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Introduction. 

The Oi viI War wi tnesse d in Missouri the comple te breakdown and 

demoralization of the old political parties. Even before 1860, 

party lines had become almost obliterated. The Democratic Party, 

since 1850, had been torn by internal struggles. The Whigs, never 

strong, had vanished from the field in 1856, while the new "black" 

Republican organization found little sympathy and support except 

among the Germans, most of whom lived in St. Louis. The Republican 

leaders v.ere B. Gratz Brown and Frank P. Blair. Nevertheless, in 

order to completely understand the origins 0 f the Li 'ooral Republican. 

movement in Missouri, Which took place betvreen the years 1865-1870, 

a brief survey of parties and. party politics during the Civil War 

period is essential. 

The campaign and election of 1860 had shown that a majority 

of the ~ople of the State were inclined toward conservatism. l 

Missourians seemed loath to accept the accomplished facts of re

bellion, in no se cti on was the hope for final compromise more deep 

than in Missouri. The extremists of both Horth and South were in 

a minority, the majority favored a safe and sane policy, with the 

1. Harding, Missouri part~ StruGsle s durine ~)1e :Oi viI War Period, 
in the Annual Report o' the American Historical Association 
for 1900, Vol. I 87-103. 
The election figures for 1860 were: 
Douglas, 58,801 
Bell, 58,372 
Breckenridge, 32,317 
Lincoln, 17,028. 
Swi tzler, History 0 f Missouri, 297. 



preservation of the Union. 2 Early in 1861, the Convention which 

was to govern the state for over two years, met. Its proceedings 

and the subsequenthappenings showed plainly that a majority of the 

people of the state for the Union. 3 By the close of August 1861, 

the Ciuestion of union or disunion was firmly settled; Missouri, 

like Maryland and Kentucky, cast ber lot wi th the northern . cause~ 

From September 1861 until January 1865, the paramount issue 

in the State was over the question of emancipation. This problem 

was of great significance. Over it, the original Union Party split 

asunder into two factions. One of these, known as the Radicals, 

urged imm.edinte emancipati on of all slaves, wi thout compensati on. 

The Conservative elements, who favored gradual emancipation, were 

led by Gov. Hamilt6~R. Gamble. This group proved to be the 

strongest and at the last seSSion of the Convention held in June 

1863, succeeded in having :r;e,ssed an ordinance which abolished 

slavery in 1lissouri after 1870. 5 

Until the summer of 1863, the two factions of the Union organ- . 

ization remaim d united. But after the passage . 0 f the Emancipation 

Ordinance, came a definite break. ' In the judicial election of that 

yeax each group nominated separate candidates, and the terms 

2. Harding, Ibid. 90. 

3. Switzler, Ibid, 324-332. 

4. Harding, Ibid. 87. 

5. For the full text of the ordinance see the Convention 
Proceedings, June 1863, Appendix, 4. The Radicals led by 
Isador Bush and Chas. D. Dra>e wished to abolish slavery 
on January 1, 1864. · 



"Radical" and "ConservativelY came to h2.ve a definite party mean

ing.6 In the election. the Conservatives were conpletely vict-

orious. T~le state vms not yet ready to abandon that co:n:::'\ervati ve 

policY,which to the Radical leaders seemed weak and vacillating. 

The Unionists, which include d men of every sbade 0 f loyalism, 

were anxious to malee certain that the control of the state govern-

ment remained in the possession of those concerning whose allegi-

ence to the Union there could be no doubt. Technically speaking 

there was in Missouri from 1860 to 1862. two state governments. One 

of these included the officials elected in 1860. the other was the 

Convention, which had selected as provisional Governor, Hamilton R. 

Gamble, and assumed entire control of the state administration. 7 

The governmental. situation was, therefore, very compli cated. 

In the confusion which resulted, there were many Illt3n whose exact 

political status was unknown, as well as many who were knol'1!l to 

be disloyal,to the provisional government. It is but natural that 

those in command deemed it necessary for the safety of the state 

that all office holders and officials swear to an oath of loyalty. 

The first of these was passed by the Convention at its second meet

ing in October 1861. It provided that every civil officer in the 

state should take an oath to support the Cansti tuti on and laws of 

both the United state s and the provisi onal Government of the state 

of Missouri. 8 This was the first oath of loyalty ever promulgated 

6. Swi tzler, History of Itlssouri, 446. 

7. At its second meeting, the Convention had declared tile offices 
under the Jackson ad.ministrati on to be vacate d, and had c1103en 
new officials. 

8. Convention Proceedings, for Oct. 1861. AppendiX 4-7. 



1"'1 'Ii "9 - l; Ssourl. 

At the tJext meeting. of the Convention, in Juno 1 862, a new 

ordinance wa.s passe d , which embodied a much more inclusive oath. 

The approaching le l> i~:J..ati ve campaign of 1862 ha,l made ne ce s sary 

addi tional qualificati on8 for bo th' office holders an d voter s . The 

ne'.7 oath provided that to be eliGible for votine: and o f ficeholding, 

all ' t' " b t t . . -l- 10 men mus SUDscrl e 0 cer aln re qlure r:~ n ... s. There was 

also incorporated into t h e ordinance 8.."'1 oath to "'mich all 

attorneys, jurymen, teacl:.ers, and profess.ors in the state Univer-

s i ty I::ms t s'we ar • 

But the Radicals rrere not satisfied. After their failure in 

t ~1e judicial e Ie cti on of 1863, t hey held a conven tioD in September 

1 863. They bitterly denounced t he existinG State govel~nment, de-

manded immediate emanCipation, a~d declared for a constitutional 

amendElent which I"lould disfranchise not only those who had actually 

t2.}:en up arms again st the United states, but also that large 

class whic1: had "ad1:.ered to the enemies thereof", a clause capable 

of wide i llterpre ta ti on , as t.'11e later ye ers were 
11 

to s :"' ow. The 

leader of t~:is Convention was CharJ.es D. Dra>e, ',-,11 ose utteran ces 

9. SWitz l er, History of Mis s ouri,33G. 

10 . Conventi on Proceedin8's, June 1862 , Appendix 13- J,I." . F. very 
voter was obli€;ed to swear that he had not ta: en up arms 
agains t the United States or the provisi onal g overnment of 
Uis souri, since Dec. 17,1861. Ibid, 11. 

11. Tile 7th provision of the platforI!l read: "That we are in favor 
of a cons ti tutio118 1 enactment for the dis franc 'i1 i s e r..,c;lt 0 fall 
those riho have taLen up arms, or levied a gains t t:he Government, 
or adI-;ered to t}-:e enemies thereof in the pre s ent rebellion." 
From the Conventi on Proceedi jlP:S, 38-39, found in the Sampson 
Colle cti~, now in the State His t orical Society of l.!issouri. 



12 
vrera indicative of h is future course. Dra>e was also chairman 

of the COIIL,:dttee of -7 J , who visited President Lincoln, to lay be-

fore h im the grievances of t1:.e HissoUTi Radical s .13 It was to 

this committee that l IT. Lincoln made his famous ~alysis of t he 
14 

si tuation. 

The Radicals vrere deeply disa~pointed by Lincoln's refUsal to 

interfere in the Missouri struggle. There was little enthusiasm 

among them for his renomination, and the Missouri delegation was 

the only one which was not pledged to support his candidacy at 

Bal timore .15 After his renominati on, however, he vms generally 
16 

supported, and received a majority of over 4 0 , 000 in t'he election. 

At the same e Ie cti on, the proposition to hold a Cons ti tutional 

Convention was adopted. The election af 18G4 was a triumph for the 

Radicals. Despite the influence of Lincoln and the ability and 

populari ty of Gamble, they :had been steadily growing stronger. Led 

by a group of intense and sincere men, like Brovm and Drak e, the 

Radicals kne71 for wha t t hey ',';ere fighting, and gradUAlly their 

numerical strength advanced. The affirmative vote for a convention 

was an indication that they were gainine in influence, and that the 

people of the state were looking upon th~ir ideas with approbation. 

12. Concerning disfranchisement, he said; "Demand the ~rpetual 
disfranchisement of every men vmo has taken part, here or else
where, in this damnable relellion. Enfor ce your demand by 
every lawful agency, devioe, and influence, \vi th energy and 
fidelity, with firm confidence and steady ~rs everance. and 
there is no povler on earth that can resist you." Ibid, 19. 

13. See lJicolay and Hay, Abrahar.l Lincoln, VIII. 

14. Ibi d. 

15. stevens, Lincoln and Missouri, in the ~as80uri His t orical 
ReView, x. 2, 1 09-112. 

16. SWitzler, History of Missouri, 297. 



Thus t the years from 1860 to 1865 saw the dovmfall of the 

old poli tical organizati ons, the triumph of the Unionists, the ir 

spli t over the emancipation question, into Radicals and Conservat

ives, the victory of the Conservatives, aided by Lincoln, and later 

in the war, the gradual tendency towa.rd more radical measures. 

The Radical Convention of prote s t in September 1863 well voiced 
• 

t he sentinl3nts of the party which was to rule Missouri • . The 

death 0 f Governor Gamble in 1864, and the absence from the state 

of the other Conservative leader, General Blair, saw the extremists, 

under aggressive leadership, secure control of the St2.te, a control 

vl21ich they -::ere able to maintain for over five ;years. 



Chapter I. The Constitutional Convention of 1865 

~d 

The Struggle over Ratification 



The Constitution Convent! on of 1865 

and 

The Struggle over Ratification 

Called into existence in November 1864 by a majority 

vote of about 29,000, the State Constitutional Convention, 

which assembled in st. Louis in January 1865 was a gathering 

of the greatest significance in Missouri history. The act of 

the General Assembly, wh~ch had authorized the Co~vention to 

assemble, had also provided that it should consider two questions; 

first, such'Constitutional amendments necessary to abolish slavery 

in Missouri, and second, such Constitutional amendments as would 

guarantee only to the loyal citizens the right to vote. l 

The Convention consisted of 66 members, very few of whom 

were particuJ.arly well known to the state-at-large and most of 

.whom went back into immediate obscurity when the convention term

inated. Arnold. Krekel, a. st. Charles County German of consider

able ability was elected pres iden t of the c cnventi on, but the 

real leader was the vice-president Mr. Charles D. Drake, a st. 

Louis lawyer, who had managed, one way and another, to secure 

t~e leadership of the Radical party in the state. Mr. Drake had 

been a Whig, a. Khow Nothing, and then a Democrat, who in 1860 

had stumped the state in behalf of Claiborne I.Jackson and 

• 
1. SWitzler, History of Missouri, 451-52. 

Laws of Missouri, 1864. 22-24. 

t 



stephen A. Douglas. 2 It de Ii ghted Mr. Drake's enemies to say 

that during the war he sat in his law office planning on his 

future course, while brave men were at the front. When "Feder

al bayonets were thicker than leaves of summer grass"" Mr. Drake 

ventured forth, ardently professing Unionism. 3 The German element 

which constituted such an important part of the Radical party 

strength, always looked with extreme dislike upon Drake. This 

dislike, it was generally supposed, was occasioned by Drake's 

"Puritanical ideas", one of which contemplated a SUnday closing 

law for st. Louis saloons. 4 Whatever else Charles D. Drake may 

have been, the fact that he was an able, dogmatic, and spirited 

leader stands out above all else. 5 It is to be seriously doubted 

whether any man ever dominated an Assembly in Missouri more 

2. Missouri statesman, June 29, 1866. Herafter cited a3 the 
Statesman: Amos P. Foster, of Frankl~n County was Secretary 
and John \V. stephens of Phelps was Sargeant-at-arms of the 
Convention.The personnel of the Convention of 1861 is very 
different from that of 1865. Only two men, Isador Bush and 
Moses Linton, sat in both bodies. About ten who attended 
the Emancipation Convention, in 1863, are found at st. Louis 
in 1865. In the main, very few men of prominence sat in the 
1865 Convention. . 

3. st. Louis Dispatch. April 28, 1868. Herafter cited as the 
Dispatch. 

4. Drake, born in Ohio in 1810, had been educated for the navy, 
·but became a lawyer. He moved to st. Louis in 1834, and be
came a prominent attorney there. He changed politics several 
times, . but prior to 1860 he was a strong Democrat. As a 
member of the Legislature in 1859 Drake#had sponsered a bill 
which prohibited the employment of women in saloons and had 
also advocated a more strict observance of the Sabbath. Drake 
was an intensely religious man, and claims to have been one 
of the strongest Union men in the State during the war. 
Encyclopaedia of the History of st. Louis, I. 598. 

5. Statesman, March 17, 1865. 
SWitzler, History of Missouri,453, note. 



thoroughly than Drake ruled the Conventi on of 1865. It is 

common knowledge in Missouri history that the document which 

the Convention drew up was always spoken of by opponents as 

"The Drrure Constitution". 

Hardly had the meeting organized and before the appoint

ment of the usual committee~,the Convention plunged into the 

emancipation question. A sp eci al committee of five, headed by 

Delegate George P. strong, of st. Louis, considered the various 

proposals for emancipation. 6 On January 11, 1865, this committee 

brought in its ordinance abolishing slavery forever in Missouri. 

It was easily passed by the overwhelming majority of 60 

to 4. The state received favorably the news of the passage of 

the ordinance. It represented the will of the people. The 

Missouri Democrat, the Radical organ of st. Louis, was well sat

isfied wi th it, while in Jefferso n City, the administrati on 

officials were overjoyed, especially Governor Fletcher, who re

marked to afriend, "It 1.S time for all Rebels to leave the state". 7 

The passing of this ordinance gave a legal tinge to the abolition 

of slavery in the state, which had existed in a practical way for 

sometime, and was recognized as dead even by the slave owners. 8 

6. The Journal does not record the names of the other members. 

7. Quoted in Missouri Democrat, Jan. 13, 1865. Herafter cited 
as the Democrat. 

8. Carr, Missouri. A Bone of Contention, 365. 



After the emancipation issue had been settled, the Conven-

tion turned to the troublesome franchise quastion. To another 

special committee, that "on Elective Franchise", were all the 

propositions dealing in any way with the suffrage referred. 9 

The debate on the sufxrage 1asue were the most prolonged and 

the bitterest "of any of the Convention. They show'only too 

plainly that the delegates had too recently come from those 

sections of the stat~ in which either regular or guerilla war

fare was the order of the day. It was manifestly impossible 

for the electors to display cool and careful judgment, while 

actual warfare was going on. The delegates had been elected 

the previous fall, while a Confederate force was sweeping 

OPposition before it at Pilot Knob, at Lexington, and at Inde-

pendence. lO The Convention could hardly deal fairly with 

fundamental questions of government such as the suffrage,. while 

men's minds still retained a bitter feeling of revenge toward 

all "rebels" and "traitors". The control of a few extreme 

Radicals such as Drake was instrumental in pushing through 

measures which could not have possibly been passed except in 

time of stress. Despite protracted opposition the majority' 

succeeded in passing on April I, 1865, the Second Article of 

the Constitution, which contained the BuUl'age provisions, 

9. The members of that committee were; Bonham, of Empire 
Prairie, Folmsbee, of Gallatin, Clover,of st. Louis, Foster, 
of Warrensburg, Evans. of Cuba~ Adams of Danville, and Drake, 
of st. LOUis. ----------

10. McDougal, A Decade of Missouri Politics, 143. In 
Missouri Historic81 Review, v. 111 No.2. 



including the famous "Test Oath" .11 The terms of these suffr

age provisions so generally regarded as being outrageous and 

unjust, proved so unpopular with the citizens of the state 

that an agitation was begun which did not terminate until they 
12 were abolished five years later. In addition to stringent 

qualifications for voters and state officials, the Convention 

invaded the fields of religion, law, and education by providing 

that all preachers, lawyers, and teachers be required to sub

scribe to the oath of 10yalty.13 This section was probably the 

most unpopular clause of the entire document, and it is pretty 

certain that the Radical party was decidedly relieved when, 

after over two years of bitterness occasioned by numero~s pros

ecutions, the SUpreme Court of the United states declared the 

proViSions unconstitutional. 14 

-----------------
11. See the Constitution of 1865; article II, sections 3, 4, 

5, 6, 9, and 18 are the most important sections which re
$ated to the sufferage. Every voter must swear that he had 
never, directly or indirectly, 1.Been in armed hostility to 
the United states, or to the Government of Missouri. 2.Given 
aid of any kind to, or sympathized with any persons who were 
hostil to the Government of the United States, 3.Rad any 'I 

connection or communication with the "Confederate states of 
America". 4.Rad engaged in any form of guertilla warfare. 

A person who could not swear to all these provisions, 
and others, was prohibited from voting, from holding any 
state position from being a director or officer in any cor
poration, from acting as a teacher in any educational in
stitution or common school. 

12. OverwhelminglY repealed in November 1870, 

13. Constitution of 1865: Article II, Section 9. 

14. In Cummings v. Missouri the court declared the law ex post 
facto. This case was argued before the SUpre~e Court in 
March 1866~ and the decision was handed down in Jan. 1867. 
It may be Iound in U.S. Supreme Court Reports, v. 71, 
pp.356-366. 



It was evident, soon after the Convention assembled, that 

the leaders would not be content to merely amend the existing 

Constitution, but would push through an entirely new organic 

law. Led by Drake, this program was begun as early as January 

16th. It is doubtful if the law which called the convention 

into existence gave the power to do more than amend the exist

ing body of law, but the majority of the Convention rode rough 

shod over the small minority, and presently had laid the 

foundations for a new Constitution.15 Later, during the 

campaign for ,adoption, the opponents of ratification argued 

that the Convention did not have the power to frame a new 

Constitution. The minority, outvoted and numbered, could do 

nothing but protest. They had early enlisted the aid of Mr. 

Emil Preetorious, the able editor of the Westli~he post, who, 

in corr~on with many other Germans, was highly indignant that 

the Convention had not struck out the word "white" from the 

new provis ions for vo ting and for 0 ffice holding. 16 

Public expression of protest was given at a meeting at 

Turner Hall, 18th of February, over which Mr. Preetorious 

presided. Led by Delegates Owens, of Franklin, and st. Gem, 

of Cape Girardeau, the meeting went on record as opposing 

nsuch obnoxious enactments as have already been proposed and 

discussed" in the Convention and gave its promise to earnest

ly oppose any new law which might embody suchprovisions. 17 

15. Most important,perhaps, were the reports of the Committee 
on the Legisla~ive Department, of which Drake was chair
man. 

16. The Democrat, Jan. 25~ 1865, contains a quotation from 
the Post \1iiich shows \ierm811 sentiment. 

17. For a complete account of this meetin~ see the Democrat for 
~~g·~5tl~8~!cei~fe~ff8gtt~ l~i:rmg~~a~fog~ ~~: 8~i;~~i!~n 



This meeting is significant as it marks the first organized oppo

si tion to the suffrage· provisions. To the Gemans, these pro

visions were not radical enough, to the conservative members of 

the Convention, they were too radical. 

From the standpOint of practical politics, however, the 

Radicals, if they were to maintain power, were forced to enact 

stringent laws. It was perfectly clear fu the party leaders and 

the party pr~ss that if they were to remain J:e manently in power, 

measures of disfranchisement must be passed.18 The "loyal" party 

in the state, once having secured the power, could not have been 

expected, in the nature of things, to pass magnanimous laws for 

their opponents. Without the "rebel" vote, they argued, the 

Democratic party was helpless; and events proved this to be the 

case. 19 It was not until the Radical party split, that the new 

Democratic organization was able to secure control. 

Men's judgements were warped by the events of the times; the 

only way they believEti. to place Missouri, once and for all, in the 

defeated by tie votes, any attempt to strike out the 
word "white" as a ~ualification for the office of 
Governor or for the state Assembly. Oonvention Journal, 
141, 148. 

18. "The question of rebel disfranchisement, which goes to 
the bottom of our entire state policy, is destined to 
overthrow all incidental issues, because upon its de
ciSion in Missouri depend the political pow&r and destiny 
of the state". From the Democra.t; February 24, 1865. 
The RadicalsYiew that the Democratic Party of 1860 
and of 1865 were the same is wrong. 

19. Ibid; February 24, 1865. 



ranks of the "loyal" states was by these test oaths and registra

tion acts. Nor must it be forgotten that these acts would re

tain the Radical party in control of the state government, a con

trol to which it believe itself fully entitled, and which it had 
20 only enjoyed for a short time. 

The Convention continued in session until April 10, 1865. 

Late on the afternoon of April 8, Mr. Drake had demanded the ayes 

and noes on the final adoption of the Constitution, in whose mak

ing he had played such an important part. The vote stood ayes 38, 
. 21 noes 13, absent with leave 6, absent w1thout leave 5, sick 2. 

When the Convention adjourned it had drawn up an entirely new 

organic law, and had provided that the people should vote on its 

adoption, June 6, 1865, not failing to add a provision that no 

person would be allowed to vote on the question of adoption or 

rejection unless he had first taken the oath indicated by the third 

section of the second article. 22 

The campaign which followed was the most unusual in the history 

of the state. Probably the largest single element in opposition 

to the new Constitution were the former "old line Whigs" of 

Missouri, men who during the years of war, had either stood firmly 

for the Union, or at least remained neutral. 23 The venerable 

20. Contrary to general belief, it was not until the election 
of 1864 that the Radicals got full control of the state 
government. Governor Gamble h~') . d never been in sympathy 
with them, and President Lincoln had been influenced by 
his faction rather than by the radical group. Says the 
Democrat, Feb. 8, 1865. "It is not now necessary to imagine 
what malign influence has op~rated upon the mind of the 
President to keep him so long in opposition to the Radicals 
of Mi s souri." 

.21. Journal, 247. 

22. "The ironclad oath". 

23. Their spokesman in the press was Col. William F. Swltzler of 
the Columbia statesman. 



Edward Batesreturning to st. Louis from Washington early in the 

canvass had denounced the Convention as a revolutionary body whose 

deliberations had no legal aspect whateoever. 24 The intolerance, 

the taxation clauses, and the disfranchisement sections were 

highly distasteful to James s. Rolli~S, whowae an ardent opponent 

of the new document. 25 To many of these former Whigs, the Radicals 

appeared as a narrow group of politicians who were endeavoring 

to fasten their rule upon the state forever. 26 The root and 

branch opponents of the Constitution are best seen in this tJ~e 

of old fashioned conservative. The press of st. Louis, with the 

Single exception of the Minsouri Democrat, lined up solidly 

against the new Constitution. 27 

Another class of opponents to the new Constitution were the 

Democrats, who in 1865 labored under the stigma of "rebels" and 

24. Statesman, April 28, 1865. Mr. Bates, for years a leader 
in the Whig party, and candidate for the Republican nomina
tion in 1860, had been Attorney General in Lincoln's cabinet. 

25. For Rollins' view, see his letter to Chauncey I. Filley, 
printed in the Statesman, May 26, 1865. James S. Rollins 
had long been head of tEe Whig Party in Missouri. A man 
of great personal popularity, and absolute integrity, he 
had been his party's choice for United states Senator, for 
Governor twice, in 1848 and 1857, and a member of Congress 
for t,'V'o terms and the Legislature for nine. In 1860, he had 
come out as a Union man and remained as such during the war. 
A full account of Rollilul'life may be found in Sm-j th, James 
Sidney Rollins. 

26. "The issue in this state is not between Union men and 
Rebels, but one between the people of the state and a 
narrow-minded factious set of hot-headed fanatics". 
From the statesman, April 14, 1865. 

27. The Republican, was perhaps the leading organ of opposition. 

, _ ... .. . J 



ntraitors", terms which the average Radical always used in de

scribing the personnel of that party. The medium thru which the 

Democratic activity manifested itself v~s the state Central 

Committee, which had managed, no one knows how, to keep up a 

pretense of organization since the election of 1864. The weight 

of the accusati on, "party of slavery" was too heavy a burden for 

the Democrats to carry, and it is to be seriously doubted whether 

their influence against adoption did ought else than to the more 

strongly solidify the opposition in its favor. 28 

Early in th e canvass, it appeared as if the Radical party 

itself was split over the question of adoption. Governor Fletcher, 

in an open letter, had come out flatly against the Oonstitution, 

The "iron clad oath" and. the other obnoxious restrictions were , 
the objections he urged most strongly.29 The Radical organ of 

st. Louis announced that the governor had rushed to his political 

Suicide. 30 Fletcher later became advocate of its adoption. 

It was e~rly rumored that Senator B. Gratz Brown would return .-
to Missouri to head a movement of opposition. Senator ~rown, who 

would. have liked nothing better than to remain out of the fight 

was thus forced to declare himself, whioh he did. He announced 

that he was in favor of the Constitution but i£ it was adopted, he 

Wished. to see amenclments to it passed very soon. He depreoated, 

28. One of the appeal. of the committee may be found in the 
Democrat, May 22, 1865. It advises all Democrats to vote 
against adoption. This, the Democrat ironically adds) is 
impOSSible, because no Democrats can vote. 

29. The Statesman, April 21, 1865 prints the letter in full. 

30. Democrat, April 24, 1865. "He has turned his back upon 
those to whom he is indebted for putting him in the 
Governor's chair." 



the bitterness of the · campaign. 31 Senator Henderson, it was 

alleged, was also antagonisti c to the Radical program, but he 

withdrew his opposition before the campaign was in full sway.32 

In order to understand the shifting of the vari.ous gentlemen it 

is necessary to trace briefly the course of the Radicals, led 

by the grim thoroughness Vlhich Drake's methods called forth. 

The Radical party, throughout the campaign, attempted 

to classify all those opposed to the new Constitution as rebels 

and disloyalists •. 33 It was opviOUB that if the party could keep 

uppermo~t the old loyalty question, its chances of winning would 

be greatly enhanced. Accordingly, the majority of those who 

were opposed to ratification were denounced as tfrebels tf or 

"trai to rs", While the remaiilder wer e comprehene1 vell' condemned 

as"copperheads".34. The only way, said. Drake, to perpetuate 

loyalty in Missouri, as well as pro~perity, was by Radical rule. 

A system of disfranchisement VTaS necessary, because, once given 

the franchise, the heterogeneous group which made up the opposition 

would become a unified mass, which would soon, through the 

31. Democrat, April 28, 1865. Brown was, in fact, about ready 
to announce for universal sufferage. 

32. Republican, May 10, 1865, indicates that the fear of Drake 
shaped Henderson's course, as weli as Brownd. Official 
opposition was withdrawn at a meeting in st. LOUis, early 
in May, at which Senators Brown and Henderson, as well as 
several Congressmen agreed to support the new Constitution, 
Democrat, May 3, 1865. 

33. For the best expression of the Radical view, see Drake's 
seven open letters, which appeared in the Democrat, in 
April 1865. 

34. The opponents of the Radicals resented this classification. 
"The issue in thi s cas e is no t between Union men and rebels, 
but one between the people of the state and a narrow minded, 
factiouB set of hot-headed fanatics". statesman, April 14, 
1865. 



instrumentality of the ballot bE)X, sweep out of power the "loyal" 

men. By making the question of adoption a strong party issue, 

the Radicals showed shrewd politcal wisdom, as this method would 
;:)5 

whip into line a considerable number of reluctant voters. 

The strong minority, which had led the opposition in the 

Convention, was either forced back into Radical ranks, or read 

out of the party. Those who left i ;t were later instrumental in 

forming the Conservative Union party.36 

As the campaign advanced it became evident that the 

Radicals would derive their chief support from the outlyi~ 

portions of the state, rather than in st. Louis, where the new 

Constitution was coldly received, or in the old Whig strong holds 

the Missouri river counties. From the northwest and southwest 

portions of the state encouraging reports reached Radical head

quarters. 37 The rural districts, announced the partizan Democrat, 
I 

have been much closer to treason and have seen more clearly the 

evils of slavery than have the city population, and so are eager 

to stand behind the party whi ch were driving bo th from the state. 38 

A more reasonable interpretation, however, is that the border, 

largely peopled by immigrants from free states, Saw an opportunity 

to secure control of the state administration, which, it believed, 

had been too long dominated by st. Louis, This could best be 

35. 

37. 

38. 

The Westliche Post however, contended that the question was 
a non-partizan iss~e. 

The quarrel between Johnson and Congress, which came later, 
greatly intensified the division in Missouri. 

Democrat, May 3, 1865. Drake, during his vigorous canvass 
of the state cwne to the same conclusion. Ibid; May 17, 1865. 
Another repo~t showed strQng and favorable RadiCa.lise%~iment 
for the Constitution in 32 ~ountieB, partiCUlarly n e 19 1865 
northwest and southwest portions of the state. Ibid; May , • 

Democrat t ' May 10, 1865. 



accomplished by disfranchising the "Rebel Aristocracy" of st. 

Louis and the central portion of the state, thus throwing the bal

ance of power 1:n the border counties, where lay the Radi cal strength. 

This border element might have looked on the new Constitution as an 

instrument by which it could the more easily secure control. 39 

By May 1, the Radical machine was running smoothly, ready 

for the final weeks of the campaign. The opponents of adoption, 

whatever their name, were too loosely organized to be an effective 

fight ing force, and only in st. Loui s c enId they maintain an organ

ization worthy to combat the Radical machine. A small group in st. 

LOuis undertook to conduct a state campaign, but only partial 

success resulted. 40 

Late in the campaign, st. Louis became the center upon which 

the Radicals concentrated their forces. Here, as seen above, natur

al conservatism, a desire to put aside politics to again resume the 

bUSiness activity, Which the Civil War had interrupted, and the 

almost solid opposition of the press to the new document, led 

thoughtful men to look askance on the v iolen't utterances of the 

Radical leaders , as well as upon the stringent clauses of the new 

Constitution. 4l Against adoption was throvm also the whole 

weight of the Federal office holders in st. Louis; men WhO!. it 

was alleged, owed their appointments to Francis P. Blair, Jr., and 

to Edward Bates. 42 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

It was pointed out that the much needed immigration and capital 
would never venture into a "rebel ruled" state. 

The leaders of this body were James O. Broadhead, C. P. Johnson, 
S. J. Glover, Louis V • Bogy. Speakers were sent out., and pamph
lets issued, but the organization lacked compactness. The 
Radical canvass was headed by Dral:: e, who visi ted every part of 
the State, and. by Krekel. 

During the latter part of May, nightly meetings were held by 
bFoth side~ in all parts of the citY1 whichtha leadersasddressed. 

or a typlcal Radibal meeting see D~mocrat, May ~4, ~ b6. 
Democra.t~ June 7. 1865. . 



The election took place on June 6. Early returns indicated 

a defeat for the new Constitution. The vote in st. Louis, and in 
. 43 

the old Whig section, was overwhelmingly against adopt~on. The 

premature rejoicing of the Conservative press was suddenly cut short 

when the returns from the border c~ties were received. These 

counties gave, usually, a comfortable majority for adoption. 44 The 

election, . however, was in grave doubt until the soldier's votes c&~e 

in. The Convention had provided by ordinance that the Governor send 

election officials to the front to secure the soldiers' vote. 45 

The Missouri men still in camp decided the election. 46 By July 1, 
47 it was generally admitted that the Constitution had been adopted. 

---------------------

43. In St. Louis, the vote stood, for 5272, against, 11,239. 
Democrat, June 7, 1865. Boone County defeated adoption 1762 
~o 132, while Pike and Calloway rejected it by heavy majorities 
Statesman June 16, 1865. According to the Democrat, great 
numbers o~ "returned rebels" voted illegally in st. Louis, i.e. 
all against adoption. 

44. Polk, Putnam, Greene, and Harrison gave immense majorities in 
favor of the Constitution. statesman, July 7, 1865. 

45. Journal, 283. 

46. The soldiers vote was for, 2,995, against 1,168, in the 
official figures published in the statesman, JUly 7, 1865. 
The Republican, JUne 26, 1865, claimed it was impossible to give 
the exact figures on the soldiers' vote, as the officers 
of the companies had, in person, taken the results to 
Secretary Rodman's office, and the final vote was announced 
from there. 

47. Final vote was 43 670 for and 41,808 against adoption. 
Statesman, JUly 7: 1865. ' 



With the official vote, came Governor Fletcher's proclama

tion which declared the new law effective July 4, 1865. The Radicals, 

despite strong opposition, had triumphed. How to keep control of 

the state government and reap the benefits of office beoame the 

party's problem. 48 

--------------------

48. It has always been maintained by the opponents of the 
Constitution that it was rejeoted by a majority of the voters, 
but that the Secretary of state, Franois Rodman, in whose 
office the votes were counted had fraudently manipulated the 
returns in order to secure adoptioh. He had also refused to 
a oommittee of the opposition access to the files of his 
office. RepUblican, June 26, 1865. 



Chapter II. The First Fruits of Radical Rule. 



The First Fruits of Radical Rule. 

The five months from the adoption of the Constitution to 

the convening of the General Assembly are concerned ohiefly with 

the Test Oath in its application to the professional olasses. 

The American people have always disliked a close connection be

tween Church and state, and the clause of the new Cons ti tution, 

which provided that all lawyers, who wished to continue practice, 

all preachers and teache rs who des ire d to pursue their profess ions 

must subscribe, and £lIe said oath, proved intensely unpopular. l 

Indeed, provisions of this nature are so unusual in 

American History that the classes affected by them knew hardly how 

to p'roceed. The ministers were advised by some to entirely dis

regard the oath, the state's attempt to interfere with religion and 

edUcation being regarded as unwarrantable. 2 The report got abroad 

that there was a well organized movement in the state among the 
In1 • 

nl ~ters to continue preaching and teaching wi thou t ever taldng 

the oath. 3 b h The Radical 0 rgan saw in thi s plan a scheme y whic 

the Conservatives sought to weld together two organized classes, 

the la~ers and the ti t th C tit ti ",J preacmrs, in opposi on 0 eons u on, 

groups which might, of course become a permanent part of Conserva

tl~e strength. 4 .Nor were the ministers less puzzled than the editors. 

1. 
Constitution of 1865, Article II, Section 9. It was necessary 

to take the oath sixty days after the Constitution had been 
ratified. 

2. ~tatesman, July 28, 1865. 

3. Dispatch, July 26, 1865 contains an account 0 f this movement. 
4 D 'i d 'sed s ""preachers • ~mocrat, July 26, 1865. The Anze ~er a V1 

rebellion", but no plan for accompI sliing this is given. 



To each denomination the question was presented, sometimes in 

the annual conferences, sometimes by consultation with the 

Bishops ~d other leaders of the Church. The Missouri Baptists, 

at their 13th Annual Association, agreed to decline to take the 

required oath. 5 At the st. Louis Conference of the Methodist 

Church, South, Bishop Kavanaugh's sermon strongly advised against 

taking any oath which would put the temporal power above the 

SPiritual power. 6 The Episcopal clergymen turned for guidance 

to Bishop Hawk who urged them to take the oath or resign, add

ing that in his opinion the oath was so obnoxious that it would 

soon be repealed by the oivil powers. 7 Of the Roman Catholic 

attitude little is known. Through the Bishop of that Church in 

St. Louis, Rev. Peter Richard, came offers of assistance and 

advice for members of his flock who were effected by the oath. 8 

These manifestations of discontent brought forth from 

the Radicals sharp replies and a defense of the oath. Those 

Who expound and teach the laws of God are not themselves above 

the 'laws of men, remarked the Demoorat, adding that there was 

no necessity to separate the preacher from the citizen. 9 

5. 

6. 

7. 

B. 

9. 

Annual Cyclopaedia, 1865, 591. 

Democrat L August 28, 1865. 

Annual Cyclopaedia, 1865, 591. The Bishop, personally was 
opposed to the oath in a political way. For his letter to 
the clergy Bee the Democrat, August 28, 1865. 

Ibid. 

Democrat, August 7 1865. "If the state has no just power 
to requIre the preacher to be 10?al, it has no just power 
to require him to obey the laws 1n any particular. 



With the active ooposition of the various Church 

Conferences, the Radicals were even more intolerant. Impartial 

men everywhere,it was said, will now know the true conditions 

of affairs in the state, and the · oath will be "vindicated by its 

enemies. nlC 

It was early evident that the Conservatives could hope 

for little from the Radical state administration. To dispel 

any idea of leniency toward the enforcement of the unpopular 

Clause, Governor Fletcher announced in no uncertain tone that 

the exact provisions of that document would be carried out 

With all the power at his command. ll It was, he declared, the 

duty of the courts, not the executive, to settle any case which 

might arise. Nor was this all. Later, the governor became 

almost ridiculous by his extreme statements. He talked of en

larging the state Penitentiary in order to accommodate all 

teaChers and preachers who refused to take the oath.12 State

ments of this kind the state found it hard to take seriously, 

10. 

11. 

12. 

--------------------
"The proceedings of the rebel conclave (Conference of the 
Methodists) which has just been in session, assembled under 
the name of a religious conference, will serve to open the 
eyes of all impartial men to the true state of things among 
us, .and will show them with w.hat class of men they range 
themselves.;. in taking position against the Law, or any of 
its requirements". Democrat, A1lo01lSt 28, 1865. 

Democrat, August 1, 1865. 

Statesman, September 10, 1865. During the summer of 1865 
Fletcher made many speeches. Besides upholding the new 
Constitution he advocated both social and political , . 

. equality for the negro, and reviewed h1s own career as 
a sturdy abolitionist. 



while they but increased the contempt which many felt to

ward the chief executive. 13 

Among the lawyers the provisions caused no little 

discontent. It was charged that thousands were forced by 

the oath from the practice of their profession, and that 

the failure of the head of a family to earn a living in 

turn forced extreme hardship upon his wi fe and children. 14 

The provision which required that a Court must administer 

the oath to all jurors was to many a source of irritation. 15 

The failure of jurors to swear to the oath and the differ

ent interpret~tion which the judges placed on this section 

led everywhere to confus ion and delay. 16 

The Governor's course in enforcing the "ousting 

ordinance" of the Constitution proved extremely unpopular 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

Leftwich, Martrc;dom in Mif:souri, II. Chap.14-19. This 
very partizan ook contains a detailed account of the 
Test Oath in its application to the clergy. It de
scribes the eases of many ministers who were indicted 
and tried for refusing to take the oath. 

