
Senator Charles Sumner of Massachusetts on the Crime Against Kansas; Senate, May 19-20, 

1856. 

 

MR. PRESIDENT:  

…Against this Territory [Kansas], thus fortunate in position and population, a crime has been 

committed, which is without example in the records of the past…But the wickedness which I now 

begin to expose is immeasurably aggravated by the motive which prompted it. Not in any common 

lust for power did this uncommon tragedy have its origin. It is the rape of a virgin Territory, 

compelling it to the hateful embrace of Slavery; and it may be clearly traced to a depraved longing 

for a new slave State, the hideous offspring of such a crime, in the hope of adding to the power of 

slavery in the National Government…here in our Republic, force, ay, sir, FORCE has been openly 

employed in compelling Kansas to this pollution, and all for the sake of political power...  

Such is the crime which you are to judge. But the criminal also must be dragged into day that you 

may see and measure the power by which all this wrong is sustained. From no common source 

could it proceed. In its perpetration was needed a spirit of vaulting ambition which would hesitate at 

nothing…a madness for Slavery which would disregard the Constitution, the laws, and all the great 

examples of our history…There, sir, stands the criminal, all unmasked before you—heartless, 

grasping, and tyrannical…Justice to Kansas can be secured only by the prostration of this 

influence…Such is the crime, and such the criminal, which it is my duty in this debate to expose, 

and, by the blessing of God, this duty shall be done completely to the end.  

But, before entering upon the argument, I must say something of a general character, particularly in 

response to what has fallen from Senators who have raised themselves to eminence on this floor in 

championship of human wrongs. I mean the Senator from South Carolina (Mr. Butler), and the 

Senator from Illinois (Mr. Douglas), who…sally forth together in the same adventure….The 

Senator from South Carolina has read many books of chivalry, and believes himself a chivalrous 

knight, with sentiments of honor and courage. Of course he has chosen a mistress to whom he has 

made his vows, and who, though ugly to others, is always lovely to him; though polluted in the sight 

of the world, is chaste in his sight I mean the harlot, Slavery. For her, his tongue is always profuse 

in words. Let her be impeached in character, or any proposition made to shut her out from the 

extension of her wantonness, and no extravagance of manner or hardihood of assertion is then too 

great for this Senator…The asserted rights of Slavery, which shock equality of all kinds, are cloaked 

by a fantastic claim of equality. If the slave States cannot enjoy what, in mockery of the great 

fathers of the Republic, he misnames equality under the Constitution in other words, the full power 

in the National Territories to compel fellowmen to unpaid toil, to separate husband and wife, and to 

sell little children at the auction block then, sir, the chivalric Senator will conduct the State of South 

Carolina out of the Union! Heroic knight! Exalted Senator! 

…But not content with this poor menace…the Senator in the unrestrained chivalry of his nature, has 

undertaken to apply opprobrious words to those who differ from him on this floor. He calls them 

"sectional and fanatical;" and opposition to the usurpation in Kansas he denounces as "an 

uncalculating fanaticism." …I affirm that the Republican party of the Union is in no just sense 

sectional, but, more than any other party, national; and that it now goes forth to dislodge from the 



high places of the Government the tyrannical sectionalism of which the Senator from South 

Carolina is one of the maddest zealots.  

..."Sir, it is easy to call names; but I beg to tell the Senator that if the word " traitor " is in any way 

applicable to those who refuse submission to a Tyrannical Usurpation, whether in Kansas or 

elsewhere, then must some new word, of deeper color, be invented, to designate those mad spirits 

who could endanger and degrade the Republic, while they betray all the cherished sentiments of the 

fathers and the spirit of the Constitution, in order to give new spread to Slavery… 

Senators such as these are the natural enemies of Kansas, and I introduce them with reluctance, 

simply that the country may understand the character of the hostility which must be overcome. 

Arrayed with them, of course, are all who unite, under any pretext or apology, in the propagandism 

of human Slavery. To such, indeed, the time-honored safeguards of popular rights can be a name 

only, and nothing more. What are trial by jury, habeas corpus, the ballot-box, the right of petition, 

the liberty of Kansas, your liberty, sir, or mine, to one who lends himself, not merely to the support 

at home, but to the propagandism abroad, of that preposterous wrong, which denies even the right of 

a man to himself! Such a cause can be maintained only by a practical subversion of all rights… 

To overthrow this Usurpation is now the special, importunate duty of Congress, admitting of no 

hesitation or postponement….It must turn from that Slave Oligarchy which now controls the 

Republic, and refuse to be its tool. Let its power be stretched forth toward this distant Territory, not 

to bind, but to unbind; not for the oppression of the weak, but for the subversion of the tyrannical; 

not for the prop and maintenance of a revolting Usurpation, but for the confirmation of Liberty… 

"Let it now take its stand between the living and dead, and cause this plague to be stayed. All this it 

can do; and if the interests of Slavery did not oppose, all this it would do at once…But the slave 

power dares anything; and it can be conquered only by the united masses of the people. From 

Congress to the People I appeal.  

The contest, which, beginning in Kansas, has reached us, will soon be transferred from Congress to 

a broader stage, where every citizen will be not only spectator, but actor; and to their judgment I 

confidently appeal. To the People, now on the eve of exercising the electoral franchise, in choosing 

a Chief Magistrate of the Republic, I appeal, to vindicate the electoral franchise in Kansas. Let the 

ballot-box of the Union, with multitudinous might, protect the ballot-box in that Territory. Let the 

voters everywhere, while rejoicing in their own rights, help to guard the equal rights of distant 

fellow-citizens; that the shrines of popular institutions, now desecrated, may be sanctified anew; 

that the ballot-box, now plundered, may be restored… In just regard for free labor in that Territory, 

which it is sought to blast by unwelcome association with slave labor; in Christian sympathy with 

the slave, whom it is proposed to task and sell there; in stern condemnation of the crime which has 

been consummated on that beautiful soil; in rescue of fellow-citizens now subjugated to a 

Tyrannical Usurpation; in dutiful respect for the early fathers, whose aspirations are now ignobly 

thwarted; in the name of the Constitution, which has been outraged of the laws trampled down of 

Justice banished of Humanity degraded of Peace destroyed of Freedom crushed to earth; and, in the 

name of the Heavenly Father, whose service is perfect Freedom, I make this last appeal."  

 



“Compromises,” Hartford, Connecticut, Daily Courant [Whig (Republican)] (16 May 1854) 
http://history.furman.edu/editorials/see.py?sequence=knmenup&location=Nebraska%20Bill&ecode=cnhckn5
40516a 
 

 

… No Confederacy can exist without Compromises and concessions. Two antagonistic parties -- we 

mean, antagonistic in one point -- must make mutual concessions on that one point if they intend 

live peaceably together. Such has been the principle on which our Government has been carried on. 

Without it, we should have been an insignificant collection of independent states with no power or 

importance. Under those compromises between the North and South, on that point on which they 

are antagonistic, the nation has prospered and has been kept united. 

 

A dark spot now arises in the history of our country. The South, having elected a Northern President 

devoted to their interests who is supported by a section of the North equally devoted to their 

interests, have stept over the boundary of the Compromises and insist upon the abrogation of that of 

1820, by which a violent contest was pacifically settled. They have obtained their share of the 

benefits of this Compromise and now demand of us to relinquish ours. By so doing they have 

aroused a sprit which will not easily be quieted. This movement has shown that there can be no faith 

kept by them -- and that no terms of contract and no compromise are felt binding upon them when 

they can be changed by a vote of Congress or bullied out of the North. 

