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ABSTRACT 

The conventional interpretation of California's 

political history for the Civil War period maintains that 

provincial issues exerted a dominant influence on the 

state's politics. In addition to emphasizing personality 

conflicts between party leaders, historians of California's 

antebellum politics contend that political divisions 

stemmed from differing attitudes regarding the construction 

of a transcontinental railroad. For the Reconstruction 

period, the railroad subsidy issue stands as the explana

tion for political divisions as well as election outcomes. 

In the main, the prevailing thesis subordinates national 

issues to the largely unchallenged railroad rule of Cali

fornia politics. 

The thesis of this dissertation is that the dominant 

factor in California's early Republican party and in the 

state's politics during the Civil War and Reconstruction 

period was race. More than railroads or any other issue, 

the slavery extension controversy explains the formation of 

California's Republican party in 1856. Because Whigs, Know-

Nothings, and Democrats countenanced the spread of slavery 

into the western territories, Californians organized a new 

party that had as its chief goal opposition to the extension 

of slavery. The slavery issue was new to California politics 

viii 
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as were most of the activists who joined the early Repub

lican party. When the slavery issue hastened the collapse 

of California's Whig and Know-Nothing parties, most of 

their leaders, if they remained active in politics, joined 

the Democratic party because of its stand on the slavery 

extension issue. 

Although the Republicans opposed the extension of 

slavery into the western territories, they did not oppose 

slavery itself, as some historians argue. Nor did party 

members advocate basic rights for the black race. A 

political consensus on the status of black Americans per

sisted throughout the antebellum period as Republicans and 

Democrats disagreed with one another only over the geo

graphical location of blacks. Notwithstanding this con

sensus, Democrats effectively labelled Republicans as 

abolitionists; and by arousing racial fears in other ways, 

the Democrats won every election until 1860. 

In the 1860 presidential election, a divided Demo

cratic party, effective Republican organization, and ex

ploitation of the slavery and race issues yielded a Repub

lican victory in California. Then, during the Civil War, 

the party supported limited emancipation and finally the 

total abolition of slavery, initially as a means of re

storing the Union but later as morally urgent. Though 

Democrats continued to raise the race issue, a patriotic 

war for the restoration of the Union kept the Republicans in 
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power. More important, the Civil War and white southern 

intransigence to any rights for freedmen gradually trans

formed the Republicans' attitude toward the black race, 

creating genuine ideological conflict for the first time in 

California's political history. Unlike the Democrats, 

Republicans favored granting basic rights to blacks on 

humanitarian grounds. 

Democratic racism and Republican radicalism toward 

the black race peaked in the election of 1867; and, even 

though the Republican party split over the issue of railroad 

subsidies, race proved decisive in the campaign. Democrats 

won the election by a landslide and subsequently rejected 

the proposed amendments to the United States Constitution 

providing equal civil and political rights for American 

citizens. In the years following the 1867 election, Repub

lican radicalism collapsed because of the pervasive racial 

prejudice in the state. By 1871 the political consensus 

had returned, for racial issues no longer distinguished 

Republicans from Democrats in California. 



CHAPTER 1 

REPUBLICAN ORIGINS: A NEW PARTY 

Early in 1856, Cornelius Cole, Sacramento lawyer and 

onetime protege of the prominent New York politician William 

Seward, met with six close associates and planned the forma

tion of California's Republican Party.^ The men gathered 

because they opposed the 1854 Kansas-Nebraska Act, which 

permitted settlers to decide for themselves slavery's status 

in the western territories. Having absorbed an opposition 

to slavery extension from Seward, Cole worked diligently as 

2 
principal organizer and spokesman for the new party. At 

the first meeting of the Republican Association on March 8, 

he served as secretary, and in that capacity he wrote the 

manifesto setting forth the party's principles. The key 

article, number three, stated: 

The principles we advocate are the complete with
drawal of all support to slavery by the federal 
government, without disturbing that institution as 
it exists in the present slave states; firm and 

1. Also attending the meeting were Frederick P. 
Tracy, Edward D. Baker, Co His 3. Huntington, Mark Hopkins, 
Leland Stanford, and Edwin and Charles Crocker. Cornelius 
Co 1 e, Memoirs: Ex-Senair.or of the United States From 
California (New Yorkl McLaughlin Brothers, 1908), p. 113. 

2. Edward A. Dickson, "Lincoln and Baker: The 
Story of a Great Friendship," Historical Society of Southern 
California Quarterly. XXXIV (September, 1952 ), 233. 

1 
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uncompromising opposition to the extension of 
slavery and the admission of any more slave 
states.3 

The Sacramento Republicans met again on March 29 

and, as Cole later wrote, "... entered into a written 

4 
pledge to oppose the aggressions of slavery." Besides 

ratifying Cole's manifesto, they selected officers for their 

political club. Also they appointed agents to organize 

Republican clubs in other counties for the purpose of a 

state convention scheduled for April 30.^ 

To that state convention in Sacramento, only thirteen 

of the state's 42 counties sent delegates; and of the 125 

delegates who attended more than half were from San 

Francisco and Sacramento. The two-day meeting selected an 

eight-member state central committee, elected delegates to 

attend the Republican National Convention in June, and 

ratified the Pittsburg Address. That address, which Repub

licans drafted at a meeting in February, urged repeal of the 

Kansas-Nebraska Act and the reestablishment of the 

3. George Baker, The Pioneer Republican Organiza
tion of the Pacific Coast, 1891. Photocopy of the Records 
of the Republican Association of the City of Sacramento 
Organized March 8th, 1856, MSS, 3, California Historical 
Society, San Francisco. 

4. Cole, Memoirs. p. 97. 

5. Baker, "Pioneer Republican Organization, pp. 
6-7. 
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prohibition against slavery in the western territories.^ 

Having established this link with the national party, the 

delegates further declared as the "cardinal principle" of 

their organization the prohibition of slavery in all 

7 
national territories. At a second state convention in 

August, the Republicans reaffirmed their opposition to the 

extension of slavery and also selected candidates for state 

g 
office. Thus, by the fall of 1856 the Republican organiza

tion with its structure, platform, and slate of candidates 

g 
met the definitional requirements of a political party. 

Actually, California's Republican party appeared 

comparatively late, attaching itself to a national political 

organization already in operation.^ As early as February 

28, 1854, Republicans from several eastern states met at 

Ripon, Wisconsin, and resolved to ". . . throw old party 

6. Gordon Saul Kleeberg, The Formation of the Re
publican Party as a National Political Organization (1911: 
2nd ed., New York: B. Franklin, 1970), p. 36. 

7. Sacramento Union. May 1, 1856. 

8. Ibid.. August 28, 1856. 

9. William N. Chambers, "Party Development and 
Party Action: The American Origins," History and Theory. 
Ill (1963), 108-110; Frank J. Sorauf, Political Parties in 
the American System (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 
1964), p. 13. 

10. Republicans also appeared late in the Oregon 
Territory. See Robert Walker Johannsen, Frontier Politics 
and the Sectional Conflict: The Pacific Northwest on the Eve 
of the Civil War (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 
1955), p. 84. 
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organization to the wind and organize a new party on the 

sole issue of non-extension of slavery." Before the year 

ended, they held state conventions in Michigan, Vermont, 

Wisconsin, Ohio, New York, Massachusetts, and Indiana; and 

in 1855 the party appeared in other eastern states. 

Although the slavery extension issue serves well in 

explaining the appearance of the California Republican 

party, it has received little attention from students of 

California politics. For example, William H. Ellison, in 

A Self-Governinq Dominion; California 1849-1860. asserted 

that the slavery issue was unimportant in the state's 

political history until 1859. "Because of California's 

geographical remoteness from the political center of the 

nation," he concluded in his 1950 study, "the politics of 

the state were for the most part provincial and personal 

. . . and concerned only incidentally with national ques-

12 
tions." Similarly, "The Civil War and Reconstruction in 

California Politics," a 1952 Ph. D. dissertation by William 

Penn Moody, emphasized the construction of a transcontinental 

railroad as the key to the Republican party.13 

11. Kleeberg, Republican Party, pp. 14-22. 

12. William H. Ellison, A Self-Governinq Dominion: 
California. 1849-1860 (Berkeley: University of California 
Press, 1950), p. 269. Joseph Ellison previously developed 
the same thesis in California and the Nation. 1850-1869 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1927), p. 178. 

13. William Penn Moody, "The Civil War and Recon
struction in California Politics" (unpublished Ph. D. 
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Recent studies of Republican origins in eastern 

states have also subordinated the slavery issue. Instead of 

focusing upon party activists, the new state studies account 

for party realignment in terms of the ethnic and religious 

affiliations of ordinary voters. For instance, in The Birth 

of Mass Political Parties; Michigan. 1827-1861. Ronald P. 

Formisano contends that local value conflicts between 

Catholicism and protestant evangelicalism, rather than the 

Kansas-Nebraska legislation, gave birth to the new party in 

14 Michigan. Michael F. Holt's study, Forging A Majority: 

The Formation of the Republican Party in Pittsburg. 1848-

1860. also illustrates the. recent trend. Although Holt 

stresses the slavery issue more than Formisano, his explana

tion of voting patterns in Pittsburg nevertheless excludes 

national issues. "Divisions between native-born Americans 

dissertation. University of California at Los Angeles, 1951), 
pp. 19-20. See also Imogene Spaulding, "The Attitude of 
California to the Civil War (unpublished Master's thesis, 
University of Southern California, 1913), pp. 1-2; Earl 
Pomeroy, "California, 1846-1860: The Politics of a Repre
sentative Frontier State," California Historical Society 
Quarterly. XXXII (December, 1953), 298-300; and R. Jacob 
Bartlett, John C. Fremont and the Republican Party (Columbus: 
Ohio State University Press, 1930), pp. 37-38. Reviewing a 
recent textbook on California history, Lawrence B. Lee also 
concluded that the state's politics in much of the nineteenth 
century were "parochial." Review of The Rumble of California 
Politics: 1848-1970. Royce D. Delmatier, Clarence F. M 
Mcintosh, and Earl G. Waters, eds. (New York: John Wiley 
and Sons, 19 70), Journal of American History. LXVIII (June, 
1971) f 234. 

14. Ronald P. Formisano, The Birth of Mass Political 
Parties: Michigan. 1827-1861 (New Jersey: Princeton Univer
sity Press, 1971), p. 218. 



6 

and immigrants and between Protestants and Catholics," he 

argued, . . distinguished Whigs and Republicans from 

15 
Democrats." 

The recent deemphasis of the slavery extension issue 

in Republican formation in California and elsewhere relates 

closely to the explanation of the Republican party in terms 

of earlier political affiliations of its members. Formisano 

insists that Michigan's Republican party was Whiggery reborn 

and that it stressed, like its predecessor, religious and 

ethnic issues. Through the correlation of Whig voting per

centages in 1852 with Republican voting percentages in 1854 

at the county level, he establishes a Whig-Republican con

tinuity.'1'^ In a similar way, Holt constructs a Whig-

Republican lineage in Pittsburg and maintains as well that 

most members of the Know-Nothing party, or American party as 

17 
it was also called, later became Republicans. 

15. Michael F. Holt, Forging A Majority: The Forma
tion of the Republican Party irl Pittsburg. 1848-1860 (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1969), pp. 7-8. 

16. Formisano, Mass Political Parties. pp. 231-32. 
He wrote, "Religious and ethnocultural cleavages structured 
the realignment of the 1850's just as they had powerfully 
shaped earlier party formations. Michigan Whiggery had been 
the Christian party, seeking in many ways to regulate a 
moral society. Republicanism continued the evangelical 
quest of Whiggery . . ." p. 8. 

17. Holt, Forging A Majority, pp. 7-10. Aida D. 
Donald "Prelude to Civil War: The Decline of the Whig Party 
in New York, 1848-1852" (unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, 
University of Rochester, 1961), p. 416; John S. Wright, "The 
Background and Formation of the Republican Party in Illinois, 
1846-60" (unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, University of 
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While the Whig-American-Republican formula may 

explain realignment elsewhere, it fails when applied to 

California. In the first place, few of the state's Repub

licans had a political history beginning before 1856; 

compared to Democrats, the Republicans of the 1850's were 

indeed new to politics. Moreover, though pre-Republican 

parties in California may have been anti-Catholic, anti-

foreign, and evangelical, none opposed slavery or even 

slavery extension. Rather, Whigs, Know-Nothings, and most 

Democrats supported the Kansas-Nebraska Act; and it was 

reaction to this consensus that caused the Republican party. 

A study of California's politics from 1856 to 1861 reveals 

genuine political realignment resulting from the issue of 

slavery extension. 

The most logical way to test the proposition that 

the emergence of the Republican party represented realign

ment would be to compile lists of the politically active in 

each party after 1856 and then ascertain the political 

affiliations that these individuals professed before 1856. 

Difficulties inhere in such a scheme, however, for though it 

is easy to discover names of convention delegates and the 

like in one period, tracing the activities of these obscure 

Chicago, 1946), pp. 197-98; and John S. Wright, Lincoln and 
the Politics of Slavery (Reno: University of Nevada Press, 
1970), pp. 92-9 3 are other examples of state studies 
concluding that most Whigs later became Republicans. 
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individuals to an earlier time is another matter. Thus, 

listing convention delegates, candidates for state legis

lature, and state central committeemen from 1856-1861 

1 8 
yielded 1,285 Republicans and 2,193 Democrats. As Table 1 

indicates, only 400 of these men clearly identified with 

the Whig, Know-Nothing, or Democratic Party before 1856 or 

18. The names derived from the following conven
tions: Republican: Republican state convention, April 30, 
1856, August 27, 1856, July 8, 1857, August 5, 1858, June 8, 
1859, February 22, 1860, June 20, 1860, and June 18, 1861. 
Democrats: Democratic state convention, September 9, 1856, 
July 14, 1857, August 4, 1858 (Lecompton), August 4, 1858 
(Anti-Lecompton), June 15, 1859 (Anti-Lecompton), June 22, 
1859 (Lecompton), February 29, 1860, September 5, 1860 
(Douglas), September 11, 1860 (Breckinridge). The source 
for these conventions is the Sacramento Union. Republicans, 
May 1, 1856, August 28, 1856, July 9, 1857, August 6, 1858, 
June 9, 1859, February 23, 1860, June 21, 1860, and June 19, 
1861. Democrats, September 10, 1856, July 15, 1857, August 
5, 1858, June 16, 1859, June 24, 1859, March 1, 1860, 
September 6, 1860, and September 12, 1860. Winfield J. 
Davis, History of Political Conventions in California. 1849-
1892 (Sacramento: California State Library, 1893) lists most 
members of the Republican and Democratic state central com
mittees from 1856-61. The sources for members of the state 
legislature from 1856-61 are: Sacramento Union. November 10, 
1856, October 1, 1857; Alta California (San Francisco), 
October 7, 1858, January 1, 1860; Sacramento Union. November 
23, 1860; and Assembly Committee on Elections and Reappor
tionment, Legislative Sourcebook: The California Legislature 
and Reapportionment. 1849-1965 (Sacramento: Assembly of the 
State of California, 1965). The party membership list 
includes defeated candidates for the state legislature from 
1856-61 if party identification was possible within a year 
of their candidacy. County clerks sent official returns to 
the Secretary of State for all candidates for the legisla
ture. These returns are in the California State Archives 
in Sacramento. 



Table 1. Pre-1856 Party Affiliation 

9 

Pre-1856 Post-1856 

Sources Republicans Democrats 

Democratic Convention, 1851 0 18 
Whig Convention. 1851 0 9 
Whig Convention, February, 1852 12 8 
Whig Convention, June, 1852 9 20 
Democratic Convention, February, 1852 0 14 
Democratic Convention, July, 1852 14 73 
Democratic Convention, 1853 5 40 
Whig Convention, 1853 9 14 
Democratic Convention, 1854 2 18 
Whig Convention, 1854 5 7 
Temperance Convention, 1855 17 10 
Democratic Convention, 1855 1 43 
Know-Nothing Conventio n, 1855 16 28 
Settlers 1 and Miners' Convention, 1855 9 17 
Independent Voters' Convention, 1855 9 5 
Democratic State Central Committee 1 31 
Whig State Central Committee 5 2 

State Legislature 

Democratic 6 103 
Whig 7 15 
Kno w-No t h i ng 4 11 
Independent 2 9 

Total number of identifications 139 49 5 

Number of multiple affiliations 42 192 

Total number of post-1856 members 
identified 97 303 
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affiliated with one of the political pressure groups in the 

19 
same period. 

Consequently, generalizations about Republican and 

Democratic political activity prior to 1856 reflect directly 

only eleven per cent of the combined party membership from 

1856-1861. Furthermore, conclusions about the pre-1856 

political behavior of Republicans rest upon the activities 

of only 97 members, or 7.5 per cent of that party's 

19. Table 1 lists members who represented different 
counties in the two periods only if positive identification 
was possible. Members who appeared in both parties from 
1856-61 were assigned the status of their first political 
affiliation in the period, because the main concern here is 
with origins. The names derived from the following sources: 
Democratic convention, May 19, 1851; Whig convention, May 
26, 1851; Whig convention, February 19, 1852; Democratic 
convention, February 23, 1852; Whig convention, June 7, 
1852; Democratic convention, July 20, 1852; Democratic 
convention, June 21, 1853; Whig convention, July 6, 1853; 
Democratic convention, July 18, 1854; Temperance convention, 
June 20, 1855; Democratic convention, June 27, 1855; 
American convention, August 7, 1855; Settlers' and Miners' 
convention, August 8, 1855; Independent Voters' convention, 
August 27, 1855. The sources for these conventions are the 
Alta California (San Francisco), May 20, 21, 22, 1851; May 
27, 1851; February 21, 22, 1852; February 24, 25, 26, 27, 
28, 1852; June 9, 1852; July 20, 1852; June 22, 23, 24, 
1853; July 7, 8, 9, 1853; July 19, 20, 21, 1854; July 26, 
27, 1854; June 22, 1855; Sacramento Union. June 28, 29, 30, 
July 1, 2, 1855; August 8, 9, 10, 1855; August 27, 1855. 
Davis, Political Conventions, lists the members of the state 
central committees. Assembly Committee, Legislative Source
book . lists members of the state legislature. Also, 
Peyton Hurt's "The Rise and Fall of the 'Know-Nothings' In 
California," California Historical Society Quarterly. IX 
(March, 1930), 16-49 (June, 1930), 99-128 lists 113 Know-
Nothings. Those Republicans and Democrats identified from 
Hurt's list of 113 Know-Nothings are listed in the 1855 Know-
Nothing convention in Table 1. The names of approximately 
3,000 Democrats, Whigs, and Know-Nothings appeared in the 
above sources. 



membership; and statements about Democrats refer to only 

303 activists, or 13.8 per cent of the party. The figures 

suggest interesting, albeit tenuous, generalizations. For 

instance, the small percentage of Republicans located, seven 

per cent, contrasted with the identification of nearly 

fourteen per cent of the Democrats, indicates that in a 

comparative sense Republican leaders were more likely to be 

inexperienced in politics than Democrats. The fact that 

most of the identifiable Republicans emerged politically 

only once in the earlier period further substantiates their 

relative inactivity. The 97 Republicans listed in Table 1 

had 139 identifications, or 1.4 each, while the 303 Demo

crats had 495 identifications or 1.7 each. 

Tracing the backgrounds of Republicans who ran for 

state offices or served as state central committeemen con

firms the view that most were politically inactive prior to 

1856. One hundred and eighty-six Republicans qualified as 

members of this elite, and of that number only forty, or 

thirty-six per cent, had prior political identifications. 

Among the leaders who apparently entered party politics for 

the first time in 1856 were Leland Stanford and Collis P. 

Huntington, party organizers and bulwarks of California 

Republicanism. Since approximately two-thirds of the party's 

leaders were new to politics , any link between Whig and 

Republican leadership must be weak. 
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It is of course possible to list California Repub

licans who were once Whigs. Edward D. Baker, who helped 

organize the Republican party in California, had Whig roots; 

as did Aaron A. Sargent, the most prominent Nevada County 

Republican. Also, the first Republican nominee for 

Governor, Edward Stanly, had a long history of Whiggery that 

dated to his native state of North Carolina. Stanly even 

said that he still adhered to Whig principles as late as 

20 
the Reconstruction Period. 

Still, there is insufficient evidence to conclude 

that most Whigs became Republicans. Of the forty prominent 

Republicans already mentioned only seventeen were once 

Whigs; and of the 97 Republicans identified politically 

before 1856, less than half, only thirty-eight, professed 

publicly a sympathy for Whiggery. Thus the Whig to Repub

lican rate for California is thirty-nine per cent, ad

mittedly an impressive figure. It fails to confirm, however, 

that most Whigs later became Republicans. Rather, the 

figure proves that three per cent of California's pre-Civil 

War Republicans were once active in the Whig party. 

Furthermore, the discovery that some Republicans once 

belonged to the Whig party is not proof that an important 

relationship existed between Whigs and Republicans, because 

20. Norman D. Brown, "Edward Stanly: Federal Whig" 
(unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, University of North 
Carolina, 1963), p. 462. 
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most Whig-Republican converts came late to the new party, 

making the significance of their old affiliations uncertain. 

As a matter of fact, out of an 1856 Republican name list of 

441 only fifteen, or three per cent, were activists in the 

Whig party. 

A comparison of ex-Whig membership in the Democratic 

and Republican parties from 1856-1861 discloses that Whigs 

did identify more closely with Republicanism. Of the 303 

Democrats who were politically active before 1856, 51, or 

seventeen per cent, had once been Whigs, compared to the 

Republicans' thirty-nine per cent. The figures mean Whigs 

preferred the Republican to the Democratic party by twenty-

three per cent, but they hardly support a Whig into Repub

lican formula. Instead they suggest that almost as many 

onetime Whigs joined the Democratic party after 1856 and 

that four years of campaigning against an established foe 

guaranteed no fundamental dissimilarity or continued 

hostility. If instead of asking how many Republicans were 

ex-Whigs, one interprets the data from the other direction 

and asks how many Whigs became Republicans, he must note 

that out of 643 Whigs only thirty-eight became Republicans, 

while 51 became Democrats. 

There remains the possibility that, for one reason 

or another, many Whigs joined the Know-Nothing party and 

then later became Republicans. California's Whig party 

vanished from electoral tickets after its defeat in the 
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1854 state election. A year later the Know-Nothing party 

ran its first statewide ticket, capturing the governorship 

and a majority of the seats in the state legislature. 

Students of the state's political history conclude that 

most Whig activists and most Whig voters supported the 

Know-Nothing party in 1855, thus lending credence to the 

Whig into Know-Nothing thesis. For example, William P. 

Moody contends that "tne greater part of the Whigs" joined 

the Know-Nothing ranks in 1855; and Peyton Hurt, the 

historian who has studied California's Know-Nothing move

ment most extensively, asserts that most Whigs became 

21 Know-Nothings. 

In fact, these writers avoid documenting a Whig-

American merger, but their omission is of little concern 

here. What is important, however, is the number of Whig-

American-Republicans. As already demonstrated, it is 

impossible to verify a Whig-Republican continuity; and this 

being the case, a Whig-American-Republican sequence is all 

the more improbable. If many California Republicans once 

participated in the activities of the Whig and Know-Nothing 

parties, they disguised their past behavior rather well, so 

21. Moody, "Civil War and Reconstruction," p. 31; 
Hurt, "Know-Nothings in California," 44; Ellison, Dominion. 
p. 287; Brown, "Edward Stanly," p. 253; Gertrude Atherton, 
California; An Intimate History (New York: Harper, 1914), p. 
235; John E. Baur, "The Beginnings of the Republican Party" 
in Royce D. Delmatier, Clarence F. Mcintosh, and Earl G. 
Waters, eds., The Rumble of California Politics: 1848-1970 
(New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1970) , pp. 41, 43. 
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well in fact that only three Republicans left a record of 

22 
activism in the two parties. 

Locating Know-Nothings turned Republican after 1856 

is more difficult than the identification of Whig-

Republicans. Perhaps this is because California's Know-

Nothing party dwindled rapidly after its 1855 victory. The 

Know-Nothings lost the 1856 presidential election; and after 

polling a mere twenty per cent of the vote in the 1857 state 

election, they dissolved their party. 

At any rate, the evidence shows that while thirty-

eight Whigs later became Republicans, only twenty-four Know-

Nothings later acquired the same status. With a pre-1856 

Whig name list of 643 and a Know-Nothing roster of 271, the 

23 
small Know-Nothing figure is understandable. Certainly 

more Know-Nothings joined the Republican party than the 

figure indicates, for Know-Nothings were nearly twice as 

likely to become Republicans as Democrats. Thirty-six post-

1856 Democrates, or twelve per cent of those identified, 

had a Know-Nothing history, compared to the Republicans' 

twenty-four per cent. Interpreting the evidence from a 

different direction, however, reveals that only twenty-four 

out of almost 300 identifiable Know-Nothings later became 

22. The three Whig-American-Republicans were 
William W. Sheppard, George B. Tingley, and Edwin G. Waite. 

23. For the Whig and Know-Nothing name list see 
the sources listed in note 19. 
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Republicans to total less than two per cent of the ante

bellum Republican party. The validity of a contemporary 

assertion then, that "... Black Republicanism is nothing 

24 but Know Nothingism breaking out." is doubtful. 

A Whig-American-Democratic consensus, not a Whig-

American-Republican continuity, accounts for the political 

realignment in the 1850's. Party platforms demonstrate the 

essential similarity between the parties concerning slavery's 

status in the western territories. In 1852 the Whig state 

platform, like the Democratic platform of the same year, 

supported as "just and honorable" the Compromise of 1850, 

which included a stringent fugitive slave law and, with the 

exception of California, allowed settlers to decide for 

themselves the status of slavery in the territories acquired 

25 
from Mexico by the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. The 1853 

state platforms echoed the same sentiments. With the passage 

of the Kansas-Nebraska Act in 1854, the Whigs endorsed 

2 6 
popular sovereignty for these newly organized territories. 

Laboring hard to eliminate the slavery extension issue from 

politics altogether, the Know-Nothings declared in their 

1855 platform against "agitation of all questions of a 

24. Democratic State Journal (Sacramento), April 
21, 1856. 

25. Holman Hamilton, Prologue to Conflict; The 
Crisis and Compromise of 1850 (New York: W. W. Norton 
Company, 1966), pp. 168-173. 

26. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 21-3, 25-8, 36. 
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merely sectional character." In the following year they 

27 also supported popular sovereignty. 

Furthermore, Whigs in the state legislature voted 

with pro-slavery Democrats, or Chivalry Democrats as they 

were known in California, on slavery-related issues. For 

instance, early in 1852 the legislature passed a retroactive 

fugitive slave law, which required all citizens to assist 

in the return of fugitive slaves and allowed slaveowners to 

claim their property brought into California before state

hood. Thirty Democrats and eleven Whigs favored the bill 

in the Assembly, while seven Whigs joined three Democrats 

in opposition. All the Whigs in the Senate voted in the 

28 
affirmative. Little wonder that Elizabeth Le Gunn, whose 

husband later became a prominent Republican, declared in 

1852 that the "slavery party" embraced both Democrats and 

29 
Whigs. 

Again, when the legislature voted to extend the 

two-year law in April, 1853, only two Whigs opposed the 

30 
measure, while fifteen sided with the majority. The 

27. Ibid. pp. 43, 63. 

28. Journal of the Assembly. 3rd Session, 1852, 
146-47; Journal of the Senate. 3rd Session, 1852, 285. 

29. Elizabeth Le Gunn to Hannah and Molly Gunn, 
October 17, 1852 in Anna Lee Marston, ed., Records of a 
California Family: Journals and Letters of Lewis C. Gunn and 
Elizabeth Le Breton Gunn (San Diego: n.p., 1928), pp. 176-77. 

30. Journal of the Assembly. 4th Sess., 1853, 394-
95; Journal of the Senate. 4th Sess., 1853, 348-49. 
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legislature did not reenact the law, however, until 1854. 

Then the Whigs voted seven to one in the affirmative, but of 

equal significance were nineteen out of forty-three Demo-

31 crats who opposed the Assembly Whigs in voting no. Finally, 

on May 10, 1854, the same legislature passed a resolution 

supporting the Nebraska Bill, which Stephen A. Douglas 

introduced in the United States Senate on January 23, 1854. 

Out of a total of 75 Democrats, sixteen cast a nay vote, but 

32 
no Whigs did. As one student of early California politics 

put it, "There was more difference between the factions in 

the Democratic party than there was between Democrats and 

Whigs. 

Whigs and Democrats also manifested similar 

hostility toward free blacks and abolitionists. In 1852 a 

band of blacks in San Francisco petitioned the Assembly to 

repeal the prohibition against blacks testifying in court 

34 
cases involving whites. The lawmakers rejected the 

31. Journal of the Assembly, 5th Sess., 1854, 291. 

32. Ibid., 508; Journal of the Senate. 5th Sess., 
1854, 451. 

33. Nicholas Cullinan, "The History of party Poli
tics in California, 1848-1854" (unpublished Master's thesis, 
University of California, Berkeley, 1928), pp. 9-10. 
Cullinan concluded that slavery extension issues did not 
divide Whigs and Democrats; pp. 13-14. 

34. Hardy Frye, "Negores in California from 1841 to 
1875," San Francisco Negro Historical and Cultural Society. 
California History Series. Ill (April, July, 1968) , 9; George 
Meldrum, "The History of the Treatment of Foreign and 
Minority Groups in California, 1830-1860," (unpublished Ph. 
D. dissertation, Stanford University, 1948), p. 391. 
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petition, introduced incidentally by a Democrat, by a vote 

of 47 to 1. Then the Assembly unanimously passed a resolu

tion stating the representatives would henceforth decline to 

35 
receive "any petition upon such subject from such source." 

A year later the Assembly rejected a similar memorial; and 

one Assemblyman moved that the petition "be thrown out the 

3 6 
window," while another suggested "that it be burnt." 

Stephen J. Field, later the Supreme Court Justice, accurately 

observed that he lived in a community "... which looked 

with suspicion on any movement in favor of extending any 

37 
rights to the colored race." 

In the following year Whigs and Democrats expressed 

their attitude toward the abolition movement. Quakers in 

Great Britain and Ireland had issued circulars urging 

abolition, and some of the documents had found their way to 

California. Having been informed of the publications, John 

M. McBrayer, a Sacramento Democrat, sponsored a resolution 

in the Assembly declaring the circulars immoral and ordering 

their burning. The Whig vote was important, for the Demo

crats split almost evenly, twenty-one favoring the 

35. Journal of the Assembly, 3rd Sess., 1852, 
395-96. 

36. Ibid.. 4th Sess., 1853, 259-61. 

37. Stephen J. Field, Personal Reminiscences of 
Early Days in California (1893: New York: Da Capo Press, 
1968), p. 94. 
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resolution and nineteen opposing it. Five of the six voting 

38 Whigs joined the Chivalry, and the resolution passed. 

In addition to this evidence, an analysis of county 

election returns in the pre-Republican period verifies the 

Whig-Democratic similarity. As already mentioned, many 

scholars contend that Whigs, after their party collapsed in 

1854, voted for the Know-Nothings. That is, erstwhile Whigs 

continued their opposition to the Democratic party in 1855. 

Thirty-six counties voted in the 1854 and 1855 elections, 

but as Figure 1 reveals, only Santa Clara County yielded a 

Whig majority in 1854 and a Know-Nothing majority in 1855. 

The other two counties with Whig majorities in 1854 cast a 

majority of their votes for the Democrats a year later when 

Know-Nothings carried twenty-two counties. Of course there 

were other counties with large Whig votes in 1854 that gave 

majorities to the Know-Nothings in 1855. Traditionally 

Democratic counties, however, also gave a majority of their 

votes to the Know-Nothings in that year. Eighteen counties 

cast a majority of their votes for the Democratic party in 

the elections of 1852, 1853, and 1854. In 1855 thirteen of 

those counties broke precedent by giving majorities to the 

Know-Nothings. Furthermore, five of the thirteen counties 

that the Whigs won in the 1853 election, the banner Whig 

year, voted Democratic in 1855. 

38. Journal of the Assembly. 5th Sess., 1854, 136. 



Figure 1. Election Maps 1854, 1855 

1. Klamath 21. El Dorado 

2. Siskiyou 22. Contra Costa 

3. Humboldt 23. San Joaquin 

4. Trinity 24. Amador 

5. Shasta 25. Calaveras 

6. Mendocino 26. San Francisco 

7. Colusa 27. Alameda 

8. Butte 28. Santa Cruz 

9. Plumas 29. Santa Clara 

10. Sonoma 30. Stanislaus 

11. Napa 31. Tuolumne 

12. Yolo 32. Monterey 

13. Sutter 33. Merced 

14. Yuba 34. Mariposa 

15. Sierra 35. San Luis Obispo 

16. Nevada 36. Tulare 

17. Placer 37. Santa Barbara 

18. Marin 33. Los Angeles 

19. So 1 ano 33. San Bernardino 

20. Sacramento 40. San Diego 
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Computation of correlation coefficients for Whig 

county percentages in 1854 and Know-Nothing county per

centages in 1855 reaffirms that many ex-Whig voters found 

their way into the Democratic camp rather easily after their 

party dissolved. It must be noted, however, that imprecise 

correlations derive from California's election statistics 

because the state's population quadrupled between 1850 and 

39 
1860 and because that population was highly mobile. Thus, 

election returns may represent substantially different 

people. 

Nevertheless, correlation analysis goes beyond the 

mere counting of majorities in that it measures the associa

tion between two variables, that is the extent to which they 

vary in respect to each other. The correlation coefficient 

ranges from -1.0, a perfect negative association, to 1.0, a 

perfect positive association; and a value of .0 indicates 

that no significant relationship exists between the two 

variables. The correlation of county percentages thus takes 

into account the size of the vote in each county for the 

losers as well as the winners.^0 

39. United States Bureau of the Census, The Seventh 
Census of the United States. 1850 (Washington, D.C.: Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1853) * pi 969; United States Bureau of 
the Census, The Eighth Census of the United States 1860 
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1863), pp. 
26-27. 

40. All correlations are based upon the Pearson 
Product Moment Formula. For a brief discussion of correla
tion analysis see Sidney Siegel, Nonparametric Statistics 
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In their last election in 1854, California's Whigs 

polled a dismal thirty-eight per cent of the vote, while a 

year later Know-Nothings carried the state with fifty-two 

per cent of the vote. With thirty-six counties voting in 

these two elections, the correlation for the Whig per

centages in 1854 with the Know-Nothing percentages in 1855 

was a low .37. San Francisco's eight wards, which gave 

thirty-seven per cent of their votes to the Whigs in 1854 

and forty-two per cent to the Know-Nothings in 1855, showed 

41 a correlation of only .15 for the two elections. The 

correlations for the two elections at the county and ward 

level establish that Whig voters exhibited no clear prefer

ence for the Know-Nothings in 1855. 

The 1854 election was actually a three-way contest 

among Whigs and two distinct Democratic factions, the Anti-

Nebraska Democrats and the Chivalry Democrats. The two 

factions held separate conventions, nominated separate 

candidates for Congress, and drafted separate platforms. 

for the Behavioral Sciences (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1956), 
pp. 202-210; and Roger E. Wyman, "Wisconsin Ethnic Groups 
and the Election of 1890," in Quantification In American 
History: Theory and Research. Robert P. Swierenga ed., (New 
York: Atheneum, 1970), 239-66 and especially 253. 

41. The 1854 election was for Congressmen, who were 
elected on a statewide basis, and the 1855 election was for 
Governor. The most complete returns for the elections are 
in the Sacramento Union. November 7, 1854; October 3, 1855. 
The Alta California (San Francisco), September 14, 1854, 
September 12, 1855, listed returns for San Francisco. 
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While the Chivalry Democrats, under the leadership of 

Senator William M. Gwin, endorsed the Kansas-Nebraska Act, 

the Anti-Nebraska Democrats, led by State Senator David C. 

42 Broderick, ignored the legislation in their platform. 

Broderick's recent biographer is correct that in the 1854 

campaign there was "a clear-cut difference" between the two 

43 
Democratic wings on the Kansas-Nebraska Act. 

The correlation of county percentages for the Know-

Nothings in the 1855 election with the percentages for the 

Anti-Nebraska Democrats in 1854 indicates that Know-Nothing 

voters, like Whig lawmakers, agreed with the Chivalry 

Democrats on the slavery extension issue. The figures 

yielded a correlation of -.15, an insignificant but 

predictably negative correlation. Similarly, in San 

42. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 29-34. 

43. David A. Williams, David C. Broderick: A 
Political Portrait (San Marino, California: The Huntington 
Library, 1969), p. 98. Cole also characterized the Broderick 
wing of the party as antislavery. Cole to William H. Seward, 
June 19, 1856, Seward Papers, University of Rochester 
Library, New York. Similarly, nineteenth-century historians 
explained the division in the Democtratic party in terms of 
the slavery extension issue. See Hubert Howe Bancroft, 
History of California (7 vols.; San Francisco: The History 
Company, 1888), VI, 678; and Theodore Henry Hittell, 
History of California (4 vols.; San Francisco: N. J. Stone, 
1897), IV, pp. 151-56. Moody, "Civil War and Reconstruc
tion," p. 28, divided the 1854 Democrats into "Electionists" 
and "Anti-Electionists," because the Chivalry Democrats 
foiled Broderick's desire for the United States Senatorship, 
and belittled the importance of the Kansas-Nebraska issue. 
Although Ellison, Dominion. pp. 268-314, characterized 
Broderick as "violently antislavery" and Gwin as just the 
opposite, he nevertheless concluded that the split in the 
party was largely personal. 
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Francisco's eight wards the correlation for the two parties 

was -.17. 

These low correlations between Whig and Know-Nothing 

percentages and also between Anti-Nebraska Democratic and 

Know-Nothing percentages signify genuine political re

alignment during the 1850's. Furthermore, the correlation 

of county percentages for the Republican party in the 1856 

election with the percentages for the Anti-Nebraska Demo

cratic party in the 1854 election confirms that that re

alignment happened because of the slavery extension issue. 

Keeping in mind that two years separated these elections 

and that the state's population increased substantially 

during the period, the .46 correlation for the Republican 

percentages in 1856 with the Anti-Nebraska Democratic per

centages is quite high. Certainly Anti-Nebraska Democrats, 

more than Whigs and Know-Nothings, voted Republican in 1856. 

The correlation of Republican county percentages in 1856 

with Whig county percentages in 1854 showed a figure of 

only .08, and comparison of 1856 Republican percentages 

with the Know-Nothing percentages in 1855 gave a negative 

44 
correlation of -.32. Even allowing for imprecisions 

44. W. Dean Burnham, Presidential Ballots. 1836-
1892 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1955), p. 
896 lists the 1856 election returns. Burnham himself 
stressed the importance of national issues in accounting 
for political realignment in the South. In "The Alabama 
Senatorial Election of 1962: Return of Inter-Party Compe
tition," Journal of Politics. XXVI (November, 1964), 789-
829, he noted (805) evidences of "critical political 
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stemming from population shifts and the inequality of county 

units, these correlations refute a Whig to Know-Nothing to 

Republican transformation and affirm genuine political re

alignment. 

