TAH Lesson Plan 
Title: 1850s: Road to Disunion
Possible Subject Area(s)


U.S. History
Overview
Students will study primary source documents, discuss and debate, and decide (in a role playing format) as they consider several critical events of the decade leading up to the Civil War.
Essential Understanding:

During the 1850s several critical events exacerbated sectional conflict and ultimately led to the destruction of the political structures that had served to hold the Union together up to that point.  These events provide an excellent vehicle for exploring the relationship between politics, morality, and the limits of compromise in the political arena.

Essential Questions:

How did the various political factions respond to the following events?

· The Kansas Nebraska act, “Bleeding Kansas, and the Lecompton Constitution
· The Caning of Charles Sumner on the floor of the U.S. Senate
· The Dred Scott Decision
· John Brown’s raid on Harper’s Ferry, Virginia
· The presidential election of 1860
What were the motivations for these responses and what implications did the choices of these political factions have for the viability of the Union? 
CT Standards:

1.1  Demonstrate an understanding of significant events and themes in United States History

- 2 Trace the eveolution of citizens rights

- 6 Compare and contrast various American beliefs, values and political ideologies.

- 8 Analyze the influence of sectionalism on American life.

- 9 Asses the significance of the evolving heterogeneity of American society.

- 12 Evaluate the role and impact significant individuals have had on historical events.

1.8 Describe the interactions between citizens and their government in the making and implementation of laws.

- 38 Analyze laws that have been modified to meet society’s changing values and needs.

1.9 Understand the rights and responsibilities of citizens

- 43 Give examples of how individuals or groups have worked to expand or limit citizens’ rights in the United States and other nations.

2.1 Access and gather information from a variety of primary and secondary sources including electronic media.

- 1 Find relevant and accurate information from a variety of sources in answer a history/social studies question.

2.2 Interpret information from a variety of primary and secondary sources including electronic media.

- 3 Cite evidence from a source to determine an author’s purpose and intended audience.

- 6 Detect bias in data presented in various forms.

2.4 Demonstrate an ability to participate in social studies discourse through informed discussion, debate, and effective oral presentation.

- 11 Ask relevant questions related to social studies/history to initiate, extend or debate a point of view.

3.1 Use evidence to identify, analyze and evaluate historical interpretations.

- 2 Evaluate primary and secondary interpretations of an historical event.

- 4 Predict how alternative actions by individuals or groups might have changed an historical outcome.

3.2 Analyze and evaluate human action in historical and/or contemporary contexts from alternative points of view.

- 5 Develop criteria for judging the actions or policies of an individual or group in the past.
Objectives:

· The student will identify six significant events that aggravated sectional tensions in the decade leading up to the Civil War.
· The student will analyze primary source documents that take positions on these events from various political perspectives.
· The student will develop and articulate a position on, and a response to, these events from the perspective of the various political factions of that time.
Materials Needed: (all can be found at the end of this lesson plan except for the Sumner images)
· Copy of excerpts of speeches by Stephen Douglas and Abraham Lincoln on the Kansas-Nebraska Act.
· Copy of excerpts from Charles Sumner’s “Crime Against Kansas” speech and editorials on Sumner’s beating by Preston Brooks
· Images of the Caning of Charles Sumner: http://memory.loc.gov/service/pnp/cph/3g10000/3g12000/3g12900/3g12985v.jpg http://memory.loc.gov/service/pnp/cph/3g10000/3g12000/3g12900/3g12985v.jpg  
· Copy of excerpts of the majority and dissention Supreme Court opinions in Dred Scott v. Sandford
· Editorials on John Brown and the Harpers Ferry Raid
· Role descriptions for political factions
· List of “Decisions”
Suggested Activities/Procedures:

Note: The events covered in these lessons are usually covered in one or two sections of standard U.S. History textbooks.  Prior to beginning the lessons these sections should be assigned as reading.
Day 1

· Hand out copies of the speeches by Stephen Douglas and Abraham Lincoln on the Kansas-Nebraska Act.
· Have students read through the Douglas’ speech silently.  Tell students to highlight or underline only three or four sentences that seem to express Douglas’ main arguments in favor of his proposal.
· After most students have completed a first reading, have them read it through again.  This time they should highlight or underline the sentences and phrases where Douglas refers to an essential principle of democracy which he uses as his main defense of his policy.  Students may have already highlighted these sentences the first time.
· Go around the room and ask a number of students to read the selections they have highlighted.  Consider the following questions to engage student discussion:
· Why is Douglas using this principle to explain and defend his policy on slavery in the territories?
· What examples does Douglas provide of the principle in action on the question of slavery in the past?
· How effective is his argument?  Why would some northerners and southerners find it acceptable?  Why would some find it objectionable?
· Now have students go through the same procedure with Lincoln’s speech.  Students should again highlight just three or four sentences and be prepared to share them with the class.  Consider the following questions for discussion:
· How does Lincoln use the same democratic principle to turn Douglas’ argument against his position?
· What other essential democratic value does he use?
· How effective is his argument?  On what basis might Americans of that era find his argument to be unacceptable?  Why would some agree with it?
·  Save time at the end of the period to introduce the next event: the caning of Charles Sumner.  Do this by projecting two images of the caning that appeared in publications from that time.  Recount the story of the event and ask if students can detect bias in either illustration.  See if students can account for the choices the illustrators made in depicting the event considering that they were not witnesses to it.
· Assign the readings on the Sumner caning for homework including the excerpt from Sumner’s speech that provoked the beating.  Encourage students to read over what the reflection should include first and then highlight selections from the reading that provide the best material to fulfill the required elements.   
Day 2

· Begin the class by going around and having each student share their response to one of the three prompts in the homework assignment.  Encourage students to begin their responses by saying “I agree with...” or “I disagree with the previous student because…”  The goal is to have students share their work with each other rather than only with the teacher.
· Hand out copies of excerpts from the majority and dissenting opinions from the Dred Scott case.  Begin by having students read just the majority opinion to themselves.  To guide their reading, have students read through the comprehension questions on the Taney opinion first.  Tell them to highlight or underline one or two sentences or phrases which answer each question and have them write the number of the question in the margin. 
· Go around the room and ask students to read out loud the selections they have highlighted.  Ask students to defend their choices as opposed to those made by other students.
· Use the same procedure to read the excerpts from the two dissenting opinions.
· Assign the questions for each opinion as homework.  Remind students that their answers must include the specific quotes and references that they highlighted in their reading in class. 
Day 3