 

The consequences arising from this movement are, that the whole slavery agitation has been 

reopened by the South themselves and what the end will be no one can predict; that the North are 

aroused up to a more determinate resistance to the extension of the area of slavery, than they have 

ever before been, being chained down by what appeared to them was a sacred compact; that no 

future Compromise can ever be made between the two antagonistic parties, for the North can never 

place confidence in the declarations or agreements of men who would uphold the violation of the 

Missouri Compromise; and that there is danger not only of the loss of the Compromise measures of 

1850, but of the still greater Compromise of the Constitution. The voluntary destruction of one of 

these compacts by the South will weaken the obligatory force of the rest on the minds of the North. 

We fear lest the vote on the Nebraska bill will prove "the beginning of the end" of the permanency 

of the American confederation. 



Abraham Lincoln, Speech at Peoria in Reply to Senator Douglas, October 16, 1854.  

 

 The repeal of the Missouri Compromise, and the propriety of its restoration, constitute the subject 

of what I am about to say.  

 

And as this subject is no other than part and parcel of the larger general question of domestic 

slavery, I wish to make and to keep the distinction between the existing institution and the extension 

of it, so broad and so clear that no honest man can misunderstand me, and no dishonest one 

successfully misrepresent me… 

 

…On January 4, 1854, Judge Douglas introduces a new bill to give Nebraska territorial 

government…Also, about a month after the introduction of the bill, on the judge's own motion it is 

so amended as to declare the Missouri Compromise inoperative and void; and, substantially, that the 

people who go and settle there may establish slavery, or exclude it, as they may see fit. In this shape 

the bill passed both branches of Congress and became a law. 

 

This is the repeal of the Missouri Compromise… I think, and shall try to show, that it is wrong--

wrong in its direct effect, letting slavery into Kansas and Nebraska, and wrong in its prospective 

principle, allowing it to spread to every other part of the wide world where men can be found 

inclined to take it. 

 

…Finally, the sole remaining part north of the line--Kansas and Nebraska--was to be organized; and 

it is proposed, and carried, to blot out the old dividing line of thirty-four years' standing, and to open 

the whole of that country to the introduction of slavery. Now this, to my mind, is manifestly unjust. 

After an angry and dangerous controversy, the parties made friends by dividing the bone of 

contention. The one party first appropriates her own share, beyond all power to be disturbed in the 

possession of it, and then seizes the share of the other party. It is as if two starving men had divided 

their only loaf; the one had hastily swallowed his half, and then grabbed the others half just as he 

was putting it to his mouth. 

 

… Equal justice to the South, it is said, requires us to consent to the extension of slavery to new 

countries. That is to say, inasmuch as you do not object to my taking my hog to Nebraska, therefore 

I must not object to you taking your slave. Now, I admit that this is perfectly logical, if there is no 

difference between hogs and negroes.  

 

… But one great argument in support of the repeal of the Missouri Compromise is still to come. 

That argument is "the sacred right of self-government." … The doctrine of self-government is right, 

--absolutely and eternally right,-- but it has no just application as here attempted. Or perhaps I 

should rather say that whether it has such application depends upon whether a negro is not or is a 

man. If he is not a man, in that case he who is a man may as a matter of self-government do just 

what he pleases with him. 

 

But if the negro is a man, is it not to that extent a total destruction of self-government to say that he 

too shall not govern himself. When the white man governs himself, that is self-government; but 

when he governs himself and also governs another man, that is more than self-government--that is 

despotism. If the negro is a man, why then my ancient faith teaches me that "all men are created 

equal," and that there can be no moral right in connection with one man's making a slave of another. 

 



What I do say is that no man is good enough to govern another man without that other's consent. I 

say this is the leading principle, the sheet-anchor of American republicanism…The master not only 

governs the slave without his consent, but he governs him by a set of rules altogether different from 

those which he prescribes for himself. Allow all the governed an equal voice in the government, and 

that, and that only, is self-government. 

 

Let it not be said I am contending for the establishment of political and social equality between the 

whites and blacks. I have already said the contrary…but I am…arguing against the extension of a 

bad thing [slavery], which, where it already exists, we must of necessity manage as we best can. 

 

…Whether slavery shall go into Nebraska, or other new Territories, is not a matter of exclusive 

concern to the people who may go there. The whole nation is interested that the best use shall be 

made of these Territories. We want them for homes of free white people. This they cannot be, to 

any considerable extent, if slavery shall be planted within them. Slave States are places for poor 

white people to remove from, not to remove to. New free States are the places for poor people to go 

to, and better their condition. For this use the nation needs these Territories. 

 

….In the whole range of possibility, there scarcely appears to me to have been anything out of 

which the slavery agitation could have been revived, except the very project of repealing the 

Missouri Compromise. Every inch of territory we owned already had a definite settlement of the 

slavery question, by which all parties were pledged to abide… 

  

...The Missouri Compromise ought to be restored. For the sake of the Union, it ought to be 

restored…Slavery may or may not be established in Nebraska. But whether it be or not, we shall 

have repudiated--discarded from the councils of the nation--the spirit of compromise; for who, after 

this, will ever trust in a national compromise?  

 

…But restore the compromise, and what then? We thereby restore the national faith, the national 

confidence, the national feeling of brotherhood. We thereby reinstate the spirit of concession and 

compromise, that spirit which has never failed us in past perils, and which may be safely trusted for 

all the future.… 

 

… Near eighty years ago we began by declaring that all men are created equal; but now from that 

beginning we have run down to the other declaration, that for some men to enslave others is a 

"sacred right of self-government." These principles cannot stand together.  

 

Our republican robe is soiled and trailed in the dust. Let us repurify it… Let us readopt the 

Declaration of Independence, and with it the practices and policy which harmonize with it. Let 

North and South--let all Americans-- let all lovers of liberty everywhere join in the great and good 

work. If we do this, we shall not only have saved the Union, but we shall have so saved it as to 

make and to keep it forever worthy of the saving. .. 

 



Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, Gazette [Republican] (7 March1857) 
http://history.furman.edu/editorials/see.py?sequence=dsmenup&location=Dred%20Scott%20Decision&ecode
=papgds570307b 

… We shall treat the so-called decision of that Court as an utter nullity. It is not law, and it has no 

binding force upon either the people or the government. It is not an authoritative interpretation of 

the Constitution, nor is it, legally, a decision entitled to any weight whatever… we object to this 

decision. It is a mere opinion, delivered in a case in which the Court admitted it had no 

jurisdiction… [It is] devoid of all legal force or authority… But if this were not the case, we have 

High Democratic authority for disregarding all such decisions. Prior to the great Bank struggle of 

1832, the U. S. Supreme Court had decided a National Bank to be constitutional. Gen. Jackson and 

the Democratic Party set this decision aside, and pronounced the Bank unconstitutional. Gen. 

Jackson utterly refused to be guided in his political opinions by the Supreme Court. He had sworn 

to support the Constitution, he said, as he understood it, and not as the Supreme Court understood it. 

