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Introduction

When the returns of the election of 1860 left no doubt that
Abraham Lincoln had been elected Presgident of the United States,
political leaders in many areas of the South immediatelyﬂproceeded to
carry out thelr threats of secession., The legislature of South Carclina
nnanimously passed a resulution providing for the popular election of
a "gsovereignty” convention. By December 20, 1860, the conventlon had
met, a declaration had been passed that the union between South
Carolina and the United States was at an end, and an appeal wag made to
the other southern states to unite and form a "Confederacy of Slave~
holding States.”l During this period the Gulf States were moving in
the same direction. Senator Jeffeson Davig of Mississippi, writing
on Novewber 10, 1860, emphasized that the planting states had "a common
interest of such magnitude that their union, sooner or later for the
protection of that interest,” was certain.2 The future President of
the Confederate States of America wag to be proven correct in his

prediction. By February 1, 1861, seven southern states had passed

Lpddress of the People of South Carolina Aggembled in Convention to
the People of the Slaveholding States of the United States (Charleston,
1860), 15-16,

2

Jeffergson Davis to R. B. Rhett Jr., November 10, 1860 in Dunbar Rowland,
ed., Jefferson Davig, Congtitutionalist: His Ieters, Papers and
Speeches (10 vols., Jackson, 1923), IV, 542,




ordinances dissolving their bonds with the federal union, and by the

middle of that month a Confederate government was formally established.3

Throughout this entire period, the people in the region from

Virginia and North Carolina to Missouri and Arkansas were in serious

disagreement over the course thelr respective gstates should pursue.

The idea that this vast area might soon be catapulted into war by the

impulsive actions of the lower South, while pleasing some, filled the
hearts and minds of a considerable number of border state southerners
with the deepest anxiety. Many in this latter group were opposed to

secessién and were to wage a vallant struggle against the dissolution

of the Union, At first, these "unionists" or "conservatives™ in the

upper South concentrated their attention on the ways and means of
preventing the Gulf States from geceding. After their secession, the
unionist sympathizers sgupported a nuumber of compromise meagures in an
attempt to restore the cotton states to the Union, Events moved at a
rapid pace and by the end of January 1861, the secesgionist elements
in the border South brought tremendous pressure 1o bear on their state

officials to take measures which would finally bring about disunion.

3James F. Rhodes, History of the United States 1850-1877 (8 vols.,

New York, 1910), III, 272, 294, Mississippi, Florida, Alabama, Georgla,
Louisiana, and Texas was the order in which the states passed ordinances
of secesgion., The dates were respectively Januwary 9, 10, 11, 19, 26,
and Februvary 1. Texas did not formally secede until its secession
ordinance was ratified by the people on February 23.

hThe_ terms "unionist' or "conservative" are somewhat confusing, since

there were many gradations of opinion between those opposed to disunion
in the upper South, For the purpose of this study, the terms "unionist"
or "conservative" will be used to include all factions who remained loyal,
or who opposed secession, at least up to the middle of April, 1861, at
which time the bombardment of Fort Sumber had occurred. A more technical
-definition will be presented later.




Thege measures were: first; the calling of the legislatures in special
geggions, and secondly, the provision by the legislature for the

calling of special conventioné for the purpose of considering the problem
of secesgion. As a result of these developments, the conservatives in
the upper South shifted their attention to the more pressing problem of

" holding their own states ‘o thelr allegiance.

The posgibility that the Union might be permanently broken into
two separate nations between which the people of the upper South wéuld
have to choose, opened the way for an extensive dlscussion of secession
in all the border slave states. The nucleus of these debates was to

take place either in the specially called sessions of the legislétures or
in the popularly elected conventions. The conservatives marshalled thelr
forces and fervently worked against secession, Each phase of'this
explogive problem was fully explored by the unionists, both within the
specially constituted assemblages, and throughout each of the individual
statea., Economic factors, constitutlonal issues, nationalist sympathies,
international complications, and the strong possibility of war were Jjust
geveral areas that were widely debated by the conservatives in thelr
gtruggle to oppose the secession of their respective states.

Eventually four of the states of the upper South, Virginia, North
Carolina, Arkansas, and Tennessee were to secede by the summer of 1861,
and two otherg, Missourl and Xentucky were to fight viclous intra-state
civil wars. The major objecﬁive of this study will be to determine the
ldentity and the motives of the conservative groups in two of these border

gtates, Virginia and North Carolina, Although a focus will be placed




primarily upon the period from November 1860 to June 1861, reference
inevitably will be made to the decade -of the 1850's. The two states
and their unionist factions will be individually analyzed, beginning
with the "0ld Dominion® and then moving due south to the "0ld North

State.”




Chapter T

The 014 Dominion: Prologue to Convention

In the secession crisis of 1860-1861, Virginia's course of action
wag of momentous importance to both the North and South. In addition to
being the wealthiest and most heavily populated of all the slave gtates,
the O0ld Dominion's geographical location was strategically significant
in cage of a posgsible armed conflict between the two sections. The
gtate extended from the Atlantic to the Ohio River, touching upon the
free gtates of Penngylvania and Ohio in the northwest and upon the
nation's capital in the north. As a member of the Southern Confederacy,
Virginia would be able to offer fhe South a route of invasion into the
North, or a possible defensive front against a Unlon attack. If she
remained loyal, Virginia would be a formidable obstacle to any southern
attempt to attack the capital as well as provide a channel of lnvasion
into the Confederacy. Most imporitant of all was the 0ld Dominion’s
_prestige and influence within the Union, and especially with the states
of the upper South. It was generally conceded that if Virginia 4id
not secede, North Carolina, Kentucky, Tennessee, Arkansas, and Missouril
would probably remain in the Union, and as a result confine the move-
ment for a southern Confederacy to the cotton states of the lower
South.

Although Abraham Lincoln in the election of 1860 had received only

a little more than one percent of the vote of the entire state of




Virginia,l the majority of the people in the commonwealth felt that the

election of the Republican candidate was not a necessary cause for

gecesgion. A special dispatch received by the New York Timesg from its

correspondent in Richmond indicated that the election returns hag

caused very little consternation among the people in that city, and

that the vast majority saw no prospect of gecession or disunion.2 A

gimilar report was received by the New York Herald from their special

corregpondent in Petersburg. He telegraphed that the feeling in that

city on Iincoln's election had been far legs excited than was anticipated

before the election., "Virginia will join any secession or disunion
scheme with great reluctance,” he added, "now that the terrible issue is
brought nearly down to the point of action."3 A brief review of the

opinions expressed by the press, county meetings, and political leaders

wlll indicate how strongly attached to the Union most Virginians actually

were at this tine.

With the exception of the Richmond Enquirer which considered

Lincoln's election ag a "declaration of»war,”h the majority of leading

newspapersg in Richmond and throughout the state did not congider the

election a sufficient cause for separation. Most of these newspapers

1Tn the election Bell carried the state with 74,68l votes, and Breckinridge
ran an extremely close second, receiving Th,323 votes. Douglas received
16,290 votes, and Lincoln, 1,929 votes. Ollinger Crenshaw, The Slave
States in the Presidential Election of 1860 (Baltimore, 1945), 197.

2New York Times, November 12, 1860.
3New York Herald, November 9, 1860.

4R1 chmona Enguirer, November 19, 1860.




hagd supported Bell and Douglas in the campaign and were generally
oppoged to secession--at leagst until ILincoln violated in some way the

congtitution. The Portsmouth Transcript emphasized that Virginia

should remain in the Union for the present time since the Republicans
would not be able to repeal the fugitive slave law or adopt any other
hogtile legislation, since both branches of the next Congress were
inimical to the adgministration.” A strong unionist paper, the
Charlottesville Review, was decidedly opposed to a dissolution of the
Union, and condemned South Carolina's prbposed action on the grounds
that the Palmetto State was pushing matters as rapidly as possible,
and not providing any time for deliberation and comprOmise.6 The

influential Richmond Times Dlspatch advised thelr readers to wait and

try to preserve the Union, “and hope that in four years by calumly
awalting events a greét revolution may take place in public sentiment
in the North, and we should agalin have national pariies preddminating
there which shall be in correspondence and sympathy with the same
partles in the South, and that the harmony and fraternal regard of
the two divisions of the Union will be happily restored....”!

A more accurate ingight into the‘sentiment of the people of Virginia

at the time of the election can be obtalned from an analysis of the

SPortsmouth Transcript, November 10, 1860, in Richmond Times Dispatch,
November 12, 1860.

P
SCharlottesville Review, November 23, 1860, in Dwight L. Dumond,
Southern Editorials on Secession (New York, 1931L), 263.

TRichmond Times Dispatch, November 9, 1860.




regolutions drawn up in the county meetings. These gatherings were, to
a large degree, non-partisan and took place in most sections of the
state., Some resolves deplored the election of Lincoln as a terrible
misfortune. Nevertheless, most of them held that the election itself
wasg not a sufficient cause for separation. The counties in the

western portion of the state, and especially in the northwest, generally
‘expressed extreme hostility to secession, while those east of the Blue
Ridge Mountains were less hogtile to disunion as a posgible course of
action, although they remained opposed to it at this time., Although
they were opposed to him in principle, the citizens of Preston County
in the northwest were willing to give Lincoln a fair trial, and adopted
resolutions opposing disunion. The secessionist-oriented Richmond
Enguirer denounced them as submissionists.g The citizens of Page County
in the north central part of the state, adopted a series of conservative
resolutions deprecating the present condition of the country, and
counselling moderation and prudence.9 Alexander H., H. Stuart--a former
Whig Congressman, Secretary of the Interior during Fillwmore's Adwministra-
tion, and a fiery unionist-presided over a meeting in Augusta County,
located in the central portion of the Old Dominion, at which resolutions
were adopted condemning secession as a remedy for the existing conditions
of ‘the country.lo A meeting was held, "without distinction of party,”

in neighboring Bath County, at which time a petition was signed declaring

8New York Times, November 21, 1860. See Map I in Appendix A for the
geographical location of the Virginia counties in 1860.

9Richmond Times Dispatch, December 3, 1860.
101pia., November 29, 1860.




the simple fact of Lincoln's election not sufficient cause for a dis-

L 7he county meetings east of the Blue Ridge,

solution of the Union.
while not so intensely hostile to the idea of secession, generally did
not consider it the right time for that course of action. Many county
assemblies in the east favored cooperation with the other border states
as the proper means for gaining guarantees from the North.12
In addition to the press and county méetings, the majority of

individual public leaders expressed the bellef that the election of the
Republican candidate was not a cause for the geparation of the Union.
John Minor Botts, an old line Whig of the Henry Clay School, a congres-
gional representative from Virginia in the 1840's, and a unionist who
remained loyal, stressed that the election was no possible cause for

secession, and that disunion would result in economic dislocation since

non-intercourse with the North and West would follow to a large extent,

Powerful in bulld, aggressive, and often violent in speech,13 Botts
insisted that the system of canals and railroads congtructed for commerce
with the West would be useless, and that a heavy tex would have to be
levied to pay off the tremendous internal improvements debt.lh The

economic disadvantages of secession were to emerge again and again in

llNew York Daily Tribune, November 22, 186€0.

127ames C. McGregor, The Disruption of Virginia (New York, 1922), 102.

13pictionary of American Biography (22 vols., New York, 1929-1958), 1I,
LW72,

1hClyde C. Webster, "John Minor Botts, Anti-Secessionist,” Richmond
College Higtorical Papers, I (June, 1915), 27.




the conservatives' arguments opposing secesgsion. An influential
Presbyterian Minister residing in Richmond, Robert L. Dabney, congidered

Tincoln's election "no proper casus belli, least of all for immediate

geparate gsecession, which could never be the right way under any cir-
cumstances.”? William C. Rives, a former Senator from Virginia,
writing on December 8, 1860, condemned those who thought that the
election was a signal to proceed with secession:
Shall we rush at once to a dissolution of our compact

of Union; tear down the pillars of the temple which contains
the precious deposits of our rights and liberties, and bury
ourgelves, for a time at least, in one common ruln with our

deluded or offending confederates? This would seem to be the
course of desperation and blindness, not of reason and

deliberat10n.l6

In reply to the people of Essex County for his views on the election of
Iincoln, United States Senator Robert M. T. Hunter counselled delay

and moderation in the course of action for Virginia. Although he

ghared the aggressive attitude of Jefferson Davis and Robert Toombs
régarding the property rights of slaveholders in the territories,

Hunter nevertheless, at this time stated that he would not desire to
 break up the Union and would make any personal sacrifice to preserve it.
The future Confederate Secretary of State and Senator advocated a

conference among the southern states "to agree upon such guarantees

L5Robert L. Dabney to Moses D. Hoge, January 4, 1861l in Thomas Cary
Johnson, The ILife and Letters of Robert Lewis Daebney (Richmond, 1903),
222,

L6yi11iam C. Rives to Alexander R. Boteler, December 8, 1860, in
New York Herald, December 19, 1860.
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ag in their opinion will secure their equality and their rights within
the Union,"L7

As a result of thls survey bf.the sentiments expressed by the press,
county meetings, and public leaders, it is safe to conclude that a
considerable ﬁajority of the people in Virginia at the time of Iincoln's
election were conservative in their thinking, and were definitely opposed
to secession as a posgible course of action., Along with this prevailing
gsentiment for delay and moderation, the conservatives of Virginia
offered various plang for obtaining redress.

Alfhough the proposal for an agsewbly of representatives from all
the gouthern states was not granted much congideration, the igea of a
border states conference was suggested quite frequently. In western
Virginia the feeling seemed to prevail that the safety of Virginia lay
in an agreement of some kind with the states of the upper South, It did
not neceggarily have to be a formal alliance, "but some kind of under-

gtanding that they should all stand together to resigt alike the usurpations

of the Northern Union and the importunities of the Southern Confederacy.”lg'

Former President John Tyler, writing to Caleb Cushing, thought "that a
consultation between the Border States, free and sglaveholding, might lead

to adjustnent, ;t would embrace 8ix on each side....When all things

LTRobert M. T. Hunter to James R. Micou, Thomag Croxton, and others,
December 10, 1860, in Charles Ambler, ed., The Correspondence of Robert
M, T. Hunter 1826-1876, in American Historical Association, Annual Report,
1916 (Washington, 1918), 344-345, Henry H. Simmg, Life of Robert M. T.
Hunter; A Study in Sectionalism and Secession (Richmond, 1935), L66-170.

lSMcGregor, The Disruption of Virginia, 101,
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else have failed, this might be tried. It would be a dernier regort,”-9

Many congservative groups also proposed a "National Peace Convention,*
Large unionist meetings throughout the state, such as the one in Norfolk,
pagsed resolutions recommending the holding of such a convention.eo

The national convention was eventually to be held in February 1861, and
‘the border‘states conference was practically agreed to when the firing

on Fort Sumbter had occurred.

The conservatives in Virginia also appealed directly to the people
of the Norﬁh To impose gome kind of curb on the actions of their section,
and to provide some assistance in helping to stem the tide toward
secegslon. In a public letter to a Pennsylvanian, Virginia's conservative
governor, John Letcher, urged the repeal of their personal liberty laws.
According to Ietcher, this action would illustrate to the South that

the North really desired the preservation of the Union. He emphagized

that it was the duty for every conservative northerner to "allay the
excitement now existing, to restore concord and fraternal feeling, and

to retrieve lost confidence between the sections,..."@l .

The only positive action taken during this period within the gtate,

wasg thg calling of the legislature into special sessgion by Governor

Letcher. Although there was some opposition by conservative groups to

1950hn Tyler to caleb Cughing, December 1k, 1860, in Iyon G. Tyler,
The Ietters and Times of the Tylers (2 vols., Richmond, 1885), 11, 577.

20New York Times, December 22, 1860.

lyey vork Dally Tribune, November 22, December 1, 1860.
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22 the majority of the people, both seces-

‘the &overnor's proclamation,
sionigts and unionists, tended to approve or at least did not demonsirate
disapproval of his action., With January 7 set as the date for the
convening of the special session of the state legislature, congervative
attention at the beginning of December shifted to Washington where
Congress had Just convened. Since there were many conservatives in
Congress, unionists in Virginia hoped that the troubles confronting the
country could be settled by a compromise similar to that of 1850,
On December 5, Senator Powell of Kentucky introduced a resolution
providing for the establishment of a special Committee of Thirteen,
and granting to that body the power to offer any recommendations on the
disturbed condition of the countfy that it might think necessary for
federal legislation or constitutional amendments.23 The resdlution
vas passed on December 18, and two days later the members of the select
committee were announced.eu The committee included such prominent
senators as Davis, Toombs, Hunter, Crittenden, Douglas, and Seward.
_Bessentially, the committee concerned itself with the proposal of

Senator John Crittenden of Kentucky, which in capsule form provided

for the extension of the Misgouri compromise line to the Pacific.

22P, Gerald Ham, ed., "The Mind of a Copperhead: Ietters of John J.
Davis on the Secession Crisls and Statehood Politics in Western Virginia,
1860-1862," West Virginia Higtory, XXIV (Jamuary, 1963), 95.

237he Congressional Globe: Contalning the Debateg and Proceedings of the
Second Segsion of the Thirty-Sixth Congress (Washington, 186l), 19.

M1pig., 158.




Using the Crittenden Compromise as its basis for negotiation, the
Committee proposed a number of amendments. With the exception of two, *
all the proposed amendments were defeated by the adverse vote of the
Republicans.25 The two which pagsed and secured their approval were
the last two resolutions dealing with the fees of commissioners, and
ihe effectiveness of the suppression of the African slave trade.26
After a careful study of the Committee of Thirteen, one historian has
concluded that the Republican action in the committee was undoubtedly
the cause of its failure.='

On December %, Alexander Boteler, a Princeton graduate and Whig

Representative from.Virginia,28

introduced a resolution into the

House calling for the formation of a special committee of one from

each state, to consider the "present perilous condition of the ooﬁntry.“29
The proposal was passed by a vote of 145 to 38, and two days later the
Cormittee of Thirty-Three was snnounced .30 vThe commititee was no more
successful than the Senate Committee of Thirteen. Thomas Corwin was

appointed as chairman, and wherever possible membera of the Republican

party were appointed to the committee, It was also quite evident that

25¢1inton Everett Knox, "The Possibilities of Compromise in the Senate
Committee of Thirteen and the Regponsibility for Failure,” The Journal
of Negro History, XVII (October, 1932), L52.

261p1g., 453
27 ”

- camaeeere———

28pi ctionary of Arericen Biography, II, L67.

Ibid., 465.

29Congressional Globe, 36 Cong., 2 Sess., 6.

3O1pid., 22.




in the selection of southern members, the followers of Douglas were
given preference over the supporters of Breckinridge.3l Consequently,
as Dwight Dumond has concluded, the Republicans were "in complete
control of the committee, and converted it into a graveyard for every
proposal of compromise and conciliation introduced into the Houge of
Representatives."32

The obstinance of the Republicans in Congress and the impending
failure of the select committees had a very gignificant effect upon
the secession crisis in Virginia. It certainly provided the Virginia
seceggionists with ammunition in order to illustrate to the people
the reluctance of the "Black Republicans"” to compromise. As a
result, the failure to com@romise in Washington greatly weakened the
unionist position in the 0ld DOminion.33

The courge of events in the lower South was also guite discouraging
to the Virginia congervatives. On December 20, the South Carolina con-
vention had passed an ordinance of secession, Most unionists in
Virginia had from the first condemhed the attitude and actions of the
Palwetto State. Dabney regarded South Carolina as a "little impudent
vixon,” and "as great a pest as the Abolitionists.” If he was to have
his wa&, he wag willing to let the North *whip” South Carolina, if

"they would only do it by sea, and not pester us. "3 Botts believed

3lgwight L. Dumond, The Secession Movement, 1860-1861 (New York, 1931),
156,

3°1pia., 157.

33Henry T. Shanks, The Secegsion Movement in Virginia, 1847-1861 (Richmond,
193k), 13k.

34sohngon, Iife of Debney, 215.




that South Carolina was responsible for disturbing the peace for the
past three decades, and was not worth bringing back into the tnion,3?
The Charlottesville Review was of the opinion that the Palmetto State

had "precipitately thrown down the bulwarks of the Union, and in-

augurated on her own responsibility, revolution and anarchy.“36

Admitting the right of South Carolina to secede from the Union, the
Petersburg Express, nevertheless maintained that the state had Yacted
with a precipitancy, a levity, and an indiscretion wholly lrrecon-

cilable with the responsibilities and obligations involved in the cage,"37
In the West, leading newspapers were threatening a divigion of the state
if Virginia should follow South Carolina's course of action. While
emphasizing western Virginia's determination to remain loyal under all

circumstances, the editor of the Wheeling Daily Intelligencer discussed

geveral differences between the eastern and western sections of the

state:

The capitol of the State, Richmond, is a far off place
where there is little that is common to us of Western Virginia.
How could a country, possessing geographical features so wholly
different from this, and in which are nearly half a wmillion
glaves, be very sympathetic with us? Manifestly, it is impos-
sible....If secession is pleaging and profitable for Eastern
Virginia, and she is persuaded that her future lies in a Cotton
Confederacy, let her go--but let her understand that she goes
without the Wést.sg

35John Minor Botts, The Great Rebellion: Tts Secret History, Rise,
Progress, and Disagtrous Failure (New York, 1866), 23k.

36cnarlottesville Review, January 4, 1861, in Dumond, Southern
Editorialg on Secesgion, 389.

3Tpetersburg Express, December 22, 1860, in Richmond Times Dispatch,
December 2, 1860.

36Wheeling Deily Inmtelligencer, December 28, 1860, in Howard C. Perkins,
Northern Editorials on Secesgion (2 vols., New York, 1942), II, 898-899.
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On January 4, 1861, the "National Fast Dey” urged by President Buchanan
wag observed in many of the major counties and towns of Virginia, In
Richmond all business was suspended, and most of the churches were

opened., In Petersburg, a special corregpondent for the New York Times

wrote that it was the most solemn day ever witnessed in the history of
that city.39 Three days later, the speclal sesgion of the state legis-
lature convened in Richmongd.