· Begin the class by telling students that constitutional scholars generally view Taney’s opinion as one of the most flawed in the history of the Supreme Court.  Ask students whether they can identify contradictions and errors in the opinion.  Students may note that his finding that Scott had no standing to sue should have meant that there was no case on which to base any further findings.
· Hand out copies of the three editorials on the Harpers Ferry raid and its aftermath.  Point out that each one expresses a different political perspective on the event.
· Have students read through each piece and highlight/underline words that they don’t understand.  Tell students not to worry about full comprehension on the first reading.  Go around the room and have students share words they don’t understand.  Engage other students in figuring out the meanings – using context as much as possible.
· Have students read through a second time “popcorn” style out loud.  In this method any student can start reading out loud when there is a pause.  Ask students not to read more than a paragraph at a time.  Stop after each piece to discuss the questions.
· Assign the questions as homework.
Day 4

· Prior to the class, the teacher should go through each decision and decide what would be the “right” vote for each group on each question based on historical accuracy.  In some cases a case can be made for more than one choice.  These “correct” answers should be recorded on a sheet for only the teacher to refer to.  This will be used for scoring each team. (Note: this step is only required if this exercise is to be turned into a competitive game in which teams earn points)
· Divide the class into six groups each representing a different political faction.  Each group should sit around tables or with desks pushed together to allow for easy interaction within the group.  The six groups are: abolitionists, Northern Democrats, Freesoilers, Fire Eaters, Southern Democrats, former Southern Whigs.
· Hand out the role descriptions for the political factions.  Give the groups time to read over the roles and answer any questions.  Tell students that they will be asked to take a position on five issues relating to events that they have been learning about over the previous three days.
· Have a student read out loud each of the decisions and give the groups time to record their votes between the reading of each one.  Each group must come to an agreement – by vote if necessary – on each question.  Record each group’s vote on the board by creating a chart with the groups across the top and the decisions down the side. As each group votes they should be prepared to explain why their faction would take such a position.  Every student in the group should keep a record of each vote on each issue.  A running point total (see below) can be included as well.
· The discussions that ensue may be enough as a way to explore these issues through lively debate.  Another way to approach this exercise is to make a competitive game in which each team earns points for deciding correctly based on their role and the historical circumstances.  Extra points could also be awarded to those teams who vote with the majority or plurality (if there is one).  The winning team would be the one who voted correctly and with the majority the most times.  
Suggested Assessment/Evaluation

· The assessment for these lessons can be given as a homework assignment or in class.  Students should write up a paragraph explanation for why they voted the way they did in four of the decisions from the role play.  They should use the textbook and the primary source materials to support their choices.
· Grading each student’s performance in this series of lessons should be based on the following criteria:
· Turning each homework assignment fully completed with thoughtful and clearly articulated answers.
· A completed ballot sheet with a record of the score.
· Participation in discussion with the other members of the group
· A final write up that includes a full paragraph explanation of the reasoning for each vote.  Reference to the primary source documents should be made for each decision except the last one on the Election of 1860.  Students should be able to display a clear understanding of their role – including primary concerns and motivations – as opposed to those whose primary interests were in conflict with theirs.
Decisions of the 1850s Role Play: Defending Your Choices



	CATEGORY 
	4 - Above Standards 
	3 - Meets Standards 
	2 - Approaching Standards 
	1 - Below Standards 

	Understanding of Role 
	Explanations of decisions reflect a clear understanding of the assigned role including motivations and concerns. 
	Explanations of decisions reflect an understanding of the role, but not all motivations and concerns. 
	Explanations of decisions reflect only a partial understanding of the role. Motivations and concerns are not identified. 
	Little or not understanding of the assigned role and what motivated the decisions made. 

	Historical/Factual Accuracy 
	Explanations of decisions are based on accurate historical information. 
	Explanations include some factual errors. 
	Explanations include a large number of factual errors indicating a lack of understanding of the role or the events. 
	Explanations are not based on historical facts and circumstances even though they may be logical. 

	Use of Primary Sources 
	Direct references and quotes are used to defend and explain each decision. References and/or quotes are chosen that are relevant and logical. 
	Direct references and quotes are used to defend most of the decisions. Some references/quotes may not be relavent. 
	Direct references and quotes are used to defend some of the decisions. References/quotes are not all relavent. 
	Direct references and quotes are are not used or are not relavent to the decisions. 


Student Name:     ________________________________________

Teacher Name: J Buell 




Stephen Douglas, “Nebraska Territory,” January 30, 1854: 
Upon the other point--that pertaining to the question of slavery in the Territories--it was the intention of the committee to be equally explicit. We took the principles established by the compromise act of 1850 as our guide, and intended to make each and every provision of the bill accord with those principles. Those measures established and rest upon the great principle of self-government--that the people should be allowed to decide the questions of their domestic institutions for themselves, subject only to such limitations and restrictions as are imposed by the Constitution of the United States, instead of having them determined by an arbitrary or geographical line. 

… 

The leading feature of the compromise of 1850 was congressional non-intervention as to slavery in the Territories; that the people of the Territories, and of all the States, were to be allowed to do as they pleased upon the subject of slavery, subject only to the provisions of the Constitution of the United States.  That, sir, was the leading feature of the compromise measures of 1850. Those measures therefore, abandoned the idea of a geographical line as the boundary between free States and slave States; abandoned it because compelled to do it from an inability to maintain it; and in lieu of that substituted a great principle of self-government, which would allow the people to do as they thought proper. Now, the question is, when that new compromise, resting upon that great fundamental principle of freedom, was established, was it not an abandonment of the old one--the geographical line? Was it not a supersedure (replacement) of the old one within the very language of the substitute for the bill which is now under consideration? 

… 

Mr. President, I repeat, that so far as the question of slavery is concerned, there is nothing in the bill under consideration which does not carry out the principle of the compromise measures of 1850, by leaving the people to do as they please, subject only to the provisions of the Constitution of the United States. If that principle is wrong, the bill is wrong. If that principle is right, the bill is right. It is unnecessary to quibble about phraseology or words; it is not the mere words, the mere phraseology that our constituents wish to judge by. They wish to know the legal effect of our legislation. 

The legal effect of this bill, if it be passed as reported by the Committee on Territories, is neither to legislate slavery into these Territories nor out of them, but to leave the people do as they please, under the provisions and subject to the limitations of the Constitution of the United States. Why should not this principle prevail? Why should any man, North or South, object to it? I will especially address the argument to my own section of country, and ask why should any northern man object to this principle? If you will review the history of the slavery question in the United States, you will see that all the great 

results in behalf of free institutions which have been worked out, have been accomplished by the operation of this principle, and by it alone. 

