principle we have become, from a feeble nation, the most powerful on the face of 
the earth, and if we only adhere to that principle, we can go forward increasing 
in territory, in power, in strength, and in glory until the Republic of America 
shall be the North Star that shall guide the friends of freedom throughout the 
civilized world. And why can we not adhere to the great principle of self-gov-
ernment, upon which our institutions were originally based? I believe that this 
new doctrine preached by Mr. Lincoln and his party will dissolve the union if 
it succeeds. They are trying to array all the Northern states in one body against 
the South, to excite a sectional war between the free states and the slave states, 
in order that the one or the other may be driven to the wall. . . .

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

Before proceeding, let me say I think I have no prejudice against the 
Southern people. They are just what we would be in their situation. If slavery 
did not now exist among them, they would not introduce it. If it did now ex-
ist 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 

5

10

15

20

25

30

35



 431LINCOLN–DOUGLAS DEBATES

(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, cannot be safely disregarded. We cannot, 
then, make them equals. It does seem to me that systems of gradual emancipa-
tion might be adopted; but for their tardiness in this, I will not undertake to 
judge our brethren of the South... .

Now, my friends, I ask your attention to this matter for the purpose of say-
ing something seriously. I know that the Judge may readily enough agree with 
me that the maxim which was put forth by the Savior 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 dif-
ferences 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. 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 intellec-
tual 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 divi-
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sion? 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 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.

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. 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.

A Voice: Then do you repudiate Popular Sovereignty?

Abraham Lincoln: Well, then, let us talk about Popular Sovereignty! What is 
Popular Sovereignty? Is it the right of the people to have slavery or not have it, 
as they see fit, in the territories? I will state—and I have an able man to watch 
me—my understanding is that Popular Sovereignty, as now applied to the ques-
tion of slavery, does allow the people of a territory to have slavery if they want 
to, but does not allow them not to have it if they do not want it. I do not mean 
that if this vast concourse of people were in a territory of the United States, any 
one of them would be obliged to have a slave if he did not want one; but I do 
say that, as I understand the Dred Scott decision, if any one man wants slaves, 
all the rest have no way of keeping that one man from holding them....

There is no danger that the people of Kentucky will shoulder their muskets 
and, with a young nigger stuck on every bayonet, march into Illinois and force 
them upon us. There is no danger of our going over there and making war upon 
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them. Then what is necessary for the nationalization of slavery? It is simply the 
next Dred Scott decision. It is merely for the Supreme Court to decide that no 
state under the Constitution can exclude it, just as they have already decided 
that under the Constitution neither Congress nor the territorial legislature can 
do it. When that is decided and acquiesced in, the whole thing is done.

This being true, and this being the way, as I think, that slavery is to be made 
national, let us consider what Judge Douglas is doing every day to that end. In 
the first place, let us see what influence he is exerting on public sentiment. In 
this and like communities, public sentiment is everything. With public senti-
ment, nothing can fail; without it nothing can succeed. Consequently he who 
moulds public sentiment, goes deeper than he who enacts statutes or pronounces 
decisions. He makes statutes and decisions possible or impossible to be executed. 
This must be borne in mind, as also the additional fact that Judge Douglas is 
a man of vast influence, so great that it is enough for many men to profess to 
believe anything, when they once find out that Judge Douglas professes to believe 
it. Consider also the attitude he occupies at the head of a large party—a party 
which he claims has a majority of all the voters in the country.

This man sticks to a decision which forbids the people of a territory from 
excluding slavery, and he does so not because he says it is right in itself—he does 
not give any opinion on that—but because it has been decided by the court, and 
being decided by the court, he is, and you are bound to take it in your political 
action as law—not that he judges at all of its merits, but because a decision 
of the court is to him a Thus saith the Lord. He places it on that ground alone, 
and you will bear in mind that, thus committing himself unreservedly to this 
decision, commits him to the next one just as firmly as to this. He did not commit 
himself on account of the merit or demerit of the decision, but it is a Thus saith 
the Lord. The next decision, as much as this, will be a Thus saith the Lord.

