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PREFACE
Michael D. Aeschliman*

	 The TASIS Foundation is the ultimate guarantor of the ethos and long-term 
aims of the TASIS schools and programs and has outlined those aims and that 
ethos in a document entitled “The TASIS Paideia,” using a classical Greek word 
that means education or culture. After several years of informal and formal 
discussion, the members of the TASIS Foundation Board decided to promote an 
American Civic Literacy requirement for all graduating TASIS  seniors.
	 The American civic tradition is itself the product of  2500 years of 
Western and world civilization, with Hebrew, Greek, Roman, and Christian 
strands, but more particularly of European developments deeply rooted in 
medieval republicanism (Switzerland and Italy) and English legal and political 
institutions.(1) It is our hope that TASIS history and literature courses, and the 
Senior Humanities requirement, acquaint all TASIS students with some of these 
sources and their enduring products.
	 However, there has been a widespread, growing fear among those 
responsible for liberal-arts education and civic literacy, at all educational levels, 
that the Western nations are doing a poor or inadequate job of conveying 
the ennobling “inheritance of intellectual, social, moral, religious and artistic 
wisdom of generations and centuries” (“TASIS Paideia”). As our schools and 
programs are increasingly multi-ethnic, we are eager to convey a distillation 
of “the best that has been thought and said and done in the world” (Matthew 
Arnold) to as many of our graduates as possible, in addition to the normal, 
indispensable efforts of our teachers in their separate course offerings.
	 The following brief volume of selections from the first one-hundred years 
of American history, political deliberation, and statesmanship (1776-1865) is 
meant to be a basic minimum common to the TASIS schools, and of course 
it is by no means exhaustive. American history and government teachers will 
wish to add numerous documents in their own academic courses, from earlier, 
concurrent, and later periods, whether the earlier “Mayflower Compact” 
(1620), Paine’s Common Sense (1776), the feminist Seneca Falls Declaration 
(1848), or Martin Luther King’s “Letter from Birmingham City Jail” (1963).(2) 

They are also free to contextualize and to critique the required documents: the 
points of view of the teachers are not mandated and are subject only to the 
normal review of  Department Chairs and other relevant school administrators.  
The documents serve no narrow partisan political agenda, but provide a 
valuable set of words, concepts, and themes for ethical and civic discussion and 
debate.
	 TASIS has always been American in the sense that the USA has been a 
nation of  immigrants and refugees, a multi-ethnic, “big-tent” nation “dedicated 
to the proposition that all men”—and, implicitly and eventually, all women—
“are created equal” (Lincoln at Gettysburg, quoting the 1776 Declaration). The 
founder of the TASIS schools, Mrs. Mary Crist Fleming (1910-2009), was famous 
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for her courtesy and cosmopolitanism and her generous, welcoming spirit, and 
insisted that these attributes characterize all the schools and programs (“TASIS 
Paideia,” Section 1). She was herself an immigrant to Switzerland, a multi-
ethnic republic where she made her home for fifty years. Alexander Hamilton, 
printed in this volume, with Madison the greatest intellectual among the 
American “founding fathers,” was a poor West Indian orphan and immigrant 
teen-ager who came to the American colonies on a scholarship. (Unlike most 
of the Virginia founders, he was also a resolute anti-racist.) Lincoln was raised 
in humiliating poverty. In his great Seventh Debate with Douglas (1858), 
printed in this volume, Lincoln pointedly mentioned the multi-ethnic, non-
discriminatory character and aims of the American republic when he referred 
to “Hans and Baptiste and Patrick,” i.e., German, French, and Irish immigrants. 
The development of Lincoln’s own racial views and policies make him, of 
course, one of the great statesmen in the history of the world.
	 We have re-printed for TASIS seniors only a selection of highlights from 
the first century of the history of the republic. National educational standards 
in Britain and state educational standards in the different American states 
(e.g., the MCAS in Massachusetts) have grown increasingly prescriptive in 
trying to identify such historical and literary components as essential points 
of orientation for young people in K-12 schools, confronted by, and frequently 
overwhelmed by, a trivial, and sometimes toxic, commercialized entertainment 
culture employing vast and unprecedented audio-visual resources. In contrast 
to this anarchy and disorientation, there is the opposite extreme of  tyranny and 
fanaticism in much of the world. Between these extremes, the “golden mean” 
of prudence, justice, temperance, and fortitude (the classical virtues mentioned 
in the “TASIS Paideia”) is still embattled.  
	 The English statesman John Morley once argued that there would never 
come a time when human beings would not benefit from reading the writings of 
Edmund Burke (1727-1797), the Anglo-Irish parliamentary statesman who was 
a chief influence on, and advocate of, the American colonists in their struggle 
against the misguided policies of the British ministries under King George III 
that led to the War of Independence. The same can truly be said for the writings 
reprinted in this anthology—they are not only great historical documents, but 
great works of moral reasoning and civic literature.  

*	 Ph.D., Columbia University
	 Curriculum Advisor and Board member, TASIS Foundation 
	 Member, TASIS England Board Academic Committee
	 Chair, TASIS Board Academic Committee
	 Professor of Anglophone Culture, University of Italian Switzerland
	 Professor Emeritus of Education, Boston University

1. 	See, e.g., Russell Kirk, The Roots of American Order (1974)
2. 	On King’s “Letter,” see my own “Enduring Documents and Public Documents: Martin Luther 	
	 King’s “Letter from Birmingham City Jail” After Forty Years”, Journal of Education (Boston), 	
	 Vol. 186, No. 1 (2005), pp.29-46.
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I

The Declaration of Independence 
 In Congress, July 4, 1776

The unanimous Declaration of the thirteen united States of America

When in the course of human events it becomes necessary for one people to 
dissolve the political bands which have connected them with another and to 
assume among the powers of the earth the separate and equal station to which 
the Laws of Nature and of Nature’s God entitle them, a decent respect to the 
opinions of mankind requires that they should declare the causes which impel 
them to the separation. 
	 We hold these truths to be self-evident: that all men are created equal; that 
they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights; that among 
these are Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness. That, to secure these rights, 
Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the 
consent of the governed. That, whenever any Form of Government becomes 
destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to abolish it, and 
to institute a new Government, laying its foundation on such principles, and 
organizing its powers in such form, as to them shall seem most likely to effect 
their Safety and Happiness. Prudence, indeed, will dictate that Governments 
long established should not be changed for light and transient causes; and, 
accordingly, all experience hath shown, that mankind are more disposed to 
suffer, while evils are sufferable, than to right themselves by abolishing the 
forms to which they are accustomed. But when a long train of abuse and 
usurpations, pursuing invariably the same Object, evinces a design to reduce 
them under absolute Despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, to throw off such 
Government, and to provide new Guards for their future security. Such has been 
the patient sufferance of these Colonies, and such is now the necessity which 
constrains them to alter their former Systems of Government. The history of the 
present King of Great Britain is a history of repeated injuries and usurpations, 
all having, in direct object, the establishment of an absolute Tyranny over these 
States. To prove this let Facts be submitted to a candid world:
	 He has refused his Assent to Laws, the most wholesome and necessary for 
the public good.
	 He has forbidden his Governors to pass Laws of immediate and pressing 
importance unless suspended in their operation till his Assent should be 
obtained; and, when so suspended, he has utterly neglected to attend to them.
	 He has refused to pass other Laws for the accommodation of large districts 
of people, unless those people would relinquish the right of Representation in 
the Legislature; a right inestimable to them and formidable to tyrants only.
	 He has called together legislative bodies at places unusual, uncomfortable, 
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and distant from the depository of their public Records, for the sole purpose of 
fatiguing them into compliance with his measures.
	 He has dissolved Representative Houses repeatedly, for opposing with 
manly firmness his invasions on the rights of the people.
	 He has refused for a long time, after such dissolutions, to cause others to be 
elected; whereby the Legislative powers, incapable of Annihilation, have returned 
to the People at large, for their exercise, the State remaining, in the meantime, 
exposed to all the dangers of invasion from without and convulsions within.
	 He has endeavored to prevent the population of these States; for that 
purpose obstructing the Laws for Naturalization of Foreigners; refusing to pass 
others to encourage their migrations hither and raising the conditions of new 
Appropriations of Lands.
	 He has obstructed the Administration of Justice, by refusing his Assent to 
Laws for establishing Judiciary powers.
	 He has made Judges dependent on his Will alone, for the tenure of their 
offices, and the amount and payment of their salaries.
	 He has erected a multitude of New Offices and sent hither swarms of 
Officers to harass our people and eat out their substance.
	 He has kept among us, in times of peace, Standing Armies, without the 
Consent of our legislatures.
	 He has affected to render the Military independent of and superior to the 
Civil power.
	 He has combined with others to subject us to a jurisdiction foreign to our 
constitution, and unacknowledged by our laws; giving his Assent to their Acts 
of pretended Legislation:
	 For quartering large bodies of armed troops among us;
	 For protecting them, by a mock Trial, from punishment  for any murders  
	 which they should commit on the Inhabitants of these States;
	 For cutting off our Trade with all parts of the world;
	 For imposing Taxes on us without our Consent;
	 For depriving us, in many cases, of the benefits of Trial by Jury;
	 For transporting us beyond Seas to be tried for pretended offences;
	 For abolishing the free System of English Laws in a neighbouring Province,  
	 establishing therein an Arbitrary government, and enlarging its  
	 Boundaries so as to render it at once an example and fit instrument for  
	 introducing the same absolute rule into these Colonies;
	 For taking away our Charters, abolishing our most valuable Laws, and  
	 altering fundamentally the Forms of our Governments;
	 For suspending our own Legislatures, and declaring themselves invested  
	 with power to legislate for us in all cases whatsoever.
	 He has abdicated Government here, by declaring us out of his Protection 
and waging War against us.
	

2



	 He has plundered our seas, ravaged our Coasts, burnt our towns, and 
destroyed the Lives of our people.
	 He is, at this time, transporting large Armies of foreign Mercenaries to 
complete the works of death, desolation and tyranny, already begun with 
circumstances of Cruelty and perfidy scarcely paralleled in the most barbarous 
ages, and totally unworthy the Head of a civilized nation. He has constrained 
our fellow Citizens taken Captive on the high Seas to bear Arms against their 
Country, to become the executioners of their friends and brethren, or to fall 
themselves by their Hands.
	 He has excited domestic insurrections amongst us, and has endeavoured 
to bring on the inhabitants of our frontiers, the merciless Indian Savages, whose 
known rule of warfare is an undistinguished destruction of all ages, sexes and 
conditions.
	 In every stage of these Oppressions, We have Petitioned for Redress in 
the most humble terms: Our repeated Petitions have been answered only by 
repeated injury. A Prince, whose character is thus marked by every act which 
may define a Tyrant, is unfit to be the ruler of a free people.
	 Nor have We been wanting in attentions to our British brethren. We have 
warned them from time to time of attempts by their legislature to extend an 
unwarrantable jurisdiction over us. We have reminded them of the circumstances
of our emigration and settlement here. We have appealed to their native justice 
and magnanimity, and we have conjured them by the ties of our common 
kindred, to disavow these usurpations, which would inevitably interrupt our 
connections and correspondence. They, too, have been deaf to the voice of justice 
and of consanguinity. We must, therefore, acquiesce in the necessity which 
denounces our Separation, and hold them, as we hold the rest of mankind, 
Enemies in War, in Peace Friends.
	 WE, THEREFORE, the REPRESENTATIVES of the UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA, in General Congress, Assembled,  appealing to the Supreme Judge 
of the world for the rectitude of our intentions, do, in the Name and by Authority 
of the good People of these Colonies, solemnly publish and declare, That these 
United Colonies are, and of Right ought to be, FREE AND I NDEPENDENT 
STATES; that they are Absolved from all Allegiance to the British Crown, and 
that all political connection between them and the State of Great Britain is, 
and ought to be, totally dissolved; and that as Free and Independent States, 
they have full Power to levy War, conclude Peace, contract Alliances, establish 
Commerce, and to do all other Acts and Things which Independent States may 
of right do. And for the support of this Declaration, with a firm reliance on the 
protection of Divine Providence, we mutually pledge to each other our Lives, 
our Fortunes and our sacred Honor.
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The Constitution 
of The United States of America
As agreed Upon by the Convention, September 17, 1787

WE, THE PEOPLE of the United States, in Order to form a more perfect Union, 
establish Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the common defence, 
promote the general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves 
and our Posterity, do ordain and establish this CONSTITUTION for the United 
States of America.

ARTICLE I

Section 1. 
 All legislative Powers herein granted shall be vested in a Congress of the United 
States which shall consist of a Senate and House of Representatives.
	
Section 2. 
1. The House of Representatives shall be composed of Members chosen every 
second Year by the People of the several States, and the Electors in each State 
shall have the Qualifications requisite for Electors of the most numerous Branch 
of the State Legislature. 
2. No Person shall be a Representative who shall not have attained to the Age 
of twenty-five years, and been seven Years a Citizen of the United States, and who 
shall not, when elected, be an Inhabitant of that State in which he shall be chosen. 
3. Representatives and direct Taxes shall be apportioned among the several 
States which may be included within this Union, according to their respective 
Numbers, which shall be determined by adding to the whole Number of free 
Persons, including those bound to Service for a Term of Years, and excluding 
Indians not taxed, three fifths of all other Persons. The actual Enumeration shall 
be made within three Years after the first Meeting of the Congress of the United 
States, and within every subsequent Term of ten Years, in such Manner as they 
shall by Law direct. The Number of Representatives shall not exceed one for 
every thirty Thousand, but each State shall have at Least one Representative; 
and until such enumeration shall be made, the State of New Hampshire shall 
be entitled to choose three, Massachusetts eight, Rhode-Island and Providence 
Plantations one, Connecticut five, New-York six, New Jersey four, Pennsylvania 
eight, Delaware one, Maryland six, Virginia ten, North Carolina five, S outh 
Carolina five, and Georgia three.
4. When vacancies happen in the Representation from any State, the Executive 
Authority thereof shall issue Writs of Election to fill such Vacancies.	
5. The House of Representatives shall choose their Speaker and other Officers; 
and shall have the sole Power of Impeachment.
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Section 3.  
1. The Senate of United States shall be composed of two Senators from each 
State, chosen by the Legislature thereof, for six Years; and each Senator shall 
have one Vote.
2. Immediately after they shall be assembled in Consequence of the first Election, 
they shall be divided as equally as may be into three Classes. The Seats of the 
Senators of the first Class shall be vacated at the Expiration of the second Year, 
of the second Class at the Expiration of the fourth Year, and of the third Class at 
the Expiration of the sixth Year, so that one-third may be chosen every second 
Year; and if Vacancies happen by Resignation, or otherwise, during the Recess 
of the Legislature of any State, the Executive thereof may make temporary 
Appointments until the next Meeting of the Legislature, which shall then fill 
such Vacancies.
3. No Person shall be a Senator who shall not have attained to the Age of thirty 
Years, and been nine Years a Citizen of the United States, and who shall not, 
when elected, be an Inhabitant of that State for which he shall be chosen.
4. The Vice President of the United States shall be President of the Senate, but 
shall have no Vote, unless they be equally divided. 
5. The Senate shall choose their other Officers, and also a President pro tempore, 
in the absence of the Vice President, or when he shall exercise the Office of 
President of the United States.
6. The Senate shall have the sole Power to try all Impeachments. When sitting 
for that Purpose, they shall be on Oath or Affirmation. When the President of 
the United States is tried, the Chief justice shall preside. And no Person shall be 
convicted without the Concurrence of two thirds of the Members present.
7. Judgment in Cases of Impeachment shall not extend further than to removal 
from Office, and disqualification to hold and enjoy any Office of honor, Trust or 
Profit under the United States: but the Party convicted shall nevertheless be liable 
and subject to Indictment, Trial, Judgment and Punishment, according to Law.

Section 4.  
1. The Times, Places and Manner of holding Elections for Senators and 
Representatives, shall be prescribed in each State by the Legislature thereof; but 
the Congress may at any time by Law make or alter such Regulations, except as 
to the Place of Choosing Senators. 
2. The Congress shall assemble at least once in every Year, and such Meeting 
shall be on the first Monday in December, unless they shall by Law appoint a 
different Day.	
Section 5.  
1. Each House shall be the Judge of the Elections, Returns and Qualifications 
of its own Members, and a Majority of each shall constitute a Quorum to do 
Business; but a smaller number may adjourn from day to day, and may be 
authorized to compel the Attendance of absent Members, in such Manner, and 
under such Penalties as each House may provide.
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2. Each House may determine the Rules of its Proceedings, punish its Members 
for disorderly Behavior, and, with the Concurrence of two thirds, expel a 
Member. 
3. Each House shall keep a Journal of its Proceedings, and from time to time 
publish the same, excepting such Parts as may in their Judgment require 
Secrecy; and the Yeas and Nays of the Members of either House on any question 
shall, at the Desire of one fifth of those Present, be entered on the Journal.
4. Neither House, during the Session of Congress, shall, without the Consent of 
the other, adjourn for more than three days, nor to any other Place than that in 
which the two Houses shall be sitting.

Section 6.  
1. The Senators and Representatives shall receive a Compensation for their 
Services, to be ascertained by Law, and paid out of the Treasury of the
United States. They shall in all Cases, except Treason, Felony and Breach of the 
Peace, be privileged from Arrest during their Attendance at the Session of their
respective Houses, and in going to and returning from the same; and for any 
Speech or Debate in either House, they shall not be questioned in any other Place.
2. No Senator or Representative shall, during the Time for which he was elected, 
be appointed to any civil Office under the Authority of the United States, which
shall have been created, or the Emoluments whereof shall have been encreased 
during such time; and no Person holding any Office under the United States, 
shall be Member of either House during his Continuance in Office.

Section 7. 
1. All Bills for raising Revenue shall originate in the House of Representatives; 
but the Senate may propose or concur with Amendments as on other Bills. 
2. Every Bill which shall have passed the House of Representatives and the 
Senate, shall, before it becomes a Law, be presented to the President of the 
United States, if he approve he shall sign it, but if not he shall return it, with his 
Objections, to that House in which it shall have originated, who shall enter the 
Objections at large on their Journal, and proceed to reconsider it. If after such 
Reconsideration two thirds of that House shall agree to pass the Bill, it shall be 
sent, together with the Objections, to the other House, by which it shall likewise 
be reconsidered, and if approved by two thirds of that House, it shall become 
a Law. But in all such Cases the Votes of both Houses shall be determined by 
Yeas and Nays, and the Names of the Persons voting for and against the Bill 
shall be entered on the Journal of each House respectively. If any Bill shall not 
be returned by the President within ten Days (Sundays excepted) after it shall 
have been presented to him, the Same shall be a Law, in like Manner as if he 
had signed it, unless the Congress by their Adjournment prevent its Return, in
which Case it shall not be a Law.
3. Every Order, Resolution, or Vote to which the Concurrence of the Senate 
and House of Representatives may be necessary (except on a question of 
Adjournment) shall be presented to the President of the United States; and before 
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the Same shall take Effect, shall be approved by him, or being disapproved by 
him, shall be repassed by two thirds of the Senate and House of Representatives, 
according to the Rules and Limitations prescribed in the Case of a Bill.

Section 8.  
The Congress shall have Power 
1. To lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the Debts and 
provide for the common Defence and general Welfare of the United States; but 
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uniform throughout the United States;
2. To borrow money on the credit of the United States;
3. To regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and among the several States, 
and with the Indian Tribes;
4. To establish an uniform Rule of Naturalization, and uniform Laws on the 
subject of Bankruptcies throughout the United States;
5. To coin Money, regulate the Value thereof, and of foreign Coin, and fix the 
Standard of Weights and Measures;
6. To provide for the Punishment of counterfeiting the Securities and current 
Coin of the United States;
7. To establish Post Offices and post Roads;
8. To promote the Progress of Science and useful Arts, securing for limited 
Times to Authors and Inventors the exclusive Right to their respective Writing 
and Discoveries;
9. To constitute Tribunals inferior to the Supreme Court;
10. To define and punish Piracies and Felonies committed on the high Seas, and 
Offenses against the Law of Nations;
11. To declare War, grant Letters of Marque and Reprisal, and make Rules 
concerning Captures on Land and Water;
12. To raise and support Armies, but no Appropriation of Money to that Use 
shall be for a longer Term than two Years;
13. To provide and maintain a Navy;
14. To make Rules for the Government and Regulation of the land and naval Forces;
15. To provide for calling forth the Militia to execute the Laws of the Union, 
suppress Insurrections and repel Invasions;
16. To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining the Militia, and for 
governing such Part of them as may be employed in the Service of the United 
States, reserving to the States respectively, the Appointment of the Officers, and 
the Authority of training the Militia according to the discipline prescribed by 
Congress;
17. To exercise exclusive Legislation in all Cases whatsoever, over such District 
(not exceeding ten Miles square) as may, by Cession of particular States, and 
the acceptance of Congress, become the Seat of the Government of the United 
States, and to exercise like Authority over all places purchased by the Consent 
of the Legislature of the State in which the Same shall be, for the Erection of 
Forts, Magazines, Arsenals, dockyards, and other needful Buildings; and
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18. To make all Laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying into 
Execution the foregoing Powers, and all other Powers vested by this Constitution
in the Government of the United States, or in any Department or Officer thereof.

Section 9.  
1. The Migration or Importation of such Persons as any of the States now existing 
shall think proper to admit, shall not be prohibited by the Congress prior to the 
Year one thousand eight hundred and eight, but a tax or duty may be imposed 
on such Importation, not exceeding ten dollars for each Person.
2. The privilege of the Writ of Habeas Corpus shall not be suspended, unless 
when in Cases of Rebellion or Invasion the public Safety may require it.
3. No Bill of Attainder or ex post facto Law shall be passed.
4. No capitation, or other direct, Tax shall be laid, unless in Proportion to the 
Census or Enumeration herein before directed to be taken.
5. No Tax or Duty shall be laid on Articles exported from any Stare.
6. No Preference shall be given by any Regulation of Commerce or Revenue to 
the Ports of one State over those of another: nor shall Vessels bound to, or from, 
one State, be obliged to enter, clear, or pay Duties in another.
7. No Money shall be drawn from the Treasury, but in Consequence of 
Appropriations made by Law; and a regular Statement and Account of the 
Receipts and Expenditures of all public Money shall be published from time 
to time.
8. No Title of Nobility shall be granted by the United States: And no Person 
holding any Office of Profit or Trust under them, shall, without the Consent of 
the Congress, accept of any present, Emolument, Office, or Title, of any kind 
whatever, from any King, Prince, or foreign State.
	
Section 10. 
1. No State shall enter into any Treaty, Alliance, or Confederation; grant Letters 
of Marque and Reprisal; coin Money; emit Bills of Credit; make any Thing but 
gold and silver Coin a Tender in Payment of Debts; pass any Bill of Attainder, 
ex post facto Law, or Law impairing the Obligation of Contracts  or grant any 
Title of Nobility.
2. No State shall, without the Consent of the Congress, lay any Imposts or Duties 
on Imports or Exports, except what may be absolutely necessary for executing 
its inspection Laws: and the net Produce of all Duties and Imposts, laid by any 
State on Imports or Exports, shall be for the Use of the Treasury of the United 
States; and all such Laws shall be subject to the Revision and Control of the 
Congress.
3. No State shall, without the Consent of Congress, lay any duty of Tonnage, 
keep Troops, or Ships of War in time of Peace, enter into any Agreement or 
Compact with another State, or with a foreign Power, or engage in War, unless 
actually invaded, or in such imminent Danger as will not admit of delay.
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ARTICLE II

Section 1.  
1. The executive Power shall be vested in a President of the United States of 
America. He shall hold his Office during the Term of four Years, and, together 
with the Vice-President, chosen for the same Term, be elected, as follows—
2. Each State shall appoint, in such Manner as the Legislature thereof may 
direct, a Number of E lectors, equal to the whole Number of S enators and 
Representatives to which the State may be entitled in the Congress: but no 
Senator or Representative, or Person holding an Office of Trust or Profit under 
the United States, shall be appointed an Elector.
	 The Electors shall meet in their respective States, and vote by Ballot for two 
persons, of whom one at least shall not be an Inhabitant of the same State with
themselves. And they shall make a List of all the Persons voted for, and of the 
Number of Votes for each; which List they shall sign and certify, and transmit 
sealed to the Seat of the Government of the United States, directed to the 
President of the Senate. The President of the Senate shall, in the Presence of the
Senate and House of Representatives, open all the Certificates, and the Votes 
shall then be counted. The Person having the greatest Number of Votes shall be
the President, if such Number be a Majority of the whole Number of Electors 
appointed; and if there be more than one who have such Majority, and have an 
equal Number of Votes, then the House of Representatives shall immediately 
choose by Ballot one of them for President; and if no Person have a Majority, 
then from the five highest on the List the said House shall in like Manner choose 
the President. But in choosing the President the Votes shall be taken by States, 
the Representation from each State having one Vote; A quorum for this Purpose 
shall consist of a Member or Members from two-thirds of the States, and a 
Majority of all the States shall be necessary to a Choice. In every Case, after 
the Choice of the President the Person having the greatest Number of Votes of 
the Electors shall be the Vice President. But if there should remain two or more 
who have equal Votes, the Senate shall choose from them by Ballot the Vice-
President. 
3. The Congress may determine the Time of choosing the Electors, and the Day 
on which they shall give their Votes; which Day shall be the same throughout 
the United States.
4. No person except a natural born Citizen, or a Citizen of the United States, 
at the time of the Adoption of this Constitution, shall be eligible to the Office 
of President; neither shall any Person be eligible to that Office who shall not 
have attained to the age of thirty-five Years, and been fourteen Years a Resident 
within the United States.
5. In Case of the R emoval of the P resident from O ffice, or of his Death, 
Resignation, or Inability to discharge the Powers and Duties of the said Office, 
the same shall devolve on the Vice President, and the Congress may by Law 
provide for the Case of Removal, Death, Resignation or Inability, both of the 
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President and Vice President, declaring what Officer shall then act as President,
and such Officer shall act accordingly, until the Disability be removed, or a 
President shall be elected. 
6. The President shall, at stated Times, receive for his Services, a Compensation, 
which shall neither be encreased nor diminished during the Period for which he
shall have been elected, and he shall not receive within that Period any other 
Emolument from the United States, or any of them.
7. Before he enter on the Execution of his Office, he shall take the following Oath 
or Affirmation:—”I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will faithfully execute 
the office of President of the United States, and will to the best of my Ability, 
preserve, protect and defend the Constitution of the United States.”	
Section 2.  
1. The President shall be Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy of the 
United States, and of the Militia of the several States, when called into the 
actual Service of the United States; he may require the Opinion in writing, of 
the principal Officer in each of the executive Departments, upon any subject 
relating to the Duties of their respective Offices, and he shall have Power to 
Grant Reprieves and Pardons for Offenses against the United States, except in 
Cases of Impeachment.
2. He shall have Power, by and with the Advice and Consent of the Senate, to 
make Treaties, provided two-thirds of the Senators present concur; and he shall 
nominate, and by and with the Advice and Consent of the Senate, shall appoint 
Ambassadors, other public Ministers and Consuls, Judges of the Supreme 
Court, and all other Officers of the United States, whose Appointments are not 
herein otherwise provided for, and which shall be established by Law: but the 
Congress may by Law vest the Appointment of such inferior Officers, as they 
think proper, in the President alone, in the Courts of Law, or in the Heads of 
Departments. 
3. The P resident shall have P ower to fill up all Vacancies that may happen 
during the Recess of the Senate, by granting Commissions which shall expire at 
the End of their next Session.	
Section 3. 
He shall from time to time give to the Congress Information of the State of the 
Union, and recommend to their Consideration such Measures as he shall judge 
necessary and expedient; he may, on extraordinary Occasions, convene both 
Houses, or either of them, and in Case of Disagreement between them, with 
Respect to the Time of Adjournment, he may adjourn them to such Time as he 
shall think proper; he shall receive Ambassadors and other public Ministers; he 
shall take Care that the Laws be faithfully executed, and shall Commission all 
the Officers of the United States. 
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Section 4. 
The President, Vice President and all civil Officers of the United States, shall be 
removed from Office on Impeachment for, and Conviction of, Treason, Bribery, 
or other high Crimes and Misdemeanors.

ARTICLE III

Section 1.  
The judicial Power of the United States, shall be vested in one Supreme Court, 
and in such inferior Courts as the Congress may from time to time ordain 
and establish. The Judges, both of the Supreme and inferior Courts, shall 
hold their O ffices during good Behavior, and shall, at stated Times, receive 
for their Services a Compensation which shall not be diminished during their 
Continuance in Office. 
Section 2. 
1. The judicial Power shall extend to all Cases in Law and Equity, arising under 
this Constitution, the Laws of the United States, and Treaties made, or which 
shall be made, under their Authority;—to all Cases affecting Ambassadors, 
other public Ministers and Consuls;—to all Cases of admiralty and maritime 
Jurisdiction;—to Controversies to which the United States shall be a Party;—
to Controversies between two or more States;–between a State and Citizens of 
another State;–between Citizens of different States;—between Citizens of the 
same State claiming Lands under Grants of different States, and between a 
State, or the Citizens thereof, and foreign States, Citizens or Subjects.
2. In all Cases affecting Ambassadors, other public Ministers and Consuls, and 
those in which a State shall be Party, the Supreme Court shall have original 
Jurisdiction. In all the other Cases before mentioned, the Supreme Court shall 
have appellate Jurisdiction, both as to Law and Fact, with such Exceptions, and
under such Regulations, as the Congress shall make.
3. The trial of all Crimes, except in Cases of Impeachment, shall be by Jury, 
and such Trial shall be held in the State where the said Crimes shall have been 
committed; but when not committed within any State, the Trial shall be at such 
Place or Places as the Congress may by Law have directed.

Section 3.  
1. Treason against the United States, shall consist only in levying War against 
them, or in adhering to their Enemies, giving them Aid and Comfort. No Person 
shall be convicted of Treason unless on the Testimony of two Witnesses to the 
same overt Act, or on Confession in open Court.
2. The Congress shall have power to declare the Punishment of Treason, but 
no Attainder of Treason shall work Corruption of Blood, or Forfeiture, except 
during the Life of the Person attainted.
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ARTICLE IV

Section 1.   
Full Faith and Credit shall be given in each State to the public Acts, Records, 
and judicial Proceedings of every other State. And the Congress may by general 
Laws prescribe the Manner in which such Acts, Records and Proceedings shall 
be proved, and the Effect thereof.

Section 2.
1. The Citizens of each State shall be entitled to all Privileges and Immunities of 
Citizens in the several States.
2. A Person charged in any State with Treason, Felony, or other Crime, who 
shall flee from Justice, and be found in another State, shall on demand of the 
executive Authority of the S tate from which he fled, be delivered up, to be 
removed to the State having Jurisdiction of the Crime.
3. No Person held to Service or Labour in one State, under the Laws thereof, 
escaping into another, shall, in Consequence of any Law or Regulation therein, 
be discharged from such Service or Labour, but shall be delivered up on Claim 
of the Party to whom such Service or Labour may be due.

Section 3.   
1. New States may be admitted by the Congress into this Union; but no new 
State shall be formed or erected within the Jurisdiction of any other
State; nor any State be formed by the Junction of two or more States, or parts of 
States, without the Consent of the Legislatures of the States concerned as well as
of the Congress. 
2. The Congress shall have Power to dispose of and make all needful Rules and 
Regulations respecting the Territory or other Property belonging to the United 
States; and nothing in this Constitution shall be so construed as to Prejudice any 
Claims of the United States, or of any particular State. 	
Section 4.   
The United States shall guarantee to every State in this Union a Republican 
Form of Government, and shall protect each of them against Invasion; and on 
Application of the Legislature, or of the Executive (when the Legislature cannot 
be convened) against domestic Violence.

ARTICLE V

The Congress, whenever two-thirds of both Houses shall deem it necessary, 
shall propose Amendments to this Constitution, or, on the Application of the 
Legislatures of two-thirds of the several States, shall call a Convention for 
proposing Amendments, which, in either Case, shall be valid to all Intents 
and Purposes, as part of this Constitution, when ratified by the Legislatures 
of three-fourths of the several States, or by Conventions in three-fourths 
thereof, as the one or the other Mode of Ratification may be proposed by the 
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Congress; Provided, that no Amendment which may be made prior to the Year 
One thousand eight hundred and eight, shall in any Manner affect the first and 
fourth Clauses in the Ninth Section of the first Article; and that no State, without 
its Consent, shall be deprived of its equal Suffrage in the Senate.

ARTICLE VI

1. All Debts contracted and Engagements entered into, before the Adoption 
of this Constitution, shall be as valid against the United States under this 
Constitution, as under the Confederation. 
2. This Constitution, and the Laws of the United States which shall be made in 
Pursuance thereof; and all Treaties made, or which shall be made, under the 
Authority of the United States, shall be the supreme Law of the Land; and the 
Judges in every State shall be bound thereby, any Thing in the Constitution or 
Laws of any State to the Contrary notwithstanding.
3. The Senators and Representatives before mentioned, and the Members of the 
several State Legislatures, and all executive and judicial Officers, both of the 
United States and of the several States, shall be bound by Oath or Affirmation, 
to support this Constitution; but no religious Test shall ever be required as a 
Qualification to any Office or public Trust under the United States.

ARTICLE VII

The Ratification of the Conventions of nine S tates shall be sufficient for the 
Establishment of this Constitution between the States so ratifying the Same.
DONE  in Convention by the U nanimous Consent of the S tates present the 
Seventeenth Day of September in the Year of our Lord one thousand seven 
hundred and Eighty seven and of the Independence of the United States of 
America the Twelfth. In Witness whereof We have hereunto subscribed our 
Names.

