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PREFACE 

The central event in the history of political par

ties in Missouri, between 1850 end 1856, was the figbt 

between the Benton and the Anti-Benton factions tor the 

control ot the dominant Democratic party in the state. 

At the end ot that tight, there was a Benton faction 

steadfast enough in the support of Benton that it is char

acterized by the expression "Die-Hards." The purpose of 

this study is to trace the emergence of these "Die-Hards" 

and define them in terms of their geographic location, 

their condition of economic development, and their social 

background in order to discover it there were other com

mon influences, besides Benton's personal leadership, that 

bound them into one political party. 



CHA.PrER I 

THE STRUGGLE FOR PARTY CONTROL IN MISSOURI 

The division of the Democratic party in Missouri into 

two opposing factions in the state election of 1850 was 

unique neither in Missouri nor in the Democratic party in 

that year. Its peculiar significance and interest lay in 

the fact that in Missouri party conflict centered about a 

personage of unusual state and national prominence, Thomas 

Hart Benton. Benton, who had been Missouri's :Senator for 

thirty years, was standing for reelection at that time. 

Being an individual who held definite convictions on all 

national problems, he aligned himself on one side of the 

fight and declared unremitting war against all who dared 

oppose him. The bitterness and intensity of these faotiom 

in dealing with each other tended to make the difference 

between them so wide that it was never olosed. So another 

significance of the 1850 election in Missouri was the def

inite beginning of the disintegration of the Democratic 

party there. 

The aoquisition of Oregon and the Mexican Cession by 

the United States government created problems of national 

policy that contributed to the general division of 
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pol1tical partiee. As soon aa it became apparent that the 

United States wa,s to have an increaeed pqblic domain, the 

opponents ot slavery--those hostile to the institution or 

to the ex~ension of slave territory-~began to lay pians to 

keep slavery out of the newly acquired territories. David 

Wilmot introduced in Congress his proviso which would ex

clude slavery from any territory acquired from Mexico. 

'fbis proposal brought forth an avalanche of criticism anc\ 

protest from. the pro~slavery sections and leaders of the 

country, because they had supported the Westerners in the 

expansiQniat agitation. The extension ot alavery had been 

a motivating tor·oe in their expaneionist program, so nat

urally they would not readily acquiesce in any exclusion 

proposal. In 1847 Calhoun, the most ardent pro-sla~ery 

leader~ the United States Senate, introduced a s~t of 

reablutions denying the constitutionality of a,ny congres

sional exolusion measure. These res,lutions never oa:me to 

a vote owing to the influence of B~nton, who was devoted 

to the principle of the Missouri Comprolllise for the dispo

sition of slavery in the territories and felt that the in

terests of the whole oou:ntry could Qest be servttd by non• 
l 

agitation f)f the elavery question, How~ver, this diaous-

sion had brought forward. two issues of national int~rest 

that parties were to divide ove~-tree soilism versus the 

l. lloOlu.re, Olar.enee Henry, Oipo$ition i._,n Missouri to 
.!ho~as Hart Benton, pp. 10 -107. 

, ' > ~ 



extension of slavery and the question of the power of Con

gress to determine the status of slavery in any territory. 

In Missouri, Benton added a third issue--the right ot 

instruction, or strictly speaking, the seat of authority 

in instruction. ll'hen Benton kept the Calhoun resolutions 

from coming to a vote in the Senate, the Missouri legisla

ture approved of Benton's course. It passed resolutions 

favoring the Missouri Compromise principle end instructed 

Missouri's Senators and requested her Bepreaentatives in 

Congress to vote according to it on all questions of slav-
1 

ery in the territories. But in the period from 1847-1850, 

when Congress was engrossed in the dispute over applying 

the Wilmot Proviso to Oregon, New Mexico and California, 

Benton took little part in defending the interests of the 

slave states. Although he voted against the proviso in 

regard to New Mexico, he voted for its principle in appli

cation to Oregon. Because his activities and record on 

this question seemed to be inconsistent tor a senator from 

a slave-holding state, the Missouri legislature in 1849 

adopted a series of resolutions purporting to set forth 

the attitude of the people of Missouri on the national is

sues and to instruct the Missouri delegation in Congress, 
2 

especially Benton, as to its future course in voting. 

These resolutions, named after their sponsor, c. F. JackSOl'l 

1. McClure, Opposition in Missouri to Thomas Hart Benton, 
p. 105. -- - - -

2. Ibid., PP• 158 ff. 
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denied the constitutionality ot the exclusion principle, 

asserted the complete authority ot the people ot a terri

tory when torming their constitution for a state goTern

ment to determine the status ot slavery therein, reattil'.118 

a beliet in the fairness of the principle or the Missouri 

Compromise tor dealing with slavery in the terri toriea • 

pledged M1ssouri to cooperation with the other slave states 

in reeiating the fanaticism of the North, and tinally in

structed her delegates in Congress to vote aocording to 
l 

these expressed principles. 

The Missouri legislature not only adopted these reso

lutions; but the vote was substantially in favor of them. 
2 

'the house voted two to one in favor of them, while the 
z 

senate passed them by a five to one vote. But in apite 

of the definite exPression of opinion of the members of 

the legislature and the general practice of the legisla

ture 1nstruoting ita Senators through resolutions, Benton 

chose to challenge both the content and the instruction of 

the resolutions. He saw in them a threat to the existence 

ot the Union whioh he did not believe the people or Mis

souri sanctioned. So instead of following the aocept,d 

practice of the party on instruction, whieh was obey or 

resign, Benton carried his case directly to the people. 

1. Laws ,2!. llissouri, 1848-1849, PP• 667 tt. 

a. Rouse Journal, 1st Bess., 1848-1849, pp. 480 rt. 
3. Senate Journal, 1st Seas., 1848•1~9, pp. 175 tt. 
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When he del1Tered his •usual report" to the people of Mis

souri on May 26, 1849, at Jefferson City, he boldly at

tacked the spirit of the jaokson Resolutions for pledging 

Jl1.ssouri to a course that would mean the breaking up of 

the nation, and appealed to them to sustai~ his course 

where it differed from the legislature. dUBtifying this 

appeal he said: 

I appeal, then, from these instructions, to the 
people of Missouri--the whole body of the people • 
••• It is a question above party and goes to the 
whole people. ••• I shall abide the decision of 
the whole people and nothing less. ••• I appeal 
--because I think it due the people to give th• 
an opportunity to consider the proceedings so 
gravely afteoting them, and on which they have 
not been consulted. 

Later in the same speech, in denouncing his instructors, 

he laid open the breach in the party by saying, "•••I mean 

the plotters, and between them and me, henceforth and for

ever, [there is] a high wall and deep ditch, and no aom-
1 

munion, no oompromiee, and no caucus w1 th them.• It is 

evident from these statements that Benton believed the 

people of Missouri would sustain him. One of his theories 

was that he had a direct duty to the people who, he 

thought, wo.uld always vote right when completely informed. 

It was his duty to giTe them the faota; and sinoe they had 

eleoted him beoause they had oontidenoe in him more than 

in anyone else, his duty further was to do what he thought 

1. ,Iett1;r1gn Inquirer ( Jetferson City, Missouri), May 26 
11nli .T11n e 2 _ 1 R.t.9 _ 
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1 
right regardless of conaequenoea. From this time until 

atter Benton's death, the Democrats in Missouri were di

vided into Benton and Anti-Benton taotions which carried 

on unrelenting atrite in their ettorts to win control ot 

the party. Divided at tirst on the man, they later became 

divided on principle and ended with numbers of them find

ing a berth in another political par~y. 

It Benton ever closed one campaign and began another 

one, it may be said that this speech opened his campaign 

tor reelection to the United States Senate in 1850-1851. 

At least this appeal from the instruction of the legisla

ture furnished an issue which his opponents would not let 

rest, 

The defterson City Metropolitan is a good example of' 

an Anti-Benton paper ot the time whose editor was busy 

with pen and press denouncing Benton, which, it may be as

sumed, expressed the general opinion of this faction of' 

the party. Its members found much to aritioise in the 

fact that Benton had departed tram the accepted party 

practice to obey or resign, and set forth the contention 

that he had appealed because he felt himselt superior to 

all party organization or regulation. One editorial. said 

that in the better days when Benton was working with and 

for d&okson his motto was "Obey or Resign." 

1. McClure, Opposition in Missouri !2, Thomas !!fil Benton, 
p. 98. 



Now the sum and substance of a Senator's duty ••• 
has become the mere •wolf howl' of a band of •nul
lifiers.• Though he then declared that a Senator 
had no right to question the motives of those who 
might give him instructions, but that his bounden 
duty [was] to yield a ready obedieno.e .2£ resim, 
he now assumes to play the dictator by imPun5 ns 
~ intentions ,!!!g_ as1ersing the ohar9;oter of the 
members of the Genera Assemb!'y," and seeks to 
thwart the solemnly expressed will of the State 
under the delusion and mockery of an Appealll 

At another time the Metropolitan warned the people to re

member that the dootrine of the right of instruction had 

always been held sacred by freemen because it lies at the 
2 

foundation of all republican government. 

Benton admitted in a speech at Boonville sometime in 

June, 1849, that the appeal was a new measure but said he 

was justified in applying a new measure because the in

struction was new in that it instructed him to do some

thing that was unconstitutional. His opponents seized up

on this as a further cause tor criticism of him. They 

said: 

It is new because it shows that Senator Benton was 
not consulted by members of the Legislature re
specting what should be done before they acted. 
It is new because the Legislature instructed Sen
ator Biiton w1 thout waiting tor Senator Bentoiito 
liiitruot the Le~islature. It is new beoause the 
Legislature dared to oppose the wIIT ot Senator 
Benton. It is new because it proves that Senator 
Benton is no longer to dictate to the people ot 
Missouri •••• 3 

1. Tne Ketropolitan, October 23, 1849. 

2. ~., November 20, 1849. 

3. Ibid.• October 30, 1849. -
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From suoh expressions or bitterness toward the man, it 

would seem that there were people in Missouri Who welcomed 

an issue and occasion to differ vehemently with Benton. 

The Anties made Benton eppem- very unfavorable on the in

struction question by comparing him with Cass who,as a 

Bepresentative rrom Michigan,was instructed to vote for 

the Wilmot Proviso. Its principles were against his, so 

he used his influence against the proviso and resigned his 
1 

seat before the vote. 

It was quite natural that the appeal issue of Benton 

should subject him to the charge of free-soilism since the 

~ackson Resolutions were expressly tor the purpose or per

mitting the extension of slavery. Before the close or 

1849 the Anties had aooused him of being a free-sailer. 

His devotion to the Union had led him to be emphatic in 

his defense of the North and its attitude toward southern 

interests throughout his justification t .our or 1849. The 

Hannibal (Missouri) Oourier in ridiculing him for his re

peated att~mpts to show that the North was not aggressive 

toward the South said. that Benton had followed Van Buren 

and other northern Democrats into the tree soil camp in 

1848. The Metropolitan said it was because or his accept~ 

ance or suoh a policy which was unjust to their rights 

that the 1egislature laid down the instructions of the 

1. Missouri Republican (St. Louis, Missouri), January 17, 
1850. 



1 
cTaokson Resolutions. A little later, the St. Louis 

Times in attempting an exposure of Benton's real princi

ples to those who followed his leadership said, "His af

filiation with Seward, Chase, and the whole batch of Free 

Soilers ••• in the Senate, ought to open the eyes of every 

man (to the :raot that Benton is a Free Boiler] not her

metically sealed against the truth. He stands solitary 

and alone aaong all the Senators from. the slave States, 1n 
2 

his di~union course •••• " The opponents o:r Benton were 

just as certain that free-soilism was destructive to the 

Union as he was that nullification or Calhounism was. 

Benton was never able to convincingly clear himself of 

this charge of :t'ree-soilism. 

The tendency to think of Benton in connection with 

the free soil group was, no doubt, due to hia devoted per

sonal and political association with Van Buren. Benton 

resented the political expediency that saorifioed Van Bur~ 

en as the party nominee tor the presidency in 1844 on the 

issue o:t' the immediate annexation of Texas. Benton op

posed immediate annexation because he thought it would be 

inviting trouble with Mexico since she had not recognized 

Texan independence. The policy that President Polk fol

lowed in the Texas problem, which resulted in the Mexioan 

War, caused Benton to lose patience with the administration, 

1. ~ MetroRolitan, October 23, 1849. 

2. Quoted in the Metronolitan. Mav 14. 1850. 
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and his disapproval ot it- increased when the issue or the 

Wilmot Proviso endangered the existence of the Union. 

When Van Buren and others ot the old Jacksonian "inner 

circle" embraced the proviso completely as a matter of na· 

tional policy in 1848, people rather naturally thought 

that Benton, too, had aooepted it, because he had already 

taken issue with Calhoun in his extreme opposition to the 

proviso. However, Benton, with apparent honesty, support

ed Cass as the party nominee in 1848 although that support 
l 

was not marked by any aggressiveness. The tact that he 

retained his personal triendship for Van Buren caused peo

ple to doubt the sincerity of Benton's opposition to Van 

Buren•s political policy. His lack of harmony with the 

national administration caused people to doubt his stand 

on this proviso issue. Also, this lack of harmony, made 

him a less influential political leader in Missouri be

cause he oould not command the party patronage .• 

However, even though the instruction and the tree 

soil issues played important roles in dividing the party, 

the issue that was the test of Demooratio orthodoxy was 

the power question. This had been made the test in the 

national party as soon as Calhoun had questioned the 

constitutionality of the Wilmot Proviso. The pro-slav

ery faction of that party held that Congress had 

1. Smith, Wm. Ernest, The Francis Preston Blair Family 
.!!! Politics, Vol. t;-pp. 162 ff. 
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no power to exclude slavery from the territories of the 
1 

United States. Benton believed that Congress had the 

constitutional power to exclude slavery from the terri

tories, but in oase of the Mexican Cession he felt the e:1!" 
2 

ercise or such power inexpedient. This policy, it seems1 

was prompted by Benton's desire to prevent the agitation 

of the slavery question, although many people believed 

that it was his way of gaining the political support trom 

people on both sides of the issue. If this policy was 

adopted tor the purpose of keeping the agitation of slav

ery as quiet as possible, it failed completely. Benton's 

opponents attacked him as bitterly for a halfway stand as 

they possibly could have tor a complete and positive ac

ceptance of the power of Congress to control slavery in 

the territories. The Metropolitan called it a political 
~ 

purgatory, intended to please both the North and the Soutb 

This paper was equally emphatic in denying the power of 

Congress to control slavery in the territories. It held 

that the exercise of such power disposed of slaYery with

out reterenoe to the wishes of the inhabitants of the ter

ritory or the consideration of the rights of slaveomers 

who may have wished to have gone there. It accused the 

exclusion principle or being "the tirst in a series of 

1. Missouri s ,tatesman {Columbia), SeptEl1lber 13, 1850. 

2. W.ssour1 Republican, February 6, 1850. 

3. !a! Metropolitan, February 26, 1850. 
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diabolical measures already concocted for the accomplish• 

ment of this wicked and treasonable design (ultimate abo-
1 

11 tion) •" 

With the ory•talization or this division between Ben

ton and a large group of his erstwhile auppor\ers during 

the later months ot 1849 and the early ones ot 1850, it 

did not take a prophet to predict an intensely bitter 

struggle between thes• two factions in the election con

test of 1850. Each side believed it had righteous~ess, 

justice and party tradition on its side. Comm~ting on 

the situation in the early part of 1850, the st. Louis In--
tellig9nce£ said: 

It is now pretty evident, that the warfare which 
has been going on between the two divisions of 
the Democratic party in this state, has reached 
a point trom which neither oan nor will recede ••• 
The August elections are to decide the issue be
tween Col. Benton and his opponents. It the 
Colonel and his friends are suooessfu1 oombat
ants, ' then his opponents are politically defunct 
•••• it he is beaten his political asoendenoy in 
Missouri is gone toreTer •••• The warfare has 
been conduoted with too much of bitterness, ot 
personal hatred ••• on both sides, to authorize 
the vanquishecl to expect any olemanoy at the 
hands of the viotor.2 

The Missouri Republic.an made a similar prediction in the 

following short item. "'throughout the State, unless all 

signs .fail, 1 t will be an intensely bitter oontest---the 

Free Soilers being determined on achieving a victory over 

l. ~ Metropol1~an, -ootober 23, 1a,g. 
2. Missouri Statesman, February a, 1850. 



their enemies at all hazards; and the Disunionists looki~ 

to the destruction ot Benton as the only meaaa of saTing 
1 

themselves from political martyrdom." 

The speculation whioh these two Whig papers were mak• 

ing on the diftioulties of the Democrats reveals to aome 

extent the widespread interest of the people ot Missouri 

in this controversy. All politically minded people 

watched this factional deTelopment, eaeh of Which had the 

aspiration to get oontrol of the party and government. 

The Whigs believed that the division 1n the Democratic 

party would react favorably upon their candidates • .Anotbm: 

interest the Whigs had in this split was the well-grounded 

fear that the issues that divided the Dem.oorats would di

vide them also. This actually happened although they had 

no Benton and as a party they did not apply the power 

question as a test tor party loyalty and orthodoxy. 

When the time came to nominate the candidates tor 

Congress and the state legislature, the factions followed 

the course predicted tor them by eaoh putting up its own 

candidate in the great majority of political districts. 

With many people it was a question of the man Benton while 

with others it was definitely a question ot principle. A 

correspondent writing in the Missouri Republican over the 

signature "One of the Old Guardn said, in advocating that 

Benton or no Benton was a question of principle, "Men are 

1. Missouri Republican, January 16, 1850. 
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not divided into parties because they have personal dif

ferences or 111 will; their divisions arise from differ

ences of views, respecting the objects of government, and 

the proper means of accomplishing them, and the great body 

of men on either side have no other object than the public 
1 

good •••• • According to the St. Louis '!].mes the Anti es 

felt that a large part of Benton's following waa personal 

and more due to sentiment rather than to reason. They 

were quite sure that many Bentonites did not realize his 
2 

"free aoilism." 

Personalities always play an important part in elec

tions and this election was not an exception to the rule. 

Besides Benton other political leaders were looked to tor 

their stand on the issues. A11y insight into the course of 

the campaign and election must depend almost enti:rely upon 

the Congressional canvass as reports and records of local 

elections are too scattered and inadequate. At this time 

the Democrats ran the politics of the state and the Con• 

gressional incumbents were ready to seek reelection. '.rhe 

question about them was where did they stand on the is

sues. Being primarily interested in their reelection, 

some of them withheld a statement of their stands until 

they had an idea of the temper of the controlling faction 

of their district nominating conventions. Even then soma 

1. Missouri Republican, March 5, 1850. 

2. Q,uoted in the Metropolitan, May 14, 1850. 
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of them tried to steer a middle course in the hopes of 

drawing enough votes from both sides to assure reelection. 

But their non-oo.mmi ttal policy did not prevent the public 

from speculating about their attitudes on the question. 

The first Missouri district, southeast Missouri, was 

represented by Judge James B. Bowlin who seems to have 

been about the first Representative about whom there was a 

speculation. In the early pert of January the Missouri 

Republican commented on the articles and notices appearing 

in the St. Louis Union about Judge Bowlin. Before a local 

meeting that was to propose names for submission to the 

district convention the Union strongly endorsed Bowlin. 

When the meeting was held the Bentons had control of it 

and practically ignored Bowlin. Afterwards, the Union, 

which was a Benton paper, had no more to say in favpr of 

the nomination of Bowlin but began to suggest F. A. Rozier 

tor the first district nominee. Summing up these inci

dents the Missouri Republican said, "Looks as if the Ben

tons are about to throw Judge Bowlin over and in that oaae 
1 

who is to be so lucky as to receive the nomination." 

Later the same sheet expressed the belief that Bowlin 
2 

would not be put up by the Anti-Bentons. An editorial on 

"Judge Bowlin--His Equivocal Position" explained what ac

tually happened in the district. It said that right after 

l. Missouri Republican, January 10, 1850. 

2. Ibid., April 9, 1850. 
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the Jackson Resolutions Bowlin wrote a letter to the St. 

Louis Union explaining mid interpreting them and indicat

ing that he was not in sympathy with them because he 

dubbed them "absurdities and monstrosities." Then he be

came silent. When Col. Benton instructed the people to 

seleot as nominees only men who were avowed tor his prin-
1 

oiples, a convention in the first district nominated 

Rozier, not Bowlin. Bowlin protested and appealed to the 

people without waiting to see it the An.ties would nominate 

him. In their convention they wired him for consent to 

place his name on their ticket and a statement faToring 

the Jackson Resolutions which he refused to answer. The 

An.ties made no-nomination--lett the tield to him. SUoh 

procedure was his me'th.od of drawing Totes from both tao-

1. When it became plainly evident that there would be two 
tickets in the Democratic field in the 1850 election 
many leaders expressed the belief that the factions 
should forget their ditterenoes and unite on nominees 
who could carry the state for the party. When Benton 
heard of the tendency toward union of the factions he 
sent his famous "Scamp Letter" to the people under 
date of March a, 1850,trom Washington, in which he 
said, "I would sooner sit in council with the six 
thousand dead who died of cholera in st. Louis, than 
go into convention with suoh a gang of aoamps •••• There 
ia but one principle on which the Democracy and the 
Calhounites oan meet in any election, and that is the 
one which Calhoun said held any party together, 'the 
cohesive bond of public plunder.• That may be true of 
him and his, but it is not true of me and mine; and I 
will prove it ••• by standing olsar ot all connections 
with .them. I will not mix w1 th them, nor give nor 
take help. Let them have their own ticket• and we 
ours •••• " Missouri Statesman, April 12, 1850. 
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l 
tions. When the Jetterson Inquirer, one ot the strongest 

Benton papers in the state, learned ot Bowlin's running 

as an independent, it read him out ot the Benton faction. 

"The Judge seems to have deserted the banners of his old 
2 

friends and has taken up with nullifiers and disunionists.~ 

In the second, third, and fourth districts which in

cluded all or the Missouri River counties except St. Louill, 

Jackson, Lafayette and Saline and which were the large 
3 

slaveholding counties of the state, the Anti-Benton 

:roroes were able to control the conventions. The second 

district refused to nominate W. v. N. Bay of Franklin 

county, who had "flinched a little with Benton" when the 

instructions came out, and nan.ad John B. Henderson as its 
4 

candidate. The Bentons did not place a candidate in the 

field there tor *hioh there may have been one ot two rea

sons. First, the greater number and the more populous ot 

the counties lay north of the river and on the basis of 
5 

the Presidential election of 1848 were Whig. The Demo-

cratic strength in the district was comparatively so weak 

that the Bentons could hardly hope tor a victory• so they 

1. Missouri Re;eublioan, July 22, 1850. 

2. Jefferson Inquirer, June 15, 1850. 

3. Eip;hth Census of the United States, .!§2.Q, Agrioul ture, 
PP• 233 tf. - -

4. Missouri Republican, May 22, 1850. 

5. Jetterson Inquirer, October 7, 1848. 
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did not oompete. A second csse, which will be pointed 

out in an analysis of state election results, was that ap• 

parently the t110 factions traded Congressional for state 

election support. 
1 

Jam.es s. Green who was hostile to Benton was n0Jll1• 

na~ed tor reelection in the third district. Early in the 

year the J9tterson Inquirer had come out against Green anc 

said that the true Democrats could not vote tor him unless 

the Anties pledged themselves to stand by the Union in 
2 

case ot the passage ot the Wilmot Proviso. The energies 

ot James Lusk, editor ot the Jefferson Inquir9sr, would not 

let his district go through the campaign without a Benton 

candidate, so largel.y through his continued agitation on 

the question, the Ben tons put up John Miller ot Oole coun

ty for Congress. They had nominated A. M'Kinney at a 
3 

previous ti~e but he refused to l'\Ul. The Benton nominee 

here was just someone to oppose the field. 

In the fourth district the convention endorsed Wil

lard P. Hall who had a congressional record opposed to 

Benton• s policies. The Buchanan oounty convention in rec

ommending his re-nomination to the district adopted a res

olution which declared that any principle contrary to the 

belief that the people ot a territory have exclusive 

1. Jetterso9 Inquirer, May 18, 1850. 

2. Missouri. Statesman, February 22, 1850. 

3. Missouri Re1>ubl.ioan, June 18, 1850. 
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rights to allow or prohibit slavery among themselves was 

the offspring ot abolitionism to whiah they were as much 

opposed as to nullification and that •the stand taken by 

Hon. T. H. Benton has developed in our midst ot so many ot 
l 

the latter (abolitionists)." The standard bearer tor the 

Bentona in that district was James Gardenhire who oame to 

be one ot the outstanding members ot this taotion. 

Only in the titth district did the Democrats hold to

gether on a man wh.ioh was, no doubt, due to their man, 

Johns. Phelps. The notice ot their convention proceed

ings was unusual for that year when the report stated tha1 

the Democrats had a harmonious meeting and nominated dOhn 

s. Phelps "who ha4 the experience to know and the will to 
2 

attend to their interests.• At that time Phelps, without 

making a statement of principle, was considered a member. 

ot the Benton taotion. 

Thus on the basis ot congressional nominations the 

Anti-Benton faction appeared to have had the stronger and 

more active following in the atate in that they had cap

tured three of the five congressional conventions. 

From the beginning, this campaign was looked upon as 

one of tremendous importance, not only in Missouri poli

tics but in relation to the whole secession movement 

abroad in the country at that time. In Benton's "Soemp 

1. Missouri Republican, April 16, 1850. 

2. Jefferson Inauirer, May 18, 1850. 
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Letter,n reterred to above, he said, "the Missouri elec

tions of this year (1850) are a turning point in the drams 
l 

of disunion." At the time the district conventions were 

being organized, the Jetteraon Inquirer reminded its read

ers that the election in Missouri will b•e important be

cause ot its influence upon public opinion throughout the 

Union. It warned that Calhoun and the nullifiers had set 

out to deteat their worst toe and the best triend of the 
2 

Union--Benton. 

The importance of the campaign increased as it pro• 

greased because the division on interests and principles 

began to make inroads upon the Whigs who had thought thei? 
3 

poa it ion in 18 50 very advantageous. F:. W. 'SWJ.tz.ler:aaid that 

the Whigs were to some extent divide4 into Benton and 

Anti-Benton Whigs e.nd that the division wae more ruinous 
4 

to the Whig party than the division was to the Democrats. 

Both tactions ot the Democrats played to the Whigs as well 

as against them. In Oooper oounty the Whigs and the Ben-
5 

tons held their meetings together, and the Springfield 

Advertiser ridiculed Benton for courting the taTor of the 

l.. llissour1 Statesman, April 12, 1850, 

2. Jette:raon Inquirer, May 18, 1850. 

3. Jlis.souri Re;s3bli1cap., July a, 1850. 

4. Swi tzler, William F., His torz _2! Missouri, p. 273. 

5. !!:!! K~tropoli tan, April 16, 1850. 
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1 
Whigs. The Anti-Bentons drew from the Whigs at least onE 

prominent leader, General John B, Clark of Howard County. 

At first he announced his sympathies tor the An ties be

cause he oould not aocept the Whig congressional candi~· 
2 

date's pGs1t1on on slavery, which was the same as Ben-
3 

ton's, Then -.1 thin a month, e1ark openly admitted a 

transfer of allegiance to the Anti~Benton party which, the 

Glasgow (Missouri) Times said, was the first step toward 
4 

forming a states rights party. 

In a campaign bas~d so much on an individual it was 

but natural that the most malicious of political practices 

were employed. With one group it was anything to defeat 

Benton in whom they telt all the differences between the 
5 

factions rested, and with the other it was anything to 

eleot him to whom they looked as a sole savior of a dying 
6 

state. Toward the end ot the campaign the Missouri Re--~---
publ~~Y: in an editorial on its conduct said, "There are 

three parties in the oontest~-two of them embittered 

against each other by personal denunciation and an intol-

1. ~ M.etro;poli tan, July 23, 1850. 

2 • .ill!•, June 4, 1850. 

3. 1!!!•, February 19, 1850. 

4. Jefferson Inguirer, July 6, 1850. 

5. !!'!!. K9tro29litan, December 25, 1849. 
. . . ; 

6. Jetterson X.guir•r, July 2'1, 1850. 
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eranoe which is ot the most unforgiving oharaoter. Be

tween these parties there is seningly no desire tor ree
l 

onoiliation •••• " 

The outcome ot the election was most disastrous tor 

tlle Democracy. The Whigs o·arried three or the :f'i ve coii

gress1onal districts, losing only the fourth, Where there 

was a three-cornered contest, to the Anti-Benton Hall. In 

the fifth district, where the Democrats had not divided 
2 

Phelps won an easy victory. Since each faction claimed 
3 

to be the "True Democracy" it blamed the other tor the 

Whig success although many people felt that Whig success 

was in a sense a victory for their fac,ion. 