There is nothing that can divert or turn him away from this decision. It is 
nothing that I point out to him that his great prototype, General Jackson, did 
not believe in the binding force of decisions. It is nothing to him that Jefferson 
did not so believe. I have said that I have often heard him approve of Jackson’s 
course in disregarding the decision of the Supreme Court pronouncing a  
national bank constitutional. He says I did not hear him say so. He denies the 
accuracy of my recollection. I say he ought to know better than I, but I will 
make no question about this thing, though it still seems to me that I heard 
him say it twenty times. I will tell him though, that he now claims to stand on 
the Cincinnati platform, which affirms that Congress cannot charter a national 
bank, in the teeth of that old standing decision that Congress can charter a 
bank. And I remind him of another piece of history on the question of respect 
for judicial decisions, and it is a piece of Illinois history, belonging to a time 
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when the large party to which Judge Douglas belonged were displeased with 
a decision of the Supreme Court of Illinois, because they had decided that a 
governor could not remove a secretary of state. You will find the whole story in 
Ford’s History of Illinois, and I know that Judge Douglas will not deny that he 
was then in favor of overslaughing that decision by the mode of adding five new 
judges, so as to vote down the four old ones. Not only so, but it ended in the 
Judge’s sitting down on that very bench as one of the five new judges to break down 
the four old ones. It was in this way precisely that he got his title of Judge. Now, 
when the Judge tells me that men appointed conditionally to sit as members 
of a court will have to be catechised beforehand upon some subject, I say, “You 
know, Judge; you have tried it.” When he says a court of this kind will lose the 
confidence of all men, will be prostituted and disgraced by such a proceeding, 
I say, “You know best, Judge; you have been through the mill.”.. .

. . .Now, having spoken of the Dred Scott decision, one more word and 
I am done. Henry Clay, my beau ideal of a statesman, the man for whom I 
fought all my humble life—Henry Clay once said of a class of men who would 
repress all tendencies to liberty and ultimate emancipation that they must, 
if they would do this, go back to the era of our Independence, and muzzle 
the cannon which thunders its annual joyous return; they must blow out the 
moral lights around us; they must penetrate the human soul, and eradicate 
there the love of liberty; and then, and not till then, could they perpetuate 
slavery in this country!

To my thinking, Judge Douglas is, by his example and vast influence, 
doing that very thing in this community when he says that the Negro has 
nothing in the Declaration of Independence. Henry Clay plainly understood 
the contrary. Judge Douglas is going back to the era of our Revolution and, 
to the extent of his ability, muzzling the cannon which thunders its annual 
joyous return. When he invites any people willing to have slavery to estab-
lish it, he is blowing out the moral lights around us. When he says he “cares 
not whether slavery is voted down or voted up”—that it is a sacred right of 
self-government—he is, in my judgment, penetrating the human soul and 
eradicating the light of reason and the love of liberty in this American people. 
And now I will only say that when, by all these means and appliances, Judge 
Douglas shall succeed in bringing public sentiment to an exact accordance 
with his own views—when these vast assemblages shall echo back all these 
sentiments—when they shall come to repeat his views and to avow his prin-
ciples, and to say all that he says on these mighty questions—then it needs 
only the formality of the second Dred Scott decision, which he endorses in 
advance, to make slavery alike lawful in all the states—old as well as new, 
North as well as South... .
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Freeport, 27 August 1858
Stephen Douglas: . . .The next question propounded to me by Mr. Lincoln is 
can the people of a territory in any lawful way, against the wishes of any citizen 
of the United States, exclude slavery from their limits prior to the formation of 
a state constitution? I answer emphatically, as Mr. Lincoln has heard me answer 
a hundred times from every stump in Illinois, that in my opinion the people of 
a territory can, by lawful means, exclude slavery from their limits prior to the 
formation of a state constitution. Mr. Lincoln knew that I had answered that 
question over and over again. He heard me argue the Nebraska Bill on that 
principle all over the state in 1854, in 1855, and in 1856, and he has no excuse 
for pretending to be in doubt as to my position on that question.

It matters not what way the Supreme Court may hereafter decide as to the 
abstract question whether slavery may or may not go into a territory under the 
Constitution, the people have the lawful means to introduce it or exclude it as 
they please, for the reason that slavery cannot exist a day or an hour anywhere 
unless it is supported by local legislature, and if the people are opposed to slavery 
they will elect representatives to that body who will by unfriendly legislation 
effectually prevent the introduction of it into their midst. If, on the contrary, 
they are for it, their legislation will favor its extension. Hence, no matter what 
the decision of the Supreme Court may be on that abstract question, still the 
right of the people to make a slave territory or a free territory is perfect and 
complete under the Nebraska Bill. I hope Mr. Lincoln deems my answer sat-
isfactory on that point.. . .