We may safely plant ourselves upon that ground. We cannot speak for the Republican party; but we 

feel free to say that it will spurn this decision and, when its day of triumph comes, and come it will, 

sweep into oblivion the base, reckless and unjust Judges who have prostituted their high offices to 

purposes so vile. 

The Constitution was ordained to establish Justice and secure the blessings of Liberty to the people; 

and it will be worth one struggle, at least, to prevent it from being thus turned from its high aims to 

subserve the lusts of tyranny. The Constitution was made by the people and for the people; and to 

the people, the sovereign power in this confederacy, we appeal from this decision. They understand 

the charter of their liberties, we hope, full well enough to rebuke and defeat, at the polls, this effort 

to give the whole country up to the domination of the slave power. 



Speech on the Dred Scott Decision, Abraham Lincoln, June 26, 1857,  

Speech delivered in Springfield, Illinois 
http://teachingamericanhistory.org/library/index.asp?document=52 
 

 

… And now as to the Dred Scott decision. That decision declares two propositions: first, that a 

negro cannot sue in the U.S. Courts; and secondly, that Congress cannot prohibit slavery in the 

Territories… He (Stephen Douglas) denounces all who question the correctness of that decision, as 

offering violent resistance to it. But who resists it? Who has, in spite of the decision, declared Dred 

Scott free, and resisted the authority of his master over him?  

 

We believe, as much as Judge Douglas, (perhaps more) in obedience to, and respect for the judicial 

department of government. We think its decisions on Constitutional questions, when fully settled, 

should control, not only the particular cases decided, but the general policy of the country, subject 

to be disturbed only by amendments of the Constitution as provided in that instrument itself. More 

than this would be revolution. But we think the Dred Scott decision is erroneous. We know the 

court that made it, has often over-ruled its own decisions, and we shall do what we can to have it to 

over-rule this. We offer no resistance to it.  

 

… If this important decision had been made by the unanimous concurrence of the judges, and 

without any apparent partisan bias, and in accordance with legal public expectation, and with the 

steady practice of the departments throughout our history, and had been in no part, based on 

assumed historical facts which are not really true; or, if wanting in some of these, it had been before 

the court more than once, and had there been affirmed and re-affirmed through a course of years, it 

then might be, perhaps would be, factious, nay, even revolutionary, to not acquiesce…  

 

But when, as it is true we find it wanting in all these claims to the public confidence, it is not 

resistance, it is not factious, it is not even disrespectful, to treat it as not having yet quite established 

a settled doctrine for the country… 



NATIONAL REPUBLICAN PLATFORM ADOPTED BY THE NATIONAL REPUBLICAN 

CONVENTION, HELD IN CHICAGO, MAY 17, 1860. 
http://memory.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/r?ammem/rbpe:@field(DOCID+@lit(rbpe0180010a)) 

Resolved, That we, the delegated representatives of the Republican electors of the United States, in 

Convention assembled, in discharge of the duty we owe to our constituents and our country, unite in 

the following declarations:  

• The Republican Party. … Its Fundamental Principles.  

That the maintenance of the principles promulgated in the Declaration of Independence and 

embodied in the Federal Constitution, "That all men are created equal; that they are endowed by 

their Creator with certain inalienable rights that among these are life, liberty and the pursuit of 

happiness that to secure these rights, governments are instituted among men deriving their just 

powers from the consent of the governed…”  

•    {Omitted text, 1w} Union.  

3. … we hold in abhorrence all schemes for Disunion, come from whatever source they may:…and 

we {denounce} those threats of Disunion, … as denying the vital principles of a free government, as 

an avowal of contemplated treason, which it is the imperative duty of an indignant People sternly to 

rebuke and forever silence.  

• A Dangerous Political Heresy.  

7. That the new dogma that the Constitution, of its own force, carries Slavery into any or all of the 

Territories of the United States, is a dangerous political heresy, at variance with the explicit 

provisions of that instrument itself, with cotemporaneous exposition, and with legislative and 

judicial precedent; is revolutionary in its tendency, and subversive of the peace and harmony of the 

country.  

• Freedom, the Normal Condition of Territories.  

8. That the normal condition of all the territory of the United States is that of Freedom: That as our 

Republican fathers, when they had abolished slavery in all our national territory, ordained that "no 

person should be deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law," it becomes our 

duty, by legislation, whenever such legislation is necessary, to maintain this provision of the 

Constitution, against all attempts to violate it; and we deny the authority of Congress, of a territorial 

legislature, or of any individuals, to give legal existence to slavery in any Territory of the United 

States.  

• The African Slave Trade.  

9. That we brand the recent re-opening of the African Slave Trade, under the cover of our national 

flag, aided by perversions of judicial power, as a crime against humanity and a burning shame to 

our country and age; and we call upon Congress to take prompt and efficient measures for the total 

and final suppression of that execrable traffic.  

• Democratic Popular Sovereignty.  

10. {Omitted text, 1w} the recent vetoes, by their Federal Governors of the sets of the Legislatures 

of Kansas and Nebraska, prohibiting Slavery in those Territories, we find a practical illustration of 

the boasted Democratic principle of Non-Intervention and Popular Sovereignty embodied in the 

Kansas-Nebraska, Bill and a demonstration of the deception and fraud involved therein.  



The Union Must and Shall Be Preserved” Cartoonist:  Unknown   Source 

Library of Congress, c. 1860 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



“Nebraska - Mr. Douglas's Report,” New Haven, Connecticut, Register [Democratic]  

(16 January 1854) 
http://history.furman.edu/editorials/see.py?sequence=knmenup&location=Nebraska%20Bill&ecode=cnnrkn54
0116a 
 

The report submitted to the Senate, Wednesday, by Mr. Douglas, chairman of the committee on 

Territories in the Senate, in regard to a territorial government for Nebraska, will be read with 

profound interest. This subject has been looked to with obvious apprehensions, in consequence of 

the supposition that it might fearfully revive the slavery agitation. Mr. Douglas was fully impressed 

with the importance and delicacy of the issue involved, and has devoted the full power of his 

capacious mind to its investigation. He has arrived at conclusions which seem to be unassailable. He 

plants himself resolutely upon the Compromise of 1850, as a final settlement -- not final merely as 

to the Territories then in dispute, but final as to all future legislation for territorial governments. 

Adopting this as the basis of his action, he has applied the great pacific principles of the 

Compromise measures of 1850, to the bill for organizing the Nebraska Territory. He goes further, 

and extends the provisions of the fugitive slave law to the Territories. The reasoning of Judge 

Douglas strikes our mind as unanswerable, and we indulge the confident hope that the propositions 

submitted by him will be unhesitatingly affirmed by Congress. They present a practical test of the 

sincerity of the covenant entered into by the Democratic Party at Baltimore. If the principles of the 

Compromise, as brought forward in the Nebraska bill, are sustained by the united democratic votes 

of senators and representatives, all doubt as to the final expulsion of the slavery question from the 

democratic organization, will be put at rest. We may then gladly proclaim the democratic 

organization a unit, and repose confidently on the conviction that the federal Union is safe. We 

commend Mr. Douglas' report not only for the ability with which it is prepared, but for the sound, 

national, Union-loving sentiments, with which it abounds. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



“The Question Settled. -- Black Republicanism vs. the Constitution”. Concord, New 