The state election went in ~avor ot the Whigs al.so 

but the Bentons tar outstripped the Anties. With the 

hold-over senators there were sixty-tour Whigs, siny~two 

Bentons, e.nd thirty-five Anti•Bentoll,& in the state legia-• lature in 1850-1851. Rany factors entered into these-

lection of these county representatives, so the vieto~y of 

one party or another cannot be taken as conclusive evi

dence or the political tempe:r or the people. In the days 

before the direct primaries many ambitious candidates dis~ 

regarded the oounty conventions, so there possibly were 

1. Misa.ouri Republican, July a, 1850. 

2. Je~ter.aon I99iui_:r.,e;r • Septembe:r 4, 1850. 

3. Missouri Re;eublican, June 11, 1850. 

4. lett~r•on I•uir•r, August 24, 1e,o. 



more than three people seeking a single ottioe in many ot 

the oc:nmties. Such a situation would have made it possi• 

\>le tor a pers()n to have been s·uooesst'ul by a small per,,. 

oentage of the total vote and a less than usual margin ot 

plurality. In Cole '.County, the Benton Qandidate 1l8n the 
1 

eleotion by thirteen votes but. unfortunately, the r,--

cordttr of that tact tailed to state either the vietor's 

total vote or the number ot his opponents. Another ele~ 

ment that no doubt entered into the election was the usual 

praotioe ot trading votes. A close study ot the election 

outcomes in many counties indicates that there were bar

gains between leaders ot opposition groups. 
2 

This s,tudy leads to the oonolusi011 that the Bentons 

had made a greater ettort to control the S~ate legislature 

than they had to capture the congressional seats. From 

their success in county elections it appears that their 

beliet that Benton should be returned as senator from Mis

souri was well-founded. Not one county that went Benton 

ip the congressional election went Anti-Benton tor the 

state election. But in districts where there were both 

Benton and Anti-Benton oongressional candidates, the Ben

tons captured seve!n counties in the state election that 

voted Anti,..Benton for Gongreasmen. These counties were 

Nod.away, Mero er, Gen:~ry, Putnam. and Carroll in the tourth 

1. JeftersGn Ini":i~er, August 13, 1850. 

2. See -pa.Bo. :I ~·{lnd No. III, Appendix, pp. 176 and 1 ?8. 
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district and Oregon and Stoddard 1n the first district. 

The Bentons also gained representation in the state legis-

lature from thirteen counties that went Whig for Congress 

--a total ot seventeen votes. These counties with the 

number of representatives elected were Buchanan (1), 

Platte (2), Bay (2), .Johnson (lL, Moniteau {l), Boone (1), 

Montgome:i'y (1), st. Charles (2), Franklin (2), Osage : (l), 

J"efterson (1), st. Francois (1), Perry (l·). The Whigs 

carried a tew counties for the state assembly where the 

Benton eandidates had received the congressional majority. 

These counties were Atchison, Camden and Ste. Genevieve. 

They also. elected one of the two representatives from 

Greene county whieh had voted for Phelps, the Benton can

didate, in the fifth d istrie:t. On the other hand, there 

was not so much shifting between Whigs and Anti-Bentons. 

In the first district not one Whig county in th• oongre.s

sional election voted Anti~Benton ror state legislature, 

but the Anti~Bentons, except for one representative in 

Oape Girardeau county, did not lose ground to the Whigs. 

In the second district, the Anti~Bentons made no gains on 

the Whigs while the Whigs gained Crawford oounty and one 

representative from Washington oounty from the Anties. In 

the third diatriot, Kmox county went Anti-Benton for Con

gress and Whig for state while Chariton county made exact• 

ly the reverse exohan8e• Howard county which voted Anti-. 

Benton for Congress sent one Whig and one Anti-Benton to 
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the state legislature while Monroe oouniy which voted Wh.1,e 

tor Cong~ess made the same split in its state representa

tion. In the fourth district, the Whigs won the state as

sembly seats in Linn and Sullivan oounties,where the Anti~ 

Bentons were suocesstul in the oong:reaJsional canvass, and 

also in Caldwell county, where the two parties polled the 

same nl;llllber or votes tor congressman. In t .he tifth dis

trict, as stated aboTe, there was no Benton and Anti~Ben• 
1 

ton contest. In the face or these results it appears 

there was no great amount or trading between the Whigs and 

An:t1-,Bentons but '\hat the greatest · trading was between 

Whigs and Bentons. 

J.n analysis of the state senatorial election results 

of that year makes the_ political situation in Missouri 

more contused and CODlplioated. Ot the twenty-tour sena~ 

tors elected thai year, ten were Whigs; eight., Benton; 

six, .Anti-Benton. There was some oonsiatenoy in the at.,,. 

tiliation ot these men with tho.a~ chosen for other ottioes 

but to understand the ohoioes clearly we need the Tote in 

each county which is not available~ For instance, Platte 

and 811.nton counties gave their votes to the Ylh:lgs tor 

Congress; to Whigs, Bentons and Anties in that -order ot 

pre~erence for the state assembly; and then as a senator

ial district elected an Anti-Benton state senator. GJ"Undy; 

Putnam, Harrison, Mercer and Sullivan hacl. a silll1lar aon:t'u-

1. Jot;C&;IA' InQJli;a.:, September 14, 1850. (Election sta
tistics. 
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aion by electing a Benton senator when they ~learly showe<l 

a preterenoe tor Whigs and Anti-Bentons in their other 
1 

choices. Th·e only oonc lusion to assume here is that par-

ty affiliation and discipline were both poorly organized 

or that the man up for consideration was more important 

than the party to which he professed allegiance. 

By referring to Maps Ifo. I and III in the Ap~endix, 

it will be observed that the people supporting Benton werE 

concentrated generally in tour sections ot the state~~the 

northwest border and Missouri river counties; the south~ 

west Ozarks and border counties through the valleys ot the 

Osage and Gasconade rivers; and along the southern side of 

the lower Missouri river plus st. Charles county and scat

tered support in the south central and southeast Ozarks 

and Mississippi river bottoms. They were conapibuously · 

absent from the north central, northeastern, and western 

Missouri river sections of the state. 

The real test or Benton or No-Benton was before the 

state legislature, chosen by this election ot 1850, when 

Benton's name was presented for his reelection to the 

United States Senate. The Benton faction expected the 

Anties to accept the democratic practice of rule of the 

majority within the party and give their support to Ben

ton. But the Anties, however, trom the opening or the 

1. J'etterson Inquirer, November 2, 1850. 
sfilp. J 

(Senate Member-



session, showed no inclination to support the Benton tao

tion. In the election ot the speaker ot the house, they 

withdrew their aandidate after four days' balloting e.nd 

joined with the Whigs to eleot the candidate of that par-
1 

ty the speaker of the house. 

However, in spite of this evidence or unwillingness 

on the part ot the Anties to accept the ~ule ot the majo~ 

i ty in the party, the Benton faetion sponsored the calling 

of a legislative caucus for the purpose of nominating a 

party candidate for United States Senator. Evidently, on

ly Benton members or the general assembly attended the 

oauoua because the Jefferson Inquirer reported that Benton 

was naninated on the first b~~ot.2 At about the same 

time the Missouri Republican carried an 1 tem stating that 

the Anties had voted down a proposal to meet With the Ben-
3 

ton faction. Hence, the additional etto~t to obtain the 

cooperation ot the :rac.tions had been trui tless and the 

members of the assembly entered upon the taak ot eleoting 

a Senator with as deep and wide a ditch between them as 

there had ever been. 

The election ot a Senator was a bitter and persieten1 

struggle that carried through forty ballots before any 

candidate received a maJori ty vote. In the opening ballot 

James s. Green received the Anti-Benton; Henry s. Geyer, 

1. House Journal, 1st Sess., 1850-1851, pp. 5 tt. 

2. Je_tterson Inquirer, J"anuary 11, 1851. 

3. Missouri Ret>ublic.an, January 12 • 1851. 
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the Whig; and Col. Benton, the Benton votes as the legis

lators were classitied by the newspapers with the excep

tion of the representatives from Stoddard and Oregon coun-
1 

ties and one trom Boone oounty. On this ballot Green 

polled thirty-seven, Geyer sixty-four, and Benton titty

five votes. On the last ballot fifteen Anti-Benton and 

one Benton went to Geyer, giving him eighty votes, a ma

jority. Benton received fifty-five votes on the last bal• 

lot, having received at one time or other during the bal-
2 

loting the support of fifty-eight members. 

This combination of Whigs and Anties had prevented 

the Bentons from deadlocking the assembly without electine 

a United States Senator, which the Whig press had accused 
3 

them of trying to do, and had given the Anties a United 

1. These men, Huett of S.toddard, Howell of Oregon, and 
Robinson of Boone were all listed by the Jefferson In
quirer, November 2, 1850, as Benton men. But both for 
speaker of the house .and tor United States Senator 
they voted persistently with the Anti-Benton group. 
Robinson voted for Geyer on the electing ballot. 
House Journal ., 1st Sess., 1850-1851, pp. 5 tt., pp. 88 
ft. 

2. House Journal, lst Seas., 1850-1851, p. 88 tt.; SenatE 
Journal, 1st Seas., 1850-1851, pp. 75 tt. Coke or 
Nodaway was the Benton man who switched to Geyer o~ 
the last ballot. 

3. Missouri Republican, September 6, 1850. On January 101 

1851, this paper carried this editorial on the same 
theme. "It all efforts to elect shall tail, and the 
State is, tor this reason, to go unrepresented for the 
next two years, the tault will not be with them 
(Whigs).--They will be guiltless of this disregard of 
the interests of the people, which require that the 
state should not be unrepresented (oon•t on next page) 



States Senator who was acceptable to them on the question 

of slavery, power and the right ot instruction. 

Geyer denied the power of Congess to legislate for 

slavery in the territories although he also denied that 
l 

suoh a test should be one ot Whig orthodoxy. He believec 

that a Senator should not conform to instructions oontrar3 

to his oonviotions on oonstitutional problems but that he 

should resign rather than vote against the will of his 
2 3 

constituents. 'fhat was basic Anti-Benton doctrine, so 

on these points he truly represented their interests. 

Their switch to him had secured his election. Definitely1 

they had defeat,d Benton and had secured a Senator whose 

views on the vital issues were theirs: they had won a 

victory •shad the Whigs whose party name Geyer bore, The 

Anties had reason to teel their power in party control in 

the state since, even though they were the least group in 

numbers, they held the balance of power. The division in 

(continued from preceding page) tor so long a period •• 
•• The other parties inay look to the consequences tor 
themselves. They both avow their intention to stand 
by their candidates, It is clearly the policy ot the 
Bentona to keep up suo.h a state. of things as wil.l pre~ 
vent an election al together •••• They desire an oppor
tunity of keeping open the questions whioh have so 
long disturbed the repose of the country, and of agi
tating for two years more, in the hope that some 
change of fortune will again restore Col. Benton to 
the majority •••• No party oan stand up under suoh com• 
plate abandonment of the interests 9f the people, to 
secure the personal triumph of any man." 

Missouri Statesman, February 28, 1851. 

I~~d. , .tanua.:ry 3, 1851. 

Jette,r,on Inauirer, February 1, April 6, 1851. 
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the Democratio party had made it possible tor the Whigs 

who were never able to win an election on principle in 

Missouri, normally Democratic by 15,000 votes, to send 

three Representatives and one Senator to the Rational Oon-
1 

gress. 

The defeat or Benton did not close the tight in llia

souri• although it appears that all those opposed to Ben

ton felt that his immediate repudiation would silence the 

arguments on all poin'ts of difference tor llb.ioh they held 

him personally responsible. 

The Anti papers rejoiced that the day ot Benton's 
2 

dictation and tyranny was over and that at last prinoi• 

plea had triumphed over men so that there was no longer a 
3 

neoessity tor division within the ranks ot the Democracy. 

But their continued attacks upon Benton and his principles 

were evidenoes or their lack or con:fidence in their own 

statements. !he Benton faction continued to detend him as 

vigorously aa the .A.nties attacked him since they felt, as 

the Jetterson Inquirer stated, the Antiea kept up their 

abuse against Benton because they knew he was not dead po

litically--that he was still the •stumbling block in the 
4 

way or a southern convention and a southern confederacy." 

1. Jetterson In9.uirer, August 16, 1851. 

2. M1saour1 Republican, January 27, 1851. 
, , I 

3. The Metropolitan. copied in the st. Louis Missouri 
°iiRqblloan. January 27, 1851. 

4. Jetteraon Inauirer, Karch 89, 1859. 
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The Benton members of the general assembly did not 

accept the deteat ot their leader as tinal at all but 

rather took it as a challenge to them fr:r greater ettort tc 

save the state trom the evils for which their enemies 

stood and to recapture the political control of the state. 

The first thing they set out to aooomplish in the 1850~ 

1851 session was to remo~e llissouri from the list ot nul

lification states by bringing about a repeal of the Jack

son Resolutions. Accordingly, Sims of Cass county intro

duced a resolution to reattirm the Jackson Resolutions. 
l 

The house voted 10;~13 to table the resolution which the 

Bentons interpreted as a virtual repeal of the odious 

measures, because they were not sustained. This, ot 

course, encouraged the Bentons to detend the principles 

tor which they stood and to insist upon expelling trom the 

Demooratio party the ones they called traitors. Speaking 

in st. Louis in the spring following his deteat,Benton 

said that the .lnti-Bentons were traitors and like all 

traitors were permanently lost to the Democratic party. 

He thought the leaders would remain Whig but that the mis

led membership would return to the true Demooraoy and hel] 
2 

redeem the state trom Whiggery and nullitiera. 

1. 

2. 

This expression of sentiment that the masses of the 

House .Jogrnal, 1st Seas., 1850-1851, pp. 395 ff. 

~(st.Louis, M1ssou;r1), copied in Jetterson In-
ciulier, April 12, 1851. · 
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Anti toroes had been misled by treacherous leaders em

phasized the appeal to the people Benton had made in 1849 

when he urged them to support him in preterenoe to the 

local leaders of the Jackson Resolutions clique. J.tter 

his deteat there was more need tor that support in order 

to b:ring about the return of the Democrats to political 

control in the state. The Bentons were the more numerous 

faction of the Democratic party, measured by the outcome 

of the state election in 1850; they believed ~hemselves 

devoted to the true principles of the Democracy or Jeffer

son, Jackson, and Madison while the Anties had no prin~ 
1 

ciples as a party but were bound only by 'hatred to a aan; 

hence, they believed that the An.ties should and would re

turn to party loyalty. They wasted 11 ttle time in start

ing the machinery tor bringing about a union of the two 

taotions, because by early summer, 1851, the papers were 

carrying items on •union of the Factions" and "Burying the 

Hatchet" in order to capture the 1852 election. The best 

method for accomplishing their purpose was to promote a 

state convention of both factions tor nominating a single 

ticket for the party. Ill this way the rule of the major

ity on the basis of the 1850 election would give the Ben

ton taotion the superior position in the party and the 

combined factions' support would mean victory for the Dem

ocrats over the Whigs. 

1. J'etter,on In<1uirer. April 19, 1851. 
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The Jefferson Inquirer started its aggressive cam

paign for a union of the faotions in June, 1861, by stat

ing that although there was some difference among the mem~ 

bers of the Demooratio party--some free soilers and some 

nullifiers--aotually they believed the same in basic prin

ciple. Because of these differences which had assumed too 

great proportions the party had lost ground in Missouri 

which it needed to regain. It oould do this by holding t~ 

gether. "Party nominations, both by our National and 

State Conventions, must be sustained; ••• we must give up 

our prejudices against men and submit to the decision of' 

our party, as expressed by its majority in convention, for 

if' men selected as our candidates fail by reason of' our 

opposition and prejudice to them, it virtually disbands 
1 

our party." Clearly, this was a plea in order to rein-

state the dominance of the Benton party. 

It was natural that the Whigs and Anti-Bentons op

posed the suggestion for union of the factions. The Anti

Bentons opposed the idea because they feared that such a 
2 

convention would make them impotent. Also, they doubted 

that the Ben tons would keep faith by supporting the Anti 

candidates who might receive nominations. This distrust 

was founded on the experience of the canvass of 1850 where 

1. Jefferson Inquirer, June 21, 1851. 

2. Bloomfield Gazette (Macon county), oopied in Missouri 
Republican. O01tober 10, 1851. 
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the joint convention ot the second congressional district 

nominated an Anti-Benton. The Bentons refused to support 

this nominee which resulted in the election of a Whig in 

this district. Also in the third congressional district, 

according to the Metropolitan, the Bentons retused to ac

oept the Anties• invitation to join them in the support 

ot Green and1 upon the advice of their party leaders; vot

ed for the Whig even though they, themselves, had a candi-
1 

date in the tield. The Grand River Chronicle stated that 

the extreme states rights Anties opposed the union because 

ot principle. They frankly admitted that they believed 

that the slavery issue would be the eventual test tor set

tling the question of the preservation of the Const.1 tutioD 

and the Union and they preferred states rights Whigs to 
2 

Benton Demoorats. 

Obviously, the Whig interest in preventing this re

union of factions sprang from their desire to capitalize 

on the Demoora t split to control the state politics, b.e

oause the chiet argument for reunion used by Democratic 

leaders was to break the Whig oontrol. 'fheir•papers 

adopted a tone of ridicule in their comments on the union 

of the factions. This especially was the polioy of the 

Missouri Republican which reminded the public of Benton's 

1. ~ Me,tropoli tan, copied in the Missouri Republican, 
August 89 1 1851. 

2. Grand River Chroniole (Chillicothe, Missouri), copied 
in Missouri Republican, October 10, 1851. 
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l 
"Soam.p Letter" and "High Wall and Deep Ditch" of 18~;, 

Later it explained that the Bentons were anxious to unite 

if the Anties would oome into the convention on the Ben

ton terms and agree to take whatever crum.s or party pat-
2 

ronage,that the Bentons wished to give them. Other Whig 

papers were not so extreme in their criticisms but they 

did dwell on the faot that there was much that each side 

had to swallow if it agreed to a reunion. The reaction 

of the Missouri Statesman was tha, it was hard to see how 

the two factions that had spent two years telling everyone 

how the other was composed ot renegades and traitors could 
3 

come together as one party true to the same prinoiples. 
4 

But it believed that the union would take place in order 
5 

to gain the spoils of ottice. 

In spite or the opposition to union and the emphasis 

placed on the meaning of union of the factions, the idea 

began to gain in popularity. By the late tall or 1851 the 

oounties were holding union oonventions and passing reso

lutions for oooperative support in the election of 1852. 

All through the winter there were reports of such reoon-

1. Missouri Reiublican, October 10, 1851. 

2. Ibid,, August 26 1 1851. - . 

3. !41ssouri Statesman, September 12, 1851. 

4. Ibid., September 26, 1851. 

5, Ibid,; October 31, 1851. 
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1 
oiliation meetings. In some plaoes, however, the .A.nties 

persisted in their hostility to union. Led by c. F. Jaok

son the Howard oounty meeting adopted resolutions opposed 
2 

to the union. In Livingston county the convention pro-

posed that a renouncement or Benton be made the test of 
3 4- 5 

orthodoxy in the Democratic party. In Cole and Polk 

counties the conventions ended in wrangles with eaoh fac

tion's choosing delegates to the state convention. But 

the unfavorable county resolutions reported were muoh few

er than the favorable ones. 

However, while the party was making this progress 

toward a union in Missouri, the Washington Telegraph re

ported that Benton ns displeased; that he had protested 

and declared that the .Antiea should be driven into the 

Whig oamp betore there should be a ooalition between them 
e 

end hia party. Thia indicates that Benton was not ready 

to climb the wall or orosa the ditoh, and that he differed 

with the people in both factions of the party who thought 

the division o:r 1850 had been on a man and not on princi~ 

1. 

4. 

Je:r:rerson Inquirer, November 1, 1851-April 3, 1852, 
inclusive. · ' 

Missouri flepublioan, December a, 1851. 

Jefferson Inquirer, November 1, 1851. 

lb ;d. , January 17, 1852. 

Ibid., March 6, 1852. -
Tele5raRh (Washington, D. C.), copied in Missouri 
Staies11.en, November 28, 1851. 
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ple. The same article announced his return to Missouri tc 

take part in the 1852 elections in which his attitude on 

the union of the factions was to make Benton or No-Benton 

the issue again. Benton's policies were not in harmony 

with those of the other faction but it is doubtful if the 

masses of either faction of the party realized the extent 

to which principle and not a man divided them. 

In spite of the opposition of Benton and others and 

the ridicule ot the Whig press, the party held its union 

convention and nominated the union state ticket. Appar- , 

ently, the Bentons controlled the convention although 

there was much catering to the Anti faotion. In the or

ganization of the convention the Bentons had two offioers, 

including the chairman, and the An.ties, three, In the 

nominations the Bentons named four, the Anties, three 

while one nominee's position on the Benton question was 

not in the report of the eonvention. 'Phe choice of the 

governor was a compromise--Sterling Price, a Benton man 

but a favorite of the Anties. The real ohoioe of the Ben-
1 

tons was Thomas L. Price. The platform adopted pledged 

the Missouri Democracy to support the National Democracy 
2 

and the party platform of 1848. 

Even though a union convention had been accomplished, 

the Bentons had disoovered that they. were not acknowledged 

1. Misso~ri St~tesman, April 9, 1852. 

2. Ibid., April 16, 1852. 
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as the undisputed majority ot the party in spite ot their 

superior number of delegates in the convention and their 

larger membership in the general assembly. Realizing 

their strength the J.nties had determined to exercise some 

po~er in the union. They continued ·to think at themselves 

as the true party while the Benton faction was the one 

that needed forgiveness and readmission to the party told. 

Referring to their innuenoe in the convention, the Whig 

llissouri Re:pqblican said, "1 t is the first time within our 

knowledge, since the organization of parties in this or 

any other country, that a majority has been forced to yielil 

to the impenious demanda of a minority ••• the first time 

the •mountain has come to the mole hill.•• The Bentons 

were in the majority but they surrendered their vital 
l 

principle to the Anties. 

After the state convention the evidences of friend• 

ship between the factions were less and leas apparent. It 

was easier to say that all was forgotten than i~ was to 

forget all. The agreement on the state ticket if obaervec 

meant success in the election an4, therefore, the truits 

ot the spoils of victory which they woUld share. But in 

the looal affairs there was too muoh ·first-hand bitterneas, 

too much seeking individually atter power, too little party 

discipline for the will for union, it it did exist, to 

convert itself into a fact of union. Shortly atter the 

1. Missouri Republican, April 17, 1852. 



state convention, the failure ot union in St. Louis ah.owed 

itselt when both factions held conventions to ratify the 
l 

proceedings of the state convention. And it was not ve-ry 

long before the editor or the .Jefferson In~uirer,who had 

worked so hard to bring about union and harmony in the 

party, was despairing that union and harmony would ever be 

aooomplished. In the congressional and county conventions 

the friction due to the Anties• trying to exert more in

fluence than their numbers warrented as they had done in 

the state convention was ending in bolts from the conven

tions and splits in the party. This, the Jettersgn In-2 I , . . -

iuirer saw, was disastrous to the party. 

Consequently the 1852 election practically reaolve4 

itself into the same fight that the 1850 election had 

been. The ohiet difference waa, of oourse, that there was 

no Senato~ial election that year. The union on the state 

ticket made no ditterenee beoausa there had been no guber

natorial election in 1850. The old issues of power, the 

Jackson Resolutions and instruction were brought into the 

canvass by Benton who was, himself, a oongressional nom

inee. Writing to the Boonville 0bs.erver he said, "I con

sider the expunging or these Jackson resolutions, as due 

to the honor, and the future satety of the State, and to 

the Union; and there is no justification for any man now 

1. Missouri Rei?ublioan, April 27, 1852. 

2. J~ftera,on Inquirer, June 19, 1852. 
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1 
to uphold them." In a letter to the St. Louis committee 

in charge of the eighth of January meeting he reattirm:ed 

his posi ticm on his appeal on the right ot instruction am 
2 

the power tests. 

With the open revival of these issues, it was quite 

natural that there were both- Benton and Anti-Benton men 

in the canvass for the looal and district offices. In thE 

first congressional distriot oonvention, the two factions 

were so nearly equal in strength that each one chose a 
3 

oandidate. Benton, himself, was his party's standard 

bearer and Col. Louis V. Bogy was the nomine-e ot the An ti 

faction. Their Whig opponent was Sam Caruthers. '?he only 

other district where the three parties had candidates in 

the field was the fourth. 'rhe nominees there were A. A. 

King, Benton; James H. Birch, Anti~Benton; and Mordeoai 

Oliver; Whig. In the second district the Bentons oon

trolled the convention and nominated A. w. Lamb to oppose 

Gilchrist Porter, the Whig. The Anties did not have out a 

separate ticket. In the fifth district, Phelps was still 

the idol of all Democrats even though he was considered a 

Benton man. He opposed John o. Price, the Whig. In the 

third district, the Bentons left the raoe to the .Anti-

1. 

2. 

3. 

Jef.ferson Inquirer, J"une 26, 1852. 

Missouri Republican, January 14, 1852. 

Anzeifer (St. Louis, Missouri), copied in the Missouri 
lepub ica_n, May 28, 1852. 
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Benton, James s. Green and the Whig, John O,. Miller. 

Since Benton was not up for reelection to represent 

the state in the United States Senate and the national is

sues that alarmed the oountry in 1850 had been quieted 

somewhat, this canvass was not nearly as bitter as the 

earlier three-cornered contest had been. The greatest 

bitterness centered in the first aiatrict where Benton 1'81 

the sucoeastul candidate. He, as usual, took advantage of 

the campaign to instruot the people in the principles 

which he held to be the true doctrine of Democracy. In a 

speech at Jaokson on May 15, 1852, he attacked the conven

tions and caucuses which, he said, set themselves up as 

dictators to the people whioh interfered with the free ex

ercise ot political privilege. He especially attacked the 

Jefferson City Union Convention, where, he said, the Ben

tons were cheated and principles contrary to his were 
2 

sanctioned. 

This attack on, as well as his previous opposition 

"to, the ettorts to bring the factions ot the party to

gether was no doubt prompted by the fact that he realized 

more than he oared to admit that he was the souroe ot di

vision within the party. Apparently, many Democrats in 

both factions honestly lamented their division that gave 

l. !11s•ouri Statesman, September 24, 1852. (Bleotion re
\urns. J 

2. Jefferson Inquirer, May 29, 1852. 



the Whigs control ot the state. But the Bentons as a 

whole would not accept the Antiea one stipulation for re-
l 

union--the repudiation of Benton. Benton's break with 

the national administration had lessened his prestige as 

a political leader both in the nation and the state. For 

that reason, the Anties tel t that the d-ay to follow h1m 

was past. It seems that Benton, reoognizing that attitude 

of the Anties, opposed all ettorts at union and emphasizec 

the difference in prinoiplea in an ettort to hold the tol• 

lowing he had. As the election results indicate, this 

rabid attack on the union oonvention must have driven the 

wedge between the faotions deeper and have caused a number 

ot Benton's followers to desert him tor the Anti camp. 

Benton's election to Congress was due to the st.

Louis vote largely and that was due 1n great part to the 
a 

support that the Gei-m&n population ot st. Louis gaTe him. 

One of the most outstanding developments of this campaign 

was the aligilillent of German support to Benton that the 

Anz•1ser sponsored. His failure to deny the charges of 

tree soilism alienated many or his former supporters but 

it also gained him this German backing. 

The outcome in the other congressional districts was 

divided between Bentons and Whigs, the Anti-Bentons not 

1. Grand River Chronic!e, quoted in the W.ssouri Re12ub!i .. 
oan, Ooto'oer 10, 18 i. . -
Anzei~er, translation i.n the W.ssauri Rel?ublic5, 
May 2 , 1852. . . · . , 



carrying a single district. NGt only that, but in dis

triots where there were three congressional candidates, 

the Anties carried only ten of all the oountiea of those 

districts. They, however, showed detinite gains in. the 

local election. In the election to the state legislature, 

they sent one representative tram the fifth district in 

1850 and thirteen in 1852. From the fourth district, the1 

sent five representatives in 1850 and eleven in 1852. In 

the third district they gained none al though they took 

two Benton counties from that faction. FRom. the second 

district they had two members in 1850 and six in 1852. Irl 

the first distriot they- gained fl'Om 11ine to thirteen houae 

members by the 1852 election. These gains were practical

ly all at the •xpenae of the Benton faction. 

A comparison ot Kap No. VI with Map No. III in the 

Appendix will readily show the extent of this shift ti-om 

Benton to Anti-Benton in the election tor the atate aasea

bly. It will be noticed that the centers ot Benton sup~ 

port remained in the same areas but the counties whioh his 

taotion carried, besides being less in number, were much 

more scattered in the areas except in the Gasconade Yalley. 

tlle lower Missouri river counties and the oounties along 

the Missouri river in t .he northwest part ot the state. A 

study of Maps No. IV and No. VI together reYeals the dif

ferences in the votes of the aounties in the congression

al and the state elections. 'fhe apparent inorease i~ the 
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Benton following in the congressional election or 1852 

over the one ot 1850, shown by comparing Maps No. I and 

No. IV, was due to the taot that, the Demooratio nominee 

in the second district was a Benton in 1852 and an Anti 1Il 

1850. Also, Benton, himselt,earried more counties in the 

first district than his party's candidate in 1850. 