Jonesboro, 15 September 1858
Abraham Lincoln: . . .While I am upon this subject, I will make some answers 
briefly to certain propositions that Judge Douglas has put. He says, “Why can’t 
this union endure permanently half slave and half free?” I have said that I sup-
posed it could not, and I will try, before this new audience, to give briefly some 
of the reasons for entertaining that opinion. Another form of his question is, 
“Why can’t we let it stand as our fathers placed it?” That is the exact difficulty 
between us. I say that Judge Douglas and his friends have changed them from 
the position in which our fathers originally placed it. I say, in the way our fathers 
originally left the slavery question, the institution was in the course of ultimate 
extinction, and the public mind rested in the belief that it was in the course of 
ultimate extinction. I say when this government was first established, it was the 
policy of its founders to prohibit the spread of slavery into the new territories of 
the United States, where it had not existed. But Judge Douglas and his friends 
have broken up that policy, and placed it upon a new basis by which it is to 
become national and perpetual. All I have asked or desired any where is that it 
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should be placed back again upon the basis that the fathers of our government 
originally placed it upon. I have no doubt that it would become extinct, for all 
time to come, if we but readopted the policy of the fathers by restricting it to 
the limits it has already covered—restricting it from the new territories.

I do not wish to dwell at great length on this branch of the subject at this time, 
but allow me to repeat one thing that I have stated before. Brooks, the man who 
assaulted Senator Sumner on the floor of the Senate, and who was complimented 
with dinners, and silver pitchers, and gold-headed canes, and a good many other 
things for that fact, in one of his speeches declared that when this government was 
originally established, nobody expected that the institution of slavery would last 
until this day. That was but the opinion of one man, but it was such an opinion as 
we can never get from Judge Douglas or anybody in favor of slavery in the North 
at all. You can sometimes get it from a Southern man. He said at the same time 
that the framers of our government did not have the knowledge that experience 
has taught us—that experience and the invention of the cotton-gin have taught 
us that the perpetuation of slavery is a necessity. He insisted, therefore, upon its 
being changed from the basis upon which the fathers of the government left it 
to the basis of its perpetuation and nationalization... .

In the Senate of the United States, in 1850, Judge Trumbull,5 in a speech, 
substantially, if not directly, put the same interrogatory to Judge Douglas, as to 
whether the people of a territory had the lawful power to exclude slavery prior 
to the formation of a Constitution?... I appeal to you whether he did not say 
it was a question for the Supreme Court? Has not the Supreme Court decided 
that question? When he now says the people may exclude slavery, does he not 
make it a question for the people? Does he not virtually shift his ground and 
say that it is not a question for the court, but for the people?.. .

Again, I will ask you, my friends, if you were elected members of the leg-
islature, what would be the first thing you would have to do before entering 
upon your duties? Swear to support the Constitution of the United States. Suppose 
you believe, as Judge Douglas does, that the Constitution of the United States 
guaranties to your neighbor the right to hold slaves in that territory—that 
they are his property—how can you clear your oaths unless you give him such 
legislation as is necessary to enable him to enjoy that property? What do you 
understand by supporting the constitution of a state, or of the United States? 
Is it not to give such constitutional helps to the rights established by that Con-
stitution as may be practically needed? Can you, if you swear to support the 
Constitution, and believe that the Constitution established a right, clear your 
oath without giving it support? Do you support the Constitution if, knowing 
or believing there is a right established under it which needs specific legislation, ______________________
5Lyman Trumbull (1813–1896), U.S. Senator from Illinois (1855–1873)
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you withhold that legislation? Do you not violate and disregard your oath? I can 
conceive of nothing plainer in the world. There can be nothing in the words 
“support the Constitution” if you may run counter to it by refusing support 
to any right established under the Constitution. And what I say here will hold 
with still more force against the Judge’s doctrine of “unfriendly Legislation.” 
How could you, having sworn to support the Constitution, and believing it 
guaranteed the right to hold slaves in the territories, assist in legislation intended 
to defeat that right? That would be violating your own view of the Constitution. 
Not only so, but if you were to do so, how long would it take the courts to hold 
your votes unconstitutional and void? Not a moment.

Lastly I would ask—is not Congress, itself, under obligation to give legisla-
tive support to any right that is established under the United States Constitution? 
I repeat the question—is not Congress, itself, bound to give legislative support 
to any right that is established in the United States Constitution?...

