Daniel D. Pratt:
Senator and Commissioner

Joseph E. Holliday*

The election of Daniel D. Pratt, of Logansport, to the
United States Senate in January, 1869, to succeed Thomas
A. Hendricks had come after a bitter internal struggle within
the ranks of the Republican members of the Indiana General
Assembly. The struggle was precipitated by James Hughes,
of Bloomington, who hoped to win the honor, but it also
uncovered a personal feud between Lieutenant Governor
Will E. Cumback, an early favorite for the seat, and Governor
Conrad Baker. Personal rivalries threatened party harmony,
and after several caucuses were unable to reach an agreement,
Pratt was presented as a compromise candidate. He had
been his party’s nominee for a Senate seat in 1863, but the
Republicans were then the minority party in the legislature.
With a majority in 1869, however, the Republicans were able
to carry his election. Pratt’s reputation in the state was not
based upon office-holding; he had held no important state
office, and his only legislative experience before he went to
Washington in 1869 was service in two terms of the general
assembly. It was his character, his leadership in the legal
profession in northern Indiana, and his loyal service as a
campaigner that earned for him the esteem of many in his
party.

Daniel D. Pratt’s experience in the United States Senate
began with the inauguration of Ulysses S. Grant in March,
1869. Presiding over the Senate was Schuyler Colfax, another
Hoosier, who had just been inaugurated vice-president of
the United States. During the administration of President
Andrew Johnson, the government had been subjected to
severe stress and strain between the legislative and executive
branches. Differences over reconstruction policy for the
southern states and the attempted impeachment of the Presi-
dent in the summer of 1868 had tended to shift the center
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of gravity of the governmental system from the presidency
to Congress. But with the advent of the Grant administra-
tion, closer working relationships between the two branches
was expected. As the months progressed, initiative and
power came to rest principally with a small group of sena-
tors—Roscoe Conkling, of New York, Zachariah Chandler,
of Michigan, Simon Cameron, of Pennsylvania, and Oliver
P. Morton, of Indiana, who had entered the Senate in 1867.
Pratt never belonged to this coterie of administration sena-
tors. His arrival on the national scene was too recent to
give him such prestige. Nor had he served his state in as
illustrious a capacity as Morton, who had been governor of
Indiana, 1861-1867. Moreover, in a body that included these
leaders as well as the brilliant Carl Schurz, of Missouri, and
the rugged Lyman Trumbull, of Illinois, the modest Pratt
could never compete for leadership. He did, however, earn a
reputation for steady work, honesty, and sterling character.

These traits were, perhaps, best exemplified in his serv-
ices on various committees of the Senate. During his term
(1869-1875) he served on four standing committees and two
select committees of that body. Throughout his term he was
a member of the committees on claims and pensions, serving
as chairman of the latter from December, 1872, until March,
1875." He also served on the Committee on the District of
Columbia for two sessions of the Forty-first Congress (1869-
1870), and on the Committee on Public Lands for three ses-
sions of the Forty-third Congress (1873-1875).2 He served
on two select committees—one, on the revision of the laws,
from December, 1870, to May, 1871, the other, on alleged out-
rages in the southern states, from December, 1871, to March,
1873.* But it was on the committees on claims and pensions
that he served most faithfully and where he made his greatest
contribution. It was asserted that during his last session in
the Senate, he wrote seventy-five committee reports.* David
Turpie, who studied law under Pratt and whose later service
in the Senate made him a competent observer, wrote that

1 U.S., Congressional Globe, 41st Cong., 1st Sess., 1869, 27; ibid.,
42d Cong., 3d Sess., 1872-1873, Part 1, 56.
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43d Cong., Special Sess., 1873, 48.

3 U.S., Congressional Globe, 41st Cong., 3d Sess., 1870-1871, Part 1,
40; ibid., 42d Cong., 2d Sess., 1871-1872, Part 1, 42.

4 Cincinnati Commercial, June 22, 1877.
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“when Mr. Pratt reported favorably on a claim no senator
questioned its validity.”s

From his experience with claims, Pratt found that at
least one set of injured persons had no legal redress at that
time. These were southern Unionists whose property had
been in the theater of war or in the path of Union armies.
In an able speech delivered on April 27, 1870, and which was
probably the finest he gave in the Senate, he pleaded for the
recognition of claims for damages from these loyal citizens.
“The records of patriotism during the world’s history,” he
said, “do not show sublimer examples of fortitude than were
furnished by southern loyalists during the devasting war.”
He indicated the various types of losses by these people; he
cited examples of the seizure of fuel, food, or livestock from
loyal persons by Union troops, of vessels in southern waters
seized from loyal owners, and the occupation of buildings and
houses owned by loyal men for use by the Union armies.®
According to Turpie, this speech of Pratt’s had “a very long
history in the sequel,” and the rules that he here suggested
were later “followed, quoted, and cited as authority.”” This
question of the claims of any southerner was a highly con-
troversial subject in the postwar era. For several years
fair-minded persons had urged that some recognition be given
to losses by southern Unionists, but the Radicals in Congress
had prevented legislation. Within a year after Pratt’s speech,
however, the Southern Claims Commission was authorized by
Congress on March 8, 1871. Radical opposition was overcome
by the votes of southern and border-state members and more
liberal Republicans.®