ARTICLES IN ADDITION TO, AND AMENDMENT OF, THE CONSTITUTION OF THE  
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, PROPOSED BY CONGRESS, AND RATIFIED BY THE  
LEGISLATURES OF THE SEVERAL STATES PURSUANT TO THE FIFTH ARTICLE OF  
THE ORIGINAL CONSTITUTION.

Amendment I [First ten amendments ratified December 15, 1791: the Bill of 
Rights]  

Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or 
prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of 
the press; or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the 
Government for a redress of grievances.
	
Amendment II

A well regulated Militia, being necessary to the security of a free State, the right 
of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.
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Amendment III

No Soldier shall, in time of peace be quartered in any house, without the consent 
of the Owner, nor in time of war, but in a manner to be prescribed by law.

Amendment IV

The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects, 
against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be violated, and no 
Warrants shall issue, but upon probable cause supported by Oath or affirmation, 
and particularly describing the place to be searched, and the person or things to
be seized.

Amendment V

No person shall be held to answer for a capital or otherwise infamous crime 
unless on a presentment or indictment of a Grand Jury, except in cases arising 
in the land or naval forces, or in the Militia, when in actual service in time of 
War or public danger; nor shall any person be subject for the same offence to 
be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb; nor shall be compelled in any criminal 
case to be a witness against himself, nor be deprived of life, liberty, or property 
without due process of law; nor shall private property be taken for public use, 
without just compensation.

Amendment VI

In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right to a speedy and 
public trial, by an impartial jury of the State and district wherein the crime shall 
have been committed which district shall have been previously ascertained 
by law, and to be informed of the nature and cause of the accusation; to be 
confronted with the witnesses against him; to have compulsory process for 
obtaining witnesses in his favor, and to have the Assistance of Counsel for his 
defence.

Amendment VII

In suits at common law, where the value in controversy shall exceed twenty 
dollars, the right of trial by jury shall be preserved, and no fact tried by a jury, 
shall be otherwise re-examined in any Court of the United States, than according 
to the rules of the common law.

Amendment VIII

Excessive bail shall not be required nor excessive fines imposed, nor cruel and 
unusual punishment inflicted.

Amendment IX

The enumeration in the Constitution of certain rights shall not be construed to 
deny or disparage others retained by the people.
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Amendment X
The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited 
by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people.

Amendment XI [January 8, 1798]  

The Judicial power of the United States shall not be construed to extend to any 
suit in law or equity, commenced or prosecuted against one of the United States 
by Citizens of another State, or by Citizens or subjects of any foreign State.

Amendment XII [September 25, 1804]

The Electors shall meet in their respective states and vote by ballot for President 
and Vice-President, one of whom, at least, shall not be an inhabitant of the same 
state with themselves; they shall name in their ballots the person voted for as 
President, and in distinct ballots the person voted for as Vice-President, and 
they shall make distinct lists of all persons voted for as President, and of all 
persons voted for as Vice-President, and of the number of votes for each, which 
lists they shall sign and certify, and transmit sealed to the seat of the government 
of the United States, directed to the President of the Senate;—The President 
of the Senate shall, in presence of the Senate and House of Representatives, 
open all the certificates and the votes then be counted;—The person having the 
greatest number of votes for President, shall be the President, if such number 
be a majority of the whole number of Electors appointed; and if no person have 
such majority, then from the persons having the highest numbers not exceeding 
three on the list of those voted for as President, the House of Representatives 
shall choose immediately, by ballot, the President. But in choosing the President, 
the votes shall be taken by states, the representation from each state having one 
vote; a quorum for this purpose shall consist of a member or members from two-
thirds of the states, and a majority of all the states shall be necessary to a choice. 
And if the House of Representatives shall not choose a President whenever the 
right of choice shall devolve upon them, before the fourth day of March next 
following, then the Vice-President shall act as President, as in the case of the 
death or other constitutional disability of the President.—The person having 
the greatest number of votes as Vice-President, shall be the Vice-President, if 
such number be a majority of the whole number of Electors appointed, and if no
person have a majority, then from the two highest numbers on the list, the 
Senate shall choose the Vice-President; a quorum for the purpose shall consist 
of two-thirds of the whole number of Senators, and a majority of the whole 
number shall be necessary to a choice. But no person constitutionally ineligible 
to the office of President shall be eligible to that of Vice-President of the United 
States.
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Amendment XIII [December 18, 1865]

Section 1. 
Neither slavery nor involuntary servitude, except as a punishment for crime 
whereof the party shall have been duly convicted, shall exist within the United 
States, or any place subject to their jurisdiction.	
Section 2. 
Congress shall have power to enforce this article by appropriate legislation.

Amendment XIV [July 28, 1868]

Section 1.
All persons born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to the 
jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the United States and of the State wherein 
they reside. No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the 
privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States; nor shall any State 
deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor 
deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.

Section 2.
Representatives shall be apportioned among the several States according 
to their respective numbers, counting the whole number of persons in each 
State, excluding Indians not taxed. But when the right to vote at any election 
for the choice of electors for President and Vice-President of the United States, 
Representatives in Congress, the Executive and Judicial officers of a State, or 
the members of the Legislature thereof is denied to any of the male inhabitants 
of such State, being twenty-one years of age, and citizens of the United States, 
or in any way abridged except for participation in rebellion, or other crime, the 
basis of representation therein shall be reduced in the proportion which the 
number of such male citizens shall bear to the whole number of male citizens 
twenty-one years of age in such State.

Section 3.
No person shall be a S enator or R epresentative in Congress or elector of 
President and Vice-President, or hold any office, civil or military, under the 
United States, or under any State who having previously taken an oath, as a 
member of Congress, or as an officer of the United States, or as a member of any 
State legislature, or as an executive or judicial officer of any State, to support the 
Constitution of the United States shall have engaged in insurrection or rebellion 
against the same, or given aid or comfort to the enemies thereof. But Congress 
may by a vote of two-thirds of each House, remove such disability.

Section 4. 
The validity of the public debt of the United States, authorized by law, including 
debts incurred for payment of pensions and bounties for services in suppressing 
insurrection or rebellion, shall not be questioned. But neither the United States 
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nor any State shall assume or pay any debt or obligation incurred in aid of 
insurrection or rebellion against the Unite States, or any claim for the loss or 
emancipation of any slave; but all such debts, obligations and claims shall be 
held illegal and void.

Section 5.
The Congress shall have power to enforce, by appropriate legislation, the 
provisions of this article.

Amendment XV [March 30, 1870]

Section 1. 
The right of citizens of the United States to vote shall not be denied or abridged 
by the United States or by any State on account of race, color, or previous 
conditions of servitude.

Section 2. 
The Congress shall have power to enforce this article by appropriate legislation.

Amendment XVI [February 25, 1913]

The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes on incomes, from 
whatever source derived, without apportionment among the several States, 
and without regard to any census or enumeration.

Amendment XVII [May 31, 1913]

The Senate of the United States shall be composed of two Senators from each 
State, elected by the people thereof, for six years; and each Senator shall have 
one vote. The electors in each State shall have the qualifications requisite for 
electors of the most numerous branch of the State legislatures. 
	 When vacancies happen in the representation of any State in the Senate, 
the executive authority of such State shall issue writs of election to fill such 
vacancies: Provided, that the legislature of any State may empower the executive 
thereof to make temporary appointments until the people fill the vacancies by 
election as the legislature may direct. 
	 This amendment shall not be so construed as to affect the election or term 
of any Senator chosen before it becomes valid as part of the Constitution.

Amendment XVIII [January 29, 1919]

After one year from the ratification of this article the manufacture, sale, or 
transportation of intoxicating liquors therein, the importation thereof into, or 
the exportation thereof from the United States and all territory subject to the 
jurisdiction thereof for beverage purposes is hereby prohibited.
	 The Congress and the several States shall have concurrent power to enforce 
this article by appropriate legislation. 
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	 This article shall be inoperative unless it shall have been ratified as an 
amendment to the Constitution by the legislatures  of the several States, as provided 
in the Constitution, within seven years from the date of the submission hereof 
to the States by the Congress. 

Amendment XIX [August 26, 1920]

The right of citizens of the United States to vote shall not be denied or abridged 
by the United States or by any State on account of sex. Congress shall have 
power to enforce this article by appropriate legislation.

Amendment XX [January 23, 1933]
Section 1. 
The terms of the President and Vice President shall end at noon on the 20th day 
of January, and the terms of Senators and Representatives at noon on the 3d day 
of January, of the years in which such terms would have ended if this article had 
not been ratified; and the terms of their successors shall then begin.

Section 2. 
The Congress shall assemble at least once in every year and such meeting shall 
begin at noon on the 3d day of January, unless they shall by law appoint a 
different day. 

Section 3. 
If, at the time fixed for the beginning of the term of the President, the President- 
elect shall have died, the Vice President-elect shall become President. If a 
President shall not have been chosen before the time fixed for the beginning 
of his term or if the President-elect shall have failed to qualify, then the Vice 
President-elect shall act as President until a President shall have qualified; and 
the Congress may by law provide for the case wherein neither a President-elect 
nor a Vice P resident-elect shall have qualified, declaring who shall then act 
as President, or the manner in which one who is to act shall be selected, and 
such person shall act accordingly until a President or Vice President shall have 
qualified.

Section 4. 
The Congress may by law provide for the case of the death of any of the persons 
from whom the House of Representatives may choose a President whenever 
the right of choice shall have devolved upon them, and for the case of the 
death of any of the persons from whom the Senate may choose a Vice President 
whenever the right of choice shall have devolved upon them.

Section 5.
Sections 1 and 2 shall take effect on the 15th day of October following the 
ratification of this article. 
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Section 6.
This article shall be inoperative unless it shall have been ratified as an 
amendment to the Constitution by the legislatures of three-fourths of the several 
States within seven years from the date of its submission.

Amendment XXI [December 5, 1933]

Section 1. 
The eighteenth article of amendment to the Constitution of the United States is 
hereby repealed.

Section 2.
The transportation or importation into any State, Territory, or possession of the 
United States for delivery or use therein of intoxicating liquors, in violation of 
the laws thereof, is hereby prohibited.

Section 3. 
The article shall be inoperative unless it shall have been ratified as an amendment 
to the Constitution by conventions in the several States, as provided in the 
Constitution, within seven years from the date of the submission hereof to the 
States by the Congress.

Amendment XXII [March 1, 1951]

No person shall be elected to the office of the President more than twice, and no 
person who has held the office of President, or acted as President, for more than 
two years of a term to which some other person was elected President shall be 
elected to the office of the President more than once. 
	 But this Article shall not apply to any person holding the office of President 
when this Article was proposed by the Congress and shall not prevent any 
person who may be holding the office of P resident, or acting as P resident, 
during the term within which this Article becomes operative from holding the 
office of President or acting as President during the remainder of such term.
	 This article shall be inoperative unless it shall have been ratified as an 
amendment to the Constitution by the legislatures of three-fourths of the 
several States within seven years from the date of its submission to the States 
by the Congress.

Amendment XXIII [March 29, 1961]

Section 1. 
The District constituting the seat of Government of the United States shall 
appoint in such manner as the Congress may direct: A number of electors 
of President and Vice President equal to the whole number of Senators and 
Representatives in Congress to which the District would be entitled if it were a 
State but in no event more than the least populous State; they shall be in addition 
to those appointed by the States, but they shall be considered, for the purposes 

19



of the election of President and Vice President, to be electors appointed by a 
State; and they shall meet in the District and perform such duties as provided 
by the twelfth article of amendment.

Section 2. 
The Congress shall have power to enforce this article by appropriate legislation.

Amendment XXIV [January 23, 1964]

Section 1.
The right of citizens of the United States to vote in any primary or other election 
for President or Vice-President, or for Senator or Representative in Congress, 
shall not be denied or abridged by the United States or any State by reason of 
failure to pay any poll tax or other tax.

Section 2. 
The Congress shall have the power to enforce this article by appropriate 
legislation.

Amendment XXV [February 10, 1967]

Section 1. 
In case of the removal of the President from office or of his death or resignation, 
the Vice-President shall become President.

Section 2. 
Whenever there is a vacancy in the office of the Vice-President, the President 
shall nominate a Vice-President who shall take office upon confirmation by a 
majority vote of both Houses of Congress. 
Section 3. 
Whenever the President transmits to the President pro tempore of the Senate 
and the Speaker of the House of Representatives his written declaration that he 
is unable to discharge the powers and duties of his office, and until he transmits 
to them a written declaration to the contrary, such powers and duties shall be 
discharged by the Vice-President as Acting President.

Section 4.
Whenever the Vice-President and a majority of either the principal officers 
of the executive departments or of such other body as Congress may by law 
provide transmit to the President pro tempore of the Senate and the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives their written declaration that the President is 
unable to discharge the powers and duties of his office, the Vice-President shall 
immediately assume the powers and duties of the office as Acting President. 
	 Thereafter, when the President transmits to the President pro tempore of the 
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives his written declaration 
that no inability exists, he shall resume the powers and duties of his office 
unless the Vice-President and a majority of either the principal officers of the 
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executive departments or of such other body as Congress may by law provide, 
transmit within four days to the President pro tempore of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives their written declaration that the 
President is unable to discharge the power and duties of his office. Thereupon 
Congress shall decide the issue, assembling within forty-eight hours for that 
purpose if not in session. If the Congress within twenty-one days after receipt 
of the latter written declaration or, if Congress is not in session, within twenty-
one days after Congress is required to assemble, determines by two-thirds vote 
of both Houses that the President is unable to discharge the powers and duties 
of his office, the Vice-President shall continue to discharge the same as Acting 
President; otherwise, the President shall resume the powers and duties of his 
office.

Amendment XXVI [June 30, 1971]

Section 1.
The right of citizens of the United States, who are eighteen years or older, to 
vote shall not be denied or abridged by the United States or by any State on 
account of age. 

Section 2. 
The Congress shall have the power to enforce this article by appropriate 
legislation.

Amendment XXVII [May 7, 1992]

No law, varying the compensation for the services of the S enators and 
Representatives, shall take effect until an election of Representatives shall have 
intervened.
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II

THE  FEDERALIST PAPERS (1787-1788)

No. 1:  General  Introduction (Hamilton)

AFTER an unequivocal experience of the inefficacy of   the subsisting federal 
government, you are called upon to deliberate on a new Constitution for the 
United States of America. The subject speaks its own importance; comprehending 
in its consequences nothing less than the existence of the UNION, the safety 
and welfare of the parts of which it is composed, the fate of an empire in many 
respects the most interesting in the world. It has been frequently remarked that 
it seems to have been reserved to the people of this country, by their conduct and 
example, to decide the important question, whether societies of men are really 
capable or not of establishing good government from reflection and choice, or 
whether they are forever destined to depend for their political constitutions on 
accident and force. If there be any truth in the remark, the crisis at which we 
are arrived may with propriety be regarded as the era in which that decision 
is to be made; and a wrong election of the part we shall act may, in this view, 
deserve to be considered as the general misfortune of mankind.
	 This idea will add the inducements of philanthropy to those of 
patriotism, to heighten the solicitude which all considerate and good men 
must feel for the event. Happy will it be if our choice should be directed 
by a judicious estimate of our true interests, unperplexed and unbiased 
by considerations not connected with the public good. But this is a thing 
more ardently to be wished than seriously to be expected. The plan offered 
to our deliberations affects too many particular interests, innovates upon 
too many local institutions, not to involve in its discussion a variety of objects 
foreign to its merits, and of views, passions and prejudices little favorable to the 
discovery of truth.
	 Among the most formidable of the obstacles which the new Constitution 
will have to encounter may readily be distinguished the obvious interest of a 
certain class of men in every State to resist all changes which may hazard a 
diminution of the power, emolument, and consequence of the offices they hold 
under the State establishments; and the perverted ambition of another class of 
men, who will either hope to aggrandize themselves by the confusions of their 
country, or will flatter themselves with fairer prospects of elevation from the 
subdivision of the empire into several partial confederacies than from its union 
under one government.
	 It is not, however, my design to dwell upon observations of this nature. 
I am well aware that it would be disingenuous to resolve indiscriminately the 
opposition of any set of men (merely because their situations might subject  
them to suspicion) into interested or ambitious views. 
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Candor will oblige us to admit* that even such men may be actuated by upright 
intentions; and it cannot be doubted that much of the opposition which has 
made its appearance, or may hereafter make its appearance, will spring from 
sources, blameless at least if not respectable—the honest errors of minds led 
astray by preconceived jealousies and fears. So numerous indeed and so 
powerful are the causes which serve to give a false bias to the judgment, that 
we, upon many occasions, see wise and good men on the wrong as well as on 
the right side of questions of the first magnitude to society. This circumstance, 
if duly attended to, would furnish a lesson of moderation to those who are ever 
so thoroughly persuaded of their being in the right in any controversy. And a 
further reason for caution, in this respect, might be drawn from the reflection 
that we are not always sure that those who advocate the truth are influenced by 
purer principles than their antagonists. Ambition, avarice, personal animosity, 
party opposition, and many other motives not more laudable than these, are apt 
to operate as well upon those who support as those who oppose the right side 
of a question. Were there not even these inducements to moderation, nothing 
could be more ill-judged than that intolerant spirit which has at all times 
characterized political parties. For in politics, as in religion, it is equally absurd 
to aim at making proselytes by fire and sword. Heresies in either can rarely be 
cured by persecution.
	 And yet, however just these sentiments will be allowed to be, we have 
already sufficient indications that it will happen in this as in all former cases 
of great national discussion. A torrent of angry and malignant passions will be 
let loose. To judge from the conduct of the opposite parties, we shall be led to 
conclude that they will mutually hope to evince the justness of their opinions, and 
to increase the number of their converts by the loudness of their declamations 
and by the bitterness of their invectives. An enlightened zeal for the energy and 
efficiency of government will be stigmatized as the offspring of a temper fond 
of despotic power and hostile to the principles of liberty. An over-scrupulous 
jealousy of danger to the rights of the people, which is more commonly the fault 
of the head than of the heart, will be represented as mere pretense and artifice, 
the stale bait for popularity at the expense of public good. It will be forgotten, on 
the one hand, that jealousy is the usual concomitant of violent love, and that the 
noble enthusiasm of liberty is too apt to be infected with a spirit of narrow and 
illiberal distrust. On the other hand, it will be equally forgotten that the vigor of 
government is essential to the security of liberty; that, in the contemplation of a 
sound and well-informed judgment, their interests can never be separated; and 
that a dangerous ambition more often lurks behind the specious mask of zeal 
for the rights of the people than under the forbidding appearance of zeal for the 
firmness and efficiency of government. History will teach us that the former has 

* Candor will oblige us to admit...: In l8th century usage “candor” means not so much 
forthrightness as freedom from bias and malice, openness of mind, kindliness.
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 been found a much more certain road to the introduction of despotism than the 
latter, and that of those men who have overturned the liberties of republics, the 
greatest number have begun their career by paying an obsequious court to the 
people, commencing demagogues and ending tyrants. 
	 In the course of the preceding observations, I have had an eye, my fellow-
citizens, to putting you upon your guard against all attempts, from whatever 
quarter, to influence your decision in a matter of the utmost moment to your 
welfare by any impressions other than those which may result from the 
evidence of truth. You will, no doubt, at the same time have collected from the 
general scope of them that they proceed from a source not unfriendly to the 
new Constitution. Yes, my countrymen, I own to you that after having given it 
an attentive consideration, I am clearly of opinion it is your interest to adopt it. 
I am convinced that this is the safest course for your liberty, your dignity, and 
your happiness. I affect not reserves which I do not feel. I will not amuse you 
with an appearance of deliberation when I have decided. I frankly acknowledge 
to you my convictions, and I will freely lay before you the reasons on which 
they are founded. The consciousness of good intentions disdains ambiguity. I 
shall not, however, multiply professions on this head. My motives must remain 
in the depository of my own breast. My arguments will be open to all and may 
be judged of by all. They shall at least be offered in a spirit which will not 
disgrace the cause of truth.
	 I propose, in a series of papers, to discuss the following interesting 
particulars:—The utility of the UNION to your political prosperity—The insufficiency 
of the present Confederation to preserve that Union–The necessity of a government 
at least equally energetic with the one proposed, to the attainment of this object—
The conformity of the proposed Constitution to the true principles of republican 
government—Its analogy to your own State constitution—and lastly, The additional 
security which its adoption will afford to the preservation of that species of government, 
to liberty, and to property. In the progress of this discussion I shall endeavor to 
give a satisfactory answer to all the objections which shall have made their 
appearance, that may seem to have any claim to your attention.
	 It may perhaps be thought superfluous to offer arguments to prove the 
utility of the UNION, a point, no doubt, deeply engraved on the hearts of the 
great body of the people in every State, and one which, it may be imagined, has 
no adversaries. But the fact is that we already hear it whispered in the private 
circles of those who oppose the new Constitution, that the thirteen States are of 
too great extent for any general system and that we must of necessity resort to 
separate confederacies of distinct portions of the whole.* This doctrine will, in all 
probability, be gradually propagated, till it has votaries enough to countenance 
an open avowal of it. For nothing can be more evident to those who are able to  
take an enlarged view of the subject than the alternative of an adoption of the   
* The same idea, tracing the arguments to their consequences, is held out in several of the 
late publications against the new Constitution.
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new Constitution or a dismemberment of the Union. It will therefore be of use 
to begin by examining the advantages of that Union, the certain evils, and the 
probable dangers, to which every State will be exposed from its dissolution. 
This shall accordingly constitute the subject of my next address.

No. 10: Majority rule; Freedom for Minorities (Madison)
AMONG  the numerous advantages promised by a well-constructed U nion, 
none deserves to be more accurately developed than its tendency to break and 
control the violence of faction: The friend of popular governments never finds 
himself so much alarmed for their character and fate as when he contemplates 
their propensity to this dangerous vice. He will not fail, therefore, to set a due 
value on any plan which, without violating the principles to which he is attached, 
provides a proper cure for it. The instability, injustice, and confusion introduced 
into the public councils have, in truth, been the mortal diseases under which 
popular governments have everywhere perished, as they continue to be the 
favorite and fruitful topics from which the adversaries to liberty derive their 
most specious declamations. The valuable improvements made by the American 
constitutions on the popular models, both ancient and modern, cannot certainly 
be too much admired; but it would be an unwarrantable partiality to contend 
that they have as effectually obviated the danger on this side, as was wished 
and expected. Complaints are everywhere heard from our most considerate 
and virtuous citizens, equally the friends of public and private faith and of 
public and personal liberty, that our governments are too unstable, that the 
public good is disregarded in the conflicts of rival parties, and that measures 
are too often decided, not according to the rules of justice and the rights of the 
minor party, but by the superior force of an interested and overbearing majority. 
However anxiously we may wish that these complaints had no foundation, 
the evidence of known facts will not permit us to deny that they are in some 
degree true. It will be found, indeed, on a candid review of our situation, that 
some of the distresses under which we labor have been erroneously charged on 
the operation of our governments; but it will be found, at the same time, that 
other causes will not alone account for many of our heaviest misfortunes; and, 
particularly, for that prevailing and increasing distrust of public engagements 
and alarm for private rights which are echoed from one end of the continent to 
the other. These must be chiefly, if not wholly, effects of the unsteadiness and 
injustice with which a factious spirit has tainted our public administration. 
	 By a faction I understand a number of citizens, whether amounting to a 
majority or minority of the whole, who are united and actuated by some common 
impulse of passion, or of interest, adverse to the rights of other citizens, or to the 
permanent and aggregate interests of the community. 
	 There are two methods of curing the mischiefs of faction: the one, by 
removing its causes; the other, by controlling its effects.	
	 There are again two methods of removing the causes of faction: the one, by 



destroying the liberty which is essential to its existence; the other, by giving to 
every citizen the same opinions, the same passions, and the same interests.
	 It could never be more truly said than of the first remedy that it was worse 
than the disease. L iberty is to faction what air is to fire, an aliment without 
which it instantly expires. But it could not be a less folly to abolish liberty, which 
is essential to political life, because it nourishes faction than it would be to wish 
the annihilation of air, which is essential to animal life, because it imparts to fire 
its destructive agency.
	 The second expedient is as impracticable as the first would be unwise. As 
long as the reason of man continues fallible, and he is at liberty to exercise it, 
different opinions will be formed. As long as the connection subsists between 
his reason and his self-love, his opinions and his passions will have a reciprocal 
influence on each other; and the former will be objects to which the latter 
will attach themselves. The diversity in the faculties of men, from which the 
rights of property originate, is not less an insuperable obstacle to a uniformity 
of interests. The protection of these faculties is the first object of government.  
From the protection of different and unequal faculties of acquiring property, the 
possession of different degrees and kinds of property immediately results; and
from the influence of these on the sentiments and views of the respective 
proprietors ensues a division of the society into different interests and parties.
	 The latent causes of faction are thus sown in the nature of man; and we 
see them everywhere brought into different degrees of activity according to the 
different circumstances of civil society. A zeal for different opinions concerning 
religion, concerning government, and many other points, as well as speculation 
as of practice; an attachment to different leaders ambitiously contending for pre-
eminence and power; or to persons of other descriptions whose fortunes have 
been interesting to the human passions, have, in turn, divided mankind into 
parties, inflamed them with mutual animosity, and rendered them much more 
disposed to vex and oppress each other than to co-operate for their common 
good. So strong is this propensity of mankind to fall into mutual animosities 
that where no substantial occasion presents itself the most frivolous and fanciful 
distinctions have been sufficient to kindle their unfriendly passions and excite 
their most violent conflicts. But the most common and durable source of factions 
has been the various and unequal distribution of property. Those who hold and
those who are without property have ever formed distinct interests in 
society. Those who are creditors, and those who are debtors, fall under a 
like discrimination. A landed interest, a manufacturing interest, a mercantile 
interest, a moneyed interest, with many lesser interests, grow up of necessity in 
civilized nations, and divide them into different classes, actuated by different 
sentiments and views. The regulation of these various and interfering interests 
forms the principal task of modern legislation and involves the spirit of party 
and faction in the necessary and ordinary operations of government. 
	 No man is allowed to be a judge in his own cause, because his interest 
would certainly bias his judgment, and, not improbably, corrupt his integrity. 
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With equal, nay with greater reason, a body of men are unfit to be both judges 
and parties at the same time; yet what are many of the most important acts 
of legislation but so many judicial determinations, not indeed concerning the 
rights of single persons, but concerning the rights of large bodies of citizens? 
And what are the different classes of legislators but advocates and parties to 
the causes which they determine? Is a law proposed concerning private debts? 
It is a question to which the creditors are parties on one side and the debtors 
on the other. Justice ought to hold the balance between them. Yet the parties 
are, and must be, themselves the judges; and the most numerous party, or 
in other words, the most powerful faction must be expected to prevail. Shall 
domestic manufacturers be encouraged, and in what degree, by restrictions 
on foreign manufacturers are questions which would be differently decided 
by the landed and the manufacturing classes, and probably by neither with 
a sole regard to justice and the public good. The apportionment of taxes on 
the various descriptions of property is an act which seems to require the most 
exact impartiality; yet there is, perhaps, no legislative act in which greater 
opportunity and temptation are given to a predominant party to trample on the 
rules of justice. Every shilling with which they overburden the inferior number 
is a shilling saved to their own pockets.
	 It is in vain to say that enlightened statesmen will be able to adjust 
these clashing interests and render them all subservient to the public good. 
Enlightened statesmen will not always be at the helm. Nor, in many cases, can 
such an adjustment be made at all without taking into view indirect and remote 
considerations, which will rarely prevail over the immediate interest which one 
party may find in disregarding the rights of another or the good of the whole.
	 The inference to which we are brought is that the causes of faction cannot be 
removed and that relief is only to be sought in the means of controlling its effects. 
 	 If a faction consists of less than a majority, relief is supplied by the republican 
principle, which enables the majority to defeat its sinister views by regular vote. 
It may clog the administration, it may convulse the society; but it will be unable 
to execute and mask its violence under the forms of the Constitution. When 
a majority is included in a faction, the form of popular government, on the 
other hand, enables it to sacrifice to its ruling passion or interest both the public 
good and the rights of other citizens. To secure the public good and private 
rights against the danger of such a faction, and at the same time to preserve the 
spirit and the form of popular government, is then the great object to which 
our inquiries are directed. Let me add that it is the great desideratum by which 
alone this form of government can be rescued from the opprobrium under 
which it has so long labored and be recommended to the esteem and adoption 
of mankind. 
	 By what means is this object attainable? Evidently by one of two only. 
Either the existence of the same passion or interest in a majority at the same time 
must be prevented, or the majority, having such coexistent passion or interest, 
must be rendered, by their number and local situation, unable to concert and 



carry into effect schemes of oppression. If the impulse and the opportunity be 
suffered to coincide, we well know that neither moral nor religious motives 
can be relied on as an adequate control. They are not found to be such on the 
injustice and violence of individuals, and lose their efficacy in proportion to 
the number combined together, that is, in proportion as their efficacy becomes 
needful.
	 From this view of the subject it may be concluded that a pure democracy, 
by which I mean a society consisting of a small number of citizens, who 
assemble and administer the government in person, can admit of no cure for the 
mischiefs of faction. A common passion or interest will, in almost every case, 
be felt by a majority of the whole; a communication and concert results from 
the form of government itself; and there is nothing to check the inducements 
to sacrifice the weaker party or an obnoxious individual. Hence it is that such 
democracies have ever been spectacles of turbulence and contention; have ever 
been found incompatible with personal security or the rights of property; and 
have in general been as short in their lives as they have been violent in their 
deaths. Theoretic politicians, who have patronized this species of government, 
have erroneously supposed that by reducing mankind to a perfect equality in 
their political rights, they would at the same time be perfectly equalized and 
assimilated in their possessions, their opinions, and their passions.
	 A republic, by which I mean a government in which the scheme of 
representation takes place, opens a different prospect and promises the cure 
for which we are seeking. Let us examine the points in which it varies from 
pure democracy, and we shall comprehend both the nature of the cure and the 
efficacy which it must derive from the Union. 
	 The two great points of difference between a democracy and a republic 
are: first, the delegation of the government, in the latter, to a small number of 
citizens elected by the rest; secondly, the greater number of citizens and greater 
sphere of country over which the latter may be extended. 
	 The effect of the first difference is, on the one hand, to refine and enlarge the 
public views by passing them through the medium of a chosen body of citizens, 
whose wisdom may best discern the true interest of their country  and whose 
patriotism and love of justice will be least likely to sacrifice it to temporary or 
partial considerations. Under such a regulation it may well happen that the 
public voice pronounced by the representatives of the people, will be more 
consonant to the public good than if pronounced by the people themselves, 
convened for the purpose. On the other hand, the effect may be inverted. 
Men of factious tempers, of local prejudices, or of sinister designs, may, by 
intrigue, by corruption, or by other means, first obtain the suffrages, and then 
betray the interests of the people. The question resulting is, whether small or 
extensive republics are most favorable to the election of proper guardians of 
the public weal; and it is clearly decided in favor of the latter by two obvious 
considerations.
	 In the first place it is to be remarked that however small the republic may be 
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the representatives must be raised to a certain number in order to guard against 
the cabals of a few; and that however large it may be they must be limited to a 
certain number in order to guard against the confusion of a multitude. Hence, 
the number of representatives in the two cases not being in proportion to that 
of the constituents, and being proportionally greatest in the small republic, it 
follows that if the proportion of fit characters be not less in the large than in 
the small republic, the former will present a greater option, and consequently a 
greater probability of a fit choice.
	 In the next place, as each representative will be chosen by a greater number 
of citizens in the large than in the small republic, it will be more difficult for 
unworthy candidates to practise with success the vicious arts by which elections 
are too often carried; and the suffrages of the people being more free, will be 
more likely to center on men who possess the most attractive merit and the 
most diffusive and established characters.
	 It must be confessed that in this, as in most other cases, there is a mean, on 
both sides of which inconveniencies will be found to lie. By enlarging too much 
the number of electors, you render the representative too little acquainted with 
all their local circumstances and lesser interests; as by reducing it too much, 
you render him unduly attached to these, and too little fit to comprehend and 
pursue great and national objects. The federal Constitution forms a happy 
combination in this respect; the great and aggregate interests being referred to 
the national, the local and particular to the State legislatures. 
	 The other point of difference is the greater number of citizens and extent 
of territory which may be brought within the compass of republican than of 
democratic government; and it is this circumstance principally which renders 
factious combinations less to be dreaded in the former than in the latter. The 
smaller the society, the fewer probably will be the distinct parties and interests 
composing it; the fewer the distinct parties and interests, the more frequently 
will a majority be found of the same party; and the smaller the number of 
individuals composing a majority, and the smaller the compass within which 
they are placed, the more easily will they concert and execute their plans of 
oppression. Extend the sphere and you take in a greater variety of parties and 
interests; you make it less probable that a majority of the whole will have a 
common motive to invade the rights of other citizens; or if such a common 
motive exists, it will be more difficult for all who feel it to discover their own 
strength and to act in unison with each other. Besides other impediments, it 
may be remarked that, where there is a consciousness of unjust or dishonorable 
purposes,  communication is always checked by distrust in proportion to the 
number whose concurrence is necessary. 
	 Hence, it clearly appears that the same advantage which a republic has 
over a democracy in controlling the effects of faction is enjoyed by a large over 
a small republic—is enjoyed by the Union over the States composing it. Does 
this advantage consist in the substitution of representatives whose enlightened 
views and virtuous sentiments render them superior to local prejudices and to 



schemes of injustice? It will not be denied that the representation of the Union 
will be most likely to possess these requisite endowments. Does it consist in 
the greater security afforded by a greater variety of parties, against the event of 
any one party being able to outnumber and oppress the rest? In an equal degree 
does the increased variety of parties comprised within the Union increase this 
security. Does it, in fine, consist in the greater obstacles opposed to the concert 
and accomplishment of the secret wishes of an unjust and interested majority? 
Here again the extent of the Union gives it the most palpable advantage. 		
	 The influence of factious leaders may kindle a flame within their particular 
States but will be unable to spread a general conflagration through the other 
States. A religious sect may degenerate into a political faction in a part of the 
Confederacy; but the variety of sects dispersed over the entire face of it must 
secure the national councils against any danger from that source. A rage for 
paper money, for an abolition of debts, for an equal division of property, or for 
any other improper or wicked project, will be less apt to pervade the whole 
body of the Union than a particular member of it, in the same proportion as 
such a malady is more likely to taint a particular county or district than an 
entire State. 
	 In the extent and proper structure of the Union, therefore, we behold a 
republican remedy for the diseases most incident to republican government. 
And according to the degree of pleasure and pride we feel in being republicans
ought to be our zeal in cherishing the spirit and supporting the character of 
federalists. 