The circumstances under which the leglslature assembled were
decidedly unfavorable to the cause of the Union. The failure of the
congregsional committees, the secegsion of South Carolina, and the gis-
unionist activities in the Gulf States definitely strengthened the
secegglonist position. In addition Richmond, unlike the great southern
comnercial centers of Louisville, St. Louls, and New Orleans, was
generally a city with secessionist leanings.uo The legislature itself
did not offer much coumsolation to thoge opposed to dlsunion., The
Virginia Assembly was composed of members elected in the spring of
1859, and consequently could not be regarded as qualified to represent
the sentiment of the people on the existing crisis., Tts radicalism

was quite evident, since sixty-two percent of its members were

Democrats, and mogt of these were supporters of Breckinridge.hl A

newspaper correspondent regarded the legislature as "a pestilent body--

39%ew York Times, January 5, 1861,

%OBaward Smith, The Borderland in the Clvil War (New York, 1927),
166, v v

h]'Shanks, Secegsion in Virginia, 1k2,
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elected two years ago--not representing the conservative sentiment of
the State at all, but loving secesgion for its own sake and wickedly
agitating for its accomplishmenx."he
When the leglslature met on January 7, Governor John Letcher, a
supporter of Douglas in the presidential election and a strong con-
servative, delivered his message to the assembled body. He declared
that the wealth of Virginia had increased far beyond all expectation,
and that it was melancholy to think that all was "now to be sacrificed
upon the altar of passion.”h3 Bitterly rebuking the governors of
Mississippl and South Carolina for their disunionist proposals, and
gternly condemning the North for its intolerant legislation, he proposed
a swmoning of all the states so "that a freé and full conference may
be had between the representatives of the people,...If such a convention
shall asgemble, and after free and full consultation and comparigon of
opinions they shall find that the differences between the glaveholding
and nonrslavehoiding states are irreconcilable, let them consider the

question of peaceable separation...”hh - In reference to the calling

of a state convention, Ietcher declared his opposition and stated that

he could not see any good practical result that could be accomplished.u5
Some indication of the legislature's reaction to Letcher'skmessage can
be seen by their refusal to accept more than one of his major

recommendations, which was the calling of a "National Peace Convention,”

h2yew York Pimes, april 10, 186L.

uéMessage of the Governor of Virginia and Accompanying Documents (Richmond,
186L), v.

Mhiopig,, vi.

45114., xviii-xix,




The special gsegsion of the Virginia Assembly concerned itself
essentially with four major issues: (1) the defense of the state; (2)
the issue of "coercion”; (3) the summoning of a state convention; and
(4) the calling of a national comvention. Both con;ervatives and
geceggionigts favored increasing the military strength of Virginia. As
a result, an overwhelming majority immediately agreed to the appropriating
of one million dollars for the purchase of arms and munitions, and for
the establishment of arsenals in different parts of the state.h6

In congidering the issue of coercion, the views of a majority of the
members of the Assembly were definitely in conflict with those of
Governor Letcher and other conservatives. On the second day of the
gession, the House adopted a resolution which proclaimed that they
were unalterably oppbsed to any attempt on the part of the federal
government to coerce a seceded state into reunion or submigsion, and
that they would resist such an action by all the means in thelr power.h7

A gimilar resolution was adopted in the Senate.u8 After the passage of

h6Acts of the General Assembly of the State of Virginia, Pasged in
1861, in the Eighty-Fifty Year of the Commonwealth (Richmond:
William F. Ritchie, 186l1), p. 28, Journal of the House of Delegates
of the State of Virginia, for the Extra Segsion, 1861 (Richmond, 1861),
92.

4rournal of the Virginia House of Delegates, 1861, 9-10.

h8Journal of the Senate of the Commonwealth of Virginia: Begun and
Held at the Capitol in the City of Richmond, on Monday, The Seventh
Day of Janvary, in the Year One Thousand and Sixty-One, Beginning the
Eighty-Fifth Year of the Commonwealth (Richmond, 186l), 49-50.
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thege resoltuions, one of the delegates feared that the Union was
“:3.r:c'e't;rievafb].y'gone.“h‘9

More important than these military and "coercion” measures, wasg the
convention bill, the major reason why many had originally urged the
calling of the legiglature into gpecial segsion. Although there was
gome oppogition to a gpecial convention,5o mogt Virginians, secessionlsts
ag well as a considerable number of coﬁservatives, favored the calling
of such a body. Secessionists in Shenandoah, Amelia, and Frederick
Counties, as well as the cities of Petersburg, Williamsburg,sl and
Richmond52 had demanded the swmmoning of a special state convention.
Many congervatives algo applied éxternal pregsure for the calling of a
state convention.53 Thoge in the northwestern section generally
advocated its being held, so that it might give them a means of gaining

5h

tax reforn. In response to this demand, a motion was adopted to

appoint a committee of fifteen to report a bill providing for a

49 ames . Walmsley, ed., "The Change of Secession Sentiment in Virginia
in 1861," American Historical Review, XXXI, (October, 1925), p. 83.

201n adaition to Governor Letcher, John Minor Botts was algo fervently
opposed to the calling of a state convention. New York Times, December
11, 1860. The only county which appeared to express any hostility
toward the summoning of a convention was Harrison County in the north-
west. Ham, "The Mind of a Copperhead,” 93.

°1Ri chmond Times Digpatch, November 16, 29, December 20, 3, 22, 1860,

52N¢w York Times, December 29, 1860.

23New York Herald, Deceuber 22, 1860,

5”Shanks, Seceggion in Virginia, 148, The delegates to the convention
from the northwest did eventually introduce tax reform measures. See
Journal of the Acts and Proceedings of a General Convention of the State
of Virginia Asgembled at Richmond, on Wednesgday, the Thirteenth Day of
February, Eighteen Hundred and Sixty-One (Richmong, 186l), 150.




convention of the people.55 On January 1lh, the committee recommended
that an election for delegates to a convention should be held on
February 4, and that the state convention should convene on February
13.56 The only important controversy in connection with the pagsage
of this bill wasg the question of referring the decision of the convention
to the people before its ordinances became binding. The congervatives
and esgpecially those in the northwest were firmly in favor of the
"peference” clause, while the most radical secessionists were opposed.
The Richmond Enguirer insisted that the clause would mean a delay of
action.”! In gpite of the opposition of the secessionists, the clause
wag finally adopted by the Senate. After heated debate it wag algo
approved in the Houge by a vote of seventy-seven to sixty-two.58

The only other major victory for the conservatives in the legislature
was the adoption of their resolution providing for a "National Peace
Convention.” Receiving encouragement from Seward and other northern

politicians, in addition to Governor Ietcher, the conservatives were

able to push the measure through both the Senate and the House. The

regolution provided for the assenmbling of representatives from both

slave and non-glaveholding states to meet at Waghington on February L,

22Journal of the Virginia House of Delegates, 1861, L,

5§Ibid., 2h-25, The Senate pagsed the bill ag proposed by the House on
the same day. dJournal of the Virginia Seante, 186L, 70.

5TRichmond Enguirer, January 10, 1861.

58Journal of the Virginia House of Delegates, 1861, 21.
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to conaider and if possible, to agree upon gome suitable adjustment.59

It proposed that the convention would start with a consideration of
the Crittenden Compromise. The Jjoint resolution also provided for

the appointment of five commissioners.éo Ex~President John Tyler,
Judge John W. Brockenbrough, and James A, Seddon, were generally
recognized as the cormigsioners having secessionist sympathies, while
William C. Rives and George W. Surmers were regarded as the representa-
tives of the unionists. Most conservatives in the Ol4 Dominion
believed that the proposed convention offered real h0pe, and even the
more pessimlistic observers were of the opinion that the "National
‘Peace Convention” might be fruitful.6l On January 21, the lagt major
resolution was pagsed by the legislature. In the event of the dis-
golution of the'Union, the Virginia Assembly resolved that the state
would "unite her destiny with the slaveholding states of the South.”62
The secesgionist nature of the legislature was apparent to all. Edward
C. Burks, a member of the House of Delegates representing Bedford

County, 1llustrated the prevalling conservative sentiment when he wrote

that he did "not really look for mmch good from the ILeglslature.

291bid., 65. Journal of the Virginia Senate, 1861, 85-86.

6°war of the Rebellion: A Compilation of the Official Records of the
Union and Confederate Armies (128 vols., Washington, 1880-1901),
Serieg IV, Volume I, 90.

6lEavard Burks to Rowland Buford, January 20, 1861, in Walmsley,
“Change of Secession Sentiment in Virginia,” 86.

620fficial Records, Series IV, Volume I, 77. Virgil Lewis, How West
Virginia Was Made (Charleston, W. Va., 1909), 9.




The people mugt look to the stat§7 Convention. BEverything depends
upon it.“63
The actiong of the 0Ld Dominion's congressional representatives
also weakened the conservative cause in the state. In a public letter
to the people of Virginia, they proclaimed that it would be vain %o
hope for any measure of conciliation or adjustment from Congress which

o They were algo of the opinion "that the Republican

could be accepted.
party designs by civil war alone, to coerce the Southern States, under
the pretext of enforcing the laws, unless it should become speedily
apparent that the seceding States were so numerous, determined, and

65

united as to make such an attempt hopeless. The regolve was signed

by Senatbors Hunter and Magon, asg well as elght of Virginia's thriteen

66

repregentatives, Nevertheless, there were several congressmen
representing Virginia who struggled against the risging tide of seces-~
gionist feeling in the South. Representative Alexander Boteler wag
frequently presenting petitions from unionist factions in Virginia

demanding a settlement of the troubles confronting the nation, preferably

on the bagis of the Crittenden resolutions.67 Sherrad Clemens, a

63gqward Burks to Rowland Buford, January 7, 1861, in Welmsley, "Change
of Secession Sentiment in Virginia,” 86.

6”Virginia Mason, The Public Life and Diplomatic Correspondence of
James M, Mason (Roanoke, 1903), L176-177.

65Ipig., 178.

66The eight representatives were D. C. DeJarnette, M. R, H. Garnett,
Shelton F. Ieake, E, S. Martin, H. A. Edmundson, Roger A. Pryor, Thomas
S. Bocock, and A. G. Jenklng,

6Tcongressional Globe, 36 Cong., 2 Sess., 599.




unionist congressman from the northwest, in a stirring gpeech in the
House of Representatives emphasized the weak position that the slave
states of the upper South would command in the proposed Southern
Confederacy. He inaisted that "the cotton states...will have, under the
fixed ratio of representation, the legislative power over the border
slave States, and they will be bound by a policy which may be, as to
their great material and mechanical interests, as oppressive as 1V
will be ruinous. If these causés ghould exist,” he continued, ”We‘
shall have an antagonism in that union quite as great; fifty-fold
intensified, it may be, beyond anything we have ever had in this.”68
The first major struggle between the unionist and secesglonist
factlons in Virginia came in the election of delegates to the state
convention., As soon as the convention bill was passed a heated and
exciting campaign took place between the opposing groups. By this
time, the states of the lower South had passed or were in the process
of passing ordinances of secession and the radicals in the 0ld Dominion
urged that their state should joiln them, The Richmond Enquirer
maintained that the state should "unite to secure the election of the
delegatgs...pledged to the policy of prompt resistance to abolition
rule,”69 while Edmund Ruffin, the popular public figure and agricultural

reformer, threatened to leave the gstate if it 4id not attach itself to

688peech of Hon, Sherrard Clemeng, of Virginia, in the House of Repre-
gentatives, January 22, 1861 (Washington, 186l), 7.

69Richmond Enquirer, January 29, 1861.




the Southern Confederacy.7o Most conservabtive Virginians were quite
concerned about the impending election, and the possibility of seces-
sion. Robert E. Lee, writing to his son in the latter part of January,
informed him that he was unable to anticipate any Ygreater calamity for
the country than a dissolution of the Union. It would be an accumulation
of all the evils we complain of, and I am willing to sacrifice évery
thing but honour for its preservation. I hope therefore that all
Congtitutional means will be exhausted before there is a resort to

force.” Secession, according to the future Commander-in-Chief of the

Confederate Army, was Ynothing but revolution.“71 Mary Berkley Minor

Blackford, who was t0 gee her five gons accept commigsions in the

Confederate Army and who kept a copy of Uncle Tom's Cabin hidden under

her bed throughout the war, wrote to her cousin in Januwary, 186L1:

To see 1y sons arrayed against one part of their country,
our own "Star Spangled banner,” and in such a cause, is a
gsorrow that makes me feel that the grave 1s the only place for
me. You did not know, my dear John, the pains I took to train
my five gong in sentiments of patriotism.72

70Ayery 0. Craven, Edmund Ruffin, Southerner; A Study in Secegsion (New
York, 1932), 204, Richmond Times Dispatch, November 1k, 1860.

TlRobert ‘E. Lee to Rooney Lee, January 31, 1861, in William M. E. Rachal,
ed., "Secession is Nothing but Revolution: A Letter of R. E. Lee to his
Son Rooney,” The Virginia Magazine of Higtory and Biography, IXTX
(January 1961), 5-6. For similar sentiments on secession expressed by
Lee, see Avery O. Craven, ed., "To Markie;" The Letters of Robert E. Iee
to Martha Custis Williams (Cambridge, 1933), 58.

"2Mary Berkley Minor Blackford to John B. Minor, Januwary 1861, in L. Minor
Blackford, Mine Eyes Have Seen the Glory: The Story of a Virginia Lady,
Mary Berkeley Minor Blackford, 1802-1896, Who Taught her Sons to Hate
Slavery and to Love the Union (Cambridge, 1954), L8,
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The unionists in Virginia marshélled their forces, and conducted a
vigorous campaign against the election of delegates who had secessionist
gentiments. The aspect of secession was dlssected and attacked in every
possible way by the conser?atives.ﬂ The economic consequences, the
congtitutional igsues, the possibility of war, and the ultimate failure of
a confederacy of slaveholding states were all fervently discussed by
the unionists throughout the state,

One of the most popular conservative arguments concerned the
economic congsegquences which would ensue if disunion was accepted by
Virginia. During the decade of the 1850's Virginia was slowly being
oriented toward a cloger economic union with the North., As a:result of
agricultural reform, farming conditions in Virginia became similar to
those in the North and settlers from New York, Pennsylvania, and New
Jersey migrated to f£ind homes in Fairfax, Dinwiddie, Norfolk, Surry,
and other counties in the 0Lld deinion.73 More than a million acres of

Virginia land, according to the New York Daily Tribune, had been purchased
h

and settled by Yankee farmerg during the decade of the fifties. The

Tidewater was carrying on a lucrative fish and oyster trade with northern

citles, and truck farmers were sending fresh‘vegetables to such

metropolitan centers as Baltimore, Fhiladelphia, New York, and Boston.75

T3avery o. Craven, Soll Exhaustion as a Factor in the Agricultural History
of Virginia and Maryland, 1606-1860 (University of Illinois Studies in
the Social Sciences, XIII, Urbana, 1925), 160-161, Clement Eaton, "The
Resistance of the South to Northern Radicalism,” New England Quarterly,
VIII (June, 1935), 227-228,

TtNew York paily Tribune, February 7, 1861,

75Craven, Soil Exhaustion as a Factor in the Aericultural History of
Virginia and Maryland, 1606-1860, 155.




The Virginia cities were developing industrially, especially in the
manufacture of plug tobacco, while industrialists were expanding the
jron industry of the state, threatening to convert the Old Dominion
into the "New England of the Sout'h.”76 A war between the two sections,
the inevitable result of secession, would decidedly put a gtop to
Virginia's prosperous economic ties with the North. It is not surprisging
that as late as April 17, 1861, when Virginia passed 1ts ordinance of
gecession, convention delegates from such eagtern counties ag Norfolk
and Henrico were still divided in thelr course ofvaction. Rives,
writing in a public letter, recognized the relatively new economic
connections with the North, both agriculturally and industrially, and
asked how ™he system of absolute free trade, patronized by the Cotton
States, and its necessary concomittant, enormous direct taxes, accorded
with the condition of things in Virginia?”((

Economically, secession was violently attacked in the western part
of the state. Two days before the election of delegates to the state

convention, the editor of the Wheeling Daily Intelligencer wrote:

Here in the extreme northwest, where we have no slaves, no
cotton, no rice, no gouthern affiliations, but where we are the
gsame kind of people and have identical interests with those on
either side of us, it is the baldest and emptiest stuff and non-
gense in the world to talk about secessgion. It would kill us
off as a city more completely than a big fire. What little
enterprise and capltal we have got now would leave us at once,
as indeed much of it is talking of doing any how....This is

760 1ement Eaton, "Henry A. Wise: A Study in Virginia Leadership, 1850-
1861," West Virginia History, IIT (April, 1942), 188.

TTLetter From the Hon. William C. Rives to a Friend, On the Importent
Questions of the Day (Richmond, 1860), 15.




what ig in store for us in cage we get secession. I we are

ready for a condition of things like this let us all turn in

and vote for the seoessionist378

There was also a diversity of sentiment over the question of free
trade, a policy which wag being proclaimed by the seceding states. A
non-restrictive trade policy, while no doubt beneficial to the cotton
planter, would be injurious to the infant industries of Virginla. In
addition, it would necessitate the raising of revemue by direct taxationm,

which in some sections would increage the taxes ag much as an egtimated

five hundred percent. The Charlottesville Review argued that the

tariff, if it benefited Pennsylvania and Massachusetts, did not injure

South Carolina and Georgia. The editorial further stated that when the
Palmetto State "establishes a revenue system of its own, it will find
that it will have to levy at leagt three dollars of taxation on her
people to one that it pald ag a wmewber of the Union.”79 Botts, in a
public letter, placed a vital emphasis on the payment of Virginia's
debt which was estimated at $45,000,000. The debt, which had mounted
as a result of a vast program of internal lmprovemente in the state,
would be extremely difficult to repay if Virginia seceded. In additlon,
gecession would necessitate the maintenance of a large army and navy,

80

resulting in an enormous dlrect texation program within the state,

TOyneeling peily Intelligencer, February 2, 1861, in Perkins, Northern
Editorials on Seceggion, II, 902.

T9Charlottesville Review, January 4, 1861, in Dumond, Southern Editorials
on Secesgion, 388.

80New York Times, January 11, 1861,
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The gentiment and intellectual attachment to the constlitution even
until the very verge of the Civil War, as Daniel Boorstin hag noted,
was at least as strong in the South asg it was in New England.8l This
wag especially true in the casé of Virginia, the "Mother of Commonwealths.”
In the campaign for the election of delegates to the state convention,
and even well before this time, most conservatives tried to convince the
people that the act of secesgion was in direct violation of the supreme
law of the land. The Richmond Whig informed its readers that the consti-

tution was a "solemn bond, beyond all revocation...” and that "no provi-

gion exists for its dlssolution, except by the dissolution of the

goverment itself."82 The Charlottesville Review regarded the constitu-

tion ag a fundamental law, and any resigtance to the constitution or
federal authority was Jjudged as rebellion, Joseph Segar, an independent
in politics and a representative in the Virginia Agsembly from the
eastern part of the state, wrote that in a conflict between the constitu-
tion and laws of the United States and those of a state, one must give
up the latter and stand by the former.83 Segar, who was to remain loyal
after Virginia's secession, further stated that when three-fourths of
the states agssented to the constitution, "they renounced forever all

right of separate secession and in every form, whether of convention,

Blpaniel J. Boorstin, The Genius of American Politics (Chicago, 1953), 102,

82R1 chmona Whig, Novewber 8, 1860, in New York Herald, November 11, 1860.

83Letter of Hon, Joseph E, Segar to a Friend in Virginia, in Vindication
O§6h§S Courge in Declining to Follow his State into Secesgion (Waghington,
18627, L.
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or of ordinary legislation, or of direct vote of the people., The
renunclation wag absolute and unconditional, without any limitation,

qualification, or Jc-esyenc-*v'ad:ion."’81L

Many conservatives favored the more pragmetic approach rather than
abstract constitutional reasoning, in order to convince the voters in
Virginia that secession wag ruinous to their public welfare. They

frequently emphagized that the interests of the South, especially thoge

concerning glavery, were best protected by remaining in the Union rather
than attaching themselves to the Southern Confederacy. The folly of

secegsion, as Segar insisted, was nothing less than "resorting to the

cartridge boX instead of the ballot box for redress.”85 On Janvary 21,
Congressman John Millgon of Richmond, speaking in the United States

Houge of Representatives, illustrated that the Republicans had only
captured control of the executive branch of the govermment, whille the
South and its northern supporters would be able to maintain the exlsting
laws and block any hostile move against their interests.86 The major focusg

of attention along this line of reasoning was glavery. Many conservatives

maintained that the “peculiar ingtitution” was safest within the Union.
Alexander H. Stephens of Georgia had congtantly emphasized thig congerva-

tive pogition. Writing to & newspaper correspondent in Washington D. C.,

Stephens informed him that he was donvinced that slavery was much more

1pia., 7.

851bia., 7-8.

86Congressional Globe, 36 Cong., 2 Sess., Appendix, &0.




gecure in the Union than out of it. The future Vice-President of the
Confederacy maintained that theinstitution was based on conservatism,
and everything that weakened this had a tendency to weaken the
institution.87 John T, Harris, one of Virginia's gnionist congressuan
held gimilar views. He reminded the people of the state that once the
Union was disgolved the Fugitive Slave Act would be disgolved with it.
The North, he predicted,vwould do as BEngland was doing with regard to
their slaves escaping into Canada; refuse to give them up.88 In
eloguent fashion, so characteristic of the age, Representative Sherrard
Clemens of western Virginia, in the House on January 22, 1861 stated:
Before God, and in my inmost conscience, I believe that
glgvery will be crucified, if this unhappy controversy ends in
a dismemberment of the Union. 8ir, if not crucified, it will
carry the death rattle in its throat.89
With the election of delegates to the convention drawing closer,
the conservatives in Virginia appealed more to the emotional aspect of
geceggion., Former Senator William C. Rives, who had studied law and
politics under Thomas Jefferson,9o believed that the vigor and strength

of the Union made *the name of an American as proud a title of respect

ag wag that of a Roman Citizen in the highest renown of the ancient

87plexander H. Stephens to J. Henley Smith, July 10, 1860, in Ulrich B.