Another important type of legislation that resulted from
the war dealt with veterans’ pensions. By 1871 pension laws
were in a confused state. Between 1861 and 1871, nearly
every Congress had enacted legislation relating to pensions.
Naturally they had liberalized these laws, but this piecemeal
accumulation of legislation in many instances became con-
tradictory and irreconcilable. It was asserted that by 1871
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there were forty-four acts relating to pensions, many of which
were open to varying interpretations. There was general
agreement that a codification was seriously needed. A codi-
fication bill coming from the House Committee on Pensions
passed the House in April, 1872. In the following session the
Senate took it up, and Pratt, as chairman of the Committee
on Pensions, was in charge of steering the bill through the
Senate. After consideration of amendments and various con-
ferences, it was approved by both houses and became a law
on March 3, 1873.° This law was a landmark in the history
of Civil War pensions, not so much by reason of its novel
features, but because of its clarification of basic principles
and a relatively uniform rating of disabilities.

The bills introduced by Pratt during his term in the
Senate ranged over widely diverse fields. The greatest num-
ber were private bills for pensions and claims, originating
from Pratt’s membership and work on the pensions and
claims committees. But a senator must give attention to the
local interests of his constituents. One such proposal about
which there was considerable discussion in Indiana was the
need for a second Federal District Court. The only existing
district court for the state sat at Indianapolis; the necessity
for travel to that city, with accompanying hardships and
expense, was the chief reason behind desire for a second
court. Various members of Congress from Indiana sponsored
bills to establish one.’* Among the first duties of Pratt was
to present a memorial to the Senate from Hoosiers asking
to have another court established. The Judiciary Committee,
however, was opposed to a new judicial district for Indiana
at that time.'* After a few months, Congress voted approval
(1870) for additional terms of the Indiana District Court to
sit at New Albany and Evansville, but suits for these terms
were still to be instituted at Indianapolis. Pratt then in-
troduced a bill in the Third Session of the Forty-first Con-
gress which would have authorized the appointment of deputy
clerks in New Albany and Evansville, in order to reduce

9 John W. Oliver, History of the Civil War Military Pensions,
1861-1885 (Bulletin of the University of Wisconsin, No. 844, History
Series, Vol. IV, No. 1; Madison, Wis., 1917), 35-37.
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11 U.8., Congressional Globe, 41st Cong., 1st Sess., 1869, 31; Lyman
Trumbull to Pratt, December 29, 1869, Pratt MSS.
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expenses of travel for institution of cases. A similar bill
was introduced in the House of Representatives by Michael
C. Kerr, Democratic representative from New Albany, and
passed that body. Pratt devoted his efforts to secure passage
of Kerr’s bill in the upper house. He was successful, and
the bill became a law.? But this accomplishment did not
completely satisfy Hoosier constituents. Under additional
pressure from the Indiana legislature in March, 1874, Pratt
again sought authorization of a second district court in his
state, but his bill was once more adversely reported by the
Judiciary Committee.!s

Another proposal which was urged by officials and
legislators in Indiana was one to obtain from the federal
government what was regarded as the state’s share of the
“Two per-cent Fund.” This fund referred to a donation
promised by the federal government to Indiana at the time
of her admission to the Union in 1816. From proceeds of the
sale of public lands in Indiana, 8 per cent was to be given
for internal improvements within the state and an additional
2 per cent was to be used by the federal government for
roads leading to and through the state.!* While the 3 per
cent had been paid, it was asserted that the 2 per cent had
not. Similar arrangements with the states of Ohio and Illinois
had not been carried out. On January 4, 1872, the governors
of Ohio and Illinois joined with the governor of Indiana to
urge their respective delegations in Congress to work for
payment of the 2 per cent. Pratt was one of those who urged
the Senate to take action on this matter, but without success.!s

One of Senator Pratt's pet proposals was a series of
bills granting to his state the beds of small unsurveyed lakes
and rivers. Many areas of northern Indiana were originally
marsh and swamp lands with winding, sluggish streams.
Under the Swamp Land Act of 1850 most of these lands had
been handed over to the state.!* Since the surveys under that

12 U.8., Congressional Globe, 418t Cong., 3d Sess., 1870-1871, Part 3,
1740, 1865; U.S., Statutes at Large, XVII (1871-1873), 330.