Since complete tigures ot these election results are 

not available, it is impossible to draw accurate oonolu

sions on the meaning of these shifts in voting support. 

The only point that is clear is that the Bentons had lost 

local following. The possible explanations tor this con

dition may haTe been Benton's denunciation or the ettorts 

or local leaders and their organization to reunite the 

factions; the honest transfer of the opinion• ot some ot 

the people on the issues thai divided the factions in the 

beginning; or, in the case of the people ot the southwest 

Ozark counties, Benton's refusal to support the interests 

of that section in promoting a route for the western rail

road. In addition to thes~ possible explanations tor the 

change of political allegianoe 1 the answer to the questioD 

may lie in local conditions and personalities that decided 

the outcome of elections by small and inexplicable margins, 

The result of the election ot 1852 promoted further 

rivalry between the factions of the Dem.ooratio party. Ao

cording to the reports of the eleotion returns, there were 

tifty-tive Anti-Bentons, thirty-nine Bentons, and thirty-
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l 
eight Whigs elected to the state house or representatiTe&. 

'lhe division in the party atf111ations of the members ot 

the house almost deadlooked the general assembly o t 1852-

1853 at the beginning of the session. No party had 

strength enough to oontrol the organization ot the house 

or representatives, yet each made a determined ettort to 

elect one of its members to the speakership. 

The contest tor the speakerahip showed that the re

ported membership of each faction in the house was not its 

actual following there. Eight reported Anti-Bentons-~the 

representatives from Bollinger, Caldwell, Cape Girardeau, 

Dallas, Greene, Harrison, Henry and Ray oounties~-voted 

tor the Benton candidate tor speaker, and three reported 

Anties--trom. Clay, Marion and Dunklin oounties--voted tor 

the Whig candidate. Three reported Bentons--from Ozark, 

St. Louis and Cass count1es~-voted for the Anti-Benton 

candidate and two reported Bentons--from Pike and Lafay

ette oountiea--voted tor the Whig candidate. The Whig 

representative :trom Jackson county voted for an Anti-Ben

ton and one reported Whig :rrom Bates county voted tor the 

Benton candidate. On the tirst ballot,, the Benton oed1-

date reoeived forty-three votes·; the Whig, thirty-seven; 
\ 

and two .Anti-Benton candidates received thirty~three and 

eleven votes re~pectively. On fotty-eight ballots, the 

factions were still divided: the Benton candidate 

1. Misaou:r.1 Statesman, September 5, 1852. 



reoeived thirty~tive votes; the Whig, thirty-one; and the 

Anti-Benton, rorty~six votes. The house then adopted a 

resolution, presented by William o. Maupin or Saline, a 

Whig, to make the speaker ;ero t811l, Dr. Reuben ShelQy ot 
. 1 

Perry, the permanent speaker. The Anties, who had ex-

peoted to win the speakership, were keenly disappointed at 

their failure and definitely alarmed and displeased at the 

friendliness between the Whigs and the Bentons. When the 

Bentons joined with the Whigs to eleot orticere for the 

Missouri banks, the Anti-Bentons aooused the Bentons ot 
2 

betraying their constituents. The Bentons defended the:1r 

actions by saying that all parties had agreed previously 
3 

that the bank positions sho~d not be politioal. Such a 

defense did not satisfy the .Anties. They had practically 

exchanged positions with the Bentons from the 1850 s.ession 

and they resented the alliance of the Bentons with the 

Whigs as deeply as the Bentons resented the Whig-Anti al• 

lianoe to defeat Col. Benton. 

With the 1852 election legislature in session, work~ 

ing by combination as it did, it was clear that the ef

forts or union of the Bentons and Anti-Bentons, the method 

of oonduoting the canvass, and the outcome of the election 

had intensified rather than relieved the friction that 

1. Hous·e Journal, 1st Sess., 1852-1853, pp. 3-47. 

2. ~aminer { Jefferson City:, Missouri), February 1, 1863. 

3. J:et:rerson In5auirer, February 5, 1853. 
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existed between the factions. The high wall and deep 

ditch were higher and deeper than they had been and the 

possibility of reoonoiliation definitely did not exist. 

Nor had either side been able to gain oontrol of the party 

with the result that the Whigs were exercising an intlu

enoe in state politics inoonmensurate with their numbers. 



CHAPTER II 

THE BENTON DIE-HARDS 

The tight for the oontrol of the Democratic party be• 

tween the Bentons and the An.ti-Bentons did not end, how

ever, with the election of 1852. Eaoh side interspersed 

vicious attacks with well-tempered overtures for tm.ion in 

which all differenoes were to be forgotten. But after 

this date, more and more people deserted Benton to Join 

the Anti faction. Those who stayed with Benton through 

the entire fight, and even beyond it after the oause or 
Benton was hopeless, were oalled the "Die-Hards."' '?here 

seem to have been two groups of these "Die•Hards." In one 

were the people who apparently believed in the principles 

of "Bentonism" and were not jus.t a ttaohed to the faction 

because of the prestige of Benton's personal leadership. 

In the other grou.p were the people who, in the beginning 

of the fight, chose Benton beoause of his prestige, and 

then had to stay with his faction because they had lost 

standing with the An ties. Apparently, the members of the 

latter group were the political leaders, either local or 

state, whose activities were in large part responsible for 

the intensity of this fight. The central interest ot this 
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Chapter is the sifting out and defining of these two 

groups ot "Die-Hards." 

Benton's :msistanoe that this division int.he party was 

based on principles raises the question of his prinoiples. 

Basically, in what ~ did they differ trom those of the 

other leaders enough to divide the powerful and dominant 

Democratic party in Missouri? Benton was a man ot def

inite eonviotions on q_uestions of publio interest which he 

believed in defending. He had an ardent passion tor pre

serving the Union, and was suspicious of all people and 

policies that in any way threatened the permanenoy of its 

existence. For that reason, he opposed Calhoun and all 

his ideas ot nullification and disunion and distrusted any 

group that endorsed any Oalhounism. His idea on slavery 

was somewhat out of harmony with the ideas of the usual 

representative of a slaveholding state: he disapproved or 
the institution ot slavery personally, although he owned 

slaves, and was personally against the extension of 

slavery into new territories,--a free soiler according to 

his enemies. He was not an abolitionist. On the question 

ot power, he believed that Congress had the right to ex

clude slavery from any territory, but he believed, also, 

that it was inexpedient for Congress to exercise that 

power it it agitated the slavery question. He opposed any 

measure that caused friction over the slavery question be

cause he thought that such frietion and agitation were a 
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menace to the permanency of the Union. For that reason, 

he opposed the Wilmot Proviso, refused to vote on the 

Fugitive Slave Law or to support the repeal of the Mis

souri Compromise or the repeal or its repeal. Benton op

posed a national bank end favored speoie ourrenoy. He be

lieved that the government should promote the development 

or the West and advooated a three-told program tor that 

development, namely, the opening of the public lands tor 

sale on the prinoiple of a downward graduation in the 

price according to the native fertility of the soil; the 

granting to the squatter the right of preemption to the 

land that he developed; and the promoting ot the construc

tion ot a railroad to the West, especially by the central 

route. Besides these principles in governmental. policy, 

~e held positive views on political theory. He believed 

that the people were the true source ot power and instruc

tion and that no ottioial was bound by instructions that 

appeared not to represent the will of the people. He dis

liked nominating conventions and preferred to depend upon 
1 

popular aoolaim for the offices to which he was called. 

He was yet, in 1850, a true advocate and interpreter ot 

cTaoksonian Dem.ocracy, to the promotion ot llhioh he devoted 

so much of his energies in public life. 

Theoretically, these principles were the doctrine of 

l. Meigs, William Montgomery, Thomas He.rt Benton, pp. 165 
tt.; pp. 499 tt. Roosevelt, Theodore, Thomas Hart 
Benton, pp. 114 tt.; pp. 341 tf. 
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the Benton taction. When his attitude toward the contro

versial issues or this period, 1850-1856•-his non-support 

or the Fugitive Slave Law, his opposition to the Kansas

Nebraska Act, his suspected sympathy for tree soilism--be

oame known, many people who stood with him in ~he begtn

ning of the contest deserted him tor the Anti-Bentons. In 

addition to those who changed factions because they found 

Benton's principles unacceptable, there were many others 

who changed because they resented Benton's placing himself 

above party in his refusal to cooperate with the apparent

ly honest ettort tor party reunion in 1852. By their 

changes, these people not only determined which taotion 

won the control of the party organization, but they also 

defined the "Die-Hards." By tracing these withdrawals 

from t .he Benton faction, it is possible to discover where 

the "Die-Hards" were in the state. Knowing where they 

were assists in establishing who they were. 

The election of 1850 started defining the Benton 

"Die-Hards" by locating the centers of Benton strength in 

the beginning of the struggle tor control of the Democrat

ic party. These centers were in the extreme northw~st 

border and Missouri river counties; the southwest Ozark 

border and the Osage and Gasconade valleys; the counties 

along the south side of the lower Missouri river plus st. 

Charles; and scattered centers of support in the south 

central and southeast Ozark hill and Mississippi river 
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counties. In this election, the Benton party had enough 

power in the state to elect one Congressman and sixty-two 

members of the state legislature. 

The apparent suooess of the Bentons in the union con-

ven tion and the eleotion of 1852 proved to be a hollow 

victory. In this convention the Bentons nominally won the 

nominations tor governor, seoretary of state, register of 
1 . 

lands and attorney general. In the election, they won 

three of the five seats in Congress, thirty~nine seats in 

the state house of representatives and nine seats in the 

state senate. The .Anties, in the convention, won the nom~ 

inations for two state otfi oes-... lieutenant governor and 
2 

treasurer. In the election, they won no seat in Oo~gress 

fifty seats in the state house of representatives and 

eight seats in the state senate. The coalition sta.te 
3 

ticket was successful. 

Although they eould not direot a legislative program 

beoause of their minority in the state assembly, the Ben

tons expected to gain and keep prestige in the party by 

the distribution of patronage through the administrative 

state offices and the Congressmen. ':Chey were doomed to 

disappointment in this expectation because men elected as 

1. 

2. 

Missouri Statesman, April 9, 1852. 

Ibid. -
Ibid., August 2?, September 3, September 24, 1852. 
w;ikl;y; Missou.ri Sent1nal (Columbia), October '1, 1852. 
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Bentons proved themselves Anti-Bentons. Governor Sterlinf 

Price, moninated as a Benton, showed his preferenoe for 

the Anti-Benton taotion from the beginning of his adminis

tration by giving every appointment in his power to an 
1 

Anti. Naturally, he was read out of the Benton faction 

and oondemned as a renegade, but Prioe, no doubt, felt he 

was justified in the course he followed. He owed his nom-

!nation, and therefore his o:f'tioe, to the Anti raciion, 

because he was a compromise candidate in the union oonven-
2 

tion or 1852. The raot that the Anties favored him tor 

the nomination marked him as not too staunch a Benton man. 

Then, Benton's personal repudiation or the convention and 

its platform in the oampaign or 1852 oould not have en~ 

hanoed the fidelity or Price for Benton. The withdrawal 

of Price from the Benton taotion probably did not weaken 

it appreciably from a numerical standpoint. He oame from 

central Missouri where the •central Clique," the best or

ganized or Benton•s opposition, ruled local affairs, and 

there is no evidence that he had a great following out or 

his locality. Through his withdrawal, however, the Ben

tons lost heavily, in place or gaining, in prestige and 

power in the control of the party organization. 

Besides Governor Price, two of the so-called Benton 

Congressmen~-John s. Phelps of the fifth district and 

1. Je.trerson In9iuirer, March 26, 1853. 

2. Missouri Statesman, April 9, 1852. 



A. w. Lamb of the second distriot--oame out openly agains1 

Benton in the winter of 1853. The cause for their differ

ence with him was his refusal to cooperate with the organ

ization of the national DEmoora tio party and accept the 
l 

Baltimore Convention and Platform. whioh aooepted the pop-

ular sovereignty instead of the Missouri Compromise method 
2 

of dealing with the slavery q_uestion in the territories. 

The open withdrawal of Phelps tram the support of 

Benton was oapable of impairing the strength as well as 

the prestige of the Benton party, because Phelps' district 

in southwest Missouri was a Benton stronghold. Phelps was 

a very popular man in his district. Since his al.ignment 

as a Benton man had been universally assumed in the begin

ning of the party fight, the break between Benton and 

Phelps was the firs.t real occasion for the alignment O·f 

the southwest Missouri Democrats in the party split. It 

created a situation where the tight for the local oontrol 

of the party played an important part in determining fac

tional affiliations. The evidence tends to indicate that 

Phelps locally refused to endorse the Benton men in 1852 

although there is no definite proof. In 1854, an Anti 

correspondent 1n the Jefferso.n Inqui.rer s.poke of Phelps as 

a "veteran member" of their ranks. Lusk interpreted that 

statement to mean that Phelps had never been honestly a 

l. Missouri Republioan, A:pril 16, 1853. 

2. Missouri Statesman, June 18. 1852. 
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Benton man, but had used Benton to further the organiza

tion that would keep himself in power, and that, private~ 
1 

he had supported the local Anti-Benton faction. The num-

ber of Anti-Bentons elected to the state legislature from 

his district in 1852 rather supported Lusk•s claim. 

The removal of Lamb, like Governor Price, apparently 

took more prestige than actual followi.ng tram the Ben tons, 

because in his section ot the state, Ralls County, Benton 

had never had muoh support. In addition, Lamb was a eom

promi se nominee over the Ben ton oho iee, W. V. N. Bay, in 

the d istri ot convent ion of 1852, and in the canvass was 

such a mild Benton man that the Missouri Republican listed 
2 

him as an Anti. 

Between 1852 and 1854, the next o~portunity tor a 

test of the strength of the factions, the division in the 

Democratic party was increased, not alone by the shift ot 

allegiance ot prominent party men from the Benton to the 

.Anti factions, but also by a new problem in the slavery 

issue. This problem was the Kansas-Nebraska Bill Which 

proposed to open that area, once closed to slavery by the 

Missouri Compranise, to settlement on the principle ot 

popular sovereignty. The preamble to this bill attempted 

to avoid the power question by atating that the measure 

legislated slavery neither into or out of the territories. 

l. Jefferaon~nq.uirer, Jan.U1Iry 7, 1854. 

2. Mi,SSOl.U'.i Re~ublioan, May 14. 1852. 
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The bill definitely proposed the repeal ot the Missouri 

Compromise. 

Although Benton was interested in western develop

ment, he opposed this bill not only on the grounds that he 

was against the opening ot any additional territory to 

slavery but also he doubted the power to repeal and the 

wisdom ot repealing the Missouri Compromise. Reterring to 

the repealability ot that compromise in his Examination~ 

the~ Scott Case, he said, " ••• to one who was contempo

rary with the event, and saw the sacrifice of feeling or 

prejudice which was made, and the loss of popularity in

curred, and how great was the danger ot the country trom 

which it saved us, it becomes a national compact, founded 

on oonaideration higher 'than money, and which good taith 

and the harmony and stability ot the Union deserved to be 
1 

cherished nex't atter the Constitution." Be questioned 

its wisdom because it, too, stirred up agitation. His op

position to this Nebraska bill was couaidered by many as 

contrary to the interest ot Missouri and probably lost hi.DI 

some of his following in the northwest and western parts 

ot the state. Charles Sims ot Cass county broke trom his 

support in the legislative session ot 1854-1855 and there 

seems to be no other cause than a ditterenoe on thia 

question. 

Between 1852 and 1854, it seems that the bitterness 

1. Benton, Thomas Hart, Examination .2!, ~ Dred Scott 
aaae, P• 95, 
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and rivalry between the factions were intensified through 

the proposals for party union. In the early part of 1853 1 

James Lusk of the Jefferson Inquirer started a campaign 

for union and harmony in order to elect Benton to the 
1 

United States Senate in 1855. The Anti press resented 

this overture for peace end hannony. 'rhe Jetterso.n Exam--· - - ............ 
iner was outspoken in its ridicule of the Bentons tor -
suggesting a UD.ion after Benton had denounced the Jeffer

son City Convention and Platform. and his followers had 

failed to support it. It also accused the Bentons of 

bidding for Whig support for Benton in the Senatorial 
2 

election in 1855. Part of this ridicule probably was due 

to the disgruntled feelings wh1oh grew out of the legisla

tive session of 1853 when the Bentons joined with the 

Whigs to prevent the Anties from controlling the assembly. 

Then as the time for the 1854 canvass approached, toward 

the later part of 1853, the Anties suggested union and 

harmony. Their suggestions met with as decided disapprov

al from the Bentons as the .Anties had given the Benton 

suggestions. Lusk age.in spoke tor the Bentons, through 

the Jefferson Inquirer, and summed up their attitude 

toward their position and problem thus: 

••• the enemy is sedulously engaged in attempting 
to foment disunion in our ranks, in order to di
vide end thus be enabled to conquer. ••• We have 

1. Jeff'ersQn Insuirer, March 12, 1853. 

2. Jefferson Examiner (Jefferson City), Maroh 22, 1853. 
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the right on our side and viotory will be ours it 
we but stand firm. Let a good man and true be 
brought forward ••• and ill every district. This 
policy if adhered to, will secure a majority in 
the next legislature in favor of the re-election 
of the Hon. Thomas Hart Benton to the Senate of 
the United States. • •• 'rhe Antifs sold you onoe 
••• do not trust them again •••• 

The importance of the election contest of 1854, as 

indicated, lay in the faot that again Missouri was to 

elect a United States Senator. David Atchison, an ardent• 

Anti-Benton, a strong supporter of the Kansas-Nebraska Ao~ 

a figure in northwest Missouri politics, was seeking re

election. Both because they wanted to vindicate their 

leader and their cause defeated in 1851, and also to de

feat Atohison whose policy was the antithesis of Benton's, 

the Benton raotion entered the canvass with a hope and de

termination to reclaim Missouri for their principles and 

faction. 

Pursuant to their determination, the Bentons entered 

the campaign completely, At this time there were seven 

congressional districts in Missouri, two additional ones 

having been authorized by the congressional apportionment 

following the oensus of 1850 and organized by the state in 

1853. The Bentons entered a candidate for Congreas in 

each district, except the second and third which were lo

cated in that seotion of the state (approximately the 

eastern three-fourths of the region. north of the Missouri 

l. Jefferson Inquirer, January 14, 1854. 



river) where the Benton party had negligible support in 

the elections of 1850 and 1852. It is doubtful if the 

Bentons could have found a satisfactory person to make the 

canvass in these districts. The An.ties had candidates in 

all of the districts, e:xcept the seventh, southeast Mis

souri. The Whigs had nominees in all the districts, ex

oept the sixth, Phelps' territory in southwest Missouri. 

Judged by its outcome, this canvass has the appearance of 

having been a win or die battle for both factions of the 

Democratic party, which was accompanied by all the bitter-: 

ness, color and dealings in personalities that a political 

campaign can have. The Bentons accused the .An.ties of du

plicity, trading and all the other vicious politioal prac

tices. They made a special effort to hold the German and 

Irish vote for the Benton :t'action by emphasizing Atchi

son's stand on questions regarding the immigrants. The 

Bentons reminded these foreigners that a vote for an Anti

Benton meant a vote for Atchison who, they said, opposed 

giving the foreign born the right to vote or eny rights in 
l 

the territories. The greatest oharge the Anties made 

against the Bentons was that they w·ere out of harmony with 

the administration because they had broken with the nation

al organization and ha.d renounced the party platform and, 

consequently, were flying under false oolors as Democrats. 

l. Jefferson Ing_uirer, July 2~, 1854. 
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Their party and their leader both were Benton. These twt 

parties were f'ar apart on the Kansas-Nebraska Act which 

was seemingly the central issue in the oampaign. 

The outcome of' the congressional. election was disas

trous f'or both tactions ot the Daooratio party--the Whigs 

carried every district in which they competed tor the 

seat. The Anties returned only John s. Phel.ps. This 

election lett the Benton faction w1 th no representation ill 

Congress, al. though Benton, himself', ran tor reelection to 

the House in the first district, st. Louis county. He was 

defeated by Luther M. Kennett. the Whig, who polled a ma

jority of the votes over the combined vote of' Benton and 

Trusten Polk, the Anti. Polk, however, received only 378 

votes, whioh most probably was not indicative of the ac

tual strength of' the Anties in st. Louis county. They mall 

have voted for Kennett in order to defeat Benton. 

Phelps won his reelection by a majority of' only 356 

votes over the Benton, Waldo P. Johnson. This close con

test showed that Phelps did not carry nearly al.lot his 

previous following away from Benton and, it seems, indi

cates that there was an active tight for party control in 

this district. In the counties of' this district that had 

been in Phelps' district in 1852, the vote between the t11:> 

candidates was divided on a less than three to two basis 

in all but seven counties reporting returns. In those 

1. Missouri Ret>ublioa,n, May 3, 1854. 



seven a·ounties, the Anties· received al.l the votes in one 

county, McDonald, as much as 71 per cent or the votes in 

three counties and as muoh as 61 per cent of the votes in 

one other county. The Bentons received at least 60 per 
l 

cent in t -he other two of these s.even counties. or the 

counties that voted for Phelps as a Benton in 1852 and 

were left in his district by the redistrioting of the 

state, eight stayed loyal to Benton in the 1854 election. 

Besides these eight., Ben ton carried three other counties 

in Phelps• district two of which were among the Benton 

1ower Missouri river counties. This result bore out 

Phelps• statement that Benton was anything but among the 
2 

dead in his territory. In the northern par"t or the Osage 

valley, Benton held most of .the foilowing he had there 

when that area was a part of Phelps• district and Phelps 

was considered a Bento,n man. Thanas L. Price, the Benton 

candidate 1n this distriot, 1n 1854, carried three of the 

old Phelps' counties and two additional counties in the 

district that had been transferred to the new district 

from the old third. In the new southeast Missouri dis

trict, which extended to the Missouri river, the Bentons 

retained their plurality following in the lower Missouri 

river and the southeast and south central Ozark hill coun

ties, even though the Benton candidate was defeated. In 

1. See l(ap No. VIII, Appendix, p. 183. 

2. .Teff'.erson Innuirer. August 27 1 1853. 



the northwest part of the state, the Bentons tailed to 

hold the plurality in th& oounties that had been eenters 

of Benton strength. Benton's attitude to the Kansas-Ne

braska Act was probably one of the causes for the shrink• 

ing of his support there. Also, this was Atchison•s home 

territory, and it is likely that there was a very active 

Anti campaign in that section of the state. 

A comparison of the results of the election of the 

state assembly with those of the congressional election oi 
1 

1854 shows that south of the Missouri river the counties 

that the Benton !action carried in the two elections were 

pract1 cally the same al though there were some discrepan

cies. In most cases, however, where a county was carried 

by the Bentons in one election and by another party in the 

other, the margin of victory in the congressional election 

was so small that a shift of a few votes would have given 

that victory to the other party. In the light of this 

:raot, it may be assumed that in the election for county 

representatives, either a greater number of candidates or 

the shifting of a few votes was responsible for the dis

orepanoies in the party of victory. 

North of the Missouri river, in the fourth district, 

where the Bentons did not carry a single county in the 

congressional election, they were able to elect state rep

resentatives :rrom Andrew and Holt and from St. Charles in 

l. See Maps VII and rx. Appendix. pp. 18E and 181. 



the second district. These counties had been Ben ton 

strongholds. Putnam county, which was not consistent in 

its support or Benton but showed evidences of a Benton 

tallowing, elected a Benton representative in 1854. 

A comparison of the Whig and Anti-Benton successes in 

the two elections aeems to indicate that there was some 

conscious trading of votes between the two parties. The 

Anti-Bentons did not have a candidate in the congressional 

canvass in the seventh district, southeast Missouri. 

Here, the Whig candidate won the election by carrying six

teen of the twenty-one counties ot the district. In the 

election for the state assembly, however, the Anties suc

ceeded in electing their aandidates from nine of these 

sixteen counties. In all but one of these nine counties, 

the Whigs received at least 60 per cent of the votes cast 
l 

in the congressional election. North ot the Missouri 

river, there were nine counties that vote.d Whig tor the 

congressmen and Anti for members of the general assembly, 

while only one county went Anti-Benton tor Congress and 

Whig tor the general assembly. Al though the victories in 

these counties in the congressional elections were by 

small margins (not over three to two ratio}, it seems im

probable that so many counties would have shifted from 

Whig to Anti-Benton and so f'ew the other way without an 

understanding between the two parties. From these oondi-

l. See Map No. VIII, Appendix, p. 18!. 
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tions that existed, both in the northern and the south

eastern part of the state, it appears that the .A.nties 

made every effort to get enough power to control the state 

legislature in order to return Atchison to the United 

States Senate. 

The election of the state senators did not show the 

inconsistencies that previous elections showed. The only 

district where the evidenae indiaated either a confused 

condition or an outright deal was the district composed 

of Livingston, Grundy, Harrison, Mercer and Carroll coun

ties. There the Whigs carried three of the five counties 

in the congressional election, four of the five for the 

state house of representatives, and the Anti-candidate for 
1 

the state senate carried the district. 

From this analysis of the results of the ele~tion of 

1854, it is clear that, with the exception of the north

west border and Missouri river counties, the centers of 

Benton strength, measured by the elections of 1850 and 

1852, rEmained fairly constant to the Bentons support. 

However, the membership of the party had evidently de

creased since it failed not only to elect any Congressman 

but also to return as many members to the state legisla

ture as it did in 1852. The territorial extent of the 

congressional districts did not correspond in the two 

1. All data on the election of 1854 based on the Official 
Election Returns in the Missouri Statesman, October 13i 
1854. 



elections and the party did not have a candidate in every 

district in either election, so a detailed analysis of the 

decrease is difficult. 

The results of the election for the state legislature 

in 1854 made it obvious that no party, alone, was in a po

sition to elect a United States Senator. According to the 

reported party affiliation of the members, there were in 

the house of representatives forty-eight Whigs, forty-six 

Anti-Bentons, and thirty-three Bentons; and in the senate 
1 

twelve Whigs, thirteen Anti-Bentons, and eight Bentons. 

Owing to this division, it seems that, between the state 

election and the time for the convening of the general as

sembly, the Anties made some direct offers to gain the co

operation of the Bentons in the Senatorial election and 

other legislative business. Because the Bentons had en

tered this eampaign with the determination to return Ben

ton to the United States Senate, the Benton press met all 

the bids with decidedly negative replies. The general 

tone of these answers was one of indignation that the An

ties, who had joined with the Whigs, in 1850• to defeat 

Benton, should seek the cooperation ot the Bentons that 
2 

would mean the sacrifice of Benton. This refusal on the 

part of the Bentons to act with the Anties met the approv

al of the Whigs, who hoped to protit again at the expense 

1. Missouri Statesman, October 3, 1854. 

2. Je.:rterson Inauirer, September 16 and 30. 1854. 



of the divided Demooracy, and of some An.ties who wanted 
1 

no assistance from the Bentons. 

Since no pre-session coalition was effected, the 

election of a United States Senator resolved itself into 

a contest between the three parties, eaoh of whioh seemed 

to feel that it had enough members in the legislature to 

justify an expectation of support from another party. ThE 

Benton candidate was, of course, Benton; the Anti, Atoh1-

son; and the Whig, A. w. Doniphan. On the first ballot, 

Benton received forty-one votes; Atchison, fifty-six; and 

Doniphan, fifty-seven. ~he agreement between the votes 

cast and the reported affiliation of the members indioatef 

how definite party lines were. The only members who were 

misrepresented in the newspaper reports of their party 

affiliations were the representatives of Dunklin and Stod

dard counties, both reported as.,; Anties. Thomas J. Mott 

of Dunkl.in supported Benton and Richard Walls of Stoddard 

supported Doniphan. '?he vote of Mott took the place of 

that of George w. King of Madison who was absent on the 

ballot, to make up Benton's total reported strength of 

forty-one. 

After the rirst ballot, th.ere were fort¥ others taken 

in an effort to elect a United States Senator. The ballot

ing lasted over a month, and in spite of efforts, apparent 

from the number of recesses from voting and the substitute 

1. Missouri Statesman, October 13, 1854. 



candidates the Anties offered, to agree on a candidate, 

eaoh taotion remained steadfast in the support of the 

choice or its own par·ty. On the forty-first ballot, the 

vote was Atchison, fifty-eight; Doniphan, fifty-six; and 

Benton, thirty-eight. This was practically the same dead .. 

look that existed on the first ballot, so the assembly 

abandoned the effort to eleot a Senator in this session b~ 

adopting a motion to adjourn the joint session until fur

ther call. The determination of both the Bentons and the 

Anties to win the 1854 election with the accompanying bit

terness and rivalry between the factions. resul tad in de.,.. 

priving Missouri of her complete representation in the na

tional Senate. 

Throughout the balloting the Benton men remained 

loyal to Benton, except Charles Sims, of Cass, senator 

from that district who left Benton on the second ballot 
l 

to support Atchison. Sims had been one of Benton's 

strongest supporters and it is probable that Ben ton~ s Ne

braska polioy was responsible for his desertion of the 

Benton faction. By their fidelity to Benton in their vot

ing tor him through forty-one ballots when he was the low

est of three candidates, the Benton members of the state 

legislature of 1854-1855 marked themselves as members ot 

the Benton "Die-Hards." 

