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From  the third of the Lincoln-Douglas debates in 1858, at Jonesboro Illinois. The 
excerpt is from Senator Douglas’s speech (The Senator is sometimes referred to as 
“Judge Douglas”). 
 
 
Mr. Lincoln objects to that decision, first and mainly because it deprives the negro of 
the rights of citizenship. I am as much opposed to his reason for that objection as I 
am to the objection itself. I hold that a negro is not and never ought to be a citizen 
of the United States. (Good, good, and tremendous cheers.) I hold that this 
Government was made on the white basis, by white men, for the benefit of white 
men and their posterity forever, and should be administered by white men and none 
others. I do not believe that the Almighty made the negro capable of self—
government. I am aware that all the Abolition lecturers that you find traveling about 
through the country, are in the habit of reading the Declaration of Independence to 
prove that all men were created equal and endowed by their Creator with certain 
inalienable rights, among which are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. Mr. 
Lincoln is very much in the habit of following in the track of Lovejoy in this particular, 
by reading that part of the Declaration of Independence to prove that the negro was 
endowed by the Almighty with the inalienable right of equality with white men. Now, 
I say to you, my fellow—citizens, that in my opinion, the signers of the Declaration 
had no reference to the negro whatever, when they declared all men to be created 
equal. They desired to express by that phrase white men, men of European birth and 
European descent, and had no reference either to the negro, the savage Indians, the 
Fejee, the Malay, or any other inferior and degraded race, when they spoke of the 
equality of men. One great evidence that such was their understanding, is to be 
found in the fact that at that time every one of the thirteen colonies was a 
slaveholding colony, every signer of the Declaration represented a slaveholding 
constituency, and we know that no one of them emancipated his slaves, much less 
offered citizenship to them when they signed the Declaration; and yet, if they 
intended to declare that the negro was the equal of the white man, and entitled by 
divine right to an equality with him, they were bound, as honest men, that day and 
hour to have put their negroes on an equality with themselves. (Cheers.) Instead of 
doing so, with uplifted eyes to heaven they implored the divine blessing upon them, 
during the seven years’ bloody war they had to fight to maintain that Declaration, 
never dreaming that they were violating divine law by still holding the negroes in 
bondage and depriving them of equality. 
 
My friends, I am in favor of preserving this Government as our fathers made it. It 
does not follow by any means that because a negro is not your equal or mine, that 
hence he must necessarily be a slave. On the contrary, it does follow that we ought 
to extend to the negro every right, every privilege, every immunity which he is 
capable of enjoying, consistent with the good of society. When you ask me what 
these rights are, what their nature and extent is, I tell you that that is a question 
which each State of this Union must decide for itself. Illinois has already decided the 
question. We have decided that the negro must not be a slave within our limits, but 
we have also decided that the negro shall not be a citizen within our limits; that he 
shall not vote, hold office, or exercise any political rights. I maintain that Illinois, as 
a sovereign State, has a right thus to fix her policy with reference to the relation 
between the white man and the negro; but while we had that right to decide the 
question for ourselves, we must recognize the same right in Kentucky and in every 
other State to make the same decision, or a different one. Having decided our own 
policy with reference to the black race, we must leave Kentucky and Missouri and 
every other State perfectly free to make just such a decision as they see proper on 
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that question. 
 
Kentucky has decided that question for herself. She has said that within her limits a 
negro shall not exercise any political rights, and she has also said that a portion of 
the negroes under the laws of that State shall be slaves. She had as much right to 
adopt that as her policy as we had to adopt the contrary for our policy. New York has 
decided that in that State a negro may vote if he has $250 worth of property, and if 
he owns that much he may vote upon an equality with the white man. I, for one, am 
utterly opposed to negro suffrage any where and under any circumstances; yet, 
inasmuch as the Supreme Court have decided in the celebrated Dred Scott case that 
a State has a right to confer the privilege of voting upon free negroes, I am not 
going to make war upon New York because she has adopted a policy repugnant to 
my feelings. (That’s good.) But New York must mind her own business, and keep her 
negro suffrage to herself, and not attempt to force it upon us. (Great applause.) 
 