Hampshire, New Hampshire Patriot [Democratic] (18 March 1857) 
http://history.furman.edu/editorials/see.py?sequence=dsmenup&location=Dred%20Scott%20Decision&ecode
=nhpads570318a 

We give in this paper an abstract of the decision of the U S. Supreme Court in the Dred Scott case, 

in which it is solemnly adjudged and decided, by the highest judicial tribunal of the Union, that the 

Missouri Compromise was unconstitutional, and that Congress has no constitutional power or 

authority to legislate upon the subject of slavery in the Territories. It will be seen that other 

incidental questions were decided in this case, but this is the one of the most political importance, 

and interest. It utterly demolishes the whole black republican platform and stamps it as directly 

antagonistical to the constitution. This is the end of the matter, so far as argument and voting and 

legislation are concerned. The constitution is the supreme law; the Supreme Court is the authorized 

interpreter of the constitution; the construction which that tribunal puts upon that instrument is, for 

all practical purposes, the constitution itself, and therefore their decision must be fully and freely 

acquiesced in by all good citizens. That decision is now the supreme law of the land; it is practically 

the constitution itself, being the meaning and intent of that instrument as officially interpreted and 

declared by the tribunal authorized to interpret it, and from whose decision there is no appeal. 

Resistance to that decision is, therefore, resistance to the constitution -- to the government -- to the 

Union itself. It cannot be made legally, rightfully, peacefully, or with the least chance or hope of 

success. That decision must be carried into effect -- that interpretation must be acquiesced in and 

acted upon, or else it must be resisted by force. There is no other alternative. It is the law, the 

constitution, and will be respected and acted upon by the constituted authorities, no matter to what 

party they belong nor what their private views may be in regard to it. It cannot be evaded; if 

Congress and the President should undertake to resist it, the effort would be futile. In a word, we 

repeat, nothing but force, open rebellion, can successfully oppose the practical application and 

enforcement of the decision of the court in this case. 

 

But what is the course and talk of the black republican organs upon this subject? Why, one 

would suppose, from their talk, that the decision of the highest judicial tribunal of the Union is of no 

binding force! The N Y. Tribune even declares that their decision in this case is entitled to "no more 

weight than would be the judgment of a majority in a Washington bar-room," and other black 

papers declare the judges to be "scoundrels," …and the black press and pulpit unite in reviling the 

court and denouncing their decision! 

 

Now this only goes prove, what we have heretofore alleged, that the black republican creed 

and purposes are at war with the constitution, are treasonable, and contemplate the overthrow of the 

Union. It only goes to show that their leaders stand precisely upon Garrison's platform, and that the 

road to the attainment of their objects lies over the ruins of the constitution and the Union. There is 

no escape from this; they preach resistance to law, to the supreme law -- resistance to what is 

authoritatively adjudged to be the constitution. Such resistance, if carried into practical effect, 

would be treason; and all who preach it, preach treason, and all who seek to make a practical thing 

of it, seek to overthrow the constitution… 

 

 

 

 



“Popular Sovereignty In The Territories.” Stephen A. Douglas, Harper's new monthly 

magazine. Volume 19, Issue 112, September 1859, Page(s) 519-537 
http://memory.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/r?ammem/ncps:@field(DOCID+@lit(ABK4014-0019-75)):: 

Let us pause at this point for a moment, and inquire whether it be just to those illustrious patriots 

and sages who formed the Constitution of the United States, to assume that they intended to confer 

upon Congress that unlimited and arbitrary power over the people of the American Territories, 

which they had resisted with their blood when claimed by the British Parliament over British 

Colonies in America?...If as they contended before the Revolution, it was the birth-right of all 

Englishmen, inalienable when formed into political communities, to exercise exclusive power of 

legislation in their local legislatures in respect to all things affecting their internal polity, slavery not 

excepted, did not the same right, after the Revolution, and by virtue of it, become the birth-right of 

all Americans, in like manner inalienable when organized into political communities no matter by 

what name, whether Colonies, Territories, Provinces, or new States? 

 

… Hence, inasmuch as the Constitution has conferred on the Federal Government no right to 

interfere with the property, domestic relations, police regulations, or internal polity of the people of 

the States, it necessarily follows, under the authority of the Court, that Congress can rightfully 

exercise no such power over the people of the Territories. For this reason alone, the Supreme Court 

were authorized and compelled to pronounce the eighth section of the Act approved March 6, 1820 

(commonly called the Missouri Compromise), inoperative and void there being no power delegated 

to Congress in the Constitution authorizing Congress to prohibit slavery in the Territories. 

 

Inasmuch as the Constitution has delegated no power to the Federal Government in respect to any 

other kind of property belonging to the citizen neither introducing, establishing, prohibiting, nor 

excluding it anywhere within the dominion of the United States, but leaves the owner thereof 

perfectly free to remove into any State or Territory and carry his property with him, and hold the 

same subject to the local law, and relying upon the local authorities for protection, it follows, 

according to the decision of the Court, that slave property stands on the same footing, is entitled to 

the same rights and immunities, and in like manner is dependent upon the local authorities and laws 

for protection. 

 

...The position that I have ever taken has been that this, and all other questions relating to the 

domestic affairs and domestic policy of the Territories, ought to be left to the decision of the people 

themselves; and that we ought to be content with whatever way they may decide the question, 

because they have a much deeper interest in these matters that we have, and know much better what 

institutions suit them than we, who have never been there, can decide for them…They [The 

Compromise of 1850 and the Kansas Nebraska Act] were designed to establish certain great 

principles, which would not only furnish adequate remedies for existing evils, but, in all time to 

come, avoid the perils of a similar agitation, by withdrawing the question of slavery from the Halls 

of Congress and the political arena, and committing it to the arbitrament of those who were 

immediately interested in and alone responsible for its consequences. 

 

… The principle, under our political system, is that every distinct political Community, loyal to the 

Constitution and the Union, is entitled to all the rights, privileges, and immunities of self-

government in respect to their local concerns and internal polity, subject only to the Constitution of 

the United States. 

 



Democratic Party Platform (Stephen A. Douglas and the Northern Democrats)  

Baltimore Convention, June 18, 1860.   
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/19th_century/dem1860.asp 
 

1. Resolved, That we, the Democracy of the Union in Convention assembled, hereby declare our 

affirmance of the resolutions unanimously adopted and declared as a platform of principles by the 

Democratic Convention at Cincinnati, in the year 1856, believing that Democratic principles are 

unchangeable in their nature, when applied to the same subject matters; and we recommend, as the 

only further resolutions, the following:  

2. Inasmuch as difference of opinion exists in the Democratic Party as to the nature and extent of 

the powers of a Territorial Legislature, and as to the powers and duties of Congress, under the 

Constitution of the United States, over the institution of slavery within the Territories,  

Resolved, That the Democratic party will abide by the decision of the Supreme Court of the United 

States upon these questions of Constitutional Law.  

3. Resolved, That it is the duty of the United States to afford ample and complete protection to all 

its citizens, whether at home or abroad, and whether native or foreign born.  

4. Resolved, That one of the necessities of the age, in a military, commercial, and postal point of 

view, is speedy communications between the Atlantic and Pacific States; and the Democratic party 

pledge such Constitutional Government aid as will insure the construction of a Railroad to the 

Pacific coast, at the earliest practicable period.  

5. Resolved, that the Democratic Party are in favor of the acquisition of the Island of Cuba on such 

terms as shall be honorable to ourselves and just to Spain.  