1. House Journal, Regular Session, 1854-1855, pp. 63 ff .• 
Senate Journal, Regular Session, 1854-1855, pp. 48 rr. 
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After the deadlock in the legislative session of 

1854-1855, the parties began to lay plans for winning con

trol of the state in the election of 1856. This eleotion 

of 1856 was of great importance because there were two 

United States Senators to be chosen as well as the state. 

district and county officials. In addition it was a Pres

idential election year. The months intervening between 

the failure to elect a United States Senator in the gen

eral assembly of 1854-1855 and the election of 1856 were 

especially confusing ones in Missouri politics. The par

ties were attempting to increase their own followings by 

accusations and riducule against other parties or faoti~. 

The non-extension of slavery program of the new Republican 

party caused the Anties and other enemies of the Bentons 

to label them Black Republicans. The o i vil war in Kansas 

as a result of the Kansas-Nebraska Aot caused further agi

tation over the power question for which the Bentons 

blamed the Anties. Then in an effort to gain the German 

and Irish support, every party accused the members of 

every other pm.ty of being Know Nothings or Americans. In 

Missouri, however, the Know Nothing party, judged by its 

support and leading men, was almost identical with the old 

Whig party, although it seams that some of the states 

rights Whigs went directly to the Ant1-Bentons when the 

Whig state and national organization disintegrated. Be

cause of its make up, the Missouri Know Nothing party 



emphasized that it was not hostile to the foreign born. 

But aoousations of membership in that order kept up party 

triotion. The nature and intensity of these oontroversial 

issues made the tension in party politics very great. 

When the time for putting a state ticket in nomina

tion approached in 1866, Thomas L. Price, chairman of the 

state oommi ttee elected by the union oonvention or 1852, 

issued a call for the state oonvention, The friction be

tween the factions was so great that it was unlikely that 

a union between them could be brought about. Sinoe eaoh 

faction believed itself to be the true party and the 

other, the insurgent, two sets ot delegates were chosen ill 

a large number of counties and reported to Jefferson City 

for the convention. 

The factions met separately, but before they organiz• 

ed as two separate conventions an effort was made to con

vene as one body, adopt one platform and select one ticket 

tor the state. But the two taotions could not agree on an 

attitude toward 'the Kansas-Nebraska Aot. The Bentona were 

willing to give their support to it and disapprove its re

peal, but the An.ties insisted upon an open approval of 

both the aot and the necessity for the aot. As a result 

of the failure of this ettort at union, which, it seems. 

neither side could have honestly hoped for, the meeting 

ended with two conventions, two platforms and two tickets. 

l. Jetfers"on Ex8.nliner, May 2, 1656. 
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The Benton program stood tor the non-agitation of the 

slavery question--against the repeal of the Kansas-Nebras

ka Act, the Republican party, abolitionists and secession

ists--and for furthering the program of internal improve

ments. The .Anties platform dealt mostly with the approval 

of sl.avery polioies, like the Fugitive Slave Law and the 
1 

Kansas-Nebraska Aot. The Bentons nominated Benton him-

self, tor governor, snd the A,nties nominat.ed Trusten Polk. 

The Anti candidate tor Lieutenant-Governor was the rene-
2 

gade Charles Sims. 'rhe Missouri Republican in 1 ts repor1 

on the meeting said there were about fifty in the Benton 

oonvention and two hl.Uldred fifty in the National Democrat ... 

io--the n~e which the An.ties had adopted--oonvention 

which was a "fair representation or the talent and intel-
3 

iigenoe ••• or the Demoorat~o party of this state." 

With a state ticket in the field headed by their herq 

himself, the Ben tons entered the congressional canvass in 

every district south or the Missouri river. The almost 

complete absence of Benton support in the north part or 

the state, indicated by the election of 1854, evidently 

discouraged the Bentons from any attempt at winning a con

gressional seat in that area. Their candidates were 

Frank P. Blair, Jr., in the first; Thomas L. Price in the 

1. Missouri Statesman, May 2, 1856. 

2. Daily Missouri DEIIl.ocrat, April 24, 1856. 

3. Missouri Renublioan. April 25. 1856. 
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fifth; General B. H. Emerson in the sixth; and John D. 

Stevenson in the seventh district, all of whom, except 

l!merson, were active party leaders. In all but the sixth 

district, three parties were in the congressional aampaign 

--the Bentons, National Democrats and Americans in the 

first and seventh; and the Bentons, .Americans and Whigs in 

the fifth. Phelps was Emerson's only opponent. 

Because of the combination of national issues with 

the local issues, the campaign of 1856 was a very impor

tant one for Missouri. However, it appears not to have 

been conducted with as much intensity and color as the 

earlier elections of the Benton fight were. There seans 

to have been less bitterness on the part of Benton and his 

followers than in earlier canvasses, which might have been 

due to their realization that they were actually on the 

losing side of a fight. But more probably it was due to 

Benton's first principle, the love of the Union,whioh 

prompted him to be less vindictive in dealing with his 

enemies lest too muoh division in the Missouri vote give a 

radical or sectional party power in the national govern

ment. Apparently, he honestly wanted to hold Missouri for 
l 

Buchanan. The Bentons were assailed bitterly as Blaok 

Republicans. This charge was due probably to the persis

tent idea of Benton's "free soilism," the fact that his son

in-law, John c. Fremont• was. the Republican nominee for 

1. Daily Missouri Democrat, November 4, 1856. 



President, and that Blair, the most powerful o:t" Benton's 

followers, had been given a committee ~ppointment by the 

national Republican party. Blair, of oourae, denied the 

aocusation and refused to aot on the committee, but the 
1 

idea or his being a member of that party persisted. 

The results or the election were disappointing to thE 

hopes of the Bentons. Their papers had been tilled with 

assurances of suooess tor Benton and all candidates under 

his banner. But the voting showed that such optimism was 

better politics than it was indicative of the attitudes o1 

the Missouri people to the parties and candidates in the 

election contests. Benton ran a poor third in the three

way race, trailing Trusten Polk by about 20,000 votes and 
2 

Robert c. Ewing, the .A.Inerioan, by about 13,000 votes. 

Blair was the only Benton elected to Congress while the 
3 

Anties suooeeded in four districts. In the election for 

county representatives, the Bentons elected their men in 

only sixteen counties with a total representation of 

twenty-nine, while the .An.ties won sixty-eight counties ana 

1. LUssouri Republican, Maroh 4, 1856. 

2. All results of the gubernatorial election based on of
:t"icial returns in Missouri Statesman, September 12, 
1856. 

3. All results of the congressional election based on of
:t"icial returns in the :Missouri States.man, September 19, 
1856. 
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1 
seventy-tour representatives. 

Since the congressional district boundaries were the 

same in 1854 and 1856, there is a basis for comparing the 

voting strength of the Bentons in those two years. In the 

first district, st. Louis county, Benton polled 45 per 

cent of the total vote in 1854, while Blair, though suc

cessful and having a greater total vote than Benton, 

polled only 44 per cent ot the total vote in 1856. This 

loss of vote seems to have been to the Anties as their in

crease over their vote of 1854 was slightly more than the 

increase of the total vote of the district. Probably the 
2 

loss of J. R. Barrett in 1856 from the Bentons was re-

sponsible tor a part of this decrease in votes. In the 

fifth district, T. L. Price rec-eived about. 1,000 votes 

less in 1856 than he did in 1854 or 26 per cent of the 

total vote against 35 per cent of the total previously. 

The total vote in t ,hat district was approximately 1,200 

more in 1856 than in 1854. The difference in votes appar

ently went to the Whig candidate, Douglas. Theres. H. 

Woodson, the American oandidate, as in most other districts 

received about as many votes as the Whig had in 1854. In 

this fifth district the Whig received a vote about equal 

to the Anti vote of 1854 plus the loss in Price's vote and 

1. Affiliation of members of the house of representatives 
given in Weekly Missouri State .Journal (Oolumbia), 
October 2, I856. · 

2. Da11:v Missouri D8D'loc.rat. July 26. 1856. 
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the increase in the district. In the sixth district, 

Phelps' plurality over his opponent in 1856 was 2,907 

compared to 356 in 1854. The vote in the district was 

1531 more in 1855 than in 1854. In the seventh district, 

where there were 2,110 more votes cast 1n 1856 than in 

1854, the Benton candidate received 16 per cent of the to• 

tal vote as compared to 41 per cent in 1854. This was a 

three-way contest 1n plaoe of the former two-way one so 

it is impossible to estimate where the votes went. 

Caruthers polled about three hundred votes more as an An.tj 

than he did as a Whig, but it oannot be estimated how maziy 

of those votes were former Benton votes and how many torm~ 

er Whig votes. In this area south or the Missouri river 

the Ben tons lost 3, 7g2 votes between the elections or 1854 

and 1856. 

After this analysis of the loss in numbers in the 

Benton party; a study of Map No. X, Appendix, page lt», 

shows that the centers of Benton support in the lower Mis~ 

souri river, the upper Osage and the southwest Ozark bor

der counties remained faith:ful to the Benton party. In 

Phelps' district, General lmlerson carried six counties. 

In the fifth district, northern part of' the Osage valler, 

Price carried four counties. Blair's victory in the first 

district kept st. Louis loyal. But in the southeast Mis- . 

souri section, the Benton party was practically deserted. 

J"ohn D. Stevenson carried only t .wo counties, Fi-anklin and 
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Bollinger, and Franklin belongs to the lower Missouri riv• 

er group. In all other counties of the district, he re
l 

ce1ved leas than 30 per cent of the votes. 

A comparison of the outcome of the state and oongres-
2 

sional elections reveals that the main centers ot Benton 

strength were those most loyal in the congressional eleo

tion--the lower Missouri river, the upper Osaae and the 

southwest Ozark border seotions. However, the counties 

that the Bentons carried in the two elections were not 

identical, which tends to indicate that the fight for par

ty control was still en important factor in Missouri elec

tions. Twelve of the sixteen counties that the Bentons 

oarried for the Missouri house of representatives were in 

these centers of support. The evidence of the practical. 

disappearance of the Benton party in southeast 111.ssouri ill 

emphasized by the tact that the only reported Benton rep

resentative elected trom that aection was one of the two 

trom Cape Girardeau county. The loyal Bentons in the 

northwest border and Missouri river counties elected the 

assemblymen in Andrew, Holt and Gentry. 

Benton, himself, in the gubernatorial election showed 

no greater influence tor rallying support than his party 

did except in the northwest border and Missouri river 

counties. He carried seventeen counties in the election--

l. See Map No. XI, Appendix, P• 186. 

2. See Maps No. x and XII, Appendix, pp. 185 and 18t. 



tour northwest border and Missouri river; five lower Mis

souri river; six southwest Ozark border; and two south

oentral and southeast Ozark counties. He ran no more 

than 5 per oent behind the winning candidate in eleven 

other oounties--one northwes.t border; two Missouri river; 

seven southwest Ozark border; and one southeast hill ooun• 

ty. The people who supported him in this election when 

he was so definitely the minority candidate were the ones 

who earned for themselves the name of "Die-Hards.• 

The election gave the .Anti-Bentons clear control ot 

the state legislature whioh had the responsibility of 

choosing two United States Senators. In spite of this un

disputed victory, it was reported that some people, espec

ially in st. Louis, started a movement tor consolidation 

of the Benton and American support to eleot Benton and 
l 

Luther M. Kennett for Senator. This met with no approval 

generally, so when the legislature met, the An.ties were 

able to organize the assElll.bly without ditfioulty and eleot 

their candidates to the United States Senate as a matter 

of routine. Ben ton and Kennett were the choices of their 

parties while the Anties nominated James s. Green tor the 

unexpired term and Trusten Polk for the full term, both of 

whom were elected on the first ballot. Benton reoeived 

thirty-three votes against Green which was the support of 

every reported Benton man except John Gullett in the Sen-

1. Mis.sour! Re-oub.lioan, December 1. 1856. 



ate and the representatives from MoDonald, Stone and Gen

try counties. Although the representatives from Madison, 

Pettis, and Stoddard counties, which had given Benton 

strong support in previous elections, had been elected 

under some banner besides Benton's, they voted for him. 

It is difficult to give a probable reason tor their vote, 

espeoially sinoe the Madison and Stoddard men voted tor 

Polk, not Benton, for the long term. It may have been 

that these representatives were Benton men whose politioaJ 

affiliations were reported erroneously or who made no opet 

statement on principles but were elected because of their 

popularity in their communities. Several Benton men--the 

representatives from Dallas, Webster, Andrew, Holt and 

Osage oounties and Jones of Franklin and Senator D. M. 

Frost of St. Louis--deserted his following and voted for 

Polk against whom Benton received only twenty-three votes 
l 

for the long term. Frost announced that his reason tor 

switching his vote was that he saw that Benton did not 

have a ohanoe to be elected which may have been the motive 

behind the other deserters. 

This election was so convincing that at last the 

fight started in 1850 was settled. The Anti-Bentons had 

won control of the party and deserved the name whioh they 

assumed, the National Democrats. In 1850, the Anti-Ben-

1. Hous.e Journal, Regular session, 1856-1857, pp. 82 rr. 
Senate Journal, Regular Session, 1856-1857, pp. 69 ft. 
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tons were a minority taotion of the Democratic party in 

the state legislature. In the eleotion ot that year the 

Bentons returned .Tohn s. Phelps to Congress and elected 

representatives from rorty-tour counties to the state as

sembly where they had a total representative of sixty-two. 

In the same election, the Anties eleoted Willard P. Hall 

to Congress and sent representatives from twenty-five 

oounties to the state assembly where their total grou:p 

was thirty-five. This Anti minority increased its polit

ical importance during the legislative session by joining 

with the Whigs to defeat Benton for reeleot1on to the 

United States Senate and to divide the offices of the 

state which the legislature filled. 

The ettort at uniting the factions in 1852 resulted 

in the Bentons electing four or the elective state offi

oers, three oongressmen and representatives 1'tom twenty

nine counties to the state house or representatives; and 

the Anties electing two elective state officers, no con

gressmen and representatives from fifty-two counties to 

the state house of representatives. In this session the 

Anties expected to exercise the dominant influence in the 

assembly because they had sixty-five members, the Bentons 

forty-nine and the Whigs forty-nine, but the Bentons 

joined with the Whigs to prevent the dominance of the An

ties as they had done to defeat the Bentons in 1850-1851. 

The union of the minority factions of the Democrats 



with the Whigs to prevent the majority faction from exe~

oiaing the authority and power to which it thoughi it had 

a right, separated the raotions further, so that by 1854, 

when there was another senatorial election, the rivalry 

between the taotiona was more determined than ever. Ben

ton's personal denunciation of the a,ate union oonvention 

and platform contributed greatly to inc~easing this bit

terness, it appears. as well as to increasing the number 

in the faction opposed to him. The eleotion or 1854 

created a state assembly oomposed of sixty Whigs, fifty

nine Anties and forty-one Bentons, wb.ioh tailed to elect 

a United States Senator because no party or faction gave 

support to another to bring about a majority. 

Then in the election of 1856, Benton, himself, was 

defeated for governor and his party suooeeded in winning 

representation in only sixteen eounties. The An.ties car

ried sixty•eight counties and won a clear majority in the 

state legislature. This victory gave them control of the 

party organization of the state. In the oongress1oll8.l 

representation, the Anties advanced trom none in 1852 to 

one in 1854, and then to tour in 1856. At the same time 

the Bentons went from three in 1852 to none in 1854 and to 

one in 1856. 

The Bentons then, in 18?6, were a minority political~ 

faction, composed of the people who were determined and 

persistent in their loyalty to Benton. They had supported 
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him on the issue or principles and had remained taithtul 

to his leadership when he was oharged with placing self 

above party. By this fidelity, regardless of whether the 

motive prompting it w~s a belief in Benton's principles O? 

the attraction of his personal prestige, these Bentons 

earned the name of "Die-Hards." Among these "Die-Hards" 

were men like F. P. Blair, Jr., and B. Gratz Brown who 

were ambitious for political prestige. The combination 

of the leadership of such men and the evidence of the 

solidarity of the "Die-Hards," established by theiP con

stant vote for Benton, destined them to a place of contin

ued importance in Missouri politics even though they had 

failed to gain control of the Democratic party. 
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CH.AP.r:BR III 

SOCIAL AND ROONOMIC INFLUENCES IN THE BENTON COUNTIES 

The election results e.nal.yzed 1n the preceding dis

cussion established the tact that there existed in Mis

souri in 1856 a Benton faction sutficie~tly stable to be 

called a political party. It is reasonable to asswne tha1 

the members ot this group adhered to the principles ot 

~aoksonian Democracy which Benton, to the end of his lite, 

attempted to keep as the basic creed of .American Dem.ooraoj 

In spite ot the tact that the Benton tight in Missouri, iE 

the beginning, was about as muoh a tight tor control of 

the party organization as it was over principles, it seems 

unlikely that stubborn and disgruntled local leaders could 

have been responsible tor the 27,527 votes cast for Benton 

tor governor in 1856 or tor the more than 19,000 votes 

cast tor Benton candidates tor Congress 1n tour of the 

seven districts of Missouri that same year. The analysis 

also showed that the Benton party was not concentrated in 

one continuous section or the state, but was concentrated 

rather in four seotions--the extreme northwest border 

counties, the southwest Ozark border and Osage valley 

counties that fused into the area comprising the counties 
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on the south side of the lower Missouri River plus St. 

Charles, and broken areas in the southeast and southoen

tral Ozark region. 

The existenoe and distribution of Benton's following 

presented these questions: Were there influences or con

ditions in the Benton counties to oause people to remain 

loyal to his principles and ideals of governmental polioy~ 

Did all counties that had similar conditions and influ

ences reaot with the same degree of loyalty to Benton's 

plat:t'om? Did oo'Q.nti·es that were most unlike Benton coun

ties aooord him the least support? The answers to suoh 

questions lie largely in the social and eoonomio intlu~ 

enoes that oontrolled the people o:t' that period and di

rected their reactions, but for some there is no answer 

except poli tios. Although it is not possible to rebuild 

completely the social and eoonomio structure of Missouri 

in 1850-18&0, it is possible to gain considerable inform.a~ 

tion through a study ot the Unitecl States Census Report 

records. It is the purpose ot this d1souss1on to ab.ow how 

such a study reveal.a similar conditions in eoonomic devel,. 

opment 1n these widely soattere4 Benton areas that sug

gested homogeneity and prompted the support of one politi~ 

oal party. 

In any study ot Missouri it must be kept in mind that 

Missouri is neither a geographic nor an economic unit. 

Geographically, there are tour sections in the state--the 



river bottoms that are along all the principal small riv

ers within the state as well as the Missouri and )(1s.sis

sipp1 rivers; the entire region north ot the Missouri riv ... 

er whioh is a comparatively level and fertile plain en

riched by the deposits lett by the glacier era; the south

western region ot the state, a little less than halt ot 

the state south of the Missouri river, whio.h is a tne of 

plateau , ( called in this study the Southwest Ozarks and 

Ozark border) that has a considerable number of richer 

stratohes of land; and the southeastern region whioh is 

Ozark broken country that extends east of the Ozark border 

and south of the Missouri river in a broadening belt as it 
l 

gets tarther south until it meets the Jilisaiasippi bottoms. 

These natural conditions influenced the eoonomio de

velopment of the state because the settlers in entering 

the area to take up land naturally followed the navigable 

streams and settled along their banks. Yor that reason 

the section of the state along the llisaisa1pp1 and Miasour. 

rivers developed well in advance or the sections not so 

accessible to the early means of transportation. As those 

river bottoms were acquired by private owners the later 

settlers moved up the smaller rivers, the Osage, the Gas

conade, the Grand and the Salt Just as the still later 

settler had to push out into what was then the baok ooun-

1. Bratton, Sam T., Missouri, a Geoe;raphioal Reader, 
pp. a tt. 
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try. Due in part to these natural conditions, there were 

in Missouri in 1860, four practically distinct economic 

sections. The most developed section was the Missouri 

river belt that stretched across the state, west from Cal

laway and Cole extending about thirty-five to fifty miles 

from each bank, following it northward from Kansas City 

into the bottoms of the Platte Purchase and also extending 

north and south along the Mississippi. It was into this 

area that the first American pioneers into Missouri moved 

when they began to pass by the older settlements around 

Cape Girardeau and Ste. Genevieve. Jlany ot these settlers 

who came mostly from Kentucky, Virginia, North Carolina 

and Tennessee, brought their slaves with them. In the 

halt century or more that the area had been developing up 

to 1860, it had grewn into a comparatively thickly popu

lated, wealthy farming section containing the great majo~ 

ity of the slaves in Missouri. 

North of this Missouri "black belt" was a section, 

reaching from about the third or fourth county from the 

Mississippi to Within one oounty of the Missouri river in 

the west, where eoonomio development was hardly beyond the, 

pioneer stage in the decade of the fifties. Settlers oame 

into that region, mostly by the northern route, in that 

period of expansion lfhen the middle border was tilled up 

in the late thirties and forties. 

South of the "black belt" was the Ozark oountry that 



had been more recently settle.d by pioneers from the ol<J,er 

states, mostly :trom Virginia, Kentucky, Tennessee and by 

Germ.an immigrants. In 1860, the whole Ozark region was 

tor the most part in the pioneer and small tarmer stage ot 

economic development. 

The southeast Mississippi bottom region was one 1n 

which the conditions of the older, wealthier and more de

veloped oonmunity met those of the new .and shitting tron• 

tier lite. It was a mixture 1n eoonom1o development. 

Besides these sections there was the oity ot st. 

Louis with a population or over 1601000, one ot the most 

prominent metropolitan and commercial. centers of the 
1 

United States at that time. 

There is a definite oonneotion between this section

alism and par,y politics. -~he eoonomio developme!lt that a 

OOlllllunity has, the way the people earn a living, the 

amount of wealth there is, and the interests and institu

tions it has are largely reaponaibl• tor the reactions the 

people have t.oward principles and policies. 'fhinltiag peo

ple make those principles the baei,s tor determining their 

political affiliations '3.lld join with the party whoae plat

form 1• most in sympathy 111 th their own ideas. Consequent,. 

ly, people in communities ot practioally the aame a'tage ot 

deve1opm.ent tend to support the sem.e political party •v•n 

1. Viles, Jonas, •sectionalism in a Border State," M1a
ai!ii;Rpi Valley RJ,sto£ioal. Review, Vol. XXI, ~~. ta · , PP. s tf. · · ·· 
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though the natural environment of the various conm.unities 

make their eventual economic destinies dissimilar rather 

than similar. In this faot may lie an explanation for the 

well-womexpreasion, "Politics make strange bedfellows," 

with which so many political inoonsistenoies are dismissed. 

Since eoonomio sectionalism did exist in Missouri in 

1860, this study of the Benton counties to discover the 

conditions that could have prompted their faithfulness to 

Benton was made along t10 general lines ot approach. 

First, through a series of tests tor measuring eoonom1c 

development, based on the records ot the United States 

Census Report ot 1860, an ettort was made to discover what 

economic development and influences there were common to 

the Benton oountiea. In applying these tests, conditions 

ot economic development in the Benton counties were com-· 

pared With those ot the state as a whole. These oompe.r-1-

sons indicated that, in eoonomio development, the Benton 

counties as a group were slightly below the average or the 

state, although there were marked variations in economic 

development among them. Then, heoause of the existence ot 

these variations, these Benton counties were compared and 

grouped according to the economic, social and political 

influences within them that appeared to be the explanation! 

tor their loyalty to Benton. These comparisons, divided 

the Benton counties into four general groupa, namely, the 

city ot st. Louis, the counties with a large percentage ot 
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toreign population, the coqntiea where trontier economy 

prevailed and the counties where the trontier and the old

er settled areas met. 

ne tests, based on the census report, applied to 

measure the eoon0Dlio conditions of the oounties ot lfissou

ri in 1860, were t.he percentage of improved land to the 

total acreage, the per capita wealth, the size of tarm 

holdings, the number and distribution ot the slave popu

lation, important crops and the percentage ot the toreip 

population. Allot these tests, except the percentage ot 

foreign population, ahould have given a comparatively ac

curate and definite interpretation ot the economic condi

tions in the oountiea ot the a"tate. 

It must be acknowledged, though, that these tests 

were not entirely conclusive or satisfactory, owing to the 

tact the records tl'Om which they were made apparently lac~ 

uniformity. However, these recor4a ot the United States 

Census are the only ones available ao that any insight in~ 

to the economic status ot the counties of the state .in 

1860 must be based on them. As in some cases there was no 

standard for malting the oenaua report, eaoh enumerator was 

forced to make his om standard. This was particularly 

true of the improved and unimproved land. Under this cir'!

cumstanoe, figures tor the various counties in any one 

table naturally did not represent the true relative oond1-

tions. A number of these reports, tor example the per 
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capita wealth. were hased on estimates which made the rat

ing or a oounty dependent upon the optimism or pessimism 

or t~e enumerator. 

The report in whioh there was apparently the most in

consistency was the one on the acreage of improved and un

improved lands. There seems to have been no general under

standing on what improved or unimproved land was. In some 

oounties. it appears that only the land owned privately 

was d 1 vided in to the improved and unimpro.ved classes, 

while in others the total acreage appeared to have been 

considered, the public lands being classified as unimpr<719C 

The interpretation which the enumerator placed on the 

meaning ot improved and unimproved lands made a great dit

terenoe in the percentage ot im.provedllnd to the total re

ported acreage of the county. 

For the records that were based on estimates, like 

the wealth ot the county. it is more reasonable to suppose 

that the estimates were not made upon a uniform basis than 

it is to suppose that they were. But. in spite of these 

reoognized inoonsistenoies in the data upon which these 

tests were based, the tendencies that all of them seem to 

indioate must be aooepted as t .he best available interpre

tation of the general eoonomio development in the counties 

of the state in 1860. 

In applying these tests, in each case an "average" 

group of counties was set up, defined by a somewhat 



arbitrary equal range above and below the average of the 

state as a whole. Experiments with other ranges, that is, 

ditterent definitions of the "average"" group, were made, 

but did not reault in appreoiable ditf'erent results in the 

real objeoti ve, the o.om.parison of the different counties 

with the state aa a whole. 

The firat test mad• was the teat on the percentage 

ot the improved land to the total reported acreage of im

proved and un.improved land of the counties. According to 

the table on "Improved and Unimproved Acreage- in the cen

sus report of 1850, approximately 31 per cent ot the re~ 
1 

ported acreage ot the atate was listed as improved. Yor 

this test, counties having from 20 per c~t to 40 per oent 

of their land listed as improved were considered in the 

average range or group. On this basis of class if ioation, 

the counties are listed in Table No. I, page 90, in the 

below average, average and above average groups. 

A more detailed study of the groupings in Table No. I 

for the comparison by percentages of the Benton counties 

with the counties of the state on the percentage of 1m~ 

proved land to the total reported acreage, produced the 

results tabulated in Table No. II. p. 91. 

1. Computed from report on 8 Improved and Unimproved 
Lands," tisbth Cenaus _g! the United Stat.,s, 1860, ~ 
riculture, pp. 88 ft. __,..., · · -
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TABLE NO. 11 

PERCENTAGE OF IMPROVED LAND TO THE TOTAL REPORTED 
ACRE.A.GE IN MISSOURI COUH'l'IES IN 1860 

Under 2~ 2~-4~ 

1. *Barton 6~ ?. *Benton 2~ 
2. *Bollinger l~ a. Caldwell 25% 
3. Butler 1~ 9. Callaway 34~ 
4. Carter 1~ 10. Camden 27~ 
5. Cedar 17~ 11. *Cape Girardeau 291, 
6. Crawford 10% 12. Carroll 21~ 
7. Dent 11i 13. *Cass 2~ 
B. *Gasconade l~ 14. Chariton 2~ 
9. Rowell 19~ 15. Christian 2~ 

10. Jetterson 19~ 16. Clark 391, 
11. Maries 19~ 1'1. *Cole 24~ 
12. Killer 16i 18. Cooper 39~ 
13. *Oregon 1~ 19. Dade 22~ 
14. *Osage 1~ 20. *Dallas 2~ 
15. Pemiscott 1~ 21. Daviess 271, 
16. Reynolds 1~ 22. DeKalb 31~ 
17. Ripley 1~ 23. Douglas 3~ 
ia. Shannon 1~ 24. Dunklin 2~ 
19. Stoddard 13% 25. *J'ranklin 27~ 
20. Texas 14% 26. Gentry 27% 
21. Vernon 1ai 2'7. Greene 31~ . 
22. Washington 18~ 28. Grundy 26~ 
23. Wayne 161, 29. *Harrison 3~ 

30. Henry 2~ 
31. Hickory 21~ 

2~~ 32. *Holt 2~ 
33. Iron 22~ 

1. Adair 2~ 34 .• *.rasper 2~ 
2. *Andrew 4°" 35. *Johnson 2~ 
3. *Atchison 291, 36. Knox 34% 
4. Audrain 34i 5'1. Laclede 2~ 
5. Barry 31~ 38. *Lawrence 3:31, 
6. Bates 22i 39. Lincoln 34~ 

State Average 31% 
(Benton Counties Marked *) 

l. Computed and compiled from report on "Improved and Un-
improved Land," :B:ishth CeIUSus ~ the United States, 
1860, Agriculture, pp. M lt. - · · · - ·-



40. 
41. 
42. 
43. 