13 J.S., Congressional Record, 43d Cong., 1st Sess., 1873-1874,
Part 5, 4978,

14 John D. Barnhart and Donald F. Carmony, Indiana: From
Frontier to Industrial Commonwealth (4 vols.,, New York, 1954), I, 229.

18 U.S., Congressional Globe, 42d Cong., 2d Sess., 1871-1872, Part 2,
1759; ibid., Part 8, 2085-2090.

18 Benjamin H, Hibbard, A History of the Public Land Policies
(New York, 1924), 273.
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act had been completed some rivers had meandered and some
ponds and rivers had dried; their beds were then exposed and
usable for farming.” Squatters and owners of adjoining
tracts clashed over title to these lands.

One such controversy involved the bed of Beaver Lake
in Newton County. This was a lake of about sixteen thousand
acres. The area around it had been given to the state under
the Swamp Land Act, and when the adjacent area was
drained, the lake disappeared. Its bed was claimed by three
sets of persons. One group claimed it under the pre-emption
laws, a second, under the state laws, while a third sought
rights as riparian owners. In 1872 Congress passed a bill
giving the area to the state.’®* A similar bill, urged by Pratt,
applied to the Little Calumet River area in Porter and Lake
counties, but it was buried in committee.’®

Pratt then sought passage of a general bill that would
have ceded beds of all unsurveyed lakes to the states wherein
they lay.** Even though the commissioner of the General
Land Office recommended the passage of such an act, Pratt
met with no success. During the closing weeks of his term,
he sought to persuade the Senate to take some action on his
bill. He concluded his remarks by saying:

Mr. President, in a few weeks more I shall cease to be a member
of this body. Senators have not failed to see that this bill is a pet
scheme of mine. I would fain carry with me into my retirement the
consciousness that I have contributed to place upon the statute-book
a measure which will commend me to somebody’s gratitude. I think I
shall experience a positive satisfaction when I visit, as I often do, the
beautiful lakes which gem the northern part of my State in the reflec-
tion that they are now hers, and hers because of my suggestion and of
the kindness with which the Senate has listened to my advocacy.?t

A point of law which Pratt had encountered in his legal
practice related to maritime jurisdiction in inland waters,
and this was the basis for another bill introduced by him.
Recent decisions of the United States Supreme Court had

17 A. B. Ball, County Auditor, to Pratt, December 21, 1876, Pratt
MSS.
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transferred exclusive jurisdiction in maritime cases to the
federal courts. This meant that even for minor suits citizens
had to use those courts. In the Forty-first Congress (1869-
1870), Pratt introduced a bill that would have restored con-
current jurisdiction in torts and minor contracts in maritime
cases to the states. In his first lengthy speech before the
Senate on January 13, 1870, he spoke for his bill. He reminded
the Senate that “citizens in certain western states have found
themselves deprived of justice in a prompt and reasonable
way”’ by such exclusive jurisdiction of the federal courts. This
was a complaint that was closely related to that of only one
district court in the state—the expense and delay in the
federal court contrasted with the ‘“easy and convenient re-
dress in the state courts near at hand.”?? But the Senate
committee never reported the bill.?*

From his membership on the Committee on Public Lands,
Pratt became concerned about rights of pre-emption. During
the Forty-second Congress (1871-1873) he introduced two
bills that would have strengthened the rights of settlers on
the national domain who might have difficulty with the land-
grant railroads. One was adversely reported by the com-
mittee, and the other was buried in committee.?* Other bills
introduced by Pratt included an act to authorize the construc-
tion of the Wyoming and Montana Railroad, a project in
which John D. Defrees had an interest,?s and a bill to establish
a national university.?® Neither was successful.

Pratt’s record, then, as a sponsor of successful legislation
was not impressive. To assume, however, that he was a
“back-bencher” would be unwarranted. He was not a silent
witness in the Senate chamber. Not only was he active in
committee work, but from time to time he forcefully stated
his views on national issues that loomed large at the time.
Among these were the southern question, the demoralization
of the civil service, financial questions, and railroad regula-
tion.

22 U.8., Congressional Globe, 418t Cong., 2d Sess., 1869-1870, Part 1,
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to Pratt, April 20 and June 22, 1870, Pratt MSS. For identification of
Defrees, see pp. 26-27.
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The southern question occupied an important place in
politics during Pratt’s term in the Senate. When he took his
seat, there were a number of pieces of unfinished business
relating to reconstruction still to be debated. The Fourteenth
Amendment had been adopted, and the Fifteenth Amendment
had just been submitted to the states before he took his seat.
The session of the Indiana General Assembly which had
elected Pratt as senator (1869) was concluded by the resigna-
tion of the Democrats in an attempt to prevent ratification
of the controversial Fifteenth Amendment. A special session
was then called, and ratification was pushed through “in a
manner of doubtful constitutionality.”?” The last of the
former Confederate states was not admitted to representation
in Congress until 1870, and it was in 1872 that all but the
most prominent ex-Confederates were relieved of political
disabilities by a general amnesty act. Violence appeared in
many parts of the South during this time, resulting in the
passage of the Enforcement Acts of 1870 and 1872. Senator
Charles Sumner’s Supplementary Civil Rights Bill was also
being urged by some Radicals to protect more of the civil
rights of Negroes.