See C. P. Johnson's speech in the Mi ssouri House of 
Representatives, Nov. 17. 1865. The speech may be 
found in a bound volume of pamphlets, formerly owned 
by Mr. F. A. Sampson, and now in the possession of the 
state Historical SOCiety of Missouri. 

Constitution of 1865, Article II. Section 11. 

Annual , Cyclopaedia, 1865. 591. I could find no 
definite record of definite organization among the 
legal classes to appose the secti on. 



among the legal classes. Justices Dryden and Bay. of the Missouri 

Supreme Court, on refusing to abide by the ordinance, were for

cibly removed by the order of Fletcher. and their successors, his 

own appointees. installed. This action was generally regarded by 

the lawyers as a usurpation of power on the part of the Governor. 

as well as an attack on the judiciary. The controversy, in 

addition to its purely legal side. stirred up considerable ani

mosity toward the state administration. 17 

The summer of 1865 had brought sharply before the people 

of the state the "iniquities" of the new constitution, and 

eVidences of organized protest began to show themselves. The 

most obvious mode, of relief was, of course, by legislative action, 

and for months , before the Legislature met schemes for amending 

the Obnoxious sections were afoot. Indeed, the Ratification 

election was hardly over before one of the insurgents of the 

ConVention, Mr. George Husmann. of Gasconade, came forward with 

a proposal of eleven amendments for the Constitution. 18 Both of 

the United states Senators from Missouri expressed themselves as 

adVOcates of early amendment. Senator Brown had made known his 

Views in a letter to Governor Fletcher. He announced that he 

WOuld be glad to see the document amended in several important 

17. 

IS. 

The statesman, June 23, 1865, gives an account of the 
affair. 

Statesman, July 14 1865. Mr. Husmann advocated abrogation 
ot the test oath f~r mini~ters. the striking out of the 
word "white" in suff'rage ~ qualifications, and a shortening 
.of the Test Oath. 



respects, but was rather vague as to the time at vfuich these 

amendments would be in force. 19 In discussing his favorite top-

ic, universal suffrage~ , Mr. Brown was less vague. He declared 

at st. Louis, in September 1865, that he strongly favored this 

policy in the nation-at-large, and said it was the duty of both 

the nat iona1 and state governmen ts to reconstruct along this 

line. 20 More emphatic in his desire for amendment was Senator 

Henderson. In a very interesting address, delivered at st. 

Louis in the fall of 1865, Mr. Henderson reviewed the history 

of disfranchisement in Missouri, declared that the Radical Party 

had overstepped all bounds of party government by the enactment 

of tyrannous measures whIch ere clearly unconstitutional, and 

which would, if continued, bring disaster upon the party organ

ization. In conclusion, he urged repeal of the test oath. 21 . 

19. The statesman, October 6, 1865, contains the letter in 
full. In part Brown says, ------"I am not one of those who 
believe the present Constitution to be a perfect instrument, 
and I shall be glad to see it amended in several important 
reports, at as early a date as practicab1e."-------

20. This speech may be found in a bound volume of political 
pamphlets, formerly owned by Col. Wm. F. Switzler, of Columbia, 
Mo., and now in the state Historical Society of Missouri. 
Brown delivered the speech at Turner Hall, st. Louis. He 
tOUched only upon national issues. The German element of the 
State were strong supporters of negro suffrage" and Brown 
Was generally regarded as their spokesman. 

~l. Switz1er's pam1h1ets contain a copy of the address. The 
One of the speech s conciliatory, and Henderson gives no 

indication of what his course will be in the case of the 
Radicals fail to repeal or amend the constitution. The Con
servatives of Pike County resented Henderson's course, and 
aCcused him of being a hypocrite. See the speech of R. A. 
Campbell in the Conservative Convention of October 1865,a1so 
found in pamphlet form in the same volume. 



In addition to these utterances of public officials, and 

probably of more weight, was the course of General Francis P. 

Blair, who had returned to st. Louis from the front late in 

June 1865. Mr. Blair, although admitting he had never read the 

new Constitution, predicted for it a speedy revision. He added, 

in his impulsi ve way, that it should never have adopted until the 

men at the front returned. 22 His trip to Kentucky there to aid 

the Conservative party against the Radical Union men was but an 

indication of his future course in Mi ssouri. He announced very 

Plainly that general amnesty and a pardon for all participants 

in the rebellion were the first steps toward real reconstruction. 23 

Thus far, no movement of organized protest had been launched. 

The rank and file of the Radicals had held aloof from any amend

~ent scheme, and it was to be seriously doubted whether that party 

wOUld adopt any course of leniency, which might endanger its 

COntrol of the state government. In fact, the Democrat had voiced 

the belief that the only problem '".'as how to keep the state out of 

diSloyal hands, a ssuming that th"iscould be be done by a very 

stringent registration act. 24 

The movement for a state organization to reestablish polit

ical and religious liberty in Mi s souri had its origin in st. Louis. 

22. Democrat, June 26, 1865. 

23. Blair denounced in his speeches Chase, stanton, and particular
Joseph Holt, the Radical leader of Kentucky. Democrat, JUly 
14, 1865. Chase had urged upon ~ohnson immediate enfran
chisement of the freemen. Rhodes History of the United states, 
V., 522-525. 

24. Qemocrat, June 9, 1865. 



Its leaders were about the same type of men who had opposed 

the new Constitution, but other elements included Generals 

Blair and Smith, and several former prominent Democrats,such 

as Lewis V. Bogy and John S. Phelps. Thus, every group was 

represented. The majority of these men had been strong Union

ists during the war, and supporters of President Lincoln and 

GOvernor Gamble. 25 

The Conservatives inaugurated their movement by calling 

a Mass Convention, to be held in st. Louis. 26 This Convention 

was to endorse Andrew Johnson's plan of reconstruction, and to 

discuss at length the situation in Missouri. With the except

ion of a few prominent Radicals, Johnson's policy of reorgan

ization of the southern states, which began on May 29th, with 

his amnesty proclamation, had been well received at the North. 27 

It appeared that the president's scheme would be 

sUccessful in operation, and many state conventions, meeting 

during the summer and fall, made haste to put their stamp of 

approval on executivereconstr~ction.28 It is not strange, 

therefore, that the Conservatives in Missouri wished to bring 

together those who favored the president's course with those 

25. Mr. L. V. Bogy, who was a prominent figure in the later 
meeting, had been a strong Confederate sympathizer during 
the war. Bay Reminisences of the Bench and Bar in Missouri, 

578. Mr. Phelps, after serving eighteen years in Congress 
as a Democrat had become during the war, a streng Union 
man. He lived in southwest Missouri. 

26. The meeting is commonly known as the"Verandah Hall Convention". 

27. RhOdes, V. 533. Wade, Sumner, and stevens were Wholly out 

of sympathy with Johnson's plan. 

28. RhOdes, V. 516-541. Gives an account of public sentiment on 

reconstruction during ·the summer and fall of 1865. 



who were dissatisfied with tr~ Missouri Constitution. SUch 

a combinetion might, if properly organized, prove of formid

able strength in coming elections. \Vhile the management of 

the Mass Convention was in the hands of st. Louisans, it was 

desired that the whole state should participate in the move

ment. The proclamation, wbich called together the meeting, 

declared the Convention, was to endorse President Johnson's 

policies, and dwelt at length on the state affairs in Missouri 

under Radical rule. 29 The call met with a ready response 

among the Conservatives throughout the state. 

The Radical press manifested considerable interest 

in Conservative program. For several weeks before the meet

ing convened, the Democrat fully discussed what it conceived 

to be the real reason for calling the Convention. 30 In 

general the Radicals held that the purpose of the mass meet-

ing was, not to aid Johnson, but to overthrow the Constitution. 3l 

To add respectability to the affair, and to give a 

Union coloring to the movement, the name of the president was 

Used. To wrest party control from the Radicals was the real 

cause of the Conservative campaign. And to this end, had the 

29. This proclamation may be found in the statesman, Oct.13. 
1865. It strongly denounces the test oath in every phase, 
~ut is especially severe on the provisions relating to 
preachers, teachers, and lawyers. The signatures of over 
seventy-five men were attached to the proclamation. 

30. In addition to its own views, the Democrat, published re
ports from the various counties of the state, which summ
arized political happenings there. 

3l."The grand object is to overthrow the new Constitution in 
Missouri and put rebels in power, and to ~o this the 
Union friends of President Johnson are inv1ted to give 
their aid. 1I Democrat, October 2, 1865. 



Copperheads, like Lewis V. Bogy, combined with the Blair

Claybank faction of government officials. 32 It iS,no doubt, 

quite true that the Conservatives wished to organize opposition 

into a party.33 The ratification election had shown the utter 

failure of opposition, unless organized and unqer the direction 

of strong leaders. It was fortunate for the Conservatives that 

they had so early enlisted the services of the enthusiastic Gen

eral Blair. A man of inm1ense personal popularity, one of the 

earliest Union men in the state, and an officer of prominence in 

the Civil War, Mr. Blair brought to the Conservative ranks con

siderable strength. 34 It was galling to the Radicals to find 
35 him so conspicuous in the party of protest. The ,Radica:J. idea, 

however, tha.t that the so called party of "Union-oath haters", 

Which called the meeting,was in form and in name, as well as in 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

Democrat, October 6,1865. Mr. Bogy had been for years a 
prominent lawyer and Democratic leader of the state. 

The firs t call fo r the Convent ion had the words: "for the 
ur 08e of formin a state or anization to give effect 
o their views hrough the a 0 ox, Democrat, October 

6, 1865. The italics are the Democrats. Later proclama
tions had these words stricken out. 

There are several campaign lives of Blair, which are.de
cidedly partizan. Good brief accounts can be ~ound ln 
Scharf, History of st. Louis, I, 625-62?, and ln the 
Encyclopaedia of the History of st. LOU1S, I, 171-173. 

"That Mr Blair and some others who have been landmarks 
on the r~ute of progress and fr~edom in Missouri should 
permit themselves to be catspaws of a party composed of 
the odds and ends of rebe:J.lion, is no less singular than 
disgust ~ ng". Democrat, October 18, 1865. 



fact, the Democratic Party, is erroneous. 36 Many old line Whigs 

were actively identified \Vi th the movement, men, who for years 

had been prominent in state politics, and who now sought relief 

from what they considered tyrannical government. 37 

The Convention convened at st. Louis on October 26, with 

Over one thousand delegates in attendance. Fro~ Boone County 

went two hundred delegates, headed by Mr. ROllins~38 Nearly 

every quarter of the state sent its delegation. The Old, sub

stantial classes of Mis souri were well represented. In session 

three days, the Convention was largely concerned with discussing 

the new Constitution, although a few perfunctory resolutions, 

touching upon national affairs, and praising Andrew Johnson, were 

pas 3ed. 40 Mr. Blair returned from a stumping tour of the state 

36. See the Democrat, October 20, 1865, for this view. 

37. James O. Broadhead, James S. Rollins, Robert A. Ca~pbell, 
and William F. Switzler are examples , These men did not 
definitely join the Democratic Party until the election of 
1868. They formed an important element in the Conservative 
Union Party, which failed in the Congressional election of 
1866. 

38. statesman, October 27, 1865. The names of many prominent 
men are included in the list. 

39. See speech of R. A. Campbell, of Pil::e, delivered at the 
Convention. Proceedings of the Conservative C~nvention, 25, 
found in Switz1er's Political Pamphlets. 

40. The best account of the Verandah Hall Convention is found 
in SWitzler's Political Pamphlets, which contain detailed 
description of the meeting. The account, in places, is 
somewhat partizan. Proceedings from day to day may be 
found in the Democrat and Republican for October 26-29, 
1865. Barton Able of st. Louis, was the temporary, and 
S. L. Glover, the permanent chairman of the Convention. 
Able had been a strong Benton Democrat, then a Free Soiler. 
He had supported Lincoln in 1860, and throughout the war 
had been a strong Union man. Scharf, Historfi of :~ t. Louis, 
I, 603-605. Glover, one of the most ardent nion men in 
the State was one of the first to protest against the 
Test Oath: ibid, II. 1494. 



in time to deliver, in his characteristic vein, the principal 

addr~ss of the meeting. 

On the side of constructive organization, the Convention 

made little headway. Most of the sessions vrere confined chiefly 

. to a vigorous denunciation of the existing conditions in Missouri. 

all of which, it was claimed, grew out of the iniquities of the 

Radical rule. The Convention named tvvo committees, one to l~ 

before President Johnson the proceedings of the meeting, the other, 

consisting of one delegate from each Congressional district, was 

to take steps toward organizing a party to overthrow the existing 

state government. 41 Just how this was to be done, the variOUS 

speakers failed to show. The majority of them condemned any 

proceedure which involved violence. But beyond bringing together 

the discontented elements in the state, and laying the foundation 

for future activity, the much heralded Convention accomplished 

Ii ttle. 

The Radicals could see in the meeting only an attempt 

of Blair to regain his political power by a combination with 

"rebels", to whom Blair, to advance his own interests, had made 

OVertures for support. 42 Before discu '3sion about the Convention 

had died away, all eyes were turned toward Jefferson City, where 

the General Assembly was about to convene. 

41. 

42. 

The adjourned session of the 23rd Assembly contained a 

----------------

statesman, November 3, 1865. The delegates which went to 
WaShington included L. V. Bogy, J. o. Broadhead, A. A. King, 
T. E. Noell, and J. S. Rollins. 

"The sole object of the men managing that Conventio~", said 
the Democrat of oct?ber.30,.186~te~d!n~~ g:~~ E~~!t~i:;ys 
power---------the m~nor~ty 1n a '. d h' 

f d t b U ion men like Fraru{ Bla~r an ~s 
pro esse 0 e n t iitical power fDr the advancement 
shoddy followers,.wan po d have gone over to the 
of their own self1sh ends, an 
Rebels to get it." 



large Radical majority. The speaker elected w~s Mr. Andrew 

Harlan, of Andrew County, Who received practically the entire 

Radical vote. 43 The message of Governor Fletcher contained 

several recommendations to the Radicals. He advocated, first the 

enact~ent of a law for a complete and uniform registrati on of 

voters, which should guard carefully the elective franchise. 44 

From the requirements of the second article of the suffrage 

section, the Test Oath, the governor urged exemption of all 

those interested in corporations, except where the state or 

nation was a stockholder, creditor, or contributor. All pro

:fe ss'ors and teachers in school s, no t supported in any way by 

the state, should likewise be exempt. The Supreme Court of the 

United states, he adds, will definitely settle the question of 

the oath as far as ecclesiastics are concerned. 45 There is a 

striking difference between the tone of the Governor's speeches 

in the fall of 1865, and the conCiliatory attitude of his message. 

But he had evidently misjudged Radical feeling. The response of 

the pres s of that rarty to hi s suggestions, was chilling, while 

the act~ of the Legislature point out only too plainly that the 

43. Journal, House of Representatives, Adjourned Session of the 
23rd General Assembly, 4, 5. Harlan got 69 votes, while 
M. J. Payne, his opponent, received only 18, with 38 absent. 

44. Journal, House, 13-22 contains the mes :;age in full. 

45. He refers to the case of Cummings V. Missouri. On re
fusing to take the oath, Father - cumming~, . a priest of 
Pike County, was fined and thrown into Ja1l. The case 
went soon to the United states supreme Court. The 
Democrat, September 20, 1865, oontains a story of the 
case. 



Radical leaders would be extremely loath to adopt any plan which 

might endanger their supremacy.46. With the exception of the 

Registration Act, the majority in the Legisla.ture made no effort 

to bring forward as a party measure any recommendation which the 

Governor had made. Every attempt of the Conservatives to investi-

gate, through committees, the adoption of the Constitution, or to 

put through any resolutions for amending it, the Radicals un

ceremoniously put aside. Senator Doniphan's effort to have the 

election returns investigateQ was ~efeated.47 The proposal of 

C. P. Johnson, of st. Louis, to abrogate by constitutional amend

ment, the test oath for preachers, teachers, and lawyers was 

postponed from time to time by the Radicals, until within a few 

days of the close of the session, when his resolutions were de-

feated 61 to 30. 48 In both the House and the Senate a small 

group of Conservatives fought the Radicals at every opportunity.49 

The Radicals, on the other hand, lost little time in en

actingthe Registry Law, which they deemed essential to their con

tinued success. This law was regarded as the great measure of 

16. Democrat, November 6, 1865. 

47. By a vote in the Senate of 12 to 11. Journal, Senate 129, 130. 

48. Journal, House, 907. 

49. The Radicals were ably led in the Senate by J. J. Gravelly, 
of Bolivar. Senator Doniphan led the senate opposition which 
numbered about nine. In the House, about twenty men, headed 
by Johnson, a former Radical, conducted the fight. The 
Conservatives wished for a Constitutional amendment repeal
ing this test oath; some, too, desired a Constitutional 
Convention as well. All their resolutions were crushed 
by the Radical majority. 



the entire session, and had behind it at all times and under all 

conditions the immense Radical majority.50 Despite numerous 

attempts led by Doniphan to amend the Registry bill, it passed 

the Senate 20 to 9. 51 The House, with its enormous majority 

had already acted favorably.52 The passage of the bill was re

garded by the Radical press as a triumph second only to the 

adoption of the new Constitution. 53 The state was now firmly 

--------------------

50. Democrat, November 13, 1865. It was claimed that C. D. 
Drake was the author of the bill, and went to Jefferson 
City in order to put it through. statesman, November 17, 
1865. 

51. Journal, Senate, 166. 

52. The vote, taken December 6, was 91 to 19. Journal, House, 
175-6. 

53. Democrat, December 19, 1865. The details of the Registery law 
are very numerous and complicated. For our purpose, the 
following may be noted: 1. The Governor apPOinted a super
visor of registration for each county, who was president of 
the board of appeals and revision. 

2. Each election district had an officer of registratio.n 
named by the supervisor.' . 

3. Before this officer, the voter must subscribe to the 
Test Oath. The voter could be questioned by the officer, 
who upon his own. knowledge, or upon evidence submitted to 
him, had the power to reject the voters name, even though he 
had previously taken the oath. 

4. The officers of registration for each district, to
gether with the supervisor, constituted a board of appeals and 
revision. They heard all complaints, and added or removed 
voters names as they saw fit. 

5. The officers were given all the powers of a Circuit 
Judge, in maintaining order, summoning witnes ses, etc. 

6. The judges of election were compelled to use the 
lists of qualified voters, prepared by the officers. No 
one could vote whose name was not on this list. Thus, the 
act placed in the hands of the dominant political party, 
all the machinery of election. . It gave the revision 
board judiCial powers, and the officers of registration, 
if unscrupulous, could, on the slightest pretext, dominate 
hundreds of voters. For the full text of the law, see 
Laws of Missouri, 1865, 117-124. 



secure in the hands of loyal men, who would place Missouri to 

the fore as a loyal and prosperous state. Conservatives every

where regarded the law as the crowning act of Radical intolerance 

and fanaticism. Its pretended object, that of maintaining the purity 

ballot box, was only a sham. Its real object was to keep in 

power a political party.54 ·The truth is, that the me~sure was of 

great aid in maintaining Radical power in Missouri, and had been 

recognized as such by the Radical leaders. 55 

The year 1866 dawned with the Radicals supreme, but in 

many portions of the state unrest, di ~lcontent, and even violence 

manifested itself. The state of peace was hardly le8s qUiet 

than the state of war had been. The Conservatives were daily 

bec or.ling more desperate f whil e the Radicals, confident of their 

majori ty, pressed forward. to more obnoxious meaEmres of govern

ment. 

54. statesman, January 5, 1866. 

E·B. General Gravelly had argued this during the passage of the 
bill, see Histor~ of Radical Legislature 1865-66, in 
Switzler's I'olitlcal I'amphlets. To keep the state "loyal" 
meant to keep it in ~aaical control. 
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Chapter III. 

While the agitation over the Test Oath was at its 

height and while men spoke with increasing bitterness about 

Radical rule, the movement was set on foot for the organization 

of the Conservative Union Party. The great mass convention ot 

October 26, 1865, commonly known as the '·Verandah Hall" Conven

tion, had accomplished a real purpose by laying the foundations 

for the future expansion and development of the Conservative 

elements into a definite organization. The light of future 

happenings 'made very signifioant Mr. Broadhead's resolution, 

submitted at the opening seasion of the convention, that there 

be apPOinted a state Executive Committee of fifteen members "for 

the purpose of organizing the people 0 f the state in s.upport of 

the Reconstructive policy of President Johnson and in opposition 

to the new Constitution".l Nothing was said concerning the 

program or organization of this Executive Committee, but later 

events showed that the six members trom st. Louis assumed the 

manageIlW3nt of the oampaign.2 Although the "Verandah Hall" 

Convention did not in any tormal sense attempt the organization 

of anew party, it was plain that both Radicals and Conservatives 

1. Democrat, Oct. 30, 1866. This committee consisted of one 
member trom each Congressional district and six from the 
state at large, Who were to be citizens of st. Louis, Among 
those appointed were: J:"i.MoCorm*,ck, T.T.Crittenden, J. W. 
Glover, W. F. Switzler, E.B.Brown, Barton Able L.V.Bogy, 
J.O.Broadhead, and Geo. Knapp, the editor of the Republioan. 

2. Gen. E. B. Bro,ln was Chairman and Alden R. Smith was 
Seoretary of the cow~ittee. 



believed that this would be the ultimate result. 3 For several 

weeks f"ollow.1ng the meeting; the two strang Conservative organs in 

st. Louis rejoioe that a new party, oonsisting of" elements of" 

Conservatism, has been launched. 4 One of the members of the 

new committee, through his newspaper remarked that "to direct 

popular su~frage in approval of the Conservative policy'·' had 

been one of the purposes of the Convention. 5 

The committee thus ~pointed lost little time in per

fecting an organization. On November 9, at St.Louis, a thorough 

and efficient plan was formulatecl. 6 In addition to the state 

Executive Committee it was further proviied that each Congress

ional district organize a committee which was to consist of a 

representative of each county within the district. 7 Thus,by 

the close of 1865, the framework for the organization of the 

new party had been made. 

----~--------------
3. The platform contained no provisions which expressly spoke of 

a new party. It announced that the present i3sues were "above 
mere party consideration" ancl appealed to all citizens "to 
cordially unite wi th us" in redeeming the state from its 
perils. statesman, Nov. 10, 1865. Just who "us" may be is 
not spe cified. 

4. The Republican and the Dispatch bClasted of this. The Democrat 
Nov. 3 and 6, 1865 gives both the Conservative and Radical 
view of this formation and composition of this party. 

5. Col. Swltzler, on returning to Columbia, writes: "They were 
there to organize publio opinion and direot popular Buffrage ' 
in approval of the Conservative policy of President Johnson 
and against the infamies and blunders of the late state 
Convention". statesman, Nov. 3, 1865. 

6. It was agreed that seven should con,ti tute a quorum to tran
sact all bus iness. Gen. Brown was named as Chairman, and C. 
J. Corwin, of Cole, as Secretary. statesman, Nov.24,1865. 
Mr. Corwin was sucoeeded by A. R. Sidth. 

7. statesman, Dec. 15, 1865. 



The early months of 1866 saw perfeoted, under the 

leadership of the Exeoutive Committee, a definite organization, 

known as the Conservative Union Farty.8 It was to be in existenoe 

almost a year, and was to mark a neoessary transition in the 

politioal rearrangements of the years 1865-1872. The Conservative 

Union Farty in this state was made up of those elements, which 

had now, for almost a year, remained in eolid oppoai tion to the 

new Constitution. These men aleo favored Exeoutive Reconstruotion, 

but professed, at the same time, ardent Unionism. It was Mr. 

Blair who assumed the leadership of the Conservative forces. 9 

Whether he was led, as the Radioals often charged, by hie own 

ambitions and desire for office, to found a new party, it is 

difficult to say.10 It is, of course, highly probable that if 

the Conservative Farty was successful it would naturally choose 

Gen. Blair for one of the highest offices, presumably the United 

States Senatorship. But to insist that Blair was thinking only of 

furthering his own ends or those of his family is to impute to 

him an inSincerity and selfishness of which he was quite incapable. 

Nor must it be forgotten that Mr. , Blair had made haste to repuiiate 

the Radical Farty and all its works, whioh probably accounts for 

the Radical attitude toward him. 

But the attention of poli ticans and people alike did 

not oenter Wholly on state issues. The national Situation, iaily 

becoming more acute, forced attention toward Washington. In 

Missouri, it was the oocasion for many meetings, at which the 

8. 

9. 
19. 

..,. -t.--------------------
The usual form of oommunication was by announcements and 
addressee to the Conservative voters. For a typioal example 
see the Re~ublioan, Jan. 3, 1866. 
Democrat, .. Jan. 3, 1866. 
For example see the Demoorat, Oot.28 and 
after the adjournment of the Convention. 
quite positive that the Democrats of the 
join the movement. . 

30,1865, immediately 
The Raiioals were 

state would never 



leaders ot each party spoke about the other with hatred,ll and 

distrust. No"" one could be quite certain of what either Congress 

or Jo~son contemplated, but the widening of the breach between 

the chief executive and the Radical leaders but made sharper in 

Mi ssouri tm division between Radical Republican and Conservative 

Unionists. 

In the beginning, indeed, the Radicals had looked with 

contempt upon the efforts to organize into a party the Conservat

ive forces. The "old Copperhead Democracy", they asserted, who 

had been shamefully ignored by Blair at the mass convention, would 

be extremely loath to surrender ita party name and individuality 

to any new organization led by Bogy and Blair.12 That these 

gentlemen could incorporate into their party the older Democratic 

group was considered extremely doubtful. 

It was evidently a part of Blair's program to include 

in the new party the old Democratice element. Obviously, to merge 

the Conservatives, as a 'party, with the Democracy, muld have been, 

in 1866, from the standpoint of practical politics, a great mis-

take. To many men, the very name "Democrat"signified disloyalty 

and rebellion; it was far better to keep uppermost the Conservative 

Union idea, and to bid for Democrat support. It looked, at first, 

that Mr. Blair's plan would not succeed. The Democratic state 

11. For an account of a Johnson meeting, see the Republican, 
Jan. lO~ 1866. The Democrat, Jan. 22, 1866 discusses a 
Radical meeting held at TUrner Hall. 

12. Democra.t, Feb. 21, 1866. "Two elements only, loyal and dis
loyal, can make only two parties. " The old party of rebell
ion and disloyality was the Democratic Party, and the new 
one will be the same." 



Committee, although disheattened by the recent lean years, i ssued 

a call for a Democratic meeting to be held in St. Louis on 
13 

February 22. The procedure of, the gathering varied little from 

scores of other Johnson meetings, which had been held. No matter 

for what purpose called, it seemed impossible to bar at these 

meeting a fUll discussion of state i ssues. In all probability the 

state si tuation was more vi tal to the average man than was the 

national. Concerning any future organization of the Democracy 

as a party, nothing was said, while the Conservative group might 

have seen in a certain resolution which was pas,sed, definite hopes 

of a Democratic alliance'.14 

Before further action could be taJ-::en, the news of the 

veto of the Freedman's Bureau Bill reached the state. 15 In 

Missouri, as elsewhere, it caused a great outburst of partizan 

13. This meeting was not held, however, to formulate any 
campaign plans. It was called, ostensibly, to support 
Johnson's course. All who opposed the new Constitution 
and Radical Reconstruction were invited to attend. 
Republican, Feb. 19, 1866. 

14. The Republican, Feb. 23, 1865 contains the resulution in 
full. Number 10 reads: "That the present Constitution of 
the sta.te of Missouri was formed by a faction, inaugurated 
by fraud and violence, and is in direct conflict with the 
established principles of liberty; and the Democrats 
pledge themselves to ,one another, to labor for its speedy 
overthrow. " 

15. This bill, which had the support of some who favored the 
president, had easily passed both Houses of Congress. 
The Senate refused to override the veto, and the quarrel 
between Johnson and Congress was fairly begun. Rhodes, 
History of the United states, V. 568-580. 



feeling. Each party made haste to approve or denounce the veto, 

and with the definite break between President Johnson and his 

Congress came an opportunity for the Radicals and Conservatives 

in Missouri to join issue on national as well as state questions. 

The General Assembly paused long enough in its discussion of state 

business to pass resolution which strongly upheld Congressional 

Reconstruction. 16 

Throughout the state, the pres s and the thorough 

going politicians of the Radical Party were dismayed and angered 

by the preSidents course. Not merely the veto, but what it indi

cated concerning future relations between Executive and Congress, 

cause d Radical Ie aders everywhe re to q u1 ckly condemn Andrew 

Johnson. The newspapers spoke out very plainly on the subject, 

losing no opportunity to stir up anew the factional bitterness of 

the previous years. In every Radial quarter the veto was regarded 

as a great mistal:e, the result of which would be to definitely align 

16. These may be found in the Democrat, Feb. 26, 1866. The House 
vote was 77 to 25, the Senate 21 to 5. To Senator Henderson, 
Gov. Fletcher. dispatched a telegram, which read: ,,-------
Our bitter eX]erience makes us recognize but two parties, 
the loyal and disloyal. We are not willing to divide 
the control of the Government with the latter-------stand 
firm, true t God and tl1e pe ople • " 

At a Radical caucus in Jefferson City, held to dis
cuss the national situation, it was urged that Missouri's 
senators and representatives at Washington vote with the 
Radical wing. statesman, March 9, 1866. 



the President with the Copperheads and force him to abandon 

the party which had put him in office. Many were relieved, 

the y s aid, to find out jus t what his attitude was on Re

construction questions. 17 

The Conservative Union adherents welcomed Johnson's 

act. The chief executive, in their opinion, had shown him

self to be a broadminded, courageous, and patriotic man. 18 

In st. Louis on February 2~, at the call of the Executive 

Committee of the Conservative Unionists, an immense crowd 

gathered to listen to several speecm s, which not only app

roved Johnson',s veto and general policy, but assured him of 

Conservati ve support from Missouri,.19 Nor did the meeting 

adjourn without hearing state problems fully expounded. The 

conservative Mr. Broadhead and the fiery Col. Claiborne vied 

with each other in heaping invective upon the Radical 

17. I)emocrat, Feb. 21, 1866. For oopied editorials from the 
leading Radical papers of the state, see the statesman, 
March 9, 1866. very few of the papers seem partIcularly 
surprised at the veto. The tone of the articles show 
pretty clearly that the Radioals have despaired of the 
president, and have resolved to treat him as an enemy. 

18. Switzler, in his enthusiasm, announced that "among the 
great events of the day may properly be ranked the veto 
and speech of President Johnson". statesman, March 2,1866. 

In fact, Missouri Conservatives seem to have regarded 
favorably Johnson's impolitic harrangue of February 22. 

19. John How, a former prominent Whig and Mayor of st.Louis, 
wired Johnson: -"Ten thousand freemen of Missouri in Mass 
meeting assembled, cordially endorse your veto me 8sage 
and pledge the_elves stand by you in every conflict." 
statesman, March 9, 1866. 



admfnistration. 20 

There was, however, a significance in the veto which 

is not generally recognized. Its real importance lay, not in 

its able legal arguments, but in the fact that, in Missouri, it 

was instrumental in welding into a mare compact unit the Con-
21 

servative elements. In addition, the veto thoroughly united 

the Radicals of the Legislature, who probably carried back 

to all portions of the state the effects of the veto on the 

state administration. 22 The first opportunity the voters had 

to uphold or cast aside the president's policy were the muni

cipal elections of the spring of 1866. The Oonservatives took 

the field as a regular organization, the Radicals did lik~wise. 

No mere city issue could hold first place in any municipal cam

paign, the speakers of both parties continually discussed Re

construction issues 0 f both state and nation. 23 • 

20. Republican, Feb. 26, 1866. Broadhead declared: ~If I go 
to the polls and mY right of suffrage is denied, so help 
me God, I will shoot the man that does it." Meetings ot 
a siffiilar character were held in many towns of the state. 
Those at Jefferson City and Mexico are typical. statesman, 
March 23, 1866. 

21. The Democrat, March 10, 1866 remarks upon this phase of 
the veto. 

22. statesman, March 6, 1866, quoting a dispatch, says: "The 
Radical Union men here (Jefferson City) are as thoruughly 
united by the recent Executive Bull, at Washington, as 
Rebels and Copperheads are rejoioed by it." 

23. Late in March, a poll of the state press showed 43 papers 
against the president's policy, and 28 tor it. Demoorat, 
March 21, 1866. 



Beginning with the st. Louis city election of April, 

the Radicals met with reverse after reverse. It seemed, indeed, 

that the entire state, through its municipalities, was uniting 

against them. Test Oaths were powerless to stem the tide of de-

feat. Large cities and small towns vied with each other in rOll

ing up Conservative majorities. 24 Radical rule in Missouri, with 

its fanaticism and tyranny, announced the Republican, is almost 

at an end. 25 It is significant that the new Registry Law was not 

in operation at this election. The majority of Conservatives failed 

to realize this fact, but the st. Louis Dispatch, a strong Johnson 

paper, well expressed the Radical view. 26 

The RadicalS, dismayed at their setback, concluded it 

was due to indifference and to lack of organization. 27 Only by 

thorough party organization and a complete elimination of over

confidence and factional quarrels could victory come in the fall 

elections warned the Radical Executive Committee. 28 All through 

the spring of 1866 the party press, led by the Democrat, waved, 

with more than customary vigor, the "bloody shirt", while urging 

party unity and solidarity. 

The Conservative Union Party, meanWhile, had opened its 

24. In st.LouiS, Kansas City, Sedalia, Macon, Ch1l11cothe~ and 
Palmyra,the Conservatives were successful.Republican,May 9,1866. 

25. Ibid. 

26. "Some of the unsubdued Radicals are attemp~ing to find consol
ation for the tremendous thrashing they received Tuesday, in 
the reflection that they have an inner line of works still 
left, the Registry Law." Quoted in the Democrat, April 9,1866. 

27. Democrat, April 6, 1866. 

28. The letter which contained these direotions may be found in 
the Democrat, May 16,1866. In addition, it advocated support 
of Congress and a reestablishment of the war time leagues 
and associations. 



headquarters in St. Louis. From there, ~n April 18, Mr. Blair 

had departed to address eighteen counties in the state. 29 The 

Conservative leaders had issued a call for a state Convention 

to assemble in St.Louis, early in June. 30 The foundations for an 

effective state wide organization had been laid by the formation, 

in every township and county in the state, of a Johnson Club, com

posed of all citizens who were opposed to Congressional Recon

struction and the Missouri Constitution. 31 Blair's trip through 

the state created great excitement. His fiery utterances on 

state and national politics increased in the men of both parties 

the spirit of bitter partizanship. All the crudities, as well as 

the violence and even the danger of stump speaking, were mani

fested. 32 Few Radical speal:ers in Missouri could cope wi th Gen. 

Blair; that party, put to it, called in Gov. Stone of Iowa, and 

Gov. Oglesby, of Illinois, to debate with him and with other 

Conservative leaders. 33 

29. statesman, May 4, 1866 gives the itinerary. Blair spoke in 
Columbia on May 21. He discussed state issues. 

30. Ibid. The date for this meeting was later changed to July 3. 
"To agree upon a course of action in regard to the coming 
election" was the purpose of the Convention. 

31. By June, nearly every County and many townships had formed 
these clubs. statesman, June 8, 1866. 

32. At Warrensburg, a gang of ruffians attempted to assassinate 
Blair, Republican, June 5, 1866. 

33. Statesman, June 15, 1866. Mr. Rollins, who debated with 
Gov. Stone, was several times hooted down by the audience, 
who shouted "rebe11t at him. 



It was on the Test Oath that M:r. Blair directed mos t 

o~ his attention. He proclaimed on every occasion that the 

Supreme Court o~ the United states had decla.red the oath un

constitutional. This decision had not been made public, but 

one of the justices, he said had privately informed him of the 
34 Court's action. John Hogan, who represented Missouri in 

Congress, had from the platform announced the sa~ thing. 35 

Assuming this statement to be true, the ConServative 

plan of action, as advocated by the leaders, was that quali

fied voters should offer to register and to vote. The judge 

of election must, by law, receive the ballot of every man offer-

ing to vote, whether or not he was registered. They were also 

required to make a return of the rejected voters, but forbidden 

to count them in making out the certificates of election. If 

defeated, all Conservative candidates were advised to immediate

ly contest the election.of their opponents. When these con

tested cases came up, presumably in December, the decision of 

34. Democrat, Jttne 4, 1866. Although Blair and his father and 
brother were on intimate terms with the Conservative 
leaders of official Washington, it is doubtfUl if they 
could secure in advance the decision of the Supreme Oourt. 

35. Hogan, who represented the First, and Thomas F. Noell, who 
represented the Third District, were both opponents of 
Congressional Reconstruction. 

A letter to Hogan from Senator Beverly Johnson of 
Maryland mo had argued the CUmmings case before the 
SUpreme Court, indicates that a majority of the Court has 
declared the Test Oath unconstitutional, and that the 
decision will be handed down at the next term, December 
1866. For this letter, see the statesman, Jnne 8, 1866. 



the SupreIlY3 Court muld be known and both the Legislature and 

the Judiciary foroed to recognize the unconstitutionality of 

the Test Oath. In the recount of every contested election, the 

votes of many Conservatives, whose names are on the rejected 

lists, because the Radical Registrar, even after they took 

the oath, has refused to accept their ballots, will be consid

ered as legal votes, and thus many apparently defeated Con

servative candidates would be declared elected. By this plan, 

then the Conservatives thought to overthrow Radicalism and 

establish them..qelve~ in power.36 All but those who had been 

in actual arms agains t the United states Government, Blair 

urged to take the oa th. 37 "Swear and vote" became the :f'unda

mental tenet . of the Conservative Unionists. As the oath.:was 

certain to be declared unconstitutional, no man should hesitate 

to swelU" to it. This plan, naturally, had the enthusiastic 

support of the Conservative le.aders and the Conservati va press. 

