








regardless of pressures from the majority of 
their colleagues.^^ 

The second and more fateful decision 
was the agreement by the leaders of the 
Douglas forces to the opposition plan of 
drawing up the platform before making 
nominations. Thus the crucial battle in the 
convention developed over the statement of 
principles rather than about the nominee. 
The platform committee labored for two 
days and two nights, only to emerge with 
three separate reports on the morning of 
the convention's fifth day. The majority re
port represented the Southern position, up
holding the duty of the federal government 
to protect slavery in the territories. Douglas 
had clearly stated that he would never run 
on this plank, but as the day passed and 
various compromises were suggested, it be-
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came clear that he would be satisfied with 
almost anything else. One lone member of 
the platform committee advocated simply 
reaffirming the Cincinnati platform, agreed 
upon four years earher, and as the' wran
gling continued, he gained support from the 
members representing New Jersey and In
diana and, for a brief time, from Cavanaugh 
of Minnesota. In a vote on this proposal the 
Minnesota delegation split, the three un
committed members favoring it and the 
five Douglas delegates, including Cava
naugh, who was listed as one of its sponsors, 
opposing it.i^ 

The decisive vote, taken on the seventh 
day of the convention, approved the minor
ity report of the platform committee. This 
included a reaffirmation of the ambiguous 
Cincinnati platform plus a statement which 
in effect referred the doctrine of squatter 
sovereignty to the Supreme Court for de
cision. Minnesota voted as a unit for this 
platform, which carried the convention 165 
to 138," 

A bloc of Southern states, including Ala
bama, Mississippi, Louisiana, South Caro
lina, Florida, and Texas, was determined to 
withdraw at this point, having failed to se-
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cure a positive proslavery platform. In a 
final effort to prevent the disruption of the 
convention and of the party, the Douglas 
forces agreed to drop the reference to the 
Supreme Court and to readopt the Cincin
nati platform as it stood. Again the Minne
sota delegation was unanimously in favor 
of the proposition. 

Even this step, however, did not prevent 
the break. Leroy P. Walker of Alabama 
read a statement protesting the convention's 
denial of Southern rights and then led his 
delegation out of the hall. Delegates from 
the other five proslavery states joined the 
procession and assembled for their own 
convention in another hall, assuming the 
name "Constitutional Democrats." Later 
they were joined by some delegates from 
Arkansas, Missouri, Virginia, Georgia, and 
Delaware.!^ 

The way now seemed clear for Douglas ' 
nomination, since his group easily com
manded a two-thirds majority of the re
maining delegates. The representatives of 
the border states and of New York, how
ever, were determined that the door should 
not be shut on further chances of compro
mise, A delegate from Tennessee proposed 
a rule that the nomination should require 
not only a two-thirds vote of those present, 
but two-thirds of the original convention. 
After long debate the motion was passed 
by a vote of 141 to 112. I t was at this point 
that the first vital spht occurred in the Min
nesota delegation, Becker, Fridley, and Ed
gerton voting for the proposition, and the 
five remaining members opposing it bit
terly. 

As the followers of Douglas had feared, 
this action prevented his nomination, Min
nesota voted unanimously for the Little 
Giant through the ninth ballot. Then Ed
gerton and Fridley broke ranks and voted 
for Andrew Johnson of Tennessee. When 
Johnson's name was withdrawn on the thir
ty-seventh ballot, the two Minnesotans 
switched their support to Daniel S. Dickin
son of New York, As ballot followed ballot 
and still a victor failed to emerge under 

the two-thirds rule, the convention dele
gates began to reahze that their continued 
efforts would be futile. A move for ad
journment was proposed and soon gained 
strength. On the eighth day, after fifty-
seven ballots had ended in deadlock, the 
delegates adjourned for six weeks, and 
planned to reconvene in Baltimore on June 
18. On hearing this news, the Southern 
bolters at Charleston agreed to meet a 
week earher in Richmond.'** 