When these States were colonies of Great Britain, every one of them was a slave-holding province. When the Constitution of the United States was formed, twelve out of the thirteen were slave-holding States. Since that time six of those States have become free. How has this been effected? Was it by virtue of abolition agitation in Congress? Was it in obedience to the dictates of the Federal Government? Not at all; but they have become free States under the silent but sure and irresistible working of that great principle of self-government which teaches every people to do that which the interests of themselves and their posterity morally and pecuniarily (money needs) may require. 

Under the operation of this principle New Hampshire became free, while South Carolina continued to hold slaves; Connecticut abolished slavery, while Georgia held on to it; Rhode Island abandoned the institution, while Maryland preserved it; New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania abolished slavery, while Virginia, North Carolina, and Kentucky retained it. Did they do it at your bidding? Did they do it at the dictation of the Federal Government? Did they do it in obedience to any of your Wilmot provisoes or ordinances of ’87? Not at all; they did it by virtue of their right as freemen under the Constitution of the United States, to establish and abolish such institutions as they thought their own good required. 

Let me ask you where have you succeeded in excluding slavery by an act of Congress from one inch of the American soil? You may tell me that you did it in the northwest territory, by the ordinance of 1787. I will show you by the history of the country that you did not accomplish any such thing. You prohibited slavery there by law, but you did not exclude it in fact. Illinois was a part of the northwest territory. With the exception of a few French and white settlements, it was a vast wilderness, filled with hostile savages, when the ordinance of 1787 was adopted. Yet, sir, when Illinois was organized into a territorial government it established and protected slavery, and maintained it in spite of your ordinance, and in defiance of its express prohibition. 

… 

I do not like, I never did like, the system of legislation on our part, by which a geographical line, in violation of the laws of nature, and climate, and soil, and the laws of God, should be run to establish institutions for a people; yet, out of a regard for the peace and quiet of the country, out of respect for past pledges, and out of a desire to adhere faithfully to all compromises, I sustained the Missouri compromise so long as it was in force, and advocated its extension to the Pacific. Now, when that has been abandoned, when it has been superseded, when a great principle of self-government has been substituted for it, I choose to cling to that principle, and abide in good faith, not only by the letter, but by the spirit of the last compromise.

Source: http://memory.loc.gov/cgi-bin/ampage?collId=llcg&fileName=033/llcg033.db&recNum=276
Abraham Lincoln, “Speech at Peoria in Reply to Senator Douglas,” October 16, 1854: 
This is the repeal of the Missouri Compromise. The foregoing history may not be precisely accurate in every particular, but I am sure it is sufficiently so for all the use I shall attempt to make of it, and in it we have before us the chief material enabling us to judge correctly whether the repeal of the Missouri Compromise is right or wrong. 

I think, and shall try to show, that it is wrong--wrong in its direct effect, letting slavery into Kansas and Nebraska, and wrong in its prospective principle, allowing it to spread to every other part of the wide world where men can be found inclined to take it. 

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

… 

My faith in the proposition that each man should do precisely as he pleases with all which is exclusively his own lies at the foundation of the sense of justice there is in me. I extend the principle to communities of men as well as to individuals. I so extend it because it is politically wise, as well as naturally just: politically wise in saving us from broils about matters which do not concern us. Here, or at Washington, I would not trouble myself with the oyster laws of Virginia, or the cranberry laws of Indiana. 

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. Judge Douglas frequently, with bitter irony and sarcasm, paraphrases our argument by saying: “The white people of Nebraska are good enough to govern themselves, but they are not good enough to govern a few miserable negroes!” 

Well! I doubt not that the people of Nebraska are and will continue to be as good as the average of people elsewhere. I do not say the contrary. 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. Our Declaration of Independence says: “We hold these truths to be self-evident: 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.” 

I have quoted so much at this time merely to show that, according to our ancient faith, the just powers of governments are derived from the consent of the governed. Now the relation of master and slave is PRO TANTO [to that extent] a total violation of this principle. 

… 

I particularly object to the NEW position which the avowed principle of this Nebraska law gives to slavery in the body politic. I object to it because it assumes that there can be MORAL RIGHT in the enslaving of one man by another. I object to it as a dangerous dalliance for a free people--a sad evidence that, feeling prosperity, we forget right; that liberty, as a principle, we have ceased to revere. I object to it because the fathers of the republic eschewed and rejected it. The argument of “necessity” was the only argument they ever admitted in favor of slavery; and so far, and so far only, as it carried them did they ever go. They found the institution existing among us, which they could not help, and they cast blame upon the British king for having permitted its introduction. BEFORE the Constitution they prohibited its introduction into the Northwestern Territory, the only country we owned then free from it. At the framing and adoption of the Constitution, they forbore to so much as mention the word “slave” or “slavery” in the whole instrument. In the provision for the recovery of fugitives, the slave is spoken of as a “PERSON HELD TO SERVICE OR LABOR.” In that prohibiting the abolition of the African slave-trade for twenty years, that trade is spoken of as “the migration or importation of such persons as any of the States NOW EXISTING shall think proper to admit,” etc. 

… 

Fellow-countrymen, Americans South, as well as North, shall we make no effort to arrest this? Already the liberal party throughout the world express the apprehension “that the one retrograde institution in America is undermining the principles of progress, and fatally violating the noblest political system the world ever saw.” This is not the taunt of enemies, but the warning of friends. Is it quite safe to disregard it--to despise it? Is there no danger to liberty itself in discarding the earliest practice and first precept of our ancient faith? In our greedy chase to make profit of the negro, let us beware lest we “cancel and tear in pieces” even the white man’s charter of freedom. 

Our republican robe is soiled and trailed in the dust. Let us repurify it. Let us turn and wash it white in the spirit, if not the blood, of the Revolution. Let us turn slavery from its claims of “moral right” back upon its existing legal rights and its arguments of “necessity.” Let us return it to the position our fathers gave it, and there let it rest in peace. 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. We shall 

have so saved it that the succeeding millions of free, happy people, the world over, shall rise up and call us blessed to the latest generations.

Source: http://lincoln.lib.niu.edu/cgi-bin/getobject_?c.1872:1./lib35/artfl1/databases/sources/IMAGE/
Questions – Speech of Stephen Douglas
1. On what democratic principle does Douglas base his defense of the Kansas-Nebraska Act?

2. What documents and laws does he reference in presenting this concept?

3. Find and highlight two places where in your opinion, he makes effective use of this concept in defending his position.  Be prepared to read these excerpts in class.