In the State of Maine they have decided that a negro may vote and hold office on an 
equality with a white man. I had occasion to say to the Senators from Maine, in a 
discussion last session, that if they thought that the white people within the limits of 
their State were no better than negroes, I would not quarrel with them for it, but 
they must not say that my white constituents of Illinois were no better than negroes, 
or we would be sure to quarrel. (Cheers.) 
 
The Dred Scott decision covers the whole question, and declares that each State has 
the right to settle this question of suffrage for itself, and all questions as to the 
relations between the white man and the negro. Judge Taney expressly lays down 
the doctrine. I receive it as law, and I say that while those States are adopting 
regulations on that subject disgusting and abhorrent, according to my views, I will 
not make war on them if they will mind their own business and let us alone. (Bravo, 
and cheers.) 
 
I now come back to the question, why cannot this Union exist forever divided into 
free and slave States, as our fathers made it? It can thus exist if each State will 
carry out the principles upon which our institutions were founded, to wit: the right of 
each State to do as it pleases, without meddling with its neighbors. Just act upon 
that great principle, and this Union will not only live forever, but it will extend and 
expand until it covers the whole continent, and makes this confederacy one grand, 
ocean—bound Republic. We must bear in mind that we are yet a young nation, 
growing with a rapidity unequaled in the history of the world, that our national 
increase is great, and that the emigration from the old world is increasing, requiring 
us to expand and acquire new territory from time to time, in order to give our people 
land to live upon. If we live upon the principle of State rights and State sovereignty, 
each State regulating its own affairs and minding its own business, we can go on and 
extend indefinitely, just as fast and as far as we need the territory. The time may 
come, indeed has now come, when our interests would be advanced by the 
acquisition of the Island of Cuba. (Terrific applause.) When we get Cuba we must 
take it as we find it, leaving the people to decide the question of slavery for 
themselves, without interference on the part of the Federal Government, or of any 
State of this Union. So, when it becomes necessary to acquire any portion of Mexico 
or Canada, or of this continent or the adjoining islands, we must take them as we 
find them, leaving the people free to do as they please—to have slavery or not, as 
they choose. I never have inquired and never will inquire whether a new State, 
applying for admission, has slavery or not for one of her institutions. If the 
Constitution that is presented be the act and deed of the people, and embodies their 
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will, and they have the requisite population, I will admit them with slavery or without 
it, just as that people shall determine. (That’s good. That’s right, and cheers.) My 
objection to the Lecompton Constitution did not consist in the fact that it made 
Kansas a slave State. I would have been as much opposed to its admission under 
such a Constitution as a free State as I was opposed to its admission under it as a 
slave State. I hold that that was a question which that people had a right to decide 
for themselves, and that no power on earth ought to have interfered with that 
decision. In my opinion, the Lecompton Constitution was not the act and deed of the 
people of Kansas, and did not embody their will, and the recent election in that 
Territory, at which it was voted down by nearly ten to one, shows conclusively that I 
was right in saying, when the Constitution was presented, that it was not the act and 
deed of the people, and did not embody their will. 
 