Philips, ed., The Corregpondence of Robert Toombs, Alexander H, Stepheng,
and Howell Cobb, in American Historical Agsociation, Annual Report, 1911,
IT (Washington, 1913), 487.

88congressional Globe, 36 Cong., 2 Sess,, Appendix, 152,

89Speech of Hon, Sherrard Clemensg, of Virginia, in the House of Represen-
tatives, Janvary 22, 1861, L.

90

Dictionary of American Biography, XV, 635-637.
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migtress of the world.” This existing and continually growing position
on the international scene, he believed, would be irreparably damaged
by secegsion and internal conflict.gl Calling forth the nationalist
gympathies of the people, the Charlottesville Review on Janumary 25,
stressed that secesgsion would not only result in the "mere destruction
of our material prosperity. With the dismewberment of this Confederacy,
which hag, in the brief space of eighty years, become already the asylum
of all oppressed nations, perisghes the brightest beacon to strugglihg
freedom that the world has ever seen,” The editorial concluded with a
plea to the citizens of Virginia to pause before they "dash all their
hopes to the ground.”92

The guestion of possible war with the North was quite alarming to
most people in the Old Dominion, In case the incoming administration
refused to acknowledge the independence of those gtates which might with-
draw from the Union and attempted to assert its authority over them,
armed conflict was an absolute certainty. The states of the upper South
would certainly suffer most from a civil war, and the unionists were
quick to capitalize on' this fact in the state convention campaign. The
dharlottesville Reviev argued that dissolution would necessitate a divi-
gion of the public domain, and that the North would be reluctant to

yield any of the property possessed by the federal govermment. "The

91Letter From the Hon, William C, Rives to a Friend on the Important
Questions of the Day, 9.

P2Charlottesville Review, January 25, 1861, in Dumond, Southern Editorials
on Seceggion, 419,
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result will be,” the Review maintained, "that they will make no war on

us, but we will be forced to make war on them; or else ignominiously
‘regign all our just and equitable claims.”3 oOn January 21, Congregg-
man Millson made it perfectly clear to the people of Virginia that

there was no doubt in his mind that secession would result in armed
conflict between the two sect:i,onsx.gLL Conservative Repregentative

Harrig urged all Virginians to remain loyal insisting that in the

event of separation the 0L4d Dominion would not only suffer the greatest
loss of slave property, but also bear the brunt and burden of the
congequent war., He further maintained that the cotton states would

make common cause with them, but from thelr geographical position and
gpargenegs of white population, they would be of little use. Harris
concluded by stressing that the states of the upper South must be the
battlefields, and that Virginia's border would be the scenes of blood

and carnage.95 A profesgor of law at the University of Virginla, John B.
Minor, held similar views. He violently condemned the "stupidity and
recklessnéss of the Belials of South Carolina and Molochs of Mississippi,”
and regarded seceggion as wicked madness which would inevitably plunge
Virginia and the other border states into the vortex of civil war.96
Botts, in a letter to the Richmond Whig, on January 25, emphasized

Virginia's poor military position. In addition to being in a position

93 1pig., 418.

9hCongressional Globe, 36 Cong., 2 Sess:, Appendix, 80.

951p1d., 152.

96Blackford, Mine Eyes Have Seen the Glory, 140,




which would result in bearing the major thrust of the northern land
attack, the Old Dominion's naval position was also critical. Botts
arguedvthat a single ship of war stationed at the Capes of Virginia
would be able to effectually block up and destroy the entire commerce
of Virginia and Maryland, as if the states were surrounded by lcebergs
in the Arctic Ocean.97 Rives believed that war, the ultimate conseguence
of gecesgsion, would drastically weaken the international position of
the country, and provide an avenue by which foreign powers might exert
a dangerous influence on the American continent.98 In a paper entitled
“A Pacific Appeal 1o Chrigtians,” the influential Richmond minister,
Robert Dabney, emphasized that all southern Christiang should deplore
an unnecegsary rupture of the Unlon, since it would plunge the country
into "the inevitable evilg of financial distress, and but too probably
into the horrors of war...."””

The candidétes in the campaign were essentially divided into three
groups. The first group, the secessionists, believed that Virginia
should take lmmediate steps to break its alleglance to the federal
government, The second group, the moderates or conditional unionists,
were compqSed largely of the states rights Whigs, the supporters of
Douglas, and a few followers of Breckinridge. In effect, this group

accepted the doctrine of secession, and admitted that the South had

9TBotts, The Great Rebellion, 251-252.

98Letter from the Hon, William C., Riveg to a Friend, On the Important
Questions of the Day, 9.

99Johnson, Life of Dabney, 215.
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just cause for secession, but favored using every means of galning con-
cegsionsg before applying this wltimate right. The third group, the
unconditional unionists, were recruited from the old national Whigs and
from a few followers of Douglas. Mogt of this faction denied the right
of gecesgion, and were willing to cooperate with the moderates in order
to gain a compromige with the North, If these efforts proved unsuccegs-
ful they would still oppose digsolution,

In the northwestern counties vwhere the sentiment was overwhelmingly
against mecesslon, the candldate who endeavored to straddle
had little chance of being elected. Extreme care was taken to make
gure of the genuineness of the loyal expressions of the candidates., It
was felt that no mistakes could be made in this critical election--that
no states' rights politicans avowing a conditional alleglance to the
Union should be elected. The candidates were required to stand on a
platform of principles that excluded all but the most thoroughgoing
union men, The resolutions adopted by the nominating convention in
Hancock County were representative of the sentiments of the people
throughout most of northwestern Virginia. The citizens of the county
pledged to support no man who would not clearly and uneguivocally
pledge himgelf if elected to support the laws of the United States as
they now stand or until altered or amended as therein prescribed, and
oppoge secession in every shape and form."00 Tnjeed, the majority

of candidates in the northwest were those who pledged themselves

100granvillie D, Hall, The Rending of Virginia (Chicago, 1902), 130.
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agalngt disunion under any circumstances.lol Foremost among the union

men elected to the convention from this section were John 8. Carlile,
Weitman T. Willey, George W. Summers, and Sherrard Clemens.

The conditional unionist or moderate group was quite evenly dis-
tributed between the central and eastern sectors of the state, with

the commercial centers of Norfolk, Henrico, Princess Ann, and Lancaster

Counties providing mach of the congservative sentiment in the latter

sector. John Janney, John B. Baldwin, William Ballard Preston, and
Samuel McDowell Moore were the most prominent conditional unionigts
elected from these areas of the gtate. Alexander H. H. Stuart, a
gtaunch conservative and elected as one of the membersof the convention
to represent Augusta County, was recognized asg their leager.102 1In
the south central part of the state, the only prominent conditional
unionist to be elected wag Jubal A. Early of Franklin County, who was
later to gain fame as a lieutenant general ;n the Confederate Army.lo3
The results of the election were extremely favorable to the unlonlst
cause, OF the one hundred fifty-two delegates only around thirty were

claggified as outright secessionists.lolL Approximately eighty-five

convention delegates were regarded as moderates or conditional unionists,

LOlrpig,, 129-132.

logAlexander F. Robertgon, Alexander Hugh Holmes Stuart 1807-1891: &
Biography (Richmond, 1925), 18l.

103yi11ard Bushong, 0ld Jube (Boyce, Va., 1955), 28.

loL‘FOr a ligt of the members of the convention and thelr resgpective coun-
tles, see Journal of the Acts and Proceedings of a General Convention of
the State of Virginia Assembled at Richwond, on Wednesday, the Thirteenth
Day of Februvary, Eighteen Hundred and Sixbty-One, 3-7.
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while the remaining thirty-five held unconditional unionist loyalties,
The "reference” clause was approved by an overwhelming vote of 100,536
to h5,l6l.105 As suspected, unconditional unionism was varticularly
gtrong in the western counties of the state, with thirty-three of the
Tifty counties that were later to constitute.the gtate of West Virginia
electing unconditional unionist delegates. The strength of the moderate
or conditional unionist element was greatest in the Tidewater area of
the state with fifteen of the thirty-six counties voting with the
moderate faction in the convention. The outright secessionists came
from the "black belt” or Piedmont area., Eighteen of the thirty-two
counties in this section were represented by secesgionists in the
convention.106 Out and out union men such as William Rives, John M,
Botts, and J. H. Gilmer were invariably defeated in this cotton
producing region.

The most recent analysis of data from the manugcript census returns
of 1860 in conjunction with the election results of the state convention,
hag revealed some other interesting ingights into the unionists of the
0ld Dominion. Politically speaking, the old Whig counties in Virginia

were more prone to be unconditional unionists than otherwise, with

eighteen of the forty counties that had voted Whig in late ante-bellum

elections being represented by unconditional unionists in the

lO5Beverly B. Munford, Virginia's Attitude Toward Slavery and Secession
(Richmond, 1909), 256,

106Ralph A. Wooster, The Secession Conventions of the South (Princeton,
1962), 151.




conven’cion.lo7 An examination of the election of 1860 has indicated
that the counties that supported Constitutional Union candidate John
Bell tended to be unconditionally conservative or moderate in the
state election, with twenty-six Beil counties represented by uncondi-~
tional unionists and twenty-two by conditional unionists in the
convention. Sixteen Bell counties were secesgionist and five were
repregented by divided delegations.lo8 With regard to the "peculiar
ingtitution,” the counties with small slave populations tended to be

gympathetic to the unconditional unionist candidates. OVer one half

of the counties with less than 12% percent slave population were

109

represented by unconditional conservatives in the convention.

However, a study of the characteristics of individual delegates hag
gshown that the conditional unionists, in respect to slaveholding, had a
higher median than did the other factions. The medilan holding for the
moderates was fourteen slaves, compared 10 a nine slave median for the
secegalonists and a fouf glave median for the unconditional unionists.llo
Recent investigation has also revealed that although the moderates were
the wealthiest faction in the convention, the outright secegsionigts came

from the wealthiest counties. The unconditional unionists, both ag an

individual faction in the convention and the counties which they

1071pig., 151-152.
108r414., 152-153.
1091pig., 153.

1101pi4., 151.




represented possegssed the least wealth of the three groups.lll With
regard to age and occupation, a study of the individual delegates has
indicated that the unconditional unionist faction was slightly younger,
and had the largest proportion of small-scale farmers.ll2 As a result,
it would be safe to conclude that the wealthiest and most heavily slave
populated counties in Virginia tended to support secession, while the
secessionist faction within the convention was less wealthy and held
fewer slaves than the moderate faction. The unconditional unionigts,
not only had the smallest amount of slaves and individuval wealth, but

were generally younger, oriented toward small-gcale farming, and came

from the less wealthy counties, with a majority of those in the north-

western part of the state,

On the face of the returns it was an overwhelming victory for the
cause of the unionists. Certainly the secessionists and their policies
favoring immediate disunion and a defeat of the Mreference clauge were
rejected. Contemporary observers, however, offered the opinion that
there was no real difference between the moderates and the secessionists,

Two days after the election, a correspondent for the New York Herald

wrote:

There is no doubt that the straight secessionists have
been largely defeated in the State, but there is just as little
doubt that a class of men has been chogen of a far more dan-
gerous character to the existence of the Union unless prompt
concesgions are made. Nine-tenths of those elected ran on the
ultimatum of the Crittenden propogition, to be adopted by
Congress before the Lth of March., If that is rejected by

Yl1pig., 150-151.

oG

1121p14., 150.
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Congress they are pledged to seceggion, immedlate and uncon-

ditional, so that all the Virginia election means is gimply

wresbing from the hands of the present reckless managers the

destiny of the state, and putting it under the control of

calm, firm men, who enjoy the confidence of the peo;ple.11 3
Events would later substantiate the opinion of this correspondent and
i1lustrate that although the conservatlives bad won, thelr victory was

not so sweeping and that many moderates 1n February would become

secessionists in April after the firing upon Fort Sumber.

113yew York Herald, February 6, 186L.




Chapter II

The Virginia Convention of 1861

i

On February 13, the Virginia convention assembled at Richmond. It
held ite first session in the hall of the House of Delegates, but the
next day it wag transferred to Mechanics Institute where it continued
to hold its meetinge uatil its work was completed. The convention was
compoged of 152 delegates proportioned according to population. Among
its members were ex-President John Tyler, former cabinet-members
A. H. H. Stwart and William B. Pregton, former Governor Henry A. Wise,
and twelve former Unitéd States Congregsmen., Included also were state
legislators, Jjudges, local officials, and leaders of both Whig and

1

Democratic parties. A telegraphic dispatch to the New York Herald

gent by their correspondent, stated that it was doubted whether any
assemblyv had ever convened in Virginia combining more talent than the
convention which was about to meet, It further stated that not only
would every man of note in the state be a member of the convention, but

that it would algo offer a source of future elevation to power and

digtinction for many "ambitious youths who have been fortunate enough

2

to secure seats in that body."
Many of those from the neighboring counties, as well as hundreds in

Richmond, tried to gain entrance into the galleries of Mechanics Institute

lpor an analysis of the ages, occupations, and wealth of the delegates,
see Wooster, Secession Conventions, 1h2-1L5,

New York Herald, February 1k , 1861L.
41




in order to observe the proceedings of the celebrated assemblage.
Edward Burks, as a member of the House of Delegates, was entitled to a
privilege seat but found "on application that it was impossible, or
next thing to it, to get in.” Writing to & friend in Bedford County,
Burks stated that he had never seen such an immense throng in his life,
and that hundreds failed to get in at all.3
On the first day of the convention, John Janney of Loudon County,

an old-line Wnig of the Henry Clay school, was elected pregident of

the body, defeating W. V. Southall of Albemarle by a 70 to 5k vote. The
election of Janney was a clear indication that the conservatives, at
least at the beginning of the session, were the dominating faction,

On assuming his position, Janney pregented a brief address. He
appealed to the nationalist gympathies of the delegates, and hoped that
the "flag which for nearly a century has been borne in triuwmph through
the battle and the breeze and which now floats over this Capitol...may
~remaln there forever...."' Tollowing Janney's address and the election
of minor officials of the convention, Robert Y. Conrad of Frederick

County submitted a resolution which was unanimously adopted. It

provided that a committee consisting of twenty-one delegates, selected

from gifferent sections of the state, be appointed by the président.

3Eaward Burks to Rowland Buford, February 18, 1861, in Walmsley, "Change
of Secesgion Sentiment in Virginia,” 90.

hJournal of the Acts and Proceedings of a General Conventlon of the State
of Virginia Assembled at Richmond, on Wednesday, the Thirteenth Day of
TFebruary, Bighteen Hundred and Sixty-One, Together with an Appendix which
includes the Journal of the Proceedings of the Committee of the Whole, a
Portion of the Journal of the Secret Session of the Convention, the
Ordinances and Report of the Committee on Federal Relations, and the

Ad journed Convention (Richmond, 1861), 8~10.
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All resolutions touching upon federal relations which might be offered
in the convention were to be referred to this "Committee on Feaeral
Relations.”? Of the twenty-one on this committee, four were regarded
as gecesgionists, ten were moderates, and seven were vnconditional
unionists.6 As soon as this committee had been organized, it proceeded
to consider the numerous resolutions from delegates, towns, and coun-
ties pertaining to the main purposes of the convention. It delayed

its report until March 9, partly due to the nature of its task and
partly to await the regulte of the Washington Peace Conference and
Lincoln's inaugural address.

During the month while the committee worked out a report the con~
vention heard lengthy addresses from both visitors and meuwbers.
Orations concerning the 0ld Dominion's contributions to the Union,
coercion, and secession were all fervently presented by the delegates of
the differgnt factions. The convention had been meeting only a week
when William M. Treadway of the goutheastern part of the state, offered
a resolution providing that a gelect committee of five be appointed to
investigate a report that the United States Government was moving arms
and men to forts bordering on oOr in Virginia.7 Jubal A, Early did not
lose any time in demonstrating to the convention how he felt about
gecession. - Having been elected by Franklin County to help keep Virginia

in the Union, he was determined to do so. Hig strong convictions as

SJournal of the Virginia Convention, 186L, L2.

61pid., 3.

Trbid., 5L.




well as his stubborness, which he displayed in the resulting debates

caused his opponents to refer to him as "The Terrapin fromF:c'anklin.”8
With regard to the Treadway resolution, Early pointed out that it was
giving too much importance to the congtitutional right of the President
of the United States to protect public property. He gtated that he was
satisfied that the President had no intention of intimidating the
cltizens of Virginia, and that they were in no danger from these guns
unlesy they might foolighly run their heads into the mouth of one of
them, After this blistering attack, the delegates voted to table the
resolution.”

On February 15, representatives from South Carolina, Georgia, ang
Mississlppl appeared with their credentials. Out of courtesy they were
agked to address the convention., Fulton Anderson of Mississippi and
H. L. Benning of Georgla spoke on that same day, while J. S. Preston of
South Carolina followed on February 19. Anderson emphasized that there
decidedly was an "irrepressible conflict” confronting all the slave
gstates, and that Virginia should unite herself to her gisters of the

South who were already in the field.lO According to Anderson, only if

the Old Dominion follows this course of action would “grim-visaged war
smooth his wrinkled front, peace and prosperity again smile upon the

country,” and no threats of coercion would be heard against the

8pushong, 0ld Jube, 30.
9Ibid., 30-31.

10pddresses Delivered Before the Virginia State Convention by Hon. Fulton
Anderson, Comulggioner from Misgissippi, Hon, He T,. Benning, Commig-
gioner From (eorgia, and Hon, S. Pregton, Commisggioner From Sou
Carolina (Richmond, 1861), 15.




geceeding states of the South.ll Benning: of Georgia also presented
his reasons why Virginia should Jjoin the Confederacy, using as his
central theme the assumption that slavery can only be preserved by
seceding from the Unlon and Jjoining the Southern Confederacy. The
South offers Virginia "riches, peace, brotherhood, glory, and length
- of days," he continued, while "the North has nothing to offer but
poverty and war, and hatred, and ignominy and speedy dissolution. 2
Bssentially Anderson and Benning emphasized the reasons why Virgiﬁia
ghould attach itself to the Confederacy. Preston of South Carolina,

in his address, appealed to the underlying but potentially explosgive
gouthern nationalistic spirit. In fiexry oratory, Preston presented

his address on the following day. Appeals to the 0ld Dominion's history
and tradition, as well as to the memory of Patrick Henry and George
Washington ran rampant throughout the speech. The representative

from the Palmetto State urged that Virginia should take her place in the
front ranks of the Confederacy, "as she hag been for one hundred years,
the foremost of the world in the cause of liberty.”-3 Although the
speeches had excited the crowds in the galleries, a correspondent for

the New Yofk Daily Tribune was of the opinion that they had little

value in altering any of the conservative sentiments among the delegates,

He informed the paper that there was "no event that could induce this

Convention to secede, unless it were some foolish effort of Congress to

111pig., 18.
12Tbid., 4O,

L31p14., 57-58.
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abolish glavery, which nobody expects."lhr

A few days later, Samuel McDowell‘Moore, a strong unionigt from
Rockbridge County in the central part of the state, introduced a
regolution which declared that Virginia could never consent to become a
member of any confederacy which fayored the reopening of the African
slave trade, and was supported, exbept under extraordinary circumstances,
by direct taxation. Tt forther stated that the convention should
approve of an amendment to the constitution of the United States based
ypon the Crittenden resolutions, and 1f not adopted, Virginia should enter
into a compact with those states which would agree to adopt those
amendments.l5 In addition to creating heated debate on the floor of the
convention, the introduction of Moore's resolutions created hostile
exciﬁement among the secessionist elements in the gallerieg, and as &
result they were cleared by the order of President Janney. In hisg
address following the resolutions, Moore maintalned that the lower South
vas not concerned over fugitive slaves or other real grievances, but
over free trade, and direct taxes. If Virginia Jjoined their Confederacy,
her slave trade would be ruined and her tax burden would be exceggive,
He declaréa the doctrine of secession to be "the most absurd and
ridiculous motion that was ever presented...” and that 1t would regsult

in making the Ygovernment nothing but a rope of sand....”l6

ey York Daily Tribune, February 23, 1861.

lsActually Moore was suggesting a border states confederacy. Journal
of the Virginia Convention, 1861, 67.
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One of the most forceful unionlst speeches presented to the conven-
tion was by Waitman T, Willey, a delegate representing Monongala County
located 1in the extreme northwest on the Pennsylvania border. Willey
first attacked the "irrepressible conflict™ argument, and refuted the
asgertion that secession would silence the northern press, schools, and
pulpits which had congistently and bitterly assailed southern institu-
tions. Actually it would merely aggravate the evil. In addition, it
would not stop the operation of the underground railroad but would
make mabters worse by bringing Canada to the very threshold of the
slave gtates. Spesking as a citizen of the northwest, Willey was
extremely concerned about the possibility of war. In the event of an
armed conflict, his section would be absolutely helpless, Bordered
by the States of Ohio and Pennsylvania, a hostile army could be thrown
into western Virginia within twenty-four hours and in less than twice
that time the entire section couldbbe overrun. No help could be
expected from eastern Virginia, stated the future genator from West
Virginia, for the people there would have their own howes to defend.
Secession would bring a “train of woes” upon the state such as it had
never kriown" before.17 Willey concluded by asking the delegates if they
were willing to make "North-West Virginia the Flanders of Awerica, and
convert our smiling valleys into the slaughter-pens of as brave and loyal

a people as dwell in the Old Dominion? I hope not., I think there

TIbid., March b,
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exigts sufficient fidelity to ue to justify me in saying, no you never

A shattering blow to the unionist cause in Virginia came on March L
as a result of Lincoln's inaugural address to the nation, The address
wasg interpreted by many in the Old Dominion to mean a declaration of
war, and the-greatest indignation wag expressed that the President
dared even to hint at coercion under any circumstances. The Richmond
Digpatch regarded the inaugural message of Lincoln as an inauguration of
civil war.'? Capitalizing on the resentment toward the address, the
pro-seceggionist Richmond Enquirer stated:

Mr, Lincoln's Inaugural address is before our readersg--
couched in the cool, unimpassioned, deliberate language of the
fanatic, with the purpose of pursuing the promptings of
fapaticism even to the dismembering of the Government with the
horrors of civil war. €ivil Wer must now come, Sectional war,
declared by Mr. Iincoln, awaits only the signal gun from the
insulted Southern Confederacy, to light its horrid fires all

along the borders of Virginia. No action of our convention
can now maintain the peace., She must fightlyp

Some of the moderates did go over to the radical camp as a result of the
pregldential address. However, in spite of their protests and dis-
approvals, very few of the moderates advocated immediate secession,
Most of them favored defengive weasures for the state and the calling

of a conference of the border states.zl The inauvgural address had

L8Rovert J. Largent, "Virginia Takes the Road to Secession,” West
Virginia History, IIT (January, 1942), 136,

19Ri chmond Dispatch, March 5, 1861, in Dumond, Southern Editorials on
Seceggion, 475,

20_.
ORlchmond Enguirer, March 5.