Writing in his Memoirs late in life, Cornelius Cole 

reflected upon the formation of California's Republican 

party. The Democratic, Whig, and Know-Nothing parties, he 

wrote in 1908, were all committed to a "policy of silence" 

on the slavery question. The Republican party came into 

existence, he insisted, because "There was no alternative 

for those who were unwilling to acquiesce in the repression 

policy but to effect an independent organization . . . . 

realignment" stemming from ". . . the preservation of local 
control over racial relationships . . . ." Realignment 
resulted, Burnham concluded (809), from ". . . the in
creasing hostility and tension produced by white perceptions 
of the Kennedy Administration's racial policies . . that 
is, from a local issue becoming nationalized. Seven years 
after Burnham's article, Donald S. Strong reached a similar 
conclusion in "Further Reflections on Southern Politics," 
Journal of Politics. XXXIII (May, 1971), 239-56. Referring 
to realignment in the 1964 election, Strong wrote (241), 
"The southern response to Goldwater was little short of 
amazing. Here was a man whose restrained and reasoned 
opposition to civil rights legislation would have kept him 
from being elected sheriff in Alabama or Mississippi. Yet 
the electorate of the Deep South immediately perceived him 
as the white man's candidate and swept him to victory in 
the five states of the Deep South." On the general subject 
of national issues and political realignment see Donald E. 
Stokes's discussion of "disturbing influences" in his 
"Party Loyalty and the Likelihood of Deviating Elections," 
Journal of Politics. XXIV (November, 1962), 689-702. 

45. Cole, Memoirs. p. 112. 
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In this case the contemporary evidence demonstrates the 

participant's reminiscences correctly recalled events. 

Nevertheless, as the following chapter will show, organized 

opposition to slavery's expansion differed greatly from 

opposition to slavery itself. 



CHAPTER 2 

RACE AND REPUBLICANS: THE 1856 
PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 

The preceding examination of California's early 

Republican party indicates that the slavery extension issue 

explains the party's formation in 1856. The interpreta

tions of Ronald P. Formisano and Michael F. Holt, which 

divide the antebellum Republican and Democratic parties on 

the basis of their ethnic and religious charateristics, have 

little relevance to California politics. There remains, 

however, a controversy among historians who emphasize the 

issue of slavery extension as the essential ingredient in 

Republicanism. 

One interpretation of the party characterizes Repub

licans as abolitionists committed to the destruction of 

slavery and the elevation of the ex-slave to the level of 

the white race. According to this argument, Republicans 

viewed slavery as a moral evil and the black slave as a 

human being entitled to certain rights. For example, in 

Lincoln and the Politics of Slavery, a study of the Repub

lican party in Illinois, John S. Wright contends Republicans 

advocated abolition and their party was, therefore, "the 

party of the moral issue." "The Republican party," Wright 

wrote in 1970, "was firmly grounded on a deep-seated 

28 
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hostility to slavery and to the South. 1,1 Similarly, Victor 

B. Howard maintains that Ohio's leading Republicans became 

2 abolitionists and symbolized the moral nature of the party. 

This thesis derives enormous prestige from the 

recent publication of Eric Foner's Free Soil, Free Labor. 

And Free Men: The Ideology of the Republican Party Before 

3 
The Civil War. At times Foner's study of Republican 

1. Wright, Lincoln and Politics, pp. 130-31, 147. 
Wright developed the same thesis in "Background and Forma
tion of the Republican Party," p. 263. In his dissertation 
Wright concluded that antebellum Republicans and Democrats 
". . . conformed to a natural, deep cleavage between 
northern ancestry and southern . . . [and] between widely 
separated concepts as to the place of the negro in society." 

2. Victor B. Howard, "The 1856 Election in Ohio: 
Moral Issues in Politics," Ohio History. LXXX (Winter, 1971), 
27. Joshua Giddings, Benjamin Wade, James G. Birnev, and 
Salmon P. Chase were the leading abolitionist-Republicans 
who denounced slavery from an ethical point of view. Howard 
conceded these men became disappointed because other Repub
licans only infrequently denounced slavery on moral grounds. 
Nevertheless, he concluded that Giddings, Wade, Birney, and 
Chase characterized Ohio's Republican party. 

3. Eric Foner, Free Soil. Free Labor. And Free Men: 
The Ideology of the Republican Party Before Thp» Civil War 
TNew York: Oxford University Press, 1970). Almost without 
exception reviewers praise Foner's thesis. Favorable reviews 
include those of John L. Thomas, American Historical Review. 
LXXVI (April, 19 71), 560-61; Richard H. Sewell, Journal of 
American History. LVII (December, 1970), 716-17; David 
Donald, New York Times Book Review. October 18, 1970, p. 16; 
Carlton Jackson, Journal of Southern History. XXXVII 
(November, 1971), 642-43; and James Brewer, Journal of 
Negro History. LV (October, 1970), 334-36. Two mildly 
critical reviews are V. Jacque Voegeli, Yale Review, LX 
(March, 1971), 449-53; and Floyd J. Miller. New England 
Quarterly. XLIV (September, 1971), 505-508. 
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ideology resembles the earlier interpretations of James Ford 

Rhodes and Dwight Lowell Dumond, in which abolitionists 

supported the Republican party; and Republicans therefore 

4 supported abolition. Although in some instances Foner 

distinguishes between abolitionists and what he calls 

"political anti-slavery men," his main argument is that 

Republicans labored consciously to destroy slavery and to 

5 
reconstruct southern society. 

Furthermore, he argues that pre-Civil War Repub

licans desired a racially just society. ̂ "The Republicans 

did develop a policy," Foner writes, "which recognized the 

essential humanity of the Negro, and demanded protection for 

certain basic rights which the Democrats denied him." 

Besides life, liberty, and property, these basic rights 

7 
included citizenship and civil rights. Conceding that not 

all Republicans sought these rights for blacks or denounced 

slavery in moral terms, Foner concludes, nevertheless, that 

Republicans produced . . an ideology which blended 

4. James Ford Rhodes, History of the United States 
From the Compromise of 1850 to the McKinley-Bryan Campaign 
of 1896 (8 vols.; New York: Macmillan Company, 1900), Vol. 
II, 166-67; Dwight Lowell Dumond, Antislavery Origins of 
the Civil War in the United States (1939: 5th ed. ; Ann 
Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1966), pp. 84, 123. 

5. See, for example, Foner, Free Soil. Free Labor. 
Free Men, p. 309. 

6. Ibid.. pp. 39, 40, 52, 72, 302. 

7. Ibid.. pp. 261, 290. 
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personal and sectional interest with morality so perfectly 

that it became the most potent political force in the 

nation. "8 

A second interpretation maintains that opposition to 

the geographical expansion of the black race explains 

Republican opposition to the spread of slavery; in opposing 

slavery's extension, Republicans actually sought to preserve 

the privileges of free white men. For example, in his 

widely read essay "Abraham Lincoln and the Self-Made Man 

Myth," Richard Hofstadter concluded that most antislavery 

Republicans in the west despised the black race. Referring 

to these Republicans, Hofstadter wrote in 1948, "It was not 

bondage that troubled them—it was the Negro, free or 

9 
slave." V. Jacque Voegeli echoes this same thesis in his 

1967 examination of midwestern racial attitudes entitled 

Free But Not Equal: The Midwest and the Negro During the 

Civil War. Acknowledging that most Republicans recognized 

the immorality of slavery, Voegeli writes, "... a majority 

of the Republicans nevertheless believed implicitly in the 

inferiority of the black race; their abhorrence for human 

bondage went hand in hand with their abhorrence for living 

8. Ibid., p. 309. . 

9. Richard Hofstadter, The American Political 
Tradition and the Men Who Made It (New York: Alfred A. 
Knopf, 1948), pi 112. 



among large numbers of Negroes. Eugene H. Berwanger's 

The Frontier Against Slavery: Western Anti-Negro Prejudice 

and the Slavery Extension Controversy, published in the same 

year, also concludes that opposition to slavery's extension 

usually meant opposition to the spread of the black race as 

It is a contention of this and subsequent chapters 

that California's early political parties divided over the 

geographical expansion of the black race rather than over 

12 matters relating to freedom and racial equality. During 

their first campaign in 1856, California Republicans re

peatedly declared that they opposed slavery's extension 

because it would encroach upon the rights of the white race. 

They countenanced slavery where it existed, denounced 

abolition, and never disapproved of slavery because of its 

10. V. Jacque Voegeli, Free But Not Equal: The 
Midwest and the Negro During the Civil War (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1967), pp. I"7 3. 

11. Eugene H. Berwanger, The Frontier Against 
Slavery: Western Anti-Negro Prejudice and the Slavery 
Extension Controversy (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 
1967), p. 1. 

12. Republican racism in California is a neglected 
subject. See, for example, Ellison, Dominion: Pomeroy, 
"California, 1846-1860"; Benjamin Franklin Gilbert, 
"California and the Civil War: A Bibliographical Essay," 
California Historical Society Quarterly. XL (December, 1961), 
289-303; and Moody, "Civil War and Reconstruction." None of 
the foregoing mention race as an issue in California 
politics, although Moody, p. 257, asserts that during the 
Civil War the Republican party had an "excellent reputation 
for political morality." 
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injustice to the slave. Indeed, they accused their 

opponents of favoring the black race and, like Democrats and 

Know-Nothings, ignored discrimination against free blacks in 

California. Thus, from the party's beginnings it was the 

location, not the status, of black Americans that vexed 

Republicans. 

When California Republicans met in their first state 

convention in April, they expressed no interest in extending 

human liberty. Rather, they affirmed a desire . . to 

preserve the liberties of the people . . . What they 

did, in fact, was pledge support for the constitutional 

guarantees of slavery, namely the three-fifths clause and 

the fugitive slave provision in the United States Constitu

tion. Furthermore, the delegates disassociated their party 

from abolitionist doctrine, for though they opposed the 

Kansas-Nebraska Act and declared the prohibition of slavery 

in all national territories the "cardinal principle" of 

their organization, they also declared their opposition to 

13 
all interference with slavery in the slave states. 

The absence of serious division over abolition 

became apparent when the Republicans overwhelmingly rejected 

the one antislavery resolution introduced in the convention. 

Distressed by the conservative nature of the proceedings, 

13. Sacramento Union. May 1, 1856; Davis, Political 
Conventions. pp. 61-62. 
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Charles Crocker, a Sacramento lawyer and merchant, proposed 

condemning all compromises respecting slavery not embraced 

in the United States Constitution. His half-radical 

proposal proclaimed the Missouri Compromise of 1820, the 

Compromise of 1850, and the Kansas-Nebraska Act of 1854 

null and void. So hostile was the discussion that Crocker 

14 quickly withdrew the motion amidst loud applause. 

Republican opposition to the Kansas-Nebraska Act, 

rather than opposition to slavery itself, explains political 

division in 1856. Unlike Republicans, Democrats and Know-

Nothings supported the Kansas-Nebraska Act in their state 

conventions. While the Know-Nothings endorsed the legisla

tion as ". . . a finality, so far as congressional action on 

the subject of slavery is concerned . . . , " the Democrats 

favored the Act ". . . as the only sure means of perpetu-

15 
ating our government through all time to come." 

Although genuine political division occurred only 

over the Kansas-Nebraska legislation, Republicans tried to 

make the building of a Pacific railroad a party issue in 

their campaign. Some Republican speakers, for example, 

charged Democrats with insincerity in their alleged pro-

railroad sentiment, emphasizing that Democrats in Congress 

14. Davis, Political Conventions, p. 61 

15. Ibid.. pp. 56-58, 63-64. 
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had failed to appropriate money for the railroad.16 Making 

his point convincingly, the editor of a Republican newspaper 

stressed that in the last Congress most Democrats had voted 

to table a Pacific railroad bill while most Republicans 

17 voted for passage of the measure. 

Yet, the parties did not divide on the railroad 

issue. California's Republicans, Democrats, and Know-

Nothings alike pledged support for a Pacific railroad in 

18 
their state platforms. Noting the similarity of the 

parties on the railroad issue, one contemporary correctly 

observed that . . no man .,. . could hope to be chosen 

to office by either party unless he was believed to be the 

19 
zealous friend of a transcontinental railroad." 

Republicans also tried to make Democratic corruption 

a campaign issue. Early in May James Casey, the owner of 

the Sunday Times (San Francisco), fatally shot James King 

of William, the editor of the San Francisco Bulletin who had 

been crusading against corruption within the Democratic 

party. After King's assassination, several San Francisco 

businessmen organized the famous Vigilance Committee of 

16. Alta California (San Franscisco), July 21, 
1856; Humboldt Times. November 1, 1856; Marysville Daily 
Herald. October 23, 26, 1856. 

17. Marysville Daily Herald. October 29, 1856. 

18. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 56-58, 61-64. 

19. Charles Nordoff, California For Health. 
Pleasure, and Residence (New York: Harper, 1882), p. 36. 
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1856, which hanged Casey and ruled the city for two months 

20 in defiance of Governor J. Neely Johnson's wishes. Eager 

to benefit from the Committee's popularity, San Francisco's 

Republicans urged passage of a law to protect Committee 

21 members from criminal prosecution for their acts. One of 

the city's prominent Republicans, Ira P. Rankin, joined the 

vigilance movement, and under his leadership the Committee 

created the "People's Reform Party." This local party made 

nominations for city and county offices in San Francisco. 

Because Republicans emphasized Democratic corruption and 

because Democrats generally opposed the Vigilance Committee 

and its political offspring, the People's Party supported 

22 the Republican candidates for state legislature. Except 

in San Francisco, however, the Republican charge of 

corruption never became an important campaign issue. 

Significantly, Democrats easily undermined the 

railroad and corruption issues by insisting Republicans 

sought a change in existing race relations. In his opening 

20. San Francisco Bulletin, October 16, 17, 1855; 
Alta California (San Francisco). May 16, 1856; William T. 
Coleman, "San Francisco Vigilance Committees," Century 
Illustrated Monthly Magazine. XLII (1891-92), 139. 

21. Alta California (San Francisco), September 11, 
1856. 

22. San Francisco Bulletin, August 16, 1856; Alta 
California (San Francisco), August 12, September 13, 
October 11, 1856; Ellison, Dominion. pp. 264-65; and Ethel 
May Tinnemann, "The Opposition to the San Francisco Vigi
lance Committee of 1856" (unpublished Master's thesis, 
University of California, Berkeley, 1941), p. 85. 
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speech at the Democratic state convention, Benjamin F. 

Washington, Chairman of the Democratic Central Committee, 

asserted that the issue of California politics was 11. . . to 

determine whether all white men are to become negroes, or 

negroes white men ... Negro or white man, that is the 

23 
question." The issue Washington raised was spurious, but 

his rhetoric shows that he and other Democrats understood 

the popular prejudices in California society. Race was the 

issue that monopolized attention in the campaign. 

The first public Republican meeting in California 

illustrates the importance of race and race-related issues 

in the campaign. When the Republicans met in Sacramento on 

April 19, an unruly mob prevented the principal speaker from 

delivering his address and finally, amidst cries of 

24 
"abolitionists," overturned the platform. 

The charge of abolitionism was untrue. Had the 

speaker read his prepared address, he would have first 

emphasized that article one of the Republican state platform 

demanded "non-intereference with the institution of slavery 

in the slave state" and article two read "non-extension of 

slavery into the Free Territories of the Union." After 

that, he would have denied association with abolitionists 

23. Sacramento Union. March 6, 1856. 

24. Alta California (San Francisco), April 20, 
1856; Sacramento Union. April 21, 1856; Davis, Political 
Conventions. p. 59. 
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25 and, to use his term, other "nigger-worshippers." Like so 

much of the campaign rhetoric, the accusation of sympathy 

with abolitionism reveals more about the nature of Cali

fornia society than the Republican party. 

Throughout the campaign hostile mobs continued to 

harass the ill-understood Republicans. For example, in 

Trinity County, agitators labeled party speakers "black 

2 6 
Republican s.o.b.'s" and disrupted their meetings. One 

contemporary said the first Republican convert in that 

county was "... treated shamefully, being pelted on the 

27 
stand with rotten apples and other unsavory missiles." 

Another observer in Amador County noted a tendency to "mob-

out" Republicans. There residents actually pulled one 

28 
Republican candidate from his speaking stand. It was, the 

Overland Monthly concluded in 1874, "... rather a meri-

29 
torious act in those days to pummel Republicans." 

25. George C. Bates, Address of George C. Bates. 
Which He Was Prevented From Delivering At Sacramento. On 
Saturday. April 19. 1856. By A Mob .... (San Francisco: 
O'Meara and Painter, City Printers, 1856), pp. 1-18. 
Bancroft Library, University of California, Berkeley. 

26. John Carr, Pioneer Days in California:. 
Historical and Personal Sketches (Eureka. California: Times 
Publishing Co., 1891), pp. 328-29; Sacramento Union. 
October 2, 1856. 

27. T. E. Jones, "Some Reminiscences of Early 
Trinity," Overland Monthly. IX (January, 1887), 24. 

28. Jesse D. Mason, History of Amador County 
(Oakland: Thompson and West, 1881) , p. 89. 

29. "Early Republican Newspapers in California," 
Overland Monthly. XIII (November, 1874), 484. 
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Not always did the angry mobs shout "abolitionists" 

or similar terms of opprobrium at the Republicans. Never

theless, it seems logical to conclude that most of these 

disruptions stemmed from resentment over the Republican 

doctrine of antislavery extension; because Democrats and 

Know-Nothings, who advocated congressional non-intereference 

with slavery in the territories, held their political 

rallies without incident. Recalled Frank Pixley in 1885, 

the Republican party "... met with an opposition more 

vindictive and bitter than ever assailed any political 

30 
organization that ever existed in the United States." 

This opposition must have seemed puzzling to Republicans 

and especially to Pixley, for he himself went on public 

record in 1856 as opposing slavery extension "... solely 

31 
on behalf of free white labor of the North. " 

To reduce this mistaken opposition Republicans 

scheduled a public debate with Democrats early in May. 

After theater proprietors and church trustees each cancelled 

the meeting because they feared rioting, the debate finally 

took place in a Sacramento street. Speaking for the Repub

licans, Henry Bates denounced abolitionism and denied that 

his party sought the destruction of slavery. As for 

30. Quoted in Mabel Jones, "The Republican Party in 
California, 1877-1881," (unpublished Master's thesis, 
Stanford University, 1947), p. 5. Pixley made this statement 
in the Argonaut. August 29, 1885. 

31. Sacramento Union. August 28, 1856. 
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himself, he boasted that as an attorney in Michigan he had 

successfully prosecuted Quakers for aiding runaway slaves 

and that in 1850 he ran unsuccessfully for Congress against 

a free soiler. Before he closed his speech, he actually 

accused his debating opponent of association with the free 

32 
soil movement. 

Colonel James C. Zabriskie, the Democratic speaker, 

denounced this charge as "infamous and foul slander." Then 

he labelled Republicans "abolitionist fanatics" and erro

neously blamed the infant party for requiring Missouri to 

strike from her 1820 constitution the clause prohibiting 

free blacks from entering the state. After accusing Repub

licans of inciting servile insurrection among slaves, 

Zabriskie defended slavery on historical and religious 

grounds, telling the crowd, "The slaves in the United States 

enjoy as much liberty as is consistent with their condition." 

Although the gathering only threw eggs at the Republican 

speaker, Zabriskie's attitude toward slavery for the black 

race closely resembled the Republicans'. Indeed, within a 

year of his debate with Bates, Zabriskie himself campaigned 

33 
for the Republican party. 

32. Spirit of the Age (Sacramento), May 9, 1856; 
Sacramento Union. May 8, 9, 12, 13, 1856. 

33. James C. Zabriskie, Speech of Col. Jas. C. 
Zabriskie. on the subject of slavery, and in reply to the 
address of the Pittsburgh convention; and Geo. C. Bates, 
delivered at Sac.. Calif.. on the 10th day of May, 1856 
(Sacramento: Democratic State Journal Office"] 18 56), pp. 
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Throughout the campaign Democrats continued to 

associate Republicanism with abolitionism. For example, the 

Butte Record labeled Republicans "abolition sympathizers," 

while the Los Angeles Star referred to Republicans as 

"abolitionists" and "fanatics" whose election would result 

34 
in a repeal of all fugitive slave laws. Another Demo

cratic paper, the San Francisco Herald. concluded: "A war 

is made on slavery by the fanatical [Republican] party 

which is predicated upon ideas which the South considers 

insulting . . . which proposes an assault, directly or in-

35 directly upon their institutions." Speaking to a Demo

cratic party meeting, Democratic Senator John B. Weller 

charged that Republican support consisted of . . aboli

tionists of every shade and degree, from Seward and Giddings 

down to Fred Douglass, the nigger editor. The distinction 

which heretofore existed between 'Abolitionists' and 'Free-

3 6 
soilers,'" Weller concluded, "has been destroyed . . . ." 

Sometimes, in jest, Democrats distinguished between what 

3, 9, 10. Huntington Library, San Marino, California; 
Sacramento Union. May 3, 1856; Mountain Democrat (El 
Dorado), August 22, 1857. 

34. Butte Record. March 8, 1856; Los Angeles Star. 
August 16, September 13, 1856, quoted in William B. Rice, 
The Los Angeles Star. 1851-64 John W. Caughey ed. (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 1947), pp. 150-51. 

35. San Francisco Herald. August 5, 1856 

36. John B. Weller, Address of Hon. John B. Weller. 
to the People of California (n.p.: 1856), p. 7, Huntington 
Library, San Marino, California. 
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they called Republican "Nigger Worshippers" and "regular 

37 
Simon Pure abolitionists." Usually, however, Democrats 

and Know-Nothings labeled Republicans abolitionists in 

describing their common opponents as "Black Republicans," 

38 
"Wooly heads," and "negrophilists." 

Based upon a desire to win office rather than con

crete evidence, these Democratic charges were, of course, 

false. A more accurate statement of the facts was a Repub

lican newspaper's boastful report that John C. Fremont, the 

Republican nominee for President of the United States, had 

voted with the South to deny money for clothing, feeding, 

and educating Africans who had escaped from a slave ship, 

and that Fremont also voted against the abolition of slavery 

39 
in the District of Columbia. That same paper called the 

Democratic charges of abolitionism "foul slander" while 

another Republican newspaper stated, "... every honest 

man will acknowledge, that the most violent and unrelenting 

37. Butte Record. April 19, 1856. 

38. James O'Meara to James W. Denver, March 19, 
1856, Flemming Amyx to James W. Denver, March 27, 1856, 
Bancroft Library, University of California, Berkeley, James 
W. Denver Papers; Sacramento Union. May 10, 1856; Butte 
Record. February 23, May 3, 17, June 7, July 19, 26, August 
5, 23, 1856; Humboldt Times. August 23, 1856; San Francisco 
Herald. August 5, 1856; San Diego Herald. September 13. 
November 1, 1856; Democratic State Journal (Sacramento), 
August 27, 1856; Georgetown News (El Dorado). March 13, May 
8, April 24, 1856. The Democratic press also labeled Know-
Nothings "Nigger Worshippers." See, for example, Butte 
Record. May 21, September 5, November 1, 1856. 

39. Marysville Daily Herald. August 31, 1856. 
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opponents of Republicanism are those very abolitionists 

40 
whose sayings are quoted against us." 

Besides calling Republicans abolitionists and 

abolitionists Republicans, Democrats employed other race-

baiting tactics to discredit their opponents. Democratic 

editors quoted eastern newspapers to document their con

tention that Republicans favored the black over the white 

race. They named Republicans "the white niggers of the 

North" and warned that they endangered their own race by 

41 inciting free and unfree blacks. In an editorial en

titled "Another Black Republican," the editors of the 

Sacramento Spirit of the Age told their readers of seeing 

publicly "... a white woman serving a highly colored 

42 man with a glass of liquor." Because city authorities in 

Los Angeles sympathized with the Republican party, the Demo

crats called the officials "nigger-worshippers" under an 

43 abolition flag. Similarly, in its fictitious chronology 

of the life of Fremont, the Butte Record headlined its 

40. Ibid.. September 3, 1856; Daily Times (Sacra
mento), 1855, quoted in Catherine Coffin Phillips, Cornelius 
Cole. A California Pioneer and United States Senator: A 
Study In Personality And Achievements Bearing Upon the 
Growth Of A Commonwealth (San Francisco: John Henry Nash, 
1929), p. 93. 

41. Democratic State Journal (Sacramento), November 
3, 4, 1856. 

42. Spirit of the Age (Sacramento), June 20, 1856 

43. Los Angeles Star. August 23, 1856, quoted in 
Rice, Los Angeles Star, pp. 152-53. 
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section covering the year 1856: "Sets out to explore the 

White House at the head of a lot of niggers. 

Further, as the campaign progressed, Democratic 

tactics became even more racially oriented. At a party 

rally in San Francisco members of the Young Men's Democratic 

Club proudly waved banners reading "Sam and Sambo, lovely in 

their lives, in death they shall not be divided"; "Africa 

for Africans and their Sympathizers"; "No Extension of 

European Domination on the Continent"; and "Fremont, Free 

45 
Niggers, and Frejoles." The editors of the Butte Record 

facetiously reported that when Republicans gathered in their 

state convention "... they sung a song to the old Darkey 

tune of 'I biet my money on the longheeled nag, Du dah, du 

46 
dah, day.'" Ridiculing the Republican convention, the 

editors stated: 

Butte County had two candidates before the nigger 
convention at Sacramento . . . but they did not 
succeed. The wooly heads of Butte were below par. 
Their names were not deemed worthy of being placed 
upon the nigger ticket . . . [they] will have to 
put forth a little more republican thunder, and a 
few more abolition lies, before the party will 
advance them. Come darkies, roll up the wool on 
your foreheads, and let your eyes flash, like 
June bugs; and every lying white nigger in Butte 
county shall have a nomination. ^ 

44. Butte Record. August 29, 1856. 

4 5. Alta California (San Francisco), October 25, 
1856. 

46. Butte Record. August 29, 1856. 

47. Ibid.. September 5, 1856 
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Even those Democratic papers that avoided blatant 

appeals to racism regularly employed the adjectives "aboli-

48 
tionist" and "Black" to describe Republicans. Only the 

large independent dailies called Republicans Republicans, 

and even these newspapers occasionally labeled Republicans 

49 
"Black."* 

Despite their efforts to associate Republicanism 

with abolitionism, Democrats named few actual Republican 

individuals who were also abolitionists, and indeed they 

could not have for abolitionist-Republicans in California 

were few in number. Within the abolitionist-Republican 

group was Charles Crocker, who openly declared himself an 

abolitionist and, according to one source, consequently 

50 
suffered a sharp decline in his merchandising business. 

Another was Lewis C. Gunn, who had been an abolitionist for 

a decade or more before coming to California in the 1850's. 

In 1833 he urged other abolitionists to abstain from buying 

the products of slave labor, asking "Are we not all, bond 

51 
and free, brethren of one great family?" These men, 

however, hardly reflected the rank and file of their party; 

48. See the newspapers cited in footnote 38. 

49. For example, Sacramento Union. May 10, 1856. 

50. Alonzo Phelps, Contemporary Biography of 
California's Representative Men (San Francisco: A. L. 
Bancroft and Company, 1882), p7 62. 

51. Lewis Carstair Gunn, Address to Abolitionists 
(Philadelphia: Merrihew and Gunn, 1838), p. 16, Huntington 
Library, San Marino, California. 
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and they never claimed abolition as the doctrine of their 

party. 

California's Republicans also evidenced a lack of 

interest in abolition at the Republican national nominating 

convention held in June. In fact, at the convention in 

Phildelphia, Robert Emmet of New York, the temporary Chair

man, made the following statement with which no delegate 

expressed disagreement. "We come to treat Slavery," Emmet 

said, "not as a moral question .... we do not come here 

52 
to discuss whether .... slavery be right or wrong." 

California's delegates followed Emmet's advice and 

engaged in no debate over the morality of slavery. Instead, 

they listened with apparent approval to Owen Lovejoy of 

Illinois criticize Democrats for ". . . going through the 

country crying 'Nigger! niggerI'" and to George Hoadly of 

Ohio predict a Republican victory "Under the banner of the 

White Bear . . . "Let that bear be on our banner," 

Hoadly said, "white bear against black bear; Kansas for 

53 
white men against Kansas for slaves." 

The Republican national platform, like the Demo

cratic and Know-Nothing platforms, approved of slavery in 

the states, the Republican platform differing from the other 

52. Proceedings of the First Three Republican 
N a t i o n a l  C o n v e n t i o n s  o f  1 8 5 6 .  1 8 6 0 .  a n d  1 8 6 4  . . . .  
(Minneapolis: Charles W. Johnson, n.d.: Harrison and Smith, 
1893), p. 19. 

53. Ibid.. pp. 30, 70. 
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two platforms only over the spread of slavery into the 

54 
territories. In their state convention held in August, 

California's Republicans accepted without debate the exist

ence of slavery in the states as outlined in their national 

55 
pi at form. 

After the Republican state convention adjourned, 

Cornelius Cole conducted the Republican campaign in Cali

fornia on the basis of opposition to slavery's expansion 

rather than oppositon to slavery itself. As a member of 

the Republican National Committee, the state central com

mittee, and the Sacramento city and county committees, his 

influence within the state party was considerable. From his 

office in Sacramento he corresponded with his former law 

partner, William H. Seward, and with Edwin D. Morgan, the 

Chairman of the Republican National Committee, always 

stressing the importance of the slavery issue over all the 

other issues. In a letter to Morgan, for example, Cole 

wrote that the railroad issue was a "leading measure." 

Then he added, "It overides everything but pro-slavery 

5 6 
prejudice and official patronage." Though Cole always 

54. Kirk H. Porter and Donald B. Johnson, compilers, 
National Party Platforms. 1840-1964 (Urbana: University of 
Illinois Press, 1966), pp. 22-28. 

55. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 64-65, 67-70. 

56. Cole to Morgan, August 4, 1856, University of 
the State of New York, Edwin D. Morgan Papers. 
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expressed confidence in Republican principles, he never 

explicated those principles. In his hundreds of letters to 

Seward and Morgan, he never denounced the injustice of 

57 
slavery to the slave. 

Similarly, Republican speakers never denounced 

slavery. Instead, throughout the campaign, they championed 

the rights of the white race while ignoring the injustice 

of racial slavery. At a ratification meeting in San 

Francisco, for instance, Republicans spoke of preserving 

liberties, not extending them. One Republican told the 

gathering, "The sacred rights of man in a free country have 

been . . . overrun by blackening slavery. We make no war 

with the vested rights of slaveholders." "We are going to 

have to fight," another speaker said, "if this state, or 

any other state, is to have black slave labor placed beside 

free white labor, if the rights of freedom are to be inter

fered with, we have to fight!" Of the seven Republican 

speakers at the rally, none denounced slavery or even hinted 

58 
sympathy for abolition. 

Republicans in Santa Cruz County also attacked the 

spread of slavery because it infringed upon the privileges 

of white labor. At a party rally they actually passed a 

57. See, for example, Cole to Seward, May 3, 1856, 
University of California at Los Angeles, Cornelius Cole 
Papers. Cole denounced "the fearful agressions of the 
slave power" but never slavery. 

58. Alta California (San Francisco), July 20. 21. 
1856. 
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resolution stating that "... the enslavement of the 

colored race leads to the oppression of the poor white man. 11 

One speaker warned that, "The policy of the south [was] to 

bring the white labor of the north down upon an equal 

59 
footing with their slave labor." 

Making the same appeal, Edward Baker, an influential 

San Francisco Republican, told a large gathering in Marys-

ville that the territories should remain open to ". . . the 

restless and conquering march of free labor." He meant 

free white labor of course, for nowhere in his speech did 

he say that blacks had a right to labor where they pleased. 

Rather, he ignored the problem of racial slavery except to 

say that it was not an intention of the Republican party to 

abolish the institution.*^ 

Less than a month after Baker's speech, Joseph A. 

Nunes, a Republican party leader in San Francisco, delivered 

an address expressing in clearer terms the Republican 

critique of slavery expansion. Although he proclaimed 

slavery an evil, he avoided denouncing the institution on 

moral grounds. Instead, he insisted on the geographical 

restriction of slavery because that restriction would be 

". . . to the advantage of the white race who are in the 

country, and who will come to the country . . . ." The 

59. Pacific Sentinel (Santa Cruz), August 9, 1856. 

60. Marysville Daily Herald. September 2, 1856. 



50 

speech reveals that racial slavery bothered neither Nunes 

nor other Republicans so long as the white race oppressed. 

In a statement unusually blunt even for California Repub

licans, Nunes said Republicans opposed slavery's expansion 

into the territories 

not on account of the slave, but on account of the 
free men; not because it oppresses the black, but 
because it oppresses the white race. We oppose its 
extension, because its extension is inimical to the 
progress, prosperity and happiness of the whole 
country, and inimical to the rights of free labor, 
of the labor upon which the property of the world 
is constructed. 61 

Cornelius Cole, the organizer of California's 

Republican party, also advanced the argument that slavery's 

real sin lay in curtailing the independence of free white 

laborers. "Every tendency of the institution," declaimed 

Cole, "is to make of the slaveholders a privileged class 

. . . at the expense of the independence of free white 

i ii 6 2 laoorers." 

Thus, when Republicans spoke of preserving freedom 

and the rights of free labor, they meant freedom and rights 

for the white race; and they frequently said so while 

campaigning against what they termed . . the further 

61. Joseph A. Nunes, Speech of Joseph A. Nunes, 
Esq. Delivered Before the 11th District Republican Club. 
Sept.. 1856 (Sacramento: State Central Committee of the 
Republican Party, 1856), p. 8, Huntington Library, San 
Marino, California. 

62. Cornelius Cole, "Signs of the Times," hand
written speech, n.d., Cornelius Cole Papers, University of 
California at Los Angeles Library. 
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spread of black leprosy to the territories " The 

fact was, as one Democrat later reflected on slavery and 

the Republican party, ". . . the whole North became alarmed, 

not so much at the innate injustice of slavery as in the 

danger to free labor. 

Republican newspapers manifested no more outrage 

than Republican speakers concerning the inhumanity of 

slavery to the slave. Rather, the Republican press resorted 

to the same tactics Democrats employed, the tactics of 

arousing racial fears. For example, the Marysville Daily 

Herald. one of the first Republican newspapers in California, 

frequently referred to the Democratic party as "the African 

Democracy" and "the nigger-driving Democracy" and labeled 

the antislavery extension faction within the Democratic 

6 5 
party "the nigger-worshipping clique." The paper's 

editor, Louis R. Lull, boasted that because the Anti-Slavery 

Standard. a widely read abolitionist paper, had denounced 

the Republican party most abolitionists would support 

"Nigger-Driving . . . Black Democracy. Abolitionists, 

according to Lull, were "... fanatics . . . whom the 

63. Marysville Daily Herald. October 31, 1856. 

64. Benjamin B. Redding, A Sketch of the Life of 
Mark Hopkins (San Francisco: A. L. Bancroft and Co., 1881), 
p. 13. 

65. Marysville Daily Herald. September 9, 12, 30, 
October 1, 7, 21, 22, 23, 28, 31, November 2, 16, 1856. 

66. Ibid.. October 17, 1856. 
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Republican party recognizes only as the barnacles that 

67 
cleave to the keel of the noble ship." 

Indifference to discrimination against California's 

free black population also characterized the early Repub

lican party. Although the state's black population in 1856 

was less than one per cent of her total, Republicans showed 

towards this minority that their prejudices could take 

68 
positive form. An 1850 law prohibited blacks from 

testifying in court cases involving whites. Seeking a 

repeal of this discriminatory law, black leaders petitioned 

the state legislature in 1851, 1852, and 1853; and, after 

the lawmakers rejected the petitions, the blacks held a 

69 
state convention in 1855 to publicize their request. The 

legislature, however, rejected the convention's petition; 

and the Republican party, as well as other political parties, 

ignored the plea for equal rights. 

Even though Republicans ignored violations of black 

rights and emphasized instead that their party was the white 

man's party, Democrats carried California. In the three-

way contest, Republicans polled a mere eighteen per cent of 

67. Ibid.. November 22, 1856. 

68. This figure derives from an estimate of Cali
fornia's black population in James A. Fisher, "A Social 
History of the Negro in California, 1860-1900" (unpublished 
Master's thesis, Sacramento State College, 1966), p. 1. 

69. James A. Fisher, "The Struggle for Negro Testi
mony in California, 1851-1863," Southern California 
Quarterly. LI (1969), 314-15. 
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the vote, receiving 20,69 5 votes to the Know-Nothings' 

36,196 and the Democrats' 96,695. Out of 42 counties, 

Republicans carried just one, San Luis Obispo, with a 

70 
voting population slightly in excess of 200. In San 

Francisco the party captured 42 per cent of the vote and 

all of the city's ten contested legislative seats, the 

result of Republican support for the Vigilance Committee 

and the People's Party. 

Many factors explain the Democratic victory, the 

most important being the state's traditional loyalty to 

the party; but the race issue contributed to the over

whelming Democratic triumph as well. The Republican failure 

to dissociate their party from abolitionism severely damaged 

the Republican cause, a fact recognized by Cornelius Cole. 

Explaining the Republican defeat in a letter to the National 

Committee, Cole dwelt on the race issue and did not even 

mention the railroad issue or Democratic corruption. He 

suggested adopting a new name for the party, one with a 

greater appeal. "Let it be called Free Democracy, as 

distinguished from Slave Democracy," he wrote, "or may we 

not be called White Democracy, fastening upon our opponents 

71 
the prefix 'Black,' which has done us so much harm?" 

70. Burnham, Presidential Ballots, p. 896, lists 
the 1856 returns. 

71. Cole to Morgan, November 19, 1856, Morgan 
Papers. 
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It is true that Democrats succeeded in branding the 

Republican party as a party for the black man. Yet, 

historians who accept the Democratic charges as factual 

simply because voters believed the charges are as misin

formed about the Republican party as the voters were. The 

evidence indicates that the Republican party in California 

was a white man's party. Indeed, white Republicanism was 

the subject of an article entitled "Niggerism," which 

appeared in the Marysville Daily Herald in the midst of the 

presidential campaign. It concerned a conversation between 

a Democrat and a Republican, and the Herald. whose motto 

was "Equal and Exact Justice To All," reported the dialogue 

as follows: 

Republican: Well, neighbor, how do you vote 
this fall? 

Democrat: I can tell you how I shall not vote. 
I shan't vote any nigger ticket. 