If we wish to preserve our institutions in their purity, and transmit them unimpaired 
to our latest posterity, we must preserve with religious good faith that great principle 
of self—government which guaranties to each and every State, old and new, the 
right to make just such Constitutions as they desire, and come into the Union with 
their own Constitution, and not one palmed upon them. (Cheers.) Whenever you 
sanction the doctrine that Congress may crowd a Constitution down the throats of an 
unwilling people, against their consent, you will subvert the great fundamental 
principle upon which all our free institutions rest. In the future I have no fear that 
the attempt will ever be made. President Buchanan declared in his annual message, 
that hereafter the rule adopted in the Minnesota case, requiring a Constitution to be 
submitted to the people, should be followed in all future cases, and if he stands by 
that recommendation there will be no division in the Democratic party on that 
principle in the future. Hence, the great mission of the Democracy is to unite the 
fraternal feeling of the whole country, restore peace and quiet, by teaching each 
State to mind its own business, and regulate its own domestic affairs, and all to unite 
in carrying out the Constitution as our fathers made it, and thus to preserve the 
Union and render it perpetual in all time to come. Why should we not act as our 
fathers who made the Government? There was no sectional strife in Washington’s 
army. They were all brethren of a common confederacy; they fought under a 
common flag that they might bestow upon their posterity a common destiny, and to 
this end they poured out their blood in common streams, and shared, in some 
instances, a common grave. (Three hearty cheers for Douglas.) 
 
 
 
The following excerpt is from Senator Douglas in the fifth debate, at 
Galesburg, Illinois 
 
 
Now, let me ask you whether the country has any interest in sustaining this 
organization, known as the Republican party. That party is unlike all other political 
organizations in this country. All other parties have been national in their character—
have avowed their principles alike in the slave and free States, in Kentucky as well 
as Illinois, in Louisiana as well as in Massachusetts. Such was the case with the old 
Whig party, and such was and is the case with the Democratic party. Whigs and 
Democrats could proclaim their principles boldly and fearlessly in the North and in 
the South, in the East and in the West, wherever the Constitution ruled and the 
American flag waved over American soil. 
 
But now you have a sectional organization, a party which appeals to the Northern 
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section of the Union against the Southern, a party which appeals to Northern 
passion, Northern pride, Northern ambition, and Northern prejudices, against 
Southern people, the Southern States, and Southern institutions. The leaders of that 
party hope that they will be able to unite the Northern States in one great sectional 
party, and inasmuch as the North is the strongest section, that they will thus be 
enabled to out vote, conquer, govern, and control the South. Hence you find that 
they now make speeches advocating principles and measures which cannot be 
defended in any slaveholding State of this Union. Is there a Republican residing in 
Galesburgh who can travel into Kentucky and carry his principles with him across the 
Ohio? What Republican from Massachusetts can visit the Old Dominion without 
leaving his principles behind him when he crosses Mason and Dixon’s line? Permit me 
to say to you in perfect good humor, but in all sincerity, that no political creed is 
sound which cannot be proclaimed fearlessly in every State of this Union where the 
Federal Constitution is not the supreme law of the land. Not only is this Republican 
party unable to proclaim its principles alike in the North and in the South, in the free 
States and in the slave States, but it cannot even proclaim them in the same forms 
and o give them the same strength and meaning in all parts of the same State. My 
friend Lincoln finds it extremely difficult to manage a debate in the center part of the 
State, where there is a mixture of men from the North and the South. In the 
extreme Northern part of Illinois he can proclaim as bold and radical Abolitionism as 
ever Giddings, Lovejoy, or Garrison enunciated, but when he gets down a little 
further South he claims that he is an old line Whig, a disciple of Henry Clay, and 
declares that he still adheres to the old line Whig creed, and has nothing whatever to 
do with Abolitionism, or negro equality, or Negro citizenship, I once before hinted 
this of Mr. Lincoln in a public speech, and at Charleston he defied me to show that 
there was any difference between his speeches in the North and in the South, and 
that they were not in strict harmony. I will now call your attention to two of them, 
and you can then say whether you would be apt to believe that the same man ever 
uttered both. In a speech in reply to me at Chicago in July last, Mr. Lincoln, in 
speaking of the equality of the negro with the white man, used the following 
language: 
 
"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 man say it does not 
mean another man? If the Declaration is not the truth, let us get the statute book in 
which we find it and tear it out. Who is so bold as to do it? If it is not true, let us tear 
it out." 
 