"· 45. 
46. 
47. 
48. 
49. 
50. 
51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 
55. 
56. 
57. 
58. 
59. 
60. 
61. 
62. 
63. 
64 • . 
65. 
66. 
6'7. 
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TABLE NO. I (Continued) 

Linn 
Livingston 
Macon 
Madison 
Mercer 
Mississippi 

*Moniteau 
~rgan 
Montgomery 
McDonald 
Hew Madrid 
Newton 

~odaway 
Perry 

*Pettis 
Phelps 
Pike 
Polk 
Pulaski 
Plltnam 
Bay-

*St. Clair 
St. Franooia 
Ste. GenevieTe 
Schuyler 
Scotland 
Scott · 
Shelby 

68. 
69.. 
'10. 
71. 
'12. 

l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
a. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 

TABLE NO. II 

SulliTan 
~aney 

Warren 
*Webster 

Wright 

over 4~ 

Boone 
Buchanan 
Olay 
Clinton 
Howard 
Jaokaon 
Latayette 
Lens 
Marion 
Monroe 
Ozark 
Platte 
Ralls 
Randolph 

*st. Charles 
*st. Louis 
Saline 

*stone 

COMPARISON OF THE BENTON COUliTIES WITH fflE STA'l'E .AB A 
WBOLE Cfi THE BASIS OF THE PERCENTAGE OF 

IMPROVED LAND TO THE TOTAL 
REPORTED ACREAGE 

,. Total No. 1, Total 
Acreage No. Counties Counties in No. ot Benton Benton 

Improvement in State State Counties Countiee 
Under 20% 23 2~ 5 1~ 
2~-40% 72 64% 20 71~ 
Over 4~ 18 16~ 3 10~ 



From this study, it is clear that compared to the 

state, the Benton counties had a larger percentage ot 

counties that ranked average in the percentage of improved 

land than the state as a whole had. Also, there was a 

smaller percentage of Benton counties in both the below 

and the above average groups than there was in all the 

counties of the state. 

A closer examination of the average group shows that 

the tendency in the peroentage on improved land within the 

Benton counties was toward the lower limit of the average 

range rather than the higher. The data in Table No. III, 

shows that in comparison to the state, the Benton counties 

had a greater percentage of counties within the lower di

vision of the average range than the state as a whole had. 

TABLE NO. III 

.ANALYSIS OF THE AVERAGE GROUP m IMPROVED ACREA.GE 
TO THE TOTAL BEPORTED ACREAGE BETWEEN 

Acreage 
Inrorovement 

" • 

2~ ... 30'.' 
31~~~ 

THE BENTON COUNTIES AN'I> THE 
COUNTIES OF THE STNRE 

J Total NO. - . ,, Total NO. 
No. Counties Counties in No. Benton Benton 

1n State State .Counties .0ount.1e• 
. -

46 41~ lt5 5~ 
26 2~ 5 1~ 

This improved and unimproved land test 1ndioates that 

the counties ot the Benton group are similar in the per

centage of improved areas w1 th:1.n them. ):t also sb,ows that. 

as a g~oup they were average in this phase ot economio de-



TABLE NO. IVl 

PER CA.PITA WEALTH IN MISSOURI COUNTIES IN 1860 

Under 1400 Under $400 

1. Adair $382 35. Phelps $322 
2. Barry 217 36. Pulaski 220 
3. *Benton 388 37. Putnam 306 
4. *Bollinger 233 38. Reynolds 157 
5. Butler 214 39. Ripley 190 
6. Camden 297 40. Schuyler 300 ,, . Carter 258 41. Scotland 331 
a. Cedar 382 42. Scott 36'1 
9. Christian 349 43. Shannon 289 

10. Orawtord 264 44. Shelby 180 
11. *Dallas 306 45. Stoddard 252 
12. Dent 219 46. *stone 146 
13. Douglas 123 47. *Taney 185 
14. Dunklin 2,3 48. 'l'exas 204 
15. *Gasconade 309 49. Washington 380 
16. Grundy 392 50. Wayne 323 
17. *Harrison 320 51. *Webster 311 
18. Hiokory 31.1 52. Wright 195 
19. Howell 155 
20. Iron 350 
21.. Knox 323 $400 to $800 
22. Laclede 319 
23. *Lawrence 387 1. *Andrew 585 
24. Maoon 398 2. *Atchison 515 
25. Maries 274 3. *Barton 510 
26. Mercer 285 4. Bates 457 
27. Miller 288 5. Buchanan 737 
28. *Moniteau+ 108 6. Caldwell 430 
29. McDonald 171 7. *cape Girardeau 555 
30. Newton 321 8. Carroll 675 
31. *Oregon 230 9. ~ass '129 
32. *Osage 325 10. Clark 553 
33. Ozark 138 11. *Cole 548 
34. Perry 385 12. Dade 434 

State Average $610 

f Only 
(Benton Counties Marked*) 

a part ot Moniteau•s wealth reported. 

1. Compiled from report on "Real and Personal Property," 
Ei~jl1 Qensus ,g,t ~ ~ited states, -™, ¥o;tAJ.i:tiy an ronerty. pp. • 



TABLE NO. IV (Cont1nued) 

$400 to taoo 1400 to $800 

13. Daviess $468 40. Sullivan $400 
14. DeKalb 546 41. Vernon 466 
15. *Franklin 459 42. Warren 520 
16. Gentry 447 
17. Greene 763 
18. Henry 770 
19. *Holt 526 over $800 
20. *.rasper 457 
21 • .ret:rerson 474 l. J.udrain $1070 
22. Lewis '702 2. Boone 905 
23. Lincoln '186 3. Callaway 893 
24. Linn 505 4. Chariton 843 
25. Livingston 546 5. Clay 1153 
26. Madison 41.8 6. Clinton 813 
27. Monroe 580 '1. Cooper 1089 
28. Montgomery '136 0. Roward 1661 
29. *Morgan 493 9. .re.okson 1072 
30. ~ode.way 460 10. *.Johnson 961 
31. Pemiscott 560 11. Lafayette 1438 
32. Polk -450 12. Marion 903 
33. Randolph '185 13. M1saisaipp1 836 
34. Ray 750 14. New Madrid 967 
35. ~t. Charles '71. 'l 15. *Pettis 1180 
36. *st. Clair 490 16. Pike 980 
3'1. St. Francois 628 17. Platte 848 
38. ltrst. Louis '15' 18. Ralls 988 
39. Ste. Genevieve 435 19. S.aline 1364 

velopment eTen though there were counties both above and 

below the aTerage group. 

'fhe results of the per capita wealth test adds more 

evidence tor the general conclusion concerning the eoonom

io status ot the Benton counties. The per capita wealth 



1 
of the state in 1860 was $610. The aTerage range used 

was trom $400 to taoo, which divided the counties ot the 

state into the divisions or groups listed in Table No. IV, 

page 93• according to their average, below average or 

above average rating. 

A study of the divisions in Table No. IV for a com

parison of the peroen. tage ot the eounties in the Benton 

group with the percentage ot the counties of the state in 

each of these divisions of per capita wealth gave the re

sults summarized in Table No. v. 

TABLE NO. V 

COMPARISON OF PER CAPITA WEALTH BE'l'WEEN T:EIE BENTON 
COUNTIES AND THE STATE JS A WHOLE 

~ Total . 
Per Capita No. Counties Counties No. Benton!% Total Ben-

Wealth in State in State Counties ton Counties 

Under 1400 
t400 to $800 
Over taoo 

51 
42 
19 

11 
14 

2 

This summary shows that there was a larger percentage 

of Benton counties that had an average per capita wealth 

rating, and that there was a smaller pero~ntage of Benton 

1. Computed from reports on "Real and Personal Property," 
and "Population," Eighth Census of the United States, 
1860 1 Mortality and ~perty, PP• 3"o'ltt; Eighth Oen
~ .21-~ Uaite~tates, 1860, P9~ulfllion, PP• 2V9ft 

2. Moniteau's total wealth was not reported. It is not 
included in this study • 

. . !-. ------------------------------



counties both below and above the average rating, than 

there was in the state as a whole. In both the Benton 

counties and the state, there was a large percentage of 

counties that were in the below average per capita wealth 

group. Dividing the .counties in the average group into 

those below and those above the actual average per oapita -

wealth of the state emphasized the tendency toward a below 

average rating. The results of this study are tabulated 

in Table No. VI. 

TABLE NO. VI 

ANALYSIS OF THE AVERAGE GROUP IN PER CAPITA 
WEALTH BETWEEN THE BENTON COUNTIES 

.AND THE STATE 

'J, 'rota.l 
Per Capita No. Counties Counties No. Benton '/a Total Benton 

Wealth in State in State Counties Counties 

1400-$800 
1600-$800 

30 
12 

11 
3 

The results trom this study of per capita wealth sup

port the indication established by the test for improved 

land, that the Benton counties were in the average group 

but their tendency was to approach the lower limit of the 

average group rather than the higher. However, there was 

a much larger percentage of Benton counties whose wealth 

per oapita tell below the average of the state than there 

was of those whose percentage of improved land fell below 

the state average. Sinoe Missouri was primarily an agri-



l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
a. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
l'l. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22 • 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
21. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 

l TABLE HO. VII 

ACREAGE OF FARMS 

Counties Having the Greatest Humber ot Farms in 
Each ot the Following Acreage Groups 

20 to 50 .Aores 

Adair 
*Atchison 
*Barton 
Barry 

*Benton 
*Bollinger 
Butler 
Caldwell 
Camden 

*Cape Girardeau 
Carroll 
Carter 
Cedar 
Chariton 
Christian 
Clark 

*Cole 
Cooper 
Crawford 
Dade 

*Dallas 
Daviess 

. Dent 
Douglas 

*Franklin 
*Gasconade 

Gentry 
Greene 
Grundy 

*Harrison 
Hickory 

20 to 50 Acres 

33. Iron 
34. *Jasper 
35. Jetteraon 
36. Laclede 
37. Lincoln 
38. Linn 
39. Livingston 
40. Jlacon 
41. Maries 
42. lleroer 
43. lliller 
44. Jilssissippi 
45. *Konitea"Q. 
46. Kon tgomery 
47. *Morgan 
48. McDonald 
49. Newton 
50. *Oregon 
51. *Qsage 
52. Ozark 
53. Pemisoott 
54. Perry 
55. Phelps 
56. Platte 
57. Polk 
58. Pulaski 
59. Putnam 
60. Ray 
61. Reynolds 
62. Ripley 

Howell 
63. *st. Charles 
64* *St. Clair 

(Benton Counties Marked ) 
(Jasper in both 20-50 acre and 50-100 acre group) 

Compiled trom "Size ot Farms;" Eit5hth Cen«sus of .la! 
United States, .™, .yrioulture, pp. 207 tf. 



TABLE NO. VII (Continued) 

20 to 50 A.ores 50 to 100 A.ores 

65. st. Franoois 7. *Johnson 
66. *st. Louis a. Knox 
67. Ste. Genevieve 9. *Lawrence 
68. Schuyler 10. Madison 
69. Shelby 11. *Nodaway 
70. Stoddard 12. Scotland 
71. Scott 
72. Shannon 
73. *Stone Over 100 Acres 
74. Sullivan 
'15. *Taney l. Audrain 
75. Texas 2. Boone 
77. Vernon 3. Callaway 
'18. Warren 4. Clay 
79. Washington 5. Clinton 

. 80. Wayne 6. Henry 
81. *Webster 7. Howard 
82. Wright 8. Jackson 
83. Dunklin 9. Lafayette 

10. Lewis 
11. Lincoln 

50 to 100 Acres 12. Marion 
13. New Madrid 

1. *Andl98W 14. *Pettis 
2. Bates 15. Monroe 
3. Buchanan 16. Pike 
4. *Cass 17. Ralls 
5. *Holt 18. Randolph 
6. *Jasper 19. Saline 

cultural state, this taot might indioate that the value 

per acre of the land in the Benton counties was less than 

elsewhere in the state. The discrepenoies in reported 

wealth may be due to the enumerators, but the fact that a 

majority or the Benton counties were in the Ozark country 

seems to furnish practical proot that the indication is a 



relatively aoourate measure or the condition. 

In making a test based on the size ot tarms, the use 

or an "average" group of counties was not aatistaotory. 

In the first place, the census tables lists the farms in 

groups according to size. Also, the prevalence in a giver 

county of small, medium or large farms seemed a more sig-

nitioant index of eoonomio conditions than a comparison 

or the "average" tarm in a county with the state "average~ 

tarm. In Table No. VII, page 97, the counties or the 

state are listed according to the acreage group oontaininE 

the greatest number ot tarms in eaoh county in 1860. Ta

ble No. VIII is a summary of Table No. VII, and compares, 

on a percentage basis, the number or Benton counties with 

the greatest number or farms in each acreage group, with 

the number of the counties ot the state with the greatest 

number of farms in each acreage group. 

TABLE NO. VIII 

COMPARISON OF '!'HE SIZE OF FARM HOLDINGS BEI'WEEN THE 
BENTOR COUNTIES AND THE STATE BASED ON" THE 

ACREAGE GROUP OF THE GREATEST NUMBER 
OF FARMS IN EACH COUNTY 

Aoreage ·or J Total '1 Total.&. 
Greatest No. No. Counties Counties No. Benton1 Benton 

of Farms i .n State in State Counties Counties 
20-- 50 Aores 
50--100 JIJrea 

Over 100 .Aares 

83 
12 
19 

21 ,, 
1 

1. Jasper had the same number of farms from 20-50 acres 
in size that it had trom 50-100 acres in size and is 
counted twioe. 
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Table No. IX compares the total number ot farms in 

eaoh acreage group in the Benton counties with the total 

number or tarms of the state in each group on a percentage 

basis. 

TABLE NO. IX 

COMPARISON OF THE TOTAL NUMBER OF FABMS IN EACH 
ACREAGE GROUP BETWEEN THE BENTON 

COUNTIE.$ AND THE STATE 

No. Farms "Total No. Farms % TotaJ 
Acreage Whole State No. Fama Benton Benton 

Counties Co. !'ar.tn.l!I 

Under 10 Acres 2428 2.°" 694 3.°" 10 to 20 Acres ~110 12.0% 2874 11.0% 
20 to 50 Acres 33620 38.0'{o 10060 44.0% 
50 to 100 A.ores 24336 27.0% 60,55 26.~ 

100 to 500 Acres 18497 20.0% 3597 15.0% 
500 to 1000 Acres 467 .~ 64 .~ 
Over 1000 Acres g5 .1% 15 .6~ 

,TOT.AIB 88551 99.6, 23088 99.9, 

From a oaretul study of Tables No. VIII and No. IX, 

these generalizations seem apparent. A majority or the 

farms of the state was under fi.fty .acres in size and in prao

tically three-fourths of the counties there were more 

farms from twenty to fitty acres than any other size. The 

Benton counties had a greater percentage of counties with 

more twenty to titty acre farms than any other size, and a 

greater percentage of farms under fifty aores, than the 

state as a whole. They also had a smaller percentage of 

counties with more 100 acre farms than any other size, and 

a smaller percentage of farms of 100 acres or over, than 
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the state as a whole had. The Benton counties had a 

greater percentage ot counties with more 20-50 acre farms 

than any other size, than the state as a whole had, but 

they had one per cent less tarms in that group compared to 

the state. These generalizations seem to indicate that a 

greater number of small farms in proportion to larger ones 

in a oounty was a mark of a Benton county. Apparently, 

the size ot tarm holdings in the Benton counties was. belo, 

the average of the state. The small tarmer was typical or 
the Benton county. 

However, this study points out also that there were 

among the Benton group some counties with large farms, but 

they were tew. The fifteen farms of over 1000 acres were 

located in six oounties--Cass l, Harrison 3, Pettis a, 
Johnson 1, St. Charles 1, st. Louis 3. Twenty-two of the 

sixty-four Benton oounty farms of from 500 to 1000 acres 

were in Pettis, thirteen in st. Louis, and eight in st. 

Charles. These counties did not conform to the standard 

of development that the tests indicate for the Benton 

counties. The other 500 to 1000 acre farms were located 

in eleven oounties--Cass 4; Cape Girardeau and Moniteau 3 

each; Benton, Johnson, st. Clair 2 each; Atchison, Harri-
1 

son, Jasper, Lawrence and Morgan 1 each. These large 

landholdings in counties, that by other tests appear to 

1. Eighth Census of the United States, M!2Q., 4-irioulture, 
PP• 207 tt. - -
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have been poorly developed :f'rom an economic standpoint, 

may indicate land held by land speculators; although a re, 

farmers operating large farms in a poorer county was not 

an unusual condition. 

Perhaps the most generally accepted measure ot the 

distribution of wealth in Missouri before the Civil War 

was the number and distribution of the slave population. 

By this test, also, the Benton counties rated low in eoo

nomic development. The slave population, in 1860, was 

approximately 10 per cent of the total population of the 
l 

state. In order to get the distribution of this slave 

population over the state, the counties of the state are 

grouped and listed in Table No. X, page 103, according to 

whether they had an average, 5 per cent to 15 per cent; 

above average, 16 per cent or more; or below average, less 

than 5 per cent, percentage of slave population to total 

population. 

The study of this table shows that the institution of 

slavery existed over practically the entire state. Slaves 

were, however, unevenly distributed, ranging :t'rom O per 

cent in Douglas to 37 per cent of the population in How

ard county • .Another tact emphasized by this grouping is 

that the counties ot the above average percentage of 

slaves were the older Missouri and Mississippi river bot-

1. Computed tram reports. on •slave and White Population,• 
lU,sh th C ;nsus .e! the United Sia tea, 1860 • Agrioul t11re, 
pp. 233 l. Poj\.U8i1on, pp. 99 tt. 



TABLE NO. x1 

PER CENT OF SLAVE POPULATION TO THE TOTAL POPULA
TION IN MISSOURI COUNTIES IN 1860 

Over 15% 5% to 15% inc. 

1. Boone 26% 
2. Callaway 26% 
3. Chariton 23% 
4. Clay 27% 
5. Cooper 22% 
6. Howard 37~ 
7. Jackson 16% 
8. Lafayette 31% 
9. Lincoln 20% 

10. Marion 1~ 
11. Mississippi 26% 
12. Monroe 24% 
13. Montgomery 17% 
14. New Madrid 31% 
15. ~ettis 20% 
16. Pike 22% 
17. Platte 18% 
18. Ralls 21% 
1g. Randolph 23% 
20. Saline 33% 

5% to 15% inc. 

1. *Andrew 18% 
2. Audrain 14% 
3. Bates 6% 
4. *Benton 7% 
5. Buchanan 8% 
6. *Cape Girardeau 10% 
7. Carroll 11% 
8. *Cass 10% 
9. Clinton 15% 

10. *Cole 11% 

12. Dade 5~ 
18. •Franklin 9% 
13. Greene 12% 
14. Henry 13% 
15. *Holt 5% 
16. Iron 5% 
17. Jasper 5% 
18. Jefferson 5% 
19. *Johnson 13% 
20. Laclede 6% 
21. Lewis 10% 
22. Linn 6% 
23. Livingston 8% 
24. Madison 8% 
25. ll!Jloniteau 7% 
86. ~organ 8% 
27. Pemisoott 9% 
28. Perry 7~ 
29. Polle 5% 
30. Ray 14% 
31. *st. Charles 13% 
32. *st. Clair 8% 
33. st. Francois 12% 
34. Ste. Genevieve 7% 
35. Scott 9% 
38. Shelby 11% 
37. Warren 12% 
38. Washington 10~ 
39. Wayne 5% 

State Average 10% 
(Benton counties marked*) 

1. Computed trom Reports on Slave and White Population in 
Eighth Census .2!. the United States, 1860, Agriculture, 
pp. 233 tt.; Population, pp. 299 tt. 
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TABLE NO. X (Continued) 

Under 5i 
1. Adair 
2. *Atchison 
3. Barry 
4. *Barton 
s. *Bollinger 
6. Butler 
7. Caldwell 
8. Camden 
9. Carter 

10. Cedar 
11. Christian 
12. Clark 
13. Crawford 
14. ~allas 
15. Daviess 
16. DeKalb 
l'l. Dent 
18. Douglas 
19. Dunklin 
20. *Gasconade 
21. Gentry 
22. Grundy 
23. *Harrison 
24. Hickory 
23. Howell 
26. Knox 
2'1. *Lawrence 

28. Macon 
29. Maries 
30. Mercer 
31. Miller 
32. !loDonald 
33. Bewton 
34. *Bodawa7 
35. *Osage 
16. Ozark 
37. *Oregon 
38. Phelps 
39. Pulaski '°• Putnam 
41. Re711olda 
42. Ripley 
43. *st-. Louis 
""• Schuyler 
45. Scotland 
"6. Shannon 
47. S"todde.rcl 
"8. Stone 
4g. SUllivan 
50. ~aney 
51. Texas 
52. Vernon 
53. *Webster 
54. wright 

toms counties; and that the counties with the below aver

age percentage of slave population were in the pioneer 

regions of both the northern plains and the southern pla

teau and hill sections of the state. A check of this ta

ble to compare the percentage of the slave pop~at1on in 

the Benton counties with the counties of the entire state 

produced the results listed in Table No. XI. 
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'f.ABLE NO. XI 

COMPARISON OF TEE PER CENT OF SLAVE POPULATION 
BETWEEN THE BEN'rON COUN'l'IES AND 

THE STATE AS A WHOLE 

% Total No. 
'I, Slave No. Oounties Counties in No. Benton% Total No. 

Po1>ulation in State State Counties Benton co. 
Below 5% 
5--15% 
.A.bove l~ 

54 
59 
20 

48 
34 
17 

14 
13 

l 

50 
46 

4 

'fhis study reveals that about half of the counties ot 

the state as well as the Benton counties had a below aver

age percentage ot slave population. A greater percentage 

ot the Benton counties than of the counties ot the state 

as a whole had an average peroentage ot slave population. 

Only one Benton county had more than the state average ot 

slave population. The division ot the average group in 

Table No. ll into the counties below and tb,e ones above 

the actual average percentage of slave population gave 

these results: 

TABLE NO. XII 

.ANALYSIS OF THE AVERA.GE GROUP IN THE PER· OENT OF 
SLAVE POPULATION BP:.rWEEN THE BENTON 

COUNTIES AND 'rHE S'.r.ATE AB A WHOLE 

,, Total NO. ~ Total HQ 
'lo Slave No. Counties Counties in No. Benton Benton 

Po1>ulation in State State Counties Counties 

23 
1.6 

8 
5 
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There was a greater percentage of the Benton counties 

whose slave population was less than 10 per oent than 

there was whose slave population was more than 10 per 

cent. This test definitely established that the Benton 

counties were not the great slaTe-owning counties. By us• 

ing the number and distribut.ion ot the slave population 

as a measure ot wealth in Missouri betore the Civil War• 

the Benton counties ranked below the average ot the state. 

However, there were variations in slave owning in the 

Benton counties just as there were variations trom the 

general conclusions indicated by the other tests. There 

were seven counties of the group where the slave popula

tion was more than 10 per cent of the total population. 

Also, six ot the thirty-eight great slaveowners of the 

state--those who owned fifty or more slaves--lived in Ben":' 
1 

ton counties. These conditions tend to emphasize the 

grea'\ contrasts from an economic standpoint that existed 

w1 thin the Benton counties. 

Another possible measure of wealth and more advanced 

economic development in Missouri betore the Civil War was 

the crops produced. Tobacco and hemp were money crops, 

and counties producing them were definitely emerging from 

frontier eoonomy. A cheok on the report of the production 

ot these orops in 1860 showed that in the Benton counties 

1. Rigqth C•naus ot the United States, 1860, .Agr!culture, 
pp. 233 ff. - -
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TABLE NO• XIII1 

HllJ4P PRODUCTION IN MISSOURI COUNTIF.S IN 1860 
By '?ons 

1. *Ana.e• 
2. *:.A.tohtson 
3. *Bollinger 
,. Boone 
5. Buchanan 
6• Callaway 
7. Carroll 
a. *Cass 
9, Chariton 

10. Olay 
11. Clinton 
12. Cooper 
13. Dade 
14'. DeKalb 
15. Gentry 
16. Grundy 
17. *Holt 
18. Howard 
19. Jackson 
20. Jefferson 
21. *Johnson 
22. Laclede 
23. Lewis 

127 
217 
170 
215 

1479 
35 

616 
8 

51 
499 

45 
31 

5 
150 
815 

54 
11'7 
655 
162 

5 
41 

3558 
5 

24. Livingston 
85. Maoon 
26. Jladiaon 
27• Mariee 
28. Marion 
29 • McDonald 
30. Mercer 
31. M1ss1as1pp1 
32. Monroe 
33. Montgomery 
34. *Nodaway 
35. *Osage 
36. *Pettis 
37. Pike 
38. Platte 
39. Putnem 
40. Ralls 
41~ Ray 
42. *st. Louis 
43. Saline 
44. Scotland 
45. Wayne 

Average Crop ot these Counties 449 tons 
(Benton Counties marked*) 

3 
600 

10 
25 

263 
200 
180 

50 
60 

252 
1 z, 

64 
1689 
1793 

78 
3 

16'1 
4.6 

3920 
60 

644 

these crops were not grown extensively. In Table No. XIIl 

above, there is a list ot the hemp producing counties with 

their reported production in 1860. There were only torty

tive counties or the state that reported any production in 

1860, and ot these, ten were in the Benton group. However, 

the hemp crop in these Benton c6unt1es was comparatively 

1. Eighth Census of the t!Tnited States, ~. Agr1.oultufe. 
pp. ea ft. --
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ins ignitioant. The ave.rage crop tor the producing col.Ul

ties was 449 tons. Of the Benton counties, Atchison was 

the highest producer with 217 tons. Andrew, Bollinger and 

Holt reported as muoh as 100 tons; the others raised less 

than a hundred tons. The biggest crop reported was 3g20 
1 

tons from Saline. 

Although tobacco was grown in all counties of the 

state except Mississippi, it apparently was an important 

orop in less than one-third of the counties. In Table No. 

XIV, page 109, the counties are listed according to the 

quantity ot tobacco they produced. By this grouping, it 

appears that only three or four (Webster county's orop 

was 96,000 pounds) Benton counties were among those where 

tobacco was an important crop. Based on the 112 counties 

that raised tobacco, the average crop was approximately 
1 

224,000 pounds, in 1860. It a c.ounty produoed lees than 

100,000 pounds, tobacco was probably not an important orqp. 

This test for important orops, also, proves that the Ben

ton counties were not in the more wealthy economic olass 

ot Missouri counties. 

Thus, every one of these tests points to the fact 

that the Benton counties as a group were counties of com

paratively lower eoonom.ic development. The greatest per

centage of them had below the actual average of the state 

1. Report of "Agricultural Products," Eie;eth Census of 
.!!l! United States,'™' A,sriculture, pp. 88 tr. 



TABLE NO. XIV 

TOBACCO PRODUCTION IN MISSOURI COUNTIES BY POUNDS 
IN -1860 

Over 1,000,000 
pounds 

1. Callaway 
2. Chariton 
3. HG•ard 
4. Liaooln 
5. lie.con 
6. Monroe 
7. Pike 
a. Randolph 

500,000 to 
1,000,000 pounds 

1. Carroll 
2. ~anklin 
3. Montgomery 
4. Warren 

100,000 to 
500,000 pounds 

1. Audrain 
2. Boone 
3. Grundy 
4. Knox 
5. I,at'ayette 
6. Lewis 
7. Linn 
a. Livingston 
9. Marion 

10. *Osage 
11. Ray 
12. *st. Charles 
13. Saline 
14. Schuyler 
15. Shelby 

100,000 to 
100.000 pounds 

16. Stoddard 
17. SUlli van 

50,000 to 
100,000 pounds 

1. Adair 
2. Cooper 
3. Crawford 
4. Jackson 
5. Miller 
6. 1fa711e 
7. *Webster 

10,000 to 
.50, 000 pounds 

1. *.Aadrew 
2. Barry 
3. *Benion 
4. *Bollinger 
5. Caldwell 
6~ *Camden 
7. *cape Girardeau 
a. c~ter 
G. Cedar 

10. Christian 
11. Clark 
12. ~Cole 
13. Dade 
14. *Dallas 
15. Daviess 
16. Dent 
17. Dunklin 

(Benton Counties marked *) · 
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TABLE NO. XIV (Continued) 

10,000 to Under 10,000 
50,000 pounds Pounds 

18. *Gasconade 4 • . Buohaiian 
19. Gentry 5. Butler 
20. Greene 6~ *Cass 
21. *Harrison 7. Cla7 
22. Hickory a. Clinton 
23. *Holt. 9. DeKalb 
24. *J'ohnaon 10. Douglas 
21. Laclede 11. Henry 
26. Maries 12. Howell 
2'1. Meroer 13. Iron 
28. llMoniteau 14. *1asper 
29. ~ettis 15. J'et:ferson 
30. Polle 16. *Lawrence 
31. Putnm . 17• Jladison 
32. Ralls 18. McDonald 
33. *st. Clair 19. ~organ 
34. Ste. Genevieve 20. New Madrid 
11. ~st. touis 21. Newton 
36. sootlancl a2. *Nodaway 
37. Scott 23. *Oregon 
38. Shannon 24. Ozark 
39. *stoae 25. Pemiscott 
40. *Taney 26. Perry 
41. Wright 2'1. Phelps 

28. Platte 

10,0001 
29. Pulaski 

Under 30. :Reynolds 
Pounds 31 • . Ripley 

32. st. J'rancois 
1. 3'.4.tohieon :53. Texas 
2. *Barton 34. Vernon 
3. Bates 35. Washington 

No Production 

1. Mississippi 

1. Compiled trom Report ot Agricultural Products in 
Eighth censua 2£_ the United ~tates, 1860, Afrioulture, 
PP• 88 ft. . 
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in the percentage of improved land and per capita wealth. 