Republican: Good! I agree with you there. This 
niggerism has been pushed far enough, and it 
is time it was brought to a stop. Do you vote 
the Fillmore ticket or the Republican? 

Democrat: (indignantly) Neither of them, of course, 
I'm opposed to each one of them alike. 

Republican: Ahi Then you vote the nigger ticket 
after all. 

Democrat: What do you mean? I vote with the 
Democratic party? 

Republican: Exactly: and that's what I call the 
nigger party. 

Democrat: Please explain yourself. 
Republican: I call that the nigger party which 

labors to put niggers (and slaves—the worst 
class of niggers) into possession of every 
foot of territory that properly belongs to the 
free white citizens of the country; which 
exerts itself now in Kansas and elsewhere, to 
put down and drive out free white men, your 
brothers and mine (and you and me if we were 
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there) in order to put niggers in their 
places; which sustains the aims of that 
section of the country that threatens to dis
solve the Union unless it can be used with 
chief reference to their niggers; and which 
is doing all this and much more of the same 
kind, at the dictation and by the aid of thirty 
Representatives in Congress, who are there 
solely by virtue of nigger representation. I 
am down on niggerism, and opposed to any party 
which is its tool, and for this reason I 
oppose the Democratic as the only real nigger 
party.72 

The article illuminated the nature of California's 

Republican party in 1856 as well as the essence of the 

political conflict over slavery's extension in antebellum 

years. 

72. Marysville Daily Herald. September 27, 1856. 
Reprinted from the Bridgeport Standard. 



CHAPTER 3 

CONCESSION AND DEFEAT: 1857-59 

Between the presidential elections of 1856 and 1860 

California's Republican party abandoned its previous demand 

for a congressional prohibition of territorial slavery and 

adopted popular sovereignty as a way to stop the spread of 

slavery. During this period Republicans and Democrats 

agreed on most political issues, such as the construction of 

a transcontinental railroad. Only the issue of slavery 

expansion created genuine division between the two parties, 

and even this difference was morally superficial, for 

Republicans and Democrats alike emphasized their devotion 

to white superiority. Thus these antebellum years furnish 

little evidence to support the conclusions of some histo

rians that Republicans and Democrats divided over the 

abolition of slavery and citizenship for the black race."'" 

In spite of this political consensus, Republicans 

lost every election during the period, and in 1859 the 

party reached its nadir in California, polling only ten per 

cent of the state's total vote. Traditional loyalty to the 

1. See Chapter 2 pp. 28-30, for a discussion of 
historical interpretation that maintains Republicans sought 
the destruction of slavery and the elevation of the black 
race. 
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Democratic party on the part of most California voters, an 

inexperienced Republican state organization, and the ability 

of Democrats to associate Republicanism with abolitionism 

explains the near collapse of the Republican party. 

Logical reasons existed, however, for the continu

ance of California's Republican party. Between the presi

dential elections of 1856 and 1860, the collapse of the 

Know-No thing party and renewed agitation over the extension 

of slavery into the Kansas Territory brought Republicans 

into power in every free state except Oregon and California, 

where Republicans would receive their share of the federal 

patronage if they helped to elect a Republican president 

2 in 1860. Furthermore, agitation of the slavery extension 

issue split the Democratic party in California and else

where and stimulated Republican hopes for carrying Cali

fornia in 1860. Only by winning the support of anti-

slavery Democrats could California's Republicans secure 

office, and because of this they adopted the doctrine of 

popular sovereignty, thus retreating from their erstwhile 

unequivocal opposition to slavery expansion. 

The movement toward the adoption of popular sover

eignty began in the 1857 Republican state convention. 

Instead of demanding a specific congressional prohibition 

of territorial slavery, the delegates drafted a moderate 

2. George H. Mayer, The Republican Party. 1854-1964 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1964), pi 58. 
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anti-slavery resolution that read, "The prohibition of 

slavery in the territories of the union, is properly within 

the control of congress, and all the people of the union 

are, therefore, directly responsible should it be permitted 

to extend over such territory." While they avoided drafting 

a plank calling for the prohibition of territorial slavery, 

the Republicans did declare slavery within states inviolable 

by the federal government. The Republican platform also 

endorsed the construction of a transcontinental railroad, 

free grants of land to settlers, the speedy settlement of 

land titles in California, and equal rights for the 

foreign born.3 

The only debate at the gathering concerned the 

Supreme Court's recent Dred Scott Decision, which declared 

congressional legislation against territorial slavery un

constitutional and affirmed noncitizenship for blacks. 

The debate, however, centered upon the Republican policy 

toward slavery extension instead of upon the violation of 

human rights. Because only three of the nine justices ruled 

on the question of slavery in the territories, several 

delegates argued in favor of ignoring the court's decree. 

Others favored a resolution opposing the court's ruling 

merely because that seemed to be Republican policy else

where. Although the Republicans finally declared the 

3. Winfield J. Davis, Political Conventions, p. 75. 
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decision "a palpable violation of the principles of the 

Declaration of Independence," their opposition to slavery's 

spread rather than sympathy for the black race explains 

this high-sounding resolution. In fact, only two delegates 

4 denounced the court's edict as insulting to the black race. 

After the debate, the Republicans nominated Edward 

Stanly for governor. A forty-seven year old native of 

North Carolina, he had served three terms in Congress as a 

Whig, and he possessed an attitude toward slavery and race 

that coincided with Republican principles. In 1838, for 

example, he opposed abolitionist petitions to Congress 

arguing "The constitution gives the people a right to 

petition for grievances, but what grievance is it, to a man 

5 in New Hampshire or Maine, if I own a thousand slaves?" 

On another occasion he opposed a bill excluding blacks from 

the navy because he believed in the necessity for their 

service as cooks, stewards, and servants. He would resist, 

he said, any measure "to make white men negroes, by imposing 

on them the necessity of discharging duties heretofore dis-

g 
charged by negroes." Before he left Congress and North 

Carolina in 1853, he voted to admit California as a free 

4. Sacramento Union. July 9, 1857. 

5. Congressional Globe. 25th Congress, 2nd Session, 
Appendix, Vol. VII, 87; Edward Stanly to Ebenezer Pettigrew, 
December 28, 1838, quoted in Norman D. Brown, "Edward 
Stanly," p. 79. 

6. Congressional Globe. 26th Congress, 1st Session, 
526. 
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state but denounced all attempts on the part of Congress to 

abolish slavery in the District of Columbia or to regulate 

7 
the domestic slave trade. 

He maintained this attitude after migrating to 

California, and once in the state he emphasized his personal 

opposition to the extension of slavery. Because of his 

anti-extension attitude, he supported Fremont's candidacy 

in 1856, but he refused a request from Republican leaders 

in California to join the party. Misinterpreting the nature 

of Republicanism, he stated that he could never support a 

Q 
party that endangered Southern institutions. Apparently 

convinced by 1857 that the Republican party posed no threat 

to slavery, he accepted the nomination for governor. In 

9 
1857 he still owned slaves in North Carolina. 

Some Republicans probably considered Stanly's views 

on slavery offensive and his nomination a mistake, but he 

did receive his party's nomination by unanimous vote. 

Furthermore, his fellow Republicans frequently characterized 

him as representative of the party. "His Republicanism is 

7. Brown, "Edward Stanly," p. 261; Congressional 
Globe. 25th Congress, 2nd Session, 87. 

8. Edward Stanly to E. B. Crocker, April 7, 1856, 
in San Francisco Bulletin. April 29, 1856. 

9. Joseph G. de Roulhac Hamilton, Reconstruction 
in North Carolina (1914; 2nd ed. , Hallandale, Florida: New 
World Book Publishing Co., 1971), p. 88; Allen Johnson and 
Dumas Malone, eds., Dictionary of American Biography (20 
vols.; New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1928-1936), Vol. 
XVII, 516. 
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unquestionable," said one Republican, while another even 

characterized him as "almost too radical a Republican for 

present policy. 1,10 Referring to his career in North 

Carolina, Republican leaders told Stanly, . . the 

opinions you have avowed during all your former political 

life were substantially those of the Republican party. 

In 1857 Stanly campaigned against a Democratic party 

beset by internal division over slavery extension and over 

a struggle between David Broderick and William Gwin for 

control of the party. The Gwin-Broderick struggle began in 

1852 when Senator Gwin used his influence in the state 

legislature to elect John B. Weller to the United States 

Senate blocking Broderick's bid for election. In 1854 Gwin 

again blocked Broderick's election to the Senate, and in 

that year the two party leaders split over the Kansas-

Nebraska Bill, with Broderick opposing and Gwin supporting 

the legislation. The Know-Nothing victory in California 

in 1855 brought the factions together long enough for Gwin 

and Broderick to prevent the election of a Know-Nothing 

Senator. Two years later, however, factionalism reappeared 

10. Sacramento Union. July 9, 1857; Cornelius 
Cole to Edwin D. Morgan, July 18, 1857, Edwin D. Morgan 
Papers. 

11. "Letter By Republican Sub-Committee To Mr. 
Stanly, July 13, 1857," in Alta California (San Francisco), 
July 15, 1857. 
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when the state legislature met to elect two United States 

12 Senato rs. 

There were four serious candidates in the 1857 

senatorial election: Broderick, Gwin, Weller, and Milton 

S. Latham, Collector of the Port of San Francisco and a Gwin 

or Chivalry Democrat. When the Democratic caucus met, 

Latham's backers supported Broderick for the long-term 

seat, and on the first ballot Broderick won the nomination 

receiving 42 votes against Weller's 34. Yet no candidate 

could muster the necessary forty votes for the short-term 

nomination. Accordingly, the caucus postponed the second 

nomination and voted for a joint convention of the legis

lature, which elected Broderick with only token opposition 

from the few Republicans in the legislature. Having secured 

his own election, Broderick held separate meetings with 

Latham and Gwin and promised support in exchange for their 

share of the federal patronage. Because he had already 

pledged several offices to friends, Latham refused the 

offer. Gwin accepted, and with Broderick's backing he won 

reelection.^ 

In Congress, however, Broderick's scheme back

fired. Displeased with Broderick's earlier opposition to 

the Kansas-Nebraska Act, President James Buchanan 

12. Ellison, Dominion, especially p. 276. 

13. Bancroft, History of California. VI, 705-07. 
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disregarded Broderick and distributed the federal offices 

in California upon the recommendations of Congressmen John 

C. McKibben and Charles Scott, both Chivalry Democrats. 

Broderick blamed Gwin for Buchanan's actions and left 

Washington in the spring of 1857 determined to capture the 

state patronage by controlling the Democratic state con-

14 vention and nominating the gubernatorial candidate. 

Because Broderick had alienated many powerful Demo

crats, including Latham and Weller, Gwin gained control of 

the convention. Besides nominating Gwin's choice for 

governor, Weller, the convention drafted a platform that in 

most respects mirrored the Republican platform in support 

of a Pacific railroad, free homesteads, and preemption 

15 
rights. The Democrats, however, could not agree upon the 

meaning of popular sovereignty. According to the Cincinnati 

platform of 1856, Democrats interpreted popular sovereignty 

as the right of territorial residents to vote upon slavery 

when they applied for statehood, but in the 1856 election 

Northern Democrats maintained that under popular sover

eignty settlers could vote upon slavery before statehood. 

Southern Democrats insisted that only when a territory was 

ready for statehood could its residents exercise popular 

14. Ibid.. 711. 

15. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 77-79. 
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sovereignty.^ To preserve harmony within the party 

California Democrats omitted all references to popular 

sovereignty in their platform and instead pledged to 

guarantee to every state and territory "the rights and 

privileges secured to them by the constitution and laws of 

the country." This ambiguous resolution endorsing all 

forms of popular sovereignty distinguished the Democratic 

17 
platform from the Republican platform. Once the fall 

campaign began Edward Stanly eliminated even this difference 

between the two parties. 

Throughout the campaign Stanly maintained that while 

Congress had the power to prohibit territorial slavery, 

settlers themselves should decide slavery's status through 

popular sovereignty. In his first campaign speech, for 

instance, he stressed that he was the first southerner to 

advocate statehood for California on the basis of popular 

sovereignty. Maintaining that he still adhered to that 

doctrine, he stated, "The platform of a man's past conduct 

and known opinions is the best one for any party." Which 

16. Roy F. Nichols, The Disruption of American 
Democracy (1948; 2nd ed.; Toronto Canada: Collier-
Macmillan Co., 1967), pp. 61-62, 72. 

17. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 77-79. The 
Know-Nothing platform endorsed stronger naturalization laws, 
a Pacific railroad, and settlers' rights in California but 
mentioned neither popular sovereignty nor the Dred Scott 
Decision. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 81-83. 
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form of popular sovereignty Stanly supported he failed to 

18 
say. 

In a major speech delivered in July, he reaffirmed 

his vague interpretation of popular sovereignty and also 

proclaimed, "A declaration by Congress that the South should 

never have any more slave States, I could not support. 11 "I 

never contended," he continued, "that slavery was contrary 

to the teachings of the Bible; that it was prohibited 

19 
either in the Old or New Testament." In another speech 

he denounced all abolitionists and even defended slavery in 

North Carolina, characterizing the institution as benevolent 

and saying that slaves themselves called their bondage 

20 
"paradise." At one point in the campaign he actually 

labeled the Democratic nominee for governor "Black" because 

21 
he had once defended an abolitionist. 

More important than his rejection of abolitionism 

was Stanly's critique of slavery expansion, for it demon

strated that he opposed the spread of slavery because it 

threatened the white race. Asserting the existence of a 

conflict not merely between free and slave labor but between 

18. San Francisco Chronicle. July 10, 1857. 

19. Edward Stanly, Speech of the Hon. Edward Stanly 
Delivered at Sac. July 17. 1857 (Sacramento, n.p., 1857), 
passim. Huntington Library, San Marino, California. 

20. Sacramento Union. August 27, 1857. 

21• Ibid.. July 18, 1857. 
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white and black labor as well, he asked the rhetorical 

question, "How would it do to place slave labor in the 

mines in competition with the labor of honest white men? 

The white men, the free citizens," he explained, "would not 

stand it." Justifying his past speeches against slavery 

expansion, he declared, "I spoke only of one evil of 

22 
slavery—the degradation of labor." Notwithstanding this 

type of campaigning, the Democrats won an easy victory in 

the 1857 election.^ 

Because the Democratic party divided over the 

execution of popular sovereignty in the Kansas Territory, 

California's Republicans again endorsed the conservative 

doctrine of popular sovereignty in 1858. Therefore, some 

discussion of this Democratic division is essential in 

understanding Republican policy. In 1855 free-state voters 

in Kansas approved the Topeka Constitution prohibiting 

slavery in the Territory, but President Buchanan condemned 

the constitution as a premature exercise of popular sover

eignty. After a minority of voters in Kansas adopted the 

proslavery Lecompton Constitution in 1857, however, Presi

dent Buchanan recommended statehood for Kansas even though 

the Territory lacked the required population for statehood. 

22. Ibid.; Stanly, Speech of ... July 17. 1857. 
passim. 

23. In the 1857 election Republicans polled 
21,040 votes to the Know-Nothings' 19,481 and the Democrats' 
53,122. Sacramento Union. October 6, 1857. 
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The Senate approved the Lecompton Constitution, but the 

House of Representatives, controlled by Republicans and 

24 Anti-Lecompton Democrats, rejected the bill. 

A joint House-Senate committee then framed the so-

called English Bill, a compromise measure between the 

Senate and the House. As passed by Congress, the English 

Bill offered to Kansas residents statehood plus a standard 

grant of land if they would ratify the Lecompton Constitu

tion once again. If the voters rejected the constitution, 

statehood would be postponed until Kansas reached the 

required population. Although the land grant and statehood 

provisions were included in the bill to bridge the crisis 

in Congress and not as bribes for the ratification of the 

Lecompton Constitution, and although everyone agreed that 

Kansas voters would reject the Constitution in a fair 

election, Anti-Lecompton Democrats and Republicans denounced 

25 
the English Bill as a pro-slavery plot. 

Even before Kansas voters rejected the Lecompton 

Constitution in the second election, the Democratic party 

divided over the correct interpretation of popular sover

eignty. Believing that settlers could exercise popular 

sovereignty at the territorial stage and that voters in 

24. Nichols, Disruption of American Democracy. 
passim. 

25. Frank H. Hodder, "Some Aspects of the English 
Bill for the Admission of Kansas," American Historical 
Association Annual Report. 1906, 203, 208-209. 
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Kansas had already legitimately prohibited slavery under the 

1855 Topeka Constitution, Senator Stephen A. Douglas of 

Illinois and other Northern Democrats withdrew their support 

2 c. 
of Administration Democrats in December, 1857. Broderick 

and Congressman Joseph McKibben sustained Douglas, while 

Gwin and Congressman Charles Scott supported President 

27 
Buchanan. 

Comparison of state platforms in 1858 indicates 

the superficial nature of this division in the Democratic 

party, at least in California. The Lecompton and Anti-

Lecompton Democrats each held separate conventions on 

August 4, and both parties endorsed construction of a 

Pacific railroad, the Cincinnati platform, and popular 

sovereignty. Specifically, the Lecompton faction's plank 

on popular sovereignty read, . .we recognize the right 

of the people of each state and territory, when so desired 

by them, to vote upon the adoption or rejection of their 

fundamental law," while the Anti-Lecomptonites1 plank 

stated, "... the people of a state or territory are 

invested with the right of ratifying or rejecting, at the 

ballot box, any constitution that may be framed for their 

government." The difference between the two platforms lay 

26. "Speech of Stephen A. Douglas, Chicago, June 
9, 1858," in Robert W. Johannsen, ed., The Lincoln-Douglas 
Debates (New York: Oxford University Press, 1965), pp. 
22-24. 

27. Davis, Political Conventions, p. 86. 
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in acceptance or rejection of the Lecompton Constitution and 

28 the English Bill, two dead issues by August, 1858. 

Once the Democratic party divided, Republicans 

initiated a movement to fuse with the Anti-Lecompton Demo

crats and insisted that Republicans had always supported 

popular sovereignty. Indeed, a Republican leader echoed 

this very theme in a long letter to the widely read Sacra

mento Union. The Republican also reminded the Anti-

Lecomptonites that the 1856 Republican state convention 

actually voted down a plank opposing admission of any more 

slave states and that the Republican party only opposed 

the Dred Scott Decision because it nullified popular 

4- 29 sovereignty. 

This movement toward fusion culminated on August 5, 

1858, when the Republicans met in their state convention 

and nominated John Curry, the Anti-Lecompton candidate for 

Supreme Court Justice. Like the Democratic platforms, the 

Republican platform endorsed the Pacific railroad and 

popular sovereignty; but the key plank in the platform 

declared, "That we do now, and always have maintained the 

doctrine of popular sovereignty, when interpreted to mean 

the people of a territory in forming a state government had 

28. Ibid., pp. 88-92 

29. Sacramento Union. May 8, 1858. 
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a right to regulate their political institutions in their 

,.30 
own way. " 

In the uneventful election of 1858, newspapers 

reported no Republican speeches in Curry's behalf, and Curry 

31 
himself refused to discuss politics. Of the contest 

between the two Democratic factions the New York Times 

correctly stated, "The interest was proportioned to the 

stake involved, and that was regarded as too trifling to 

32 
demand activity or popular excitement." In spite of 

fusion and in spite of the fact that Anti-Lecompton Demo

crats said they would vote for territorial slavery if 

established legitimately, the Lecompton Democrats won the 

33 
1858 election by a wide margin. 

The Republicans rejected fusion in their 1859 state 

convention not because of any ideological disagreement with 

the Anti-Lecomptonites but because they wanted to maintain 

the purity of the Republican party for the 1860 presidential 

campaign. Election of a Republican President would mean 

hundreds of federal jobs for California Republicans, jobs 

30. Ibid.. August 7, 1858; Davis, Political 
Conventions. pp. 9 3-94. 

31. Sacramento Union. August 24, 1858. 

32. New York Times. September 29, 1858. 

33. See Broderick's remarks in Congressional Globe. 
35th Congress, 1st Session, Appendix, 192. In the 1858 
election Lecompton Democrats received 44,599 votes while the 
Anti-Lecompton Democrats polled 36,198. Alta California 
(San Francisco), October 7, 1858. 
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that they would have to share with Anti-Lecompton Democrats 

if fusion occurred. However, because Republicans needed 

Democratic support to win, they continued to emphasize 

popular sovereignty and the rights of the white race. 

Indeed, the President of the convention stated that the 

Republican party opposed "... not so much the dominance 

of the white man over the black, as . . . the spirit 

introduced into . . . Government by this slave power at 

Washington." Ignoring slavery's effect upon the slave, the 

speaker denounced slavery extension as detrimental to "the 

34 
advance of the white man." 

Like all of their platforms, the 1859 Republican 

state platform opposed territorial slavery but not slavery 

in the states and certainly not slavery for the black race. 

In fact, the key plank merely opposed territorial slavery 

because it violated the rights of the free states. In 

common with the Democrats, the Republicans again supported 

the Pacific railroad and homestead legislation, but con

spicuously absent from their platform was an endorsement of 

the 1856 National Republican Platform, which demanded a 

35 
congressional prohibition of territorial slavery. 

After ratifying the platform, the Republicans 

nominated Leland Stanford for governor, a successful 

34. Sacramento Union. June 9, 1859. 

35. Ibid.: Davis, Political Conventions, p. 98. 



72 

merchant and a widely recognized spokesman of the Republican 

cause. In his acceptance speech Stanford reaffirmed the 

principles of his party, which were also the principles of 

all political parties in California. "The cause in which 

we are engaged," Stanford told his fellow Republicans, 

is one of the greatest in which anyone can labor. 
It is the cause of the white man—the cause of 
free labor, of justice, and of equal rights. I am 
in favor of free white American citizens. I prefer 
free white citizens to any other class or race. I 
prefer the white man to the negro as an inhabitant 
of our country. I believe the greatest good has 
been derived by having all of the country settled 
by free white men.36 

These remarks apparently represented the thinking of 

most Republicans; at least no delegate objected to Stanford's 

speech, and when the nominee finished delivering his address 

37 he received loud applause. 

Most of the state's Republicans expressed optimism 

about the party's chances for success because California's 

Democratic party remained divided in 1859. The Lecompton 

and Anti-Lecompton factions held separate conventions and 

drafted platforms nearly identical to their 18 58 platforms 

38 
and to the Republican platform of 1859. While the Anti-

Lecomptonites nominated Joseph McKibben for governor and 

the Lecomptonites selected Milton Latham, Broderick and Gwin 

36. Sacramento Union. June 9, 1859 

37. Ibid. 

38. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 100-102, 
105-106. 
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actually monopolized attention in the most bitter campaign 

in California history. The issue was the 1857 senatorial 

election. Broderick called Latham a "criminal" and charged 

Gwin with corruption for promising the patronage in 1857. 

Gwin in turn charged Broderick with dishonesty for offering 

the deal in the first place. Forgotten by most partici

pants in the Democratic campaign was the fact that both 

Senators had kept the 1857 arrangement a secret for over 

two years and that during that period Broderick even denied 

39 
the existence of any deal with Gwin. 

In addition to this contest for control of the 

Democratic party, the Democrats launched a successful 

campaign against the Republicans based upon appeals to per

vasive racism. In fact, Democrats made race a main issue 

in every campaign from 1857 through 1859, repeatedly de

scribing Republicans as "Black," "abolitionists," "darkey 

sympathizers," "devotees of the dark faith," "negroites," 

40 
and "nigger-worshippers." In 1857 the editor of the El 

Dorado Mountain Democrat asserted that Republicans wanted to 

39. Bancroft, History of California. VI, 712-13, 
728-29; Sacramento Union. August 11, 1859. 

40. Butte Record. May 2, 6, June 6, 20, 1857, 
September 25, 185 8; Humboldt Times. March 12, 1859; Mountain 
Democrat (El Dorado), May 2, July 25, August 22, 29, 1857, 
January 30, February 13, March 13, June 26, July 3, 10, 
August 28, 1858, February 26, 1859; Pacific Sentinel (Santa 
Cruz), August 28, 1858; San Diego Herald. August 22, 
September 5, 19, October 24, 1857, July 3, 17, 1858, 
February 12, 26, April 30, May 23, 1859; Union Democrat 
(Sonora), September 24, 1859. 



41 "put the negro on an equality with the white man . . . ." 

Similarly, in 1859 another Democratic editor lamented, 

If a man is not crazy on the subject of "niggers" 
... if he happens to entertain the idea that a 
white man is as good as a darkey . . . such a man 
is totally unfitted for any position, public or 
private, in the opinion of these nigger-worshipping 
demagogues [Republicans].42 

Republican campaign speeches reveal the untruth of 

these Democratic allegations. Leland Stanford, for example, 

emphasized throughout the campaign that his party only 

wanted to maintain the racial status quo. "We don't want 

change," he said in one of his early speeches. "The North, 

and the Republican party especially, have been opposed to 

43 
change . . . ." A month later he endorsed popular sover

eignty stating, "I for one (and I believe I speak the senti

ments of the majority of the Republican party), am perfectly 

willing to give free power to the Territories to control 

_ 44 this question [slavery J for themselves . . . ." "I would 

make no war with the institution of any portion of this 

country," he said in another speech. "I would introduce no 

new, troublesome, or agitating measures . . . ." Refuting 

the Democratic charge that he was "Black," that is that he 

41. Mountain Democrat (El Dorado), August 15, 29, 
1857. 

42. Alameda County Gazette. November 5, 1859. 

43. Sacramento Union. June 8, 1859. 

44. Ibid.. July 11, 1859. 



75 

favored the black race, Stanford said a better example of a 

Black Republican would be Thomas Jefferson. "He went 

farther than I or any Republican has gone," Stanford 

45 
explained. "He went for the abolition of slavery." 

Besides Stanford, other Republican campaigners 

ignored the injustice of racial slavery and indeed even used 

racist appeals to win votes. For instance, Edward D. Baker, 

nominee for Congress, proclaimed in one speech that his 

party opposed "Niggerism in general, and Niggerism in 

particular." Tired of the charge "Niggersi Niggers 1," Baker 

thundered "Does any man here not a Republican appreciate 

fully what we desire and mean? Niggers! No I ... . All 

we want is that the President shall sometimes turn his 

46 
glance toward the North and West . . . ." While cam

paigning Baker also supported popular sovereignty, and in 

his last reported speech before the election he stated that 

white men everywhere should oppose the geographical expan

sion of slavery, which he called the Democratic scheme for 

47 
"more niggers." 

Another prominent Republican, Frederick P. Tracy, 

also stressed his opposition to the expansion of the black 

race. He lamented in one speech, "... a State that does 

45. Ibid.. July 9, 1859. 

46. Ibid.. July 2, 1859. 

47. Ibid.. July 13, August 23, 1859. 



not believe in niggers has not a right to come into the 

Union on the same conditions as one that does believe in 

niggers." He continued that his party favored "the liberty 

of the white man, against the tyranny of the 'nigger' 

48 
power." Tracy's attitude toward slavery for the black 

race doubtlessly reflected the sentiments of most Cali

fornia Republicans. Indeed, the founder of the party in 

California said of Tracy and Baker, "These two did more 

than any others towards giving a character and strength to 

49 
the party." 

Only one Republican speaker denounced slavery's 

injustice to slaves during the fall campaign, but even this 

Republican said slavery cursed the white race more than the 

black. In a statement rare for any politician in California, 

Frank M. Pixley declared, "I believe that a white man has no 

legal or moral right to hold a black man in bondage—and 

that slavery is indefensible upon any ground." Yet he 

went on to say that he favored reserving the territories 

not for all men but for "free white men. 

Furthermore, during the period 1857 through 1859 

Republicans themselves called Democrats "Black" and 

"nigger-worshippers," and blamed them as one Republican 

48. Ibid.. August 17, 1859. 

49. Quoted in Phillips, Cornelius Cole, p. 80. 

50. Sacramento Union. August 29, 1859. 
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wrote, "for all the Nigger excitement." Reprimanding 

northerners who supported the Lecompton ticket in 1859, the 

editor of the San Francisco Times wrote, . .ye con

temptible doughfaces from the North . . . having smelt a 

nigger in some cotton field . . . [are] footballs of the 

negro democracy [who] ... kneel to the Juggernaut of 

52 
niggerdom . . . ." Another Republican editor said the 

chief aim of his party was ". . . to preserve the national 

domain free for the exclusive use and occupation of white 

53 
settlers." A third Republican newspaper, the Marysville 

Daily Herald. printed racist articles such as the ones 

entitled "Nigger in a Wood Pile" and "Once Colored Always 

Colored" and endorsed an emancipation movement in St. Louis 

where white residents marched with banners reading "White 

men for our city, and our city for white men" and "America 

54 
for white men, Africa for negroes." Praising this 

Republican newspaper, the 1857 Republican state convention 

51. Ibid.. July 2, 9, 1859; J. F. Houghton to G. 
A. Gillespie, May 23, 1859, Huntington Library, San Marino, 
California, George A. Gillespie Papers; Dr. Reed to 
Cornelius Cole, September 3, 1859, Cole Papers. 

52. San Francisco Times. September 14, 1859, quoted 
in Union Democrat (Sonora), September 24, 1859. 

53. Daily State Sentinel (Sacramento), quoted in 
Marysville Daily Herald. July 27, 1857. 

54. Marysville Daily Herald. January 20, March 5, 
May 22, 1857. 
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passed a resolution declaring the Herald an "able and meri-

55 
torious" exponent of Republican principles. 

In spite of this type of campaigning, the Repub

licans met overwhelming defeat in the 1859 election. Stan

ford received only 10,110 votes, less than ten per cent of 

the total vote cast, while McKibben polled 31,298 votes 

against Latham's 62,253. In this election the Republicans 

reached their nadir in California even losing their one 

stronghold in the state, San Francisco, to the Lecompton 

Democrats. California's traditional loyalty to the Demo

cratic party and Republican inexperience in politics explain 

Democratic success in the state. The pervasive racism in 

Democratic campaign rhetoric, however, suggests that Demo

cratic appeals to racism contributed to the near collapse 

of the Republican party in these antebellum years. 

Analysis of election returns at the county level 

also reveals that the race issue severely damaged the 

Republican cause. For example, while Republican candidates 

for statewide office received only twenty-two per cent of 

the vote in 1857, and approximately ten per cent of the vote 

in 1859, Republican candidates for state legislature polled 

larger percentages at the county level where many voters 

knew the candidates personally and were less likely to 

55. Sacramento Union. July 10, 1857. 

56. Ibid.. October 12, 1859. 
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associate Republicanism with designs for upsetting the 

racial status quo. Exemplary of this pattern was Nevada 

County, where Stanly won only 967 votes and James Collins, 

a Republican candidate for State Assembly in 1857, received 

1,656; and Butte County, which gave nineteen per cent of 

her votes to Stanford in 1859 but 57 per cent to the 

county's Republican candidates for the State Senate in the 

57 
same year. These figures explain why many Republicans 

remained in the party. Noted Cornelius Cole after having 

won election as District Attorney for Sacramento in 1859, 

"The conclusion is natural that Republicanism is not 

58 
altogether odious in this state." 

Intense competition for office within California's 

Democratic party was a second reason for the loyalty of 

some politicians to California's Republican party. Re

ceiving the Democratic nomination for almost any office in 

California meant almost certain election to that office, 

and Democrats nominated only loyal party members. A com

parison of party conventions in the state from 1856 through 

1860 illustrates this point regarding the intensity of 

intra-Democratic competition. For instance, Democratic 

conventions were always larger than Republican conventions; 

57. Secretary of the State of California, Official 
Election Returns for the State of California. These returns 
are in the California State Archives in Sacramento. 

58. Cole to Edward D. Morgan, September 30, 1859, 
Cole Papers. 
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an average of 265 delegates attended the ten Democratic 

conventions in the period while an average of 206 delegates 

attended the seven Republican conventions. 

Comparing the number of those who attended more 

than one convention in the period also reveals more com

petitiveness within the winning party. Thirty per cent of 

the Republican delegates attended more than one convention, 

but only twenty per cent of the Democratic delegates 

repeated. The greater turnover in the conventions of the 

Democratic party indicates intense competition rather than 

apathy and also that it was easier to control the losing 

party than the winning party. Of course, Democratic leaders 

controlled the party's conventions without actually attending 

them. Nevertheless, closer inspection of the data suggests 

a higher degree of competition within the ranks of the 

winning party and that an elite group of men, most of whom 

came from San Francisco, controlled the losing party rather 

easily. While 4.1 per cent of the Republican delegates who 

attended more than one convention attended at least five 

conventions, only .3 per cent of the repeating Democratic 

delegates did so, even though Democrats held more conven-

59 
tions in the period studied. 

Opportunity for political advancement rather than 

ideological conflict thus explains the continuance of the 

59. Chapter 1, footnote 18, lists the sources for 
these conventions. 
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Republican party in California. Studying elected Repub

licans in the state further supports this conclusion. From 

1857 through 1859 the Republicans elected thirty-three 

representatives to the state legislature, and in the legis

lature genuine political division occurred only on matters 

relating to the expansion of slavery, such as on a specific 

resolution to admit Kansas under the Lecompton Constitu-

60 
tion. On other issues the Republicans resembled the 

Democrats. Most Republicans, for example, voted with the 

Democratic majority on such measures as the establishment of 

judicial districts, lessening the penalties for gambling, 

civil appropriations, the consolidation of San Francisco, 

and local transportation improvements.*^ Like nearly every 

Democrat in the legislature, the Republican lawmakers cast 

their ballots in favor of a resolution stating that Congress 

possessed the constitutional power to build a Pacific Rail

road and that Congress should exercise that power in the 

* 4. 62 near future. 

The elected Republicans and Democrats also expressed 

nearly identical attitudes on race-related issues. In 1857, 

60. Sacramento Union. March 5, 15, 1858. 

61. Ibid.. February 21, April 7, March 21, 1857, 
March 9, 24, 1858. The best source for the debate in the 
legislature is the Sacramento Union. The Journal of the 
Assembly and the Journal of the Senate contain no debate. 

62. Sacramento Union. March 19, 1857. 
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for instance, twelve of fifteen Republicans voted for a bill 

allowing black testimony in court cases involving whites, 

but only one Republican urged passage of the ill-fated 

measure because it removed an injustice to the black race. 

In fact, the debate on the bill revealed that those who 

favored passage did so because they believed black testimony 

would help whites in court cases against other whites. To 

support this argument in favor of the bill, one Republican 

declared, "I am proud of my race, proud of my color and 

among the creations fashioned by Deity after his own image 

63 
acknowledge no equality for the Caucasian." Urging 

passage of the bill because black testimony would aid white 

men in court, a Republican newspaper editor wrote, . . if 

we are to have negroes in our midst, let us give them every 

facility in our power to make comfortable livings [and] 

. . . we will find them improving and being useful in their 

own way, to the white race. 

Moreover, when the 1858 Assembly considered a bill 

to prohibit the immigration of free blacks into California, 

the Republican representatives disagreed among themselves 

over black exclusion and even over whether Chinese and other 

foreigners should be excluded as well. Opposing the 

63. Marysville Daily Herald. April 12, 1857. For 
other speeches on the bill see Sacramento Union. February 
11, April 11, 1857. 

64. Marysville Daily Herald. January 23, 1857. 
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exclusion of blacks but favoring the exclusion of Chinese, 

one Republican proclaimed that he would gladly support a 

bill to deport the blacks and Chinese already in the state. 

Dismayed with this suggestion, Republican representative 

Caleb Burbank declared emphatically that the exclusion of 

racial minorities violated the Declaration of Independence. 

Then he stated "... a negro is as good as a white man, if 

he behaves himself." Disturbed by Burbank's affirmation of 

the equal capacities of whites and blacks, Thomas Gray, a 

Republican from San Francisco, said, 

It is my opinion that the North American continent 
was made for white people, and that Africa was 
made for negroes; and when any gentleman tells me 
that the negro may be as good as, and in some cases 
better than the white man, I don't believe one word 
of it. 

Burbank immediately replied that he meant only the 

"acts" of whites and blacks could be equal. He said he 

certainly did not mean their characters or abilities were 

equal. Badgering Burbank, Gray stated, ". . . when he says 

that a negro is equal to a white man, he can't get this 

•handsome Republican' to believe one word of it. 1,65 The 

Assembly applauded loudly after that remark and then passed 

66 
the black exclusion bill. 

525. 

65. Sacramento Union. March 27, 1858. 

66. Journal of the Assembly. 9th Sess., 1858, 
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On the final ballot Republicans voted seven to one 

against the black exclusion bill, but that vote hardly 

reflected Republican sentiment toward the black race. 

Before the final vote, for instance, six voting Republicans 

split evenly on an amendment to strike from the black 

exclusion bill a section providing for the removal of blacks 

6 7 
from the state. On another occasion five of seven voting 

Republicans cast their ballots in favor of a clause imposing 

a fine upon whites for employing unregistered blacks, that 

is blacks who might enter the state after enactment of the 

68 
restriction bill. Further, in the course of the debate 

several Republicans stated that they opposed the bill only 

because it established involuntary servitude in California. 

They declared that they really opposed the provision in the 

bill requiring unregistered blacks to work for the highest 

bidder until earning enough money for transportation out of 

4-K 4. 4. 69 the state. 

More pressing to the Republicans than prohibiting a 

nonexistent black immigration was what they perceived as a 

threat from massive Chinese immigration. Between 1852 and 

1860 the Chinese population in California doubled from 

67. Ibid.. 523; Sacramento Union. April 8, 1858. 

68. Sacramento Union. April 8, 1858; Journal of the 
Assembly. 9th Sess. , 1858, 524-25. 

69. Sacramento Union. March 30, 1858. 
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70 
17,000 to 34,935. The presence of this racial minority in 

large numbers, plus the specter of continuing Chinese 

immigration into California, generated narrow racial 

anxieties among Republicans and Democrats alike, anxieties 

which indicate that the size and geographical location of 

any racial minority worried party members more than outright 

enslavement. 

To check this immigration the legislature passed a 

bill in 1858 prohibiting Chinese from entering the state. 

While the four Republicans in the Senate voted against the 

bill, the nine Republicans in the Assembly split almost 

evenly on the measure, four voting for the bill and five 

71 
against. The State Supreme Court, however, declared the 

law unconstitutional, and in 1859 the legislature again 

acted to exclude the Chinese. This time it was a Republican 

who suggested the formation of a special committee to draft 

72 "a good constitutional law" to exclude the Chinese. 

Instead of drafting another bill, however, the Assembly 

passed a resolution asking Congress for a Chinese exclusion 

law. Although only four Republicans initially voted on the 

measure, two for and two against, on a second vote four of 

70. United States Bureau of the Census, Population 
of the United States in 1860 (Washington, D. C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1864), pi 28. 