You find that Mr. Lincoln there proposed that if the doctrine of the Declaration of 
Independence, declaring all men to be born equal, did not include the negro and put 
him on an equality with the white man, that we should take the statute book and 
tear it out. He there took the ground that the negro race is included in the 
Declaration of Independence as the equal of the white race, and that there could be 
no such thing as a distinction in the races, making one superior and the other 
inferior. I read now from the same speech: 
 
"My friends [he says], I have detained you about as long as I desire to do, and I 
have only to say let us discard all this quibbling about this man and the other man—
this race and that race and the other race being inferior, and therefore they must be 
placed in an inferior position, discarding our standard that we have left us. Let us 
discard all these things, and unite as one people throughout this land, until we shall 
once more stand up declaring that all men are created equal." 
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["That’s right," etc.] 
 
Yes, I have no doubt that you think it is right, but the Lincoln men down in Coles, 
Tazewell and Sangamon counties do not think it is right. In the conclusion of the 
same speech, talking to the Chicago Abolitionists, he said: "I leave you, hoping that 
the lamp of liberty will burn in your bosoms until there shall no longer be a doubt 
that all men are created free and equal." ["Good, good."] Well, you say good to that, 
and you are going to vote for Lincoln because he holds that doctrine. I will not blame 
you for supporting him on that ground, but I will show you in immediate contrast 
with that doctrine, what Mr. Lincoln said down in Egypt in order to get votes in that 
locality where they do not hold to such a doctrine. In a joint discussion between Mr. 
Lincoln and myself, at Charleston, I think, on the 18th of last month, Mr. Lincoln, 
referring to this subject, used the following language: 
 
"I will say then, that I am not nor never have been in favor of bringing about in any 
way the social and political equality of the white and black races; that I am not nor 
never have been in favor of making voters of the free negroes, or jurors, or 
qualifying them to hold office, or having them to marry with white people. I will say 
in addition, that there is a physical difference between the white and black races, 
which, I suppose, will forever forbid the two races living together upon terms of 
social and political equality, and inasmuch as they cannot so live, that while they do 
remain together, there must be the position of superior and inferior, that I as much 
as any other man am in favor of the superior position being assigned to the white 
man." 
 
["Good for Lincoln."] 
 