Little had been heard, in the meantime of the Dem

ocratic Party, if party it could be called. The spasmodic 

attempts, early in 1866, to arouse enthusiasm had been attended 

by no real results and had failed. This failure was, no doubt, 

in part due to the fact that most of the former Demooratic 

leaders, like Bogy and Phelps, had beoome enthusiastic members 

of the Conservative group, and had shown no inclination to give 

their support to separate organization. The Democrats had no 

36. 

37. 

This plan is carefully outlined in the statesman, May 11, 
1866. If carried out, it would establisll the same 
qualifications for voting as had existed in 1862. 

statesman, June 29, 1866. The Conservatives generally spoke 
of this oath taking as "piouS per jury". 



choice but to join their fortunes with those of the Unionists; 

a divided party of opposition to Radicalism could accomplish 

nothing. Both parties were contending for practically the same 

things, and the superior Conservative organization and leader

ship made it imperative that the Demooraoy surrender, at least 

temporarily, its separate identity. 

The state situation had sufficed to hold together 

the Conservative Party, and it had been but the more united by 

the new issues growing out of the quarrel between Johnson and 

Congress. It went into the oampaign of 1866 on a platform which 

opposed the Radioal policies of Congress and demanded a change in 

the existing Missouri government. And the Demooracy had to 

follow. Any attempt to maintain a separate organization which 

would have had any chance of success was, in the nature of things t 

impossible. This fact seems to have been generally reoognized in 

st. Louis, the headquarters of all political groups.38 

Worthy of notioe, however, is a final attempt to "re

organize" the Democracy. In May 1866, the Democrats of Boone 

County were informed of a meeting to be held later in the month 

at Columbia. 39 Instantly a protest arose. The Unionists spoke. 

out in no uncertain tone against anyDemoorat plans for separate 

38. I could flnd no evidence that any speoial agreement had 
been made between Demooratio and Conservative leaders. 

39. statesman, May 21, 1866. Part of the call read: "The re
organization of the Demooratio Party is neoessary to the 
reestablishment and perpetuation of our liberties-----
and will materially oontribute in upholding the President 
of the United states in his determined and heroio struggle 
with the en'mies of Constitutional Liberty." 



tickets or candidates. They feared, evidently, the spread of 
40 the movement from Boone County, and so made haste to oppose it. 

Gen. Blair had said very frankly that he hoped the 

people would discountenance the whole movement, as he feared it 

would encourage elsewhere similar dissension, and thus harm the 

Conservative cause. 41 

The day the meeting was held, May 26, Conservatives 

as well as Democrats flocked to the Fair Grounds. In an eloqu

ent speech, Mr. Rollins pleaded for one party of opposition to 

the Radicals. To this appeal. Warren Woodson, the Chairman of 

the meeting, and a prominent Democrat •. announced that the Dem

ocracy, to overthrow the intolerable state administration, 

would unite wi th any party. 42. The effort of the Democracy of 

---------------------

40. The statesman, for May 18, 1866 gives the Conservative view 
of the proposed meeting. Trere are, it said no longer the 
old parties ; the war has destroyed them. B-bth state and 
national, the policies of the Democrats must be those of the 
Conservatives. Finally, a division would ruin any chance of 
success and insure a Radical triumph. 

41. See his speech at Rocheport, of May 22, in the statesrr~n, 
May 27, 1866. He later made light of the Demooratic meet
ing, saying it was got up by petty politioians to secure 
for themselves the county offices. 

It is of interest that about this time, Blair's fath
er and his brother, Montgomery, dissatisfied with Johnson 
because he would not dismiss Seward, intimated that the 
Democrats mi.ght go into the oampaign independent of both 
President and Congress. Diary of Gideon Welles, II. 628-
629. Francis Biair, Jr. was, no doubt primarily interested 
in the Missouri situation, while his father and brother 
spoke, of course, of the National Democratic Party. 

42. The proceedings of the meeting are given in fUll in the 
statesman, June 1, 1866. The attendance of many Conser-
vatives no doubt helped the Demoorats to decide that a 
special organizati on would be detrimen tal to both parties. 



Boone to reorganize was the final attempt to rehabilitate the 

Democratic Party. Henceforth, the two groups were as one. 

Both Radicals and Conservatives throughout the state 

were watching with interest the outcome in Boone. Radical sat

isfaction over the supposed Democratic break, announced the 

Republican, will be changed to sorrow when it is learned that the 

Democracy haa wisely decided to fight tha battle in Conservative 

ranks. 43 All movement::! of 1888 to reorganize the Democratic 

Fart1 had ended in failure. 

The Conservative forces began to assemble at st. 

Louis early in July for the state Convention. By this time, the 

differences 'between the President and Congress had become irrecon

cilable14 In Washington, the Administration plans for a mid

summer convention in Philadelphia were well under way. This 

meeting was to be a demonstration in the President's behalf, and 

was to include representatives of every state in the Union.~5 

Almost two thousand assembled in the Mercantile Library Hall on 

43. From an article reprinted in the statesman, June 8, 1866. 
"It is hard", the Reyublican adds, "to put life into that 
which is no where a iving body, and agaimt which dead 
carcass the enimi ty of thousands is uncontrolably bitter." 

44. The veto of the Civil Right Bill completed the breach. 
Rhodes, United states, V.586. 

45. Got by Senators Dixon and Doolittle and Representative 
Raymond, it had the cooperation of Johnson and a majority 
of his cabinet. Schouler, United states, VII. 66. Welles 
Diary, II. 528-545. 



the morning of July 3, at the first session of the Conservative ' 

Convention. 46 Many of t b3 leaders 0 f the "Verandah Hall" 

Convention were present, the personnel of the two oonventions 

were very sim1lar. 47 

For two days the Conservatives listened to plans for 

overthrowing Radicalism at the fall election. Foundations were 

laid for a more effective organization. Various speakers once 

more lamented the downfall of civil liberty and constitutional 

government in both state and Nation. Interested above all in 

the Missouri situation, the delegates, on hearing a letter read 

from Representative Hogan, added their approval to the plan for 

the August "National Union" Convention at Fhiladelphia. Mr. 

Hogan had suggested that the Missouri Conservatives send to 

Fhiladelphia from each Congressional district two' delegates, one 

Democrat and one Conservative, in addition to four from 1ile · 

State-at-Iarge. 48 The Convention enthusiastically complied with 

this request, appointing double the number asked.,g 

Despi te earlier Conservative opposition 1x> say move

men t which might take men's minds away from the state situation 

46. statesman, July 6, 1866. 

47. Except too t there were more present, the personnel of this 
gathering was almost identical with that of the previOUS 
fall. Hall, Blair, Fhelps, Rollins, Broadhead, Bogy, 
Switzer, English, Rozier, and Richardson were prominent 
at both meetings. 

48. statesman, July 6, 1866. 

49. A full list of the delegates can be found in the statesman, 
July 13, 1866. In addi ti on 1D. the well known Ie aders, the 
names of several of the younger group, Hockaday, Fhillips, 
and Crittenden appear. 



the Convent ion overwhe Imingly endorsed the nati onal movement 

and promised to aid in the union of all Conservative elements 

of whatever name. 50 

The Convention adjourned, as it thought, wi th every 

prospect of success. Under the competent Executive Committee, 

the state had been well organized for the final d~s of the 

campaign. The loyal. and enthusiastic response mich "the Con

vention had zmde 1n th3 Nat! onal Union call was an indication 

that the Conservatives were not limited by state boundaries. 

The Radicals had not been idle. By county and town 

meetings, at which their leaders spoke, by an active, and by a 

vigorous opposition me the Conservat i ve cause, they had sought 

to maintain their supremacy. Toward Johnson, their bitterness 

had increased, while the Radical Congressional leaders early 

found that they could depend for support upon seven of Missouri's 

nine representatives. The Radicals, or as they pleased to call 

themselves, the "loyal" men of Mi~souri, in meeting after meeting, 

during the early summer of 1866, approved Congressional Recon~ 

struction and then turned to discuss and defend the state 

50. "It is much more important just now, said the statesman, 
May 25, 1866, to organize 6 State party to overthrow the new 
Consti tution; a party composed of me n of all parties. 
Ours is a State and not a National moveImnt. It concerns 
Missouri and not New York, OhiO, Maine,----------what we 
need is a combination of the people, regardless of old 
names, 1n overthrow Missouri Radical ism" • These wo rds 
had been written, of course, when the fear of possible 
Democratic organization was uppermost. For the resolu-
tions endorSing the Philadelphia gathering, Bee the 
statesman, July 13, 1866. 



situation. 51 To them, the issues of 1866 were substantially 

those of 1860 and 1861. The two parties of 1861, the loyal and 

<fisloyal, were the tYro of 1866. 52 Every Radioal speaker and. 

organization promised to uphold, if need be by foroe, the 

Registry Act. In the Conservative program of "swear and vote", 

the Radicals saw nought but a manifestation " of perjury, which 

would result in the breakdown of representative government. 

Mr. Blair's advooaoy of resistenoe to the laws would require 

that thousands perjure themselves. 53 Throughout the oampaign 

it was denied that the Supreme Court had declared the Test Oath 

unconstitutional • 

. Led by DraLre, the extremists were in control of the 

Radioa1 organization. 54 From Washington, early in JUly, Senator 

51. Aooounts of typioal Radical meetins may be found in a sorap
book of poli tioal clippings for the year 1866, 331, 346, 
349, 350. This book, compiled by Col. W. F. Sw1tz1er, is 
in the State Historioal Society of Missouri. One would 
hardly judge, from reading the reB1llutions adopted, that 
the war was over. They all speak revengefully of ltrebels l ' 

and traitors" who must, at all costs, be put down. 

52. This sentiment was voioed at a Radical Mass Meeting of 
Linooln, Warren, and Montgomery Counties. Ibid, 312. 

53. Democrat, August 21, 1866. The Radical. campaign was managed 
by a Radioal Union Exeoutive Committee, of whioh J. 'H. 
Lightner was ohairman. 

54. While not as aotive as he had been in the Ratification 
Election, Drake made many speeohes through out the state 
and threw all his powerful influenoe on the side of very 
extreme polioies. He openly defied what he called the 
rebel party. To win viotory he said, "stand by your 
Constitution and enforce disfranchisement of rebels and 
trai tors. It See his general letter 1x> the RadicalS in 
Sw1tzler's sorapbook, 387-88. 



Brown had announced that failing health and a dislike for office 

holding would force him to decline reelection. 55 The Radical 

Party does not seem to have been greatly cast down by Senator , 

Brown's decision. The Conservatives were oonvinced that Brown 
66 

had been forced out, and that Drw~e was to succeed him. 

Throu~hout the ga.mIlBi~ too tW9 JiQl'tl00 ~O~SWH1. ijfi

tirely different courses o:! acti on. The Conservatives oontin

ually emphasized state issues, and put into the background nation

al Reconstruction. 57 

The Radicals ,on the other hand, insisted that the 

real object of the oampaign was to uphold the policy of Congress 

in its efforts to restore the government. state questions ,were 

dismissed, whenever pOSSible, with brief and scanty notice. 58 

Te Radicals were only too eager, however, to pledge their support 

in upholding the provisions of the Registry Act. 59 It is not 

55. Brown's address is in the Democrat, July 2, 1866. Brown 
says significantly: "In the transition out of slavery into 
freedom------disfranchisements resting on the crime of free
dom have been found necessary in the state. They have had 
thrown around them the formalities of the law and the scrut
inies of registration. All this is temporary and only de
fensible as being temporary." He urges universal suffrage 
as the solution of the whole problem. 

56. "It is a pity that Brown is s icJ~, says the STatesman, July 
6, 1866. "Where's Doctor Drake? He won't do. He wants the 
sick man IS senatorial bed.. rr 

57. Republican, August 1, 1866. 

58. Demoorat, July 30, 1866. "No state question", it was said, 
demands immediate and speCial attention." The Republican 
August 1, 1866 quotes the Radical view: "Other questions of 
wider soope and national importance now demand consideration. II 

59. ' See the Address of the Radical Union Executive Committee, in 
Switzler's scrapbook, ibid, 440-443. 



too much to say that that party felt secure behind thi s act. If 

it · were enforced, and "enforoement" meant exoluding those who 

were not willing to vote the Radioal ticket, the leaders believed 

they could easily oarry the election. 60 

The campaign had, thus far, been largely one of speech 

making, letter writing, county and town meetings. No nominations 

had been made; each party had sought rather to firmly fix in the 

people's minds the fundamental issues as each saw them. The Con

servatives were waiting to see just What the Philadelphia Conven-

. tion was to accomplish; the Radicals, be ing 1n power, qui tely 

strengthened their organization, congratulating themselves, the 

wh1le, that the administration program would remove from their 
" 61 

party an undeSirable element. 

On August 14 the National Union Conven tion assembled 

at Philadelphia. Among the twelve thousand present were many 

distinguished and patriotic men both Democrats and Republicans. 62 

60. "Resort to no unlawful means to keep suoh names (those, 
disfranchised) off the list, but see that they are 
kept off" read the instructions. Ibid, 441. 

61. "We may hope, therefore, that at Philadelphia the combina
tion of the political harlots and hucksters with the 
traitors and tories will be completed. It will leave the 
Republican Party stronger than before. Unprincipled 
adventurers curse any party to whi ell they are attached --
---------theissues will be at la.st sharply defined; 'Shall 
men or traitors rule. the nation?'" Democrat, JUly 18, 1866. 

62. Rhodes, United States, V. 614-615. 



The Missouri delegati on was anong the moo tprominent of any of 

the western state representations. 63 On its adjournment, the 

Johnson supporters, enthusiastic and carried away by the loyal 

assurance 0 f the Conven ti on, actually loo ked forward to viotory 
64 

in the fall elections. 

Late in August the stage was set for the nomination 

of candidates. With the calling of the County and district con

ventions, the campaign began in earm st. 

As a rule the Conservative nominations were excellent. 

They nominated for Congress, by the customary district conven

tions. a strong group of men. 65 Men like Rollins and Blair, not 

only consented to become candidates for the Missouri House of 

Representatives, an office which could hardly be called important, 

but gave freely of their time and energy 1x> the state wide Con

servative cause. 66 

The Radicals, as is usually the case wi th the party 

in control, were content to reward many of the faithful with a 

renomination. 67 Others.of more or less prominence, were named 

63. The delegates at large from Missouri included Broadhead, 
Rollins, Shields, Hogan, and Noell. Mr. Rollins, who was 
appOinted a member of the Executive Committee, was also 
named as one of three to oonfer with the President. He 
made several speeches in the East. statesman, August 24,1866. 

64. Rhodes, ibid, V. 616. 

65. W. F. Switzler, Pres. E. Noell, W. V. N. Bay, J. H. Birch, 
John Hogan, J. S. Waddell, J. M. Glover. T. L. price, G. A. 
Hawley, 

66. 

67. 

In addi tion to the above, Janes O. Broadhead an 
Xing were oandidates for the General Assembly. 
several stumping tours during the campaign, one 
covered almost the entire state. 

Austin A. 
Blair made 
of which 

The Radical Congressional candidates were: B.F.Loan, J.W. 
MoClung, G.W.Anderson, W.A.Pile, J.J.Gravelly, R.T. Van HtOrnt , 
J.F.Benjamin, C.A.Newcombe, and James Jackson. The grea es 
Radical strength came from the northwestern and southwestern 
TlR."+'~ n-f' +.1rA q+.~tEL 



for state offices. The Radical campaign was ably conducted by 

an efficient Central committee, under the direction of its chair

man, J. H. Lightner. 

It was just after the nominati ons had been made that 

the first day of registration, september 22, occurred. This 

added to the campaign a new issue. The time had come for the 

practical application of the "swear and vote" theory. Many in 

both !8rties no doubt anticipated that cons iderable disturbance 

would result should the Conservatives and the Radical Registrars 

become involved in argument. There was, however, little violence 

in st. Louis, and no evidence whatever of any organized opposi

tion to the enforcement of the law, despite the stand which the 

Republican had taken during the earlier days of the campaign. 66 

From the interior of the state, however, came bitter and frequent 

complaint about the course of Radical Registrars. Many were dis

franchised, it was claimed, on the most trivial grounds, while 

in many parts of the state there were rumors and reports oon

cerning various Radical "outrages n • 66 

65. Democrat, September 24, 1866. "Our conservative 
friends are willing on sober second thought to obey 
the laws, despite inflamatory and radical appeals." 
Registration continued for stated intervals for over 
a month. 

66. statesman, November 2, and 9, 1866 gives numerous 
reports from surrounding counties. 



Just how many were disfranchised on unworthy grounds 

it ~g impossible to say.67 

As the Registry Act had provided that the men who 

were disqualified be permitted to have their names put on a 

separate list, the Conservatives press urged time and again that 

all members of their party at least make the attempt to register; 

and be placed on either the qualified or diAqualified list. But, 

while the Conservatives apparently were deeply interested in the 

oampaign, it is olear that a majority of them were not anxious 

to resort to violence to seoure what they conoeived to be their 

rights. The much discussed and strongly urged plan to swear and 

vote proved a complete fiasco. 

The Conservatives sought to maintain an elaborate 

party organization, which began with the Johnson township clubs 

and ended with the state Central Committee. This Committee did 

----------------~--

67. There are no figures on the Whole number of disqualified 
voters which either accurate or comprehensive. A compar
ison of the final list of registered voters of the 9th 
District in 1866 with the number who voted at the Rati
fication election of 1865 shows a decrease. In Boone 
County, 1895 voted in 1865, while 'in 1866, only 563 were 
registered as qualified voters. Several counties, how
ever, as Pike and st. Charles, showed a large increse. 
The figures in full may be found in the.statesman, Nov. 
2 and 9, 1866. 

Against the Boards of Appeal there was also much 
criticism; it being claimed they assumed too much the 
position of a judicial body. Ibid. 



its best to interest and arouse the party, but it must have 

been obvious to Conservative leaders that with such enormous 

numbers unable to vote, their chances of victory would be very 

remote. 

The Conservative oause was greatly hampered by 

Johnson's"swing around the circle". Although at St. Louis the 

President probably received tie most cordial treatment rendered 

him on his entire trip, his coarse and ill timed speech found 

little favor with thinking men. 68 Shortly after this, the early 

election returns from the September and October states showed 
. 69 

large Radical majorities. The November verdict but increased 

nation wide the Radical majority. In Missouri, the Conservatives 

were overwhelmed. In both state and congressional constests, the 

Radicals were victorious. Of the nine Congressmen eleoted, only 

two, Thomas E. Noell and W. F. Switzler, were Conservatives, and 
70 one of these was later deprived of his seat. In the Legislature, 

the Radicals had a majority of over two to one. 7l Once more 

68. Democrat, September 10, 1866. 

69. Maine, Vermont, OhiO, Indiana, sod Pennsylvania were carried 
by the Radicals. Rhodes, United States, V. 625. statesman, 
Oct. 12, 1866. 

70. Noeel represented the Third District, which comprised the 
southeastern section of the State. Switzler was elected 
from the Ninth District, which included the Missouri River 
counties. Secretary of State Rodman refused to count the 
vote of Callaway County, claiming that registration there 
had been illegal. Wi thou t the vote of Callaway County, 
where he had an enormous majority, Switzler was a few 
votes behind his opponent, George W. Anderson, who was de
clared by Rodman elected. swttzler contested the election, 
but lost. 

71. s tatesman, Nov. 23, 1866. The Senate vote was 24 Radicals 
and 10 Conservatives, the House 76 Radicals and 30 Conser
vatives. These returns are not fully complete. 



"loyal ty" had triumphed, announced the leading Radical organ, 

and with the viotory would come additional prosperity to the 

state. 72 Not oontent with their large majority, they insisted 

that many Conservatives, especially in the old Whig section, 
73 had been eleoted by fraudulent means. 

The Conservatives, in spite of the large number who 

could not or did not vote, maintained that the Radical election 

methods had deprived them of many votes in their stronghold, 

st. Louis. 74 But the real reason for the Conservative defeat 

lay in the wholesale disfranchisement policy. It was claimed 

that in some oounties two-thirds of the voters of former years 

were disfranchised, while in others that only one man in five 

72. Democrat, November 9, 1966. 

73. Ibid, November 12, 1866. 

74. For example, in the heavy Conservative wards of 
st. Louis, it was claimed that the Radicals did 
not have sufficient forces to properly conduct 
an election. As the voting lists were not 
arranged alphabetically, many were not able to 
vote be fore the polls close d, due to the con
fusion of locating names, etc. Republican, 
November 9, 1866. 



75 exercised the right of suffrage.. While such statements 

may be overdrawn, there can be no doubt that the Conservatives 

through the rigid and even unfair enforcement of the Registry 

Act, lost much of their strength. 

The Conservative Union Party had failed. It bad 

failed in the nation because the northern Democrats had not 

supported the movement in a true fashion, but had, instead, 

through their leaders, played politics and sought to win over 

Johnson to their party.76 But this charge cannot be success

fully maintained against the Missouri Democracy. Almost from 

the first, they had given whole hearted support to the Con

servative cause, and they had gone down with the rest of the 

ship. It is no doubt true that the Radical cause in the state 

was helped by the fact that the situation at WaShington made 

75. statesman, November 16, 1866. A comparison of the votes 
of 1860 and 1866 shows a tremendous decrease in some 
counties. It is significant that the ones which show an 
increase, st. Charles, and Warren, gave Radical majorities. 

county 

Audrain 
Boone 
Callaway 
Lincoln 
Monroe 
Montgomery 
Pike 
Ralls 
st. Charles 
Warren 

1860 

1076 
2913 
2632 
1980 
2182 
1398 
2852 
1126 
2049 
1001 

1866 

526 
814 

1626 
964 
399 
875 

2228 
497 

2195 
1101 

These figures are in the statesman, November 26, 1866. 

76. Schouler, United states, VII. 78-80. Welles, Diary, II 615-
618. 



larger the issues, and gave an opportunity to cloud, as it were, 

the local situation. The Conservatives in Missouri ~ought a 

remarkable campaign, but even Mr. Blair's dash and vigor could 

not overcome the Test Oath and the Registry Act. 77 In Missouri 

the party had been unsuccessful on account o~ the disfranchise

ment of many of its members, some because they could not actually 

qualify as registered voters and some, doubtless, because of 

the unfairness and extreme partizanship of the Radical Registrars. 

The Conservative cause, then, in "the fall of 1866 seemed 

hopeless. EVerywher~ the Radicals were in power, and no man could 

forsee just when or how that power might be overcome. Certainly 

.not by the mere protests of Conservative opponents. The majority 

o~ the Radical Party was not yet ready to formUlate and put into 

e~fect any policy which might endanger their oontrol. From the 

point of view of practical politics their stand may be defended. 

But it was inevitable that certain men within the Radical party, 

some of whom were important leaders, would come to advocate more 

of a liberal attitude toward the disfranchised classes. The hOpe 

of the Conservative element was to be found in a Radical split, 

of which, hovever, there was not, before the election of 1866, 

the slightest evidence. 

Supreme behind the bulwarks of Test Oath and Registry 

Act, the Radicals gave little heed to Conservative and "rebel If 

complaints. With a United States Senator to be elected, and with 

measures of importance, both p~litical and economic, to be pushed 

through, that party was busy with its own affairs. 

---------------------
77. Annual Uyclopaedia, 1866, 526. 



Chapter IV 

From 1867 to 1869: the climax of Radicalism. 



Chapter IV. 

The year 1868 marks the height of Radical power in Missouri. 

At no other time is seen such party loyalty, such a smooth work

ing of the machine. It looked, indeed, as if the Radicals were 

to keep perpetual control of the state government. The eleotion 

of 1866 had seen the triumph of the extremists among them. 

Throughout 1867 and 1868, this element was to predominate, and 

to guide the policies and destinies of the entire party. The 

strict interpretation of the provisions of the Registry Act in 

1868, even more rigorous than in 1866, proved almost unbearable 

to the Conservatives. But the Radical machine was able to 

keep the organization united and harmonious until after the elect

ion of 1868. Opposed to the Radicals in that year was not the 

old Conservative Union group, but the Democratic Party. It was 

clear after the disastrous failure of the moderates in 1866, that 

the Conservative Party, as a party, could never achieve success. 

To be sure, the change to the name De~ocrat was more than aught 

else a change in name, rather than in principle. The raru( and 

file of both parties was identically the same, as was the leader

ship. It is the purpose, then of this chapter to trace briefly 

the party history of the Radicals during the climax of their power, 

to sh~~ the reorganization of the Democracy into a definite unit, 

and to discuss the foundations of discontent which appeared in 

the Radical party, and Which were to result in its ultimate over

throw. 



Hardly had the election returns been counted before the 

Radicals took up the question of electing a successor to B. Gratz 

Bro\vn. It was a foregone conclusion that the man who most de

served the Senatorship was none other than the leading Missouri 

Radical, Charles D. Drake. In every sense the leader since 1862 

of Radicalism in Missouri, the framer of the Constitution and 

the author of the Test Oath and the Registry Act. No one could 

for a moment doubt that it was due to the indomitable energy of 

Drake, and the measures for which he was responsible, that the 

Radicals derived much of their success. l 

Led by t~ powerful Democrat, the leading Radical papers 

of the State made haste to earne stly support Dralr e' s candidacy. 2 

In discussing Drake's qualifications for the office, little is 

said of his personal attributes. To most men, his name was 

associated with certain measures, it was he who was responsible 

for "Free Miss ouri", and for the format ion and exe cut ion of 

much of the Radical program. 3 Not the least of Mr. Dra' :e' B 

accomplishments had been his enthusiastic leadership in the 

campaign of 1866. The Radical Party was in an extremely critic

al position after the reverses in the municipal elections of the 

sprin~ , and he had rendered very valuable aid by his efforts to 

keep the }:arty uni ted as well as by his own arduous campaigning. 

And yet, even after all he had done, it was difficult for anyone 

to become enthusiastic about Drake. A man of absolute honesty, 

1. Republican, Nov. 14, 1866. 

2. The Hannibal Courier, st. Joseph Herald, the organ of B. F. 
Loan, Lagrange American, and st. Louis News were strongly 
in favor of Dra~ :e. Democrat, Nov. 25, TIrbb. 

3. Democrat, Nov. ·23, 1866. 



I 
wi th none of the politician I s arts an d wi th an extreme disl i ke 

for deals or dickers of EIny kind, Dra}~e made little appeal to 

the voters of his party, many of whom stood i 1. awe 0f him.4 If 

he was to be elected, it wo uld be in a very real sense the re

ward of merit. The only active enemy which Drake had at this 

time ivas the German element, which constituted such an important 

part of the Radical Party. To them, Drake's .intollerance and 

narrow mindedness made him an unacceptable candidate. 5 There 

is no evidence, however, that the German's made any special 

attempt to defeat Mr. Drake, Unless they could bring forward 

a very strong candidate their chances of success were meagre. 

While the Radical press was discu.<:lsing the Senatorial 

election, Gov. Fletcher has been quietly surveying the field in 

an endeavor to find out, if possible, just what his chances were 

to be e le cte d. 6 Fletcher, as a politician, was much shrewder 

than DraLe, and possessed the . faculty of maJ.' ing oonservative 

speeches before a conservative audience, and rad1calspeeches be-

before radical listeners. The Governor was not as able a man as 

was Drake. He found his chief support, before the convening of 

the Legislature, in the southwestern portion of the state. 7 Among 

the Germans around St. Louis, the Governor had never been very 

popular. his candidacy there was probably looked upon as the 

lesser of two evils. The press was courteous, but firm toward 

Fletcher. His work as an executive was praised; it would be 
---- ------------

4. B8~ublican, Nov. 21, 1866. There i8 an excellent charact
er1zation of Dral::e in The Reminiscences of Carl Schurz, III, 
293-294. 

5. Republican, Nov. 14, 1866. Drake had little use for the 
Germans and never hesitated to expres s his opinion of them. 

6. Republican, Nov. 14, 1866. 

7. Democrat, Dec. 3, 1866. 



unfortunate. remarJred the Democrat, to remove a man, who, elected 

for four years, was just getting started on a successful career. 

To put his claims above those of tl13 original Radical, Chas. D. 

Drake, could not be done. 8 As the time approached for the con-

vening of the General Assembly, it was evident too t Drake would 

have a 1 arge majority. 

Late in November, an event occurred in St. Louis which is 

of great significance. This was the famous Planters House meet

ing,which, in view of later events, may be said to mark the first 

signs in Radical ranks of a discontent wi th the party policy. On 

November 20, there assembled in st. Louis twenty nine leading 

Radicals of the state, seventeen of whom were St. Louisans. 9 The 

conference had been called to bring together the "leading Radic

als of the State, for the purpose of conferring together on the 

future policy to be adopted by the Radical Party, on questions in

volving the amendment of the state Constitution, and on such 

other questions of public and party interest, as may come up for 

action thereto, and discussion before the Legislature at its 

t . r,lO nex seSSl.on. Unfortunately, but as to be expected, the pro-

ceedings of the meeting were secret. The only evidence obtain

able of the spirit of the meeting is found in the resolutions 

which it adopted, by a vote of sixteen to three. Introduced by 

Senator Brown, the y embody the issues upon which the Radical 

Party was later to split. In brief, they concern universal 

8. Democrat, Dec. 1, 1866. 

9. Republican, Dec. 1, 1866. It is erroneously stated by 
SWitzler, History of 1~i8souri. 460, that Carl Schurz was 
present at this meeting, and that it was held in December. 
Schurz did not come to 1Ussouri until Jan. 1, 1867. At 
this time he was in Detroi t. 

10. Ibi d. • 



~uffrage; cons t i tut ional amendme nts vm ich wi 11 confe r the right 

of suffrage and equal citizenship upon all; and the abolition 

especially for teachers and preacrers, of the unpopular Test 

Oath, together with a modification of the stringency of the 

Registry Act. ll 

The meeting caused considerable discussion in the press of 

both parties. The Conservative view was that the whole affair 

had been got up by Gov. Fletcher, in an attempt to embarraaSDrake, 

11. Ibid. The resolutions in full are as follows: 
"Resolved: That in as much as the Republican party 

of Missouri has won an unprecedented triumph in the late 
election, combating admirably for the supremacy of Free 
Principle s: Therefore , it is now right that the Consti tu
tion of this State should be made to conform more nearly 
to the requirements of a general freedom, by so amending 
it in its several sections, as that Universal suffrage 
shall attend upon, and herald in Universal Amnesty. 

"Resolved: That the General Assembly of this State, 
now about to convene, is hereby requested, as embodying the 
sense of this meeting, to submit to "the people of Missouri, 
to vote upon at the next general election, amendments to 
the Constitution confirming in the right of suffrage and 
equal citizenship, all who are prepared to render a true 
allegiance in the future to the Government of the UniteCl 
states and the State, irrespe ctive 0 f color or race, or' 
previous diAqualifications on account of complicity with 
rebellion. 

"Resolved: That in pursuance 0 f such amendments Free 
Thol~ht, Free Spee ch, and a Free Ballot to all disquali
fied ci tizens as removing such restrictions as have here-· 
tofore been placed upon the exercise of certa! n ci vil and 
religious offices, to wit; preachers and teachers, the laws 
of this state should be revised as to conform thereto, and 
especially the Registry Law, which, whilst it is e s sential 
from fraud, yet should be modified as to conform to the 
largest liberty!!. The italics are mine. 

The men who voted against these are Dra':e, Van Horn, 
the recently elected Congressman, and Hume, a leading 
Radical of s t. LouiS who had been secretary of the state 
Central Committee. 



and to force him into an unfavorable position before the Radical 
. 12 
voters. Of course, had Dra~e been more of a politician, he 

might have excused himself from voting on the ReselutionR. Such 

a course, however, 'WOuld lave been very distasteful to him . He 

maintained the same position which he had held during the campaign 

of 1866, and which he had so well voiced in the noted Hillsboro. 
13 not 

speech. It wa.s also said that Drake was/opposed to negro 

su:ffrage, ' but to. the effort to combine that issue wi th the one 

of "rebel!! enfranchisement.14 In ether werds, he strengly pre-
, 

teste d against any"deal" eut 0. f which peli ti cal capital could 

be made. 

The Radical view ef the meeting, as . exp~essed ,by the s t. 

Leuis ergans, was not at all fave 'rable. The extremists, whese 

sentiments were expressed by the New$, declared bitterly that 

12. Republican, Dec. 1, 1866. 

13. "Let ethers de as they will. I will net back dewn er 
waver. Regarding the Censtitution as in the main ene ef 
the very best in the land-------------------and seeing in 
it there fere eur enly sure pre te ction against Rebe llien, 
CepperheadiBm, and Blairism-------------------I say, ence 
for all, stand by your Constitution, and don't be backward 
to. let the world know that you do s 'tand by it, just as it 
is. 'f RepUblican, ,Dec. 1, 1866. 

14. Ibid. 



there had been a bartering 0 f party votes .15 The real paper of 

power, the Democrat, took a milder view. No body of men, it 

declared, has the power to meet and formulate a party program, 

adding significantly, "We are clear in the conviction that the 

ti r[e has no t ye t come to make rebe 1 enfranchisement a part of 

the Radical program in Missouri. ,,16 

The events of the next two years were to show that Mr. Drake, 

and not the men who voted for Brown's resolutions, had correctly 

gauged the s entiments of the rank .and file of the Radical Party. 

Before Brown's views were to prevail m years of Radical supremacy 

were to elapse, years in which the extremists held sway. It was, 

indeed, not until there had come to · be wi thin the Radical Party 

itself a complete rupture, that the program advocated by the Plant-

er's House meeting was to be put in practise. 

The Twenty-fourth General Assembly convened at Jefferson 

City on Jan,uary 2,. 1867. The Radical majority was even more 

overwhelming than ithad been in 1865.17 Gov. Fletcher began his 

annual message with the doubtful assertion that the Legislature 

had been elected by the people acting in full obedience to the 

laws. He strongly advocated that the Legislature submit a 

Constitutional amendment striking out the ninth section of the 

second article, the so-called preachers and teachers oath. 18 

TlThis is", said the Governor, "one of the many oaths required by 

our Constitution and laws which are unnecessary. r! While he 

15. See the Democrat, Dec. 1, 1866 for this opinion. 

16. Democrat, Dec. 2, 1866. FUll accounts of the conference may 
be found in the Republican, Dec. 1, 1866, and the s tatesman, 
Dec. 7, 1866. 

17. The total figures are: in the Senate 26 Radicals and 8 
Conservatives. In the House 92 Radicals and 39 conservatives, 
Democrat, Ja~. 9, 1867. 



looked upon the voters oath as an utter failure in really pro

te cting the ba~ot box, the Governor did not present any plan 

for its abrogation. 19 Before any measures mich eIJlbodied the 

Governor's suggesti~ns were introduced the election of a United 

states senator was before 'both Houses. 

A surprising and unexpected opposition to Dra~e had de-

veloped, almost overnight. as it were, Two elements in the 

Radical Party were ap parently violently opposed to him; one of 

them being the Missouri delegation at Was ~1ington, the other those 
. 20 

who had met at the Planters House conference. 

It was the plan of these men to bring forward. if possible, 

a moderate upon whom both anti-Dra 1::e and Conservative could unite. 21 

Fletcher was, of course, manifestly impossible, as the Conserva

tives cordially hated him. On January 7, the Radical members 

of the Legislature met in a bitter four hour caucus. Fletcher'S 

adherents led the attack, and the meeting adjourned without de-

ciding upon an candidate. 22 Some well known Radicals deserted 

Drake, and Representative Finke lnburg , of St. Louis, led twenty 

representatives from -the Hall. 23 Before the RadicalS could meet 

18. Senate Journal, 24th Assembly. 15-16. 

19. Ibid, 19. Switzler, History of ?Mssouri, 460. 

20. Statesman. Jan. II, 1865. No reason is assigned, why the 
Congress16nal group wa.s opposed to Drake. 

21. Ibid. 

22. statesman, Jan. 18, 1867. 

23. Ibid, Jan. 25,1867. G. W. Anderson, Gen. W. A. Pile, and 
C. P. Johnson refused to longer support him. Dra;-:e himself 
was present at the caucus. 



again, Gov. Fletcher, in an open letter, had withdrawn from the 

contest. Mr. Fletcher said that he had been elected as governor, 

and that he, therefore, wished to serve out his term, persuing 

the while, his "energetic Radical policy. ,,24 The truth is, announe-

ed the Conservative organ, that Fletcher has been repudiated by 

his own party. He had been used by the leaders, but they were now 

ready to cast him out. No one, outside of the few who made up 

his political. machine, cared to see him in tm Senate. 25 The wi th

drawal of Feltcher left his supporters without a candidate, and. 

theoPPosi tion to Dra~'-e, while in the aggregate it might have been 

strong, was too scattered to be effective. 26 It 1s very probable 

that no man could be f01Uld mo was willing to make the race against 

Dra}re • 

At the next. caucus, seventy seven votes were cast for the 

Radical leader, and as only sixty were necessary for choice, he 

was declared the nominee. Mr. DraY..-e had gladly accepted the 

nomination and said, in his blunt way, that he did not believe his 

name would hurt the cause, or that his absence in Washington would 

hurt the Radical cause in the State, a view in which he was destined 

to be sadly mistaken. 27 

What transpired in this secret caucus, will, unfortunately, 

never be known, but the day of the election saw the Radicals, with 

surface harmony, and apparently well united. On the first ballot, 

24. Democrat, Jan. 11, 1867 contains the letter in full. 

25. Republican, Jan. 11, 1867. Fletcher had gone as far, 
politically, as he could. He never held another office, but 
was a firm supporter in 1870 of the Liberals. 