2lshanks, Secession in Virginla, 176.
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1ittle effect on the unconditional unionist faction, with the vast
majority of them remaining firm in their convictions. John S, Carlile
of Harrison County in the northwest, condemmed those who regarded
the delivery of the address as the occasion "as the election of the
man was made the occasion by the Cotton States, to dissever their
connexion...from the United States,22

Following cloge on the heels of the inaugural address was the
report of Virginia’s repregentatives to the National Peace Convention
which had been negotiating during the preceding month. The peace
conference had been called with the avowed purpose of employlng every
reagonable means to avert a permanent dissolution. All the states
including the seceded ones had been invited to send delegaﬁes. The
gix cotton states and Texas, Arkansas, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota,
California, and Oregon had not been represented. This left only
twenty-one of the thirty-four states in the Union to send representatives,
and of these only fourteen had delegations present on the opening day.
Many delegates from the border states had gone into the conference
with an earnest desire to bring about an acceptable settlement., On
the other hand, radicals such as James A, Sheddon of Virginia, I, M.
Morrill of Maine, and David Wilmot of Pennsylvania had refused to
congider the positions of their opponents. The first session of the
conference had been held on February L, at which time, ex-Presigent Tyler

wag elected president. After he had delivered his address, a

QESpeech.of John 8. Carlile of Harrison, in the Virginia State Convention,
Delivered Thursday, March 7, 186l (Richmond, 186L), 5.
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regolutions committee had been established and on February 15, presented
their amendment proposals to the members of the convention.23 Eggen-
tially baged on the Crittenden compromise, they were glightly modified
and less advantageousx'to the South, than the original resolutions
introduced by the Senator from I<:Iem:uc;}«:y.21'L As a result, the representa-
tive from Virginia, James Seddon, in & minority report had supporited
the "original® Crittenden Compromise as the substitute proposal.25 A
heated debate had followed in which William C. Rives and George W.
Summers, two of the delegates from Virginla, had made fervent appeals

26

for the preservation of the Union. Eventually the modified Crittenden

Compromigse proposed by thevmajority of the resolutions committee was
adopted and th; National Peace Conference had adjourned on February 28.27
Neither the northern nor the southern delegates were satisfied with

the results, and most of them had agreed that the conventlon had been a
complete failure. Although there were southern extremlsts blocking
moves for compromise, the large part of the blame for the failure of

the conference must be attributed to the radical Republicans, who

believed that they could not and actually had nothing to ccmpromise,28

231, E. Chittenden, A Report of the Debates and Proceedings in the Secret

Sessions of the Conference Convention, for Proposing Amendments to the

Constitution of the United States, Held at Wasghington, D. C., in February,
1861 (New York, 1864), L43.

A.D.,

h1pia., bh-h5.

251pid., L7-48.
26Tpbid., 134-147, 150-156.
271bid., 421-h25, Lh1-LLT,

28Rrobert G. Gunderson, "The 0ld Gentleman's Convention: The Peace Confer-
ence of 1861," Civil War History, VII (March, 1961), 10-12, avery O.
Craven, The Growth of Southern Nationalism (Baton Rouge, 1953), 386.
Shanks, Secession in Virginia, 17L.




The reluchtancey on the part of the radical Republicans to compromise
can be seen, to some extent, by an excerpt from the address of L. M,
Morrill of Maine:
Our principles cannot be ihterfered with; we carry them

with us always. Our consciences approve them. We can negotiate

with you, and treat with you upon subjects which do not involve

their sacrifice. If it is your purpose to attack them, you may

abandon all other purposes so far as this body is concerned.

The people of the North will never gacrifice their principles.

It is useless for you to agk them to do 80.09
The proposed amendments formulated by the peace convention were conveyed
t0 the United States Senate and the House. The Senate set up a special
cormititee and by a vote of seven to twenty-elght, the proposals were
voted down., Both Senators from Virginia, Hunter and Magon, opposed
them,3° In the House of Representatlives, Speaker Pennington delayed
the congideration of the proposals until March 1, at which time the
majority of representatives refused to suspend the rules in order %o
consider them.3' On March 6, the Virginia delegates to the National
Peace Conference informed the state convention that the resolutions
proposed in Washington were defeated in Congress.

Undoubtedly the failure of the Washington Convention strengthened
the secessionists and consequently weakened the conservatives in the 0OLd

Dominion.3® Edward Burks wrote on March & that the argument for the

Union was exhausted and that "the 0ld Dominion should speak with one

29Chittenden, Report on the Washington Peace Conference, 145,

30Ibid., 57l. Congressional Globe, 36 Cong., 2 Sess., 125k,

3l1p14., 580-583. Congressional Globe, 36 Cong., 2 Sess., 1331.

328hanks, Seceggion in Virginia, 172.




voice from the Ohio to the Chesapeake in tones of defiance to Lincoln
and all his cohorts....”33 Ex-President Tyler held similar views.
Upon returning to Richmond from the capitol, he urged hils fellow
Virginians to Yact promptly and boldly in the exercise of the State
sovereignty.”?’lL
With secessionism gaining in intensity as a result of Iincoln's
Inavugural Address and the failure of the National Peace Conference,
John S. Carlile, an able unionist from the northwest, presented an
address to the convention denouncing the recent excitement for dig-~
union. Appealing to the slaveholding element, this "bold and forceful
speaker?SS stregsed that no act had ever been put upon the statue book
interfering with the ihstituﬁion of slavéry in any shape, manner, or
form, that was not put there by and with the consent of the slayeholding

36

states. He predichbed that slavery would not exist in Virginia five
years after separation, and novhere in the southern states, twenty years
after. “How could it maintain itself,” he asked, "with the whole
civilized world, backed up by what they call their international law,

arrayed for ite ultimate gistinction--with this North, that 1s now

bound to stand by us, and to protect slavery, opposed to us, and united

33Egwara Burks to Rowland Buford, March 6, 1861, in Walmsley, "Change
of Secegsion Sentiment in Virginia,” 92.

3uTyler, The Letters and Times of the Tylers, IT, 61.6-618,

35pictionary of American Biography, ITT, 493.

365peech of John S, Carlile of Harrison, in the Virginia State Convention,
Delivered Thursday, March 1, 186L, 11-12,
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with England, France, and Spain....”37 The delegate from the northwest
algo elaborated upon the vast amount of money that would be required to
protect an extended frontier and a defenseless sea coasgt, in cage of
armed conflict.38 Carlile concluded with the prediction ‘that secesslon
would cause Virginia to loge its power and influence, and reduce the
0ld Dominion 10 an outpost for a southern confederacy, "to stand guard
and play patrol for King Cotton...."3Y

On March 9, the Committee on Federal Relationsg made its preliminary
report, followed ten days later by a supplemental report. Presented
by committee chairman Robert Y. Conrad, the first report contained én
eXplanation of the nature of the Union, and listed the southern
8rievanoes.ho The supplemental one recommended that a series of
guarantees gimilar to those in the Crittenden Compromise be incorporated
into the thirteenth amendment;ul Minority reports were entered by
various committee members, including Henry A. Wise, Lewls Harvie, and
John Baldwin. TFormer Governor Wise, pro-gecessionist in sentiment,
demanded several proposals more drastic than the majority report which

were to be presented to the several states with the request that they

3T1pig., 19.

381piq., ok.

391big., 25.

quournal of the Virginia Convention, 1861, Avpendix, Partial Report
from the Committee on Federal Relations, Presented March 9, Lob6l, 1-9.

Wl . . . : :
Ibid., Appendix, Report of the Committee on Federal Relations, Proposing
Amendments to the Congtitution of the United States, March 10, LB6L, 1-5.
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be approved by October 1. While awaiting their approvals, he would

gtrengthen the defenses of the state, and request the federal govermuent
1o withdraw from the forts of the seceded states. If these proposals
were not accepted by the North, he would join the Sou,'bh.hz Iewis Harvie,
a fiery disunionist from the East, in hig report simply demanded that
an ordinance of secession be pagsed and presented to the people for
their approval or rejection.h3. The moderate John Balawin, suggested a
“Border State Conference” to be held in'Frankfort, Ken.tucky.M

After the comvention voted to send a formal letter of thanks to
Senator John Crittenden for his efforts to bring about an adjustment of
the national d:'Lff.'ic:ul’t‘.ies,l"5 the majority recommendations of the Committee
on Federal Relations and the substitutes were referred to the committee
on the whole. A protracted debate followed in which the act of secession
wag discussed in all its details with the'greatest ability. Congervative
leaders abandoned their policy of delay and now pressed for the full
adoption of the Conrad report., In order to illustrate that there was
wide sentiment in opposition to secession, geveral unionist supporters
read resolutions adopted by their respective counties., J. C. Halladay

of Norfolk County presented a memorial, enveloped in the flag of the

427p14., Appendix, Substitute for the Report of the Committee on Federal
Relations, Presented by Mr. Wise , March 9, 1861, 1-11.

h3Ibid., Appendix, Substitute for the Report of the committee on Federal
Relations, Presented by Mr. Harvie, March 9, 1861, 1.

MJfI‘bid., Appeﬁdix, Substitute for the Report of the Committee on Federal
Relations, Presented by Mr. Baldwin, March 11, 1861, 1-5.

1‘L5Al‘t>er"b D. Kirwan, John J. Crittenden; The Struggle for the Union
(Frankfort, 1962), 423,
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United States, from his congtituency affirming their "devotion to the
Copstitution and Union of States,” and "requesting their delegates to

the Convention to stand by the same.“u6 A mags meeting at Wellsburg

in Brooke County adopted a resolution which they had conveyed to their
convention delegates. The citizens of'that county were opposed 1o
geceggion on the grounds that their section, the northern panhandle,
would be most adversely affected, occupying as it dld the most

northern point of southern territory and bounded by Chio and Pennsylvania
fuith whom we are so closely connected in social, political, and com-
mercial.interests.”h7 Nevertheless, the secesslonist faction easlly
counter-attacked this conservative maneuver, and illustratéd how many
towns and counties were changing their positionSﬁaﬁd were voting to
ingtruct their delegates in the convention to support a secession
ordinance. In an address by George Richardson of Hanover County in the
eagtern part of the State, the secessionist cause was further strengthened.
Nevér a gtrong disunionist, Richardson on April b urged immediate gepara-
tion. He was of the opinion that the time when the South could have been
accused of imprudence and rashness for such a course had passed.h8

Attempt after attempt at compromise had resulted in failure, he maintalned,

46Journal of the Virginia Convention, 1861, 103,

h7McGregor, The Disruption of Virginia, T2,

h8Speech of George W. Richardson, of Hanover, in Committee of the Whole,
on the Report of the Committee on Federal Relations, in the Convention
of Virginia, April L, 1861 (Richmond, 1862), 1l.
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and that the next time Virginia should speak for the rights of the
South, it should be from the head of aVSouthern column, "*9

In the early part of April, Lincoln, feeling that the Richmond
convention was a strong menace to the country because of the position
of Virginia among the border states, wade an effort to have it adjourned.
He was well aware that great numbers of Virginians would enlist in the
southern army in case of a civil war, but the effect of this would be
legs vital than the passage of a formal act of secession, As a result
he sent for George W. Summers, a unionist delegate from the Shenanjoah
Valley, to come to Washington.so Unable to accept the invitation due
to personal business affairs, Summers sent on April 4, John B. Baldwin
%0 repreéent the conservatives of the convention.”?l From this polnt
there are two widely divergent accounts of.what took place at the
conference between ILincoln and Baldwin. John Baldwin stated that
Iincoln made no promise nor offering of any sort, and that the President
had séid to him more than once that he came too late.52 Baldwin malin-
tained that he was watchful for any basis of compromise, and while he
would not have considered practicable the adjourmment, gine die, of

the Virginia convention in return for the evacuation of Sumter, he would

491p14., 12.

'50Largent, #yirginia Takes the Road to Secession,” 139.

Sl1bia., 1ho.

52y 1mer L. Hall, "Lincoln's Interview with John Baldwin;” South

Atlantic Quarterly, XIIT (July, 191Lk), 268. sShanks, Secession in
Virginia, 194,
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have seized upon this as a basis for negotiation.53 In the presence of
a Congressional Reconstruction Committee in 1866, the unionist Botts
insisted that he had spoken to Lincoln on April 7, and that the President
informed him that he had proposed an offer to Baldwin. According to
Botta, Lincoln had said that he was so anxious to maintain peace and to
save the border states to the Union, that if the unionists would have
adjourned the convention, he would have taken the responsibility for
the evacuation of Fort Sumter. Baldwin would not congider this propo-
sition to adjourn the convention gine die. Botts had said that he had
asked permigsion to present the same proposition to the unionists of the
convention, but Lincoln had stated that it was too late, gince the

fleet had salled two days before.5u On analyzing these two statements,
mogt historians have agreed that there were geveral discrepancies and
inaccuracles in Botts' account,>?? Nevertheless, it was probable asg
Wilmer Hall oonciuded, that "Lincoln stated to Baldwin, partially and

guardedly, and to Botts more freely, the propogition whlch waa to have
456

been made. With compromises falling and disappointments mounting

it was very probable that even if Lincoln's offer Wasipresented to the

53Ibid., 267. Some details of Baldwin's versgion are substantiated by
Allen B. Magruder, who served as Lincoln's messenger to Richmond. Allen
B. Magruder, "A Piece of Secret History; President Lincoln and the
Vigginia Convention of 1861," Atlantic Monthly, XXXV (April, 1875),
L36-kk 5.

hpotts, The Great Rebellion, 19k-202,

2941 lmer Hall, "Lincoln's Interview with Baldwin,” 268. Shanks, Secession

in Virginia, 194,
561bid., 269.




convention, it would not have been accepted by the majority of the
members, for they were demanding at this_time guarantees that would‘
regtore the cotton gtates to the U‘nion.57

Secesgionism was gradually gaining a firm foothold in the Old

pominion. A correspondent for the New York Herald in Alexandrisa wrote

that the very strong union feeling which had prevailed during the
election of delegates to the Virginia convention had visibly subslded,
ag a result of the "feeble and uncertain policy of the governmen.-t.”58
In the early part of April, resolutlons were pregented to the couvention
from Bedford, Amelia, Madison and Albemarle Counties, in favor of
immediate secession.59 “The people, conservatives and Radlcals,
Unionists and Secessionists, Border- Conference men and Southern
Confederacy men--all the city and all the State--," according to one
newspaper correspondent, had become utterly disgusted with the "masterly -
inactivity" of the members of the convention. "Everybody is tired of
them, " he wrote, "and everybody wants them gone, except hotel=keepers,
faro-banks, and the managers of the theater, "
On April 5, a vote was taken on the adoption of an ordinance of

6L

secesgion, introduced by lLewisg Harvie. The resolution was defeated Dby

57Shanks, Seceggion in Virginia, 195.

58New York Herald, April 9, 186L.

*New York Times, April 2, 1861,

60New York Deily Tribune, April 11, 1861.
6

lJournal of the Virginia Convention, 1861, Appendix, Journal
Committee of the Whole, pp. 31-32.




a vote of 45 to 88.62 However, the vote indicated that from ten to
fifteen delegates regerded as moderates had shifted their support to
the secesgsionigt camp.63
After the vote on Harvie's motion was taken, J. J. Jackson,‘of Wood
County in the northwest, addressed the convention. He stated his
willingness to join a confederacy of the Middle States but would not
agree to a union with the Gulf Statgs, gince it would "break up our
markets, impoverish our people, destroy our domestic interests, and
drench our homes in blood.”6u He delcared that if 1t were the purpose

of the convention to take Virginia out of the Union on the pretext of

coercion applied to seceding stetes, he was ready "to raise the banner

of revolt and secede with his people, or as many as would Join him,

from the state of Virginia."65

Following close behind Jackson was Jubal A, Early of Franklin
County, who also attempted to stem the rising tide of>secessionist gen-
timent., In presenting the views of the tobacco-growers and manufacturers
of his section, he refuted the disunionist idea that 21l of Virginia's
interegt lay to the South, and declared that the State was dependent
'upon Northern capital to carry on the manufacture of tobacco.66 Disg~

tinguished in appearance in spite of a stoop due to rheumatism acquired

621p14d., 33.

63shanks, Secession in Virginia, 190.

64R1chmond Enquirer, April 10, 186L.

65New York Times, April 10, 1861,
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in the Mexican war,67 Early étated that Franklin County was then suffer-
ing because 1ts tobacco manufacturers were unable to draw upon the
commigsion merchants in the North, and that both planters and manufac-
turers were in distress., "The Terrapln from Franklin® then estimated
that the North and Wést}consumed two-thifds of the manufactured tobacco
of Virginia. If the 0ld Dominion geceded, the United States could be
expected to encourage tobacco production in what remained of the Unlon,
egpecially in the states of Ohlo, Indiana, and Illinois, A protective
tariff would then exclude Virginia tobacco and since the Southern
Confederacy would be unable to take up the glack, financial ruin would
be the fate of Virginia's tobacco growers and manufacturers.68 Cold
and unprepossessing in manner, Early concluded with the thought that

the Virginia and Tennessee Rallroad, as an important comnecting link

with the Kehtucky and Ohio regions, would bring Virginia a trade of

tremendous proportions if it only remained in the Uhion.69

The galleries of the convention hall were filled every day by enthu-
siagtic secesgionists who wildly applauded those speakers who assailed
the North or censured the federal government fbr ites treatment of the
South, and just as plainly showed their disapproval of those who had the
courage to defend thelr unionist positlon. A correspondent for the New

York Daily Tribune wrote that every means were used to intimidate the

67Dictionary of American Biography, V, 598-599.

68Bushong, OLd Jube, 32-33.

691big., 33.
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congervative members.7o Ephriam B, Hall, a conservative member of ‘the
convention from Marion County stated:

A tremendous outside pressure wag brought to bear to dragoon
us into the measures of the secegsionists., We were hissed at and
groaned at. The galleries were brought to bear on us whenever
any man dared utter a sentiment for the Union, Some of us were
apit upon. We were told we would be driven out at the point of
the bayonetb. 71

A nmember of the convention from Taylor County, John S. Burdett, also
tegtifted to the mob fury which had assalled the conservative members of
the convention. When he rose 1o gpeak, he was frequently greeted with
derisive cries of "John Brown!”T2 Writing some years after the conven-
tion, James C. McGregor, a delegate from Preston County, stated that
"howling mobs paraded the streets at night, with drums and horns and
éowbells...denouncing with opprobious epithets the Unionists of the
Convention, one of whom they burned in effigy in the street, others of
whom they tried to intimidate by suspending ropes with nooses attached
to limbs of trees or lamp~posts near their lodging at night, calling

therm from their beds and kindly informing them the halters were for

them! 13 By methods such as these, McGregor maintained, a number of con-

servative members were coerced into supporting the cause of secession,

"while others were seduced into a shameful betrayal of their constituents,

some by flattery and some by even more disreputable means. "™ Another

TONew York Daily Tribune, March 20, 1861.

Tlaranville Hall, The Rending of Virginia, 181,

T21pig., 182.
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method for intimidating the unionist mewbers of the convention were the

frequent attacks that they were not expressing the true gentiments of

their constituency. Such a case involved Jubal Early who had rebuked
John Goode Jr., a delegate from Bedford County, for telling the con-
vention that his course wasg contrary to that desired by his Franklin
County constituents. Goode claimed to have received letters from
prominent regigents of Franklin statlng that the secession sentiment
was increasing there and that 1f another election was held, Early would
be defeated. Early defended his gtand and revealed that one of the
regidents whom Goode referred to was the man whom Early had decisively
beaten at the pools for a sgeat at the convention.75 Preceding the bom-
bardment of Fort Sumter, the more extreme and violent portion of the

disunionists had sent out a gecret circular o their friends throughout

the entire state urging them all to agsemble in Richmond on April 16, and

to bring every disunionist of their respective and neighboring counties.
The object of this appeal, according to Botts, was 1o exert an outsgide

influence on the convention, and to illustrate to that body that there

was "a great uprising of the people of the state from every part,
demanding’in_their govereign capacity, the immediate passage of an
ordinance of secession.”76

On April 8, it was agreed that the convention should send a delegation |

of three men to Washington, for the purpose of getiting from the Pregident

T5fournal of the Virginia Convention, 186L, 90.