Stephen Douglas: . . .My doctrine is, that even taking Mr. Lincoln’s view that 
the decision recognizes the right of a man to carry his slaves into the territories 
of the United States, if he pleases, yet after he gets there he needs affirmative 
law to make that right of any value. The same doctrine not only applies to slave 
property, but all other kinds of property. Chief Justice Taney6 places it upon the 
ground that slave property is on an equal footing with other property. Suppose 
one of your merchants should move to Kansas and open a liquor store; he has 
a right to take groceries and liquors there, but the mode of selling them, and 
the circumstances under which they shall be sold, and all the remedies must 
be prescribed by local legislation, and if that is unfriendly it will drive him out 
just as effectually as if there was a Constitutional provision against the sale 
of liquor. So the absence of local legislation to encourage and support slave 
property in a territory excludes it practically just as effectually as if there was a 
positive Constitutional provision against it. Hence, I assert that under the Dred 
Scott decision you cannot maintain slavery a day in a territory where there is 
an unwilling people and unfriendly legislation. If the people are opposed to 
it, our right is a barren, worthless, useless right, and if they are for it, they will 
support and encourage it. . . .

Charleston, 18 September 1858
Stephen Douglas: . . .Mr. Lincoln said in his first remarks that he was not 
in favor of the social and political equality of the Negro with the white man. 
Everywhere up north he has declared that he was not in favor of the social and 
political equality of the Negro, but he would not say whether or not he was 
opposed to Negroes voting and Negro citizenship. I want to know whether 
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he is for or against Negro citizenship? He declared his utter opposition to the 
Dred Scott decision, and advanced as a reason that the court had decided that 
it was not possible for a Negro to be a citizen under the Constitution of the 
United States. If he is opposed to the Dred Scott decision for that reason, he 
must be in favor of conferring the right and privilege of citizenship upon the 
Negro! I have been trying to get an answer from him on that point, but have 
never yet obtained one, and I will show you why. In every speech he made in 
the north he quoted the Declaration of Independence to prove that all men 
were created equal, and insisted that the phrase “all men” included the Negro 
as well as the white man, and that the equality rested upon Divine law. Here 
is what he said on that point:

I should like to know if, taking this old Declaration of Independence, 
which declares that all men are equal upon principle, and making 
exceptions to it, where will it stop? If one man says it does not mean 
a Negro, why may not another say it does not mean some other man? 
If that declaration is not the truth, let us get the statute book in which 
we find it and tear it out.

Lincoln maintains there that the Declaration of Independence asserts 
that the Negro is equal to the white man, and that under Divine Law, and if 
he believes so it was rational for him to advocate Negro citizenship, which, 
when allowed, puts the Negro on an equality under the law. I say to you in 
all frankness, gentlemen, that in my opinion a Negro is not a citizen, cannot 
be, and ought not to be, under the Constitution of the United States. I will 
not even qualify my opinion to meet the declaration of one of the Judges of 
the Supreme Court in the Dred Scott case, “that a Negro descended from 
African parents, who was imported into this country as a slave is not a citizen, 
and cannot be.” I say that this government was established on the white basis. 
It was made by white men, for the benefit of white men and their posterity 
forever, and never should be administered by any except white men. I declare 
that a Negro ought not to be a citizen, whether his parents were imported 
into this country as slaves or not, or whether or not he was born here. It 
does not depend upon the place a Negro’s parents were born, or whether 
they were slaves or not, but upon the fact that he is a negro, belonging to a 
race incapable of self-government, and for that reason ought not to be on an 
equality with white men... .

Galesburgh, 7 October 1858
Stephen Douglas: . . .Chief Justice Taney has said in his opinion in the Dred 
Scott case that a Negro slave, being property, stands on an equal footing with 
other property, and that the owner may carry them into United States territory 
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the same as he does other property. Suppose any two of you, neighbors, should 
conclude to go to Kansas, one carrying $100,000 worth of Negro slaves and the 
other $100,000 worth of mixed merchandise, including quantities of liquors. 
You both agree that under that decision you may carry your property to Kansas, 
but when you get it there, the merchant who is possessed of the liquors is met 
by the Maine liquor law, which prohibits the sale or use of his property, and 
the owner of the slaves is met by equally unfriendly legislation, which makes 
his property worthless after he gets it there. What is the right to carry your 
property into the territory worth to either when unfriendly legislation in the 
territory renders it worthless after you get it there? The slave-holder when he 
gets his slaves there finds that there is no local law to protect him in holding 
them, no slave code, no police regulation maintaining and supporting him in 
his right, and he discovers at once that the absence of such friendly legislation 
excludes his property from the territory, just as irresistibly as if there was a posi-
tive Constitutional prohibition excluding it. Thus you find it is with any kind of 
property in a territory, it depends for its protection on the local and municipal 
law. If the people of a territory want slavery, they make friendly legislation to 
introduce it, but if they do not want it, they withhold all protection from it, 
and then it cannot exist there.. . .