26. Democrat, Jan. II, 1867. 

27. Democrat, Jan. 11, 1867. 



DraJ:e secured a large majority of the votes· cast, and was declared 

elected. The forlorn hope was Francis P. Blair, for whom the Con-
28 

servatives, as a compliment, voted. Both Conservatives and 

Radicals accepted calmly the inevitable result. It was generally 

admi tted that Dral::e was the ablest man in the party, and, if he 

would adopt a more liberal attitude, might become a man of con-

sequence in the Senate. 29 From the Germans, his old enemies, 

came the only signs of dissatisfaction. They made no effort to 

conceal their feelings about the matter, and in the selection 

of Drake could see nought but a total disregard for German opinion. 30 

Mr. Dra}.:e's speech of acceptance, delivered to the General 

Assembly, was as narrow and partizan as its author. He gave his 

full and unqualified approval to the policies of Congress, and very 

frankly announced himself to be in favor of negro suffrage .31 

In discussing state issues, Dra'-e was pleased to dwell at consid

erable length on the past glories of Radicalism, and gave no hint 

as to what its future policy might be. For the moderates of his 

party there was little hope th~t they could look forward to any 

support for the ir policies from the "original Radical". 

28 • The final vo te for Drake was 109, fo r Blair 39. Three 
Germans voted for B. F. Loan, Finkelnburg, Hubn, and Leder
berber. Journal, House 78, and Senate 68 contain the full 
vote. 

29. Repu~lican, Jan. 16, 1867. 

30. Ibid, Jan. 21, 1867, contains the German view. "It is danger
ous to humiliate people, especially when they have the 
strength which the Gerrr.ans have, 23, 000 out of 62, 000 Radicals." 

31. The speech in full may be found in the Democrat, Jan. 17, 1867. 
this is probably the first time that DrJ'lJ-e had given such un
qualified approval of negro suffrage •. 



While the Senatorial struggle was occupying the center of 

the stage, the first step toward amending the Constitution was 

made • On January 7, Senator Winters ,of Marion, introduced in 

. the Senate "an act to amend the Constitution and secure impartial 

suffrage .,,32 Although several other members of the Senate brought 

forward bills of a similar character, the one fathered by Winters 

evidently had the approval of the Radical caucus. 33 The amend-

ments which Senator Bruere's bill embodied were of a much more 

liberal character than those of Mr. Winters. It is significant 

that one of them provided for the abolition of the Test Oath for 

lawyers, teachers, and preachers. 34 But the majority of the 

Radioals would have none of Mr. Bruere. At a secret caucus, 

the members of that party agreed that the question of removing 

restrictions from the disfranchised classes had nothing whatever 

to do with negro suffrage.. To avoid the introduction of useless 

billS, or dangerous one, on this subject, the majority decreed 

that no bill should be submitted without having first secured 

the consent and approval of the Radical caucus. 35 Thus had 

party discipline smoothed the way for party measures. On Feb. 25, 

the bill submitting the amendment was pa2sed by the 3enate. 36 

On its final passage the bill had solid Radical support. The 

amendment provided that wherever the word "white" occurred in the 

32. Winters, A Radioal,was chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Constitutional amendments; the other members were Holland, 
King, Burnes, and Bonham. 

33. The leader of the group which opposed Winters' bill was 
Theodore Bruere, a native of PruSSia, and resident of St. 
Charles, He was, of course, a Radical. 

34. Statesman, Jan. 18, 1867. His amendments also provided for 
impartial sufferage. 

35. Democrat, Feb. 8, 1867. 
36. Senate Journal, 28 0-81. SWitzler, History of Missouri, 461. The 



eighteenth section of the second article it was to be stricken out. 

The effect of this act would have been, of course, to introduce 

negro sufr~age in Missouri. The amendment was to be submitted 

to the voters at the general election of 1868,almost two years 

after its p~ssage by the Legislature. 37 Late in February the 

House began a consideration of the Senate Bill. Prominent ad-

vocates of negro suffrage in the lower body were Geo. Wolbrecht 

and Frederic T. Lederberger, of St.Louis, the former a native of 

Germany. 38 Representative H. C. Cockerill, of Howard, led the 

Conservative forces. The struggle over ·the amendment bill in the 

House led to prolonged and acrimoniou,s · .debate • . But every effort to 

postpone, or materially change the original bill, was smothered by 

the huge Radical majori ty.39 . After many conferences and attempted 
40 substitutions the bill, on Friday, l~rch 7, was easily passed. 

, 

About half the opposition to the bill came from the extreme Radicals.' 

On March 11, the Governor approved the bill, and two days later the 

General. Assembly adjourned, to meet again in January 1868. While 

final vote was for 19, against 7, absent 8. 
vpted aye on the bill. 

Three absentees later 

37. For the bill text of the amendment, see Laws of Missouri, 1867, 
11-12. The amendment provided only for the suffr!l'ge;;i t did 
~ot relate to office holding. 

38. statesman, March 18, 1867. 

39. Rep. Ewing,of Shelby, and Finkelburg, ·of st. Louis, introduced 
several proposals but they were defeated, although by close 
votes. House Journal, 524-26, 

40. The House vote was . 73 to 48; Journal, 556. An analysis of the vote 
shows that two Conservatives, Rollins of Boone, and Wilkinson, of 
Buchanan, supported the meas~re, whi~e 23 Radicals opposed it. 
Sw1tzler, History of Missouri, 461-62. 

4l. Led by Rep. McMurty, of Wayne, who offerred to substitute for the 
ti tIe of the bill "An Aot to place the Conservative Party in power 
of the state of Missouri.". Journal, 556-57. State men , March 15,184'1. 



there was not'a great deal of enthusiasm manifested over the work 

of the 24th Assembly, the passage of the Impartial Suffrage Bill 

was generally regarded with favor. 42 There is nowhere evidence 

that the slightest attempt was made to in any way lessen the burden 

of disfranchisement for whites. The suggestions of the Planters 

House conference were apparently ignored by the Radical legislative 

leaders, while the small minority of Conservatives, hopelessly 

outnumbered, were doomed to utter fai lure in any program whi ch they 

might introduce. The truth is that the Radical organization at 

Jefferson City was even more united and compact than it had been 

in 1866. 

In January, the United states Supreme Court had delivered the 

deciSion in the case of Cummings v. Missouri. Contrary to general 

opinion; this deciSion did not declare unconstitutional all sections 

which relate to the professions. It declared that the conviction 

of Father ~ings, for preaching and teaching without having first 

taken the oath, was, in effect, the execution of a bill of attaind-

er. The Court also declared that the provision of the Missouri 

Constitution which required the oath, being clearly ex post facto, 

was in violation of the ' Constitution of the United states, and as 
43 such, void. This decision abolished the test oath as a quali-

fication for the practice of a profession, but was in no wi se 

connected with the clause relating to voters, the suffrage being 

exclusively a matter for state jurisdiction.44 Nevertheless, the 

decision was a step toward undermining the Radical structure. 

42. Democrat, March 14, 1867. 

43. For the decision in full see, st~~~sman, Jan. l8,1867,gives 
a synopsis. 

44. The case of Blair v. Ridgeley, decided in 1869, brings out 
this fact. 



In the meantime, what 0 f the opposition to the Radical Party? 

The disastrous failure of the Conservative Unionists in 1866 had 

convinced everyone that that organization had outlived whatever 

usefullness it might have had. In many states of the Union, the 

Democrats were rebuilding their party orga.nization, and taking up 

once more the newer problems of government. The Missouri Democrats, 

who, insofar as they were able, had given loyal support to the 

Conservative cause, felt that the time had come for a real reorgan-

ization and upbuilding- of the Democracy in the state. If they were 

forced by Radical neasures to live under what tmy conside.red to be 

intolerable conditions, certainly nothing was lost by assuming 

once more the name of TIemocrat. The first signs of Democratic ." . -

acti vi ty appeared in st. Louis. There on Feb~ary 22,' the local 

Democracy convened in an "old: fashioned"'rne~ting.45· In addition ? 

to reviewing the entire history of the Democratic Party, with 

enthusiastic references to every prominent Democrat, with the 
' .. 

Single exception of James Buchanan, the inevitable resolutions de

nounced prevailing Reconstruction policies and the existing govern

me nt of Missouri. 46 

The results of this neeting do not appear noticeable for sev

eral months, but it no doubt marks the beginnings of the new 

45. "Tl1e old simon pure", said the Democrat, Feb. 22, 1867, "who 
wish to break away from the old corpse of Conservatism." 

46. A detailed account of the meeting may be found in the Democrat, 
Feb. 23 , 1867, and the Annual Cyclopaedia, 1867, 523-24. The 
11th resolution struck the keynote : "Resolved: That every 
whi te man in Missouri, of lawful age and sound mind, has the 
right to vote, and should exercise that right at all hazards 
and subject to all consequences, which an unlawful assumption 
of power might invoke, That in order to carry out the pur
poses herein expressed as desirable, we recommend that organ
ization of the Democratic - F~rty in every ward and township in 
the state be made, and that measures be taken speedily to con
voke its representatives in general state convention! for the 
promotion of its interests and its thorough re-estab ishment". 



Democratic Party in the state. It looked at .first, as if the 

Democrats had too early come forward, as no response followed the 

meeting, This was due, no doubt, to two reasons; first, the 

election of 1868 was too far in the d.istance to arouse any enthus

iasm, and secondly, that part of the old Conservative Party which 

was non Democratic, had not yet fully decided on its future course 

of action. 

At Washington, the while, Congressional Reconstruction pur-

sued its unrelenting course. During the early months of 1867 

the President grew more unpopular. The country had made up its 

mind to support the Congressional program. 47 Each day saw increas

ed the bitter feeling of the Radicals toward Johnson; impeachment 

began to be discussed among the extremists. In Mlssouri, the 

Radicals were successful in the spring municipal contests, but 

issues of a local character predominated. 48 

Although the Radicals little knew i~, there arrived in st. 

Louis in the spring of 1867 a man who was to exert an influence on 

that party's policies and history which cannot well be overestimated. 

Dr. Emil Preetorious, the able proprietor of the Westliche Post, 

had built better than he knew when he persuaded Carl Sohurz to 

leave the editorship of the Detroit Post, and come to st. Louis as 

one of the editors of his paper. 49 Within a year he was to re

place Drake as th~ Ie ade r 0 f the Radi cal Party, within t':ro he was 

to sit in the United states Senate, elected on a liberal platform. 

--------------------------
47. Rhodes, United states, VI, 31. 

48. Democrat, April 7, 1867. 

49. Schurz . well describes this in his Reminiscences, III, 256. 



The Radicals were not long in discovering that Mr. Schurz was 

a man wi th whom they would have to reckon. Far seeing men could 

not fail to be struck by the new and more tolerant attitude which 

he held. A single incident. during the campaign of 1867 sufficed 

to show that Mr. Schurz was no mere partizan, but a man of self 

will and independence. The Boston Commonwealth had reprinted from 

the Post an article in which the Germans were advised to bid fare

'well to the Republican Party, in State and local electiOns, but to 

stand firmly by it as the party of liberty and equality in nation-

al contests. Vllien asked by a prominent Republican leader of 

Wiscons in if this was his stand, S,churz frankly replied that he 

was speaking, in the instance to which the Commonwealth referred, 

primarily again8t prohibition. 50 He further stated, however, 

that he believed another Republican administration was necessary 

before there could be ushered in a successful period of actual 

peace and prosperity. 

Party has its faults. 

Significant are the words: "The Republican 

They may be great. It would be vastly 

preferable could we or~nize a new party free of such shortcomings. 

But to accomplish this previous to the next national election is an 

utter impossibility. The attempt could only benefit our ' opponents. 

In the meantime, it is by no means our duty to submit tamely to 

attempts to use the Republican organization in local and State 

elections for illegitimate and obnoxious purposes. We should, in 

the first place, vigorously oppose such attempts inside the party 

------------------ but if this should prove of no avail we are, 

-----------------------------
50. The prohibition question played quite an important part in 

several state elections in 1867. In Maine, Massachusetts, 
and Iowa strong factions of the Republican party favored it. ' 
Democrat, Nov. 2, 1867. 



in case of pressing necessity, to try to affect the defeat of the 

Republican candidates as a remedy for the evil. ,,51 Schurz was, 

of course, speaking of the prohibition question which was an issue 

of importance at this time. The arguments he used, however, could 

be, and later were applied with equal effect to the political sit

uation in Missouri. 

In any event, the more liberal among the Radicals had found 

an enthusiastic leader. Leadership was the factor of success 

which they had lacked. Brown's own party had lost faith in him, 

Henderson was soon to be utterly repudiated. Schurz was fortunate 

in being a newcomer; he had had no part in past state issues which 

could rise up toembarrass and defeat him, he well represented a 

constituency which composed fully thirty-five per cent of Radical 

strength and voting power. 

laurels. 

W~ll might Senator Drake look to his 

The various state ele ctions 0 f the fnll of 1867 were not cheer-

ing to the Radical Republicans. In pennsylvania and New York the 

Democrats easily triumphed, while OhiO, although electing Hayes by 

a very small majority, chose a Democratic Legislature and defeated _ 

negro suffrage by an enormous majOrity.52 The Republicans had 

met with a severe setback and it looked, for the moment, as if the 

Democracy might achieve success in 1868. 53 Even in Radical Missouri 

the signs of the times were not wanting.· There was no general 

election in the State, but the death of Rep. Thos. E. Noell, on 

51. The italics are mine. For a dicussion of the entire affair, 
see the Democrat, Sept. 21, 1867. 

52. Rhodes. United states, VI. 93-95. Statesman, Nov. 8, 1867. 

53. The Nation, Nov. 14, 1867. 



October 3, at st. Louis, necessitated a special Congressional 

election in the Third District. 54 Mr. Noell, an able and popular 

man, had been the only Conservative Representative from the state, 

The election occurred in November, and the Democratic candidate, J. 

R. McCormick , was elected. 55 It is significant that the despised 

word "Democrat" was once more coming into use in Missouri. 

The Democratic successes in the nation gave the needed impetus 

to the reorganization of the party in Missouri. Hardly was the 

election over before an agitation was co~~enced which had for its 

object the definite rehabilitation of the Mis souri Democracy. 

The first spokeman of the new movement was S. T. Glover, of st. 

Louis, who had been one of the most prominent IOOmbers of the 

Conservative Party. Mr. Glover, in an open letter, clearly 

pOinted out what everyone already knew, that the Conservative 

Unionists had outlived their usefullness. In every state but 

Missouri and Kentucky, ihere were but two parties, Democratic and 

Radical Republican. To the non-Democratic element of the old 

Conservative Party, Mr. Glover was equally fran~{ . He said that 

if every class vfuich was opposed to Radicalism did not organize 

into a national party, and forget their old prejudices, all chances 

of succeSB would be lost. Above all, he advised, do not fear the 

name "Democrat". 56 Late in December, the movement was launched. 

54. State 8 ~2n, Oct. 11, 1867. 

55. The Radical nominee was J. H. Chase, McCormick's majority 
was 500.' statesman, Nov. 22, 1867. The Democrat claimed that 
the Democratic victory was due to factional fight among the 
Radicals. 

56~ This letter is in the statesman, Nov. 15, 1867. 



The Democratic Association, a body new in name but not in principle, 

in an address to the Democracy of Mlssouri, urged a Democratio re

vival, by means of Associations in every township, with headquart-

ers, of course, in st. Louis. 57 The signers of the address con-

stitute many of the "Old Guard" but a few new names are seen. 58 

The Radicals did not seem to be especially worried over their 

new rivals. To offset the Democratio activity, it was suggested 

that similar clubs be formed in that party.59 

The old Whig seotion of the state cordially responded to the 

suggestion from st. Louis. The support of this section was 

utterly essential to Democratic success and well might the leaders 

in st. Louis rejoice at the enthusiasm which the former Whig lead

er, the veteran Sw1tzler, displayed. 60 . His platform for 1868 

strikes a keynote for that year.61 During the early months of 

-----------------------------
57. statesman, Dec. 27, 1867. The method of reorganization seems 

to have. been one adopted after the War in New York, Pennsyl
vania, and Ohio. 

58. Blair's name is not used; former Whigs like Broadhead, are 
signers. Among the new men are Chas. A. Mantz, and C. C. 
Spencer. 

59. Democrat, Dec. 21, 1867. 

60. Statesman, Dec. 27, 1867. "To meet and overthrow at the ballot 
box the enemies of liberty, the Democrats, Conservatives, and 
liberal Republicans must organize. Italics are mine. This 
is the first evidence of the term "liberal Republicans". 

61. "To secure to the white race of every state the possession 
of their own government, we shall urge a union of all the 
elements of opposition to Radicalism; Democrat, Conserva
tive, Liberal Republican, not caring a whit as to the party 
name the organization shall ~ear~ statesman, January 10, 
1868. Obviously, the only name it could bear was Democratic. 

, \ ". 



1868, the reorganization continued. In Audrain, in Macon, and in 

Boone, enthusiastic meetings approved the new alignment of forces. 

The old line Vfuig and the former Democrat stood shoulder to should-

er. 62 V&ile the principles which these various gatherings advo-

cated, and the resolutions they adopted were not very different 

from those of the old Conservative Unionists no doubt the feeling 

that they were once more the part of a great national organization 

was stimulating. The history of third parties in this country 

has shown that the party, as such, does not last, but that its 

principles and program are carried on. The great fear of' the 

new organization was that the old enemies of the ante-bellum 

Democracy would never join anyparty wi th the name Democrat. While 

it is no doubt true that the name was odious to many, yet Radical 

rule and measures were more eo~ and they but chose the lesser 

of two evils. As Col. Switzler often remarl::ed: "Names are nothing, 

principles are everything",. The general procedure for reorganizing 

the Democracy was by the town and county meetings. While these 

meetings were usually directly in charge of former Democrats, they 

received support of the Conservative press and leaders.63 

While the Democrats were busily organizing and planning ho\v 

to overthrow their opponents,the Radicals at Jefferson City, where 

the Adjourned Session of the 24th General Assembly was in session, 

were fully as interested in making secure their supremacy. This 

could best be done by a more stringent Registry Law. The first 

6 ,", 
(:,. 

63. 

Statesman, Jan. 17, Feb. 14, and 28, contain accounts of the 
various meetings. At the Audrain meeting "were the leading 
men of the old ~~ig and Democratic Parties, who, in olden 
tiu6 s waged an honorable and manly warfare against each other. 

Statesman, April 10, 1868. 



one had been fairly successful, but contained a provision which might 

endanger Radical success. The original act had provided that 

the Superintendent of Registration in each district be elected. 64 

This would, of course, insure the choice in the Democratic Counties 

of Superintendents of that political faith, and mru~e much more 

difficult any "efficient" and uniform administering of the law by 

the Radical organization. The amendment which was proposed, and 

hurried through as only party measures can be pushed, provided that 

all the Superintendents were to be appointed by the Governor, by 

and with the advice and consent of the Senate. 66 The Radicals who 

never lacked reasons and explanations for any of their measures, 

insisted that this amendment had been forced on them by "Conserva

tive threats to defy the law", for which Mr. Blair was mainly re

sponsible. 66 Other amendments and additions were made to the act 

which were regarded by every Democrat and Conservative as unwarrant

ed and intolerable. 67 The passage of the new Registry Act marks 

the culmination of extreme Radical Legislation. Before the next 

64. Laws of Missouri, 1866. The Governor had appointed the first 
ones, who served during the election of 1866. These men had 
great powers, not only of an administrative nature, but of a 
judicial as well. 

65. For a synopsis of the bill, see the state sman, March 13, 1868. 
It is printed in full in the Laws of 1tlssouri, 1868, 131-141. 

66. Democrat, March 20, 1868. 

67. Swi tzler, Ristor:)? of Missouri, 464. For example, the registrars 
were given absolute power to decide whether or not a man was 
entitled to register, and no one could vote who was not regist
ered. The applicant,in effect, was considered guilty until he 
proved his innocence. Nor could any court of Missouri enter
tain, or allow to be commenced, any action at law against any 
judge of election for refusing to receive the ballot of any 
personclaiming the right to vote. Laws of Mi~souri, 1868, 131-
141. Especially sections 9, 11, 23, 38, and 41. 



Assembly met, events were to tw{e place which made it impossible 

for such legislation to even be intr:oduced. 

In view of the fact that the Legislature was in session, the 

Radicals state Convention met on February 22, at Jefferson City. 

The chief business of the meeting was the selection of delegates 

to the Republican national convention. National i s sues were re

viewed, several resolutions being devoted to a denunciation of 

"acting" President Johnson. The Convention was largely informal 

and state affairs were not discus sed in an official way. Among the 

delegates chosen was Carl Schurz. 68 The Radical leaders, high and 

lOW, seemed enthusiastic about the impartial suffra:gf3' amendment. 69 

The impeachment and trial of the President was not the occasion 

of much excitement in Mi ssouri. The greatest interest was aroused 

over the ,course of Sen. Henderson. That gentleman; despite an 

immense amount of pressure which the Missouri delegation brought to 

bear on him, voted for the acquittal of Johnson. 70 While there is 

to-day no doubt that Henderson voted according to his convictions, 

the Radicals of his own state were bitterly angry. They looked 

upon his action as a betrayal and misrepresentation of their in

terests, and no explanation could satisfy them. 7l • 

68. states~, Feb. 28, 1868. Annual Cyclopaedia, 1868, 520. 

69. Ibid, March 20, 1868. 

7Q. Rhodes, United states, VI. 148-151 gives a good account of the 
final vote of the trial. 

71. Henderson had said that impeachment was in no sense a party 
que stion but this only the more angere d his constituents. 
Democrat, May 18, 1868. 
"IS for senator Henderson, Missouri will deal with him as he 
deserves----------- The people have been boldly misrepresented 
and betrayed." 



The real effect of the vote was to remove Henderson as a fact

or in Missouri politics. With Drake in Washington, Brown in temp

orary retirement and Henderson read out of the party, there was 

indeed an opportunity for a man 0 f force to cone fOTV7ard and se

cure the leadership of the Radicals. More and more were men hope

fully turning to Carl Schurz, and they were not to be disappointed. 

The ReVublican National Convention met on May 20, at Chicago. 

The Missouri delegates before departing, had elected lItr. Schurz, 

chairman 0 f the state del ega tion. At Chicago, he was further 

honored by being selected temporary chairman of the National 

Convention. 72 During the sessions of the Convention Schurz had 

plaYed a prominent part, indicative of his future course in Mi s souri. 

When the Committee on Resolutions failed to include in their report 

any definite words on the subject of amnesty to the participants 

in the War, it was Schurz who presented to the delegates a resolu-

tion on that subject. Adopted without an adverse vote it became a 

part of the Republican platform. 73 The expected nomination of Grant 

was well received in Missouri. A few Radicals of the sterner type, 

72. Schurz, Reminiscences, III. 283-285. 

73. The resolution read: "That we highly COJIIDlend the spirit 
of magnamini ty and forbearance wi th whi ch the men who 
have served in the rebellion, but who now frankly and 
honestly cooperate with us in restoring the peace of the 
country, and reconstructing the Southern State govern
ments --------------- and we favor the removal of the 
disqualifications and restrictions imposed upon the 
late rebels as may be consistent with the safety of 
the loyal people." 



who had preferred Wade, were none too enthusiastic for Grant and 

Colfax. 74 

Shortly after the adjournment of the Republican Conven tion, the 

Missouri Democrats IIElt in st. Louis. 75 Although delegates were 

chosen to the Democratic Convention, th9 business of the meeting 

was concerned chiefly with organization. Men, who before the war 

had been Democrats, predOminated at the meeting, but there Viere 

present quite a number of former Whigs. MUch in evidence were 

former Governor Austin A. King, Willard P. Hall, and James B. 

McFerran, all old Democratic leaders and Union IIEln. The old line 

Whigs of the most prominence were James O. Broadhead and Charles 

H. Hardin. Old party names and issues were forgotten or put 

aside. Every man knew that upon thorough Democratic organization 

backed by every element of opposition to Radicalism, rested the 

hOpe of victory. There was at the Convention a notioeable lack 

of flowery spe eches "followed by tremendous cheers", so prevalent 

at party gatherings. There seeme d to be in the addresses a tone 

of soberness and resolve to make one final effort for success. To 

conduct the campaign, a new state Central Committee was chosen 

and the towns where the district conventions were to be held, were 

74. Democrat, May 22 and 26, 1868. 

75. This meeting was called by the state Central Committee, 
which had been appOinted in 1864, and had managed to 
hold together during the years when the Democratic party hard
ly was in existence. statesman, June 5, 1868. 



named. 76 By June 1, it was clearly seen that the contest would 

be waged between the Democrats and Radicals. the great majority 

of the former Conservatives having Willingly cast their allegiance 

with the Democrats . 

as the interest in the campaign daily became stronger, the 

discussion about the proposed Constitutional amendment relating 

to impartial suffrage waxed hot. From Washington, late in the 

Spring, 1~. Drake sent back word, or perhaps a command, that the 

Radicals quickly organize upon a platform which would advocate 

negro suffrage , .77 Party leaders and party press were unanimous 

in favoring the amendment. And yet there seems to have been 

Ii ttle real enthusiasm, save aIlDng the Germans . for the proposal. 

The adoption of negro suffrage could in no way materially aid 

the Radical Republicans of Mis so uri • To maintain the status quo, 

secure behind Test Oath and Registry act, was sufficient to keep 

them in power. Much of the reasoning of the advocates of uni-

versal suffrage savored too much of the 18th century political 

phi16sophy, and the election was to show very plainly that the 

rank and file of the Radicals were none too eager to confer the 

right of suff,rage upon a clas s wi th whom they had only a very 

slight connection. To Democrat and Conservative alike the amend

ment was one to be opposed with every vote at their command. To 

enfranchise a large and ignorant group was bad enough, but to do 

76. 

---------------------------
For the full proceedings, see the statesman, June 5, 1868. A 
motion to endorse Pendleton fbr the presidency was refused 
recognition by the Chairman, who said the Convention was not 
interested in the subject of candid~te~1 »~mocrat, Mayf 3l, 
1868. Throughout t re spring ?f 1~6t3, B airS name was re-
quen tly menti one d for tre nonu.na tl. on. 

77. Democrat, April 27, 1868. 



this while thousands of former voters were prohibited from enjoying 

what they believed to be their just rights, was indeed intolerable. 

Practically every county and t own me eting before and during the 

campaign vehemently opposed t:re amendment. 78 

The Radical state Conven tion, whi ch assembled at Jefferson 

City in July, was, in the main, und.er the control of the older and 

more unrelenting men of the party. The convention was harmonious, 

however, and no mention was made vven by Schurz, of the questions 

which were so soon to disrupt the party. Although Drake was ab

sent, the machine was in the hands of st. Louis men who were equal 

to the occasion. 79 After a review of the past and present glories 

of Radical rule and its beneficial result to the state, Mr. Joseph 

W. McClurg, Congressman from the fifth district was unanimously 

nominated for Governor. McClurg, a close friend and follower of 

Drake, though a man of average ability, was one of the most narrow 

and partizan members in Radical ran1:s. 80 The Convention did not 

even conRider Fletcher; in fact~ he had long since lost his position 

78. For typical resolutions, see the statesman, Feb. 25, 1868. 

79. Among these were Chas. I. Filley, Warren CUrrier, the tempor
ary chairman, and E. W. Fox, chairman of t:re state Central 
Committee. Democrat, July 20, 1868. 

80. "There is not a truer repre sentati ve 0 f Missouri Radicalism 
than the man who has received the nomination for Governor. 
1.rcClurg is the embodiment of all ihat is narroVl, bigoted, re
vengeful, and ignorant in the Radical Party. His election 
would make Misso uri a synonym for political barbarism." 
Dispatch, July 17, 1868. 



i . . 81 . h t'l....-. ff· t t t t·,· t n the RadlcaJ.. Parvy. Teo l.Ij r 0 1 ce s on m s a e 1 cr.:e 

went to men of mediocre ability.82 Nothing unusual is to be 

noted about the Radical platform. It declared that disfranshise-

ment was not only necessary but justifiable, adding, however, the 

words: Tf--------and we stand ready to restore to them every 

political privelege, at the earliest moment consistent with the 

state and National safety.,,83 The Convention approved the pending 

Constitutional amendment. Senator Drake, compelled to remain 

in Washington, early voiced his disapproval 0 f the Convention pro

ceedings. Its moderate tone, its failure to officially read out 

of the party John B. Henderson were displeasing to the unforgiving 

Radical leader. Mr. Drake had said, with bitterness, that he fear-
• 

ed the intrigues in his own party more than all the Democratic 

speakers in the state. 84 Vfuile no evidence was shown at the 

Convention vJhich need alarm the Senator, the forces of discontent 

81. Democrat, July 17, 1868. "As for Fletcher, he has shrunk into 
his native dimensions, and is hardly visible now". Dif'lpatch, 
June 20, 1868. 

82. Rodmon was renominated for secretary of state. The 
Democratic press announced that he had forced his renomin
ation by a threat to expose the methods by which the Con
stitution had been adopted. »ispatch, July 18, 1868. 
statesman, July 31, 1868. 
Vehemently denied by the Radicals, Democrat, July 20, 1868. 

83. Article V of the Platform. It is given in full in the 
Democrat, July 17, 1868. 

84. statesman, July 24, 1868. Quoted from a Washington inter
view. 



were abroad. 85 But party loyality and expediency proved strong 

enough to hold the organization together until after the election 

in Nove mbe r. 

The Democrats had decided to hold the ir state Conven tion 

after the nomination of the presidential candidate. For some 

months previous to the New York Conven tion there had been a s.trong 

favorite son movement, whi ch cen tered in st. Louis, for the nom-
86 

ination of General Blair. The Conservative Republican, the or-

gan of Big Business, and a strong advocate ·of Blair's candidacy, 

took its stand upon sound finance, and utterly refuRed to lend its 

COlrumlS to advance any greenback propoganda. 87 The extremists, who 

found the ir outlet in the radical Times, boldly championed Pendleton 

and his popular cause. 88 The nomination of Seymour, however, was 

well received by the majority of Democrats in the state, and immense 

popular enthusiaBlll was manifested at the selection of Blair for 

the vice-presidency.89 The Radicals looked coldly on Democratic 

enthusiasm. Recent immigration to the state of northern voters, 

and the new Registry Law,they confidently asserted, would ma]~ 

certain their victory.90 The nomination of Blair seemed to them a 

85. "Governor Fletcher is perfectly disgusted with the nomination 
of McClurg, and. makes no secret of it." Ibid, July 31, 1868. 

86. statesman, April 17, 1868. 

87. Democrat, June 10, 1868. The Dispatch, which posed as an 
independent Democratic paper, also favored Blair. 

88. Ibid. 

89. statesman, July 10, 1868. 

90. Democrat, July 18, 1868. 



political error, which WDuld lose the Democrats of the state over 

5,000 votes. 91 

Early in August, the Democrats began to assemble in st. Louis 

for their state convention. A large and rapresentative body from 

every part of the state met in the Mercantile Library Hall on 

Aug~qt 5, and elected as permanent chairman, Gen. James Shields. 92 

After the usual formalities, Jo~~ S. Phelps was unanimously nom

inated for Governor. Mr. Phelps had been for t,rlenty-five years a 

leader of the state Democracy, and possessed a strong Civil War 

record. His nomination, fully expected and richly deserved, was 

undoubtedly tre strongest the party could have made. 93 He waf3 

generally regarded as a man upon whom all the diverse forces of 

the new Democratic organization could unite ,. 94 The rest of the 

ticket, as is usually the case, wa.s formed to include all factions. 95 

91. Ibid, July 10, 1868. 

92. statesman, August 14. 1868. 

93. John S. Phelps had served 18 years in Congress; his district 
being the southwestern portion of the state, Originally 
a Benton man, he had abandoned Benton's cause in 1853. 
President Lincoln in 1862 had named him military governor 
of Arkansas. 

94. "Governor Phelps". said the Dispatch, May 7. 1868. "is as an 
available man as can be named. He is a War Democrat, but he 
never abandoned the Democratic organization or refused to 
support its nominees. His Union antecedents will earn him a 
large portion of the soldiers vo te, an d the vo tes of such men 
as Rollins of Boone and Green of Macon." 

95. Norman J. Colman. a man of great popularity, was nominated for 
Lieut. Governor,and Bernard poepping, a st. Louis German, for 
Secretary of state. statesman, Aug. 14, 1868. 



The platform dealt almost entirely with state issues. A bitter 

protest was made against negro suffrage. especially while thousands 

of free and intelligent whites were disfranchised. The usual de

nunciatiohs of Radical administration and tlE Regis try Act had their 
96 accustomed place. The former Conservatives accepted in entirely 

good faith the work of the Convention. The campaign was to show 

that no element gave better support to the cause than the old line 

WhigS. 97 

The campaign of 1868 was in no way unusual. Tbroughou t the 

summer, the various counties met, organized, and nominated candi

dates for the state Assembly and for Congress. The Congressional 

nominees were usually men of ability, some of whom were former well 

known Whigs, others former Democrats. 98 Few new faces appeared 

in the Radical list of candidates; some of the faithful who had 

rendered faithful service in the state Legislature were rewarded 

by a Congressional nom1nat10n. 99 The issues of the state campaign 

were a1most identical with those of 1866. Frobably the chief 

iG ~me was the suffra.ge amendment. Committed to it, whether by 

96. For a synopsis of the paltform see. the Annual Cyclopoedia. 
1868, 521. 

97. "The ticket is an excelle nt one. If we had a free b-e.llot in 
Missouri, as in the states of Kentucky, Illinois, or New 
York, it would be eleoted by 75,000 majority." state s~, 
Aug. 14, 1868. 

98. Erastus Wells, J. R. McCormick , C. B. McAfee, J. A. Phillips, 
Janes Shields, Mordeoai Oliver, J. F. Williams, and W. F. 
SWitzler were the Democratic nominees. 

99. G. A. Finlnburg, S. H. Boyd, S. S. Burdette, J. F. Asper, 
J. G. Benjamin, D. P. Dyer, Robert Van Horn, and W. A. Pile 
were the Radical candidates. 



honest conviction or by party pressure, was every prominent Radical 

in the state. The Democrats, of course, were opposed to it, many 

from an inherent dislike of negroes, but probably more on account 

of the intolera,ple situation in which they regarded thousands of 

whi te men to be •100 Apparently the state situation was much more 

important to the people than was the National. Seymour did not 

arouse much enthusiasm in Missouri, and the burden of the campaign, 

in the west,rested largely on the shoulders of General Blair. The 

Radicals regarded Blair with more than their usual dislike; he was 

looked on as a very dangerous man. In fact, that gentleman's 

utterances were of rather an inflammatory character. lOI Mr. Schurz 

gave invaluable aid to his party by numerous speeches to the Germans 

of the mid.dle west, particularly to those in Missouri. l02 

As in 1866, the campaign reached its climax during the days 

of registration, which occurred early in September. A month pre

vious, the SUperintendents of Registration had met in st. Louis, 

and had drawn up rules governing registration under the provisions 

of the new Act; provisions which the Democrats regarded as the 

limit of severity and dishonesty.l03 In general, it may be said 

that the SUperintendents themselves largely determined upon the 

course of action for their districts, and the blame for undue 

severi ty in interpreting the law, as well as und.ue leinency , '. must 

100. Dispatch, Oct. 29, 1868. 

101. Democrat, Sept. 15, 1868. 

102. Reminiscences, III, 286-92. 

103. statesman, sept. 4, 1868. One of these regulations provided 
that no man could be registered who swore that he was in any 
way opposed to war as a means of putting down the rebellion; 
another, that any doubt, suspicion, or belief that a man was 
a rebel, traitor, seceSSionist, or Southern s~pathizer would 
be sufficient to reject him. 



be laid at their door. In certain districts, the registration 

was quiet, vrell conducted, and satisfactory; in others bribery and 

intimidation pere the order of the day.104 In st. Louis, for 

example, there was every evidence that fair methods were ap~lied.105 

Not only were more names placed on the voting lists, but there was 

less trouble and friction between registrar and applicant. lOG In 

other sections of the state, however, the methods of the register

ing officers called forth frequent and bitter denunciation. Es

pecially was this true in the old Whig stronghold, the Missouri 

River counties, certain ones of which, such as Boone and Callaway 

were know among the Radicals as "rebel" counties. In Boone, it 

was claimed that over 3,000 were disfranchised, including many 

Union men. The Registry Law had become, in short, a machine by 

whose operation political opponents were easily put out of the 

way.107 Every man who came before the regi s trars was regarded as 

104. statesman, sept. 25, 1868. Thos. Phelen,Superintendent of 
the 14th District, said that he had been offered by certain 
prominent Radica.ls of Kansas Ci ty, $10,000 if he would 
guarantee that a great number would be disfranchised. Ibid, 
Sept. 18, 1868. 

105. Democrat, sept. 4, 18G8. 

lOG. Dispatch, sept. 14, 1868. 

107. statesman, Oct. 31, 1868. 



guilty until he proved himself innocent. 108 The Democrats 

charged that every form of ingenious tricl:ery and dishonesty had 

been used by the Radical Registrars. l09 Vfuile registration 

methods were no doubt unduly severe in Boone, the evils there were 

in part duplicated in many sections of the state. It is imposs ible 

to ascertain the exact number who were disfranchised. The Demo-

cratic pres f3 claimed that the regis trars refused to register over 

20,000, who applied, answered all questions, and took the oath of 

loyalty, vmile the total number of those disfranchised was 30,000. 11 

Thoughtful men, no matter of what party, could not fail to see 

108. In Columbia, 165 were examined, 90 were accepted, in Clays
ville, 20 out of 45, and in Providence 45 out of 90 passed 
the ordeal. statesman, Sel)tember 21, 1868. The superin
dent of this district was L. M. Conklin, who Vias himself 
a candidate :for the office of state Senator. 