AFTER the Charleston parley adjourned, 
Sibley spent a week in New York and the 
other Minnesota delegates went home, trav
ehng in separate groups. Upon arriving in 
St. Paul, Gorman addressed a spirited rally 
at Concert Hall on May 12. Following a 
fifty-seven gun salute, the delegation leader 
praised the actions of his faction and con
demned Becker, Fridley, and Edgerton. 
The rally closed by approving the action 
of the Douglas 'wing and by singing: 

Secessionists may fly the track. 
Yet well stand firm and true 
And our old friends will welcome back 
When they their faith renew. 
With Douglas as our candidate 
Our candidate, our candidate. 
And hail it with a loud hurrah. 
Hurrah! hurrah! hurrah! hurrah! 
But DAMN those who misrepresent 
Our choice for the next President, President, 
Our choice for the next President.''^ 

In June the Minnesota delegation, with 
Robertson substituting for Phelps who had 
become ill, went to Baltimore for the show
down. At the convention, Sibley continued 
as Minnesota's representative on the cre
dentials committee. The work of that group, 
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which reported on the fourth day, tipped 
the balance to Douglas. Since the conven
tion had been adjourned from Charleston 
to Baltimore "for the purpose of filling up 
the delegations from those States who se-
ceeded at the former place," the committee 
refused to accept any delegates from bolt
ing states who had not been elected specifi
cally to appear at Baltimore. All the states 
in question except South Carolina had held 
new conventions, and though in many cases 
the original Charleston delegates had sim
ply been re-elected, their credentials were 
not on this account ruled invalid. In sev
eral cases, notably those of Louisiana and 
Alabama, rival conventions had been held, 
one dominated by the seceders and one by 
the free-soilers. There, the pro-Douglas cre
dentials committee tried in various ways to 
solve the problem of admitting friends and 
excluding enemies. It ruled that in con
tested cases the delegation which had cre
dentials directed exclusively to the Balti
more convention should take precedence. 
Some Southern groups held credentials 
which authorized their appearance at both 
Richmond and Baltimore. The committee 
also decreed that the delegation which en
dorsed the Charleston platform "without 
any alteration" should be given the prefer
ence.'* 

Sibley, participating freely in the com
mittee debates, proposed on June 19 "that 
the rules of the convention are the rules of 
the committee in contested cases." He also 
appears to have been largely responsible 
for the compromise solutions reached in the 
cases of Arkansas and Georgia, whereby 
both newcomers and seceders were seated 
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and the states' votes divided between 
them.'" 

The committee presented two reports to 
the convention. That of the majority pro
posed to seat the original delegations of 
Texas, Mississippi, and Delaware, to divide 
the seats of Georgia and Arkansas, and to 
seat the free-soil delegations from Alabama 
and Louisiana. The minority report called 
for readmission of all the bolting delegates 
on the grounds that they had never in fact 
resigned from the convention. The majority 
report was adopted by a decisive vote, and 
almost immediately the Virginia delegation 
announced that it would withdraw. It was 
followed by delegates from North Caro
hna, Tennessee, Maryland, California, and 
Oregon. By Saturday, June 23, only a hand
ful of anti-Douglas delegates remained. On 
the second ballot for the presidential nomi
nation, Douglas received substantially more 
than a two-thirds majority and became the 
party's candidate. Becker, Edgerton, and 
Fridley had left the convention before the 
voting began. They joined the other bolters, 
meeting in another hall to nominate John 
C. Breckinridge of Kentucky as their presi
dential candidate.^" 

Thus the rift in the national Democratic 
party also divided the Minnesota organiza
tion. Douglas and Breckinridge factions 
throughout the state campaigned against 
one another as well as against Lincoln, the 
Repubhcan nominee, during the autumn 
months of 1860. The filial outcome was not 
surprising: 22,069 Minnesotans voted for 
Lincoln and 11,920 for Douglas, while 
Breckinridge received a scant 748 ballots.2' 

The Repubhcans doubtless would have 
swept the North Star State regardless of 
the Democratic rift. The election, however, 
thoroughly demoralized the state Demo
cratic party. Just as the failure of the 
national leaders to compromise their differ
ences at Charleston and Baltimore contrib
uted to the secession of the Southern states 
in 1861, so the refusal of Minnesota Demo
crats to unite helped to mark the end of their 
early domination of state politics. 
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