Abraham Lincoln: . . .The Judge has alluded to the Declaration of Indepen-
dence, and insisted that Negroes are not included in that Declaration; and that 
it is a slander upon the framers of that instrument to suppose that Negroes were 
meant therein; and he asks you, Is it possible to believe that Mr. Jefferson, who 
penned the immortal paper, could have supposed himself applying the language 
of that instrument to the Negro race, and yet held a portion of that race in 
slavery? Would he not at once have freed them? I only have to remark upon 
this part of the Judge’s speech (and that, too, very briefly, for I shall not detain 
myself, or you, upon that point for any great length of time), that I believe the 
entire records of the world, from the date of the Declaration of Independence 
up to within three years ago, may be searched in vain for one single affirmation, 
from one single man, that the Negro was not included in the Declaration of 
Independence; I think I may defy Judge Douglas to show that he ever said so, 
that Washington ever said so, that any President ever said so, that any member 
of Congress ever said so, or that any living man upon the whole earth ever said 
so, until the necessities of the present policy of the Democratic party, in regard 
to slavery, had to invent that affirmation. And I will remind Judge Douglas and 
this audience, that while Mr. Jefferson was the owner of slaves, as undoubtedly 
he was, in speaking upon this very subject, he used the strong language that “he 
trembled for his country when he remembered that God was just;” and I will 
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offer the highest premium in my power to Judge Douglas if he will show that 
he, in all his life, ever uttered a sentiment at all akin to that of Jefferson….

...But the Judge will have it that if we do not confess that there is a sort 
of inequality between the white and black races, which justifies us in making 
them slaves, we must, then, insist that there is a degree of equality that requires 
us to make them our wives. Now, I have all the while taken a broad distinc-
tion in regard to that matter; and that is all there is in these different speeches 
which he arrays here, and the entire reading of either of the speeches will show 
that that distinction was made. Perhaps by taking two parts of the same speech 
he could have got up as much of a conflict as the one he has found. I have all 
the while maintained that in so far as it should be insisted that there was an 
equality between the white and black races that should produce a perfect social 
and political equality, it was an impossibility. This you have seen in my printed 
speeches, and with it I have said that in their right to “life, liberty, and the pur-
suit of happiness,” as proclaimed in that old Declaration, the inferior races are 
our equals. And these declarations I have constantly made in reference to the 
abstract moral question, to contemplate and consider when we are legislating 
about any new country which is not already cursed with the actual presence of 
the evil—slavery. I have never manifested any impatience with the necessities 
that spring from the actual presence of black people amongst us, and the actual 
existence of slavery amongst us where it does already exist; but I have insisted 
that, in legislating for new countries, where it does not exist, there is no just 
rule other than that of moral and abstract right! . . .

…I suppose that the real difference between Judge Douglas and his friends, 
and the Republicans on the contrary, is that the Judge is not in favor of making 
any difference between slavery and liberty—that he is in favor of eradicating, 
of pressing out of view, the questions of preference in this country for free or 
slave institutions; and consequently every sentiment he utters discards the idea 
that there is any wrong in slavery. Everything that emanates from him or his 
co-adjutors in their course of policy carefully excludes the thought that there is 
anything wrong in slavery. All their arguments, if you will consider them, will be 
seen to exclude the thought that there is anything whatever wrong in slavery.

If you will take the Judge’s speeches, and select the short and pointed sen-
tences expressed by him—as his declaration that he “don’t care whether slavery 
is voted up or down”—you will see at once that this is perfectly logical, if you 
do not admit that slavery is wrong. If you do admit that it is wrong, Judge 
Douglas cannot logically say he don’t care whether a wrong is voted up or voted 
down. Judge Douglas declares that if any community wants slavery they have 
a right to have it. He can say that logically, if he says that there is no wrong in 
slavery; but if you admit that there is a wrong in it, he cannot logically say that 
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anybody has a right to do wrong. He insists that, upon the score of equality, 
the owners of slaves and owners of property—of horses and every other sort 
of property—should be alike and hold them alike in a new territory. That is 
perfectly logical, if the two species of property are alike and are equally founded 
in right. But if you admit that one of them is wrong, you cannot institute any 
equality between right and wrong.

