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News
"From the Koch brothers and Art Pope to George Soros and Michael 
Bloomberg, wealthy donors are making North Carolina's U.S. Senate 
race one of America's first $100 million contests," the Charlotte 
Observer reports. "Outside groups continue to flood the state with ads 
and accusations, forcing Democratic U.S. Sen. Kay Hagan and 
Republican Thom Tillis to keep scrambling for dollars in the campaign's 
final two weeks. Money spent or committed in the race is poised to top 
$103 million, according to public records and interviews with donors. 
Three-quarters of it comes from party and interest groups. More than 
$22 million is dark money from groups that don't disclose their donors." 

New York Times: "In 2010, the Citizens United decision by the Supreme 
Court effectively blew apart the McCain-Feingold restrictions on outside 
groups and their use of corporate and labor money in elections. That same 
year, a related ruling from a lower court made it easier for wealthy 
individuals to finance those groups to the bottom of their bank accounts if 
they so chose. What followed has been the most unbridled spending in 
elections since before Watergate.“ "The result was a massive power shift, 
from the party bosses to the rich individuals who ran the super PACs (as 
most of these new organizations came to be called)... With the advent of 
Citizens United, any players with the wherewithal, and there are surprisingly 
many of them, can start what are in essence their own political parties, built 
around pet causes or industries and backing politicians uniquely answerable 
to them. No longer do they have to buy into the system. Instead, they buy 
their own pieces of it outright, to use as they see fit." 

News

"In the weirdest start of a gubernatorial debate, Florida Gov. 
Rick Scott initially refused to take the stage Wednesday night 
because Democrat Charlie Crist insisted on using a fan to keep 
him cool," the Miami Herald reports. "The Republican governor 
finally emerged at least six minutes late as flummoxed 
moderators struggled on live TV to figure out what to do with a 
bemused Crist standing solo on stage at Broward College.“ Said 
Crist: "Are we really going to debate about a fan? Or are we 
going to talk about education and the environment and the future 
of our state? I mean, really."

"We've got a tough map. A lot of the states that are contested this time 
are states that I didn't win. And so some of the candidates there, you 
know, it is difficult for them to have me in the state because the 
Republicans will use that to try to fan Republican turn-out. The bottom 
line is, though, these are all folks who vote with me.“  -- President 
Obama, quoted by the Weekly Standard.

A the end of last night's U.S. Senate debate in Kansas, Sen. Pat 
Roberts (R) and Greg Orman (I) were asked to say something nice 
about each other, the Kansas City Star reports. Orman went first and 
praised Roberts' service as a Marine: "Every time I've had an 
opportunity to talk privately with the senator, he's been a gentleman 
with a great sense of humor.“ Roberts wasn't as gracious: "I would 
say that you are a very well-dressed opponent. I admire your 
accumulation of wealth. I have a little question about how you got 
there from here, but that's the American dream." 



2

News
Esquire: Not long ago, animated by the public mood about Congress and its current historic ineptitude and 
extremism, we decided to talk to members of Congress, from both houses and both parties, to find out what their 
problem was. And they started talking, often at length and in surprisingly thoughtful ways, about their jobs. I 
ended up talking to ninety members—a third of the Senate, more than a tenth of the House. They have all been 
eager to talk, as if they wanted to get something off their chest. They represent the full ideological spectrum, and 
the full florid bouquet of American accents, and an almost astonishing variety of biography

But who really cares about the sad plight of members of Congress? "I had $42 million dropped into my 2012 
race by outside groups—$42 million—a record that will likely be exceeded this year in North Carolina, now that 
the Supreme Court has become almost an arm of corporate America. I'm not whining about this," says Sherrod 
Brown, Democratic senator from Ohio, "because nobody cares about the problems of people in our position. No 
whining on the yacht!"

Except, of course, that their dilemma is our disaster.  I had initially planned to ask for no more than ten minutes 
of their time, basically just to ask them why they were so bad at their job, but fairly quickly it became obvious 
that these were going to be richer and deeper conversations than I had bargained for. And along the way, 
something unexpected happened: I became less angry and more sympathetic to the thresher that all of these 
people find themselves caught in. They are not whining. They are crying for help. After only a few interviews, I 
stopped asking, "Why are you so bad at your job?" because it occurred to me that it was a cheap question, the 
kind of question that's not interested in an answer, which is just the sort of cultural deformity that got us into this 
mess. It's a terrible job, being in Congress in 2014.

"It's become shirts versus skins far too often," says Republican senator Jeff Flake of Arizona. "A couple of years 
ago, I got invited to play basketball with the president, myself and nine other House members. And I was in the 
White House in the basement lacing up my shoes, and I got a call on my cell phone. Somehow somebody 
patched it through, and it was a woman from Arizona, a constituent, crying hysterically. 'Don't play basketball 
with that man!' she said. It's become terrible. It really has." 