109. For example, "spotted lists" were kept, which contained 
the lists of voters in 1866, with cross marks opposite 
the names of those doomed to rejection before hand. 
Names were put on lists, then erased in secret meetings. 
Many were refused the right of even having their names 
put on the rejected list, althol~h the law provided for 
this. statesman, Oct. 31, 1868. 

110. Annual Cyclopoedia, 1868, 521. 



that condi ti ons i"rere s uch tha t a reaction was i nevitable. If 

the sole foundation of Radical succes s re s ted on wholesale dis-

franchise ment, made possible by unpopul ar test oaths and drastic 

laws , enforced by partizan, and even dishonest officials , that 

party could not hope for continued victory. The Radicals had 

come to rely too much upon dis franchi sement as a method of main-

taining power, and too little upon wife management or pers onal 

effort. III During t he month previ ous to the election, the si t

uation in the Radical party was a source of worry to the leaders. 

Early in September, Senator Drake hurried home from Washington to 

stump t~e state for his party. The Radi cals fe are d above all 

that they might lo se control of the Legislature, whlch would be · 

a serious blow. That they would win the presidency and governor

ship was almost a foregone conclusion, but in some countie s , local 

di fferences among the Radicals, wh1 ch to 0 much power and prosper

ity had fostered, aros e. These might prove dangerous . 112 The 

Democrat s naturaDy were only too eager to he~fos ter these dis-

sentions~13 Carl Schurz, by his timely and brilliant speeches 

did much toward the clo se of the campaign, to aolidify the 

Ill. Democrat, September 4, 1868. 

112 . Democrat, October 14, 1868. 

113. The Democratic Central Cowjittee issued a circular 
which advi sed that the Democrats support independent Rad
icals for office s below tha t of Representative. Ibid. 



party.114 

The election returns showed, however, that the Radical or

ganization had once more won an easy Victory. Gen. Grant's 

majority over Seymour was about 25,000. 115 McClurg and the 

entire State ticket were victorious, but their majorities were 

considerably smaller than that of Grant. 116 The Radicals main

tained their huge majority in the Legislature, which assured them 

anot:i~er United States Senator. 117 The Congre s sional results Yfere 

somewhat more favorable to the Democrats. Four of the nine men 

elected were of that political faith. 118 

114. In con~enting upon a Radical factional quarrel in Audrain, 
he said: "It is a well known fact that the Democratic Party 
of the State, knowing the defeat of their national and 
state tickets to be inevitable, is now speculating on local 
dissention in Radical ranks, so as to obtain control of 
the Legislature -------- Every man ought to be on his guard 
in this respect". Democrat, October 26, 1868. 

115. Grant had 85,671, Seymour 59,768. 

116. The figures are McClurg, 82,107, Phelps, 62,780. 

117. The Senate was to have 25 Radicals and 9 Democrats, the 
House 92 RadicalS and 35 Democrats, with two Independents. 
state s man, Nov. 20, 1868. 

118. Wells, McCormick, Shields, and Switzler were successful. 
The latter two, due to the manipulations of Rodman, 
never got to Washington. 



The defeated party insisted the cause of their defeat was 

wholesale disfranchisement. The drastic provisions of the Registry 
119 Law had deprived the Democrats of thousands of votes. To many, 

doubtles s the surprise of the ele ctian was the de cisi ve de fe at of 

negro suffrage .120 The Democrats had voted solidly against it, . 

and a considerable faction of the Radicals had joined them.121 

The leading Radical organ announced that the Democrats by defeat

ing negro suffrage had but prolonged their own disfranchisement. 122 

By supporting the amendment, the Democrats ~uld have materially 

hastened the removal of those restrictions which so handicapped 

them. A new note is struck by the assertion that if the Demo-

crats accept impartial suffrage,. the great majority of Radicals 

will gladly vote for the removal of voting restrictions. 123 

119. 
BOOne 
Ralls 
Callaway 
Audrain 
From the statesman, 

1868 voters 
348 
418 
535 
591 
December 10, 1868. 

. 
Number eligible. 

3300 
1800 
3000 
2000 

120. The figures are: for striking out the word "white", 55,236, 
against it, 74,053. 

121. Democrat, Nov. 17, 1868. The Radicals generally excused this 
setback by saying they had more important issues to thin}::: 
about, which, of course, was a mere subterfuge. 

12 2. Ibid. 

123. "We need only in this state a complete and final settlement, 
and an amendment establishing manhood sufferage," Ibid. 



The election of 1868 marks the high tide of Radical success. 

The party, heeding the pleas of the leaders, had maintained its 

solidarity, and had won. The R~gistry act had proved more effi

cient than ever be fore. In e very branch of government the Radicals 

were supreme. To superficial observers, it looked as if they had 

fastened their rule upon the state for years to co ;;,e. Very prob

ably no man realized just how near demoralization was. Hardly had 

the election returns been counted before certain influential party 

leaders, aided by the most powerful pres s support, began to boldly 

urge upon their party a new policy, more liberal in character. 

Ably led, uncompromising in spirit and action, this group, to 

achieve what it believed to be right, as well as politic, was 

willing to see, if need be,the complete disruption of the powerful 

Radical organization. 



Chapter V. 

The Beginnings of Radical Dissent. 



Chapter V. 

After their sweeping victory in 1868, it appeared that the 

Radicals were to enjoy, at least for several more years, a con

tinuation of their power. The Democrats, bound hand and foot in 

the meshes of disfranchisement, if not actually outnumbered, 

were hopelessly out-voted. Their chances of success, as long as 
, 

the Registry Act was administered by officials whose least fault 

was their violent partizanship, were extremely remote. Neverthe

less, the state was prosperous; business enterprise was rapidly 

pushing forward, immigration was pouring into st. Louis from the 

East, mining as an industry was assuming prominence. Despite the 

unpopularity of the new railroad measures, for which Goverr.or 

Fletcher was primarily responsible, transportation was well under 
1 way. The Radicals could well boast that their administration 

had greatly aided the material prosperity of the entire state. 

Beneath the political surface, h~wever, the mutterings of 

discontent, which had faintly sounded since the Planters House 

meeting in 1866, were increasing. Shrewd Observers, both in 

and out of the Radical Party, could not fail to notice them. In 

truth, the franchise question would not down. To be sure, by 

taci tly ignoring it duing the campaign of 1866 the party had main-

tained their unity and had been successful. As soon as the 

election was over, however, there were unmistakable signs that the 

more liberal element among the Radi cals .a.s ' re ady to assume &n 

-----------------------

1. Annual Cyclopoedia, 1868, 519-520. 1869, 463-464. 



aggressive position in order to advance their measures, first 

championed by Schurz and the Democrat. Early in November 1868, it 

was evident that a marked change had come in tre Radical Party. 

It had separated into two wings, though not necessarily into two 

organizations. Not that the split was at this ti~a partioularly 

wide. The two elements differed primarily in their view toward the 

franohise question. One element, which looked to Drake for leader

ship, had been, from 1865 to 1868 the most influential part of the 

Radioal organization, its leaders in thought and in action. The 

other, led by Sohurz and representing the, manhood suffrage and 

amnesty ideas, was able to rally to its standard the more oon

servative Radioals suoh as Gratz Brown. 2 

In the disoussion of the franchise question, whioh began be

fore the Legislature met, the two sides had, through the press ex

pressed their views. It is signifioant that the leading mwspapera 

of that -party were praotically unanimous in advocating the sub

miSsion of a Constitutional amendment, which, if adopted, would oon

fer the suffrage, first, upon the negro, and seoond, upon those who 

were unable to take the Test Oath~ The Radicals were not Ie d by 

al truistio theories toward these reforms. While many of them doubt

less believed that the negro was jU::ltly entitled to the suffrage, 

that fact that, if granted it, ' the great majority of them would 

vote the straight Radical ticket was a fact which the members of 

that party did not forget. 4 
years 

Radioal papers, which two/preViOUS, 

2. For an excellent discussion of the situation in the Radioal 
Party, see the Dispatch, Nov. 14, 1868. 

3. This idea was first advanced early after the election by the 
Hannibal Courier, one of the strongest Radioal papers in Missouri. 

4. Democrat, Nov. 24, 1868. 



had been mo st bitterly oppose d to any leniency ·· toward the 

"rebels", now spoke of the Test Oath as being only temporary. 5 

Not only would it be wise and magnanimous for the Radicals to adopt 

a more liberal attitude, but an excellent party measure as well. 6 

The other element in the party, however, the Drake adherents did 

not lack strong support. The border counties, in the southwest-

ern and northwestern portions of the state, where the Radicals had 

always been strongest, saw no reason for any decided change in the 

policies of their party. The various shades of Radicalism are 

well illustrated by the opinions of this powerful group. Their 

views ranged from a belief that all "rebels" should be perpetually 

disfranchised to one that held it was as yet too early to begin any 

unnecessary agitation on the subject. 7 To this unforgiving faction 

the opposition replied that a constitutional amendment, which gave 

manhood su:ffrage, . if passed in 1870, would not be effective until 

1872. 8 By that tire there could be no danger that the former 

"rebels" would menace the state government, even if they managed 

to secure control of it. Nor did the argu.nents close without a 

prophecy of the result to the Radical Party should it fail to keep 

5. Ibid, See also the Courier, Nov. 22, 1868. 

6. In addition to the papers, above mentioned, the st. Charles 
Cosmos, the Border Times, and the Bates Record, were advocates 
of an early removal. of all disqualifications for voting • 
De mocrat, Nov. 28, 1868. 

7. The strongest press support of the extremists was given by the 
st. Joseph Union, the Harrisonville Democrat, the Springfield 
Patriot, and tb9 state Times. Democrat, Dec. I, 1868. 

8. Constitution of 1865, Article II, Section 25. 



abreast of the times, and forget the vindictive spirit which war 

and re cons truc tion had fostere d. 9 

While theoretically the question of the abolition of the 

Test Oath for voters was not particularly cormected with that of 

negro suffrage" conditions in the state were sue,h that it was 

almost impossible to separate the two. And yet, complicated as 

they were when considered together, when judged separately each 

become doubly hard to solve. There were three aspects of the 

franchise question. First, the whi tes might be enfranchised before 

the negroes. This policy, if adopted, would make it extremely 

doubtful if the negro would ever be able to secure what many 00-

lieved to be his just due. The eleotion ,of 1868 had shown very 

plainly that there was in the Radical Party a strong element which 

opposed negro suffrage. To this must be added practically the 

entire Democratic vote. The negro would thus be barred for years. 

Second, the negroes might be granted the Bu:f'.f'rage ' before the re

moval of restrictions from the whites. To do this, ho~ver, would 

be but to increase the bitterness and ill feeling which already 

prevailed. Such a policy could never be successful. Third, both 

classes might be enfranchised, at very nearly the same time. This 

would conciliate all factions, except perhaps the most extreme 

Radicals, and tend toward the quickest settlement of the trouble-
10 some question. 

-----------------------------
9. "l!'our years hence all the present issues will have passed away 

or else the defeat of the Radical Party will be inevitable." 
Democrat, Dec. 1, 1868. 

10. Democrat, Dec. 14, 1868. This is one of the solutions which 
the more liberal Radicals advocated. 



The Democrats, meanwhile, were playing the part of interested 

spectators. Certain observers of that party thoughtthey saw a new 

combination of political forces, and an adjustment along new lines. 

No doubt, to most of these the wish was to father the thought, 8S 

there is no evid.ence that the Radicals had reacheel a place where 

their differences of opinion over party pOlicy hael become irrecon

ciliable. The Democrats, however, were wise enough to see that 

practical politics, rather: than altruism, lay behinel the proposals 

of the more forgiving Raelicals. ll 

While the eliscussion about the franchise was at its height, the 

appearance of a new issue forceel its temporary abandonment. For 

the next two months, the election of a successor to John B. Heneler

son was the all absorbing question in Missouri politics. In 

addition to being of great interest as a political contest, the 

election brought out very clearly what was of far greater signif

icance, namely, the sharp elivision of opinion, which hael previous

ly been recognized only in somewhat obscure circles. ~~. Hender

son, as a candielate to succeeel himself, was, of course, out of the 

question. The Radical Party was as yet in no mooel to honor a man 

who had voteel against the impeachment of Anelrew Johnson. It was 

but natural that the more liberal of the Raelicals turneel instinct-

ively toward Carl Schurz as their canelidate. While Schurz eloes 

not se'em to have anticipated during the campaign of 1868 a promot

ion to the United States Senate, he was not the man to refuse it, 

11. The Kansas City Times remarked: "It sees that disfranchise
ment has been wor l:ed to the last inch the people will bear. 
Convinced that nothing can be further gaineel from pressing a 
bad law it elesires to have the creelit for effecting its re
peal." Quoted in the Democrat, Dec. 7, 1868. 



if offered. 12 The extremists, anxious to follow out the virtual 

decree of Senator Dra];:e, threw their support to General B. F. Loan, 

a man of very mediocre talents, who served several terms in Congress 

and who represented the northwestern portion of the State. Loan had 

been one of Drake's most .active supporters, and he typified perhaps 

better than anyone the spirit and ideas of the border Radicalism. 

His candidacy, was not especially well received, but had no other 

candidate appeared, he would have received the entire support of 

his party.13 

To many, hov~ver, in the Radical Party, the prospect of see-

ing Drake's candidate successful was very distasteful. According-

ly, a small group of Radicals in st. Louis insisted that Schurz be 

a candidate agaim t Loan. 14 He rather reluctantly consented to 

allow his name to be used and Colonel Grosvenor, the able editor 

of the Democrat, assumed the leadership of Schurz's cause.15 

Early in December, the Democrat brought forward his name. Mr. 

Schurz was, it asserted, in every way the leading Republican of 

the state, and deserved election because of that reason.16 several 

12. Schurz, P.em~niscences, III, 292. 

13. The st. Joseph Union was his most active supporter, see the 
Democrat, Dec. 15, 1868. Schurz, Remeniscences, III. 294 
DIs cusse sLoan's candidacy. 

14. The name of this coterie was the Twentieth century Club. Its 
members dined together once a month and discussed contemporary 
events. Schurz, Reminiscences, III. 294-295. 

15. Reminiscences, III. 295. This is, no doubt, the origin of the 
st. Louis ring . Schurz was often accused of being its candidate 
and it see~s certain that his candidacy was primarily due to 
the suggestion and influence of these men. 

16. Democrat~ : Dec. 18, 1868. 
was IIg'JlITyorushed aside. 

The fact that Schurz was a st. Louisan 



of the Radical papers in I,fis s ouri made has te to approve Schur z. 

His qualifications were heralded far and wide, and the enthusiasm 

wi th which the people responded to his candidaoy must have SUT-

prised many of Schurz's enemies. 17 By the time tm Legislature 

convened, the majority of the Radical newspapers of the state were 

enlisted in his cause. 18 

The Democrats, while not as vitally concerned ,nth the 

Senatorial election as with the suffrage issue, were none the 

les s deeply interested in the campai ~n. They knew they had ab

solutely no chance to elect a candidate, and so gave over their 

columns to a frank discussion of the Radical canvass. Both Schurz 

and the measures he advocated were decidedly more popular among 

the Democrats than any thing Loan had to offer, including himself. 

Vlhile S OIre of the Democrats regarded Schurz as a carpet bagger, 

and office seeker, it was generally admi tted that he was far more 

deSirable than the protege of their old enemy DraJ ~e. If he was not 
19 Loan's superior morally, ce·rtainly he was in te lIe ctually. Best 

of all, they said, SchUTZ was no sham German lil::e 13 . GratzBrown, and 

his election would please the strongest element of the Radical Party, 

the Germans. 20 Nevertheless, it was evident early in the canvass 

that Schurz would have considerable opposition. Drru~e had sh own a 

17. Schurze had made many friends during his nctive campaigning 
in 1868, and these now stood him in excellent stead. 

18, The number of papers supporting Schurz was 21, as against 20 
for all other candidate s . Democrat, Dec. 21, 1868. 

19. Dispatch, Dec. 8, 1868. The most outra?eous charges were 
brought against Schur~. He was accuse~ of being an atheist, 
a drunkard, and a professi onal revo lut10nist. Remenis cences, 
III. 296. 

20. Dis patch, Dec. 8, 1868. 



bitter hostility toward hiffi, and was preparing to come west to 

personally conduct Loan's campaign. Drruce an intensely religous 

man, was sai d to be behind the attempts to brand Schurz as an 

atheist. 21 Loan who believed he was justly entitled to the 

election. was not disposed to give up without a strenuous fight. 22 

There were indications that only by desperate dodging and under 

certain pledges could the mutterings of the western and south

western parts of the state be stilled. They were extremely 

loath to see st. Louis, which as far as ac~ual votes was concerned 

was not in any way a stronghold of Radicalism, monopolize the 

most important offices. 23 It was almost certain that if Schurz 

was elected, Dra]~e could never succeed himself as the border 

communities could not another time be denied. 

Governor Fletcher and Secretary Rodman announced they v~uld 

support Schurz. The aid of the latter would probably injure 

Schurz's cause, and there were ugly rumors of a political deal 

between the forces of each. 24 Drake who was a very poor politi-

cian. was outguessed and outmanoeuvered at every turn. He did 

not seem to make use of the forces at his disposal. The incoming 

State administration might have been utilized, but Drake does not 

21. Ib1d, Dec. 16, 1868. 

22. Statesman, Dec. 18, 1868. 

23. Ibid. 

24. It was said that Rodman had agreed to throw out the votes of 
eight counties, unfavorable to Schurz, ~Dispatch, De c. 26, 
1868. This is extremely doubtful; Rodman, it is true, did 
throw out the votes of several counties, but for reasons 
which are in no way connected with the Senatorial election. 



have 
seem to/realized it. The new national administration was like -

wise apposed " to Schurz. Grant, with his usual lack of political 

foresight, was in favor of the reelection of Henderson, a thing 

which even the latter's best friends knew was an utter impos si-

bility. The president elect looked upon Schurz as a military 

humbug and figurehead, end what he was in other respects, Grant 

did not either know or care. 25 At any rate, by January 1, the 

stage was set for the contest. The leading Radical papers, the 

large German element, and the entire group who stood for a more 

lenient policy were ranged on the side of Schurz. Opposed to 

them was Drake, the majority of the Federal officeholders, and 

a strong delegation of Radicals from the border counties. The 

election was to witness the first, but not the last, clash be 

tween the two forces. 26 

The convening 0 f the 25th General Assembly saw the scene of 

battle transferred to Jefferson City. Senator Draj:e was early 

in the field, ready to rally his forces of opposi tion to Schurz. 

25. As the Dispatch, Dec. 31, 1868, jokingly remarked: "The 
president elect is not profoundly versed in German philos
ophy. He would probably spell Kant vli. th a C and if asked 
about Hegel would say he knew a fellow of that name in st. 
Louis or California, or tl~ army as the case may be." 

26. Only a few seem to have looked beneath the surface and to 
have seen the real significance of the struggle. The 
Dispatch, Dec. 8, 1868, gave the clearest expreSSion when 
it Kaid: "Few may see it just now, but the rapid rise of 
the Schurz star, and the " rapid descent of Loans, announce 
a great change in the Radical Party itself. The day of 
proscription and persecution is over. The ev~ngel of hate 
can no longer be preached wi th success. Dra:~e will be made 
to understand the paradox that he has outlived his ti~e, 
though his term has not expired. Schurz's election will be 
Drake's death sentence as a public man." 



Loan's press supporters continued their bitter personal and 

political attacks on "the infidel".27 Schurz's enemies saw 

in his candidacy nothing but the effort of a st. Louis clique 

to control the state; a deep scheme by which the Democrat was 

to secure power, and the Germans become the supreme politic

al factor in Missouri pOlitics. 28 Before the first Radical 

caucus met, the campaign had attracked so much attention that 

from every quarter of the State the adherents of each candi

date flocked to the capital to wi tness the contest. 29 Col. 

Grosvenor had charge of the Schurz forces. 

At the first caucus of the Radicals Schurz had suggested 

that he and Loan be present, and express their views on the 

issues of the campaign. Loan in his reply, implied that 

Schurz was in favor of immediate enfranchisement of rebels. 

To this Schurz made a vigorous denial. 30 As Loan did not 

appear at the caucus, Sen. Drake represented him, and in a 

speech in his customary vein, prejudiced and bitter. Once 

more Schurz very frankly denied that he was an advocate of 

27. See the De~ocrat, Jan. 4, 1869, for a summary of the 
Union's attack on Sohurz. No sooner had Dral:e got to 
Jefferson City than Schurz arrived there. 

28. st. Joseph Union, Jan. 2, 1869. 

29. Schurz, Reminiscences, III. 297. 

30. The correspondence between them may be found in the 
Democrat, Jan 8, 1869. and in the Writings of Carl 
Schurz, I. 473-474. 



the il'll.r.J.ediate enfranchisement of "rebels" .31 He absolutely dis-

countenanced the prevailing rumor that be had instigated the 

Planters' House mee ting of De c. 1866, and ±'rom the attacks on his 

personal morality, defended himself as best he could. 32 In the 

midst of tl:e bicJ:erings and bitterness, Schurz challenged Loan and 

Dra: ·~e to meet him in public debate on the day before the final 

Radical caucus to nominate a United states Senator was held. They 

accepted the invitation. Schurz's speech the first evening was 

rather tame. He confined hirr,self to a review of the past glories 

of the Republican Party and a forecas·.t of the future 0 f the 
33 country. Loan's reply, which was given the next evening was 

mediocre in content, but fairly conCiliatory in tone. Drake 

followed Loan. Before the great crowd in the Assembly Hall, he 

f ti f h o 34 
spoke in de iant, dogma c as 1on. His speech was largely a 

----------------------------

31. The Democrat, Jan. 11, 1869, contains a full account of 
the proceedings. Of the Missouri situation, Schurz said: 
"Negro and rebel sufferage do not, in my opinion, stand on 
the same level. First let come, as justice demands, 
negro sufferage. The Constitution, indeed, maJ.:es easier 
the enfranchisement of whites than of colored people, 
where not a provision is made. Franchise the rebels first, 
and you will see that they once more will secure control, 
and will not be in any hurry to give the blacks the fran
chise." Schurz denied that he was a drunkard, or allied 
with any ring. 

32. Ibid. 

33. Democrat, Jan. 12, 1869. 

34. Drake was very confident of success. After Schurz's first 
speech, he boasted: "Gentlemen, tomorrow ni ght about this 
hour, General Schurz will be as dead as Julius Caesar." 
Reminiscences, III. 297. 



denunciation, first, of the antecedents and past career of Schurz, 

second, a tirade against his old enemies, the Germans, whom he 

stigmatized as ignorant, corrupt, and more of a liability than 

an asset to the Republican party.35 Schurz rose to reply in a 

speech which was the feature of the en tire contest. Wi th merci-

less irony, he once more uncovered Drake's war record. He pOinted 

out how German strength and influence from 1861, when they had 

rallied firmly \rlth Lyon at Camp Jackson, to 1868, when their 

25,000 votes had been responsible for the Radical victory, were 

always for the Union. Amid much disorderly cheering and applause, 

Mr. Schurz brought his speech to a climax by declaring that dur

ing the Constitutional Convention of 1865, Drake had violently 

opposed negro suffrage .36 However, Schurz's close was concil

iatory. If elected, he promi sed to respect the opinions and 

wishes of his colleague. 37 

The next day the Radical caucus unanimously nominated Schurz. 

It was Loan's motion which made the nomination unanirl"~ous.38 The 

election, which was a mere formality, was held on the next day. 

35. For these speeches, see the Democrat, Jan. 16, 1869. 

36. Schurz had the manuscript of the minutes of the Convention, 
and too reporter, Mr. Walbridge, was also present. DraJ.::e, 
in reply to the charge, stated that he feared a negro sufir-"
age provision would have been inexpedient and would have 
meant for the Constitution certain defeat. Democrat, Jan.13,1869 

Drake's view was very probably correct. In 1868, it had 
not been able to carry, ~ith the issues of Reconstruction to aid 
it. Schurz, however, had ruined any effective retaliation on 
Dra~"~e 's part. 

37. Schurz tells the story well in his Reminiscences, III, 297-300. 
Perhaps a more accurate account can be found in the Democrat, 
Jan. 13 and 16, 1869. 

38. Democrat, Jan. 14, 1869. "Neither the fervor of Mr. Loan nor 
the froth of Mr. Drake could turn the tide. The Radicals pre
ferred Carl Schurz of Detroit to represent them in the United 
states Senate." State sman, Jan. 22, 1869. 



Schurz received the entire Radical support, the Democrats giving 

their votes to the defeated candidate for Governor, John S. Phelps.39 

The Radicals, in the face of crises, had once more pulled themselves 

together. Drake, who had hurried backed to Washington before the 

final vote waS ta1ten, made the best of the situation. 40 

Schurz's speech of acceptance struck no new note. He reaffirm

ed his stand on universal suffrage,. but maintained a rather vague 

attitude as to the exact time at Which the restrictions for voting 

should be removed. 41 Despite his assertion that "no political 

Victory was ever more clearly won", the rumors of political manip-

ulations in his behalf would not down. That Schurz owed his new 

office to the efforts of a combination of shrewd men, disgusted with 

Drake and all he stood for, was to many men the explanation of his 

victory.42 His nationality and former residences had been kept 

in the bacJ::ground. Dra~~e and Loan had been forced into the open, 

where they had been cleverly outguessed end beaten, Schurz was 

indeed fortunate to have the support of Colonel Grosvenor. The 

39. The Senate vote was Schurz 25, Phelps 9, the House vote, Schur~ 
89, Phelps 35. Democrat, Jan. 20, 1869. 

40. See his letter to Schurz and the reply, Writings, I. 480-481. 

41~ The full text of the speech can be found in his Writings, I, 
474-480. In part he said: "My opinion is, the act of justice 
to loyal men stands first in rank, and that only such acts of 
grace to our late enemies are in order as will be consistent 
with the safety of the loyal people; that I will not consent 
to arm the late rebels with power in a manner which would en
able them to deprive loyal men of their rights. By this dec
laration I mean to stand." 

42. Statesman, Feb. 5, 1869. 



was 
influence of his powerful paper/a very vital factor in his success. 

Even before the election, it was clear that there had been a com

plete break between Drake and the Democrat. Primarily due to a dis

agreerent over an appointment to office, this feud extended much 

further. 43 After the election, that paper frankly repudiated 

him.44 Disgruntled at Loan's defeat, some of his supporters turned 

on Drake as its contributing factor, and jOined with the Senator's 

other enemies. 45 

Amidst the bitterness and confusion of the campaign two facts 

stand out. The first, and most important, is that the RadicalS were 

as yet none too enthusiastic for any liberal policy 0 f enfranchise

ment of whites, unless the negroes were first admitted to the suff

erage. Schurz had made very clear his stand on this question and 

his supporters stood with him. 46 Any policy which had for its 

43. Oeo. W. Fishback , one of the owners of the Democrat, had asked 
Dra:--e to secure for Constantine Maguire the appointment as 
Collector of the Internal Revenue for st. Louis. Drake had 
positively refused to do this, on the ground that l.1aguire was 
not a good party man. Democrat, Jan. 15, 1869. 

44. "Mr. Dra~~e forced the Radical Party to choose between dictator
ship under him, and freedom under Schurz. And throughout the 
contest, his violence of passion, his narrow vindictivenes s , 
and his utter lack of sense as a party leader were manifest 
---- Mr. DraJ: e convinced nobody that his despotism would be 
either wise or beneficient. The Party chooses freedor.1 •. ' I 

"The ele cti"on means a vi ctory for fre edom of thl7Ught, 
progress , good sense, and genuine Radicalism." Democrat, 
Jan. 20, 1869. 

45. The Grand River Republican, a strong Loan supporter, remarked: 
"We are glad that the self-conceit and der.1ogogueism of Chas. 
D. DraJ;:e has at least been squelched. Had he remained at 
WaShington, it would have been better for Gen. Loan and the 
people." 

46. His speeches, informal and formal, during the campaign show 
this very plainly. 



purpose the enfranchisement of the white man before the negro would 

certainly be opposed by every element of Radicalism. The second 

factor of importance is that the ele cti on was large ly a struggle 

for the control of the Radical party organization. The tiro elements 

in the party were not yet near the brea1{ing point, but each was 

endeavoring to secure the control of the party machinery, that 

through it, might be advance d the principle s for which each s to ode 

The rank and file v.ould doubtless follow the course which the lead-

ers formulated. In a very real sense, the election had been more 

than the mere choosing of a United states Senator. While, on the 

surface, all seemed harmonious, there yet remained to be settled 

the troublesome franchise questi on, as well as,' the final struggle 

for the leadership and ultimately the cantrol of'the party policies. 

Thus far, the victory lay with the Schurz element. Their advocacy 

of a more liberal policy in regard to the suffrage, if vague, was 

apparently a popular one. In the Senatorial contest they had been 

successful. They could well afford to face the future with con-

fidence. 

The election over, the Legislature turned to the consideration 

of State bUSiness. Gov. Fletcher's last and Gov. McClurg'S first 

message to the General ASsembly had referred at length to the 

question of the sufferage. Fletcher strongly recommended that the 

Legislature submit to the people a Constitutional amendment which 

would abolish the test oath for voting and for all other purposes 

for which, it was required. 47 The day of disfranchisement, he 
, . 

said, was over, "the rebel waS disfranchised for safety, not for 

-------------------------

47. These were se cti ons 3, 5, and 6 of the se cond article. 



vengeance ~,48 At too same time, he added, it was the duty of the 

State to wiien the suffrage to incl ude all who have been barred 

from it on account of color. Hei toor for the consideration of 

safety nor of vengeance, but on account of prejudice has the negro 

been disfranchised, prejudice which must fall before an intelligent 

and just people. And so in the Constitutional amendment which \rould 

abolish the Test Oath, let a provision be included which would re-

peal forever the word "white" from the Constitution. 49 Reduced 

to its simplest terms, Mr. Fletcher's idea was to present to the 

electorate both questions, at, tbe same time, in the hope that each 

would receive enough votes to carry. His proposition to combine 

the two issues, which were in no way related to each other, was 

an excellent political move. :.Iany Democrats would vote for negro 

sufferage if they could at the sa~e time enfranchise thousands of 

whites who they hoped, would vote the Democratic ticl:et. 

:Sntirely different were the ideas which Gov. McClurg's message 

advocated. 50 Its tone showe d that 1.1cClurg was s till a Radical of 

the old unforgiving type. He took a strong position against combin

ing in any form the questions of negro and rebel franchisement. 

The submiSSion of an amendment which provided for the settlement 

of both issues at the same time might be very dangerous. The one 

providing for removal of the disqualifications for whites might be 

passe d, and the other de feate d, leaving the negro in a worse pos i tion 

than before. 51 The new governor saw little reason for the agitatio~ 

-------------------------
48. See the Senate Journal, 1869, 13-35 for the full text of the 

message. 
49. senate Journal. 1969, 14-17. 
50. Senate Journal, 1869, 45-62 contains tbe message. 
51. Journal, 1869, 60-61. In view of repeated declarations of the 

Radicals, that negro sufferage must come first, it is hard to 
see why McClurg took the position that he did. 



over the removal of the disqualifications for "rebels". The 

Constitution had provid.ed that the Legisl ature might, after 1871, 

remove all disabilities, and he believed in letting the question 

rest until that time. 52 Of primary importance, he maintained, 

was the granting of the suffrage' to the negroes, which must be 

done before the aboli tion of the Test Oath is even considered. 53 

While the Legislature was discussing the two proposals, as 

they were embodied in the many bills introduced in both the House 

and the Senate, came the news from Washington of the passag-e of 

the . 15th -Amendment. 54 Without waiting for official notification 

the relieved Radicals hastened to ratify the amendment. 55 The 

passage of the amendment was a blessing to the Radicals. It re

moved,temporarily, but also quickly and effectively, the discussion 

about negro suffrage, which was becoming acute. At the same time, 

all responsibility for it was fixed on the Federal Government. The 

issue of the removal of restrictions for vihites, however, was no 

nearer solution. The 25th General Assembly glad.ly dropped the 

52. Constitution of 1865, Article II, Section 25. 

53. Journal, 61. TJThe only plan, therefore, safe for the State, 
if loyalty is to prevail, is to submit the one proposition 
of negro sufferage, and keep the rebels on probation." 

54. Curiously enough, it was Senator Henderson, who, three years . 
before, had suggested an amendment embracing the same pro
visions as the 15th. Rhodes, United States, VI. 202. 

55. The Senate vote was for 23, against, 9. In the House, for, 
79, against, 30. statesman, March 3, 1869. In their haste 
to ratify the amendment only the first section was read, 
the second being totally ignored. 



entire subject for the remainder of the session~ and turned to the 

more congenial task of discussing the binding of the Agricultural 

Report. 

During the sessi on several attempts ~re made to amend and 

otherwise change the Registry Act, but the Radical majority was 

in no mood to assist in any plan which might endanger their con-

trol of elections. 56 On ]Jarch 4, the Legislature adjourned, to 

meet again early in 1870. Hardly had the legislators Ie ft Jeff-

erson City before the franchise question became once more the sole 

topic of discussion. 

The year 1869 saw the two elements in the Radi cal Party grow 

steadily apart. Unfortunately for the Republicans, the failure 

of the necessary number of state Legislatures to ratify the 15th 

Amendment forced back into state politics the negro suffrage 

question. In general, both groups agreed that this was the issue 

of paramount importance, and should be settled first. 57 Some 

rather cleverly said that negro sufffrage was a war question and 

must be satisfactorily solved before disfranchisement, a recon-

struction issue, was considered. 58 The sharpest divergence of 

opinion between the two was over the question as to the time of the 

removal of the disabi·li ties which the Consti tution imposed. Even 

the most extreme agreed that they must some day go. 59 In short, 

the more liberal believed that this time had come, the other did 

56. 

57. 
58. 

59. 

Most 0 f t he amendments to the bill were to provide for separate 
judges of election, not the members of the Boards of Registration 
Democrat, June 5, 1869. ,j 
Ibid. It is ,however, very doubtful that negro suff,rage. was 
a war question, but the Radical arguments were plausible. 
The statesman, J'uly 16, 1869 con tains this' view as expressed 
by Drake. . 



not. 60 Neither side hesitated to express their views. The 

leader of the new order was, of course, the Democrat, but by 

June many other papers had joined Colonel Grosvenor. 61 Astute 

party leaders saw that the change in titleS arid condi ti ons had 

made necessary a new and broader policy. The Radical Party, as 

one them aptly remar~~ed, "stands at the parting of the ways. IT62 

Policies and measures necessary in 1865 had become obsolete and 

unpopular. The party must realize that the was was over, and in 

the . future must rely On the principles it advocates, not Test 

Oaths and other prejudices. 63 Not only vrould the removal of all 

restri cti ons after 1870 be a shrewd party me asure, . bu tit coul d not . 

fail to be for the ultimate good of the state. 64 ~~ile dtscussing 

60. If a Constitutional amendment was submitted it would be voted 
on at the election of 1870, and would not be effective until 
1872. 

61. Especially the Hannibal Courier, St. Joseph Herald, st. Charles 
Cosm.os, Ironton Enterprise, and the Harrisonville Democrat. 
The border county journals seemed to 1e tsJ.:: ing more kindly to 
the liberal ideas. 

62. "On the one hand lie the passi ons and pre judices 0:': the war and 
all the temporary measures divined tOBee the state safely 
through a period of civil strife. On the other side lie the 
harmony and good will of peace, and the repeal of war measures 
as fast as they may prove unnecessary-----The public welfare 
demands peace-----Vlill the Radical Party move forr:ard to pro
mote the welfare of the state." From the St.Charles Cosmos, 
reptinted in the statesman, June 4, 1860. 

63. Ibid. 

64. The Democrat, July 15, 1869 well sums up the liberal view: 
"\1e propose a rerr.oval of disfranchisement after 1870 because 
we believe it to be for the good of the state and the party. 
~e do not care a button whether the Democrats understand our 
motives or like our course, or the contrary.!f 



the altruistic phases o f the removal of all restrictions alike 

for \vhi te and for blacl::, the progressive Radicals elid not for a 

moment los e sight of the practical side of the question. The 

SUpreIJle Court of the Uni ted states had had under cons ideration the 

Blair versus Ridgely case, which involved the constitutionality 

of the Test Oath for voters. 65 It was generally expected, in 

view of the past decisions of the court,that the oath would be 

declared unconstitutional, in which case the Radicals would be left 

high and dry. By advocating , therefore, the early removal of all 

restrictions and by actual ly accomplishing it, the party, even in 

view of the Court's decision, could secure for itself a good deal 

of credit. In other words, it would appe ar as if tre Radi cals 

were conferring a favor on the disfranchised classes, vlhen in 

. reality such was not the case. 66 A voluntary removal of disabil

ities was strongly urged; such a step, it was claimed, being the 

wish of a great majority of the party.67 Nor were many discussions 

65. In November 1865, at a St. Louis election, General Blair had 
refused to tal:e the oath imposed b;y the Constitution, but had 
sworn to one which he himself had composed. Under these 
conditions, the judges of election had refused to accept.his 
ballot, r,hereupon he sued them for $10,000 damages. Both the 
Circuit Court and the Mi s souri Supreme Court had deci ued against 
Blair, and the case had been appealed to the highest court in 
the land. 