And from this difference of sentiment—the belief on the part of one that 
the institution is wrong, and a policy springing from that belief which looks 
to the arrest of the enlargement of that wrong; and this other sentiment, that 
it is no wrong, and a policy sprung from that sentiment which will tolerate no 
idea of preventing that wrong from growing larger, and looks to there never 
being an end of it through all the existence of things—arises the real difference 
between Judge Douglas and his friends on the one hand, and the Republicans 
on the other. Now, I confess myself as belonging to that class in the country 
who contemplate slavery as a moral, social, and political evil, having due regard 
for its actual existence amongst us and the difficulties of getting rid of it in any 
satisfactory way, and to all the Constitutional obligations which have been 
thrown about it; but, nevertheless, desire a policy that looks to the prevention 
of it as a wrong, and looks hopefully to the time when as a wrong it may come 
to an end... .

...I think it follows, and I submit to the consideration of men capable of argu-
ing, whether as I state it, in syllogistic form, the argument has any fault in it?

•	Nothing in the Constitution or laws of any state can destroy a right 
distinctly and expressly affirmed in the Constitution of the United 
States.

•	The right of property in a slave is distinctly and expressly affirmed in 
the Constitution of the United States.

•	Therefore, nothing in the Constitution or laws of any state can destroy 
the right of property in a slave.

I believe that no fault can be pointed out in that argument; assuming the 
truth of the premises, the conclusion, so far as I have capacity at all to under-
stand it, follows inevitably. There is a fault in it as I think, but the fault is not 
in the reasoning; but the falsehood in fact is a fault of the premises. I believe 
that the right of property in a slave is not distinctly and expressly affirmed in 
the Constitution, and Judge Douglas thinks it is. I believe that the Supreme 
Court and the advocates of that decision may search in vain for the place in the 
Constitution where the right of a slave is distinctly and expressly affirmed. I say, 
therefore, that I think one of the premises is not true in fact. But it is true with 
Judge Douglas. It is true with the Supreme Court who pronounced it. They are 
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stopped from denying it, and being stopped from denying it, the conclusion 
follows that the Constitution of the United States being the supreme law, no 
constitution or law can interfere with it.

It being affirmed in the decision that the right of property in a slave is 
distinctly and expressly affirmed in the Constitution, the conclusion inevitably 
follows that no state law or constitution can destroy that right. I then say to 
Judge Douglas and to all others that I think it will take a better answer than a 
sneer to show that those who have said that the right of property in a slave is 
distinctly and expressly affirmed in the Constitution are not prepared to show 
that no constitution or law can destroy that right. I say I believe it will take a 
far better argument than a mere sneer to show to the minds of intelligent men 
that whoever has so said is not prepared, whenever public sentiment is so far 
advanced as to justify it, to say the other.

This is but an opinion, and the opinion of one very humble man; but it is 
my opinion that the Dred Scott decision, as it is, never would have been made 
in its present form if the party that made it had not been sustained previously 
by the elections. My own opinion is that the new Dred Scott decision, deciding 
against the right of the people of the states to exclude slavery, will never be made 
if that party is not sustained by the elections. I believe, further, that it is just as 
sure to be made as tomorrow is to come, if that party shall be sustained. I have 
said upon a former occasion, and I repeat it now, that the course of argument 
that Judge Douglas makes use of upon this subject (I charge not his motives 
in this) is preparing the public mind for that new Dred Scott decision. I have 
asked him again to point out to me the reasons for his first adherence to the 
Dred Scott decision as it is. I have turned his attention to the fact that General 
Jackson differed with him in regard to the political obligation of a Supreme 
Court decision. I have asked his attention to the fact that Jefferson differed 
with him in regard to the political obligation of a Supreme Court decision. 
Jefferson said that “Judges are as honest as other men, and not more so.” And 
he said, substantially, that “whenever a free people should give up in absolute 
submission to any department of government, retaining for themselves no appeal 
from it, their liberties were gone.” I have asked his attention to the fact that the 
Cincinnati platform, upon which he says he stands, disregards a time-honored 
decision of the Supreme Court in denying the power of Congress to establish a 
national bank. I have asked his attention to the fact that he himself was one of 
the most active instruments at one time in breaking down the Supreme Court 
of the state of Illinois, because it had made a decision distasteful to him—a 
struggle ending in the remarkable circumstance of his sitting down as one of 
the new Judges who were to overslaugh that decision—getting his title of Judge 
in that very way... .
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Quincy, 18 October 1858
Abraham Lincoln: . . .We have in this nation this element of domestic slav-
ery. It is a matter of absolute certainty that it is a disturbing element. It is the 
opinion of all the great men who have expressed an opinion upon it that it is a 
dangerous element. We keep up a controversy in regard to it. That controversy 
necessarily springs from difference of opinion, and if we can learn exactly—can 
reduce to the lowest elements—what that difference of opinion is, we perhaps 
shall be better prepared for discussing the different systems of policy that we 
would propose in regard to that disturbing element.