Polarization is Real (and Asymmetric)
The recent outburst of scholarly and popular interest in political 
polarization has attracted attention to the methods we use to measure 
this phenomenon. One frequently voiced concern (see a recent 
column by Sean Trende) is that Congress may not have polarized as 
we have claimed in publications and blogs stretching as far back as 
1984. The concern is that the meaning of ideological (NOMINATE) 
scores are tied to the legislative and historical context of the roll call 
votes that are used to estimate them. For example, the content of roll 
calls votes cast by members of 90th Senate that dealt with the 
Vietnam War, civil rights, and funding for LBJ’s “Great Society” 
programs are quite different than those votes cast in the current 
Senate. Thus, being the most conservative Senator (with a score of 
1.0) in 1968 would mean something different than having an 
identical 1.0 score in 2012.

With the use of overlapping cohorts, we can make the over-time comparisons needed to analyze polarization. A good 
example is Senator Richard Lugar (R-IN), who, after his primary defeat last week, will have served in the Senate 
between 1977 and 2013. As David Karol points out, Lugar himself did not change very much over time: he was a reliable 
conservative who moved only somewhat towards the center during a 30-plus year career (from a DW-NOMINATE first 
dimension score of 0.348 to 0.241). DW-NOMINATE scores range (with slight simplification) from -1 to +1 or a band of 
two units. So in 30 years, Senator Lugar moved just five percent on the liberal-conservative dimension.

The public policy consequences of polarization are immense. Bipartisan agreements to address looming issues like the 
budget deficits, spending on entitlement programs, and immigration are now almost impossible to reach. In contrast, 
during Ronald Reagan’s administration, about 40% of the members of Congress could be described as moderates. 
Reagan was thus able to forge major bipartisan agreements to cut taxes in 1981, raise taxes in 1982, fix Social Security 
(the Greenspan Commission) in 1983, and pass immigration reform (which included amnesty) and major tax 
simplification in 1986.

Are Fox and MSNBC polarizing America?

Matt Levendusky, The Monkey Cage: 

A generation ago, if ordinary Americans turned on the 
television at 6 p.m., they had basically one choice: to 
watch the evening news. They could have chosen to watch 
ABC, CBS, or NBC, but it wouldn’t really have mattered, 
because they all basically gave the same news in a similar 
format. Today, if they did that, they would have hundreds 
of options, including not just the news, but also sports, 
movies, re-runs, and so forth. Even within news, they have 
a variety of choices. Not only would they have the major 
network news programs, but they would have many 
choices on cable, most notably the partisan outlets of Fox 
News and MSNBC (not to mention even more choices 
online). This choice of explicitly partisan outlets means 
that individuals can choose to hear messages that reinforce 
their beliefs, while avoiding those from alternative points 
of view, which some claim leads to polarization. Does this 
high-choice media environment, especially with its 
partisan outlets, polarize the public?
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Are Fox and MSNBC polarizing America?
The evidence suggests that the media may 
contribute to polarization, but in a more 
circumscribed way than many commentators 
suggest. Take first the question, of choice, and 
in particular, whether people seek out media 
choices that reinforce their existing beliefs. 
The answer is (perhaps not surprisingly) yes: 
Republicans are more likely to tune in to Fox 
News and liberals are more likely to watch 
MSNBC. Researchers have also found that 
these effects are stronger for those who are 
more partisan and politically involved.

the electorate more divided.

But there is perhaps an even more important type of selection at work. While the political can tune into Fox 
and MSNBC, those who dislike politics also have more options than ever for avoiding it. In lieu of the 
nightly news—or a televised presidential address—they can watch Sports Center, Entertainment Tonight, 
or a rerun of The Big Bang Theory. When confronted with a political option, they simply change the 
channel to something else that they find more agreeable . Even the most popular cable news programs get 2 
to 3 million viewers on a typical evening in a country of 300 million Americans. In earlier decades, some of 
these individuals would have been incidentally exposed to political news and information (by, say, 
watching the television news at 6 o’clock, when there were no other options). Now that they can avoid 
news altogether, they know less about politics and are less likely to participate . So the growth of media 
choice strengthens the extremes while hollowing out the center, making the electorate more divided.

Portents of a Sectional Rift

Explanations for the unexplained growth in sectionalism…

1. Cultural: “Proponents of the cultural explanation of sectionalism argue that the 
people of the North and the people of the South were at odds not merely 
because they disagreed about the servitude of the Negro, but because they 
lived in different cultural worlds.”

- What does “cultural worlds” mean?

Portents of a Sectional Rift

2. Economic:  “Two regions with dissimilar 
economies will develop diverse economic 
objectives, which will in turn lead to a conflict 
over policies.”

3. Ideological: “Many people sensed that slavery 
presented a giant contradiction to the two most 
basic of American values – equality and freedom 
– and to the Christian concept of the brotherhood 
of man.

How does slavery fit into this?  What are your 
thoughts?
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The Territory Question

The slavery question IS the territory question.  Four proposed/popular 
solutions to the territory/slavery question:

1. Free-soil

2. Missouri Compromise

3. Popular Sovereignty

4. The Southern Position

Oregon Territory Bill 

• In the waning days of the first session of the Thirtieth Congress a bill was 
taken up that would organize the Oregon Territory.  Southerners largely 
opposed this bill because of a provision prohibiting slavery in the territory.  
They obstructed the measure until August 13, 1848, when they suddenly 
relented and allowed a vote on the bill. 