T6Botts, The Great Rebellion, 201-202.




a gtatewent of what course he intended to pursue toward the seceded
states. By a unanimous vote Alexander H, H. Stuart, George W. Randoiph,
and William B. Pregton were chogen to constitute the committee.77
Iincoln had received the delegation "courteously but rather coldly.”

To guard against such mistakes as were likely to be made in a verbal
reply, Iincoln wrote out his answer carefully and read it to the commis-
gioners on the morning of April 13. He gtated that it was too late for
him to alter the program decided upon; and that even then Fort Sumter

78 The committee returned to Richmond and made its

was under fire,
report to the convention without comment. It was received bj the
members of all factions with a great deal of ingifference, as the news
about Fort Sumter was then the all-absorbing topic.

Since early April rumors that a relief expédition had been sent to
Fort Sumter had increased each day, and caused great alarm among the con-
gervatives. The unconditional unionist leaders had been able to hold
the support of the moderates largely because of Seward's promise that
Sumter would not be re-enforced, News of the firing upon the South
Carolina fort had reached Virginia in the afternoon of April.iQ; Followed
ags 1t was By Iinceln's proclamation and call for troops, it was the last
blow for the conservative coalition of moderates and unconditional
unionists. Pressures outside the convention for action were mounting,

Upon hearing the news about Fort Sumter, mobs in Richmond seized the

artillery and ran howling through the streets. They broke through the

TTyournal of the Virginia Convenmtion, 1861, Lh1-145.

78Largent, "Virginia Takes the Road to Secession,” lhO—lhl;
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doors of the State House and tore down the stars and stripes, holsting in
its place the flag of the Confederate States.79 All storeg and public
places were closed and many Virginiang from neighboring counties rushed
to the state capitol.BO One obgerver wrote that “a man may live fifty
years and see no such period of excitement as has prevalled in Virginia
gince the guns opened on Fort Sumter.“Bl A correspondent for a leading
New York newspaper telegraphed that the people "rere clamorous for
gecession, and accounts from the interior of the State represent the
feeling as thoroughly aroused.”82 With Iincoln's call for seventy-
thousand volunteers to coerce the lower South, all congervative hopes
for compromise were destroyed. At last the event had occurred that
enabled the secegsionists to triumph over the majority of conservatives
in the convention., Former Governor Henry Wise regarded the proclamation

as a "polt of war into our midst.”83 The Richmond Times Digpatch urged

that the day for argument had past, and that the question was no longer
one of Union, but "a question of the peace, safety, and purity of every
firegide in V‘irginia.”8lF Botts writing to Attorney General Edward Bates,
several days after Iincoln's call, stated that he could not begin to

give nin a just description of the excitement created, not only in

Tgranville Hall, The Rending of Virginia, 179-180.
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Slyey york Times, April 18, 186L.

82New York Herald, April 16, 186L.

83HEnry A, Wise, Seven Decades of the Union (Richmond, 188l), 277.
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Virginia, but throughout the entire South by the proclamation of April
15, He regarded it as the most unfortunate document that ever issued
vfrom.the govermnment. In the absence of that paper, he maintained,
Virginia could not have been carried out of the Union. As a result of
it, the Union party and the Unlon gentiment had been almost entirely
gwept out of existence.85

Governor Ietcher's actions during the crisis added further encour-
agement to the secesgionist cause. In reply to the Pregldent's call, he
wrote to Simon Cameron, the Secretary of War, that no men would be fur-

86 Fis actions met with the full approval of the

nished by Virginia.
Richmond Enquirer which, during the preceding months, had geverely
criticized him for his loyalty to the Union.87
On April 16, Alexander H. H. Stuart, former cabinet officer and

congressman, presented the final and one of the mogt forceful unionist
addresses to the convention. The delegate from Augusta County, in the
central part of the state, gummarized in brillant fashion almost every
congervative argument since then presented to the delegates. Over gix
feet fall, handsome and dignified,88 Stuart began his address with an

appeal to the nationalist sympathies of the delegates, emphasizing the

014 Dominion's traditional attachment to the Union.89 He then proceeded

85John M. Botts to Edward Bates, April 19, 1865 in Botts, The Great
Rebellion, 257.

86orricial Records, Series III, Volume I, T76.

87Ridhmond Engquirer, April 18, 1861.

88Dictionary of American Biography, XVIII, 160-16L.

89Robertson, Life of Alexander H. H. Stuart, 194.




o discuss the "primary effects” of secession. The first immediate
congsequence of disunion fyould be to transfer the seat of war from the
Gulf of Mexico, and from the extreme southern part of our Atlantic
coast, to the bosom of Virginia.”° In addition to the fact that
Virginia would bear the brunt of the war, this staunch consgervative
briefly and very effectively 1llustrated that secession would also
regult in economic dislocation and chaos for the state. The break down
of commercial relations, inflation, and eventual bankruptcy were the
economic conseguences in case of Secession.9l Stuart concluded his
address by suggesting one other possible consequence of disunion:
Tt may result not only in a dissolution of the Union, but

it may result in another dissolution which to me would be more

painful even than the overthrow of the union itgelf. It may

result in a dissolution of the bonds which bind together the

different great slopes of this state;92

With events moving to the advantage of the gsecessionist leaders,
their next step was to have the convention go into secret secession--a
policy which the unconditional union members had opposed from the begin-
ning. As a regult of the newly created coalition of secesgsionists and

a majority of moderates, the motion was agreed to on April 16. Presi-

dent Janney-accordingly directed the sergeant-st-arms to clear the

galleries and the lobbies.?3 On the morning of April 17; Henry Wise

9OTpig., 194-195.
l1pid., 196.
921pi4., 197.
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gecured the floor, and drawing a large horse pistol from hig gide and
laying it on thezdesk before him, delivered a violent address denouncing
the federal gove::'znment.9LlL At the cloge of hig speech he took a watch
from his pocket and declared that events were then occurring which
caused a hush to come over hig soul. At such an hour, he said, Harper's
Ferry and its armory were in the pogsesgion of Virginia goldiers., At
another period the federal navy yard and property at Norfolk had been
geized by the troops of the state.95 In the afternoon an ordinance wasg
adopted providing for Virglnia's secession from the Union, and gubmitting
this action of the convention to the people for ratification or rejection
at a special election to be held on May 23.96 Ex-Pregident Tyler
writing to his wife, stated thet the die was thus cast and Virginia's
future wag now "in the hands of the god of battle.”97
In the convention the tentative ordinance was passed by a vote of
elghty-eight to fifty-five, and before the people a month later it was
confirmed by a vote of 125,950 against 20,373.98 After all changes
were made, the final tabulation of the convention vote wag 103 to forty-

gix. Tt is necessary to note that this vote did not represent the true

sentiment of the convention. Some of the eighty-eight on the initial

Mperton H. Wise, The Life of Henry A, Wise of Virginia 1806-1876
(New York, 1899), 272-27k.
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ballot, supported secession in order to show the North that Virginia

wag a unit, and hoped that their action might force the free stabes o
change their policy.99 In addition, it has been shown that other
delegates shifted their position as a result of the intimidating external
pressure.loo Nevertheless, even 1if one digcounts those delegates who
voted for the secesgion ordinance out of intimidaﬁion or in order to
coerce the North to change its policy, events had reached a point where
a secession ordinance would still have been passed, bub probably by a
much narrower margin.

Of the eighty-eight delegates who voted for the ordinance, fifty-five
were from east of the Blue Ridge Mountalns, ten were from the central
part of the'state,'eighteen were from the southwest, and five were from
the northwest,lo1 Of the fifty-five delegates who voted in the negative,
ten were from eagt of the Blue Ridge, seventeen were from the central

part of the state, three were from the southeast, and twenty-five were

from the northwest. Those delegates representing counties from the area
east of the Blue Ridge and from the southweét were largely responsible
for the passage of the ordinanceilo2 On the other hand, the majority

of representatives from the northwest and a considerable number of
délegates representing the Valley or central part of the gtate voted to
103

remain in the Union.

- On May 23, the ordinance of secession was ratified by the people Dby

a decisive majority. However, the vote cannot be considered as an

99shanks, Secession in Virginia, 205.
100Granville Hall, The Rending of Virginia, 179-183, 522-52h,
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accurate index of the prevailing sentiment of the people of Virginia.

In addition to the fact that the absence of a gecret ballot made intlmi-

dation eza,sy,lol*L the existing conditions under which the vote was taken

totally discounts 1t as an accurate indication of popular opinion.
Virginia had already broken its bonds with the federal government,
entered into the Confederacy, and was engaged in armed conflict with
the North.lo5 Conseguently, the vote of May 23 was not a question of
gecegsion or union, but one of loyalty or disloyalty to Virginla,

The coming of the war, as Roy Nichols has noted, abruptlyAended
the temporizing, the conciliating, the avolding, and all other futile
efforts with which the Unilonists had filled the preceding months.106
There were unguestionably many reasons why Virginia geceded~-soOme remote
in origin, some underlying but potentially explosive, and other immediate
0 the hour. Nevertheless, it may be safely asserted that the crisig at
Tort Sumter and Lincoln's proclamation for troops were the crucial and
determining factors which impelled the 0lLd Dominion to secede.

The conservatives in Virginia had waged a valiant struggle to main-
tain their states allegiance to the federal government. Most historians
have either disregarded them in their studies of the coming of the Civil
War, or have looked upon their role as well as thelr importance with a
minimm of attention. Although some geographical areas had a preponder-
ance of unionists, they nevertheless, could be found in every county,

city, and town throughout the state. East of the Blue Ridge Mountalins,
LokTbig., 180. .
L050frficial Records, Series IV, Volume, I, 2k,

106goy F. Nichols, The Disruption of American Democracy (New York, 1948),
510.
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the stronghold of secessionism, one could £ind thousands who opposed and
fought ageinst the separation of Virginia from the Union., The northern
immigrant farmers who setiled in the eagtern counties during the preceding
decade, were one vociferous faction opposed to secession. Their poli-
tical, social, cultural, and economic ties with the North were all
threatened in the event that Virginia should bresk its tiles with the
Union. The small-scale native farmer in the east, who was carrylng on

a lucrative trade with such northern states as New York, Penngylvania,

and New Jersey, also tended to favor the unionist cause. Their truck

gardening industry, with their shipments of vast quantities of fresh

peas, strawberries, tomatoes, cucumbers, potatoes, and cabbages would
be irmediately terminated as a result of gecesgion, and éonsequent armed
conflict. Those in the Tidewater, who were carrylng on a lucrative figh
oyster trade with the northern cities, were just as reluctant as their
neighbors involved in truck gardening to see their markets and profits
disintegrate as a result of Virginia's separation. It is not surpriéing

that when the vote for the passage of the secessgion ordinance was taken

on April 17, the delegates from Norfolk and Henrico Counties remained
divided in’fheir gentiments, Many of the urban and commerclal interests
of the east, who had formerly supplied the leadership of the southern
Whigh Party; were algso opposed to disunion. The majority of forward-
looking businessmen and industriallsts regiding in the urban centers

of the eagtern part of the state were quite unwilling to have their
economic position endangered by secession. The eastern citles of

Virginia had developed a valuable industry in the manufacturing of plug

tobacco, while industrialists were looking toward the North for tariffs,

capital, aqd technology to exapnd the iron industry of the state.
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In additioh 40 thege economically oriented eastern groups, there
were others who opposed secesgsion on ghe groundé that it was illogical,
unconstitutional, and in conflict with their nationalistic beliefs.

The idea that the "peculiar institution” could best be preserved by
remaining in the Union had been frequently expressed by eagtern conser-
vative slaveholders. On nationalist grounds, such varied individuvals
from eastern Virginia as Robert E. ILee, John Minor Botts, William C.
Rives, Robert L. Dabrey, Professor John B, Minor, and Mary Berkley Minor
Blackford ubttered some of the strongest sentiments against secession.

In the Valley or central part of the state, the opposition to dise-
union was much greater than in ﬁhe area east of the Blue Ridge. The
delegates representing the counties in the northern part of the Valley
led by Alexander H. H., Stuart, on April 17, remained firm in thelr
unionist sentinents and voted againgt secession, The major economic

interegts in this area were centered around tobacco planting and

small-scale agriculture. With the exception of the tobacco plantations,

the counties in this area were mountainous and without many slaves.

The products of the Valley, such as tobacco, grain, hay, cattle, hogs,
oil, and wool found their best markets in northern commercial centers.
Many of their railroadg, as well as their churches, were connected with
those of Baltimore, Washington, Pittsburgh, and other centers in the
North., The fear that the northeentral part of the state would bear the

brunt of the war, lLoomed high in the list of reasons why the majority

of the people in the northern Valley were opposed to secession,
Unforbunately, this area was to suffer one of the most terrible ravages

of the Civil War.
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Tn the northwestern section of the gtate sentiment was predominantly
unionist. The preponderant proportion of the people in this area were
engaged in small-scale agricultural pursuits, very gimilar to their
neighbors in the northern Valley. It lacked a significant glave popula=
tion, and 1ts geographic, economic, and gocial ties were with the gtates
of the upper Ohio Valley. Tte leading newspapers, municlpal leaders,
and businessmen were con51stently onposed to any action which would
preak the bonds between Virginia and the federal government., The
inhabitants of the section, as those in the northern Valley, had freguently
opposed secession on the grounds that they were strategically helpless
against an invading army in the event of war. They had no deslre to see
themselves isolated from the southern states and exposed to the mercies
of a northern army. The counties bordering on the Ohio and those
drained by the upper waters of the Monongahela were so close to Ohlo

and Pennsylvania that in the event of war, they could be overrun by

federal troops in a few days. Wheeling, the largest city in the section,

could eagily be destroyed forty-eight hours after war was declared.
Troops concentrating at Pittsburgh could penetrate into the very heart

of western/Virginia simply by going up the Monongahela River. It is

not surprising that when the first mattering of secegsion and war were
heard, such western grievances as unfair taxation, unequal representation,
and the lack of adequate state financed internal improvements became

more intense. With Virginia's passage of the secession ordinance, the
sectional cleavage between_the eagtern and northwestern portion of the

state approached the breaking point. Within two years West Virginis was

to hold a convention and secede from the state, as the OlLd Dominion

had seceded from the Union.,




Chapter ITIT

The Old North State: Watching and Waiting

Tn the session crisis of 1860-1861, North Carolina did not play
a significant role like that of her neighboring states, Virginia and
South Carolina. The 0Old North State was regarded ag one of the most
conservative of the southern states. Indeed it was the faghion among
her more fiery sigters south of her to characterize the gtate as a "Rip
Van Winkle,"” in order to illustrate her conservativeness or slowness of
action., Furthermore, it was generally agreed that North Carolina's
action in the impending crisis, like many of the other states in the
upper South, would be determined largely by the course of action that
Virginia intended to pursue. Nevertheless a gtudy of the conditions
within the borders of the Old North State on the eve of geceassion has a
value far greater than this relative place in the movement might suggest.
In fact, North Caroline illustrates some aspects of gouthern life too
often lost sight of in studies concerned with the coming of the Civil
War. Her gradually emerging migdle-class overtones, her preponderance
of small—;cale agricultural pursuits, her relatively large Quaker element,
and her budding industrialization alltended to inject a conservativeness
into the thinking of a large nuwber of North Carolinians. By 1860 this
conservative attitude, in many cases, was transformed into gtrong
unionist sentiment.

By November 8, 1860, it was definitely known in North Carolina

that Abraham ILincoln had been elected President of the United States.
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Although the Republican candidate had received less than one percent of

the entire vote of the OlLd North State,l the vast majority of Noxrth

Carolinians were of the opinion that the electlon of a "Black Republican,”

however distasteful, was not sufficient grounds for withdrawing fxrom
the Union. The general sentiment within the gtate seemed to be one
of "Watch and Wait,” a phrase coined by W. W. Holden, the ardent unionist

editor of the North Caroclina Standard.? Iincoln, it was thought should

be given a reasonable length of time to show his course of action. The

Ralelgh correspondent for the New York Herald wrote that "however

unanimous South Carolina may be in seceding, because Northern men have
elected a free soil President, yet here there are a good many who 40
not think all is guite lost, and that secession is still gistant at

least another four years journey."3 The New York Times correspondent made

gimilar observations and emphasized that throughout the state the old Whig
feeling was still cherished by a large proportion of the most active
buginess and producing classes. "They have the long time ideas of the
value of the Unioﬁ," he added, "and they will not readily give them up. "
A brief review of the various opinlions expressed immediately following
the election/by the newspapers, county meetings, and public figures will

give a further insight into the prevailing sentiment of the state.

LBreckinridge carried the state with 18,539 votes, and Bell ran a close
- second, receiving 4h,990 votes. Douglas recelved 2,701 votes.
Crenshaw, Slave States in the Election of 1860, 197.

2Horace W. Raper, "William W. Holden and the Peace Movement in North
Carolina,” North Carolina Historical Review, XXXT (October, 1954), L93.

3New York Herald, November 17, 1860.

YNew York Times, December 12, 1860.
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At the time of Lincoln's election the vasgt majority of the press

of the state condemned secession as a possible course of action, and
only a very few newspapers were advocating a policy which favored dig-

union.5 The editor of the Newbern Progregs wrote that the gimple

election of an objectionable man to the Presidency by a minority of the
voters of the Republic, was not a cause for breaking up the government,
He recommended to his readers that i1f Lincoln violateg his oath then
they should "dethrone” him, and call another man to presige over them
who would observe his oath to support the constitution ang to secure
every cltizen his rights under that document. Uhaer all circumstances,
he insisted that they adhere to the constitution ang gtruggle for their

rights within the Union and not outside of it,0 The Dpaily Herald,

published in Wilmington, held similar views. In an egitorial on November
9, it was stressed that peaceable secesgion was an impogsibility. It

was further stated that the consequences of gecession wag "not confined
to the loss of gome blodd. The foundations of govermment are broken

up, nationality is destroyed, trade is ruined, the ingustrial pursuits

of the country are stopped, and universal distress, and bankruptcy follow.
"Is there anything,” asked the editor, "even in Iincoln's election to'

justify all this?”T The most influential unionist newspaper in the

state was the North Carolina Standard, published in Raleigh under +the

5Joséph Carlyle Sitterson, The Secegsion Movement in North Carolina (The
James Sprunt Studies 1n History and Political Science, ZXITI, Chapel
Hill, 1939), 188.

Syewbern Progregs, November 9, 1860, in New York Daily Tribune, November
1k, 18660,

TWilmington Daily Herald, November 9, 1860
227,

> 1n Dumond, Souwthern Editorials,




fiery editorship of W. W. Holden. By 186l Holden had received flve

challenges to duels and had been shot at twice on the atreets of Raleigh

a8 a result of hisg outspoken views on politics and unionism,8 He
firmly supported the federal government, and refused tO regard Lincoln's
election as a casue for the withdrawal from the Union. In an editorial
on December 1, Holden vehemently attacked secession. He emphasized
that disunion would result in a loss of constitutional liberty for the
people of North Carolina, and all that would ITemain would be #3igcretion-
ary powers, martial law, military rule, oppressive. taxation, perpetual
contentions, and civil and servile war....0f courge ag a result of all
this, " he further maintained, "industry would languish, trade would be
obstructed, educatioﬁ would be neglected, internal improvements of all
kinds would be arrested, and the morals of society would be injured .’
So far as public sentiment can be gauged by the resolutions adopted
at the county meetings at this time, North Carolina was opposed o
gecegsion for existing causes. All shades:of opinion were expregsed
and the predominant note was clearly one of denial of Lincoln's election
a8 a reagsonable cauge for the dissolufion of the Union, C(omparatively
few counties advocated immediate secession. The strongest county resolu-
tions opposing secession, generally, came from those counties located in
the extreme northeastern, central, and western parts of the state., The

resolveg passed by the people of Wilkes Counby in the northwest could be

regarded as representative, to a large degree, of the sentiment in that

8clarence Clifford Norton, "pemocratic Newspapers and Campaign Llterature

in North Carolina, 1835-1861," North Carolina Historical Revie
(October, 1929), 359. ’ T

INorth Carolina Stapdard, December 1, 1860, in Dumond, Southern
Editorials, 285,
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area, The meeting resolved that however mich they deplored the election
to the office of President and Vice-President of the United States, of
two individuals upon purely sectional issues and by a strict sectional
vote, they were unable to see in thig election alone, sufficient cause
for the dismemberment of "the best Government vouchsafed by God to man , ¥10
On December ﬁ, gouthcentral Cumberland County, one of the largest in the
state, held a meeting at Fayetteville. Preglded over by Bedford Brown,
an influential state legigslator and an ardent unionist, the Cumberland
meeting adopted strong unionist regolves, In addition the formation of
"Sowthern Rights Clubs” was denounced as the device of "renegade Whigs,
disappointed know-Nothings and disorganizing pemocrats,”tl Cumberland's
southern neighbor, Robeson County, also resolved that the election of a
Pregident and Vice-President upon sectional grounds was not a Jjust basis
for immediate resistance, and the total overthrow of the present Union.12
Several of the important clties in the state also held unionisgt
meetings. However, it is important to note that with it diversive
interests, most of the leading cities had both unionist and secessionist
regolves passed as representative of their sentiment. For instance, in

the city of Wilmington, one group passed regolves emphasizing that it was
"the imperative duty of the State of North Carolina to prepare for

agsuming her position as an independent sovereignty.”l3 Another group

of Wilmington citizens, on December 11, passed resolutions opposing

10New York Times, January 18, 186l. See Map IT in Appendix B for the

county distribution of the presidential vote in the election of 1860 in
North Carolina.