66. It must be borne in mind that 1872 was the earliest time at 
which any adopted amendment could go into effect. 

67. "We believe ita thousand times bet ~er for the state that a 
measure such as this, adopted from conviction of its necessity 
in a condition of Civil War, should be voluntarily removed 
when the country has returned to peace, than it should remain 
a cause of bitter feeling, and to many an indication that it 
was adopted in a spirit of vindictiveness and not of sincere 
patriotism.----The great majori ty of the Radic)3ls of this state 
have repeatedly declared that when negro sufftrage was once 
established, they would feel that the questions growing out 
of the war were finally so settled that it would be safe to 
remove all restrictions. The question of negro suff!rage can 
no longer be called doubtful. To do fUll justice to themselves 
and their own history, may not · the Radicals of this state now 



closed without a threat as to what would occur should the Radicals 

fail to show a more conciliatory spirit. 68 During the su~~er and 

fall, several CaQnties went on record as favoring a more liberal 

policy.69 By December 1869, then, it appeared as if the rapidly 

growing liberal faction had the upper hand. It had behind it sev-

eral necessary elements of success; a strong press support, the 

activity and enthusiasm of influential leaders, of greater and 

less degree. Just how the rank and file regarded the new ideas it 

was as yet di f ficult to forecas t. Wi thou t the support 0 f this 

important factor, the policies could never be put into operation. 

The extremists among the Radicals, meanwhile, were not Si~

ing idly by, silently watChing the liberal faction gather strength. 

Senator Dra2,~e, 0.1 though busy wi th official duties at Washington, 

managed to present his views by press articles and open letters. 

The r~wspaper support of his group, both in numbers and prominence, 

was much less than that which Schurz conm:a.nded, but Dra"-e had the 

advantage of having wi th him the state administration. 70 AJ3 usual 

Drake underestimated the actual strength of his rivals. He failed 

utterly to realize and appreCiate the forces behind the new move

ment in his own party; but calmly announced that the agitation was 

only a continuation of the plan conceived at the now famous Planters 

resolve upon the removal of disfranchisement as soon as by 
consti tuti onal change, it can be done." Democrat, De c. 17, 1869 

68. Democrat, June 16, 1869 con tains a typical example: "The re
strict ions otherwise are 1i}~ly to be swept away in spi te of 
the Radi cal party." 

69. A St. Charles county meeting declared in favor of ma1-:ing the 
adoption of the 15th Amendment the end of all disfranchisement. 
Sen. Bruere formerly a strong Dra~:e man, VlSS the leading spir
it of the meeting. Statesman, August 20, 1869. 

70. The chief supporters \~re the st. Joseph Union and the State 
Tirr,es. 



House Meeting. 71 The Radical organization had squelched the 

plans of the dis con tents be fore, an d Dra: ~e, showi ng how u tterl y 

he failed to read aright the signs of the times, said that he could 

see no ohange in the party sentiment. 72 While the great mass 

of the Radical Party admit that some day disfranchisement must 

close, they are utterly opposed to joining the issue of negro 

suffrage with that of the removal of restrictions for Whites. 73 

Drake still regarded the disfranchised whites as "enemies" and 

trai tors", and he looked upon that element in his own party which 
74 favored a lightening of the burdens as mere political schemers. 

Nor did the extremists gain from Dra'~e 's presentati on of their case. 

His utter lack of tact, his assumption that he was the absolute 
which 

master of the party, and his letters from Washington/always had 

about them the unpleasant idea of an imp1ied ultimatum did his 
n01lght ?E 

oause but harm. D .. _~._ft _________________________ _ 
71. statesman, Ju11 16, 1869. "It iB", said he, "the old Planters 

gouse sCheme, dressed up a little differently, but easily re
cognizable and embodying the one idea of enfranohising the 
negro and. the rebel at the same time." 

72. Ibid. 

73. Drake was in part right. The difference between the two 
fa.ctions Vias one of degree. Dral ~e's wished to keep the 
questions entirely separate, and to give the negro suffera~e 

fir at, then consider, le . .i:mrely, the other issue. The other 
element agreed that the negro deserved first consideration, 
but maintained the restrictions should be r emoved from the 
whites very soon after. 

74. statesman, July 16, 1869. 

75. "I demand, It said he, in a letter to the Radi cals, "for every 
loyal man in the state, white or b1aok, a voice in deoiding 
the question of rebel enfranchisement. When all such shall 
have the voice. I shall be prepared to unIte wi th my party in 
dec1aring when, how and to vmat extent the disfranchisement 
impose d by our Consti tut ion shall be remove d. " Democrat, 
June 29, 1869. 



.. 

The Ii berals mos t bi tterl y re sen te d the atti tude of Dra~ ::S · end 

his followers. His assumption that he, personally, was the leader 

of the party in the state was very strenuously denied. 76 Mr. • 

Drake's fi ght against the new policies was, they said, one vlhich 

he could re ver win. The failure . of his followe rs to ke ep abreast 

of the times and to success fnlly judge publi c opini on would rele-

gatethem to the back ground of party activity.77 A continuation 

of the old, restrictive, and vindictive Radical policy would re

sult in evitable defeat. 

The Democrats had followed keenly every manifestation of 

Radical dissent. Their hope of early enfranchisement lay in a 

Radical division, but this does not seem to have been recognized 

in Democratic ranks before 1870. They merely seemed to see in the 

Radi cal controversy an ins tance 0 f re tribut ion. It VlOuld certain-

ly be a curious thine, some said, should the Radical Party be dis

integrated and overthrown by the Test Oath, the very agency by 

which it had come into power,. 78 The motives of each Radical 

element were early recognized as being purely political. Their 

analysis of Dra;':e's position was that he fully realized that the 

76. Democrat, June 29,1869. 

77. TfMr. Dra.::e is· fighting a.gamst the civilization of tre age. 
All the la\~ of nature combine to overpower him. Business 
relations, railroad enterprises, mining and manufacturing, 
or trade combinations all melt away these antipathies which 
form his only foothold. The policy of disfranchisement must 
g o down never to rise again. Unless the Radical Party pro
poses a settlement, the people v'lill ma1:-e one in the elect-
ion of 1870". --------- . 

78. state s man, July 16, 1869. 



foundation of the Radical power in Missouri was the Test Oath. 

Drake owed much of his success to it, and was naturally very loath 

to see it endangered, especially by reforms within his own party.79 

Schurz who was also deep in debt to his party, was not, in the 

first place, as vitally interested in Missouri as was Drake, and 

secondly, he was not the author and sponsor of the oath. The 

real policy of the unforgiving Radicals, said a shrewd observer, 

was to first enfranchise the negroes, then force from fifty to 

seventy five thousand disfranchised whites to ask the negroes and 

white Radicals for the ballot, a request which might be granted 

and might not. SO 

As for the plans of the more liberal element it well knew the 

trend of the Supreme Court, and realized that the oath would very 

probably be declared unconstitutional. So the y were hastening 

to make a political virtue out of an unavoidable necessity, and 

range themselves on the side of speedy disfranchisement. Sl lI~en 

the decision in the Blair case was announced, it was confidently· 

asserted, the last hope of Radicalism in Missouri would be gone. 

There was a great deal of truth in the analysis of the Demo

crats. Undoubtedly, the political factor was the chief one in the 

plans of both liberals and illiberals. However, other consider

ations entered into the situation. No one can doubt that both 

Schurz and Drake were sincere in their motives. Dra' -.e actually 

79. Ibid. 

so. Statesman, July 20, 1869. S\ritz1er's figures on disfranchised 
Democrits are exaggerated. 

Sl. Statesman, Oct. 10, 1869. "First went the preacher's oath, 
then the teacher's oath, next the lawyers' oath, and last, but 
not least will go the voters loath." 



believed a 'Trebel" to be a dangerous man, who was not deserving 

of participation in governmental affairs. Schurz, on the other 

hand, felt that the war was over, and that new issues, chiefly 

economic, Vlere gradually becoming more important. These would 

eventually become irresistable, and crowd out all the old war , 

pas sions. The connection between negro sufferage and the re-

moval of restrictions from whites has been greatly overemphasized. 

Both elements of Radicalism were strongly in favor of the former, 

while about the latter each had its own ideas. 

- --: 

At any rate, by the close of 1869, the questions were assuming 

serious magnitude in the Radical party, and were beginning to threat· 

en its harmony. Sober men of every group could not fail to see 

that there was danger of a complete party disintegration. Ma.ny 

anxiously turned toward the Legislature, hoping that in its ad

journed session the problem could in some way be solved. 82 

82. Carl Schurz had given the best expression of the liberal view 
when he said: ITThe question of rebel disfranchisement, as the 
only disturbing political question left by the war, will no 
longer be tolerated by public opinion. It must be clear to 
every unprejudiced observer, as it canbut appear desirable to 
every man of sense, that the enfranchisement of the negro 
must be the end of rebel disfranchisement. As soon as the 
other classes of citizens are secured, no argument will be 
strong enough to prove, and no party organization strong enough 
to maintain that these rights must be denied to anyone." 
statesman, June 16, 1869. 



Chapter VI. 

The Widening of the Radical Breach. 



Chapter VI. 

The year 1870 witnessed the defeat and overthrow of the 

Radical Party. 1&ile to many its disintegration was rapid and 

unexpected, others had not failed to notice the manifestations of 

discontent among the Radicals themselves, which had been more or 

less in evidence since the memorable Planters House conference in 

November 1866. The remarkable economic prosperity of the state 

continued,in every section business went forward. l 

litical situation was as much unsettled as ever. 

in the state no permanent :r:eace until the suffrage 

But the po-

There could be 
\ ( 

qre stion was 

definitely settled. More and more the liberal Radicals were com

ing to see that until the restrictions which bound both white and 

black were removed, Miss ouri would never be able to properly con

sider the preSSing problems Which were in no way connected with 

the war. Further economic development, the immigration question, 

and certain national issues, notably the tariff, were being held 

in abeyance until the final solution of the franchise issue. 

It has been shown in previous chapters how a small group of 

liberals had advocated universal sufferage in 1866, how party 
'" 

pressure had carried the organization intact through the election 

of 1868, and how, all during the year 1869, the new program had been 

advocated. When 1870 was ushered in, the liberals had reached a 

point where they were willing to make a test of their strength. 

There was, of course, no open threats of a break, but the Democrat, 

as spokesman of the new ideas, began to assume a more aggressive 

-------------------------------------

1. Democrat, Jan. 1, 1870 reviews the situation. 



tone. The final struggle for the control of party machinery 

was about to begin, and the liberal leaders i~re apparently con

fident of their ability to overcome the more extreme members of 

the party. The adjourned session of the 25th General Assembly be

came the first field of battle. 

Before the Legislature met, a program for the session had been 

outlined. Owing to a careless oversight, it was necessary to once 

more ratify the 15th Amendment, which was only a mere formality. 

This was the first business of the Legislature. More important, 

however, was the second, which concerned the removal of all dis

franchisements for those who had participated in the Rebellion. 2 

As a "temporary war measureE', disfranchisement had be come obso

lete, and unpopular, said the liberals. Even i~ the Supreme Court 

should declareconsti tutional the Test Oath for voters , it was far 

better for lfissouri to voluntarily and in a magnanimous spirit 

remove it. 3 

The section of the Governor's messag~ concerning the franchise 

issue was evasive. While frankly opposing the submission of a 

Constitutional amendment \mich would remove disabilities, McClurg, 

intimated that he wished to throw the entire ~atter into the hands 

of the next Legislature. 4 The Constitution had · provided that all 

restrictions could be removed by a mere majority vote in the General 

Assembly after January I, 1871. The Governor advocated that can

didates for the next Legislature run on the issue of favoring or 

2. Democrat, Jan. 5, 1870. 

3. Ibid. 

4. For the ~ssage, see senate Journal, 1870, 7-26. 



opposing the removal of all disabilities. 5 "There is'', said he, 

"no necessi ty for any constitutional amendment on this pOint." Jin 

other words, the chief executive looked upon the removal of dis

qualifications from the standpoint of its political aspects, 

rather~ than in the light of statesmanship or of justice. He wished 

to shift the burden to the Legislature contests, and thus not bind 

the party, as a whole, to any policy in regard to irritating suff

erage problems • . liIcClurg also strongly urged the submission of an 

amendn~nt enfranchising the negro, as well as a speedy ratification 

of the 15th Amendment. 6 Among the more liberal group, the 

Governor's recommendations as to the removal of the restrictions 

on forroor Confederates, met with instant disapproval. If, as the 

Democrat clearly pOinted out, the negroes have the right of suff

erage, there could be no danger in a broader policy in regard to 

the whites. The Governor's policy could but have one result, name-
• 

ly, a conflict over the suffrage question among the candidates 

for the next Legislature. 7 With some favoring an immediate remov-

al of restricti ons and some opposing it, two se ts of candi dates 

would be in the field, and this condi tion would assure a Democratic 

Victory. To avoid this, the whole question should be as far as 

5. Ibid, 8. 

6. At this time, the 15th Amendment had not been ratified by the 
necessary nUmber of states. But on March 3 0 , 1870 t he 3.1..1end
ment was declared a part of the Constitution, having been 
approved by 37 states. Switzler, Hi ~ tory of Missouri, 468. 

7. Democrat, Jan. 7, 1870. 



possible removed from th~ legislators, and submitted directly to a 

vote of the people. In short, the Radicals must make their decision 

be fore they entere d the contest and not after. 8 However, before 

attacking the problem, the ~egislature ratified once more the 15th . 

Amendment. 9 The leading Radical organ announced that at last, 

after fifteen years of fighting Missouri was really "free".lO 

For over two months the <iuestion of submi tting Constitutional 

amendments was before the Assembly. The leading newspapers and the 

foremost members of the Legislature were strongly in favor of this 

form of settling the suffrage ' issue. It was obvious, even to the 

most unrelenting, that the <iuestion must in some way be solved. ll 

There were three methods of enfranchising those barred from parti

cipation in governmental affairs. The Legislature could have 

called a Convention to revise and remodel the present Constitution. 

This would have been a very costly solution and it was strongly 
12 

opposed. In the second place, the Legislature might have ignored 

8. Ibid. 

9. Senate Journal, 1870, 35. Ayes 21, Noes 3. House Journal, 57, 
Ayes 86, Noes 34. The vote was strictly a party one. 

10. Democrat, Jan. 10, 1870. 

11. "Already we see in the press strong proof that the Radicals 
in different parts of the State believe that the time has come 
for a change in the <iuestion. Even the Union and the Patriot, 
the two most bitter have co~e to advocate the removal of dis
franchiserrent.And others also have changed." Democrat, 
Jan. 26, 1870. . 

12. st. Joseph Union, Jan. 26, 1870. In the Senate an attempt was 
made to call a Constitutional Convention, but the bill was in
defini te ly pos tponed. Senate . Journal, 1870, 97, 211. 



the issue completely, and followed out the sugeestions of McClurg. 

To adopt such a policy would have been very dangerous for party 
13 

harmony and success. ~inally, the Legislature mightsubmit an 

amendInent which, if adopted, would confer the suffrage on those 

disfranchised. This, it was argued, was by far the best and the 

safest. It would avoid discord in the Radical Party, and remove 

from local contests the danger of a spli t tic :,~et .14 The Ii berals 

were at all times quite positive that the next Legislature, no 

matter, what the Radicals might wish, would abolish the Test Oath. 

Upon this foundation, then they built up their platform that the 

Radical Party itself had better ta}:e the lead and abolish dis-

qualifications at t1}e :'November ele cti ons .15 And so, all through 

the early weeks of 1870, the question became more and more press-

ing on the legislators. Many who in 1869, had violently opposed 

a IQnient policy, now announced that they favored a complete removal 

of all restrictions. 16 Whether by COl1...9titutional amendmendment or 

13. "It is a fact," remarke d the Democrat, Jan. 28, 1870, "which 
admits of no dispute, that there is in the Republican Party 
a large element that has heretofore voted wi tb~' i1;, which is 
in favor of a removal . of all political disabilities from 
rebels, at the earliest possible moment. There is another, 
that even at the next sitting of the Legislature, will be 
opposed to placing the ballot in the hands of the disfran-
chise d. " . 

14. Democrat, Jan. 28, 1870. 

15. Democrat, Jan. 28, 1870. "If Republican candidates in favor 
of this acti on are not run by the party, the Democrats, with 
these Republicans in favor of this action, will nominate, and 
probably elect enough men to the Legislature to carry out 
the ir aim. I' 

16. Democrat, Feb. 1, 1870. 



by the vote of the Legislature, 1872 was the earliest time at which 

the change would be effective. Certain sections of the state 

where the Radicals were strongest, notably the Southwest and the 

Northwest, were forced to agree that the party must take some 

action. 17 In addition to the possib~e effects on the Radicals 

which the amendment might bring about, the situation in the Dem

ocratic Party was not neglected. The submission of an amendment 

which embodied both negro and "rebel" suffrage would force the 

Democrats into a very embarrassing position. They would either 

have to endorse negro sufferage or oppose the very thing for which 

they had been fighting ever since 1865. 18 By voting down the amend

ment they might be voluntarily disfranchising the~selves for another 

period of years. Thus, -both elements in the Radical Party spoke ver~ 

fa~orably of amendments to the Constitution which would remove the 

distressing and troublesome question. The liberals insisted it was 

the duty of their party to pursue a course consistent with their 

platform of 1868, the extremists saw that the political situation 

made imperative a change. Both groups regarded the question as 

one Which primarily concerned the Radical Party. 

The Radicals at Jefferson City, in the meantime, had not 

17. In addition to the Union and the Patriot, the Southeast Enter
prise, and the Carthage Banner realized the importance of the 
issue. 

Said the Enterprise: "And it is well known that a very 
considerable number of persons who have hereto£ore voted with 
the Radical Party are so. eager for universal suffernge that 
they would lay aside all party considerations to secure their 
aims.------A dangerous division is coming in the Radical Party." 
Quoted in the Democrat, Jan. 28, 1870. 

18. Democrat, Jan. 28, 1870. 



failed to heed the signs from their districts. Most of the leaders 

of the Legislature were advocates of the submiSSion of an amendment 

at the fall election which YJOuld give the suffrage at the same 

time to both black and white. 19 At a Radical caucus, held early 

in February. Orrick's resolution to submit an amendment which would 

enfranchise all classes, was passed 51 to 22.20 It was the cul

mination of the policy which Schurz had advocated years before, 

boasted the Democrat. V'Jhat the liberals desired was to ma:~e 

the sufferage question a party measure, and to secure for the 

Radical Party all possible credit for its solution. 

Before the Radicals could go further in their amendment plans, 

an event occurred which many believed would change the entire 

suffrage question. The Supreme Court announced its decision in 

the Blair v. Ridgely case. To the great surprise of the Radicals 

and the bitter disappointment of the Democrats, the Court declared 

constitutional the Test Oath for voters. 21 For months men of both 

parties in lfissouri had expected the Test Oath would be overthrown. 

19. "Most intelligent and influential members of the party have 
now become convinced that an amendment to the State Con8titu
tion to give the sufferage to both at once is the wisest course. 
Democrat, Jan. 26, 1870. Some of these leaders vrere Orrick, of 
st. Charles, Hayward, of Schuyler, Blodgett, of Johnson, Nalle, 
of Madison, and Mullings of Greene. 

20. Democrat, Feb. 4, 1870. There was evidently quite a strong 
opposi tion in the caucus to the resolution. Sen. Evans, of 
Barton County bitterly declared that he would never vote to 
abolish the Radical Party. 

21. The Court was equally divided on the case, 4 being of the 
opinion that the Oath was unconstitutional and 4 believing 
it constitutional. Thus, the decision of the Mi f:3 souri 
Supreme Court was upheld, Democrat, Feb. 1, 1870. 



Many Democrats had sneeringly said that the only reason the liber

als had advocated a removal of restrictions was because they felt 

sure the Court would not uphold the Oath. The decision was a 

hard blow to the Democrats. 22 They had relied too much upon the 

Court, but, in view of its past decisions on the Reconstruction 

cases, they were fully warranted in believing that the Judges would 

not grant the constitutionality of the Test Oath. There was only 

one other place to which the Democrats could turn. This was to 

the Radical Party itself, or, as later proved to be the case, to 

that wing of the Radicals which favored the immediate removal of 

all restrictions. ~bile it is not commonly regarded as especially 

important, the decision in the Blair case had a very significant 

bearing on the future course of both Democrats and libexals. 

The Radicals, at first, knew hardly how to take the decision. 

At Washington, it was the occasion for a jubilant meeting attended 

by the Misso uri delegation, and presided over by Ex. -Governor 

Fletcher. 23 'IVhen the news was announce d to the Legislature "a 

wave of applause swept over the assembly. t, Sober second thought, 

however, did not fail to see its significance. 24 In every group 

of P.adicals who gathered to discuss the decision~ it was held 

that the complete vindication of their principles had been given, 

22.· For a good summary of the Democratic view see, the states~n, 
Feb. 4, 1870. The st.Louis Democratic papers were verY-Oi~er 
in their criticism of the Court, which was denounced as being 
corrupt. Democrat, Feb. 3, 1870. 

23. Democrat, Feb. 1, 1870. 

24. "The political effect of this decision is too vast for even a 
suggestion---------- The opinion and decision will have a 
powerful, though it may be a secret,effect upon the opinion 
on the rebel sufferage question. It may change the plans of 
the party. ·' Ib ide 



while at the expense of the Democrats they indulged in a deal of 

laughter and sarcasm. 25 ::.Iany men were no doubt greatly astonished 

when the liberals declared their policy. Let the party which passed 

and enforced tie '.[lest Oath, said they, be also the party to gener

ously remove it. No matter what the Law has said concerning the 

Oath, the Radical Party should rise above the mere technical feat

ures of the situation, and voluntarily give the vote to their 

former enemies. 26 Those who maintained, before the decision was 

announced, that tie liberals' policy was actuated solely by polit

ical and selfish motives 7rere put to it to explain why they did not 

change their position, safe behind the bulwark of the Supreme Court. 

But thoughtful men could see that the liberal element was actually 

Sincere; that it r:reant what it said, and that it would be nilling, 

even anxious, to fight for vihat it believe. The liberals, on the 

other hand, were fully aware that the Democrats were greatly chagrin

ed by the deciSion. The foundation upon which they had built all 

their hopes, the unconstitutionality of the Test Oath, had been 

wrecked. No longer could the Democrats complain that the Radicals . 

owed their pmyer to illegal measures. 27 

At all events, the Legislature decided to continue their pro

gram as mapped out. In the Senate, on February 18, Senator Bruere, 

of st. Charle s, a liberal, introduce d the concurrent resolution 

submitting to the voters an amendment to the Constitution which 

25. Ibid. 

26. Ibid, Feb. 2, 1870. 

27. Democrat, Feb. 5, 1870. 



removed all disqualifications for voting on account of ,race, color, 

or previous condition of servitude, and on account of former acts 

of dis10ya1ity.28 Five days later, by a vote of 25 to 5, the 

resolution was adopted. The negative votes were cast by Radicals 

who refused to be bound by party discipline. 29 

In the House, the resolution had the active support 0 f Speaker 

Qrricl': . After a two weeks conSideration of the resolution, it was 

passed on March 11, in the same form as the Senate had submitted 

°t 30 ~ . 
After the resolution had passed the Senate and while it was 

under discussion in the House, senator Dra>e, in one of his famous 

letters, had made known his position on the subject. It differed 

froI:!. that which ei ther the liberals or McClurg had taken. 31 Drake 

admi tted that to Ie ave the question to the' Legislature of 1871 vlOuld 

be very dangerous, and declared that he favored the direct submission 

of an amendment to the voters. The time had arrived when it would 

be safe to do so. But, he added; to incorporate into the amendment 

both questions of negro and rebel sufirage would be fooolish and 

absurd, because the negro has already been enfranc,hised by the 15th 

---------------------------------~--

28. Senate Journal, 1870. 318. 
..-' 

29. Senator Clark and Evans of the southwest, and Filler and Shelton, 
of the central portion, ~d waters, of the southeast were those 
who voted no • "Five boltiera", said the Democrat, "who wish to 
rule or ruin the Radica.l J?arty." 

30. House Journal, 1870. 819-820. The final vote was 81 for and 
23 against, with 26 absent. The southwest was practically the 
only section whose opposition was steadfast. Democrat, March 
16, 1870. 

31. For the letter see the Democrat, Feb. 26, 1870. 



Amendment. Drake's letter and posi ti on were quic }:-ly condemned 

by the liberals. They bitterly resented his interference in state 

affairs, especially after they had already been decided. 32 His 

attempt to dominate Missouri questions was very irritating to his 

·o~m party, just as much so as the efforts of certain Congressmen 

to do likewise. 33 The latter had been writing letters which ad-

vised against any removal of restrictions, and any change in the 

tariff. 34 Neither the liberals nor the extremists were pleased 

by Drake 1 s course. The former were angry that he should attempt 

to dictate party policy, the latter disappointed at his mOderation. 55 

The liberals had shown very plainly that the vrould resist any inter-

ference from Senators and Congressme,n. 

The bitterness died away, however, with the news that both 

Houses of the Assembly had passed the resolutions. 36 The amendments 

if adopted, would make possible office holding and voting for the 

heretofore disfranchised classes. 37 The Radical Party, exclaimed 

the Democrat, had ta}::en a definite step forward. It had rejected 

32. Ibid. 

33. Ibid. 

34. Ibid. March 2, 1870. These were the men, said the Democrat, 
who put McClurg in 0 ffi ce and trie d to elect Loan to the 
Senate. "The state is getting tired of them." 

35. Ibid, March 4, 1870. 

36. In addition to the above amendments, there was another which 
abolished the Test Oath for jurors, and three others which con
cerned the district courts, double liability for stockholders 
and education. 

37. The voting and office holding provisions had been separated 
into two amendments, making a total of six. 



both I~cClurg's and Drake's plans, in fact, had not even consider-

ed them. The end of the memorable struggle to submit both issues 

at the same time, a struggle which had its beginning in 1866 at the 

Planters' House meeting, had ended. 38 By the submission of the 

amendments, the Radi cals had fo rce d the Democrats into a very em

barassing position, had repudiated malignants like Senator Evans, 

and had ignored the wishes of the State administration and 0 f Dral=e. 39 

The Radicals displayed little interest in the Democratic atti

tude toward the amendments. They even intimated that they would 

pre fer that the neasure di d not recei ve any support from the Demo-

crats. 40 During the discussioh of the amendment the DeLlocratic 

pre"ss had been somewhat divided on the question. The ci ty paps rs 

were somewhat undecided; those of tte country were practically un-

animous in opposing it; while many found it best to maintain "elo-

quent silence. ,,41 Some could see no reason for presenting an 

amendment vmich involved negro suf.frag~, " a question already settled 

by the 15th Amendment, while others were suspicious of the motives 

42 whi ch lay behind the Radical program. 

38. Democrat, l.Ia.rch 4,1870. 

The De mo cra ts we re far 

39. Democrat, March 14, 1870. It is hard to see why the liberals 
were so insistent upon the question of a negro sufferar,e 
amendment with the 15th Amendment in force. They claimed 
that it was ridiculous to leave the Constitution the word 
"white", and that to remove it was only an act of jU2tice. 
Ibid March 16, 1870. 

40. Ibid, Feb. 21, 1870. 

41. Ibid, The Republican was violently opposed to the form of the 
amendment, whiCh combined negro and rebel sufferaP:'9. 

42. Ibid, Feb. 22, 1870, gives the Der:locratic view. 



more interested in securing amendments to iihe stringent Registry 

Act. Led by Rep. Caldwell, o,f Pike, a Democrat, several attempts 

were made to so alter the law that the registrars would be deprived 

of a good deal of their arbitrary power. 43 For several weeks the 

Democrats were quite hopeful that the law woul d rna terially change d, 

but the pressure of party expediency once more forced the Radical 

caucus to declare that only certain changes could be made effect-
. 44 l.ve. The "certain changes" included two provisions; first, 

that the pay of the superintendents be raised, and second that no 

official in any way connected with registration cou~d become a can

didate for office. 45 

Two days later, the 25th General Assembly adjourned. Its 

work was regarded very favorably by the liberal e1enent, while the 

silence of the border counties was generally supposed to indicate 

their approbation. 46 

As previously pOinted out, the Radical program had placed 

the Democrats in a very awkward predicament. The members of the 

Assembly were the first to see that the very ground upon which they 

had stood for five years was being cut away. Both factions of the 

Radical Party did not lose an opportunity to predict that the days 

43. The registrars were to be prohibited from refusing to enter a 
man's name on the list because of any reason which they them
se 1 ve s might give. statesman, March 11, 1870. 

44. Statesman, March 25, 1870. 

45. See Laws of Missouri, 1870, 112. 

46.- Democre.t, March 28, 1870. 



of the Democracy were over. 47 I~ the absence of any better plan, 

the Demo crats in the Legislature, few and far between, decided to 

meet in caucus to discu f:: s the ir party's future. The meeting had 

been earl;>r rumored and commented upon by the Radicals, but it 'llaS 

pos tponed until after the Democratic gathering in st. Louis on 

February 22. 48 This meeting had been a very spiritles s affair. 

Presided over by a member of the state Central Committee, only three 

of whom ..-;ere present, it contented itself wi th the passage of sev-

eral very non-committal resolutions, none of v/hich in gny way re-
49 ferred to the future course which the party should adopt. Not 

any of the old leaders were present; the meeting being forced to 

adjourn without hearing from General Blair. 

Accordingly, the \vee]; before the Legislature adjourned its 

De~ocratic members rret at Schmit's Eotel, and adopted the follo''''-

ing resolution: 

"','mereas, It is understood thC'.t the Democratic state Central 

CO ~~Jr.i ttee desire an e}:pres8ion of opinion from the Democratic mem-

bers of the 25th General Assembly of this state, as to our policy 

of calling a De mo cratic Conve ntion; there fore be it 

Resolved, That in our opinion it is inexpedient to call a 

47. Denlocrat., March 19, 1870. Once the amendments were adopted, 
the only cohesive element ,,"{hich had held toget1:er the party, 
the Te s t Oath, would be gone, and. the Democracy ITould be badly 
:~ pli t up. 

48. Denocrat, Feb. 7, 1870. 

49. Ibid, :}eb. 2::; , 1870 . 



Democratic sta.te Convention, or to nor:1inate candidates for state 

offices at the ensuLn2' l;oveLlo ,~r election.,,50 

The old 'iTilig section of the Democratic Party waG at first some-

what dis,mayed by the policy which the legislators had advocated. 

They re fuse d to de clare themsel ve s for or agains t the re solution, 

but concluded that "future developments"would decide their course. 51 

In many ways, the abandonment of the Democratic organization smack-

ed of a temporary surrender to the enemy, who already in power in 

the state, \70uld now consider themselves absolutely supreme. 52 It 

is significant that the Democrats were urged to put a candidate in 

the field in every Congressional district, and for the Legislature. 

To do this, of course, the party must remain united and intact. 53 

In st. Louis, there was considerable discu:~ sion on the subject. 

The Times, the staunchest Democratic organ of the city, declared 

that no steps should be taken without the sanction of a state 

Convention. 54 ','my, said some, should we go ove r to the Radicals 

when it is aprarent that the Radicals are about ready to come to 

us. 55 The Democrats, in truth, were in danger of splitting over 

50. Switzler, History of Missouri, 470. 

51. statesman, March 25, 1870 gives a good account of the ~7hig 
atti tude. 

52. Ibid, Col. Switz1er contemplated a much more liberal regiS
tration than formerly, and said that the election of 1870 
would be the last one in which the Test Oath would be effective 

53. Ibid. "This organization we ought to perfect even if not 
supported by a state ticket. ' f 

54. statesman, April 22, 1870. Congressman M:cCormich was opposed 
to the plan of the Legislative plan. 

55. Ibid. 



the Question of nominating a state ticket. 'While there were evi-

dences that the Radicals mi ght brea}: over the amendments, it was 

not wise for the Democracy to count too strongly on thi s event. 

Early in Hay, the state Central Commi ttee met in st. Louis 

t 3 decide whether they should recomrl1.end a state Convention. The 

meeting was discouraging. Only two members were present, five more 

56 had sent proxie s . The two unanimously agreed that it would be 

unwise to call a state Convention. The committee did not even pre-
57 sent any resolutions to their party, but promis ed a later addres s . 

But there was no unanimity of opinion among the Democrats. A few 

advocated a Convention and a complete tic ]~t, others denounced such 

a program. 59 The P.epublican, which liked to consider itself as the 

guide of the Mi s souri De mocrary, was in favor 0 f the plan for re

moval of disqualifications which Governor HcClurg had recommended, 

namely, to let the Le gislature of 1871 solve the problem. To the 

liberals, t h is advocacy was positive proof that the ugly rumors of 

a"deal ll between the Democrats and I.IcClurg were true. 59 De feat the 

amendments , urged certain Democrats, but carry the Legis lature, 

where the disabilities will be removed and the obnoxious registry 

56 . Democrat, Hay 10, 1870. 

57. Ibid, May 10, 1870. 
statesman, }!!ay 25, 1870. 

58. The Times wished the party to put a full tic J;:et in the race, 
while the Republican did not. 

59. Democrat, :.:ray 19, 1870. It was said tha t the Governor had, 
in return for Democratic support for his renomination, Signed 
the bill locating the Agricultural College at Columbia, al
though he was bitterly oppos ed to plaCing it there. 



60 
law stricken from the statutes. From Saline County came reports 

that the Democracy there, realizing the hopel~ssness of a Democrat

ic victory, had declared for a policy of passive resistence. Any 

candidate who favored the enfranchisement of all the whi te male 

citizens of Missouri was perfectly acceptable to them. 61 

In their a.n.xiety tre Democrats turned for advice to their 

leaders. Mr. Phelps very fran..1dy made lmown his position. He 

strongly urged that the Democrats nominate no state ticket, but 

support the candidates whom they thought would best serve their 

interests. Should the Democrats endeavor to maintain a separate 

organization, the Radicals would quickly make party harmony a feat-

ure of their campaign, mJuld abandon everything to de feat the Dem-

ocrats, and the ame..ndments as well. 62 There is, said Mr. Phelps, 

a large portion of the Radicals who favor universal Buffe r age , and 

while he did not explicitly state that the Democracy had best join 

this group, the inference is clear. 63 

His final plea was to support no man who did not favor an 

immediate reviaion of the tariff. A week later appeared the long 

expected Address of the Central Committee. This able document 

showed only too plainly that even the thorough going politicians 

of the Democratic Party realized how hopeless for them the 

60. Democrat, July 1, 1870. 

61. statesman, July 18, 1870. This policy was commonly spol:-en of 
as the "possum policy1T. 

62. For the full text of this letter see, statesman, August 12,1870 

63. "The Radical Party in this state, and in other states, is un
dergoing a process of disintegration. Nothing but the spoils 
of office have held the party together to this date." Ibid. 



64 
situation was. In 1868, with a good organization, much inter-

est, and splendid speakers, their defeat had been overwhelming. 

Since that year the Radicals had been made their grip on state 

affairs the more firm, aided by the 15th Amendment and th3 Supreme 

Court. 65 The refusal of the Legislature to · in any vlay amend the 

Registry Act, and the attitude of the Governor in reappointing sev

eral of the Superintendents who had proved so unpopular, indicated 

very plainly that 1870 would see a Democratic defeat, even more 

disastrous than that in 1868. The Committee did not advocate an 

alliance of the Democracy wi th ei ther branch of the Republican 

Party. 66 The best plan would be for the Democrats to pursue the 

course which the Legislative caucus had suggested. Let each Demo

crat vote for the man who is pledged to an immediate abrogation 

of the Test Oath and a complete revision of the hated Registry Act. 

The strong statement convinced many of its wisdom and fairness in 

analyzing conditions. Some who had been doubtful now announced 

that they favored a "watchful waiting" policy.67 The rest resolved 

to wait until the Republican Convention met. Then it would be 

possible to see just how deep was the much heralded division in 

Radical ranks. 

The Radicals had been following with cynical interest the 

.-
64. Statesman, August 19, 1870, contains this address. 

65. The bases of Radical supremacy lay in, Test Oath, Registry 
Act, and the 15th Amendment. 

66. Ibid. 

67. Ibid, August 19, 1870. 



th~ discuss ion in the Democratic Party. They consistently main

tained that certain leaders and several po\verfll~wspapers would 

oppose the amendments and endeavor to force into the foreground 

the legislative campaign. 68 The truth is, a removal of the suff

rage i s sue would kill the Democratic Party, because its only 

reason for existing would be removed. But it is significant that 

despite the plans of the Democratic leaders, the ranl':: and file did 

not share their views. No party scheme to them was more important 

than the immediate abrogation of the Test Oath. 69 The Radicals 

confiden tly asserted that a "great many" De r[~ocrats, no matter what 

the leaders said, would vote for the amendments. Do no t be de

ceived' warned the liberal organ, by "the fact that·the Democrats 

will not nominate a separate ticket. They hoped by this policy 

to force the Radicals to blunder by splitting over the amendment 

question \mile the democracy stood ready to rush in and snatch 

the spoils of victory.70 

Thus on the eve of the Republican Convention, the Democrats 

had decided that it would be un'wise for them to name a state tick-

et. The majority, although . it cannot be proved, seemed inclined, 

despite the schemes of the leaders, to support the amendments, 

rather than prolong the issue until 1871. In the local and leg-

islative contests no plans had as yet been formulated. 