Pratt had never been considered an extremist before his
election. His reputation was that of a conservative. Perhaps
this was partly because of his comparative absence from
public life during the war years. During the early years of
his senatorial term, he was sought as a campaigner in those
localities in which a moderate position on the Negro question
was expected to win more Republican votes than a radical
one.?® Yet during his term in the Senate, he supported the
reconstruction program of the Radicals and was one of the
most forceful advocates of Sumner’s Civil Rights Bill.

When in April, 1869, Senator Morton introduced a bill
to add ratification of the Fifteenth Amendment to the require-
ments for readmission of the remaining former Confederate
states, Pratt voted for the proposal.?® The reports of the
committee investigating election disorders in North Carolina
in 1871 shocked him. “It is a reproach to the Republic,” he
said in the Senate, “and a confession of its failure as a
Government that such things may occur. . . . 7% Appointed

27 Barnhart and Carmony, Indiana, 11, 197.

28 W, C. Gooding to A. H. Conner, August 23, 1870, Pratt MSS.
20 J.S., Congressional Globe, 41st Cong., 1st Sess., 1869, 656.

30 Ibid., 42d Cong., 1st Sess., 1871, Part 1, 504.
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to membership on the select committee on alleged outrages
in the southern states, he was given an opportunity to tour
Mississippi and Alabama to hear testimony. This experience
convinced him of the need for strengthening the Enforcement
acts.’* Nevertheless, when the General Amnesty Bill of 1872
was discussed, Pratt announced his willingness to vote for it,
declaring that while he believed that most Southerners were
not “cured of their heresy,” it was then safe to remove
penalties—even expedient to do so.32

When Sumner’s Supplementary Civil Rights Bill was
debated in 1874, its sponsor had just died. Sumner had
believed that existing legislation was not adequate in guaran-
teeing equal rights to Negroes. His supplementary bill, con-
sequently, would guarantee rights in hotels, theaters, public
schools, and other public places and forbid the exclusion of
Negroes from jury duty.®®* Pratt had long been an admirer
of this old antislavery leader. In a strong speech given on
May 20, 1874, Pratt took an advanced position on civil rights.
It reflected the altruism and idealism of the Hoosier Senator.
He stated his premise that:

I believe what our fathers who laid the foundations of our political
edifice taught, that all men are created equal. I believe in a still older
teaching—that God is no respecter of persons, and that he made of one
blood all nations of men to dwell on the face of the earth. ...

Pointing out that the real objection to the proposed bill came
from prejudice, he continued: ‘“The negro does not seek nor
does this bill give him any of your peculiar social rights and
privileges. You may still select your own society and invite
whom you will to your table.” The objection to “mixed
schools,” Pratt believed, had aroused the greatest antagonism
to the bill. Facing this issue squarely, he indicated that since
the Negroes would be voters, it would be folly to leave them
uneducated. “Common gratitude, if nothing else,” he urged,
“should prompt us to pass this bill.”3¢ This speech was printed
and mailed to Pratt’s constituents. Its frank and candid state-
ments on the controversial racial question evoked mixed

81 Ibid., 2d Sess., 1871-1872, Part 5, 3586-3593.

3z Ibid., Part 4, 3252,

33 Moorfield Storey, Charles Sumner, Vol. XXX of American States-
men, ed. John T. Morse, Jr. (32 vols.,, Boston, 1882-1900), 402-406.

3¢ U.S., Congressional Record, 43d Cong., 1st Sess., 1873-1874, Part
5, 4081-4083.
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reactions in Indiana. In some parts of the state, particularly
in the southern section, it was not too well received.®® But
there was a genuine quality and righteous fervor in his re-
marks that was reminiscent of the older idealistic character
of the antislavery movement. Pratt’s statements elicited a
complimentary letter from Frederick Douglass, the Negro
leader, who called it “a noble effort” and “a nail in a sure
place.”’®

Idealists and reformers had long been troubled over an-
other feature of public life—the growing demoralization of
the civil service. The scramble for public offices had been
increasing. Pratt witnessed the vicissitudes of appointive
office during the first month of his term as senator, when an
old Hoosier friend and co-worker, John D. Defrees, was
removed from the office of congressional printer by a Re-
publican senatorial caucus. Defrees was an old-line Whig
newspaper editor and one of the founders of the Republican
party in Indiana. He was regarded as a teammate of Schuyler
Colfax, who was vice-president. He had been appointed
superintendent of public printing by President Lincoln in
1861 and had weathered an earlier effort to remove him
from office. During the controversy between President John-
son and Congress, Johnson attempted to remove Defrees
from his office, but Congress responded by making the office
elective by the Senate. Congress saved Defrees then, but in
1869 its Republican caucus voted to remove him.?”