4. What examples does he provide of the effect of this concept on the question of slavery in the United States?

5. Find and highlight two examples that he provides and be prepared to read these excerpts out loud in class.

Questions – Speech of Abraham Lincoln

1. How does Lincoln use the same democratic principle to criticize the Kansas-Nebraska Act?  Find and highlight a quote where he does this and be prepared to read it out loud in class.

2. What documents and laws does Lincoln reference in order to counter Douglas’ arguments?

3. Find and highlight two examples where Lincoln uses the nation’s founding documents to support his position.  Be prepared to read these out loud in class.

4. How does Lincoln handle the fact that the Constitution provides for the existence of legal slavery within the United States?
“The Crime Against Kansas”, speech given by Charles Sumner on the floor of the Senate on May 19-20, 1856.  

(Excerpt)
…The Senator from South Carolina (Andrew Butler) 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 be 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 frenzy of Don Quixote in behalf of his wench Dulcinea del Toboso is all surpassed.  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 fellow-men 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!  A second Moses come for a second exodus! 

Editorials – Response to the Caning of Charles Sumner
Public Approval of Mr. Brooks.

Columbia, South Carolina, South Carolinian [Democratic]

(27 May 1856)

We were not mistaken in asserting, on Saturday last, that the Hon. Preston S. Brooks had not only the approval, but the hearty congratulations of the people of South Carolina for his summary chastisement of the abolitionist Sumner.

Immediately upon the reception of the news on Saturday last, a most enthusiastic meeting was convened in the town of Newberry, at which Gen. Williams, the Intendant, presided. Complimentary resolutions were introduced by Gen. A. C. Garlington, and ardent speeches made by him, Col. S. Fair, Maj. Henry Sumner, and others. The meeting voted him a handsome gold-headed cane, which we saw yesterday, on its way to Washington, entrusted to the care of Hon. B. Simpson. At Anderson, the same evening, a meeting was called, and complimentary resolutions adopted. We heard one of Carolina's truest and most honored matrons from Mr. Brooks' district send a message to him by Maj. Simpson, saying "that the ladies of the South would send him hickory sticks, with which to chastise Abolitionists and Red Republicans whenever he wanted them."

Here in Columbia, a handsome sum, headed by the Governor of the State, has been subscribed, for the purpose of presenting Mr. Brooks with a splendid silver pitcher, goblet and stick, which will be conveyed to him in a few days by the hands of gentlemen delegated for that purpose. In Charleston similar testimonials have been ordered by the friends of Mr. Brooks.

And, to add the crowning glory to the good work, the slaves of Columbia have already a handsome subscription, and will present an appropriate token of their regard to him who has made the first practical issue for their preservation and protection in their rights and enjoyments as the happiest laborers on the face of the globe.

Meetings of approval and sanction will be held, not only in Mr. Brooks' district, but throughout the State at large, and a general and hearty response of approval will re-echo the words, "Well done," from Washington to the Rio Grande.

Wilmington, North Carolina, Daily Herald [American]

(26 May 1856)

The uppermost topic in the papers, North and South, now, is the recent chastisement of Senator Sumner, by Mr. Brooks, of South Carolina. -- As was expected, the affair has been a perfect Godsend to the Abolitionists, and they evidently intend to make the most of it. In Massachusetts, especially, public opinion is at fever heat. The House of Representatives of that State have appointed a committee to report what action shall be taken in the matter. A large indignation meeting was held in Boston, another in Springfield, and we presume more will follow in quick succession. The affair has assumed a party aspect already. Freesoilism, languishing for an excitement, has received a sudden impetus, and Sumner will be glorified into the dignity of a persecuted patriot, if not a martyr in the cause of freedom.

...What we have to say with regard to this affair shall be brief. We think Sumner deserved what he got, but we do not approve the conduct of Brooks. Sumner had not insulted him, and he was not called upon to resent an indignity offered to Senator Butler, even though the latter was his relative and absent. Again, he attacked Sumner under very reprehensible circumstances. He caned him in the Senate chamber, and took him, moreover, at an advantage -- while sitting in his chair. The Senate Chamber is not the arena for exhibitions of this character. It is disgraceful that scenes of violence like these should be permitted to occur within it. -- If Congress is to be levelled to a mere ring for bullying and fighting, we had best amend the Constitution and abolish the Congress. We should at least preserve more respectability at home and abroad.

Mr. Brooks should have sought a different time and place for his meeting with Sumner. But, to attack him in the Senate Chamber and chastise him, while the latter was unprepared and in a defenceless position, was unjustifiable. Granting that the prevocation was sufficient, he has yet given a good handle for the Northern people to seize, in denunciation of his course, and deprived the South of the opportunity of justification.

New York, Tribune [Republican]

(23 May 1856)

By the news from Washington it will be seen that Senator Sumner has been savagely and brutally assaulted, while sitting in his seat in the Senate chamber, by the Hon. Mr. Brooks of South Carolina, the reason assigned therefore being that the Senator's remarks on Mr. Butler of South Carolina, who is uncle to the man who made the attack. The particulars show that Mr. Sumner was struck unawares over the head by a loaded cane and stunned, and then the ruffianly attack was continued with many blows, the Hon. Mr. Keitt of South Carolina keeping any of those around, who might be so disposed, from attempting a rescue. No meaner exhibition of Southern cowardice -- generally miscalled Southern chivalry -- was ever witnessed. It is not in the least a cause for wonder that a member of the national House of Representatives, assisted by another as a fender-off, should attack a member of the national Senate, because, in the course of a constitutional argument, the last had uttered words which the first chose to consider distasteful. The reasons for the absence of collision between North and South -- collision of sentiment and person -- which existed a few years back, have ceased; and as the South has taken the oligarchic ground that Slavery ought to exist, irrespective of color -- that there must be a governing class and a class governed -- that Democracy is a delusion and a lie -- we must expect that Northern men in Washington, whether members or not, will be assaulted, wounded or killed, as the case may be, so long as the North will bear it. The acts of violence during this session -- including one murder -- are simply overtures to the drama of which the persecutions, murders, robberies and war upon the Free-State men in Kansas, constitute the first act. We are either to have Liberty or Slavery. Failing to silence the North by threats, notwithstanding the doughfaced creatures who so long misrepresented the spirit of the Republic and of the age, the South now resorts to actual violence. It is reduced to a question whether there is to be any more liberty of speech south of Mason and Dixon's line, even in the ten miles square of the District of Columbia. South of that, liberty has long since departed; but whether the common ground where the national representatives meet is to be turned into a slave plantation where Northern members act under the lash, the bowie-knife and the pistol, is a question to be settled. That Congress will take any action in view of this new event, we shall not be rash enough to surmise; but if the Northern people are not generally the poltroons they are taken for by the hostile slavebreeders and slavedrivers of the South, they will be heard from. As a beginning, they should express their sentiments upon this brutal and dastardly outrage in their popular assemblies. The Pulpit should not be silent.

