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CHAPTER I

BEFORE THE CONVENTIONS

The student of political history rarely receives so fine
an opportunity to practice the science of enalysis and the art
of synthesis as when he takes the principles he has culled fronm
his lectures and applies them to the complex situation sur-
rounding the Presidential election of 1880. What makes this
elsction & truly rewarding study 1s not the complexity of 4its
research problems, though these are challenging, nor even the
fact that the winner of this bitter struggle, struck down by
an assassin's bullet, ultimately lost what he had striven so
hard to gain, This would be to exalt the difficult for no
other reason than its difficulty or to give sensation and
perhaps even sentimentality a day in the researcherts court
that their case does not merit., Rather, the slement of fesci-
nation comes in the intra-party politics displayed by both the
Republican and the Democratic organizations. The ruthlessness
of party discipline, the bitterness of personal animosities,
the shallowness surrounding the contest for the highest office
in the land, the almost total disregard for the interests of
the nation as a whole, the mere lipservice to truth amid a

howling roar of rhetoric, all these have an interest that is
1l




always contemporary. Not that history teaches lessons: it
can, but it usually does not. The fascination for the student
of politics Inthe election of 1880 lies not in the oxtfaction
of didactic principles which may or mey not be relevant to
the present day, but rather, in the insight into human beings
which this turbulent and confused period gives. Not that
history repeats itself, for it most assuredly does not. Yet
there 1s an element in the historical process that remains
constant: human nature, snd in the election of 1880 that
constant element shows the full panoply of its manifestations.
At few timea in American history have both major political
parties been as badly aplit as in the months immediately prior
to the nominating conventions of 1880, The only peint that
the Republicen Party was united on was disappointment in
Rutherford B, Hayes. The Republicans had manipulated Hayes
to power in the contested election of 18?6.1 One month after
his inauguration in 1877 the President recalled the troops
from the South, By the end of April that year the Republican
administrations in both South Carolina and Louisiana had fallen.
The whole G, Ou P, considered Hayes! action little short of

lEuganﬁ H Rasoboou H;ggggx of ngiggast%g% g%act;ons
(New York, 1957), i 2l E

Haworth, The Hayes-Tilden _;gmgggg (Indianapolis. 1906).




treason to the party.a But by far the most serious act of
political folly that Hayes committed was to allienate the proud
and powafrul Senator Roscoe Conkling of New York.3

'Thn Secretary of the Treasury, John Shemman, acting for
Hayes, eppointed a commission in the summer of 1877 to inveatie
gate the custom~house service in New York. The collector of
cuatoms there was Chester A, Arthur; the naval officer,
Alonzo B. Cornell, Both of these men, although afterwards
rewarded with nationsl prominence, were at this time merely
membersg of the Conkling machine. The committee which Shemman
had appointed found abuses, Hayes determmined tc dismiss both
Arthur and Cornell. Conkling, their political patron, flew into
a rage. He interpreted the manceuvre as a direct reprisal for
his failure to work for Hayes during the campaign of 1876‘u
Conkling had even gone so far that year as to admit that Tilden
had really been eslected. But "Lord Roscoe™, as he had been
dubbed by his fellow Senators, was wiser than to hinge his fight

O‘ Vann WOodward, 1@ ) g%ﬁt;og:
; g; gg_ Rggggg §§c§ion 08 I%fl;. PPe 5 51
rnar

yu, PP‘

BThe most balanced picture of this controversaial man is

Donald B. Chidsey, Hew York: A Life of
Roscoe Cankling (Nizhﬁivon.
[

Herbert J. Clanoy, S.J., The Presidential Election of 1880
(Chicago, 1958), p. 24.




b
for his sppointees on his personal popularity. He turned the
Senate closkroom Into a political wigwam ard warned hig fellow
Senators about the Presidentt's disregard of “"senatorial coure
tesy". Each Senator caught the implication immediately. The
real lsaue came down to the contrel of federal appolntmentc.s
When the matter was finally put to the Senste, Conkling, having
Arthur and Cornell upheld by a vote of thirty-five to twentyw
one. Hayes however was not prepared to yiold.6 In a special
message to the Senate on January 31, 1879, he regarded it as his
plain duty "to suspend the officers in question and to make the
nominations now before the Senate, in ordar that this important
office may be honestly and efficiently n&minintcrcd.'7 After
this message Conkling could not control the Senats. On Pebruary
3, 1879, the Senate upheld the new nominses: E. A, Merritt and
311as W. Burt. The new officers took up their posts on July 20,
1879, and Arthur and Cornell were dismissed. An infuriated
Conkling pledged war to the death between himself and any nan

Sggég,. and of. George F. Howe, Chester A, Arthur: Aﬁ
Quarter-Century of Machine Politics (New York, 1 » Ppe 73=81.

6
Rutherford B. Hayes, The g;aﬁx Letters of Rutherford
Bgrchsg% s, Edited by Charles R, %¥§1Inms igoiﬁﬁﬁua, ﬁﬁio,
-20}»

vols IXIXI, pe 454

7

Chester A, Arthur, in Messages and Paper the President
17891897, Edited by James D, ﬁicﬁardson !Wasﬁfn on, D.é.. I§§5~'
99)) vole VIII;'pp- Sll-»l?..




who should back Hnyus.a

The Republican split was actually & three-way affair.  The
"Stalwarts" were ably raprosented’by Conkling and were devoted to
the interests of General Grant, even if it meant his running for
& third tem as President. The "Half-Breeds" were led by the
"plumed Knight", James G, Blaine. Thelr one element of unity
was opposition to Conkling and everything he represented. The
Liberals stood for Civil Service reform snd flocked to the ban-
ner of Carl Shurs, As antithetical as were these groups thelr
division was mild when compared to the Democrats. |

One of the most controversiasl figures in the political
history of New York was "Honest John" Kelly, the quondam Sachem
of Temmany Hall. A devoted Catholic, the close friend of Bishop
DuBois, Kelly had scored & meteoric rise with the part he played
in wresting control of Temmeny Hall from t he Tweed Ring. Having
gained control of the invincible tribe of Saint Temmany, XKelly
mled the politics of the City of New York in the seventies
and early eighties of the last century. Even the wealthy and
a;oet Ssmuel Tilden was forced to send a congratulatory message
to Kelly on eleotion night in 1876, Tilden actually conaidered

8Tho besat atudg of this complex affair 1s Venila Shores,
The Hayes-Conkling Controversy (Northampton, Mass., 1919).
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Kelly his sponsor and the fact was that Kelly had made Tilden
Governor of New York, had secured for him the Democratic nomina-
tion in 1876 and had delivered the Rmpire State unquoaﬁionahly
into the column for Tilden in that contested election. But in
1880 all was not well between the "Old Man" and "Honest John".?
- In 1878, Tilden, realizing that he could never deminate
Tammany and smarting under the "sponsorship" of "Honest John"
Kelly, thought his position sécuro enough to bolt Taxmany and
galn control of the Democratic machinery of New York State for
himself, Tildan left Temmany and joined a rather obsecure Demo-
cratic Club which had been founded in 1875 by the retired heavye~
veight John Morrissey.1® With Tilden in control of the former-
ly insignificant Irving Hall Democracy, Kelly's leadership and
Temmany's dominance in New York City politicas were severely
challenged.

The firat shot in the campaign between Tilden and Kelly was
Tilden's removal of Henry A, Gumbleton, a Kelly man, as clerk of

Thirtgrg' stcr; ét a§p::n§olyhgota%§pd %p Hkt{g;g)?. Br§§?§ 631
ears o ew Yo o) [ ow York, 5 DPPe -

The role of Kel 1y's subordinates 18 depicted in Lothrop Staddnré.

Master of Manhattan: The Life of Richard Croker (New York, 1931)

PPe 53-80. A study favorable to Kelly is J. Fairfax McLaughlin,
%gﬁy?;gg‘ggg Times of John Kelly, Tribune of the People (New York,
*

loFor Morrissey's rise to fame through hias battles with
Bill Poole whoee subsequent murder is one of New York City's
most infamous events cf. Stoddard, Pe 32




7
New York County, a position rich in patronege. Gumbleton had
been dismissed by the Governor, Henry "Sore Eyes" Robinson.
Robinson was a close assoclate of Tilden and was in fact Tilden's
and the Irving Hall Democracy's candidate for a second term as
Governor, Kelly and Tammany were backing General H. W, Slocum
for the post. Gumbleton's dismissal did not leave "Honest Joim"
in a coneiliatory mood. Kelly and Tammany were ready to fight
for their political lives.l!

Kelly attended the State Nominating Convention for the
Governorship which was held at Weiting Opera House, Syracuse,
New York, September 10 and 11, 1879. He openly declared that
he would not support Robinson if "Sore Eyes" were nominated to
serve a second temm, After an sight hour struggle Robinson
received the nomination and Kelly with the seventy-two Tammany
controlled delegates walked out of the convention. The Tammany
bolters met at Shakespeare Hall that same evening and nominated
"Honest John"™ Kelly for Governor, On election day Kelly polled
slightly more than 77,000 votes. He had no chance of winning
yet he brought about the defeat of Robinson., Owing to Kelly's
bolting the Party the Democrats lost in New York's gubernatorial

11
De Alva 3, Alexander, A Po;it%cn; Histo of the State
of New York (New York, 1890), vol. » PP Ei§ t seq.

———




race in 1879 to the Republican Alongo B, Cornell, Conkling's
protege and the man whom President Hayes had dismiaaed‘but a fow
months before as naval officer of the port of New York. Tilden's
Irving Hall Democracy had lost its state patronage and Kelly
proved that he still controlled New York City. If the Democrats
hoped to take New York in the Presidential election of 1880 a
candidate acceptable to both Tilden and Kelly would have to be
fcund.la

"Honest John" Kelly was not the only politiclan whose name
was anathema to Tilden. The 0ld Man of Gramercy Part, though
broken in health, retained a fierce resentment against any
members of his own Democratic Party who had anything to do with
the Electoral Commission of 1876, The most prominent Democratic
coneiliator and mediator during the disputed election was Thomas
F. Bayard, The Senator from Delaware had ingratiated himself
with the South throughout the trying days of Reconstmuction and
he counted on the votes of the 30lid South to make him the
Presidential nominee for the Democrats in the election or 1880,
Though Bayard could count on the support of the South he realized
that the split in New York and Tilden's opposition to him were
ruining his chances for the nomination, Matters became even

more complex when Montgomery Blalr characterized Kelly as "the

12
01&1'103', Sedes DPPe 60"&‘0




| 9
tool of the man who sold us out in 1876«7." Thia was a direct
attack upon Bayard,lB |

The Democrats and the Republicans shared a common problem.
Both parties were severely split and the break in perty disci-
pline was in New York 3tate, What made New York so vital?
New York State possessed thirty-five electoral votes. To the
Republicans it was evident thet the South would be solidly op-
posed to any candidate whom they brought forward, The thirty~
five electoral votes of New York when jJjoined with & safely Re-
publican Pennaylvania and Illinois would offset the advantage
of the Democrats'! southermn stronghold. Purthermore, New York's
vote was imperative to the Demooratic strategy. If the Republi-
cans could get New York, the Democrats would find it almost
impossible to win., For the Democrats New York was a crucial
state and one in which the combined vote in the gubernatorial
contest of 1879 of both the Tilden and Kelly wings of the Party
far outwelghed the Republican ccnvnaa.lh

The Democratic strategy was clear. In 1880 the South
could be counted on to give 138 electoral votes to almost any

13.
Charles C, Tansill, Eha Cogértasioga; Career of Thom
Francig Bayard, 2862-;885 (Washington, D.C., 1945), DPs oB1.

1“A letter of William E, Chendler to Hayes in which
Chandler forecast the strategy of the campalign is quoted in
Howe, p. 11l6.
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Democratic standard bearer. Two northern states were definitely
Democratic in aympathy: Indiana, which possessed fifteen elec~
torsal votes, and New York with 1t§ thirty-five. The combined
total of these electoral votes wes one hundred and eighty~aight,
three more than the Democrats needed to win the White House.l>

It 1s clear why New York was of such vital concern to
both the major parties in the election of 1880, Important
though it was, both partiea in New York State were divided by
personal conflicts from the major sections of each of the
national political partles. This was the political situation
which faced the Republicans and the Democrats immedimtely pribr
to the struggle for the Presidency in the election of 18380. At
few times in American history has intra-party politics played
so important a role in & national election. Each Party under-
stood that whoever could first close ranks 1n New York State
would probably win. The first way to close ranks was to get a
candidate acceptable to sach wing of the divided New York

organizations,.

1551&1133‘, Sedes Po 6’4.-




CHAPTER II

THE REPUBLICAN NOMINATION

The central campaign of 14880 was one to nominate Gensral
Ulysses S, Grant for a third term, The movement was begun by
political leaders while the General was touring Europe and re-
ceiving ovations from the crowned heads of the continent in 1878,
The politiclians planned to capitalize on Grant's popularity in a
drematic fashion, The former Chief Executive was to remain In
Europe until the eve of the nominating convention. Then he was
to arrive amidst a grandiose and muche-publicized welcome from
the American people. His position in the spotlight on the
public stage would then make his nomination melatively easy.
But Grant, ignoring the importunities of his friends to remain
abroad, arrived with his wife at San Francisco in December, 1879.
The politicians, slightly dismayed at his premature arrival,
nonethe less made the occasion s great one. Az the fomer
Presidant moved across the country towards New York, dinmers,
parades, snd receptions of welcome were tendered him; a grate~
ful nation wes paying tribute to its former Commander-in-Chief.
Wisely no mention was publicly made at the time of a third

11
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term by eithexr Grant or the politiaiam.l

Grant had coyly remarked to his aide, "I am not a candidate
for any office, nor would I hold one that required my‘ MANOeuvere
ing or sacrifice to obtain.”a But John Ruassell Young, ome of
Grant 's companions on his European tour, in s letter to Thomas
Naat, reported that the Ceneral while still in Furope, "... was

n3 Regardless of his former intentions,

scheming for a third temm.
Grant was convinced that his popular appeal might very well
make his nomination possgible at the Republican National Conven-
tion. There were two reasons which prompted Grant to allow |
himself to be a candidate., His triumphal world tour had cost
over $100,000 and the former President needed a source of ine-
come. Moreover, the glory of the Presidential office sppealesd
to the man MQmoly.h

Unfortunately for Grant, the ovation was slightly over-done.
The excessive touring end spesking (and as a spesker Grant was
never adept) made his purpose too obviocus, Consequently an

immediste reaction to his candidacy set in and other party

lWilliam B. Hesseltine, Ulysses S. Grant, Politlcian (New
York, 1935)s pp. L430-42. -

2Adum Badeauy Grant in Peace: From Appomatox to Mount

McGregor (Hartford, 1007)» Pe .

. zL:ttx{br:thJ.P!:i ‘!ougg to 'I”ham:s Hig,;’?ebnéarydé.im?t)
quoted in ert B, ne, omas Nast: 8 Period and H
Pilctures (New York, 1904) s Po Eﬂ. =2

YHesseltine, Grant, p. Ul3.