6. Resolved, That the enactments of the State Legislatures to defeat the faithful execution of the 

Fugitive Slave Law, are hostile in character, subversive of the Constitution, and revolutionary in 

their effect.  

7. Resolved, That it is in accordance with the interpretation of the Cincinnati platform, that during 

the existence of the Territorial Governments the measure of restriction, whatever it may be, 

imposed by the Federal Constitution on the power of the Territorial Legislature over the subject of 

the domestic relations, as the same has been, or shall hereafter be finally determined by the 

Supreme Court of the United States, should be respected by all good citizens, and enforced with 

promptness and fidelity by every branch of the general government.  

 

June 18, 1860.  

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

“Our Portrait Gallery – No. 16” The Rail Splitter, Chicago, October 6, 1860. 

 



“The Nebraska Bill Passed.” Milledgeville, Georgia, Federal Union [Democratic] 

(30 May 1854) 
http://history.furman.edu/editorials/see.py?sequence=knmenup&location=Nebraska%20Bill&ecode=gafukn54
0530a 
 

At last we have the cheering news from Washington that the Nebraska Bill has passed the House of 

Representatives by a majority of 13. We rejoice at this on many accounts. The Missouri 

Compromise line, as it has been called, has been erased, the odious distinction between North and 

South is blotted out. Southern men have now the liberty of emigrating to any of the territories 

belonging to the United States, and to carry their property with them, and above all, the principle 

has been established that Congress has no control over the slavery question in the territories. These 

great advantages for the South have been obtained by the passage of this bill, whether slavery ever 

goes into Nebraska or not; but this is not all, by the passage of this bill the South has learned that 

she has many friends at the North upon whom she may rely for justice in the hour of need. It should 

never be forgotten that this bill has been passed thro' both houses by the help of a Spartan band of 

Democrats from the North. These men have stood by the South and their principles under many 

discouragements. In vain has an Abolition press warned them, that by voting for the bill they sealed 

their own political death warrant. In vain has a tyrannical and bigoted priesthood threatened them 

with the vengeance of heaven, they have stood firm and dared to do their duty. All honor to 

President Pierce, to Douglass, Richardson and Cass and their brave associates from the North, 

whom the threatenings of the Priests, the warnings of Abolitionists, or the gibes and sneers of 

Southern Whigs could not drive from their duty. Whilst we have such men in our national councils, 

we need not despair of the Republic. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



“THE DRED SCOTT CASE” Richmond, Virginia, Enquirer [Democratic] (10 March 1857) 
http://history.furman.edu/editorials/see.py?sequence=dsmenup&location=Dred%20Scott%20Decision&ecode
=vareds570310a 
 

… seven of the nine judges constituting the court, agreed on the opinion that the Missouri 

Compromise was unconstitutional…Thus has a politico-legal question, involving others of deep 

importance, been decided emphatically in favor of the advocates and supporters of the Constitution 

and the Union, the equality of the States and the rights of the South, in contradiction to and in 

repudiation (rejection) of the diabolical (wicked) doctrines inculcated (instilled) by factionists and 

fanatics; and that too by a tribunal (court) of jurists, as learned, impartial and unprejudiced as 

perhaps the world has ever seen. A prize, for which the athletes of the nation have often wrestled in 

the halls of Congress, has been awarded at last, by the proper umpire, to those who have justly won 

it. The nation has achieved a triumph, sectionalism has been rebuked, and abolitionism has been 

staggered and stunned. Another supporting pillar has been added to our institutions; the assailants of 

the South and enemies of the Union have been driven from their point d'appui; (advantageous 

position) a patriotic principle has been pronounced; a great, national, conservative, union saving 

sentiment has been proclaimed… And thus it is, that reason and right, justice and truth, always 

triumph over passion and prejudice, ignorance and envy, when submitted to the deliberations of 

honest and able men... 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“Supreme Court vs. the Abolitionists.” Richmond, Virginia, Enquirer [Democratic]  

(13 March 1857) 
http://history.furman.edu/editorials/see.py?sequence=dsmenup&location=Dred%20Scott%20Decision&ecode
=vareds570313a 
 

…To contend now that the General Government has jurisdiction over the domestic affairs of the 

States, that Congress has the right to mark out the limits or to interfere with its expansion into the 

territories, North or South, East or West, is to defy the Constitution, to repudiate the decrees of the 

highest judicial tribunal of the nation…The decision in the Dred Scott case must be a finality, so far 

as the federal legislation on the institution of slavery is concerned. The fact has gone forth, the 

Constitution has been construed, and Congress must conform. Abolitionism must now unmask, and 

wage its warfare openly and above board against the government per se or bow to its behests and 

pass off the stage… 

 

 

 

 

 



Democratic Platform (John C. Breckenridge and the Southern Democrats, Richmond 

Convention) June 1860 
http://members.aol.com/jfepperson/demo_b.html 
 

The Party Platform of the Southern Democrats, 1860:  

Resolved, That the platform adopted by the Democratic party at Cincinnati be affirmed, with the 

following explanatory resolutions:  

1. That the Government of a Territory organized by an act of Congress is provisional and 

temporary, and during its existence all citizens of the United States have an equal right to settle with 

their property in the Territory, without their rights, either of person or property, being destroyed or 

impaired by Congressional or Territorial legislation.  

2. That it is the duty of the Federal Government, in all its departments, to protect, when necessary, 

the rights of persons and property in the Territories, and wherever else its constitutional authority 

extends.  

3. That when the settlers in a Territory, having an adequate population, form a State Constitution, 

the right of sovereignty commences, and being consummated by admission into the Union, they 

stand on an equal footing with the people of other States, and the State thus organized ought to be 

admitted into the Federal Union, whether its constitution prohibits or recognizes the institution of 

slavery.  

Resolved, That the Democratic party are in favor of the acquisition of the Island of Cuba, on such 

terms as shall be honorable to ourselves and just to Spain, at the earliest practicable moment.  

Resolved, That the enactments of State Legislatures to defeat the faithful execution of the Fugitive 

Slave Law are hostile in character, subversive of the Constitution, and revolutionary in their effect.  

Resolved, That the Democracy of the United States recognize it as the imperative duty of this 

Government to protect the naturalized citizen in all his rights, whether at home or in foreign lands, 

to the same extent as its native-born citizens.  

WHEREAS, One of the greatest necessities of the age, in a political, commercial, postal and 

military point of view, is speedy communication between the Atlantic and Pacific coasts. Therefore 

be it  

Resolved, that the National Democratic party do hereby pledge themselves to use every means in 

their power to secure the passage of some bill, to the extent of the constitutional authority of 

Congress, for the construction of a Pacific Railroad from the Mississippi River to the Pacific Ocean, 

at the earliest practicable moment.  

 

 

 



“For the Vindicator--Middlebrook, VA 

Sept. 4th, '60” Staunton Vindicator, 1860-09-07, Page 03 
http://www.vcdh.virginia.edu/xml_docs/valley_news/html/showPage.php?paper=rv1860/va.au.rv.1860.09.07.
xml&showpage=03&page=3&pagesize=10 

Mr. Yost: As I notice in your last paper that you "tender the columns of the Vindicator to those of 

your party brethren who, following their honest convictions of right, differ from you," I would beg 

leave to submit the following: 

Our political history has doubtless never been more interesting than now, and we feel that all who 

write or speak, either in favor of or against any candidate, or points at issue, should know what he 

does… 

We very well know that many of those who write and speak against Mr. Breckinridge, (Mr. Douglas 

included) misrepresent him in a great measure, and assert things which they cannot sustain. 