They had a greater percentage ot small tarms than the 

counties ot the state as a whole. They were not great 

slave owning counties and they did not produce tobacco ana 
hemp as important oropa. These conditions, together with 

the tact that most of the counties that supported Benton 

were located in the newer developed areas of the state, 

seem to indicate that most Benton counties were frontier 

counties and most Benton ::followers, the small :rar-mer of 

the frontier, independent and self-sufficient. The prin

ciples for which Benton stood'!"'-the love of the Union, a 

strong national government, a liberal public land policy 

and the promotion of internal improvements by the national 

government--were principles that were acceptable to the 

frontiersman. It seems reasonable to conclude that the 

similar economic conditions in the great number of Benton 

counties was one of the determining factors in the evolu

tion of his party. 

But these tests also pointed out that there were Ben

ton counties that did not conform to this general standard 

ot economic development. It cannot be assumed that iden

tical influences were responsible tor the preterenoe for 

Benton in all the counties that supported him. Apparentl~ 

there is no reason why a richer and more developed county 

should have suppor"ted the same political party that a new 

frontier did. Yet, Andrew, Cass, Cole, Holt, Johnson, 
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Lawrence, Moniteau, Nodaway, Pettis, Stone, st. Charles, 

st. Louis and Taney, whioh by one or more of the tests 

used ranked in the richer and more highly developed group 

of counties ot the state. supported Benton. Admitting 

that the accuracy of the data that placed some ot these 

counties, suoh as ~aney and Stone, in the richer and more 

developed group of counties in the sta~e ia erroneous or 

misleading, there still remains the tact that o:ondi tions 

ot eoonomio development within the twenty~eight Benton 

counties were not similar enough to have been responsible 

tor all support given B$nlon. 

'rhis issue over Benton, it mus:t be remembered, was a 

fight for party control as well as a difference over prin

ciples. In that fact lies, 1 t would seElll, the explanatioE 

tor many apparent inoonaistanoies, both within and withou1 

the Benton counties. It .mu.at be remEID.bered, also, that ill 

many ot these counties classified as Benton, there was a 

Ben ton minority in 1856. However, this minority was so 

nearly equal in voting strength to the party of victory 

that it seemed illogica.1- to ignore •o great a number of 

partisans in the consideration of -the party. 

The na ti vi ty of the population of the counties was 

another possible explanation for the inconsistencies, from 

a standpoint of economic development, in the counties that 

supported Benton. It has been brought out in Ohapter I 

that the German population and press supported Benton and 
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TABLE NO. XV 

PERCENTAGE OF THE FOREIGN BORN TO THE TOTAL 
POPULATION lli MISSOURI C,OUNTIES IN 1860 

1.0% and Over ~ to 10% 
Foreign Born Foreign Born 

1. *Benton 12% 6. Lincoln 7'{o 
2. Buohe.nan 18% 7. Maries 0% 
3. *Cape Girardeau 2~ a. Mississippi 5% 
4. •cole 23% 9. Montgomery B'{o 
5 • . Coop&r 14% 10. st. Francois 6%. 
6 •. *Fre.Dklin 30% ll. Saline ~ 7. *Gasconade 36% 12. Washington 
a. Iron 10% 
9. cTackson 13% 

10. cTetterson 21~ 1% to~ 
11. Lafayette 14% J'oreign Born 
12. Linn 11% 
13. Marion 14% l. Adair ~ 14. *Moniteau 11% 2. Audrain 
15. *Morgan 13% 3. *Barton 1% 
16. *Osage 26% 4. Bates 1% 
17. Perry 21% 5. *Bollinger ~ 18. Phelps 14% &. Boone 
19. Platte 11% 7. Butler 1~ 
20. *st. Charles 33% a. Caldwell ·3% 
21. *st. Louis 51% 9. Callaway 4'{o 
22. Warren 28% 10. Camden 11» 

11. Carroll ~ 
12. Carter l'{o 

5% to 10% 13. *oass 2% 
Foreign Born 14. Clay 4~ 

15. Clinton ~ l. *Andrew ~ 16. crawtord 
2. *Atchison ~ 17. DeKalb 2% 
3. Chariton 18 .• Dunklin 1i 
4. Clark 6% 19. Gentry 1~ 
5. Lewis 9~ 20. *Harrison ]A~ 

State Average 1~ 
(Benton Counties Marked *) 

1. Compiled :from table on "Native and Foreign Born," !:Sii~.~enaus of !h£ United States,~, Pol)ulation, 
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TABLE NO. XV (Continued) 

11,, to 5'-' 11,, to~ 
Foreign Born Foreign Born 

21. Henry ~ 53. Sullivan ~ 22. Hiokory 54. Vernon 
23. *Holt 41, 55. Wayne 11,, 
24. Howard 3% 
25. Howell 1% Less than 11,, 
26. *Jasper 1% Foreign Born 
27. *Johnson. 41o 
28. Knox 4~ 1. Barry -~ 29. Livingston : 2. Cedar -~f 30. Macon 3. Christian 
31. Madison 4'1, 4. Dade .4~ 
32. Miller 1~ 5. *Dallas .o~ 
33. )lonroe l'I, 6. Daviess .91, 
34. New Madrid ~ 

,, . Dent .8~ 
35. Newtc!»n a. Douglas o.o 
36. ~odaway 11,, 9. Greene • 71, 
37. Pemisoott 1% 10. Grundy -~ 38. *Pettis 4% 11. Laclede .41, 
39. Pike 4% 12. *Lawrence .4% 
40. Pulaski ~ 13. )lercer -~ 41. Putnam 1%. 14. llloDonald -~ 42. Ralls ~'lo 15. *Oregon .9% 
43. Randolph 11, 16. Ozark o.o 
44. Ray 2~ 1'1. Polk -~ 45. Reynolds 1% 18. Shannon .91o 
46. Ripley 21,, 19. Scotland .7"/4 
47. *st. Clair 11,, 20. *stone .1'1, 
48. Ste. Genevieve 11,, 21. lftf·aney .11o 
49. Schuyler = 22. Texas -~ 50. Scotland 23. *Webster -~ 51. Scott . 1~ 24. \fright .1~ 
52. Shelby ~ 

appealed to all foreign born to support him. The percent-

age ot · the foreign born in the population of Missouri, in 

1860, is tabulated in Table No. XV, page 113, according to 

1. Only three foreign bor11 in county.listed. 
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the amount of this percentage in each county. From this 

table, it is noted that ten of the twenty-two o·ounties ot 

the state that had as much as 10 per cent foreign born 

population, in 1860, were Benton strongholds in 1856. 'llle 

1860 census does. not give the national! ty of the foreign 

born citizens, but in the 1870 census the greatest per

centage ot the foreign born in the Benton counties was 
1 

German. It seems plausible that a similar condition ex-

isted in 1856, and that the influence ot this foreign bam 

vote was contributed to the adherence of these counties to 

the Benton party. 

By this analysis of conditions in the Benton counties, 

there have been established three possible explanations 

for their support of the Benton party--namely, a condition 

of lower economic development, the fight for the eontrol 

of the party, and the presence of an appreciable percent

age of foreign born citizens. In most counties, a combin

ation of these factors was responsible for whatever fol

lowing Benton had, although, usually, one influence was 

more impo.rtant than another. Because there were varia

tions in the economic conditions within the counties that 

supported Benton, the following comparison and etudy are 

made to discover how these three factors combined in these 

oounties to hold people of apparently different interests 

loyal ta the same man and party. 

1. Ninth Census of the United Stales, 1870, PoRulation, 
nn. 36l ft. - -
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TABLE NO, XVI 

co:.;PARISON OF FACTORS INFllJENCING SUi'POR'!' FOR THE 
BENTON ?ARTY IN THE BENT·JN COUNTIES 

County 

1. Andrew 
2. atchison 
3. Barton 
•• Bollinger 
5. Benton 
6. Cape Girardeau 
7. Cass 
8. Cole 
9. Dallas 

10. Franklin 
11. Gasconade 
12. Harrison 
13. Holt 
1-l. Jasper 
15. Johnson 
16. Lawrence 
17. Moniteau 
18. Morgen 
lV. Nodaway 
20. Oregon 
21. Osage 
22. Pettis 
23. St. Charles 
2-l. St. Clair 
25. St. Louis 
26. Stone 
27. Taney 
28. 7febster 

I 

s, 2 
s, 1 
s, 1 
s, 1 
s, 2 
s, 3 
s, 3 
s, 3 
s, 1 
s, 2 
s, 1 
s, 1 
s, 2 
s, 2 
s, 3 
s, 1 
s, 2 
s, 2 
s, 1 
s, 1 
s, 1 
s, " s, 3 
s, 2 
s, 1 
s, 1 
s, 1 
s, 1 

II 

A, 2 
A, 1 
A, 1 
A, 1 
A, 1 
A, 1 
A, 2 
A, 1 
A, 1 
A, 1 
A, 1 
A, 1 
1,., 2 
A, 1, 2 1 
A, 2 
A, 2 
A, 1 
A, 1 
A, 2 
A, 1 
A, 1 
A, 3 
A, 1 
A, 1 
A, 1 
A, 1 
•• 1 
A, 1 

III 

I, 3 
I, 2 
I, 1 
I, 1 
I, 2 
I, 2 
I, 2 
I, 2 
I, 2 
I, 2 
I, 1 
I, 3 
I, 2 
I, 2 
I, 2 
I, 3 
I, 3 
I, 2 
I, 2 
I, 1 
I, 1 
I, 3 
I, 4 
I, 2 
I, 4 
I, 4 
I, 3 
I, 2 

IV 

w, 2 
'II, 2 

"· 2 .,,, 1 
YI, 1 

"· 2 
"· 3 w, 2 

"· 1 
"· 2 YI, 1 

"· 1 
"· 2 
"· 2 
'If, " 
'If, 12 
11, 1 
"If, 2 

"· 2 w, 1 

"· 1 "· " w, 3 
w, 2 
w, 3 
w, 1 
YI, 1 
'If, 1 

V 

F, 3 
F, 3 
F, 2 
F, 2 
F, 4 
F, 4 
F, 2 
F, 4 
F, 1 
F, 4 
F, 4 
F, 1 
F, 2 
F, 2 
F, 2 
F, 1 
F, 4 
F, -& 
F, 2 
F, 1 
F, 4 
F, 2 
F, 4 
F, 2 
F, 4 
F, 1 
F, 1 
F, 1 

1. Jasper hen the same number or rarm·s in two groups. 
2. Not ell or ~on1teeu•s wealth reported. 

VI 

V 

V 
V 

(v) 
(v) 

V 
V 
V 
V 
V 

V 

V 

(v) 
V 

(v) 
V 

(v) 

(v) 

V 
(v) 
(v) 

VII 

(v) 
{v) 

V 

V 
V 

(v) 
V 

(v) 

V 

V 

VIII 

V 

(v) 

V 
(v) 

(v) 
V 

V 

In Table No. XVI, there 18 a tabulation of the rating or each Benton coun
ty in each or the tests applied, except the important crop test. 

Column I represents the percentage or slave to the total population, end 
the key is: less than 5~, S, l; 5i - gi, S, 2; 10~ - 15%, 3, 3; over 15~, 

s, "· Column II represents the acreage of the greatest number of farms of any 
one s17.e 1n each county, end the kev is: 20 - 50 acres, .i.., l; 50 - 100 acres, 
A, 2; over 100 ecrds, ~. ~. 

Colu.:un III represents the percentage of the improved land to the total 
reported acreage, end the key is: under 20%, I, l; 20% - 30%, I, 2; 30% - 40%, 
I, 3; over 40%, I, 4. 

Column IV represents the per capita wealth and the key is: under ,400, 
w, l; $400 - ~600, w, 2; $600 - ~oo, YI, 3; over $800, 'If, 4. 

Column v represents the percentage of foreign born population end the 
key is: less than 1~, F. l; 1% - 4%, F, 2; 5% - gi, F, 3; 10% end over F, 4. 

A rank or one or t1t0 in each test for economic development, except the 
acreage or the greatest nuaber of farms or one size in a county, is below the 
actual average or the state. Therefore, a county that ranked one or two in 
each item, except in the acreage of the greatest number of rar~s of one size, 
conforms to the standard accepted es most nearly typical of the Benton coun
ties. Clearly, the adherence of a county of that type of development to the 
Benton party could have been due to economic conditions. It seems reasonable 
to assume that the influence of economic conditions was responsible, also, for 
the support or the '9enton party by a county that met the typi ,~al standard or 
a Benton county in a 11 but one item of economic development. A rank of four 
for the percentage of foreign population in<iicated a percent.,;ge of et le&st 
10, ·1arge enouRh to have strongly influenced the support of the Benton party, 

The counties ohecked in: 
ColUlllJl VI ere the counties in which the conditions of economic develop

ment explained their preference for Benton. 
Column VII ere the counties in which the foreign born population ex

plained their preference for 3enton. 
column VIII ere the counties in which conditions of econumic development 

contradicted their adherence to the Benton party. 
The checks marked (v) indicate a Benton minority in 1856. 
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The previous discussion and study setting up the 

standards that marked the Benton oounties, together with 

the study of the markings and explanations of Table No. 

XVI, page 116, makes it olear why the aounties oheoked in 

Columns VI and VII of this table were justified in sup

porting a Benton party. Twenty-one of the twenty-eight 

Benton counties met the low standard of eoonomio develop

ment, ten had a large German population and eight had 

both or these conditions that indicated a Benton strong

hold. 

The impressive evidence, in this Table No. XVI, is 

the inconsistency that apparently existed. ·This incon

sistency was of two types--the Bentons were the minority 

in counties where they should have been the majority; and 

the Bentons received support, both majority and minority, 

in counties where there appeared to have been no reason 

tor that support. These inconsistencies are the points 

that dsnand attention and some attempt at an explanation 

for them. 

The most obvious explanation of a Benton minority 

where one might expect a majority, of course, lies in re

membering that the Benton fight was a fight for the eon• 

trol of the party as well as over governmental policy or 

political principles. Many or the apparent inoonsistenc:tes 

disappear with this explanation. This fight for the con

trol of the party seems to have been the only explanation 
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for the Benton minority in Benton, Moniteau, Osage, Taney 

and Webster. 'rhe influence ot this fight tor party con

trol overcame the influence of both the economic oondi• 

tions and the German population in Benton, Moniteau and 

Osage. 

In Cape Girardeau county, a conflict of economic in

terests seems to have been present tich, added to the 

fight for party control, made a Benton minority. The test 

tor economic conditions Which put Cape Girardeau in the 

poorer and less developed group of counties of the state 

did not reflect the real situation in that county. The 

area around Cape Girardeau is one of the oldest settled 
1 

areas in the state, and although the tests show it was 

not wealthy, it was not a trontier region. Probably, the 

majority or Benton's following in th.is county was from the 

foreign, German, element that was 20 per oant of the popu

lation. 

st. Clair and Nodaway may he.Te had the addition ot 

economic oonfliet to the tight tor party control, also, as 

their rank in the items ot economic teats showed a higher 

rating than most of these twenty-one counties. In st. 

Clair county, the Osage valley crossing the county offered 

an opportunity for a variation in eoonan1o development in 

the county. However, the tight tor party control appears 

to have been the greater intluenoe. 

1. Violette, E. M., History ot Missouri, p. 48. 
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The party fight ~uat have been responsible tor the 

minority 1,n Lawrenoe oounty, also. There is no real evi

dence from the teat rankings that there was greater wealtb 

in Lawrence than in many other Benton counties. There 

were two items--the acreage of the greatest number of 

farms of one size in a county and the percentage of im

proved land~-in which it ranked above the average of the 

state. According to the standard of the table, only one 

item above average was allowed a county. 

The greatest inconsistencies, though, we.re in those 

counties where economic oondi tions apparently oontradictec 

any support of the Benton party. The counties where these 

conditions existed were Andrew, Cass. Johnson, Pettis; st. 
Charles and st. Louis. The tight tor party control had 

its 1ntluence in these counties, no doubt, but the suppor1 

of the Benton party, though often a minority, was too con

sistent to have been due to the party strife alone. 

St. Louis county was the real anomaly--a county with 

a large and prosperous city interested in all the commer

cial and industrial activities of the age, one ot the 

leading centers of commerce in the United States of that 

time • . An analysis as to why st. Louis was Benton 1s a 

complete problem 1n itself. Its age, its economic inter

ests, its wealth and d$velopment would indicate a Whig 

territory•-and election :results prove that there was d.et

inite Whig strength there. On the surtaoe there are three 
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reasonable suggestions for the solution of the problem. 

First, the presence of the large majority of foreign popu• 

lation, about 50 per cent in 1860, whioh opposed slavery. 

Benton's party was the only faction in Missouri up to 185E 

that definitely stated the belief that the further exten

sion of slavery into the territories was inadvisable. The 

seoond reason was the strong party organization under the 

leadership of Francis P. Blair, Jr. And third, st. Louis 

naturally supported Benton's program for internal improve~ 

ment whioh oalled for a railroad to the West from St. 

Louis. Moat any population would support a person whose 

policy was direoted at advancing its community to the most 

advantageous oommeroial position in the nation. That is 

what Benton's program., if carried out, would have done for 

st. Louis. 

For St. Charles county, the large percentage of for

eign population seems to have been the only influence 

added to the party fight. 

Outside of St. Louis county, Cass, Johnson and Pettis 

were the counties whose support of the Benton party seemed 

most inoonsistent. Unlike st. Charles and st. Louis, they 

had no German population for an explanation. However, in 

Johnson and p·ettis, there was a 4 per aent foreign popula

tion that no doubt supported Benton and aooounted for a 

part of the consistent strength he showed there. these 

oounties all lay within the Missouri 1tblaok belt" and had 
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the distinguishing marks or the older and wealthier coun

ties of the state. By every measure of economic develop

ment, except the percentage of improved land, Pettis was 

in the group of counties of the state that were most ad

vanced in economic development. Al though the economic de

velopment in Cass and Johnson was not as advanced as that 

of Pettis, it was decidedly beyond that of the atandard <1 

the Benton county. And they supported Benton faitht'ulll"• 

The probable •~lan.ation for the presence of the Ben

ton following in these counties is that the Missouri rive? 

area adapted to large acale farming merges into a small

rarm. area within that tier of counties. This difterence 

in environmental conditions ll'ithin the counties made a 

difference in economic development. Therefore, in the 

southern part of ~hese counties, there was a small tarmer 

population whose economic conditions bound it to the Ben

ton party; and in the northern part, the richer and more 

advanced agricultural group where the wealth, that made 

the higher rating for the county, was concentrated. It 

appears, then that the Benton au,pport in these counties 

was not contrary to its economic interest. The oontradic

tion was that the general economic dev•lopment of "1le 

county did not retleot those conditions ot the Benton 

county standard. 

With this influence added to a small toreign popula

tion and an active par-ty fight; Benton support in these 



-122-

counties was not out or place. 

A similar condition must have existed in Andrew coun~ 

ty, which was an older, more developed and richer oounty. 

Holt oounty whioh had much the same conditions as Andrew, 

but which did not rate so high by the tests, was probably 

influenoe4 by the same taotors that influenced the support 

ot Andrew for Benton. These factors probably were: a 

large number of settlers tmm the northern states; second, 

a 5 per cent foreign, mostly German, element in the popu

lation which could determine the course of an election 

that was close; and the division between the developed 

area and the frontier. These in addition to the element 

or factional strife within the party gave the Bentons a 

consistent support in these counties lfith more regulari~y 

than he had tram the other counties of the northwest bor

der and Missouri river group. 

This discussion has shown that the tight for party 

control was not al ways the only explanation for apparent 

political inconsistencies. It has also shown that, within 

the Benton group, there were four sections, determined by 

conditions common to each section that apparently influ

enced its adherence to the Benton party. These conditions 

were apart from local party organization and leadership 

which played no small part 1n keeping the party alive in 

all the sections. The first section was St. Louis whose 

support of Benton was due, it seems, to a eombination ot 
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conditions which often appear to be contradictions. Sec

ond, there was the group ot counties with the large Germat 

population, located from st. Charles and St. Louis coun

ties up the Missouri beyond the Osage to include Koniteau 1 

and up the Osage as far as Benton oounty, and in addi t1on, 

Cape Girardeau. The third group was the one of hardy 

American settlers, held together, apparently, by the con

ditions of pioneer life, located in the counties of the 

northwest border, the Ozark border and the southeast 

Ozarks. The fourth section was made up of that group of 

counties that was the meeting ground or the more settled 

areas and the small farmer frontier region. These coun

ties were Pettis, Johnson, Cass, Andrew, and Holt and the~ 

ties to the Benton party seemed to have been a oombinatio~ 

of economic conditions and foreign population. In many 

counties, there was .the overlapping of economic conditions 

and foreign population that influenced the people to fol

low Benton's leadership. 

These conditions which were common among groups or 

Benton counties were not peculiar to them which raises the 

question, it the Benton party is explained in terms of a 

large percentage of' foreign population and of certain eco

nomic conditions, why were not all counties with these 

conditions centers or Benton support. 

Again the answer is that the inoonsistenay is largely 

responsible to the element ot the tight tor party control. 
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However, for the other oounties with a large percentage 

ot foreign population, there are two possible suggestions, 

both of whioh really involve party control. In four ot 

these oounties--Buchanan. ~etferson, Perry, and Platte-

Whose foreign population was predominately Gennan, the 

elections ot 1850-1856 showed a consistent Benton faction 

that trequently 110n seats in the state legislature. They 

cannot be called Benton counties because of the shrinking . 

or the Benton strength in the election of 1856, but it is 

quite possible that the foreigners in those counties votec 

for Benton in 1856. The other o.ounties with a large for

eign population, exoept Iron and Phelps whioh did not ex

ist in 1856, were in the rioh Missouri river belt. Most 

of the people were Whigs, and the Ben tons had so 11 ttle 

following after the split in the party that they rarely 

had a candidate in the oongressional canvass. If the 

toreigners had a looal Benton party, there is no record of 

its activity. 

There are oertain sections of the state where econom

ic conditions indicated that they should have been more 

Benton than Benton, himself, but he had very little sup

port from them. The only answer at all to that inoonsis

tenoy, unlike the ones in the rioher oounties of the Ben

ton group, is party conflict. All of the counties ot the 

southwest Ozark border region should have been Benton, ao

oording to their economic development. The evidenoe that 
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the reason tor the failure of these counties to support 

Benton was party leadership and the tight tor the control 

of the party is quite clear. As long as Johns. Phelps 

was a Benton man, that entire section was Benton. When 

Phelps left Benton, a large number of the counties not 

only refused to give Benton a majority, but he did not 

have even a strong minority. Since these people were liv

ing under eoonomio conditions praotioally identical with 

those of the Benton counties, it would seem that party 

politics outweighed principles. 

In the southeast Ozark section con.di tions were such 

economically to have made it a stronger Benton center tha1 

the Ozark border region. From the tests applied, they 

proved to be less developed than the Benton group--more 

truly the frontier type. It seems quite evident that it 

was local leadership that rEID.oved this section's support 

from Benton. Until after he broke with the state conven

tion and platform in 1852 and the national administration 

over the Kansas~Nebraska question, this section was loyal 

to Benton. Atter that, the Anti faction had the power. 

It appears, then, that the local leaders went with the 

party organization and carried the voting population with 

them. This situation prompts the belief that the leaders 

"mounted the band wagon" in order to be a party to the di

vision ot the spoils. After 1852, it was quite evident 

that the Benton faction had nothing to ofter in the way ot 



-126-

patronage. 

In the pioneer region north ot the "blaok belt," 

there appears no reason why a Benton party of some 

strength should have been confined to the northwe.st bordm 

counties, but that was the condition. The only explana

tion seems to be that the section o:r the state north o:r 

the Missouri river was a Whig stronghold, and when the 

split in the Democratic party oame the local leaders were 

Anti-Benton men. As there was commonly no Benton candi

date for Congress, the people had to vote, if at all, tor 

the candidates ot the organization leaders. Such a situa• 

tion made it impossible for the Benton men to express 

their real preference in an election for which there are 

records of votes available. There were some Benton people 

among these settlers. Putnam county elected a Benton 

man to the state legislature 1n 1850 and 1854 and Mercer 

and Linn in 1852. It seems then that the laok of looal 

leadership was the reason for the lack of Benton strength 

in that section. 

The wealthier counties of the state present an inter

esting study when examined with reference to the Benton 

section. By all tests of per oap1ta wealth, slave popula

tion, size or farms, per cent of land improved, and crops 

produced Boone, Callaway, Howard, jackson, Latayette, Pet-
1 

tis, Pike, Randolph, Audrain, Lincoln, Marion, Monroe, 

1. Explained as a Benton county. 
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New Madrid, Platte, and Ralls were grouped as the wealth

iest counties of the state. All of these counties, it 

will be observed, were in that belt of best developed aree: 

along the Missouri and Mississippi rivers exoept New Ma

drid in the lower Mississippi bottom lands. All of them 

had more than 20 per cent slave population; their per cap

ita wealth was far above the $610 average or the state-

all of them more than $800--; they had larger farms, most 

of them had more 100 acre and over farms than any other 

size; and they raised the greatest quantity of tobaoco. 
, 

This resume of their economic status sets them apart from 

the Benton counties by about as tar as they can be sep

arated. Politically, they were Whig, and when the Demo

oratio party split, its leaders in this area went to the 

Anti side. Usually, there were not enough Bentons among 

them to have even a party organization, and in mo-st ot the 

elections between 1850 and 1856 there was not a Benton 

candidate in the canvass for congressman from the dis

tricts where these counties were located. In 1852, when 

Lamb ran as a Benton he carried only Pike and Lincoln o:r 

these counties. Between 1850 and 1856 these counties 

chose five Benton men in 1850, three in 1852, and none in 

1854 and 1856 to the state legislature. These facts prove 

rather conclusively that in the counties least like the 

Benton group economically, Benton had the least support. 

There is however, no ready explanation why Warren county 



with a larger foreign and German population and a smaller 

slave population than St. Chal'les should have been Whig" 

instead of Benton. It will have to be assumed that there 

was a local oondition of mich there is no record back of 

that dirterence--if there a a reason for it. 

No study or forces influencing the reactions or wholE 

groups of people can be eomplete without an. investigation 

of the cultural opporttm.ities that they have. The insti

tutions existent at that time through which some insight 

of the culture of the period may be attained were the 

school and the church. The records do not contain much oj 

the highly desirable information which makes 1 t impossible 

to get even a fairly accurate understanding of the cultur• 

al attainments. There is no record of the percentage of 

literacy in the population which is necessary for an hon

est estimate of any people. The school statistics are de

tailed but they fail to give the average length of school 

term which makes some of the figures available almost 

meaningless. 

Since Missouri was a rural state the computations in 

Table XVII were made without including St. Louis,. because the 

inclusion of the figures on st. Louis seemed to give a 

distorted picture of the state. From this tabulation it 

appears that the Benton counties showed somewhat greater 

interest in educational opportunities than the average of 

the state. Both the greater percentage of enrollment and 
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TABLE NO.XVIIl 

SCHOOL STATISTICS, IIISSOURI, 1860 

Enumeration 

5-20 years of age 
School Enrollment 
'I, of Enrollment 
Number of Teachers 
Pupils per Teaoher 
Total Teaohers• Salary 
Average Teaohers• Salary 

Missouri 

334,722 
157,561 

47'1, 
5,428 

28 
$5701919 

,105 

Benton Counties 

73,694 
39,234 

5~ 
1,878 

30 
$132.1~30 

,104 

the greater number of pupils per teacher seem to establish 

that fact. That does not neoessarily mean, however, t~at 

there was more education in the Benton 001.U1ties as the 

amount of educational achievement had to depend upon how 

long the .pupils attended school. The only point in this 

analysis that apparently makes any correlation with the 

other tests of Benton counties is the tact that they paid 

less money to their teachers. Since other indications are 

that they were interested in education, they probably paid 

less money because they had less money to spend, but such 

a conclusion oannot be taken as a raot. 