13
lesders who desired the nomination began to campalgn actively

against him, The Republican press showed evidences of hostility
p _

The third-term movement had originated in New York under the

toward his Presidential aspirations.

tutelage of the violently snti-Hayes Senator Roscoe Conkling.
Conkling had much to gain by Grant's election, He had already
gsuccossfully defied the President and made the chastened Cornell
Governor of New York State. State patronage was completely
in Conkling's hands. Onece he had made & President, complete
control of the federal patronsge for at least New York State
would be his. For Grant obviously would not oppose him after
geeing what had happend to Enyal.é

Conkling had ecompletely dominated the Syracuse Convention
in April and had secured a majority of the delegates from his
state to vote for the nomination of Grant at Chicago,’ "Lord
Roscoe" pushed a motion through the convention to instruct the
delegation to vote ms a unit for the msjority choica.e George
W. Curtis, & bitter enemy of Conkling and the editer of Harper's
Weekly, informed his readers thet this motion to instruct the

Sxac -
gﬁw York Hera April 6, 15, 26, 28, May 4, 8, 9, 11
18 end Hew York !%i%une, April’S. 16, §3, é@. May's;'9, 11,’18.
6
7

Howe, ppes 101=-3.
Chidsey, pps 279-201,
8yew York Tribune, May 1l, 1880,




i
delegates waa passad only through trickery on the part of Cone
kling.9 ‘ _

Conkling was well assiated in the Grant movement by the
former Governor of Illincis and the then Commander of the G.
A. R,y John A, Logan, and by Senator Don Cameron of Pemaylvenia,
both leaders in their respective states. Logan, by questionable
tactics, obtained a majority of the Illinois delegation pledged
to Grnnt.m Cameron, serving out the remainder of his father's
term as Semator, obtained a similar majority in the Pennsylvania
State Dologutitm.u Upon the cooperation of this “triumvirate"
depended Grant's nomination. These men, after all, represented
the three most important states at the nominating convention.
Despite their assiduous efforta, unity, which was essential to
the succeas of the Republican strategy in these stetes to offset
the "Solid South"™, could not be achieved. As early'as May, one

New York delegate signified his intention of voting for James

9Hamr 's Weekly, May 29, 1880, p. 338,
loxb;di’ June 5’ 1880* P 3700

entdsey, po 280.
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Ge Blnint.lz Other delegates in thes three "instructed™ states
soon followed in refusing te be bound by the unit rule_ia their
state delegations. Outside of these three states, Grant's
strength was mostly in the South; Arkansas, Texas and Alabama
had alse been inatructed to vote as a unit for the fermer Presl-
dent.13 Grant's southern suppert was valuable for the nominatien
only, for all realized that the Republicans could net possibly
carry any southern state after Hayes'! action of 1877. In New
England and the West General Grant's strength was negligible,

Meanwhile, the adverse publicity which the General was
receliving prompted him te leave on & short tour of Central
America in the hope that seme of the hostility would subside
before the June Convention. Another dramatic return was in the
offing, this time from Cuba. But the "return from Elba®, as the
wags called it, did net change the sentiment againast Grant.
With the General away, oppesition te his candidacy only increased.
Anti-Third-Term Clubs were formed throughout the country and

lzThe delegate was William H. Robertson of Westchester

County whose letter originally appeared in the Albany Journal on
May 6, 1880 mad came to general publie attention when reprinted
%g %gg,!‘ X .cﬁay 155 1l 0a th uza later ropgingad in

) eton nnu clo a and R er o rtant
Events of ear 1880 !iow YoFE"TBBI? Pe 5757£ 5% was Robert-
son's appointment as Colleotor of the Port of New York by
President Garfield as a political reward for this action that

caused Conkling and Platt to resign from the U. S. Senate on
May 16’ 1881. cf. EOVG; Pe 103O

Dyew York Tribune, May 28, 1880.
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the political stars of other potential candidates were in the
ascendancy.

One of the most popular of these candidates groomed to de~
feat Grant was James G, Blaine, the Pcnnaylvahid-born Senator
from Maine, DBlaine had lost the party nomination in 1876 as a
result of the manipulations of his political enemy, Conkling, and
he was eager to obtain it in 1880.1h“ Purthermore, he bellieved
that he and other anti«third term groups acould and must defeat
Grant for the nominatlion. BElaine confided to his intimate friend,
James A, Garfield, that he did not expect t he nomination but
that his opposition would at least prevent Grant from being
the Republican standard-bearer, which, atthe time he considered
"quite probable“.ls Despite Blaine's peasimistic outlook
concerning his own nomination, Garfield believed that the Maine
Senator was actually very confident of success at Chicago.
Garfield personally hoped that Elaine would not be nominated
because there was "an element in him" which he miatrustad.16

Blaine's opposition to a third term was based not on any

lhnavid S. Mugsey, James G. Blaine: A Political Idol of
Other Days (New York, 1934, p. 150,

1SGarrield to his diary, Mey 23, 1880 quoted in Theodore
Clarke Smith, Life and Letters of James Abram Garfield (New Haven
1925)’ vol. I1, Pe 537.

6
1 Garfield to his diary, April 1L, 1880 quoted in Ibid., vol.

11, Pe 957‘
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deep respect for tradition but merely on expediency. He con-
sidered Grant a llability to the Party., The General was a
military man and Blaine believed that the "Bloody Shirt" was
a dead issue. The scandals of his two administrations were
fresh enough in the public mind to be revived by the Democrats
as a campaign issue. Furthermore, Blaine believed that the
voters would not elect anyone for a third term. Probably most
important in Blaine's mind was the added reason that Roscoe
Conkling of New York was for Grant. Whatever Conkling was for,
Blaine was against. It was simply a matter of prlnciple.17
This type of reasoning was not Blaine's alone. Thurlow Weed
believed Urant's nomination politically inexpedient and defended
the action of New York Republicans who refused to vote for
Conkling's conquering Ganernl.la

Several New England and Mid-Western States had pledged
their delegatea to vote for Blaine at Chicago. He had the ad-
vantage of being favored to some extent in all sections of the
country. Yet his supporters were irritated by his reluctance

to act and speak openly in behalf of his own cundidncy.19

17 . | :
James G. Blaine, Twenty Years of Congress (Norwich, 1886,)
vol. II, pp. 657-672. S

18 -
““Thurlow Weed, Autobiograph of Thurlow Weed (Cambridge
Mass. 188’4)’ vol. II, pp. mg*s&gﬁ ’

19Huzzoy. pp. 1644-167.
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Ohio'y favorite son was the veteran Congressman and

Se¢retary of the Treasury, John Sherman. Sherman readily ad-
mitted that he had "the natural ambition to attain such a dis-
tinction,"zo Hawofor. he would not consent to have his name
presented to the convention unless he received "substantial en-
doroeyant” by the Ohio Republican delegates. When that body
convened in April, 1880 they elected a majority of delegates
pledged to his nominatlon at Chicago. A small but loquacious
minority demurred from the convention's choice. Sherman asolie
cited his friend, General Garfield, to be his campalign manager.
Garfield consented, according to his biographer, to avoid being
nominated himself and to prevent the nomination of Grant.21
Actually, however, Garfield accepted Sherman's campalign leader-
ship "without enthusiasm” becauss he did not believe that Shemman
had "much of a chance, if any, of the nomination."2? Garfield
believed that Sherman wes popular only in Ohio and that he also
was disliked by Blaine. Bealizing these disadvantages, Sherman
confessed that he himself did not consider his nomination pose

sible except as a compromise candidate between Elalne and Grant.23

20
“John Sherman, Rego Fort the House
Senate and Cabinet zdﬁicago. I&E;, vol. Ti Pe 56% ’

ZJ.TQ C. Smith, vol. II, Do 9&60
azzh;dog vole. IIO Pe 951&- and 957¢

233. Shﬂm‘n, vole. II’ Pe 7680
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If no majority could be obtained for elther of these men, it was
believed that the delegates might turn to Shanmnn.ak ‘

It sesma strange that this opinion could have been expreased
in the papers of the day and actually believed by Sherman him-
self. The problem which the Republicans had was to find a can-
didate acceptable to both Conkling and 5laine. It was Sherman
who acted for Hayes in the dismissel of Arthur and Gornoll.zs
Although Sherman campaigned in New York for Cornell in the guber~
natorial race of 1879, Sherman had not won Conkling's favors.
"Lord Roscoe" considered Sherman's part in the Cornell campaign
as owed in justice, a testimony, as it were, to ease Sherman's
conscience. Sherman had felled to win over Conkling but by
helping him vindicate Cornell he had definitely slienated Blaini?
It was obvious that Sherman would not be the compromise candie
date, It was true that he was not in either camp but the reason
for that was that he waa acceptable to neither. The only in-
fluence that Sherman could have had was with Carl Shurz's
Liberals. Most of the Liberals, however, became dlsgusted with

him after his bending to Conkling, the arch~enemy of Civil

ahTho New York Times, May 15, 1880 and New York Tribun
May 15, 1880, ’ ’ === ’

ZSBOVO; ppe T6=92.
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Service reform, in actively campalgning for a man whom he had
dismissed from office for incompetence and diuhonoaty.?T

Sherman had other llabilities. The anti-3herman forces
in Ohio accused the Secretary of dispensing offices in such a
manner as to further his own nomination, pearticularly of using
the patronage to appoint several Roman Catholios to positions
in the Treasury Department. This charge came from the frenszled
brain of the bigoted Edwin Cowles, the Editor of the Cleveland
Leader and president of the Order of the American Union. Bishop
Richard Gilmour of Cleveland characterized the Cleveland gggggg
as a sheet of auch a kind that there was "nothing too vile nor
too false for its eolumna.”aa On August 22, 1878 Cardinal
Simeoni, Prefect of the Propaganda, wrote Cardinal Gibbons and
asked him to investigate the 0. A, U, Gibbons contacted Gilmour
but the Bishop of Cleveland could not secure a copy of the
order's constitution. The Bishop, however, sanswered the Cardinal
that the organization was so anti-Catholic he was sure that no
practicing Catholic held memberahip»zq

The Sherman collection is filled with letters of the type

2731&!‘10?; Se Jey Do 350
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Msngr. John T. Ellis, The Life of James Cardinal Gibbons
(Milwaukee, 1952), wol. I, pp:"ﬂhffﬁg.

zglbidu vol. I, pe U5,




21
that Williem H., Van Nortwick, an old friend and frequent cor-
respondent, sent to Sherman on March 22, 1880. The occasion
for the letter was a spsech probably given by Cowles himself
at a meeting of the 0, A. U,

Political Romanism aims to destroy our system of
public education---that system once overthrown, the de-
struction of civil and religious liberty must inevitably
follow. If Sherman should attain to the Presidency, his
brother's wife the most bitter and active Catholie in the
country would have unlimited influence with the Adminise
tration and the politico-religious organigation of Rome
would profit thereby.30

As late as May, 1880 Cowles was still haunted by the spectre of
Sherman using the Presidential cloak to cover the dark dealings
of "Political Romanism", But this did not stop Cowles, who was

a close and devoted friend of Garfield, from urging Sherman's
campaign manager to exert his influence on Sherman to have an

O, A, U. member reinstated in his job at the Treasury Departmoné}
Was 1t blackmall or a test to see if Sherman's vehement denials
of Catholic sentiment were actually true? Despite Sherman's
continued denlal of Catholic leanings, Cowles had accomplished
his purposo.32 Sherman would never get the nomination and

Garfleld, Cowles' friend, knew 1t.33

3001&ncy. S.Jes Pe 40

31 bid., pe 40, footnote 57 quotes a letter of Cowles to
Garfie1d, Way 25, 1580,

32Jo 3*103‘!!&1‘1) vol. II, Pe 775.
33Robert Ge Caldwell, James A, Garfield (New York, 1931),
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As the convention approached Sherman sensed that his popu-
larity had declined., Yet Garfield never advised him of this
fact, Sherman himself thought that hls cause was suffering from
the friendly attitude of the Ohio delegation towards Blaina.m
Subsequent statements by members of that delegation seemed to
bear out Sherman's mnbention.” It appeared on the surface
that the Ohlo delegation would support Sherman while his nomina-
tion seemed possible, but they were most amensble to Slalne's
selection 1if it seemed more likely to be succesaful in defeating
General Grant, Political expediency, agalin, would dictate thelr
vote. Sherman, like Blsine, was detemined to prevent Grant's
nous.natian.36

There was an undercurrent in the Ohlo delegation that never
got into the papers of the day. The politiclens realized that
Grant, Blaine or Sherman would never heal the aplits in the Re-
publican ranks. Cowles, despite his blindness and prejudice in
matters of religion, was an astute observer of the political
scene, His influence with the Ohio delegation was large and
through his office in the 0. A. U. he maintalined & network of

31".3’. Shemm. vols XIs pe 771,
35, '
New York Iribune, May 31, 1880.

36
Thomas Collier Platt, The Autobiography of Th Colller
Platt, Edited by Louils J. Lang Eﬁeu CrK, }s Do %%.
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information and pressure that was almost nationwide, His power
in Pennsylvania was even more extensive than in his native Chio.
Cowles favored his intimate friend, Garfield, for the nomination,
and during the convention Cowles' influence was felt and felt
decisively-37

Massachusetts made known its determination to resist the
nomination of Grant by sending a delegation pledged to support
Senator George F, Edmunds of Vermont., Edmunds' strength lay
with the Liberal wing of the G, Oy P. However, Edmunds did
not want the nomination. Publicly at least; he was supporting
Grant.38 The Massachusetts delegation realized that Fdmunds
was not & strong candidate, but his nomination would limit
Grant's strength in the conventlon. His peputation for honesty
and frugelity appealed to party Liberals who disliked the Gen-
eral, What is more, Curtis, the Editor of the influential
Herper's Weekly, regarded Edmunds as the best compromise candi
date.3? Curtis! endorsement was the veritable kiss of death.

Whomever Curtls favored the unforgiving Conkling oppoaeﬂ.“o

37T. C. Smith, pp. 951=956 and cf. Claney, S.J., pp. 39-40,
Pe 91 footnote 27 and pp. 173<Tl.

38
Selig Adler, The %mgog%a} Garger & George F. Edmunds
1866'1891 (Urbmn.’Imnc 8s ~ 2 Pe Qo ’

39!19.@3.'3.’4 Weekly, May 22, 1880, p. 322.

kOT. Cs Platt, pps 93-95. For cause of bad feeling cf.
Chidsey, 281.
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Edmunds was out of the race before he was even in i1t. Did Curtis
purposely miin Edmunds' chances by endorsing him? .

Curtia was acquainted with the undaréurrenté of Raepublican
intra~party politics, His correspondence with political leaders
was wide and his friendahips many and deep. Among his intimstes
| the Senator from Vermont was not numbered. Edwin Cowles sand
George Willlam Curtis were thick and fast f riends., They saw
eye to aye on the important issues of the day, snd wvhat is more
important thsy‘aharod a comuon close friendship with James A.
Garfield., Garfield iould later risk the entive campaign by
insisting that George Curtis be present at the famous Fifth
Avenue Conference that mapped the campaign strategy in New York.
So infuriated wes Conkling at the thought of having to meet
Curtis, sit down with him snd listen to his thoughts on the cam=-
paign that Conkling made Garfield choose between his or Curtis!?
presence, Garfield chose Curtia and Conkling did not attend
43

Elibu B, Haphburne of Illinois was mentioned as & candidate

the policy session.

for the Republican nomination. Very early in 1880, however, he
had written to a friend that he would not ”undar any circumatances

hlI ey DPs 126=27 snd cf. Clancy, S.Js pe 191, This was
Whitelaw Reid's explanation of Conkling'!s absence from the famous
Fifth Avernue Conference. cf, Garfield M3S, letter fram W.
Reid to Garfield, Ausust 15, 1880.
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be considered a Candidate for president. I am for Gn'l Grant,"
He commented that his relations with General Logan of Illinois
"have always been rrlandlyy"hz However, his small support in
Illinols was not calculated to obtain the nomination for him
but rather to secure the German-American vote for the G. O, P.
As Minilster to France during the Franco-Prussisn War in 1870,
Washburne made a successful effort to protect German citisens in
Pariss This had won him the respect and admiration of German~
Americans¢ The candidacy of Washburne was connected with t he
sentiment of the German-American citizens of New York State.
This group was known to be éppcatd to Grant and the third torm.hB
Washburne's nomination would be certain to upset the instructed
delegation from New York and cause trouble not only for Grant
but for Conkling as well.