Fellow-citizens, here you find men hurraing for Lincoln and saying that he did right, 
when in one part of the State he stood up for negro equality, and in another part for 
political effect, discarded the doctrine and declared that there always must be a 
superior and inferior race. Abolitionists up north are expected and required to vote 
for Lincoln because he goes for the equality of the races, holding that by the 
Declaration of Independence the white man and the negro were created equal, and 
endowed by the Divine law with that equality, and down south he tells the old Whigs, 
the Kentuckians, Virginians, and Tennesseeans, that there is a physical difference in 
the races, making one superior and the other inferior, and that he is in favor of 
maintaining the superiority of the white race over the negro. Now, how can you 
reconcile those two positions of Mr. Lincoln? He is to be voted for in the south as a 
pro-slavery man, and he is to be voted for in the north as an Abolitionist. Up here he 
thinks it is all nonsense to talk about a difference between the races, and says that 
we must "discard all quibbling about this race and that race and the other race being 
inferior, and therefore they must be placed in an inferior position." Down south he 
makes this "quibble" about this race and that race and the other race being inferior 
as the creed of his party, and declares that the negro can never be elevated to the 
position of the white man. You find that his political meetings are called by different 
names in different counties in the State. Here they are called Republican meetings, 
but in old Tazewell, where Lincoln made a speech last Tuesday, he did not address a 
Republican meeting, but "a grand rally of the Lincoln men." There are very few 
Republicans there, because Tazewell county is filled with old Virginians and 
Kentuckians, all of whom are Whigs or Democrats, and if Mr. Lincoln had called an 
Abolition or Republican meeting there, he would not get many votes. Go down into 
Egypt and you find that he and his party are operating under an alias there, which 
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his friend Trumbull has given them, in order that they may cheat the people. When I 
was down in Monroe county a few weeks ago addressing the people, I saw handbills 
posted announcing that Mr. Trumbull was going to speak in behalf of Lincoln, and 
what do you think the name of his party was there? Why the "Free Democracy." Mr. 
Trumbull and Mr. Jehu Baker were announced to address the Free Democracy of 
Monroe county, and the bill was signed "Many Free Democrats." The reason that 
Lincoln and his party adopted the name of "Free Democracy" down there was 
because Monroe county has always been an old-fashioned Democratic county, and 
hence it was necessary to make the people believe that they were Democrats, 
sympathized with them, and were fighting for Lincoln as Democrats. Come up to 
Springfield, where Lincoln now lives and always has lived, and you find that the 
Convention of his party which assembled to nominate candidates for Legislature, who 
are expected to vote for him if elected, dare not adopt the name of Republican, but 
assembled under the title of "all opposed to the Democracy." Thus you find that Mr. 
Lincoln’s creed cannot travel through even one half of the counties of this State, but 
that it changes its hues and becomes lighter and lighter, as it travels from the 
extreme north, until it is nearly white, when it reaches the extreme south end of the 
State. I ask you, my friends, why cannot Republicans avow their principles alike 
every where? I would despise myself if I thought that I was procuring your votes by 
concealing my opinions, and by avowing one set of principles in one part of the 
State, and a different set in another part. If I do not truly and honorably represent 
your feelings and principles, then I ought not to be your Senator; and I will never 
conceal my opinions, or modify or change them a hair’s breadth in order to get 
votes. I tell you that this Chicago doctrine of Lincoln’s—declaring that the negro and 
the white man are made equal by the Declaration of Independence and by Divine 
Providence—is a monstrous heresy. The signers of the Declaration of Independence 
never dreamed of the negro when they were writing that document. They referred to 
white men, to men of European birth and European descent, when they declared the 
equality of all men. I see a gentleman there in the crowd shaking his head. Let me 
remind him that when Thomas Jefferson wrote that document, he was the owner, 
and so continued until his death, of a large number of slaves. Did he intend to say in 
that Declaration, that his negro slaves, which he held and treated as property, were 
created his equals by Divine law, and that he was violating the law of God every day 
of his life by holding them as slaves? It must be borne in mind that when that 
Declaration was put forth, every one of the thirteen Colonies were slaveholding 
Colonies, and every man who signed that instrument represented a slave-holding 
constituency. Recollect, also, that no one of them emancipated his slaves, much less 
put them on an equality with himself, after he signed the Declaration. On the 
contrary, they all continued to hold their negroes as slaves during the revolutionary 
war. Now, do you believe—are you willing to have it said—that every man who 
signed the Declaration of Independence declared the negro his equal, and then was 
hypocrite enough to continue to hold him as a slave, in violation of what he believed 
to be the Divine law? And yet when you say that the Declaration of Independence 
includes the negro, you charge the signers of it with hypocrisy. 
 