No. 43: Transcendent Law of Nature and Nature’s God 	
		     (Madison)
The following miscellaneous powers comprise this particular class:
	 1. A power “to promote the progress of science and useful arts by securing, 
for a limited time, to authors and inventors the exclusive right to their respective 
writings and discoveries.”
	 The utility of this power will scarcely be questioned. The copyright of 
authors has been solemnly adjudged in Great Britain to be a right of common 
law. The right to useful inventions seems with equal reason to belong to the 
inventors. The public good fully coincides in both cases with the claims of 
individuals. The States cannot separately make effectual provision for either of 
the cases, and most of them have anticipated the decision of this point by laws 
passed at the instance of Congress.
	 2. “To exercise exclusive legislation, in all cases whatsoever, over such 
district (not exceeding ten miles square) as may, by cession of particular States 
and the acceptance of Congress, become the seat of the government of the United 
States; and to exercise like authority over all places purchased by the consent of 
the legislatures of the States in which the same shall be, for the erection of forts, 
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magazines, arsenals, dockyards, and other needful buildings.”
	 The indispensable necessity of complete authority at the seat of government 
carries its own evidence with it. It is a power exercised by every legislature of the 
Union, I might say of the world, by virtue of its general supremacy. Without it 
not only the public authority might be insulted and its proceedings interrupted 
with impunity, but a dependence of the members of the general government 
on the State comprehending the seat of the government for protection in the 
exercise of their duty might bring on the national councils an imputation of awe 
or influence equally dishonorable to the government and dissatisfactory to the 
other members of the Confederacy. This consideration has the more weight as 
the gradual accumulation of public improvements at the stationary residence 
of the government would be both too great a public pledge to be left in the 
hands of a single State, and would create so many obstacles to a removal of the 
government, as still further to abridge its necessary independence. The extent 
of this federal district is sufficiently circumscribed to satisfy every jealousy of 
an opposite nature. And as it is to be appropriated to this use with the consent 
of the State ceding it; as the State will no doubt provide in the compact for 
the rights and the consent of the citizens inhabiting it; as the inhabitants will 
find sufficient inducements of interest to become willing parties to the cession; 
as they will have had their voice in the election of the government which is 
to exercise authority over them; as a municipal legislature for local purposes, 
derived from their own suffrages, will of course be allowed them; and as the 
authority of the legislature of the State, and of the inhabitants of the ceded part 
of it, to concur in the cession will be derived from the whole people of the State 
in their adoption of the Constitution, every imaginable objection seems to be 
obviated.
	 The necessity of a like authority over forts, magazines, etc., established by 
the general government, is not less evident. The public money expended on 
such places, and the public property deposited in them, require that they should 
be exempt from the authority of the particular State. Nor would it be proper for 
the places on which the security of the entire Union may depend to be in any 
degree dependent on a particular member of it. All objections and scruples are 
here also obviated by requiring the concurrence of the States concerned in every 
such establishment.
	 3. “To declare the punishment of treason, but no attainder of treason shall 
work corruption of blood, or forfeiture, except during the life of the person 
attainted.” 
	 As treason may be committed against the United States, the authority of the 
United States ought to be enabled to punish it. But as new-fangled and artificial 
treasons have been the great engines by which violent factions, the natural 
offspring of free government, have usually wreaked their alternate malignity 
on each other, the convention have, with great judgment, opposed a barrier to 
this peculiar danger, by inserting a constitutional definition of the crime, fixing 
the proof necessary for conviction of it, and restraining the Congress, even in 



punishing it, from extending the consequences of guilt beyond the person of its 
author.
	 4. “To admit new States into the Union; but no new State shall be formed 
or erected within the jurisdiction of any other State; nor any State be formed by 
the junction of two or more States, or parts of States, without the consent of the 
legislatures of the States concerned, as well as of the Congress.”
	 In the Articles of Confederation, no provision is found on this important 
subject. Canada was to be admitted of right, on her joining in the measures of the 
United States; and the other colonies, by which were evidently meant the other 
British colonies at the discretion of nine States. The eventual establishment of 
new States seems to have been overlooked by the compilers of that instrument.
We have seen the inconvenience of this omission, and the assumption of power 
into which Congress have been led by it. With great propriety, therefore, has 
the new system supplied the defect. The general precaution that no new States 
shall be formed without the concurrence of the federal authority and that of 
the States concerned is consonant to the principles which ought to govern such 
transactions. The particular precaution against the erection of new States, by the 
partition of a State without its consent, quiets the jealousy of the larger States; 
as that of the smaller is quieted by a like precaution against a junction of States 
without their consent.
	 5. “To dispose of and make all needful roles and regulations respecting the 
territory or other property belonging to the United States, with a proviso that 
nothing in the Constitution shall be so construed as to prejudice any claims of 
the United States, or of any particular State.”
	 This is a power of very great importance, and required by considerations 
similar to those which show the propriety of the former. The proviso annexed is
proper in itself, and was probably rendered absolutely necessary by jealousies 
and questions concerning the Western territory sufficiently known to the public.
	 6. “To guarantee to every State in the Union a republican form of government; 
to protect each of them against invasion; and on application of the legislature, 
or of the executive (when the legislature cannot be convened), against domestic 
violence.” 
	 In a confederacy founded on republican principles and composed of 
republican members, the superintending government ought clearly to possess 
authority to defend the system against aristocratic or monarchical innovations. 
The more intimate the nature of such a union may be, the greater interest have 
the members in the political institutions of each other; and the greater right to 
insist that the forms of government under which the compact was entered into 
should be substantially maintained. But a right implies a remedy; and where else 
could the remedy be deposited than where it is deposited by the Constitution? 
Governments of dissimilar principles and form have been found less adapted 
to a federal coalition of any sort than those of a kindred nature. “As the 
confederate republic of Germany “ says Montesquieu, “consists of free cities 
and petty states, subject to different princes, experience shows us that it is more 
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imperfect than that of Holland and Switzerland.” “Greece was undone, he adds, 
“as soon as the king of Macedon obtained a seat among the Amphictyons.” In 
the latter case, no doubt, the disproportionate force, as well as the monarchical 
form of the new confederate, had its share of influence on the events. It may 
possibly be asked what need there could be of such a precaution, and whether it 
may not become a pretext for alterations in the State governments, without the 
concurrence of the States themselves. These questions admit of ready answers.
If the interposition of the general government should not be needed, the provision 
for such an event will be a harmless superfluity only in the Constitution. But 
who can say what experiments may be produced by the caprice of particular 
States, by the ambition of enterprising leaders, or by the intrigues and influence 
of foreign powers? To the second question it may be answered that if the 
general government should interpose by virtue of this constitutional authority, 
it will be, of course, bound to pursue the authority. But the authority extends no 
further than to a guaranty of a republican form of government, which supposes 
a pre-existing government of the form which is to be guaranteed. As long, 
therefore, as the existing republican forms are continued by the States, they 
are guaranteed by the federal Constitution. Whenever the States may choose 
to substitute other republican forms, they have a right to do so and to claim the 
federal guaranty for the latter. The only restriction imposed on them is that they 
shall not exchange republican for anti-republican Constitutions; a restriction 
which, it is presumed, will hardly be considered as a grievance.
	 A protection against invasion is due from every society to the parts 
composing it. The latitude of the expression here used seems to secure each 
State not only against foreign hostility, but against ambitious or vindictive 
enterprises of its more powerful neighbors. The history both of ancient and 
modern confederacies proves that the weaker members of the Union ought not 
to be insensible to the policy of this article.
	 Protection against domestic violence is added with equal propriety. It has 
been remarked that even among the Swiss cantons, which, properly speaking, 
are not under one government, provision is made for this object; and the history 
of that league informs us that mutual aid is frequently claimed and afforded; 
and as well by the most democratic as the other cantons. A recent and well-
known event among ourselves has warned us to be prepared for emergencies 
of a like nature. 
	 At first view, it might seem not to square with the republican theory to 
suppose either that a majority have not the right, or that a minority will have the 
force, to subvert a government; and consequently that the federal interposition 
can never be required but when it would be improper. But theoretic reasoning, 
in this as in most other cases, must be qualified by the lessons of practice. Why 
may not illicit combinations, for purposes of violence, be formed as well by a 
majority of a State, especially a small State, as by a majority of a county, or a 
district of the same State; and if the authority of the State ought, in the latter 
case, to protect the local magistracy, ought not the federal authority, in the 



former, to support the State authority? Besides, there are certain parts of the 
State constitutions which are so interwoven with the federal Constitution that 
a violent blow cannot be given to the one without communicating the wound 
to the other. Insurrections in a State will rarely induce a federal interposition, 
unless the number concerned in them bear some proportion to the friends of 
government. It will be much better that the violence in such cases should be 
repressed by the superintending power, than that the majority should be left to 
maintain their cause by a bloody and obstinate contest. The existence of a right 
to interpose will generally prevent the necessity of exerting it. 
	 Is it true that force and right are necessarily on the same side in republican 
governments? May not the minor party possess such a superiority of pecuniary 
resources, of military talents and experience, or of secret succors from foreign 
powers, as will render it superior also in an appeal to the sword? May not a more 
compact and advantageous position turn the scale on the same side against a 
superior number so situated as to be less capable of a prompt and collected 
exertion of its strength? Nothing can be more chimerical than to imagine that 
in a trial of actual force victory may be calculated by the rules which prevail in 
a census of the inhabitants, or which determine the event of an election! May 
it not happen, in fine, that the minority of citizens may become a majority of 
persons, by the accession of alien residents, of a casual concourse of adventurers, 
or of those whom the constitution of the State has not admitted to
the rights of suffrage? I take no notice of an unhappy species of population 
abounding in some of the States, who, during the calm of regular government, 
are sunk below the level of men; but who, in the tempestuous scenes of civil 
violence, may emerge into the human character and give a superiority of 
strength to any party with which they may associate themselves.
	 In cases where it may be doubtful on which side justice lies, what better 
umpires could be desired by two violent factions, flying to arms and tearing 
a State to pieces, than the representatives of confederate States, not heated by 
the local flame? To the impartiality of judges, they would unite the affection of 
friends. Happy would it be if such a remedy for its infirmities could be enjoyed 
by all free governments; if a project equally effectual could be established for 
the universal peace of mankind!
	 Should it be asked what is to be the redress for an insurrection pervading 
all the States, and comprising a superiority of the entire force, though not a 
constitutional right, the answer must be that such a case, as it would be without 
the compass of human remedies, so it is fortunately not within the compass of 
human probability; and that it is a sufficient recommendation of the federal 
Constitution that it diminishes the risk of a calamity for which no possible 
constitution can provide a cure.
	 Among the advantages of a confederate republic enumerated by 
Montesquieu, an important one is “that should a popular insurrection happen 
in one of the States, the others are able to quell it. Should abuses creep into one 
part, they are reformed by those that remain sound.” 
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	 7. “To consider all debts contracted and engagements entered into before 
the adoption of this Constitution as being no less valid against the United States 
under this Constitution than under the Confederation.” 
	 This can only be considered as a declaratory proposition; and may have 
been inserted, among other reasons, for the satisfaction of the foreign creditors 
of the United States, who cannot be strangers to the pretended doctrine that a 
change in the political form of civil society has the magical effect of dissolving 
its moral obligations.
	 Among the lesser criticisms which have been exercised on the Constitution, 
it has been remarked that the validity of engagements ought to have been 
asserted in favor of the United States, as well as against them; and in the spirit 
which usually characterizes little critics, the omission has been transformed and 
magnified into a plot against the national rights. The authors of this discovery 
may be told what few others need to be informed of, that as engagements are 
in their nature reciprocal, an assertion of their validity on one side necessarily 
involves a validity on the other side; and that as the article is merely declaratory, 
the establishment of the principle in one case is sufficient for every case. They 
may be further told that every constitution must limit its precautions to dangers 
that are not altogether imaginary; and that no real danger can exist that the 
government would dare, with or even without this constitutional declaration 
before it, to remit the debts justly due to the public on the pretext here condemned.
	 8. ‘’To provide for amendments to be ratifid by three fourths of the States 
under two exceptions only.”
	 That useful alterations will be suggested by experience could not but be 
foreseen. It was requisite, therefore, that a mode for introducing them should 
be provided. The mode preferred by the convention seems to be stamped with 
every mark of propriety. It guards equally against that extreme facility, which 
would render the Constitution too mutable; and that extreme difficulty, which 
might perpetuate its discovered faults. It, moreover, equally enables the general 
and the State governments to originate the amendment of errors, as they may be 
pointed out by the experience on one side, or on the other. The exception in favor 
of the equality of suffrage in the Senate was probably meant as a palladium to 
the residuary sovereignty of the States,* implied and secured by that principle 
of representation in one branch of the legislature; and was probably insisted on 
by the States particularly attached to that equality. The other exception must 
have been admitted on the same considerations which produced the privilege 
defended by it.
	 9. ‘’The ratification of the conventions of nine States shall be sufficient for 
the establishment of this Constitution between the States, ratifying the same.”
	 This article speaks for itself. The express authority of the people alone 
could give due validity to the Constitution. 

* probably meant as a palladium to the residuary sovereignty of the States…: A palladium 
is something that affords protection or safety. The term derives from the statue of Pallas 
Athena upon the preservation of which was said to depend the city of Troy’s safety.



To have required the unanimous ratification of the thirteen States would have 
subjected the essential interests of the whole to the caprice or corruption of a 
single member. It would have marked a want of foresight in the convention, 
which our own experience would have rendered inexcusable.
	 Two questions of a very delicate nature present themselves on this 
occasion: 1. On what principle the Confederation, which stands in the solemn form 
of a compact among the States, can be superseded without the unanimous consent 
of the parties to it? 2. What relation is to subsist between the nine or more States 
ratifying the Constitution, and the remaining few who do not become parties to it? 
	 The first question is answered at once by recurring to the absolute necessity 
of the case; to the great principle of self-preservation; to the transcendent law 
of nature and of nature’s God, which declares that the safety and happiness of 
society are the objects at which all political institutions aim and to which all such 
institutions must be sacrificed. Perhaps, also, an answer may be found without 
searching beyond the principles of the compact itself. It has been heretofore 
noted among the defects of the Confederation that in many of the States it had 
received no higher sanction than a mere legislative ratification. The principle 
of reciprocality seems to require that its obligation on the other States should 
be reduced to the same standard. A compact between independent sovereigns, 
founded on ordinary acts of legislative authority, can pretend to no higher 
validity than a league or treaty between the parties. It is an established doctrine 
on the subject of treaties that all the articles are mutually conditions of each 
other; that a breach of any one article is a breach of the whole treaty; and that a 
breach, committed by either of the parties, absolves the others, and authorizes 
them, if they please, to pronounce the compact violated and void. Should it 
unhappily be necessary to appeal to these delicate truths for a justification for 
dispensing with the consent of particular States to a dissolution of the federal 
pact, will not the complaining parties find it a difficult task to answer the 
multiplied and important infractions with which they may be confronted? The 
time has been when it was incumbent on us all to veil the ideas which this 
paragraph exhibits. The scene is now changed, and with it the part which the 
same motives dictate.
	 The second question is not less delicate; and the flattering prospect of its 
being merely hypothetical forbids an over-curious discussion of it. It is one of 
those cases which must be left to provide for itself. In general, it may be observed 
that although no political relation can subsist between the assenting and 
dissenting States, yet the moral relations will remain uncanceled. The claims of 
justice, both on one side and on the other, will be in force, and must be fulfilled; 
the rights of humanity must in all cases be duly and mutually respected; whilst 
considerations of a common interest, and, above all, the remembrance of the 
endearing scenes which are past, and the anticipation of a speedy triumph over 
the obstacles to reunion, will, it is hoped, not urge in vain moderation on one 
side, and prudence on the other. 
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No. 51: The Structure of the Government Must
            Furnish the Proper Checks and Balances
            Between the Different Departments (Madison)
TO WHAT expedient, then, shall we finally resort, for maintaining in practice the 
necessary partition of power among the several departments as laid dawn in 
the Constitution? The only answer that can be given is that as all these exterior 
provisions are found to be inadequate the defect must be supplied, by so 
contriving the interior structure of the government as that its several constituent
parts may, by their mutual relations, be the means of keeping each other in 
their proper places. Without presuming to undertake a full development of this 
important idea I will hazard a few general observations which may perhaps 
place it in a clearer light, and enable us to form a more correct judgment of the 
principles and structure of the government planned by the convention.
	 In order to lay a due foundation for that separate and distinct exercise of 
the different powers of government, which to a certain extent is admitted on 
all hands to be essential to the preservation of liberty, it is evident that each 
department should have a will of its own; and consequently should be so 
constituted that the members of each should have as little agency as possible in 
the appointment of the members of the others. Were this principle rigorously 
adhered to, it would require that all the appointments for the supreme executive, 
legislative, and judiciary magistracies should be drawn from the same fountain 
of authority, the people, through channels having no communication whatever 
with one another. Perhaps such a plan of constructing the several departments 
would be less difficult in practice than it may in contemplation appear. Some 
difficulties, however, and some additional expense would attend the execution 
of it. Some deviations, therefore, from the principle must be admitted. In the 
constitution of the judiciary department in particular, it might be inexpedient 
to insist rigorously on the principle: first, because peculiar qualifications being 
essential in the members, the primary consideration ought to be to select that 
mode of choice which best secures these qualifications; second, because the 
permanent tenure by which the appointments are held in that department must 
soon destroy all sense of dependence on the authority conferring them. 
	 It is equally evident that the members of each department should be as 
little dependent as possible on those of the others for the emoluments annexed 
to their offices. Were the executive magistrate, or the judges, not independent 
of the legislature in this particular, their independence in every other would be 
merely nominal. 
	 But the great security against a gradual concentration of the several 
powers in the same department consists in giving to those who administer each 
department the necessary constitutional means and personal motives to resist 
encroachments of the others. The provision for defense must in this, as in all 
other cases, be made commensurate  to the danger of attack. Ambition must be 



made to counteract ambition. The interest of the man must be connected with 
the constitutional rights of the place. It may be a reflection on human nature 
that such devices should be necessary to control the abuses  of government. But 
what is government itself but the greatest of all reflections on human nature? If 
men were angels, no government would be necessary. If angels were to govern 
men, neither external nor internal controls on government would be necessary. 
In framing a government which is to be administered by men over men, the 
great difficulty lies in this: you must first enable the government to control the 
governed; and in the next place oblige it to control itself. A dependence on the 
people is, no doubt, the primary control on the government; but experience has 
taught mankind the necessity of auxiliary precautions.
	 This policy of supplying, by opposite and rival interests, the defect of 
better motives, might be traced through the whole system of human affairs, 
private as well as public. We see it particularly displayed in all the subordinate 
distributions of power, where the constant aim is to divide and arrange the 
several offices in such a manner as that each may be a check on the other—that 
the private interest of every individual may be a sentinel over the public rights. 
These inventions of prudence cannot be less requisite in the distribution of the 
supreme powers of the State.
	 But it is not possible to give to each department an equal power of self-
defense. In republican government, the legislative authority necessarily 
predominates. The remedy for this inconveniency is to divide the legislature 
into different branches; and to render them, by different modes of election and 
different principles of action, as little connected with each other as the nature 
of their common functions and their common dependence on the society will 
admit. It may even be necessary to guard against dangerous encroachments by 
still further precautions. As the weight of the legislative authority requires that 
it should be thus divided, the weakness of the executive may require, on the 
other hand, that it should be fortified. An absolute negative on the legislature 
appears, at first view, to be the natural defense with which the executive 
magistrate should be armed. But perhaps it would be neither altogether safe nor 
alone sufficient. On ordinary occasions it might not be exerted with the requisite 
firmness, and on extraordinary occasions it might be perfidiously abused. May 
not this defect of an absolute negative be supplied by some qualified connection
between this weaker department and the weaker branch of the stronger 
department, by which the latter may be led to support the constitutional rights 
of the former, without being too much detached from the rights of its own 
department? 
	 If the principles on which these observations are founded be just, as I persuade 
myself they are, and they be applied as a criterion to the several State constitutions, 
and to the federal Constitution, it will be found that if the latter does not perfectly 
correspond with them, the former are infinitely less able to bear such a test. There 
are, moreover, two considerations particularly applicable to the federal system of 
America which place that system in a very interesting point of view. 
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	 First. In a single republic, all the power surrendered  by the people is submitted 
to the administration of a single government; and the usurpations are guarded 
against by a division of the government into distinct and separate departments. 
In the compound republic of America, the power surrendered by the people is 
first divided between two distinct governments, and then the portion allotted 
to each subdivided among distinct and separate departments. Hence a double 
security arises to the rights of the people. The different governments will control 
each other, at the same time that each will be controlled by itself. 
	 Second. It is of great importance in a republic not only to guard the society 
against the oppression of its rulers, but to guard one part of the society against 
the injustice of the other part. Different interests necessarily exist in different 
classes of citizens. If a majority be united by a common interest, the rights of the 
minority will be insecure. There are but two methods of providing against this
evil: the one by creating a  will in the community independent  of the majority—
that is, of the society itself; the other, by comprehending in the society so many 
separate descriptions of citizens as will render an unjust combination of a 
majority of the whole very improbable, if not impracticable. The first method 
prevails in all governments possessing an hereditary or self-appointed authority.
This, at best, is but a precarious security; because a power independent of 
the society may as well espouse the unjust views of the major as the rightful 
interests of the minor party, and may possibly be turned against both parties. 
The second method will be exemplified in the federal republic of the United 
States. Whilst all authority in it will be derived from and dependent on the 
society, the society itself will be broken into so many parts, interests and classes 
of citizens, that the rights of individuals, or of the minority, will be in little 
danger from interested combinations of the majority. In a free government the 
security for civil rights must be the same as that for religious rights. It consists 
in the one case in the multiplicity of interests, and in the other in the multiplicity 
of sects. The degree of security in both cases will depend on the number of 
interests and sects; and this may be presumed to depend on the extent of 
country and number of people comprehended under the same government. 
This view of the subject must particularly recommend a proper federal system 
to all the sincere and considerate friends of republican government, since it 
shows that in exact proportion as the territory of the Union may be formed 
into more circumscribed Confederacies, or States, oppressive combinations of a 
majority will be facilitated; the best security, under the republican forms, for the
rights of every class of citizen, will be diminished; and consequently the stability 
and independence of some member of the government, the only other security, 
must be proportionally increased. Justice is the end of government. It is the end 
of civil society. It ever has been and ever will be pursued until it be obtained, 
or until liberty be lost in the pursuit. In a society under the forms of which 
the stronger faction can readily unite and oppress the weaker, anarchy may 
as truly be said to reign as in a state of nature, where the weaker individual is 
not secured against the violence of the stronger; and as, in the latter state, even 



the stronger individuals are prompted, by the uncertainty of their condition, 
to submit to a government which may protect the weak as well as themselves; 
so, in the former state, will  the more powerful factions or parties be gradually 
induced, by a like motive, to wish for a government which will protect all 
parties, the weaker as well as the more powerful. It can be little doubted that if 
the State of Rhode Island was separated from the Confederacy and left to itself, 
the insecurity of rights under the popular form of government within such 
narrow limits would be displayed by such reiterated oppressions of factious 
majorities that some power altogether independent of the people would soon 
be called for by the voice of the very factions whose misrule had proved the 
necessity of it. In the extended republic of the United States, and among the 
great variety of interests, parties, and sects which it embraces, a coalition of a 
majority of the whole society could seldom take place on any other principles 
than those of justice and the general good; whilst there being thus less danger 
to a minor from the will of a major party, there must be less pretext, also, to 
provide for the security of the former, by introducing into the government a will 
not dependent on the latter, or, in other words, a will independent of the society 
itself. It is no less certain than it is important, notwithstanding the contrary 
opinions which have been entertained, that the larger the society, provided it lie 
within a practicable sphere, the more duly capable it will be of self-government. 
And happily for the republican cause, the practicable sphere may be carried to a 
very great extent by a judicious modification and mixture of the federal principle.

No. 85: Concluding Remarks (Hamilton)
ACCORDING to the formal division of the subject of these papers announced in my 
first number, there would appear still to remain for discussion two points: “the 
analogy of the proposed government to your own State constitution,” and ‘’the 
additional security which its adoption will afford to republican government, 
to liberty, and to property.” But these heads have been so fully anticipated and 
exhausted in the progress of the work that it would now scarcely be possible to 
do anything more than repeat, in a more dilated form, what has been heretofore
said, which the advanced stage of the question and the time already spent upon 
it conspire to forbid. 
	 It is remarkable that the resemblance of the plan of the convention to the 
act which organizes the government of this State holds, not less with regard to 
many of the supposed defects than to the real excellences of the former. Among 
the pretended defects are the re-eligibility of the executive, the want of a council, 
the omission of a formal bill of rights, the omission of a provision respecting 
the liberty of the press. These and several others which have been noted in the 
course of our inquiries are as much chargeable on the existing constitution of 
this State as on the one proposed for the Union; and a man must have slender 
pretensions to consistency who can rail at the latter for imperfections which he 
finds no difficulty in excusing in the former. Nor indeed can there be a better 
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proof of the insincerity and affectation of some of the zealous adversaries of the 
plan of the convention among us who profess to be the devoted admirers of the
government under which they live than the fury with which they have attacked 
that plan, for matters in regard to which our own constitution is equally or 
perhaps more vulnerable.
	 The additional securities to republican government, to liberty, and to 
property, to be derived from the adoption of the plan under consideration, 
consist chiefly in the restraints which the preservation of the Union will impose
on local factions and insurrections, and on the ambition of powerful individuals 
in single States who might acquire credit and influence enough from leaders 
and favorites to become the despots of the people; in the diminution of the 
opportunities to foreign intrigue, which the dissolution of the Confederacy 
would invite and facilitate; in the  prevention of extensive military establishments, 
which could not fail to grow out of wars between the States in a disunited 
situation; in the express guaranty of a republican form of government to each; in 
the absolute and universal exclusion of titles of nobility; and in the precautions 
against the repetition of those practices on the part of the State governments 
which have undermined the foundations of property and credit, have planted 
mutual distrust in the breasts of all classes of citizens, and have occasioned an 
almost universal prostration of morals. 
	 Thus have I, fellow-citizens, executed the task I had assigned to myself; 
with what success your conduct must determine. I trust at least you will admit 
that I have not failed in the assurance I gave you respecting the spirit with 
which my endeavors should be conducted. I have addressed myself purely to 
your judgments, and have studiously avoided those asperities which are too 
apt to disgrace political disputants of all parties and which have been not a little 
provoked by the language and conduct of the opponents of the Constitution. 
The charge of a conspiracy against the liberties of the people which has been 
indiscriminately brought against the advocates of the plan has something in 
it too wanton and too malignant not to excite the indignation of every man 
who feels in his own bosom a refutation of the calumny. The perpetual changes 
which have been rung upon the wealthy, the well-born, and the great have 
been such as to inspire the disgust of all sensible men. And the unwarrantable 
concealments and misrepresentations which have been in various ways 
practiced to keep the truth from the public eye have been of a nature to demand 
the reprobation of all honest men. It is not impossible that these circumstances 
may have occasionally betrayed me into intemperances of expression which 
I did not intend; it is certain that I have frequently felt a struggle between 
sensibility and moderation; and if the former has in some instances prevailed, it 
must be my excuse that it has been neither often nor much. 
	 Let us now pause and ask ourselves whether, in the course of these papers, 
the proposed Constitution has not been satisfactorily vindicated from the 
aspersions thrown upon it; and whether it has not been shown to be worthy 
of the public approbation and necessary to the public safety and prosperity. 



Every man is bound to answer these questions to himself, according to the 
best of his conscience ·and understanding, and to act agreeably to the genuine 
and sober dictates of his judgment. This is a duty from which nothing can give 
him a dispensation. ‘Tis one that he is called upon, nay, constrained by all the 
obligations that form the bands of society, to discharge sincerely and honestly. 
No partial motive, no particular interest, no pride of opinion, no temporary 
passion or prejudice, will justify to himself, to his country, or to his posterity, 
an improper election of the part he is to act. Let him beware of an obstinate 
adherence to party; let him reflect that the object upon which he is to decide is 
not a particular interest of the community, but the very existence of the nation; 
and let him remember that a majority of America has already given its sanction 
to the plan which he is to approve or reject. 
	 I shall not dissemble that I feel an entire confidence in the arguments which 
recommend the proposed system to your adoption, and that I am unable to 
discern any real force in those by which it has been opposed. I am persuaded 
that it is the best which our political situation, habits, and opinions will admit, 
and superior to any the revolution has produced. 
	 Concessions on the part of the friends of the plan that it has not a claim 
to absolute perfection have afforded matter of no small triumph to its enemies. 
“Why,” say they, “should we adopt an imperfect thing? Why not amend it and 
make it perfect before it is irrevocably established?” This may be plausible 
enough, but it is only plausible. In the first place I remark that the extent of these 
concessions has been greatly exaggerated. They have been stated as amounting 
to an admission that the plan is radically defective and that without material 
alterations the rights and the interests of the community cannot be safely 
confided to it. This, as far as I have understood the meaning of those who make 
the concessions, is an entire perversion of their sense. No advocate of the measure 
can be found who will not declare as his sentiment that the system, though it may 
not be perfect in every part, is, upon the whole, a good one; is the best that the 
present views and circumstances of the country will permit; and is such a one as 
promises every species of security which a reasonable people can desire.
	 I answer in the next place that I should esteem it the extreme of imprudence 
to prolong the precarious state of our national affairs and to expose the Union 
to the jeopardy of successive experiments in the chimerical pursuit of a perfect 
plan. I never expect to see a perfect work from imperfect man. The result of the 
deliberations of all collective bodies must necessarily be a compound, as well of 
the errors and prejudices as of the good sense and wisdom of the individuals of 
whom they are composed. The compacts which are to embrace thirteen distinct
States in a common bond of amity and union must as necessarily be a compromise 
of as many dissimilar interests and inclinations. How can perfection spring 
from such materials?
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	 The reasons assigned in an excellent little pamphlet lately published in 
this city* are unanswerable to show the utter improbability of assembling a 
new convention under circumstances in any degree so favorable to a happy 
issue as those in which the late convention met, deliberated, and concluded. 
I will not repeat the arguments there used as I presume the production itself 
has had an extensive circulation. It is certainly well worth the perusal of every 
friend to his country. There is, however, one point of light in which the subject 
of amendments still remains to be considered, and in which it has not yet been 
exhibited to public view. I  cannot resolve to conclude without first taking a 
survey of it in this aspect. 
	 It appears to me susceptible of absolute demonstration that it will be far 
more easy to obtain subsequent than previous amendments to the Constitution. 
The moment an alteration is made in the present plan it becomes, to the purpose 
of adoption, a new one, and must undergo a new decision of each State. To 
its complete establishment throughout the Union it will therefore require the 
concurrence of thirteen States. If, on the contrary, the Constitution proposed 
should once be ratified by all the States as it stands, alterations in it may at any 
time be effected by nine States. Here, then, the chances are as thirteen to nine** 
in favor of subsequent amendment, rather than of the original adoption of an 
entire system. 
	 This is not all. Every Constitution for the United States must inevitably 
consist of a great variety of particulars in which thirteen independent States 
are to be accommodated in their interests or opinions of interest. We may of 
course expect to see, in any body of men charged with its original formation, 
very different combinations of the parts upon different points. Many of those 
who form a majority on one question may become the minority on a second, 
and an association dissimilar to either may constitute the majority on a third. 
Hence the necessity of moulding and arranging all the particulars which are to 
compose the whole in such a manner as to satisfy all the parties to the compact; 
and hence, also, an immense multiplication of difficulties and casualties in 
obtaining the collective assent to a final act. The degree of that multiplication 
must evidently be in a ratio to the number of particulars and the number of 
parties. 	
* in an excellent little pamphlet lately published in this city: Written by John Jay, “An Address 
to the people of the state of New York” was published in April 1788 and reprinted in 
June in The American Museum. A brief vigorous and high-toned plea for moderation and 
reflection, it was considered by those involved in the struggle for ratification in New 
York to be highly effective. It is available in Colleen A. Sheehan and Gary L. McDowell, 
eds., Friends of the Constitution: Writings of the”’Other” Federalists (Indianapolis: Liberty 
Fund, 1998) pp. 137-53.