• Despite Calhoun’s declaration that ‘by the rules of the Senate, the bill was 
lost, and the majority well knew that,’ the South relented and allowed the 
bill to pass. 

• Why? Wawro and Schickler (2006) claim that the costs of delay for 
Southerners was minimal and assume the policy consequences were 
maximal.

• They suggest the case of the Oregon Territory Bill is an example of 
minority obstruction being limited by norms of restraint. 

Oregon Territory Bill

When the lame duck session of the Twenty-Ninth Congress met again in December, Polk 
requested another appropriation for negotiations with Mexico and that Oregon be organized 
as a territory.   Polk had spoken with Wilmot and he agreed to not offer the Proviso again.  
However, in January, Preston King (D-NY) introduced a bill in the House organizing Oregon 
as a territory with it the Proviso, and proposing to attach it to the Mexico appropriation.  

Southerners, under the advice of Calhoun, attached a compromise proposal which includes 
language justifying the slavery exclusion on the grounds that Oregon is located north of 36’ 
30’, the line established by the Missouri Compromise.  This amendment was defeated 82 to 
133 in the House.  
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Oregon Territory Bill

• Thomas Hart Benton put it, the debate over allowing 
slavery in Oregon was akin to ``an argument about 
whether or not we're told no or simply don't ask’’ 
(quoted in Smith 1953).  Calhoun himself noted that 
``it was universally admitted that the climate and soil of 
Oregon unfitted it for slave population'' (Wilson and 
Cook, Remarks at a Public Meeting at Charleston, 
August 19, 1848).

• When the Thirtieth Congress convened in December 
1847, Oregon became a central issue.  In a bill offered 
by Senator David Yulee (D-FL) Southerners again 
adopted the stance that the government could not 
intervene on the slavery issue in the Oregon Territory.  
Senator John Hale (W-ME) proposed a free-state 
alternative.

Oregon Territory Bill
• By this point devastating Indian wars had broken out in 

Oregon, stressing the need for the territory’s organization.   
By blocking any legislation Southerners risked alienating 
Western interests - interests they were anxious to cultivate 
- on the basis of a philosophical question.

• In July, the Senate passed another compromise.  This one, 
authored by Senator John Clayton (W-DE), denied 
California and New Mexico the authority to answer the 
slavery question in those states, but allowed Oregon to 
retain laws passed by their provisional government 
outlawing slavery.  The bill passed 33 to 22 but was again 
quickly defeated in the House.  

• In June the Senate finally passed an Oregon Bill that 
brought the territory in without slavery under the 
Missouri Compromise.  This bill, supported by the Polk 
administration, would be defeated in the House. 

Oregon Territory Bill 

This was the situation when the Senate took up consideration of 
the issue again two days prior to adjournment, on August 12.  
Benton moved the chamber recede from the compromise 
amendment.  The debate quickly became heated.  One 
historian described the proceedings, “And so the debate raged, 
with Benton hurling epithets at Calhoun’s dignified colleague, 
Andrew Butler, who so far lost his self-control to challenge 
the burly Missourian to a duel.”

The Senator that carried Butler’s challenge to 
Benton, Henry Foote (D-MS) ended up trying to 
shoot Benton a year later. Benton refused to accept it 
because it had been brought by the Mississippi 
Senator Henry S. Foote, a popinjay with whom 
Benton had not been on speaking terms ``until quite 
recently,’’ and because Foote had brought it ``on a 
Sunday night, and delivered it under circumstances to 
alarm the whole family.’’
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“Do Nothing” 30th Congress
• Rhetoric becomes more extreme and 

aggressive…Government is divided and 
occurring in the shadow of a presidential 
election.

• Polk: “if no Presidential election had 
been pending…the Clayton compromise 
bill would have passed in the House.

• Popular sovereignty fails, the Missouri 
Compromise fails, the Clayton 
compromise fails, California and New 
Mexico are still unorganized.

• Moderates like Benton, Bell, Crittenden 
and Houston are being marginalized and 
in 1848, Henry Clay retires from public 
life.

The Election of 1848

• Polk’s heath is declining, opts not to run for reelection.

• Taylor – another war hero with no political experience – is courted by both 
parties.  He defeats Clay, Winfield Scott and Webster on the fifth ballot.  
Cass edges out James Buchanan, and Martin Van Buren runs as an anti-
slavery Free Soil party.

• Taylor – a Southerner – runs as a “Washington outsider”, wins the popular 
vote by 5% …What’s his position on slavery?  

The 31st Congress

• Congress is divided – again.  The House cannot 
settle on a Speaker.  Northern Democrats, Southern 
Whigs, Northern Whigs, Free Soilers, Southern 
Democrats – too many factions.  Eventually, Howell 
Cobb (D-GA) wins narrowly.  