Williem Windom, Garfield and even Conkling were alao men-

tioned as potential nominees but conducted no publie canvass

k2
Washburne ?gs: Dreer Co;éect;on f Presidents, Pennsylvane
ia Historical Soo e~1'(?5§§330 phia, en%?& vania), Washburne to
H, W, Jenkins, January 16, 1880. For Grant's view of Washburne
cf+ Badeau, p. 322, For Hoar's view of the differences between

Grant and Washburne of. George F., Hoar, Autobiograph of
Seventy Years (New York, 1903), vol. I, pps 237~38.
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for thelir own nominations. Their names were mentioned chiefly
in connection with a deadlocked convention. ‘

Despite the growing popularity of Blaine to the detriment
of Grant, the New York Tribune claimed that the various stats
conventiona had given the General a majority of their delegates.
However, he atill lacked one hundred and fifty votes neceasary
for the nomination. Thus the Tribune remained bitterly opposed
to Grant.h5 As the convention approached, the editorials
reveled in predicting a Blalne victory on the first or second
ballot., Readers were told that Grant's strength was ebbing
while that of his opponents was growing ntaadily.u6 This
inconsistency of the Tribune was in all probability a strange
combination of fear and hopet fear that Grant would be nomina~
ted and hope that he would be defested. On the eve of the nomin-
ating convention, The New York Times assured its readers that
Grant would be nominated just as surely as Blaine and Sherman
would be dernatod¢h7

One of the most interesting and vituperative critics of

uu?. C. Smith, vol, II, p. 953. For Conkling's reaction
to rumours of his candidacy cf. Chidsey, p. 279,

hsxew York Tribune, May 21, 1880,

ué_l._lz;,d_i,u May 31, 1880 and June 4, 1880,

u7The Hew York Times, June 1, 1880.
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Grant's candidacy was James CGordon Bennett, Editor of the New
York Herald. His editorials admonished the General, who he
claimed was "over-mastered by ambition", to withdraw £ rom the
race and support his former Secretary of State, Hamilton Fish.
Bennett proposed Fish as the logical candidate since only he
or Conkling could, in the flamboyant Editort's opinion, carry
New York State in November. "Most assuredly", he wrote "the
ex-president cennot wish a nomination thast would lead to
inevitable defeat at the polla.”ha But Grant remained in the
race and Fisgh gsupported his former chief for the nomination.
Bitter at Fish's failure to he a candidate, Bennett consistenly
made dire predictions that a third temm would change ths Republic
into an Empire., Readers were also told, in a rather amuaing
editorial, that ",,. if the Republican leaders adopt the third
term, they will he anowed under in Hovember so deep that 1t will
be in another geological age that they will be dug out," Even
in the face of his opposition to Grant and deapite his predic-
tions, Bennett belleved the tide of the (rant movement too great
to stem. As early ss May, the Herald announced, "We no longer
have any doubt that General Grant will be triumphantly nominated
at Chicago on the first ballot.”ug This would be possible only

h§§gg'zggg Herald, May 19, 1880,

hgwﬁl June 1, 1880,
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on the sssumption that Sherman and Slaine would withdraw and
throw their support to Grant. The Herald, 1like the Times,
had underestimated the strength and determination of the anti-
Grant forces,

Regardless of the predictions of the press, a few facts
were clear to the observant followers of the campaign., Grant's
nomination would not be easily accomplished. Many were the
politicians who were pondering the question whether Grant's
popularity was great enough to ‘erase the scandals emanating from
his previous administrations. It was evident that the Liberals
and the Half-Breeds could not be ignored in order to cbtain the
conservative and soldier vote for Orant. A compromise sandidate
had to be found who would appeal to this element of the voting
public and at the seme time win Conkling's snd Blaine's asupport.
Further, it was clear that the firat ballots would be inconclu-
sive apart from determining the mmerical strength of the Stale
warts and the Half-Breeds, All evidence pointed to the fact
that the delegates would support candidates against Grant rather
than for their partlcular "favorite sons". The stage was set
for a dark horse and the convention itaelf would be long and

marked with "strong and flerce antuganisms“.so

SOT. C. Smith, vol. II, p. 960 quoting letter of Garfield
to his wife, May 30, 1880.
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When the delegates to the Republican National Convention
met on June 2 in Chicago, the galleries were crowded with thoae
anxious to witness the outcome of the third-term movement. The
Conkling faction was more detemmined than ever to nominate Grant,
They realized that in order to accomplish this they must change
the procedure of voting in the convention. ‘Three hundred and
seventy-nine votes were necessary to nominate, and Grant had only
three hundred and six pledged when the convention opensed., If
each delegate wted individually, as was the customs; there would
be more than enough anti-Grant votes to prevent his nomination,
Zven in states where Grant had a majoritys the loss of the
minority vote would prevent his being salocted./ For example,
the Illinois delegation contained eighteen anti-Grant men; Penn-
sylvanis had twenty-six opposed to him; and the New York dele-
gation had nineteen. In these important atates alone, then,
the General would lose sixty-three votes.sl The Conkling faction
hoped to avold this 1oaa'by having the convention adopt the unit
rule in vating.sz' Under that rule, each state would be required
to cast its entire vote for the candidate having a majority of

Slﬁowe, Ps lahw
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that state's votes. Then, the sixty~three anti-Grant votes in
Illinois, Pennsylvania and New York would be cast for Grant aince
he had a majority of the delegates in thoaévatatou;SB His total
vote would then have bebn three hundred and sixty-nine, and the
South, voting as a unit, would supply the remainder necessary
to nominate him, Success was entirely dependent upon the adop-
tion of the unit rule. The New York Times was soc confident of
Grant victory that 1t believed the unit rule wis UNNECesSArY.
Grant, so the paper claimed, would receive sufficient "floating
votes"™ to secure his nomination even if the members of the cone
vention voted 1nd1vidually.5h The Generalts supporters were less
confident than the press. They were too skilled politically to
pass over the unit rule sz a means of immediate success. This
was not the first time that the leaders from Pennsylvanis and
New York had waged a fight for the unit rule. The convention of
1876, after much political infighting, had voted against the
adoption of the unit rula.ss

The anti-Grant faction was well aware of Conkling's

strategy. They fought against the imposition of the unit mrule

EBHOQP. vole. I, Pe 389“90n
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with consummate political skill., William E, Chandler, Blaline's
manager at the convention, and James A, Garfield, ostenslbly to
protect Sherman's interests, champloned the anti-Grant forces
in the battle against the unit rulo.56 Chandler and Garfleld
knew that Conkling's plan was to seat Senator Cameron, Republican
Hational Chairman, as the Temporary Chalrman of the convention.
Cameron, of course, would insist upon using the unit rule. He
needed it to stifle the opposition within the ranks of his own
Fennaylvania delegation. If Cameron were Temporary Chalrman of
the convention even the vote on the use of the unlt rule itself
would be taken by the unit rule since the Chairmen determined
the method of voting on & reaolution.57

The contest over the unit rule lasted three days. The firat
phase of the anti-CGrant campalgn was & brilliant political
manoeuvre engineered by Garfield. A former Senator from Wis-
consin, Timothy O. Howe, convinced the Sergeant-at-Arms of the
convention, Colonel William E, Strong of Illinois, that if the
National Committee elected a new Chairmsn to replace 3enator
Cameron the Sergeant-at-Ams would be legally bound to recognize
the new Chairmen il the official who had charge of the eonwuntionﬁ

56.15'.2.‘.! York Iribune, May 31, 1880.
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To protect his position as Chairman of the National Committee,
Senator Cameron agreed to the appointment of Senator George F,
Hoar of Massachusetts as Temporary Chalman of the confantion.sa
Senator Hoar was a supporter of Edmunds of Vermont and was
considered a neutral in the Stalwart and Half-Breed aplit.sg
Hoar, however; was opposed to the unit rule. Among the first
pleces of business that Hoar tackled was the selection of chair-
man for the commuittees, William E, Chandler was slected to head
the Committee on Credentials and Garfield was chosen as chairman
of the vital Committee on Rulea.6° |

Garfield and Chandler had won the first round but Conkling
rallied his forces for a fight on the floor of the conventlon
itself., However bravely Conkling was fighting for Grant, the
General was informed by John Russell Young that the time had come
for him to yield with grace rather than to fight for the nomina-
tion and go down to aar&ain defeat, Grant wrote to Cameron and
asked him to authorize his friends, when they saw fit, to with-

61 Young waz & close friend

draw his name from the convention.
of John Sherman's brother, the famous William Tecumseh Sherman,

and in all likelihood, Sherman and his manager, Carfield, knew

580nidsey, pe 283 and Hoar, vol. I, ppe 390-392,
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of Grant's letter to Camnron.éz Oarfleld redoubled his efforts
against Conkling, delivered a brilliant rebuttal to one of Conk~
ling's remolutions which was before the convention and forced
"Lord Roscoe”™ to withdraw the raaolutlon.63 During Garfleld's
masterful speech Conkling wrote him a note which Garfield saved
and iz now in the Garfield Manuseript Collection in the Library
of Congress. Senator Conkling wrote, "New York requests t hat
Ohio's real candidate and dark horse come forward. We want him
in our seats while we prepare cur bailats.”sh It is impoasible
to determine whether this note was a plece of Conkling sarcasm,
an overture for comprdmiso or & threat., At any event, it showed
Conkling's sstuteness.

Clever though he was, Conkling still was not prepared to
yleld. He asked the Chairman 1f the Committees were prepared to
report to the convention. They had been formed only the night
before and i1t would have been remarkable if they had been ready,
Conkling thought that he could win, or, at least, make a point
in any event. If the Committees had been prepared he could
charge them with rallroading & program. If the anti~-Grant con-

trolled Committees were not prepared he at least would embarrass
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them before the press and gallery. Garfield and Chandler were
equal to the occasion. |

Eugene Hale, a Blaine Half-Breed from Malne, arose and
asked the convention to table Conkling's resolution which asked
to adjourn the convention "until it was ready for business at
six o'clock this evening.”" The resolution was tabled and Con-
kling could not make his point. Furthermore this protected the
Committees from working under the threat of a deadline and gave
them more time to work or negotiate with the Grant men in the
absence of Conkling who was forced to remain on the floor of the
convention leat the Committees report in his abgence. Garfield
retired to his suite at the Grant Pacific Hotel to let Conkling
swelter in the hot and crowded convention hall until seven-
thirty that avonins.6 |

FPinally, the Committees reported. It was evident from the
ma jority reports that tﬁo unit rule would be defeated. The
minority reports supported Conkling fully. Green R. Raum of
Illinols, an associate of former Governor Logan'mado a telling
point for the Stalwarts when he quoted from the minutes of the
Illinois Convention of the Republican Party in 1860 the following

resolution.
65Procoed1 s of the Republican Nationa Convention Held
in Chica Izzinola, 2 8 iBBU (Chicego, 1881), pe L3.
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Resolved, that Abraham Lincoln 1s the choice of
the Republican party of Illinois for the Presldency,
and the delegates from this State are instructed to
use all honorable means to secure his nomination by
g?;'ggicago~00nvention. and to vote as & unit for
Once the Committees had reported, a seemingly indefatigable
Conkling was on his feet and protesting the majority reports
in speech after speech, He was movingly eloquent and the sym-
pathy of the gallery was with him. The question of the entire
discugssion was whether a state convention had the right to over-
ride the decision of a district convention and to send as dele-
gates to the national convention men elected by the state con-
ventions without regard to the elections of the district groups.
This was actually the unit rule in different words. Though the
principles involved in this discussion differed alightly from
the unit rule contréveray, in the practical realm the discussion
was the unitvrula debate in other termms. The state conventions
in Illinols, Pennsylvania and New York had ignored the dlstrict
conventions and had elected delegates thnﬁaelvea. The majority
of these delegetes favored the unit rule. By refusing in every
instance to seat delegates elected by state conventions whose

credentials were challenged by the district convention the

6661&!10?’ S'.J.” Pe 50.
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anti-Grant faction would eliminste many delegates pledged to the
unit rule'67 Conkling demanded that each case be voted on
separately. Hoar, as Chairman of the Convention, exercised his
right to determine the method of voting to be used in settling
the queation of seating the contested delegates. Hoar did not
choose the unit rule. Each individual was to vote in every case,
The process was time-~consuming in the extreme for the entire
convention had to be polled in the case of each contested dele~
gate., Conkling fought for each delegate. It waa twenty minutes
past two o0'clock on the morning of Saturday, June 5s before the
voting was over and the convention adjourned. Conkling's can-
didate had been defeated in every cnao.éa

Friday, June L, had seen sixteen hours of eventful intra-
party politics. When informed of the happenings of that day
President Hayes confided to his diary that Grant's nomination
was impossibla.69 The Cincinnati Commercial reported to its
readers on Saturday, June 5, that the crucial point in the cone-
vention had been passed and that the third term movement had
been stopped. The unit rule had been buiiad and the man who had
killed it had risen in political prominence to a status far

67Proceedigﬁa of Republican National Convention, pp. 43-127.
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above that of a dark horse. Observers were not slow to note
the emerging power of James A, Garfield.70

Conkling knew that he had lost a battle but he still tried
to win the war, His plan was simple., He would remain quiet
during the discussion and voting on the platform to be adopted
for the coming campaign. When the nominations would be presented
to the convention he would ignite a demonstration in favor of
Grant which would be so impressive that Orant would sweep to
victory on a tide of enthusiasm., Itwas a desperate measure but
Conkling was an able organizer, one of the finest speakers in
American public life and an actor with a flare for the dramatic
which was almost on the level of genius. Conkling silently
stesled himselfl for one of the greatest sfforts of his clracr.71

The first candidate to be presented to the convention was
James G, Blaine. The gsllery, remembering Ingersoll's famed
speech in 1876 which even at that time was considered a classic
of American oratory, waited in breathless excitement to hear
another masterplece which would echo down through history. But
instead of another speech to take its place alongside the in-
comparable Plumed RKnight speech, the convention heard a singu-

larly unimpressive millionaire from Detroit, James F. Joy,
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stammer his way ineptly through an inadequate outline of Blaine's
political career. Joy ended his inaudible effort by apologizing
for having been "longer than I 1ntendad."72 '

The speech was a disaster for Blaine. There was no applause;
no demonstration such as there had been in 1876, Ingersoll sat
silent on the platform and William B, Chandler regretted his mis-
take in not having the "Eloquent Atheist", as Henry Ward Beecher
characterized him, nominate Blaine for the second time., Conk~
ling was visibly pleased at Joy's blundering attempt and relishe
ed the embarressed silence in the Half-Breed camps73

The next name offered in nomination was that of Senator
William Windom of Minnesota. E., F. Drake, a delegate from that
State spent only t hree minutes in his forthright speech review-
ing Senator Windom's twenty years in congroaa.7u The convention
groew more restless. When New York was called General William
A, logan, to the delight of the gallery, mounted the speaker's
platform.

The Generel motioned a band which had begun to play during

his march to the rostrum to be silent. In an atmosphere of

72222960&1553 of Republican National Convention, pp. 175-77.
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staged goodwill, the National Commander of the GAR, in a deep
and loud voice began his brief speech. "In the name of loyalty,
of literty, of humanity and justice I nominate Ulysses 3. Grant
for Presiéent."75 The cheering which followed this brief state-
ment was long and loud, It set the stage for Conkling, Dis~
daining to mount to the roatrum Conkling leaped up on a table
and motioned the assembled erowd to be silent, His tall, ime
maculately clad figure stood out imposingly against the red,

- white and blue bunting that draped the speaker's platform. Con=~
kling was eaally recognized and a hush fell on the audience.

Conkling stood like a statue. Impassive, imperially hand-
some, he enjoyed the undivided sttention of sach of the ten
thousand people in the hall, In measured, melodic tones he
rolled out the opening lines of Milea O'Reilly's famous verase:

If asked what atate he hails from

Our sole reply shall be

fﬁahzé:’:iﬁg:-Afgg?:t§:§a:76

Thévrcaponac was deafening. Roara of approval welled up
from the benches on the floor and poured down from the gallery

aboves The convention was held in the hollow of Conkling's

751b;d.. ps 179 and Clanocy, 3.Je, p. 98.
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hand. He pressed a finger to his 1lips and like a group of
obedient school children the crowd responded.

Conkling continued what was to prove the finest speech of
his long career. In elegantly rounded periods “"Lord Roscoe"
sent broadside after broadside whistling over his opponents?
heads., He mixed the magic of rhetoric with the salt of sarcasm
in a dazzling display of forensie skill. He scolded the op=
ponents of the unit rule 1n mock heroics, broke a lance on the
Plumed Knight by reminding his listeners that with Grant as
their candidate there would be nothing to explein awuy; and
charged threateningly that Grent and only Grant could carry New
York in November. In the light of Republican strategy this was
a point well made. But Conkling was far from through. In pre-
cise, well~enunciated phrases he proceeded to refute the charges
of the anti-third term faction. He asked dramatically if
Solomon himself would not be dumbfounded at the reasoning of the
Republicans, who because they had tried Grant twice and found
him faithful, refused to trust him now. Conkling swung out at
Curtis and Schurs, who had threatened to bolt to Bayard, and
came to his peroration. He malntained, amid the mirth of the
gallery crowd, that the only people who were disquieted about

a third term were those who sought a first torm.77

77Proogodinga of Republican National Convention, pp. 179-182.
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‘His conclusion was as stirring ss his speech had been tel-
ling., Conkling paused for the sudience to grow serious again.
When quiet was restored he sald: |

Gentlemen, we have only to listen above the din and
look beyond the dust of an hour, to bshold the Republican

party advancing, with its ensigns resplendent with il

lustrious achlevement, marching to certain and l’gting

victory, with its greatest Marshall at its head.

For forty-~five minutes Exposition Hall was filled with
applause, wild, deafening applause and shouting for Grant,
There were marches in the aisle, bands played different tunes:
even & fife~and-drum corps added to the din, The convention
was in utter bedlam. Conkling hed not been juat good, he was
magnificent, Veteran political observers would recall the scene
years later and pronounce it unique. It was Conkling's finest
hour., Many believed that if the balloting could have taken
place immediately Grant would have been swept into the nomina-
tion.79 But thls waas not to be,

Conkling's apeech had been a work of art, wonderously
delivered, its effect electrifying. Yet it falled in 1ts mejor
purpose. True, it had triggered an unparalleled display for
Grant and had won the gallery's heart for it was just such a
apeech the crowd had come to hear. The Senator from New York,

however, had given no ground, promised no compromise, asked no

78Ibido » Do 182,

79clancy. S.J.» pp. 100-01.
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quarter. Since he had asked none he received none. The anti-
Grant faction, once the excitement wass over, closed ranka. They
had been stung by Conkling's barbed remarks., There was a tone
of bittermess about their conversation for thpy had been ver-
bally spanked like bad little boys. They were all ears for the
honeyed words of the speaker they expected to appease them and
they were not disappointed in James A, Gnrriold.ao

At the convention Garfield had had no time to prepare his
speech for the nomination of John Sherman and he regretted that
he had not written it before coming to Chicngo.al Yet hé was
a fluent and forceful man, possessing a voice that carried a
tone of sincerity and that projected a quality of honesty and
aimplieity.sz If the convention was to be an orators! forum
Garfield was well equipped to match Conkling.

