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Following congressional rejection of the Texas annexation treaty
in the spring of 1844, the question of the accession of Texas became
one of many campaign issues, and arguments pro and con were ab-
sorbed into the rhetoric of the quadrennial presidential race. An-
nexation proposals prior to the presentation of the Tyler treaty in
April, 1844, and the responses to them, however, form a unity which
merit examination apart from the events surrounding and subsequent
to the treaty itself.r This study of these prior proposals is limited
geographically to four states of the Old Northwest: Ohio, Indiana,
Illinois, and Michigan. Chronologically, it covers the period 1836 to
April, 1844, from President Andrew Jackson’s first attempt to ac-
quire Texas to President John Tyler’s presentation to the United
States Senate of a formal treaty. Topically, it focuses upon Whig
reactions in these states and the rhetoric and actions as expressed by
their journalists, members of state legislatures, and congressmen.
The first section of this study treats of annexation attempts prior to
January, 1838, when South Carolina Demoecratic Senator William
Preston presented an annexation resolution to the Senate. Then re-
actions to the Preston resolution in the Old Northwest, culminating
in the Senate vote on Preston’s measure, which was taken in June,
1838, are discussed. Lastly, renewed agitation in the early 1840s,
following a hiatus of such activity from 1838 to 1842, is studied with
a view to seeing what form antiannexation activity took from 1842
until the spring of 1844, and how Whigs of the Old Northwest tended
to align themselves on the question.

Except in Ohio and to a lesser extent in Michigan, journalists and
politicians of the Old Northwest did not join the debate over Texas
annexation until the early 1840s. The Ohio State Journal, a Whig
organ at Columbus, admitted as early as 1829 that the acquisition of
the territory would be very popular in Ohio. Though the editor rabidly
dissented with this viewpoint, he attributed such sentiment to fear
that Texas might “soon pass into other hands either by treaty or
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conquest.”? During late 1836 and early 1837 many Ohioans wanted
Texas to be an independent republic and even petitioned the national
government to extend it diplomatic recognition.* But by 1837 many
from both parties began to question the advisability of extending
such recognition unless Texas should first outlaw slavery.*

Some Ohio Whig journalists based their objections on partisan
and antislavery principles. One Whig editor predicted the “dissolu-
tion of the Union” if Texas were admitted because the free states
would never consent “to be delivered over to the absolute control of
the slave states.”® Another, also mindful of the political ramifica-
tions, denounced annexation on the ground that the admission of
Texas into the Union would throw the balance of power into the hands
of the South and “forever destroy the political importance of the free
states.” He added, almost as an afterthought, that the territory of the
United States was already sufficiently extensive and that every addi-
tion increased the diversity of interests and the probability of
disunion.®

Sentiment among Ohioans during the late 1830s was expressed
most strongly in the state legislature, which was flooded with peti-
tions against the acquisition of Texas. In late 1837 Whig Otway
Curry presented a resolution to the lower house of the legislature
which stated that annexation would “certainly and naturally tend to
weaken and destroy those bonds of union by which our already Colos-
sal Confederacy” was preserved. Thus, Ohio’s senators and represen-
tatives in Congress ought to be requested “at all times, and under all
circumstances” to oppose it. This was twice tabled without coming
to a vote.’

On January 5, 1838, Benjamin F. Wade, a caustic antislavery
Whig who would soon gain national prominence, presented an anti-
annexation petition to the Ohio Senate. A week later he again voiced
his strong opposition and condemned Texas because of its “foul blot
of slavery.”® At the same time several members of the lower house
introduced similar petitions.? State Senator Thomas C. Vincent, a
Democrat, shortly afterward called for a “legislative protest” against
annexation.’> A month later the legislature adopted a measure simi-
lar in content to Vincent’s. According to its preamble, this “protest”
was a result of popular feeling as expressed in numerous petitions to
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the General Assembly. The Whig dominated Ohio Senate adopted it
enthusiastically by a vote of 36 to 0, and the House, also Whig, con-
curred unanimously.?

The strongly worded report which accompanied this resolution
was approved by the Senate, but it did not have the same success in
the House. The report asserted that admitting Texas was neither
consistent with a just treatment of Mexico nor conducive to the safety
and happiness of the United States: “So long as war is maintained by
Mexico for the reconquest of Texas, it would not comport with the
honor of the United States to make any union with her revolted
colonies.” The report repeated what was becoming a commonplace
Whig argument, that the United States was already large enough and
that any increase in area would only augment the likelihood of foreign
war. Moreover, annexation would weaken the nation in case of a sea
war and would drain off troops to outlying areas, thus making it im-
possible to cope with warlike Indians. Conceding that Congress had
the constitutional authority to incorporate new states into the Union,
the Senate document denied Congress the right to admit foreign, in-
dependent nations.?