The Cincinnati platform, upon which Buchanan was nominated in '56, sums up the whole power of 

the Territories thus: 

Resolved, That we recognize the right of the people in the Territories [not the Legislature] 

whenever the number of their inhabitants justifies it, to form a Constitution with or without slavery, 

and be admitted into the Union upon terms of perfect equality with the other States. 

Thus it is defined that the right of the people of a Territory to settle the status of slavery begins only 

when they begin to form a Constitution, and not before. 

Now this is what we want, and nothing more. The assertion that we want Congress to legislate 

slavery into the Territories, (which assertion was also made by Mr. Douglas on last Saturday,) we 

unhesitatingly pronounce false and absurd, and ask any man who has ever advanced such an idea, to 

prove it. We ask Congress to protect the property of all the people in the Territories against 

unconstitutional legislation, Northern Aid Societies, &c., so that the South may emigrate and have a 

chance to extend her Territory, and not be encompassed by those who together with the final 

overwhelming negro population, will crush us out of existence. 

The Constitution of the U.S. says that Congress shall protect the people and property of all the 

States wherever its authority extends. Now does not its authority extend into the Territories? And 

are not slaves property? If so, is not Congress bound by the Constitution of these United States to 

protect slaveholders and their slaves in all Territories under its authority? This is what we ask, and 

is the only point upon which we differ from you: consequently, the assertion that we no longer stand 

upon the Cincinnati Platform--that we are bolters and disunionists--is groundless and foolish. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Speech of Honorable John C. Breckinridge, Vice-President of the United States, at Ashland, 

Kentucky, September 5th, 1860. 

 

…It has been asserted that I, and the political organization with which I am connected, have 

abandoned the ground on which we stood, in regard to the Territorial question in 1854 and 1856; 

that we then occupied the position which is now occupied by Mr. Douglas and his friends. I deny it; 

and I shall now proceed to disprove it, both as to myself and as to the Constitutional Democratic 

Party.  
 

…At no time, either before or after the passage of the Kansas-Nebraska bill, did I ever entertain or 

utter the opinion that a Territorial Legislature, prior to the formation of a State Constitution, had the 

right to exclude slave property from the common Territories of the Union, No…We, in the South, 

held that the Territorial Legislature did not possess the power. Mr. Douglas and his friends held that 

the Territorial Legislature did possess the power. But on these points all were agreed — 1st, that the 

action of the Territorial Legislature must be "subject to the Constitution of the United States." 2d. 

That the limitations imposed by the Constitution should be determined by the Supreme Court; and 

3d, that all should acquiesce in the decision when rendered.  
 

…the Territories have been acquired and are held by Federal Government as trustee for the States, 

and the citizens of all the States may hold and enjoy their property in them until they take on the 

functions of sovereignty, and are admitted into the Union. The citizen enters the common Territory 

with the Constitution in his hand, and the Federal Government can exercise no power over his 

person or property beyond what that instrument confers, nor lawfully deny any right which it has 

reserved; and since the Federal Government cannot do this, still less can it authorize a territorial 

government to exercise those powers. It cannot confer on any local government, established by its 

authority, the power to violate the Constitution.  
 

Between slave property and other property, no distinction exists; property in slaves is recognized by 

the Constitution of the United States, and there is no word in that instrument which gives Congress 

greater power over it, or which entitles it to less protection than other property; but the only power 

which Congress has, is the power, coupled with the duty, of guarding and protecting the owner in 

his rights.  
 

I am content to stand upon these principles, thus announced by the Supreme Court of the Union.  
 

The opinion of the Supreme Court was delivered in 1857. In I858, Mr. Douglas was a candidate for 

reelection from that State, and then for the first time we find the theory advanced that there is a 

mode by which a subordinate Territorial Legislature on a question of Constitutional right may 

evade, or may override the opinion of the highest tribunal in the Union. The manner in which it may 

be done is pointed out in the following language, employed by Mr. Douglas in discussion with his 

competitor, Mr. Lincoln:  
 

"The last question propounded to me by Mr. Lincoln is. Can the people of a Territory, in any lawful 

way, against the wishes of any citizen of the United States, exclude slavery from their limits prior to 

the formation of a State Constitution? I answer emphatically, as Mr. Lincoln has heard me answer a 

hundred times from every stump in Illinois, that, in my opinion, the people of a Territory can, by 

lawful means, exclude slavery from their limits prior to the formation of a State Constitution."  

That question we agreed, in the Kansas bill, to refer to the Supreme Court of the United States. That 

question was decided, as I have just shown you, by the court the year before this speech was made 



by Mr. Douglas, in which decision they say neither Congress nor the Territorial Legislature has 

power to exclude; but their only right and duty are to guard and protect. I have shown you that Mr. 

Douglas agreed to submit the question to that court, and to abide by its decision.  
 

I quote Mr. Douglas again concerning what he calls the "abstract question" of the constitutional 

right of Southern citizens to hold and enjoy their property in the Territories. The question may be 

called "abstract," but it is one involving the equality of the States of this Union and the vital rights 

of nearly half of the confederacy:   
 

"It matters not," says Mr. Douglas, "what way the Supreme Court may hereafter decide as to the 

abstract question, whether slavery may or may not go into a Territory under the Constitution, the 

people have the lawful means to introduce or exclude it as they please, for the reason that slavery 

cannot exist a day or a hour anywhere unless it is supported by local police regulations."  
 

It matters not as to the right to go into the Territories under the Constitution. The people may 

lawfully exclude it while yet in the Territorial condition? I have shown you that in 1856, in the 

Senate of the United States, he said: "If the Constitution carries slavery there, let it go, and no 

power on earth can take it away." I would like to see these two statements reconciled. Whether the 

Constitution did authorize it to go there and protect the individual in his property, was a question 

which he agreed to refer to the Court. This I have proved, not by myself, but by him. He now says, 

no matter which way the Court may decide it, it may be excluded. This declaration has never been 

withdrawn, and he asserted today, that the people of a Territory may exclude the property of 

Southern people, prior to the formation of a Constitution by territorial legislation against it. ''  
 

Gentlemen…I have to say that it is not statesmanlike to agree to refer a controversy on a 

Constitutional point to the Supreme Court of the country, and when the Court has decided against 

you, to say "no matter how it may decide, I will find means to evade it, if against me." No. It is not 

for a statesman to point out to a subordinate legislative tribunal some device whether it be no-action 

or unfriendly legislation, by which it may destroy a constitutional right.  
 

Why, the Territorial authority is the creature of Congress; Congress is the creature of the 

Constitution; the Constitution is the creature of the States — and here you would have a little 

Territorial legislature three or four degrees removed from the original source of power, with the 

right to exclude all States of the Union with all their property from their own domains…These are 

not the doctrines of the Constitutional Democracy….These are not the doctrines of the Constitution 

itself. These are sectional doctrines—these are not the doctrines that make for the peace and 

harmony of the Union, of the States. And forsooth because we will not take them and abandon the 

whole practice of that Government and the decision of the Supreme Court ; because we will not 

bow down to a doctrine that deprives us of our rights — we are bolters, demagogues, secessionists, 

disunionists! The distinguished Senator of Illinois said at Norfolk we are a " faction and must be 

destroyed." When we are destroyed, they will have struck their daggers through and through the 

Constitution of their country.   
 