• The Senate is also controlled by the Democrats –
now dominated by Stephen Douglas (D-IL).

• The territory crisis is growing.  California’s 
population increases exponentially in two years.  

• A dispute between the boundary of Texas and New 
Mexico leads to threats of War.
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The Taylor Presidency

• Who is Millard Fillmore?  How did he get the Vice 
Presidential nomination?

• Taylor advocates admitting California and New 
Mexico without forcing them to go through the 
territory process.  What are the advantages of this 
approach?

• Taylor was not an experienced politician.  He had 
few allies amongst either party.  His strongest 
support, William Seward, was young, ambitious, 
and closely tied to anti-slavery activists. 

The Taylor Presidency

• Debate is heated…

• “I do not hesitate to avow before this House 
and the Country, and in the presence of the 
living God, that if, by your legislation, you 
seek to drive us from the territories of 
California and New Mexico, purchased by the 
common blood and treasure of the whole 
people, and to abolish slavery in this District, 
thereby attempting to fix a national degradation 
upon half the states of this Confederacy, I am 
for disunion.” – Robert Toombs (W-GA)

• Proposal for a Southern conference in 
Nashville

The Compromise of 1850

• Enter Henry Clay.  He’s 72 at this point.

• Played a leading role in the Missouri Compromise of 1820 and the Compromise of 
1833 – which helped end the Nullification Crisis.

• The Senate is still loaded with talented statesmen like Webster, Calhoun, John 
Bell, Cass, Benton, and young senators like Salmon P. Chase, Stephen Douglas, 
Seward and Davis.
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The Compromise of 1850

• Clay’s proposals included:

• California would be admitted on the states’ own 
terms.  

• The territory of New Mexico would be organized 
under popular sovereignty

• The territory of Utah would be organized under 
popular sovereignty

• Texas would be well compensated for land ceded to 
New Mexico

• The Fugitive Slave Law would be enforced more 
aggressively

• The slave trade was abolished in the District of 
Columbia

• Who do these proposals appeal to?

The Compromise of 1850

• Select committee of 13 – Clay is the 
chairman.

• Clay reluctantly agrees to a proposal by 
Henry S. Foote (D-MS), to package all of 
his resolutions into one large, “omnibus” 
bill.

• Omnibus legislation is popular today.  Why?  
Why does Clay opt to use the omnibus bill?  
Benefits of omnibus bills? What is Taylor’s 
role in this?

• Nashville convention starts, Texas situation 
becomes more agitated. 

The Compromise of 1850
“Mr. President, never, on any former occasion, have I 

risen under feelings of such deep solicitude. I have 
witnessed many periods of great anxiety, of peril, 
and of danger even to the country; but I have never 
before arisen to address any assembly so oppressed, 
so appalled, so anxious.

And, sir, I hope it will not be out of place to do here 
what again and again I have done in my private 
chamber – to implore of Him who holds the 
destinies of nations and individuals in his hands to 
bestow upon our country his blessings – to bestow 
upon our people all his blessings – to calm the 
violence and rage of party – to still passion – to 
allow reason once more to resume its empire. And 
may I now ask of Him, to bestow upon his humble 
servant, now before Him, the blessings of his 
smiles, of strength, and of ability, to perform the 
work which lies before him.”  -- Henry Clay
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The Compromise of 1850

• “It is a great mistake to suppose that 
disunion can be effected at a single blow.  
The cords which bind these states together in 
one common Union are far too numerous 
and powerful for that…The cords…are not 
only too many but various in character.  
Some are spiritual or ecclesiastical; some 
political, others social.  Some appertain to 
the benefit conferred by the Union, and 
others to the feeling of duty and 
obligation…Already the agitation of the 
slavery question has snapped others, as I 
shall proceed to show.”  -- John C. Calhoun

The Compromise of 1850

• “I would not take pains to reaffirm an 
ordinance of nature nor to re-enact the will 
of God.  And I would put in no Wilmot 
Proviso for the purpose of a taunt or a 
reproach.  I would put into it no evidence of 
the votes of superior power to wound the 
pride, even whether a just pride, a rational 
pride or an irrational pride – to would pride 
of the gentlemen who belong to the Southern 
states.”  -- Daniel Webster

The Compromise of 1850
“I mean to say that Congress can hereafter decide whether any states, slave or free, can 