117pid., Jamuery 19, 1861
12yilmington Daily Journal, December 3, 1860.
13Tbig., November 20, 1860.
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immediate separation, and calling for the use of all honorable efforts
for the preservation of the U’nion.lh The cities of Raleigh and
Saligbury had also held strong unionist meetings, but they too had thelr
geceggionlist counferparts.l5

The vast majority of influential and public figures in the state
were equally opposed to considering the election of a Republican a
cause for disunion, Zebulon B. Vance, a United States Representative
from the western part of the state, wrote that a "fear of Lincoln when
he comes into office is perfect humbuggery and those that urge it kmow
it to be so. If we go out now,” he continued, "we cant [sic/ take
the army and the navy with us, and Lincoln could as easily employ them

to force us back as he could prevent our going out; and the Yankees would

as readily fight to whip us back as they would to keep us in!“16 George

E. Badger, a former United States Senator and cabinet officer, wag of
the opinion that thg accesgion of the Republican party o power would
require increased vigilance over the rights and interests of the South,
"put that the majority in Congress was not lost to us, if the members
from all the Southern States would remain and be faithful, and that the

judiciary was open to any Jjust complaint, even if the Executive should

pietcher M. Green, "George Davis, North Carolina Whig and Confederate
Statesman, 1820-1896," North Cerolina Historical Review, XXXIT (October,
19k6), b58-495.

1

5I\Iew York Herald, December 8, 1860. Sitterson, Secession in North
Carolina, 194. Franklin Ray Shirley, Zubulon Vance, Tarheel Spokesman
(Charlotte, N. C., 1962), 20-21,

16zubulon B. Vance to William Dickinson, December 11, 1860, in Frontis
W. Johnston, ed., The Papers of Zubulon Baird Vance (1 vol., Raleigh,
1963)} I) 720 )
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attempd aggression”l7 KEmp P. Battle, a prominent Raleigh lawyer and
businessman, held similar ideas. Battle, who was to later become a
profesgor of history and President of the University of North Carolinas,
thought that "although the triumph of Lincoln was é noteable evil in
theory, another election would come in four years and agaln in another
four years, and so on, and in the mutation of politics the bldding for
gouthern votes would probably result in just legiglation.” There was
no pressing necessity, he believed, for an immediate solution of the

18

guestion, William S. Pettigrew, a wealthy Whig planter of Washington
County in the eastern part of the state, wrote to his brother of his
anxiety concerning the possibility of seéession:

Indeed, I am not without apprehension; that if the South

gecedes, we will all Dbe plunged into a vortex of ruin, parti-
cularly those who may owe money. It does appear to me to be

anything but wise for one State to place herself in so

despicable a position as South Carolina will....I cannot but

think that the State is about committing herself to a position

that the whole South will have reagon to regret.l9

ILike the prevailing sentiment in Virginia at this tiwme, the majority
of North Carolinians did not regard Lincoln's election ag a sufficient
cange for gecegsion. The unionist opiniong expressed by a majority of

the public leaders, the preponderant proporiion of anti-secessionist

newspaper editorials, and the considerable number of unionist resolves

Y. g. Peele, ed., Lives of Distinguished North Caroliniang with
Illustrations and Speeches (Raleigh, 1898), 200.

laKBmp P. Battle, Memories of an 0Ld-Time Tar Heel, ed. by William
James Battle (Chapel Hill, 1945), 168.

19wil1ian S. Pettigrew to James J. Petitigrew, November 2, 1860, Pettigrew

Papers, Southern Historical Collection, Univérsity of North Carolina
Library. (All manuscript material from the University of North Carolina
Library used in this study was sent to this student, on request, by

Dr, James Patton, Director of the Southern Historical Collection).
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pasged by county meetings all tend to suggest that the general sentiment
of the state wag that the South should not act hastily but should walt
a reasonable length of time and give Lincoln a fair trial,

With the people of North Carolina generally disposed toO accept the
regults of the election and to await further developments, the General
Assenmbly, elected in August, met in Raleigh on November 19, 1860. The
Senate was compoged of thirty-two Democrats and eighteen Whigs, a gain
by the Whigs of one over thelr nuwber in the last Senate. In the House
of Commons were sixty-five Democrats and fifty-five Whigs, a galn of
eight for the latter.© The governor's message to this body was
anxiously awaited throughout the state, since it was expected o out-
line the policy that North Carolina was to follow in this time of
crigis,

Governor John Ellis! message was closely related to the policy of
the southern radicals. He maintained that the entire socilal fabric of
" North Carolina was based upon and sustained by slave labor. The social

and material prosperity of the people of the state and their means of
living, he stressed, greatly depended upon this species of labor.21
Ellis proceded to trace the anti-slavery movement and pointed out that
the gentiment of the people of the North, had agsumed the form of a
bold and aggressive Tanaticism, that sought the annihilation of slavery

in the South at all hazards and regardless of consequenees.22 He

EOHenry M. Wagstaff, States Rights and Political Parties in North Carolira
1776-1861 (Johns Hopkins University Studies in Historical and Political
Science, XXIV, Baltimore, 1906), 123.

2lpxecutive and Legislative Documents. Session 1860-'6L (Raleigh, 1861),
25,

22Tbid., 26-27.




éuggested an invitation to the slaveholding states to hold a southern
conference, the calling of a convention of the people, and a thorough
reorganization of the militia,?3

The governor's mesgage set off heated discusgion within the legis-
lature, and throughout December and early January debate raged as to
what course the state should take. It was the general opinion among
congervatives that the wisest courge of action for them to pursue was
to delay or to obstruct all positive measures. Z. B. Vance, wrote to
William Dickingson, a member of the House of Commons from Caldwell
County, that "we have everything to gain and nothing on earth to lose by
-delay, but by too hasty action we may take a fatal step that we never
can retrace--may lose a heriéage that we can never recover though we
geek it earnestly and with tears 12

After the organization of the two houses, the recommendationsg of
Qovernor Ellis were referred to a joint committee on federal relations.25
While awaiting the report of this committee, resolutions were intfoduced
by both secessionists and unionists. In the House of Commons, John F.
Hoke, of Lincoln County in the gouthwest, offered a strong secessionist

regolution which outlined the right of North Carolina to withdraw from

the Union.26 The introduction of Hoke's resolutions was followed by the
y

231bid., 29-32.

2hyance to William Dickinson, December 11, 1860, in Johnston, Vance
Papers, I, TL-72.

25Journal of the House of Commons of North Carolina Session of 1860-1861
(Raleigh, 186l), 51L. Journal of the Senate of the General Assembly of the
State of North Carolina at its Session of 1860-'6l (Raleigh, 1861), 4k, 55,

2
0T ournal of the House of Commons of North Carolina Session of 1860-'6l,

L7-48.
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jntroduction of numerous regolutions by unlonlsts aggerting that Iincoln's
election did not constitute gufficient cause for a dlssolution of the
Union.27 The most elaborate unionist regolve wag introduced by Dennis

D. Ferebee, a delegate from northeastern Camden County. Ferebee main-
teined that the Constitution of the United States was not a league,
confederacy, or compact between the people of the geveral states in

their soverelgn capacities, but a government proper, foundéd on the adop-
tion of the people, and creating direct relations petween itself and
individuals. Furthermore, he insigted that 1t was the duty of the

gtate of North Carolina, under all clrcumstances and at all hazards, O

protect, maintaln and defend, in the Union, all the rights guaranteed
28

to her citizens by the Constitution of the United States.

The North Carolina Senate was algo witness to strong unionist pro-
nouncements on the pant of many Ef jts members. Senator Joglah Turner,
of northcentral Orange County, made a gtriking speech in which he stated
that the people of North Carolina were not "ready to be chained %o the
car of South Carolina and be dragged out of the Union into dlscord and
civil war.'" Turner Purther stressed that the "Union mind” of North
Carolina ﬁould "yake a firm, Tixed immoveble stand for the Union of the
States, and the Constltutional rights of each of the States, and no
power can drive them from it, short of the bayonet and sword , #29

geveral days later, John M. Morehead, a former Governor of the state and

2T1pig., 48-49, 55.

281bid., L7,

2
IBurton A. Kondle, John Motley Morehead and the pevelopment of North
Carolina 1796-1860 (Philadelphia, 1922), 37L.
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an influential railroad promoter, presented a stirring pynionigt address

to the Senate., Iater to be regarded as the "Architect and Bullder of
Public Works of North Carolina,” Morehead was of the opinion that if
South Carolina wighed to leave the Union, her course of action should
not be obstructed. Nevertheless, he believed that the act of gecession
was in divect conflict with the constitution. He was firmly convinced'
that the Union could yet be saved and that there was already a returning

30

gense of Justice in the Northern states.

On December 12, the committee on federal relations submitted its

report, The majority report, declaring the existing crigis one of

grave peril to the rights and equality of the states in the Union, and
that only the sovereign people had the right to determine the mode,
meagure, and time of redress, recommended the call of a convention and
gubmitted a bill for that purpose. It also recommended the reorganiza-
tion of the militia, and the formation of a volunteer corps in accordance
with Governor Ellis' suggestion3l The minority report signed by three

members (David Outlaw, Nathan Newby and Giles Mebane) declared the call

of a convention premature, The election of Tincoln, they declared, wag
an inadequate justification for gecesgion. In addition, they emphasized
the view that the proposed convention bill was not in accordance with
the provisions of the state constitution. In conclusion they urged

the call of a convention of all the states of the Union "with a view to

301pia., 371-372.

3lyournal of the Hougse of Commons of North Carolina Session of 1860-'61,
163-16. Journal of the Senate of the General Assembly of the State of
North Carolina at its Sesgion of 1860-'61, 108.




final settlement of all gubjects in controversy between the Northern
and Southern States.,..”32 The large part of the controversy concerning
the majority and minorlty reports centered around the state convention
proposal .. As the Christmag holidays were @rawing near the congervatives
were able to have its congigeration postponed unbil January 3, 1861.

On December 22, the legislature receased for the Christmas holidays
to reagsenble early in January. The congervatives had performed their
obstructionist tactics quite successfully. Not a single resolution or
act was passed in the month prior +to the Christwas recess.

Although the conservatives were maintaining a strong position
within North Carolina, events outside of the state were steadlly weaken-
ing the unionist najority and consequently strengthening the geceggionist
minority. On December 20, South Carolina withdrew from the Union. Tt
wag only among the radicals that South Carolina's action was received
with any true expression of Jjoy. Mogt conservative North Carolinians
gtrongly condemned their neighbors for making this move and thereby
rendering it more difficult for the other gouthern states to galn their
rights. Unionist meetings were held throughout the state denouncing
South Carolina‘s “arrogance and conceited self-importance.” Some of the
meetings, especially in the western and central partg of the state where
unionist sentiment was very strong, expresged unalterable oppogition to
dgisunion under any circumstances.33 Only in the city of Wilmington was

there any nobeworthy demonstration of joy at the Palmetto State's action.fh

321p1g., 164-166.

33James H. Boykin, North Carolina in 186l (New York, 1961), 1h1-1hlh,
New York Times, January 18, 186l.

3nSittersén, Secession in North Carolina, 195.
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Ieading conservatives urged the people to walt until all hope of
compromige was gone before gupporting schemes of disunion. Bedford
Brown, a gtate senator from the western Countj of Caldwell, violently
condemned South Carolina for its precipitate actions. Tall, spare,
smooth shaven, and with a protruding lower jaw and a habit of clinching
his teeth which gave him an appearance of resoluteness,35 Brown asked
if North Carolina was "to be hurried on by the principal actors of this
drama--are we t0 be presgsed headlong with no time to ﬁhink, and told in
effect, that we are not free agents to act, and ﬁhat circumatances and
necessity, the latter the tyrant's plea, leave no alternative than to
follow blindly tﬁe lead of one or more states?”36 The Ralelgh Reglster
maintained that in her secession move South Carolina had taken counsgel
only of what she deemed her interests, and had not paid the slightest
attention to the interests of the other states. "Why then,” asked the
editor of the Reglster, "should North Carolina tuck herself to the tail
of the great (!) nation of South Carolina and share the fate which her
enormous follies will bring on ner?”37 So far as one North Carolina
planter was concerned, he "would be glad if she /South Carolin§7 could
be severed ?rom us and drifted to mid-ocean, where she could form such a

Government as she pleased and trouble us no more.”38

35pictionary of american Biography, ITI, LO4-105.

38hougton G. Jones, "Beaford Brown: State Rights Unlonist, Part IT;
The Conciliator,” North Carolina Higtorical Review, XXIT (October,

1955), 499-500.

3g§gleigh Regigter, November 20, 1860, in New York Times, November 23,
1060.

38New York Times, January 28, 1861,
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With the secession of South Carolina an accomplished fact and the
withdrawal of the Gulf States imminent, many conservative North
Carolinians were of the opinion that the formation of a Boentral Con-
federacy” offered the mogt feasible means for the reconstruction of the

Union. The New York Herald correspondent in Raleigh, observed that

there were many who, in view of the dissolution of the Union, were 1look-
‘ing anxiously to the formation of a central confederacy, o be composed
of that states of New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland,
Virginia, North Carolina, Tennessee, Kentucky, and Missouri, and perhaps
Ohio, Indiana, Illinois and Towa.3? Such leading conservatives as

W. W, Holdenyo and Bedford Brown#l,Were firmly convinced that a con-
federacy of mliddle states could act as a mediator between the extreme
gections of North and South, and thus prevent the final dissolution of
the Union. W. W. Lenoir, a distinguished and wealthy planter fiwom
Caldwell County in western North Carolina, also believed that the salva~
tion of the Congtitution of the United States and the Union of gtates
could no longer be hoped for except by the formation of a central
gove:c'm:a.eni:.l*2 Vance was also of the opinion that the only way that the
Union could be reconstructed and the cotton gtates be brought to treat

them with proper respect, was through the establishment of a "great

39New York Herald, Janwary 12, 1861.

hOWilliam K. Boyd, *William W. Holden,” Trinity College Historical Papers,
IIT (1899), 6k, ' _

41 yones, "Bedfora Brown, ” 500,

42y, W, Ienoir to Vance, Janvary 7, 186l, in Johnston, Vance Papers, I,
19.




Central‘Confedegation.“ According to Vance, it would be able to
dictate terms of compromise which Georgia would be compelled to accept,
and the withdrawal of Georgia would break the back bone of the whéle
geceding kingdom.u3 Nevertheless, Vance did not publicly disclose this
view because he feared that every admission of the improbability of
compromige would increase the trend toward secession.

Tevelopments in Washington-were alsgo not too encouraging for the
conservative cause in the 014 North State. The failure of the special
Committees of Thirteen in the Senate and Thirty-Three in the House cer-
tainly dealt a weakening blow to the unionist position in the state. The

Raleigh correspondent for the New York Daily Tribune telegraphed that the

opposition to Crittenden's propositions in Washington weakened the
unionist gentiment daily throughout North Carolina.hu Although the
majority of the mewbers of Congress from North Carolina were strongly
conservative and were ﬁsing every effort to obtain an adjustment,h5
their unproductive resultsimade it olear that there was little chance of
Congress agreeing upon any substantial plan of adjustment. Many of the
congressional representatives were beginning to advocate the calling of

a state convention, in order to allow the people to have full power o

43vance to W. W. Ienoir, December 26, 1860, Lenoir Papers, Southern
Historical Collection, University of North Carolina ILibrary.

Yiwew York Deily Tribune, Januwary 19, 1861.

h5several of the speeches of Whig congregsional mewmbers from North
Carolina were printed in pamphlet form and were widely distributed through~
out the state, in order to alid and bolster the Union cause. Speech of
Hon. John A. Gllwer, of North Carolina, Delivered in the House of
Representatives, January 26, 1861 (Washington, n. d.), 1-8. Speech

of Hon. J. M. Ieach of North Carolina, Delivered in the House of Repre-
gentatives, February 7, 1861l (Washington, n, d.), L-10.
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decide the course of action for thelr state. Warren Winslow, a conger-
vative United States Representative from eagtern North Carolina, in a
gpeech to his constituents, maintained that all efforts to compromise
in Congress had been exhausted. In his judgment, the only remedy
wag the "prompt, honest, and independent action” of the people, either
by their state legislature, or by a specially constituted state conven-
tion.u6 Iess than two weeks after Winslow's speech, both of North
Carolina's senators and three other congressional repregentatives
officially advocated the calling of a state convention.lL7

Another event added to the excitement and uneasiness of the people
at this time. A group of citizens in Wiimington, fearful that the care-
taker ordnance sergeants at neighboring Forts Caswell and Johnaton
would soon be replaced by large detachments of federal troops, selzed

the two forts on January 9.h8 When the news of this action reached

Governor Ellig in Raleigh, he immediately sent Colonel John I. Cantwell

of the Thirtieth North Carolina Militia to Wilmington, with orders

for the immediate restoration of the forts to the federal government.
As a result, they were returned in good order.#g Before the evacuation
of the fortg, however, Governor Ellis did send a telegraph to President

Buchanan wishing to secure information ag to the chief executive's

kbyilmington Daily Journal, January 2, 1861L.

LTThe two senators were Thomas Bragg and T, R. Clingman., In addition
to Winslow, the other three representatives were Burton Cralge, Thomas
Ruffin, and L. O'Bryan Branch. Z. B. Vance and W. N. H. Smith, were
unofficially known to favor the calling of a convention. Wilmington
Daily Journal, January 14, 1861,

480rricial Records, Series I, Volume I, h7h.

“9Tpid., L75-476.
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intentions with regard to garrisoning the North Carolina fortg, 0 The
President’'s reply‘came through Joseph Holt, his Secretary of War, who
agsured Ellis that the Presdent did not contemplate garrisoning the
forts of the State.Sl The incidents at Forts Caswell and Johngton,

in themsel#es, were not of great significance. Nevertheless, happening
in-the midet of South Carolina's secession and the failures in
Washington, thé temporary selzures tended to intengify the secessionist
position, and congsequently reduce the effectiveness of the unionist
cauge in the state. |

By the time the legislature reassembled on Januvary 7, thg_entire

gtate was aroused to the threatening agspect of ﬁational affairs. Heated
debate éoon began on the convention bill. When a convention was first
proposed 1t seemed very doubtful if one could be called, However, with
the gecession of the Palmetto State, the failures in Washington, and the
~occupation and subsequent evacuation of Forts Johnston and Caswell, a
great deal of excltement was aroused favoring the calling of a state
convention. Such unionigt countles as Halifax, Pitt, Rowan, Orange,
Bladen, and Caldwell all proposed resolutions urging the state legislature
to pass a cqn#ention bill.”® To these conservative counties, a conven~
tion seemed the best way to check the ever active and aggressive seces-
slonigt minority. They felt, too, that if it were called at once it
would undoubtedly have a substantial unionist majority. It was also

generally believed that better terms could be gained if the state was in

50Ibid., 475-476.
ol1pia., 485,

5§2ilmington Deily Journal, November 27, December 4, 10, 1860, January 8,
lobl. '
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convention. Although gseveral leadling conservatives were opposed to the
convention proposal,53 the vagt majority of unionist leaders either
favored it or did not express any active hostility towards the proposi-
tion. In a letter to George N. Folk, a member of the North Carolina
Houge of Commons from the western County of Watauga, Z. B. Vance
expressed the general attitude of the conservative faction with regard
‘to the convention proposal:
T do not regard the call of a Convention as a disunion

movement. ... Firm temperate and decided actlon may save our

rights and the Union too; non-action will precipitate us into

disunion. We want a Convention for other purposes than seces-

sion alone, though others I know, desire it for no other

object. We want it for the purpose of demanding terms of the

Northern people; if they are refused, then for making our

voice heard with the Southern States, which are rapidly

inoculating the people with many dogmas, of which North

Carolina does not approve....s)

These attitudes and pressures all had their effect, and on Jamuary

29 both houses of the General Agsembly agreed upon a convention bill.

The bill provided for an election on February 28, 1861, at which time

the people would vote for or against a convention, and for delegates to

this convention., Should the voters favor the convention it would be

53Jonathan Worth, a leading conservative member of the North Carolina
Senate representing Guilford County in the central part of the state,
maintained that he could not vote for the convention bill, *because the
Zﬁfat§7 Constitution authorizes the General Assembly to call no such
Convention. Such conventions have been nowhere called except for the
purpose of carrying out secegsion....l can therefore vote for no bill
which in any way squints toward a recognition of this doctrine.”
"Remarks of Jonathan Worth on the Proposition to Call a Convention in
the Senate Jan, 1861," in J. G. deRoulhac Hamilton, The Correspondence
of Jonathan Worth (2 vols., Raleigh, 1909), I, 128.

5”V§nce to George N. Folk, January 9, 1861, in Johnston, Vance Papers,
I, 82.




called by Governor Ellis not earlier than March 11.55 In regponse to
the invitation of Virginia, the legislature also elected Thomas Ruffin,
D. M. Barringer, David S. Reid, Jobn M, Morehead, and George Davis as
commiggioners to the National Peace Conference. Former Governor

David L. Swain, M. W. Ransom, and John L. Bridges were at the same time
chosen as commiésioners to visit Montgomery at the time of the meeting
of the delegates of the seceded states.56 After the passage of

geveral additional state military measures, the General Assembly ad-

Jourued on February 25.57

557ournal of the House of Commons of North Carolina Session of 1860-'6l,
44T Journal Of the Senate of the General Assembly of the State of North
Carolina Passed by the General Assewbly, at its Session of 1860-161 3
Together with the Comptrollers Statement Public Revenue and Expendlture,
{Raleigh, 1861), 27-30.

56Ibid., 396, Journal of the Senate of the General Assembly of the State
of Morth Carolina at 118 Session of LBo0=-'blL, 210-211, Public Iaws of the

State of North Carolina, Passed by bthe General Assembly, at its Session
of 1860-'61, 78.

5Tpublic Taws of the State of North Carolina, Passed by the General
Assembly at its session of 18604'6l, Chapters 24-26.