** It may rather be said TEN, for though two thirds may set on foot the measure, three 
fourths must ratify. 
	



	 But every amendment to the Constitution, if once established, would be a 
single proposition, and might be brought forward singly. There would then be 
no necessity for management or compromise in relation to any other point—
no giving nor taking. The will of the requisite number would at once bring 
the matter to a decisive issue. And consequently, whenever nine, or rather ten 
States, were united in the desire of a particular amendment, that amendment 
must infallibly take place. There can, therefore, be no comparison between the 
facility of affecting an amendment and that of establishing, in the first instance, 
a complete Constitution. 
	 In opposition to the probability of subsequent amendments, it has 
been urged that the persons delegated to the administration of the national 
government will always be disinclined to yield up any portion of the authority 
of which they were once possessed. For my own part, I acknowledge a thorough 
conviction that any amendments which may, upon mature consideration, 
be thought useful, will be applicable to the organization of the government, 
not to the mass of its powers; and on this account alone I think there is no 
weight in the observation just stated. I also think there is little weight in it on 
another account. The intrinsic difficulty of governing THIRTEEN STATES at 
any rate, independent of calculations upon an ordinary degree of public spirit 
and integrity will, in my opinion, constantly impose on the national rulers the 
necessity of a spirit of accommodation to the reasonable expectations of their 
constituents. But there is yet a further consideration, which proves beyond the 
possibility of doubt that the observation is futile. It is this: that the national 
rulers, whenever nine States concur, will have no option upon the subject. By 
the fifth article of the plan, the Congress will be obliged “on the application of the 
legislatures of two thirds of the States [which at present amount to nine], to call 
a convention for proposing amendments which shall be valid, to all intents and 
purposes, as part of the Constitution, when ratified by the legislatures of three 
fourths of the states, or by conventions in three fourths thereof.” The words of 
this article are peremptory. The Congress “shall call a convention.” Nothing in 
this particular is left to the discretion of that body. And of consequence all the 
declamation about the disinclination to a change vanishes in air. Nor however 
difficult it may be supposed to unite two thirds or three fourths of the State 
legislatures in amendments which may affect local interests can there be any 
room to apprehend any such difficulty in a union on points which are merely 
relative to the general liberty or security of the people. We may safely rely on the 
disposition of the State legislatures to erect barriers against the encroachments 
of the national authority.
	 If the foregoing argument is a fallacy, certain it is that I am myself deceived 
by it for it is, in my conception, one of those rare instances in which a political 
truth can be brought to the test of mathematical demonstration. Those who 
see the matter in the same light with me, however zealous they may be for 
amendments, must agree in the propriety of a previous adoption as the most 
direct road to their own object.
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	 The zeal for attempts to amend, prior to the establishment of the 
Constitution, must abate in every man who is ready to accede to the truth 
of the following observations of a writer equally solid and ingenious: * ‘’To 
balance a large state or society [says he], whether monarchical or republican, 
on general laws, is a work of so great difficulty that no human genius, however 
comprehensive, is able, by the mere dint of reason and reflection, to effect it. 
The judgments of many must unite in the work; EXPERIENCE must guide their 
labor; TIME must bring it to perfection, and the FEELING of inconveniences 
must correct the mistakes which they inevitably fall into in their first trials and 
experiments.”** These judicious reflections contain a lesson of moderation to all 
the sincere lovers of the Union, and ought to put them upon their guard against 
hazarding anarchy, civil war, a perpetual alienation of the States from each 
other, and perhaps the military despotism of a victorious demagogue, in the 
pursuit of what they are not likely to obtain, but from TIME and EXPERIENCE. 
It may be in me a defect of political fortitude but I acknowledge that I cannot 
entertain an equal tranquillity with those who affect to treat the dangers of a 
longer continuance in our present situation as imaginary. A NATION, without 
a NATIONAL GO VERNMENT, is, in my view, an awful spectacle. The 
establishment of a Constitution, in time of profound peace, by the voluntary 
consent of a whole people, is a PRODIGY, to the completion of which I look 
forward with trembling anxiety. I can reconcile it to no rules of prudence to 
let go the hold we now have, in so arduous an enterprise, upon seven out of 
the thirteen States, and after having passed over so considerable a part of the 
ground, to recommence the course. I dread the more the consequences of new 
attempts because I know that POWERFUL INDIVIDUALS, in this and in other 
States, are enemies  to a general national government in every possible shape. 

* the...observations of a writer equally solid and ingenious: The reference is to the essay, 
“Of the Rise and Progress of the Arts and Sciences,” by the Scottish philosopher and 
historian David Hume (1711-1776), and is cited from a collection of his writings Essays 
and Treatises on Several Subjects (1753). 

** Hume’s Essays, Vol. I, page 128: “The Rise of Arts and Sciences.”
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Letter to the Hebrew Congregation at Newport, Rhode Island
George Washington

August 18, 1790

Gentlemen:
	 While I received with much satisfaction your address replete with 
expressions of esteem, I rejoice in the opportunity of assuring you that I shall 
always retain grateful remembrance of the cordial welcome I experienced on 
my visit to Newport from all classes of citizens.
	 The reflection on the days of difficulty and danger which are past is 
rendered the more sweet from a consciousness that they are succeeded by days 
of uncommon prosperity and security.
	 If we have wisdom to make the best use of the advantages with which 
we are now favored, we cannot fail, under the just administration of a good 
government, to become a great and happy people.
	 The citizens of the United States of America have a right to applaud 
themselves for having given to mankind examples of an enlarged and liberal 
policy—a policy worthy of imitation. All possess alike liberty of conscience and 
immunities of citizenship.
	 It is now no more that toleration is spoken of as if it were the indulgence 
of one class of people that another enjoyed the exercise of their inherent natural 
rights, for, happily, the Government of the United States, which gives to bigotry 
no sanction, to persecution no assistance, requires only that they who live 
under its protection should demean themselves as good citizens in giving it on 
all occasions their effectual support.
	 It would be inconsistent with the frankness of my character not to avow 
that I am pleased with your favorable opinion of my administration and fervent 
wishes for my felicity.
	 May the children of the stock of Abraham who dwell in this land continue 
to merit and enjoy the good will of the other inhabitants—while every one shall 
sit in safety under his own vine and fig tree and there shall be none to make him 
afraid.
	 May the father of all mercies scatter light, and not darkness, upon our 
paths, and make us all in our several vocations useful here, and in His own due 
time and way everlastingly happy.
							       G. Washington

Source: 
George Washington: A Collection, ed. W.B. Allen (Liberty Fund: Indianapolis, 1988)
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Washington’s Farewell Address, 1796

Friends and Citizens:
	 The period for a new election of a citizen to administer the executive 
government of the United States being not far distant, and the time actually 
arrived when your thoughts must be employed in designating the person who 
is to be clothed with that important trust, it appears to me proper, especially as 
it may conduce to a more distinct expression of the public voice, that I should 
now apprise you of the resolution I have formed, to decline being considered 
among the number of those out of whom a choice is to be made.
	 I beg you, at the same time, to do me the justice to be assured that this 
resolution has not been taken without a strict regard to all the considerations 
appertaining to the relation which binds a dutiful citizen to his country; and 
that in withdrawing the tender of service, which silence in my situation might 
imply, I  am influenced by no diminution of zeal for your future interest, no 
deficiency of grateful respect for your past kindness, but am supported by a full 
conviction that the step is compatible with both.
	 The acceptance of, and continuance hitherto in, the office to which your 
suffrages have twice called me have been a uniform sacrifice of inclination to 
the opinion of duty and to a deference for what appeared to be your desire. I 
constantly hoped that it would have been much earlier in my power, consistently 
with motives which I was not at liberty to disregard, to return to that retirement 
from which I had been reluctantly drawn. The strength of my inclination to 
do this, previous to the last election, had even led to the preparation of an 
address to declare it to you; but mature reflection on the then perplexed and 
critical posture of our affairs with foreign nations, and the unanimous advice of 
persons entitled to my confidence, impelled me to abandon the idea.
	 I rejoice that the state of your concerns, external as well as internal, no 
longer renders the pursuit of inclination incompatible with the sentiment of 
duty or propriety, and am persuaded, whatever partiality may be retained for 
my services, that, in the present circumstances of our country, you will not 
disapprove my determination to retire.
	 The impressions with which I  first undertook the arduous trust were 
explained on the proper occasion. In the discharge of this trust, I will only say 
that I have, with good intentions, contributed towards the organization and 
administration of the government the best exertions of which a very fallible 
judgment was capable. Not unconscious in the outset of the inferiority of my 
qualifications, experience in my own eyes, perhaps still more in the eyes of 
others, has strengthened the motives to diffidence of myself; and every day 
the increasing weight of years admonishes me more and more that the shade 
of retirement is as necessary to me as it will be welcome. Satisfied that if any 



circumstances have given peculiar value to my services, they were temporary, 
I have the consolation to believe that, while choice and prudence invite me to 
quit the political scene, patriotism does not forbid it.
	 In looking forward to the moment which is intended to terminate the 
career of my public life, my feelings do not permit me to suspend the deep 
acknowledgment of that debt of gratitude which I owe to my beloved country 
for the many honors it has conferred upon me; still more for the steadfast 
confidence with which it has supported me; and for the opportunities I have 
thence enjoyed of manifesting my inviolable attachment, by services faithful 
and persevering, though in usefulness unequal to my zeal. I f benefits have 
resulted to our country from these services, let it always be remembered to your 
praise, and as an instructive example in our annals, that under circumstances in 
which the passions, agitated in every direction, were liable to mislead, amidst 
appearances sometimes dubious, vicissitudes of fortune often discouraging, 
in situations in which not unfrequently want of success has countenanced the 
spirit of criticism, the constancy of your support was the essential prop of the 
efforts, and a guarantee of the plans by which they were effected. Profoundly 
penetrated with this idea, I shall carry it with me to my grave, as a strong 
incitement to unceasing vows that heaven may continue to you the choicest 
tokens of its beneficence; that your union and brotherly affection may be 
perpetual; that the free Constitution, which is the work of your hands, may 
be sacredly maintained; that its administration in every department may be 
stamped with wisdom and virtue; that, in fine, the happiness of the people of 
these States, under the auspices of liberty, may be made complete by so careful 
a preservation and so prudent a use of this blessing as will acquire to them the 
glory of recommending it to the applause, the affection, and adoption of every 
nation which is yet a stranger to it.
	 Here, perhaps, I ought to stop. But a solicitude for your welfare, which 
cannot end but with my life, and the apprehension of danger, natural to that 
solicitude, urge me, on an occasion like the present, to offer to your solemn 
contemplation, and to recommend to your frequent review, some sentiments 
which are the result of much reflection, of no inconsiderable observation, and 
which appear to me all-important to the permanency of your felicity as a people. 
These will be offered to you with the more freedom, as you can only see in them 
the disinterested warnings of a parting friend, who can possibly have no personal 
motive to bias his counsel. Nor can I  forget, as an encouragement to it, your 
indulgent reception of my sentiments on a former and not dissimilar occasion.
	 Interwoven as is the love of liberty with every ligament of your hearts, no 
recommendation of mine is necessary to fortify or confirm the attachment.
	 The unity of government which constitutes you one people is also now 
dear to you. I t is justly so, for it is a main pillar in the edifice of your real 
independence, the support of your tranquility at home, your peace abroad; of 
your safety; of your prosperity; of that very liberty which you so highly prize. 
But as it is easy to foresee that, from different causes and from different quarters, 

48



49

much pains will be taken, many artifices employed to weaken in your minds 
the conviction of this truth; as this is the point in your political fortress against 
which the batteries of internal and external enemies will be most constantly 
and actively (though often covertly and insidiously) directed, it is of infinite 
moment that you should properly estimate the immense value of your national 
union to your collective and individual happiness; that you should cherish a 
cordial, habitual, and immovable attachment to it; accustoming yourselves to 
think and speak of it as of the palladium of your political safety and prosperity; 
watching for its preservation with jealous anxiety; discountenancing whatever 
may suggest even a suspicion that it can in any event be abandoned; and 
indignantly frowning upon the first dawning of every attempt to alienate any 
portion of our country from the rest, or to enfeeble the sacred ties which now 
link together the various parts.
	 For this you have every inducement of sympathy and interest. Citizens, 
by birth or choice, of a common country, that country has a right to concentrate 
your affections. The name of American, which belongs to you in your national 
capacity, must always exalt the just pride of patriotism more than any appellation 
derived from local discriminations. With slight shades of difference, you have 
the same religion, manners, habits, and political principles. You have in a 
common cause fought and triumphed together; the independence and liberty 
you possess are the work of joint counsels, and joint efforts of common dangers, 
sufferings, and successes.
	 But these considerations, however powerfully they address themselves to 
your sensibility, are greatly outweighed by those which apply more immediately 
to your interest. Here every portion of our country finds the most commanding 
motives for carefully guarding and preserving the union of the whole.
	 The North, in an unrestrained intercourse with the S outh, protected 
by the equal laws of a common government, finds in the productions of the 
latter great additional resources of maritime and commercial enterprise 
and precious materials of manufacturing industry. The South, in the same 
intercourse, benefiting by the agency of the North, sees its agriculture grow and 
its commerce expand. Turning partly into its own channels the seamen of the 
North, it finds its particular navigation invigorated; and, while it contributes, 
in different ways, to nourish and increase the general mass of the national 
navigation, it looks forward to the protection of a maritime strength, to which 
itself is unequally adapted. The East, in a like intercourse with the West, already 
finds, and in the progressive improvement of interior communications by land 
and water, will more and more find a valuable vent for the commodities which 
it brings from abroad, or manufactures at home. The West derives from the East 
supplies requisite to its growth and comfort, and, what is perhaps of still greater 
consequence, it must of necessity owe the secure enjoyment of indispensable 
outlets for its own productions to the weight, influence, and the future 
maritime strength of the Atlantic side of the Union, directed by an indissoluble 
community of interest as one nation. Any other tenure by which the West can 



hold this essential advantage, whether derived from its own separate strength, 
or from an apostate and unnatural connection with any foreign power, must be 
intrinsically precarious.
	 While, then, every part of our country thus feels an immediate and particular 
interest in union, all the parts combined cannot fail to find in the united mass 
of means and efforts greater strength, greater resource, proportionably greater 
security from external danger, a less frequent interruption of their peace by 
foreign nations; and, what is of inestimable value, they must derive from 
union an exemption from those broils and wars between themselves, which 
so frequently afflict neighboring countries not tied together by the same 
governments, which their own rival ships alone would be sufficient to produce, 
but which opposite foreign alliances, attachments, and intrigues would 
stimulate and embitter. Hence, likewise, they will avoid the necessity of those 
overgrown military establishments which, under any form of government, are 
inauspicious to liberty, and which are to be regarded as particularly hostile to 
republican liberty. In this sense it is that your union ought to be considered as 
a main prop of your liberty, and that the love of the one ought to endear to you 
the preservation of the other.
	 These considerations speak a persuasive language to every reflecting and 
virtuous mind, and exhibit the continuance of the Union as a primary object of 
patriotic desire. Is there a doubt whether a common government can embrace 
so large a sphere? Let experience solve it. To listen to mere speculation in such 
a case were criminal. We are authorized to hope that a proper organization 
of the whole with the auxiliary agency of governments for the respective 
subdivisions, will afford a happy issue to the experiment. It is well worth a 
fair and full experiment. With such powerful and obvious motives to union, 
affecting all parts of our country, while experience shall not have demonstrated 
its impracticability, there will always be reason to distrust the patriotism of 
those who in any quarter may endeavor to weaken its bonds.
	 In contemplating the causes which may disturb our Union, it occurs as matter 
of serious concern that any ground should have been furnished for characterizing 
parties by geographical discriminations, Northern and Southern, Atlantic and 
Western; whence designing men may endeavor to excite a belief that there is 
a real difference of local interests and views. One of the expedients of party 
to acquire influence within particular districts is to misrepresent the opinions 
and aims of other districts. You cannot shield yourselves too much against the 
jealousies and heartburnings which spring from these misrepresentations; they 
tend to render alien to each other those who ought to be bound together by 
fraternal affection. The inhabitants of our Western country have lately had a 
useful lesson on this head; they have seen, in the negotiation by the Executive, 
and in the unanimous ratification by the Senate, of the treaty with Spain, and 
in the universal satisfaction at that event, throughout the United States, a 
decisive proof how unfounded were the suspicions propagated among them 
of a policy in the General Government and in the Atlantic States unfriendly 
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to their interests in regard to the Mississippi; they have been witnesses to the 
formation of two treaties, that with Great Britain, and that with Spain, which 
secure to them everything they could desire, in respect to our foreign relations, 
towards confirming their prosperity. Will it not be their wisdom to rely for the 
preservation of these advantages on the Union by which they were procured? 
Will they not henceforth be deaf to those advisers, if such there are, who would 
sever them from their brethren and connect them with aliens?
	 To the efficacy and permanency of your U nion, a government for the 
whole is indispensable. No alliance, however strict, between the parts can be 
an adequate substitute; they must inevitably experience the infractions and 
interruptions which all alliances in all times have experienced. Sensible of this 
momentous truth, you have improved upon your first essay, by the adoption 
of a constitution of government better calculated than your former for an 
intimate union, and for the efficacious management of your common concerns. 
This government, the offspring of our own choice, uninfluenced and unawed, 
adopted upon full investigation and mature deliberation, completely free in its 
principles, in the distribution of its powers, uniting security with energy, and 
containing within itself a provision for its own amendment, has a just claim to 
your confidence and your support. Respect for its authority, compliance with 
its laws, acquiescence in its measures, are duties enjoined by the fundamental 
maxims of true liberty. The basis of our political systems is the right of the people 
to make and to alter their constitutions of government. But the Constitution 
which at any time exists, till changed by an explicit and authentic act of the 
whole people, is sacredly obligatory upon all. The very idea of the power and 
the right of the people to establish government presupposes the duty of every 
individual to obey the established government.
	 All obstructions to the execution of the laws, all combinations and 
associations, under whatever plausible character, with the real design to direct, 
control, counteract, or awe the regular deliberation and action of the constituted 
authorities, are destructive of this fundamental principle, and of fatal tendency. 
They serve to organize faction, to give it an artificial and extraordinary force; 
to put, in the place of the delegated will of the nation the will of a party, often 
a small but artful and enterprising minority of the community; and, according 
to the alternate triumphs of different parties, to make the public administration 
the mirror of the ill-concerted and incongruous projects of faction, rather than 
the organ of consistent and wholesome plans digested by common counsels 
and modified by mutual interests.
	 However combinations or associations of the above description may now 
and then answer popular ends, they are likely, in the course of time and things, 
to become potent engines, by which cunning, ambitious, and unprincipled men 
will be enabled to subvert the power of the people and to usurp for themselves 
the reins of government, destroying afterwards the very engines which have 
lifted them to unjust dominion.
	 Towards the preservation of your government, and the permanency of your 
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present happy state, it is requisite, not only that you steadily discountenance 
irregular oppositions to its acknowledged authority, but also that you resist 
with care the spirit of innovation upon its principles, however specious the 
pretexts. One method of assault may be to effect, in the forms of the Constitution, 
alterations which will impair the energy of the system, and thus to undermine 
what cannot be directly overthrown. In all the changes to which you may be 
invited, remember that time and habit are at least as necessary to fix the true 
character of governments as of other human institutions; that experience is the 
surest standard by which to test the real tendency of the existing constitution 
of a country; that facility in changes, upon the credit of mere hypothesis and 
opinion, exposes to perpetual change, from the endless variety of hypothesis 
and opinion; and remember, especially, that for the efficient management of 
your common interests, in a country so extensive as ours, a government of as 
much vigor as is consistent with the perfect security of liberty is indispensable. 
Liberty itself will find in such a government, with powers properly distributed 
and adjusted, its surest guardian. It is, indeed, little else than a name, where the 
government is too feeble to withstand the enterprises of faction, to confine each 
member of the society within the limits prescribed by the laws, and to maintain 
all in the secure and tranquil enjoyment of the rights of person and property.
	 I have already intimated to you the danger of parties in the State, with 
particular reference to the founding of them on geographical discriminations. 
Let me now take a more comprehensive view, and warn you in the most solemn 
manner against the baneful effects of the spirit of party generally.
	 This spirit, unfortunately, is inseparable from our nature, having its root in 
the strongest passions of the human mind. It exists under different shapes in all 
governments, more or less stifled, controlled, or repressed; but, in those of the 
popular form, it is seen in its greatest rankness, and is truly their worst enemy.
	 The alternate domination of one faction over another, sharpened by the 
spirit of revenge, natural to party dissension, which in different ages and 
countries has perpetrated the most horrid enormities, is itself a frightful 
despotism. But this leads at length to a more formal and permanent despotism. 
The disorders and miseries which result gradually incline the minds of men to 
seek security and repose in the absolute power of an individual; and sooner or 
later the chief of some prevailing faction, more able or more fortunate than his 
competitors, turns this disposition to the purposes of his own elevation, on the 
ruins of public liberty.
	 Without looking forward to an extremity of this kind (which nevertheless 
ought not to be entirely out of sight), the common and continual mischiefs of 
the spirit of party are sufficient to make it the interest and duty of a wise people 
to discourage and restrain it.
	 It serves always to distract the public councils and enfeeble the public 
administration. It agitates the community with ill-founded jealousies and false 
alarms, kindles the animosity of one part against another, foments occasionally 
riot and insurrection. I t opens the door to foreign influence and corruption, 
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which finds a facilitated access to the government itself through the channels of 
party passions. Thus the policy and the will of one country are subjected to the 
policy and will of another.
	 There is an opinion that parties in free countries are useful checks upon the 
administration of the government and serve to keep alive the spirit of liberty. 
This within certain limits is probably true; and in governments of a monarchical 
cast, patriotism may look with indulgence, if not with favor, upon the spirit of 
party. But in those of the popular character, in governments purely elective, it 
is a spirit not to be encouraged. From their natural tendency, it is certain there 
will always be enough of that spirit for every salutary purpose. And there being 
constant danger of excess, the effort ought to be by force of public opinion, 
to mitigate and assuage it. A fire not to be quenched, it demands a uniform 
vigilance to prevent its bursting into a flame, lest, instead of warming, it should 
consume.
	 It is important, likewise, that the habits of thinking in a free country 
should inspire caution in those entrusted with its administration, to confine 
themselves within their respective constitutional spheres, avoiding in the 
exercise of the powers of one department to encroach upon another. The spirit 
of encroachment tends to consolidate the powers of all the departments in one, 
and thus to create, whatever the form of government, a real despotism. A just 
estimate of that love of power, and proneness to abuse it, which predominates 
in the human heart, is sufficient to satisfy us of the truth of this position. The 
necessity of reciprocal checks in the exercise of political power, by dividing and 
distributing it into different depositaries, and constituting each the guardian of 
the public weal against invasions by the others, has been evinced by experiments 
ancient and modern; some of them in our country and under our own eyes. To 
preserve them must be as necessary as to institute them. If, in the opinion of the 
people, the distribution or modification of the constitutional powers be in any 
particular wrong, let it be corrected by an amendment in the way which the 
Constitution designates. But let there be no change by usurpation; for though 
this, in one instance, may be the instrument of good, it is the customary weapon 
by which free governments are destroyed. The precedent must always greatly 
overbalance in permanent evil any partial or transient benefit, which the use 
can at any time yield.
	 Of all the dispositions and habits which lead to political prosperity, religion 
and morality are indispensable supports. In vain would that man claim the 
tribute of patriotism, who should labor to subvert these great pillars of human 
happiness, these firmest props of the duties of men and citizens. The mere 
politician, equally with the pious man, ought to respect and to cherish them. A 
volume could not trace all their connections with private and public felicity. Let 
it simply be asked: Where is the security for property, for reputation, for life, if 
the sense of religious obligation desert the oaths which are the instruments of 
investigation in courts of justice? And let us with caution indulge the supposition 
that morality can be maintained without religion. Whatever may be conceded 
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to the influence of refined education on minds of peculiar structure, reason 
and experience both forbid us to expect that national morality can prevail in 
exclusion of religious principle.
	 It is substantially true that virtue or morality is a necessary spring of 
popular government. The rule, indeed, extends with more or less force to every 
species of free government. Who that is a sincere friend to it can look with 
indifference upon attempts to shake the foundation of the fabric?
	 Promote then, as an object of primary importance, institutions for the 
general diffusion of knowledge. In proportion as the structure of a government 
gives force to public opinion, it is essential that public opinion should be 
enlightened.
	 As a very important source of strength and security, cherish public credit. 
One method of preserving it is to use it as sparingly as possible, avoiding 
occasions of expense by cultivating peace, but remembering also that timely 
disbursements to prepare for danger frequently prevent much greater 
disbursements to repel it, avoiding likewise the accumulation of debt, not 
only by shunning occasions of expense, but by vigorous exertion in time of 
peace to discharge the debts which unavoidable wars may have occasioned, 
not ungenerously throwing upon posterity the burden which we ourselves 
ought to bear. The execution of these maxims belongs to your representatives, 
but it is necessary that public opinion should co-operate. To facilitate to them 
the performance of their duty, it is essential that you should practically bear in 
mind that towards the payment of debts there must be revenue; that to have 
revenue there must be taxes; that no taxes can be devised which are not more or 
less inconvenient and unpleasant; that the intrinsic embarrassment, inseparable 
from the selection of the proper objects (which is always a choice of difficulties), 
ought to be a decisive motive for a candid construction of the conduct of the 
government in making it, and for a spirit of acquiescence in the measures for 
obtaining revenue, which the public exigencies may at any time dictate.
	 Observe good faith and justice towards all nations; cultivate peace and 
harmony with all. Religion and morality enjoin this conduct; and can it be, that 
good policy does not equally enjoin it — It will be worthy of a free, enlightened, 
and at no distant period, a great nation, to give to mankind the magnanimous 
and too novel example of a people always guided by an exalted justice and 
benevolence. Who can doubt that, in the course of time and things, the fruits 
of such a plan would richly repay any temporary advantages which might be 
lost by a steady adherence to it? Can it be that Providence has not connected 
the permanent felicity of a nation with its virtue? The experiment, at least, is 
recommended by every sentiment which ennobles human nature. Alas! is it 
rendered impossible by its vices?
	 In the execution of such a plan, nothing is more essential than that 
permanent, inveterate antipathies against particular nations, and passionate 
attachments for others, should be excluded; and that, in place of them, just 
and amicable feelings towards all should be cultivated. The nation which 

54



indulges towards another a habitual hatred or a habitual fondness is in some 
degree a slave. It is a slave to its animosity or to its affection, either of which 
is sufficient to lead it astray from its duty and its interest. Antipathy in one 
nation against another disposes each more readily to offer insult and injury, to 
lay hold of slight causes of umbrage, and to be haughty and intractable, when 
accidental or trifling occasions of dispute occur. Hence, frequent collisions, 
obstinate, envenomed, and bloody contests. The nation, prompted by ill-will 
and resentment, sometimes impels to war the government, contrary to the best 
calculations of policy. The government sometimes participates in the national 
propensity, and adopts through passion what reason would reject; at other 
times it makes the animosity of the nation subservient to projects of hostility 
instigated by pride, ambition, and other sinister and pernicious motives. The 
peace often, sometimes perhaps the liberty, of nations, has been the victim.
	 So likewise, a passionate attachment of one nation for another produces 
a variety of evils. Sympathy for the favorite nation, facilitating the illusion 
of an imaginary common interest in cases where no real common interest 
exists, and infusing into one the enmities of the other, betrays the former 
into a participation in the quarrels and wars of the latter without adequate 
inducement or justification. It leads also to concessions to the favorite nation of 
privileges denied to others which is apt doubly to injure the nation making the 
concessions; by unnecessarily parting with what ought to have been retained, 
and by exciting jealousy, ill-will, and a disposition to retaliate, in the parties 
from whom equal privileges are withheld. And it gives to ambitious, corrupted, 
or deluded citizens (who devote themselves to the favorite nation), facility to 
betray or sacrifice the interests of their own country, without odium, sometimes 
even with popularity; gilding, with the appearances of a virtuous sense of 
obligation, a commendable deference for public opinion, or a laudable zeal 
for public good, the base or foolish compliances of ambition, corruption, or 
infatuation.
	 As avenues to foreign influence in innumerable ways, such attachments 
are particularly alarming to the truly enlightened and independent patriot. 
How many opportunities do they afford to tamper with domestic factions, to 
practice the arts of seduction, to mislead public opinion, to influence or awe 
the public councils. Such an attachment of a small or weak towards a great and 
powerful nation dooms the former to be the satellite of the latter.
	 Against the insidious wiles of foreign influence (I conjure you to believe 
me, fellow-citizens) the jealousy of a free people ought to be constantly awake, 
since history and experience prove that foreign influence is one of the most 
baneful foes of republican government. But that jealousy to be useful must be 
impartial; else it becomes the instrument of the very influence to be avoided, 
instead of a defense against it. Excessive partiality for one foreign nation and 
excessive dislike of another cause those whom they actuate to see danger only 
on one side, and serve to veil and even second the arts of influence on the 
other. Real patriots who may resist the intrigues of the favorite are liable to 
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become suspected and odious, while its tools and dupes usurp the applause 
and confidence of the people, to surrender their interests.
	 The great rule of conduct for us in regard to foreign nations is in extending 
our commercial relations, to have with them as little political connection as 
possible. So far as we have already formed engagements, let them be fulfilled 
with perfect good faith. Here let us stop. Europe has a set of primary interests 
which to us have none; or a very remote relation. Hence she must be engaged 
in frequent controversies, the causes of which are essentially foreign to our 
concerns. Hence, therefore, it must be unwise in us to implicate ourselves 
by artificial ties in the ordinary vicissitudes of her politics, or the ordinary 
combinations and collisions of her friendships or enmities.
	 Our detached and distant situation invites and enables us to pursue a 
different course. If we remain one people under an efficient government. the 
period is not far off when we may defy material injury from external annoyance; 
when we may take such an attitude as will cause the neutrality we may at any 
time resolve upon to be scrupulously respected; when belligerent nations, 
under the impossibility of making acquisitions upon us, will not lightly hazard 
the giving us provocation; when we may choose peace or war, as our interest, 
guided by justice, shall counsel.
	 Why forego the advantages of so peculiar a situation? Why quit our own 
to stand upon foreign ground? Why, by interweaving our destiny with that of 
any part of Europe, entangle our peace and prosperity in the toils of European 
ambition, rivalship, interest, humor or caprice?
	 It is our true policy to steer clear of permanent alliances with any portion 
of the foreign world; so far, I mean, as we are now at liberty to do it; for let me 
not be understood as capable of patronizing infidelity to existing engagements. 
I hold the maxim no less applicable to public than to private affairs, that 
honesty is always the best policy. I repeat it, therefore, let those engagements 
be observed in their genuine sense. But, in my opinion, it is unnecessary and 
would be unwise to extend them.
	 Taking care always to keep ourselves by suitable establishments on a 
respectable defensive posture, we may safely trust to temporary alliances for 
extraordinary emergencies.
	 Harmony, liberal intercourse with all nations, are recommended by policy, 
humanity, and interest. But even our commercial policy should hold an equal 
and impartial hand; neither seeking nor granting exclusive favors or preferences; 
consulting the natural course of things; diffusing and diversifying by gentle 
means the streams of commerce, but forcing nothing; establishing (with powers 
so disposed, in order to give trade a stable course, to define the rights of our 
merchants, and to enable the government to support them) conventional rules 
of intercourse, the best that present circumstances and mutual opinion will 
permit, but temporary, and liable to be from time to time abandoned or varied, 
as experience and circumstances shall dictate; constantly keeping in view that 
it is folly in one nation to look for disinterested favors from another; that it 
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must pay with a portion of its independence for whatever it may accept under 
that character; that, by such acceptance, it may place itself in the condition of 
having given equivalents for nominal favors, and yet of being reproached with 
ingratitude for not giving more. There can be no greater error than to expect 
or calculate upon real favors from nation to nation. It is an illusion, which 
experience must cure, which a just pride ought to discard.
	 In offering to you, my countrymen, these counsels of an old and affectionate 
friend, I dare not hope they will make the strong and lasting impression I could 
wish; that they will control the usual current of the passions, or prevent our 
nation from running the course which has hitherto marked the destiny of 
nations. But, if I may even flatter myself that they may be productive of some 
partial benefit, some occasional good; that they may now and then recur to 
moderate the fury of party spirit, to warn against the mischiefs of foreign 
intrigue, to guard against the impostures of pretended patriotism; this hope 
will be a full recompense for the solicitude for your welfare, by which they have 
been dictated.
	 How far in the discharge of my official duties I have been guided by the 
principles which have been delineated, the public records and other evidences 
of my conduct must witness to you and to the world. To myself, the assurance 
of my own conscience is, that I have at least believed myself to be guided by 
them.
	 In relation to the still subsisting war in Europe, my proclamation of the 
twenty-second of April, I793, is the index of my plan. Sanctioned by your 
approving voice, and by that of your representatives in both houses of Congress, 
the spirit of that measure has continually governed me, uninfluenced by any 
attempts to deter or divert me from it.
	 After deliberate examination, with the aid of the best lights I could obtain, I 
was well satisfied that our country, under all the circumstances of the case, had 
a right to take, and was bound in duty and interest to take, a neutral position. 
Having taken it, I determined, as far as should depend upon me, to maintain it, 
with moderation, perseverance, and firmness.
	 The considerations which respect the right to hold this conduct, it is not 
necessary on this occasion to detail. I will only observe that, according to my 
understanding of the matter, that right, so far from being denied by any of the 
belligerent powers, has been virtually admitted by all.
	 The duty of holding a neutral conduct may be inferred, without anything 
more, from the obligation which justice and humanity impose on every nation, 
in cases in which it is free to act, to maintain inviolate the relations of peace and 
amity towards other nations.
	 The inducements of interest for observing that conduct will best be referred 
to your own reflections and experience. With me a predominant motive has 
been to endeavor to gain time to our country to settle and mature its yet recent 
institutions, and to progress without interruption to that degree of strength and 
consistency which is necessary to give it, humanly speaking, the command of 
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its own fortunes.
	 Though, in reviewing the incidents of my administration, I am unconscious 
of intentional error, I am nevertheless too sensible of my defects not to think it 
probable that I may have committed many errors. Whatever they may be, I 
fervently beseech the Almighty to avert or mitigate the evils to which they may 
tend. I shall also carry with me the hope that my country will never cease to 
view them with indulgence; and that, after forty five years of my life dedicated 
to its service with an upright zeal, the faults of incompetent abilities will be 
consigned to oblivion, as myself must soon be to the mansions of rest.
	 Relying on its kindness in this as in other things, and actuated by that 
fervent love towards it, which is so natural to a man who views in it the native 
soil of himself and his progenitors for several generations, I anticipate with 
pleasing expectation that retreat in which I promise myself to realize, without 
alloy, the sweet enjoyment of partaking, in the midst of my fellow-citizens, the 
benign influence of good laws under a free government, the ever-favorite object 
of my heart, and the happy reward, as I trust, of our mutual cares, labors, and 
dangers.
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IV