be framed out of Texas. If they should never be framed out of Texas, they never 
could be admitted. Another objection arises out of the principle on which the 
demand for compromise rests. That principle assumes a classification of the states 
as northern and southern states, as it is expressed by the honorable senator from 
South Carolina, [Mr. CALHOUN] but into slave states and free states, as more 
directly expressed by the honorable senator from Georgia [Mr. BERRIEN.] The 
argument is, that the states are severally equal, and that these two classes were 
equal at the first, and that the Constitution was founded on that equilibrium; that 
the states being equal, and the classes of the states being equal in rights, they are to 
be regarded as constituting an association in which each state, and each of these 
classes of states, respectively, contribute in due proportions. But there is a higher 
law than the Constitution, which regulates our authority over the domain, and 
devotes it to the same noble purposes. The territory is a part, no inconsiderable 
part, of the common heritage of mankind, bestowed upon them by the Creator if 
the universe. We are his stewards, and must so discharge our trust as to secure in 
the highest attainable degree their happiness. How momentous that trust is, we 
may learn from the instructions of the founder of modern philosophy: "No man," 
says Bacon, "can by care-taking, as the Scripture saith, add a cubit to his stature in 
this little model of a man's body; but, in the great frame of kingdoms and 
commonwealths, it is in the power of princes or estates to add amplitude and 
greatness to their kingdoms. For, by introducing such ordinances, constitutions, 
and customs, as are wise, they may sow greatness to their posterity and successors. 
But these things are commonly not observed, but left to take their chance." 

--William Seward

Consequences from 
the speech?
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The Election of 1852

Cass is the experienced Democratic candidate.  Advocates popular sovereignty.  

Douglas is a younger leader whose star is on the rise due to the Compromise of 1850.

Buchanan is the South’s candidate.  A “Northern Man with Southern Principles.”  How 
did he get this reputation?

Who the hell is Franklin Pierce?  No votes until the 35th ballot!  Nominated on the 49th.

The Election of 1852

The Whigs select General Winfield Scott over incumbent 
President Millard Fillmore and an aging Daniel Webster.  
Who is “old fuss and feathers?”

What is nativism?  Who are the Know-Nothings?  The Whig 
Party is dying.  Why is this?

Pierce crushes Scott in the general election – carrying 27 
states to Scott’s 4.

In the 33rd Congress, Democratic majorities in both chambers 
increased.  By the start of that Congress, Clay, Calhoun 
and Webster were all dead.  Fire-eaters and radicals like 
Sumner increase polarization in both houses.

Bleeding Kansas
The organization of the Nebraska territory was, 

arguably, the most consequential issue considered in 
the antebellum Congress.  It sundered the Whig 
party, provoked Northern abolitionists and derailed 
two Presidential administrations.

Though important legislative battles had been fought 
before, and would be fought afterwards, the issue 
culminated in 1854 with the passage of the Kansas-
Nebraska Act.

The issue of organizing the Nebraska territory came up 
late in the congressional session.  What issue 
increased the need for the territory to be organized?

It is worth noting, however, that even in 1853, the issue 
was hardly new.  Senator Stephen A. Douglas (D-IL) 
had been introducing bills to this effect since 1844 
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The Nebraska Act of 1853
The bill, introduced and backed by congressmen from 

Iowa, Missouri and Illinois was reported to the 
House floor on February 8, 1853.  

The measure was opposed by Southerners, largely 
because they feared its’ effect on slavery.  The bill 
did not expressly prohibit the institution, but the 
worry was that they would be prohibited under the 
Missouri compromise.  

The opposition in the House was fairly intense.  
Notwithstanding, the primary bill manager, 
William Richardson (D-IL), quickly maneuvered 
the bill through the chamber.  On February tenth, 
he cut off debate using the previous question 
motion on two separate occasions.  After the bill’s 
passage, he then moved to reconsider the vote, and 
then moved to table his motion.    

The Nebraska Act of 1853
Unfortunately for bill supporters, by the time the bill was 

received by the Senate, the session was nearly over and the 
calendar was packed.  Twice, Douglas’s motion to consider 
the legislation was defeated.  This, Potter (1976, 152) 
explains was because ``Senators from Texas, Arkansas, 
Mississippi and Tennessee made it plan they would 
filibuster if the bill were pressed.’’  

This is supported by Nevins (1947, 89) who argues the bill 
failed ``primarily for lack of time.’’  Douglas also seemed to 
believe this interpretation, as he wrote to several political 
supporters that ``Last session the Bill passed the House of 
Representatives, but was lost in the Senate for want of time, 
it being a short session.’’  

On the Senate floor, Senator David Atchison reiterated this 
view.  He claimed that ``The President will sign it,’’ and that 
he had ``no doubt but there is a majority of the Senate in 
favor of the organization of the Territory of Nebraska, if you 
will only give us an opportunity to vote’’ 

The Kansas - Nebraska Act of 1854
When the Thirty-Third Congress opened nearly a year later, 

Douglas introduced a bill that was fairly comparable to the bill 
that was blocked in the waning days of the previous Senate.  
Controversy over the bill was quickly ratcheted up on January 
16, 1854, when Senator Archibold Dixon (W-KY) offered an 
amendment expressly repealing the Missouri Compromise.  

While Douglas was not consulted by Dixon beforehand, and he 
initially tried to talk him out of it, the Illinois Senator eventually 
acceded to the request and rewrote the bill to incorporate the 
Missouri Compromise appeal.  This had the full support of the 
Pierce administration.  What was the logic behind repealing the 
MO compromise?  What effect did it have on debate?