1. Computed from Report of State Superintendent o·f 
Schools, State of Missouri, Senate Journal, 1860-1861, 
Appendix, p. 260. 
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TABLE NO. xvrrrl 
CHURCH STATISTICS, MISSOURI, 1860 

Missouri 
Denomination number 

Churches 

Baptist 457 
Christian 150 
Episcopal 18 
Lutheran 55 
Methodist 526 
Presbyterian 225 
Catholic 88 
Union 54 

TOTALS 1577 

'I, Total 
Number 

Churches 
in State 

50% 
10% 

1% 

3= 14% 

= 
Value ot Prop- 14,509,767 

erty 

~ Total. 
Number 

Benton Counties Churohee 
Number Churches in Ben

ton Co. 

77 21% 
32 9~ 

7 2'/, 
22 0% 

105 30% 
57 16~ 
45 12% 
16 4% 

361 

$3,014,495 

These church statistics emphasize evidences that have 

been pointed out by other tests. The large number of Cath

olic and Lutheran churches in the Benton counties retleoted 

the presenoe of a large foreign born population. The per

centage of these churches of the state located in Benton 

counties pointed to the faot that most foreigners were Ben

ton people. The predominance of Methodists, Baptists and 

Christians indicated the new and developing condition of 

the state. The Presbyterians, the church of the richer 

people, were located mostly in the wealthier counties. 

l. Compiled and computed from ~able on Churches in Mis
souri, Eigh,th Census of the United States, 1860, Prop-
erty and Mortality. pp. 421 ff. -
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Many of the oounties below average from an economic stand

point had no Presbyterian congregation. 

The averaae Talue of church property furnishes fur

ther indicaiions of the general conditions of oommunities. 

However, trom the standpoint ot the state average, the 

concentration of denominations that usually put the moat 

money into ohuroh edifices in a comparatively small area 

makes the figures present an erroaeoua picture. From the 

table above the average value ot church property tor the 

state was $2860 and tor the Benton counties $8350. Those 

figures include, ot course, all the churches tor St. Louis. 

There were in st. Louis and St. Charles counties twenty

six of the eighty-eight Catholic churches or the state. 

Since the buildings and property ot this denomination are 

usually ot so much greater value than those or other de

nominations, it seems that the more aooura•e general con

dition is reflected when these counties are omitted trom 

the consideration. Without St. Louis, the average value 

ot ohurch property for the state was $1255 and tor the 

Benton oounties, ill96. Omitting st. Charles also, the 

averages were tor the state t12oe and tor the Bentons, 

$888. This value of church property in the rural sec

tions or the state, like the teac~ers' salaries, tends to 

emphasize that outside of the concentrated centers ot 

wealth the Benton counties were less well-off than the 

state as a whole. 
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This analysis of the faotors back of the Benton fac

tion seems to have established these general indications. 

The Benton group, as a whole, was not very different from 

the rest of the state, as in most of the tests those peo

ple were in the average group but usually in the lower 

level of the average division. They were mainly small 

farmers, living in the newer areas of the state under a 

oondition of frontier economy, from which they were 

producing a substantial living and wealth. There were 

comparatively few slaves and slave owners among the Benton 

party. A great portion of the Benton following was com

posed of Germans who agreed with Benton in his opposition 

to the extension of slavery and approved of his belief in 

a vigorous national government. It may be said that, af

ter all, the Benton people were not distinctive--that any 

other group may have the same things true of 1 t. Ad.mi t

ting the possibility, that there could be other groups of 

counties that would work out as the Benton counties did by 

the tests, does not detract from the distinctiveness of 

the Benton group. The tact that the Benton counties, 

scattered over the state a.a they were, reacted to the oon

di tions within them that were common to the group as a 

whole or in part, in like manner so as to establish their 

own average makes the evidan.oe of their homogeneity s1g

nitioant. The indications point in the direction that the 

small, substantial, frontier-type farmer, ttthe truest 
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.American," had unconsciously joined with a powerful and 

articulate :roreign element to support the cause of a 

strong national government, whose unity they wanted pre

served at all hazard, and from which they expected a pa

ternal service that would insure to them the opportuni tieE 

that belong to a tree America and secure the wealth they 

would create. Benton stood tor those principles, so they 

stood tor Benton. 
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OH.APTER IV 

THE BENTON FACTION AFTER 1856 

The election ot 1856 was the last in which the Benton 

faction participated as a separate political party. In 

this election the long struggle tor control of the Demo

cratic party came to a close with the decisive victory ot 

the Anti-Bentons. However. this victory did not reduce 

the Benton taction to a position or complete unimportance 

in Missouri politics. Since 2,.000 voters in the election 

or 1856 could not tail to exercise some influence in party 

politics. it is the purpose of this oh.apter to discover 

the intluenoe this group had after 1856. 

When it became apparent that the cause of the Benton 

faction as a contender for power in the Democratic party 

was hopeless, the question that naturally arose in public 

discussion was where would the Bentons give their support. 

In order to understand why that should have been a ques

tion commanding general attention, it is necessary to re

member two things--tirat, that the Bentons always claimed 

that tl).e division of the Democratic party was on principle 

not on a personality; and second; that all political party 

organization was in a state or great contusion. 
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The people who made up the main body of Benton's fol

lo111,ng, according to the evidence presellted in Chapter ID 

were the foreign born population, especially the GermQs, 

and the small type farmer living '1114er a condition ot 

frontier eoonomy. These people hai an outlook upon lite 

that prompted them to support the principles tor w:ltich 

Benton stood--nam.ely, a strong national Union; the promo

tion or internal improvements at national. expense; a lib~ 

eral public land policy that made land easily available to 

the settler by enabling him to buy the less tertile laad 

at a ·J"eduoed price; a distaste for the institution of 

slavery:; and an opposition to all issues that agitated 'Ille 

slavery question beoause of ,he threat ag1tat~on was to 

the permaaency of the U:r,.ion. neBentons maintained that 

their principle• on the slavery issu_e, internal improve

ments and the Union separated them tr()lll ~he Anti-Benton 

faction. 

These principles furnished the basis tor the contin

ued importance ot the Benton faction in Missouri party 

politics, beoause it was to these principles of Bentonism 

that various political groups appealed to get the support 

ot the Benton taot1on. These appeals were to some extelli 

prompted by the. genera1 political contusion of the time. 

It will be recalled that the 1lh1g party had oeased to 

exist as a national. organization. In its plaoe, opposing 

the National Democratic party, were the .American or Kno• 
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Nothing party and the Republican party. In Missouri, as 

a general thing, th~ Old Line Whigs, with the exception of 

the States Rights l'higa who had joined the Anti-Bentons, 

were, in 1856, members or the American party. In tact, it 

appears that the .Amerioan party was practically the Whig 

party with a new name, because the Whig party leaders were 

the .American leaders and the centers of American strength 

were the old centers ot Whig strength. 

In Missouri, the American party was a loosely organ

ized group which apparently did not emphasize the basic 

principles ot .Amerioanimn, namely, the curtailment ot the 

political rights or naturalized citizens. Because it had 

indefinite principles, it attracted temporarily many peo

ple, who were, themselves, indetinite in political prin

ciples, to its membership. Many of its members adhered to 

these old Whig principles: a strong national Union, de

velopment of internal improvements at national expense, 

the promotion of industry under the protection of a high 

tarift, and a sound banking system sponsored by the na

tional government. The principles which they shared with 

the Bentons were the ground on whioh the .Americans, speak

ing through Col. Switzler of the Missouri State8lll8-n, urged 

the Bentons to join with them to drive the National Demo-
1 

orats, the Anties, from power in the state. It seems 

that the old Whig leaders hoped that by suoh a union ot 

1. Missouri Statesman, January 29, 1858. 



parties there oould have been a revival of the Whig party 

organization in Missouri, at least. 

The new Republioan party had neither an organization 

nor a detined tollow1ng in Missouri in 1856. Having oome 

into existenoe as a protest against the repeal ot the Mis• 

souri Compromise provisions whioh exoluded slavery from 

Kansas and Nebraska, it continued to haTe, in 1-856, only 

tlle one policy--the non-extension ot slavery into the ter• 

ritories. Frank P. Blair, Jr., the first ranking leader 

or th!:t Benton party after Benton, himself, acknowledged 

his sympathy with this party and announced shortly betore 

the preaidential election in 1856 that he oould support 

the Repu,blioan ticket. In the disoussion that toll.owed 

thia announcement, he intimated that Benton, also, ap-
1 

proved of the principle ot the Republican p~ty. At a 

later time, when B1air became the champion ot tree labor 

and started a party orge.nizaiion that beoame the Republi• 

can party in Missouri, he expeoted ihe Benton taot1on to 

follow his l•adership into this new party beoause ot Ben ... 
ton's personal ·attitude ~oward slaTery and his failure to 

deny or silence th~ charges of free soil.ism made aga1•st 
2 

h~. 

'fhe National Democrats made overtUJ"e·s to the Bentons 

1. J"efferaon Examiner, October 4, 1856. 

2. Ulbrioht, John Harold, z. E• Blair, .l!.•, ~ Missouri 
Politios., pp. 141 tt. 
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to return to the N"ational Democracy. Contrary to empha

sizing the principles of Bentonism. as a basis for the 

un.ion of the two factions, the. members of the National De

mocracy pointed out, through the columns ot the Jetterson 

Examiner, that the division of the party on principles had 

never been as marked. as it had appeared. Whatever divi-

sion there had been on minor principles, they said, had 

ceased to exist so that the Benton people no longer had a 

cause tor staying outside of the Democracy. The Bentons 

needed to guard against being separated longer from their 

true party by the efforts of the enemies of the Democracy 

to prolong the friction over the personal issue of Benton. 

They insisted that he would never again be a candidate for 

office so that both the principles and the personality 
1 

that had divided them were things of the past. , Thia 

willingness on the part of the Anties to forget past dit

terenoes that had divided the party ,was prompted• it 

seems, not al.one by a magnanim.Ol.lS sp1ri t. Although the 

leaders did not admit its presence, they no doubt realized 

the de:tini te lack of unity that existed in the Nat.ional 

Democratic party in 1856 and wanted to offset any losses 

in party membership by the addition of new strength. 

In a time when old politioal orgauizations were dis

integrating and new ones we~e forming, it waa highly de

sirable to gain the support of a faction as large, as 

1. Jefferson Examiner, June 24, 1857; June 6, 1857. 



active a~d as loyal as the Benton party had proved itselt. 

To a large extent the destinies ot the political organi

zations that sought to add the Benton taotion to them

selves depended upon how much Benton support they were 

able to gain. Within the Benton party there was enough 

following, it gained, to bolster the waning power cff a 

disintegrating party or to form the nucleus of a rising 

party. 

The argument . that the leaders of the political par

ties used to gain the support of the Bentons was on the 

basis ot principles. But the ohotce of a new atfiliation 

which the Bentons made probably did not depend entirely 

upon principles as tar as the members of the Benton party, 

themselves, were concerned. The tight between the Benton 

and Anti-Benton factions had been most bitter. It is nat

ural to suppose that there were many Bentons who refused 

to support the .A.ntiea under any oiroumstances because or 

the intense hatred and Jealousies that had aooompanied the 

conflict tor party control. On the other hand, there prob

ably were many members of the Benton faction who were born 

into the Democratic party as much as they were bor~ mem

bers ot their churches. To them it was rank heresy to 

vote any besides the Democratio ticket, regardless of 

prino iples involved. In t .he poli ti oal realignment or the 

Benton party these personal taotors most probably played 

a significant part. 
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The first new factor that entered into the determin

ing ot the response which the Bentons made to the invita

tions to join other political parties was the question ot 

emancipation of slaves. The Benton leaders or· St. Louis , 

were accused of opening the emancipation quest.ion in Mis

souri when B. Gratz Brown made a speech in the state house 

of representat.i ves in Janua:ry, 185?, advocating free soil 
l 

and free labor. Benton was enr~ged at these l.eaders of 

his party for opening an issue that agitated the slavery 

question. He openly an..d vehementl.y denounced them. In 

a letter published in the Missouri Republican, he said, 
1 

"I saw with amazement ••• the late abolition movement 

in the Legislature, and wrote immediately to Price, Lusk 

and others at Jefferson City to Denounce ~ Repudiate 

.!!• The persons ought to have a:ut themselves loose from 
2 

me before they began such an agitation." Apparently 

from this time there was a division in the Benton forces 

over this issue of emancipation. In reporting on the 

resolution which the general. assembly adopted, which de

clared the emancipation movement was "inexpedient, impol-
3 

itic, unwise and unjust," the Daily Missouri Democrat 

said that the only people who opposed the resolution were 

1. Jefferson Examiner, January 24, 1857; April 18, 1857. 

2. Missouri Republican, April 4, 1857. 

3. _M_1_s_s_o_u_r_1 ~, 1856-1857, p. &l. 
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1 
those from st. Louis. Sinoe at that time all members of 

the house of representatives from st. Louis county were 

Benton men, the Benton party apparently was dividing i_nto 

a St. Louis faction an~ a rural tao~ion. With this wedge 

dividing them. it was unlikely that the entire Benton ~ac

tion would support one party or one platform. again. 

The opportunity for the. Benton "Die Hards" to exer

cise the balance of' powe.r 1,n Missouri politics oame in 

1857. 'fhe election. of Trusten Polk, the auoceasful candi

date tor governor in 1856, to the United States Senate in 

1857 made necessary a special election for governor that 

year. The Democrats nominated Robert M. Stewart who did 

not have much to recommend h~ for the governorship of 

Missouri. He was~ easterner, openly charged witn oppos

ing slavery . and having been involved in rather que,stion

able activities in oonnection with the Haan1bal and St. 
2 

Joseph Railroad ot which he. was the president. His op-

ponent was Major James s. Rollins, a fol'!ller Whig, a member 

of the .American party, who made the canvass tor governor 

as an independent. His announcement as a candidate stated 

that he was entering the gubema:tor1al race in response to 

requests from members of the general assembly and men who 

were attiliated with the Whig, the .American and the Benton 

Daily Missouri Democrat. February 14, 185'1. 

M1esq~1 atat,,., Kay 29, 185'1; June 5, 1857; 
Jii!y ~, 1887. ~tferson In9iui.rer·, July 18, 1857. 
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l 
parties. Major Rollins was a slave owner and a prominen" 

leader in central Missouri. He did not tavor free soil1m 

emancipation or any issue that agitated the slavery ques

tion. He adhered to the old Whig principles on internal 

improvements, high tariff and the supremacy of the Union 

and believed that the interests of Missouri were better 

served by the promotion of internal improvements and eoo

nomio development within the state than by agitation over 
2 

the slavery issue. 

The slavery issue played an important part in this 

campaign, because it was not possible to separate local 

issues from those that were demanding such great attention 

nationally. This was the period when Stephen A. Douglas 

broke with the national administration over the Lecompton 

Constitution and fraud in Kansas, toroing Democrats to 

choose between Douglas and the administration. The aboli

tionists and emanoipationists were more active than they 

had ever been. Chief Justice Taney had handed down his 

Dred Scott decision which guaranteed the security ot slave 

property in all territories of the United States. In a 

slave-holding state it was not possible to hold an elec

tion and ignore these problem.a. 

The National Democrats in Missouri were accused or 

being the party ot the national administration. As such 

1. Miaso~ri Stateam.an, April 24, 1857. 

2. ~., May 29, 1857. 
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they were supposed to favor the extreme southern view of 

slavery, that is, the obligation ot the United States gov

ernment to proteot slavery in all territories ot the 

United States. Their candidate tor governor, Stewart, as 

stated above, was charged with opposing slavery. Some 

people believed he was an emanoipationist because he was 

in the employ ot an eastern company that had lands in Mis~ 
1 

souri which it wished ,o sell to tree settlers. The 

presence of siavery tended to keep tree settlers out ot 

the state. 

According to the charges then, there were in the Na

tional Democratic party in Missouri the two extreme posi

tions on the slavery question, both ot which were threats 

to the existence or the Union. On the basis ot these 

charges. leaders or other political factions appealed to 

all people, who placed the Union above every other issue 

and who believed that the agitation ot the slavery ques-: 

tion by either the secessionist or the abolitionist was 

destructive to the Union, to join in supporting Roi11ns in 

order to resoue the state trom the treachery of the Natial

al Democracy. The members ot the Benton faction were ad

vised to join with this conservative middle group. Benton 

wrote trom Washington under date of May 21, 1857, to 

l. Copied from the st. Louis Intelligencer in the Missouri 
Statesman, July 10, 1857. 
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l 
Col. H.B. Branoh to urge the Bentons to support Rollins. 

Thomas L. Price made a speaking tour of the state in the 
2 

interest of Rollins• oandidaoy, and Austin A. King, the 
3 

ex~governor, declared in favor of Rollins. 

However, all the Beatons did not follow this advice 

and leadership. Early in 1857, B. Gratz Brown, editor ot 

the Daily Missouri Democrat, the Blair organ, started a 

campaign for tree labor saying that emancipation would 

mean a great 1.n.dustrial, economic and financial advantage 

to the state; land prices would go up and the resources ot 
4 

the state would be developed. When aooused ot agitating 

the slavery question by such emancipation dooirine, this 

paper insisted that it was advocating the oause of free 
5 

labor rather than agitating the slavery question. The 

Daily Missouri Democrat did not support Stewart but stated 
I 

that it could support him on the slavery issue because ot 
6 

"his past practices and present oonneot1ons." By taking 

this open atand on emancipation Blair and Brown violated 

one of Benton's basic principles: they definitely con

tributed to the agitation of the slavery question. thereby 

1. Missouri Statesman, July 3 1 1857. 

2 • .Tetterson Examiner, May 16, 1857. 

3. Missouri Statesman, July 17, 1857. 

4, Dailf Missouri Democrat, ~anuary 28, 1857. 

5. Ibid., Maroh 27, 18o7. 

6. Ibid., April 11, 1857. 



addi,ng to the general political oon:fusion that existed 

within the state. 

Rollins, however, did not permit the entire campaign 

to be waged on the slavery issue. Believing that there 

should be as little agitatioll of the slavery question as 

possible, he emphasized the neoessity for completing the 

state internal improvement pragl'8lll. He openly appealed to 

the Benton party members to support him beoause their and 

his policies were so muoh the same. Aooor·ding to the re

ports of his speaking in the Tarious parts of the state, 

he made both an extensive and an intensive oupaign to 

unite all the mal~oontents against the National Democrats 

into one party. He seems to have· made an especially 

thorough canvass in the Ozark border counties and the 

Osage valley where Benton had such consistent support. 

The reports trom his m,etings there, as well as trom thoae 

in southeast Missouri and the Missouri river counties, ex

presa.ed oontidenoe that Rollins would win by the 0011lbina

t1on of all true Benton men, th• .Amerioans, the Old Line 

Whigs who had never Joined the Americans, and the J.nties 
1 

who could not support Stewart. 

AB mentioned previously, Stewart was not a satistao

tory candidate eTen to his own party. A notice from south-

· 1. Jetteraon Inguirer, July 25, 1857; August l, 1867. 
Missouri StatesD1an, June 12, 1857; June 19, 1857; 
July 3, 1857; July 10, 1857; July 24, 1857; July 31, 
1857. 
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east Missouri, appearing in the Missouri Statesman said 

that Stewart did not represent the interests ot the peoplE 

of that section at all and that a great many members of 

the National Democrats there would support Rollins over 
1 

Stewart. A similar report from the southwest part ot the 

state said that Stewart had always opposed their southwest 
2 

railroad which made him unacceptable to the people there. 

The candidacy or Stewart also reduced the possibility ot 

the lfational Democrats• drawing support from the Bentons. 

In 1850, Stewart was one of the leaders ot the group in 

the state legislature who turned the support or titteen 

members to Henry s. Geyer, thereby defeating Benton tor 
3 

reelection to the United S'tates Senate. In the 1857 cam-

paign, Lusk ot the Jefferson Inquirer emphasized the past 

attitude ot Stewart to Benton in order to consolidate the 
4 

support of' the Benton party tor Rollins. 

The outcome of the election was a disappointment to 

those who were confident of a Rollins v1Qtory. He lost 

the election by 329 votes. receiving 47,646 votes to Stew

ari•s 47,975 votes. Apparently, there was a considerably 

less active participation in the election than the reports 

or the interest in the campaign indioated there would be. 

1. Missouri Statesman. June 5, 1857. 

2. Je:f':t'ersos In9.uirer, August 1. 1857. 

~- Misaoqr1 st9ate~n, July 15, 185'l'. 

4. J"e1':f'e1.'son Iag~i;i:;er, l!lay 2·0, 185'1; June 3, 1857. 
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There were 19,373 tewer votes cast in this ·election than 
1 

were cast in the gubernatorial election ot 1856. Some 

decrease in the vote cast was to have been expected as 

there usually are fewer votes cast in an election that 

comes in a year when there is no national election. Just 

to what extent the deorease in the vote in 1857 was due tc 

this cause, or to the absence ot a Benton ticket in the 

canvass, or to the unacceptability of Stewart to many mem

bers of his party, it is hard to estimate. However, a 

study of the following Table No. XIX, page 148, which com

pares the vote in the Benton counties in the gubernatorial 

election ot 1856 with their vote in the special guberna

torial election in 1857, seems to reveal comparatively 

definite indications of the part the members or the Benton 

party took in the election ot 1857. 

1. Missouri Statesman, August 29, 1857. 



-148-

TABLE NO. XDl'.l 

COIIPARI30N OJ' 'DIE KLBCTION RESULTS J'OR B!N'l.'ON COUNTIE.S ON 
THE ELECTIOITS OJ' 11156 ARD 1857 

~ II III IV V VI VII VIII 
/0 ~ ; • % ~ ~ ~ 

Group 1 
3tone 73 8 '7'7 852 18 23 28 32 
Dallas 51 6.8 56 '722 42 44 4 28 
3enton 47 5 50 900 47/. 49 4 28 
Taney 47 4.9 25 410 48 75 56 26 
ii'ebster 42 11 55 400 46 45 {iecr!ase 15 

Lawrenoe 37 23 54 134 39 45 18 13 
Pettis 33 36 64 '7'7 31 36 15 13 
Nodaway 43 a.a 38 331 48 52 29 7 
.Jasper 41 19 61 221 38 39 2.5 2 
Cole 45 13 36 1'7'7 41 64 56 

tnor;aa• 3arton 511 13 55 323 27 45 66 
increase 

Group .!1 
Cape Girardeau 34 30 54 80 34/. 46 35 40 
Bollinger 35 32 57 78 32 43 34 35 
.Johnson 62 21 64 204 16 36 125 13 

Group ill 
Holt 43 27 47 74 29 53 82 42 
3t. Charles 42 32 511 69 25 41 64 38 
.l.tchison 411 21 42 100 28 58 107 '37 
st. Clair 36 33 45 36 40 55 37.5 211 
Osage 3'3 '31 50/. 61 35 50 42 24 
St. Louis 54 34 58 70 26 42 62 16 

Group lY 

Gasoonade 66 27 68 151 6.9 32 363 46 
Oregon '7'7 2.7 9 233 20 90 350 44 
Franklin 56 26 53 104 17 47 176 37 
Morgan 44 29 42 45 26 58 123 111 
Harrison 50 33 50 52 16 ·49 209 111 
Andrew 65 22 53 140 12 47 291 11 
Moniteau 39 37 56 51 23 44 91 II 
Cass 32 4'3 54 25 24 46 91 

{inor!ase 

1. Conputed rrom o·fficial Election Results published in the !.:issouri Statesman, September 12, 
1856, and Jefferson Inquirer, ,.ugust 29, 1857. ----

In t ois table, Column I represents Jenton's percentage or the total vote cast for governor in 1855. 
Column II represents Ewing's (..merican) percentage of the total vote ca s t for governor in 1856. 
'.:olumn III represents Rollins' (Opposition) percentage of the total vote cast for governor in 1857. 
'.:olumn IV represents the percentage or increase of Hollins' percentage of the total TOte in 1857 

over Ewing 's percentage or the total vote in 1856 . 
Colunn V represents Polk's percentage of the total vote cast for governor in 1856. 
Column VI repre s ents Stewart's percent~ge of the total vote ca 3t for governor in 1857. 
Colunn VII represent s the percenta~e of Increase of Jtewart's percentaee or the total vote in 1857 over 

Polk's percentage of the total vote in 1856. 
Column VIII represent s the percentae;e or decrease in the total nul'!ber or votes cast in each county in 

1857 compared to those cas t in 1856. 
The counties are t7ouped uccordine; to the percentage or increase in the percentar,e of the Cpposition 

vote--that ls, - Rollins' vote over Ewing•s--compared to the percentage or increase in the per~entage or the 
De :-:ocratic vote--.:>tewart ' s over Polk's. 

In Group I are the counties where the percentace or inc r ease i n the percenta ~e or the Opnosition vote 
was very l a r ge and the percenta?e or increaJe In the percentuGe or the Democratic vote was comparatively 
small. The ratio or the se percentages or increase was as nuch as approximately three to one in all of these 
countie s . This relation exis~ed i n eleven of the :Jenton counties . 

In Group I I are the counties where the r a t io of the percentage of increase in the percent age or the 
Opposition vote to the percenta ge or increu ..;e in the percentage of the De1'ocratic vote was approximately 
two to one. There were three or the se counties. 

In Gr oup I I I are the counties i n which the ratio or the percentage or increase in the percentage of the 
Opposition vote to the percentage of increuse in the percentage of the Democratic vote was no more than one 
and one-half to one. There were six counties i n this group. 

In Group IV are the counties in which the percentage of increase in the percenta ?e of the Q<pposltlon 
vote was less tha n the percent ~r,e or increase in the percentage of the Democratic vote. 'nlere were eight coun-
ti es in this group. · 

The avera.ge percentage or decr.eu8e in the tott1l number of votes cast from 1856 to 1857 was 16 per cent. 
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All o-r these groups are separated into two divisions 

by the percentage of decrease there was in the total num

ber ot votes oast in each county. Over the state there 

was an average of 16 per oent fewer votes oast in 185, 

than in 1856. As suggested above there were three possi

ble explanations tor this deoreaae--namely, the tact that 

the election was not held in oonneotion With a national 

oampaign; the Bentons did not have a ticket of their own; 

and the National Democratic candidate was not acceptable 

to many members of that party. 

In attempting to analyze the participation ot the 

Benton faction 1n this election. one of the factors that 

must be considered is the group that did not vote because 

there was no longer a Benton tioket in the field. The 

failure to vote for that reason might have been due to 

two oauses. It has been established that counties with a 

large percentage or foreign born population supported Ben-
1 

ton as a usual thing. In this election the Bentons were 

urged to vote tor an avowed .lmerioan whose party princi

ples, 1! not his personal ones, were hostile to the immi

grants. Apparently, the Germana, who composed most of the 

toreign population in the Benton counties, refused to vote 
2 

tor Rollins. The .Anti-Benton prino1plea were as unac-

ceptable to them as the .American principles, so they did 

1. See Table XV, p. 115. 

2. Missouri Statesman 1 August 71 18p7. 
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not vote at all. This attitude of the Germans oould have 

accounted tor the more than 100 per oent above the average 

percentage or decrease ln the total vote in Cape Girarde8.l 

Franklin, Gasconade and St. Charles counties and the more 

than average decrease in the total vote· in Morgan and 

Osage counties. 

The other influence among the members or the Benton 

party that might have kept many of them from voting was 

their loyalty to party and party names. No doubt, many 

Bentons would not support Rollins because he was not ·a 

Democrat, and they would not vote tor Stewart beoause he 

was an Anti-Benton. Suoh an attitude more probablJ exist .. 

ed in counties with little eoonomio development, because 

it seems that the more closely people are oonnected with 

conditions of pioneer economy, the more blindly devoted 

they are to political areeda that do not ohange names. 

This tactor might have been the explanation for the more 

than 25 per cent decrease in the vote in Bollinger, Taney, 

Stone, Oregon, Atchison, Dallas and perhaps Benton, ant 

si. Clair. However, it is not assumed that the entire de~ 

crease in the vote in the various counties was due to the 

lack of participation of the Benton faction alone. No 

doubt all three factors mentioned above worked together in 

each county to account for the total decrease. It must Qe 

remembered that the high percentage of decrease in the 

votes oast may not indicate a great number of votes. 
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There was such a small number or voters in many 001.Ulties 

that the ohange ot only a tew votes ~ade a great differ

ence in peroentage. 

Those counties that showed a less than average de

crease in the percentage of votes oast were the counties 

in which Rollins made his most active appeal tor Benton 

votes. Although the census reports show that there wss a 

marked increase in population between 1860 and 186,0, there 

is no reason to suppose that an increase in population 

within one year would have affected the vote in these 

counties more than it did in others ~o cause the compara

tively small percentage of decrease in the votes oast in 

the 1857 election. It is more reasonable to suppose that 

the people in these oountiee took a greater interest in 

voting in 1867 than they did in 1856. 

This discussion has indicated the probaple division 

between the groups ot Benton people who voted and those 

who did not vote in the election ot 1857. A study of the 

four groups in Table No. XIX page 148 gives some evidence 

of how the Bentons voted in this election. 