…Fellow-citizens, these principles will give us peace and prosperity; they will preserve the equality 

and restore the harmony of the States. They will make every man feel that in his personal rights and 

rights of property he stands on a footing of equality in the domain common to all the States? They 

have their root in the Constitution, and no party can be sectional which maintains constitutional 

principles…  

 



“The Constitutional Union Party--Address of the National Central Executive Committee” 



Staunton Spectator (Virginia Whig newspaper), February 28, 1860.  

 

The political aspect of the country fills the public mind with painful apprehension. The people are 

everywhere disturbed with the fear of some disastrous crisis. Many are alarmed for the safety of the 

Union. All are conscious that the sentiment of fraternity which once linked the States together, even 

more firmly than the compact of the Constitution itself, has been rudely shaken, and that discord has 

crept into the relationship of communities which should have found, both in the interests of the 

present and in the memories of the past, the strongest motives for mutual regard and confidence. 

 

What has produced these general and unhappy convictions? 

 

It has been too apparent to escape the most casual observation that, for some years past, there has 

been manifested a design, in the movements of influential political leaders, to force the country into 

an organization of parties founded on the question of slavery. . . Considerations of the public 

welfare seem to be cast aside, to make room for wider and more unrestrained contention on this 

single and engrossing theme. 

 

The two great parties in the country--the Democratic and Republican--have been the chief actors in 

this fatal contest, if not its authors… It is not our purpose to arraign or denounce either of these 

parties for their past errors or transgressions, but we regard it as an indisputable fact that by their 

conflicts they have been mainly instrumental in producing the present lamentable state of public 

affairs… We will simply state that the one, by its frequent and unnecessary intrusion of the slavery 

question into politics, has exasperated sectional feeling at the North and increased the growing spirit 

of disunion at the South, while the other has been prompt to avail itself of these opportunities for 

anti-slavery agitation. 

 

… Solemnly impressed with these facts, a number of gentlemen from different parts of the country, 

among whom were members of the present Congress, and of Congresses of former date, recently 

assembled in the city of Washington to deliberate on means for averting dangers to which they may 

lead. 

 

It was the unanimous opinion of the meeting that immediate steps should be taken to organize a 

"Constitutional Union Party," pledged to support "the Union, the Constitution and the enforcement 

of the laws."  

 

…We have pointed out the chief source of the present agitation, and think we have shown that 

neither of the two parties who are now seeking to obtain the control of the Government can be 

safely entrusted with the management of public affairs. The only way to rescue the country from 

their hands is to organize a party whose cardinal principles shall be: To remove the subject of 

slavery from the arena of party politics, and leave it to the independent control of the States in 

which it exists, and to the unbiased action of the judiciary. 

To remove all obstacles from the due and faithful execution of the provisions for the rendition of 

fugitive slaves… To guard and enforce the supremacy of laws by an impartial and strict 

administration of the powers granted by the Constitution.…Let these principles be taken to the 

hearts of those who pledge themselves to the support the party, and let them actuate their private life 

as well as their public duty.…We know of no higher and nobler aim than the restoration of peace 

and harmony to a divided and distracted country, and no platform more acceptable to every true 

patriot than the "Union and the Constitution, and the enforcement of the laws." 



“The Convention and the Ticket,” Staunton Spectator, 1860-05-15, Page 02 
http://www.vcdh.virginia.edu/xml_docs/valley_news/html/showPage.php?paper=ss1860/va.au.ss.1860.05.15.
xml&showpage=02&page=0&pagesize=10 

The Convention of the Constitutional Union Party, which assembled in Baltimore last week, has 

presented to the country, as candidates for the Presidency and Vice Presidency of the United States, 

the distinguished gentlemen whose names stand at the head of our columns. John Bell, of 

Tennessee, and Edward Everett, of Massachusetts, are known in all sections of the country as fit 

representatives of a party founded for the purpose of bringing together all national and conservative 

men who love the Constitution and the Union. They are statesmen of ability, integrity and enlarged 

patriotism, in whose hands the rights and interests of every section will be protected; and as such, 

will receive, we trust, the cordial support of all who desire to avoid a purely sectional issue in the 

approaching Presidential election. So far as our humble influence extends, we shall use it in their 

behalf, from the solemn conviction that nothing but the success of such men can save the country 

from continual discord, and perhaps dissolution. 

We had the pleasure of witnessing the proceedings of the Baltimore Convention, and truly it was a 

refreshing scene. We breathed the atmosphere of a pure patriotism, and felt our hopes for the 

perpetuity of our institutions revive, when we saw men from every section of this vast confederacy 

uniting their hands and their hearts upon the common platform of the Constitution and the Union. 

No differences of opinion existed among that band of unselfish patriots, or if there were diversities 

of sentiment upon abstract questions, they sank into insignificance when compared with the grand 

objects of national importance, for which the Convention assembled. Consequently nothing 

occurred to interrupt the cordial communion of men who felt themselves to be brethren, and it was 

indeed pleasant to see them dwell together in so much harmony and peace. 

Our readers will find elsewhere in this paper a synopsis of the proceedings of the Convention. The 

conclusion to which all parties must come is, that with such a ticket as we present to the country, 

selected by so large and respectable a body of able men from all sections, we need not yet despair of 

the Republic. Let the standard borne by John Bell and Edward Everett be the rallying point of all 

who love the Union and the constitution, and all will yet be well. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



“The Four Great Parties—Their Relative Position and Policy,”  

Staunton Spectator, July 31, 1860 
http://www.vcdh.virginia.edu/xml_docs/valley_news/html/showPage.php?paper=ss1860/va.au.ss.1860.07.31.
xml&showpage=01&page=1&pagesize=10 
 
The country now beholds the extraordinary spectacle of four great political parties striving for 

ascendancy in the Presidential contest.--There is the Republican, or Northern Sectional party, the 

Breckenridge, or Southern Sectional party, the Douglas, or Squatter Sovereignty party, and the 

Constitutional Union party. The policy of the first two named--whatever may be the intention of their 

supporters--necessarily leads to disunion. Neither of them has the order of nationality about it. They 

represent only the extreme opinion of their representative sections, and the success of either would be 

the triumph of one section over the other. The result would be to strain to the utmost, if not to break, the 

cords, which bring the Union together. 

 

The Douglas party represents the small modicum of nationality which yet belongs to the Democracy… 

Objectionable as this party is, it is far more acceptable to the conservative sentiment of the country than 

either of the sectional parties, because it does not threaten the integrity of the Union. 

 

The only purely national party now before the people is the Constitutional Union Party.--It presents 

itself under the auspices of a Convention composed of distinguished men--men known to the whole 

country--and with candidates entitled to the confidence of the whole country. Bell and Everett are 

statesmen of mature experience, tried patriotism, and acknowledged ability. Amidst all the excitement of 

sectional strife, neither of them has been led into the expression or advocacy of extreme opinions or 

measures.--They have been emphatically men of moderation. Prudence, a wise discretion…have 

characterized all their public conduct. The crisis demands the services of men of their stamp. The 

country now has more the need of the rein than the spur. The temper of the public mind is explosive. We 

require men who, by wisdom and conciliation, will calm down and smooth the popular excitement, and 

restore harmony and the spirit of concord to the nation… It behooves all national Union- loving men, 

therefore, to consider maturely, the best means of arresting such a dire calamity as the election of a 

sectional Black Republican President. To this end, every arrangement for co- operation should be made 

by other organizations, which can be effected without an abandonment of fundamental principles. 