If, indeed, we go on quietly to submit to such outrages, we deserve to have our names flattened, our skins blacked, and to be placed at work under task-masters; for we have lost the noblest attributes of freemen, and are virtually slaves.


Response to the Caning of Charles Sumner – 

Read the excerpt of the speech given by Sumner that led to his being beaten by Preston Brooks and each of the above editorials and write a critical response that includes the following:

· What about Sumner’s speech that was so insulting to the slave owning class that Senator Butler represented.

· The basic stand taken by each newspaper on the event including one or two quotes that express the main idea.

· What these editorials indicate about the level of disagreement and distrust between the North and the South in 1856.  Note that even the editorial that takes a somewhat middle position on the incident expresses a concern over how it will be used to add to the increasing discord.

Chief Justice Roger Brooke Taney, Opinion of the Court in Dred Scott, Plaintiff in Error v. John F. A. Sandford

(excerpts) 

March 6, 1857 

The question is simply this: Can a Negro, whose ancestors were imported into this country, and sold as slaves, become a member of the political community formed and brought into existence by the Constitution of the United States, and as such become entitled to all the rights, and privileges, and immunities, guarantied by that instrument to the citizen? . . . We think they [people of African ancestry] are not [citizens] and that they are not included, and were not intended to be included, under the word “citizens” in the Constitution, and can therefore claim none of the rights and privileges which that instrument provides for secures to citizens of the United States. . . . They had for more than a century [before the framing of the Constitution] been regarded as beings of an inferior order, and altogether unfit to associate with the white race, either in social or political relations; and so far inferior, that they had no rights which the white man was bound to respect; and that the Negro might justly and lawfully be reduced to slavery. . . . And upon a full and careful consideration of the subject, the court is of opinion, that, . . . Dred Scott was not a citizen of Missouri within the meaning of the Constitution of the United States, and not entitled as such to sue in its courts; and consequently, that the Circuit Court had no jurisdiction of the case… 

The act of Congress [the Missouri Compromise], upon which the plaintiff relies, declares that slavery and involuntary servitude, except as a punishment for crime, shall be forever prohibited in all that part of the territory ceded by France, under the name of Louisiana, which lies north of thirty-six degrees thirty minutes north latitude, and not included within the limits of Missouri. [But] . . . [was Congress] authorized to pass this law under any of the powers granted to it by the Constitution[?] . . . The power to expand the territory of the United States by the admission of new States is plainly given; and in the construction of this power . . . it has been held to authorize the acquisition of territory, not fit for admission at the time, but to be admitted as soon as its population and situation would entitle it to admission. . . . But until that time [of statehood] arrives, it is undoubtedly necessary that some Government should be established, [by Congress] in order to organize society, and to protect the inhabitants in their persons and property. . . . But the power of Congress over the person or property of a citizen . . . [is] regulated and plainly defined by the Constitution itself. . . . Thus the rights of property are united with the rights of person, and placed on the same ground by the fifth amendment to the Constitution, which provides that no person shall be deprived of life, liberty, and property, without due process of law. And an act of Congress which deprives a citizen of the United States of his liberty or property, merely because he came himself or brought his property into a particular territory of the United States and who had committed no offence against the laws, could hardly be dignified with the name of due process of law. 

It is contended, on the part of the plaintiff [Scott], that he is made free by being taken to Rock Island, in the State of Illinois, . . . and being made so free, he was not again reduced to a state of slavery by being brought back to Missouri. The principle on which [our ruling] depends was decided in this court, upon much consideration, in the case of Strader et al. v. Graham [1850]. In that case the slaves had been taken from Kentucky to Ohio, with the consent of the owner, and afterwards brought back to Kentucky. And this court held that their status or condition, as free or slave, depended upon the laws of Kentucky, when they were brought back into that State, and not of Ohio; and that this court had no jurisdiction to revise the judgment of a State court upon its own laws. . . . So in this case. As Scott was a slave when taken into the State of Illinois by his owner, and was there held as such, and brought back in that character, his status, as free or slave, depended on the laws of Missouri, and not of Illinois. . . . Upon the whole, therefore, it is the judgment of this court, that it appears by the record before us that the plaintiff in error [Scott] is not a citizen of Missouri, in the sense in which that word is used in the Constitution; and that the Circuit Court of the United States [federal court] had no jurisdiction in the case, and could give no judgment in it. 

Justice Benjamin Robbins Curtis, Dissenting Opinion in Dred Scott, Plaintiff in Error v. John F. A. Sandford

(excerpts) 

March 6, 1857 

To determine whether any free persons, descended from Africans held in slavery, were citizens of the United States . . . at the time of the adoption of the Constitution of the United States, it is only necessary to know whether any such persons were citizens of either of the States under the [Articles of] Confederation, at the time of the adoption of the Constitution. Of this there can be no doubt. 

At the time of the ratification of the Articles of Confederation, all free native-born inhabitants of the States of New Hampshire, Massachusetts, New York, New Jersey, and North Carolina, though descended from African slaves, were not only citizens of those States, but such of them had the other necessary qualifications possessed the franchise of electors [right to vote] on equal terms with other citizens . . . [In Massachusetts] . . . persons of color, descended from African slaves, were by [the 1780 state] Constitution made citizens of the State and such of them as have had the necessary qualifications, have held and exercised the elective franchise, as citizens, from that time to the present . . . [similar examples are provided for other states] Did the Constitution of the United States deprive them [free African-Americans] or their descendents of citizenship? 

That Constitution was ordained and established by the people of the United States, through the action, in each State, of those persons who were qualified by its laws to act thereon, in behalf of themselves and all other citizens of that State. In some of the States, as we have seen, colored person were among those qualified by law to act on this subject. These colored persons were not only included in the body of “the people of the United States,” by whom the Constitution was ordained and established, but in at least five of the States they had the power to act, and doubtless did act, by their suffrages [right to vote], upon the question of its adoption. It would be strange, if we were to find in that instrument [the Constitution] anything which deprived of their citizenship any part of the people of the United States who were among those by whom it was established . . . 