I suggest that the difference of opinion, reduced to its lowest terms, is no 
other than the difference between the men who think slavery a wrong and 
those who do not think it wrong. The Republican party think it wrong—we 
think it is a moral, a social, and a political wrong. We think it as a wrong not 
confining itself merely to the persons or the states where it exists, but that it 
is a wrong in its tendency, to say the least, that extends itself to the existence 
of the whole nation. Because we think it wrong, we propose a course of policy 
that shall deal with it as a wrong. We deal with it as with any other wrong, in 
so far as we can prevent its growing any larger, and so deal with it that in the 
run of time there may be some promise of an end to it. We have a due regard 
to the actual presence of it amongst us and the difficulties of getting rid of it in 
any satisfactory way, and all the Constitutional obligations thrown about it. I 
suppose that in reference both to its actual existence in the nation, and to our 
Constitutional obligations, we have no right at all to disturb it in the states 
where it exists, and we profess that we have no more inclination to disturb it 
than we have the right to do it. We go further than that; we don’t propose to 
disturb it where, in one instance, we think the Constitution would permit us. 
We think the Constitution would permit us to disturb it in the District of  
Columbia. Still we do not propose to do that, unless it should be in terms which 
I don’t suppose the nation is very likely soon to agree to—the terms of making 
the emancipation gradual and compensating the unwilling owners. Where we 
suppose we have the Constitutional right, we restrain ourselves in reference to 
the actual existence of the institution and the difficulties thrown about it. We 
also oppose it as an evil so far as it seeks to spread itself. We insist on the policy 
that shall restrict it to its present limits. We don’t suppose that in doing this we 
violate any thing due to the actual presence of the institution, or anything due 
to the Constitutional guarantees thrown around it.

We oppose the Dred Scott decision in a certain way, upon which I ought 
perhaps to address you a few words. We do not propose that when Dred Scott 
has been decided to be a slave by the court, we, as a mob, will decide him to be 
free. We do not propose that, when any other one, or one thousand, shall be 
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decided by that court to be slaves, we will in any violent way disturb the rights of 
property thus settled; but we nevertheless do oppose that decision as a political 
rule, which shall be binding on the voter to vote for nobody who thinks it wrong, 
which shall be binding on the members of Congress or the President to favor 
no measure that does not actually concur with the principles of that decision. 
We do not propose to be bound by it as a political rule in that way, because we 
think it lays the foundation not merely of enlarging and spreading out what we 
consider an evil, but it lays the foundation for spreading that evil into the states 
themselves. We propose so resisting it as to have it reversed if we can, and a new 
judicial rule established upon this subject.. . .

Alton, 15 October 1858
Abraham Lincoln: . . .I think the authors of that notable instrument intended 
to include all men, but they did not mean to declare all men equal in all respects. 
They did not mean to say all men were equal in color, size, intellect, moral de-
velopment, or social capacity. They defined with tolerable distinctness in what 
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 they meant. They did not mean to assert the obvious untruth that all were 
then actually enjoying that equality, or 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: 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... .

At Galesburg the other day, I said in answer to Judge Douglas that three years 
ago there never had been a man, so far as I knew or believed, in the whole world, 
who had said that the Declaration of Independence did not include Negroes in 
the term “all men”…. Do not let me be misunderstood. I know that more than 
three years ago there were men who, finding this assertion constantly in the way 
of their schemes to bring about the ascendancy and perpetuation of slavery, 
denied the truth of it. . . . I believe the first man who ever said it was Chief Justice 
Taney in the Dred Scott case, and the next to him was our friend, Stephen A. 
Douglas. And now it has become the catch-word of the entire party... .