The 3snator from Ohio began his speech in a slow and
deliberate manner. The opening paragraph contained no such
flashes of oratorical brillliance that had won the house for

Conkling. Garfield paused and asked a rhetorical question,

Boﬂoun; pPps 106-07.

31Lettor from Garfield to his wife, June 2, 1880, quoted in
T. C. Smith, vol. II, pps 975=T76.

8zca1dwa11. p. 52, Garfield's career as a preacher and

public debater had perfected hias excellent voico even before
his Congressional career began,
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"what do we want?" A loud voice was heard near the speaker's
platform with almost suspicious alacrity. "We want Garfiqld.“83
No one took up the ory and the 3enator continued., If the anti-
Grant faction wanted oil for their wounds they got it and much
more. Garfield's speech was a measured, reasoned appeal for
party unity. He answered Conkling softly. Never once was there
even a hint of sarcasm. It was a friendly, gentle speech but
unfortunately for Sherman's friends, Garfield had almost nothing
to say about John Sherman. Many of the délogntoa did not even
know whom he was nominating. Garfield had lpg§bn for fifteen
minutes and when he finally reached the sixtaoﬁth paragraph of
his encomium of "peace and unity" he mentioned Sherman for the
first time, When he did nominate 3herman Garfield presented
his name 1n a very strange way. He offered the convention
Sherman "not as a better Republican or a better man than thou-
sands of others: » «5 but + « « for deliberate and favorable
con:idornﬂon."ah |

The speech was hardly calculated to produce wild enthusiasm
for the Secretary of the Treasury. Sherman's friends were

8s

audibly disappointed. Sherman was informed by letter of

83?roooedi of Republican National Convention, p. 184 and
¢f. comment in g. Ce Sm!eﬁ, VOl, s Do 970,

agggggggg;ggg.g; Republicen National Convention, pp. 184-86,
85
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Garfield's "treason". Governor Foster of Ohio was accused of
conspiring to bring Garfleld ocut as a candidate in tha.hcpe that
he might succeed to Garfield's Senate seat. One thing was cer-
tain. Shemman's candidacy had taken & back seat and the speech
had established Garfield as a conciliator in the intra-party
wrangle that the convention had turned out to be. Garfield had
led the anti-Grant forces with skill in combating the unit rule.
Now he was playing the role of pesce-msker and placed himself
before the convention as a man who looked more to the goed of
the Party as & whole than towards any particuler faction., The
speech disappointed the Sherman delegates but appealed to prac-
tically everyone else. Whatever Garfield's motives were this
speech increased his already considerable prestige with the cone
vantion.86 ;

Though it was close to midnight two more nemes were sub-
mitted to the delegates for them to consider for the nomination.
Frederick Billings of Vermont nominated in a very short speech
Senator George F. Eﬂmunds.a7 The next name put befors the con-

vention was that of Elihu B. Washburne of Illinois. John B.

Béﬂoar, vole II, p. 393 &nd Howe, pp. 106-07.

Bngggggdingn of Republicsn National Convention, pp. 190=9l.
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Cassoday, chairman of the Wisconsin delegation, eulogiszed the
former Ambassador both for the favors he had done for Urant and
for the part he had played in helping the Germans astranded in
Faris during the Franco-Prussian W:r.as This theme was developed
further by Augustus Drandegee in his speech seconding Washbumme's
nomination. bBrandegee cleverly pointed out the faect that New
York City alone had one hundred and fifty thousand citizens of
German origin. Brandegee predicted that Washburne if nominated
would carry four-fiftha of the so-called German voto.Bg At
this point Conkling shook his head vigorously in dissent. Until
then Brandegee and the other speakers had refrained from direct
references to Conkling. "Lord Roscoe" had obviously offended
the New Londoner and Brandegee ripped into him.

The gentleman from New York shakes his head. He
shakes his head magnificently. No man can shake it like
him, nor shake such rhetoric and wisdom out of it. But
let me tell the gentleman from New York he cannot sit
down at the ear of svery voter and give the argument that
he has given tonight against the tradition of our fethers.
o ¢« Does he not knows-=no one knows so well as hew~e
that the name of Grant would carry this Convention
through by stormm if there were not an invincible argu-
ment agsinst his nomination? 90
The point was well made and Conkling knew it. His strategy

for a Grant stampede had gone awry. It was early Sunday morning

881p1d., ppe 191~93.

BgIbidc. Po 19!&0

R

O1p1d., pe 194.
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and the balloting would not commence until Monday. The last
words the delegates heard ringing in their ears carried a sober
refutation to Conkling's masterful speech. Brandegee had stated
what none of the Grant men wanted to hear. His sober tone, the
soundness of his argument, the aassurance and conviction of his
voice gave his message a Delphic quality but without any vague-
ness. Conkling had lost again,

Amid s flerce thunder storm which had severed telegraph
communication and isolated Chicago the balloting began on Monday,
June sixth.91 The delegates voted individually and when the
first ballot was completed Grant led with 304 votes, closely
followed by Slaine with 28, Sherman received 93 votes and, in
a sense, hoid the balance of powar.92 If he released his dele-
gates and designated his choice for the nomination he could make
& President. But Sherman held firm throughout the twenty-eight
ballots on Monday and five more on Tuesday morning. On the
thirtieth ballot John Sherman's vote rose to 120. It was evident
that the convention was turning to a compromise cendidate to end

the Grant-Blalne deadlock.93

9101ancy, Sedes Ps 108,

92Pronoadigga of Republican Kational Convention, p. 198.

93T¢ Ce Smith, vol. II, p. 9800
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On the second ballot W, A, M., Grier of Pennsylvania had
cast a vote for Garfield and on almoast every ballot from then
on the Senator had received one or two votes "to keep his name
before the convention‘"9h On the thirty~fourth ballot Uovernor
Pound of Wisconsin cast his State's sixteen votea for Garfield.
On the thirty-fifth ballot Indiana went over to Garfield and he
collected scattered votes from Maryland, Mississippl and North
Carolina, The thirty-sixth ballot saw a stampede of the anti.
Grant forces for Garfield and he received the nomination with
399 votes. - Conkling moved to make the nomination unanimous and
the convention roared its approval.gs To appease Conkling,
Chester A. Arthur, whose dismissal from the post of collector
of customs at the Port of New York had brought about the rift
between "Lord Roscoe" and Hayes, was nominated for the second
place on the ticket. Only time would tell if this balm would
heal Conkling's wounds.96
The geationthat immedlately comes to mind is how did

Garfield ever get the nomination. The anawer lies in intra-pare
ty politics., Garfield was not the last-minute cholce of disgus~
ted and tired delegates but the carefully groomed nominee

91‘01&30]; Se Jes Po 111,

95Procoedin s of Re%ublicnn National Canvention, p. 276. 1In
his brief speech urging the conventlon to make the nomination
unanimous, Conkling never once mentioned Garfield's name.

96For Conkling's reaction to Arthur's candidacy cf. Howe,
ppe 10809,
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of clever and experienced politicians who had foreseen a dead-
locked convention, estimated the popular cholces for a compro=~
mige candidate and found all of them wanting and proceeded to
create a man of the hours. The reward of their congummate skill
was unqualirfied aucceaa.97

The men behind Garfield were mostly from Ohio but all of
them were connected with Cowles, the Cleveland publisher who
was Garfield's truated adviser during the campaign against
Haneoek.98 Governor Charles Foster, W. P, Nixon, a delegate at
large to the convention and his friend and assoclate, Lionel
A, Sheldon, were all from Ohio. A4bel D, Streight was chalirman
of neighboring Indiana‘'s delegation., William H. Robertson, a
steunch anti-Grant man and Curtis, the Editor of Harper's were
New Yorkera. Henry C. Lea, the politician and hiastorian who
was a close friend of Carl Shursg, W, A, M, Grier and the Phila-
delphia banker Wharton Barker were from Pennsylvania. Thaddeus
C. Pound was Governor of Wisconsin and the lieutenant of Elisha
W. Keyes, the boas of the Republican machine in that State.
Most strategically placed of all the workers for Garfield was

Senator George F, Hoar of Massachusetts, the Chairman of the

9?Wharton Barker, "The Secret History of Garfleld's
Nomination", Pearson's Magazine, XXV (May 1916), 435<43.

98;1an0ys Se Jup ppe 173<Ths 192, 201. Hote also the tone
of the G%!vi;and der's articles concerning the convention,
especia ssue of June 7, 1880 quoted in T, C., Smith, vol.

%g. E. 975. Cowles and Garfleld were %éaf prominent Masons in
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convention,

Wharton Barker has written a highly interesting account of
how these men worked to have Garfleld sppear to his best advan-
tage by being in the right place at the right time.99 They
secured for him the chairmenship of the Committee on Rules, or-
ganized applause for his dramatically effective late entrances
into the convention hell and in general kept the spotlight
turned on him during the entire convention., Hosr silenced
Garfield's protest which was made during the thirty-fourth bal-
lot after Wisconsin cast its votes for the 3enator from Ohlo.
Whether this protext was part of the stage-play or gemilne 1is
impossible to datezmina.loa

Authors frequently ask whether Garfield was taken by sur-
prise in receiving the nomination, or whether he had full know-
ledge of the hidden campalign being cerrled on in his behalf.

This question, especially with its disjunction, is mlaleading.lol
It is obvious that Garfleld was surprised by the nomination and
it 13 also clear that he knew of the undercurrent forces conspir-

ing to secure the nomination for him., Garfield certainly knew

99Barkers p. LL4O.
10000ar, vole Ip Ppe 396-97.

lclTho positions of older historiena, e.gs A:. K. McClure,
Rhodes, etc. a&re given in T. C. Smith, vol. II, pp. 986-992,
efs Caldwell p. 278. ’
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what was going to be attempted at the convention because he cone
fided to his diary as early aa.February L, 1880 that Covernor
Pound had seen him about the possibility of hils being a dark
horse and had even outlined the strategy which was actually fol-
lowed at the convention¢loa Governor Foater wrote Garfield on
February 23, 1880 and the letter assumes communication from both
Pound and Barker with Garfield.lo3 True, Garfleld knew what was
going on but he was still surprised that these machinations
resulted in success. O |

Garfleld had secured the nomination but his task now was to
win the election. He could not win without New York and it would
require tact and diplomacy to win over the brooding Conkling
Stalwarts without losing Bleine's Half-Breeds. This would re~-

quire more intra-party politics.

102, a1dwell, pp. 279-80.

10301!!103' Sedes P 38&
louBarkor's account exaggerates his own influence. Pound,
Strelght and Sheldon and Hoar did far more than Barker. However,
Garfield's diary corroborates his "3Jecret History"., of. Gar-
field to his diary February 18, 1880; April 24, 1880; April

25, 1880 and also Caldwell, p. 281.




CHAPTER IIIX

THE DEMOCRATIC NOMINATION

Like the Republicans, the Democrats had many aspirants to
the Presidential nominatiénd Unlike the Republicans, houever.A
they had more to ovarcoﬁe than factional strife baaedion pere-
sonal antagonisms. True, Tilden and Kelly had become bitter
personal enemies Sut thobnemocratic Party as a whole was charac~
terized by splits that were bamsed on sectional interests and
economic theory. Thus not only must their nominee satisfy the
northern Domoerita as well a&s the southern but he also had to
appeal to the "soft" and "hard" money men in the party. The di-
vision in the Democratic Party was far more serious, méra deep
seated than that in the Republican ranks. Unlike the Republicans
who were completely disgusted with Hayes and who conaidered the
contested election of 1876 to belong to a past which could not
be rocaptured. the Democrats were nominally led by Tilden end |
for them the élection of 1876 was an issue of momentous and j
present concern, DBut even Tilden was a source of disunity. The “
01d Man of Gramercy Park loathed Honest John Kelly and he had
putlicly branded Bayard as a traltor to the Democratic Party.l y

101ancy; SeJes Pe She |




52
What is more, Tilden's diffidence in regard to the convention
and the part that he would play in it complicated an already dif-
ficult situation.

The New York Tribune stated the point clearly when, speaking
of the possible Democratic nominee, it said, "The first and main
question will be what Mr, Tilden proposes to do.”z Ever since
his defeat in 1876 by the decision of the Electoral Commission,
Samuel J, Tilden had charged the Republicans with fraud. They
were accused of installing as President a man whom the people
had rejected at the polls and of rejecting the man who had been
the peoplefs cholce. Like the "corrupt bargain" charge of 182&.}
this 1idea porsiited to the point of becoming a Democratic ob-
sessions The Democrats were determined to avenge the supposed
wrong done to their candidate in 1876, It was only natural,
therefore, that they should turn to Tilden in 1880 as the mmn
who was wronged and should be rewarded for his "martyrdom" by
receiving the Party nomination once again. But the "0ld Man"
took refuge in obscurity. From Oramercy Park there came neither
affirmation nor denial concerning his avallablility as a candidate.
Tilden's failure to speak led to much speculetion among party
leaders. Those who chose to interpret his silence as a consent

to be nominated set themselves to work for him. Those to whom

?§gg York Tribune, June 5, 1880.
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his policy of silence indicated a refusal to enter the race be-
gan grooming other candidates for the nomination at Cincinnati.
Thua Tilden's failure to resolve the doubt of party 1e§ders led
to a most understandable confusion within the party ranks.

In searching for & candidate the Democratic Party was forced
to choose & man who could defeat Garfield by carrying the impor-
tent State of New York. Without the Empire State the Democrats
were doomed to defeat in November. The Republican press reminded
them of this fact with a note of cynical triumph.3

Horatio Seymours former Uovernor of New York and the
Democratic candidate in 1868, was one of thoss mentioned for
the nominstion. Although he was no longer Party Leader in New
York State, the antie~Tilden faction proposed his candidacy to
defesat Tildcn.u As early aa Jamnuary, 1880, Seymour declined
to run because of his poor health and his age. He was seventy.
Also he did not believe that he could ¢carry his own Stato.s
In fact, Seymour doubted that any Democratic candidate could win

in New Ybrk.6 About the. only support of which he could be certain

31v1d., June 10, 1880,

hm New York Times, June 16, 1880,

Sacbart S. Mitchell, Horatio Seymour of New York (Cambridge,
Mass., 1938), p. 538,
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was from Kelly's Tammany Ha11.7 ‘Seymour waas a political anachron-

fsm. As in 1876, he kept his word and did not run. Speaking
with a tone of finality he said, "I am not a oundidati for any
nomination . + « nor could I accept such noninntion-"a
Two potential nominees came from Ohios Senator Allan G.
Thurman and Henry B. Payne. The former was & southerner by birth
and originally a "hard" money man. He had turned "soft" to
satisfy the inflationist wing of the Party, and therefore had
enemies on both sides of the Party'!s finanoial fenoe.9 Payne
was & risk, as any Ohio candidate would be, because Garfield was
almost certain to carry his own 3tate. Besides Payne was not well
known and his nomination would alienate the Thurman supporters
in Ohio.10 Furthermore, Payne had been approsched by the Tilden
faction and had been asked to take second place on the ticket
with Tilden if the latter should run. Payns had tgraod.ll
The former Governor of Indiana and Tilden's running mate in
1876, Thomas A. Hendricks, was groomed by his own State for
the nomination. His views on the money question, however, wers

doubtful. Furthermore, he dislilked Tilden because he believed

7Hew York Herald, June 12, 1880.

q;g;g,, June 22, 1880,

gggg‘ggg York Times, June 19, 1880,
101b1d,, June 20, 1880,
M1p1d., June 16, 1.880.
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that the New York leader had stolen first place from him on the
1876 ticket, This enmity was a matter of public knowlnge and
precluded any support of Hendricks by Tildan.la

The Spesker of the House of Representatives, Samuel J.
Randall of Pennsylvenis, was a potential nominee, but his high
tariff views were repugnant to the South. MoXeover, Randall
would never run as long as there was a possidility that his intie
mate friend Tilden might enter the race, He supported Tilden
actively because the latter had lent money to Rendallfs friends
at various times.lB

The movement to nominate the veteran of Gettysburg, General
Winfield Scott Hancock, moved slowly at first, He was popular
only in the northeastern section of his nstive l'ennsylvania and
there had been no "boom" for hia candidacy, at least not in the
beginningolh His supporters had to combat the Randall faction
which was working for Tilden throughout the State, Tilden's re-
fusal to clarify his position led the Pennaylvania State Convene
tion at Harrisburg to elect delegates who were split among Hane
cocky Tilden and Bayard. Hancock however had a slight lead.15

1211 14,, June 11, 1880.