Free soil Senators Charles Sumner (W-MA) and Salmon Chase (D-
OH) meet with likeminded House members to organize 
opposition to the legislation.  They had suffered a good number 
of defeats in the previous election and saw an opportunity to 
rally Northern supporters by dragging out debate over this 
proposal
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The Kansas - Nebraska Act of 1854
Sumner, Chase and their supporters coordinate speeches in the 

Senate with the release propaganda in the North.  The 
immediate danger, as it seemed to Chase, Sumner, and other 
freesoilers, was that the bill would be hurried through 
Congress without proper debate and before public sentiment 
could be aroused.

Douglas who Chase accused of “serving the devil to get the 
Presidency” was incensed.  Six days later, when Douglas 
began debate on the bill, he was “quivering with rage”.

After an all night session on March 3, 1854, the Kansas-Nebraska 
Act passed the Senate comfortably, 43 to 17.

While the debate in the Senate was heated, the affair in the House 
fit the contemporary definition of a filibuster. On May twenty-
second, Alexander Stephens moved the previous question be 
put, and the bill was passed by a narrow majority. 

The Kansas - Nebraska Act of 1854

• In summary, the bill’s difficulty in the House stemmed primarily from the high 
number of Representatives opposed to its’ passage, and the lower costs of engaging 
in obstruction.  The physical costs for members of the House were substantially 
diminished compared to the Senate due to the sheer size of the members in that 
body.  The eventually passage of the legislation is largely due to the timing of its 
introduction and the presence of the previous question motion in that body. 

The Election of 1856

• Buchanan defeats Pierce and Douglas to win the Democratic Primary.  What factors lead to 
Buchanan’s victory?  What do we know about Buchanan?

• The Whig Party has collapsed.  In response to the Kansas-Nebraska Act, the newly formed 
Republican party nominates former Senator John C. Fremont.  What do we know about 
Fremont?  Why did he get the nomination?

• The American or Know-Nothing Party nominates Millard Fillmore.  What issues did they run 
on?
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The Election of 1856

• Passage of the Kansas-Nebraska Act had been a 
political disaster.  

• The November elections resulted in sizeable 
losses for the Democrats.  While the party still 
had a comfortable lead in the Senate, the House 
was wide open.  

• Forty-two of the forty-four Northern Democrats 
that supported the Kansas-Nebraska Act were 
defeated.  The newly formed Republican Party 
controlled 108 seats, a plurality of the chamber.  
After two months of contentious fighting 
between the Republicans, Democrats and the 
Know Nothing Party, Nathaniel Banks, a 
Republican, was elected by a plurality vote.  

The Kansas Statehood Bill of 1856
• Violence in Kansas had been escalating in wake of the 

1854 bill.  Southern sympathizers from Missouri flooded 
into Kansas and the subsequent vote organized the 
territory as pro-slavery.  

• Free-soilers in the state subsequently held their own 
convention and elections where they voted, 
overwhelmingly, to organize the territory as anti-slavery. 
Douglas and the Democrats knew they had to act.  

• With the administration’s support, he proposed 
legislation on March 12, 1856, that would allow the 
Kansas territory to become a state without meeting the 
population requirements.  Northerners essentially viewed 
this as a proposal endorsing the pro-slavery convention. 

• Senator William Seward (W-NY) immediately offered a 
proposal recognizing the free soil (Topeka) convention.  
Both bills were fairly impractical.  The House would 
never consent to the Douglas measure, and Seward’s 
would not pass the Senate.   

The Kansas Statehood Bill of 1856

• The Kansas question gave the Republicans the opportunity to define their position on the 
issue in front of the country.  In the Senate they delayed a final vote on the measure and 
offered countless speeches.  While not necessarily the greatest, the most notable of these was 
Senator Charles Sumners’ ``The Crime Against Kansas.’’  Humorless, arrogant, and rude, 
Sumner was despised by Northerners and Southerners alike even before he delivered his 
speech

• The speech occupied two days.  In it, he referred to the Senator Andrew Butler (who was not 
present) as the ``Squire of Slavery,’’ he likewise slandered Douglas, and chastised the State 
of South Carolina’s ``shameful imbecility’’

• Lewis Cass (D-MI) dubbed it the ``most un-American and unpatriotic that ever grated on the 
ears of the members of this high body’’

• During the speech, Douglas was reported to say, ``that damn fool will get himself killed by 
some other damn fool’’ 
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The Kansas Statehood Bill of 1856
“The wickedness which I now begin to expose is immeasurably 

aggravated by the motive which prompted it. Not in any 
common lust for power did this uncommon tragedy have its 
origin. It is the rape of a virgin Territory, compelling it to the 
hateful embrace of Slavery; and it may be clearly traced to a 
depraved desire for a new Slave State, hideous offspring of such 
a crime, in the hope of adding to the power of Slavery in the 
National Government. Yes, Sir, when the whole world, alike 
Christian and Turk, is rising up to condemn this wrong, making it 
a hissing to the nations, here in our Republic, force -- ay, Sir, 
FORCE -- is openly employed in compelling Kansas to this 
pollution, and all for the sake of political power. There is the 
simple fact, which you will vainly attempt to deny, but which in 
itself presents an essential wickedness that makes other public 
crimes seem like public virtues…The Senator from South 
Carolina has read many books of chivalry, and believes himself a 
chivalrous knight, with sentiments of honor and courage. Of 
course he has chosen a mistress to whom he has made his vows, 
and who, though ugly to others, is always lovely to him, --
though polluted in the sight of the world, is chaste in his sight: I 
mean the harlot Slavery. For her his tongue is always profuse in 
words.”  -- Charles Sumner 