It has often been asserted that the Constitution of the United States was made exclusively by and for the white race. It has already been shown that in five of the original thirteen states, colored persons then possessed the elective franchise [right to vote], and were among those by whom the Constitution was ordained and established. If so, it is not true, in point of fact, that the Constitution was made exclusively by the white race. And that it was made exclusively for the white race is, in my opinion, not only an assumption not warranted by anything in the Constitution, but contradicted by its opening declaration, that it was ordained and established by the people of the United States, for themselves and for their posterity. And as free colored person were then citizens of at least five states, they were among those for whom and whose posterity the Constitution was ordained and established . . .

Justice John McLean, Dissenting Opinion in Dred Scott, Plaintiff in Error v. John F. A. Sandford

(excerpts) 

March 6, 1857 

…In the discussion of the power of Congress to govern a Territory, in the case of the Atlantic Insurance Company v. Canter, (1 Peters, 511; 7 Curtis, 685,) Chief Justice Marshall, speaking for the court, said, " . . . the power of governing a Territory belonging to the United States, which has not, by becoming a State, acquired the means of self-government, may result necessarily from the fact that it is not within the jurisdiction of any particular State, and is within the power and jurisdiction of the United States…"

If Congress may establish a Territorial Government in the exercise of its discretion, it is a clear principle that a court cannot control that discretion. This being the case, I do not see on what ground the act [Missouri Compromise] is held [by the Supreme Court majority's opinion in the Scott case] to be void. It did not purport to forfeit property, or take it for public purposes. It only prohibited slavery; in doing which, it followed the ordinance of 1787.

Now, if a slave abscond, he may be reclaimed; but if he accompany his master into a State or Territory where slavery is prohibited, such slave cannot be said to have left the service of his master where his services were legalized. And if slavery be limited to the range of the territorial laws, how can the slave be coerced to serve in a State or Territory; not only without the authority of law, but against its express provisions? What gives the master the right to control the will of his slave? The local law, which exists in some form. But where there is no such law, can the master control the will of the slave by force? Where no slavery exists, the presumption, without regard to color, is in favor of freedom. Under such a jurisdiction, may the colored man be levied on as the property of his master by a creditor? On the decease of the master, does the slave descend to his heirs as property? Can the master sell him? Any one or all of these acts may be done to the slave, where he is legally held to service. But where the law does not confer this power, it cannot be exercised.

. . . Does the master carry with him the law of the State from which he removes into the Territory? and does that enable him to coerce his slave in the Territory? Let us test this theory. If this may be done by a master from one slave State, it may be done by a master from every other slave State. This right is supposed to be connected with the person of the master, by virtue of the local law. Is it transferable? May it be negotiated, as a promissory note or bill of exchange? If it be assigned to a man from a free State, may he coerce the slave by virtue of it? What shall this thing be denominated? Is it personal or real property? Or is it an indefinable fragment of sovereignty, which every person carries with him from his late domicile? One thing is certain, that its origin has been very recent, and it is unknown to the laws of any civilized country. . . .

Questions – Majority Opinion (Justice Taney)

1. How does Taney rule on the question of Dred Scott’s status as a citizen of the United States?  What reasoning does he use to support his ruling?

2. How does he rule on the question of whether the U.S. government has the power to ban slavery in the territories (as it did when it enacted Missouri Compromise)?  What part of the Constitution does he use to support his ruling?  What fundamental right is identified in that part of the Constitution?

3. How does he rule on the question of whether Scott’s status as a slave was forever changed by being taken into the state of Illinois? 

Questions – Dissenting Opinion (Justice Curtis)

1. What reasoning does Curtis use to defend his contention that “free persons, descended from Africans” are citizens of the United States?  

2. What right did at least some blacks have in 1787 that would, according to Curtis, make them included in the phrase “people of the United States”?

Questions – Dissenting Opinion (Justice McLean)

1. What reasoning does McLean use argue that the United States Government has the right to make laws for the territories as it did in the Missouri Compromise?

2. What reasoning does McLean use to contend that Scott’s status as a slave cannot be maintained outside of a state where slavery is legal?

Editorials – Response to John Brown’s Raid on Harpers Ferry

The "Irrepressible Conflict" -- Fruits of the Lincoln-Seward Doctrine.

Springfield, Illinois, State Register [Democratic]

(20 October 1859)

The telegraphic dispatches yesterday morning startled the public with an account of one of the most monstrous villainies ever attempted in this country. It was no less than an effort on the part of a party of abolitionists and negroes to take possession of one of the national arsenals, at Harper's Ferry, with the military stores and the public money there deposited. Under the lead of the most infamous of the Kansas crew of black republican marauders, Ossawatomie Brown (John Brown), the insurgents, to the number of five or six hundred, attacked and took possession of the whole town of Harper's Ferry, including the government buildings and stores, stopped the mails, imprisoned peaceable citizens, and, before they were dislodged, numbers were killed and wounded on both sides.

It was scarcely credible, when the first dispatch was received yesterday, that the object of the ruffians could be other than plunder, but late dispatches, including those we publish this morning, show, conclusively, that the movement was a most extensive one, having for its object the uprising of the negroes throughout the south, a servile war, and its consequences - murder, rapine and robbery.

The leader chosen was just the man to initiate the work. Bankrupt in fortune and character, an outlaw and an outcast, he was just the man to commence the work which ultra Abolitionism, through its diligent Parkers and Garrisons, hope to reach the millenium of their traitorous designs. Their open-mouthed treason, which culminates in precisely such outrages as that at Harper's Ferry, is but the logical sequence of the teachings of Wm. H. Seward (Republican leader) and Abraham Lincoln -- the one boldly proclaiming an "irrepressible conflict" between certain states of the Union, because of their local institutions, and the other declaring from stump and hustings, the country round, that the Union cannot continue as the fathers made it - part slave and part free states. When such men, by specious (false) demagogism (appeals to passion and prejudice), in the name of freedom and liberty, daily labor to weaken the bonds of our glorious governmental fabric, the work of sages and patriots, themselves the holders of black men as slaves, is it to be wondered at that ignorant, unprincipled and reckless camp followers of the party for which these leaders speak, attempt, practically, to illustrate the doctrines which they preach, and in advocacy of which they seek to obtain control of the national government.
Brown, though a blood-stained ruffian, is a bold man. As a black republican he practices what his leaders preach. As it is urged by statesmen (save the mark!) of his party that there is an "irrepressible conflict," he wants it in tangible, material, shape. He believes in blows, not words, and the Harper's Ferry villainy is the first in his line of performance.

Who is so blind as not to see the inevitable tendency of black republican teaching? Now we have a bloody, glaring, ghastly fact before us. The "conflict" by blows has commenced. The proofs of an extensive and ramified organization is disclosed, the object of which is to stir the southern slaves to bathe their hands in the blood of the whites of the south. Traitorous scoundrels, with white faces, but black hearts, lead them, and the country is stunned with their deeds of infamy, treason and blood.