Chapter IV

The February Convention Attempt and the May Convention

With the passage of the convention bill both seceggionists and
unionists waged a spirited and exciting campalign, contegting both for
approval or defeat of the convention itself, and the election of dele-
gates to the convention. In spite of the fact that the conservatives
were divided as to tactics, some opposing the convention itself and
others favoring a convention controlled by unionists, the overriding
igsue wag wmade quite définitely ”Unioﬁ or Disunion.” Like the Virginia
congervatives in their preconvention campaign, the North Carolina
unionigts brought to the fore every major disadvantage that would ensuve
if the 0ld North State withdrew from the Unlon. The economic, soclal,
constitutional, and international conseguences of secession were Jjust
geveral areas that were thoroughly exhausted by the unionist candidates
in the campaign. A review of gome of the major areas of congervative
thought‘during this exciting month, will provide a valuable ingight into
the many reasons why the conservatives in North Carolina were opposed to
the withdrawal of their state from the Union.

Econoﬁically, the doctrine of secession was vehemently attacked by
the unionigts. ILeading congervative businessmen and political figures
joined in condemning the doctrine as a stepping stone to free trade,
direct taxation, and a reopening of the African slave trade. United

States Representative Zebulon B. Vance expressed these ideas, in a

printed speech, for his constituents in the western counties of North

92




93

Carolina. A large, powerful wan, with a pushy moustache, and wearing
hig hair down on his neck,l Vance maintained that secession would mean
Yheavier taxation to suppdrt a geparate government....High tariffs might
bé escaped by separation, but import duties would only be replaced by
‘export duties and direct taxes more objectionalbe than tariff duties.”@
W. W. Lenoir wrote that he was definitely opposed to joining the Old
Worth State with the schemes and politics of the Gulf Statgs. He had

po faith in the economic dogmas which he believed the gtates of the

lower South would engraft in thelr constitution;_mainly direct taxation

and a reopening of the African slave trade. 1In adgdition, he had no

desire to engage in the rumored Confederate project of trying to carry
glavery into Mexico and Central Awmerica, "two old long, inhabited
countries, vhich have rejected slavery once and wont ZE&£7 receive 1t
agaiﬁ even if the north remain quiet.”3v Thomas ﬁevereux, a prominent
Raleigh businessman, was of the opinion that the act of secession

was destructive of all public credit. "Will éapitalists take stocks of
the United States if the merket value of thoge stocks can be depreclated,”
he added, "at the mere will of the weakest mewber of the unproguctive
eXpressed upbn the whim of the people or of partisan and demagogue

managersx...."l’L

lprontis W. Johnston, "Zebulon Baird Vance: A Personality Sketch,”
North Carclina Historical Review, XXX (april, 1953), 185.

QSitterson, Secegsion in North Carolina, 212-213.

3. W. Ienoir to Z. B. Vance, Jamuary 7, 186L, in Johnston, Vance
Papers, I, 80-8L,

Yrhomas Devereux to Thomes Ruffin, February L, 1861, in Joseph G.
deRoulhac Hamilton, The Papers of Thomas Ruffin (& vols., Raleigh,
II1, 118. '




There were many groups in the state that were directly effected
by the economic disadvantages of secession. A view into geveral of the
more significant interest groups, will further illustrate the important
role that the economic motive played in the secession crisis in North
Carolina,

In 1861, the small-goale farmer was the chief factor in individual
1ife in the 014 North State., With the advances made in agricultural
reform in the preceding decade,5 hig position was not.only'eolidified, but
also gtrengthened., With a decrease‘in thevsize of the average farm from
369 acres in 1850 to 316 acres in 1860, the number of farmg increased
from 56,963 to 75,203 in the same decade.6 This large number of small-
gscale agricultural units was largely responsible for placing North
Carolina,sécond in the production of peas, beans, and sweet potatoes,
and third in the production of corn,‘with regard to the other states in
the Union.! As a result of unfavorable geographical clrcumstances and an
inadequacy of transportaﬁion facilities, however, mogt of these and

8

gsimilar products were consumed at home.~ Nevertheless, some of the corn
produced in the state did find 1ts way to merkets elsewhere in the form

of whisky, corn meal, and fattened pork. Many farmers, in the Roanoke

Cornelius Oliver Cathey, Agricultural Developments in North Carolina
1783-1860 (The James Sprunt Studlies in History and Political Science,
XXXVI, Chapel Hill, 1956), 194-205.

6Rosser Howard Taylor, Slaveholding in North Carolina: An Economic

View (The James Sprunt Higtorical Publications, XVIII, Chapel Hill,
925), 202. '

TJoseph G. deRoulhac Hamilton, Party Politics in North Carolina 1835~

1860 (The James Sprunt Historical Publications, XV, Chapel Hill, 1916),
202,

8 s
Cathey, Agricultural Developments in North Carolina, 193.

3




River Valley, particﬁlarly , devoted themselves almost exclusively to
its culbure and sold their product by the ship-load in Norfolk,
Baltimore, Philadelphia,/NEW York City, and Providence.’ With the

10 many of

large-scale railroad program being instituted in the state,
the more remoﬁe truck farmers were also hoping to reap the benefits

of trading with northern centers in the near future., Secession,
undoubtedly, would destroy all possibilities of lucrative £rade with
these northern markets., What was even more important was the general
attitude which this populous element held toward the institution of
slavery. The non-glaveholders from the mountain dlstricts of the west
and the swamp region.of ‘the northeast, and a considerable proportion of
small~gcale farming elements in the central part of the state, saw no
reagson to become virtually concerned with the preservation of a slave
gygtem in which they had little part. One:secesgionist observer, who
wag travelling in the northeastern counties of Hertford, Bertie, Gates,
and Chowan, was horrified to find the people "in favor of thé Union at
any and all hazards...and swearing that they would not 1ift a finger to
protect rich men's negroes."ll Vance illustrated the general attitude
of this group when he stated that "seven-tenths of our people owned no
slaves at all, and to say the least of it, felt no great and enduring

enthusiasm for its preservation, especially when 1t seemed to them

Ipid., 126.

10charies 1. Price, "North Carolina Rallroads During the Civil War,”
Civil War History, VII (September, 1961), 298,

Llxenneth Rayner to Thomas Ruffin, December 25, 1860, in Hamilton,
Ruffin Papers ITI, 109. )
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that it was in no danger.“le When the results of the convention election

were tabulafed, it was found that the smwall-scale farming and non-slave-
holding interests Tormed the hard core of resistance to any attempt to
break with the Uhion.l3

In addition to the yeowanry of North Carolina, there were other
groups that regarded the act of secession as economically destructive
to their interests. For instance, no railroad investor or promoter In
the gtate even dreamed that a war between the North and the South, the
ultimate consequence of gecession, would bring progperity to the rail-
roads. On the contrary, it was common belief among railroad wen that if
war broke out "the troubles of the country would prostrate and destroy”
all of their business. This peseimisgtic view was a result of the fact
that the vast majority of the traffic of North Carolina moved seaward,
with most of the freight going by water either to Europe or to the
northern section of the country. A war between the North and South would
lar§ely degtroy this traffic, and consequently the investment of these
promoters .}_lp

The textile interest was another economic group that was decidedly
against the, withdraweal of North Carolina from the Union. By 1861 there
were approximately fifty large cotton mills in operation in the state.

Mosgt of their machinery, technologlcal assistance, and support for a

12yi11iam K. Boyd, "North Carolina on the Eve of Secession,” American
Historical Assoclation, Annual Report, 1910 (Washington, 1912), 168.

L3y00ster, Secession Conventions, 193-19%.

Wprice, "North Carolina Railroads” 298-299.




high tariff ceme from the northern gtates,t> It is not surprising,
therefore, that of the seven countles which had the most textile mills
located within their borders, five elected unconditional unionist
delegations to the convention, one had a divided delegation, and one
elected a secessionist delegation.l6
Although not economically oriented with regard to the unionist
cause, the Quakers also deserve mention as a group who were gtrongly
opposed to the dissolution of the federal govermment, Long active in
southern abolitionisgm and manumission gocieties, they constantly
remained a nucleus for anti-slavery Sentimeni.l7 In the campaign for
delegates to the convention, they enthusiastically supportéd ﬁhe
unionisﬁ cause. The three counties in which the Quakers had their
greatest numbers all Voted for unconditional unionist candidates.l8
Thoge groups that generally favored the unionist cause, either

for economic motives, or in the case of the Quakers, on moral grounds,

were the hard core conservative nucleus in the state. On the other

hand, there were many North Carolinians that were in doubt as to the

L5Richard W. Griffin and Diffie W. Standard, "The Cotton Textile Industry
in Ante-Bellum North Carolina; Part II, An era of Boom and Consolildation,
"North Carolina Historical Review, XXXIV (April, 1957), 139-1h6.

16rhe five unconditional unionist Counties were Orange, Iredell, Randolph,
Forgyth and Montgomery; all of these counties were generally located in
the central part of the state. The County of Cumberland, in the south-
central part of the state, elected the divided delegation, and Lincoln
County in the southwest, elected a secesglonist delegation.

1Tp, M. Sherrill, "The Quekers and the North Carolina Manumission Society,”
Trinity College Historical Papers, X (191L4), 30, S5L.

187he three "Quaker Counties” were Randolph, Guilford, and Chatham, all
located in the central part of the state.
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course theirlstate gshould pursuve. Teading conservatives realized that
a host of other reasons had to be advenced, in order ©O insure full
unionist control of the convention.

Constitutionally, the act of secession was violently attacked Dby
geveral prominent unionigts., In an address to the people of Randolph
and Alamance Countles, Jonathan Worth regarded the doctrine of secession,
ag a peaceful and constitutional mode of withdrawing a state from the
Union, an absurdity.l9 A small, sligﬁt man with keen eyes and an alert
expression,QO Worth stated that whether the ?resent Union be preserved
or a Southern Confederacy be formed, the act of secession was "the seed
of geath in any Confederation. A new Republic founded on it would be
baged on Disin%egration.“21 One of North Carolina's United States Repre-
gentatives, J. M. Leach, held similar views. In his judgment, there
could be found no warrant for the act of secession in the Constitution,
and no foundation for it, as derived in any way from that instrument.
#Tf a state has a constitutional right to seceed,” he maintained, "then
the Congtitution of the United States would be subject to the will and
control of every State in the Union. Tt would be the mere creature,
not only of all the States, but also of any one of them; for it could

e gestroyed at any time by any State . o2

19yorth's Address to the People of Randolph and Alamance Counties,” in
Hamilton, Worth Papers, I, 128.

20pi ctionary of American Biography, XX, 536.

2lvgemarks of Worth in the Senate of North Carolina, January, 1861;'in
Hamilton, Worth Papers, I, 128.

220ongressional Globe, 36 Cong., 2 Sess., 197.
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Like Joseph Segar, John Millson, and Sherrard Clemens in Virginia,
nany 1eéding North Cérolina congervatives also were of the opinion that
the institutions of the South could best be preserved by remaining in
the Union. Former Whig Governor of North Carolina, William A. Graham,

condemned secession not only as political heresy, but as essentially

guicidal to the best interests of the South. In a campaign speech as

a candidate for the state convention, Graham pointed out that Lincoln
failed by five hundred thousand votes of having a majority of the

people vote for him, and was elected because his oppoments were divided.
This would not occur again, he ingisted, aﬁd in the meantime, the South
had a majority of the votes in each House of Congress, and & unanimous
Supreme Court on their side. Graham emphasgized that as long as they
were able to retain the éenators of two northern states, the South
would be able to control the Senhate and it would be impossible for
Iincoln to appolnt to office objectionalbe men.23 In a gpeech in

the House of Representatives on February 7, Whig Congressman Leach
violently condemned the "precipitate, unjustifiable, and unwise” action
of the cotton states, If the states of the lower South had not withdrew
from the Union, Leach was of‘the opinion that "there would have been a

decided majority in both Houses of Congress against the incoming

Administration--with the power, therefore, to have controlled the

23™yilliam A, Graham's Notes on Speech; when a candidate for the
Convention, Feb., 186L" Typed copies of papers of William A. Graham
compiled by Joseph G. deRoulhac Hamilton, Southern Historical Collectlon,
University of North Carolina TLibrary.




legiglation of the caurn:ry.”zlL Pettigrew was firmly convinced that
the Republican Party would be shattered into pieces in the course of the

next four years. Furthermore, this wealthy planter believed that it

.only remained for the South to be united to accomplish 1ts gecurity in

the Union. Until united they were ruined whether in or out of the
Union; and if they were unable t§ be united in it, there was but
little probability of their being united out of it.25

The,idea that sduthern ingtitutions could best be preserved by
" remaining in the Union wag carried one step further by several'leading
unionigt spokesmen, Ironically, they argued and illustrated that the
institution of slavery was safest within the Union, and a wlthdrawal
would result in its complete destruction. Graham stated that seceasion
wasg not.advisable because if the attempt proved unsuccessful it would
mean the abolition of slavery. If they succeeded a line would be placed
between Virginia and Pennsylvania, The former chief executive of the
state maintained that a Negro escsaping from Virginia to Pennsylvania
would be free and could not be recovered. Slavery, therefore, would
become too precarious to be continued and Virginia would become a free
gtate and ngcessarily go to the North. Then the line would be between
Virginia and North Carolina, and the same thing repeated until the whole

South became free.26 W. W. Holden, in an editorial in the North Carolina

24 congressional Globe, 36 Cong., 2 Sess., 197-198.

@5William Pettigrew to James J. Pettigrew, November 2, 1860, Pettigrew
Papers, Southern Historical Collection, University of North Carolina
Library.

26”W?lliam A. Graham's Notes on Speech; when a candidate for the Con-
vention, Feb., 1861," Graham Papers, Southern Historical Collection,
University of North Carolina Livrary.
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Stendard, pointed out that the whole world outside of the glaveholding
gtates, with slight exceptions, was opposed to slavery; and the whole
world, with slave labor thus rendered insecure and comparatively value-
less, would take sides with the North againgt them. The end, he main-
tained, would be ”Abolition!”27 Worth effectively expressed hig feelings
on this subject,'when he stated:
Slavery is doomed if the South sets up a Southern Con-

federacy. With Canada in effect for her Norihern border from

the Atlantic to the Pacific--all hating us, 1t is madness to

think of anything else only to cut the throats of the Negroes

or have our own throats cut.pg

Many leading conservatives were also deeply concerned with the

international consequences ‘that would ensue, if North Carolina and the
other Border states broke their allegiance to the federal government.

“The North Carolina Standard informed its readers that the act of seces-

gion would expose the southern Confederacy to the hazards of war not
only with the northern states but with European powers., These foreign
powers stimulated by the hope of gain, and disliking them for thelr

popular forms of government, would insinuate themselves into the very

heart of their system and foment jealousies between the North and South.
The end would be forelgn influence in all their councils, foreign manners

in all their social walks, and foreign gold in the hands of unscrupulous

2TNorth Carolina Standard, February 5, 1861, in Dumond, Southern
Editorials, Lh7.

28yorth to J. J. Jackson, December 17, 1860, in Hamilton, Worth Papers,
T, 127. :
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demagogues as the price of some portion of their country's liberties,
Worth was of the same opinion. Even on the plan of a peaeceful geparation,
he insisted, North America would soon become iexicanized.”3° In an
address to the clergy and laity of the Christian Churches of the country--
which was signed by various Présbyterian, Baptist, Lutheran, and
Catholic clergy of the city of Wilmington--1t was emphasized that the
act of secesgion would inaugurate "on this hitherto peaceful continent,
the jealous political system of Europe, with its balance of power, its
enormous standing armies, its crushing taxation, and ultimately, its
despotic governments....“3l

As the pre-convention campaign was drawing to a close, the conger-
vatives began to emphasize, to a greater extent, the posgibility of war
ag a result of secegssion. In a printed speech to his constituents, Vance
maintained that civil war with all its direful consequences, was likely
to be. the result of a dissolution of the Uhion.32§ George K. Badger, an

old-line Whig and a former United States Senator, was of the opinion

that there could be no peaceable separation of the Union. "From the

very nature of the case, from the character of our institutions, from

the character of our country, from the nature of the govermment itself,”

it was his Judgment that separation would only result in armed conflict.33

29North Carolina Standard, December 1, 1860, in Dumond, Southern
Editorials, 284-285.

30Worth to D. G, Worth, May 15, 1861, in Hamilton, Worth Papers, I, 1hk.
3lwilmington Daily Journal, January 22, 186L.

3281tterson, Secession in North Carolina, 212,
33peele, ed., Lives of Distinguished North Carolinians, 213,




The prominent Raleigh lawyer and businessman, Kemp Battle, felt sure
that secession would lead to var, and that war would certainly bring to
the South a host of new "t‘,rox,foless.31L In a gpeech in the United States
House of Repregentatives, Unionist Congressman John Gilmer wag certain
that if secéssion occurred peace could not long contimue, "4 civil war
will follow,” he added, *that will end only in the destruction of all
the great interests of all sections of the country."’3 5 Many of the
secegsionists maintained that a peaceful separation was possible, since
the people of the North would not fight, Graham regarded this idea as
totally absurd. "The North Western wen are bone of our bone and flesh of
our flesh,” he insisted, and “their ancestors in many cases having gone
from the old Southern States and in all our wars have proved themselves
worthy soldiers.”36 W. W. Lenoir, a distinguished and wealthy planter
from Caldwell County in western North Carolina, asked why they should
take upon themselves a war waged in defiance of their wisghes, thelr
counsgels, their policy, and thelr interests, to forward the interests
and gelfish ambitions of the gtates which wage it, and which in doing so
treat them‘ not as equals, but asg dependen’os.37 W. W. Holden expressed
the feelings of a great many conservative North Carolinians when hs

wrote:

31*Battle, Memories of a Tar Heel, 168.

33congressional Globe, 36 Cong., 2 Sess., 583.

36”William A. Grahan's Notes on Speech; when a candidate for the Con-
vention, Feb., 1861," Graham Papers, Southern Historical Collection,
University of North Carolina ILibrary.

3. w.8Lenoir to Vance, February 5, 1861, in Johnston, Vance Papers,
Iy 97'9 o
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The disunionist per se 1is either a mad man or a bad man,
He who prefers disunion to Union, and who laborg to provoke and
aggravate the two sections against each other, is an enemy to
hig race., He who is for discord instead of concord, for war
instead of peace, for disunion for disunions sake, 1s guilty of
a crime more stupendous than any which has been committed since
Cain slew hig brother.38

Most unionlsts were quite optimistic sbout the regults of the con-
vention election.39 Wake, which ranked second among the leading slave-
holding counties in North Carolina, expected to elect the Union ticket
by the largest majority ever given any candidate in the county. Unionigt
candldates, W. W. Holden, George E, Badger, and Quentin Busbee were
"working together like beavers” to gain the votes of the people.ho
Jonathan Worth, Alfred Dockery, and Nathaniel Boyden effectively worked
for the unionist cause in the middle coﬁnties of Alamance, Randolph,
Rowan, and Richmond. Worth advised the people of Randolph and Alamance
to "Believe not those who may tell you this convention is called to save
the Union. It 1g called to destroy it. If you desire to preserve the
Union vote "No Convention,” and at the same time, be careful for whom
you vote asg delegates.”hl
It was generally agreed by the conservatives that their least support

would be in the middle eastern slaveholding counties, from Warren,

3%Worth Carolina Standard, February 5, 1861, in Dumond, Southern
Editorials, 4h7.

393. F. Moore, a prominent lawyer from the northeastern county of
Halifax, wrote that he could look yet for good things for his country.
One report that he received had prophesied a 50,000 vote majority for the
unionigts. B, F. Moore to James W. Bryan, February 12, 1881, Bryan
Papers, Southern Historical Collection, University of North Carolina
Library.

WOyilliam X, Boyd, ed., Memoirs of W. W. Holden, (Durham, 1911), 1k,

L1"Worth's Address to the People of Randolph and Alamance County,” in
Hewmllton, Worth Papers, I, 133,
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Halifax, and North Hampton on the north to Columbus, Brunswick, and New
Hanover on the South. The secessionigts were also egpecially strong in
the cotton and rice countles of the southwest, The northeastern area
and the piedmont or central part of the state were the strongest unionigt
gections. Although the question of a convention had split the Whigs and
Democrats of the western counties "all into h--1," the area still re-
mained an enthusiastic Union stronghold.he

The election resulted in a sweeping victory for the unionist cause,
Of the one hundred and twenty delegates chosen, forty-two were secession-
lats, twenﬁy-eight conditional unionists, and fifty unconditional
unionists. The voters were go suspicious and so afraid that a convention
might lead to secession that they surprised many people in the state and
in the South by voting againgt the convention, 47,323 to h6,672.u3 Asi
a result the proposed convention never met., Neverthelesgs, delegates 1o
the conventlon were elected. Since the election results can be regarded,
to a large degree, as an indication of the secessionist and unionist
gentiment in the state, a brief analysis of the sections and groups who
elected the unionist delegates will provide a valuaﬁle ingight into the
identity of the congservatives in the Ol4 North State.

As suspected the extreme eastern counties, those in the central or
piedmont area, and the western (especially the northwestern) counties

were staunchly unionist., In the extreme eastern counties, the unionists

carried everything before them, especially in the northeastern section,

4251 tterson, Secession in North Carolina, 217-220.

431pi4., 203-224,




The middle counties, bounded on the east by the coastal countles and
extending through Cleveland, Catawba, Alexander, Yadkin, and Surry,

were strongly conservative, seventeen of the twenty-nine electing
unconditional unionist and four choosing conditional unionist delega-
tions, Of the forty-six western countied, twenty-five were unconditional
unlonlst eight were conditional unlonist, and thirteen were gecessionist,
The middle eastern and the southwestern counties were the areas where

the secessionists drew their greatest smppm:'t..l’fl-L On the basis of these
regional election results, it is possible to assert that the small-scale
agricultural element in North Carolina, as a group, generally favored
the unionist pogition, while the larger rice and cotton planters of the
middle eastern and southwestern counties, as a group, generally tended
to support the secessionist cause.