ABRAHAM LINCOLN
  Selected Speeches and Writings

Address to the Young Men’s Lyceum 
of Springfield, Illinois, 1838

As a subject for the remarks of the evening, the perpetuation of our political 
institutions, is selected. 
	 In the great journal of things happening under the sun, we, the American 
People, find our account running, under date of the nineteenth century of 
the Christian era. We find ourselves in the peaceful possession, of the fairest 
portion of the earth, as regards extent of territory, fertility of soil, and salubrity 
of climate. We find ourselves under the government of a system of political 
institutions, conducing more essentially to the ends of civil and religious liberty, 
than any of which the history of former times tells us. We, when mounting the 
stage of existence, found ourselves the legal inheritors of these fundamental 
blessings. We toiled not in the acquirement or establishment of them—they are 
a legacy bequeathed us, by a once hardy, brave, and patriotic, but now lamented 
and departed race of ancestors. Their ‘s was the task (and nobly they performed
it) to possess themselves, and through themselves, us, of this goodly land; and 
to uprear upon its hills and its valleys, a political edifice of liberty and equal 
rights; ‘tis ours only, to transmit these, the former, unprofaned by the foot of an 
invader; the latter, undecayed by the lapse of time, and untorn by usurpation—
to the latest generation that fate shall permit the world to know. This task of 
gratitude to our fathers, justice to ourselves, duty to posterity, and love for our 
species in general, all imperatively require us faithfully to perform.
	 How, then, shall we perform it? At what point shall we expect the approach 
of danger? By what means shall we fortify against it? Shall we expect some 
transatlantic military giant, to step the Ocean, and crush us at a blow? Never! 
All the armies of Europe, Asia and Africa combined, with all the treasure of 
the earth (our own excepted) in their military chest; with a Buonaparte for a 
commander, could not by force, take a drink from the Ohio, or make a track on 
the Blue Ridge, in a trial of a thousand years.
	 At what point then is the approach of danger to be expected? I answer, if 
it ever reach us, it must spring up amongst us. It cannot come from abroad. If 
destruction be our lot, we must ourselves be its author and finisher. As a nation 
of freemen, we must live through all time, or die by suicide.
	 I hope I am over wary; but if I am not, there is, even now, something of ill-
omen amongst us. I mean the increasing disregard for law which pervades the 
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country; the growing disposition to substitute the wild and furious passions, 
in lieu of the sober judgement of Courts; and the worse than savage mobs, 
for the executive ministers of justice. This disposition is awfully fearful in any 
community; and that it now exists in ours, though grating to our feelings to 
admit, it would be a violation of truth, and an insult to our intelligence, to deny.
Accounts of outrages committed by mobs form the every-day news of the times. 
They have pervaded the country, from New England to Louisiana;—they are 
neither peculiar to the eternal snows of the former, nor the burning suns of the 
latter;—they are not the creature of climate—neither are they confined to the 
slaveholding, or the non-slaveholding States. Alike, they spring up among the 
pleasure hunting masters of Southern slaves, and the order loving citizens of 
the land of steady habits. Whatever, then, their cause may be, it is common to 
the whole country.
	 It would be tedious, as well as useless, to recount the horrors of all of them. 
Those happening in the State of Mississippi, and at St. Louis, are, perhaps, the 
most dangerous in example, and revolting to humanity. In the Mississippi case, 
they first commenced by hanging the regular gamblers: a set of men, certainly 
not following for a livelihood, a very useful, or very honest occupation; but one 
which, so far from being forbidden by the laws, was actually licensed by an act 
of the Legislature, passed but a single year before. Next, negroes, suspected 
of conspiring to raise an insurrection, were caught up and hanged in all parts 
of the State: then, white men, supposed to be leagued with the negroes; and 
finally, strangers, from neighboring S tates, going thither on business, were, 
in many instances, subjected to the same fate. Thus went on this process of 
hanging, from gamblers to negroes, from negroes to white citizens, and from 
these to strangers; till, dead men were seen literally dangling from the boughs 
of trees upon every road side; and in numbers almost sufficient, to rival the 
native Spanish moss of the country, as a drapery of the forest.
	 Turn, then, to that horror-striking scene at St. Louis. A single victim was 
only sacrificed there. His story is very short; and is, perhaps, the most highly 
tragic, of any thing of its length, that has ever been witnessed in real life. A 
mulatto man, by the name of McIntosh, was seized in the street, dragged to 
the suburbs of the city, chained to a tree, and actually burned to death; and all 
within a single hour from the time he had been a freeman, attending to his own 
business, and at peace with the world.
	 Such are the effects of mob law; and such are the scenes, becoming more 
and more frequent in this land so lately famed for love of law and order; and the 
stories of which, have even now grown too familiar, to attract any thing more 
than an idle remark. 
	 But you are, perhaps, ready to ask, “What has this to do with the 
perpetuation of our political institutions?” I answer, it has much to do with 
it. Its direct consequences are, comparatively speaking, but a small evil; and 
much of its danger consists, in the proneness of our minds, to regard its direct, 
as its only consequences. Abstractly considered, the hanging of the gamblers at 
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Vicksburg, was of but little consequence. They constitute a portion of population 
that is worse than useless in any community; and their death, if no pernicious 
example be set by it, is never matter of reasonable regret with any one. If they 
were annually swept from the stage of existence, by the plague or small pox, 
honest men would, perhaps, be much profited, by the operation. Similar too, is 
the correct reasoning, in regard to the burning of the negro at St. Louis. He had 
forfeited his life, by the perpetration of an outrageous murder, upon one of the 
most worthy and respectable citizens of the city; and had he not died as he did, 
he must have died by the sentence of the law, in a very short time afterwards. As 
to him alone, it was as well the way it was, as it could otherwise have been. But 
the example in either case, was fearful. When men take it in their heads today, to 
hang gamblers, or burn murderers, they should recollect, that, in the confusion 
usually attending such transactions, they will be as likely to hang or burn some 
one, who is neither a gambler nor a murderer as one who is; and that, acting 
upon the example they set, the mob of tomorrow, may, and probably will, hang 
or burn some of them, by the very same mistake. And not only so; the innocent, 
those who have ever set their faces against violations of law in every shape, 
alike with the guilty, fall victims to the ravages of mob law; and thus it goes on, 
step by step, till all the walls erected for the defence of the persons and property 
of individuals, are trodden down, and disregarded. But all this even, is not the 
full extent of the evil. By such examples, by instances of the perpetrators of such 
acts going unpunished, the lawless in spirit, are encouraged to become lawless 
in practice; and having been used to no restraint, but dread of punishment, 
they thus become absolutely unrestrained. Having ever regarded Government 
as their deadliest bane, they make a jubilee of the suspension of its operations; 
and pray for nothing so much as its total annihilation. While, on the other 
hand, good men, men who love tranquility, who desire to abide by the laws, 
and enjoy their benefits, who would gladly spill their blood in the defence 
of their country; seeing their property destroyed; their families insulted, and 
their lives endangered; their persons injured; and seeing nothing in prospect 
that forebodes a change for the better; become tired of, and disgusted with, 
a Government that offers them no protection; and are not much averse to a 
change in which they imagine they have nothing to lose. 
	 Thus, then, by the operation of this mobocratic spirit, which all must 
admit is now abroad in the land, the strongest bulwark of any Government, 
and particularly of those constituted like ours, may effectually be broken down 
and destroyed—I mean the attachment of the People. Whenever this effect shall 
be produced among us; whenever the vicious portion of population shall be 
permitted to gather in bands of hundreds and thousands, and burn churches, 
ravage and rob provision stores, throw printing presses into rivers, shoot 
editors, and hang and burn obnoxious persons at pleasure, and with impunity; 
depend on it, this Government cannot last. By such things, the feelings of the 
best citizens will become more or less alienated from it; and thus it will be 
left without friends, or with too few, and those few too weak, to make their 
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friendship effectual. At such a time and under such circumstances, men of 
sufficient talent and ambition will not be wanting to seize the opportunity, 
strike the blow, and overturn that fair fabric, which for the last half century has 
been the fondest hope of the lovers of freedom throughout the world.
	 I know the American People are much attached to their Government;— 
I know they would suffer much for its sake;—I know they would endure 
evils long and patiently, before they would ever think of exchanging it for 
another. Yet, notwithstanding all this, if the laws be continually despised and 
disregarded, if their rights to be secure in their persons and property, are held 
by no better tenure than the caprice of a mob, the alienation of their affections 
from the Government is the natural consequence; and to that, sooner or later, it 
must come.
	 Here then, is one point at which danger may be expected. 
	 The question recurs “how shall we fortify against it?” The answer is simple. 
Let every American, every lover of liberty, every well wisher to his posterity, 
swear by the blood of the Revolution, never to violate in the least particular 
the laws of the country; and never to tolerate their violation by others. As the 
patriots of seventy-six did to the support of the Declaration of Independence, so 
to the support of the Constitution and Laws let every American pledge his life, 
his property, and his sacred honor;—let every man remember that to violate 
the law, is to trample on the blood of his father, and to tear the character of his 
own, and his children’s liberty. Let reverence for the laws, be breathed by every 
American mother, to the lisping babe, that prattles on her lap—let it be taught in 
schools, in seminaries, and in colleges;—let it be written in Primmers, spelling 
books, and in Almanacs;—let it be preached from the pulpit, proclaimed in 
legislative halls, and enforced in courts of justice. And, in short, let it become 
the political religion of the nation; and let the old and the young, the rich and the 
poor, the grave and the gay, of all sexes and tongues, and colors and conditions, 
sacrifice unceasingly upon its altars.
	 While ever a state of feeling such as this shall universally or even very 
generally prevail throughout the nation, vain will be every effort, and fruitless 
every attempt, to subvert our national freedom.
	 When I so pressingly urge a strict observance of all the laws, let me not be 
understood as saying there are no bad laws, nor that grievances may not arise, 
for the redress of which, no legal provisions have been made. I mean to say no
such thing. But I do mean to say, that, although bad laws, if they exist, should 
be repealed as soon as possible, still while they continue in force, for the sake 
of example, they should be religiously observed. So also in unprovided cases. If 
such arise, let proper legal provisions be made for them with the least possible 
delay; but, till then, let them if not too intolerable be borne with.
	 There is no grievance that is a fit object of redress by mob law. I n any 
case that arises, as for instance, the promulgation of abolitionism, one of two 
positions is necessarily true; that is, the thing is right within itself, and therefore 
deserves the protection of all law and all good citizens; or, it is wrong, and 
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therefore proper to be prohibited by legal enactments; and in neither case is the 
interposition of mob law either necessary, justifiable, or excusable.
	 But, it may be asked, why suppose danger to our political institutions? 
Have we not preserved them for more than fifty years? And why may we not 
for fifty times as long? 
	 We hope there is no sufficient reason. We hope all dangers may be overcome; 
but to conclude that no danger may ever arise, would itself be extremely 
dangerous. There are now, and will hereafter be, many causes, dangerous in their 
tendency, which have not existed heretofore and which are not too insignificant 
to merit attention. That our government should have been maintained in its 
original form from its establishment until now is not much to be wondered at. 
It had many props to support it through that period, which now are decayed, 
and crumbled away. Through that period, it was felt by all, to be an undecided 
experiment; now, it is understood to be a successful one. Then, all that sought 
celebrity and fame, and distinction, expected to find them in the success of  that 
experiment. Their all was staked upon it:—their destiny was inseparably linked 
with it. Their ambition aspired to display before an admiring world, a practical 
demonstration of the truth of a proposition, which had hitherto been considered, 
at best no better than problematical; namely, the capability of a people to govern 
themselves. If they succeeded, they were to be immortalized; their names were to 
be transferred to counties and cities, and rivers and mountains; and to be revered 
and sung, and toasted through all time. If they failed, they were to be called 
knaves and fools, and fanatics for a fleeting hour; then to sink and be forgotten.  
	 They succeeded. The experiment is successful; and thousands have won 
their deathless names in making it so. But the game is caught; and I believe it 
is true, that with the catching, end the pleasures of the chase. This field of glory 
is harvested, and the crop is already appropriated. But new reapers will arise, 
and they, too, will seek a field. It is to deny what the history of the world tells us 
is true, to suppose that men of ambition and talents will not continue to spring 
up amongst us. And, when they do, they will as naturally seek the gratification 
of their ruling passion, as others have so done before them. The question then, 
is, can that gratification be found in supporting and maintaining an edifice 
that has been erected by others? Most certainly it cannot. Many great and good 
men sufficiently qualified for any task they should undertake, may ever be 
found, whose ambition would aspire to nothing beyond a seat in Congress, a 
gubernatorial or a presidential chair; but such belong not to the family of the lion, 
or the tribe of the eagle. What! think you these places would satisfy an Alexander, 
a Caesar, or a Napoleon? Never! Towering genius disdains a beaten path. I t 
seeks regions hitherto unexplored. It sees no distinction in adding story to story, 
upon the monuments of fame, erected to the memory of others. It denies that it 
is glory enough to serve under any chief. It scorns to tread in the footsteps of 
any predecessor, however illustrious. It thirsts and burns for distinction; and, 
if possible, it will have it, whether at the expense of emancipating slaves, or 
enslaving freemen. Is it unreasonable then to expect, that some man possessed 
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of the loftiest genius, coupled with ambition sufficient to push it to its utmost 
stretch, will at some time spring up among us? And when such a one does, it 
will require the people to be united with each other, attached to the government 
and laws, and generally intelligent, to successfully frustrate his designs.
	 Distinction will be his paramount object; and although he would as willingly, 
perhaps more so, acquire it by doing good as harm; yet, that opportunity being 
past, and nothing left to be done in the way of building up, he would set boldly 
to the task of pulling down.
	 Here then, is a probable case, highly dangerous, and such a one as could 
not have well existed heretofore.
	 Another reason which once was, but which, to the same extent, is now 
no more, has done much in maintaining our institutions thus far. I mean the 
powerful influence which the interesting scenes of the revolution had upon the 
passions of the people as distinguished from their judgment. By this influence, 
the jealousy, envy, and avarice, incident to our nature, and so common to a 
state of peace, prosperity, and conscious strength, were, for the time, in a great 
measure smothered and rendered inactive; while the deep rooted principles of 
hate, and the powerful motive of revenge, instead of being turned against each 
other, were directed exclusively against the British nation. And thus, from the 
force of circumstances, the basest principles of our nature were either made to 
lie dormant, or to become the active agents in the advancement of the noblest of 
cause—that of establishing and maintaining civil and religious liberty. 
	 But this state of feeling must fade, is fading, has faded, with the circumstances 
that produced it.
	 I do not mean to say, that the scenes of the revolution are now or ever will 
be entirely forgotten; but that like every thing else, they must fade upon the 
memory of the world, and grow more and more dim by the lapse of time. In 
history, we hope, they will be read of, and recounted, so long as the Bible shall 
be read;—but even granting that they will, their influence cannot be what it 
heretofore has been. Even then, they cannot be so universally known, nor so 
vividly felt, as they were by the generation just gone to rest. At the close of that 
struggle, nearly every adult male had been a participator in some of its scenes. 
The consequence was, that of those scenes, in the form of a husband, a father, a 
son or a brother, a living history was to be found in every family—a history bearing 
the indubitable testimonies of its own authenticity, in the limbs mangled, in the 
scars of wounds received, in the midst of the very scenes related—a history, 
too, that could be read and understood alike by all, the wise and the ignorant, 
the learned and the unlearned. But those histories are gone. They can be read no 
more forever. They were a fortress of strength; but, what invading foemen could 
never do, the silent artillery of time has done; the levelling of its walls. They are 
gone. They were a forest of giant oaks; but the all resistless hurricane has swept 
over them, and left only, here and there, a lonely trunk, despoiled of its verdure, 
shorn of its foliage; unshading and unshaded, to murmur in a few more gentle 
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breezes, and to combat with its mutilated limbs, a few more ruder storms, then 
to sink, and be no more. 
	 They were the pillars of the temple of liberty; and now that they have 
crumbled away, that temple must fall, unless we, their descendants, supply 
their places with other pillars, hewn from the solid quarry of sober reason. 
Passion has helped us; but can do so no more. It will in future be our enemy. 
Reason, cold, calculating, unimpassioned reason, must furnish all the materials 
for our future support and defence. Let those materials be moulded into general 
intelligence, sound morality and, in particular, a reverence for the constitution and 
laws; and, that we improved to the last; that we remained free to the last; that we 
revered his name to the last; that, during his long sleep, we permitted no hostile 
foot to pass over or desecrate his resting place; shall be that which to learn the 
last trump shall awaken our WASHINGTON. 
	 Upon these let the proud fabric of freedom rest, as the rock of its basis; and 
as truly as has been said of the only greater institution, “the gates of hell shall not 
prevail against it.”*

January 27, 1838

*  The Christian Church. New Testament: St. Matthew 16:18.
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“House Divided” Speech at Springfield, Illinois

This speech was delivered on June 16, 1858, at Springfield Illinois, at the close of the 
Republican State convention held at that time and place; and by which convention  
Mr Lincoln had been named as their candidate for U. S. Senator. 
His democratic opponent, Senator Stephen Douglas, was not present. 

Mr. PRESIDENT and Gentlemen  of the Convention.
	 If we could first know where we are, and whither we are tending, we could 
then better judge what to do, and how to do it.
	 We are now far into the fifth year, since a policy was initiated, with the 
avowed object, and confident promise, of putting an end to slavery agitation.
	 Under the operation of that policy, that agitation has not only not ceased, but 
has constantly augmented.
	 In my opinion, it will not cease until a crisis shall have been reached and passed.
	 “A house divided against itself cannot stand.”*
	 I believe this government cannot endure, permanently half slave and half free.
	 I do not expect the Union to be dissolved—I do not expect the house to fall—
but I do expect it will cease to be divided. It will become all one thing, or all the other.
	 Either the opponents of slavery will arrest the further spread of it, and place 
it where the public mind shall rest in the belief that it is in course of ultimate 
extinction; or its advocates will push it forward, till it shall become alike lawful 
in all the States, old as well as new—North as well as South.
	 Have we no tendency to the latter condition?
	 Let any one who doubts, carefully contemplate that now almost complete 
legal combination—piece of machinery so to speak—compounded of the 
Nebraska doctrine and the Dred Scott decision. Let him consider not only what 
work the machinery is adapted to do and how well adapted; but also, let him 
study the history of it construction and trace, if he can, or rather fail, if he can to 
trace the evidences of design, and concert of action, among its chief bosses from 
the beginning. 
	 The new year of 1854 found slavery excluded from more than half the States 
by State Constitutions, and from most of the national territory by Congressional 
prohibition.
	 Four days later, commenced the struggle which ended in repealing that 
Congressional prohibition.
	 This opened all the national territory to slavery; and was the first point gained.
	 But, so far, Congress only, had acted; and an indorsement by the people, 
real or apparent, was indispensable, to save the point already gained, and give 
chance for more.
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	 This necessity had not been overlooked; but had been provided for, as well 
as might be, in the notable argument of “squatter sovereignty,” otherwise called 
“sacred right of self government,” which latter phrase, though expressive of the 
only rightful basis of any government, was so perverted in this attempted use 
of it as to amount to just this: That if any one man, choose to enslave another, no 
third man shall be allowed to object.
	 That argument was incorporated into the Nebraska bill itself, in the 
language which follows: “It being the true intent and meaning of this act not to 
legislate slavery into any Territory or state, nor to exclude it therefrom; but to leave the 
people thereof perfectly free to form and regulate their domestic institutions in their own 
way, subject only to the Constitution of the United States.”
	 Then opened the roar of loose declamation in favor of “Squatter 
Sovereignty,” and “Sacred right of self government.” 
	 “But,” said opposition members, “let us be more specific—let us amend 
the bill so as to expressly declare that the people of the territory may exclude 
slavery.” “Not we,” said the friends of the measure; and down they voted the 
amendment.
	 While the Nebraska bill was passing through congress, a law case, involving 
the question of a negroe’s freedom, by reason of his owner having voluntarily 
taken him first into a free state and then a territory covered by the congressional 
prohibition, and held him as a slave, for a long time in each was passing 
through the U.S. Circuit Court for the District of Missouri; and both Nebraska 
bill and law suit were brought to a decision in the same month of May, 1854. 
The negroe’s name was “Dred Scott;” which name now designates the decision 
finally made in the case.*
	 Before the then next Presidential election, the law case came to, and was 
argued in the Supreme Court of the United States; but the decision of it was 
deferred until after the election. Still, before the election, Senator Trumbull, on 
the floor of the Senate, requests the leading advocate of the Nebraska bill to 
state his opinion whether the people of a territory can constitutionally exclude 
slavery from their limits; and the latter answers, “That is a question for the 
Supreme Court.”
	 The election came. Mr. Buchanan was elected, and the indorsement, such as 
it was, secured. That was the second point gained. The indorsement, however, 
fell short of a clear popular majority by nearly four hundred thousand votes, 
and so, perhaps, was not overwhelmingly reliable and satisfactory.
	 The outgoing President, in his last annual message, as impressively as 
possible echoed back upon the people the weight and authority of the indorsement.
	 The Supreme Court met again; did not announce their decision, but ordered 
a re-argument.
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	 The Presidential inauguration came, and still no decision of the court; but 
the incoming President, in his inaugural address, fervently exhorted the people 
to abide by the forthcoming decision, whatever it might be.
	 Then, in a few days, came the decision.
	 The reputed author of the Nebraska bill finds an early occasion to make 
a speech at this capitol indorsing the Dred Scott Decision, and vehemently 
denouncing all opposition to it. 
	 The new President, too, seizes the early occasion of the Silliman letter to 
indorse and strongly construe that decision, and to express his astonishment that 
any different view had ever been entertained.
	 At length a squabble springs up between the President and the author 
of the Nebraska bill,* on the mere question of fact, whether the Lecompton 
constitution was or was not, in any just sense, made by the people of Kansas; 
and in that squabble the latter declares that all he wants is a fair vote for the 
people, and that he cares not whether slavery be voted down or voted up. I do 
not understand his declaration that he cares not whether slavery be voted down 
or voted up, to be intended by him other than as an apt definition of the policy 
he would impress upon the public mind—the principle for which he declares he 
has suffered much, and is ready to suffer to the end.
	 And well may he cling to that principle. If he has any parental feeling, well 
may he cling to it. That principle, is the only shred left of his original Nebraska 
doctrine. Under the Dred Scott decision, “squatter sovereignty” squatted out of
existence, tumbled down like temporary scaffolding—like the mould at the 
foundry served through one blast and fell back into loose sand—helped to 
carry an election, and then was kicked to the winds. His late joint struggle with 
the Republicans, against the Lecompton Constitution, involves nothing of the 
original Nebraska doctrine. That struggle was made on a point, the right of a 
people to make their own constitution, upon which he and the Republicans 
have never differed.
	 The several points of the Dred Scott decision, in connection with Senator 
Douglas’ “care not” policy, constitute the piece of machinery, in its present state 
of advancement. This was the third point gained. 
	 The working points of that machinery are: 
	 First, that no negro slave, imported as such from Africa, and no descendant 
of such slave can ever be a citizen of any State, in the sense of that term as used 
in the Constitution of the United States. 
	 This point is made in order to deprive the negro, in every possible event, of the 
benefit of this provision of the United States Constitution, which declares that—
	 “The citizens of each State shall be entitled to all privileges and immunities 
of citizens in the several States.”
	 Secondly, that “subject to the Constitution of the United States,” neither 
Congress nor a Territorial Legislature can exclude slavery from any United States 
territory.
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	 This point is made in order that individual men may fill up the territories 
with slaves, without danger of losing them as property, and thus to enhance the 
chances of permanency to the institution through all the future.
	 Thirdly, that whether the holding a negro in actual slavery in a free State, 
makes him free, as against the holder, the United States courts will not decide, 
but will leave to be decided by the courts of any slave State the negro may be 
forced into by the master.
	 This point is made, not to be pressed immediately; but, if acquiesced in for 
a while, and apparently indorsed by the people at an election, then to sustain the 
logical conclusion that what Dred Scott’s master might lawfully do with Dred 
Scott, in the free State of Illinois, every other master may lawfully do with any 
other one, or one thousand slaves, in Illinois, or in any other free State.
	 Auxiliary to all this, and working hand in hand with it, the Nebraska 
doctrine, or what is left of it, is to educate and mould public opinion, at least 
Northern public opinion, to not care whether slavery is voted down or voted up.
	 This shows exactly where we now are; and partially also, whither we are 
tending.
	 It will throw additional light on the latter, to go back, and run the mind 
over the string of historical facts already stated. Several things will now appear 
less dark and mysterious than they did when they were transpiring. The people 
were to be left “perfectly free” “subject only to the Constitution.” What the 
Constitution had to do with it, outsiders could not then see. Plainly enough now, 
it was an exactly fitted niche, for the Dred Scott decision to afterwards come in, 
and declare the perfect freedom of the people, to be just no freedom at all. 
	 Why was the amendment, expressly declaring the right of the people to 
exclude slavery, voted down? Plainly enough now, the adoption of it, would 
have spoiled the niche for the Dred Scott decision.
	 Why was the court decision held up? Why, even a Senator’s individual 
opinion withheld, till after the Presidential election? Plainly enough now, the 
speaking out then would have damaged the “perfectly free” argument upon 
which the election was to be carried.
	 Why the outgoing President’s felicitation on the indorsement? Why the 
delay of a reargument? Why the incoming President’s advance exhortation in 
favor of the decision?
	 These things look like the cautious patting and petting a spirited horse, 
preparatory to mounting him, when it is dreaded that he may give the rider a 
fall.
	 And why the hasty after indorsements of the decision by the President and 
others?
	 We can not absolutely know that all these exact adaptations are the result of 
preconcert. But when we see a lot of framed timbers, different portions of which 
we know have been gotten out at different times and places and by different 
workmen— Stephen, Franklin, Roger and James, for instance—and when we 
see these timbers joined together, and see they exactly make the frame of a 
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house or a mill, all the tenons and mortices exactly fitting, and all the lengths 
and proportions of the different pieces exactly adapted to their respective 
places, and not a piece too many or too few—not omitting even scaffolding—
or, if a single piece be lacking, we can see the place in the frame exactly fitted 
and prepared to yet bring such piece in—in such a case, we find it impossible 
to not believe that Stephen and Franklin and Roger and James all understood 
one another from the beginning, and all worked upon a common plan or draft 
drawn up before the first lick was struck.
	 It should not be overlooked that, by the Nebraska bill, the people of a State 
as well as Territory, were to be left “perfectly free”“subject only to the Constitution.”
	 Why mention a State? They were legislating for territories, and not for or 
about States. Certainly the people of a State are and ought to be subject to the 
Constitution of the United States; but why is mention of this lugged into this 
merely territorial law? Why are the people of a territory and the people of a state 
therein lumped together, and their relation to the Constitution therein treated as 
being precisely the same? 
	 While the opinion of the Court, by Chief Justice Taney, in the Dred Scott case, 
and the separate opinions of all the concurring Judges, expressly declare that 
the Constitution of the United States neither permits Congress nor a Territorial 
legislature to exclude slavery from any United States territory, they all omit to 
declare whether or not the same Constitution permits a state, or the people of a 
State, to exclude it.
	 Possibly, this was a mere omission; but who can be quite sure, if McLean or 
Curtis had sought to get into the opinion a declaration of unlimited power in 
the people of a state to exclude slavery from their limits, just as Chase and Macy 
sought to get such declaration, in behalf of the people of a territory, into the 
Nebraska bill—I ask, who can be quite sure that it would not have been voted 
down, in the one case, as it had been in the other.
	 The nearest approach to the point of declaring the power of a State over 
slavery, is made by Judge Nelson. He approaches it more than once, using the 
precise idea, and almost the language too, of the Nebraska act. On one occasion 
his exact language is, “except in cases where the power is restrained by the 
Constitution of the United States, the law of the State is supreme over the 
subject of slavery within its jurisdiction.”
	 In what cases the power of the states is so restrained by the U.S. Constitution, 
is left an open question, precisely as the same question, as to the restraint on 
the power of the territories was left open in the Nebraska act. Put that and that 
together, and we have another nice little niche, which we may, ere long, see 
filled with another Supreme Court decision, declaring that the Constitution of 
the United States does not permit a state to exclude slavery from its limits.
	 And this may especially be expected if the doctrine of “care not whether 
slavery be voted down or voted up,” shall gain upon the public mind sufficiently 
to give promise that such a decision can be maintained when made. 
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	 Such a decision is all that slavery now lacks of being alike lawful in all the States.
	 Welcome or unwelcome, such decision is probably coming, and will soon 
be upon us, unless the power of the present political dynasty shall be met and 
overthrown.
	 We shall lie down pleasantly dreaming that the people of Missouri are on the 
verge of making their State free; and we shall awake to the reality, instead, that 
the Supreme Court has made Illinois a slave State.
	 To meet and overthrow the power of that dynasty, is the work now before 
all those who would prevent that consummation.
	 That is what we have to do.
	 But how can we best do it?
	 There are those who denounce us openly to their own friends, and yet 
whisper us softly, that Senator Douglas is the aptest instrument there is, with 
which to effect that object. They do not tell us, nor has he told us, that he wishes 
any such object to be effected. They wish us to infer all, from the facts, that he 
now has a little quarrel with the present head of the dynasty; and that he has 
regularly voted with us, on a single point, upon which, he and we, have never 
differed.
	 They remind us that he is a very great man, and that the largest of us are 
very small ones. Let this be granted. But “a living dog is better than a dead lion,” 
Judge Douglas, if not a dead lion for this work, is at least a caged and toothless one. 
How can he oppose the advances of slavery? He don’t care anything about it. 
His avowed mission is impressing the “public heart” to care nothing about it.
	 A leading Douglas Democratic newspaper thinks Douglas’ superior talent 
will be needed to resist the revival of the African slave trade.
	 Does Douglas believe an effort to revive that trade is approaching? He has 
not said so. Does he really think so? But if it is, how can he resist it? For years he 
has labored to prove it a sacred right of white men to take negro slaves into the 
new territories. Can he possibly show that it is less a sacred right to buy them 
where they can be bought cheapest? And, unquestionably they can be bought 
cheaper in Africa than in Virginia.
	 He has done all in his power to reduce the whole question of slavery to 
one of a mere right of property; and as such, how can he oppose the foreign 
slave trade—how can he refuse that trade in that “property” shall be “perfectly 
free”—unless he does it as a protection to the home production? And as the 
home producers will probably not ask the protection, he will be wholly without 
a ground of opposition.
	 Senator Douglas holds, we know, that a man may rightfully be wiser to-day 
than he was yesterday—that he may rightfully change when he finds himself 
wrong.
	 But, can we for that reason, run ahead, and infer that he will make any 
particular change, of which he himself has given no intimation? Can we safely 
base our action upon any such vague inference?
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	 Now, as ever, I wish to not misrepresent Judge Douglas’ position, question 
his motives, or do ought that can be personally offensive to him.
	 Whenever, if ever, he and we can come together on principle so that our great 
cause may have assistance from his great ability, I hope to have interposed no 
adventitious obstacle. 
	
	 But clearly, he is not now with us—he does not pretend to be—he does not 
promise to ever be.
	 Our cause, then, must be intrusted to, and conducted by its own undoubted 
friends—those whose hands are free, whose hearts are in the work—who do 
care for the result.
	 Two years ago the Republicans of the nation mustered over thirteen 
hundred thousand strong.
	 We did this under the single impulse of resistance to a common danger, 
with every external circumstance against us. 
	 Of strange, discordant, and even, hostile elements, we gathered from the four 
winds, and formed and fought the battle through, under the constant hot fire of 
a disciplined, proud, and pampered enemy.
	 Did we brave all then, to falter now?—now—when that same enemy is 
wavering, dissevered and belligerent? 
	 The result is not doubtful. We shall not fail—if we stand firm, we shall not fail.
	 Wise councils may accelerate or mistakes delay it, but, sooner or later the 
victory is sure to come.