71. Journal of the Assembly. 9th Sess., 1858, 529; 
Journal of the Senate. 9th Sess., 1858, 649. 

72. Sacramento Union. February 15, 1859. 
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five Republicans cast their ballots in favor of the resolu-

73 
tion. 

Besides supporting Chinese exclusion, elected 

Republicans favored other measures that were injurious or 

demeaning to racial minorities. In 1859, for example, they 

voted six to one for a homestead law, which denied home-

74 
steading rights to blacks and Chinese. These same 

Republicans also voted four to one to forbid the two racial 

groups from purchasing swamp land even after Democratic 

75 
supporters of the bill defended the exclusion provision. 

The Republican vote was four to two in favor of a stringent 

divorce bill that specifically declared null and void all 

marriages between whites and "negroes, mullatoes or 

7 6 
Mongolians." In fact, a Republican had introduced a 

77 
similar bill only a year before. 

Thus, Republican behavior in the legislature, like 

Republican rhetoric in the three campaigns from 1857 through 

1859, indicates a similarity between Republicans and 

73. Ibid.. April 11, 12, 1859; Journal of the 
Assembly. 10th Sess., 1859, 565-66 and 582. 

74. Sacramento Union. April 12, 1859; Journal of 
the Assembly. 10th Sess., 1859, 577. 

75. Sacramento Union. February 26, April 13, 1859; 
Journal of the Assembly. 10th Sess., 1859, 673. 

76. Journal of the Assembly. 10th Sess., 1859, 425. 

77. Journal of the Senate. 9th Sess., 1858, 85; 
Sacramento Union. January 14, 1858. 
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Democrats on most issues, including the status of blacks in 

American society. Instead of advocating the end of slavery 

and basic rights for the black race, the antebellum 

Republicans in California adopted popular sovereignty as a 

way to prevent the geographical expansion of the black race. 

Their campaign yielded few rewards until the 1860 presi

dential campaign. Then, as Chapter 4 relates, the Republi

cans won power and unintentional acclaim. 



CHAPTER 4 

WINNING: THE 1860 PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 

In the four-party presidential election of I860, 

the Republican party in California won thirty-two per cent 

of the total vote cast. The Republicans received 38,667 

votes out of a total vote of 119,876 and carried California 

by a plurality of 643 votes. Although the narrow margin of 

victory seems unimpressive at first glance, within the per

spective of the state's antebellum political history the 

minute Republican plurality was a remarkable achievement. 

Contending against Republicans, Democrats had won every 

statewide election in California until 1860; and at their 

low point in 1859 the Republicans had polled less than ten 

per cent of the total vote. Except for four seats in the 

legislature, the Democrats occupied every state office in 

1860 and controlled the federal patronage as well.^" 

Most historians of California politics suggest that 

this surprising Republican victory represented a triumph 

for antislavery principles. The subtle interpretation 

focuses upon the death and subsequent martyrdom of Senator 

David C. Broderick, who had long opposed the extension of 

1. Sacramento Union. October 12, 1859, November 6, 
1860, lists the election returns. 

88 
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slavery into the western territories. Killed in a duel by a 

proslavery Democrat, Broderick became a martyr to the Repub

lican cause in 1860. Interpreters correctly conclude that 

Broderick's death benefitted the Republican party, but they 

also maintain that Broderick and the Republicans opposed 

slavery, rather than merely the extension of slavery, and 

that the antislavery cause triumphed in 1860. They make no 

distinction between opposition to slavery itself and opposi-

2 
tion only to slavery extension. 

Other students of the election in California dismiss 

the importance of the slavery issue and emphasize the 

Republican campaign for a Pacific railroad, homestead legis-

3 
lation, and a daily overland mail. For example, the most 

comprehensive study of the election argues that Democratic 

opposition to a daily overland mail bill "... furnished 

the Republican party [with] one of its most powerful issues 

2. John E. Baur, "Beginnings of the Republican 
Party," pp. 50-51; John W. Caughey, California (New York: 
Prentice-Hall, 1940), pp. 283-88; Williams, David A. 
Broderick. pp. 245-48, 254; Herbert L. Phillips, Big Wayward 
Girl; An Informal Political History of California (New York: 
Doubleday, 1968), pi 19; and Ellison. Dominion, p. 307. For 
a convincing argument that Broderick only opposed the 
extension of slavery and then only because Chivalry Demo
crats deprived him of the patronage see L. E. Fredman, 
"Broderick: A Reassessment," Pacific Historical Review. XXX 
(February, 1961), 39-46. 

3. Moody, "Civil War and Reconstruction," pp. 65, 
73-83; Pomeroy, "California, 1846-1860," p. 299; Reinhard H. 
Luthin, The First Lincoln Campaign (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 1944), pp. 193, 220-21. 
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4 
for the election of 1860 in California." While the Repub

lican campaigners of 1860 certainly stressed the overland 

mail issue, they also devoted an equal amount of their time 

to the meaning of Broderick's death and to other slavery-

related issues. Thus, interpretation that assigns minor 

importance to the slavery issue is, like the antislavery 

interpretation of the election, only partially correct. 

Current explanations for Republican success in 

Eastern and Midwestern states deemphasize economic issues 

and stress moral issues or the ethnic-religious character

istics of voters. Eric Foner contends that most Republicans 

sought the end of slavery and equal rights for the black 

5 
race. By characterizing the Republican party's national 

platform and presidential candidate as radical and as dis

similar from their Democratic counterparts, he infers that 

the 1860 election constituted a mandate for the abolition of 

slavery and the elevation of the black race.6 Other histo

rians, finding that native-born Protestants voted Republican 

and foreign-born Catholics voted Democratic in I860, assert 

4. Moody, "Civil War and Reconstruction," p. 22. 

5. Foner, Free Soil. Free Labor, and Free Men, pp. 
39, 40, 52, 59, 72, 261, 290, 302, 309. 

6. Ibid.. pp. 132-34, 214. Wright, Lincoln and 
Politics. pp. 130, 147, develops the same antislavery thesis 
for the 1860 election. 
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the importance of ethnic and religious divisions in the 

election.^ 

These three interpretations, the economic, moral, 

and ethnic-religious explanations, all fail to account for 

the 1860 Republican plurality in California. Interpreting 

the Republican party mainly in terms of doctrines or con

stituent support belittles an important characteristic of 

political parties: namely, the pursuit of power for its own 

O 
sake. Rather than ideological commitments or the 

7. Formisano, Birth of Mass Political Parties, pp. 
289-324; Holt, Forging a Majority, pp. 390-91. See also the 
essays by Donnal V. Smith, Joseph Schafer, Hildegard B. 
Johnson, George H. Daniels, Robert P. Swierenga, and Paul J. 
Kleppner in Frederick C. Luebke, ed., Ethnic Voters and The 
Election of Lincoln (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 
1970). These authors all argue that ethnic or religious 
characteristics strongly influenced voting behavior in the 
1860 election t 

8. See Maurice Duverger, Political Parties: Their 
Organization and Activity in the Modern State (New York: 
John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1954), pp. xiv-xv; V. O. Key, Jr., 
Politics. Parties, and Pressure Groups (1942; 5th ed., New 
York: Thomas Y. Crowe11 Company, 1964), pp. 2-4; Hugh A. 
Bone, American Politics and the Party System (1949; 3rd ed., 
New York: McGraw-Hill, 19 65), p. 11; Richard P. McCormick, 
The Second American Party System: Party Formation in the 
Jacksonian Era (Chapel Hill: The University of North 
Carolina Press, 1966), p. 4; and Walter Dean Burnham, "Party 
Systems and the Political Process," in The American Party 
Systems: Stages of Political Development. William N. Chambers 
and Walter Dean Burnham, eds. (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1967), pp. 277-307 and especially p. 279. For the 
view that emphasizes the importance of ideology to American 
political parties see William N. Chambers, "Party Development 
and the American Mainstream," in The American Party Systems: 
Stages of Political Development. Chambers and Burnham, eds., 
p. 28; Chambers, Political Parties in the New Nation: The 
American Experience. 1776-1809 (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1963 ); and Foner. Free Soil. Free Labor, and Free Men. 



92 

social-economic makeup of constituencies, the desire for 

office better explains the 1860 Republican party in Cali

fornia. Of course the party sought the confinement of 

slavery, but Republican ideology in California always served 

as an instrument for winning office. 

To win in California in 1860, Republicans needed the 

votes of many Democrats who had previously opposed the 

extension of slavery. Because of this important considera

tion, the state's Republicans made slavery expansion the 

main issue in their campaign. Rather than merely campaigning 

against the spread of the institution, however, California's 

Republicans linked slavery and race to other issues. A 

superior political organization and a divided Democratic 

party also contributed to the Republican victory, but Repub

lican exploitation of the slavery and race issues proved the 

decisive factor in the campaign. 

Had California Republicans contended against a 

united Democratic party in 1860, a Republican victory in the 

state would have been impossible. In fact, Republican 

optimism rested upon Democratic divisions, for the Repub

licans concluded that they could never carry the state in a 

g 
two-party election. Fortunately for the Republicans the 

death of Senator Broderick exacerbated the already deep 

division within the state's Democratic party. 

9. Daily Appeal (Marysville), June 3, 1860. 
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Broderick's death occurred a week after the 1859 

election. Addressing the Chivalry state convention in that 

year, David S. Terry, a Justice of the Supreme Court of 

California and a defender of slavery, labeled Senator 

Broderick a disciple not of Stephen A. Douglas but of 

Frederick Douglass, the black abolitionist. Outraged at the 

remark, Broderick denounced Terry and accepted his challenge 

to a duel, which resulted in Broderick's death. Douglas 

Democrats and Republicans subsequently attributed Broderick's 

death to a slave power plot, and in 1860 Republicans made 

Broderick a martyr to their cause.1® 

Besides creating a significant, though unprofound, 

issue for the Republicans, the death of Broderick benefited 

the Republicans because the contest for Broderick's vacated 

Senate seat fostered internal divisions within the Democratic 

party. Aware that Broderick's death discredited the Chivalry 

Democrats, Milton S. Latham disassociated himself from that 

faction of the party and embittered many Southern Democrats. 

After a series of maneuvers in the state legislature, Latham 

won election to the United States Senate early in January, 

1860, only six days after his inauguration as Governor of 

California. His victory in the Senatorial election split 

10. Bancroft, History of California. VI, 724-33; 
John Curry, Political History of California, MSS, California 
State Library, Sacramento, p. 21. 
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the Chivalry into pro- and anti-Latham factions and further 

weakened the Democratic party in California.11 

The split in California's Democratic party re

flected the division in the national party, a division that 

stemmed from political ambition and the dead issue of the 

operation of popular sovereignty in the western territories. 

Even though Stephen Douglas surrendered the doctrine of 

popular sovereignty at the Democratic convention in Charles

ton to win the nomination for President of the United States, 

when Douglas men gained control of the proceedings, Cali

fornia's delegation and the delegates from most of the slave 

12 
states bolted the Southern convention. 

Following the abortive convention, the Democrats 

assembled in two separate conventions in Baltimore with the 

Northern Democrats nominating Douglas for President and the 

Southern Democrats nominating Vice-President John C. 

Breckinridge of Kentucky. While the Breckinridge platform 

demanded congressional protection for territorial slavery, 

13 
the Douglas platform endorsed popular sovereignty. One 

could emphasize this difference between the two Democratic 

platforms, but it is also notable that neither platform 

11. Sacramento Union. January 11, 12, 1860; New York 
Times, February 2, 7, 1860. 

12. Nichols, Disruption. pp. 288-308, especially 
p. 301. 

13. Porter and Johnson, National Party Platforms, 
pp. 30-31. 
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called for the extension of slavery into the free states, 

which Republicans said the Southern Democrats desired. 

Indeed, the 1860 political parties had much in common, for 

they all overtly supported white supremacy in the South and 

elsewhere. 

Encouraged by the split in the Democratic party, 

Republicans assembled in their June national convention in 

Chicago and drafted a platform that accurately reflected the 

conservative sentiments of Republicans toward slavery. In

stead of denouncing the existence of slavery, the key reso

lutions in the platform denied the authority of Congress and 

territorial legislatures to legalize territorial slavery and 

declared that Congress could legislate when "necessary" to 

prohibit slavery in the territories. The Republicans also 

endorsed a Pacific railroad, enactment of a homestead law, a 

daily overland mail, and a protective tariff; but noticeably 

absent from their platform was any mention of the Fugitive 

Slave Law or the abolition of slavery in the District of 

14 Columbia. 

Contemporaries in California interpreted the Repub

lican platform as conservative on slavery. Indeed, in a 

letter to the Republican State Central Committee of Cali

fornia, the leader of the California delegation to the 

14. Proceedings of the First Three Republican 
National Conventions, passim; Luthin, First Lincoln 
Campaign. p. 149. 
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Chicago convention reported that the conservative forces in 

the convention had triumphed over the "fanatical element. 

Of Lincoln's nomination a leading California Republican 

wrote, "He was regarded as a little more conservative and 

less obnoxious to the prejudices of the people on the 

16 
slavery question than Mr. Seward." 

After the California Republican State Convention of 

1860 ratified the nomination of Lincoln and the national 

platform without debate, the party launched its campaign of 

exploiting the slavery extension issue to win the votes of 

Broderick-Douglas supporters. As already mentioned, part of 

this strategy consisted of making Broderick a martyr to the 

Republican cause. Manufactured largely by Cornelius Cole 

and Edward D. Baker, the idea that Broderick died serving 

freedom, indeed Republican freedom, first emerged in Sep

tember, 1859, when Baker delivered his emotional eulogy 

entitled Oration of Colonel Edward D. Baker Over the Dead 

17 
Body of David C. Broderick. 

15. F. P. Tracy to B. M. Hathaway, May 30, 1860, 
California Historical Society, San Francisco, B. W. 
Hathaway Papers. See also, Daily Appeal (Marysville), June 
14, 1860; Sacramento Union. June 19, 22, 1860. 

16. Cole, Memoirs. p. 140. 

17. Edward D. Baker, "Oration of Colonel Edward D. 
Baker Over the Dead Body of David C. Broderick," in John 
Curry, The Terry-Broderick Duel (Washington, D. C.: Gibson 
Bros., 1896). 
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Baker dramatically characterized Broderick as a 

crusader against a conspiracy to nationalize slavery and 

stated that the fallen Senator was heard to say just before 

he expired, "They have killed me because I was opposed to 

18 
the extension of slavery and a corrupt Administration." 

Although Baker's oration was the sole source for documenting 

Broderick1s last words, on the day following the widely 

publicized eulogy Cole wrote to William Seward in New York 

and reported Baker's version of Broderick's dying words as 

factual information. Fancying his own whims rather than 

reality, Cole added, "His death was decreed by his enemies 

19 
months ago and was not unexpected." 

Kindled by Baker's allegations and Cole's imagina

tion, the notion that a Slave Power had assassinated 

Broderick spread rapidly. Republican county conventions 

passed resolutions mourning the death of Broderick; and his 

portrait, draped in black crepe, hung at the Republican con-

20 
vention in Chicago. Throughout the 1860 campaign Repub

lican speakers in California made David Broderick's cause 

the Republican cause, while in other free states it was said 

"Broderick had been hunted to his death because he dared 

18. Ibid., p. 44. 

19. Lionel Edward Fredman, "The Bigler Regime" (un
published Master's thesis, Stanford University, 1959), p. 
41; Cole to Seward, September 19, 1859, Cole Papers. 

20. Mayer, Republican Party, p. 67. 
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resist the Slave Power" and that in fact his dying words 

were "Let my friends take courage in my example, and, if 

need be, die like me. Let it not be believed that my death 

resulted from a few idle words, or from anything but my 

2l 
political position." Though Douglas supporters also made 

Broderick a martyr to their cause, Republicans outmaneuvered 

the anti-extension Democrats in California by insisting over 

and over again that a Democrat, albeit a proslavery Demo

crat, had actually killed the leading spokesman for the 

confinement of slavery. 

Certainly, Broderick served well as a martyr to the 

Republican cause. Although portrayed as an "unrelenting and 

fierce foe of slavery" and "a splendid friend of the Negro," 

he resembled most California Republicans in his attitude 

22 
toward slavery and the black race. In 1858, for example, 

he stated that he opposed the expansion of slavery because 

it threatened the rights of "free white men," and shortly 

before his death he declared, "This is the real issue—you 

fellow citizens who are laborers and have white faces, must 

21. Luthin, First Lincoln Campaign, p. 25; John W. 
Dwinelle, A Funeral Oration Upon David C. Broderick 
(Rochester, New York: Benton and Andrews, 1859), p. 16, 
Huntington Library, San Marino, California. For examples of 
California Republicans eulogizing Broderick as a victim of 
the Slave Power see Alta California (San Francisco), August 
17, 24, 1860; Sacramento Union. August 27, 1860; Daily Appeal 
(Marysvill e) f September 9, 1860. 

22. Williams, David C. Broderick. p. 258; Delilah L. 
Beasley, The Negro Trail-Blazers of California (Los Angeles, 
n.p., 1919), p. 42. 
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23 
have black competitors . . . ." These expressions co

incided remarkably with Republican convictions, for in 1860 

California Republicans praised the martyr's principles by 

waving banners that read "We are for the rights of the white 

24 man first." 

In addition to the Broderick strategy, Republicans 

skillfully connected the slavery and race issues to other 

issues, a fact that many historians ignore when describing 

the Republican campaign in California. In other words, 

though the Republicans frequently campaigned for a Pacific 

railroad in 1860 and though they regularly linked this issue 

to slavery and race, historians report the former but not 

25 
the latter. Even though all political parties in Cali

fornia were pro-railroad, pro-homestead, and pro-daily 

23. Congressional Globe. 35th Cong., 1st Sess., 
March 22, 1858, Appendix, 192; Pacific Sentinel (Santa 
Cruz), August 26, 1859. 

24. Daily Appeal (Marysville), September 9, 18 60. 

25. Moody, "Civil War and Reconstruction," pp. 81-
82; Luthin, First Lincoln Campaign, pp. 193-94. Baur, "The 
Beginnings of the Republican Party," pp. 50-51; Walton Bean, 
California. An Interpretive History (New York: McGraw-Hill 
Book Company, 1969), p. 176; Warren A. Beck and David A. 
Williams, California: A History of the Golden State (New 
York: Doubleday and Company, 1972), p^ 195; and William D. 
Fenton, "Edward Dickinson Baker," Oregon Historical Society 
Quarterly, IX (March, 1908), 10, also refer to Republican 
speeches that eulogize Broderick, but they omit passages 
in which Republicans exploited the race issue. . Speci
fically, they ignore the widespread racism in Baker's 
speech of October 28. See p. 103. 
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overland mail, Republicans tried to gain advantage from 

these issues by connecting them to the slavery and race 

26 
issues. 

There are many instances of Republicans connecting 

the slavery and race issues to the railroad and homestead 

issues. For example, one California Republican stated that 

his party favored homestead legislation "to build up Free 

States and benefit poor white men," while Southern Demo

crats, in opposing homestead legislation, "... made a 

27 compromise between the white man and the darkey . . . ." 

Linking the slavery and race issues to the economic planks 

in the Republican platform, another Republican ranted, 

Look at the acts of the present Administration 
during the past four years, and what has it dons but 
howl nigger, nigger, eternal nigger? Do a free 
people adopt a Constitution and ask admission into 
the Union as a soverign state; they are excluded 
because they have no niggers. Do we ask a rail
road from the Atlantic to the Pacific, we cannot 
obtain it because it would be unhealthy for niggers 
Do we ask a daily overland mail, it is refused 
because it in no way advances niggers. Do we ask 
a gift of one hundred and sixty acres of public 
land to be made to every citizen . . . who desires 
a homestead, it is indignantly refused because it 
is wanted for the use of niggers ....28 

26. All parties endorsed these measures in their 
state platforms. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 116-24. 

27. "Interests of California in the Federal Home
stead Bill," in Alta California (San Francisco), October 6, 
1860. 

28. Harvey S. Brown, Speech of Harvey S. Brown, of 
S. F.: California and the Democracy (San Francisco: Repub
lican State Central Committee, 1860), passim.. Huntington 
Library, San Marino, California. 
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Cornelius Cole and Edward Baker sparked this 

campaign of exploiting the slavery and race issues. As long 

ago as 1856 Cole wrote to the Chairman of the Republican 

National Committee and outlined the plans to emphasize the 

aggressions of the Slave Power until the Know-Nothing and 

29 
Democratic parties divided. Although in 1859 Cole himself 

called the existence of slavery in the territories a mere 

"abstraction," nevertheless in the 1860 campaign he wrote 

several speeches, letters, and editorials warning of a Demo-

30 
cratic scheme to nationalize slavery. In one letter, for 

instance, he stated, "We are quite as likely to turn up a 

slave empire in a generation or two as to come out a free 

31 
republic . . . Yet, after Republicans won the election. 

Cole wrote a letter to Seward in which the Californian dis

cussed plans for overland mails, telegraphs, and railroads, 

29. Cole to Edwin D. Morgan, May 3, 1856, Morgan 
Papers. 

30. In "Abstractions and Realities," a letter to 
the Sacramento Union dated August, 1859 (Cole Papers), Cole 
dismissed the possibility of slavery expansion. For 
examples of his exploitation of the slavery extension 
issue see Cole to E. D. Morgan, June 18, 1859; "Our 
Tendency," handwritten speech, 1860; "Two Schools of 
Politics," handwritten speech, 1860; "Presidential Nomina
tions, I860," handwritten editorial, 1860; and "Parties and 
the Pacific Railroad," handwritten speech, n.dJ, Cole 
Papers. 

31. "Our Tendency," handwritten speech, 1860, Cole 
Papers. 
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but made no mention of the Slave Power or the spread of 

32 
slavery. 

Matching Cole in political opportunism was Baker, a 

friend of Lincoln in Illinois and a major figure in the 

California campaign of 1860. Admirers assert that he came 

to California in 1852 to save the state from proslavery 

forces and that "Baker was no trimmer of principles—he was 

as staunch in his political beliefs as he was honorable in 

his personal conduct;" but Baker's political career in the 

33 
West contrasts sharply with this flattery. In 1856 he 

pledged firm opposition to the admission of any more slave 

states. In 1859 he affirmed, "I am for an extension of 

slave territory by honest means .... I am for the admis

sion of slave states, whether free or slave, as the people 

may choose" and insisted that the issue of slavery extension 

34 
had been settled. Then, after four years of defeat at the 

hands of the Chivalry Democrats, he journeyed to Oregon in 

1860 and became known as "rather ... anti-Administration 

35 
than strictly Republican." Democrats applauded his new 

image; and he won election to the United States Senate from 

32. Cole to Seward, December 1, 1860, Cole Papers. 

33. Dickson, "Lincoln and Baker," p. 232; Milton 
Shutes, "Colonel E. D. Baker," California Historical Soceity 
Quarterly, XVII (December, 1938T"j 309. 

34. Sacramento Union. July 2, 13, 1859. 

35. Alta California (San Francisco), June 5, 1860. 
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Oregon, a state that had recently prohibited slavery and the 

3 6 
immigration of all blacks into the state. 

Returning to California in the fall of I860, he 

traveled throughout the state, addressing overflow crowds 

wherever he spoke. Although he personally believed that 

popular sovereignty had settled the issue of slavery exten-

37 
sion, in his speeches Baker emphasized the continuing 

threat that Southern slavery posed to the white race. For 

example, in a major speech delivered in October, which 

Republicans printed and distributed as a campaign document, 

he said to Southern Democrats, ". . . if you are going to 

dissolve the Union, why take your nigger .... We will not 

work side by side with a nigger." Injecting the slavery and 

race issues even into his discussion of homestead legisla

tion, he harangued, "See Virginia. . . now engaged in slave 

breeding! rearing little niggers to send South1 She cares 

38 
nothing about a homestead!" 

An examination of Republican newspapers in the 1860 

campaign also confirms that the Republicans exploited the 

36. Johannsen, Frontier Politics, p. 46. 

3 7. See Baker's speeches in the Sacramento Union. 
July 2, 13, 1859. 

38. Edward D. Baker, Speech of Hon. Edw. D. Baker 
U. S. Senator from Oregon, delivered at a Republican mass 
meeting, held at the American theater, in S. F.. on Friday 
evening. Oct. 26. 1860 (San Francisco: Commerical Book and 
Job Printing Establishment, 1860), passim Huntington Library, 
San Marino, California; Fenton, "Baker," 10, called the 
speech "brilliant and powerful." 
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slavery issue to win Democratic support. For instance, far 

more than half of the editorials in the Marysville Daily 

Appeal concerned slavery extension. The Appeal. the major 

Republican newspaper in 1860, opposed the spread of slavery 

as "inimical to free white labor;" and the paper's editor 

further declared that a Slave Power had conspired to convert 

39 
the government into a "slavery protectorate." In common 

with Republican speakers, the Appeal dissociated Republican

ism from abolition and notions of racial equality. With 

satisfaction, the editor cited as characteristic of Lincoln 

the candidate's statement in the Lincoln-Douglas debates 

that "I have no purpose to introduce political and social 

equality between white and black races . . . I am in favor 

of the race to which I belong having the superior 

position. 

Juxtaposing the rhetoric of California's political 

parties in the 1860 election reveals more political con

sensus than conflict on white racism toward blacks, for 

Douglas and Breckinridge Democrats also exploited the 

slavery and race issues. The Democrats called Republicans 

"Black" and "Nigger-Worshippers" and maintained that the 

39. Daily Appeal (Marysville), June 5, July 26, 
1860. 

40. Ibid.. October 27, 1860. 
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election of Lincoln would result in disunion and civil 

41 
war. Proclaiming their candidate the regular nominee of 

the Democratic party, Douglas supporters argued that only 

popular sovereignty and Douglas could prevent Southern 

secession. Breckinridge Democrats insisted that the Dred 

Scott Decision had settled the slavery extension issue, and 

they denied that they sought a slave code for the terri-

42 
tories. Talk of secession in the South, however, dis

credited the Breckinridge Democrats in California and lent 

credence to the Republican campaign against a fictitious 

Southern plan to nationalize slavery. 

Republicans complimented exploitation of the slavery 

issue with a superior political organization that contrib

uted to their 1860 victory. Contrasting the 1856 and 1860 

political structure of the party illustrates this point. 

In 1856 California Republicans conducted their presidential 

campaign through the State Central Committee and through 

smaller county committees. The Secretary of the State 

Committee received campaign literature from the National 

41. Douglas Democrats: Alta California (San 
Francisco), July 19, 1860; Pacific Sentinel (Santa Cruz), 
October 25, 1860; Sacramento Union. July 21, 1860; San 
Francisco Herald. July 27, 31, 1860. Breckinridge Demo
crats: Alameda County Gazette. June 30, 1860; Alta Cali
fornia (San Francisco), November 3, 1860; Mountain Democrat 
(El Dorado), July 14, August 11, 29, 1860; Sacramento Union. 
August. 1, 17, 20, 1860; Union Democrat (Sonora), August 4, 
11, September 8, 29, 1860. 

42. Sacramento Union. August 1, 1860; Davis, 
Political Conventions, pp. 114-15. 
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Committee and forwarded the various documents to the county 

committees for general distribution and for publication in 

the county's Republican newspaper. The Secretary also 

arranged itineraries for the party's speakers and reimbursed 

them for traveling expenses when possible. Only a handful of 

Republicans participated in this impersonal organization, and 

in 1856 Republicans concentrated their efforts upon the major 

population center in the state, San Francisco. A mere 125 

delegates from thirteen of California's forty counties 

attended the 1856 Republican convention in California, and 

half of those delegates came from Sacramento and San Fran-

43 
CISCO. 

In I860, however, thirty-seven counties sent dele

gates to the Republican state convention; and a total of 217 

44 
delegates attended the gathering. As the 1860 election 

approached, the National Republican Committee and California 

Republicans emphasized the importance of local organization. 

As one party paper declared, the key to victory was "organ-

45 
ization and work." In the fall of 1860 Republicans 

organized several hundred political clubs at the precinct 

and township levels and conducted their campaign through 

these local agencies. Variously known as "Lincoln Clubs" 

43. Sacramento Union. May 1, 1856. 

44. Ibid.. June 21, 1860. 

45. Daily Appeal (Marysville), August 25, 1860. 
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and "Wide Awake Clubs," these associations gradually re

placed county committees; and this transformation marked a 

dramatic change in local Republican organization. 

Precinct rather than county organization, and the 

use of political clubs rather than committees, had many ad

vantages. Referring to the Republican clubs, the Daily 

Appeal stated, "They reach deeper, and by embracing every 

Republican voter their influence is always active." The 

clubs also raised more money than the county committees, for 

every member of a Republican club was a potential contrib-

46 
utor. Throughout the campaign Republican newspapers re

ported the formation of these clubs and urged their estab

lishment in every precinct in every county. With good 

reason the editor of the Appeal concluded, "Republicans are 

organizing this year where we never knew of their existence 

before. 

Organized on July 21, 1860, Marysville's Lincoln 

Club typified the new associations. One hundred and fifty 

individuals attended the first meeting, which drafted a con

stitution and bylaws for the association, and selected 

several members to serve on a permanent committee of 

arrangements. This committee subsequently collected money 

from club members and with the funds leased a building. 

46. Ibid., August 5, 1860. 

47. Ibid.. Auguts 8, 1860. 
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Every night the members worked in the club's headquarters 

providing patrons with campaign literature and arguments for 

joining the association. Once a week the Marysville Club 

held a public discussion of the party's principles, and 

members again distributed Republican literature, an important 

undertaking in a state where Democrats controlled all postal 

affairs and adverse campaign material often became lost 

48 
before it reached its destination. 

The dramatic increase in Butte County's 1860 Repub

lican vote documented the influence of Marysville's Lincoln 

Club. Approximately the same number of residents in the 

county voted in the elections of 1859 and 1860, 4,435 and 

4,438, respectively; but while Democrats lost votes in the 

county, the Republican vote rose from 854 to 1,437. 

Similarly, in El Dorado County, where Republicans had estab

lished several enthusiastic clubs, the Republican vote in 

the two elections increased from six per cent of the total 

vote cast to thirty-one per cent in I860, the largest gain 

49 
by any party in any county. 

Further analysis of election returns confirms the 

importance of Republican precinct organization and also 

reveals other important features of the Republican victory. 

48. Ibid.. July 18, 21, 1860; Mayer, Republican 
Party. p. 21. 

49. Sacramento Union. October 12, 1859, November 
6, 1860. 
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The total vote cast in the 1860 election was 119,876, an 

increase of approximately twelve per cent over the total 

vote in the 1859 election. Although Republicans carried 

only nine of California's 44 counties, while Douglas Demo

crats captured seventeen and Breckinridge Democrats eighteen, 

Republicans won the election by a plurality of 643 votes, 

receiving 38,667 against 38,024 for the Douglas Democrats, 

34,048 for the Breckinridge Democrats, and 9,137 for the 

Constitutional Union Party. The Republicans won approxi

mately thirty-two per cent of the total vote and twenty-five 

of 115 seats in the state legislature, the Douglas Democrats 

capturing 57 seats and the Breckinridge Democrats winning 

33 seats. Thus, division within the Democratic party 

50 
resulted in a Republican victory. 

Computation of correlation coefficients for Douglas 

county percentages in 1860 and Anti-Lecompton county per

centages in 1858, and for Republican percentages in 1860 and 

the same 1858 Anti-Lecompton percentages reveals that Repub

licans won many Anti-Lecompton votes in 1860. The correla

tions thus support the conclusion regarding the importance 

of the slavery issue in the election, for the Anti-

Lecomptonites of 1858 and 1859 opposed the extension of 

50. Ibid., November 6, 1860. The Constitutional 
Union Party, which conducted only a token campaign in Cali
fornia, advocated "... the Constitution of the Country, 
the Union of the States, and the Enforcement of the Laws." 
Porter and Johnson, National Party Platforms, p. 30. 
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slavery. As Table 2 indicates, the correlation for Douglas 

county percentages in 1860 and the Anti-Lecompton county 

percentages in 1858 was a low .21, while the correlation of 

1860 Republican percentages with the 1858 Anti-Lecompton 

percentages showed a figure of .58. Furthermore, San 

Francisco's twelve wards yielded a correlation of -.61 for 

the Douglas percentages and the 1858 Anti-Lecompton per

centages, and the computation of Republican ward percentages 

in 1860 with the Anti-Lecompton percentages in 1858 produced 

a remarkably high correlation of .76.^'1' 

Table 2. Correlation Coefficients of Voting Percentages 
at the County Level for the 1860 Election 

Variables Coefficients 

1860 Douglas and 1858 Anti-Lecompton .21 
1860 Republican and 1858 Anti-Lecompton . 58 
1860 Douglas and 1859 Anti-Lecompton .24 
1860 Republican and 1859 Anti-Lecompton .41 
1860 Douglas and 1859 Lecompton -.22 
1860 Republican and 1859 Lecompton -.62 

The same pattern results in computing 1860 per

centages with 1859 Anti-Lecompton percentages. The correla

tion coefficient for Republican county percentages in 1860 

51. Alta California (San Francisco), October 7, 
1858, and Sacramento Union, November 6, 1860, list the 
election returns. 
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with Anti-Lecompton county percentages in 1859 was .41, 

while the figure for the Douglas percentages and the 1859 

Anti-Lecompton percentages was .24. Analysis of the 

evidence from the opposite direction also indicates that 

Anti-Lecomptonites, rather than Southern Democrats, voted 

Republican in 1860. Correlating 1860 Republican percentages 

with 1859 Lecompton percentages yielded a figure of -.62, 

and computing 1860 Douglas percentages with the 1859 

Lecompton vote resulted in a lower negative correlation of 

52 -.22. Although ecological correlations such as these can 

vary significantly from individual correlations, any inter

pretation of these figures must suggest that Republicans won 

the votes of many erstwhile Anti-Lecompton Democrats in 

1860; and analysis of Republican campaign rhetoric indicates 

that Republicans won Democratic support by exploiting the 

slavery extension issue. 

The absence of any significant relationship between 

Republican voters and such indices as nativity and religion 

refutes the notion that ethno-cultural divisions determined 

52. The 1859 returns are in the Sacramento Union. 
October 12, 1859. 

53. In his penetrating article, "Ecological Correla
tions and the Behavior of Individuals," American Sociological 
Review. XV (1950), 351-57, W. S. Robinson demonstrated that 
ecological correlation, that is correlation based upon 
voting percentages at the county and ward levels, may tell 
little if anything about individual behavior. Robinson 
illustrated (354) that ecological and individual correla
tions can vary from as much as .118 to -.619. 
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voting behavior in the 1860 election in California. Cali

fornia's foreign born population constituted thirty-eight 

per cent of the state's total population with the Chinese, 

Irish, and Germans representing sixty per cent of the 

foreign born population, not counting, of course, the large 

Mexican-American population that the census takers included 

in the native born population. Because California's state 

constitution limited the franchise to white males, thus 

denying the franchise to the Chinese, the foreign born 

voting percentages reflect the sentiments of German and 

Irish voters. 

Counting the percentage of foreign born white males 

in each of California's 44 counties and comparing those per

centages with 1860 voting percentages discloses no pattern 

in the way the foreign born population voted. The ten 

counties with a foreign born population of fifty per cent or 

more gave an average of twenty-six per cent of their votes 

to the Republican party, while the ten counties with a 

foreign born voting population of less than twenty-one per 

cent averaged twenty-five per cent in Republican votes. 

Furthermore, Tulare County, which had a foreign born voting 

population of only seven per cent, gave a mere ten per cent 

of her votes to the Republicans; and San Francisco, with a 
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high foreign born electorate of fifty-three per cent, 

54 
yielded a Republican plurality of forty-seven per cent. 

Because 1860 census takers did not compile religious 

statistics, great imprecisions derive from correlating 

religious percentages with voting percentages. The census 

takers recorded only the number of religious establishments 

in each county, their seating capacities, and their denomi

national status. Utilizing these statistics in a meaningful 

way assumes that in most counties many people attended the 

established churches on a regular basis, that many regular 

attenders were over twenty-one years of age, that many over 

twenty-one regular attenders were male, that many over 

twenty-one regular attending males were Caucasian, and that 

most of these people not only voted regularly in elections 

but voted the way they did because they regularly attended 

a specific church known only to themselves. Notwithstanding 

the limitations of the data, historians rely upon the census 

taker's figures in establishing an ethno-religious matrix 

for antebellum politics in which most Catholics voted Demo

cratic and most Protestants voted Republican. 

In California's 44 counties difficulties arise in 

translating non-Catholic church attenders into Republican 

54. Statistics of the United States. 1860 (Washing
ton, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1864), Serial No. 
1202, p. 33. 

55. Holt, Forging a Majority, pp. 367, 390-91; 
Formisano, Birth of Mass Political Parties, p. 312. 
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voters. It is true that Republicans polled pluralities in 

the counties of Nevada, Marin, San Bernardino, San Francisco, 

and Santa Clara, where Protestant church seats outnumbered 

Catholic seats; but in each of these high-Protestant 

counties a majority of voters favored Democrats rather than 

Republicans. More important, however, the Republican vote 

averaged only twenty-three per cent in the seven counties 

with exclusively Protestant seats, that is in the counties 

Republicans had to carry, even by pluralities, to validate 

Protestant-Republican interchangeability. Examining the 

evidence from the opposite direction results in only more 

incongruity. In fact, in the seven counties with exclusively 

Catholic church seats, the Republican vote averaged twenty-

six per cent, exceeding the Republican vote in the exclu

sively Protestant counties; and Republicans actually carried 

Monterey County, a ninety-seven per cent Catholic county 

5 6 
according to the census taker's calculation. 

Certainly these figures suggest that most Republican 

voters voted Republican in 1860 for reasons unrelated to 

their nativity or religious affiliation. Examination of 

political rhetoric in the 1860 campaign reveals that the 

slavery and race issues occupied the public mind, and 

analysis of election returns intimates that these inseparable 

issues strongly influenced voters. A divided Democratic 

56. Statistics of the United States. 1860. pp. 
357-59. 
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party, agitation of the slavery extension issue, and a net

work of several hundred small political associations trans

formed the Republican party into a winning party in Cali

fornia. After 1860, as the following chapter will show, the 

Republicans continued to win elections in California even 

though they utilized the slavery issue in an entirely 

different way. 



CHAPTER 5 

THE REPUBLICAN AS EMANCIPATIONIST: 1861-63 

As the previous chapters have indicated, during the 

period 1856 through 1860 California's Republican party 

opposed the extension of slavery rather than slavery itself. 

While campaigning in these years, the Republicans denounced 

abolitionists and, like Democrats, frequently made appeals 

to the widespread racial prejudice of the day. Responding 

to the spurious charges that they favored the emancipation 

of slaves and equal rights for Negroes, Republicans labeled 

their party the only white man's party. Thus, before the 

outbreak of the Civil War in April, 1861, most Republicans 

in California supported the racial status quo. 