 

Let us then proceed to consider what is the true policy of the conservative men of the Union:  

The Republican and the Breckenridge or Secession parties, being both, as already stated, essentially 

sectional, and tending to the same end--DISUNION--but by different means--it is manifest that neither 

of the parties claiming to be national and Union-loving can unite or co- operate with either of them. It 

would be like mingling oil and water. It would involve an abandonment of the cardinal principles of 

their national organizations. Between the SECTIONAL and the NATIONAL parties there is an 

impassable gulf… 

 

But between the Douglas and Bell parties, there if no such inseparable barrier. True they differ--differ 

widely on many important questions; but these are administrative questions, which are entirely 

subordinate to the greater question of the permanency of the Union. In view of the strong bond of 

sympathy between them, arising out of a common devotion to the Union, these parties may well afford 

to adjourn all functional questions for future adjudication, and address themselves earnestly, 

energetically, and patriotically to the preservation of the organism of our political system. There is no 

vital antagonism between them, and no good reason why they should not act together in the 

extraordinary emergency that has arisen. 



Constitutional Union Campaign Banner 

 



Dividing the National Map” Cartoon, Library of Congress, c. 1860 

 



Address of the national executive committee of the Constitutional union party to the people of 

the United States (1860) 

 

Rooms National Executive Committee, 357 D Street, Washington, D. C, August 1, 1860.  

 

Fellow-Citizens : ' We beg leave to present to you, for your consideration, a few of the reasons 

which, in our judgment, make it the imperative duty of the reflecting and patriotic voters of the 

United States to cast their suffrages at the coming Presidential election for John Bell and Edward 

Everett, the candidates of the Constitutional Union Party.  

 

 

REPEAL OF THE MISSOURI COMPROMISE A DEMOCRATIC MEASURE.  

 

Great pains have been taken in the northern States by Republican speakers to represent the 

disturbance of the Missouri Compromise as a Southern measure, and one of the acts of what they 

are wont to call the slave power; but such speakers show more party zeal than love of truth. The 

feelings in regard to that compromise [Missouri Compromise] was substantially the same in both 

sections of the country; each conceived that it had yielded something of constitutional right, but 

both acquiesced in the result as a measure of healing and peace. Its repeal took the North and South 

alike by surprise; not a petition to that effect was presented from any southern State, and the hand 

that set this disastrous ball in motion was the hand of a northern Senator. Thirteen Senators voted 

against him, but thirty four voted with him, and of these fourteen were from the northern States; had 

these fourteen voted the other way the compromise would not have been disturbed. The measure 

was a Democratic measure, and the leaders of the Democratic Party are alone responsible for it, and 

for its consequences…. 

 

MR. DOUGLAS AND MR. BRECKINRIDGE  

 

Mr. Douglas, representing the principle or rather the policy (for we deny it the name of principle) of 

popular sovereignty, is strong at the North. Mr. Breckinridge, representing the doctrine of national 

intervention in behalf of slavery, and identified with the present Administration, is strong at the 

South…The election of either Mr. Douglas or Mr. Breckinridge is simply an impossibility, and the 

Democratic party North and South may as well look this fact steadily in the face to-day as hereafter, 

for to this conclusion they must come at last… 

 

THE REPUBLICAN PARTY A SECTIONAL PARTY.  

 

Before the people of the United States the contest is between Mr. Bell and Mr. Lincoln; and, 

assuming this as a fixed fact, we proceed to state some of the reasons which should induce all well 

wishers to their country to vote for the former rather than the latter. These reasons apply with equal 

force to the North and the South.  

The great, the obvious…objection to Mr. Lincoln's claims is founded upon the fact that he is a 

sectional candidate, and that the Republican Party is a sectional party. In fifteen out of the thirty-

three States which compose our Union, the Republican Party has no substantial existence; and, 

should Mr. Lincoln be chosen, his administration could have no southern support, but only southern 

opposition…That the Republican Party is honestly believed throughout the whole South to be a 

sectional party, and as such is viewed with uncompromising hostility, is enough for the purposes of 

our argument. If they have earned such a reputation without deserving it, it is a misfortune, to the 



consequences of which they must submit. But surely they have not earned it without cause….we 

cannot conceive of a dissolution of the Union as anything but the greatest of calamities. Come what 

will, we shall stand by the Union as the most precious jewel of our souls. But knowing the proud 

and sensitive spirit of the Southern people, we do say that the election of Mr. Lincoln would expose 

the Union to a peril to which no true patriot should wish to see it exposed…the attempt on the part 

of the National Government, by positive law, to exclude slavery from such portion of the national 

domain as would become slave territory but for such exclusion, would, in our opinion, break up the 

Union. And the converse of the proposition is equally true; any attempt on the part of the National 

government to force slavery, by positive law, into such portion of the national domain as would 

become free territory but for such intervention, would also break up the Union.  

 

The calm and dispassionate observer can see in the Republican movement only a combination of the 

northern States to take the government of the whole country into their hands, and to administer it 

with reference to an exclusively northern policy. And in like manner, the supporters of Mr. 

Breckinridge propose to take the government of the whole country into their hands, with a view of 

administering it with reference to an exclusively southern policy…The Union is a blessing, the 

continuance of which imposes some sacrifices on both portions of the country. Neither pro-slavery 

zealots nor anti-slavery zealots can use the powers of the General Government for the advancement 

of their own peculiar views..  

 

THIS AGITATION UNNECESSARY.  

 

The pro-slavery and anti-slavery agitation which has been so long convulsing the country is as 

unnecessary as it is mischievous…We have been familiar with slavery long enough to know by 

what laws it is regulated and controlled. Experience and observation have shown that slavery is 

dependent upon conditions of soil and climate, and lies beyond the reach of political combinations. 

These will not force slavery into regions where it is not profitable; nor will they exclude it from 

regions where it is profitable. At this moment no one will question the correctness of the statement 

that there is not a foot of the territory of the United States, the condition of which in reference to 

slavery is not already fixed…The whole question of slavery in the Territories, as now presented, is 

an abstraction pure and simple, incapable of practical application, and prolific of serious mischief. It 

has already produced sectional alienation, and now menaces the integrity of the Union.  

 

MR. BELL and MR. EVERETT.  

 

The candidates presented by the Constitutional Union party have every possible claim upon the 

confidence and support of the American people…Of all southern statesmen, none is more popular at 

the North than Mr. Bell; of all northern statesmen, none is more endeared to the people of the South 

than Mr. Everett. So commanding, indeed, is the merit of both our candidates that it is fully and 

freely conceded by all our opponents, Republicans, supporters of Mr. Douglas, and supporters of 

Mr. Breckinridge, all admit that, while they prefer others, the interests of the country would be 

entirely safe in the hands of Mr. Bell and Mr. Everett. All would acquiesce in the election of our 

candidates.  