June 16, 1858
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Last Lincoln-Douglas Debate
Mr Lincolns’s Reply to Sen. Stephen A. Douglas, 
Alton, Illinois, 15 October 1858  
	 LADIES AND GENTLEMEN:—I have been somewhat, in my own mind, 
complimented by a large portion of Judge Douglas’ speech—I mean that 
portion which he devotes to the controversy between himself and the present 
Administration. (Cheers and laughter.) This is the seventh time Judge Douglas and 
myself have met in these joint discussions, and he has been gradually improving 
in regard to his war with the Administration. (Laughter, “That’s so.”) At Quincy, 
day before yesterday, he was a little more severe upon the Administration than I 
had heard him upon any former occasion, and I took pains to compliment him for 
it. I then told him to “Give it to them with all the power he had;” and as some of 
them were present I told them I would be very much obliged if they would give 
it to him in about the same way. (Uproarious laughter and cheers.) I take it he has 
now vastly improved upon the attack he made then upon the Administration. I 
flatter myself he has really taken my advice on this subject. All I can say now is to 
recommend to him and to them what I then commended—to prosecute the war 
against one another in the most vigorous manner. I say to them again—”Go it, 
husband!—Go it, bear!” (Great laughter.)
	 There is one other thing I will mention before I leave this branch of the 
discussion—although I do not consider it much of my business, any way. I 
refer to that part of the Judge’s remarks where he undertakes to involve Mr. 
Buchanan in an inconsistency. He reads something from Mr. Buchanan, from 
which he undertakes to involve him in an inconsistency; and he gets something 
of a cheer for having done so. I would only remind the Judge that while he 
is very valiantly fighting for the Nebraska bill and the repeal of the Missouri 
Compromise, it has been but a little while since he was the valiant advocate of the 
Missouri Compromise. (Cheers.) I want to know if Buchanan has not as much 
right to be inconsistent as Douglas has? (Loud applause and laughter; “Good, 
good!” “Hurrah for Lincoln!”) Has Douglas the exclusive right, in this country, 
of being on all sides of all questions? Is nobody allowed that high privilege but 
himself? Is he to have an entire monopoly on that subject? (Great laughter.) 
	 So far as Judge Douglas addressed his speech to me, or so far as it was 
about me, it is my business to pay some attention to it. I have heard the Judge 
state two or three times what he has stated to day—that in a speech which I 
made at Springfield, Illinois, I had in a very especial manner, complained that 
the Supreme Court in the Dred Scott case had decided that a negro could never 
be a citizen of the United States. I have omitted by some accident heretofore to 
analyze this statement, and it is required of me to notice it now. In point of fact it 
is untrue. I never have complained especially of the Dred Scott decision because 
it held that a negro could not be a citizen, and the Judge is always wrong when 
he says I ever did so complain of it. I have the speech here, and I will thank him
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or any of his friends to show where I said that a negro should be a citizen, 
and complained especially of the Dred Scott decision because it declared he 
could not be one. I have done no such thing, and Judge Douglas’ so persistently 
insisting that I have done so, has strongly impressed me with the belief of a pre-
determination on his part to misrepresent me. He could not get his foundation 
for insisting that I was in favor of this negro equality anywhere else as well as 
he could by assuming that untrue proposition. Let me tell this audience what 
is true in regard to that matter; and the means by which they may correct me 
if I do not tell them truly is by a recurrence to the speech itself. I spoke of the 
Dred Scott decision in my Springfield speech, and I was then endeavoring to 
prove that the Dred Scott decision was a portion of a system or scheme to make 
slavery national in this country. I pointed out what things had been decided by 
the court. I mentioned as a fact that they had decided that a negro could not be 
a Citizen—that they had done so, as I supposed, to deprive the negro, under 
all circumstances, of the remotest possibility of ever becoming a citizen and 
claiming the rights of a citizen of the United States under a certain clause of the 
Constitution. I stated that without making any complaint of it at all. I then went 
on and stated the other points decided in the case, namely: that the bringing of a 
negro into the State of Illinois and holding him in slavery for two years here was 
a matter in regard to which they would not decide whether it made him free 
or not; that they decided the further point that taking him into a United States 
Territory where slavery was prohibited by act of Congress, did not make him 
free because that act of Congress as they held was unconstitutional. I mentioned
these three things as making up the points decided in that case. I mentioned 
them in a lump taken in connection with the introduction of the Nebraska bill, 
and the amendment of Chase offered at the time, declaratory of the right of the 
people of the Territories to exclude slavery, which was voted down by the friends 
of the bill. I mentioned all these things together, as evidence tending to prove a 
combination and conspiracy to make the institution of slavery national. In that 
connection and in that way I mentioned the decision on the point that a negro 
could not be a citizen, and in no other connection.
	 Out of this, Judge Douglas builds up his beautiful fabrication—of my 
purpose to introduce a perfect, social, and political equality between the white 
and black races. His assertion that I made an “especial objection” (that is his 
exact language) to the decision on this account, is untrue in point of fact.
	 Now, while I am upon this subject, and as Henry Clay has  been alluded to, 
I desire to place myself, in connection with Mr. Clay, as nearly right before this 
people as may be. I am quite aware what the Judge’s object is here by all these 
allusions. He knows that we are before an audience, having strong sympathies 
southward by relationship, place of birth, and so on. He desires to place me in 
an extremely Abolition attitude. He read upon a former occasion, and alludes 
without reading to-day, to a portion of a speech which I delivered in Chicago. In 
his quotations from that speech as he has made them upon former occasions, the 
extracts were taken in such a way, as I suppose, brings them within the definition 
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of what is called garbling—taking portions of a speech which, when taken by 
themselves, do not present the entire sense of the speaker as expressed at the 
time. I propose, therefore, out of that same speech, to show how one portion of 
it which he skipped over (taking an extract before and an extract after) will give 
a different idea and the true idea I intended to convey. It will take me some little 
time to read it, but I believe I will occupy the time in that way. 
	 You have heard him frequently allude to my controversy with him in 
regard to the Declaration of Independence. I confess that I have had a struggle 
with Judge Douglas on that matter, and I will try briefly to place myself right 
in regard to it on this occasion. I said—and it is between the extracts Judge 
Douglas has taken from this speech, and put in his published speeches—:

	 It may be argued that there are certain conditions that make necessities and impose 
them upon us, and to the extent that a necessity is imposed upon a man he must submit 
to it. I think that was the condition in which we found ourselves when we established 
this government. We had slaves among us, we could not get our Constitution unless we 
permitted them to remain in slavery, we could not secure the good we did secure if we 
grasped for more; and having by necessity submitted to that much, it does not destroy 
the principle that is the charter of our liberties. Let that charter remain as our standard.
	 Now I  have upon all occasions declared as strongly as Judge Douglas 
against the disposition to interfere with the existing institution of slavery. You 
hear me read it from the same speech from which he takes garbled extracts for 
the purpose of proving upon me a disposition to interfere with the institution 
of slavery, and establish a perfect social and political equality between negroes 
and white people. Allow me while upon this subject briefly to present one other 
extract from a speech of mine, more than a year ago, at Springfield, in discussing 
this very same question, soon after Judge Douglas took his ground that negroes 
were not included in the Declaration of Independence:
	 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 development 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, nor yet, that they were about to confer 
it immediately upon them. In fact they had no power to confer such a boon. They 
meant simply to declare the right so that the enforcement of it might follow as fast as 
circumstances should permit.
	 They meant to set up a standard maxim for free society which should be familiar to 
all: 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.

	 There again are the sentiments I have expressed in regard to the Declaration 
of Independence upon a former occasion—sentiments which have been put in 
print and read wherever anybody cared to know what so humble an individual 
as myself chose to say in regard to it.
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	 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.” I re-assert it to-day. I assert that Judge Douglas 
and all his friends may search the whole records of the country, and it will 
be a matter of great astonishment to me if they shall be able to find that one 
human being three years ago had ever uttered the astounding sentiment that 
the term—“all men” in the Declaration did not include the negro. 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 know that Mr. 
Calhoun and all the politicians of his school denied the truth of the Declaration. 
I know that it ran along in the mouths of some Southern men for a period of 
years, ending at last in that shameful though rather forcible declaration of Pettit 
of Indiana, upon the floor of the United States Senate, that the Declaration of 
Independence was in that respect “a self-evident lie,” rather than a self-evident 
truth. But I say, with a perfect knowledge of all this hawking at the Declaration
without directly attacking it, that three years ago there never had lived a man 
who had ventured to assail it in the sneaking way of pretending to believe it 
and then asserting it did not include the negro. (Cheers.) 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. (Cheers and laughter.) And now it has 
become the catch-word of the entire party. I would like to call upon his friends 
everywhere to consider how they have come in so short a time to view this 
matter in a way so entirely different from their former belief? To ask whether 
they are not being borne along by an irresistible current—whither, they know 
not? (Great applause.)
	 In answer to my proposition at Galesburg last week I see that some man 
in Chicago has got up a letter addressed to the Chicago Times, to show as he 
professes that somebody had said so before; and he signs himself “An Old Line 
Whig,” if I remember correctly. In the first place I would say he was not an Old 
Line Whig. I am somewhat acquainted with Old Line Whigs. I was with the 
Old Line Whigs from the origin to the end of that party; I became pretty well 
acquainted with them, and I know they always had some sense, whatever else 
you could ascribe to them. (Great laughter.) I know there never was one who 
had not more sense than to try to show by the evidence he produces that some 
man had, prior to the time I named, said that negroes were not included in the 
term “all men” in the Declaration of Independence. What is the evidence he 
produces? I will bring forward his evidence and let you see what he offers by 
way of showing that somebody more than three years ago had said negroes 
were not included in the Declaration. He brings forward part of a speech from 
Henry Clay—the part of the speech of Henry Clay which I used to bring forward 
to prove precisely the contrary. (Laughter.) I guess we are surrounded to some 
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extent to-day, by the old friends of Mr. Clay, and they will be glad to hear 
anything from that authority. While he was in Indiana a man presented him a 
petition to liberate his negroes, and he, (Mr. Clay) made a speech in answer to 
it, which I suppose he carefully wrote out himself and caused to be published. I 
have before me an extract from that speech which constitutes the evidence this 
pretended “Old Line Whig” at Chicago brought forward to show that Mr. Clay 
didn’t suppose the negro was included in the Declaration of Independence. 
Hear what Mr. Clay said:

	 And what is the foundation of this appeal to me in Indiana, to liberate the slaves 
under my care in Kentucky? It is a general declaration in the act announcing to the world 
the independence of the thirteen American colonies, that all men are created equal. Now, 
as an abstract principle, there is no doubt of the truth of that declaration; and it is desirable in 
the original construction of society, and in organized societies, to keep it in view as a great 
fundamental principle. But, then, I apprehend that in no society that ever did exist, or 
ever shall be formed, was or can the equality asserted among the members of the human 
race be practically enforced and carried out. There are portions, large portions, women, 
minors, insane, culprits, transient sojourners, that will always probably remain subject 
to the government of another portion of the community.
	 That declaration whatever may be the extent of its import, was made by the 
delegations of the thirteen States. In most of them slavery existed, and had long existed, 
and was established by law. It was introduced and forced upon the colonies by the 
paramount law of England. Do you believe, that in making that Declaration the States 
that concurred in it intended that it should be tortured into a virtual emancipation of 
all the slaves within their respective limits? Would Virginia and other Southern States 
have ever united in a declaration which was to be interpreted into an abolition of slavery 
among them? Did any one of the thirteen colonies entertain such a design or expectation? 
To impute such a secret and unavowed purpose would be to charge a political fraud upon 
the noblest band of patriots that ever assembled in council; a fraud upon the confederacy 
of the Revolution; a fraud upon the union of those States whose constitution not only 
recognized the lawfulness of slavery, but permitted the importation of slaves from Africa
until the year 1808.

	 This is the entire quotation brought forward to prove that somebody 
previous to three years ago had said the negro was not included in the term 
“all men” in the Declaration. How does it do so? In what way has it a tendency 
to prove that? Mr. Clay says it is true as an abstract principle that all men are 
created equal, but that we cannot practically apply it in all cases. He illustrates 
this by bringing forward the cases of females, minors and insane persons with 
whom it cannot be enforced; but he says it is true as an abstract principle in the 
organization of society as well as in organized society, and it should be kept in 
view as a fundamental principle. Let me read a few words more before I add 
some comments of my own. Mr. Clay says a little further on:

I desire no concealment of my opinions in regard to the institution of slavery. I look 
upon it as a great evil; and deeply lament that we have derived it from the parental 
government; and from our ancestors. But here they are and the question is, how can they 
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be best dealt with? If a state of nature existed and we were about to lay the foundations 
of society, no man would be more strongly opposed than I should be, to incorporating the 
institution of slavery among its elements.

	 Now here in this same book—in this same speech—is this same extract 
brought forward to prove that Mr. Clay held that the negro was not included 
in the Declaration of Independence—no such statement on his part, but the 
declaration that it is a great fundamental truth, which should be constantly kept 
in view in the organization of society and in societies already organized. But if 
I say a word about it—if I attempt, as Mr. Clay said all good men ought to do, 
to keep it in view—if, in this “organized society,” I ask to have the public eye 
turned upon it—if I ask, in relation to the organization of new Territories that 
the public eye should be turned upon it—forthwith I am villified as you hear me 
to-day. What have I done, that I have not the license of Henry Clay’s illustrious 
example here in doing? Have I done aught that I have not his authority for, while 
maintaining that in organizing new Territories and societies this fundamental 
principle should be regarded, and in organized society holding it up to the 
public view and recognizing what he recognized as the great principle of free 
government? (Great applause, and cries of “Hurrah for Lincoln.”)
	 And when this new principle—this new proposition that no human being 
ever thought of three years ago,—is brought forward, I combat it as having 
an evil tendency, if not an evil design; I combat it as having a tendency to 
dehumanize the negro—to take away from him the right of ever striving to be 
a man. I combat it as being one of the thousand things constantly done in these 
days to prepare the public mind to make property, and nothing but property 
of the negro in all the States of this Union. (Tremendous applause. “Hurrah for 
Lincoln.”“Hurrah for Trumbull.”)	
	 But there is a point that I wish before leaving this part of the discussion to 
ask attention to. I have read, and I repeat the words of Henry Clay:

	 I desire no concealment of my opinions in regard to the institution of slavery. I 
look upon it as a great evil and deeply lament that we have derived it from the parental 
government, and from our ancestors. I wish every slave in the United States was in the 
country of his ancestors. But here they are; the question is how they can best be dealt 
with? If a state of nature existed and we were about to lay the foundation of society, no 
man would be more strongly opposed than I should be to incorporate the institution of 
slavery among its elements.

	 The principle upon which I have insisted in this canvass, is in relation to 
laying the foundations of new societies. I have never sought to apply these 
principles to the old States for the purpose of abolishing slavery in those States. 
It is nothing but a miserable perversion of what I have said, to assume that I have 
declared Missouri, or any other slave State shall emancipate her slaves. I have 
proposed no such thing. But when Mr. Clay says that in laying the foundations 
of societies in our Territories where it does not exist he would be opposed to 
the introduction of slavery as an element, I insist that we have his warrant—his 
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license for insisting upon the exclusion of that element, which he declared in 
such strong and emphatic language was most hateful to him. (Loud applause.)
	 Judge Douglas has again referred to a Springfield speech in which I said “a 
house divided against itself cannot stand.” The Judge has so often made the entire 
quotation from that speech that I can make it from memory. I used this language:

	 We are now far into the fifth year since a policy was initiated with the avowed object 
and confident promise of putting an end to the slavery agitation. Under the operation 
of this policy, that agitation has not only not ceased but has constantly augmented. In 
my opinion it will not cease until a crisis shall have been reached and passed. “A house 
divided against itself cannot stand.” I believe this government cannot endure permanently 
half Slave and half Free. I do not expect the house to fall—but I do expect it will cease to 
be divided. It will become all one thing, or all the other. Either the opponents of Slavery 
will arrest the further spread of it, and place it where the public mind shall rest in the belief 
that it is in the course of ultimate extinction, or its advocates will push it forward till it shall 
become alike lawful in all the States—old as well as new, North as well as South.

That extract and the sentiments expressed in it, have been extremely offensive to 
Judge Douglas. He has warred upon them as Satan does upon the Bible. (Laughter.) 
His perversions upon it are endless. Here now are my views upon it in brief.
	 I said we were now far into the fifth year since a policy was initiated with 
the avowed object and confident promise of putting an end to the slavery 
agitation. I s it not so? When that Nebraska bill was brought forward four 
years ago last January, was it not for the “avowed object” of putting an end 
to the slavery agitation? We were to have no more agitation in Congress; it 
was all to be banished to the Territories. By the way, I will remark here that, 
as Judge Douglas is very fond of complimenting Mr. Crittenden in these days, 
Mr. Crittenden has said there was a falsehood in that whole business, for there 
was no slavery agitation at that time to allay. We were for a little while quiet on 
the troublesome thing and that very allaying plaster of Judge Douglas’, stirred 
it up again. (Applause and laughter.) But was it not understood or intimated 
with the “confident promise” of putting an end to the slavery agitation? Surely 
it was. In every speech you heard Judge Douglas make, until he got into this 
“imbroglio,” as they call it, with the Administration about the Lecompton 
Constitution, every speech on that Nebraska bill was full of his felicitations that 
we were just at the end of the slavery agitation. The last tip of the last joint of 
the old serpent’s tail was just drawing out of view. (Cheers and laughter.) But 
has it proved so? I have asserted that under that policy that agitation “has not 
only not ceased, but has constantly augmented.” When was there ever a greater 
agitation in Congress than last winter? When was it as great in the country as 
to-day? There was a collateral object in the introduction of that Nebraska policy 
which was to clothe the people of the Territories with a superior degree of self-
government, beyond what they had ever had before. The first object and the 
main one of conferring upon the people a higher degree of “self-government,” 
is a question of fact to be determined by you in answer to a single question. 
Have you ever heard or known of a people any where on earth who had as 
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little to do, as, in the first instance of its use, the people of Kansas had with this 
same right of “self-government”? (Loud applause.) In its main policy, and in 
its collateral object, it has been nothing but a living, creeping lie from the time of its 
introduction, till to-day. (Loud cheers.)
	 I have intimated that I thought the agitation would not cease until a crisis 
should have been reached and passed. I have stated in what way I thought it 
would be reached and passed. I have said that it might go one way or the other. 
We might, by arresting the further spread of it and placing it where the fathers 
originally placed it, put it where the public mind should rest in the belief that it 
was in the course of ultimate extinction. Thus the agitation may cease. It may be
pushed forward until it shall become alike lawful in all the States, old as well 
as new, North as well as South. I have said, and I repeat, my wish is that the 
further spread of it may be arrested, and that it may be placed where the public 
mind shall rest in the belief that it is in the course of ultimate extinction. (Great 
applause.) I have expressed that as my wish. I entertain the opinion upon 
evidence sufficient to my mind, that the fathers of this Government placed that 
institution where the public mind did rest in the belief that it was in the course 
of ultimate extinction. Let me ask why they made provision that the source of 
slavery—the African slave trade—should be cut off at the end of twenty years? 
Why did they make provision that in all the new territory we owned at that 
time slavery should be forever inhibited? Why stop its spread in one direction 
and cut off its source in another, if they did not look to its being placed in the 
course of ultimate extinction? 
	 Again: the institution of slavery is only mentioned in the Constitution of 
the United States two or three times, and in neither of these cases does the 
word “slavery” or “negro race” occur; but covert language is used each time, 
and for a purpose full of significance. What is the language in regard to the 
prohibition of the African slave trade? It runs in about this way: “The migration 
or importation of such persons as any of the States now existing shall think 
proper to admit, shall not be prohibited by the Congress prior to the year one 
thousand eight hundred and eight.”	
	 The next allusion in the Constitution to the question of slavery and the black 
race, is on the subject of the basis of representation, and there the language used 
is, “Representatives and direct taxes shall be apportioned among the several 
States which may be included within this Union, according to their respective 
numbers, which shall be determined by adding to the whole number of free 
persons, including those bound to service for a term of years, and excluding 
Indians not taxed—three-fifths of all other persons.” 
	 It says “persons,” not slaves, not negroes; but this “three-fifths” can be 
applied to no other class among us than the negroes.
	 Lastly, in the provision for the reclamation of fugitive slaves it is said: “No 
person held to service or labor in one State under the laws thereof escaping into 
another, shall in consequence of any law or regulation therein, be discharged 
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from such service or labor, but shall be delivered up, on claim of the party to 
whom such service or labor may be due.” There again there is no mention 
of the word “negro” or of slavery. In all three of these places, being the only 
allusions to slavery in the instrument, covert language is used. Language is 
used not suggesting that slavery existed or that the black race were among 
us. And I understand the contemporaneous history of those times to be that 
covert language was used with a purpose, and that purpose was that in our 
Constitution, which it was hoped and is still hoped will endure forever—when 
it should be read by intelligent and patriotic men, after the institution of slavery 
had passed from among us—there should be nothing on the face of the great 
charter of liberty suggesting that such a thing as negro slavery had ever existed 
among us. (Enthusiastic applause.) This is part of the evidence that the fathers 
of the Government expected and intended the institution of slavery to come to 
an end. They expected and intended that it should be in the course of ultimate
extinction. 
	 And when I say that I desire to see the further spread of it arrested I only 
say I desire to see that done which the fathers have first done. When I  say I 
desire to see it placed where the public mind will rest in the belief that it is in
the course of ultimate extinction, I only say I desire to see it placed where they 
placed it. It is not true that our fathers, as Judge Douglas assumes, made this 
government part slave and part free. Understand the sense in which he puts 
it. He assumes that slavery is a rightful thing within itself,—was introduced 
by the framers of the Constitution. The exact truth is, that they found the 
institution existing among us, and they left it as they found it. But in making the 
government they left this institution with many clear marks of disapprobation 
upon it. They found slavery among them and they left it among them because 
of the difficulty—the absolute impossibility of its immediate removal. And 
when Judge Douglas asks me why we cannot let it remain part slave and part 
free as the fathers of the government made, he asks a question based upon an 
assumption which is itself a falsehood; and I turn upon him and ask him the 
question, when the policy that the fathers of the government had adopted in 
relation to this element among us was the best policy in the world—the only 
wise policy—the only policy that we can ever safely continue upon—that will 
ever give us peace unless this dangerous element masters us all and becomes 
a national institution— I turn upon him and ask him why he could not let it alone? 
(Great and prolonged cheering.) I turn and ask him why he was driven to the 
necessity of introducing a new policy in regard to it? He has himself said he 
introduced a new policy. He said so in his speech on the 22d of March of the 
present year, 1858. I ask him why he could not let it remain where our fathers 
placed it? I ask too of Judge Douglas and his friends why we shall not again 
place this institution upon the basis on which the fathers left it? I ask you when 
he infers that I am in favor of setting the free and slave States at war, when the 
institution was placed in that attitude by those who made the constitution, did 



82

they make any war? (“No;” “no;” and cheers.) If we had no war out of it when 
thus placed, wherein is the ground of belief that we shall have war out of it if 
we return to that policy? Have we had any peace upon this matter springing 
from any other basis? (“No, no.”) I maintain that we have not. I have proposed 
nothing more than a return to the policy of the fathers. 
	 I confess, when I propose a certain measure of policy, it is not enough for 
me that I do not intend anything evil in the result, but it is incumbent on me 
to show that it has not a tendency to that result. I have met Judge Douglas in 
that point of view. I have not only made the declaration that I do not mean to 
produce a conflict between the States, but I have tried to show by fair reasoning, 
and I think I have shown to the minds of fair men, that I propose nothing but 
what has a most peaceful tendency. The quotation that I happened to make in 
that Springfield speech, that “a house divided against itself cannot stand,” and 
which has proved so offensive to the Judge, was part and parcel of the same 
thing. He tries to show that variety in the domestic institutions of the different 
States is necessary and indispensable. I do not dispute it. I have no controversy 
with Judge Douglas about that. I shall very readily agree with him that it would 
be foolish for us to insist upon having a cranberry law here, in Illinois, where 
we have no cranberries, because they have a cranberry law in Indiana, where 
they have cranberries. (Laughter, “good, good.”) I should insist that it would be 
exceedingly wrong in us to deny to Virginia the right to enact oyster laws where
they have oysters, because we want no such laws here. (Renewed laughter.) I 
understand, I hope, quite as well as Judge Douglas or anybody else, that the 
variety in the soil and climate and face of the country, and consequent variety 
in the industrial pursuits and productions of a country, require systems of law 
conforming to this variety in the natural features of the country. I understand 
quite as well as Judge Douglas, that if we here raise a barrel of flour more than 
we want, and the Louisianians raise a barrel of sugar more than they want, 
it is of mutual advantage to exchange. That produces commerce, brings us 
together, and makes us better friends. We like one another the more for it. And 
I understand as well as Judge Douglas, or anybody else, that these mutual 
accommodations are the cements which bind together the different parts of 
this Union—that instead of being a thing to “divide the house”—figuratively 
expressing the Union,—they tend to sustain it; they are the props of the house 
tending always to hold it up.
	 But when I have admitted all this, I ask if there is any parallel between these 
things and this institution of slavery? I do not see that there is any parallel at all 
between them. Consider it. When have we had any difficulty or quarrel amongst 
ourselves about the cranberry laws of Indiana, or the oyster laws of Virginia, or 
the pine lumber laws of Maine, or the fact that Louisiana produces sugar, and 
Illinois flour? When have we had any quarrels over these things? When have 
we had perfect peace in regard to this thing which I say is an element of discord 
in this Union? We have sometimes had peace, but when was it? It was when 
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the institution of slavery remained quiet where it was. We have had difficulty 
and turmoil whenever it has made a struggle to spread itself where it was not. 
I ask then, if experience does not speak in thunder tones, telling us that the 
policy which has given peace to the country heretofore, being returned to, gives 
the greatest promise of peace again. (“Yes “ “yes;” “yes.”) You may say and 
Judge Douglas has intimated the same thing, that all this difficulty in regard to 
the institution of slavery is the mere agitation of office seekers and ambitious 
Northern politicians. He thinks we want to get “his place,” I suppose. (Cheers 
and laughter.) I agree that there are office seekers amongst us. The Bible says 
somewhere that we are desperately selfish. I think we would have discovered 
that fact without the Bible. I do not claim that I am any less so than the average 
of men, but I do claim that I am not more selfish than Judge Douglas. (Roars of
laughter and applause.)
	 But is it true that all the difficulty and agitation we have in regard to this 
institution of slavery springs from office seeking—from the mere ambition 
of politicians? Is that the truth? How many times have we had danger from 
this question? Go back to the day of the Missouri Compromise. Go back to the 
Nullification question, at the bottom of which lay this same slavery question. 
Go back to the time of the Annexation of Texas. Go back to the troubles that 
led to the Compromise of 1850. You will find that every time, with the single 
exception of the Nullification question, they sprung from an endeavor to spread 
this institution. There never was a party in the history of this country, and there 
probably never will be of sufficient strength to disturb the general peace of the 
country. Parties themselves may be divided and quarrel on minor questions, yet 
it extends not beyond the parties themselves. But does not this question make 
a disturbance outside of political circles? Does it not enter into the churches 
and rend them asunder? What divided the great Methodist Church into two 
parts, North and S outh? What has raised this constant disturbance in every 
Presbyterian General Assembly that meets? What disturbed the Unitarian 
Church in this very city two years ago? What has jarred and shaken the great 
American Tract Society recently, not yet splitting it, but sure to divide it in the 
end. Is it not this same mighty, deep seated power that somehow operates on 
the minds of men, exciting and stirring them up in every avenue of society—
in politics, in religion, in literature, in morals, in all the manifold relations 
of life? (Applause.) Is this the work of politicians? Is that irresistible power 
which for fifty years has shaken the government and agitated the people to 
be stilled and subdued by pretending that it is an exceedingly simple thing, 
and we ought not to talk about it? (Great cheers and laughter.) If you will get 
everybody else to stop talking about it, I assure I will quit before they have half 
done so. (Renewed laughter.) But where is the philosophy or statesmanship 
which assumes that you can quiet that disturbing element in our society which 
has disturbed us for more than half a century, which has been the only serious 
danger that has threatened our institutions—I say, where is the philosophy or 
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the statesmanship based on the assumption that we are to quit talking about it 
(applause), and that the public mind is all at once to cease being agitated by it? 
Yet this is the policy here in the North that Douglas is advocating—that we are 
to care nothing about it! I ask you if it is not a false philosophy? Is it not a false 
statesmanship that undertakes to build up a system of policy upon the basis of 
caring nothing about the very thing that every body does care the most about? (“Yes, 
yes,” and applause)—a thing which all experience has shown we care a very 
great deal about? (Laughter and applause.)
	 The Judge alludes very often in the course of his remarks to the exclusive 
right which the States have to decide the whole thing for themselves. I agree 
with him very readily that the different States have that right. He is but fighting 
a man of straw when he assumes that I am contending against the right of the 
States to do as they please about it. Our controversy with him is in regard to 
the new Territories. We agree that when the States come in as States they have 
the right and the power to do as they please. We have no power as citizens 
of the free States or in our federal capacity as members of the Federal Union 
through the general government, to disturb slavery in the States where it exists. 
We profess constantly that we have no more inclination than belief in the 
power of the Government to disturb it; yet we are driven constantly to defend 
ourselves from the assumption that we are warring upon the rights of the States. 
What I insist upon is, that the new Territories shall be kept free from it while 
in the Territorial condition. Judge Douglas assumes that we have no interest 
in them—that we have no right whatever to interfere. I think we have some 
interest. I think that as white men we have. Do we not wish for an outlet for 
our surplus population, if I may so express myself? Do we not feel an interest 
in getting to that outlet with such institutions as we would like to have prevail 
there? If you go to the Territory opposed to slavery and another man comes 
upon the same ground with his slave, upon the assumption that the things are 
equal, it turns out that he has the equal right all his way and you have no part 
of it your way. If he goes in and makes it a slave Territory, and by consequence 
a slave State, is it not time that those who desire to have it a free State were on 
equal ground? Let me suggest it in a different way. How many Democrats are 
there about here (“a thousand”) who have left slave States and come into the 
free State of Illinois to get rid of the institution of slavery. (Another voice—
”a thousand and one.”) I reckon there are a thousand and one. (Laughter.) I 
will ask you, if the policy you are now advocating had prevailed when this 
country was in a Territorial condition, where would you have gone to get rid 
of it? (Applause.)Where would you have found your free State or Territory to 
go to? And when hereafter, for any cause, the people in this place shall desire 
to find new homes, if they wish to be rid of the institution, where will they 
find the place to go to? (Loud cheers.) Now irrespective of the moral aspect of 
this question as to whether there is a right or wrong in enslaving a negro, I am 
still in favor of our new Territories being in such a condition that white men 
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may find a home—may find some spot where they can better their condition—
where they can settle upon new soil and better their condition in life. (Great 
and continued cheering.)I am in favor of this not merely (I must say it here as I 
have elsewhere,) for our own people who are born amongst us, but as an outlet 
for free white people everywhere, the world over—in which Hans and Baptiste and 
Patrick, and all other men from all the world, may find new homes and better 
their conditions in life. (Loud and long continued applause.)
	 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 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 controversy—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. (Loud applause.) They also desire 
a policy that looks to a peaceful end of slavery at sometime, as being wrong. 
These are the views they entertain in regard to it as I understand them; and all 
their sentiments—all their arguments and propositions are brought within this 
range. I have said and I repeat it here, that if there be a man amongst us who 
does not think that the institution of slavery is wrong in any one of the aspects 
of which I have spoken, he is misplaced and ought not to be with us. And if 
there be a man amongst us who is so impatient of it as a wrong as to disregard 
its actual presence among us and the difficulty of getting rid of it suddenly in a 
satisfactory way, and to disregard the constitutional obligations thrown about 
it, that man is misplaced if he is on our platform. We disclaim sympathy with 
him in practical action. He is not placed properly with us.
	 On this subject of treating it as a wrong, and limiting its spread, let me 
say a word. Has any thing 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 
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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 a 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. You see this peaceful way 
of dealing with it as a wrong—restricting the spread of it, and not allowing it 
to go into new countries where it has not already existed. That is the peaceful 
way, the old-fashioned way, the way in which the fathers themselves set us the 
example. 
	 On the other hand, I have said there is a sentiment which treats it as not 
being wrong. That is the Democratic sentiment of this day. I do not mean to say 
that every man who stands within that range positively asserts that it is right. 
That class will include all who positively assert that it is right, and all who like 
Judge Douglas treat it as indifferent and do not say it is either right or wrong. 
These two classes of men fall within the general class of those who do not look 
upon it as a wrong. And if there be among you anybody who supposes that he 
as a Democrat, can consider himself “as much opposed to slavery as anybody,” 
I would like to reason with him. You never treat it as a wrong. What other thing 
that you consider as a wrong, do you deal with as you deal with that? Perhaps 
you say it is wrong, but your leader never does, and you quarrel with anybody who 
says it is wrong. Although you pretend to say so yourself you can find no fit place 
to deal with it as a wrong. You must not say anything about it in the free States, 
because it is not here. You must not say anything about it in the slave States, 
because it is there. You must not say anything about it in the pulpit, because that 
is religion and has nothing to do with it. You must not say anything about it in 
politics, because that will disturb the security of “my place.’’ (Shouts of laughter and 
cheers.) There is no place to talk about it as being a wrong, although you say 
yourself it is a wrong. But finally you will screw yourself up to the belief that if 
the people of the slave States should adopt a system of gradual emancipation on 
the slavery question, you would be in favor of it. You would be in favor of it. You 
say that is getting it in the right place, and you would be glad to see it succeed. 
But you are deceiving yourself. You all know that Frank Blair and Gratz Brown, 
down there in St. Louis, undertook to introduce that system in Missouri. They 
fought as valiantly as they could for the system of gradual emancipation which 
you pretend you would be glad to see succeed. Now I will bring you to the test. 
After a hard fight they were beaten, and when the news came over here you 
threw up your hats and hurrahed for Democracy. (Great applause and laughter.) 
More than that, take all the argument made in favor of the system you have 
proposed, and it carefully excludes the idea that there is anything wrong in the 
institution of slavery. The arguments to sustain that policy carefully excluded it. 
Even here to-day you heard Judge Douglas quarrel with me because I uttered a 
wish that it might sometime come to an end. Although Henry Clay could say he 
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wished every slave in the United States was in the country of his ancestors, I am 
denounced by those pretending to respect Henry Clay for uttering a wish that it 
might sometime, in some peaceful way, come to an end. The Democratic policy 
in regard to that institution will not tolerate the merest breath, the slightest 
hint, of the least degree of wrong about it. Try it by some of Judge Douglas’ 
arguments. He says he “don’t care whether it is voted up or voted down” in 
the Territories. I do not care myself in dealing with that expression, whether it 
is intended to be expressive of his individual sentiments on the subject, or only 
of the national policy he desires to have established. It is alike valuable for my 
purpose. Any man can say that who does not see anything wrong in slavery, 
but no man can logically say it who does see a wrong in it; because no man 
can logically say he don’t care whether a wrong is voted up or voted down. 
He may say he don’t care whether an indifferent thing is voted up or down, 
but he must logically have a choice between a right thing and a wrong thing. 
He contends that whatever community wants slaves has a right to have them. 
So they have if it is not a wrong. But if it is a wrong, he cannot say people have 
a right to do wrong. He says that upon the score of equality, slaves should be 
allowed to go in a new Territory, like other property. This is strictly logical if 
there is no difference between it and other property. If it and other property 
are equal, his argument is entirely logical. But if you insist that one is wrong 
and the other right, there is no use to institute a comparison between right and 
wrong. You may turn over everything in the Democratic policy from beginning 
to end, whether in the shape it takes on the statute book, in the shape it takes 
in the Dred Scott decision, in the shape it takes in conversation or the shape 
it takes in short maxim-like arguments—it everywhere carefully excludes the 
idea that there is anything wrong in it.
	 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.” (Loud applause.) 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. I was glad to express my gratitude at Quincy, and I re-express it here 
to Judge Douglas—that he looks to no end of the institution of slavery. That will 
help the people to see where the struggle really is. It will hereafter place with 
us all men who really do wish the wrong may have an end. And whenever we 
can get rid of the fog which obscures the real question—when we can get Judge 
Douglas and his friends to avow a policy looking to its perpetuation—we can 
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get out from among them that class of men and bring them to the side of those 
who treat it as a wrong. Then there will soon be an end of it, and that end will 
be its “ultimate extinction.” Whenever the issue can be distinctly made, and 
all extraneous matter thrown out so that men can fairly see the real difference 
between the parties, this controversy will soon be settled, and it will be done 
peaceably too. There will be no war, no violence. It will be placed again where 
the wisest and best men of the world, placed it. Brooks of South Carolina once 
declared that when this Constitution was framed, its framers did not look to 
the institution existing until this day. When he said this, I think he stated a fact 
that is fully borne out by the history of the times. But he also said they were 
better and wiser men than the men of these days; yet the men of these days 
had experience which they had not, and by the invention of the cotton gin it 
became a necessity in this country that slavery should be perpetual. I now say 
that willingly or unwillingly, purposely or without purpose, Judge Douglas has
been the most prominent instrument in changing the position of the institution 
of slavery which the fathers of the government expected to come to an end 
ere this—and putting it upon Brooks’ cotton gin basis, (Great applause,)—placing 
it where he openly confesses he has no desire there shall ever be an end of it. 
(Renewed applause.)
	 I understand I have ten minutes yet. I will employ it in saying something 
about this argument Judge Douglas uses, while he sustains the Dred Scot 
decision, that the people of the Territories can still somehow exclude slavery. The 
first thing I ask attention to is the fact that Judge Douglas constantly said, before 
the decision, that whether they could or not, was a question for the Supreme Court. 
(Cheers.) But after the Court has made the decision he virtually says it is not a 
question for the Supreme Court, but for the people. (Renewed applause.) And 
how is it he tells us they can exclude it? He says it needs “police regulations,” 
and that admits of “unfriendly legislation.” Although it is a right established by 
the constitution of the United States to take a slave into a Territory of the United 
States and hold him as property, yet unless the Territorial Legislature will give 
friendly legislation, and, more especially, if they adopt unfriendly legislation, 
they can practically exclude him. Now, without meeting this proposition as a 
matter of fact, I pass to consider the real constitutional obligation. Let me take 
the gentleman who looks me in the face before me, and let us suppose that he 
is a member of the Territorial Legislature. The first thing he will do will be to 
swear that he will support the Constitution of the United States. His neighbor 
by his side in the Territory has slaves and needs Territorial legislation to enable 
him to enjoy that constitutional right. Can he withhold the legislation which his
neighbor needs for the enjoyment of a right which is fixed in his favor in 
the Constitution of the United States which he has sworn to support? Can 
he withhold it without violating his oath? And more especially, can he pass 
unfriendly legislation to violate his oath? Why this is a monstrous sort of talk 
about the Constitution of the United States! (Great applause.) There has never 
been as outlandish or lawless a doctrine from the mouth of any respectable man on 
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earth. (Tremendous cheers.) I do not believe it is a constitutional right to hold 
slaves in a Territory of the United States. I believe the decision was improperly 
made and I go for reversing it. Judge Douglas is furious against those who go 
for reversing a decision. But he is for legislating it out of all force while the law 
itself stands. I repeat that there has never been so monstrous a doctrine uttered
from the mouth of a respectable man. (Loud cheers.) 
	 I suppose most of us, (I know it of myself,) believe that the people of the 
Southern States are entitled to a Congressional fugitive slave law—that it is a 
right fixed in the Constitution. But it cannot be made available to them without 
Congressional legislation. In the Judge’s language, it is a “barren right” which 
needs legislation before it can become efficient and valuable to the persons 
to whom it is guaranteed. And as the right is constitutional I agree that the 
legislation shall be granted to it—and that not that we like the institution of 
slavery. We profess to have no taste for running and catching niggers—at least I 
profess no taste for that job at all. Why then do I yield support to a fugitive slave 
law? Because I do not understand that the Constitution, which guarantees that 
right, can be supported without it. And if I believed that the right to hold a slave 
in a Territory was equally fixed in the Constitution with the right to reclaim 
fugitives, I should be bound to give it the legislation necessary to support it. 
I say that no man can deny his obligation to give the necessary legislation to 
support slavery in a Territory, who believes it is a constitutional right to have it 
there. No man can, who does not give the Abolitionist an argument to deny the 
obligation enjoined by the constitution to enact a fugitive slave law. Try it now. 
It is the strongest abolition argument ever made. 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 slaveholder 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 slaveholder 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. 
(Cheers.) I defy any man to make an argument that will justify unfriendly 
legislation to deprive a slaveholder 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. (Loud and enthusiastic applause.)
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Lincoln’s Address at Cooper Institute, New York City,
27 February 1860