The history of California's Republican party from 

1861 through 1853 contrasts sharply with this earlier period. 

During the first years of the Civil War, the Republicans 

found themselves supporting the abolition of slavery in the 

District of Columbia and in the territories, as well as the 

Confiscation Act of 1862, which emancipated slaves held by 

individuals in rebellion against the United States Govern

ment. In 1863 they endorsed the Emancipation Proclamation, 

the measure that would end slavery if the North won the war. 

For eight long years Democrats had falsely accused 

116 



117 

Republicans of harboring the sentiments of emancipation. 

Now their accusations were true. 

The sudden appearance of Republican emancipationists 

seemingly validates Eric Foner's thesis, already mentioned 

in earlier chapters, that most Republicans sought the 

destruction of slavery.1 Though Foner ended his study with 

the presidential election of I860, the logical corollary of 

his argument is that Republican ideology itself explains the 

transformation of Republicans into emancipationists after 

1861. Rather than the Civil War creating sentiment for 

emancipation, he concluded that in 1860 "An attack not 

simply on the institution of slavery, but upon southern 

society itself, was . . . [already] at the heart of the 

2 Republican mentality." 

V. Jacque Voegeli's 1967 study Free But Not Equal: 

The Midwest and the Negro During The Civil War, however, 

offers an alternative to Foner's thesis that applies with 

3 
greater validity to California's Civil War politics. 

Maintaining that Republicans countenanced slavery until 

preserving the Union required emancipating slaves, Voegeli 

explains the emergence of the Republican emancipationist in 

terms of specific events that occurred in the years 1861 

1. Foner, Free Soil. Free Labor. Free Men. For a 
discussion of Foner*s thesis, see above, Chapter 2. 

2. Ibid., p. 310. 

3. Voegeli, Free But Not Equal. 
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through 1863, rather than earlier. Always fearful that 

emancipation would result in a massive migration of Negroes 

to the North, a majority of Midwestern Republicans accepted 

4 the abolition of slavery reluctantly. When Congress passed 

the Confiscation Act, for instance, the Midwestern Repub

licans supported the measure yet also questioned the wisdom 

of freeing slaves."* 

California's Republicans resembled the Midwestern 

Republicans, for the Civil War gradually transformed the 

Republican party of California into a party of emancipation

ists.^ Lacking a genuine abolitionist ideology, the Repub

licans campaigned for a Union with slavery in 1861. In 

1862, however, the congressional assault against slavery 

made the emancipation of slaves the major issue in the 

state's politics. Viewing emancipation as harmful to the 

war effort and unjust toward the South, Democrats opposed 

freeing any slaves. Motivated by a desire to win the Civil 

War, Republicans supported limited emancipation, rather than 

the total abolition of slavery, when forced to take sides on 

the issue. Though both parties feared any threat to white 

4. Ibid., p. 29. 

5. Ibid.. pp. 13-29, especially pp. 13-16. 

6. California historians have overlooked the sub
ject of the Republican as emancipationist. See, for 
example Bancroft, History of California. Vol. VII; Ellison, 
California and the Nation; Moody, "Civil War and Reconstruc
tion"; and Baur, "Beginnings of the Republican Party," 
pp. 40-60. 
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supremacy, by 1863 the emancipation issue had created 

genuine ideological conflict between California's political 

parties; for slowly, reluctantly, and in spite of them

selves, the Republicans became emancipationists. 

On the eve of the Civil War and throughout 1861, all 

signs indicated that slavery would survive. The March 

inaugural address of President Abraham Lincoln set the 

national policy of preserving the Union at all costs should 

civil war occur. Quoting an often repeated statement from 

one of his past campaign speeches, Lincoln upon assuming the 

presidency told the nation, "I have no purpose, directly or 

indirectly, to interfere with the institution of slavery in 

7 
the States where it exists." Earlier in the year Congress 

had passed a proposed amendment to the Constitution, which 

forever prohibited federal interference with slavery; and 

after the war began in April, the 37th Congress, meeting in 

a special July session, adopted by a nearly unanimous vote 

the Crittenden Resolution that declared the preservation of 

p 
the Union the sole object of the war. 

Republicans in California adhered to these national 

guidelines in 1861. To allay any fears that their party 

aimed to crush the rebellion and slavery at the same time, 

7. J. G. Randall and David Donald, The Civil War 
and Reconstruction (19 37; 2nd ed., Boston: D. C. Heath and 
Company, 1969), p. 370. 

8. Congressional Globe. 37th Cong., 1st Sess. (July 
25, 1861), 222-23 and 265. 
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in April the twenty-four Republican members of the state 

legislature, joined by 54 Douglas Democrat members, passed 

a resolution supporting strict compliance to the federal 

fugitive slave law and noninterference with slavery in the 

9 
District of Columbia and in the slave states. The Repub

licans and Douglas Democrats also approved the proposed 

constitutional amendment that prohibited Congress from 

abolishing slavery at any future time."^ 

As far as Douglas Democrats and Republicans were 

concerned, the action of the state legislature effectively 

eliminated the abolition of slavery as an issue in the 

state's politics. The one remaining issue was California's 

loyalty to the Union, and this issue arose during the 1861 

senatorial election. California's United States Senators 

had supported the Breckinridge party in 1860, but while 

Milton S. Latham's term lasted until 1863, William M. Gwin's 

ended in 1861. Though Douglas Democrats and Republicans 

expressed a common desire to elect a pro-Unionist to succeed 

Gwin, the senatorial election of 1861 actually exemplified 

the often spurious nature of the Union issue. 

The evidence suggests that Republicans tried to 

block the election of a pro-Unionist Senator because they 

could not elect a Republican. For example, noting that no 

9. Sacramento Union. January 18, 1861. 

10. Ibid.. April 19, 1861. 
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single party controlled enough seats in the legislature to 

elect a Senator, a leading California Republican predicted 

before the election that rigid adherence to party lines would 

deadlock the senatorial election. Similarly, the New York 

Times forecast that the seemingly opposite Republicans and 

Breckinridge Democrats would combine to block the election 

12 of any Douglas Democrat. 

Because of divisions in the Douglas party, the 

prediction of the Times almost came true. When the Douglas 

members of the legislature caucused early in February to 

nominate a candidate for United States Senator, the leading 

contenders were James A. McDougall, A. St. Clair Denver, and 

John Nugent. None of these individuals had sufficient votes 

to win the nomination. Consequently, the Denver-Nugent 

supporters combined to prevent the caucus from nominating 

any candidate. Controlling the caucus with 33 votes, the 

anti-McDougall faction managed to pledge the Douglas law

makers to vote for a joint session of the legislature without 

making a nomination. Both Denver and Nugent had strong ties 

with the Breckinridge Democrats, and they hoped to win the 

13 
election in the legislature with Breckinridge support. 

11. Cornelius Cole to William Seward, December 1, 
1860, Cole Papers. 

12. New York Times. January 26, 1861. 

13. Sacramento Union. February 7, 8, 1861. The 
best source for the senatorial election is the Union, which 
reported the official proceedings of the caucuses and the 
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The Republicans in the Senate and Assembly, however, 

allied with the Breckinridge Democrats and prevented the 

election of any Senator by defeating all motions for a joint 

session of the legislature. In the debate on these motions, 

the Republican lawmakers declared that they favored 

McDougall for Senator because he clearly favored the Union 

cause. Explaining his party's position, Charles Crocker 

stated that Republicans would continue to oppose motions for 

a joint session until the Douglas caucus made a nomination, 

that is, until it nominated a pro-Unionist, such as 

14 
McDougall. Yet, even after McDougall received the Douglas 

nomination in a subsequent caucus, the Republicans continued 

to vote against convening a joint session of the legisla-

15 
ture. 

The Republican-Breckinridge coalition prevented the 

election of a Senator until March when Breckinridge members, 

rather than Republicans, abandoned the coalition and 

permitted the election of a pro-Unionist. Unable to gain 

enough support from Douglas Democrats to elect a Breckin

ridge Senator, the Breckinridge caucus released its members 

to vote as they pleased. When the Senate and Assembly 

legislature. The Journal of the Assembly and the Journal 
of the Senate contain no debate. 

14. Sacramento Union. February 9, 1861. 

15. Ibid.. February 15, March 1, 1861. Committee 
on Elections and Reapportionment, Legislative Sourcebook. 
passim. lists the members of the legislature by party. 
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finally passed motions on March 2 for a joint session, 

nearly every Douglas Democrat plus eight Breckinridge Demo-

16 
crats supported the measures; but no Republican did. 

True, the Republicans subsequently voted for 

McDougall, who won election to the United States Senate on 

March 20. By that date, however, a new Douglas-

Breckinridge alliance had formed, which outpolled McDougall 

17 
in the balloting. The conclusion of the New York Times 

that fear of a Breckinridge victory finally caused Repub

licans to support McDougall explains the election's out-

18 
come. Had they had their way, the Republicans would have 

prevented McDougall's election, notwithstanding his Unionism. 

Moreover, in the 1861 gubernatorial election the 

Douglas and Republican parties, though both professed un

flinching loyalty to the Union, rejected alliance on that 

issue. In August the Sacramento Union, a leading independent 

19 
newspaper, urged the creation of a Union party; and, an 

anonymous letter writer called for the convening of a Union 

20 
convention for June 13. Heeding the advice of party 

16. Sacramento Union. March 3, 4, 1861. 

17. Ibid.. March 21, 1861; Daily Appeal (Marys-
ville), March 21, 1861; Bancroft, History of California. 
VII, 273-74; Moody, "Civil War and Reconstruction," p. 199. 

18. New York Times. April 19, 1861. 

19. Sacramento Union. August 12, 1861. 

20. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 164-65. 
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officials, most Republicans ignored the Union convention, 

21 
which met at the specified time. "The Republican party," 

the Chairman of the Republican State Central Committee 

directed, "have but one organization, and hold but one state 

22 convention—and that on the 18th of June next . . . ." 

At that state convention, traditional Republican 

principles prevailed. The Republican delegates endorsed 

Lincoln's administration and the use of all federal power to 

crush the rebellion; but they ignored the problem of slavery 

as well as the plight of California's Negroes, who could 

neither vote in elections nor testify in court cases 

23 
involving whites. For Governor the delegates chose Leland 

Stanford whose campaign speeches of two years before marked 

24 
the apex of Republican racism in the state. 

Like Stanford, the other candidates who won nomina

tions in the convention were old-line Republicans. With 

only token opposition, Aaron A. Sargent, a newspaper editor, 

and Timothy G. Phelps, a well-to-do merchant, received the 

nominations for Congressmen, elected statewide until 1864. 

Both Sargent and Phelps had joined the party in 1856, had 

run for office as Republicans in the bleak Republican period, 

21. Ibid. 

22. B. W. Hathaway to Republican County Committees, 
March 24, 1861, in Sacramento Union. May 27, 1861. 

23. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 174-75. 

24. See above, Chapter 3. 
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and had attended every Republican state convention in 

25 
California. After the convention adjourned and evaluation 

of the 1860 federal census revealed that California had 

sufficient population for three representatives, the Repub

lican State Central Committee nominated Frederick F. Low for 

Congressman. While engaged in various shipping and banking 

businesses, Low had also participated actively in Republican 

politics since 1856; and in 1861 he sat on the State Central 

26 
Committee. 

Because California's Breckinridge Democrats refused 

to condemn Southern secession, the Republicans contended 

against two Democratic parties in 1861. Holding a separate 

state convention, the Douglas party denounced secession and 

endorsed the use of force to preserve the Union. The Breck

inridge Democrats, however, proclaimed in their 1861 plat

form that instead of civil war they favored the recognition 

27 
of the Confederate States. Indeed, the Chairman of the 

Breckinridge State Central Committee declared, "Let us have 

union if we can, peaceable dissolution if we must, but 

28 
conflict never." 

25. See above, Chapter 1, footnote 18, lists the 
sources used to identify political affiliations from 1856 
through 1860. 

26. Sacramento Union. June 22, 1860. 

27. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 167-68, 
177-78. 

28. New York Times. March 16, 1861. 
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Besides decrying the use of force to preserve the 

Union, the Breckinridge Democrats, unlike the Douglas Demo

crats, made the traditional appeal to racial prejudice in 

California. They reiterated their familiar charges that all 

Republicans favored freedom for the slaves and presented the 

29 
specter of emancipation as a horror story. According to 

the San Francisco Pacific Echo. Leland Stanford represented 

the "damning fanatical spirit of abolitionism" whose election 

would sanction the slaughter of white men, the debasement of 

the foreign-born, and worst of all, the equality of the 

30 
races. 

To answer these Democratic charges, Leland Stanford 

campaigned extensively in the populous mining regions from 

late June through early September, no easy feat for a man 

31 
standing only 5 feet 10 inches tall and weighing 250 pounds. 

32 
Energetic but purportedly slow of mind, he told listeners 

that the Republicans wanted to preserve the Union, rather 

29. Sacramento Union. August 28, 1861; Mountain 
Democrat (El Dorado), September 28, December 21, 1861; 
Union Democrat (Sonora), January 19, 1861. 

30. Quoted in Phillips, Cornelius Cole, pp. 106-07. 

31. H. Brett Melendy and Benjamin F. Gilbert, The 
Governors of California: Peter H. Burnett to Edmund G. 
Brown (Georgetown, California: The Taliman Press, 1965), 
pp. 117, 123. 

32. Johnson and Malone, Dictionary of American 
Biography. Vol. XVII, 505. 
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33 
than abolish slavery. In August he argued that slavery no 

longer concerned his party because it had accomplished the 

34 
goal of confining the institution to the South. 

Furthermore, some Republican campaigners went beyond 

anti-abolitionism, almost to the extent of defending slavery. 

For example, after denying that he favored the emancipation 

of the southern slave, Frank Fargo, the Republican candidate 

for Clerk of the Supreme Court, affirmed that he would 

". . . as readily shoulder a musket in the defense of slavery 

35 
where it exists as ... to repel an invasion . . . ." 

"If there are men in the Republican ranks," a Republican 

candidate for the State Assembly declared, "who mistakenly 

think the party was organized on the basis of eternal 

hostility to slavery. . . the sooner they leave the better, 

for they are its worst enemies."3^ 

In the three-party election of 1861, Democrats split 

a majority of the vote between their two parties; and this, 

plus the Republicans' anti-abolition stance and the issue of 

preserving the Union, produced a Republican victory. Re

ceiving 47 per cent of the total vote, the Republicans won 

a plurality victory and elected Stanford as Governor and 

33. Sacramento Union. February 20, July 29, August 
16, 18, 21, 24, 1861. 

34. Ibid.. August 19, 1861. 

35. Ibid.. February 21, 1861. 

36. Daily Appeal (Marysville), March 1, 1861. 
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also won the Congressional seats. The Douglas Democrats 

polled approximately 25 per cent of the vote while the 

37 
Breckinridge Democrats captured 27 per cent. The Repub

licans achieved a plurality in the legislature, electing 56 

members against the Douglas total of 48 and the Breckinridge 

total of 16.38 

Once in power, the Republican party held fast to its 

reform-minded tradition as the Republican-controlled legis

lature enacted several important reform measures during 

Stanford's administration. It authorized the establishment 

of savings and loan associations, provided for military 

training in college, subsidized various agricultural 

products, and reorganized local government by instituting a 

township system. Also, the Republicans proposed numerous 

amendments to the state constitution, later approved by 

voters, establishing biennial legislative sessions, length

ening the Governor's term of office from two to four years, 

the term of a state assemblyman from one to two years, and 

39 
the term of a state senator from two to four years. 

In addition to these measures, Stanford and the 

Republicans promoted legislation to subsidize railroads. 

37. Election returns are listed in the Sacramento 
Union. October 19, 1861. 

38. Committee on Elections and Reapportionment, 
Legislative Sourcebook, passim. 

39. Melendy and Gilbert, Governors of California, 
pp. 119-20. 
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When he became Governor of California, Stanford held office 

as President of the Central Pacific Railroad Corporation; 

and, as one of his biographers wrote, "Stanford had no 

scruples about taking official action as governor where his 

private interests as railroad president were engaged 

40 
. . . ." His corporation would build half of the proposed 

transcontinental railroad, which Congress authorized in 

July, 1862. Acting as Governor and as President of the 

CPR, Stanford signed several bills that granted public funds 

to his corporation, bills that most Republican and Democratic 

41 
legislators had approved. He also used the state patronage 

to gain sizeable subsidies for the railroad from California 

42 
counties. As subsequent chapters will demonstrate, 

Stanford's use of public funds for railroads set a precedent 

for Republicans that eventually created divisions within 

their party. 

Notwithstanding Stanford's preoccupation with rail

roads and seeming lack of interest in slavery, his election 

in 1861 actually marked the end of traditional politics in 

California. As the Civil War continued, Republicans 

40. Johnson and Malone, Dictionary of American 
Biography. Vol. XVII, 503. 

41. Melendy and Gilbert, Governors of California, 
p. 123; Sacramento Union. March 15, 1861, April 24, 1863. 

42. Oscar Lewis, The Big Four: The Story of 
Huntington. Stanford. Hopkins, and Crocker, and the Building 
of the Central Pacific (New York: A. A*I Knopf, 1938) , 
pp. 37-39. 
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increasingly argued that they could easier defeat the slave 

power by attacking slavery. "Men who had never thought of 

attacking the South's peculiar institution before secession." 

historian Richard Hofstadter wrote in 1948, "were now ready 

to destroy it. . . if by so doing they could hasten the end 

43 
of the war." As the first year of the Civil War drew to a 

close, Republicans acted against slavery and thereby changed 

the nature of their party. 

The second session of the 37th Congress, which met 

from December 2, 1861, through July 17, 1862, made Cali

fornia's Republicans emancipationists. Motivated chiefly 

44 
by political expediency and military necessity, the Repub

licans enacted several measures designed to emancipate 

slaves, or some of them. Instead of reaffirming the preser

vation of the Union as the sole object of the war, they 

prohibited the use of military power to return fugitive 

slaves and abolished slavery in the District of Columbia and 

in the territories. Most importantly, Congress passed the 

Confiscation Act of July 17, 1862, which would emancipate 

43. Hofstadter, American Political Tradition, p. 
128. See also Randall and Donald, Civil War and Reconstruc
tion . passim. especially p. 380. 

44. Voegeli, Free But Not Equal, p. 13; Hans L. 
Trefousse, The Radical Republicans; Lincoln's Vanguard for 
Racial Justice (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1969), pp. 210-22; 
Allan Nevins, The War For The Union (4 vols., New York: 
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1960), Vol. II, 203-04. 
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slaves owned by disloyalists if and when the Union armies 

45 
ever controlled the South. 

Though more active in securing railroad legislation, 

California's Republican Congressmen supported the move 

against slavery. Congressmen Frederick Low, Timothy Phelps, 

and Aaron Sargent voted for the Confiscation Act and for 

46 
repeal of the Federal Fugitive Slave Law of 1793. With 

Low and Phelps absent, Sargent voted to abolish slavery in 

47 
the District of Columbia. Unlike the Republican Congress

men, the Democratic Senators from California opposed these 

measures; and Senator McDougall even opposed compensated 

48 emancipation as "usurping the ways of Providence." 

The congressional assault against slavery in 1862 

created genuine ideological division between California's 

parties for the first time in the state's short political 

history. For six years Democrats had discredited Republicans 

by calling them abolitionists. Now, however, Republicans 

did favor emancipating some slaves, if only to save the 

Union. The emancipation issue also ended the differences 

between the Douglas and Breckinridge parties. Though the 

45. Voegeli, Free But Not Equal, p. 13; Randall and 
Donald, Civil War and Reconstruction, pp. 371-73. 

46. Congressional Globe. 37th Cong., 2nd Sess. , 
(July 11, 1862) 3267-68, (June 9, 1862), 2623. 

47. Ibid.. (April 11, 1862), 1648-49. 

48. Ibid.. (April 3, 1862), 1526, (July 12, 1862), 
3276. 



132 

two parties maintained separate political organizations in 

1862, each drafted platforms that supported the restoration 

of the Union and denounced emancipation as tending to pro-

49 
long the war. Armed with facts that proved Republicans 

were emancipationists, the Democrats hoped for success in 

the approaching fall elections for State Superintendent of 

Public Instruction and control of the legislature. 

While supporting a war to restore the Union in 1862, 

the Douglas, or Union Democrats, and the Breckinridge Demo

crats, as they still called themselves, joined a racist 

campaign against emancipation. After specifically condemn

ing the Confiscation Act, Senator Milton Latham, a Breckin

ridge campaigner in 1862, called the abolition of slavery in 

50 
the District of Columbia "an outrage." Campaigning m 

Santa Cruz County in August, a Douglas Democrat proclaimed, 

"That niggers ain't white folks, and white folks ain't 

niggers." "We no longer have a Government," he said, 

- 51 
"because the Black Republicans are Abolitionists . . . ." 

During their 1862 campaign, the Democrats also 

charged, as they had for eight years, that Republicans 

favored the black race rather than the white race. For 

instance, in September the editor of the Sonora Union 

49. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 186, 190-91. 

50. Ibid., p. 161. 

51. Santa Cruz Sentinel. August 15, 1862. 
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Democrat warned that the Republican party sought ". . . to 

52 
elevate the negro and degrade the poor white man." On the 

eve of the election, the Democratic editor of the Colusa Sun 

wrote, "The political contest in this State has narrowed 

itself down to purely a fight between white men ... on one 

53 
side, and blacks and mulatoes on the other." 

Knowing the extent of anti-Negro prejudice in Cali

fornia, Republicans tried to ignore the emancipation 

54 
measures during the 1862 campaign. Though the Republican 

platform endorsed the Confiscation Act, it also asserted 

that the only issue in the state's politics was prosecution 

55 
of the war. In the 1862 Republican-controlled State 

Senate a motion endorsing the emancipation and arming of 

slaves received only one vote;^ and even Congressman 

Phelps, who had voted for emancipation earlier in the year, 

57 
ignored the issue while campaigning in August. Writing in 

June, the Republican editor of the Los Angeles Southern News 

stated categorically, "This is not a war against slavery, 

52. Union Democrat (Sonora), September 27, 1862. 

53. Colusa Sun. August 30, 1862. 

54. See Republican speeches in Sacramento Union. 
August 2, 8, 28, 30, 1862. 

55. Davis, Political Conventions, p. 185. 

56. Sacramento Union. March 10, 1862. 

57. Ibid.. September 1, 1862. 
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and if it suffers, it will be the effect of the war, and not 

the cause . . . . 

When Republicans mentioned the congressional measures 

against slavery in 1862, they justified them as necessary to 

win the war, rather than as humanitarian. Southern rebel

lion, the party's speakers and newspapers emphasized, 

necessitated the confiscation of rebel property. Responsi

bility, guilt really, for emancipation rested with the 

59 
South. "The only point upon which loyal men disagree," 

the editor of the Napa County Reporter crassly explained in 

October, "is whether emancipation will be productive of more 

good or more evil; whether it will be the means of estab

lishing a peace party in the South ... or have the effect 

60 
to stir up the rebels . . . ." In spite of their silence, 

evasiveness, and shifting of responsibility for emancipa

tion, California's Republicans nevertheless belonged to the 

party of emancipation in 1862. 

Giving only lukewarm support to emancipation, the 

Republicans vigorously endorsed measures for the coloniza

tion of the freedmen in 1862 against the wishes of Cali

fornia's Negroes. Sargent, Low, and Phelps voted in favor 

58. Southern News (Los Angeles), June 13, 1862. 

59. Sacramento Union. September 1, 1862; Alameda 
County Gazette. May 24, 1862; Southern News (Los Angeles), 
June 13, 1852; and Napa County Reporter. August 30, 1862. 

60. Napa County Reporter. October 4, 1862. 
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of appropriating $500,000 to finance the removal of slaves 

freed in the District of Columbia and by the Confiscation 

61 
Act. The House passed the measure by a vote of 62 to 43. 

While whites often defended measures to colonize Negroes 

as humanitarian, in 1862 the San Francisco Pacific Appeal, 

a black newspaper, argued that rather than colonizing the 

ex-slave, the Republicans should colonize the ex-

n 62 
slaveowner. 

In view of the division over the emancipation issue, 

the 1862 election returns have special importance. Voters 

endorsed the idea that preserving the Union required the 

freeing of some slaves, for in the three-party election in 

California, Republicans polled nearly fifty-eight per cent 

63 
of the vote. They elected John Sweet as State Super

intendent of Public Instruction; but, more importantly, they 

64 
captured 94 of the 120 seats in the state legislature. 

As subsequent evidence will show, the shifb in the voting 

pattern, which began in 1862, culminated in the 1863 

election. 

61. Congressional Globe. 37th Cong., 2nd Sess. 
(July 14, 1862), 3331. 

62. Pacific Appeal (San Francisco), April 19, 1862. 

63. Election returns are listed in the Alta Cali
fornia (San Francisco), November 2, 1862. 

64. Assembly Committee on Elections and Reapportion
ment, Legislative Sourcebook, passim. 
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During the 1863 election for Governor and Congress

men, the abolition of slavery again overshadowed all other 

issues; for early in the year President Lincoln had issued 

the Emancipation Proclamation. Under pressure from the 

Radical Republicans in Congress, Lincoln finally issued the 

Proclamation on January 1. Though, as Richard Hofstadter 

observed, the Proclamation failed to indict slavery, failed 

to free slaves in the loyal slave states, and failed to 

declare that slaves were men entitled to the rights outlined 

in the Declaration of Independence,^5 nevertheless, enforce

ment of the Proclamation by the Union Army would mean the 

actual end of southern slavery. 

The Emancipation Proclamation came as no surprise to 

California's Republicans, but few of them actually urged 

Lincoln to issue the measure or to take any further steps 

against slavery. The Lincoln Papers contain approximately 

one hundred letters from 1860 through 1863 written by such 

leading California Republicans as Leland Stanford, Frederick 

Low, Cornelius Cole, Aaron Sargent, and Timothy Phelps. 

Concerned with patronage and prospects for Republican 

success in the state, the California letters mention neither 

a desire for emancipation nor the necessity for emancipation. 

Only Senator McDougall, a Douglas Democrat, implored the 

65. Hofstadter, American Political Tradition, p. 
132. See John Hope Franklin, The Emancipation Proclamation 
(New York: Doubleday, 1963), pp. 96-98, for the text of the 
Proclamation. 
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President to move against slavery; and McDougall justified 

emancipating slaves on the grounds that it would shorten the 

6 6 
war and save thousands of dollars. 

Furthermore, many California Republicans displayed 

a defensive attitude when faced with the Emancipation 

Proclamation. Early in 1863 Republicans in the state 

legislature passed a resolution endorsing the Proclamation 

as a "military necessity" only after they deleted a phrase 

from the resolution declaring the Proclamation "an act of 

67 
justice." Indeed, in January the Republican editor of the 

Napa County Reporter even apologized for the freeing of 

slaves, "regretting," he said, "... that such a measure 

68 
should seem necessary . . . ," and a particularly in

sensitive Republican declared in June that he believed 

". . . in confiscating the property of rebels, be it a cow 

or an ass, or even the poor nigger . . . . 

Yet, in their June state convention Republicans 

adopted a platform dramatically at odds with their tradi

tional attitude toward slavery and the black race. On the 

one hand, the delegates justified the Emancipation 

66. James McDougall to Abraham Lincoln, March 14, 
1862, Abraham Lincoln Papers, Library of Congress, 
Washington, D. C. 

67. Davis, Political Conventions. p. 193; 
Sacramento Union. January 7, 12, 1863. 

68. Napa County Reporter. January 17, 1863. 

69. Santa Cruz Sentinel. June 13, 1863. 
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Proclamation, in the same manner that the party justified 

the Confiscation Act of 1862, as a military measure 

necessary to win the war. Nevertheless, the 1863 Republican 

platform also viewed limited emancipation as "a step onward 

70 in the course of civilization and human progress." 

Leading individual Republicans also supported 

emancipation on humanitarian grounds, radically reversing 

their earlier public positions. In his annual message for 

1863, for instance, Governor Stanford called the Emancipa

tion Proclamation "... a great Moral Declaration . . . 

that blotted out an ignoble stain ... and gave a new 

71 impulse to human liberty and human progress." Only four 

years earlier Stanford had affirmed, "I would make no war 

with the institutions of any portion of this country"; and 

in another speech in 1859 he said, "I prefer the white man 

72 to the Negro as an inhabitant of our country." While 

campaigning in August, 1863, Frederick Low, the Republican 

nominee for Governor, endorsed emancipation on moral 

grounds, though previously he had ignored the problem of 

73 
slavery. Even ex-Douglas Democrats turned Republican, 

such as John Conness, the newly elected United States 

70. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 194-95. 

71. Sacramento Union. January 8, 1863. 

72. See above, Chapter 3. 

73. Sacramento Union. August 24, 1863. 
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Senator from California, publicly defended emancipation as 

74 a moral act. 

Republican compassion toward the black race, however, 

had limitations in 1863. Underlying the emancipation issue 

was the question of the future location of the freedmen, 

and the vast majority of California's Republicans supported 

emancipation in the belief that the freedmen would stay in 

the South. Their official party newspapers, such as the 

Napa County Reporter, quelled any fears in California of a 

massive black migration by arguing that the physical charac

teristics of blacks would keep them in the warm Southern 

climate. Emancipation, the editor of the Napa County 

Reporter maintained, actually removed all inducements for 

75 
black migration. One Republican newspaper even insisted 

that because of the abolition of slavery many Negroe^ in the 

7 6 
North and West would migrate to the South. 

California's black testimony law, passed in 1863, 

further exemplified the contradictory mixture of Republican 

compassion and racism. Nearly every Republican favored and 

nearly every Democrat opposed the bill, which repealed the 

1851 prohibition of black testimony in court cases involving 

74. Santa Cruz Sentinel. April 25, 1863. 

75. Napa County Reporter. August 8, 1863. 

76. Santa Cruz Sentinel. August 1, 1863. 
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77 
whites. In the debate on the bill in 1862 and 1863, the 

Republicans expressed genuine sympathy for the state's black 

population; but at the same time they rejected the notion of 

racial equality. Insisting that the bill only conformed to 

practices in the slaveholding South, one Republican argued 

emphatically that the mild reform was "... not a proposi-

78 
tion to elevate the black man . . . "It is not whether 

they [Negroes] are to be allowed to become citizens," 

another Republican legislator said, "... nor is it whether 

they are to be elevated to social equality with the whites, 

79 
nothing of this kind is allowed to enter this discussion" 

Republicans also supported the black testimony bill 

knowing that it would effect little change because Cali-

80 
fornia Negroes were few in number, less than 4,000 in 1860. 

Had the Negro population equalled the large Chinese popula

tion of 35,000 in 1860, the Republicans doubtlessly would 

have denied blacks the right to testify; for in their bill 

81 
the Republicans specifically excluded Chinese testimony. 

77. Sacramento Union. January 29, March 6, 1863; 
Statutes of California. 1863 (Sacramento: John O'Meara, 
State Printer, 1863), pi 60. 

78. Sacramento Union. March 24, 1862. 

79. Charles Maclay, Speech to California Assembly. 
April. 1862 (n.p., n.d.), p. 2, Huntington Library, San 
Marino, California. 

80. United States Bureau of the Census, Population 
of the United States in 1860, pp. 26-7. 

81. Ibid.; Sacramento Union. January 29, 1863. 



141 

The Republicans consistently supported measures to prohibit 

Chinese immigration and to tax those in California heavily 

82 
enough to drive them out of the state. Indeed, Governor 

Stanford stated in his annual message for 1863, "... the 

settlement among us of an inferior race is to be discouraged 

8 3 
by every legitimate means . . . ." Though Republicans and 

Democrats differed on other issues, each opposed granting 

any rights to the Chinese in 1863. 

Unlike the Republicans, a majority of California's 

Democrats still opposed emancipation; and in 1863 the two 

Democratic parties in the state reunited on the basis of 

opposition to the Emancipation Proclamation. Early in the 

year, the Douglas and Breckinridge State Central Committees 

issued separate calls for a single June 24 "Democratic" con

vention in behalf of all Democrats opposed to "the Adminis-

i 84 
tration, [and] the Abolitionists." Supporters of the 

fusion movement formed Democratic clubs in most of the 

state's counties during the month of June and endorsed the 

8 5 
call for one Anti-Administration convention. When the 

82. Sacramento Union. January 14, February 10, . 
March 19, 27, April 9, 26, 1862. 

83. Leland Stanford, Annual Message of Leland 
Stanford. January. 1863 (Sacramento: State Printer, 1863), 
p. 7, Stanford Papers, Stanford University, Palo Alto, 
California. 

84. Sacramento Union. June 12, 1863. 

85. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 196-97. 
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Democratic convention convened on June 24, the historian of 

the state's conventions later wrote, the Douglas and 

Breckinridge parties . . passed out of existence in the 

,.86 
same way. " 

Having reunited in 1863, the Democrats nominated one 

of California's antebellum Governors, John G. Downey for 

Governor and selected other candidates for Congressmen. 

Their platform favored the suppression of the rebellion but 

also the restoration of the Union with "the rights of the 

several states unimpaired." Besides specifically condemning 

the Emancipation Proclamation as tending to prolong the war, 

the Democrats denounced "... the fanatical attempt to 

place the negro on a social and political equality with the 

87 
white race ....11 

Armed with a traditional platform the Democrats 

continued their familiar campaign against Republicans and 

88 
the "war for the negro." Gubernatorial nominee John G. 

Downey warned that the Emancipation Proclamation would 

89 
trigger a massive black migration to California, and ex-

Governor and ex-United States Senator John B. Weller even 

86. Ibid., p. 197. 

87. Sacramento Union. July 8, 10, 1863. 

88. Union Democrat (Sonora), February 21, 1863. 
See also Butte Record. November 14, 1863; Colusa Sun. Jan
uary 31, 1863: and Sacramento Union, May 20. Auqust6, 31. 
1863. 

89. Sacramento Union. August 6, 1863. 
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ended two years of political retirement in 1863 to campaign 

energentically against emancipation. Fearing arrest for 

disloyalty, he told a crowd of listeners in Petaluma that if 

imprisoned for life his epitaph should read: "Here Lies The 

Body Of An American Who Forfeited His Liberty; And Died In 

Prison, For Refusing ... To Give Freedom To Four Million 

[Members] Of The African Race." 

Notwithstanding this racist Democratic strategy, 

Republican support for the war and the partial destruction 

of slavery had great voter appeal in 1863, the year when 

Republicans reached the high point of their popularity in 

California. They polled a remarkable 59 per cent of the 

vote in the election. In addition to electing ex-Congressman 

Frederick Low as Governor, and William Higby, Thomas Shannon, 

and Cornelius Cole as Congressmen, Republicans won 105 of 

91 the 120 seats in the state legislature. 

The decisive Republican victory of 1863 had a rather 

surprising feature, the bifurcation of the old Douglas party. 

Though accurately concluding that most erstwhile Douglas 

voters voted Republican in 1863, California historians also 

assert that a majority of the activists in the Douglas party 

90. John B. Weller, Speech of ex-Governor John B. 
Weller. delivered before the Democratic Club at Petaluma. 
Cal.. June 6. 1863 (San Francisco: n.p., 1863), 33 
Huntington Library, San Marino, California. 

91. Election returns are listed in the Sacramento 
Union. December 10, 1863; Assembly Committee on Elections 
and Reapportionment, Legislative Sourcebook, passim. 
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joined the Republican party because of their pro-Union 

92 
sentiments. Actually, however, the Douglas activists were 

much more apt to affiliate with the Democratic party in 

1863. 

By compiling a list of all delegates, candidates, 

and officeholders of the Democratic and Republican parties 

in 1863, and then comparing that list to a similar Douglas 

name list from the preceding years, it is possible to 

determine which party Douglas Democrat leaders joined. From 

I86 0 through 1863 a total of approximately 800 individuals 

publicly identified with the Douglas party. These party 

activists either ran for office as Douglas Democrats, sat on 

the Douglas State Central Committee, or attended one of the 

93 
Douglas state conventions in the period. The names of 

only thirty-five of the Douglas activists appeared on the 

1863 Republican list of 303 names and the 1863 Democratic 

list of 375 names; but of the thirty-five, twenty classified 

94 
as Democrats. Further, while seven former Douglas 

92. Bancroft, History of California. Vol VII, 295-
96; Moody, "Civil War and Reconstruction," p. 248; and Baur, 
"Beginnings of the Republican Party," pp. 54-55. 

93. The sources for the Douglas name list are 
Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 173-79; Sacramento Union, 
September 6, 1860, July 6, 10, 1861. 

94. The sources for the 1863 Republican name list 
are Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 195-96; Sacramento 
Union. June 18, 20, 1863. The sources for the 1863 Demo
cratic list are Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 199-200; 
Sacramento Union. July 8, 10, 1863. 
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Democrats either sat on the State Central Committee of the 

Democratic party or ran for statewide office under the 

Democratic banner in 1863, only two former Douglas activists 

occupied similar high positions in the Republican party. 

Though a majority of the identifiable Douglas 

activists fused with the Breckinridge Democrats in 1863, the 

California historians are correct that a majority of the 

Douglas rank and file voters voted Republican in 1863; for 

by that date the Republican argument had validity that the 

restoration of the Union and the destruction of slavery were 

inseparable. As Table 3 indicates, a .43 figure derived 

from correlating 1863 Republican county percentages with 

1862 Douglas percentages. While generally considered a low 

or insignificant correlation, the .43 figure appears striking 

when compared to the -.30 coefficient, which resulted from 

correlating 1863 Democratic percentages and 1862 Douglas 

percentages.95 

Comparing voting percentages at the county level for 

the 1860 and 1863 elections, comparable elections in terms 

of voter turnout, also suggests that most former Douglas 

96 
voters voted Republican in 1863. In the 1860 election the 

95. See above, Chapter 1, for an explanation of 
correlation coefficient. 

96. The total vote in the 1860 election was 119,876 
and the total vote in the 1863 election was 108,905. 
Sacramento Union. November 6, 1860, December 10, 1863. 
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Table 3. Correlation Coefficients of Voting Percentages 
at the County Level for the 1861, 1862, and 1863 
Elections 

Variables Coefficients 

1861 Republican and 1860 Douglas .00 
1862 Republican and 18 61 Douglas .06 
1863 Republican and 1862 Douglas .43 
1863 Democratic and 1862 Douglas -.30 
1863 Democratic and 1862 Breckinridge .60 

Douglas Democrats carried seventeen counties by either a 

plurality or a majority vote; and, as Figure 2 illustrates, 

all of those counties yielded Republican majorities in the 

1863 election. On the other hand, the illustration also 

shows that, of the eighteen counties that Breckinridge Demo

crats won in 1860, only eight cast a majority of their votes 

for the Republican party in 1863. No county that gave a 

Breckinridge majority in 1860 gave a Republican majority in 

1863. 