Lransill, p. 227.

1l '
Hancock MSS, Archives of Montgomery County Historical
Society: Hancock Collection, Case 75.

ls‘ransi 11, p. 266,
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The Atlantic Monthly belleved Hancock to have been the best can-
didate since he had no politicel enemies, because he had never
been in politics and he could, moreover, mqtdh Garrield'n record
as a Union uoldiera16~'nut northern Democratic leaders felt that
there was a possibility that the South would refuse to accept a
Union General as the Party's standard bearer. Their fear was
not grounded, however, for Hancock's coneiliatory rule in Loui-
gsiana during the Reconstruction period had made him popular
throughout the South»17

The most logical candidate in meny ways was Senator Thomas
F. Bayard of Delsware, His record in the Senate would satiafy
the independent voter in either major political party. Bayard
favored a graduval reduction of the tariff ao that a& surplus in
American markets might be aveidad.la He favored the restriction
of Chinese immigration, an important labor plank in both party
19 He had spoken ageinst the Bland Silver Act of 1876.

As Chairman of the 3enate Committes on Finance he conaistently

platforms.

opposed the "soft" money mania and the Greenback movement

20
in Congress. His financial views had won him the

16"rh. Democratic Presidential Nomination”, The Atlantic
Monthly, XLV (May, 1880), 662-69.

17Cnldwc11, pp. 174=79.
18

Tansill, p. 230.
lgzb;d., ppe. 206-08,
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21 His record as a conservative

admiration of many Republicans,
Democrat might have been an asset in the campeign to capture the
Independent Republican vota.?a His views would, of coﬁrse,'rail
to conciliate the inflationiat wing of the Party in the South but
23

he refused to placate them by changing these views. Howevar,
there was little danger of a Southern defection over economic
issues for several reasons. First, the South was firmly Democra-
tic and would support the Party candidate. Second, the inflation-
ist wing in the South was vocal but not extensive. Third, Bayard
was & Southerner by birth. This last point caused a difficulty.

| It was asked in some quarters whether the North would

accept a southerner and a man who had favored the repeal of the
Federal Election Law in 1879-2“ It seemed that Bayard lacked
national sppeal and though the South might be counted on to
support him he was definitely opposed in sections of New England,
Sectional interest played an important role in determining who

would be the candidate but perhaps even more importance was ate

tached to the financial views of the potential nominees. The

21
Ibides ppe 234-36.

Egggg York Herald, Nov. 8, 1879.

23manaill, p. 237,
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New York Times maintained that it was chiefly Bayard's money
views that eliminated the possibility of his nomination at Cincin-
nati.as’ | |

Finally, there was the question of whether Tilden would
support the Senator from Delaware 1f he were nominated. Without
Tilden's support New York would be counted in the Republican
column and without New York's thirty-five electoral votes the
Democrats ecould not gain the White House, Tilden disapgreed with
Bayard's financial views and had bitterly castigated him for the
part he had played as a member of the Electoral Commission of
18?6.26 Before the convention Tilden used his ample means in the
South against Baynré.27

in New York was through "Honest John" Kelly, and the Sachem of

The Senator's only chance of influence

Tarmany, though he had promised his support to Bayard, was more
of a hindrance than a help because this only solidified Tilden's
opposition to him.aa

In California & movement was under way to nominate Lincolnts

appointee to the Supreme Court, Justice Stephen J. Fileld, His

253.‘1_’:. New York Times, June 21, 1880,

6
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brothers, Cyrus and David Dudley, political enemies of Tilden,

groomed their brother to defeat the NHew York Democrat for the
nomination.2’ His state's rights views, his strict construction-
ist approach to constitutional questions, his court opinions on
Chinese immigration and his support of Tilden on the Electoral
Commission of 1876, all recommended him to the Party. However,
his railroad decisions favorable to corporations and his "harad"
money views had made him unpopular in California and among some
30 It was reported that Tilden held no
animosity towards Fleld nor did4 the South in ganural.Bl But

segments of the Party.

the California delegation had already pledged a majority of votes
for Thurman and other Western 3tates showed little Iinterest in
his candidacy. His supporters would conduct a noisy cmppign at

;_ 2
Cincinnati, but Field would be ignored by most of the dalogai;u?

The Tribune noted that the Pield family could supply copious came
paign funds to the Party.” His very close friends knew of his
ambition for the nomination but they were also aware of his

inability to fulfill the Presidential otﬁ.ce.m

290arl B. Swisher, Ste ‘ ' ~
. Stephen J, Fleld, QOraftsman of the Law
(Washington, D. C., 1930), p. 28lL. hax

”;b;d.y Pe 288,
31!93_ York Herald, June 16, 1880.
320 New York Times, June 20, 1880.

33}533 York Tribune, June 22, 1880.
34

Swisher, p. 298,
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Other candidates mentioned were Judge David Davis of Illi~

nois, Colonel William Morrison of the same State and Senator Ran-
dolf of New Jermey. All of these numerous candidates wondered
whether Tilden would run. A. C. Flick explains Tilden's hesitan~
¢y to enter the race by maintaining that his age and hls consist-
ently poor health gave him serious qualms about his ability to
conduct a vigorous campaign if nominated and to serve il elected,
However a hope lingered in the ™"01ld Man®™ that he would be the
unanimous choloe of the convention. Such a situation, however,
was not likely to ariao.BS

The opposition to Tilden wams not entirely on a personal
basis on the part of many party members. There were certain as-
pects of his candidacy that would have been very disadvantageous
to the Party's interesta. First, the so~-called "cipher dispatches
concerning the election of 1876, made Tilden's charges of fraud
somewhat of a boomerang to himself and the Party, Hias popularity
suffered from this scandal and his position as a public "martyr"
was held up to ridicula.36 Second, with the exception of Missouri
and Louisiana, Tilden was not popular in the South, a fact which

the Rew York Herald kept reprinting with obvious glee during the

Political Sagsecity (Hewlxb » T

360r1g1nally published in the New York Tribune, October,
1878. c¢f, Mark D. Hirsch, W C. whitney: ern Warwick
(Rew York, 1948), pp. 177=18,
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eritical pre-convention months of May and early Juna.37 To win
this indispensable southern support Tilden gave financisl assist-
ence to several newspapers in that section, especially, Wat-
terson's Louisville Courier Jourga;.Ba '

Besides these disadvantages Tilden had bitter political
enemies. The Fleld brothers so loathsd him they were grooming
the third Fleld brother, Samuel, about whose ability they had no
{llusions, mzrolyyaa an anti-Tilden candidate. Hendricks of
Indiana and Bayard of Delaware nursed personal grudges against
the man. But of all his enemies the most dangerous was "Honest
John" Kelly because, in a certain senss, he was sn enemy in his
own household. Kelly had already demonstrated in the New York
gubernatorial election of 1879 the lengths to which he would go
in his opposition to Tilden. It was this bitter Tilden~Tammany
feud that prompted Bemmett to claim that if Tilden were nominated
he could never carry his own 3tate.39

When the New York Democratic Convention met at Syracuss in
April, 1880, Tilden snd the Irving Hall Democracy had complete

37Thare 1s not en issue of the New York Herald from Ma
, . erald y
}6.t1880 to June 22, 1880 that does E%F contaln mention of this
&CVU.

38 N
§;;%¥§ M33, New York Public Library, Henry Watterson to
Samuel J. den, Nov,. 5, 1877 and Henry Watterson to Samuel

J« Tilden, August 2, 1880. cf. Plick, p. 463; Tansill, p. 223;
cl&n@y’ Sedes Pe 51‘4

39m York Kﬁm;d' May 29, 1880.
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control of the Party machinery., Tilden imposed the unit rule on
the convention and informed the delegates that 1f they refused
to be bound by the unit rule they would be deprived of their

440

seats in the convention. The ma jority candidate was, of course,
Tilden. The Tammany faction who wanted the delegation unpledged
refused to support Tilden and walked out of the convention to a
man. "Honest John" Kelly had split the Party again, held his
own convention of the Tribe and selected good Tammany men pledged
to Bayard as delegates to the National Conwontion.hl The Kelly
newspapers opened fire on Tilden and "Honest John" blasted away
at the "0ld Humbug of Cipher Alley" as a man "unfit for the
Presidency"” whose nomination "would be a national culﬂmity."hz
One of the moat difficult tasks before the convention would be to
quiet the feud in New York. Kelly had made his point, however,
and Tilden would never be nominated.

Some very practical politicians, though, were almost
willing to overlook these liabilities of Tilden because they
remembered that Tilden had money to influence the press of the
nation and healdea having & fortune he was willing to spend
his millions for that purpose. Only one other aspirant, Fleld,

had such financial resources, There was also fear in the minds

Proccodi 8 cf the New ark State Democratic Conventlon,

Syracuse, Tﬁ"ﬁqffr 8807, ps
41 Ibvid., p. 1.
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of many Democrats that if Tilden were not nominated to avenge
his defeat in 1876, he might consider the Party ungrateful, or,
what would have been worse, convinced of his complicitj in the
"gipher dispatches". He would then, they reasoned, refuse to
support the nominee chosen by the convention. In that case
New York would surely be lost, The dilemma of the Party was
neatly summarized by Curtis who wrote that "the Democratic cry
of fraud is meaningless without Mr, Tilden as the candidate,
and ridiculous with him."hj

As the convention approached there was much apeculation on
the confused situation. The New York Times claimed that Tilden
would have to be nominated by the Democrata., To reject him was
to lose the issue that had been pending for four years, the j
"fraud® of 1876. To ignore Tilden, furthermore, was to lose [
New York since only he could hope to carry it.uu The Iribune
acoused Tilden of misleading his Party and selfishly seeking the
nominetion by secretive methods. It eatimated that a strong
anti-Tilden faction would go to 01nc1nnat£.u5 Despite 1ts
strong opposition, the paper maintained that Tilden would cer-
tainly dictate the nomination.hé The Herald urged Tilden to

43garperts Weekly, June 5, 1880, p. 35k

hhThe New York Times, June 18, 1880,

hsﬁ&‘i York Tribune, June 17, 1880,
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—J




64
rilden to speak rather then allow all this confusion by acting
ryith & mask.“h7 According to Bennett's estimate, although only
one third of the delegates going to Cincinnatl favored the "0ld
Man", he would surely lead on the first ballot.ha The followers
of Tilden claimed over three hundred votes for him before the
start of the ccaxtwuant:imrx.h'9 Actually the confused situation
within the Party made predictions meaningless. In reality,
despite the so-called inside storiés in the newspapers, there
was no unity on any one cendidate. Most of the delegates were

unpledged.

On the eve of the convention three conclusions could be
drawn from the confusion in the Democratic Party. First, Tilden
either wanted the nomination himself or else he wanted to in-
fluence the election of the nominee. Second, the Democratic
standard-bearer would have to appeal to both northern and southe
ern Democrats and the "hard" and the "soft" money men. Most ime
portant of all, though, the candidate had to be acceptable to
both Tilden and Kelly or face certaln defesat in New York. If the
Democrats did not carry New York in November, the White House

would not be thelirs,

L7 | |
New York Herald, June 17, 1880,

hs;g;g.. June 18, 1880 and June 20, 1880.
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The delegates began arriving at Cincinnati on June 20,
two days prior to the opening of the National Convention. It
was then that the "Sage of Gramercy Park" decided to bﬁaak his
long silence. The New York delegation received & letter from
Tilden in which he said that he was laying down "even quasi~
party leadership® and returning to private life.so Although the
New York delegation accepted the letter reluctantly as Tilden's
withdrawal from candidacy, some thought the letter a clever bid
for tho'nominution.sl The letter of declination was couched in
such artful language &8s to be cspable of several interpretations.
It left the "fraud of 1876" as the main Farty issue and Tllden
a8 the legitimate heir to that issue. It seemed essentially to
be & bid for the nominstion, clothed in the language of a modest
but dramatic withdrawal. The New York Times chose to accept it
as "a complete withdrawal®™, but kept urging the Tildenites to

nominate Tilden in spite of the lotter.sa

This Republican organ
viewed the entire Democratic nomination in mathcmatiéal terms.
For the Times the election was like an equation. The South was
the known factor in the political equationt one hundred and

thirty-eight electoral votes for any Demperatic candidate, The

SOWhat Tilden meant was quasi-leadership of the Party. cf.
Plick, p. 456 for full text of letter.

51!:'.;&‘1 York Tribune, June 21, 1880,
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North was the unknown factor, the battle ground where forty-aeven
electoral voteas had to be obtained for a Democratie victory in
November. Only Tilden could obtain these necessary votes since
other candidates were not national figures or else they held
financisl views which handicapped them. According to the Times,
then, Tilden was the unknown quantity who could solve the equa-
tion.53 Bennett believed that with Tilden removed from the race,
the Democrats were in a hopeless situation, a Party without a
leader, a convention without a powerful candidate.

The New York delegation named no successor to Tilden
immediately, but the "0ld Man" was known to favor Henry B. Payne
of Ohio. When the Ohio Congresaman did become Tilden's poli-
tical heir, Speaker Randall was furious since he had expected
that legacy himaelr.ss As anticipated, Tildents withdrawal
paved the way for the many other candidates already discussed.

An active campaign for each of them ensued. The Tribune believed
that with Tilden out of the running Bayard was the atrongest
candidate in the convention because he had votes from all seoc-

1)

tions of the country. But so did most of the candidates:

531p1d., June 23, 1880.
Sh&! York Herald, June 22, 1880.
55.‘33!3.9. Hew York Times, June 20, 1880.
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that was precisely the difficulty.
The Democratic convention opened on June 22, 1880,
The Honorable George Hoadly of Ohio, a Tildenite, was named

5T Irmediately there came the expected trouble

Tamportry Chairman,
from the separate Tammany delegation., “Honest John" Kelly at-
tempted to address the convention but was refused recognition by

58 The Committee on Credentials, following the rule

the Chaimman.
established by Tilden at Syracuse, refused to seat the Tarmany
delegation and they were excluded from voting in the convention
by a tw=-thirds vote of that body.59 The Tribune saw in this
elimination of Tilden's opponents an indication that the Tilden-
l1tes were planning to nominate their candidate despite his withe
drawal., At least the move to oust Tammany had kept the "Old
Man's boom gping;"éo

The usual business of the convention was disposed of in

57
0fficial Proceedings of the National Demogcratic Convention,
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a remarkably short time and the second desy of the convention
witnessed the presentation of candidates for the nomination.
The delegates waited anxiously lest the New York delegation would
nominate Tilden. If this happened, the already infuriated Tam=-
many delegation would surely bolt the ticket and destroy the
Party in New York State as had been done in the gubernatorial
race in that State in 1879.

California's Je Es Mo Elrath nominated Justice Stephen
Fleld in & tiresome speech replete with the Judge's legal
racordoél Delaware then presented 3Senator Rayard., His close
friend, George UGray, made a most adroit spsech of nominaticn.62
Veteran Congressman William R, Morrison was nominated by Samuel
Marshall as Illinols! ch01c0.63 Senator Donald Voorhees pre=-
sented Thomas A, Hendricks as Indiana's favorite non.éu When
New York was called, the chairman of the delegation rose and in-
formed the chair, to the visible rellef of all the delegates,
that he had no nomination to make. Yet this surprised the con-
vention since the delegates expected New York to nominate Til~

den's succeasor, Henry Payne of Ohlo. There were a few cries

6
logr;c;a; Proceedings of National Democratlic Conventlon, |

Pe 6
62;b;a-s PP. 71“73;
63

!bid;p PP 7“*76:

Sh1p14., pp. 76.




69
of "Tilden" and some demonstrations for the fomer ticket of
Tilden and Hendricka.6s Tilden hed ordered the New quk dele~
gation not to present his name. If there was to be a dramatic
bid for the nomination on his part, it wuld be more effective
if a State other than his own presented his names66 John
MeSweensy of Ohio nominated Senator Thumman in a most dramatic
apaoch¢67 It was significant that Payne‘s own State had failed
to nominate him. The last nomination was made by Daniel Dougherw
ty of Pennsylvania acting not for the delegation as a whole but
as an individual delegate. He presented General Hancock to the
convention in flamboyant language as the "soldler-statesman with
a record as stainless as his aword."68 Dougherty appealed to
the crowd and he stirred up a great demonstration for Hancock in §
the gelleries. The seven hundred and thirty-eight delegates,
each having one half s vote, had to give one of the nominees |
four hundred and eighty-six votes or two thirds of the conven~
tion before he would be the official candidate of the Democratic
Party.