MR. PRESIDENT AND FELLOW-CITIZENS OF NEW-YORK:—
	 The facts with which I shall deal this evening are mainly old and familiar; 
nor is there anything new in the general use I shall make of them. If there shall 
be any novelty, it will be in the mode of presenting the facts, and the inferences 
and observations following that presentation.
	 In his speech last autumn, at Columbus, Ohio, as reported in “The New-
York Times,” Senator Douglas said: 
“Our fathers, when they framed the Government under which we live, understood this 
question just as well, and even better, than we do now.”
	 I fully indorse this, and I adopt it as a text for this discourse. 
	 I so adopt it because it furnishes a precise and an agreed starting point for 
a discussion between Republicans and that wing of the Democracy headed by 
Senator Douglas. It simply leaves the inquiry: “What was the understanding those
fathers had of the question mentioned?”
	 What is the frame of Government under which we live?
	 The answer must be: “The Constitution of the United States.” That 
Constitution consists of the original, framed in 1787, (and under which the 
present government first went into operation,) and twelve subsequently framed 
amendments, the first ten of which were framed in 1789.
	 Who were our fathers that framed the Constitution? I suppose the “thirty-
nine” who signed the original instrument may be fairly called our fathers who 
framed that part of the present Government. It is almost exactly true to say they
framed it, and it is altogether true to say they fairly represented the opinion and 
sentiment of the whole nation at that time. Their names, being familiar to nearly 
all, and accessible to quite all, need not now be repeated.
	 I take these “thirty-nine” for the present, as being “our fathers who framed 
the Government under which we live.” What is the question which, according to 
the text, those fathers understood “just as well, and even better than we do now?”
	 It is this: Does the proper division of local from federal authority, or 
anything in the Constitution, forbid our Federal Government to control as to 
slavery in our Federal Territories?
	 Upon this, S enator Douglas holds the affirmative, and R epublicans 
the negative. This affirmation and denial form an issue; and this issue—this 
question—is precisely what the text declares our fathers understood “better 
than we.” 
	 Let us now inquire whether the “thirty-nine,” or any of them, ever acted 
upon this question; and if they did, how they acted upon it—how they expressed 
that better understanding? 
	 In 1784, three years before the Constitution—the United States then owning 
the Northwestern Territory, and no other, the Congress of the Confederation 
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had before them the question of prohibiting slavery in that Territory; and 
four of the “thirty-nine,” who afterward framed the Constitution, were in 
that Congress, and voted on that question. Of these, Roger Sherman, Thomas 
Mifflin, and Hugh Williamson voted for the prohibition, thus showing that, in 
their understanding, no line dividing local from federal authority, nor anything 
else, properly forbade the Federal Government to control as to slavery in federal 
territory. The other of the four—James M’Henry—voted against the prohibition, 
showing that, for some cause, he thought it improper to vote for it.
	 In 1787, still before the Constitution, but while the Convention was in 
session framing it, and while the Northwestern Territory still was the only 
territory owned by the United States, the same question of prohibiting slavery 
in the territory again came before the Congress of the Confederation; and two 
more of the “thirty-nine” who afterward signed the Constitution, were in that 
Congress, and voted on the question. They were William Blount and William 
Few; and they both voted for the prohibition—thus showing that, in their 
understanding, no line dividing local from federal authority, nor anything else, 
properly forbade the Federal Government to control as to slavery in federal 
territory. This time the prohibition became a law, being part of what is now well 
known as the Ordinance of ‘87.
	 The question of federal control of slavery in the territories, seems not to have 
been directly before the Convention which framed the original Constitution; and 
hence it is not recorded that the “thirty-nine,” or any of them, while engaged on 
that instrument, expressed any opinion of that precise question. 
	 In 1789, by the first Congress which sat under the Constitution, an act was 
passed to enforce the Ordinance of ‘87 including the prohibition of slavery in the 
Northwestern Territory. The bill for this act was reported by one of the “thirty-
nine,” Thomas Fitzsimmons, then a member of the House of Representatives 
from Pennsylvania. It went through all its stages without a word of opposition, 
and finally passed both branches without yeas and nays, which is equivalent to
an unanimous passage. In this Congress there were sixteen of the thirty-nine 
fathers who framed the original Constitution. They were John Langdon, 
Nicholas G ilman, Wm. S . Johnson, R oger S herman, R obert Morris, Thos. 
Fitzsimmons, William Few, Abraham Baldwin, Rufus King, William Paterson, 
George Clymer, Richard Bassett, George Read, Pierce Butler, Daniel Carroll, 
James Madison.
	 This shows that, in their understanding, no line dividing local from 
federal authority, nor anything in the Constitution, properly forbade Congress 
to prohibit slavery in the federal territory; else both their fidelity to correct 
principle, and their oath to support the Constitution, would have constrained 
them to oppose the prohibition.
	 Again, George Washington, another of the “thirty-nine,” was then 
President of the United States, and, as such, approved and signed the bill; thus 
completing its validity as a law, and thus showing that, in his understanding, 



92

no line dividing local from federal authority, nor anything in the Constitution, 
forbade the Federal Government, to control as to slavery in federal territory.
	 No great while after the adoption of the original Constitution, North 
Carolina ceded to the Federal Government the country now constituting 
the State of Tennessee; and a few years later Georgia ceded that which now 
constitutes the States of Mississippi and Alabama. In both deeds of cession it 
was made a condition by the ceding States that the Federal Government should 
not prohibit slavery in the ceded country. Besides this, slavery was then actually 
in the ceded country. Under these circumstances, Congress, on taking charge of
these countries, did not absolutely prohibit slavery within them. But they did 
interfere with it—take control of it—even there, to a certain extent. In 1798, 
Congress organized the Territory of Mississippi. In the act of organization, they
prohibited the bringing of slaves into the Territory, from any place without the 
United States, by fine, and giving freedom to slaves so brought. This act passed 
both branches of Congress without yeas and nays. In that Congress were three 
of the “thirty-nine” who framed the original Constitution. They were John 
Langdon, George Read and Abraham Baldwin. They all, probably, voted for 
it. Certainly they would have placed their opposition to it upon record, if, in 
their understanding, any line dividing local from federal authority, or anything 
in the Constitution, properly forbade the Federal Government to control as to 
slavery in federal territory. 
	 In 1803, the Federal Government purchased the Louisiana country. Our 
former territorial acquisitions came from certain of our own States; but this 
Louisiana country was acquired from a foreign nation. In 1804, Congress gave 
a territorial organization to that part of it which now constitutes the State of 
Louisiana. New Orleans, lying within that part, was an old and comparatively 
large city. There were other considerable towns and settlements, and slavery 
was extensively and thoroughly intermingled with the people. Congress did 
not, in the Territorial Act, prohibit slavery; but they did interfere with it—take 
control of it—in a more marked and extensive way than they did in the case of 
Mississippi. The substance of the provision therein made, in relation to slaves, 
was: 
	 First. That no slave should be imported into the territory from foreign parts.
	 Second. That no slave should be carried into it who had been imported into 
the United States since the first day of May, 1798.
	 Third. That no slave should be carried into it, except by the owner, and for 
his own use as a settler; the penalty in all the cases being a fine upon the violator 
of the law, and freedom to the slave.
	 This act also was passed without yeas and nays. In the Congress which 
passed it, there were two of the “thirty-nine.” They were Abraham Baldwin and 
Jonathan Dayton. As stated in the case of Mississippi, it is probable they both 
voted for it. They would not have allowed it to pass without recording their 
opposition to it, if, in their understanding, it violated either the line properly 
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dividing local from federal authority, or any provision of the Constitution.
	 In 1819-20, came and passed the Missouri question. Many votes were taken, 
by yeas and nays, in both branches of Congress, upon the various phases of the 
general question. Two of the “thirty-nine”—Rufus King and Charles Pinckney—
were members of that Congress. Mr. King steadily voted for slavery prohibition 
and against all compromises, while Mr. Pinckney as steadily voted against 
slavery prohibition and against all compromises. By this, Mr. King showed that, 
in his understanding, no line dividing local from federal authority, nor anything 
in the Constitution, was violated by Congress prohibiting slavery in federal 
territory; while Mr. Pinckney, by his votes, showed that, in his understanding, 
there was some sufficient reason for opposing such prohibition in that case.
	 The cases I have mentioned are the only acts of the “thirty-nine,” or of any 
of them, upon the direct issue, which I have been able to discover.
	 To enumerate the persons who thus acted, as being four in 1784, two in 1787, 
seventeen in 1789, three in 1798, two in 1804, and two in 1819-20—there would 
be thirty of them. But this would be counting John Langdon, Roger Sherman, 
William Few, Rufus King, and George Read, each twice, and Abraham Baldwin, 
three times. The true number of those of the “thirty-nine” whom I have shown 
to have acted upon the question, which, by the text, they understood better than 
we, is twenty-three, leaving sixteen not shown to have acted upon it in any way.
	 Here, then, we have twenty-three out of our thirty-nine fathers “who 
framed the Government under which we live,” who have, upon their official 
responsibility and their corporal oaths, acted upon the very question which the 
text affirms they “understood just as well, and even better than we do now;” 
and twenty-one of them—a clear majority of the whole “thirty-nine”—so acting 
upon it as to make them guilty of gross political impropriety and wilful perjury, 
if, in their understanding, any proper division between local and federal 
authority, or anything in the Constitution they had made themselves, and 
sworn to support, forbade the Federal Government to control as to slavery in 
the federal territories. Thus the twenty-one acted; and, as actions speak louder 
than words, so actions, under such responsibility, speak still louder. 
	 Two of the twenty-three voted against Congressional prohibition of slavery 
in the federal territories, in the instances in which they acted upon the question. 
But for what reasons they so voted is not known. They may have done so 
because they thought a proper division of local from federal authority, or some 
provision or principle of the Constitution, stood in the way; or they may, without 
any such question, have voted against the prohibition, on what appeared to 
them to be sufficient grounds of expediency. No one who has sworn to support 
the Constitution, can conscientiously vote for what he understands to be an 
unconstitutional measure, however expedient he may think it; but one may and 
ought to vote against a measure which he deems constitutional, if, at the same 
time, he deems it inexpedient. It, therefore, would be unsafe to set down even 
the two who voted against the prohibition, as having done so because, in their 
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understanding, any proper division of local from federal authority, or anything
in the Constitution, forbade the Federal Government to control as to slavery in 
federal territory. 
	 The remaining sixteen of the “thirty-nine,” so far as I have discovered, have 
left no record of their understanding upon the direct question of federal control 
of slavery in the federal territories. But there is much reason to believe that their
understanding upon that question would not have appeared different from that 
of their twenty-three compeers, had it been manifested at all.
	 For the purpose of adhering rigidly to the text, I have purposely 
omitted whatever understanding may have been manifested by any person, 
however distinguished, other than the thirty-nine fathers who framed the 
original Constitution; and, for the same reason, I have also omitted whatever 
understanding may have been manifested by any of the “thirty-nine” even, on 
any other phase of the general question of slavery. If we should look into their 
acts and declarations on those other phases, as the foreign slave trade, and the 
morality and policy of slavery generally, it would appear to us that on the direct
question of federal control of slavery in federal territories, the sixteen, if they 
had acted at all, would probably have acted just as the twenty-three did. Among 
that sixteen were several of the most noted anti-slavery men of those times—as 
Dr. Franklin, Alexander Hamilton and Gouverneur Morris—while there was 
not one now known to have been otherwise, unless it may be John Rutledge, of 
South Carolina.
	 The sum of the whole is, that of our thirty-nine fathers who framed the 
original Constitution, twenty-one—a clear majority of the whole—certainly 
understood that no proper division of local from federal authority, nor any part 
of the Constitution, forbade the Federal Government to control slavery in the 
federal territories; while all the rest probably had the same understanding. Such, 
unquestionably, was the understanding of our fathers who framed the original 
Constitution; and the text affirms that they understood the question “better than 
we.”
	 But, so far, I have been considering the understanding of the question 
manifested by the framers of the original Constitution. In and by the original 
instrument, a mode was provided for amending it; and, as I have already 
stated, the present frame of “the Government under which we live” consists of 
that original, and twelve amendatory articles framed and adopted since. Those 
who now insist that federal control of slavery in federal territories violates the 
Constitution, point us to the provisions which they suppose it thus violates; 
and, as I understand, they all fix upon provisions in these amendatory articles, 
and not in the original instrument. The Supreme Court, in the Dred Scott case, 
plant themselves upon the fifth amendment, which provides that no person 
shall be deprived of “life, liberty or property without due process of law;” while 
Senator Douglas and his peculiar adherents plant themselves upon the tenth 
amendment, providing that “the powers not delegated to the United States by 
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the Constitution,” “are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people.”
	 Now, it so happens that these amendments were framed by the first 
Congress which sat under the Constitution—the identical Congress which 
passed the act already mentioned, enforcing the prohibition of slavery in the 
Northwestern Territory. Not only was it the same Congress, but they were 
the identical same individual men who, at the same session, and at the same 
time within the session, had under consideration, and in progress toward 
maturity, these Constitutional amendments, and this act prohibiting slavery in 
all the territory the nation then owned. The Constitutional amendments were 
introduced before, and passed after the act enforcing the Ordinance of ‘87; 
so that, during the whole pendency of the act to enforce the Ordinance, the 
Constitutional amendments were also pending.
	 The seventy-six members of that Congress, including sixteen of the framers 
of the original Constitution, as before stated, were preeminently our fathers 
who framed that part of “the Government under which we live,” which is now 
claimed as forbidding the Federal Government to control slavery in the federal 
territories.
	 Is it not a little presumptuous in any one at this day to affirm that the 
two things which that Congress deliberately framed, and carried to maturity 
at the same time, are absolutely inconsistent with each other? And does not 
such affirmation become impudently absurd when coupled with the other 
affirmation from the same mouth, that those who did the two things, alleged to 
be inconsistent, understood whether they really were inconsistent better than 
we—better than he who affirms that they are inconsistent? 
	 It is surely safe to assume that the thirty-nine framers of the original 
Constitution, and the seventy-six members of the Congress which framed 
the amendments thereto, taken together do certainly include those who may 
be fairly called “our fathers who framed the Government under which we 
live.” And so assuming, I defy any man to show that any one of them ever, 
in his whole life, declared that, in his understanding, any proper division 
of local from federal authority, or any part of the Constitution, forbade the 
Federal Government to control as to slavery in the federal territories. I go a 
step further. I defy any one to show that any living man in the whole world 
ever did, prior to the beginning of the present century, (and I might almost say 
prior to the beginning of the last half of the present century,) declare that, in his 
understanding, any proper division of local from federal authority, or any part 
of the Constitution, forbade the Federal Government to control as to slavery in 
the federal territories. To those who now so declare, I give, not only “our fathers 
who framed the Government under which we live,” but with them all other 
living men within the century in which it was framed, among whom to search, 
and they shall not be able to find the evidence of a single man agreeing with 
them.
	 Now, and here, let me guard a little against being misunderstood. I do not 
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mean to say we are bound to follow implicitly in whatever our fathers did. 
To do so, would be to discard all the lights of current experience—to reject all 
progress—all improvement. What I do say is, that if we would supplant the 
opinions and policy of our fathers in any case, we should do so upon evidence 
so conclusive, and argument so clear, that even their great authority, fairly 
considered and weighed, cannot stand; and most surely not in a case whereof 
we ourselves declare they understood the question better than we.
	 If any man at this day sincerely believes that a proper division of local 
from federal authority, or any part of the Constitution, forbids the Federal 
Government to control as to slavery in the federal territories, he is right to say 
so, and to enforce his position by all truthful evidence and fair argument which 
he can. But he has no right to mislead others, who have less access to history, 
and less leisure to study it, into the false belief that “our fathers, who framed the 
Government under which we live,” were of the same opinion—thus substituting  
falsehood and deception for truthful evidence and fair argument. If any man 
at this day sincerely believes “our fathers who framed the Government under 
which we live,” used and applied principles, in other cases, which ought to have 
led them to understand that a proper division of local from federal authority or 
some part of the Constitution, forbids the Federal Government to control as to 
slavery in the federal territories, he is right to say so. But he should, at the same 
time, brave the responsibility of declaring that, in his opinion, he understands 
their principles better than they did themselves; and especially should he not 
shirk that responsibility by asserting that they “understood the question just as
well, and even better, than we do now.”
	 But enough! Let all who believe that “our fathers, who framed the Government 
under which we live, understood this question just as well, and even better, than we do 
now,’’ speak as they spoke, and act as they acted upon it. This is all Republicans ask—all 
Republicans desire—in relation to slavery. As those fathers marked it, so let it be again 
marked, as an evil not to be extended, but to be tolerated and protected only because 
of and so far as its actual presence among us makes that toleration and protection a 
necessity. Let all the guaranties those fathers gave it, be, not grudgingly, but fully and 
fairly maintained. For this Republicans contend, and with this, so far as I know 
or believe, they will be content.
	 And now, if they would listen—as I suppose they will not—I would address 
a few words to the Southern people. 
	 I would say to them:—You consider yourselves a reasonable and a just 
people; and I consider that in the general qualities of reason and justice you are 
not inferior to any other people. Still, when you speak of us Republicans, you 
do so only to denounce us as reptiles, or, at the best, as no better than outlaws. 
You will grant a hearing to pirates or murderers, but nothing like it to “Black 
Republicans.” In all your contentions with one another, each of you deems an 
unconditional condemnation of “Black Republicanism” as the first thing to be 
attended to. Indeed, such condemnation of us seems to be an indispensable 
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prerequisite—license, so to speak—among you to be admitted or permitted to 
speak at all. Now, can you, or not, be prevailed upon to pause and to consider 
whether this is quite just to us, or even to yourselves? Bring forward your 
charges and specifications, and then be patient long enough to hear us deny or 
justify. 
	 You say we are sectional. We deny it. That makes an issue; and the burden 
of proof is upon you. You produce your proof; and what is it? Why, that our 
party has no existence in your section—gets no votes in your section. The fact is 
substantially true; but does it prove the issue? If it does, then in case we should, 
without change of principle, begin to get votes in your section, we should 
thereby cease to be sectional. You cannot escape this conclusion; and yet, are 
you willing to abide by it? If you are, you will probably soon find that we have 
ceased to be sectional, for we shall get votes in your section this very year. You 
will then begin to discover, as the truth plainly is, that your proof does not touch 
the issue. The fact that we get no votes in your section, is a fact of your making, 
and not of ours. And if there be fault in that fact, that fault is primarily yours, 
and remains so until you show that we repel you by some wrong principle or 
practice. If we do repel you by any wrong principle or practice, the fault is ours; 
but this brings you to where you ought to have started—to a discussion of the 
right or wrong of our principle. If our principle, put in practice, would wrong 
your section for the benefit of ours, or for any other object, then our principle, 
and we with it, are sectional, and are justly opposed and denounced as such. 
Meet us, then, on the question of whether our principle, put in practice, would 
wrong your section; and so meet us as if it were possible that something may be 
said on our side. Do you accept the challenge? No! Then you really believe that 
the principle which “our fathers who framed the Government under which we 
live” thought so clearly right as to adopt it, and indorse it again and again, upon 
their official oaths, is in fact so clearly wrong as to demand your condemnation 
without a moment’s consideration. 
	 Some of you delight to flaunt in our faces the warning against sectional 
parties given by Washington in his Farewell Address. Less than eight years 
before Washington gave that warning, he had, as President of the United States, 
approved and signed an act of Congress, enforcing the prohibition of slavery in 
the Northwestern Territory, which act embodied the policy of the Government 
upon that subject up to and at the very moment he penned that warning; and 
about one year after he penned it, he wrote La Fayette that he considered that 
prohibition a wise measure, expressing in the same connection his hope that we 
should at some time have a confederacy of free States.
	 Bearing this in mind, and seeing that sectionalism has since arisen upon 
this same subject, is that warning a weapon in your hands against us, or in 
our hands against you? Could Washington himself speak, would he cast the 
blame of that sectionalism upon us, who sustain his policy, or upon you who 
repudiate it? We respect that warning of Washington, and we commend it to 
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you, together with his example pointing to the right application of it.
	 But you say you are conservative—eminently conservative—while we are 
revolutionary, destructive, or something of the sort. What is conservatism? Is 
it not adherence to the old and tried, against the new and untried? We stick 
to, contend for, the identical old policy on the point in controversy which was 
adopted by “our fathers who framed the Government under which we live;” 
while you with one accord reject, and scout, and spit upon that old policy, and 
insist upon substituting something new. True, you disagree among yourselves
as to what that substitute shall be. You are divided on new propositions and 
plans, but you are unanimous in rejecting and denouncing the old policy of 
the fathers. Some of you are for reviving the foreign slave trade; some for a 
Congressional Slave-Code for the Territories; some for Congress forbidding 
the Territories to prohibit Slavery within their limits; some for maintaining 
Slavery in the Territories through the judiciary; some far the “gur-reat pur-
rinciple” that “if one man would enslave another, no third man should object,” 
fantastically called “Popular Sovereignty;” but never a man among you in favor 
of federal prohibition of slavery in federal territories, according to the practice 
of “our fathers who framed the Government under which we live.” Not one 
of all your various plans can show a precedent or an advocate in the century 
within which our Government originated. Consider, then, whether your claim 
of conservatism for yourselves, and your charge of destructiveness against us, 
are based on the most clear and stable foundations.
	 Again, you say we have made the slavery question more prominent than 
it formerly was. We deny it. We admit that it is more prominent, but we deny 
that we made it so. It was not we, but you, who discarded the old policy of 
the fathers. We resisted, and still resist, your innovation; and thence comes the 
greater prominence of the question. Would you have that question reduced 
to its former proportions? Go back to that old policy. What has been will be 
again, under the same conditions. If you would have the peace of the old times, 
readopt the precepts and policy of the old times. 
	 You charge that we stir up insurrections among your slaves. We deny 
it; and what is your proof? Harper’s Ferry! John Brown!! John Brown was 
no Republican; and you have failed to implicate a single Republican in his 
Harper‘s Ferry enterprise. If any member of our party is guilty in that matter, 
you know it or you do not know it. If you do know it, you are inexcusable for 
not designating the man and proving the fact. If you do not know it, you are 
inexcusable for asserting it, and especially for persisting in the assertion after 
you have tried and failed to make the proof. You need not be told that persisting 
in a charge which one does not know to be true is simply malicious slander. 
	 Some of you admit that no Republican designedly aided or encouraged 
the Harper’s Ferry affair; but still insist that our doctrines and declarations 
necessarily lead to such results. We do not believe it. We know we hold to no 
doctrine, and make no declaration, which were not held to and made by “our 
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fathers who framed the Government under which we live.” You never dealt fairly 
by us in relation to this affair. When it occurred, some important State elections 
were near at hand and you were in evident glee with the belief that, by charging 
the blame upon us, you could get an advantage of us in those elections. The 
elections carne, and your expectations were not quite fulfilled. Every Republican 
man knew that, as to himself at least, your charge was a slander, and he was 
not much inclined by it to cast his vote in your favor. Republican doctrines and 
declarations are accompanied with a continual protest against any interference 
whatever with your slaves, or with you about your slaves. Surely, this does 
not encourage them to revolt. True, we do, in common with “our fathers who 
framed the Government under which we live,” declare our belief that slavery is 
wrong; but the slaves do not hear us declare even this. Far anything we say or 
do, the slaves would scarcely know there is a Republican party. I believe they 
would not, in fact, generally know it but for your misrepresentations of us, in 
their hearing. In your political contests among yourselves, each faction charges 
the other with sympathy with Black Republicanism; and then, to give point to 
the charge, defines Black Republicanism to simply be insurrection, blood and 
thunder among the slaves.
	 Slave insurrections are no more common now than they were before the 
Republican party was organized. What induced the Southampton insurrection, 
twenty-eight years ago, in which, at least, three times as many lives were lost 
as at Harper’s Ferry? You can scarcely stretch your very elastic fancy to the 
conclusion that Southampton was “got up by Black Republicanism.” In the 
present state of things in the United States, I do not think a general, or even 
a very extensive slave insurrection, is possible. The indispensable concert of 
action cannot be attained. The slaves have no means of rapid communication; 
nor can incendiary freemen, black or white, supply it. The explosive materials 
are everywhere in parcels; but there neither are, nor can be supplied, the 
indispensable connecting trains.
	 Much is said by Southern people about the affection of slaves for their 
masters and mistresses; and a part of it, at least, is true. A plot for an uprising 
could scarcely be devised and communicated to twenty individuals before some 
one of them, to save the life of a favorite master or mistress, would divulge it. 
This is the rule; and the slave revolution in Hayti was not an exception to it, but 
a case occurring under peculiar circumstances. The gunpowder plot of British 
history, though not connected with slaves, was more in point. In that case, only 
about twenty were admitted to the secret; and yet one of them, in his anxiety 
to save a friend, betrayed the plot to that friend, and, by consequence, averted 
the calamity. Occasional poisonings from the kitchen, and open or stealthy 
assassinations in the field, and local revolts extending to a score or so, will 
continue to occur as the natural results of slavery; but no general insurrection 
of slaves, as I think, can happen in this country for a long time. Whoever much 
fears, or much hopes for such an event, will be alike disappointed. 
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	 In the language of Mr. Jefferson, uttered many years ago, “It is still in our 
power to direct the process of emancipation, and deportation, peaceably, and in 
such slow degrees, as that the evil will wear off insensibly; and their places be, 
pari passu, filled up by free white laborers. If, on the contrary, it is left to force 
itself on, human nature must shudder at the prospect held up.”
	 Mr. Jefferson did not mean to say, nor do I, that the power of emancipation 
is in the Federal Government. He spoke of Virginia; and, as to the power of 
emancipation, I speak of the slaveholding States only. The Federal Government, 
however, as we insist, has the power of restraining the extension of the 
institution—the power to insure that a slave insurrection shall never occur on 
any American soil which is now free from slavery.
	 John Brown’s effort was peculiar. It was not a slave insurrection. lt was 
an attempt by white men to get up a revolt among slaves, in which the slaves 
refused to participate. In fact, it was so absurd that the slaves, with all their 
ignorance, saw plainly enough it could not succeed. That affair, in its philosophy, 
corresponds with the many attempts, related in history, at the assassination of 
kings and emperors. An enthusiast broods aver the oppression of a people till 
he fancies himself commissioned by Heaven to liberate them. He ventures the 
attempt, which ends in little else than his own execution. Orsini’s attempt on 
Louis Napoleon, and John Brown’s attempt at Harper’s F erry were, in their 
philosophy, precisely the same. The eagerness to cast blame on old England in 
the one case, and on New England in the other, does not disprove the sameness 
of the two things. 
	 And how much would it avail you, if you could, by the use of John Brown, 
Helper‘s Book, and the like, break up the Republican organization? Human 
action can be modified to some extent, but human nature cannot be changed. 
There is a judgment and a feeling against slavery in this nation, which cast 
at least a million and a half of votes. You cannot destroy that judgment and 
feeling—that sentiment—by breaking up the political organization which rallies 
around it. You can scarcely scatter and disperse an army which has been formed 
into order in the face of your heaviest fire; but if you could, how much would 
you gain by forcing the sentiment which created it out of the peaceful channel 
of the ballot-box, into some other channel? What would that other channel 
probably be? Would the number of John Browns be lessened or enlarged by the 
operation?
	 But you will break up the Union rather than submit to a denial of your 
Constitutional rights.
	 That has a somewhat reckless sound; but it would be palliated, if not fully 
justified, were we proposing, by the mere force of numbers, to deprive you of 
some right, plainly written down in the Constitution. But we are proposing no 
such thing. 
	 When you make these declarations, you have a specific and well-understood 
allusion to an assumed Constitutional right of yours, to take slaves into the 
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federal territories, and to hold them there as property. But no such right is 
specifically written in the Constitution. That instrument is literally silent about 
any such right. We, on the contrary, deny that such a right has any existence in 
the Constitution, even by implication. 
	 Your purpose, then, plainly stated, is, that you will destroy the Government, 
unless you be allowed to construe and enforce the Constitution as you please, 
on all points in dispute between you and us. You will rule or ruin in all events. 	
	 This, plainly stated, is your language. Perhaps you will say the Supreme 
Court has decided the disputed Constitutional question in your favor. Not quite 
so. But waiving the lawyer’s distinction between dictum and decision, the Court 
have decided the question for you in a sort of way. The Court have substantially 
said, it is your Constitutional right to take slaves into the federal territories, and 
to hold them there as property. When I say the decision was made in a sort of 
way, I mean it was made in a divided Court, by a bare majority of the Judges, 
and they not quite agreeing with one another in the reasons for making it; that 
it is so made as that its avowed supporters disagree with one another about its 
meaning, and that it was mainly based upon a mistaken statement of fact—the 
statement in the opinion that “the right of property in a slave is distinctly and 
expressly affirmed in the Constitution.” 
	 An inspection of the Constitution will show that the right of property in 
a slave is not “distinctly and expressly affirmed” in it. Bear in mind, the Judges 
do not pledge their judicial opinion that such right is impliedly affirmed 
in the Constitution; but they pledge their veracity that it is “distinctly and 
expressly” affirmed there—”distinctly,” that is, not mingled with anything 
else—”expressly,” that is, in words meaning just that, without the aid of any 
inference, and susceptible of no other meaning.
	 If they had only pledged their judicial opinion that such right is affirmed in 
the instrument by implication, it would be open to others to show that neither 
the word “slave” nor “slavery” is to be found in the Constitution, nor the word
“property” even, in any connection with language alluding to the things slave, 
or slavery, and that wherever in that instrument the slave is alluded to, he is 
called a “person;”—and wherever his master’s legal right in relation to him is 
alluded to, it is spoken of as “service or labor which may be due,”—as a debt 
payable in service or labor. Also, it would be open to show, by contemporaneous 
history, that this mode of alluding to slaves and slavery, instead of speaking of 
them, was employed on purpose to exclude from the Constitution the idea that 
there could be property in man. 
	 To show all this, is easy and certain.
	 When this obvious mistake of the Judges shall be brought to their notice, is 
it not reasonable to expect that they will withdraw the mistaken statement, and 
reconsider the conclusion based upon it?
	 And then it is to be remembered that “our fathers who framed the 
Government under which we live”—the men who made the Constitution—
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decided this same Constitutional question in our favor, long ago—decided 
it without division among themselves, when making the decision; without 
division among themselves about the meaning of it after it was made, and, so 
far as any evidence is left, without basing it upon any mistaken statement of 
facts.
	 Under all these circumstances, do you really feel yourselves justified to 
break up this Government, unless such a court decision as yours is, shall be at 
once submitted to as a conclusive and final rule of political action? But you will 
not abide the election of a Republican President! In that supposed event, you 
say, you will destroy the Union;  and then, you say, the great crime of having 
destroyed it will be upon us! That is cool. A highwayman holds a pistol to my 
ear, and mutters through his teeth, “Stand and deliver, or I shall kill you, and 
then you will be a murderer!”
	 To be sure what the robber demanded of me—my money—was my own; 
and I had a clear right to keep it; but it was no more my own than my vote is 
my own; and the threat of death to me, to extort my money, and the threat of 
destruction to the Union, to extort my vote, can scarcely be distinguished in 
principle.
	 A few words now to Republicans. It is exceedingly desirable that all parts of 
this great Confederacy shall be at peace, and in harmony, one with another. Let us 
Republicans do our part to have it so. Even though much provoked, let us do nothing 
through passion and ill temper. Even though the southern people will not so much as 
listen to us, let us calmly consider their demands, and yield to them if, in our deliberate 
view of our duty, we possibly can. Judging by all they say and do, and by the 
subject and nature of their controversy with us, let us determine, if we can, 
what will satisfy them. 
	 Will they be satisfied if the Territories be unconditionally surrendered to 
them? We know they will not. In all their present complaints against us, the 
Territories are scarcely mentioned. Invasions and insurrections are the rage 
now. Will it satisfy them, if, in the future, we have nothing to do with invasions 
and insurrections? We know it will not. We so know, because we know we 
never had anything to do with invasions and insurrections; and yet this total 
abstaining does not exempt us from the charge and the denunciation. 
	 The question recurs, what will satisfy them? Simply this: We must not 
only let them alone, but we must, somehow, convince them that we do let them 
alone. This, we know by  experience, is no easy task. We have been so trying 
to convince them from the very beginning of our organization, but with no 
success. In all our platforms and speeches we have constantly protested our 
purpose to let them alone; but this has had no tendency to convince them. Alike 
unavailing to convince them, is the fact that they have never detected a man of 
us in any attempt to disturb them.
	 These natural, and apparently adequate means all failing, what will 
convince them? This, and this only: cease to call slavery wrong, and join them 
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in calling it right. And this must be done thoroughly—done in acts as well as 
in words. Silence will not be tolerated—we must place ourselves avowedly 
with them. Senator Douglas’s new sedition law must be enacted and enforced, 
suppressing all declarations that slavery is wrong, whether made in politics, in 
presses, in pulpits, or in private. We must arrest and return their fugitive slaves 
with greedy pleasure. We must pull down our Free State constitutions. The 
whole atmosphere must be disinfected from all taint of opposition to slavery, 
before they will cease to believe that all their troubles proceed from us.
	 I am quite aware they do not state their case precisely in this way. Most of 
them would probably say to us, “Let us alone, do nothing to us, and say what 
you please about slavery.” But we do let them alone—have never disturbed 
them—so that, after all, it is what we say, which dissatisfies them. They will 
continue to accuse us of doing, until we cease saying.
	 I am also aware they have not, as yet, in terms, demanded the overthrow 
of our Free-State Constitutions. Yet those Constitutions declare the wrong of 
slavery, with more solemn emphasis, than do all other sayings against it; and 
when all these other sayings shall have been silenced, the overthrow of these 
Constitutions will be demanded, and nothing be left to resist the demand. It 
is nothing to the contrary, that they do not demand the whole of this just now. 
Demanding what they do, and for the reason they do, they can voluntarily stop
nowhere short of this consummation. Holding, as they do, that slavery is 
morally right, and socially elevating, they cannot cease to demand a full national 
recognition of it, as a legal right, and a social blessing.
	 Nor can we justifiably withhold this, on any ground save our conviction 
that slavery is wrong. If slavery is right, all words, acts, laws, and constitutions 
against it, are themselves wrong, and should be silenced, and swept away. If it 
is right, we cannot justly object to its nationality—its universality; if it is wrong, 
they cannot justly insist upon its extension—its enlargement. All they ask, we 
could readily grant, if we thought slavery right; all we ask, they could as readily 
grant, if they thought it wrong. Their thinking it right, and our thinking it 
wrong, is the precise fact upon which depends the whole controversy. Thinking 
it right, as they do, they are not to blame for desiring its full recognition, as 
being right; but, thinking it wrong, as we do, can we yield to them? Can we cast 
our votes with their view, and against our own? In view of our moral, social, 
and political responsibilities, can we do this? 
	 Wrong as we think slavery is, we can yet afford to let it alone where it is, 
because that much is due to the necessity arising from its actual presence in the 
nation; but can we, while our votes will prevent it, allow it to spread into the 
National Territories, and to overrun us here in these Free States? If our sense 
of duty forbids this, then let us stand by our duty, fearlessly and effectively. 
Let us be diverted by none of those sophistical contrivances wherewith we 
are so industriously plied and belabored—contrivances such as groping for 
some middle ground between the right and the wrong, vain as the search for 
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a man who should be neither a living man nor a dead man—such as a policy 
of “don’t care” on a question about which all true men do care—such as Union 
appeals beseeching true Union men to yield to Disunionists, reversing the 
divine rule, and calling, not the sinners, but the righteous to repentance—such 
as invocations to Washington, imploring men to unsay what Washington said, 
and undo what Washington did.
	 Neither let us be slandered from our duty by false accusations against us, 
nor frightened from it by menaces of destruction to the Government nor of 
dungeons to ourselves. LET US HAVE FAITH THAT RIGHT MAKES MIGHT, 
AND IN THAT FAITH, LET US, TO THE END, DARE TO DO OUR DUTY AS 
WE UNDERSTAND IT.