Such is the ripening of the black republican harvest. Can an intelligent people doubt that to such ends the maudlin philanthropy, the hypocritical cant, the blatant demagogism, of black republicanism, tends? "By their fruits shall ye know them." Disunion and bloody anarchy.
The Fatal Friday.

Chicago, Illinois, Press and Tribune [Republican]

(2 December 1859)

John Brown dies to-day! As Republicans, maintaining as we do, that neither individuals nor parties in the North have a right to interfere with slavery where it exists under the sanction of positive law in the States, we cannot say that he suffers unlawfully. The man's heroism which is as sublime as that of a martyr, his constancy to his convictions, his suffering, the disgraceful incidents of his trial, the poltroonery of those who will lead him forth to death, have excited throughout all the North strong feeling of sympathy in his behalf, but no where, within our knowledge, is the opinion entertained that he should not be held answerable, for the legal consequence of his act. As long as we are a part of the Union, consenting to the bond by which the States are bound together, supporting the constitution and the laws, and using the language and entertaining the sentiments of loyalty, we cannot join in the execration of the extreme penalty which the unfortunate and infatuated old man will suffer. We may question the wisdom of the method by which he is punished -- may believe that Virginia would have added to her honor and confounded her enemies, by an act of clemency toward him and his associates -- may condemn in unmeasured terms the cowardice and blood-thirstiness which her people have displayed -- but when we question the right of a Sovereign State to inflict a penalty for so glaring and fatal an infraction of her laws, we are advocating disunion in its most objectionable form. For that we are not prepared. We would be glad to avert the axe which hangs over the old man's head, if persuasion and entreaty would do it; but we see no way under Heaven by which, doing our duty as law-abiding citizens, we could counsel the use of force for his rescue, or by which we could join in a crusade against those by whom he has been legally though hastily, and because hastily, shamefully, condemned! We are not debarred (blocked), however, the right of praising the inherent though mistaken nobleness of the man, of pitying the fanaticism which led him into his present strait, of regretting that a character which might have been so illustrious in the history of his country, must be loaded with the consequences of his errors.

To our more radical readers these views will be unpalatable; but there are such that Republicans must entertain. When the fanatical action of the South and the accumulated aggressions with which she has afflicted the North, dissolve the ties the hold the North and South together, and when we no longer owe allegiance to the constitution and laws which the propagandists of Slavery have long trodden under their feet, then we may have reason, upon the broadest principles of human right, to not only bless but aid any work that will assist in the emancipation, by arms if necessary, of every human being on American soil. Until that time comes there is but one course left. That we have pointed out.

We have firm belief that this execution of Brown will hasten the downfall of that accursed system against which he waged war. Throughout all this land, men will not fail to see that there is a conflict between the principles of humanity that have obtained a lodgment in every human heart, and obedience to laws which all have tacitly agreed to support. The shock caused by his death will be more than a nine days wonder. The emotions excited and the reflections provoked by the tragedy, will go to the very foundations of our political structure; and in all parts of the Union men will ask themselves how long this institution which compels men to put to death their fellows like Brown, who act upon motives and for objects that command the approbation of the world, shall be suffered to disgrace the age and the civilization in which we live. The question will reach hearts that have been callous heretofore; and ere many years it will bring the opposing forces which now distract the country -- right on the one side and wrong on the other -- enlightenment and barbarism -- Christianity and Atheism -- Freedom and Slavery -- face to face for a final conflict. We have no apprehension of the result, whenever it comes. The events of to-day, bring it nearer than it has ever been before since the struggle began at Charlestown, Massachusetts, in 1775. It is ours, as it should have been Brown's to labor and wait!
What Shall the South Do?

Wilmington, North Carolina, Daily Herald [Opposition]

(5 December 1859)

The chief actor in the affair at Harper's Ferry has expiated his crime upon the gallows. Old Brown has been hanged. What will be the result of this enforcement of the law? Will the effect be salutary upon the minds of the Northern people? Have we any reason to suppose that it will cause them, for one moment only, to pause and reflect upon the course they have persistently followed towards the South and her institutions?

It is useless to disguise the fact, that the entire North and Northwest are hopelessly abolitionized. We want no better evidence than that presented to us by their course in this Harper's affair. With the exception of a few papers (among them we are proud to notice that sterling Whig journal, the New York Express,) that have had the manliness to denounce the act as it deserved, the great majority have either sympathised with the offenders, or maintained an ominous silence.

Let us look calmly at the case: A sovereign State, in the peaceful enjoyment of the rights guarantied by the Constitution, has been invaded by an armed force, not foreign mercenaries, but citizens of the same Confederacy, and her people shot down in the public highways. The question is a natural one -- Why is this thing done? Why is murder and rapine committed? -- And who are the perpetrators? -- The answer is found in the fact, that the State whose territory has thus been invaded, is a Southern State in which the institution of slavery exists according to the law and the gospel; and the actors in the terrible drama were but carrying out the precepts and teachings of our Northern brethren. The "irrepressible conflict" between the North and the South then, has already commenced; to this complexion it must come at last. It is useless to talk of the conservatism (anti-abolitionism) of the North. Where has there been any evidence of it? Meetings upon meetings have been held for the purpose of expressing sympathy for murderers and traitors; but none, no, not one solitary expression of horror, or disapprobation even, for the crime committed, have we yet seen from any State North of Mason & Dixon's line. And yet they claim to be our brethren, speak the same language, worship the same God. We yield to none in our veneration for the Union, but it is not the Union, now, as our Fathers bequeathed it to us. -- Then, the pulse that throbbed upon the snow-capped mountains of New Hampshire, vibrated along the Gulf and the marshes of the Mississippi; then, there was unison of feeling, brotherly kindness and affection, and the North and the South, in friendly rivalry, strove together how they could best promote the general welfare. Now, all is changed. Do you ask why? Watch the proceedings of Congress, read the publications that are scattered by the North broadcast over the country, listen to the sentiments expressed at nearly all their public gatherings. The stereotyped cry, that these things are the work of fanatics only, will no longer answer; but if it be so, then fanaticism rules the entire North; for what has been the result of the elections held during the past summer? Ask Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Vermont, Connecticut, -- ask Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, Iowa, Wisconsin, and even the great State of New York; -- all, all, have given in their adhesion to the "higher law" priniciple, and the mandate for "irrepressible conflict." Do these things indicate affection, brotherly kindness, Union? There can be no union without affection, -- there can be no Union unless this aggressive policy of the North is stopped.
We confess that we look forward with gloomy apprehension towards the future. If Congress fails to apply the remedy, then it behooves the South to act together as one man -- ship our produce direct to Europe, -- import our own goods, -- let the hum of the spinning-wheel be heard in our homes, as in the days of the Revolution, -- manufacture our own articles of necessity or luxury, and be dependent upon the North for -- nothing. If such a course does not produce a different state of affairs, then set us down as no prophet, -- if such a course does not cause the Conservatives of the North to give some tangible evidence of their existence, then we must of necessity conclude, that that principle has no lodgment in their midst.