The Kansas Statehood Bill of 1856
• Two days later, Representative Preston Brooks (D-SC) 

walked into the chamber and informed Sumner that “Mr. 
Sumner, I have read your speech twice over carefully. It is a 
libel on South Carolina, and Mr. Butler, who is a relative of 
mine.”

• While Sumner was writing at his desk, Brooks bludgeoned 
him with a cane he purchased for that purpose. 

• By most accounts, Brooks, a relative of Butler’s, was a 
fairly well-liked Representative prior to this incident.  With 
Southern support, a motion to expel him from the House 
was defeated.  He returned to the next Congress but died of 
a liver ailment shortly afterwards.  Sumner spent the better 
part of two years recovering. South Carolinians sent Brooks 
dozens of brand new canes, with one bearing the phrase, 
"Good job."

• The ``Canning of Sumner’’ would serve as important 
propaganda for anti-slavery forces over the coming years.  
Inspires John Brown…

The Kansas Statehood Bill of 1856

• By early June, Douglas had abandoned his bill.  It’s doubtful that this was because 
he feared the filibuster killing the measure’s prospects in the Senate.   

• A compromise bill, authored by Georgian Whig Robert Toombs, was eventually 
passed in early July.  That measure was met with some loose obstruction, but by that 
point the issue was probably moot.  

• The Republican-controlled House passed a bill that was almost identical to the one 
introduced by Seward.  Neither bill was given much consideration in either 
chamber.  



15

The Lecompton Bill of 1858
When Congress met again, Kansas was still a serious issue.  In 

December, 1857, Douglas met with President Buchanan to 
urge him not to support recognition of the pro-slavery 
Lecompton Constitution.  

Buchanan, however, had his mind made up.  He threatened the 
Senate leader by reminding him of the harsh treatment 
President Jackson used to deal with dissident Democrats 
during his administration.  Douglas retorted by reminding 
Buchanan that ``General Jackson is dead’’.

Even with Douglas’s opposition, there was little doubt that the 
Lecompton Bill would pass the Senate.  The Democratic 
Party now enjoyed a nineteen seat advantage.  Douglas 
could only control four of those votes.  Further, the bill was 
introduced at the beginning of the Thirty-Fifth Senate.  
Thus, even if killing the bill via Senate obstruction was 
politically viable, the physical costs of applying such a 
strategy were prohibitive.

The Lecompton Bill of 1858
The debate in the Senate started on December 9.  Like the 

preceding debates over the issue, the discussion was 
highly animated.  Milton described the exchange 
between Douglas and Jefferson Davis (D-MS), ``More 
than once during the debate Douglas toppled him off his 
balance, Davis lost his temper, and rushed at his 
antagonist with an ungovernable violence’’ (Milton 
1934, 290).

During an all-night session on March 15, Senator Judah 
Benjamin (D-LA) proposed to prolong the session as 
long as possible to bring about a vote.  William 
Fessenden (R-ME) replied that he felt the minority 
would accept this challenge of ``physical endurance.’’

Shortly after Fessenden’s remarks, Tombs took the floor 
and argued that ``nothing be done until the business of 
the House is put in the power of the majority by the 
previous question motion.’’

The Lecompton Bill of 1858
One cannot rule out the possibility that Toombs 

statement led to the passage of the Lecompton 
Bill.  It is true that on the morning of March 16, 
the Senate agreed to a vote the following week, 
and that the bill passed on March 23, 33 to 25.  
However, by most accounts the bill’s passage in 
the Senate was all but assured.  

In fact, the anti-Lecompton New York Times opined 
that ``We are glad this tedious and tiresome 
contest is to be ended in the Senate on Monday,’’ 
arguing that ``the whole subject has been 
exhausted, and we do not believe that any new 
light will be thrown upon it’’ (New York Times, 
March 17, 1858, ``Kansas in the Senate’’).  

The real battle would be in the House.  Two weeks 
later, the Senate bill would be defeated there and 
replaced by a compromise measure. 



16

Dred Scott v. Sandford (1857)

The facts: Scott is a slave belonging to a Dr. 
Emerson of Missouri.  In 1834, Emerson 
takes Scott to the free state of Illinois. In 
1838, they return to Missouri.  After 
Emerson’s death, Scott is sold to John 
Sanford.  Scott brings suit, arguing that 
because of his move to a free state he was 
a citizen capable of brining suing for his 
freedom.  

The questions: Does Dred Scott have a right to 
bring suit?