The action of the caucus was widely reported to have
been the result of a bargain between the carpetbaggers in
the Senate and the New Yorkers. This arrangement gave
to A. M. Clapp, of the Buffalo, New York, Exzpress the post
of congressional printer, while John R. French, a carpet-
bagger from North Carolina, was elected to the lucrative post
of sergeant-of-arms of the Senate.*® Berry R. Sulgrove later
claimed that Defrees was turned out because of his known

35T, R. McFerson to Pratt, August 17, 1874; George W. Friedley
to Pratt, August 15, 1876, Pratt MSS.

36 [Daniel P. Baldwin], “Daniel D. Pratt,” History of the Repub-
lican Party in Indiana, ed. Russell M. Seeds (Indianapolis, Ind., 1899),
281.

37 Cincinnati Commercial, March 16, 1869; U.S., Congressional Globe,
89th Cong., 2d Sess., 1866-1867, Part 3, 1840.

38 Cincinnati Commercial, March 19, 24, 1869; John Defrees to
Henry S. Lane, March 20, 1869, Henry S. Lane Papers (Lilly Library,
Indiana University, Bloomington, Ind.).
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opposition to Grant and Morton.*®* Whatever the reasons
might have been, the incident is an illustration of the pre-
carious tenure of any federal official at that time.

On his election to the Senate, Pratt at once became aware
of pressure from party workers seeking federal posts. Having
never before been in a key position to recommend candidates
for government offices, he was doubly sensitive to the clamor
for appointments when the Grant administration took over.
It seemed impossible to satisfy everyone. Representatives of
factions and cliques within the party relayed to him conflict-
ing stories of party loyalty of various candidates for appoint-
ments. If an applicant had been loyal to President Johnson
in the previous administration, Pratt was soon informed by
his rivals.*® It is not possible to cite here the scores of letters
requesting government positions that reached Pratt; a few
examples must suffice,

The Cumback-Baker feud, which had been uncovered dur-
ing the senatorial election of 1869, had many ramifications
in the patronage field. After his defeat for the Senate, Cum-
back himself was an applicant for “a first-class appointment”
with the federal government, preferably a foreign mission
to a major country.** Yet when he was appointed minister
to Portugal, he declined it.#? Finally, reasonable satisfaction
was found when he was appointed collector of internal revenue
for the Fourth Indiana District.#* When news leaked out that
Cumback had declined the offer of minister to Portugal,
Ebenezer Dumont, of Indianapolis, forwarded his request for
that post to the two Indiana senators.**

Pratt’s delay in recommending Hiram Iddings, of
Kendallville, to the post of pension agent brought forth a

39 [Berry R. Sulgrove], “John D. Defrees,” Indiana Magazine of
History, 11 (September, 1906), 148, Defrees was reappointed to the
gg)izce by President Rutherford B. Hayes and held it thereafter until
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W. Julian, April 7, 1869; A. J. Way to Pratt, April 9, 1869, Pratt MSS.

41 Will E. Cumback to Pratt, February 23, 1869, and May 17, 1869,
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Hamilton Fish, Secretary of State, to Cumback, February 7, 1870, Will
%E.d?umback Papers (Lilly Library, Indiana University, Bloomington,
nd.).

43 A, Pleasanton, Commissioner of Internal Revenue, to Cumback,
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number of letters. Iddings was a Republican member of the
Indiana General Assembly at the time of Pratt’s election to
the Senate. He was a bolter who had refused to support the
decision of the party caucus to elect Cumback to the Senate.
Pratt’s delay appeared to some of Iddings’ friends to indicate
that Pratt was being influenced by Cumback and his friends.*
Pratt denied that this was the reason for his hesitation and
stated that he never intended to “discriminate against Mr.
Cumback or the Bolters.” He wrote that he “took no sides”
in that contest but simply wished to investigate.s

On at least one occasion President Grant gave no op-
portunity to the Indiana senators to propose an appointee to
a vacancy in the state. In August, 1869, David McDonald,
judge of the United States District Court in Indiana was
reported to be dying, and a letter came from J. J. Hayden to
Pratt urging the appointment of Abram W. Hendricks to
that post.#* When McDonald died, however, President Grant
surprised everyone by appointing Walter Q. Gresham as the
new judge before any recommendations reached him from
the Indiana senators.*®

Uncertainty and pressure from office-seekers thus
claimed too much time of members of Congress. In 1872,
speaking in favor of an appropriation to continue the recently
appointed and short-lived Civil Service Commission, Pratt
recalled the contest for offices in 1869:

No one can forget the scramble for office which took place on the
inauguration of General Grant. ... For weeks the public business was
obstructed. . . . The mails were loaded with applications and recom-
mendations, . . . Little was thought of or done by members of Congress
but to weigh the merits of applicants. . . . I recur to it, sir, as a horrid
dream, and I hope never to be subjected to such humiliation of solicita-
tion again. The system is all wrong.¢®

Not only was the pressure for positions in the civil serv-
ice a scandal, but the moral tone of the entire public service
was low. Corruption touched members of Congress. The
scandal that struck closest to Pratt was that implicating his

45 James S. Frazer to Pratt, March 30, 1869; Hiram Iddings to
Pratt, April 22, 1869, Pratt MSS.

46 Pratt to James S. Frazer, April 2, 1869, Pratt MSS.

471J, J. Hayden to Pratt, August 2, 1869, Pratt MSS.

4 J, J, Hayden to Pratt, September 2, 1869, Pratt MSS; Cincinnati
Commercial, September 3, 1869.
1567‘9 U.S., Congressional Globe, 42d Cong., 2d Sess., 1871-1872, Part 2,
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old friend, Schuyler Colfax, with Oakes Ames and Credit
Mobilier. The charge that Colfax had accepted twenty shares
of stock in this company from Ames and had received divi-
dends from these was a hard blow to the friends of Colfax.
Pratt’s nephew wrote from Logansport: “Morally, Colfax
is guilty ; legally, it stands in the category of cases so familiar
to us, ‘Guilty, but not proved’. He is dead and never will be
resurrected.”®® Other friends voiced similar beliefs.’* But
Pratt refused to believe Colfax was guilty. When Colfax, as
the presiding officer of the Senate, asked for a committee
of that body to investigate the charges against him, it was
Pratt who moved that the request be granted. He did so by
saying that “it would require a great deal more evidence
than I have seen or heard to convince the people of the State
of Indiana that he [Colfax] is a dishonest or dishonorable
man.” The Senate refused to investigate.s?

Colfax was very appreciative of Pratt’s testimony, and
a few months later in offering to speak in the political canvass
for Pratt’s re-election, he wrote:

I can never forget that one man spoke out publicly, a few brave,
earnest words as to his faith in me when a pitiless storm of calumny
was fiercely beating upon me and his name was Daniel D. Pratt. And
1 say to him now as I did at Washington that Ames never paid or
offered to pay one dollar on any account whatever in check or cash
or stock or bond.ss

One of Colfax’s biographers reprints a letter from Pratt to
Colfax in which Pratt wrote:

I have thought that he [Ames] was honest in his statement of his
memory of the transaction, while I never doubted for a moment that
he was mistaken, and that your version was the true one. Such, I
have little doubt, will be the ultimate judgment of all, as it is already
of most.54

Colfax’s most recent biographer has very carefully sifted
the evidence and reaches the conclusion that while Colfax
“tampered with a stock with which he should have had nothing
to do,” the evidence that he received dividends is far from
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51 A, L, Osborn to Pratt, March 27, 1873; Henry J. Hayden to J.
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53 Colfax to Pratt, May 6, 1873, Pratt MSS,

54 O, J, Hollister, Life of Schuyler Colfax (New York, 1886), 433n.
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conclusive, and that he should be given the benefit of the
doubt.*®

The same Congress that witnessed the disgrace of Colfax
itself angered the country by passing the Salary Grab or
Back Pay Bill. This act increased the salaries of high govern-
ment officials, and a last-minute amendment made the ad-
vance for members of Congress retroactive for two years. It
was this retroactive feature that aroused so much public
indignation. One of Pratt’s correspondents wrote that public
hostility to the bill amounted “almost to a frenzy. The
ordinarily quiet and reasonable become violent and uncom-
promising in talking about it.”’s¢ Pratt not only voted against
the bill but pointed out the political folly of passing it.s”
Many senators refused to accept their share of the back pay
and followed the leadership of Schurz, Wilson, and Pratt in
returning it to the Treasury within a few weeks after it was
received. Pratt’s bonus was $4,121, which he returned in
April, 1873.58 Senator Morton also returned his share.’

When Congress assembled in December, 1878, there were
many members who believed they should try to undo some
of the damage that the Salary Grab Bill had already done
to their prestige. Pratt was one of these, and he presented
a bill that would have revised downward the compensation
for members of Congress.*® He was more active in the
discussion over compensation than in debate over any other
piece of legislation during that session of Congress. He told
his colleagues:

Since we left here last spring no act of Congress .. . has been more
generally criticised, I should rather say denounced. In every form
in which public sentiment finds expression in this country . . . the law
has been condemned and its repeal demanded.s?