651114, 5 pp. 77-8.

*®me New York Times, June 2L, 1880
67°rf1°i‘l Proceedinss of National Democratic Convention,
ppe 83-Bll, - —————

68&&.) PPa 85«86,
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The first ballot was significant. It was taken right after
the demonstration for Hancock and proved that Daughorty’u speech
had been most successful, Hancock led with one hundred and
seventy-one votes. Bayard had one hundred and fifty-three and
@ half: Payne, elghty-one: Thurman, sixty-eight and one half:
Field, sixty-five: Hendricks, forty-nine and one half: Tilden,
thirty~eight. In all, there were nineteen nominees on this
ballot, thirteen of whom had not been formerly nominated. This
revealed the lack of unity in the convention and the Pnrty.69

The distribution of votes failed to indicate any strong
sectional support for any one candidate. Hancock's vote was
scattered through New England and the South and fell three
hundred votes short of the nomination. Tilden's small vote
came from Pennaylvania, Missouri, Kentucky and Nevads. (Cali~
rorniu gave her nominee, Field, only half of her votes and his
support in the South and West was small, His nomination was
almost impossible and would have been "superfluocus folly“¢7°
For the moment, Hancock and Bayard shared the South evenly.
As expected New York gave her seventy votes to Payne, but he
received scant support elaéwhoro in the convention. Ironically,
Ihe New York Times belleved that Hancock would be the "last man"

6911)1(1. » P 99,

705wiahor. Ps 296,
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whom the convention would naminnto.71.

What the first ballot did was to eliminate the minor
candidates and reveal the strengsth of the major ones. Hancock,
who had generally been considered hardly a serious contender,
showed surprising strength to the amazement of many a politlcal
analyst., Contrary to expectations the South had failed to
support Bayard, This was a realistic attitude since Bayard
was unacceptable to Tilden and the South, no matter how solid,
without New York, could not carry the Party to victory. It
was clear to political observers that the delegates were look-
ing for a compromise candidate and Hancock seemed to be their
ehoiec.72

All hope for Tilden's nomination was lost when, after the
first ballot, the New York delegation received and read to the
convention a letter from the New York leader definitively
declining the candidacy. Poor health was the reason given in
this second letter of doelinntion.73 The convention took the
letter in good part and his own followers were relieved since

he could not possibly have been nominntcd.Tu-

71Th¢ New York Times, June 2, 1880,

72
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The New York delegation now conferred on the wisdom of

continuing its support of Payne. Payne's oun State of Ohio had
falled not only to nominate him but to support him, and his folw
lowing outside of the pledged New York delegation was negligible.
The New York delegation, after its brief caucus, announced that
it would support Tilden's second choice, Speaker Randall of Penmn-
sylvan1a¢75 This announcement only added more confusion and
chaos to the already disorganized convention., The delegates
were looking to New York for leadership and all the New York
delegation was doing was rigidly adhering to & set of predeter-
mined instructions which had been drawn up weeks before the con-
verntion without any knowledge of Hancock's strength. What the
convention wanted from the New York delegation, which controlled
almost twenty per cent of the votes necessary to nominate, was
a definitlive reply on the scceptability of Hancock to New York.
The only posaible interpretation of the New York manoceuvre was
that it was the action of an instructed delegation whose leader
was & thousand miles away. Furthermore, Randall had not even
been formerly nominated in the convention, was disliked intensely
by the anti-Tilden forces, had not been supported by his own
State and had received only six votes on the first ballot. It

lgiot clal Proceedings of Democratic National Convention,
PP« Vo
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was reasoned that New York could not have been seriocus in its
choice because Randall was the only candidate who was totally
unacceptable to the South owing to his espousal of the high pro~
tective tariff., New York, then, was stalling fpr time but the
convention would not wait with her. A motion to adjourn was
tabled ard the second ballot began immediately.

When the roll call for the second ballot began, Illinols
gave her entire forty-two votes to Hancock. Kansas then trans-
ferred her ten Bayard votes to Hancock. New York remained with
Randall as she had announced. Pennsylvania divided her vote
between Randall and Hancock, but dropped Bayard. Ohio and
Indians remained with Thurman and Hendricks respectively. The
totals showed Hancock to be in the lead with three hundred and
thirtye-six votcé, almost double his original count. Randall
had one hundred and twenty-eight and one half and Bayard had
dropped to one hundred and tunlva.76

Randall's strength had increased slightly as a result of
New York's support, but it was insignificant compared with Hane
cock's., On the other hand, Bayard had lost strength in the
South, except in Florida, South Carolina, Delaware and Maryland,
while Hancock had gained heavily in that section. Although the
General was far ahesd of any other candidate, he still lacked

one hundred and fifty votes necessary to gain the nomination.

76;h1d.. ppe 108-09.




¢

When the roll call for the second ballot ended and while,
the returns were being tabulated, Wisconsin brought tho noisy
galleries to order by requesting permission from the chalir to
change its voto.77 Permission was granted and Wisconsin gave
twenty votes to Hanoéck. Amid wild excitement, New Jersey and
Pennsylvania shifted their entire vote to Hancock. In an awful
din of shouting and cheeéing the atnmpadb had begun., New York
then changed her seventy Randall votas‘to Hancocks Ohlo rejec-
ted Thurman for the Pennsylvania General and he then had the
necessary tw~thirds of the convention to give him the nomina-
tion. 8o confused was the vote with these changes that the chair

78 ¥hen the totals were computed on the

called for a new ballot,
third ballot, Hancoock had seven hundred and five votes; Bayard
had two;‘Tildon. one; Hendricks, thirty. Indlana had stayed with
Hendricks to the end.79

The Hancock stampede, although it occurred suddenly, is
not too difficult to explain. After the first ballot all the

candidates except Bayard and Hancock had actually been eliminated,

77Ib1d=) Pe 11l.
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On the second ballot Bayard's atrength had declined in the 3outh,
and New York, in keeping with Tilden'a active opposition to the
3enator from Delaware, had glven him no support wlutwér. 3ince
Bayard would be & risk, delegetes deserted him in the hope that
Hanoock could reconcile the Tildenites of the Irving Hall Democraw
oy and John Kelly's Tammany Halle Furthermore, what better way
to confound Republican oritice than to have the solid South, but
lately in rebelllion, endorse a Union Genemal from Pennsvlivania.
It wes the ccmmon opinion among Democrats that with such a
nominee Republican cries of seotional hate and the waving of the
"bloody shirt" would pass from the politicel scene, Hancock had
proved popular with the gslleries and this public adulation did
not go unnoticed by the delegatesa, Whether or not the galleries
nominated him as was freQuently stated after the event is of
really little mportgnca.ao The fact remains that the comvention
was visibly stirred by the cheering and demonstration that fol-
lowed Dougherty's speech and thet accompanied the mention of
Hancock's name. In short, Hancock's nomination was an expedient
and popular compromise.

It was moved to meke Hancook's nomination unanimous end

' 81
this was done at once, The minute this was accompllished the

%Tmi 11, ppe 280-83,
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convention went wild, Amid all the din and in the hope of
-getting some sort of order the Chalrman motioned to th§ organiat
and he played, with all stops out, the humn "Praiao God from
Whom All Blessings Flow". When the organist finished several
bands struck up the hymn and the delegates filed slowly back
to their seats. When order was restored, state after state sent
representatives up to the platform to addresa the convention.

The speeches were wordy eulogies on the virtues of Hancock amd

on the sureness of victory in November, After forty long minutes
of this, and just as Breckenridge of Kentucky was coming to the
close of his well received addroné. he caught sight of the burly
form of an old friend whom he had not met since both were serving
in the House of Representatives almoat a quarter of a century
before. Breckinridge stopped his speech and in a daring gesture
said, "I yield the floor, Mr, Chaimman, to the Honorable John
Kelly of New Xbrk."62 The convention sat in stunned asilence.
This was the firat time that Kelly whose Tammany delegation had
been refused & voice in the convention had spoken to the assembly.
| Kelly took his time getting to the platform and the tense silence
provided a most dramntle‘:otting. All reallized that if Kelly
disapproved of the cholce of Hanéock and refused to support him
the election was lost, Half way up the aisle leading to the

8252‘001’!' Pe 599 .
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platform Kelly astopped. He motioned to hia assoclates who
were standing at the rear of the hall to jJoin hime As the
seventy Temmany delegatea wound up the aisle to where Kelly was
standing the Chairmman motioned the band to pley and in seconds
the then popular war melody "We're Coming, Father Abraham, One
Hundred Thousand Strong" rang through the ha11.83 All the dele-
gates, except those from the New York delegation, rose and sang
the words of the song. By the time the singing had died dowmn
Kelly, with his Tarmeny Indians behind him, was standing quietly
in the center of the spesker's platform. He walted for perfect
silence and then began. |

Gentlemen of the Convention, your Chairman has
told you that, by your action today, in nominating
General Hancock, you have united the Democracy of the
State of New York, He has told you truly. While X
and my brethren on the right have been fighting each
other politically for the last five years, they will
no doubt agree with what I am going to say-~--let past
differences be banished from ocur midst. I am not
going to speak to you now of what has occurred since
we ceame to0 the City of Cincimnnatl. I have nothing
in the world to say against what has been the action
of the Convention, in relation to the orgamization
which I, in pert, represent. Let all that pass away.
I promise the Convention in my humble way, and with
my poor services, to do sll in my power, from this
day forth until the day of election, to help elect
the Democratic ticket. And now, let me repeat to
my friends here on the right from the State of New
York (turning to the Irving Hall delegation) let us
onoce and for all take each other by the hand, and
sey this in common-~~that we have a nobler duty to

ggrfanm than to be fighting each other politically
our own State. Let us unite; let us look on each

other Liudly and favorably; and when we act together,

83;1:14. » Ps 600
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united as we must be, let me pledge to the Convention 8y,
that there can be no question whatever as to the result.

The demonstretion after Kelly's speech was anthus;aatic
and prolonged. It was not & wild frecas. It had no artificiality
about 1t; rather, it was the expression of profound relief., In
answer to the shouts of the delegntoi Irving Hall sent Colonel
John R. Fellows to the platform to tell the convention that all
differences in the Democratic Party in the State of New York
were over, Fullbun sounded a confident note when he concluded
by saying that the Democrats "shall march through that State
as though we were sweeping it with a tornudo.”as

Pinally, the convention moved to the business of selecting
the nominee for the second place om the ticket. It was a very
brief affair for as soon as the Chairman mentioned the nature
of the business at hand the delegates shouted for William H.
English of Indians and the Chaiyman declared him the nominee by

acclamntian.se

At the close of the Cincinnati convention it appeared that
the Democratic Party could look forward to victory at the polls
in Fovember. On the surface and In the public eye at least,
the dangerocus aplit in Party ranks in New York seemed to be
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healed, The Tildenites of the Irving Hall Democracy and Kelly's |
Tribe of Saint Temmany had come to a pvblic understanding before
the assembled delegates, The State of New York, so vital to
Democratic campaign strategy, now seemed asafe., Indiana was the .
other northern State needed to secure the White House and the
Vice-Presidential candidate had been a fomer Governor of that
State, Al)l seemed well aince the convention appeared to have
accompiished not only its major purpose of providing candidatea
for the Party to offer to the country but had selected men who
by their unique qualificetions had restored Party discipline
within the ranks of the Democracy and were almost certain to
carry the Party to victory at the poclla in Novenmber. At least,
s0 the enthusiastic observar beliavudaBY

This, however, was a very superficial view. A careful
reading of John Kelly's speech to the convention does not cone
tain any hint of surrender. As a matter of fact, Kelly had
actually won his point, Tilden did not receive the nomination
and neither did Payne or Randall, Tilden's chosen successors.
Kelly's speech must be read in the light of the fact that Irving
Hell was nowy for all intents and purposes,; leaderless. Tilden
had retired from political 1ife. With Tilden gone, Kelly in
his speech was actually appealing to the Irving Hall Democracy

7
he New York Times, July 19, 1880, This was quite a
change from the first Efaat of dissppointment in Hancock's nomina-
tion. cf. The New York Times, June 25, 1880 and June 29, 1880,
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to return to the Tribe of 3aint Tarmeny. Kelly made nc mention
of compronise., His whols concern was with cooperation and it
"Honest John" were running true to form, cooperation meant total
agreement with the Sachem of Tarmany Hall. Furthermore, thie whole
dramatic nituation lent & note of farcical exaggeration which
could be appreciated by anyone with an Irish sense of humors
Kelly "hed been put on the spot™ and rather than ruin his poli-
tical future he simply "turned on his Irishmant's charm", This

is not to accuse Kelly of insinscerity for he sincerely belleved
that Hancock's nomination end Tilden's retirement had been a
complete vindication of hia pclitics.

Breckinridge had forced the situation and thlis was most
unwise. It was indeed a foolish thought to expect that the
animogities qnd deep~ssated antagonisme born of political rivalry
could all be sung into oblivion led on by a convention of Pled
Pipers blaring a Civil War tune. To bring together enemies amid
fanfare and ask them to make a publie alliance to sstile their
difficulties was only to create an sgreemsnt which waa to be
honored more in the breach than in the observance, This was
a completely natural result becsuse none of the underlylng causes
of the New York aplit had been done away with. It is true that
many people had followed Tilden in his famous exodus from
Tammany Hall but they had not done so out of blind loyalty to
the 3age of Grameroy Park. Those who had left Tammany were
mostly political discontents who were angry at Kelly, disagreed
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with the way he diastributed patronage and felt themselves without
access to the clique which determined the Tribe's policles.

These men had gained power and stature in Irving Hall and they
were in no way whatever prepared to yleld the power and prestige
they had scquired, and come, hat in hand, begging for admission
into the Tribe of Saint Tammany. Bands might play and delegatea
applaud but New York was in reallty as severely split as ever,

Breckinridge's move, in fact, was actually dangerous becsuse
it gave to the Democrats a false spirit of well-being and confie
dence while at the same time it alerted the Republicans to do
sverything in their power to get meal unity in New York State.

To achieve this end would require a masterful display of intra-
party politics.

The second element of spparent strength which was in reality
wealkness was the selection of William English of Indlanaes the
Vice~Presidential nominee. It was expected that he could carry
his native Indiana, This hope was poorly founded. English had
been out of politics for several years and as President of the
Firast National Bank of Indlanapolis he was committed to a "hard"
money pollicy. Indlana was a "soft" money State and the fact that
English was a millionaire;, although it was good for the Party
treasury, was no asset at the polls.

This snalysis of the situation was, in subatance, recorded

by the most astute commentator on the political scens of the dey,
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88
Henry Watterson of the Louisville Courier Journal. Watterson

knew that peace had not been achieved in New York and was in no
way deluded about the possible success of the Democratic ticket.
Flerce as had been the intra-party struggles within the Republi-
can and Democratic ranks before and during the conventions, Wate
terson realized that the part which intra~party politics would
play in the coming campaign to secure the White House would be
of even more significance, more ferccity. The open inter-party
conflict which would be waged with gusto before the voting pube
lic on isaues which would be chosen for their propaganda value .
would actually be of secondary importance to the campaign. Suce
cess in the Presidential election depended on two factors: the
issves brought before the public during the campalgn and the
degree of efficlency achieved by the Party machinery in muster-
ing the vote. Both of these factors were detemined by intra-
party politics. Some significance, of course, was attached to
the campalgn but far more important was the choice of the issues.
It was of greater valuve to :‘avoid a dangercus issue than to take
a firm stand in regard to it. Furthermore, New York was still
split and it was essential to the success of both the Demoecrats
and the Republicans to secure a united front in that troublesome
but pilvotal State. It was for these reasons that the intra-party
politics of the campaign and not the rather sensational public

88
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tactics of the major political parties was the cruciel polnt

determining success in the Fresidential election of 1880.