The five months from the adjournment of the Legislature until 

68. Democrat, July 7, 1870. 

69. Ibid, July 11, 1870. 

70. Ibid., August 15, 1870. 



the Republican state Convention witnessed the widening of the breach 

in the Radical Party. When the Legislature had adjourned late in 

March, it appeared as if the party was once more united and harm-

onious. Under the pres8ure of newspapers and public oplnion, the 

majority had passed the resolutions submitting to the state the 

Constitutional amendments. Every manifestation of discontent had 
, 

been sharply rebuked. The liberal program had been easily passed; 

the suggestions of Drru:e and McClurg ignored. Even the border 

counties had declared in favor of the early removal o,f disabilities, 

while the ci ties of the state seemed almost unanimously in favor of 

the new policies. The liberal element could vrell boast that the a-

doption of its plans would hring to Mi s souri that permanent peace 

and prosperity about whi ch men had dreamed since the close of the 

Ci viI War. 
-But the harmony was only on the surface. Under the stress of 

party loyalty the Radicals had passed measures which many deemed un

wise. From May unti 1 September, when the final break came, the 

.discussion raeed. There v~re at least three and possibly four, 

elements, into which the Radicals were divided on the question of 

making imme diate enfranchise men t and the adoption of the amendments 

a party issue. First signs of opposition to this policy came from 

the Federal and state officeholders, who, it was clairre d, had met 

in st. Louis to formulate a plan for de feating the am1lndmen t s • 71 

Such a course as this, warned the liberals, would result in dang

erous division and defeat for the party.72 Another element 

71. Democrat, May 10, 1870. It was said these men had enlisted 
Senator Dra"-e in their cause. 

72. Ibid, Uay 12, 1870. "We do not wish to brea~: up the party, 
It is a caution, not a threat." 



maintained that tbe p arty should remain neutral on the suffrage ; 

question. 17hy, naively said they, should ~ destroy our party 

harmony and our chances of victory by a useless discuss ion about 

such issues as the new amendments and the - Tariff? 73 But this 

policy could naver have been followed to a successful ending . It 

was impo s sible to keep the question out of the party counsels, in 

fact, hardly a political conference was held at which it did not 

pre dominate. 74 The issue had passed the stage where it could 

be chec-'ed by state officials and politicians. A neutral attitude 

had become manifestly impossible. The wish of the "neutrals" was 

father to their mos t illogical reas oning. The liberal e lament 

would not for a moment have consented to stifle the franchise 

question. To have done so would have been not only a rank re

pudiation of what the liberals believed their party had promised, 

but very poor politics as well. 

It was, indeed easier to deal wi th another group, less evasive, 

if more frank. This included those who did not hesitate to openly 

oppose the amendments. 75 Many who held this opinion contended 

that they were no t ye t sure whether it would be safe to abandon 

the policies which had proved in the past so successful, or in 

73. The chief advocates of neutrality were the Kansas City 
Bulletin and the Hannibal Courier. 

74. Democrat, June 16, 1870. 

75. This opposition seems to have had its origin in Southwestern 
Missouri. It was led by the Springfield Patriot. The 
Lebannon Chronicle took the same stand. 



other words, had as sured Radical supremacy. At best, they said 

the amendments were an uncertain proposition, adding that very 

probably the majori ty of the Radicals in Mi ssouri were of the same 
76 opinion as they. Wi ththis group. the liberals were very 

impatient. They dropped. for the moment, their conciliatory 

tone and arguments, and spoke out. in no uncertain tone. 77 

Finally, there were . the liberals, who demanded that the "ques

tion of the adoption of the amendments be made a party issue. They 

believe that the Radical Party was definitely committed to a policy 

which favored the immediate removal of all restrictions for voting 

and for office holding. The spokesman of this element was the· 

Democrat, beyond doubt the strongest Radical paper in Missouri. All 

through the summer of 1870, its editor, Col. Grosvenor, endeavored 

by argument,by persuasion, and even by threat to commit his party 

to the liberal program. Nor was he unaided in the contest. The 

pre-convention campaign marked the reappearance in politics of B. 

GratzBrown, who, Since 1867, had been in retirement, whether vol

untarilyor forced it matters little. What perhaps might be called 

the keynote speech of the campaign was delivered by ex-Senator 

Brown on June 1. It was largely a discussion of the proposed 
78 

amendments, whose adoption he strongly urged. The time had come 

to take up the newer problems, to abolish forever that "disgraceful 

text", the Test Oath. On the platform upon which Brown has placed 

76. Democrat, June 22, 1870. 

77. "We are weary of reasoning wi. th such men; who know the truth 
perfectly well; who see the danger close before us; yet are 
willing to lead the party on to ruin." Ibid. 

78. This speech was delivered in st. Louis. For the text see 
the Democrat, June 1, 1870. 



himself, said the liberals, are to be found a majority of the last 

Legislature, Carl Schurz, seven of' Miss ouri' s nine Congressmen, and 

a strong array of newspapers. 79 Ex-Governor Fletcher, who after 

his stormy four years in Missouri, had moved to Washington, de

clared that he was strongly in favor of the ' amendments. 80 

More than ought else, the liberals oppose d Ie aving the fran

chi se question as an issue of the Legislative campaign. Time after 

time the utter folly of such a course Vias the theme of numerous 

edi torials in the liberal press. 81 There could be one result to 

such a policy, a split in the Radical Party, and the triumph of 

the Democracy. The liberals had recognized what the extremists 

had failed utterly to notice; that there was to the franchise issue 

two feature~,the political and the non-political. The liberals 

emphasized the latter, the extremists the former. In a non-politic

al way, disfranchisement reached every corner of the State, and, 

in a measure, was even more irritating than was the political. In 

Missouri, ",mere both North and South had claimed so many sympathiz

ers during the war, it was but natural that after the struggle 

differences of opinion and bitter feeling should for a while pre

dominate, even in familie~ •. By 1870, hov/ever, this bitterness had 

largely worn away, and war measures, of which the Test Oath was a 

splendid example, were becoming decidely unpopular. Disfranchisem

ent had even worked its way into family life. Many who in 1870 

----------------------------------------

79. Ibid, June 2, 1870 . 

80. Ibid, July 2, 1870. 

81. For a typical example, 'see the Democrat, June I, 1870. 



were law abiding citizens, were prohibited from a voice in public 

affairs because of mi staken zeal in behalf of the lost cause. 

others had relations by marriage who m an obsolete law for ce d into 

the political bac~ground. In the Churche s, on commi "tte es and 

vestries, as well as in worship, men met on every basis of equality 

but political. The field of private and public business was ser-

iously interfered \tith by the disfranchisement law, which hindered 

economic development and progress • Even the secret societies of 

. the state, where the closest personal ties were found, could not 

be satisfied as long as the pall of inequality hung over their 

8" rolls. ~ There could be no lasting peace in Missouri until this 

issue was removed permanently from the field of political and 

civil life. 

The Liberals, then, did not wish to break up their party.83 

They desired rather to commit the Radicals to the policy which they 

considered essential to further party success and advancement. 

AI thoug h the extremists see me d loath to accept the accomplishe d facts 

the liberals saw that )che amendments could be carried in two wa~, 

by the Radical Party, as Such, or by a division in the party.84 

Several weeks before the Convention met, it looked as if the 

liberal e lem:Jnt VJas going to carry wi th it the rest of the party. 

Rumors predicted that Governor McClurg, anxious for officeywas short

ly to announce tr~t he favored the amendments. 85 The Jefferson City 

82. Democrat, July I, 1870. 

83. 1'TJe are endeavoring to the best of our ability to prevent 
a disorganization of the Radical Party. Neutrali ty will 
break the party more surely than anything else." Ibid, 
July 13, 1870. 

84. Ibid. 

85. Ibid, July 23, 1870. 



Times, long regarded as the personal organ of McClurg and Dral::e, 

which had bitterly opposed the amendments, declared in favor of 

their adoption. To the liberals and the Democrats this was an in

dication that the "old guard" realized the inevitable. 86 Some 

said that even Senator Dra>e would take the stump in advocacy of 

the liberal program. The liberal press more cheerful in tone, 

.sweepingly asserted that the Convention would see a complete unan

imity of opinion among the Radical leaders and masses. 87 

Despite the confidence of the liberals, thoughtful observers 

could not fail to notice that the party organization was still under 

the control of the extremists. The frien~s of Mr. McClurg, who 

were also the bitter opponents of the enfranchisement amendments, 

cow;i.anded a majority of the State Central Committee. Through almost 

every scheme known to practical politicians this committee made 

desperate efforts to swing the State and local organization to Mc

Clurg. The first of these efforts was seen in their plan for the 

basis of representation at the State Convention. Under ordinary 

conditions, t he number of votes cast at the preceding election is 

the bas is of repre sentati on for delegates. The commi ttee, however, 

at its n~eting at st. Louis in June, determined to include in the 

number of voters in the state about 15,000 colored men, who had never 

cast a vote. It was ta' en for granted that every negro would vote 

the Radical ticket. The conuni ttee made no allowance for any in-

crease in the whi te vote since l8c,8, the delegates being apportioned 

86. Ibid, July 26. 1870. "The Radical masses are deserting the 
st~~dards of C. D. Drake and are taking higher and more liber
al ground." . Statesman, August 12, 1870. 

87. "The tide sets powerfully toward the triumph of liberal 
measures and men. If Democrat, August I, 1870. 



according to the number of votes cast in that year for Grant. Nor 

was this all. The co lored citizens were not added to the aggre-

gate number of voters in each county, but were given a separate 

representation and basis of apportionment. 8S As finally arranged 

for every 150 white voters there was one delegate, any fraction 

over 50 being considered equivalent to an additional delegate. For 

the negroes, however, an entirely different arrangement was made. 

While 150 was used as the basis, the Commi ttee decreed that there 

should also be an additional delegate for every fraction, no matter 

how small, below that number. 89 

The result was that, considering the state as a whole, every 

140 white voters were represented by a delegate, while every 90 

negroes, who had never before voted, were likewise represented. 90 

The 50 largest counties of the state had 360 delegates, while the 

50 smallest had 420, over 60 more. 91 The result of the Committee's' 

88. Schurz, Writings, II. 13-15 • . The Democrat said: "The objeot 
of this manouvre is plain. It is on purpose to give at least 
one hundred additional votes in the Convention to counties 
where there were very few Radical voters in 1868, and which, 
it was supposed, could be carried by the faction that is 
attempting to defeat the amendments and force protective 
candidates on the Convention----one hundred delegates to 
overpower the majority who favor the anendments. Negroes 
will really rule the party." 

89, Democrat, August 3, 1870. 

90. Thus, the Convention would have 605 delegates who represented 
the 85,000 votes cast for Grant, and 180 delegates Who rep
resented 15,000 colored men. "The Coromi ttee, therefore, 
deliberately and intentionally decided that 90 colored men 
who never voted should count as much in the Convention as 
140 who vo ted for Grant." Democrat, August 4, 1870. 

91. For example, Texas County with 202 Yw'hites and 8 blacks 
would have 3 delegates, which is equal to 450 in a large 
county or in st. Louis, Ibid. 



action would be that the border counties, aided by the negro dele-

gates, could control the Convention. The liberals early recognized 

this, but their bitter complaints made little impression on the 

politicians who controlled the party machinery.92 The gre at part 

of liberal strength lay in st. Louis and the more populous counties 

of the state. Negro agitators were sent allover the s tate, in 

an attempt to enlist the ignorant and unsuspecting on the side 

which opposed the anendments. 93 

Not content wi th tb3ir plan to control the state Convention, 

the Commi ttee attempted to dictate to and interfere with the choice 

~f the district and Congressional Committees. Through Chairman 

Fox, an edict was issued which instructed the local and county 

Radical organization to meet and choose their committees two months 

before the state and Congressional Conventions. 94 Such a poli cy 

was unheard of in party organization. The committees are never 

apPOinted ~~til after the candidates have been nominated and the 

platforms adopted. What if the candidate and committee, asked 

the liberals, are not agreed upon policy? A split could very 

easily result. But the State manipulatbrs went further. They 

said that any committees, candidates, or delegates by any other 
95 plan selected would not be recognized as "regular". But Fox 

had oversteppe d the bounds. From both liberal and illiberal came 

92. Ibid. August 4, 1870. The committee was dominated by E. W. 
Fox, the chairman, and George Hilton. 

93. Schurz, ~ritings, II. 14. They were uniformily suocessful 
in their eff orts. 

94. Democrat, June 17, 1870. 

95. Ibid. Of course, a Convention is always the judge of its own 
members. 



bitter protests of the attempted dictation of the Central Committee 

in local affairs. Every class regarded with suspicion the edict 

of the Central Committee, Sa~ in it merely an effort to secure 

control of the local machinery.96 And the state Committee was 

uniformily unsuccessful in its plan. The county meetings were 

not held until after the State Convention, at which time the 

party was hopelessly split. 

Before the bi tter feeling which the state Central Committee 

had stirred up could subside, the first break had come among the 

Radicals. The Congressional Convention of the Fourth District had 

split asunder into two wings over the resolutions adopted on the 

amendment issue. Upon the adoption of the non-committal set of 

resolutions, Col. J. J. Gravelly had led from the Convention Hall 
97 

a large liberal element. These men later met, and, after de-

claring that they would support no candidate who did not favor the 

amendments and a low tariff, decided to hold later a Convention 

of their own. It appeared that in many local districts the petty 

politicians and county leaders opposed the amendments, probably 

because they feared a loss of power should the Democrats be ad-

mitted to the franchise. The men, however, controlled the party 

machinerY and thus were able to dominate meetings by packing the 

Halls and manipulating their cohorts, so that the will of the 

majority was stifled. 98 But the IlBSses are not to be bound down 

96. For the views of both elenents see the Democrat, June 17, 1870. 

97. This district comprised Southwestern 1lissouri. The extremists 
did not go on record as opposing the amendments, they merely 
refused to take a positive stand. Democrat, Aug. 1, 1870. 

98. Ibid, August 5. 1870. 



in such a manner, declared the liberals. 99 The month 0 f August 

when the co unty meetings were held to sel.e ct delegates to Jeffer

son City and to declare tmir principles, wi tnessed the utmost 

confusion. Some counties favored the a.m:Indments and certain can-

didates, others opposed them, and still others tried to dodge the 

issue by remaining non-committal. It is impossible to tell the 

exact number of delegates who were definitely committed to any 

platform. The liberals, two weeks before the Convention, claimed 

that three fourths of the deleg.ates favored the'ir policy, but this 

estL:ate proved to be too high. lOO The sentiment of the majority 

of the Radicals was no doubt opposed to a definite break. The 

county meetings much preferred to evade the issue if pOSSible, and 

leave to the councils: of the Convention the difficult task of 

smoothing away almost hopeless disagreements. 

It was but natural that during the months before the Conven

tion, the question of candidates for the office of governor should 

be thoroughly discussed. Gov. McClurg, it was generally expected 

would be a strong candidate for renomination. His strength lay in 

what he had not done rather than what he had done. He had, too, 

the advantage of all the forces of party machinery and the influence 

of the administration to aid him. To the liberals, however, the 

c~11didacy of McClurg was extremely distasteful. His career as 

99. Saline, 1.Iacon, PettiS, Carroll and Ray declared in favor 
of the immediate adoption of the am4ndments. Lafayette, 
Holt, Gentry, and Grundy, did not commit themselves. Ibid. 
August 18, and 23, 1870. 

100. Ibid, August 17, 1870. 



Governor had been to them very unsatisfactory; he was not the man 

to lead his party aright according to the new ideas. 10l The 

selection of a candidate upon whom the liberals could concentrate 

was no easy matter. Most of the state and Congressional leaders 

were out of the question. Not only was the great majority of these 

men out of sympathy with the liberal movement-., they represented 

at best but a. narrow constituency, and rerein no sense real lead-

ers. And so, in casting about for a candidate the eyes of the 

liberals fell, perhaps by chance, perhaps by the suggesti.on of 

Gol. Grosvenor, upon!Tthat oldest and original Radi cal !I , Mr. Benjamin 

Gratz Brown. 

The launching of Brovvn's campaign was the result of several 
. 

months of careful preparation, in rlhich his career was reviewed 

from 1852, when, asa free soiler, he ha·d entered the Missouri 

legislature, until 1867, when Drake's hostility had driven him from 

Missouri politics. 102 Hr. Brown, in truth, made an excellent 

martyr. According to the liberal view, he had retire d from the 

active field of affairs, broken in health, a victim of Dra..1.:;:e, and 

misjudged by his own party.103 While Brown's name was not once 

mentioned in any specific office, he was implored to once more come 

to the "front rank" of his party. This suggestion met with the 

cordial response among the country pres~.~ .104 Thus encouraged 

·101. "The sele ction of a man like Gov. McClurg would be absurd 
because he is not competent to advocate the liberal policy 
and could only mal::e it ridiculous." Democrat, April 13, 1870. 

102. Democrat, June 15, 1870. 

103. Ibid. 

104. · Savannah New Era, £hillicothe Journal, west Times, and the 
st. Joseph Herald were enthusiastic about Brown. 



the Democrat, late in June, announced that the liberals were 

solidly behind Brown for Governor. The weak, narrow, and vac-

cillating McClurg had proved to be a decided failure, and had 

no chance whatever of reelection.105 The other candidates v.ere 

passed over with scant consideration, R. T. Van Horn, the po_pular 

Congressman, had numerous admirers, but he was not very popular 

among the liberals. -Lieut.-Gov. E. O. Stanard might possibly 

make a good compromise candidate, but at best he could arouselittle 

enthusiasm. l06 

The only two objections which could be urged agains t Brown were, 

first, he had alienated many by his position on universal sufferage, 

which he had first advocated in 1866, far in advance of his party; 

second, that he lived in st. Louis, which already dominated the 

state. l07 On the other hand, Brown had several important ele-

ments of strength. The solid German support was his; the influence 

of the liberals; the negroes favored him; and finally, he was less 
108 

unpopular than any other Radical with the Democrats. In fact, 

the Democratic attitude toward Brown was one which could not for 

a moment be ignored. If a split should come in the Radical Party 

their support was essential to liberal success. Brown's tolerant 

------------------------------------------------------------
105. Democrat, June 27, 1870. 

106. Ibid. 

107. Ibid, Just at this time, however, Brown moved to Iron County 
where he had acquired extensive mining interests. 

108. Ibid, July 7. 



view toward imrr.ediate enfranchisement was popular with the 

Democracy.l09 

All during the sumner his candidacy gathered strength, Each 

week saw more and more newspapers devoted to his cause. Even in 
110 

Jefferson Ci ty he had a strong advocate. Several county meet-

ings declared fOr him,and instructed their delegates to aid in 

the nomination .111 

Gov. McClurg drew mOl:?t of his strength from the border counties 

He maintained a discreet silence as to his position on the amendments 

and no one knew jus t what hi s ; os i ti on was .112 On the eve of· 

the Convention the liberals estiw~ted that Brown and McClurg each 

had the sa;l:e number of delegates .113 Thus a lively struggle was 

in anticipation. between the forces of the two men. Unfortunately 

for the Radicals, it failed to· materialize. 

As the day approache~ for the final test at Jefferson City, 

----------------------------------
109. Ibid, June 28. "Brown", said a Democratic paper, "is at least 

honest and a gentleman. 75000 Democratic votes would be cast 
for him on the platform of immediate enfranchisement." 

110. The Times ha.d firmly repudiated McClUrg, and come out for 
Brown, on the ground that he was the ablest Radical in the 
State. 

Ill. Notably, Macon, Jefferson, and st. Louis Counties, the latter 
with 130 delegates, Democrat, - July 8, 1870. . 

112. The Patriot and the Bethany Tribune were his strongest 
supporters. 

113. The estiwates were: 
Brown 300 
McClurg 300 
Stanard 100 
Van Horn IGO 
Benjamin 100 

Democrat, Augus t 27, 1870. 



the Radicals were divided into three groups. There vrere the lib-

erals, those who insiste d that the propose d Const i tu ti onal amendments 

be approved and recommended in the Radi cal platform. There was an 

element which favored neu.trality, some of vlhom actually favored 

the amendments but hesitated to make their adoption a party measure. l ] 

Finally, too gro up which bitterly oppose d any endorsement had its 

115 place. Well did the Democrat analyze the situation when it 

said: "The Question for the Convention is: Shall enfranchisement 

come by the Radical Party or in spite of it: Shall it come by the 

whole party moving forward manfully to keep its pledge, or after 

a wrangle in the local elections, and by Democratic votes? Unite 

the Convention for it, and we go through the campaign Victorious, 

carry the State, preserve local power, and maintain Radical rule 

with enfranchisement. Reject it in the Convention, and throw the 

contest in local elections, divide hopelessly tOOre, get beaten, 

lose the Legislature, see rebels enfranchised by Democratic votes, 

a.nd so get Democratic rule wi th enf'ranchisemeht and see a break 

up of the Radi cal Party. ,,116 

114. It was this element which the liberals regarded as more 
dangerous than those who actually opposed them. 

115. Democrat, August 29, 1870. 

11'6. Ibid. 



Chapter VII. 

The Jefferson C1 ty Convention 

and 

The Election of 1870. 



Chapter VII 

On the eve of the assembling of the state Convention, Jeffr.., 
. ~. ~ 

erson City was the scene of the wildest confusion. The cap~tol w~ 

crowded wi th delegates, office seekers of every description, .~~ .' 

well as the usual array which gather at all political meetings. 

The air was full of vague rumor~ of b 1~ rings and" de als" among 

candidates and factions. l Bogus delegatdons, double delegations, 

and representatives of comties with no delegation whatever bustled 

about, whispering their claims into the ears of all who would 
2 

listen. 

In every group which gathered to discuss party politics, diff

erences of opinion prevalled about the issues with which the Rad

icals were confronted. There were differences of a personal nature, 

between rival candidates and their supporters. The basis of rep

resentation was among many very unpopular; acres rather than men, 

it was claimed,being the real basis. But it was over the suffr , 

age question that the widest divergence appeared. All those who, 

for various reasons, opposed the approval of the amendments by 

official action of the Ra.dical Party, were supporters of McClurg. 

The rest were committed to Brown's oandidacy, and no man could 

accurately forecast the numerical strength of either candidate. 3 

senator Schurz and Ex-Governor Fletcher had come from Washington 

-----------------------------------
1. Democrat, August 31, 1870. 

2. Ibid, There were double delegations from St. Louis, Macon, 
Green, Cass, and Johnson Counties. 

3. Ibid. 



to be present at the Convention. 

On August 1, the Conventi on met in the Hall of the House of 

Representatives. The proceedings of the first day were, for the 

most part, of a formal character, and without any special signif

icance. The temporary chairman, Congressman Benjamin, in his 

opening addre ss, indicated the issue s be fore the party. These 

were, he said, the readjustment of the tariff, and the question of 

reenfranchisement of partiCipants in the rebellion. 4 The tone 

of liTr. Benjamin's speech was conciliatory and politic; he told the 

delegates what th3.y aJ.ready knew. Speaker Orric;: also tried to 

pour oil on the troubled waters. He depreciated any discord in 

Radical ranks, but failed to indicate how it could be successfully 

avoided. After a long argument, the Committee on Credentials was 

naIOOd. It consisted of one delegate from each Congressi onaJ. 

district. 5 

The second day of the Convention saw the fight was hotter. The 

morning session was largely spent in a discussion over the swstem 

of representation of-delegates. Twice did the Brown adherents 

attempt to force the Convention to change the representation scheme, 

and twice they failed and were outvoted. 6 The acrimonious debate 

concerning what the liberaJ.s believed to be an over-representation 

of the negroes and the border counties brought into the foreground 

4. In the election for temporary chairman, friction was avoided by 
allowing every set of contested delegates to vote. Thus, Jasp
er County, vdth 8 delegates, had 16 votes, Democrat, sept.1,1870 

5. Ibid. 

6. Schurz, Writings, II. 15. 



all the latent bitterness between town and country. The charge of 

the McClurg faction, that st. Louis and a few of the large counties 

were endeavoring to dominate the state brought forth from the lib

erals a vehement denial. 7 

While the delegates were impatiently awaiting the final report 

of the distracted Committee on Credentials, the Convention was 

thrown into great confusion by the resolutions of Delegate Hickox, 

of Pettis. These embodied two ideas; first, that the Convention 

pledge its support to the amendments, and second, that the apportion

Inent of delegates to the Convention be denounced as "fraudulent and 

atrocious. ,,8 During the uproar which followed Mr. Hickox's 

statements, Gov. Fletoher declared that the Convention would do well 

to adopt the resolutions,as the question which they involved must 

very soon be determined. 9 The McClurg element, however, kept the 

hall in such a 'commotion that it was impossible to put the question. 

Nor did the ~i berals seem particularly desirous of aotually ex

pressing themselves on the subject. ~~en order was restored, Hickox 

rather ungraciously oonsented to refer the matter to the Committee 

------------------------------------------

7. Democrat, September 2,1870. Daniel Jewett, of ~) t. Louis, was 
the floor leader of the McClurg forces, while Gen. McNiel led 
the Liberals. 

8. The resolutions in full are: Resolved, 
1. rhat we recognize the Constitutional amendments sub

mi tted by the Legislature, in regard to the sufferage, as em
bodying principles essential to the vitality of the Republican 
Party. And that we, as a Convention, are in favor of their 
adoption, and that ~ pIe dge to the heartfelt support of these 
resolutions our nominees. 

2. That we denounce as fraudulent and atrocious the action 
of the state Central Co~mittee, which established that the colore4 
man, \mo has never voted with us, is entitled to a larger rep
resentation that a Republican who is on record as voting for 
Grant." Democrat, sept. 2, 1870. 

9. Democrat, sept. 2, 1870. 



on Resolutions. lO The tone of t he speeches on the questi on show 

just how near the breaking point the situation was. It was not 

until the evening of the second day that the permanent chairman. 

lIr. Benjami n, was chosen. The meeting was forced to adjourn wi th-

out hearing from the Corruni ttee on Resolutions. The fe ature of the 

evening session was a wrangle among the negro delegates over the 
11 

amendments. 

The morning of the third day saw the Convention split complete

ly asunder. The Liberals had reached a position Where. although 

they might have been willing to agree to a compromise candidate. 

they would never have consented to abandon their platform. 12 The 

other faction evidently felt secure in their majority, and either 

did not believe that the liberals, if defeated, would bolt, or did 

not fear the result of their withdrawal. Be fore the Committee 

apl)eared, toore was a final effort to harmonize the factions. T:'1is 

was Rep. Harlin's motion which would force the nominee of the Con-
13 vention to stand on the platform as adopted. His·proposition. 

10. Ibid. ':!hile the Committee on Resolutions was in session. Sen. 
Henderson telegraphed to Brown: "The negroes of this State 
are free. white men ohly are now enslaved. The people look 
to you and your friends to deliver them from this wrong. Shall 
they look in vain?" To which Brown replied: "The confidence 
of the pe ople of this State shall not be disappointed. I will 
carry out this canvass to its ultimate consequence. so that no 
free man not convicted o..f crime. shall henceforth be deprived , 
of an equal voice in OUI' government." Statesman, sept. 16,1870. 

11. The McClurg forces had gaine d their influence over the negroes 
largely through the vigorous labors of J. 1;1. Turner. a negro 
politician of St. Louis. Ibid. 

12. Schurz, writings, II. 19. 

13. Democrat, September Z, 1870. 



however, was temporarily tabled, to allow to be read the long 

expected report of the Resolutions Committee. This committee 

had disagreed upon one essential issue; the franchise, and this 

necessitated two reports. 14 The majority report was submitted 

by Gen. Schurz, and the third section contained the liberal pro-

vision regarding the suffrage;. It was: "That the Re lJublican 

Party stands pledged to remove all disqualifications and restrict

ions imposed upon the late rebels in the same measure as the spir

it of disloyality may die out, and as may be consistent with the 

safety of the loyal people; that we consider the time to have come, 

and that we cordially endorse the action of the Legislature of 

Missouri in submitting to the qualified voters of the State the 

amendroonts removing all disqualifications from the disfranchised 
I 

people of :Missouri and conferring equal political rights and priv

eleges on all classes, and we earne stly recommend them to the 

people fOT their approval ~d adoption. IT 

The liberal position, then, as shown by this resolution, was 

that the Radical Party, as a party should go on record as favoring 

immediate enfranchisement, and pledging the members to redeem the 

promises made by the Republican Platform of 1868, both in State and 

in nation. 15 In behalf of the majority of his committee, Mr. 

Schurz further added that the time had arrived for the Radicals to 

14. With this exception, the two reports were identical. Schurz 
Writinp,s, II. 15. The tariff was not rrentioned in either 
report. Democrat, September Z, 1870. 

15. Schurz, Writings, II. 16. 



give to the disfranchised tho..c;e rights to which they had been 

fully entitled for over two years. 16 

The three gentlemen who made up the minority 0 f the COIID."i ttee, 

led by Col. Havens, the veteran editor of Southwest Missouri, 

thereupon submitted to the canvention their report. The resolu

tion which related to tm sufferage read: "That we are in favor 

of reenfranchising those justly disfranchised for participating in 

the late rebellion, as soon as it can be done wi th safety to the 

state; and that we concur in the propriety of the Legislature hav

ing submitted to the whole people of the State the question whether 

such ti~e has now arrived, upon which question we recognize the 

right of any member of the party to vote his honest conviction." 

The resoluti on, to a superficial observer, might appear in 

essentials to be the same as the one which the majority advocated. 

A close examination of its content, however, shows very plainly the 

difference between them. While not openly op~osing the amendments, 

the minority report evaded the issue by virtually repeating the 

promise of enfranchisement at sorns later time. The act of the 

legislature was approved, but the rarty was not called upon to con-

cur in such action. On the contrary, the individual voter was re-

quested to express his honest conviction on the amendments, the party 

standing aloof, in a neutral attitude. The old Shibboleth "safety 

to the State" was employed as a screen behind V"Ihich all those who 

16. Democrat, september 3, 1870, gives a brief synopsis of the pro
ceedings. 



were hostile to the enfranchisement at any ti~~ could hide. 17 

The minority report, in brief, maintained that vague attitude 

which many of the counties had held before the convention had met. lS 

To the liberals the declaration was neutral only in appearance, 

because the forces behind it were diametrically opposed to the 

proposed amendments, and later frankly admitted their hostility.19 

Col. Havens, in defending his views before the Convention 

denied absolutely that the time had come to enfranchise the former 

rebels. He insisted that thousands of Radicals allover the State 

as well as three fourths of the voters of his Congres sional dis-

trict were already pledged to vote against them. 20 In bitter 

terms, he spoke of the attempt of the majority to force their 
21 opinions on the delegates. 

When the two reports had been read, the Convention, after 

much disorder, agreed to allow twelve speakers five minutes each 

in Which to present the two aides of the questi on. For the lib

erals, Gen. Schurz spoke first; and so plainly in fact, that no 

man could mistake his meaning. His final sentences summed up the 

17. Schurz, Writings, II, 16-18. The minority members were T. E. 
Havens, editor of the Patriot, J. J. Haines, "and M. L. Harr
ington. Of Havens, Schur z said: "the bitterest and moo t open
ly avowed opponent of the enfranchising amendment." 

18. See Chapter VI. 

19. Writings, II. 17-18. 

20. Ibid. See also Democrat, September 3, 1870. 

21. Ibid, Septe ;;lber 5, 1870. 



liberal attitude, and must have convinced friend and foe alike of 

his sincerity. "We are resolved", said he, "and I think I may 

declare it in the name of a considerable portion of this convention, 

we are resolved to maintain the plighted faith of the Republican 

Party. We are resolved to have that which is declared in this plat-

form, and nothing less. ~e are resolved not to equivocate about it. 

Upon this question as honest men and faithful Republicans we cannot 

yield. I therefore declare in my own name, and in the name of my 

friend.s ,that this is our platform. Bome such platform will go 

before the people of this state at the next election, and a candi

date will go before the people for their sufferage who does not by 

hi s knovm opinions, by his associati ons, and by his re cord, give the 

lie to what is declared in the platform upon which he is nominated~22 
'S c.h,u. y;z. 

The speakers who followed ~chwart:added little to the opinions 

and beliefs alre ady expressed. The leader 0 f McClurg's forces, 

Jewett, openly defied Schurz to bolt and leave t:re Radical organiza

tion, while others inSinuated that "rebel" sufferage" was to Schurz 

a new idea, by which he hoped to advance his own interests. 23 With 

ill concealed impatience, the de legates listene d to the speal'::ers, 

and demanded a vote, which was finally taken. The motion to accept 

the first minority report was adopted. 24 As soon as the result 

was announced, Gen. McNeil arose and said: I desire to say to the 

friends of the majority as reported by the committee of liberal 

22. Democrat, Septe mber 5, 1870. "! thought," said Schurz, later, 
"it due even our opponents that I should let them know what 
the consequences would be if they perSisted in the inquity." 
'.7riting'8, II. 21. 

23. Democrat, September 5, 1870. 

24. The final vote was 439 2/3 to 342 5/6. Democrat, September 3, 
1870. Swi tzler, History of i.!issouri I 471, 8'i ves the figures 
as 349 to 342. 



Republicans, and to the friends of enfranchisem9nt of the white 

man that they will wi thdraw from this Conven tion to the Senate . 

Chamber. ,,25 Whereupon, between 250 and 300 delegates left the 

Convention Hall, amid a turmoil probably unparalleled in ]fissouri 

politics. 

The rocks upon which the party had finally split was the en

franchisementquestion. It is erroneous -to hold that all the ex

tremists were opposed to perpetual enfranchisement. · The liberals, 

it is true, insisted that the leaders of this group were actually 

opposed to enfranchisement at any time. 26 This may be correct 

but there was in lfissouri a large element which was very loath 

to remove the restrictions; men, for example, like Senator Dral:e, 

honest but narrow, Sincere, but vindictive. It was fortunate for 

the manipulators that they were able to se cure the support of the 

element, for Whom Dra~e spoke. 

The Liberals had reached the conclusion that further com-

promise was impossible. It was apparent to the majority members 

of the Resolut ions Committee that the minority could not be con

vinced by either facts or argument, and were pledged to support 

not certain principle s, but certain men,27 In the. view of the 

liberals,their action in leaving the Convention in such a dramatic 

manner was in no way a "bolt", but a protest by the staunch and 

true Radicals against a machine controlled faction. 28 

---------------------------------
25. Democrat, September 3, 1870. 

26. Schurz, writingS, II, 17-18. 

27. Democrat, September 3, 1870. 

28. Ibid. 



Immediately upon leaving the Convention Hall, the liberals 

me t in the Senate Chamber, and e le cted as temporary chairman, 

Gen. McNeil. Upon reassembling in the afternoon, the liberal 

convention unanimously adopted the resolutions which Col. Gros-

venor's committee had subI!litted. 29 V7hile the delegates were a-

waiting the report of the Committee on nOminations, Mr. Stanard 

led into the HaJ.l about 50 of his supporters and informed President 

Schurz that they had severed their connection wi th the first 

assemblage. After this delegation had been welcomed and before 

any nominations were received, it was moved, seconded and carried 

that B. Gratz Brovm be nominated for Governor. r.rr. Brown's speech 

of acceptance was largely a review of the conditions which had made 

possible and necessary the acti on of the liberals. He denounced 

unsparingly the manipulations of the State Central Committee. He 

frankly pledged his best efforts in putting into effect the pro-

visi ons of the platform. 30 The nomination of the remainder of the 

State ticket was achieved without great difficulty. It included 

a group of able men, who each represented a different section of 

the State. 31 After planning a complete State organization and 

selecting a State Executive Committee, the liberalS adjourned. 

29. Ibid. " VIe have wor}:ed ll , said Stanard, "with a determinati on 
to create harmony, but we have failed-------men had such a 
greed for office they would not listen to reaso n .lI -;rritings, 
I, 515. 

30. For the speech in full, see Ibid. 

31. J. J. Gravelly, of Polk , was nominated for Lieut.-Govern or, 
E. F . rreigel, of Cole, for Secretary of State, S. Hays, of 
Buchanan, for Treasurer, and D. M. Draper, of st. LouiS for 
Audi tor, Ibid. 



The McClurg element had, in the meantirr.e, proceeded to select 

a state tici<::et and write a platform. Mr. Hiller, of st. Louis 

County, made a final appeal for conciliation with the liberals, but 

his motion for a conference comcittee was howled down by cries 

of "No!" and "We will not cringe to bOlters.!?32 Mr. Harrington 

nominated McClurg for ano tber term, and he was likewise unanimously 

selected. The next day the news of the split was chronicled in 

almost every important daily in the country. 

Within a week the campaign was well under way. Each element 

in the Republican Party sought to explain its action; each claimed 

to represent the regular organization. ~e Liberals insisted that 

the party machir.ery had fallen under the control of a few spoils-

men, who desirous of securing local office, had so manipulated and 

packed the Convention that the will of the real majority had been 

stifled. 33 The Brown adherents had come to the conclusion that 

a certain policy was ne cessary, and even the acid test that of party 

loyalty had failed to influence them. To the Liberals, the con-

tinuation of disfranchisement in Missouri was a political blunder 

as we 11 as a moral wrong. 34 

The early comrr.ents of the so called regulars on the split show 

that they saw in the movement only a bold attempt by Brown to secure 

32. Ibid. 

33. For the best view of the Ii be raJ. idea, see Writings, I. 510-
518, entitled An Address to the people of Missouri. Also 
the Democrat, Sept. -6, 1870. The delegates who voted to 
sustain the minority report represented 49,999 voters, the 
liberals 51,781. 

34. Democrat, September 8, 1870. 



control of the Radical machinery and dominate the party.35 The 

bolt, it was clained, had been planned months before the Convention 

met, under the direction o:f Schurz and Grosvenor. The Democratic 

lead~rs had agreed to put no candidate in the field, but to support 
36 Brown. Both facti ons were prore to constantly overemphasize 

as the underlying cause of the whole movement, the deSire for the 

spoils of office. While undoubtedly this idea played an important 

part in the calculations of the petty politicians of both liberals 

and regulars, to maintain that this was the only, or even the mos t 

important phase, o:f the break, is to entirely miSinterpret the 

situation. 

A v.eek after the Jefferson City climax, the Liberals opened 

their campaign with a great open meeting in st. Louis. Brown, 

Stanard, and Schurz addressed the citizens on the campaign, and 

explained the significance of the new party.37 The ne xt day. 