Thus, in 1863, and to some extent in 1862, the 

Republicans won the Douglas vote by supporting the restora

tion of the Union as well as limited emancipation, a fact 

that Cornelius Cole correctly attributed to the transforming 

97 
nature of the Civil War. Because of the war, the Douglas 

party collapsed at its foundation; and its demise served the 

Republicans well. In 1863 they called their party the 

97. Cole, Memoirs. p. 158. 



Figure 2. Election Maps 1860, 1863 

1. Alameda 23. San Bernardino 
2. Amador 24. San Diego 
3. Butte 25. San Francisco 
4. Calaveras 26. San Joaquin 
5. Colusa 27. San Luis Obispo 
6. Contra Costa 28. San Mateo 
7. Del Norte 29. Santa Barbara 
8. El Dorado 30. Santa Clara 
9. Freso 31. Santa Cruz 
10. Humboldt 32. Shasta 
11. Klamath 33. Sierra 
12. Los Angeles 34. Siskiyou 
13. Marin 35. Solano 
14. Mariposa 36. Sonoma 
15. Mendocino 37. Stanislaus 
16. Merced 38. Sutter 
17. Monterey 39. Tehama 
18. Napa 40. Trinity 
19. Nevada 41. Tulare 
20. Placer 42. Tuolumne 
21. Plumas 43. Yolo 
22. Sacramento 44. Yuba 
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Union party, and in 1863 political expediency and moral 

principle converged. 

In 1863 no one could correctly accuse California 

Republicans of favoring equal rights for Negroes or of 

favoring any rights for the Chinese. Yet, by that year a 

significant transformation had occurred within Republican 

ranks. Though not advocating the total abolition of slavery, 

the Republicans did support emancipating some slaves to 

restore the Union. Fashioned largely by the action of 

others and by the exigencies of civil war, Republican 

emancipationists in California blended a new-found compas

sion for slaves with an old aversion toward Negroes. Al

though imperfectly formed, the Republican emancipationist 

contrasted sharply with the unchanging image of the Democrat; 

and the contrast would become more glaring in future years 

when the Republican became an Abolitionist. 



CHAPTER 6 

THE REPUBLICAN AS ABOLITIONIST: 1864-65 

After the 1863 election, the ideological cleavage 

between California's Democrats and Republicans intensified; 

the Republicans became Abolitionists. Early in April, 1864, 

the United States Senate approved the proposed Thirteenth 

Amendment to the United States Constitution, which called 

for the total abolition of slavery. Although the House of 

Representatives voted 93 to 65 in June against the abolition 

amendment, it became a plank in the 1864 Republican National 

Platform."'' After President Abraham Lincoln won reelection 

in November, the House of Representatives passed the amend

ment; and on December 18, 1865, Secretary of State William 

Seward proclaimed that three-fourths of the states had 

ratified the amendment and that slavery no longer existed 

in America.^ 

Because the Civil War generated sentiment for the 

total destruction of slavery, California Republicans 

endorsed the Thirteenth Amendment wholeheartedly. Yet, 

1. Congressional Globe. 38th Cong., 1st Sess. 
(April 8, 1864), 1490; Congressional Globe. 38th Cong., 1st 
Sess. (June 15, 1864), 2995. 

2. Ibid.. 38th Cong., 2nd Sess. (January 31, 1865), 
531; Randall and Donald, Civil War and Reconstruction, p. 
396. 

149 
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political expediency by itself fails to account for the 

change in Republican policy toward slavery, at least in 

California. Facing a torrent of racist propaganda and the 

risk of election defeat, the Republican party in California 

for the first time indicted slavery as a sin and increasing

ly expressed compassion toward Negroes. In the elections 

of 1864 and 1865, an acquired sense of justice, as well as 

an instinct for political survival, guided California Repub

licans; and their new attitude marked a turning point in the 

history of their party. 

Though the Republicans had polled 59 per cent of the 

vote in the 1863 election, few of them considered a Repub

lican victory in 1864 a certainty. Only five years before, 

in the 1859 election, the unpredictable California 

electorate had given 60 per cent of its vote to Southern 

Democrats; a year later, in the 1860 election, the Southern 

3 
Democrats had won a mere 28 per cent of the vote. The 

4 former Douglas voters, who had voted Republican in 1863, 

might withdraw their support at any time; and war weariness, 

stemming from high casualties within the Union Army, en

hanced the prospects of peace Democrats, especially in 

traditionally Democratic states such as California. The 

3. See above, Chapters 3 and 4. 

4. See above, Chapter 5. 

5. Randall and Donald, Civil War and Reconstruction, 
pp. 466, 470; Nevins, War For The Union. Vol. IV, 65. 
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longer the Civil War continued with no end in sight, the 

more valid seemed the Democratic charges that attacks upon 

slavery would prolong the war rather than shorten it. 

Equally important, the 1864 election would test 

attitudes in California on national issues more than any 

other election had in the past; because only national 

offices, rather than state offices or control of the legis

lature, were at stake. Although Californians had elected 

three Congressmen in 1863, voters would again choose three 

Representatives in the presidential election, bringing 

California into line with other states that held congres

sional elections in even numbered years. Congress had 

passed a bill in July, 1862, that made congressional 

districts mandatory for all states with more than one 

Representative; but the bill specifically exempted Cali

fornia from the requirement until she elected Congressmen 

for the Thirty-Ninth Congress, which convened in December, 

1865.^ In April, 1864, the state legislature passed a bill 

that created three congressional districts and provided that 

"in 1864 and every two years thereafter" California would 

7 
hold a congressional election. 

6. Congressional Globe. 37th Cong., 2nd Sess. (July 
14, 1862), Appendix, 407. 

7. Journal of the Assembly. 1863/1864. 591; Journal 
of the Senate. 1863/1864. 450. See Sacramento Union. 
February 4, March 19, 18 54, for the limited debate on the 
bill when it passed the Assembly and Senate. See also 
Elmer Patterson, Jr., "Congressional Reapportionment in 
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In spite of the high stakes in the election and the 

real possibility of a Democratic victory, the Republicans 

fought the 1864 election on the abolition issue and made 

only minimal compromises on that issue. Even before the 

campaign began. Republicans in the state legislature 

expressed an unwillingness to compromise on abolition. 

Early in 1861 the small contingent of Republican legislators 

had voted to elect the Douglas Democrat James McDougall to 

the United States Senate, but since his election McDougall 

Q 

had opposed emancipating slaves for any reason. In 

February, 1864, the Republican-controlled legislature passed 

a resolution of censure against McDougall and declared his 

voting record against emancipation harmful to the best 

interests of the country. Every Democratic legislator, plus 

g 
one Republican lawmaker, opposed the resolution. 

Besides excoriating McDougall's anti-abolitionist 

stance, in January the Republican lawmakers proclaimed the 

Emancipation Proclamation "self-acting," that is, not con

tingent upon military control of the slave states. In the 

following month, all of the Republican legislators endorsed 

California, 1849-1931" (unpublished Master's thesis, 
University of California, Berkeley, 1935), pp. 13-25. 

8. See above, Chapter 5. 

9. Sacramento Union. January 30, February 10, 1864. 

10. Ibid.. January 13, 1864. 
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the abolition of slavery in the District of Columbia, the 

enlistment of Negro soldiers in the Union Army, and the 

establishment of military governments in rebellious states. 

Only Democrats voted against these tneasures.^ 

Another manifestation of the changing attitudes of 

Republicans occurred in March, when the State Assembly con

sidered admitting Negroes, Indians, and Chinese into white 

public schools. A Republican assemblyman sponsored the 

amendment to Assembly Bill 216 providing for equal educa

tional opportunity, and the Committee on Education reported 

the bill to the Assembly on March 3 with the attached amend

ment. Though the Assembly voted the amendment down, 31 of 

the 50 voting Republicans favored the equal rights provision 

12 while all of the Democrats voted no. Taking into account 

California's racist tradition, even consideration of such a 

proposal represented radical action . 

A growing commitment to more humane principles also 

characterized California's Republican Congressmen in 1864. 

Like many other Congressmen in the early months of 1864, 

Cornelius Cole, Thomas Shannon, and William Higby, who had 

won election in 1863, feared that passage of the proposed 

Thirteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution would 

deflate Union sentiment in the South and prolong the war. 

11. Ibid.. February 18, 1864; Davis, Political 
Conventions. pp. 201-202. 

12. Sacramento Union. March 4, 1864. 
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Consequently, in March and April they voted against the 

13 
amendment, which failed in the House. Yet, after the 

national Republican party endorsed the Thirteenth Amendment 

in its June convention, the three Representatives zealously 

supported the abolition of slavery by constitutional amend

ment; and unlike their previous remarks on the subject, in 

June they publicly indicted slavery as a sin. 

Rather than arguing that the total extinction of 

slavery would shorten the war, the Republicans denounced the 

immoral nature of slavery. While Shannon denigrated the 

institution for violating divine law, Higby called slavery 

14 "the great lie of the age." Earlier in the year, Cole 

emphasized the federal government's responsibility to protect 

and educate Southern Negroes; and John Conness, the Repub

lican Senator from California, affirmed emphatically, "I 

thank God . . . that the day is coming . . . when our country 

shall be relieved of that curse, that crime, and that treason 

which are contained in African slavery. Contrasting 

sharply with these professions were McDougall's speeches, 

13. Congressional Globe. 38th Cong., 1st Sess. 
(March 28, 1864), 1325; (April 16, 1864), 1680. 

14• Ibid.. 38th Cong., 1st Sess. (June 14, 1864), 
2943-52. 

15. Ibid., 38th Cong., 1st Sess. (February 18, 
18 64), 740-43; (February 9, 1864), 538. 
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which castigated emancipation and warned of the ill-effects 

X6 ' 
of racial mixture. 

At their March 24 state convention, Republican 

leaders in California also affirmed their moral opposition 

to slavery. In advance of the congressional Republicans who 

would vote down the Thirteenth Amendment three days after 

the California convention adjourned, the Republican delegates 

declared in their platform, "We are opposed to human slavery, 

as an institution condemned by God and abhorrent to humanity 

. . . ." To counter the continuing Democratic campaign 

against the abolition of slavery and even limited emancipa

tion, the delegates resolved that Southerners, by rebelling, 

caused slavery's destruction and deserved it as just punish-

17 
ment for their crimes against the United States Government. 

Like California's Republican platform of 1864, the 

platforms drafted by the Republican and Democratic national 

conventions, held in June and August, respectively, placed 

the abolition issue squarely before the electorate for the 

first time in a presidential election. Meeting in Baltimore, 

the Republicans nominated Lincoln for a second term as 

President, supported all of the administration's measures 

to win the war, and called for a constitutional amendment 

16. Ibid.. 38th Cong., 1st Sess. (April 6, 1864), 
1444; (April 8, 1864), 1490. 

17. Sacramento Union. March 26, 1864; Davis, 
Political Conventions, pp. 206-207. 
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18 
to abolish slavery throughout the United States. Unlike 

the Republicans, the Democrats failed to mention the 

abolition of slavery in their national platform. Rather, 

they declared against the abolition of slavery by resolving 

that the ". . . aim and object of the Democratic party is to 

preserve the Federal Union and the rights of States un-

19 
impaired " In harmony with his party's demand for 

a quick end to the war, General George B. McClellan, the 

Democratic nominee for President, stated in his letter of 

acceptance, "Union is the one condition of peace—we ask no 

.20 

After the national conventions adjourned, Cali

fornia's Republicans ratified Lincoln's renomination and 

also selected candidates for Congress. With little opposi

tion, the former Douglas Democrat Donald McRuer won the 

nomination from the First Congressional District, which con

sisted of the northern part of the state. In a separate 

district convention, party members overwhelmingly selected 

John Bidwell, the famous pioneer who came to California in 

1841, to run in the Second District located in the central 

21 
part of the state. The only sharp conflict in the 

p. 35. 
18. Porter and Johnson, National Party Platforms. 

19. Ibid., p. 34. 

20. Quoted in Voegeli, Free But Not Equal, p. 151. 

21. Sacramento Union. August 31, September 1, 1864. 
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balloting for congressional candidates occurred in the 

Third District convention. Congressman Cole had antagonized 

Senator Conness by opposing his nomination of Stephen J. 

22 
Field to the United States Supreme Court. Consequently, 

Conness supported Congressman Higby•s renomination; and on 

the first ballot Higby defeated Cole by a narrow margin of 

55 to 52 votes.^ 

Having nominated their own candidates for Congress, 

California Democrats continued their familiar campaign 

against Republicans and Negroes, hoping that opposition to 

the newly proposed Thirteenth Amendment would produce a 

Democratic victory. Besides denouncing the continuance of 

the war, they stressed the racial aspects of aboliton. 

Laying the foundation for their racist arguments early in 

the campaign, Democratic newspapers endeavored to show the 

impracticality of emancipating slaves because of the bio

logical inferiority of the Negro. Travelers' accounts in 

Africa and the Proceedings of the Ethnological Society of 

London furnished the Democratic presses with evidence, 

however unscientific, to sustain the notion that Negroes 

were incapable of attaining a high degree of civilization. 

Contending that the natural state of the Negro was slavery, 

the newspapers argued that the Negro required the restraint 

22. Cole, Memoirs. pp. 248-49. 

23. Sacramento Union. September 1, 1864. 
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of some higher authority to achieve even a semblance of 

24 
civilization. History, the editor of the Sonora Union 

Democrat insisted, proved the limited capacities of 

W 25 Negroes. 

Unvarnished racism also characterized the Democratic 

campaign speakers of 1864. In attacking slavery, one Demo

cratic speaker said, Lincoln's administration had committed 

26 
a "moral felony." While Joseph B. Crockett, a Democratic 

candidate for Congress, stated that Republicans favored 

27 
Negroes over white men, the editor of the Napa County 

Reporter asked, "Are you for Miscegenation? If not, leave 

the Abolition ranks ... and unite with the Democracy, the 

28 
whiteman's party." 

Former Republicans, such as Edward Stanly, also 

participated in the general assault upon Negroes. Indeed, 

Stanly frequently outdistanced the old-line Democrats in 

displaying personal callousness toward Negroes. The 1857 

Republican candidate for Governor of California became a 

Democrat when President Lincoln issued the Emancipation 

24. Union Democrat (Sonora), January 23, 30, August 
5, 1864; Butte Record. January 2, 1864. 

25. Union Democrat (Sonora), January 30, 1864. 

26. Sacramento Union. October 3, 1864. 

27. Joseph B. Crockett, Address of Col. J. B. 
Crockett. Democratic Candidate for Congress (n.p., 1864), 
passim, Bancroft Library, University of California, Berkeley. 

28. Napa County Reporter. April 23, 1864. 
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29 
Proclamation; and while campaigning for McClellan in 

October, 1864, Stanly pledged that he and his southern 

30 
friends would never work side by side with free Negroes. 

In addition to the anti-Negro speeches, Democratic 

newspapers repeatedly printed "Sambo" stories that slurred 

Negroes and ridiculed humanitarian gestures made in their 

31 
behalf. One such item read, "'Well, Tom, do you feel like 

going back to the army when your wound is well?' 'No, not 

unless I could go back either as a nigger or a brigadier-

32 
general.'" Moreover, the Democrats composed poems, songs, 

and jingles to excite the public mind. In March, for 

instance, the Sonora Union Democrat carried a campaign 

jingle entitled "Pretty Picture—Ain't It Neighbor," which 

read in part, 

When this cruel war is over, 
All the nigs will be in clover. 
Blacks at ease—whites at labor ^3 
Pretty picture, ain't it, neighbor? 

29. Edward Stanly to Abraham Lincoln, January 15, 
1863, Reports of Committees of the House of Representatives. 
40th Cong., 1st Sess., Report No. 7, Series 1314, 731-32. 

30. Edward Stanly, Letter from the Hon. Edward 
Stanly. His Reasons for supporting Gen. B. McClellen! 
(San Francisco: n.p., 1864),p. 6. 

31. See, for example, Union Democrat (Sonora), 
January 9, 30, February 13, 20, December 31, 1864. 

32. Ibid.. January 9, 1864. 

33. Ibid.. March 12, 1864. 
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Prior to 1864, Republicans usually combatted this 

type of Democratic racism with their own barrage of racism. 

Indeed, they even cast aspersions on Negroes while support

ing limited emancipation in 1862 and 1853. During the 1864 

campaign, however, Republican racism diminished considerably 

as many Republicans simply refused to meet the Democrats on 

traditional grounds. Rather, they rejected race as a 

legitimate political issue and skillfully utilized a variety 

of campaign techniques to undermine the race issue itself. 

The most important technique stressed the incom

patibility of slavery and the preservation of the Union, 

thus countering the Democratic appeal to the electorate's 

race prejudice with an appeal to its patriotism. Throughout 

the fall of 1864, Republican speakers and newspapers, many 

for the first time, named slavery as the cause of the Civil 

War; and they argued that if the institution survived then 

34 
the Union would perish. "I am an abolitionist because 

this war has abolitionized me," Henry Edgerton, a former 

Douglas Democrat said in an October speech. "I am an 

Abolitionist because I know there can be no permanent solu

tion of this difficulty, and there can be no restoration of 

34. See the Republican speeches in the Sacramento 
Union. September 2, 21, November 4, 1864, and Alameda County 
Gazette. September 17, October 20, 1864; Napa Register. 
March 5, 1864; Santa Cruz Sentinel. March 26, November 26, 
1864; Union Record (Butte). May 21, 1864. 
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35 
. . . . " Because slavery strengthened the rebellion, 

wrote Samuel Soule, the editor of the Alameda County 

Gazette. the abolition of slavery would strengthen the 

Union.^ 

The Republicans also used more subtle techniques to 

undercut the race issue. For example, by vilifying Souther

ners, Republicans created a climate of opinion more re

ceptive to the total abolition of slavery. At the same time 

that the Santa Cruz Sentinel censured disunionists, the 

newspaper praised the abolition of slavery because, the 

Republican editor wrote, it "punishes traitors and blesses 

37 
humanity." Sniftmg the debate from race to treason, 

Congressman Higby asked in a June speech, "What will we do 

with the slave when he becomes free? Better ask what we 

38 
will do with the master?" Furthermore, Republicans in

creasingly condemned Democrats for interjecting race into 

39 
every campaign; and, unlike Democratic newspapers, few 

Republican papers used the derogatory term "nigger" or 

ridiculed the black race's suitability for freedom. 

35. Sacramento Union. October 19, 1864. 

36. Alameda County Gazette. September 17, 1864. 

3 7. Santa Cruz Sentinel. May 7, 1864. 

38. Sacramento Union. June 2, 1864. 

39. See, for example, Republican speeches in 
Sacramento Union. September 2, 21, November 4, 1864, cited 
footnote 34. 
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Frank Pixley's new attitude toward slavery and 

blacks in 1864 exemplified the Republican party's growing 

commitment to humanitarian principles. Pixley had attended 

every Republican convention in California and had partic

ipated in every statewide campaign since the party's in

ception in 1856. Like most Republicans before 1864, he made 

known his insensitive and often cruel attitude toward blacks. 

Having gone on record in 1856 as opposing slavery extension 

solely for the benefit of the white race, he reaffirmed his 

position in 1859 stating in one speech, "I believe that 

slavery is a greater curse to the white man than to the 

black . . . . " "If the South wants negroes," Pixley said in 

the speech, "let them have them to their heart's content. 

By 1864, however, his attitude had changed dramatically; for 

during the presidential campaign he called for the complete 

eradication of slavery and for federal protection of 

41 Southern blacks as well. 

Similarly, Cornelius Cole displayed a remarkable 

change of attitude toward slavery. The founder of Cali

fornia's Republican party, whom a newspaper reporter de

scribed in 1863 as "a gentleman of quiet, modest aspect, of 

40. Sacramento Union. August 29, 1859. 

41. F. M. Pixley, Speech of F. M. Pixley at the 
Ratification Meeting Held at Piatt's Hall. Tuesday 
Evening. September 13th. 1864 (San Francisco: n.p., 1864), 
passim. 
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42 black hair, piercing black eyes and bilious complexion," 

had largely ignored the immorality of slavery in his earlier 

43 
career. Yet, while serving as Congressman from 1863 to 

1865 Cole justified the end of slavery and the elevation of 

44 
the ex-slave on humanitarian grounds. Even his private 

letters to his wife Olive reflected his new awareness of 

the South's peculiar institution. Shortly after the House 

of Representatives passed the Thirteenth Amendment, which 

California's Congressmen supported, Cole told Olive, "We 

can now look other nations in the face without shame . . . . 

45 
Let us rejoice." 

Of course, many Republicans, unlike Pixley and Cole, 

still practiced the customary campaign methods of their 

party in 1864. The more conservative Republican newspapers, 

such as the Butte Union Record. expressed repugnance for 

Negroes and affirmed that the Republican party was "... 

46 fighting primarily for the white man's rights." In an 

editorial entitled "Democracy and the Nigger," the editor 

of the Union Record even accused Democrats of favoring 

42. Quoted in Phillips, Cornelius Cole, p. 115. 

43. See above. 

44. Congressional Globe. 38th Cong., 1st Sess. 
(February 18, 1864), 740-43. 

45. Cornelius Cole to Olive Cole, February 1, 1865, 
Cole Papers. See also, Cole to Olive, January 31, 1865, 
Cole Papers. 

46. Union Record (Butte), October 8, 1864. 
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47 
racial equality. Notwithstanding the new compassion of 

many party members, Republican racism persisted throughout 

the 1864 campaign; and no California Republican endorsed 

racial equality or the movement of Negroes out of the South. 

Yet in 1864, for the first time in the state's 

political history, voters had a choice between two parties 

with essentially different ideas regarding the morality of 

slavery. Though the 1864 election left unresolved the 

question of civil rights for blacks, for California Lincoln's 

reelection in November settled the fate of slavery. Unlike 

the 1863 election, in which a majority of voters supported 

limited emancipation to save the Union, the 1864 election in 

California authorized a constitutional amendment for the 

total abolition of slavery even if the rebels surrendered. 

The Republican appeal to morality for the sake of the Union 

proved more potent than the Democrats' appeal to racial 

fears, for out of a total vote of 105,969 the Republicans 

polled nearly 59 per cent and carried 35 of the state's 45 

48 
counties. 

Moreover, Democratic racism persuaded few 1863 

Republican voters to change their allegiance; correlation 

analysis shows that the 1863 voting alignment continued into 

1864. Approximately the same number of voters cast ballots 

47. Ibid.. October 22, 1864. 

48. Burnham, Presidential Ballots, pp. 292-305, 
lists the 1864 election returns for California. 
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in the two elections, and an unquestionably significant 

coefficient of .81 derived from correlating 1864 Republican 

percentages with those of 1863. The same high coefficient 

resulted from correlating Democratic percentages in the two 

49 
elections. Stated in another way, the Republicans carried 

every county that they had won in 1863 with only two 

exceptions; and in 1864 the Democrats captured every county 

that yielded a Democratic majority in 1863 with only one 

exception. Thus, although the issue of partial emancipation 

gave way to demands for the total abolition of slavery in 

1864, and although some Republican leaders in California 

such as Edward Stanly left the party because of its aboli

tionist tendencies, Republicans in California retained most 

of the Democratic vote that they had previously captured. 

In the congressional districts, McRuer, Higby, and Bidwell 

won election by polling sizeable majorities against their 

Democratic opponents.^ 

Frederick Low, who sat as Governor of California 

during the Republican victory of 1864, well reflected the 

gradual changes taking place within the Republican party. 

Born in Frankford, Maine, in 1828, Low worked in a counting 

49. For an explanation of correlation coefficient 
see above, Chapter 1. 

50. Returns for the congressional elections are 
listed in the Sacramento Union. December 9, 1864. McRuer 
won 20,677 votes against his opponent's 14,821; Higby by 
23,092 against 14,557; and Bidwell 18,018 against 14,249. 
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room for a mercantile firm before he migrated to California 

in 1849 to search for gold. After earning $1,500 in the 

gold fields during three months, he formed a business 

partnership with his two older brothers; and by the mid-

1850 • s their firm, the California Steam Navigation Company, 

monopolized nearly all inland water transportation to the 

51 
northern mines in the state. 

While engaged in the steamboating business, Low 

became increasingly active in the Republican party, which he 

joined in 1856. Having served as a state central committee

man in 1861 and as a Congressman from 1861 through 1863, Low 

secured appointment from Abraham Lincoln early in 1863 as 

Collector of the Port of San Francisco, an office whose 

patronage powers matched those of any in the state. With 

this advantage and with the aid of John Conness, who himself 

had just won election to the United States Senate, Low won 

the nomination for Governor in 1863 and subsequently 

52 
election to that office. 

Modest and unassuming in character, he displayed a 

remarkably unprejudiced attitude toward the state's racial 

minorities during his four year tenure as Governor. He 

advocated humane treatment for California's Mission Indians 

51. Johnson and Malone, Dictionary of American 
Biography. Vol. XI, 445-46; Melendy and Gilbert, Governors 
of California, pp. 129-30. 

52. See above, Chapter 5. 
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and denounced the exclusion of Chinese and Indian testimony 

in court cases involving whites. Far in advance of many 

Republicans in the state, Governor Low said in one speech, 

"We must learn to treat the Chinese who come to live among 

us decently, and not oppress them . . . nor allow them to be 

53 
abused, robbed, and murdered . . . ." He also used the 

prestige of his office to secure passage of the Thirteenth 

Amendment, which all Republicans in the legislature and half 

of the Democratic members approved in December, 1865.^ 

Low also instituted important educational and 

political reforms. While he solicited generous endowments 

for the newly created State Normal School, he took advantage 

of federal land grants to encourage higher education and 

formulated plans for the founding of the University of Cali

fornia. He also signed the Porter Primary Law, the measure 

that required citizens to register in order to vote in 

55 
primary elections. During Low's administration, however, 

these reforms occupied less public attention than the 1865 

election for James McDougall's seat in the United States 

Senate. 

53. Melendy and Gilbert, Governors of California, 
pp. 133, 137. 

54. Sacramento Union. December 7, 16, 1865. 

55. Melendy and Gilbert, Governors of California, 
pp. 136-37. 
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The Senatorial election reflected the indecision of 

California Republicans at the end of the Civil War con

cerning the status of Southern Negroes and the problems of 

reconstructing the Union. On the one hand, Congressmen 

Cole, Higby, and Shannon, and Senator Conness, had voted for 

the Wade-Davis Bill in 1864, which Lincoln pocket vetoed.^ 

The bill specified that if a majority of white males in a 

rebellious state affirmed loyalty to the United States 

Constitution, they could convene a convention and draft a 

constitution abolishing slavery as a prerequisite for re-

admission into the Union. Of more importance, the anti-

southern bill excluded all ex-Confederate officeholders and 

soldiers from voting or participating in the formation of 

new state governments. 

On the other hand, in their 1865 state convention, 

California Republicans pledged support for Lincoln's plan 

58 
of Reconstruction. Lincoln's plan embodied much easier 

terms for the Southern states permitting readmission when 

one-tenth of the 1860 voting population pledged loyalty to 

the federal government and when the states ratified the 

Thirteenth Amendment. Under Presidential Reconstruction, 

56. Congressional Globe. 38th Cong., 1st Sess. 
(May 4, 1864), 2108; (July 2, 1864), 3491. 

57. Randall and Donald, Civil War and Reconstruc
tion . pp. 552-53. 

58. Sacramento Union. August 18, 1865; Davis, 
Political Conventions, pp. 220-22. 
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most white Southerners, regardless of their former 

activities, could vote and hold office. When Andrew Johnson 

became President after the assassination of Lincoln on April 

14, 1865, he put the essential ingredients of Lincoln's plan 

59 into operation before Congress convened in December. 

During the summer months of 1865, however, Repub

lican opposition to Johnson's Reconstruction policy mounted. 

Historians of the post-Civil War Republican party concur 

that although a majority of Republicans supported President 

Johnson in 1865 a minority in the party, the Radicals, 

desired a stern policy toward ex-Confederates as well as 
\ 

60 
civil and political rights for Southern Blacks. Thus, 

during the summer of 1865, Republicans held differing ideas 

concerning Reconstruction; no California Republican knew 

what plan of Reconstruction Congress would adopt when it 

convened in December. 

59. Randall and Donald, Civil War and Reconstruc
tion. pp. 552, 558-65; James D. Richardson, compiler, A 
Compilation of the Messages and Papers of the Presidents, 
1789-1879"TlO vols.; Washington, D. C.: Bureau of National 
Literature and Art, 1896-99), Vol. VI, 310-14; Congressional 
Globe. 39th Cong., 1st Sess. (December 6, 1865), Appendix, 
1-5. 

60. Randall and Donald, Civil War and Reconstruc
tion . pp. 567-69; Eric L. McKitrick, Andrew Johnson And 
Reconstruction (1960; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1967), pp. 21-22; Nevins, War For The Union. IV, 340-45; 
Fawn M. Brodie, Thaddeus Stevens: Scouraqe of the South 
(New York: W. W. Norton and Company, 1959), pp. 224-27; 
Michael L. Benedict, "The Right Way: Congressional 
Republicans and Reconstruction, 1863-1869" (unpublished 
Ph. D. dissertation, Rice University, 1971), pp. 117-50. 



170 

Compounding this confusion in California over 

Reconstruction policy was the disquieting Senatorial 

election between Long Hairs and Short Hairs. The terms 

Long Hair and Short Hair, designating Republican factions, 

originated in 1864 when the state legislature considered a 

bill to redistrict San Francisco. According to one 

faction, the bill gerrymandered the city to the political 

advantage of the "roughs" or "short hair boys." Opponents 

of the bill became known as Long Hairs; and after the bill 

passed the terms became part of the nomenclature of 

California politics, even though the issues between Long 

61 
Hairs and Short Hairs changed. 

The leader of the Short Hairs was the central figure 

in the Senatorial election, John Conness. Born in Ireland 

in 1821, Conness emigrated to New York at the age of twelve 

and worked for several years as a piano maker before 

migrating to California in 1849. While operating a 

merchandising business, he served four terms in the State 

Assembly as a Douglas Democrat and then ran unsuccessfully 

62 
for Governor in 1861 under that party's label. In 1862 

he became a Republican and in 1863 a United States Senator. 

61. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 213-14. 

62. United States Congress, Joint Committee on 
Printing, Biographical Directory of American Congress. 
1774-1971 (Washington, D. C.: United States Government 
Printing Office, 1971), p. 776. 
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Using the influence of his office, he secured the 

gubernatorial nomination for his ally, Frederick Low; and 

to enhance his own chances for reelection in 1868 Conness 

intended to make Low United States Senator in 1865 against 

the wishes of the Long Hairs, the anti-Conness Republicans 

of 1865.63 

To succeed Conness and the Short Hairs, who were 

actually only a small portion within the Republican Party, 

had to win in a majority of the primary elections held in 

each of California's counties during May, June, and July. 

In these elections voters selected delegates to attend the 

various county conventions, the conventions that nominated 

candidates for the state legislature. Low took no active 

part in the primary elections because, as the New York 

Times accurately surmised, he was merely "... a tail to 

64 
the Senator's kite"; but Conness campaigned vigorously 

against the Long Hair candidates for Senator, primarily ex-

Congressman Timothy Phelps and Congressman Cole.^ In 

spite of Conness's efforts, rank and file voters elected 

66 
Long Hair delegates to most of the county conventions. 

63. Melendy and Gilbert, Governors of California, 
p. 135; New York Times, January 21, 1866. 

64. New York Times. January 21, 1866. 

65. Davis, Political Conventions, p. 214; New York 
Times. January 21, 1866. 

66. Davis, Political Conventions, p. 215. 
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Conness's minority faction refused to accept the 

verdict. When the first convention assembled in June in 

Nevada County, the minority Short Hair faction bolted the 

gathering and issued a call for a "people's union" conven

tion to nominate a separate Republican ticket for the state 

legislature. Placer's county convention ended in the same 

67 
way as Nevada's; and in the Sacramento convention the two 

factions actually fought with knives, pistols, and chairs 

resulting in nine injured delegates and a separate Short 

68 
Hair convention. By mid-August most of the state's 

counties had held separate Long Hair and Short Hair conven-

69 
tions, each of which nominated legislative tickets. 

Though the Republican split stemmed from a 

combination of Conness's ambition, the influence of former 

Douglas Democrats who had joined the Republican party, and 

from actual conflict of interest over districting, race was 

an ever available foil in contests involving Republicans in 

California. Virtually ignoring the origins of their faction, 

the Short Hairs asserted as the campaign progressed that the 

real basis of division lay in the Negro suffrage issue. 

Though in fact the Long Hair county conventions ignored 

67. Ibid., p. 214. 

68. Bancroft, History of California. VII, 317; 
Union Democrat (Sonora), July 29, 1865. 

69. Davis, Political Conventions, p. 214; 
Sacramento Union. July 14, 1-865. 
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70 
the subject of black suffrage, most of the Short Hair 

conventions drafted platforms firmly opposing Negro suffrage 

71 
for the South and for California as well. For example, 

in Yuba County the Shorts resolved to support "natural 

rights for the African race," but added, ". . .we still 

believe this to be a 'white man's government,' and that 

allowing or permitting the negro to vote would be . . . 

72 
unnatural, impolitic, and degrading." 

The Short Hairs refrained from accusing the Longs 

of supporting Negro suffrage because in actuality only a 

few Republicans in California advocated black suffrage in 

1865; and these individuals neither claimed the doctrine as 

Republican policy nor stated that they favored black 

73 
suffrage outside of the South. In their state convention 

of August, 1865, for instance, Republicans failed to 

74 
mention Negro suffrage. The convention, wrote the editor 

70. Union Record (Butte), July 22, 1865; Union 
Democrat (Sonora), July 29, 1865; Sacramento Union. August 
30, 1865; Davis, Political Conventions, p. 215. 

71. Davis, Political Conventions, p. 215; Colusa 
Sun. August 5, 1865; Moody, "Civil War and Reconstruction," 
p. 326; Baur, "Beginnings of the Republican Party," p. 55. 

72. Davis, Political Conventions, p. 215. 

73. See, for example, Napa Register. May 6, 1865; 
and E. D. Wheeler's speech in the Sacramento Union. October 
13, 1865. 

74. Sacramento Union. August 21, 1865. 
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of the San Francisco Chronicle. "... dropped the negro as 

75 
children drop hot potatoes. " Writing in October to the 

Secretary of the Treasury Hugh C. McCullough, the prominent 

Republican Collis P. Huntington reported that most 

Republicans in the state viewed extending the franchise to 

7 6 
blacks as impractical. Republicans, observed one party 

member who personally favored black suffrage, were "as 

fearful as death to even allude to a black man . . ."in 

77 
1865.' 

Instead of signifying fundamental conflict over the 

future status of Negroes, the anti-black suffrage maneuver 

illustrated the opportunism of the Short Hairs in general 

and John Conness in particular. In fact, they raised the 

suffrage issue to win Democratic votes in the September 

legislative election. Knowing that the national Republican 

party and California's Republican party lacked a cohesive 

Reconstruction policy in 1865, the Short Hairs, without 

violating party policy, declared against black suffrage, 

thereby encouraging Democratic support. 

In June and July Democrats adjourned most of their 

county conventions without making nominations and resolved 

75. San Francisco Chronicle. August 21, 1865. 

76. C. P. Huntington to H. McCullough, October 
19, 1865, Andrew Johnson Papers, Library of Congress, 
Washington, D. C. 

77. Sacramento Union. October 13, 1865. 
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to support Short Hair candidates for the legislature in the 

78 
September election, because, as Nevada County Democrats 

79 
declared, the bolters were "sound on negro suffrage." 

In Nevada, Placer, Plumas, and Yuba counties, the Short 

80 
Hairs actually formed fusion tickets with the Democrats. 

When a Long Hair editor urged party members to stand by 

their colors, a Democratic editor retorted sarcastically, 

81 
"But what colors? White or black? That's the question." 

Not knowing what Reconstruction policy Congress 

would adopt in December, the Long Hairs labelled black 

suffrage a bogus issue during the August campaign and 

denounced Conness for creating dissension within Republican 

82 
ranks over the issue. Accurately estimating the position 

of the Long Hairs in the fall campaign, the Republican 

editor of the Butte Union Record wrote late in July, "The 

only issue we have heard of, is that of negro suffrage . . . 

[but] who knows what the views of the Administration are 

78. Davis, Political Conventions, p. 223; 
Sacramento Union. September 7, 1865. 

79. Sacramento Union. August 22, 1865, quoting 
the Grass Valley Union. 

80. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 214-15; 
Sacramento Union. July 22, 1865; Moody, "Civil War and 
Reconstruction," p. 326. 

81. Quoted in Union Democrat (Sonora), July 29, 
1865. 

82. Alameda County Gazette. August 5, 1865; Union 
Record (ButteT] July 1, 1865; Sacramento Union. August 30, 
September 8, 1865. 
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upon it? Until this be known it is . . . folly to go 

83 
bolting from the party on that question." 

If Conness did not initiate the anti-black suffrage 

movement, neither did he condemn it. While canvassing 

various counties in June and July, he failed to disassociate 

himself from the Short Hairs, who supported Low for Senator 

84 
and who acknowledged Conness as their leader. In his 

speeches Conness discussed Reconstruction policy in vague 

and contradictory terms. For example, he seemed to support 

a stern policy toward the white South when he told a crowd 

in Alameda County in June, "Men must not imagine that the 

work is done . . . ." Yet, a month later he delivered a 

speech in Placer County defending President Johnson's mild 

i • 85 policy. 

Conness's refusal to denounce the extreme dis

harmony in the Republican party produced unintended results. 

In a letter to the San Francisco Bulletin early in August, 

Governor Low withdrew his name as a candidate for Senator. 

Mentioning neither Conness nor the black suffrage issue, 

Low stated in his letter that he deplored the division 

within Republican ranks and hoped that his withdrawal would 

83. Union Record (Butte), July 29, 1865. 

84. Moody, "Civil War and Reconstruction," p. 326; 
New York Times. January 21, 1866. 

85. Alameda County Gazette. June 3, July 12, 1865. 
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bring party unity. Though the Short Hairs continued to 

campaign for their legislative candidates and though Conness 

still refused to disassociate himself from the faction, 

87 
Low's withdrawal ended any hope for a Short Hair victory. 

In the election held on September 6, the Short 

Hairs suffered a near total defeat. They elected 

legislators from only five of the state's 48 counties while 

the total composition of the new legislature stood at 92 

88 
Republicans and 28 Democrats. When the Republican 

legislators caucused on December 15 to nominate a candidate 

for Senator, members of the caucus nominated only Cole and 

Phelps, both Long Hairs. With support from Low, Cole won 

the nomination on the first ballot by a vote of 60 to 31, 

and on the following day a joint session of the legislature 

anticlimactically elected him Senator by a vote of 92 to 

26. 8 9  

Cole's election and the Senatorial campaign mixed 

political expediency with political principle and under

scored the equivocal nature of California's Republican 

party in 1865. Political expediency had made the 

86. San Francisco Bulletin. August 2, 1865. 

87. Davis, Political Conventions, p. 219. 

88. Ibid.. p. 223; Assembly Committee on Elections 
and Reapportionment, Legislative Sourcebook, passim, lists 
members of the legislature by party. 