I have stated upon former occasions, and I may as well state again, what 
I understand to be the real issue in this controversy between Judge Douglas 
and myself. On the point of my wanting to make war between the free and 
the slave states, there has been no issue between us. So, too, when he assumes 
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that I am in favor of introducing a perfect social and political equality between 
the white and black races. These are false issues, upon which Judge Douglas 
has tried to force the controversy. There is no foundation in truth for the 
charge that I maintain either of these propositions. The real issue in this con-
troversy—the one pressing upon every mind—is the sentiment on the part of 
one class that looks upon the institution of slavery as a wrong, and of another 
class that does not look upon it as a wrong. The sentiment that contemplates 
the institution of slavery in this country as a wrong is the sentiment of the 
Republican Party. It is the sentiment around which all their actions—all their 
arguments circle—from which all their propositions radiate. They look upon 
it as being a moral, social, and political wrong; and while they contemplate it 
as such, they nevertheless have due regard for its actual existence among us, 
and the difficulties of getting rid of it in any satisfactory way and to all the 
constitutional obligations thrown about it. Yet having a due regard for these, 
they desire a policy in regard to it that looks to its not creating any more 
danger. They insist that it should as far as may be, be treated as a wrong, and 
one of the methods of treating it as a wrong is to make provision that it shall 
grow no larger. They also desire a policy that looks to a peaceful end of slavery 
at sometime, as being wrong... .

On this subject of treating it as a wrong, and limiting its spread, let me 
say a word. Has anything ever threatened the existence of this union save and 
except this very institution of slavery? What is it that we hold most dear amongst 
us? Our own liberty and prosperity. What has ever threatened our liberty and 
prosperity save and except this institution of slavery? If this is true, how do you 
propose to improve the condition of things by enlarging slavery—by spreading 
it out and making it bigger? You may have a wen or cancer upon your person 
and not be able to cut it out lest you bleed to death; but surely it is no way to 
cure it, to engraft it and spread it over your whole body. That is no proper way 
of treating what you regard a wrong... .

That is the real issue. That is the issue that will continue in this country 
when these poor tongues of Judge Douglas and myself shall be silent. It is the 
eternal struggle between these two principles—right and wrong—throughout 
the world. They are the two principles that have stood face to face from the 
beginning of time; and will ever continue to struggle. The one is the common 
right of humanity and the other the divine right of kings. It is the same principle 
in whatever shape it develops itself. It is the same spirit that says, “You work and 
toil and earn bread, and I’ll eat it.” No matter in what shape it comes, whether 
from the mouth of a king who seeks to bestride the people of his own nation 
and live by the fruit of their labor, or from one race of men as an apology for 
enslaving another race, it is the same tyrannical principle.. . .
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...I say if that Dred Scott decision is correct, then the right to hold slaves 
in a territory is equally a Constitutional right with the right of a slave-holder 
to have his runaway returned. No one can show the distinction between them. 
The one is express, so that we cannot deny it. The other is construed to be in the 
Constitution, so that he who believes the decision to be correct believes in the 
right. And the man who argues that by unfriendly legislation, in spite of that 
Constitutional right, slavery may be driven from the territories, cannot avoid 
furnishing an argument by which abolitionists may deny the obligation to return 
fugitives, and claim the power to pass laws unfriendly to the right of the slave-
holder to reclaim his fugitive. I do not know how such an argument may strike a 
popular assembly like this, but I defy anybody to go before a body of men whose 
minds are educated to estimating evidence and reasoning, and show that there 
is an iota of difference between the Constitutional right to reclaim a fugitive, 
and the Constitutional right to hold a slave, in a territory, provided this Dred 
Scott decision is correct. I defy any man to make an argument that will justify 
unfriendly legislation to deprive a slave-holder of his right to hold his slave in 
a territory, that will not equally, in all its length, breadth and thickness, furnish 
an argument for nullifying the Fugitive Slave Law. Why, there is not such an 
abolitionist in the nation as Douglas, after all.

Stephen Douglas: . . .He says that he looks forward to a time when slavery shall 
be abolished everywhere. I look forward to a time when each state shall be allowed 
to do as it pleases. If it chooses to keep slavery forever, it is not my business, but 
its own; if it chooses to abolish slavery, it is its own business—not mine. I care 
more for the great principle of self-government, the right of the people to rule, 
than I do for all the Negroes in Christendom. I would not endanger the perpetu-
ity of this Union, I would not blot out the great inalienable rights of the white 
men for all the Negroes that ever existed... .

. . .Let us examine for a moment and see what principle it was that overthrew 
the Divine right of George the Third to govern us. Did not these colonies rebel 
because the British Parliament had no right to pass laws concerning our property 
and domestic and private institutions without our consent? We demanded that the 
British government should not pass such laws unless they gave us representation in 
the body passing them—and this the British government insisting on doing—we 
went to war on the principle that the home government should not control and 
govern distant colonies without giving them a representation. Now, Mr. Lincoln 
proposes to govern the territories without giving them a representation, and calls 
on Congress to pass laws controlling their property and domestic concerns without 
their consent and against their will. Thus, he asserts for his party the identical 
principle asserted by George III and the Tories of the Revolution... .
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