Since the actual difference between Groups I and II 

in Table No. XIX page 148 is in the amount of the per

centage of increase of Rollins' pe~oentage of the total 

vote in 1857 over Ewing's percentage of the total vote in 

1856 OQmpared to the percentage of increase of Stewart's 

percentage of the total vote in iao7 over Polk's peroent~ 
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age of the total vote in 1856, the outstanding tacts in a 

careful study of the two groups are practically the same. 

For this reason, they are considered as one group in this 

more detailed examination. 

In the first place, the percentage of increase in the 

percentage of votes tor the Opposition party over the per

centage of increase in the percentage of votes for the 

Demooratic party was large enough in these counties to be 

reasonably convincing that the Opposition had received re

enforcements outside the Whig-American group. Then, these 

counties, with the exception of Nodaway, Cape Girardeau, 

and Bollinger, are all in the section of the state where 

Benton's strength was most consistent--the southwest Ozark 

border and the Osage valley, merging into the lower Mis

souri river lands. 

In 1856, the J.merioan party had a negligible follow

ing in all of these counties except in Pettis, which they 

carried with 36 per cent of the votes, and in Bollinger 

and Cape Girardeau, where they reoeived about one-third o1 

the votes cast. The Anti-Bentons carried six of these 

counties and received 30 per c.ent to 50 per oent of the 

votes cast in twelve of these fourteen counties in the 

election of 1856. That same year Benton carried seven of 

these counties and received as many as 40 per cent of the 

votes in all of them except Bollinger, Cape Girardeau, 

Lawrence, and Pettis where he polled between 30 per cent 
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and 40 per oent ot the vote. In 1857, Rollins carried 

eleven of these fourteen counties. It seems quite obvious 

that the Benton vote in th.is group supported Rollins. 

The three counties that Stewart oarried were Taney, 

Nodaway, and Cole. In two or these counties, Nodaway and 

Taney, Benton received only a strong minority vote in 

1856. In these oounties the big peroentage of increase 

1fhioh the Opposition apparently received from the Bentons 

was not enough to overcome the normally superior Demoorat• 

ic strength. Then, too, in Taney county, there was a 

large peroentage of decrease in the total number of votes 

east which may have represented Benton strength. The con• 

fused oondi tion in Cole oounty seems to have no explana

tion. There was a one per cent increase in the number of 

votes cast in Cole county in l.857. The percentage of in

crease in the peroentage of the Opposition vote was more 

than three times as much as the percentage of increase in 

the percentage of Democratic vote. Yet Stewart, the Dem

ocratic candidate, carried the county. 

The counties in Group I, except Johnson, Lawrence 

and Pettis, were the ones in which the economic condi

tions, measured by the tests applied in Chapter III, were 

suoh that prompted the support of Benton's polioies. The 

Whig-Amerioan principles of Rollins were more like Ben

ton •a than were those of the National Democrats. It 1s 

not surprising that the Benton vote apparently went to 



-154-

Rollins. The combination of respect for principles, the 

active campaign that Rollins made and the old animosities 

that no doubt existed among the Bentons for the Anties, 

made this section appear more opposed to the Anties than 

it had been in previous elections. 

In the counties of Group III, the evidence of how thE 

Benton party voted in the election of 185? is not as ob

vious as it is in Groups I and II. The nearly equal per

centage of increase in the percentage of the total vote 01 

the two parties in the election of 1857 over the election 

of 1856, together with the large percentage of decrease in 

the total vote cast in each county, tends to indicate a 

disintegration of the Benton faction. 

In 1856, Benton carried four of these six counties 

and received from 33 per cent to 54 per cent of the total 

vote in all these counties. The .American party polled 

about one-third of the votes in Osage, St. Clair, st. 

Louis and St. Charles counties and approximately one~ 

fourth and one-fifth of the votes in Holt and Atchison 

counties respectively. The National Democrats received 

about one-fourth of all the votes cast in all of these 

counties except St. Clair and Osage which they carried 

with 40 per cent and 35 per cent respectively of the vote. 

In 1857, Rollins carried Osage, st. Louis and st. Charles 

counties and Stewart Holt, Atchison and St. Clair. These 

results of the election tend to indicate, also, that the 
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Benton taetion was disintegrating and that neither the Na

tional Demoorats nor the Opposition in these counties made 

any real gain from the addition of reenforoements from the 

Benton group. 

In all of the counties of this group, exoept St. 

Louis, the percentage of decrease in the total vote of 

eaoh county was at least one and one-half times the aver

age percentage of decrease in the state as a whole. This 

seems to indicate that the Benton f'aotion was less active 

in its participation in the election here than in other 

parts ot the state. The greater percentage of decrease in 

the vote in st. Charles and Osage counties may be credited 

to the Germans who would vote for neither candidate be

cause of principle. In St. Louis county where the per

centage of decrease in the total vote was less (16 per 

cent, the average of the state), it appears that Blair and 

his organization with the emphasis on emancipation was 

able to bring out a greater percentage of voters than 

voted in the other Germ.an counties. It 1s quite probable 

that a part of the Germans in st. Louis voted for Stewart 

because of his personal attitude to the slavery issue. 

For Atchison, Holt and st. Clair there seems to be no very 

definite assignable reason for the larger percentage of 

decrease in the total vote. 

The greater percentage of increase in the percentage 

of the vote for the Democratic party in these six oounties 
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of Group III apparently indicates that a considerable num

ber of Bentons in these counties had decided that it was 

useless to atay with the Benton faction longer. They re

turned to party regularity by voting for the party nominee 

The marked percentage or increase in the percentage 

of the total vote tor the Opposition se.emed to show that 

there were in these counties of Group III a number of Ben

tons who persisted in their disapproval of the Anti fac

tion. No doubt, as in the counties ot Groups I and II, 

there were men whose principles agreed aore with those of 

Rollins than w1 th those or the Demoo:ratio party. 

In the counties ot Group IV, where the percentage of 

increase in the percentage of the total vote tor the Demo

cratic party was greater than the percentage of increase 

in the percentage or the total vote for the Opposition in 

the election of 1857, the ratio of those increases ranged 

trom. approximately three to two to four to one. But here, 

as in Group III, in spite of the greater margin between 

the percentages of inorease in the percentages of the to

tal vote ot the two parties. there were evidences of a 

general disintegration or the Benton raotion. 

In 1856, Benton carried all of these eight counties 

except Cass. He received a clear majority in five ot the 

six counties and no less than 32 per cent ot the votes in 

any of these eight csoun ties. The American party carried 

Cass county and received from 2.7 per cent to 37 per cent 
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ot the total vote in al.l of the counties of this group. 

In that same election, the Democratic party carried none 

or the counties and polled no more than about one-tourth 

of the votes cast in all of these counties. In the 1857 

election, Rollins carried all ot these counties except. 

Morgan and Oregon. This result shows that apparently a 

sufficient number ot the Benton faction vote4 with the Op

position to give it the majority ot the vote in most ot 

these counties. But a large number or the Bentons, it 

seems, forgot past differences in the Democratic party and 

voted tor the nominee ot the National Democrats. Since 

the Americans had a much larger following in these coun

ties in 1856 than the Democrats did, evidently more Ben

tons voted with the Democrats than with the Opposition in 

order to make this greater percentage ot increase in the 

percentage ot the total vote tor the Democrats. 

The counties in this group that have a large percent

age or decrease in the total vote cast, except Oregon and 

Harrison, had a large percentage of toreiga born popula

tion which no doubt accounted for that decrease. The 

cause tor the large percentage ot decrease in Oregon and 

Harrison, like in st. Clair, Holt and Atchison in G~up 

III, cannot be assigned with the evidence available. Any 

ot the general reasons tor the cleorease in the vote in the 

election ot 1857, exoept the large percentage ot foreign. 

population, may have been responsible tor this decrease. 



-158-

The oase in Casa county waa just the reverse ot the 

case in Cole coW1ty in Group I. nere was a tour per cen1 

increase in the number o-r votes cast. The p•roentage ot 

increase in the peroentage ot the Democratic vote was al

most tour times the percentage of increase in the percent .. 

age of the Opposition vote. Rollins carried the county. 

There appears to be no explanation tor such confusion. 

Probably the reason for the greater number ot votes cast 

in this county was that Cass is among those counties in 

which Rollins waged his most active campaign. 

The division or the Benton faction appeared much more 

evident in Groups III e.nd IV than it did in Groups I and 

II. This may have been due to the tact that in the coun

ties ot Groups III and IV, except those with a large per

centage ot toreign born population, the support tor BentoD 

.during the long struggle for party control had not been 

consistent. In Andrew, Cass, Holt and in aome respects 

Atchison and st. Clair, the economic conditions varied 

from those whioh seem.ed to be typical of Benton counties . l 
according to the tests applied in Chapter III. It ia not 

surprising, therefore, that in these counties the Benton 

'faction gave its support, as it appears, more to the Demo

cratic party than to the Opposition. 

This study apparently established these generaliza

tions about the Benton faction in the election ot 1857. 

1. See Table XVI, p. 116. 
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The Bentons did not support one ~endidate as a unit. The 

faction divided its support between the t110 par-ties, but 

more Bentons supported Rollins and the Opposition than 

supported Stewart and the National Damooraoy. The coun

ties that had been most uniformly Benton throughout the 

fight between the factions, excepting the German ooun.tiea 1 

gave Rollins the most consistent support. In many coun

ties, especially those with a large percentage of foreign 

born population, there was a big decrease in the votes 

cast, indicating a conscious refusal to vote. In aeveral 

counties this non-active group of voters had within it the 

power to determine the final political influence ot the 

Bentons in those c.ounties. The influence that the Benton 

faction was to exert in the future depended upon whether 

it disintegrated further or revived its organization to 

oonsolida1e its support with one party. The evidences in 

thia election tend to justify the oontention ot the Ben

tons that they were divided f:rom the Anties more on prin~ 

oiple than on personalities. 

From 1857 to 1860 there was so muoh contusion in po

litical party organization and alignments that it 1• prao

tioally impossible to trace any faction through this con

tused period. Nationally, the chief' oause tor this oontu

aion was the tight between the northern and southern wings 

of the Democratic party for control of the party's poli

cies and the government. The question of the power and 
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responsibility of the national government over slavery in 

the territories eventually foroed these two factions to 

abandon the efforts to oanpromise their differences and 

take their stands definitel.y. The southern wing, led by 

Jefferson Davis, insisted that it was the duty and the re

sponsibility of the national government through its courts 

to maintain and protect slavery in all the territories ot 

the United States. The Douglas or northern wing of the 

party believed that it was the privilege and responsibil

ity of the people in any territory to decide upon the ex

istence of slavery for themselves. This breach in the 

party brought about a rather general realign.men t of party 

affiliations. Members of the American and some old Whigs 

who had not identified themselves with another party 

joined the Democrats in choosing between these factions o1 

the Democracy. Some Democrats, who found the idea of 

Douglas for the aolution of the slavery problem as dis

tasteful as that of Davis, went into the Republican party 

to advocate absolute non-extension. The extreme anti

slavery radicals increased their agitation for complete 

emancipation of the slaves. The Buchanan administration 

tavored the southern wing of the Democratic party. Since 

this was the faction of extreme views and since there was 

so muoh agitation in the country, conservatives of all old 

parties advocated the union of all people, who placed the 

security of the nation above every other issue, into one 
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party in order to defeat those who would destroy the Union 

In Missouri, the disintegration of old parties and 

the new politioal alignments refleoted the national polit

ioal confusion. Although the effort to consolidate all 

opposition in the support of Rollins against Stewart had 

tailed to overthrow the National Democrats in 1857, the 

old party leaders continued to enoourage the union of Old 

Line Whigs, Americans and Benton Democrats to resoue the 
l 

state from the clutches of the National Democrats. The 

Democratic party organization in the state was in dispute 

over which of the two factions of the national party would 

have its endorsement. The Blair faction of the Benton 

party advocating tree labor at first, eventually endorsed 

the Republican platform. 

In the election of 186-0, the Missouri pol.i tioal par

ties followed the lead of the national organizations also. 

That year, each of the four organized groups put a candi

date in the canvass for the presidency. The Republican 

party nominated Lincoln; the Union party's choice was John 

Bell; and the two Democratic factions, being unable to ac

cept a common platform and candidate in the Charleston 

Convention, adjourned to separate meetings where the 

northern faction nominated Dougla-s and the southern tao-

1. Jefferson Inquirer, February 13, 1858; March 13, 1858; 
June 26, 1858; September 29, 1858. Missouri Stat.ecmu~n. 
February 26, 1858; June 18, 1858; Deoember 24, l.Botl; 
May 13, 1859; October 4 1 1859; January 20, 1860; 
March 9 , 1860. Daily Mis s.o.uri Demo_ora t , J'uly 15, 1859. 



tion, John c. Breckenridge. When the National Danooratic 

party convention failed to agree on one ticket, the party 

nominee tor governor in Missouri, Claiborne F. Jackson, 

although suspected of being a Breckenridge man, endorsed 
l 

Douglas. ~he minority Breckenridge or southern faction 

in Missouri nominated Hanoook Jackson, an old Anti, for 

governor. The Union party ran Sample Orr of southwest 

Missouri and the Republican nominee was James B. Garden

hire who had been one of the most prominent Benton leaders 

In the Missouri election or 1860, the factions op

posed to the National Demooraoy again attempted to unite 

their forces in order to defeat the Democratic ticket. 

Although the division in the national political parties 

interfered with as complete a union of the opposition 

forces as there had been in 1857 1 the main contest in the 

gubernatorial canvass was between Claiborne F. Jackson, 

the Douglas Democrat who was considered the representative 

of the National Democrats, and Sample Orr of the Union 

party. The Jackson forces waged a vigorous campaign and 

urged all Democrats to forget the problems in national 

politics and support the party candidate in the state 

election. Jackson carried the state for governor with 

74,446 votes. Orr received 66,583 votes; Hancock Jackson, 
2 

11,415 votes; and James B. Gardenhire, 6.135 votes. 

1. Missouri Statesman, Julye. 1860. Missouri ReDublioan. 
oclober 1, !B60; October 3, 1860. 

2. Mi.s,souri State,eman, September 14. 1860. 
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As the presidential oampaign progressed, the question 

of the preservation of the Union beoame more and more an 

issue in Missouri. Two of the candidates, Lincoln and 

Breckenridge, represented seotional parties and the possi~ 

bility of the success of either threatened the stability 

of the nation. The Missouri Republican used this oiroum

stance as the basis for an intensi Te campaign for Douglas. 

It urged a11 people interested in saving the Union to vote 

for Douglas as the only national candidate who had a 
1 

chance to win the election. However, this campaign was 

not effective enough to secure for Douglas as large a vote 

as c. F. Jackson had received for governor. The Missouri 

vote in the presidential election was: Douglas, 58,801; 
2 

Bell, 58,372; Breckenridge, 31,317; and Lincoln, 17,028. 

A study of the results of this election to discover 

the influence of the Benton faction upon its outcome re

veals that the Benton party, also, had disintegrated. Be

cause of the divisions in the parties and the large numbe? 

of candidates seeking the presidency and the governorship 

in 1860, the results of these elections cannot be compared 

with the results of any previous election. In order to 

discover trends or shifts in party affiliations in Missou

ri, the results of the state and the national election in 

Missouri in 1860 were compared for the basis of this study. 

1. Missouri Republican, September 18, September 28, 1860. 

2. Missouri Statesman, Deoember 7, 1860. 
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In Table No. xx:, pe.ge 165 • there is a tabulation ot the 

vote in the Benton counties which gives some insight into 

the contusion and lack of uniformity there~ in these 

counties. In the table, the percentage of the total vote 

that the presidential candidate ot a party received is 

placed beside the percentage of the total vote tor gover

nor that the candidate tor the party received. In a few 

counties, the candidate for governor and the candidate tor 

president in each party received a comparatively consis

tent percentage of the votes cast. In other counties, 

there was a marked difference in the percentage or the 

vote polled by the candidate for governor and the candi

date for president of any one party. An attempt to group 

these counties by the increase of a party's percentage of 

the vote in one election over another, and also by the de

crease, proved futile because there was no oonsis~enoy 1n 

the party or candidate that beneti tted or suffered by this 

increase or decrease in the other party. There appears to 

be suoh complete contusion in the election results that 

evidently there was egµally complete confusion among the 

voters of the time. 

It would be expected that the Benton counties would 

have supported most consistently the candidates of the 

Douglas and Union parties. They did in the state election 

for governor but not 1n the presidential election. In 

nine of these counties the percentage of the vote oast tor 
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T~LE NO. xx 

E.LmTION RESULTS, STATE AND NATIONAL 18601 

Percentage or Total Vote Received by Each 
·candidate in the Benton Counties 

., 
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% 'I, 'fo % 'lo % 1, 'J{, 
Andrew 43 46 35 34 16 16 5 2 
Atchison 68 55 18 26 7 14 7 3 
Barton 35 65 25 18 31 15 9 0 
Benton 54 65 29 31 9 l "I l 
Bollinger 46 83 51 11 18 3· 4 1 
Cape Girardeau 31 26 38 46 20 14 10 13 
Cass 15 30 45 . 4"l 38 21 1 8 
Cole 34 20 18 51 39 28 9 0 
Dallas 32 43 41 55 24 .9 3 .l 
Franklin 42 42 28 38 5 2 24 16 
Gasconade 22 36 19 43 · 6 6 52 13 
Harrison 5S 67 20 8 3 l 18 22 
Holt 38 4? 29 24 15 9 17 16 
Jasper 38 41 40 49 18 '1 3 1 
Johnson 25 40 51 56 22 2 1,. 0 
Lawrence 12 . 36 38 53 44 8 5 l 
Moniteau 33 . 40 37 56 23 2 6 l,' 
Morgan 50 59 29 34 18 4 l 1 
Nodaway 44 75 21 15 22 2 12 6 
Oregon 18 47 12 1 69 51 .5 0 
Osage. 24 42 19 36 31 14 26 7 
Pettis 30 39 51 58 17 2 .7 0 
st. Charles 41 38 30 36 3 a 25 21 
st. Clair 57 53 36 27 26 19 .1 0 
st. Louis 3'1 38 19 48 2 l 40 12 
Stone 37 78 13 8 49 13 0 0 
T8lley 22 54 10 23 67 22 0 0 
Webster 19 24 37 57 42 18 .a 0 

1. Percentaies computed tram Official Election Ret~s 
publishe in the issues of the :rJ!ssouri Statesman, 
September 14 1 and Deca;nber 7 1 1860. 
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Douglas and Bell deoreased materially from the peroentage 

or the vote cast tor c. F • .Tackson and Orr, while the per

centage of the vote tor Breckenridge increased over the 

percentage of the vote tor Hancock Jackson. In five other 

counties the percentage ot the vote that Douglas received 

was less than that or c. F. Jackson while Bell reoeived a 

slightly larger peroentage than Orr and Breckenridge, a 

decidedly larger percentage of the vote than Hancock Jaek

son. It is impossible to reconcile the principles ot 

"Bentonism" with the tact that strong Benton counties gave 

an appreciable vote to Breckenridge. In the counties 

where there was a large German population and those in the 

northwest part of the state, where the population increase 

came trom the North, the loss in the percentage of the 

vote of Douglas and Bell fr0Ill that ot Jackson and Orr went 

to Lincoln. The support ot the Republican party by these 

counties seems natural because that party represented the 

ideas ot the people in those counties better than any 

other party. 

The extent in the division mt the Benton party was 

indicated by the outcome ot the elections in the Benton 

counties. In the state election, the Union party carried 

twelve and the Douglas Democrats carried sixteen of 

these counties. In the presidential election, Douglas 

carried twelve, Bell, eight, Breckenridge, six and Lin

coln, two counties. On this evidence it appears that the 
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conclusion that the Benton party had oeased to aot as a 

unit is Justified. 

But sinoe all political parties were in suoh great 

confusion in 18~0, it is not fair to the ideal of "Benton· 

ismtt to drop it there without an i~vestigation to see if 

it reappeared. In the decade of the sixties, there was 

more chaos in political organization and affiliations thai: 

there was in the late fifties, due to the war, the p:roblem 

of emanoipation an~ the teat oath a,s well as the inheri

tance of oontused political organizations from the fifties 

In Missouri, this oon1"usion centered around the tight be

tween the radical Republicans, "Oharooal.s," and the con

servative Republicans, "Claybqks,• tor determining the 

policy of the party, especially on emanoipa-tion, the test 

oath, and the reorganization of state goverument under a 

new oonsti tution. In addi t ,ion to, this fight, in l.866 

there was the fight between tht:t entire Republican party 

and the Union party, composed of Old Line Whigs, Union 

Demoorata, Benton Dan.ocrats, Conte4erates, and Free. Demo

crats. There were suoh rapid o:hanges in the meaning ot 

terms and so much ahitti,ng of personal attiliation wJ,th 

factions as the meaning of terms changed that the actual 

situation beggars description. ETentual.ly, there evolved 

trom this chaos a sane Rep~blioan raotion, cal.led t4e Lib

eral Republicans, under the leadership ot Carl Schurz. In 

the gubernatorial election ot 1870, the Union party joined 
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with these Liberal Republicans and eleoted B. Gratz Brown 

governor, ending the radical regime in Missouri. In 187a, 

the Union-Liberal Republioan ooal.ition supported Col. S.H 

Woodson tor governor or Missouri as well as Horace GreeleJ 

the presidential. nominee tor the national Liberal Republi" 
1 

oan party. Arter this period or o:ontus-ion, the election 

or 1872 was indicative or poli tio:al party trends 1n Mis

souri for the next generation. In consideration of this 

fact, it is interesting to no-t,e how the Benton counties 

voted in this election. 

Table No. XXI, page 169, which gives the peroentage 

or the total vote that each oand1dat,e for both the presi

dency and the governorship received, shows that in each 

oounty the candidate for govemor and the one for presi~ 

dent received practically the same percentage or the vote. 

This apparently indicates there was a good party organi

zation with a rather definite manbership. Referring to 

Map No. Xll, Appendix., page 194, 1 t will be observed that 

the counties that were most consistently and typically 

Benton--those German counties al.ong the Missouri river and 

the counties in the southwest Ozark border--supported 

Grant and the Republican ticket. The oounties that gave 

Benton a minority support frequently and were not ·typical

ly Benton, measured by eoonomic standards, supported 

1. Barclay, Thomas s., "The Liberal Republican Movement 
in Missouri," Mis.sour! Hlsrtori oal Review, Vol. ll, 
1925-1926, Parts f, 2, !, 4. ' 
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TABLE NO. XXI 

ELECTION RF,SULTS, STATE AND NATIWAL 18721 

Percentage of Total Vote Reoeived by Each 
Candidate in the Benton Counties 

John B. s. H. 
Grant Henderson Greeley Woodsa: 
~ 'I, 'I, ~ 

Andrew 55 54 -47 46 
Atchison 52 52 48 48 
Barton 51 51 49 49 
Benton 51 52 49 48 
Bollinger 38 38 61 61 
Cape Girardeau 46 46 43 43 
Cass 41 41 59 59 
Cole 46 46 53 55 
Dallas 63 61 3'1 38 
:Franklin 52 49 48 50 
Gasconade 76 74 24 25 
Harrison EU 60 39 39 
Holt 62 60 38 39 
Jasper 61 58 39 41 
Johnson 47 47 53 52 
Lawrence 52 50 48 49 
Moniteau 43 45 5'7 56 
Morgan 37 39 63 60 
Nodaway 52 50 48 49 
Oregon 10 10 89 ~o 
Osage 64 49 14 50 
Pettis 46 44 54 55 
st. Charles 48 47 52 52 
st. Clair 46 45 54 54 
st. Louis 46 46 54 53 
Stone 74 69 26 30 
Taney 62 60 38 39 
Webster 48 47 52 52 

1. Computed trom the official. election returns published 
in the Tri-Weekly Missouri Democrat (St. Louis, Mis
souri), November 27, 1872. 
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Greeley and the Fusion (Dem.oarat.io) tioket. The counties 

in the northwest part of the state where Benton had a 

strong minor! ty :tallowing voted for Grant also. T"heir 

support ot him may have been due to the increase in popu

lation tram the northern states. There had been increases 

in the population in the counties south ot the Missouri 

river, also, but no greater in the counties that voted tor 
1 

Grant than in those that voted tor Greeley so that popu~ 

lation increase al.one was not responsible tor the trend ot 

votes in those counties. Since there was an apparent oon

sistenoy 1n the support ot the Republican party where 

there had been the most consistent Benton support, it 

seems reasonable to assume that the influence of "Benton

ism" within those counties could have been the explanation 

for their adherence to the Republican party. 

1. Ninth Census of the United States, 1870, Population, 
PP• !61 ft. - - . . - . . .. . 
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APPENDIX 
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Resolutions on the Subject of Slaveryl 

l. That the federal constitution was the result of a com
promise between the conflicting interests of the 
States which termed it, and in no part of that instru
ment is to be tound any delegation of power to con
gress to legi~late on the subject of slavery, except
ing some speoial provisioJJJhaving in view the prospeo~ 
tive abolition of the African slave trade, and for se
curing the recovery o·r fugitive slaves; any attempt, 
therefore, on the part of congress to legislate on the 
subject, so as to affect the institution of slavery iD 
the States, in the District of Columbia, or in the 
territories is, to say the least, a violation of the 
principle upon which that instrument was founded. 

2. That the territories acquired by the blood and treas
ure of the whole nation ought to be governed for the 
common benefit of the people of all the States; and 
any organization of territorial governments, excluding 
the citizens of any part of the Union from removing to 
such territories with their property, would be an ex
ercise of power, by congress, inconsistent w1 th the 
spirit upon which our federal compact was based, in
sulting to the sovereignty and dignity of the States 
thus affected, calculated to alienate one portion of 
the Union from another, and tending ultimately to dis
union. 

3. That this General Assembly regard the conduct of the 
Northern States, on the subject of slavery, as relee.s~ 
the slave-holding States from all further adherence to 
the basis of oompromise fixed on by the act of oon
greas of the 6th of March, 1820, even if such aot ever 
did impose any obligation upon the slave-holding 
States, and authorizes them to insist upon their 
rights under the oonstitution, but for the sake of 
harmony, and for the preservation of our federal union 
they will still sanction the application of the prin
ciples of the "Missouri compromise," to the reoent 
territorial acquisitions, if by such conoessions, fu
ture aggressions upon the equal rights of the States 

1. Laws of Missouri, 1848-1849, pp. 657-68.--These are 
oommonly known as "Jackson Resolutions." 
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may be arrested, and the spirit of anti-slavery fanat
icism be extinguished. 

4. The right to prohibit slavery in any territory, be
longs exclusively to the people thereof, and oan only 
be exercised by them in forming their constitution for 
a State government, or in their sovereign capacity as 
an independent state. 

5. That in the event of the passage of any act of con
gress conflicting with the prinoiples herein expressed 
Missouri will be found in hearty co.;.operation with the 
slave-holding states, in such measures as may be 
deemed necessary for our mutual protection against the 
encroachments of northern fanaticism. 

o. That our senators in congress be instructed and our 
representatives be requested to acrt in conform! ty to 
the foregoing resolutions. 

'Approved March 10, 1a4g., 
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M.AP NO. I. CONGRESSIONAL ELECTION 1850 
PARTY OF SUCCESSFUL CANDIDATEl 

4th District 

0 10 .. , 

~10# ...... 
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Anti-Benton 
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District Boundary 

District 

1. Based on Official Election Returns in Jetterson Ia,
tuirer, September 14, 1850. 
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1. Based on Official Election Returns in Jefferson Inquirer, 
September 14, 1850. 
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MAP NO. III. STATE ELECTION 1850 
PARTY AFFILIATION OF MEMBERS OF MISSOURI HOUSE 

OF REPRESENTATIVES BASED ON NEWSPA~ 
PER REPORTS OF THE CAMPAIGNl 
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Jefferson In~uirer November 2 1850. 
counties with divided represeniation are indicated by 
combination of colors of the parties or the · ~ucoea~ful 
candidates. 
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MAP NO. IV. CONGRESSIONAL ELECTION 1852 
PARTY OF SUCCESSFUL CANDIDATE! · 
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1. Based on Oftioial Election Returns in Missouri Statesman. 
September 24, 1852. 
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MAP NO. VI. STATE ELECTION 1852 
PARTY .AFFILIATION OF MEMBERS OF MISSOURI HOUSE 

OF REPRESENTATIVES BASED ON NEWSPAPER 
REPORTS OF THE CAMPAIGN"l 
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,c.e..ididates. 
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MAP NO. VIII. CONGRESSIONAL ELECTION 1854 
BENTON VOTE BY PERCENTAGEl 
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MAP NO. IX. STATE ELECTION 1854 
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MAP NO. XII. STATE ELmTION 1856 
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M.AP. NO. llII •- ,,GUBERNATORIAL ELECTION 1856 
PARTY OF SUCCESSFUL CANDIDATEl 

• ,o .... ... -~•--Benton, Benton 
Anti-Benton (National Democrat), Polk 
.American, Ewing 

1. Based on Official Election Returns in Missouri Statesman, 
September 12, 1856. 
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M.AP NO. XIV. GUBERNATORIAL ELECIION 1856 
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September 12, 1856. 
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MAP NO. XVI. GUBERNATORIAL ELECTION 1857 
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