89. Sacramento Union. December 16, 18, 1865. 
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Republicans Abolitionists; but during the Civil War they 

also acquired a limited compassion for Negroes, which 

changed the Republican party considerably. When the war 

ended, however, and the status of four million freedmen 

replaced the issue of restoring the Union, the Republican 

commitment to a more humane view of Negroes weakened. As 

the next chapter will show, after 1865 political expediency 

no longer tempered moral principle. For the Thirty-Ninth 

Congress, which convened in December, would convert the 

Republicans, Long Hairs and Short Hairs alike, into 

Radicals. 



CHAPTER 7 

THE REPUBLICAN AS RADICAL: 1866-67 

During the first session of the Thirty-Ninth 

Congress, which convened in December, 1865, and lasted until 

July, 1866, California's Republican representatives joined 

other Republicans in assailing President Andrew Johnson's 

Reconstruction policy. In December, Congressmen William 

Higby, Donald McRuer, John Bidwell, and Senator John Conness 

voted in favor of creating the Joint Committee on Recon

struction, the agency established to formulate an alter

native to Presidential Reconstruction, which provided no 

federal protection for freedmen.^ California's representa

tives had assisted in creating the Freedmen's Bureau in 

2 1865; and when Johnson vetoed a bill to extend the Bureau's 

life in 1866, they voted with other Republicans to override 

3 
the President's veto. Designed to combat white hostility 

toward blacks in the South, the bill gave the Bureau 

1. Congressional Globe. 39th Cong., 1st Sess. 
(December 4, 1865), 6; (December 12, 1865), 30. 

2. Congressional Globe. 38th Cong., 2nd Sess. 
(March 2, 1865), 1308; (March 3, 1865), 1402. 

3. Congressional Globe. 39th Cong., 1st Sess. 
(May 29, 1866), 2878; (July 16, 1866), 3842. 
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authority to extend military protection to blacks if dis-

4 criminated against because of their race. 

Higby, McRuer, Bidwell, and Conness also voted to 

override Johnson's veto of the Civil Rights Bill. Passed 

in April, this bill defined a citizen as a person born in 

the United States and further specified that the federal 

government had the right to intervene in state affairs to 

protect the rights of United States citizens.^ In June, the 

representatives endorsed the Fourteenth Amendment, which 

guaranteed basic civil rights to blacks; and before 

Congress adjourned in March, 1867, it passed over Johnson's 

veto the Reconstruction Act, the measure that instituted 

Radical Reconstruction by setting aside existing governments 

and giving Congress authority to govern the ex-Confederate 

states by military rule until they ratified the Fourteenth 

Amendment and provided for black suffrage as well as dis

franchisement of ex-Confederate leaders in new state 

constitutions.7 

4. George R. Bentley, A History of the Freedmen's 
Bureau (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, 1955), p. 
116. 

5. Congressional Globe. 39th Cong., 1st Sess. 
(April 6, 1866), 1809; (April 9, 1866), 1860. 

6. Congressional Globe, 39th Cong., 1st Sess. (June 
8, 1866), 3041; (June 13, 1866), 3149. 

7. Randall and Donald, Civil War and Reconstruction, 
pp. 575-600; Larry G. Kincaid, "The Legislative Origins of 
the Military Reconstruction Act, 1865-1867" (unpublished 
Ph. D. dissertation, Johns Hopkins University, 1968), passim. 
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While California Republicans supported these 

measures, the Democrat from California, Senator James 

McDougall, opposed Congressional Reconstruction. Arguing 

against the Fourteenth Amendment, he affirmed in 1866, "I 

believed firmly, and I believe sternly, that this is a 

0 
Government where there should be no mongrel races." As 

enunciated in Congress, McDougall's philosophy contrasted 

sharply with Senator Conness's and with the philosophy of 

rank and file Republicans in California; for radicalism had 

spread to that state by 1866. Expressing the ideology of 

Republican radicalism in California, the editor of the 

Alameda County Gazette wrote in May, "We think we are 

radical. We believe in a practical application of the 

Declaration of Independence .... We believe that loyalty 

9 
and intelligence should be the standard of a voter." 

Though the California editor defined radicalism with 

little hesitation, historians tender conflicting interpreta

tions of Republican radicals and Radical Reconstruction. 

W. E. B. DuBois, Kenneth Stampp, William Brock, and LaWanda 

and John Cox, for example, argue that humanitarian principle 

spurred Republican demands for protection of the freedmen. 

8. Congressional Globe. 39th Cong., 1st Sess. (June 
8, 1866), 3038. 

9. Alameda County Gazette. May 5, 1866. 

10. W. E. B. DuBois, Black Reconstruction in America: 
An Essay Toward a History of the Part Which Black Folk 
Played in the Attempt to Reconstruct Democracy in America. 
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Because of Andrew Johnson's steadfast resistance, even to 

minimal civil rights for blacks, moderate and radical Repub

licans alike espoused Radical Reconstruction, a blueprint 

for racial justice in the South. 

Other scholars contend that political expediency 

better explains Radical Reconstruction. For instance, in 

his 1965 publication, The Politics of Reconstruction. 1863-

67. David Donald maintained that attitudes in voting con

stituencies influenced the Republicans more than abstract 

ideas."'""'" Like Donald, Howard K. Beale and William Gillette 

account for Republican policy in terms of political 

1860-1880 (1935; 2nd ed., New York: Atheneum, 1969), pp. 
185-87; Kenneth M. Stampp, The Era of Reconstruction. 
1865-1877 (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1965), pp. 101-02; 
W. R. Brock, An American Crisis: Congress and Reconstruc
tion 1865-1867 (1963; 2nd ed., New York: Harper and Row, 
1966), pi 75; LaWanda and John H. Cox, Politics. Principle, 
and Prejudice. 1865-1866: Dilemma of Reconstruction America 
(1963; 2nd ed., New York: Atheneum, 1969), pp. 195-232; 
LaWanda and John H. Cox, "Negro Suffrage and Republican 
Politics: The Problem of Motivation in Reconstruction 
Historiography," Journal of Southern History. XXXIII 
(August, 1967), 303-30. See also the sources listed in 
Larry Kincaid's recent article, "Victims of Circumstance: 
An Interpretation of Changing Attitudes Toward Republican 
Policy Makers and Reconstruction," Journal of American 
History. LVII (June, 1970), 62, footnote 42. 

11. David Donald, The Politics of Reconstruction. 
1863-67 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 
1965),pp. 81-82. 
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exigencies, rather than ideological commitments, thus in-

1? 
ferring that Republicans were not radical at all. 

The radicalism of California's Republicans extended 

beyond mere expediency, for their goals actually outdis

tanced the aspirations of white Californians. Since the 

organization of the Republican party in 1856, race had been 

the constancy of California's politics, and blacks had 

served as a negative reference point for white politicians 

until the Civil War altered the Republican party's view of 

blacks. During the Reconstruction period, the party's 

racial attitudes continued to change* Disregarding the 

past significance of race in the state's politics, Republi

cans demanded not only equal civil rights for blacks every

where but equal political rights as well. The speeches and 

correspondence of California's Congressmen well validate 

the conclusion of LaWanda and John Cox that Johnson's 

inflexible resistance to basic civil rights for blacks 

"precipitated a great issue of moral principle central to 

13 
the battle over Reconstruction." 

12. Howard K. Beale, The Critical Year: A Study of 
Andrew Johnson and Reconstruction (New York: F. Unger Pub. 
Co. , 1930) , jT! 360; William Gillette, The Right To Vote: 
Politics And The Passage Of The Fifteenth Amendment (1965; 
2nd ed., Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press^ 1969), p. 165. 

13. LaWanda and John H. Cox, Politics. Principle, 
and Prejudice, p. 232. 
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During the Civil War, for example, Congressman Higby 

had largely ignored equal rights for the black race; but 

after Johnson rejected federal protection for the freedmen, 

Higby publicly advocated civil as well as political rights 

for blacks everywhere. No citizen, Higby argued, should 

suffer disability because of his race. He even opposed 

14 limiting the franchise to whites as "unrepublican." 

When Johnson opposed Congressional Reconstruction, 

Congressman Bidwell, a former Douglas Democrat like Higby, 

also displayed a radically different attitude toward 

southern blacks. In a long letter to his political contact 

in California, Bidwell wrote in January, 1866, that Congress 

had a duty "to insist upon adequate protection for the 

freedmen and [upon] the right to instruct and elevate them." 

"They who have saved the Union," Bidwell declared, 

must sustain the efforts to meet and arrange the 
logical consequences. They must labor to make 
intelligent the freedmen . . . and protect them 
against the prejudice that would keep them 
degraded. The copperheads and traitors will 
howl, "negro equality"—let them do so. . . . 
we [must] meet the question boldly, and on the 
principle of equal justice.1^ 

14. Congressional Globe. 39th Cong., 1st Sess. 
(January 25, 1866), 427; (April 28, 1866), 2252-53. 

15. John Bidwell to James Gillespie, January 29, 
1866, Miscellaneous Letters, Huntington Library, San 
Marino, California. 
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After Johnson vetoed the Civil Rights Bill, Bidwell wrote in 

July, "If I was ever Conservative I am radical now. 

No isolated outburst of compassion, Bidwell1s 

exclamations reflected the thinking of California Republi

cans. In February, 1866, the Executive Committee of 

California's Republican party issued a statement 

castigating Johnson's veto of the Freedmen's Bureau Bill 

17 and calling for federal protection of southern blacks. 

Five days after the Committee published its address to 

Republicans, the Republican-controlled State Assembly 

passed a resolution sustaining the action of Congress in 

overriding Johnson's vetoes; forty-nine of the 57 

Republican Assemblymen voted in favor of the resolution 

18 
while all Democrats cast nay votes. The voting pattern 

remained the same when in March the legislature endorsed 

military occupation for the southern states until they 

ratified the Thirteenth Amendment. The legislators further 

resolved that readmission should be contingent upon 

19 
ratification of "other amendments to the constitution." 

16. John Bidwell to James Gillespie, July 31, 1866, 
Miscellaneous Letters. 

17. Davis, Political Conventions, p. 234. 

18. Sacramento Union. February 28, 1866. 

19. Ibid.. March 21, 30, 1866; Davis, Political 
Conventions. pp. 235-37. 
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Political rallies served as another forum for the 

expression of radical sentiment. At a March meeting in 

Sacramento, for instance, Governor Frederick Low as well as 

other speakers pledged support for "equal and exact justice 

to all men," while John McCullough, a Republican from 

Mariposa County, emphasized that men everywhere should have 

20 
the right to vote regardless of their race. An organizer 

of California's Republican party, Nevada's Congressman Delos 

R. Ashley, told Republicans at a San Francisco rally, "The 

battle we are now fighting is to give equal rights to every 

American citizen." "Is it not right," he asked, "that each 

man shall be equal before the law, and have equal protec

tion there?"^ 

California radicalism, of course, had several 

limitations in 1866. Though outraged at Johnson's bellicose 

stance, many Republicans ignored the subject of granting 

black suffrage outside of the South. When black leaders 

submitted a petition to the state legislature in January, 

1866, calling for black suffrage in California, a Republican 

22 
legislator read the memorial; then it died in committee. 

Exposing the inconsistency of Republican radicalism, a 

Democratic editor wrote in November, ". . . The Republicans 

20. Sacramento Union. March 5, 1866. 

21. Ibid.. September 7, 11, 1866; Morning Call (San 
Francisco), September 5, 1866. 

22. Sacramento Union. January 6, 9, 1866. 
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say it is an outrage to deprive the loyal blacks of the 

right of suffrage . . „ . but what Republican State since 

the closing of the war has conferred upon them that right? 

23 
Not one." Thus, as C. Vann Woodward concluded in 1966, 

the granting of certain rights to freedmen fulfilled the 

24 
Republican desire to keep the blacks in the South. 

Indeed, California's early Republican party had as its 

principal goal the geographical confinement of the black 

25 
race. 

Moreover, Republicans often laced their expressions 

of compassion with racism. At the same time that John 

McCullough endorsed black suffrage on humanitarian grounds 

he added, "I admit that I have the prejudices common to my 

r a c e  . . . .  A s  b e t w e e n  t h e  n e g r o  a n d  t h e  w h i t e  m a n ,  I  a m  

2 6 
for the white man." Writing to his wife, Olive, in 

March, 1866, Cornelius Cole denounced Johnson for "stopping 

the car of progress"; but Cole also wrote of the President, 

"He is only fit to patch the old clothes of the dirtiest 

23. Mountain Democrat (El Dorado), November 3, 
1866. 

24. C. Vann Woodward, "Seeds of Failure in Radical 
Race Policy," in New Frontiers Of The American Reconstruc
tion. Harold Hyman, ed. (Chicago: University of Illinois 
Press, 1966), pp. 125-28. 

25. See above, Chapter 2. 

26. Sacramento Union. March 5, 1866. 
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27 
niggers." When Olive complained about her white servants 

and told her husband "I like darkies best for help," Cole 

assured her in a March letter, . .we will have some 

28 
good darkies, and be troubled no more." 

Yet, by the past standards of the party and 

especially of white Californians, in 1866 Republicans 

excelled in radicalism. Opposition to the new radicalism 

on the part of old-line Republicans, such as Collis P. 

Huntington, illustrates the increasingly radical nature 

of California's Republican party. Writing to President 

Johnson in February, Huntington decried "... the attempt 

to engraft upon the Republican party a dogma not only 

unknown to the party but unknown to the Constitution 

. . . ." He denounced the idea of black suffrage as a 

product of "some French Philosophy," which was, he said, 

"better fitted to ornament the hall of some Social Science 

Meeting than the halls of legislation." Closing his 

letter, Huntington affirmed, "These are no sudden con

victions"; and to make his point, he forwarded several of 

29 
his earlier campaign speeches to the President. 

27. Cornelius Cole to Olive Cole, March 6, 1866, 
Cole Papers. 

28. Olive Cole to Cornelius Cole, February 15, 
1866; Cornelius Cole to Olive Cole, March 7, 1866, Cole 
Papers. 

29. Collis P. Huntington to President Andrew 
Johnson, February 27, 1866, Andrew Johnson Papers. 
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Further, in 1866 some traditional Republican news

papers revealed the widespread radicalism in the party by 

openly opposing the party's attempt to change southern 

society. In May, the editor of the San Francisco Morning 

Call reminded readers that Republicans fought the Civil 

War to restore the Union and "for no other purpose what

soever." By September, the editor sorrowfully predicted 

". . . negro suffrage everywhere, and perhaps something 

worse." Three days after the prediction the Call withdrew 

30 
its support of the Republican party, thus leaving the 

field open to the more radical editors such as the one who 

proclaimed, "The question is not 'What is expedient?' 

[but] 'What is right?' The time has come when neither race 

31 
nor color form a . . . bar to the rights of citizenship." 

In 1866, voters had no chance to approve or dis

approve of California radicalism; for in March the state 

legislature passed a bill postponing California's congres-

32 
sional election until 1867. Consequently, the state held 

no election in 1866. Voters in other states, however, 

vindicated Congressional Reconstruction and reproved 

30. Morning Call (San Francisco), May 4, September 
2, 5, 1866. 

31. Alameda County Gazette. December 1, 1866. 

32. Sacramento Union. February 14, March 7, 1866. 
The Union. which reported the official proceedings of the 
legislature, recorded no debate or vote on this measure. 
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Johnson's anti-Republican maneuvers of 1866. During the 

fall elections for Congress, Johnson had endorsed the 

National Union Convention, the convention of conservatives 

that met at Philadelphia in August to oppose the Reconstruc

tion policies of moderate and radical Republicans. Although 

Johnson campaigned vigorously against Republicans in 

August and September, they won more than a two-thirds 

33 
majority in both houses of Congress. 

Strengthened by the election victory, Congressional 

Republicans escalated their attack upon Johnson's lenient 

policies toward the South. During the second session of 

the Thirty-Ninth Congress, which met from December, 1866, 

through March, 1867, Congress established black suffrage 

in the territories as well as in the District of Columbia 

and passed the Reconstruction Bill on March 2 over 

34 
Johnson's veto. The embodiment of Congressional 

Reconstruction, this bill required southern states to 

ratify the Fourteenth Amendment and also provide for 

impartial suffrage in their state constitutions or face 

military rule.^ 

33. Randall and Donald, Civil War and Reconstruc
tion . pp. 589-91. 

34. Congressional Globe. 39th Cong., 2nd Sess. 
(January 7, 1867), 313; (January 8, 1867), 344; (January 10, 
1867), 382, 399; (March 2, 1867), 1733, 1976. 

35. Randall and Donald, Civil War and Reconstruc
tion. p. 595; Kincaid, "Legislative Origins," p. 37. 
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Certainly, compared to the demands of some 

Republicans, Congress's plan of Reconstruction in 1867 was 

moderate; for there were members of the party who favored 

black suffrage everywhere as well as free public schools 
\ 

in the South and the confiscation and distribution of rebel 

3 6 
estates to the freedmen. Yet, in guaranteeing civil and 

political rights to the freedmen, the Congressional plan 

demonstrated the Republican party's new commitment to 

blacks, a commitment that California's representatives 

took seriously. After supporting Congressional Reconstruc

tion in 1867, they returned to California determined to win 

approval for granting basic rights to the freedmen and to 

blacks outside of the South. 

California's 1867 election comprised huge stakes. 

Besides the governorship and three seats in the House of 

Representatives, the election included control of the state 

legislature, which would elect a United States Senator to 

succeed John Conness. The new legislature would also 

approve or reject the Fourteenth Amendment to the United 

States Constitution. 

From the beginning of the campaign, internal 

divisions within the Republican party threatened its 

36. Randall and Donald, Civil War and Reconstruc
tion. pp. 567-69; Eric L. McKitrick, Andrew Johnson And 
Reconstruction (1960; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1967), pp. 21-22; Kincaid, "Legislative Origins," passim. 
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chances for success. In 1865 Senator Conness, the leader of 

the Short Hair faction within the Republican party, had 

created bitter dissension when he tried to elect Governor 

Low as United States Senator against the wishes of rank and 

37 
file Long Hair Republicans. In the 1867 contest for the 

Republican gubernatorial nomination, Conness's maneuvers 

again split the party; but this time the Short Hairs held 

the advantage. 

The major issue was Conness's candidate for 

Governor, George C. Gorham. Born in Connecticut in 1833, 

Gorham migrated to California at the age of sixteen and 

worked as a clerk before entering the newspaper business. 

After editing several newspapers in the 1850's, he served 

as Governor Low's private secretary until Low vetoed a bill 

in 1866 that granted public subsidies to a California rail

road corporation for the purpose of building a railroad in 

38 
the northern part of the state. Specifically, the bill, 

which Low vetoed on the grounds of governmental economy, 

required California to pay the interest on $2,250,000 in 

railroad bonds for ten years, an interest payment totalling 

39 
$2,700,000. Since Gorham had acted as the principal 

lobbyist in the legislature for railroad subsidies, and 

37. See above, Chapter 6. 

38. Bancroft, History of California. VII, 323-24. 

39. Ibid.; Sacramento Union. March 7, 22, 1866. 
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since many California Republicans closely identified with 

the railroad interests, Gorham seemed a likely replacement 

40 
for Low, at least to John Conness and the Short Hairs. 

Besides winning favor from the railroads, in backing Gorham 

for Governor, Conness hoped to enhance his own chances for 

41 reelection to the United States Senate. 

Opposing Gorham as a tool of the railroads and 

42 
Conness as a self-serving dodger, the Long Hairs favored 

ex-Congressman Bidwell for Governor. Throughout the month 

of May, the Longs campaigned against the nomination of 

Gorham, railroad subsidies, and especially the unrelenting 

43 
influence of John Conness. When the Republican state 

convention met on June 11, however, the Conness-Gorham 

faction gained control of the proceedings; and Gorham 

44 
defeated Bidwell 148 to 132 votes. 

Viewing Gorham's nomination as a victory for 

California's policy of subsidies for private railroad 

corporations, the Long Hairs held their own convention in 

40. Bancroft, History of California. VII, 323-24. 

41. Sacramento Union. July 15, 1867. 

42. Ibid.. July 29, 1867; Davis, Political Con
ventions . pp. 242-58. 

43. Melendy and Gilbert, Governors of California, 
p. 145; Bancroft, History of California. VII, 324; Davis, 
Political Conventions, p. 244. 

44. Sacramento Union, June 12, 1867; Napa 
Register. June 15, 1867; Davis, Political Conventions, 
p. 247. 
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July and nominated Bidwell for Governor. Only 111 delegates 

from fourteen counties attended the convention, and 75 of 

those delegates came from Sacramento and San Francisco. To 

differentiate their party from the Union party, the label 

that Republicans adopted for their party during the Civil 

War, the Long Hairs called Bidwell the candidate of the 

45 
National Republican Party. After Bidwell declined the 

nomination, stating that he wanted to "win the battle for 

equal suffrage" rather than divide Republicans, Caleb T. 

Fay, a former mayor of San Francisco, accepted the nomina-

46 
tion. Except for Gorham and two other candidates, the 

Long Hair party supported the Union candidates for office; 

and National Republicans neither selected a state central 

47 
committee nor made plans to meet in a future convention. 

Significantly, on Reconstruction issues the Union 

and National Republican parties closely resembled one 

another. Each endorsed Congressional Reconstruction in 

their platforms, and the Republican platform called for 

"impartial suffrage without distinction of color." Though 

the Union platform failed to mention the suffrage issue, 

Gorham declared in his acceptance speech, "The war of 

opinion is not yet fought through. It is to go on until 

45. Napa Register. July 20, 27, 1867; New York 
Times. August 14, 1867. 

46. Napa Register. August 10, 1867. 

47. New York Times. August 14, 1867. 
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national citizenship shall be beyond the control of local 

authority, manhood alone be the test of a right to a voice 

48 
in Government." The two parties, however, differed 

noticeably on the railroad issue. Contrasting with the 

Union platform's silence on railroad subsidies, the 

National Republicans emphatically opposed "any appropria

tion of money or credit of the state for private purposes 

49 
. . . or for the benefit of private corporations." 

At first glance, the conflict over railroad 

subsidies and the consensus on Reconstruction issues 

seemingly supports Howard K. Beale•s influential thesis 

that economic issues, the desire to promote business 

interests through governmental means, explained political 

divisions during Reconstruction and that Republicans 

instituted Radical Reconstruction only ". . . to secure 

the Republican party in power. Yet, though California's 

Long Hairs delivered speeches against railroad subsidies 

51 
during the 1867 campaign, public attention focused almost 

i 

exclusively on Gorham's radical attitude toward blacks. 

Moreover, since the publication of Beale's study in 1930, 

48. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 248-49, 
259-60; Sacramento Union. June 13, 20, July 17, 1867; Napa 
Register. June 22, 1867. 

49. Davis, Political Conventions, p. 260. 

50. Beale, Critical Year, pp. 145, 263, 360. 

51. Sacramento Union. June 18, July 22, August 23, 
28, 1867. 
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Glenn M. Linden, Stanley Coben, Irwin Unger, and Robert P. 

Sharkey have effectively criticized Beale's economic thesis 

by demonstrating Republican disunity on major economic 

52 
issues. California's voting behavior in the state 

legislature and in Congress on economic issues supports this 

criticism of Beale's interpretation, for Republican and 

Democratic lawmakers divided sharply on Reconstruction 

issues but not on economic issues. 

In Congress every Republican representative from 

California supported and every Democrat from the state 

opposed black suffrage in the territories and in the Dis

trict of Columbia, the Freedmen's Bureau Bill, the Civil 

Rights Bill, and passage of the Reconstruction Act over 

53 
Johnson's veto. On the other hand, United States Senators 

52. Glenn M. Linden, "'Radicals' and Economic 
Policies: The Senate, 1861-1873," Journal of Southern 
History. XXXII (May, 1966), 189-99; Glenn M. Linden, 
"Radicals and Economic Policies: The House of Representa
tives, 1861-1873," Civil War History. XIII (March, 1967), 
51-65; Stanley Coben, "Northeastern Business and Radical 
Reconstruction: A Re-Examination," Mississippi Valley 
Historical Review. XLVI (June, 1959T] 67-90; Irwin Unger, 
"Business Men and Specie Resumption," Political Science 
Quarterly. LXXIV (March, 1959), 46-70; Robert P. Sharkey, 
Money. Class, and Party: An Economic Study of Civil War 
and Reconstruction (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1969), 
p. 279. 

53. Congressional Globe. 39th Cong., 2nd Sess. 
(January 7, 1867), 313; (January 8, 18 67), 344; (January 10, 
1867), 382, 399; Freedmen's Bureau Bill, ibid.. 39th Cong., 
1st Sess. (January 25, 1866), 421; (February 6, 1866), 688; 
Civil Rights Bill, ibid., 39th Cong., 1st Sess. (February 2, 
1866), 606-607; (March 13, 1866), 1367; Reconstruction Act 
over Johnson's veto, ibid.. 39th Cong., 2nd Sess. (March 2, 
1867), 1733, 1976. 
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Milton Latham and James McDougall, both Democrats during the 

Civil War, voted the same as California's Republican repre

sentatives in 1862 in favor of the Pacific Railroad Bill, 

54 
the Legal Tender Bill, and the Homestead Bill. Like the 

Republicans, McDougall favored doubling federal subsidies 

to the Central Pacific Railroad Corporation in 1864; and in 

55 
1866 he endorsed the Loan Bill. Also, in the later 

Reconstruction period, California's Democratic representa

tives voted the same as Republicans on the Tax on Manu

factures Bill, the Currency Bill, the Public Credit Bill, 

5 6 
the National Currency Bill, and the Coinage Bill. 

Certainly, California's Republicans outdistanced the 

Democrats in supporting this type of legislation; but it is 

also true that Republicans lacked unity when they voted on 

economic bills. For instance, while Congressman Phelps 

endorsed the Legal Tender Act, Sargent cast a no vote on 

54. Pacific Railroad Bill, Congressional Globe. 
37th Cong., 2nd Sess. (May 6, 1862), 1971; (June 20, 1862), 
2840; Legal Tender Bill, ibid.. 37th Cong., 2nd Sess. 
(February 13, 1862), 804; Homestead Bill, ibid.. 37th Cong., 
2nd Sess. (May 6, 1862), 1951. 

55. Congressional Globe, 38th Cong., 1st Sess. 
(July 1, 1864), 3459; ibido. 39th Cong., 1st Sess. (April 
9, 1866), 1854. 

56. Tax on Manufactures Bill, Congressional Globe. 
40th Cong., 2nd Sess. (March 19, 1868), 1992; Supplementary 
Currency Bill, ibid.. 40th Cong., 2nd Sess. (June 17, 1868), 
3223; Bill to Strengthen Public Credit, ibid.. 41st Cong., 
1st Sess. (March 15, 1869), 70; National Currency Bill, 
ibid.. 41st Cong., 2nd Sess. (June 15, 1870), 4478; Coinage 
Bill, ibid.. 41st Cong., 3rd Sess. (January 10, 1871), 399. 
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57 that measure. In 1866 the state's Republican repre

sentatives divided over the Loan Bill and in 1870 over the 
CQ 

National Currency Bill. In 1871 and 1872 they actually 

voted with the Democrats and against other Republicans on 

59 
the Coinage Bill and the Tax and Tariff Bill. 

Furthermore, in the California legislature, a 

bipartisan voting pattern occurred whenever the lawmakers 

passed bills benefiting the state's railroad interests. In 

March, 1861, the State Assembly passed a bill granting to a 

California railroad corporation the exclusive right to 

establish and operate railroads in San Francisco for twenty-

five years. Opponents of the bill argued that it constituted 

special legislation because it benefited a single corporate 

interest. Nevertheless, the measure passed the Assembly 

by a vote of 49 to 13, with 12 of 17 Republicans and 37 of 

60 
45 Democrats favoring the legislation. 

True, when the state legislature appropriated 

$500,000 to aid in the construction of the Pacific Railroad 

in 1863, a lawmaker protested that the measure established 

57. Congressional Globe. 37th Cong., 2nd Sess. 
(February 28, 1862), 1035. 

58. Congressional Globe. 39th Cong., 1st Sess. 
(March 23, 1866), 1614; ibid.. 41st Cong., 2nd Sess. (Juno 
15, 1870), 4478. 

59. Congressional Globe. 41st Cong., 3rd Sess. 
(January 10, 1871), 399: ibid.. 42nd Cong., 2nd Sess. (May 
30, 1872), 4088. 

60. Sacramento Union. March 15, 1861. 
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"a precedent for succeeding Legislatures to make similar and 

larger appropriations." Yet, the Senate passed the bill by 

a vote of 28 to 4; and only one Assemblyman opposed the 

61 
measure. More important, 19 of the 25 Democrats in the 

1866 legislature voted for the controversial railroad sub-

62 
sidy bill that Low vetoed. Clearly, except for the Long 

Hairs, who received little public notice in 1867, all 

parties in California favored big business and the rail-
l 

roads. As Gorham's campaign for Governor illustrates, how

ever, Republicans and Democrats divided sharply on Recon

struction issues. 

Rather than signifying a victory for corporate 

capitalism, Gorham's campaign marked the apex of radicalism 

in California politics. Eleven years before his nomination, 

Californians had organized the Republican party to oppose 

slavery extension in order to preserve the western terri

tories for free white men. After their opposition to the 

spread of slavery triggered civil war, Republicans supported 

abolishing slavery, initially as politically and militarily 

6 3 
expedient but later as morally urgent. In 1867 they urged 

equal civil and political rights for blacks everywhere, 

radically reversing their traditional stance. 

61. Ibid.. April 24, 25, 1863. 

62. Ibid.. March 7, 22, 1866. 

63. See above. 
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Gorham epitomized Republican radicalism in Cali

fornia. In a July speech, for example, he condemned 

Johnson's supporters as "enemies of the human race" and the 

black codes as "a disgrace to human nature, and a defiance 

of the God of Justice." Besides supporting equal civil and 

political rights for blacks in every state, he endorsed 

". . . the right of freedmen to earn their bread wherever 

in the world they may see fit to cast their lot."^ 

Attacking the idea "That [America] . . . was a white man's 

continent," he affirmed in an August speech, "If the people 

are tenderfooted on this suffrage question, I am not." "I 

believe," Gorham said, "that a man who is willing to fight 

for the Government has a right to vote under the Government. 

I believe that the right of suffrage should be under 

65 
national control. " 

Throughout the campaign, other Republicans joined 

Gorham in defending equal rights for blacks. While Senator 

Conness spoke in behalf of a Union granting equality "to all 

66 
mankind," Frank Pixley, an old-line Republican, said he 

had only contempt for white men who scorned equal privileges 

for blacks. To the charge that Republicans favored racial 

64. George C. Gorham, Speech delivered by George C. 
Gorham of San Francisco. July 10th, 1867 (San Francisco: 
n.p.,1867), Huntington Library, San Marino, California. 
passim. 

65. Sacramento Union. August 14, 1867. 

66. Ibid.. August 12, 1867. 
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equality, Pixley replied that the white man who "... stood 

in fear of the social elevation of the Negro was inferior to 

6 7 
the negro whom he affected to despise." Even Leland 

Stanford, who once defended the proposition that America 

68 
belonged exclusively to white men, endorsed black suffrage 

in 1867. Writing to Cornelius Cole in February, Stanford 

proclaimed that he favored "not only ... negroes voting 

but also . . . women." "This is with me adopted as a 

principle," Stanford wrote, "and I want to see it carried 

69 
out to its legitimate consequences." 

Furthermore, when black leaders denounced the custom 

of excluding blacks from San Francisco's railroad cars, 

Republican newspapers joined in the protest and supported 

the successful lawsuit of 1867 that prohibited the discrim-

70 
xnatory practice. "The day had passed," wrote the 

optimistic editor of the Alameda County Gazette, "when men 

could not stand up for the rights of blacks as well as 

71 
whites." "All men are free and equal before the law," 

maintained the editor of the Marysville Daily Appeal. 

67. Ibid.. August 12, 1867. 

68. See above, Chapter 3. 

69. Leland Stanford to Cornelius Cole, February 9, 
1867, Cole Papers. 

70. Alameda County Gazette. June 16, 1866; 
February 16, August 10, 1867. 

71. Ibid.. August 10, 1867. 
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"Let us finish up the good work before we rest from our 

72 
labor.n'c 

For all of its humanitarianism, however, California 

radicalism did not include the Chinese, who numbered 60,000 

in 1867, eleven per cent of the state's total population, 

73 
compared to the small black population of 5,000. As 

Luther W. Spoehr has persuasively argued, two forms of 

prejudice prevailed among white Californians: an ethnic or 

cultural aversion toward Chinese, and a racist or biological 

74 
hatred of blacks. While tempering their racism toward the 

state's small black population, California Republicans 

75 
continued to exhibit a cultural hostility toward Chinese. 

Indeed, the Union as well as the National Republican plat

forms opposed Chinese citizenship and suffrage for Cali-

7 6 
fornia; and Congressman Higby accurately expressed the 

xenophobic attitude of Californians toward the Chinese when 

he said in June, "I think it was a bad day for our country 

72. Daily Appeal (Marysville), March 2, 1867. 

73. Forrest G. Wood, Black Scare: The Racist 
Response to Emancipation and Reconstruction (Los Angeles: 
University of California Press, 1968), p. 97. 

74. Luther W. Spoehr, "Sambo and the Heathen 
Chinese: Californians' Racial Stereotypes in the Late 
1870's," Pacific Historical Review. XLII (May, 1973), 185-
204. 

75. See, for example, Alameda County Gazette. 
August 17, 24, 1867; Daily Appeal (Marysville), February 20, 
1867; Napa Register. March 9, 1867. 

76. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 248-49, 
259-60. 
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when the door was opened to allow this cloud of locusts to 

77 
come from the West to our shores." 

Yet, notwithstanding California's anti-Chinese 

syndrome, there were important Republicans who defended the 

Chinese, boldly abandoning the expedient course of action. 

John Conness, for example, urged while he served in Congress 

78 
civil rights for the Chinese. During his 1867 campaign, 

Gorham publicly complained . . that the common question, 

'Do you want your daughter to marry a negro?' was now 

supplanted by another, 'Do you want your daughter to marry 

79 
a Chinaman?'" Early in April, the Anti-Coolie Association, 

which opposed all Chinese immigration to California, 

solicited the views of leading Republicans toward Chinese. 

While Bidwel] and Fay opposed Chinese coolie labor, only 

Gorham scolded the Association for denying "the rights of 

man" to California's Chinese. Challenging the pervasive 

anti-Chinese sentiment in the state, he said in his public 

response, 

If I understand the avowed object of the so-called 
anti-Coolie movement, it is an attempt by men of 
the European race to prevent, by all lawful means, 
the employment ... of the Asiatic race. I am 
not in favor of such a scheme .... I believe in 
the Christian religion, and that rests upon the 
universal fatherhood of God and the universal 

77. Sacramento Union. June 15, 1867. 

78. Congressional Globe. 39th Cong., 1st Sess. 
(May 30, 1866), 2891-92. 

79. Sacramento Union. August 23, 1867. 
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brotherhood of man. The same God created both 
Europeans and Asiatics .... This is with me 
an earnest conviction, the expression of which 
I have no desire to avoid.®® 

Gorham's campaign certainly contrasted with that of 

the Democrats. In their June state convention, the Demo

crats drafted a platform affirming the traditional racial 

beliefs of white Californians. Besides labelling Congres

sional Reconstruction "harsh, illiberal, and oppressive," 

and calling for immediate readmission of the southern states 

under the rule of whites, the platform denounced railroad 

subsidies. The key plank, however, read, 

we believe it impracticable to maintain republican 
institutions based upon suffrages of negroes, 
Chinese, and Indians, and that the doctrines 
avowed by the radical leaders of indiscriminate 
suffrage, regardless of race, color, or 
qualifications, if carried out into practice, 
would end in the degradation of the white race 
and the speedy destruction of the government. 

To expound these doctrines, the Democrats chose as 

their candidate for Governor, Henry H. Haight, a former 

Republican who left that party when it changed its racial 

views. Born in New York in 1825, Haight graduated with 

honors from Yale College at the age of nineteen, practiced 

law for a short time in Missouri, then moved to San 

Francisco in 1850. A flourishing law practice enabled 

Haight to participate actively in politics, initially as a 

80. Davis, Political Conventions, p. 241. 

81. Ibid., pp. 264-66. 
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free-soil Democrat, later as a Whig, and in 1856 as a 

Republican. As the Chairman of the Republican State 

Central Committee in 1860, he well reflected the party's 

view of slavery; for while Haight opposed the institution's 

82 
spread, he did not oppose southern slavery itself. 

Shortly after the Civil War began, however, Haight 

conceded that his vote for Lincoln had been a "political 

error" because of the increasing abolitionist tendencies 

of the party. Like Edward Stanly, the Republican nominee 

for Governor in 1857, Haight left the Republican party in 

83 
1863 to campaign against the abolition of slavery. 

Through Haight's campaign, Democrats reached the 

apex of racism in California. Though he often criticized 

Republicans for granting railroad subsidies, Haight's main 

campaign tactic consisted of denouncing black suffrage for 

the South and for other states as well. In his first 

campaign speech, for example, he maintained, "It is for 

the good of the . . . African that suffrage should be 

84 
confined to the white race." Traveling in the northern 

part of the state during July and August, he repeatedly 

stressed that America was "a white man's country" and that 

82. Melendy and Gilbert, Governors of California, 
pp. 143-44; Henry Haight to George R. Bissell, May 3, 1861, 
Henry H. Haight Papers, Huntington Library, San Marino, 
California. 

83. Ibid. 

84. Sacramento Union. July 12, 1867. 
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the policies of Republicans would lead to racial warfare. 

"Passion and prejudice," Haight confidently predicted in 

8 6 
a private letter, was on his side. 

Burgeoning anti-Chinese sentiment in 1867 increased 

Haight's confidence in his campaign. In March a white mob 

in San Francisco, protesting against Chinese employment by 

the Pacific Mail Steamship Company, burned several Chinese 

87 
houses and killed one Chinaman. The widely publicized 

riot drew attention to the Anti-Coolie Association, and 

Haight capitalized on its growing popularity with a barrage 

of anti-Chinese statements. The logical result of 

88 radicalism, Haight warned voters, was Chinese suffrage. 

Following Haight's lead, Democratic campaigners emphasized 

89 
racist themes, believing, as one forecast, that "The 

people will not submit to negroes and Chinamen having a 

90 
voice in destroying the institutions of the white race." 