CHAPTER IV

THE CAMPAIGNS

At their conventions both of the major political parties
adopted platforms, and the press anticipated that the forthcoming
campalign was to be waged in the traditional fashion by debate on
the relative merits of the stands taken by each Party on the im-
portant 1ssues of the day. But for a debate to take place it is
always necessary that there be a difference of opinion on major
issues in clearly defined terms. An investigation of the plat-
forms of the national political parties revealed a unanimity
which was alarming to the campaign managers and a vagueness which
was irritating to the proal.l

There were seven main planks in the platform passed by the
Republican convention. The Republicans called for the presere
vation of the Union with the Constitution as the supreme and
final arbiter of isasues upon which the States were divided.
There were planks advocating veterans' pensions, the restriction

of Chinese immigration and the prohibition of subsidies and land

Thc New York Times, July 5, 1880; July 1880;
July 28, 1880 and New York Tribuﬁe. July 11, %géo ’
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grants to business enterprises. Civil Service reform was called
for in the vaguest of tems in a plank that stated "that fitneas,
ascertained by proper practical tests, shall admit to the publie
service." The Republicans were asking for a constitutional
amendment to forbid federal or atate aid to sectarian schools.
Moat important of all, however, was the plank on the tariff which
affirmed the "belief, avowed in 1876, that the duties levied for
the purpose of revenue should so discriminate as to favor
Americen Labor."?

The Democratic platform was substantially the same as the
Republican. There were planks for Civil Service reform, for the
exclusion of Chinese immigration and for the discontinuance of
discrimination which favored manopelias.3 In the section of the
platform devoted to the financial policies of the Democratic
Party there was a divergence from the Republican viewpoint. The
Democrats called for the unlimited coinage of silver and the 1s-
suance of paper currency for the alleviation of the debtor
clnasos.h It was the tariff question which was to provide the
only really serious intellectual clash of the campalign and the
Democrats advocated a tariff for revenue only.s

aProooeg;ggg of Republican National Convention, pp. 160=63.
3 '
Offic Eroceedings ccratic Netio 0. tio

th&d. » p! 122.

szbidoy Pe 128.

PPp.
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In sanara;, the Republican and Democratic platrorma were
statements of an identical political ideology applled in the
vaguest possible terms to peripheral concrete situaﬁiona that had
only emotional value, There were real issues in 1880 which were
brought before the people but not by the national politicel par-
ties. The United States was in the throes of the Industrial
Revolution with its manifold problems growing out of the tensions
batween capital and labor, wealth and poverty, organized industry
and decentraliszed government, These problems were judged "too
hot to handle® by national political parties whose cne eim was
the power and pfnstige which could be achieved only by success
in a nation-wide effort to capture the White House. The real
issues were left to the splinter parties and especially to the
Greenback Party which hed nominated General James B. Weaver for
the Presidency. Weaver ran on a platform that met head-on the
vital problems affecting the destiny of the nation at a time
when the United States was emerging as & great industrial power
in the world.b
Apart from its unsound Inflationary plank the OGreenback
platform was realistic and called for true anti-monopoly legis-

letion, a graduated income tax, genuine Civil Service reform,

6
Frederick E, Haynes, James Baird Weaver (Iowa City, Iowa,
1919), ppe. 159~61.
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federal regulation of interstate commerce, the abolition of con-
tract labor, the enactment of child labor laws, the elght hour
day and federal inspection of working conditions in raetories;7
Lacking a national organization, however, Weaver was doomed to
defeat even before he began his campaign. Though vietory would
not be his, General Weaver and the Greenback Party would achieve
two very important things. Over the course of the campalgn hia
ideas would spread throughout the Middle~West and gain so many
adherents that in a few years the (reenback creed would become
part of the Democratic platformm and eventually would pass in
large measure into luw.e The irmediate effect of Weaver's Green-
back Party would be to take large segments of the wote, especial-
1y in the key State of Indiana, away from the Democratic Purty.g
In a very real sense the failure of the Democratic Party to draw
up a platform which was distinet from that of the Republicans or
at least at odds with 1t cost the Democrats the support of pre-
clsely that element to which the Greenback Party's platform ap-
penlod.lo

The political scene in the period immediately prior to the

Trhe New York Times, July 1i, 1860.

8
Clanoy, SeJ.s pe 163,

91bid., pe 243,

101014, , p.162.
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conventions was complex and during them the subtle preassures
of intra-party politics had heightened that eomploxity;' Yet, as
intricate as was that situation, the time during the eaﬁpaign is
in comparison with 1t a total maze of crosscurrents. If the
campalign had proceeded along the path laid out by tradition the
situation would, no doubt, have been leaayinvolﬁed. Debate on
the differences in t he Party platforms would have developed ad~
herents to different interpretations of the platform, and these
schools of thought would have tried to influence both the céndiu
dates and the voting public to adopt their programs to put the
platform into practice. Nothing like this occurred in the came
paign of 18680, The reason was quite simples the Republican
and Demooratic platforms made the traditional campaign technique
of debate impossible for the pl&trofms were too similar for dia-
agreement to develop and too vague for dialogue to be possible.

For several months the Republicans contented themselves with
presenting the first plank of their party platform to the Ameri- !
can people. They did little more than wave the *bloody shirt",
1ight bonfires, attend clambakes and organize torch light

parsdos.ll The Democrats were slow to organize thelir

llrypical propaganda is "Political Attitude of the South",
_'g? Atlantlc Monthly, XLV (June 1880), 817-23. For the oratory
of this stage o s campeign ¢f, Matthew Josephson, The Pollticos]
1865-1896 (New York, 1938), pe. 289.
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counterattack and when their campaign chairmen, W. H. Barnum,
delivered the first salvos 1t became apparent that the Democrats
would not base their campaign on the platform but were going to
use the "Fraud of 1876" as a campaign issue. On the whole, the
newspapers thought the campalign ridiculous and the public lost
interest. It was foolish to wave the "bloody shirt® at the
hero of Gettysburg, General Hancock, and the "Praud of 1876" was
meaningless without Tilden as the Democratic standard bonrcr.la
After two months of attempting to arouse the public the national
political parties realized that theywuld have to try a new
attack, Garfleld took personal charge of the Republican campaign
and with the sureness of the good General that he was he decided
thet first it was necessary to visit his troops. The troops
wanted him but in the beginning the General was reluctant to go
for he knew he had to visit his weakeat regiment firat and he
knew that the meeting with the New York Stalwarts, though es-

sential, was full of dnngar.13

Hayes had been warned against
a similar encounter with the New Yorkers, during the campaign
of 1876, by Carl Shurz, who assured him that he would be exposed

to all sorts of embarrsssments. But Garfield's position was

12 .
Clancy. SDJ" DPPe 175"’799
13

Te Co Smith, vol. II, p. 1008,
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desperate, and at the urgent request of Senator Stephen W. Dorsey,
Secretary of the National Committee, of Marshall Jowcll; its
Chairman, and of William E. Chandler, the close asaociate of
Blaine, GCarfield started east from Mentor Farm, Ohlo, on August
3, 1880.>m The conference to which he was going was to be of
the utmost importance, It would change the entire plcture of
the campaign, galvanize the quiescent New York machine to fever-
ish activity and present a classical example of intra-party

polities.ls

- Garfield's train made about twenty stops between Buffalo
and New York City, at each of which the candidate made short
speeches and acquired more traveling companions, Among the men
who boarded the train were Governor Cornell and Chester A.
Arthur.16 Upon arriving in New York, Garfield was taken to the
Republican stronghold, the Fifth Averme Hotels The eveniug of
August li, 1880 was spent "at a private residence" where he met
s group of New York Republicans of wealth and standing among
whom were Jay Gould and Levl F,. Horton.17 Garfield explained
the critical aspects of the campaign and designated New York

1Y

entdseys p. 307

Caldwell, p. 300.

16'1" Cs 3mith. vol. II, P 1012.

17It was the home of Whitelaw Reld who had written Garfield
on July 19, 1880 not to come to New York. cf. Joaephson, p. 291
and Ts Co Smith. vole II} Pe 1012,
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as “"the darkest Spne."la It was agreed that a apecial fund be
ralsed to carry New York and that Levi P. Morton be made its
treagsurer. The meeting and the decision were kept entirely
secret; the funds were to be administered completely apart from
those of the Republican National Cormittee, of whose finances
Morton also agreed to take charge. This first conference was
unknown to the papers of the day and was revealed only years
after the event by Morton's biographer, Robert szlroy.l9

The better known conference opensed at noon on August 5 in

Logan, Sherman and Curtis. There wers over two hundred pesople
present but Roscoe Conkling was conspicuously absent. He was
insulted that Curtis had been invited and Garfield wrote in his
diary of Conkling's absence:

His friends were embarrassed and somewhat indignant,
If he intends to take actively hold of the oampalign, it
is probably best that he does not call on me here. I
think his friends are ghowing zeal and enthusiasm and will
work whether he does or not, Thers shall neither be nor
appear to be, 15 I can preventit, any mortgaging of my
future freedom.20 |

On August 6 Garfield "had in the afterncon a long interview

IBEW', p‘ 11?0

Ppe 109«11,

aoaarfield to his diary, August 5, 1880 quoted in T. C.
Smitb,, vol,. 11, Pe 1012,

the parlors of the Pifth Avenue Hotel, with spesches from Blaine,

19Robert MoNutt McElroy, Levi Parsons Morton (New York, 1930),
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with Morton, Cowles, Arthur and Platt," and left the next day
for home, stopping over Sunday, August 8, at Chautauqua, New

York. 21

On Monday he arrived at Mentor, "very weary but feeling
that no serious mistake had been made and probably much good had
been done., No trades, no shackles, and as well fitted for de-
feat or victory as aver."zz
It 15 Interesting to note the four men who were in oone-
ference with Garfield on the afternoon of August 5, 1880. Mor-
ton controlled the purse astrings of ths Republican Party; Cowles
was the editor of the Cleveland Lesder who hms supported Garfield
for the nomination since early January and was in constant com-
munication with him: Arthur was not only tha Vice Presidentisl
nominee but the Republican boss of New York City: Platt was,
like Conkling, Senator from New York and even & closer friend
than Arthur or Lord Roscoe. These men acaomplishod muche The
Republican campaign strategy was radically altered nndktbo
policy of waving the "bloody shirt"” was abandoned., They chose to
attack the Democrats on the weakest point of their platfomm, to
create an issue out of the unfortunate wording of the Democratic

plank on the tariff which was to be "for revenue only.”23 It

e #garfield to his dlary, August 6, 1880 quoted in Howe, p.

22
118.

23 '
Clancy, SeJey ppe 1963 220-22 and New York Iribune
September 2, 1880 an " H' cock M3s, case 75, !

Garfield to his diary, August 9, 1880 quoted in Howe, p.
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seems likely that Arthur recelved from Cowles the idea of making
the Republican stand on the refusal to give government financial
aid to sectarian schools & major issue in the New York City
mayoralty contest. Edwin Cowles and his 0. A. U. were bitterly
opposed to the Catholic school system and believed that if Catho-
lics ever got into authority they would loot the public treasury
to suppoft "those institutions which teach Politicsl Romanism."
This was precisely the point that Arthur would use to woo and
win Irving Hall's support for the Republican candidate for Mayor
of the City of New York asgainst Tammany's Catholic candidate,
William R, GrlﬁCgah Thess were all important decisions, but did
anything else happen at this privati conference? Did Garfileld
strike a bargain with the New York Stalwarts?

Most historians agree that a bargain was made by Garfield
concerning patronage with Conkling's 1leutenants.> T. C. Smith,
G, F, Howe, and R, G, Caldwell accept the testimony of former

ZuBroana PPe 63245 gives & most intricate account of the
mayoralty campaign.

2
5 bides pe 607; Caldwell, pp. 300«02; Chidssy, pp. 306-07;
Clancy: SeJs» pps 190-91; Conkling, pp. 612-13; Howe, ppe 117=20;
Josephson, pp. 297«99; A, B. Paine, p. 4,87 and T. C. Smith,

vols II, ppe 101218,
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Senator Platt in regard to what ocourred at the meeting. Platt

wrote in his Autoblography:

There were three primary motives for the consultation:
one to pacify Garfleld for Conkling'!s absence} another to
have an understanding with General Garfield as to his
future relations to and intentions toward the controlling
pover in the State of New York, vis., the Grant-Conkling
machinej and thirdly, if the former were arranged to the
mutual satisfaction, to adopt ways and means for procgging
money to carry on the canvass for the latter purpose.s

Exactly what Platt means here ia difficult to determine but
Smith, Howe and Caldwell all maintain t hat these lines refer to
a bargain concerning patronage., If the passage is taken at

face value all Platt 1s saying is that if Garfleld could be
pacified in respect to Conkling's absence the conference would
move on to discuss strategy to secure victory in New York State
for the Grant-Conkling machine candidates., The vagueness of
"have an understanding with General Garfleld as to his future
relations to and intentions towsrd the controlling power of

New York State" need not be taken in & sinister sense at all,

It is very possible that all this means 1s whether Garfield
will endorse the Stalwart candidates in New York State. Garfield
expllcitly stated in his diary four days after the meeting took
place that there had been "no trades™, t hat there were "no
shackles® binding him and that he was "as well fitted for defeat

n27

or victory as ever. Platt was writing thirty years after

26p1att, p. 128.

2Tgarf1eld to his dlary, August 9, 1880 quoted in Howe,
p. 188, ef. Caldwell, p. 132.
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the event took place and was trying in his Autoblogrsphy to
explain why he had resigned from the Senate after Garfield's ap-
pointment of Judge Robertson to the post of collector of customs
for the Port of New York without first consulting Roscoe Conkling.

Platt continues his exposition of the conference a few
pages later in his Autobiography., Gerfield 1s supposed to have
sald that 1f the New York Sta warts "worked hard for him" and
"his election resulted",

the wishes of the element of the party we represented

should be peramount with him, touching all questions

of patronage. While it should be his duty to give such

decent recognition 23 and show proper gratitude to the
rebellious element [of the New York delegation, led by

William H. Robertson ./ at Chicago that had rendered his

nomination possible, yet, in diaspensing favors, he would
consult with our friends and do only what waas approved

by them. These aasurances were oft repeated, and

solemnly smphasized, ggd were sccepted and agreed to

by all those preaent,

This 1a, of course, a clear contradioction of Garfield'!s nota-
tion in his diavy,29 Can the contradiction be resolved?

Te Cs Smith maintains that the key to the solution rests
in the interpretation of the phrase, "he would consult with our

friends”, It is Smith's opinion, with which Howe agrees, that

285 att, pe 131.

9
The entry for August 9, 1880 already twlice referred to.
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carfield understood "consult" to mesn inform the New York machine

30 Such a solution is

of his decisions once they had been made.
econvenient but not quite logical. If the entire phrase in
Platt's testimony is looked on as a grammatical unit, the phrase -
contains & compound verb and 1s grammatically & restrictive
clause in which the second verb apecifies the meaning of the
first: "yet . . « he Z'Gnrtield,? would consult « « « and do
only what was approved by them." It is clear that consultation
is to come before any decision. Since Garfleld has left no
written record concerning mention of consultetion with the New
York Stalwurtnpaither before or after decisions affecting patron-
age in that State, Smith and Howe have not only espoused a
faulty theory but have based that theory on an assumption that
need not be made.

The theory is faulty for thres reasons. First, it ignores
Oarfieldfts testimony which he wrote immedimtely after the event
to the effect that no trade had been made, Garfield did not

write his diary to record his aelr»daception‘3l

Second, it
stands to reason that the concept of consultation after a

decision has been reached 1s useleas for patronage., The real

3%, ¢, Smith, vol. IX, ppe 1016-17; Howe, pps 119-20.

316:»:101& often records thoughts, sentiments and sctions
which put him in a bad light. Caldwell values the diary highly.
cf. Caldwell, p. 357.
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power in dispensing patronage 1s the ability to suggest men
who should be rewarded sand to limit the nominations for patronage
to those who are conasidered worthy and faithful., This power is
antecedent to decision and Chester Arthur was too shrewd a
politiclan to agree to consultation without having 1t specirfied
just what this vague word meant. Third, the notion is almost
contradictory in itself. Consultation after decision implies
that no real decision had been made, or, if the decision is
a real one, consultetion implies only the giving of time to
acquiesces It is Impoassible to believe that Garfield imegined
that Conkling would acquiesce in all his decisions. If a promise
"to consult our friends”™ had been made, the only loglcal inter-
pretation of that pledge would have been Plattis. The interpre-~
tation of the pledge by both Smith end Howe 1s,; therefore,
faulty; but, what is more, thelr interpretation rests on the une
warranted assumption that Plattts testimony 1a accurates, There
1s, however, no adequate reason to accept Platt'!s teatimony.

There are ssveral reasons why Platt's testimony would not
bs acourete., First, Platt was writing thirty years after the
event. Sescond, it was Platt's interpretation of the conference
ard the supposed bargain made during it that led to the most
spectasular act of Conkling's and Platt's political lives,
thelr resignation from the Senate after President Garfield
refused to withdraw from the floor of the Senate Robertaon's
nomination for the collectorship of the Port of New York.
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It is precisely Platt's resignation that causes doubts,.