February 27, 1860
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Lincoln’s First Inaugural Address, Washington D.C.,
4 March 1861
Fellow citizens of the United States:
	 In compliance with a custom as old as the government itself, I appear before 
you to address you briefly, and to take, in your presence, the oath prescribed 
by the Constitution of the United States, to be taken by the President “before he 
enters on the execution of his office.”
	 I do not consider it necessary, at present, for me to discuss those matters of 
administration about which there is no special anxiety, or excitement.
	 Apprehension seems to exist among the people of the Southern States, 
that by the accession of a Republican Administration, their property and their 
peace and personal security, are to be endangered. There has never been any 
reasonable cause for such apprehension. Indeed, the most ample evidence to 
the contrary has all the while existed, and been open to their inspection. It is 
found in nearly all the published speeches of him who now addresses you. I do 
but quote from one of those speeches when I declare that “I have no purpose 
directly or indirectly to interfere with the institution of slavery in the States where 
it exists. I believe I have no lawful right to do so and I have no inclination to do 
so.” Those who nominated and elected me did so with full knowledge that I had 
made this, and many similar declarations, and had never recanted them. And 
more than this, they placed in the platform, for my acceptance, and as a law to 
themselves, and to me, the clear and emphatic resolution which I now read:
	 “Resolved, That the maintenance inviolate of the rights of the States, and 
especially the right of each State to order and control its own domestic institutions 
according to its own judgment exclusively, is essential to that balance of power 
on which the perfection and endurance of our political fabric depend; and we 
denounce the lawless invasion by armed force of the soil of any State or Territory, 
no matter under what pretext, as among the gravest of crimes.“
	 I now reiterate these sentiments: and in doing so I only press upon the public 
attention the most conclusive evidence of which the case is susceptible, that 
the property, peace and security of no section are to be in anywise endangered 
by the now incoming Administration. I add too, that all the protection which, 
consistently with the Constitution and the laws, can be given, will be cheerfully 
given to all the States when lawfully demanded, for whatever cause—as 
cheerfully to one section as to another.
	 There is much controversy about the delivering up of fugitives from service 
or labor. The clause I now read is as plainly written in the Constitution as any 
other of its provisions: 
	 “No person held to service or labor in one State, under the laws thereof 
escaping into another, shall in consequence of any law or regulation therein, be 
discharged from such service or labor, but shall be delivered up on claim of the 
party to whom such service or labor may be due.”
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	 It is scarcely questioned that this provision was intended by those who 
made it, for the reclaiming of what we call fugitive slaves; and the intention 
of the law-giver is the law. All members of Congress swear their support to 
the whole Constitution—to this provision as much as to any other. To the 
proposition, then, that slaves whose cases come within the terms of this clause, 
“shall be delivered up,” their oaths are unanimous. Now, if they would make 
the effort in good temper, could they not, with nearly equal unanimity, frame 
and pass a law, by means of which to keep good that unanimous oath?
	 There is some difference of opinion whether this clause should be enforced 
by national or by state authority; but surely that difference is not a very material 
one. If the slave is to be surrendered, it can be of but little consequence to him, 
or to others, by which authority it is done. And should any one, in any case, be 
content that his oath shall go unkept, on a merely unsubstantial controversy as 
to how it shall be kept?
	 Again in any law upon this subject, ought not all the safeguards of liberty 
known in civilized and humane jurisprudence to be introduced so that a free 
man be not, in any case, surrendered as a slave? And might it not be well, 
at the same time, to provide by law for the enforcement of that clause in the 
Constitution which guaranties that “The citizens of each State shall be entitled 
to all privileges and immunities of citizens in the several States?”
	 I  take the official oath to-day, with no mental reservations, and with no 
purpose to construe the Constitution or laws, by any hypercritical rules. And 
while I do not choose now to specify particular acts of Congress as proper 
to be enforced, I do suggest, that it will be much safer for all, both in official 
and private stations, to conform to, and abide by all those acts which stand 
unrepealed, than to violate any of them, trusting to find impunity in having 
them held to be unconstitutional. 
	 It is seventy-two years since the first inauguration of a President under 
our national Constitution. During that period fifteen different and greatly 
distinguished citizens, have, in succession, administered the executive branch 
of the government. They have conducted it through many perils; and, generally, 
with great success. Yet, with all this scope for precedent, I now enter upon the 
same task for the brief constitutional term of four years under great and peculiar 
difficulty. A disruption of the Federal Union heretofore only menaced, is now 
formidably attempted.
	 I hold, that in contemplation of universal law, and of the Constitution, 
the Union of these States is perpetual. Perpetuity is implied, if not expressed, 
in the fundamental law of all national governments. It is safe to assert that 
no government proper, ever had a provision in its organic law for its own 
termination. Continue to execute all the express provisions of our national 
Constitution, and the Union will endure forever—it being impossible to destroy 
it, except by some action not provided for in the instrument itself.
	 Again, if the United States be not a government proper, but an association 
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of States in the nature of contract merely, can it, as a contract, be peaceably 
unmade, by less than all the parties who made it? One party to a contract may 
violate it—break it, so to speak; but does it not require all to lawfully rescind it?
	 Descending from these general principles, we find the proposition that, 
in legal contemplation, the Union is perpetual, confirmed by the history of the 
Union itself. The Union is much older than the Constitution. It was formed in 
fact, by the Articles of Association in 1774. It was matured and continued by 
the Declaration of Independence in 1776. It was further matured and the faith 
of all the then thirteen States expressly plighted and engaged that it should be 
perpetual, by the Articles of Confederation in 1778. And finally, in 1787, one of 
the declared objects for ordaining and establishing the Constitution, was “to 
form a more perfect union.” 
	 But if destruction of the Union, by one, or by a part only, of the States, be 
lawfully possible, the Union is less perfect than before the Constitution, having 
lost the vital element of perpetuity.
	 It follows from these views that no State, upon its own mere motion, can 
lawfully get out of the Union,—that resolves and ordinances to that effect are 
legally void; and that acts of violence, within any State or States, against the 
authority of the United States, are insurrectionary or revolutionary, according 
to circumstances.
	 I therefore consider that, in view of the Constitution and the laws, the Union 
is unbroken; and, to the extent of my ability, I shall take care, as the Constitution 
itself expressly enjoins upon me, that the laws of the Union be faithfully executed 
in all the States. Doing this I deem to be only a simple duty on my part; and I 
shall perform it, so far as practicable, unless my rightful masters, the American 
people, shall withhold the requisite means, or, in some authoritative manner, 
direct the contrary. I trust this will not be regarded as a menace, but only as the 
declared purpose of the Union that it will constitutionally defend, and maintain 
itself. 
	 In doing this there needs to be no bloodshed or violence; and there shall be 
none, unless it be forced upon the national authority. The power confided to me, 
will be used to hold, occupy, and possess the property, and places belonging to 
the government, and to collect the duties and imposts; but beyond what may be 
necessary for these objects, there will be no invasion—no using of force against, 
or among the people anywhere. Where hostility to the United States, in any 
interior locality, shall be so great and so universal, as to prevent competent 
resident citizens from holding the Federal offices, there will be no attempt to 
force obnoxious strangers among the people for that object. While the strict 
legal right may exist in the government to enforce the exercise of these offices, 
the attempt to do so would be so irritating, and so nearly impracticable with all, 
that I deem it better to forego, for the time, the uses of such offices.
	 The mails, unless repelled, will continue to be furnished in all parts of the 
Union. So far as possible, the people everywhere shall have that sense of perfect 
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security which is most favorable to calm thought and reflection. The course here 
indicated will be followed, unless current events, and experience, shall show a 
modification, or change, to be proper; and in every case and exigency, my best 
discretion will be exercised, according to circumstances actually existing, and 
with a view and a hope of a peaceful solution of the national troubles, and the 
restoration of fraternal sympathies and affections. 
	 That there are persons in one section, or another who seek to destroy the 
Union at all events, and are glad of any pretext to do it, I will neither affirm or 
deny; but if there be such, I need address no word to them. To those, however, 
who really love the Union, may I not speak? 
	 Before entering upon so grave a matter as the destruction of our national 
fabric, with all its benefits, its memories, and its hopes, would it not be wise to 
ascertain precisely why we do it? Will you hazard so desperate a step, while 
there is any possibility that any portion of the ills you fly from, have no real 
existence? Will you, while the certain ills you fly to, are greater than all the real 
ones you fly from? Will you risk the commission of so fearful a mistake?
	 All profess to be content in the Union, if all constitutional rights can be 
maintained. Is it true, then, that any right, plainly written in the Constitution, 
has been denied? I think not. Happily the human mind is so constituted, that 
no party can reach to the audacity of doing this. Think, if you can, of a single 
instance in which a plainly written provision of the Constitution has ever been 
denied. If, by the mere force of numbers, a majority should deprive a minority 
of any clearly written constitutional right, it might, in a moral point of view, 
justify revolution—certainly would, if such right were a vital one. But such is 
not our case. All the vital rights of minorities, and of individuals, are so plainly 
assured to them, by affirmations and negations, guaranties and prohibitions, in
the Constitution, that controversies never arise concerning them. But no 
organic law can ever be framed with a provision specifically applicable to 
every question which may occur in practical administration. No foresight can 
anticipate, nor any document of reasonable length contain express provisions 
for all possible questions. Shall fugitives from labor be surrendered by national 
or by State authority? The Constitution does not expressly say. May Congress 
prohibit slavery in the territories? The Constitution does not expressly say. Must 
Congress protect slavery in the territories? The Constitution does not expressly 
say.
	 From questions of this class spring all our constitutional controversies, and 
we divide upon them into majorities and minorities. If the minority will not 
acquiesce, the majority must, or the government must cease. There is no other 
alternative; for continuing the government, is acquiescence on one side or the 
other. If a minority, in such case, will secede rather than acquiesce, they make a 
precedent which, in turn, will divide and ruin them; for a minority of their own 
will secede from them, whenever a majority refuses to be controlled by such 
minority. For instance, why may not any portion of a new confederacy, a year or 
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two hence, arbitrarily secede again, precisely as portions of the present Union 
now claim to secede from it? All who cherish disunion sentiments, are now 
being educated to the exact temper of doing this. Is there such perfect identity 
of interests among the States to compose a new Union, as to produce harmony 
only, and prevent renewed secession?
	 Plainly, the central idea of secession is the essence of anarchy. A majority, 
held in restraint by constitutional checks, and limitations, and always changing 
easily, with deliberate changes of popular opinions and sentiments, is the only 
true sovereign of a free people. Whoever rejects it, does, of necessity, fly to 
anarchy or to despotism. Unanimity is impossible; the rule of a minority, as a 
permanent arrangement, is wholly inadmissable; so that, rejecting the majority 
principle, anarchy, or despotism in some form, is all that is left.
	 I do not forget the position assumed by some, that constitutional questions 
are to be decided by the Supreme Court; nor do I deny that such decisions must 
be binding in any case, upon the parties to a suit, as to the object of that suit, while 
they are also entitled to very high respect and  consideration, in all parallel cases, 
by all other departments of the government. And while it is obviously possible 
that such decision may be erroneous in any given case, still the evil effect following 
it, being limited to that particular case, with the chance that it may be over-ruled, 
and never become a precedent for other cases, can better be borne than could the 
evils of a different practice. At the same time the candid citizen must confess that 
if the policy of the government, upon vital questions, affecting the whole people, 
is to be irrevocably fixed by decisions of the Supreme Court, the instant they are 
made, in ordinary litigation between parties, in personal actions, the people will 
have ceased to be their own rulers, having, to that extent, practically resigned 
their government, into the hands of that eminent tribunal. Nor is there, in this 
view, any assault upon the court, or the judges. It is a duty, from which they may 
not shrink, to decide cases properly brought before them; and it is no fault of 
theirs, if others seek to turn their decisions to political purposes.
	 One section of our country believes slavery is right, and ought to be 
extended, while the other believes it is wrong, and ought not to be extended. 
This is the only substantial dispute. The fugitive slave clause of the Constitution, 
and the law for the suppression of the foreign slave trade, are each as well 
enforced, perhaps, as any law can ever be in a community where the moral 
sense of the people imperfectly supports the law itself. The great body of the 
people abide by the dry legal obligation in both cases, and a few break over in 
each. This, I think, cannot be perfectly cured; and it would be worse in both 
cases after the separation of the sections, than before. The foreign slave trade, 
now imperfectly suppressed, would be ultimately revived without restriction, 
in one section; while fugitive slaves, now only partially surrendered, would not 
be surrendered at all, by the other. 
	 Physically speaking, we cannot separate. We cannot remove our respective 
sections from each other, nor build an impassable wall between them. A husband 
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and wife may be divorced and go out of the presence, and beyond the reach of
each other; but the different parts of our country cannot do this. They cannot but 
remain face to face; and intercourse, either amicable or hostile, must continue 
between them. Is it possible then to make that intercourse more advantageous, 
or more satisfactory, after separation than before? Can aliens make treaties easier 
than friends can make laws? Can treaties be more faithfully enforced between 
aliens, than laws can among friends? Suppose you go to war, you cannot fight 
always; and when, after much loss on both sides, and no gain on either, you 
cease fighting, the identical old questions, as to terms of intercourse, are again 
upon you.
	 This country, with its institutions, belongs to the people who inhabit it. 
Whenever they shall grow weary of the existing government, they can exercise 
their constitutional right of amending it, or their revolutionary right to dismember, 
or overthrow it. I can not be ignorant of the fact that many worthy, and patriotic 
citizens are desirous of having the national constitution amended. While I make 
no recommendation of amendments, I fully recognize the rightful authority 
of the people over the whole subject, to be exercised in either of the modes 
prescribed in the instrument itself; and I should, under existing circumstances, 
favor, rather than oppose, a fair opportunity being afforded the people to act 
upon it. 
	 I will venture to add that, to me, the convention mode seems preferable, in 
that it allows amendments to originate with the people themselves, instead of 
only permitting them to take, or reject, propositions, originated by others, not 
especially chosen for the purpose, and which might not be precisely such, as 
they would wish to either accept or refuse. I understand a proposed amendment 
to the Constitution—which amendment, however, I have not seen, has passed 
Congress, to the effect that the federal government, shall never interfere with 
the domestic institutions of the States, including that of persons held to service. 
To avoid misconstruction of what I have said, I depart from my purpose not to 
speak of particular amendments, so far as to say that, holding such a provision 
to now be implied constitutional law, I have no objection to its being made 
express, and irrevocable. 
	 The Chief Magistrate derives all his authority from the people, and they 
have conferred none upon him to fix terms for the separation of the States. The 
people themselves can do this also if they choose; but the executive, as such, 
has nothing to do with it. His duty is to administer the present government, as 
it came to his hands, and to transmit it, unimpaired by him, to his successor.
	 Why should there not be a patient confidence in the ultimate justice of 
the people? Is there any better, or equal hope, in the world? In our present 
differences, is either party without faith of being in the right? If the Almighty 
Ruler of nations, with his eternal truth and justice, be on your side of the North, 
or on yours of the South, that truth, and that justice, will surely prevail, by the 
judgment of this great tribunal, the American people. 
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	 By the frame of the government under which we live, this same people 
have wisely given their public servants but little power for mischief; and have, 
with equal wisdom, provided for the return of that little to their own hands at 
very short intervals.
	 While the people retain their virtue, and vigilance, no administration, by 
any extreme of wickedness or folly, can very seriously injure the government, 
in the short space of four years.
	 My countrymen, one and all, think calmly and well, upon this whole 
subject. Nothing valuable can be lost by taking time. I f there be an object to 
hurry any of you, in hot haste, to a step which you would never take deliberately, 
that object will be frustrated by taking time; but no good object can be frustrated
by it. S uch of you as are now dissatisfied, still have the old Constitution 
unimpaired, and, on the sensitive point, the laws of your own framing under 
it; while the new administration will have no immediate power, if it would, to 
change either. If it were admitted that you who are dissatisfied, hold the right 
side in the dispute, there still is no single good reason for precipitate action. 
Intelligence, patriotism, Christianity, and a firm reliance on Him, who has never 
yet forsaken this favored land, are still competent to adjust, in the best way, all 
our present difficulty.
	 In your hands, my dissatisfied fellow countrymen, and not in mine, is the 
momentous issue of civil war. The government will not assail you. You can 
have no conflict, without being yourselves the aggressors. You have no oath 
registered in Heaven to destroy the government, while I shall have the most 
solemn one to “preserve, protect and defend” it. 
	 I am loth to close. We are not enemies but friends. We must not be enemies. 
Though passion may have strained, it must not break our bonds of affection. 
The mystic chords of memory, stretching from every battle-field, and patriot 
grave, to every living heart and hearthstone, all over this broad land will yet 
swell the chorus of the Union, when again touched, as surely they will be, by 
the better angels of our nature.

March 4, 1861
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To the Workingmen of Manchester, England
Executive Mansion, Washington, January 19, 1863
To the workingmen of Manchester: 	
	 I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of the address and resolutions 
which you sent to me on the eve of the new year.
	 When I came, on the fourth day of March, 1861, through a free and 
constitutional election, to preside in the government of the United States the 
country was found at the verge of civil war. Whatever might have been the 
cause, or whosoever the fault, one duty paramount to all others was before me,
namely, to maintain and preserve at once the Constitution and the integrity of 
the federal republic. A conscientious purpose to perform this duty is a key to all 
the measures of administration which have been, and to all which will hereafter
be pursued. Under our form of government, and my official oath, I could not 
depart from this purpose if I would. It is not always in the power of governments 
to enlarge or restrict the scope of moral results which follow the policies that 
they may deem it necessary for the public safety, from time to time, to adopt.
	 I have understood well that the duty of self-preservation rests solely with 
the American people. But I have at the same time been aware that favor or 
disfavor of foreign nations might have a material influence in enlarging and 
prolonging the struggle with disloyal men in which the county is engaged. A 
fair examination of history has seemed to authorize a belief that the past action 
and influences of the United S tates were generally regarded as having been 
beneficent towards mankind. I have therefore reckoned upon the forbearance of
nations. Circumstances, to some of which you kindly allude, induced me 
especially to expect that if justice and good faith should be practiced by the 
United States, they would encounter no hostile influence on the part of Great 
Britain. It is now a pleasant duty to acknowledge the demonstration you have  
given of your desire that a spirit of peace and amity toward this country may 
prevail in the councils of your Queen, who is respected and esteemed in your 
own country only more than she is by the kindred nation which has its home 
on this side of the Atlantic.
	 I know and deeply deplore the sufferings which the workingmen at 
Manchester and in all Europe are called to endure in this crisis. It has been often 
and studiously represented that the attempt to overthrow this government 
which was built upon the foundation of human rights, and to substitute for 
it one which should rest exclusively on the basis of human slavery, was likely 
to obtain the favor of Europe. Through the actions of our disloyal citizens the 
workingmen of Europe have been subjected to a severe trial, for the purpose 
of forcing their sanction to that attempt. Under these circumstances, I cannot 
but regard your decisive utterance upon the question as an instance of sublime 
Christian heroism which has not been surpassed in any age or in any country. It 
is, indeed, an energetic and reinspiring assurance of the inherent power of truth 
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and of the ultimate and universal triumph of justice, humanity, and freedom. 
I do not doubt that the sentiments you have expressed will be sustained by 
your great nation, and, on the other hand, I have no hesitation in assuring you 
that they will excite admiration, esteem, and the most reciprocal feelings of 
friendship among the American people. I hail this interchange of sentiment, 
therefore, as an augury that, whatever else may happen, whatever misfortune 
may befall your country or my own, the peace and friendship which now 
exist between the two nations will be, as it shall be my desire to make them, 
perpetual.

Lincoln’s Address at Gettysburg, Pennsylvania
Address delivered at the dedication of the Cemetery at Gettysburg

Four score and seven years ago our fathers brought forth on this continent, a 
new nation conceived in Liberty, and dedicated to the proposition that all men 
are created equal. 
	 Now we are engaged in a great civil war, testing whether that nation, or 
any nation so conceived and so dedicated, can long endure. We are met on a 
great battle-field of that war. We have come to dedicate a portion of that field, 
as a final resting place for those who here gave their lives that that nation might 
live. It is altogether fitting and proper that we should do this.
	 But, in a larger sense, we can not dedicate—we can not consecrate—we can 
not hallow—this ground. The brave men, living and dead, who struggled here, 
have consecrated it, far above our poor power to add or detract. The world will 
little note, nor long remember what we say here, but it can never forget what 
they did here. It is for us the living, rather, to be dedicated here to the unfinished 
work which they who fought here have thus far so nobly advanced. It is rather 
for us to be here dedicated to the great task remaining before us—that from 
these honored dead we take increased devotion to that cause for which they 
gave the last full measure of devotion—that we here highly resolve that these 
dead shall not have died in vain—that this nation, under God, shall have a new 
birth of freedom—and that government of the people, by the people, for the 
people, shall not perish from the earth.

November 19, 1863
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Lincoln’s Letter To Mrs. Lydia Bixby
Executive Mansion, Washington D.C., 21 November 1864.

Dear Madam,—I have been shown in the file of the War Department a statement 
of the Adjutant General of Massachusetts, that you are the mother of five sons 
who have died gloriously on the field of battle.
	 I feel how weak and fruitless must be any word of mine which should 
attempt to beguile you from the grief of a loss so overwhelming. But I cannot 
refrain from tendering to you the consolation that may be found in the thanks 
of the Republic they died to save.
	 I pray that our Heavenly Father may assuage the anguish of your 
bereavement, and leave you only the cherished memory of the loved and lost, 
and the solemn pride that must be yours, to have laid so costly a sacrifice upon 
the altar of Freedom. Yours, very sincerely and respectfully.

Lincoln’s Second Inaugural Address, 
Washington D.C., 4 March 1865
Fellow Countrymen:
At this second appearing to take the oath of the presidential office, there is less 
occasion for an extended address than there was at the first. Then a statement, 
somewhat in detail, of a course to be pursued, seemed fitting and proper. Now, 
at the expiration of four years, during which public declarations have been 
constantly called forth on every point and phase of the great contest which 
still absorbs the attention, and engrosses the energies of the nation, little that is 
new could be presented. The progress of our arms, upon which all else chiefly 
depends, is as well known to the public as to myself; and it is, I trust, reasonably 
satisfactory and encouraging to all. With high hope for the future, no prediction 
in regard to it is ventured.
	 On the occasion corresponding to this four years ago, all thoughts were 
anxiously directed to an impending civil-war. All dreaded it—all sought to 
avert it. While the inaugural address was being delivered from this place, 
devoted altogether to saving the Union without war, insurgent agents were in 
the city seeking to destroy it without war—seeking to dissolve the Union, and 
divide effects, by negotiation. Both parties deprecated war; but one of them 
would make war rather than let the nation survive; and the other would accept 
war rather than let it perish. And the war came.
	 One eighth of the whole population were colored slaves, not distributed 
generally over the Union, but localized in the Southern part of it. These slaves 
constituted a peculiar and powerful interest. All knew that this interest was, 
somehow, the cause of the war. To strengthen, perpetuate, and extend this 
interest was the object for which the insurgents would rend the Union, even 
by war; while the government claimed no right to do more than to restrict the 
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territorial enlargement of it. Neither party expected for the war, the magnitude, 
or the duration, which it has already attained. Neither anticipated that the 
cause of the conflict might cease with, or even before, the conflict itself should 
cease. Each looked for an easier triumph, and a result less fundamental and 
astounding. Both read the same Bible, and pray to the same God; and each 
invokes His aid against the other. It may seem strange that any men should 
dare to ask a just God’s assistance in wringing their bread from the sweat of 
other men’s faces; but let us judge not that we be not judged.* The prayers 
of both could not be answered; that of neither has been answered fully. The 
Almighty has His own purposes. “Woe unto the world because of offences! 
for it must needs be that offences come; but woe to that man by whom the 
offence cometh!”** If we shall suppose that American Slavery is one of those 
offences which, in the providence of God, must needs come, but which, having 
continued through His appointed time, He now wills to remove, and that He 
gives to both North and South, this terrible war, as the woe due to those by 
whom the offence came, shall we discern therein any departure from those 
divine attributes which the believers in a Living God always ascribe to Him? 
Fondly do we hope—fervently do we pray—that this mighty scourge of war 
may speedily pass away. Yet, if God wills that it continue, until all the wealth 
piled by the bond-man’s two hundred and fifty years of unrequited toil shall 
be sunk, and until every drop of blood drawn with the lash, shall be paid by 
another drawn with the sword, as was said three thousand years ago, so still it 
must be said “the judgments of the Lord are true and righteous altogether”.***
	 With malice toward none; with charity for all; with firmness in the right, 
as God gives us to see the right, let us strive on to finish the work we are in; to 
bind up the nation’s wounds; to care for him who shall have borne the battle, 
and for his widow, and his orphan—to do all which may achieve and cherish a 
just, and a lasting peace, among ourselves, and with all nations.

March 4, 1865

*	 New Testament: St. Matthew 7:1

**	 New Testament: St. Matthew 18:7

***	 The Book of Common Prayer

	 The South surrendered to the Union at Appomattox Court House, 9 April 1865.

	 Lincoln was assassinated by a Southern fanatic in Washington on Good Friday, 14 April 1865.
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