Source: http://history.furman.edu/benson/docs/jbmenu.htm 

Editorials on the Harpers Ferry Raid – critical response:

State Register (Democratic)

1. According to the State Register (Springfield, Illinois), who do the Northern Democrats blame for instigating the raid on Harpers Ferry?

2. What is the real goal of the Republicans according to the State Register?

Press and Tribune (Republican)

3. Does this newspaper totally approve of Brown’s actions?  What distinction is made between Brown’s goal and his methods?

4. Choose one statement in the piece that would most likely infuriate Southern Democrats and explain why.

Daily Herald (Opposition or former Southern Whig)

5. Why does this newspaper feel that there is no support in the North any more for the Southern point of view?

6. Does the editorial appear to acknowledge the existence of a northern point of view like that expressed by the State Register?  Explain.

Political Factions – Role Descriptions

Abolitionists: Your group is devoted to ending slavery immediately by any method available short of outright violence.   Northern state governments and the Federal Government should take any action necessary to bring about this goal.  You believe in full non-compliance with any laws that support slavery – including the Fugitive Slave Law.

Freesoilers: Your group’s main concern is to keep slavery limited to the states where it currently exists.  You believe that although the Federal Government does not have the power to abolish slavery in the South, it does have the right and the responsibility to bar it from the territories.  You don’t necessarily want to threaten the peace and the union on the issue of slavery, but you are suspicious of the Slave Power’s efforts to expand slavery in the territories and to force laws that support slavery onto the free states.
Northern Democrats: You are strong believers in states’ rights and have no problem with the slave system in the South.  In your opinion the best way to keep the union together – and under the control of the Democratic Party – is to satisfy southern concerns as much as possible and avoid agitation on the slavery question.  To this end you support the Fugitive Slave Law.  You believe that the question of slavery in the territories should be resolved by allowing those who live there decide – which you assume will mean that the territories will remain free.  Your real wish is for the black population to remain enslaved and in the South.

Fire-Eaters: You firmly believe that slavery is a positive good and that the right to hold slaves is fully protected by the Constitution.  You also believe that the ultimate goal of all northerners is to destroy that right whether they admit it or not.  You are prepared to take any steps necessary to protect the rights of slaveholders and believe that you are acting in the best interests of the slaves themselves.

Southern Democrats: You are firm supporters of the rights of slaveholders, mostly couched in terms of state’s rights.  You are concerned about the Federal Government encroaching on those rights and believe that the best way to block that is to maintain Democratic control of as much of the government as possible.  To this end you are willing to work with the northern wing of the party as much as possible.

Southern Whigs: You are a firm supporter of the property rights of slaveholders, but as a former Whig, you tend to see things from a national perspective.  In the past you’ve seen the interests of slaveholders as naturally allied with the industrialists of the North.  You would like to preserve the Union if at all possible.  
Decisions of the 1850s

Decision 1: Kansas-Nebraska Act

It has been proposed to divide the newly organized territory of Nebraska into two future states, Kansas and Nebraska, and allow the issue of slavery within those two territories to be decided by a vote of the residents.  The idea of having the residents vote to decide if they want slavery is being called Popular Sovereignty.

Do you support this proposal?  Yes or No?
Decision 2: The Lecompton Constitution

In the midst of violence between pro and anti slavery settlers, a pro-slavery group of settlers – encouraged by the Democratic President Pierce – has presented an official request for Kansas to enter the Union under a pro-slavery constitution.  The majority of settlers in Kansas are anti-slavery and had refused to attend the convention in the pro-slavery capital of Lecompton, Kansas where the constitution was written.

Do you accept this constitution and admit Kansas as a slave state?  Yes or No?

Decision 3: The Attack on Charles Sumner

Charles Sumner, a Republican Senator for Massachusetts, delivered a speech on the floor of the Senate that was blistering attack on pro-slavery efforts in Kansas and included a personal attack on Andrew Butler, a Democratic Senator from South Carolina.  In retaliation for the speech, Preston Brooks, Butler’s nephew and a member of Congress, assaulted and viciously beat Sumner with a cane while he sat at his desk in the Senate.  Sumner was seriously wounded and suffered from the effects of the attack for the rest of his life.  The House of Representatives proposes to censure (formally condemn) Brooks for the attack.

Do you support this censure?  Yes or No?

Decision 4: The Dred Scott Decision

In a broad decision the Supreme Court has ruled that 

· blacks are not citizens of the United States and have none of the rights of citizens, 

· the Missouri Compromise violates the right to property protected by the 5th Amendment and is therefore unconstitutional, 

· if a slave is brought to a free state and returned to a slave state without being freed, that individual remains a slave.

4a  Do you agree with and support this ruling on the status of black citizenship?


Yes or No?

4b Do you agree with and support the finding that the Missouri Compromise is unconstitutional?


Yes or No?
4c Do you agree with the finding that a slave does not become necessarily free when taken into a free state?


Yes or No? 

Decision 5: John Brown’ Raid on Harpers Ferry

In October 1859, John Brown and 18 followers captured the U.S. arsenal at Harpers Ferry, Virginia with the intention of providing arms for a slave rebellion.  The plan was a total failure resulting in the deaths of seven people and the capture of Brown.  Brown was put on trial and found guilty of murder and treason.

Do you support putting Brown to death (by hanging) for this crime?  Yes or No?

Decision 6: The Election of 1860

The election of 1860 featured four candidates:

Stephen Douglas  
Democratic Senator from Illinois and chief proponent of Popular Sovereignty – even after the Dred Scott Decision.

John Breckinridge  
Buchanan’s Vice President and a Democrat from Kentucky.  He is in favor of the expansion of slavery and the acquisition of Cuba as a slave state.

John Bell
A former Democrat and later a Whig – a former Senator from Tennessee whose slogan is “the Union, the Constitution, and the enforcement of the laws.”

Abraham Lincoln
Republican from Illinois who is opposed to the expansion of slavery, but believes that the Federal Government has no power to abolish it in the states where it currently exists.