Conkling resigned immediately after the President?’s refusal to
withdraw the nomination of Robertscon which had not beoﬁ approved
by Conkling beforehand and which, in fact, the Senator found
most diatnstorul.Ba Platt sulmitted his resignation one day

33 Vice President Arthur, who had been present

after Conkling.
at the conferencs and would have been a party to any bargain made
there, did not resign. He had consulted Platt first concerning
the President's refusal which had been harded to him on the
Senate floor by a special messenger in the presence of both
Conkling and Plntt.Bh It was usuval procedure for Arthur to
consult first with Conkling in any matter regarding New York.
Hence, 1t is indeed likely that Platt, with Arthur's knowledge,
exaggerated CGarfield's compliance with the Stalwart demands at
the conference in the hope of appeasing Gankling.35 When the
erisis resulting from Platt's misinterpretation of the supposed
bargain arose, Arthur, who knew of the misinterpretation and

dared not risk allenating Flatt or Conkling by explaining what

328raan, pp. 665«68,

331b1a 668 1y
es P , Both resignations were forma gsubmitted
on the same aay: Thin priority 1s vehemently denied by Platt.
ef. Platt, pp. 139-58.

BhBreen. p. 665,

BSPiatt and Arthur had hoodwinked Conkling before., Cf.
Chidsey, p. 306.
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he thought had happened at the conferense, gave to FPlatt as much
edvance notice as he could, Fear of Conkling dictated_?lntt's
resignation which was reluctantly submitted to the 3enate, It
is significant to note that Arthur did nothlng to prevent Robert-
son's nomination,.

It seems more than likely that there waes no bargeain made
at the conference on August 5, 18380, Garfileld knew that the
New York Stalwarts would work for him, with or without Conkllnggé
Platt, out of loyalty to hls lesder, heard at the conference
what he wanted to hear and gave a distorted plcture of the hape
penings to Roscoe Conkling as the only way to get Conkling to
work for Garfleld., If Conkling had not worked for Garfield he
would have lost control of the Republican organization in New
York State.

To reject Platt's account of what occurred at the conference
on August 5, 1880 1a not to level the charge of duplicity at him.
The passage 0f years could actually have made him beslieve that a
bargain concerring patronage had been struck. This was, after
all,; the orfficlal explanation of the resignation of his Senate
seat which wes given to the Party in New York. This explanation,
howevers was not acted on by the Republicana in New York State.

36
Pe 117,

Garfield to his dlery, August 5, 1880 quoted in Howe,
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Arthur and Morton, both of whom were present at the conference
did not exert themselves in Platt's behalf during his attempt

31 Thus it s pears that Platt's testimony, al-

at reelection.
though his cheracter need not be mssailed, is not reliable since
contemporaries who were in a position to judge its accuracy did
not believe it. Furthermore, the testimony is given in an
autoblography whose general spirit is hardly derogatory to the
subjeoct of the book. The book repeats an "official” explanation
of Platt's resignation and, in general, enshrouds the former
Senator in the heroic afterglow of martyrdom.

Though it seems reasonable to state that no bargain had been
made on August 5, 1880, the Fifth Avenue Conference was the
turning point of the campaign. From this time on the Republicans
led on by the New York Stalwarts, hammered away at the tariff
issue and Hancock could not answer. His knowledge of even rudi-
mentary economiocs was negligible and Bayard was oalled to silence
the Republican ua:nult.Ba So ludiecrous was the situation that
Thqmuu_KAat drew one of his moat famous cartocons which depicted
Bayard whispering into Hancoock'a ear while the General muttered,
"Who is Tariff and why is he for Revenue only?" It wes a master-
ful plece of satire and was reprinted thousands of times

370:. Conkling, p. 642 for the strained conference which
took place lmmediately before Conkling's trip to Albany to attempt
reelection to the U, S, Senate.

3801&noy. S. Jes pp. 210; 219.
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throughout the oountry.39 The interest of the public had been
caught and the Democrats lost ground quickly. |

Kelly and other prominent Democrats were utterly diagusted
with the way that Barnum had handled the eunpaign.ha The Demo=
crats were caught on the tariff {ssue and recriminstions flew
from faction to faction &s the Party leaders blsmed one or the
other of thelr number for the obvicus mistake in the wording of
the Party platform. Barnum tried to divert attention from the
tariff plank by pouring a stream of ad hominem srguments from the
Democratic press to drown Garfield in scandal. The DeGolyer and
Credit Mobilier scandals were brought once more to light and the
part that Garfield had played in them was magnified out of sll
proportion, Little children delighted in chalking the side-walks
or fences with the number 329, the smount of money that Garfield
supposedly realized from his role in the Credit Mobilier aftair.ul
But in the public eye Credit Mobilier stood for the biggest
swindle of the csntury involving millions of dollars. Garfield's
meager profits looked just like what they were: a last minute
effort to blacken a man's reputation., The children enjoyed it
but they didn't have a vote and the adults who did were unim-
pressed. To all of this vilification Garfield, on the advice of

39A. B, Paine, p. 438.

40c1ancy, Sede, p. 222,

4lca1dwell, pp. 219-232 1s the best sccount of Garfield's
involvement in this scandal.
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Cowles, maintained a policy of leoy nilencc.ha

Two States held early elections in 1880, Maine and Indiana.
Maine was ths Half-Breed stronghold, the home State of James G.
Blaine, the Plumed Knight. William E. Chandler asasured the
Bational Committee that Maine was "safe" and that the Plumed
Knight would deliver many Congressmen for the G‘G.P.hB The
Republican mechinery was working smoothly. Conkling and even
Grant had come to & giant Republican rally et VWarren, Ohio, and
had stumped that State for Garriom.hh Senator Stephen Dorsey
was busy working in Indiana which was considered "very doubtful®
but recognized as vital to the success of the campalgn.

The Democrats took advantage of the over-confidence of the
Republicans and poured men and money into Maine., To the utter
consternation of the Republicans Maine went Democratic. Blaine
was flabbergasted and wrote meekly to the National Committee that
he had underestimated the strength of the Democrats and claimed
that they had flooded the State with tens of thousands of dollars,
had used repeaters and colonized thousands of voters, some of
them even Canadians, in their succesaful drive to capture Re-

publican seats in the Heuao.hs

42rp1a., pp. 296-97.

hBGllROY‘ 31Jl’ Pe 19&0

hhCf. Conkling, ppe 619-20 for the text of Grant's speech.
hSCIanay. Se Jes Poe 1950
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This might have been a pardonable exaggeration but 1t
spurred the Republicans on to a fury of activity in thqir work
to capture Indiana. Garfield finally received the funds he had
asked New York to send to Dorsey but he was not content with
merely passive leadership., He secured funds from the Wisconsin
machine that had helped him get the nomination and urged Rocke~-
feller and other prominent Republican businessmen to exert pres-

sure on their employees to support the Republican tiekat.aé

Large
numbers of negroes appeared in Indianapolis and Terre Haute
immediately before election day and disappeared right after 1t.h7
The Republicans won a hendsome victory in Indlana. 1In a very
true sense their victory in Maine had coat the Democrats stra-
tegic Indiana,

There was another effect of the Democratic victory in
Maine. Chester A, Arthur decided that if the Blaine machine,
which had never before been beaten in Maine, could succumb to
the onslaught of the poorly organized and disgruntled Democrats

the Conkling-Grant machine could most certainly not hold New

h6’rd Ce Smith, vole. II, p. 1025'

u7Th1: 1s Henry Watterson's contention. Cf. Clancyy SeJdes
Pe 199+ For Arthur's famous remarks admitting sharp tactics in
Indiana at e testimonlal dinner for Senator Dorsey given on
February 11, 1880 at Delmonico'’s in New York City of. Howe, pp.
129-30, Over $,00,000 was spent by the Republicans in Indians
alone during the campaign of 1880, Cf. Josephson, p. 300.
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York by mere organizational tactics. Arthur jumped into the
New York Mayoralty contest and stirred up the embers of religious
bigotry. The Republican press in New York City rolled out reams
of accusations against the Cathollic Demccrat candidate for Mayor
of the metropolis, William R, OGrace, Catholica were accused of
plotting to seize the public treasury to support their parochial
achool ayatdm.ha Every effort was made to blacken John Kelly'a
name. The faet that "Honest John" had married the niece of
Cardinal McCloskey was offered as sure proof of the political
allegiance between the Roman hierarchy and the Demooratie Party.hg
Arthur's unscrupulous propaganda was marvelously effective with
the non-Catholle voter even within the ranks of the Democratic
Party 1tself. Thompson, revolting at Kelly's dictatorial rule
of Tammany Hall and atriving to keep control of the Irving Hall
Democracy swung Irving Hall's Protestants solidly behind the
Republican candiénte,ga Having split New York Clty's Democrats,
Arthur felt more secure about a Republican victory in New York
State.

Not to be ocutdone in unethical campalgn tactics, the Demoe

c¢rats published, with Barnum's consent, two weeks before the

48
This is Whitelaw Reid's charge made in the Kew ork Hers L
November 3, 1880. Cf. Clanoy, S. Jeos ps« 288 and Breen, p.

kQThia is Tilden's charge whioh Kelly answered too late in
Thﬂ f@@k T . December 20, 1880, cf. Clancyy Se Jes P 238
1n! Pp' 299‘3020
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nation would go to the polls, the infamous Morey lLetter. This
poor forgery was purported to have been written on Jamary 23,
1880 by Garfield to H, L, Morey, & recently deceasesd resident
of Lynn, Massachusetts., It was written on the official statione
ery of the House of Representatives, carried Garfleld's signa-
ture and read as follows:

Yours in relation to the Chinese problem came dyly to
hend. I take it that the queation of employes a8l
. is only a queation of private and corporate economy, and
individuals or companys /siq/ have the right to buy labor
where they cen get it cheapest., We have a treaty with the

Chinese Government which should be religiously kept until

its provisions are abrogated by the action of the General .

Govermment and I am not prepared to say that it should be

abrogated until our great nnnarteggring interests are

consulted in the matter of labor.- ,

The ciroumstances surrcunding the appearance of the Morey
Letter were most susplcious, Less than a week after the Demo-
eratic debacle in Indisna, Joseph Hart, the publisher of the New
York Truth found the letter placed prominently on his desk. That
same day, October 18, 1880, Hart showed the letter to Abram 3.
Hewitt who pronounced the signature to be gcnuinn.sa On October
19 the New York Iruth announced to its readers that it would
publish a sensational letter of Garfleldts that would greatly

influence the fortheoming election. On October 20 the letter was

syﬁtouimile,in Caldwell, pe. 306a,

2
Clancy, Se Jop» pe 233. Father Clancy, S. J.» provides
the besat treatment of the Morey Letter incident,
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printed.sB Joseph Medill, the publisher of the Chicago Tribune,
sacured a reprint of the letter and sent it to Garfield on
Sk The next day the New York Iruth publlished a face
aimile of the letter and the envelope.”” Barnum had the facsimile

October 21.

run off by the hundreds and sent one copy of it along with a
printed message from himself to every newapaper in the country.
Barnum's blurb which sccompanied the facsimile appeared with the
Morey Letter on the front page of every Democratic newspaper.
Barnum's message was as follows:
The following was published in Tputh this morning,

The letter is authentic. It is Gancrt% Garfield's hand-

writing., Denial 1s worse than useless. It should have

the widest clirculation among all classes, as it urmasks

the Republican hollowness and gypocriny on the labor

question through their chief,5

As soon as the coples of New York Truth were on the streets,
J. W, Simonton telegrsphed the contents of the Morey Letter to
Garflield, Charles A, Dans, even though no friend of Garfield,
accused the Truth of cheap sensationaliasm and declared the letter

a forgery‘57 Garfield took the incldent with surprising calm

5 3;&-. ppe 233~34.
%Mc; Ps 2360
SSM-» s Ps 234,

56m2~ » Pe 234

SYIb;d‘p De 235,
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and confided to his diary that 1t was evidently the purpose of
the Democrats "in their desperation" to seek to wrest the Pacific
coast from the Republicans in the coming elaction.sa On October
22, Garfleld was awakened shortly after midnzght vhy & messenger
who bore a telegram from James Gordon Bemett who reported that
the excitement crested in New York over the Morey Letter demanded
an immediate reply sincs Abram Hewitt had that evening publicly
pronounced the letter to be gonuim.s 9 Carfield, however, wuas
not to be mshed. He actually feared a trap because the Morey
Letter expressed his sentiments on the Chinese immigration
question fairly nccurutely.éc

During the morning of October 22 a copy of the facsimile
arrived at Mentor, and Gearfield, who was waiting for word from

his secretary in Washington as to whether he had ever communicated]

safhrriold to his diary, October 20, 1880 quoted in T. C.
Smith, wvols II, pp. 1039*“0.

Sanrriold to his diary, October 22, 1880 quoted in T. C.
Smith, vols IX, ps 1040,

wGarﬁuld was warned of a trap by Whitelaw Reld. Cf.
Clancys S¢ Js» pe 235, Garfield to his diary October 23‘.‘ 16880
quoted in T, Ce Smith, vole. II, pe 10LO is as follows: I had
the fear that there might have been & letter from Morey and
that FHichol might have answered it without my seeing the letter
or enswer." No less a person than Rose, the banking partner
of Levi P. Morton, was entrusted with the searching of Carfield's
Washington fllea for evidence of correspondence with Morey. Cf.
Te Co Smithy vole II, pe 1040 and Josephaon, pe 290.
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with a Mister Morey in Lynn, immediately recognized the forgery.
He telegraphed Marshall Jewell of the Hational Committee at once
and Medill and Eennett published the déniil.6l On'Mondny. odtober
| 25, five days after the publication of the forgery, the Republican
National Committee sent to all the newspapers a facsimile of a
letter written by Garfield in which he declared the Morey Letter

a forgery., Republican newspspers across the land printed side
by side the facsimiles of the genuine Garfleld letter and the
Morey Letter, The juxtaposition aided an easy comparison which
readily showed how inept the forgery had been. |

It was a disastrous mistake for the Democrats. The Morey
Letter backfired and instead of wimming votes for ths Democrats
it sctually hurt their chances., Some historlans believe, though,
that the Morey Letter cost Garfleld the State of Califcrnia.éB
This 1s hard to believe. Garfield had already made his stand on
Chinese Immigration very clear, He was for restriction but
insisted that the United States negotiate a new treaty with the
Empire of China and not merely abrogate in a unilateral action
the sxisting pact between the two sountries. This stand, already
known and unpopular in Califormnia, was what gave the Morey Letter

6)'?' Ce. &ﬂithg vol. II, Po IOLLOQ
6aclancy. 8s Jes pe 237.

63 bides pe 242+ This was Garfield's own opinion. Cf.
Ty Co Sm s vOl.: II, Do 10&,2.
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crediblility. Those Californians who were opposed to Garfield

because of his views on the Chinese question had made up their
minds, long before the Morey letter, not to vote for him. The
Morey Letter did not cosu Garfleld California, but what it d4id
do was violate the Americsn spirit of fair play. Mudslinging
was expected in an election campaign but the perpetration of a
forgery was looked on as & blow below the belt and publiec ine
dignat lon against the Democrats ran high.éu

Even so, the election was & close one, Arthur's campaign
of religious bigotry had succeeded in reducing the Democratic
ma jority in New York City from an antlicipated 65,000 to
37o377.65 Garfield carried New York by a majority of only
21,033 votos.66 The Democrats had already lost Indiana to the
Republicans in October and although the faithful South delivered
its 138 electoral votes for Hancock, the Democratic plan which
had looked sc foolproof on paper and so easy to accomplish in

convention speeches had failed to materialize. Of all the pow-
tential votes,; 78.4%¥ were cast, a record that has yet to be
equaled in any American presidential alection.67 In the populsr

vote Garfield led by the narrowest of margins, 7,018 voten.68

6uca1duell, ppe. 308«11,
658rean. p. 621,
66Ibid. » Ds 621,

67claney. S.J.s pe 242,

w;bidtg Pe 214-20

—
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In the Electoral College, however, Garfield had 21l votes to 155
for Hancock. New York's thirty-five electoral votes, as had been
predicted time and time agalin, made the difference between
victory and defeat for Hancock.

In four years, however, there would be another election and
all the masters of intra-party poliiics would be gone from the
public scene, save one. Garfield would be dead, killled by an
assaasin's bullet; Conkling, hils political machine in ruins,
would have ended his career in bitterness and disgrace; Arthur,
would be 11l and on the verge of death. John Kelly, though,
would be much in evidence. He would bolt the Democratic Party
and his action would be the ruin of the old Tammany Hall but
it would be the opening of & new political era dominated by a

6
new master of intra<party politics, Richard Croker. ?

égstoddnrd. p. 66,
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