Dred Scott v. Sanford (1857)

The holding (7-2), Taney -> No.  Scott has no right 
to bring suit.  While he could be a citizen of a 
state – the Constitution and American history 
prohibit his being a federal citizen.  Further, 
Congress can NOT regulate slavery in the 
territories because the government protects 
property.  This invalidates the Missouri 
Compromise.  Finally, the status of slaves 
depended on the states in which they returned, 
therefore, Missouri has control.

Dred Scott v. Sanford (1857)

Buchanan is elected in 1856.  He desperately 
wants to mention slavery in his inaugural 
address but is unsure of how the Supreme 
Court is going to rule. He places on Grier 
to vote with the Southern wing of the 
Court.

Justices Catron and Grier send him letters 
telling him how the Court is going to split 
and what he should say about the case in 
his address. 
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Dred Scott v. Sanford (1857)

New York Tribune -> The decision, we need hardly say, is entitled to just much moral 
weight as would be the judgment of a majority of those congregated in any 
Washington bar-room.”

Louisville Democrat -> the decision “is right, and the argument unanswerable, we 
presume, but whether or not, what this tribunal decides the Constitution to be, that it 
is; and all patriotic men will acquiesce.”

Civil War -> Population of 30 million, roughly 1 million killed or wounded.

The Election of 1860

• The Republican primary was thought to be a four-horse race: Senator William H. 
Seward (R-NY), Governor Salmon P. Chase (R-OH), Former Representative 
Edward Bates (R-MO) and Former Representative Abraham Lincoln (R-IL).  Who 
was the front-runner?

• Who was Seward? What was his problem in the primary? Chase? Bates? What did 
Lincoln bring to the table that these other candidates lacked?

The Election of 1860

• Four candidates: Stephen Douglas, Lincoln, John Bell and John C. Breckinridge. 

• What was Lincoln’s plank in this election?  Douglas? John Bell ran as a member of 
the Constitutional Union Party – who were they?

• Who was John C. Breckinridge? Why did he run? 
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The Election of 1860

• Abraham Lincoln – Hannibal Hamlin 
– 39.89%

– 180 Electoral Votes

• John C. Breckinridge – Joseph Lane
– 14.3%

– 72 Electoral Votes

• John Bell – Edward Everett
– 12.6%

– 39 Electoral Votes

• Stephen A. Douglas – Herschel V. 
Johnson

– 21.5%

– 12 Electoral Votes

Running to Lose?

Jenkins and Morris (2006)…

The question: “In a four candidate race, 
Lincoln beat Stephen Douglas narrowly in 
each state of the North, while getting no 
votes at all in the Deep South.  His vote 
total was distributed as efficiently as it 
could have been for winning in the 
Electoral College; Douglas’s, an 
inefficiently as it could have been.  But 
then we need to ask: as the magnifying 
and distorting effects of the Electoral 
College were well known, why was it a 
four-horse race?” -- McLean (2002)

Running to Lose?

Specifically, Jenkins and Morris investigate 
Breckinridge’s decision to enter the race.  Why 
Breckinridge?

The argument: “Our evidence suggests that 
Breckinridge had no reasonable change to win.  
Support for Breckinridge’s candidate was only 
reasonable if the intention were to elect 
Lincoln.”

Why would Southern Democrats want Lincoln 
elected?  Who motivated Breckinridge to join 
the race?
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Running to Lose?

The sell…Why do we care about this?

1. Important implications for the larger issue of the inevitability of the Civil War.

2. Fits into the growing literature on counterfactual reasoning and inference in 
political science.

What’s a counterfactual?  

3. Lincoln’s victory was the only way to severe the vampire’s control over the 
slave trade.

Running to Lose?

The evidence/method…

Jenkins and Morris’s counterfactuals suggest 
two scenarios:

“1. A non-Lincoln outcome was most likely in a 
two-man race between Lincoln and Douglas.

2. Breckinridge’s candidacy all but assured that 
if the Electoral College were able to choose 
a winner, it would be Lincoln.”

Spatial positioning of House members suggests 
Lincoln would have faired poorly if the 
election were thrown into that chamber.

Running to Lose?
Conclusion: “Many historians still speak of the Charleston 

Convention and the subsequent Presidential Election in 
terms of irrationality and blind (bad) luck.  As Potter puts it:

Arguments about whether bolters wanted…to break up the 
Union all suffer from one common defect: They are too 
rational.  The delegates at Charleston and at Baltimore were 
operating in an atmosphere of extreme excitement, in which 
gusts of emotion constantly swept the floor as well as the 
galleries.  In the midst of this turmoil, men took positions 
which led to consequences that they could not visualize.”

While this may well be an accurate assessment of the behavior 
of the rank-in-file members of the Democratic Party, we 
contend that it is likely not an accurate characterization of 
the behavior of experienced party leaders like Jefferson 
Davis…[who] we argue, knowingly set into a motion  a 
process that would lay the groundwork for Lincoln’s 
election and inevitably, Southern secession (Jenkins and 
Morris 2006, 324-325).”

Thoughts? Do you buy this?
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Conclusion

Questions?  

Study! Test Wednesday!