85. Ibid.. August 29, 1867; Melendy and Gilbert, 
Governors of California, p. 147. 

86. Quoted in William S. Burns to Henry Haight, 
October 28, 1867, Haight Papers. 

87. New York Times. March 18, 1867. 

88. Sacramento Union. July 12, August 29, 1867; 
Melendy and Gilbert, Governors of California, p. 147. 

89. See, for example, Morning Call (San 
Francisco), April 30, 1867; Mountain Democrat (El Dorado), 
June 23, August 10, 1867; and Melendy and Gilbert, Governors 
of California, p. 148. 

90. Speech of Charles L. Weller in San Francisco 
Chronicle. September 2, 1867. 
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The Democrat's prediction came true. Out of a 

total vote of 92,352, Haight won 54 per cent, while the 

Union party polled approximately 44 per cent and the 

91 
National Republicans received less than three per cent. 

In the First and Third congressional districts, Democrats 

elected Samuel Axtell and James Johnson; but Higby won 

reelection in the Second District by a narrow margin of 

92 16,053 votes against his opponent's 14,786. Though 

Republicans retained a 21 to 19 advantage in the State 

Senate because of holdover Republican Senators, they lost 

their majority in the Assembly and their four-year control 

93 
of the legislature. In December the Democratic legis-

94 
lature elected Eugene Casserly United States Senator; 

altogether it was a smashing defeat for Republicans. 

Explanations of the Democratic victory followed 

partisan lines; but, significantly, neither party explained 

the election's outcome in terms of the railroad issue. 

Democrats attributed their success to a widespread reaction 

against Congressional Reconstruction, or more precisely to 

91. Election returns are listed in the Sacramento 
Union. October 31, 1867. 

92. Election returns are listed in Davis, 
Political Conventions, pp. 267-68. 

93. Assembly Committee on Elections and 
Reapportionment, Legislative Sourcebook, passim. lists 
members of the legislature by party. The 1867-68 legis
lature stood 71 Democrats and 49 Republicans. 

94. Sacramento Union. December 20, 1867. 
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a white backlash. Writing to Haight less than a week after 

his election, one Democrat implored, "God grant that our 

people, who now return to reason, may never grow mad again 

. . . . The radicals shall never elect another man if I can 

95 
help it." 

Before the election, Republicans also believed that 

the returns would constitute a referendum on radicalism. 

"If Mr. Haight should be elected," Gorham said in July, "it 

is fair to presume that he would represent the political 

96 
views of the men who voted for him." Yet, after the 

election many Republicans ignored the impact of the race 

issue on the election's outcome. Noting that the total 

vote in the 1867 election declined by approximately 13,000 

compared to the vote in the 1864 presidential election, 

Republicans chose to blame their election defeat on a low 

97 
voter turnout stemming from divisions within their party. 

9 5. E. T. Wilkins to Henry Haight, September 12, 
1867, Haight Papers. See also, John Bigler to President 
Andrew Johnson, October 15, 1867, Andrew Johnson Papers. 

9 6. Gorham, Speech delivered . . . July 10. 1867. 
p. 15. See also Daily Appeal (Marysville), April 23, 30, 
September 4, 1867. 

97. See, for example, Cornelius Cole to ? Burke, 
October 2, 1867, Cole Papers; Alameda County Gazette. 
September 14, 1867; Daily Appeal (Marysville), September 
7, 1867. 
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California historians accept this belated interpretation of 

98 
the Republican defeat. 

Rather than voter absenteeism deriving from Republi

can factionalism, race prejudice toward blacks as well as a 

cultural aversion toward Chinese explain why Haight came to 

power. In the first place, the low voter turnout doubt

lessly stemmed from the racial aversions of former Republi

can voters, voters who opposed radicalism and the Democratic 

party. After all, Republicans lost grounds in nearly every 

state that held an election in 1867, verifying Michael L. 

Benedict's recent conclusion that the elections represented 

99 
a defeat for radicalism. Further, a united Republican 

party in California ran candidates for Justice of the State 

Supreme Court and for Superintendent of Public Instruction 

in an October election; but Democrats also captured those 

offices by comfortable majorities. 

98. Bancroft, History of California. VII, 323, 364; 
Moody, "Civil War and Reconstruction," p. 351; Baur, 
"Beginnings of the Republican Party," pp. 57-59. 

99. Michael L. Benedict, "The Rout of Radicalism: 
Republicans and the Election of 1867," Civil War History 
XVIII (December, 1972), 341, 344. See also, Wood, Black 
Scare. pp. 80-102. 

100. Election returns are listed in the Sacramento 
Union. December 13, 1867. In the judicial election Demo
crats won 38,113 and Republicans polled 34,706. For State 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, the Democrats 
received 37,074, and the Republicans captured 35,479. 
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Clearly, traditional Republican voters, like Haight 

himself, retained their traditional Republican notions con

cerning blacks in American society. As Figure 3 illustrates, 

counties that cast Republican majorities during the Civil 

War yielded Democratic majorities in 1867. In 1867 

Republicans carried 15 counties while Democrats won 32, a 

gain for the Democrats of 19 counties since the 1864 elec

tion. Of those 19 counties that were Republican in 1864 and 

Democratic in 1867, thirteen were also Republican in 1861, 

before a large portion of the Democratic voters voted 

Republican. Half of the eight hard-core Republican counties 

of 1860 were Democratic in 1867.^"'" 

In addition to losing nineteen counties, Republicans 

suffered wholesale defeat in San Francisco, a glaring 

instance of voter realignment. In 1861 the city gave 71 

per cent of her vote to the Republicans; in 1862, 75 per 

cent; and in 1863, 63 per cent. Out of an 1864 vote of 

21,023, Republicans won 60 per cent. Three years later, 

17,794 San Francisco residents voted, but Republicans 

X0 2 
polled a mere 35 per cent in their traditional stronghold. 

Thus, in San Francisco and throughout most of the state in 

1867, politically expedient radicalism was an oxymoron. 

101. See above, Chapters 4, 5, and 6. 

102. Election returns are listed in Alta California 
(San Francisco), September 7, 1867. 



Figure 3. Election Maps 1864, 1867 

1. Alameda 25. Sacramento 
2. Amador 26. San Bernardino 
3. Butte 27. San Diego 
4. Calaveras 28. San Francisco 
5. Colusa 29. San Joaquin 
6. Contra Costra 30. San Luis Obispo 
7. Del Norte 31. San Mateo 
8. El Dorado 32. Santa Barbara 
9. Fresno 33. Santa Clara 
10. HumboId t 34. Santa Cruz 
11. Klamath 35. Shasta 
12. Lake 36. Sierra 
13. Lassen 37. Siskiyou 
14. Los Angeles 38. Solano 
15. Marin 39. So noma 
16. Mariposa 40. Stanislaus 
17. Mendocino 41. Suter 
18. Merced 42. Tehama 
19. Mono 43. Trinity 
20. Monterey 44. Tulare 
21. Napa 45. Tuolumne 
22. Nevada 46. Yolo 
23. Placer 47. Yuba 

24. Plumas 
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Though radicalism failed in 1867, estimates of 

elections in that year, as LaWanda and John Cox cautioned, 

should take care not to confuse Republican voters with 

103 
radical Republicans. To be sure, California's 1867 

election had a sobering effect on Republican leaders who 

advised after the election, "Let us cool our passions . . . . 

104 
Let our motto be 'victory at all hazards.'" Following 

the brief hiatus of 1867, the force of majority rule would 

silence those who had put their beliefs to a popular test 

and failed; for the extension of civil as well as political 

rights would depend upon a Democratic Governor and a Demo

cratic legislature who had pledged to maintain the racial 

status quo. 

103. LaWanda and John H. Cox, "Negro Suffrage and 
Republican Politics," 328. 

104. Daily Appeal (Marysville), September 7, 1867. 



CHAPTER 8 

REPUBLICAN RETREAT: THE 1868 ELECTION AND 
THE FIFTEENTH AMENDMENT 

After the Democratic victory of 1867, the outgoing 

Republican governor, Frederick Low, delivered his second 

biennial message to the legislature. Low summarized the 

major achievements of the past four years in the areas of 

education and political reform then turned his attention 

to national affairs. After lauding Californians for 

supporting the destruction of slavery, he implored the 

legislature to ratify the Fourteenth Amendment to the 

United States Constitution, which guaranteed civil rights 

to all citizens. Notwithstanding the defeat of his party 

only a few months before, Low also urged that the legis

lators repeal the law excluding Chinese and Indian testimony 

from court cases involving whites.1 

The day after Low delivered his final message to the 

legislature and announced his retirement from politics, 

Henry H. Haight became Governor of California. In his 

inaugural address of December 5, Haight instructed the 

legislature to heed the wishes of Californians as manifested 

in the recent election. Emphasizing national rather than 

1. Sacramento Union. December 5, 1867. 
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local issues, he castigated the excesses of congressional 

Reconstruction, which he named as the military occupation of 

southern states, the disfranchisement of white ex-

Confederate leaders, and black suffrage in the South. 

Californians, the new governor declared, opposed black 

suffrage as "a disgrace to the country and to the age in 

which we live." "That any white man could be found on this 

continent to sanction [black suffrage]," Haight mused, "is a 

subject of unceasing astonishment." 

After indicting Congressional Reconstruction, Haight 

directed attention to the other campaign pledges that voters 

had approved in 1867. He restated his promises to disallow 

further subsidies for the railroads and to discourage all 

Chinese immigration to California. In a few years, Haight 

correctly predicted, the transcontinental railroad would 

link California to the Eastern states. The expected 

increase in European immigration to California would bring 

immense prosperity; but, Haight warned, Europeans would not 

immigrate to California if the Chinese monopolized the labor 

market. "What we desire for the permanent benefit of 

California," the Democratic governor affirmed, "is a 

population of white men, who will make this State their 

home [and] bring up families here .... We ought not to 
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desire an effete population of Asiatics for a free State 

2 like ours." 

Haight's anti-black, anti-Chinese philosophy con

trasted sharply with the philosophy of his Republican 

predecessor; and some Californians promptly denounced the 

new shift in the state's politics. For example, the editor 

of the widely read San Francisco Alta California stated 

sarcastically, "Never was there an inaugural in which more 

was said that might better be left unsaid, or more was left 

3 
unsaid that ought to be said." Yet, Haight's address, not 

Low's, accurately reflected popular sentiment in California. 

During Haight's four-year administration, Republican 

radicalism in California gradually collapsed from the weight 

of majority rule. Race prejudice, operating through popu

larly controlled institutions, kept the Democrats in power; 

and they fulfilled their campaign pledges of 1867. By 1871, 

the state's politics had reverted to their pre-war moorings 

as racial issues no longer distinguished Republicans from 

Democrats in California. Until 1871, however, race occupied 

public attention and continued to define the state's 

political parties, as the action of the 1868 legislature 

indicated. 

2. Ibid., December 6, 1867. 

3. Quoted in Melendy and Gilbert, Governors of 
California. p. 150. 
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Forty-nine Republicans and 71 Democrats sat in the 

4 
legislature; and, though the Republican minority sided with 

the Democrats on most legislation, such as the granting of 

subsidies to the state's railroads, the maintenance of high 

railroad rates, and the establishment of an eight hour 

working day for state employees, partisan conflict over 

5 
race-related issues continued. In January, for instance, 

the Republican-controlled Senate defeated a resolution which 

stated that California opposed black suffrage for her own 

state. Every Republican with the exception of one voted 

against the resolution, and every Democrat with the excep-

g 
tion of one voted for the measure. 

Two weeks after the Republicans defeated the anti-

black resolution, they passed a Senate bill permitting 

Chinese and Indian testimony against whites in criminal 

cases affecting injury to Chinese and Indians. This 

limited measure neither provided for Chinese and Indian 

testimony in non-criminal cases nor permitted their 

testimony in any cases exclusively involving whites. Not

withstanding the narrow scope of the bill, the Democratic 

majority in the Assembly voted against the ill-fated 

4. Assembly Committee on Elections and 
Reapportionment, Legislative Sourcebook, passim. lists 
members of the legislature by party. 

5. Sacramento Union. January 23, 27, February 14, 
March 3, 1868. 

6. Ibid., January 10, 1868. 
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measure, while all Republican Assemblymen voted for its 

7 passage. 

The Democratic majority in the Assembly also pre

vented ratification of the Fourteenth Amendment. Throughout 

the legislative session, Republican Assemblymen delivered 

lengthy speeches urging ratification of the Amendment on 

humanitarian grounds. Only once, however, did the 

Republicans manage to bring a ratification resolution to a 

vote. On March 17, 1868, the Assembly rejected the 

Reconstruction Amendment by a vote of 46 to 24, with all 

0 
Republicans voting yea and all Democrats voting nay« Even 

after the Fourteenth Amendment became constitutional law, 

the Democratic-controlled legislature still refused 

ratification. 

This political division in the legislature over 

racial issues intensified when the Republicans in Congress 

tried to impeach President Andrew Johnson early in 1868. 

Johnson had removed Edwin M. Stanton as Secretary of War 

without the consent of the Senate and thus in violation of 

the Tenure of Office Act. Consequently, on February 24 

the House of Representatives passed a resolution calling for 

7. Ibid.. January 28, February 18, 1868. 

8. Ibid.. March 18, 1868. 
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9 
the impeachment of Johnson. William Higby, California's 

Republican Congressman, voted for the impeachment resolu

tion, while Democratic Congressmen Samuel Axtell and James 

Johnson, who won election in 1867, suppor _ -id i no President. 

When the Senate voted in May on the impedebriCi l: articles, 

which failed by one vote, Senators Cornel Coie and John 

Conness voted in the affirmative as did most other 

Republicans. 

The struggle between the Republicans and Johnson 

produced a political deadlock in the California legislature. 

In February, the Republican-controlled State Senate passed 

a resolution endorsing the Republicans and calling for 

Johnson's impeachment, while the Democratic majority in the 

Assembly passed a resolution censuring the Republicans. 

Following established procedure, the Senate and Assembly 

requested that Haight, as chief executive of the state, 

forward their communications to the President of the Senate 

and the Speaker of the House of Representatives.^ 

Haight resolved the deadlock but as a partisan of 

Andrew Johnson and as an unrelenting foe of black suffrage, 

rather than as the Governor of California. Before he 

9. Michael L. Benedict, The Impeachment and Trial 
of Andrew Johnson (New York: W. W. Norton and Company, 
1973), pp. 126-180. 

10. Congressional Globe. 40th Cong., 2nd Sess. 
(February 25, 1868), 1402; (March 6, 1868), 1698. 

11. Sacramento Union. February 26, 29, 1868. 
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received the communications from the legislature, Haight 

praised the President in a private letter stating, "In the 

judgement of history, your fidelity and forbearance will 

entitle you to a high place among the benefactors of our 

country and our race." Opposition to black suffrage, he 

assured Johnson in the January letter, was a "sacred 

12 
cause." The governor forwarded the Assembly resolution 

censuring Republicans; but he refused to transmit the pro-

Republican Senate resolution, stating that he personally 

13 
believed the impeachment trial was unconstitutional. 

After Haight's unprecedented action and after the 

adjournment of the legislature in March, Republicans and 

Democrats assembled in their state conventions to prepare 

for the fall election. At stake in the election was the 

state's electoral vote for President as well as three 

congressional seats. Like the 1867 election and the con

flict in the state legislature, the presidential election 

of 1868 in California featured ideological conflict over 

Reconstruction issues. In 1868, however, the differences 

12. Henry Haight to Andrew Johnson, January 18, 
1868, Haight Papers. A month later,Haight wrote to William 
Seward stating that as Governor he was "... proud to be 
a co-laborer with yourself and associates in the effort to 
save our free institutions from destruction and to avert 
the calamity of the utter failure of the 'last experiment 
of self-government by the people.'" Haight to Seward, 
February 15, 1868, Seward Papers. 

13. Sacramento Union. March 5, 1868. 
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between Republicans and Democrats concerning the status of 

blacks lessened considerably. The presidential election 

actually signified the reemergence of a political consensus 

on race in California. 

Utilizing the strategy that brought them to power 

in 1867, the Democrats continued to campaign against blacks 

and Chinese, saying very little about other issues, such as 

railroad subsidies. In support of the Democratic nominee 

for President, Horatio Seymour of New York, California's 

Democrats drafted a platform in their state convention that 

denounced congressional Reconstruction and pledged "... 

never to submit to be governed by negroes, nor by those 

claiming to be elected by negro suffrage." In line with 

Governor Haight's wishes, the platform also called for 

14 
federal legislation to prohibit Chinese immigration. 

The Democrats adhered unswervingly to these goals 

during the fall campaign. At a rally in Contra Costa County, 

for example, Governor Haight devoted his entire speech to 

castigating black suffrage in the South; and even in his 

private correspondence he opposed "... all attempts to 

degrade the white population of the country by dragging them 

down to the level, in political privileges, with the Negroes 

15 
in the Southern states." In Sonora County a Democratic 

14. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 284-35. 

15. Contra Costa Gazette. July 25, 1868; Henry 
Haight to John Bigler, May 7, 1868, Haight Papers. 



221 

editor denounced the granting of political rights to "an 

inferior and degraded race that never was and never will be 

capable of self-government." "To perpetuate the beautiful 

fabric of a free, white man's government," the editor stated 

in June, "is the great mission of the Democratic party" 

and, in October he warned that Republicans favored . . 

placiry white men, women, and children, connected with us by 

17 b l o o d  . . .  a t  t h e  m e r c y  o f  A f r i c a n  b a r b a r i a n s . "  

The Democratic nominees for Congress also stressed 

racial themes, almost to the exclusion of any other issues. 

In San Francisco, James Johnson, the candidate from the 

Third District, delivered a lengthy speech denouncing black 

suffrage in the District of Columbia and imploring that "God 

Almighty will re-establish a white man's Government 

18 
. . . ." Further, when James Coffroth won the nomination 

for Congress from the Second District, he stated his inten

tion of going to Congress to assist ". . . in uprooting the 

damnable measures of a fanatical Congress." Ignoring non-

racial issues, he promised to chase away the "black raven" 

in the South and pledged to ensure that "... throughout 

16. Union Democrat (Sonora), June 27, 1868. 

17. Ibid.. October 31, 1868. 

18. Sacramento Union, August 20, 1868. 



222 

the length and breadth of the continent none but white men 

shall vote. 

Edward Stanly also campaigned for the Democrats in 

1868. Stanly, a former Republican who, like Haight, left 

that party when it attacked Southern slavery, matched the 

old-line Democrats in arousing racial fears. He even 

characterized the Ku Klux Klan as "merely an organization 

20 
for mutual protection against negroes." When the 

Sacramento Union, a Republican newspaper, criticized 

Stanly's pro-Klan remarks, he wrote a curt letter to the 

Union in which he defended his philosophy on the grounds 

of traditional Republican principles. Stating that he 

stood on the platform of Abraham Lincoln and quoting the 

martyred President to that effect, Stanly told the newspaper 

editor that if Lincoln were alive he would oppose black 

suffrage, which Stanly asserted would result in mis-

21 
cegenation. 

Unlike the Democrats, the Republicans campaigned in 

1868 differently than they had in 1867, gradually moving 

closer to the Democratic position on race. In 1867, their 

candidate for Governor urged universal manhood suffrage and 

humane treatment for California's Chinese. Their newspaper 

19. Ibid.. September 2, 1868. 

20. Ibid., October 15, 1868. 

Ibid.. October 21, 1868. 
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editors proclaimed that "The time has come when neither 

race nor color form a claim or bar to the rights of 

citizenship"; and they boldly endorsed equal rights for 

blacks in California as well. Characteristic of their zeal 

was Frank Pixley's exclamation that any white man who 

"stood in fear of the social elevation of the negro was 

22 
inferior to the negro whom he affected to despise." 

In 1868, however, California's Republicans avoided 

mentioning blacks whenever possible. Meeting in their 

March state convention, they drafted a platform supporting 

"all the reconstruction measures of congress"; but in their 

platform and in their speeches during the convention they 

ignored the status of blacks outside of the South and the 

23 
status of California's Chinese as well. Instead of 

calling for radical legislation in behalf of blacks as the 

party did in 1867, the Republicans endorsed the party's 

nominee for President in a second state convention held 

in August, then launched a campaign based upon the advice 

of the convention's chairman, that ". . . to recover from 

the unfortunate accident of disaster of last year, we 

[must] act with prudence [and] wisdom . . . . 

22. See above, Chapter 7. 

23. Sacramento Union. April 1, 1868; Davis, 
Political Conventions, pp. 278-80. 

24. Sacramento Union. August 6, 1868. 
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This retreat from radicalism paralleled the changes 

that occurred in the national Republican party after 1867. 

Historians agree that after that date the party became less 

of a vehicle for racial change and more of an instrument for 

25 
maintaining the political status quo. Jolted by their 

election reverses of 1867, Republicans were forced, as 

W. R. Brock wrote, ". . .to rely less and less upon appeals 

to abstract justice and more and more upon the utility of 

26 
the negro vote to the party and to the Union." "The fact 

was," C. Vann Woodward correctly concluded in 1966, "the 

constituency on which the Republican congressmen relied in 

the North lived in a race-conscious . . . society devoted 

27 
to the doctrine of white supremacy and Negro inferiority." 

The Republican National Convention, held in Chicago 

in June, clearly exemplified the new conservativism. For 

President of the United States, the Republicans nominated 

General Ulysses S. Grant, a man who lacked a record of 

25. See, for example, Charles Coleman, The Election 
of 1868; The Democratic Effort To Regain Control (19 33; New 
York: Octagon Books, 1971), pp. 306, 374-76; Gillette, 
Right To Vote, pp. 37-41; Brock, An American Crisis, pp. 
281, 295; George Selden Henry, Jr., "Radical Republican 
Policy Toward the Negro During Reconstruction, 1862-1872" 
(unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, Yale University, 1963), 
p. 237; and Benedict, "Rout of Radicalism," pp. 342-44. 

26. Brock, An American Crisis, p. 295. 

27. Woodward, "Seeds of Failure," pp. 125-26. 
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sympathy toward blacks; and Grant ran on a platform that one 

California Republican happily praised because it "scattered 

28 to the winds" the black suffrage issue. The key plank 

guaranteed black suffrage in the South, but it also stated 

. the question of suffrage in all the loyal States 

29 
properly belongs to the people of those States." 

After their national convention adjourned, Republi

can campaigners in Northern states emphasized Grant's 

military accomplishments during the Civil War as well as 

southern disloyalty, rather than the future status of 

30 
blacks. Republican campaigners in California did the 

same. At huge party rallies in May, June, and August, every 

31 
speaker dwelled on these patriotic, non-racial themes; and 

one Republican even compared the principles of Democrats to 

32 
those of Benedict Arnold. Other speakers reminded voters 

that a Democrat had shot Lincoln and that California had 

33 
". . . but two parties in the field—patriots and rebels." 

Parading down the streets of Sacramento in October, 

28. Sacramento Union. August 6, 1868. 

29. Porter and Johnson, National Party Platforms. 
p. 39. 

30. Coleman, Election of 1868. pp. 306, 375; 
Woodward, "Seeds of Failure," pp. 139-40. 

31. Sacramento Union. June 1, 5, August 15, 1868. 

32. Alta California (San Francisco), September 12, 
1868. 

33. Ibid.. September 13, 1868. 



226 

Republicans waved signs that read, "No More Secession," 

"Those who Fought to Destroy the Nation are not Fit to Rule 

it," and "Who Rejoiced at Rebel Victories?—The Sacramento 

Democracy. 

Certainly, the anti-Southern tactics of waving the 

bloody shirt contrasted sharply with the pro-black 

Republican speeches of 1866 and 1867. In 1866, for example, 

Frederick Low pledged support for "equal and exact justice 

to all men," while John McCullough emphasized that men 

everywhere should have the right to vote regardless of their 

35 race. During the 1868 campaign, however, those two 

individuals separated entirely the Republican party's 

unflinching patriotism from civil and political rights for 

blacks. Although George Gorham affirmed in 1867 that the 

national government should guarantee suffrage to all of its 

citizens, in 1868 he refrained from even mentioning the 

future status of blacks. Rather, he urged Californians "by 

the bones of their slaughtered countrymen in the war, and by 

37 
their love of country" to vote Republican. 

While most Republicans merely ignored the black 

suffrage issue in 1868, others completely rejected the 

34. Sacramento Union. October 16, 1868. 

35. See above, Chapter 7. 

36. Sacramento Union. June 1, 5, 1868. 

37. Alta California (San Francisco), September 13, 
1868. See Chapter 7 for Gorham's speeches in the 1867 
campaign. 
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idea of granting the franchise to blacks outside of the 

South; and some even insisted that all Republicans had 

always stood against black voting in the Northern and 

Western states. Referring to black suffrage as "an awful 

matter to approach," A. P. Dudly of Calaveras County said 

in an August speech that the Republican party i!. . . need 

not discuss the subject for the party is not in favor of 

38 
negro suffrage in the former free states." Similarly, 

General 0. H. La Grange, one of the principal Republican 

speakers of 1868, declared in October, "If any citizen of 

another state asks us to extend suffrage, we shall 

39 
respectively invite him to attend to his own business." 

Disregarding the Republican speeches of 1867 and the action 

of his own party in the state legislature, a Republican 

pamphleteer erroneously argued in 1868 that "No portion of 

the Union Republican party has ever advocated . . . negro 

40 
suffrage in any loyal state." 

In addition to rejecting black suffrage for the 

loyal states, Republicans frequently reverted to their 

former tactic of direct racist appeals. In Sacramento, 

for instance, campaigners charged that Democrats, by 

38. Sacramento Union. August 15, 1868. 

39. "Grant and Colfax Canvas: Speaking Appoint
ments," ibid.. August 31, 1863; ibid.. October 24, 1868. 

40. Augustus Layres, Defense of the reconstruction 
acts of Congress (S. F. : n. p."] 1868), pp. 15-16, Huntington 
Library, San Marino, California. 
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soliciting black votes in New Orleans, had united with 

"niggerdom" and that Southern Democrats deserved black 

suffrage because, unlike Republicans, the Democrats always 

41 cried "nigger, nigger." The Republican party, J. G. 

Eastman said apologetically in an August speech, never 

intended "to interfere with anybody's nigger. 

Ridiculing the possibility of miscegenation in a way that 

also ridiculed the black race, a party speaker in San 

Francisco remarked, "No Union man or woman would marry a 

43 
negro, and no negro would want to marry a rebel." In that 

same city, Republicans actually accused Haight of hypocrisy I 
toward the Chinese by brandishing posters that read "White 

44 Man's Government—Haight at the Chinese Banquet." 

Such campaigning, plus an increase in the total 

vote, yielded a Republican victory in the presidential 

election. Out of a vote of 108,670, Republicans won 54,592 

and thus carried the state by 514 votes, by two-tenths of 

45 
one per cent of the total vote cast. Yet, even though 

the vote increased by approximately 16,000 compared to the 

1867 election, the Republicans failed to recapture most of 

41. Sacramento Union. August 15, 1868. 

42. Ibid. 

43. Ibid.. June 1, 1868. 

44. Ibid.. October 16, 1868. 

45. Election returns are listed in Davis, Political 
Conventions. p. 288. 



229 

the votes that they had lost in the Democratic landslide of 

1867. In that election the Republicans lost 19 counties, 

and in 1868 they recaptured only ten of those counties and 

lost two 1867 Republican counties. Stated differently, in 

1864 Republicans won nearly 59 per cent-of the vote; but 

when approximately the same number of Californians went to 

the polls four years later, Republicans received 50.2 per 

cent of the vote. Also, San Francisco, the traditional 

Republican stronghold in the state, cast a majority of its 

votes for the Democrats in 1868, as it had in 1867. 

Furthermore, even though the total vote also 

increased in each of the Congressional elections, the 

46 
Democrats reelected Samuel Axtell and James Johnson. In 

the second congressional district, the district that 

Republicans won in 1867, the Democratic candidate lost to 

Aaron Sargent, who had confined his campaign speeches to 

denouncing treason and, to use his term, "bastard 

47 Democracy." Thus, Sargent's speeches and those of 

other California Republicans, support Charles Coleman's 

thesis concerning the Republican victory of 1868: that 

Grant won because of "a patriot war against treasonable 

48 
rebellion." Certainly California voters interpreted 

46. Ibid. 

47. Sacramento Union. August 15, June 1, 1868. 

48. Coleman, Election of 1868, pp. 374-75. Martin 
E. Mantell's recent study, "The Election of 1868: The 
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the election results in that way, as the 1869 contest over 

ratification of the Fifteenth Amendment amply demonstrates. 

Historians frequently cite the Fifteenth Amendment 

as exemplifying a fundamental weakness in Republican race 

policy. To C. Vann Woodward and Selden Henry, the Amendment, 

which merely prohibited states from denying suffrage on the 

basis of race alone rather than guaranteeing black suffrage, 

illustrates the racism and the political expediency of 

49 
Republican Reconstruction policy. Extrapolating this 

criticism of Republicans, William Gillette contends that the 

real purpose of the Amendment was ". . . to get the Negro 

vote in the North, [and] not ... to keep Negro suffrage 

in the South, which was an important secondary objective. 

Yet, in California the Amendment had a different 

importance. For Republicans it served as another example 

of the vulnerability of radicalism, or even pseudo-

radicalism, to institutions under popular control. Cer

tainly, in failing to guarantee black suffrage, the Amend

ment revealed the Republicans' waning commitment toward 

Response to Congressional Reconstruction" (Unpublished Ph. 
D. dissertation, Columbia University, 1969), pp. 238-43, 
accepts Coleman's conclusion regarding the influence of 1 

patriotism in the election, though in modified form. 

49. Woodward, "Seeds of Failure," pp. 141-44; 
Henry, "Radical Republican Policy Toward The Negro," pp. 
254-70. 

50. Gillette, Right to Vote, p. 165. 
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blacks. The important fact, however, is that that con

sideration never entered into the minds of Californians when 

they cast their ballots on what they, if not historians, 

considered an extreme proposal. 

In fact, Californians feared black suffrage for any 

reason, an actuality that Democrats recognized. All of the 

state's representatives in Congress also recognized that 

voters opposed Chinese suffrage as well. Thus, though 

Congressman William Higby and Senator Cornelius Cole favored 

and Representatives Axtell and Johnson opposed the Fifteenth 

Amendment,^ each expressed the hope that it would not grant 

52 
the ballot to Chinese. Indeed, Cole even stated that his 

vote for the Amendment rested upon his personal belief that 

the measure intended "to meet the case of negroes" and not 

53 
Chinese. After Sargent took his seat in the Forty-First 

Congress, he too opposed Chinese suffrage and supported 

Johnson's ill-fated resolution that the Fifteenth Amendment 

". . . never intended that Chinese and Mongolians should 

54 
become voters." 

51. Congressional Globe. 40th Cong., 3rd Sess. 
(January 30, 1869), 745; (February 17, 1869), 1318. 

52. Congressional Globe. 40th Cong., 3rd Sess. 
(February 8, 1869), 1008, 1013; (March 3, 1869), 295; ibid.. 
41st Cong., 1st Sess. (March 22, 1869), 202. 

53. Congressional Globe. 40th Cong., 3rd Sess. 
(February 8, 1869), 1013. 

54. Congressional Globe. 41st Cong., 1st Sess. 
(March 22, 1869), 202. 
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In spite of this political consensus on Chinese 

voting and in spite of a consensus on opposition to railroad 

subsidies, those two subjects became issues, if not causes 

for political division, in the 1869 election for control 

of the state legislature. Chinese voting and railroad 

subsidies emerged as issues because of the post-war depres

sion in California and the completion of the transcontinental 

railroad in 1869. Upon completion of the railroad, thousands 

of Chinese laborers returned to California, flooding the 

labor market and creating renewed anti-Chinese xenophobia. 

Californians blamed the Chinese as well as railroad 

monopolists for the worsening economic conditions in the 

55 
state; and Democrats and Republicans agreed with the 

voters on these non-racial issues. Only the black suffrage 

issue served to define the two parties in 1869. 

On all issues, except for the Fifteenth Amendment, 

the Democratic and Republican platforms of 1869 were 

identical. Besides denouncing all forms of railroad sub

sidies and black voting in the South, the Democratic plat

form expressed confidence in ". . . the intelligence, 

patriotism, and discriminating justice of the white people 

of the country to administer and control their government 

55. Baur, "Beginnings of the Republican Party," 
pp. 219-20; David Lavender, California: Land of New 
Beginnings (New York: Harper and Row, 1972) , pp. 301-302; 
John W. Caughey, California (New York: Prentice-Hall, 1940), 
pp. 377-86. 
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without the aid of either negroes or Chinese." Opposing 

the Fifteenth Amendment on the grounds that it violated the 

time-honored principles of the Founding Fathers, the 

Democrats contended that the Amendment degraded suffrage, 

infringed upon the privileges of the white race, and 

ensured not only black suffrage everywhere but Chinese 

suffrage and officeholding as well. The last plank in the 

platform focused exclusively on the race issue urging 

support from all Californians who disapproved granting the 

ballot to blacks.^ 

Like the Democrats, the Republicans also declared 

against railroad subsidies and suffrage for the Chinese. 

"We are opposed to Chinese suffrage in any form," the 

Republican platform emphasized, "and to any change in the 

naturalization laws of the United States." Acknowledging 

that proposals for changing the racial status quo served 

only as liabilities to political parties in California, 

the Republicans labelled slavery, Reconstruction, and 

black suffrage "settled questions" in the state's politics. 

The second resolution in the platform marked the symbolic 

end of California's early Republican party. It declared 

that "the negro question has ceased to be an element in 

American politics .... The ratification of the fifteenth 

amendment to the constitution ought to be followed by an 

56. Sacramento Union. June 30, 1869; Davis, 
Political Conventions, pp. 289-91. 
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act of universal amnesty and enfranchisment of the southern 

people. 

Though Republicans gave only modest support for the 

Fifteenth Amendment and no support for Chinese suffrage, the 

Democrats nevertheless fought the election on traditional 

grounds, on the grounds of opposition to any rights for 

blacks. They stressed the inability of blacks to participate 

intelligently in the democratic process and warned repeatedly 

58 
that the upshot of impartial suffrage was Chinese voting. 

Like Republicans, the Democrats also campaigned against 

railroad subsidies; but even Republican newspapers, such as 

the Sacramento Union, admitted reluctantly that the Fifteenth 

59 Amendment stood as the main issue in the campaign. 

Exemplifying the Republican campaign strategy of 

1869, the Union. the leading Republican newspaper in the 

state, defended black suffrage but fought a defensive 

battle against the Democratic argument that the Fifteenth 

57. Sacramento Union. July 22, 1869; Davis, 
Political Conventions, pp. 29 3-94. 

58. Sacramento Union, July 22, 1869; Melendy and 
Gilbert, Governors of California, p. 151; Henry Haight, 
Speech of Governor Haicfht ac the Democratic State Con
vention at Sacramento. June 29. 1869 (San Francisco: 
n. p., 1869), passim. Huntington Library, San Marino, 
California; Eugene Casserly, Speech of Hon. Eugene Casserly 
on the Fifteenth Amendment and the Labor Question. Delivered 
in San Francisco. California. July 23. 1869 (San Francisco: 
n. p., 1869), passim. Huntington Library, San Marino, 
California. 

59. Sacramento Union. August 31, 1869. 
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60 
Amendment made voters of the Chinese. "Neither the 

Republican party nor any Congress controlled by it," the 

editor wrote in June, "desire to admit ... [Chinese] to 

citizenship. Nor, if that occurred, need any state admit 

them to suffrage; for even under the Fifteenth Amendment, 

they can be excluded on the grounds of nativity, or for 

61 any other cause except race or color." Striving to 

separate the Chinese issue from the equally unpopular black 

suffrage issue, the Union stated categorically on the day 

before the election, "If there were a party in existence 

that desired . . . [Chinese suffrage] there might be a 

hope, or a fear, of its success. There is no such party. 

6 2 
Republicans are as adverse to it as Democrats." 

Notwithstanding the limited nature of Republican 

goals in 1869, race once again proved the decisive factor 

in California's politics. In the 1869 legislative election, 

the Republican minority in the legislature dwindled from 

6 3 
49 to 22, while the Democratic majority increased to 93. 

After the election, Governor Haight delivered his second 

annual message, which recommended that the new legislature 

60. Ibid.. June 14, 16, 24, August 13, 1869. 

61. Ibid.. June 24, 1869. 

62. Ibid.. August 31, 1869. 

63. Assembly Committee on Elections and 
Reapportionment, Legislative Sourcebook, passim, lists 
members of the legislature by party. 
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64 
reject the Fifteenth Amendment; and, though Republican 

65 
lawmakers delivered lengthy speeches urging ratification, 

in January, 1870, the legislature followed Haight's advice. 

With only two Republicans voting against ratification, the 

Senate and Assembly rejected the Amendment by a combined 

vote of 74 to 16.^^ 

After the rejection of the Fifteenth Amendment, 

race, the persistent fact that had shaped the Republican 

party for the past thirteen years, disappeared as an issue 

in the state's politics. The same legislature that dis

approved the Fifteenth Amendment granted more subsidies for 

the railroads; and, even though a majority of Republican and 

67 
Democratic lawmakers voted for the special interest bills, 

the parties outdistanced one another after 1869 in 

68 denouncing railroad subsidies. In spite of the fact that 

he had vetoed most of the subsidy bills, Haight lost the 

gubernatorial election of 1871 to Newton Booth, who ran on 

a platform that, like the Democratic platform, opposed the 

64. Sacramento Union. January 7, 1870. 

65. Ibid.. January 14, 22, 26, 28, 1870. 

66. Ibid., January 28, 29, 1870. 

67. See, for example, the railroad subsidy bills 
introduced in the legislature and the votes on those bills 
as reported by the Sacramento Union. January 27, February 
4, 7, 16, March 5, 1870. 

68. Melendy and Gilbert, Governors of California, 
pp. 152, 158. 
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railroad lobby as well as Chinese immigration to California 

69 but avoided mentioning any race-related issue. 

Thus, by 1871 the antebellum consensus had returned. 

The consensus on race and the conflict over the geographical 

location of blacks had dominated California's politics from 

1856, when the state's Republican party first appeared, to 

the outbreak of the Civil War. Though civil war created 

ideological conflict over the status of blacks for the 

first time in California's political history, when .the 

war ended Californians demonstrated that that conflict had 

flourished without their approval. Lacking the proper 

institutions to effect unpopular but necessary change, 

California's early Republican party collapsed unceremoni

ously from the weight of majority rule. The party's ideals, 

however sincere, proved fragile when pitted against what 

one party member called "... the whim and caprice of a 

70 
majority in a petty state." 

69. Davis, Political Conventions, pp. 298-301, 
305-309. 

70. Speech of George Gorham in the Sacramento 
Union, August 14, 1867. 
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