A comparigon of the vote with the percentage of slaves in the
counties tends to pupport this conclusion, and reveal some other interest-
ing facts. Of the fifty-four counties in which slaves composed more than
twenty-five percent of the population, twenty-two were secessionist,
eleven conditional unionist, seventeen unconditional unionist, and four
divided. Of the tﬂirty-two counties in which slaves formed less than

twenty-five percent of the total population, eighteen were unconditional

unionist, six conditional unionist, and eight secessionist. In other

words, twenty-two of the thirty secessionist countles, six of the seven-

teen conditional unionist counties, and seventeen of the thirty-five

unconditional unionist counties had a slave population of over twenty-

five percent., Although the majority of the secessionist sentiment was

Yhywooster, Secession Conventions, 193-194.
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in the slaveholding area, the slavery region, however, was almost equally
divided on the question. As J. Carlyle Sitterson has noved, s, geces-
gion county was likely to be a slaveholding county, but a glaveholding
county might not necessarily‘be a gecegsion county.”h5

Politically, on the basis of the convention election, Whig influ-
ence tended to be directly related to unionist sentiment, and also
related to the pockets of unionism in several of the slaveholding areas.
Of the thirty secessionist counties, twenty-five were carried by Breckin-
ridge in 1860, and only five by Bell. Of the fifty-two unconditional
and conditional unionist counties, thirty-seven were carried by Bell and
twelve by Breckinridge.h6 Indeed, during the secession crisis not all
gouthern Whigs adopted the same attitudes. Neverthelegs, as Thomas
Alexander has concluded, before Lincoln's call for troops they were g0
preponderantly unionist in sentiment that southern Whiggery and unionism
became almost synonymous.h7

In spite of the returns, neither the conservative nor the radical
elements accepted the issue as settled. It was merely a teumporary suc-
cegs for those who advocated a policy of "Watch and Wait.” Most conser-

vative North Carolinians still relied on compromige, and gtill hoped that

4591 tterson, Secession in North Carolina, 224-225.

h6Ibid., 223-22h, Arthur Cole's gtudy of the Whigs in North Carolina
reveagled that the small-scale agricultural interests formed a major
part of the party in that state. Arthur Cole, The Whig Party in the
South (Washington, 1913), 68, 10k.

h7Thomas B. Alexander, "Persistent Whiggery in the Confederate South, -
1860-1877, * Journal of Southern Higtory, XXVII (August, 1961), 306.




the National Peace Conference would result in some arrangement for

peace and reunion with the seceded states. Thelr hope was of courge a
vain one, since the day of compromise was over. The failure of the
Peace Conference in washingtqn came as a stunning blow to the congser-
vatives, and consequently provided a renewal of hope for the secegsion-
ists, which events at Fort Sumter efentually justified. On their return
to North Carolina, four of the five peace commissioners announced that
all hope of peace was gone.l*8 Although one of the delegates, John M,
Morehead, thought that the Union might still be };>3c'esex~ved,,+9 ‘the

majority of the peace delegation were firmly convinced that all hope

was logt. Judge Thomas Ruffin, who had gone to the conference an

ardent unionist, wade a speech in Hillsboro consisting of only three
words, "Fight! Fight! Fightl“SO George Davig--an old-line Whig and

a prominent attorney—~presented similar views to the people of Wilmington
upon his return from the Peace Conference. Short, heavy—sei, dark, and
with an effective style of speaking,5l Davis declared that ”NoAarrangen
went had been made~-none would be made. The decigion must be made on

the line of slavery. The South must go with the South...or as the tail-

end and victim of a Free Soil North.” Furthermore, he pointed out that

h8Hamilton, Ruffin Papers, ITI, 13k,

ugKbnkle, John M, Morehead, 382-384.

5OJoseph G. deRoulhac Hamllton, Réconstruction in North Carolina
(Columbia University Studies in History, Economics, and Public Taw,
LVIII, New York, 191Lk), 19.

51Dictionary of American Blography, IV, 11h4-115.
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the Republicans were contemplating the passage of the "most oppressive
tariff that had ever been heard of. They would tax us to death to
protect and build up themselves, and at the same time pay the agents of
the Underground railroad for running off our N’égroes."52 Throughout

the OlLd North State many conservatives wére altering theif gentiments ag
a result of the failure of the Peaée Conference. W. F. Leake, a planter
from the central part of the state, in a public letter to W. W. Holden
stated that he was a unionist until he saw the “migerable abortion” in
Washington. The ineffectual effort on the part of the southern commig-
gioners to obtain any, even the smallest recognition of their rights

in slave property, convinced hiﬁ.to favor the cause of the sscessionists.3
Certainly the fallure of the Washington Peace Conference had a marked
effect in strengthening the disunionist.position in North Carolina.
Hundreds who had looked to the Peace Conference for an adjustment of

the difficulties now lost all hope of compromise, and were graduvally
moving into the ranks of the disunionigts.

Lincoln's inavgural address, reaching North Carolina shortly after
the report of the Peace Conference, also did not satisfy the people as
a whole, ‘Most secesgionists, and many conservatives interpreted the
meggage as a menace rather than a promise of future security. However,
there were several conservativesg who were of the opinion that ILincoln's

message dild not intend coercion, and that his intentions to enforce the

925 memorial of the Hon, George Davis (Wilmington, 1896), 19. Green
"George Davis,” 461,

53wilmington Deily Journal, April 2, 186L.
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laws, collect the revenues, and delivér the mails in those states which
hed seceded was in direct accord with his constitutional obligations. .

W. W. Holden, in an editorial in the North Carolina Standard on March 9,

1861, emphasized that "the man /Tincoln/ had just taken an oath to
gupport the Constitutlion. and to enforce the laws. What was he to do?
Was he to say to the seven cotton States, you are out of the Union?

Who gave him~that authority? Has Congress said 1t? No. Have the’
American people sald 1t7 Né.” In addition the fiéry editor insisted
that the inaugural address was not a war message, and that Lincoln
deliberately refrained from pressing the main principle in his platform—
the exclusion of the South from all territories of the Union., It was

not unfriendly to the South. It deprecated war, and bloodshed, and it
pleaded for the Uhion.Bu Worth writing to his brother was firmly of the
opinion that Lincoln's inaugural "preathes peace to any candid mind."2>
Badger was also of the opinion that Lincoln intended no act of coercion.56
Neverthelessg these conservative opinions were exceptional. The vasgt
majority of unionist supporters in North Carolina were quite disturbed
about Tincoln's megsage., Like the failure of the National Peace Conven-
tion, the inavgural address added to the weakening of the unionist
position, and subsequently increased the sentiment in the 014 North State

for a separation from the federal,government.57

Shorth Carolina Standard, March 9, 1861, in Dumond, Southern
Rditorials, LT77-4T9.

S55Worth to B. G. Worth, March 16, 1861, in Hamilton, Worth Papers, I, 137.

56George E. Badger to James W. Bryan, March 8, 1861, Bryan Papers,
Southern Higtorical Collection, University of North Carolina Library.

57Sitterson, Secesgion in North Carolina, 232-233.
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Tn the weeks Following the failure of the Peace Conference and the
unpopular reception of the inaugural address, the secegsionigts of the
gtate worked feverishly to presént their views before the people. One
North Carolina radical wrote to Howell Cobb, requesting information
as to the best method Mof promoting the Southern feeling and reconciling
the majority here to the Southern Republic,”58 In the east, beginning
in Wilmington, a gtrong and united movement now began. "States Rights”
meetings were held in various places and delegates were chosen to a
atate meeting to be held in Goldsboro at the end of March. This move~
ment spread to other parts of the state, and when the meeting was held m
March 22 about a thousand persons were present, representing twenty-five
counties. A formal party was organized and plans were made for a cam-

paign extending all over the state.59

J. Moses, of South Carolina, who
had been appointed by his state as a commissioner to the defeated
convention, was present and addressed the meeting. Edmund Ruffin of
Virginia came over from Charleston to attend, and made a vigorous seceg-
gionist speech.éo

Added to this excitement, were reports that the United States forts
in North Cérolina would immediately be garrisoned by federal troops.'
In & gpeech in Congress on March 19, North Caroclina's secessionist

Senator, Thomas L. Clingman, increaged ‘the anxiety of the people in his

gtate by disclosing that he had received information which caused him to

58yilliam Babtham Jr. to Howell Cobb, March 6, 1861, in Phillips, Toombs,
Cobb, Stephens Papers, 5h7-548.

Sgﬂilmingxon Daily Journal, March 26, 1861.

Opeyy York Times, March 23, 1861.
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believe that troops and heavy guns were to be sent south to teke pogses-
61

sion of the forts in North Carolina, Virginia, and elsewhere.

The conservatives améemptea to stem the secessionlst tide, but with
1ittle success. W. W. Holden congistently maintained that Lincoln was
powerlegs and that his party was already demoralized, and in addition to
this, the great body of northern people would never consent to an aggres-
sive war on the Sowth. The fiery editor condemmed the seven cotton states
who "abandoned the Union--absndoned 1t selfishly and for no sufficient
cause, and left us at the mercy as they say, of a dominant sectional
party. Shall we go out simply because they did? We trust not. Have we
of the middle states no self-resgpect-no will of our own? We think we

have some will of our own, for we are gtill in the Union.“62

John A.
Gilmer, an ardent unionist who had long repregented the Greensboro
Digtrict in Congress, carried oh a corregpondence with Lincoln's Secretary
of State, William H, Seward, throughout this critical period. He
earnegtly urged Seward that "the very best thing that the administration
can do will be to frame some excuse to withdraw the troops from all

the southern fortifications in the seceding states. There must be no

fighting,” Gilmer emphasized, "or the conservative Union men in the

border slave states of N. C., Tenn., Mo., Ky., Va., Md., and Del. who

61Thomas L. Clingmwan, Selections from the Speeches and Writings of Hon,
Thomas L. Clingman, of North Carolina, with Additions and Explanatory
Notes (Raleigh, 1877), 558~559.

®2North Carolina Standard, March 9, 1861, in Dumond, Southern
Editorials, L78,
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are at this time largely in the majority, will be swept away in a torrent
of madness."03

The final blow to the unionist cause in the 01d North State, as in
the Old Dominion, was the firing on Fort Sumter on April 12, followed
by Iincoln's call for 75,000 men three days later. Both of these
cruclal events welded the state as nothing else had, into a gocial unit
favoring separation. With Virginia's secession on April 17, all doubts
ag to the course of the state were regolved. Former unionists now
adumitted that disunion was inevitable. When the news reached Z. B. Vance,
he was gpeaking before an armed group of angry citizens in his native
Buncombe County. With his hand extended, he was pleading for the pre-
gervation of the Unlon, In describing this speech, he said that his
hand which was raised in gesture *fell slowly and sadly by a seoéssionist.”
With altered volce and mamner, Vance then called upon his audience to
volunteer not to fight againsgt but for South Crslrolina.&L On April 20,
the unionist editor, W, W. Holden maintained that the unionist men were,
at least, guiltless of their country's blood. They had labored long
and faithfully, under opprobrium and insults, o save the govermment
and the Union, and at the same time their own native land. But revolu~
tion and war were now upon them, The time for *watching and waiting®

had gone by, he insisted, and they must now unite and act.65 The

63ohn A. Gilmer to William H. Seward, March 7, 1861, in Frederic
Bancroft, The Life of William H, Seward (2 vols., New York, 1900), II, 9:5.

&4 pow, Life of Vence, Mh1-hh2,

65North Carolina Standard, April 20, 1861, in Dumond, Southern
Editorials, 505,
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prominent Raleigh attorney, Kemp Battle, was of the opinion that it was
"yetter to go out together, even if we are whipped back together. If
we do not go out with the South we shall certainly have civil war at
home. That will be much worse than fighting the North.“66 Giluwer
writing to Seward after Lincoln's proclamation, informed the Secretary

of State that all hope was now extenguished. According to Gilmer,

the administration, "but doubtless inadvertently,” had done the very
thing which the disunionists most desired.67 In a public address at

Hillsboro, William A. Grahem swmmerized the general congervative senti-

ment in the state when he pointed out that it was not a question of
Union or disunion, but a question of fighting for or againgt North

Carolina. Blood, he emphasized, was thicker than water. However. widely

they had differed from, and freely criticized the course taken by the
cotton states, they were much more clogely united with them, "by the
ties of kindred, affection, and a peculiar interest, which isg denounced
68

11

and warred upon at the North....

Meanvhile, the pro-secessionist Governor of North Carolina, John

Ellis, had issued a proclamation notifying ‘the General Aséembly t0 meet
in special session on May 1.69 Certain that withdrawal from the Union

was only a matter of time and the drafting of proper documents, Ellis

6atile , Mewories of a Tar Heel, 168.

5750mn A, Gilmer to Seward, April 21, 1861, in Bandroft, Seward, IT, 5L9.

68Dmm;ford McGehee, Life and Character of the Hon. William A, Graham
(Raleigh, 1877), 26-27.

69J ournal of the Senate of the General Asgsewbly of the State of North
Carolina, at its First Extra Sesgion, 186l (Raleigh, 1861), 6.
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began the task of putting the state on a war time footing. ALl federal

forts and the Unlted States Mint at Fayetteville were ordered seized
by executive proclamation, which was accomplished at once.70 Promisging
to gend a regiment to Virginia within a few days, the governor called
for thirty thousand volunteers and eatablished a camp of instruction at
Raleigh.Yl As a regult of these indications of North Carolina's inten-
tions, President Lincoln on April 27 declared its ports blockaded. The
Old North State was well on the road to secession and war.

The legislature met in special sesgion on May 1. Governor Ellis'
message, after dealing at some length with the congtitutional aspects of
coercion, requested the calling of a special convention by which separation

72

could be accomplished. A convention bill was speedily passed by a

unanimous vote of the House and with only three dissenting votes in

the Senate.73 The bill provided for the election of delegates on May 13

to the convention that would meet in Raleigh on May 30.7h

The brief campaign between the call of the convention and the i
election of delegates was waged without any excitement or enthusiasm.

The issve was no longer Union or disunion. Mogt were agreed upon

T00fficial Records, Series I, Volume I, L76-L78.
71Ibid o 11-86“24-86 .

72J0urnal of the Senate of the General Asgewbly of the State of North 1
Carolina, at itg First Extra Session, 1861, 6-1L, 1

T3Ipig., 14-15, 18-20. Journal of the House of Commons of the General
Asgembly of the State of North Carolina at its First RExtra Session, 1861
(Raleigh, 186L), 15-16, 18.

7hPublic Laws of the State of North Carolina, Passed by the General
Assewbly, at 1ts First Extra Session of 186l (Raleigh, 186l ), 100,




116

separation and all were conscious that separation meant war. The only
underlying question wag how.£echnically geparation should be accomplished.
Should it be by secession or should it be by revolution? The original
disunionists still maintained the legality of secession"and were now
joined by several former conservatives. On the whole, however, most of
the conservatives who ran for election to the convention were.of the
opinion that the withdrawal of North Carolina from the Union could only
be accomplished by a formal declaration of revolution. As a result,

this group, which contained most of the former congervatives, was regarded
as the "revolutionists.,

When the convention assembled in Raleigh on May 20, 1t was apparent
t0 all that the coalition of secessionists and several former conserva-
tives wag numerically superior to that of the revolutionists. In the
contest between these two groups for the election of a president of the
convention, Weldon N, Edwards, a wealthy plkanter from the central vart
of the state, supported by the secessionist coalition, was elected over
William A. Graham who received the support of the revolutionists,75
The most significant division between these two groups emerged as a
result of an ordinance introduced by George E. Badger. The Badger
ordinance based secession on the right of revolution, and denied by

implication the right of secession, The ordinance was defeated by a

vote of seventy-two to erty.76

T5Journal of the Convention of the People of North Carolina Held on the
20th day of May, A. D., L861 (Raleigh, 1862), 5-6.
Orpig., 13-14.

—————




Ralph Wooster's analysls of the vote on the Badger ordinance, in

conjunction with the manugcript census returns of 1860, tends to sub-
gtantiate Sitterson's analysis of the February convention vote. The
forty congervatives oOr revolutionists who voted for the Badger ordinance
largely tended to represent the predominantly yeoman counties in the
northeastern, central, and western parts of the state. Furthermore,
the percéntage of slaves and the per-caplta wealth of fhose areag that
elected revolutionists, was significantly less than those counties which
elected secessionists.77 Politically, Wooster found that the revolu-
tionist delegations came primerily from the old Whig counties, twenty-
two of the twenty-four revolutionist delegations in the convention coming
from counties that had voted for the Whigs in a majérity of presidential
elections, from 1848 to 1860.78

The Badger ordinance represented the major attempt by the conserva-
tives to halt separation by secession. Burton Craige of Rowan County
of fered a substitute resolution which repealed and abrogated the ordin-
ance of 1789, by which the 0ld North State had ratified the congtitution,
and declared that the Union between North Carolina and the United States;

dissolved. The resolution was unanimously adopted.79 W. W. Holden

recalled that "when the act of secession was consumated, the body looked

TTWooster, Secession Conventions, 201.

T81pid., 201-202.

79Jogrnal of the Convention of the People of North Carolina, 1861, 12-13,
15778 . S
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1ike a gsea partly in storm, partly calm, the Secesslonists shouting and
throwing uvp their hats and rejoicing, the Conservatives sitting quietly,
calm, and depressed.Bo North Carolina had left the Union; the lower

and upper South were now united to face the turbulent fubture.

80Boyd, Memoirs of Holden, 17.




Conclusion

The major objective of this study has been to determine the
identity of the nationalists in Virginia and North Carolina, and the

reagons why they were opposed to the gsecession of their respective

states during the crisis of 1860-1861. Although unionist sympathlzers

could be FTound in every intervest group, soclal class, and geographlcal
section of both of these states, significant divisions nevertheless
existed on whether the Union should be maintained or dissolved. On the
bagis éf county resolves, editorials of leading newspapers, private and
public utterances of the nost prominent leaders, and voting behavior in
the crucial convention elections, unionism tended to be directly related
£o the nonslaveholding small-scele agricultural interests. Indeed

there were notable exceptions., Nevertheless, the fact still remains
that the yeoman Ffarmer in the Old Dominion as well as in the Old North
State was the dominant unionist element during this period., In con-
trast to thelr counierparts in the lower South, who had visions of
becoming large-scale slaveholding planters, the border gtate yeomanry
tended to be more concerned with agricultural reform and northern
markets., In addition, the 1ikelihood of armed éonflict was an important
motivational feature of this group. Although a fear of war was more
intense in Virginia (largely because of her proximity to the northern
stétes) than in North Carolina, its lmportance in motivating unionist
gympathy cannot be overemphasized. The strong poggibility of bearing

the brunt of a war to preserve a slave system in which they had little

119




part, loomed high in the llgt of reasons why the yeomanry of the central
and wegtern parts of Virginla and North Caroline conslgtently remained
the hard core of resistance to any attempt to break with the Union.

Al'though the yeomanry were an extrenmely significant unlonlst
faction in these two border gtates, there were gtill a congiderable
murber of wealthy slaveholding planters who were equally oppoged to a
disintegration of the Unlon. They were mainly conservative men of
property who feared the consequence of a secesalon movement that would
1ikely result in war and endanger their privileged status. They prefered
to "Watch and Wait,” in order to see whether Lincoln's adminigtration
actually threatened the loss of their property. Such wealthy slave-
holding plaenters as W. W. Lenolr, John Janney, and William Pettigrew,
were Tirmly convinced that the institutipns of the South (especially
the *peculiar institution”) could best be preserved by remaining in
‘the Union. 'On the whole, however, the unionlst sentiment displayed by
the landed gentry of the border South was neither comparable in
numerical strength'nor in intensity with the ante~-bellum nationaligtic
gsentiment among the yeomanry of the southern uplands.

Many gf the urban and commercial interests in Virginia and North
Carolina; who had formerly supplied the leadership of the southern
Whig party, were another significant faction strongly opposed to dls-

union. The eastern cities of Virginia had developed a vealuable

industry in the manufacturing of plug tobacco, while industrialiste

were looking toward the North for btariffs, capital, and technology to




expand the iron industry of the state. A slullar fon prevailed in

North Carolina, Nelther the textile nor the ra roa nterests in the
atate ever dreamed that a war between the North and S¢ _ the ultimate
consequence of secession, would bring prosperity to thelr : -
indugtries. The majority of these forward looking southern businessmen
were quite unwilling to have their economic pogition endangered by
gecegsion, and consequently remained in firm opposition to a dissolution
of the Union,

In addition to these economically oriented interest groups, there
were others who opposed secesslon on the grounds that it was uncon-
gtitutional, irrational, immoral, and dlsadvantageous to the international
position of the United States. Such varied individuals as Robert E. Iee,
John Minor Botts, Robert L. Dabney, Mary Berkley Minor Blackford, William
A. Greham, Zebulon B, Vance, and W. W. Holden uttered some of the
strongest sentiments against secession in 1861. Although many of these
individuals cannot be accurately clagsified by interest éroup or gocial
clags, their importance to the unionist cause should not be minimized.
They displayed an indepeﬁdent gpirit and moral courage too often lost
sight of in/studies concerned with the coming of the Civil War.

Unionism, at least in Virginia and North Carolina, transcended all social
clasges, interest groups, and political views.

There were ungquestionably many reasons why the conservatives in
Virginia and North Carolina were unsuccessful in maintaining their
states alleglance to the federal government during the secession crigis

of 1860-1861L. Some of these reasons were remobte in origin, some




underlying but potentially explosive, and other immediate to the hour.
Neverthelegs, 1t may be safely agserted that the crisis at Fort Sumter
and Lincoln's call for troops abruptly ended the conciliating, the
avoiding, the pacifying, and other similar efforts with which the
American politician had filled the preceding half-century. With the

coming of war, the Old Dominion and the 014 North State were compelled

to choose on which side they would fight when they could no longer

refuse to fight.
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