55 Willard H. Smith, Schuyler Colfax: The Changing Fortunes of
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anapolis, Ind., 1952), 415.
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The new bill reducing salaries became a law in January,
1874.¢2

It would take more than this new bill to restore the
confidence of the voters in their government. It was rough
political weather for the Republican party. The financial
and currency issues of the decade also contributed to its dif-
ficulties. There was a strong inflationary sentiment in In-
diana during the 1870’s. This sentiment was not confined
to either major political party, although it found more ef-
fective expression through the Democratic party than through
the Republicans.®®* In 1869 the Indiana General Assembly
instructed its senators
to oppose by their influence and votes the passage of any bill that
shall specially legalize coin contracts, until the United States shall
redeem its Treasury Notes in coin; and to oppose the enactment of any

law which shall have the effect to reduce the present volume of the
paper money in use among the people of the United States.st

Senators Pratt and Morton were both regarded as infla-
tionists, but some of the Democratic leaders appeared to be
more convincing to inflation-minded voters of Indiana. Daniel
W. Voorhees’ speeches in 1870 were so convincing that the
state Republican chairman, A. H. Conner, wrote to Pratt
to ask for “a good document for immediate circulation on the
subject” of finance. He continued:

Voorhees has been making quite a number of speeches on the financial
condition of the country, and has succeeded in making a number of
former Republicans believe that the country is in great distress, and
I fear the circulation of his speech joined with his personal efforts
will induce many to leave our party and identify themselves with the
Democracy.s

With the Panic of 1873, pressure for inflation increased.
When Pratt met with a committee of Indianapolis business
leaders at the Bates House on November 14, 1873, there was
no question about where they stood on this subject—they
wanted inflation.®® Shortly after Congress convened in
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December, 1873, Pratt stated his own views on the need for
more currency, and his speech was widely circulated in
Chicago, Cincinnati, and Indiana newspapers.’” Pratt told
the Senate:

The voice of the entire West, if I except capitalists and bankers,
who have money to loan, is emphatic that we require more currency.
There is one test which I regard as demonstrative that we have too
little money. I refer to the extraordinarily high rate of interest which
prevails throughout the western country. There must be a real scarcity
when for legitimate purposes money commands 12 per cent.s8

Two months later Pratt declared his position with respect
to the legal restriction on the volume of national bank notes.
He believed that this virtually granted a monopoly to the
national banks, and “chartered privilege is hateful to Ameri-
cans.” He maintained he would support every proposal to
increase the national bank note circulation. He was also
opposed to early resumption of specie payments by the federal
government and announced that he would ‘“vote against every
scheme looking toward resumption at that time.”®®* In April,
1874, a Senate inflationary bill authorizing an increase in
legal tender notes by $18,000,000 and national bank notes
by $46,000,000 passed Congress. Both Indiana senators voted
for it.” When President Grant unexpectedly vetoed the bill,
Pratt voted to enact it over the veto, but the effort failed.”
Up to this time, Pratt’s record on the currency question was
congistent. But eight months later when the Resumption Act
of 1874 was enacted and support for it was made a party test,
both Indiana senators voted in favor of resumption. Indeed,
the entire Indiana Republican delegation in Congress sup-
ported the bill in spite of strong inflationist sentiment in their
home state.™

On still another issue that became significant in the
1870’s—that of railroad regulation—Pratt favored some type
of federal regulation. On December 3, 1873, he offered a
resolution directing the Committee on the Judiciary
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to inquire whether Congress, under the powers conferred upon it by the
Constitution . . . has authority, without the consent of the State af-
fected, to create corporations to construct railroads or canals penetrating
two or more States, and also, whether it has the power to regulate by
law, without such consent, the rates of compensation for the carriage
of persons and property over existing railroads, chartered by States,
which by consolidation have continuous lines running into or through
two or more States.’®

This resolution appears to have been an attempt to get some
expression from the committee on the subject of federal
regulation. Again, in June, 1874, in speaking about a resolu-
tion to provide cheap transportation, Pratt stated his belief
that the public was asking for regulation of fares and freight
shipped over interstate lines. ‘“The people,” he said, “are
not hostile to the railroads, but to their combinations and
discriminatory and exhorbitant rates.””* Pratt was well
informed regarding the great strength of the Granger move-
ment in his own state by 1874.* Although he favored some
type of regulation of railroads, such national regulation did
not come for over a decade.