I say to you, frankly, that in my opinion, this Government was made by our fathers 
on the white basis. It was made by white men for the benefit of white men and their 
posterity forever, and was intended to be administered by white men in all time to 
come. But while I hold that under our Constitution and political system the negro is 
not a citizen, cannot be a citizen, and ought not to be a citizen, it does not follow by 
any means that he should be a slave. On the contrary it does follow that the negro, 
as an inferior race, ought to possess every right, every privilege, every immunity 
which he can safely exercise consistent with the safety of the society in which he 
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lives. Humanity requires, and Christianity commands, that you shall extend to every 
inferior being, and every dependent being, all the privileges, immunities and 
advantages which can be granted to them consistent with the safety of society. If 
you ask me the nature and extent of these privileges, I answer that that is a 
question which the people of each State must decide for themselves. Illinois has 
decided that question for herself. We have said that in this State the negro shall not 
be a slave, nor shall he be a citizen. Kentucky holds a different doctrine. New York 
holds one different from either, and Maine one different from all. Virginia, in her 
policy on this question, differs in many respects from the others, and so on, until 
there is hardly two States whose policy is exactly alike in regard to the relation of 
the white man and the negro. Nor can you reconcile them and make them alike. 
Each State must do as it pleases. Illinois had as much right to adopt the policy which 
we have on that subject as Kentucky had to adopt a different policy. The great 
principle of this Government is, that each State has the right to do as it pleases on 
all these questions, and no other State, or power on earth has the right to interfere 
with us, or complain of us merely because our system differs from theirs. In the 
Compromise Measures of 1850, Mr. Clay declared that this great principle ought to 
exist in the Territories as well as in the States, and I reasserted his doctrine in the 
Kansas and Nebraska bill in 1854. 
 
But Mr. Lincoln cannot be made to understand, and those who are determined to 
vote for him, no matter whether he is a proslavery man in the south and a negro 
equality advocate in the north, cannot be made to understand how it is that in a 
Territory the people can do as they please on the slavery question under the Dred 
Scott decision. Let us see whether I cannot explain it to the satisfaction of all 
impartial men. 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 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 slaveholder 
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 sup porting 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 positive 
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. 
Such was the view taken on the subject by different Southern men when the 
Nebraska bill passed. See the speech of Mr. Orr, of South Carolina, the present 
Speaker of the House of Representatives of Congress, made at that time, and there 
you will find this whole doctrine argued out at full length. Read the speeches of other 
Southern Congressmen, Senators and Representatives, made in 1854, and you will 
find that they took the same view of the subject as Mr. Orr—that slavery could never 
be forced on a people who did not want it. I hold that in this country there is no 
power on the face of the globe that can force any institution on an unwilling people. 
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The great fundamental principle of our Government is that the people of each State 
and each Territory shall be left perfectly free to decide for themselves what shall be 
the nature and character of their institutions. When this Government was made, it 
was based on that principle. At the time of its formation there were twelve 
slaveholding States and one free State in this Union. Suppose this doctrine of Mr. 
Lincoln and the Republicans, of uniformity of laws of all the States on the subject of 
slavery, had prevailed; suppose Mr. Lincoln himself had been a member of the 
Convention which framed the Constitution, and that he had risen in that august 
body, and addressing the father of his country, had said as he did at Springfield: 
 
"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." 
 
What do you think would have been the result? Suppose he had made that 
Convention believe that doctrine and they had acted upon it, what do you think 
would have been the result? Do you believe that the one free State would have 
outvoted the twelve slaveholding States, and thus abolish slavery? On the contrary, 
would not the twelve slaveholding States have outvoted the one free State, and 
under his doctrine have fastened slavery by an irrevocable Constitutional provision 
upon every inch of the American Republic? Thus you see that the doctrine he now 
advocates, if proclaimed at the beginning of the Government, would have established 
slavery everywhere throughout the American continent, and are you willing, now 
that we have the majority section, to exercise a power which we never would have 
submitted to when we were in the minority? If the Southern States had attempted to 
control our institutions, and make the States all slave when they had the power, I 
ask would you have submitted to it? If you would not, are you willing now, that we 
have become the strongest under that great principle of self—government that 
allows each State to do as it pleases, to attempt to control the Southern institutions? 
Then, my friends, I say to you that there is but one path of peace in this Republic, 
and that is to administer this Government as our fathers made it, divided into free 
and slave States, allowing each State to decide for itself whether it wants slavery or 
not. If Illinois will settle the slavery question for herself, and mind her own business 
and let her neighbors alone, we will be at peace with Kentucky, and every other 
Southern State. If every other State in the Union will do the same there will be peace 
between the North and the South, and in the whole Union. 