Brown departed for the southwest, and Schurz for the north central 

portions of the State, to begin that wonderful speaking tour, which 

was, in a way, the feature of the campaign. By mid September, it 

was posnible for the Liberals to take an inventory of their strength 

From the southwest, cam.e reports of a lukewarm attitude toward the 

bolt. This was, however, to be expected, and oaused no surprise 

at the headquarters of ei ther party. Although the southeast had 

35. 

36. 

37. 

Statesman, sept. 16, 1870. 

Ibid. These arguments seemed plausible, but there is no.thing 
to substantiate them. It was the masses of the Democrats, 
not the leaders, who determined the party policy as was shown 
in the campaign. 

The proceedings in full may be found in the Democrat, Sept. 
10, 1870. 



been represented at Jefferson City by men who were under the dom

inance of the McClurg machine, the rank and file were reported as 

enthusiastically championing the cau..se of the ir new neighbor, 

Gratz Brown. 38 In the northwest and the northeast, the prospects, 

although considered encouraging, were at best doubtful. It was in 

the central portion of the state and in st. Louis that the Liberals 

found the ir greatest strength. 39 In St. Louis, the popularity 

of the new party made certain for Brown an overwhelming majority. 

The press of the state kept about the same posi ti on it had 

assumed before the Convention. In general the Liberals were 

supported by the leading newspapers of Missouri. 40 Every German 

organ in Missouri g~ve enthusiastic support to their old favorite. 41 

The extremists boa.st that the Liberals numbered only 15,000 was a 

political prediction worthy of senator Dra',~e. From st. Louis, where 

the Liberal Headquarters were, scores of speakers ~re sent out and 

the first weeks of september saw built up a sp.1endid organization. 42 

The Liberals mde little effort to openl;'l secure the Democratic 

votes. Their plan was to allow the metlbers of that party to make 

the proper decision. 43 In fact, at no time during the campaign 

38. These reports were from time to time published in the Democrat, 
for the above see ibid, September 13, 1870. 

39. Ibid. 

40. Ibid. 

41. Ibid. September 23, 1870. Many "original" Radicals like 
J. R. Whiters, enlisted for Brown. 

42. Ibid, Sept. 14, 1870. 

43. Ibid. 



did the Liberals lose faith in the masses of the Democracy, what

ever they might have thought of the plans of the leaders. As 

September died away, the Liberals felt confident enough to warn 

o t fOd 44 agalns overcon 1 ence. 

The campaign of the regulars, or as they were invariably 

called by their apponents, the "hateists " , falls into three divis-

ions. The first of these was t:r.e attempt to secure for McClurg 

Democratic support. It happened many times during the month of 

September, that the Democratic State Committee met in the same 

place as the l1cClurg committee. This led, of course to many rumors 

of Tfdeals" between the two groups, which included numerous far 

fetched schemes. 45 But the atteml1ts to even reach an agreement 

were fruitless. The truth is, the Democratic organization had 

lost control of the voters of their O\'m party, viho had concluded 

to support Brown. Not even could the promise of a Constitutional 

Convention, or the uncertain attitude wi th which the leaders viewed 

the Liberal cause, move the masses. 46 

The regulars were in a very pe culiar situat ion. in thou t pro-

fessing support of the amendments they would lose the great part 

of the Democratic vote, if even an arrangerent was !J1.ade between 

the leaders. On the other hand, to support the amendments would 

------------------------------------------

44. Ibid., September 30, 187::' . 

46. For a discussion of the.se plans, see the Democrat, Sept. 24, 
1870. The most important one was to have the extremists 
support for the Legislature the Democratic candidates in re
turn for Democratic votes for McClurg. 

46. Democrat, September 24,1870. 



be to lose for McClurg the confidence of the real and sincere 

apponen ts of enfratlch.isement in his own party. 47 Very probably 

the Sincere me n in the regular organizati on \'\Quld repudiate any 

political trickery; if enfranchise~nt must come, they would pre

fer to have it come as a result of Brown's triumph. And so, the 

"hateists" did the ir best to evade the questi om of the day. They 

were moderate in tone in st. Louis and st. Charles, radical in 

Harrisoh and Jasper. 48 But by October, it must have been evident 

to the leaders that any attempt to swing into line the Democrats 

of If.dssouri, as a unit, was impossible. Only in certain local 

elections, Vihere issues of a narrow character predominated, was 

there any chance for a successful dicker. 

The last months of the campaign saw the regulars center their 

attacks on the "bolters" of their party. This was the second phase 

of their program. The leader in this attack was Senator Drake, 

who had heeded once more the call of his party and returned to 

Missouri. Mr. Dra' -e saw in the Liberal program nothing but an 

attempt to break up the Radical party, and a dire ct attack upon the 

Grant administration. 49 The re can be no doubt, said he, that the 

whole movement was planned months before too Convention assembled, 
50 

but he offered no evidence to prove this assertion. The Liberals 

47. Ibid, Sept. 26, 1870. 

48. Ibid. 

49. In a letter to Schurz, · he said: "It is a bolting movement, 
which in my view, is not only without excuse and destitute 
of any just principles, but directly hostile to Gen. Grant~s 
administration, and to the ascending of the great Republican 
Party of the country." Democrat, Sept. 22, 1870. 

50. Dra1-:e's speeches are all about alike. For a typical example, 
see the one del ivered at Carroll ton, reprinted in the Democrat, 
October 4, 1870. 



because they could not control tbe party, were seeking to destroy 

it. DraJ:e never lost an opportun:i.ty to review the careers of 

Brown and Schurz. An old letter which Brown in 1865 had written 

favoring di sfranchiseIm nt, and a strict regis tration law was brought 

to light, and received wide publicity in the press of the regulars. 51 

Against Schurz, and the Germans generally, Dra:e was very bitter. 

He regarded t he work of Schurz as a \'18 11 laid plot, whe reby the 

latter was attempting to undermine the entire Republican organiza-

tion. 52 Drake refused to meet Schurz in public .debate, and this 

undoubtedly weakened his position. 

In presenting their ovm case, the extremists Viere weakest. 

Their ideas concerning the franchise question were not definite. 

Some, like Dra" e, advised Ie aving the issue to the next Legislature, 
53 

in the belief that that body would remove the disqualifications. 

others expressed their approval at the submission of the amendments, 

adding, in a vague way, that "whenever returning loyalty becomes 

so general as to make it safe to remove such restricti ons" it would 

be well to restore forfeited priveleges. 54 

51. This letter can be found in Switzler Collections for 1870, 8. 
The extremists seerred to forget that changing conditions 
brought new opinions. 

52. Schurz, Wri tiDes , II 35-42. "I be 1ieve ," declare d Dra::e, "that 
General Schurz has nurtured the more daring thought of march
ing the entire German mass of the Republican Germans of the 
United States over to the Democracy, to secure the election 
of a Democratic President in 1872." Ibid, 39. 

53. Democrat, Oct. 4, 1870. 

54. The above is a typical country meeting resolution, passed 
at the I.Iarion County Radical assemblage. Switz1er, Collections 
for 1870 , 18. 



The efforts of several campaigners, notably Drake, to aon

vince the Democrats that they should vote for McClurg, are amusing. 

It '\JaS clairred that the arrendments were obnoxious to the Democrats, 

because of the negro sufferage provision. The ratification of the 

15th Amendr.J.ent horever, made useless further opposition to negro 

voting, and it mattered littl~ what the Democratic attitude on that 

question mi gh t be. Indeed, sorre of the attempts of Drake to secure 

for his cause De :;",ocrati c support are highly ludicrous and illogical. 

One of his favorite arguments vms that the Liberal movement was 

essentially a scheme whereby the control of the state was to be 

handed over to the Denocrats. On these grounds, Senator Drake 

pleaded for Democratic support, for his own cause. In other words, 

he asked the Democrats to prevent the control of the state govern-

ment being given to themselves!55 In fact, throughout the campaign 

the regulars seemed to have had entirely misunderstood the attitude 

of the Democracy. M:en like DraJ'-e could ms}-::e little appeal to the 

_ members 0 f an organization who considered that they had been for 

five years, wilfully deprived of just rights and privileges. The 

masse s of the De mocratic Party had no sympathy wi th the McClurg 

cause. They were Vitally interested in any program or candidate 

who prom5s ed actual relie f and a removal of re str icti ons. The ir 

hea.rty support of Brown was only to be expe cted. 

One of the first questions, which nen as"ed, after the breach 

at Jefferson City, was what will the De mocrats do? Hardly had 

the Liberal Conven ti on adjourned before a Democratic leader had 

55. Democrat, September 29, 1870 . 



expressed his vieVlS. 1,Ir. James S. Rollins who happened to be at 

the capitol, in a speech before the Liberals pledged to Brown his 

own support,as \~;ell as that of all those Vlho looked to him for 
56 

leadership. The early Liberal attitude was that while Democrat-

ic suppor t would be weI corre d, the party, to secure it, could aband-

. . ] 57 on no prlnclp _e. By the close 0 f September, after the corr.plete 

failure of any arrangements between the McClurg faction and the 

Democratic leaders , it \vas generally agreed that the Democracy, 

almost to a man, would support Senator Brown. 58 The povverful st. 
i 

Louis ReVublican, which had not taken a positive stand for any 

candidate, a:rmounce d that it vIOu1d aid the Liberal cause. 59 With 

this stronS' ally enlisted in his behalf, Brown's strength among the 

Dem9 crats was greatly increased. Evidently Editor Knapp had read 

60 aright the senti;-llent in his party. There was a curious 

56. Ibid, September 5, 187:1. Lir. Rollins said: "I am a supporter 
of that state ticke.t headed by B. Gratz Brovm, \7hom I know 
to be a man of elegant cult~re, and astateman of broad and 
liberal training, and under whose administration, vlith equal 
ril3'hts to all, the people vdll be encouraged in a spirit of 
harmony and fraternity." statesman, September 16, 1870. 

57. De :-:ocrat, September 5, 1870. 
Schurz, WritingS, I. 516. 
The Liberals, no doubt, realized that they ¥lould huve the 
bacldng of the majori ty of Democrats. Several influential 
Democratic papers, like the statesman, and the st. Joseph 
Gazette, early announced they favored Brown. 

58. statesman, September 30, 1870. 

59. "Accepting the present position of Mr. Brown and his colleagues 
on the Liberal rtepublican tic:::et as sincere, and giving them 
our warmest sym.pathY in their separation from a majori ty of 
their party, \~ shall labor as faithfully for their election 
as V!8 once opposed every man of them." Republican, september 
29, 1870. 

60. Democrat, September 30,1870. 



difference of opinion among the Democrats as to the real signif

ic~~ce of the whole Liberal protest. Some believed that it was 

only a question of time until the Liberals would join the Democracy, 
61 

others saw in the movement no cause for such an action. 

Thus the Democratic problem was not concerned with the guber

natorial struggle, but with the legislative and congressional cam

paigns. The Democrats were not long in doubt upon the proper 
v--

policy to persue. Their support of the Liberal cause, as far as 

candidates were concerned, terminated wi th the Liberal state ticket. 

For Congress and for the Legislature the Democrats nominated 

practically a full ticket in every district in the State. Two 

reasons accounted for this policy. In the first place, the Dem

ocracy was loath to entirely give up their separate entity. In 

1866, when the Democrats had supported as best they could, the for

lorn hope Conservative Union Party, the situation was vastly diff

erent than in 1870. The Radicals were probably at the height of 

their po,rer in the former year, while in 1870 they were hopelessly 

split. But in 1870, the Democrats could see no reason why they 

should abandon their organization and come under the control of 
62 

the Brown element. The veteran campaigner, Jaues O. Broadhaad, 

61. The Republican and the statesman maintained that the Democracy 
could soon enroll among their members, Brown and his support
ers. The Gazette denied this, believing that the coalition 
was ohly temporary. These attitudes are discussed in the 
Democrat, October 3, 1870, which strongly denied that the 
Liberals would rwrge wi th the Democracy. 

62. "The De :::~o crat ic Party does not think at all of abdicating. 
It hopes, on the contrary, to welcome the Liberal Republicans 
into its o\m camp in 1872. The Liberal Republicans form a 
transi tory party----from this i,t follows that in the present 
election the Democracy can:1.ot think of abandoning their organ
izati~n entirely, and putting the~~elves under the command of 
the Brown faction." statesman, Sept. 30, 1870. The Democrats 
appear to have looked upon Liberals as a minority of the 
Radi ca18. 



strongly urged his party not to surrender its individuality in the 

Legislative campaign, but to nominate a full t ic:::e t and demand a 

new Consti tuti on. 63 

From the point of view of practical and common sense politics 

the Democrats would have been very foolish not to have entered the 

race. With the Radicals split asunder, their own chances of succes~, 

even itith the ~egistry Law in operation, were doubly certain. The 

control of the Legislature would enable them to amend the Registry 

Act, and other obnoxious lav~. The closing weeks in september saw 

many county meetings at 'I;'.hich the Democracy nomi nated its candidates 

for the Le g islature and chose delegates to the Congressional District 

Conve ntions. 64 

The Liberals were frankly pleased at the course of the Demo

crats. They well knew that it practically assured the success of 

Brown and the passage of the amendments ; it being doubtful t hat any 
65 Democrat woul d support one and not the other. 

------------------------~--

63. Ibid. 

Even should 

64. For typical examples of meetings in Boone and Audrain Counties 
aee Switzler Collections for 1870 . 20-24. The resolutions do 
not mention the Liberal ticket. The Boone meeting adopted the 
following : "Resolved, that all citizens under political dis
abilities should be inur.ediately relieved." 

"Resolved, That it is with feelings of unmixed pleasure 
that vre chronicle the recent disorganization of the Radical 
Party of MissoUJ:'i, and that in its summary dissolution we be
hold the ascendency of the Democratic Party." 

65. Democrat, October 1, 1870. Schurz said later that he willing
ly asked for Democratic votes. and was glad that the Liberal 
policy pleased the m. rlri tings, II, 51-53. 



McClurg be elected, the adoption of the amendments would render 

him powerless, vnile the chance of his election and the defeat of 

the amendments vms hardly possible. 66 Once certain of Democratic 

support, the Liberals became more confident, and their predictions 

and utterances the final month of the campaign showed that they 
67 

were almost certain of success. In the Fourth and Seventh Dis-

tricts, Which embraced the southwestern and northwestern portions 

of the State, the Liberal cause was gaining; one of its chief 

assets, said a prominent Liberal, being Senator Drake. 68 Schurz 

and Brown, who had had scarcely a moments rest Since September, 

were hurried to the border Counties in a final attempt to achieve 

there success for their cause. 69 After his re turn to st. Louis 

in October, Brown ventured the prediction that his election was 

assured by a majority of 30,000. 70 Mr. Brown's prediction proved 

66. Ibid. 

67. The Liberal managers esti c,ated that Brown would race ive at 
least one half of the Radical vote of 1868, or 40,000, as well 
as a majority of the Democratic votes. Democrat, Oct. 5, 1870. 

68. Derr~crat, October 20, 1870. 

69. Ibid, Nov. 3, 1870 . 

70. To Senator Doolittle, of ';,risconsin, Brown wrote on Oct. 17: 
"This,- of course, you will understand,is a bitter fight in 
Missouri, first because it is death to the rings, and second, 
because it has an ulterior significance. There will be nothing 
left undone on either side to decide the issue. I can only 
say to you in a few hurried words that I will win it by no 
less than 30,000 majority, the President and his influence to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Perhaps I am not the right man 
to have taKen the lead in such a conflict, but there was no 
other that v~uld do it, and the thing had to be done. So you 
see despite all my wishes and designs, I am involved in 
politics." From the Blair Mss. now in possession of the 
~8souri His torical society . 



to be remarkably accurate. 

The process of Registration, which occurred during the early 

weeks of October, occasioned much less excitement and bitterness 

than had been the case in 1866 and 1868. As usual, there was little 
I 

difficulty in and about st. Loui s , both registrars and applicants 

seemed anxious to comply with the provisions of the law. 7l Gov. 

~JcClurg endeavored to have a fair Registration. In his letters 

of instructions to the Superintendents, he directed them to use 
72 

their great powers with caution and moderation. In fact, 

throughout too old iTnig section, there was little dissatisfaction 

with the actions of the Registrars. The officials did their wor].;:-
73 

well, according to the provisions of the law. The result was 

that the number of registered voters in these sections was enormous

ly increased?4 Some saw in HcClurg 's efforts for a more fair 

71. 

72. · 

73. 

Democrat, Oct. 20, 1870 . 

His ins tructi ons to L. T.r. Conklin may be found in the States
man, :sept. 30 , 1870. I.lcClurg warned a gains t dis franch i sement 
on the insufficient evidence, reque sted fair and impartial 
judgement, and said that all heari ngs must be open, with 
deliberate and judicious opinions. 

Ibid, Nov. 4 , 1870 . 

?or example, the figures of the two years show a total increase 
in three counties of 4175, of which 1200 were colored. 

1868 1870 
Audrain •••• --------------~5~8~6~--------~1665 
Boone ••...• 
Callaway ••• 
Too se figures are 
De mo crat, Nov. 8, 

411 2168 
584 1825 

from the Statesman, Nov. 14, 1870, and the 
1870 . 



registration a clever attempt to curry favor wi th the Democrats 

by a lenient interpretation and enforcement of the Registry Law, 

in hope 0 f obtaining Democratic votes. 75 

From 0 the r porti ons of the State, h0716ver, came rumors 0 f the 

high handed methods of the registrars. The Liberal press was 

filled wi th bitter denunciations of both the Registrars and the 

Boards of Review, outbursts which sounded remarkably similar to 

those of the Democrats two years previous. 76 The forces behind 

UcClurg, said the IJi berals, knowing his chances of success to 

be desperately small, called into play every influence, legal or 

illegal, to secure his election. 77 A feature of the Registration 

ViaS the small number of negroes who registered. Although it 

might be expected, there was no trouble between whites and blacks, 

even in the heavily Democratic districts. The failure 0 f the 
7E 

negro to place his name on the voting list was due to indifference. 

75. statesman, Oct. 25, 1870. There is Ii ttle justification for 
such a view, but the liberals claimed that the great increase· 
Vias due to desire of the McClurg officials to de feat Dyer, the 
former Radical, by be ing "liberal" in the ir registration of 
Democrats. Schurz, rlritings, II, 28. 

76. Democrat, Oct. 27, 1870. In Jackson County the Board removed 
for the ~ost trivial reasons, over 700 names in one day. In 
Buchanan, Chari ton, Randolph, and Howard, condi ti ons were 
almos t as bad. 

77. Ibid. 

78. Ibid, October 5, 1870. The colored vote was estimated at 
from 18 to 20 thousand. 



The total number of registered voters was, ho vrever, much larger 

th2n it had been in 1868 , ~~d the Liberals began to claim a 

majority for Brown of 4 0 ,OJ O despite the alleged fraud in north

wes tern I.Ii :~;3 ouri. 79 

The spli t in the Radical party extended to the Congres :3 ional 

districts, and n0\1he1'e was the facti onal fight more bitter than 

in several of the campaigns for Congressi onal nominati on and. 

election. There vIas a much greater tendency for the Liberals and 

De mo crats to combine in these conte sts than was the case in the 

Le g islative struggle, In the Third, Fifth, Eighth, and Ninth 

Conere 8 S ional Conven ti ons, the Radi cal Party was s-pli t by the same 

issue '.'micn had rent in twain the state Convention. In these four 

dis t ricts, the Liberals, outvoted and defeated, though largely 

be caus e the I,IcClurg faction controlled the party machinery, vii th

drew and nominated separate candidates. In three Districts, the 

Democracy did not nominate candidates, but threw their strength 
'-t ....... 

to t he Liberal cause .81 " The Liberals, in -thre~. others, recipro-

cated by supporting the De Locratic candtdates. 82 

state issues dominated a majority of these campaigns for 

Congres s , but the tariff and civil service usually found a place 

in the platforms of each party. Both the Liberals and the 

79. The total numbel' registered in 1870 was 199,297. Democra.t, 
Hov. 8 , 1870. In 1868, the vote casdi was 145, 000. 

80. For accounts of the se conventi ons, see the Demo crat, Sept'. 
:4, Oct. 11 , 15, 1870 and the statesman, Sept. 23, Oct. 27, 1870. 

81. These were the S&-ee-.n..9. .... Fourth, and Fifth Districts. 

82. This was the case in the Sixth, Seventh, anc1 -E:i~ Distr:icts. 



Democrats were unsparing in their criticism of the tariff of the 

time, while the corrupt condition into which governmental affairs 

had fallen could, they said, be remedied in only one way, namely 

th h f f th 0 01 0 83 a oro ug re orm 0 e C1. v 1. serV1.ce 0 The Regulars were 

more interested in denouncing the Liberal bolt, than in discussing 

national affairs, but political expediency demanded that they to 0 

touch upon national questions, if only in a perfunctory way.84 The 

state situation, however, overshadowed the national issues. Wheth

er or not this is justifiable under ordinary conditions, the people 

of Missouri were too much interested in the problems which were 

peculiarly their own, to be vitally concerned vdth issues which 

seemed to them less .pressing. 

The struggle of 1870 in Missouri was not confined to the bor

ders of the state. As the weeks went by, and as the campaign be

came more and more bi tter, the country at large began to manifest 

great interest in the campaign. The split in the Radical Farty, 

and its significance, furnished the material for hundreds of ed-

i torials in aJ.most every influential newspaper in the land. In 

discussing the rtbolt" as seen by outSiders, two new phases, in 

addition to the real cause of the Liberal action, the franchise 

issue, are to be noted. The first 0 f these is .the importance and 

influence which the tariff exerdised in the Liberal program; the 

83. For examples of platforms, see the statesman, Oct. 7, 1870 
for the Democratic declaration of the Ninth District, and the 
Democrat, sept. 14, 1870 for the Liberal F1atform of the Second 
Distri ct. 

84. statesman, Oct. 14, 1870. Gives the Radical ideas on the 
~ariff and civil service. 



second is the attempt 0 f the na ti onal administration to interfere 

in the State cam2aign. 

Those who believed that the tariff was the underlying cause 

of the Liberal Republicans movement were numerous and powerful, 

especially in the East. 85 To these rre~, the campaign in :Missouri 

was but the culmination of western discontent wi th the tariff. 86 

They even maintained that a conspiracy of revenue reformers at 

Washington had originated the movement, during the winter of 1870~7 

It is perhaps but natural that this interpretation should gain wide 

credence. The rlest had been extremely dissatisfied wi th the .Tariff 

of 1870. Le d by Rep. Allison, 0 f Iowa, t re western members of 

Congress had voted solidly against any increase of duties. 88 Sev-
" 

eral of the leading newspapers of the i7est had taken up the vexing 

question of tariff reform, and none more fully and vigorously than 

the Missouri Democrat. 89 .And so, many believed that the tariff was 

the chief source of discontent in r.tlssouri, a belief fostered by 

stories of secret meetings of reforrers of the revenue system at 

Washington and elsewhere. 90 

85. The outstanding figure in this group is Horace Greely, who time 
and again advanced the belief through the columns of his New 
York Tribune. See the Democrat, sept. 24 and 28, 1870 for 

. reprinted editorials. 

86. Democrat, Sept. 24, 1870. 

87. Schurz, WritinGS, II. 32. 

88. The tariff of 1870 is discussed in Stanwood, Tariff Controversie4 
II. 17 0-178, and Rhodes, United states, VI. 278-282. 

89. All during the \tinter and spring of 1870, the Democrat advocated 
a redu~tion of duties, and showed how the existing tariff hind
ered the i7est. 

90. Schurz, Writings, II. 32. 



• 
But any view which holds that the Liberal cRepublican movement 

in Missouri was caused by the tariff question is absolutely erron

eous, and shows an utter failure to properly interpret the situation 

in Hissouri f'rom 1865 to 1870, either in its political or economic 

aspects. The tariff issue was at all times of secondary importance, 

and While it was the cause of a great deal of discussion, especially 

in the Congressional c&1paign, it was subordinate even there to the 

purely state questions. 9m 

The platforms of both Liberals and Regulars had contained a 

clause in regard to tariff reduction, while the one in the orginal 

set of resolutions, which Schurz reported, was practically the same 

as the later provision in the Liberal platform. Not a word was said 

by either faction, before or after the split, which remotely con

cerne d the tariff. 92 The LIcC1urg platform embodied two resolutions 

one favoring protection and one deLlanding revenue ref'orm, a somewha.t 

anomolous situation,93 One · of the Liberal leaders, after the 

election, declared that had the campaign been waged on the issue 

of protection versus anti-protection, the majority for the latter 

would have been one hundre d thousand. 94 Thus, it may be safely 

said that 'while the tariff was certainly an issue of the campaign 

of 1870, it was not the chief issue, nor was it in any way the 

cause of the Radical division in the State. 

The second phase of the election which attracted wide attention 

------------------------------

91. Democrat, sept. 28, 1870. "I lmow, II said Schurz, "that the 
tariff question was not the one which produced too division 
in the Republican Party in my State.'f f!ritings, II. 32. 

92. 

93. 

Scr..urz Yvri tinf"S, II. 33. The Li beraJ. plank in regard to the 
tariff read: "It opposes every form of taxation, which deprives 
a man of any share of his earnings for the benefit of others, 
and it is therefore unequivocally opposed to any tariff which 
fosters one industry or interest at the expense of others." 
.-:uoted in the Statesman, Sept. 16, 1870. 
Ibid. 94. Schurz, i7ritings, II. 33 



was the attempt of President Grant, through a use of the Federal 

patronage, to aid the Regulars and secure the election of Mc

Clurg. The Liberals maintained that the president had been un-

duly influenced by Senator Dra':e, whom' they claimed misrepre

sented the facts of the situation, and convinced the president 

that the Liberal movement was primarily a war on his administra-

t o 95 lone The reports fron Washington which intimated that Grant 

looked askance upon the Liberals, caused at first surprise rather 

than indignation. The leaders in st. Louis felt that the unsus-

pecting Grant had been imposed upon by Dra1~ ' and other extremists, 

and save a half friendly warning to the president that his medd- . 

ling in State politics could do him no gOOd. 96 

Several days later the letter of Grant to C. W. Ford, the 

Collector of Internal Revenue at st. Louis, was made public. 97 

It aroused instantly a storm of protest against Executive inter

ference which did not terminate until the close of the campaign. 

The Liberal press, both in and out of the State, took bitter 

exception to Grant's course. The . chief executive was very frank-

ly told that his interference in the internal affairs of Missouri 

was highly resented. 98 His unwarranted invasion of the field of 

95. Ibid. 42. 

96. Democrat, Sept. 22, 1870. 

97. "I regard the movement headed by Carl Schurz, Gratz Brown, 
etc." declared Grant "as similar to the Tennessee and 
Virginia movements, intended to carry a portion of the 
Republican Party over to the Democracy, and thus give them 
control. I hope you will see your way clear to give the 
Regular ticl:et your support. Show this to Eaton, Smith. and 
newcomb." Quoted in the Democrat. Sept. 24, 1870. 

98. Ibii, Sept. 27, 1870. 



state politics was a serious mistake, which became only more 

apparent as the weeks passed. Not content wi th letters to Fed-

eral officials, t he President be gan to remove officeholders whom 

he knew were supporting the Libera+ ticket. 9g 

Some of the Federal officials of the State, probably feeline 

the pressure of party politics , demanded the resign ations of 

lesser employee s , whose political views were regarded as detri

mental to the true interest of the Republican party. 100 Still 

others requested that the Federal office holders of the State 

contribute to the Regular campaign fund one per cent of their 

salary. This reques t, which was virtual ly a de mand , was made 

II ft f . th fr' as t "r h ' t ,,101 a er a con -erence Wl our len'" a I. as lng on. Vlhether 

or not t h is reque s t had the sanction of the Admlnistration it but 

increased the anger of the Liberals, who regarded the request as 

a form of blackmail. l02 

There could be but one result to t~ President's policy. The 

American people have always been very intolerant of Executive 

interference in State affairs, and Grant's actions were no ex-
103 

ce p tion to this almost general rule. The Liberal cause was 

99. Among t hos e in prominent civil officialS whose reSignations 
Grant asked were, Bennett PH::e, the United states District 
Attorney of st. Joseph, Felix Coste, Surveyor of Custo ms at 
st. Loui s , and ~illiam Uilst, the Land Agent at Boonville. 
De mocrat, Oct. 1 0 and 14, 1870 . 

100. For an example see Vvritings, II. 50 . 

101. This letter ~~s Signed by Isaac Sheppard, the Ch airman of 
the State Committee, It may be found in the Demo cra!, 
Oct. 28, 1870 . IIDelay and ne glect will rightfully be co n 
strue d as unfriendline 8 s to the Administra tio n. " 

102. Ibi d. 

103. rrri tings , II. 48. 



greatly aided, while the president lost in the esteem of many 

men. Liberal spea~=ers began to criticise not only the chief 

exe cuti ve 's course in regard to Missouri, but the vihole policy 

of the National GovernL~nt.l04 Men who sincerely admired Grant 

as - a soldier spoke in scathing terms of his re cord as President, 

and lamented the influence of Cameron and Schenc}:: on the Administra-
105 

tion policy. The spirit of independence of executive domina-

tion which the president's policy brought into being in Missouri 

was a great boon to Liberal cause. 

As the campaign drew to a close, shrewd observers saw that the 

election of Brown was a foregone conclusion. Democratic support 

had made inevitable his success. It was much more difficult, 

however, to predict the outcome of the Legislative campaign. In 

some districts local issues 'vvere 0 f primary importance, in others, 

fuSion tickets were found. IOG Certain liberals feared that the 

Democrats would secure control of the Legislature, and advised a 

trucebet-,-reen the factions after the election. l07 Concerning 

the Congres ;3 ional results, it was evident that the Radical brea:c 

\70uld insure in the Third and r-iinth districts a Democratic victory. 

In the seven other districts no accurate forecast could be made. 

outside of st. Louis, the Liberals insisted that the Tariff issue 

was not of great importance, and was being used uerely for political 

lOa purpose s • It apr:e are d that only overconfidence could de fe at 

104. Democrat, Oct. 15, 1870. 

1 05. Ibid. The reSignation of Secretary Cox was regarded the result 
of Grant's foolish heed to poor advisers. 

lOG. I have no figures as to the exact number of districts in 
i7hi~h fusion ticets i7ere used. 

107. Democrat, Oct. 6, 1870. 

108. Ibid. There were in st. Louis, extensive iron industries which 
vrere vitally concerned with the protective tariff. 



Brown and the amendments. l09 

The early 1'6 turns announce d the comple te de feat of McClurg, 

and an overwhelming majority for the adoption of the amendments. 

Brown and the entire Liberal state ticJ::et were swept into office 
110 

by majorities of over 40,000. In the lower House of the Gen-

eral \Assembly, the Democrats were to have a safe majority, while 

in the senate no party was to have" absolute control. III The men 

elected on the ]'us.ion ticket represented, in the main, the same 

ideas as did thE:;l Democrats, and \'.ere pledged to a call for a 

Consti tuti onal Conve ntion. 112 Of the nine Missouri Congressmen 

chosen, five were Democrats, the Liberals and Regulars having two 

each. 113 

In its more' narrow sense,the Liberal triumph represented 8. 

victory of principle in the removal of disqualifications of over 

fifty thousand ci tizens. "Free Misso uri", after 1870 was indee d 

109. It was said that Schurz's canvass of the state was the great
est Since Benton's memorable trip in 1849. statesman, Nov.4, 
1870. 

110. The final figures were Bro~m, 104,374, McClurg, 63,336. 
By a vote of 127,643 to 16,283 the Test Oath was abolished, 
while the oath of loyalty for jurors, and the dis qualifica
tions to hold office on account of color or previous dis
loyalty were abol:i,.shed by 122,883 and 105,413. The official 
returns are in Switzler Collections, for 1870. 43-46. 

111. In the House, the Democrats had 77 members, the Regulars 24, 
the Liberals 20, and the Fusionist3 12. In the senate, there 
were 13 Democrats, 12 Regulars, 6 Liberals, and 3 Fusionists. 
SWitzler, History of Missouri. 471. 

112. Ibid. The FUSion representation in the House came from 
Greene, Chariton, Buchanan, and Carroll Counties. 

113. ' SWitzler, Collections for 1870. 46-4~. 



was indeed a reality, The fetters which Drake had forged in 1865 

said the jubilant Democrats, are broken and abandoned. 114 At the 

risk 0 f their poli tical futures, the Liberals had repudiated the.ir 

former party. The part the Democrats played in the campaign was 

not lost upon the Liberal element, which was quick to praise the 

Democratic position and its important bearing on the result:15 To 

a large crowd of St. Louis Democrats, 1~. Brown frankly acknowledged 

the debt of the Liberals to the Democrats, without whose assistance 

his election would have been impossible.116 This "Serenade Spe ech" 

was regarded as an indication that Brown had abandoned the Republic-
117 

an party, and was rather annoying to Schurz. 

Aside frori, the purely local character of the campaign of 1870, 

it had a broader significance. The Liberals saw in their s\reeping 

114. Statesman, Nov. 18, 1870. The Democrats believed that fully 
75,000 men had been enfranchised. 

115. "The Democrats meri t a word of C0IIl:11endati on. The masses of 
them have ;in good faith supported a political opponent for 
a specific, beneficent object----The Democratic voters re
sisted many ingenious partizan appeals to surface principle 
to partizan malice, and they deserve credit for having thus 
resisted. 1I Democrat, l;-ov. 11,1870. 

116. In his speech to them BroiID said: "I recognize that my obli
gations are in the largest meaGure due to the Democratic 
Party in the last election of the State of Missouri--------
I recognize that the Democratic Party of the State of Missouri 
has done this thing. It has elevated itself upon a higher 
plane than it has ever occupied before." Quoted in the 
Democrat, Nov. 16, 1870. 

117. Schurz, who was in rtashington, re quested that Brovm, to 
strengthen his position, make another sp~ech addressed more 
espeCially to our Republican friends. 11 Brown cheerfully 
a.sreed to do this, said that the issues had been primarily 
Republican, and denied that he was"to abandon the prinCiples 
of my lifetili,e for 1872, or any other glittering prize." 
Writings, I. 521-52 2. II 2-3. 



success, a rebuke to the monopoly of a high tariff, to the practice 

of Federal interference in state electi ons, and a victory for the 

reform of tl:e civil service. 118 The attempt of the pres ide nt to 

use ris power of removal to defeat the Liberal cause had been 

sharply re bUi:e d. When c aasi dered fro I:1. this point of view, the 

Liberal Republican moveLle nt was a protest against existing ills 

in the National Ad.ministration and a demand that Grant take up 

within his party the issues of reform and reorganization. 119 The 

ele ction of 1870 in :Missouri was a warning to the Administration, 

as well as the final blow to the old time Radicals of the state. 

The campaign was hardly over before vague rumors began to be 

heard which concerned the organization of a new party. The name 

of Sc~urz was most prominently connected with this movement, but 

he had denied the necessity for such an action. 120 In a noted 

address before the Senate, Schurz maintained that altho l~h large 

elements in both the Republican and Democratic organizations \~r 

dissatisfied with their party, he saw no reason for · the formation 

of a new organization, if the Republican Party forgot the bitter 

issues of the war, and took up the pressing questions of recent 
121 

date •. It is extremely doubtful that there was in 1870 any 

118. Democrat, Nov. 9, 1870. 

119. Ibid, Nov. 10, 1870. 

120. Concerning his position the Washington Republican quoted 
Schurz: "There is no necessity of starting a new party. 
Let the present one undergo a little overhauling and it will 
be good enough to run for many years yet. VVhy can't we go 
in earnestly and as one man for a total reform in the civil 
service and the revenue, and a total wiping out of disabil
ities for complicity in the Rebellion. From the statesman, 
Nov. 25, 1870. 

121. Schurz, Writinrrs,II 59-67. 

.... 



definite, organized plans for a "bolt" in 1872. 122 

Shortly after t he disastrous de feat of h is party, 1111'. Dra:-e 

resigned from t he Senate to become Chief Jus tice of the Court of 

Claims. Both Liberals and De mocrats co mmented bitterly on his re-

r.~val f rom 1lissolrri politics . 123 It is doubtful if a political 

leader ever left Missouri as unpopular as was Charles D. Dralce 

in 1 8 70. The departure of Mr. DraJ-:e is coincident Ylit h the end 

of an era. An era of eight years in which the Re publican Party 

had been in control. Under its rule, the State had seen the war 

brought to a successful conclusi on, the system of slavery forever 

aboli s hed, and the new economic and social problems dealt with. 

'J:here is no que s tion that Missouri, from 1865 to 1870 , grew and 

prospered. 

But Radical rule, perhaps beneficial in the be ginning , had 

becone reactionary and unpopul ar. Reputed corruption in high 

p l aces, a failure to keep abreast of the ti mes, and a tendency to 

depend too much upon mere political machinery had alienated finally 

a cons iderable portion of the Republican organization. The Radicals 

had failed to recognize that the war was over, and the new issues 

were forgi ne to the front. Their failure and final defeat was to 

be expe cted, and was in every sense justifie d. 

122. Many Democratic newspapers in Ui s souri re sented any 
rumor t hat t he Democracy of Iift ssouri was to nerge into a 
ne w party . Statesmru1 , Dec. 2 , 1870 give s many quotations 
from other papers in the State. 

1 23. Statesman , Ded. 16, 1870 . The Liberals were furious because 
they mew a De mocrat would be elected in Drake's place. 
De mo crat, Dec. 7, 1870 . 



The Liberal movement, first actually seen in Missouri in 

1870, by 1872 had become nationwide. The ill success of Grant's 

first term, the failure of the tariff and the civil service re

formers to achieve their objects Within the Republican Party, led 

to a revolt in the campaign of 1872. From the beginning of this 

struggle until its tragic end, Missouri was to play no small share. 
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