Pratt’s views on these national issues were further
developed during his campaigns to aid the Republican ticket
in the biennial elections of 1870, 1872, and 1874. Pratt did
not attend the Republican state conventions in these years
but remained in Washington. Nevertheless he did participate
in the campaigns which followed. The Republican state
convention that convened in Indianapolis on February 22,
1870, brought Morton back from Washington. Even though
his health was poor, whenever possible Morton attended state
conventions to mend his political fences and make his presence
felt. In 1870 he gave the main address before the convention,
devoting considerable attention to the wartime financing of
the state and recalling the obstruction by the Democrats to
his administration as governor. He was particularly strong
in his denunciation of Voorhees’ war record. After urging
economy in both state and national governments, he reminded
the audience that the Republican party was ‘“yet in its youth,
fresh and vigorous.” The audience applauded wildly. The
state Republican platform called for a reduction in the tariff

0 73 U.S., Congressional Record, 43d Cong., 1st Sess.,, 1873-1874, Part
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and taxes, “rejoiced” in the ratification of the Fifteenth
Amendment, and praised Senator Morton for his exertions in
favor of it."* Defense of the Fifteenth Amendment was one
of the chief tasks of Republican campaigners.

In planning his speaking engagements in the summer of
1870, Pratt wrote to A. H. Conner, Republican state chair-
man:

I would prefer not to operate in the large cities like Terre Haute,
Vincennes, Evansville, and New Albany, which are visited by the best
political speakers and where I might do more harm than good. My
preference would be to speak to audiences mainly made up of plain
farmers and mechanics—and to visit such parts as are omitted by
first-class speakers.””

This is a rather humble letter, but it was in keeping with
Pratt’s character. Conner replied that outside of northern
Indiana there was need for Pratt’s services in certain districts
along the Ohio River and in the Terre Haute district. After
covering these, Conner wrote, Pratt could canvass northern
Indiana.’®

The southern section of the state required careful atten-
tion from Republicans. There, the recent ratification of the
Fifteenth Amendment was a heavy burden for the Republicans
to carry. Moreover, the Cumback-Baker feud must have had
its effect on the smooth working of the party machine,
although Cumback loyally supported the Republican ticket
in 1870.7 W. C. Gooding, who was making a race for Congress
against William E. Niblack, of Vincennes, sent an urgent
request to have Pratt come into the southwestern district.
“By all means send us Pratt and send him soon,” he wrote
to Conner; “no other man will do as well down here just
now.”® Vice-President Colfax, who had been accused of
neglecting his home state, lent his efforts in the campaign,
and Senator John Sherman, of Ohio, came into the state to
help.®* In spite of these efforts, the Democrats made gains
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in this campaign. Of the eleven congressmen elected, five
were Democrats—a gain of one. The Democrats also elected
a majority in the state legislature as well as their slate of
state officials.s?

As the presidential election year of 1872 approached,
the confidence of the regular Republicans was considerably
shaken by the growing Liberal Republican movement. This
opposition to ‘“Grantism,” the high tariff, and radical re-
construction was expressed by a number of Pratt’s cor-
respondents. Grant’s Caribbean policy, particularly his pro-
posed annexation of Santo Domingo, was also a target for
criticism.®* In January, 1871, the Democratic majority in
the Indiana General Assembly, with the help of a few Re-
publican votes, enacted resolutions against the proposal to
annex Santo Domingo, instructed their senators to vote
against ratification of the annexation treaty, and then sent
the resolutions to Senator Charles Sumner, of Massachusetts,
for presentation to the Senate.®* Sumner was an ardent
opponent of annexation.

William R. Holloway, postmaster at Indianapolis, has-
tened to inform Pratt that the author of this resolution,
Jason B. Brown, of Jackson County, was “one of the bitterest
and most disloyal Democrats during the last war” and had
always opposed Sumner’s principles. He urged Pratt to
explain to Sumner the origin of the resolutions and suggest
that Sumner return them.®* It is not known if Pratt did so,
but Sumner did present them.*®* As the chairman of the
powerful Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Sumner
was able to defeat ratification of the annexation treaty. But
through the efforts of the administration and its senatorial
friends, Sumner was removed from his post as chairman at
the next session of Congress. In the party caucus on com-
mittee assignments, Pratt was reported as refusing to vote
for Sumner’s removal.®”

When the Republican state convention met at Indianapolis
on February 22, 1872, William H. H. Terrell, third assistant
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postmaster general, formerly adjutant general of Indiana,
came back to lend his efforts toward having the state con-
vention instruct its delegates to the national convention to
support Grant.!® The ground swell against renominating
Grant was assuming proportions that made this question
of instruction of delegates a serious threat to party harmony.
Opposition to Grant was particularly strong around Richmond
and in the Terre Haute district.®®* The plan of the Grant
managers was to include in the platform which would be
presented by the Committee on Resolutions instructions to
the delegates to the national convention to vote for Grant.
In this way they hoped that specific debate on that contro-
versial topic would be reduced. Furthermore, it was arranged
to place the presentation of the platform toward the close of
the day’s work—after the nominees were chosen. During the
balloting on nominees a spirited debate occurred over the
nomination for a congressman-at-large. It was settled so
amicably that Lew Wallace, a strong Grant supporter, believed
the moment was an appropriate time to “stampede” the
delegates to inst