Although this report was rejected in the House,'* its arguments
became part of the creed of the opponents of annexation during the
following decade. During the 1830s the intellectual arsenal of these
dissidents was being stocked, and this rejected document stands out
as one of the earliest, clearest expressions of ideas later held as the
irreducible minimum of Whig dogma in much of the nation.

Agitation in Congress over Texas annexation stimulated scores
of petitions in opposition, from Ohio Whigs and Democrats alike.'*
The national legislature had long been bombarded with antislavery
petitions, but as the extension of slavery and annexation became iden-
tified, the antislavery advocates began concentrating on Texas. In
1837 Whig Senator Thomas Ewing presented to the upper house of
Congress a memorial from his constituents inveighing against even
recognizing Texas as an independent republic until it abolished slav-
ery.’” In the House of Representatives Whigs Patrick Goode and John
Allen joined three Ohio Democrats in introducing a dissenting peti-
tion bearing over a thousand signatures. Shortly afterwards Con-
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gressman Allen presented to the House a series of similar petitions.®
In early 1838 Goode, Calvary Morris, and Alexander Duncan with two
sympathetic Democrats offered still another protest petition to the
House.'"

There was far less concern expressed prior to 1838 over the ad-
mission of Texas in the rest of the Old Northwest than in Ohio. In
the closing days of 1836 Whig Assemblyman George H. Proffitt in-
troduced in the Indiana House a joint resolution against annexation.
It was defeated when the Democrats voted 78 per cent against it,
while the Whigs divided evenly. If the Whig majority had voted as
a unit, it would have passed; but partisan alignment on the issue was
not solid at that time.’* In the following year Whig Richard J. Hub-
bard introduced a similar resolution in the lower house of the Indiana
General Assembly. Democrat Ebenezer M. Chamberlain attempted to
soften the measure by amending it to read “until Texas has estab-
lished her peace.”” Whig Thomas J. Evans argued in favor of the
measure without the amendment, but Samuel Judah and Joseph G.
Marshall, fellow Whigs, fought against it. Reflecting the deep Whig
division in Indiana, they insisted that the whole affair was outside
the jurisdiction of state legisiatures. The resolution was defeated 55
to 42.1°

In their expression of antiannexation feeling through their na-
tional representatives, Hoosiers ran far behind Ohioans. Indiana Sena-
tor Oliver H. Smith, the only Whig from the Old Northwest in the up-
per house, presented one petition from his Hoosier constituents to
the Senate against receiving Texas into the Union.?* Through Whig
Representative James Rariden, a yearly meeting of Indiana, Illinois,
and Ohio Quakers sent an antiannexation petition to Congress in late
1837, as did hundreds of Indiana citizens from the east-central por-
tion of the state bordering Ohio.*

Much of the Whig press in Indiana was almost silent on the ques-
tion of Texas admission. The editor of the Richmond Palladium, for
example, seemed indifferent to the whole affair. In early January,
1838, he reprinted an opposing editorial from an Ohio Whig news-
paper and later in the month reported matter-of-factly the introduc-
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tion of the Preston resolution, but in neither case did he make any
editorial comment.??

The acquisition of Texas did not come up in the Illinois Whig
press or state legislature during the period 1836-1838. And since
there were no Whigs from Illinois in Congress until 1839, there was
no activity in this quarter.

In Michigan the official Whig and Democratic organs were loyal
to what were fast becoming the national party lines on the subject.
Early in the debate over annexation the Whig Detroit Advertiser, a
strong opponent of annexation, was taken to task by the Detroit
Free Press, a Democratic organ, for trying to persuade the legislature
to adopt an unfavorable position.?® Like Illinois, Michigan had no
Whigs in Congress until 1839. Some Michigan residents employed
the services of Vermont Whig Heman Allen to place before the House
of Representatives their petitions against annexation.* The balance
of this state’s anemic campaign was pressed by Democrat Isaac
Crary.>®

On January 4, 1838, Senator Preston introduced his resolution
calling for the “reannexation” of Texas, as soon as it could be done
“consistently with the faith and treaty stipulations of the United
States.”?® Preston’s proposal caused a brief flurry of petitions in op-
position from Ohioans. Less than two weeks after the proposal was
introduced, eight Whigs and five Democrats from Ohio presented an
antiannexation petition to the House of Representatives. Two months
later a similar document was offered by largely the same group of
men.”” But the excitement did not last long. Except for one other
House petition, all the rest of the anti-Texas memorials from Ohio
during this time came from Democratic Senators William Allen and
Thomas Morris.?®

Hoosier agitation in Congress was limited to a few dissenting
memorials placed before the House of Representatives. All six Whigs
in the Indiana delegation to Congress joined in submitting one of
these; unlike Ohio, no Democrats were involved. In early April, 1838,
the last Hoosier protests closed that state’s activity.”® Oliver H.
Smith, still the only Whig Senator from the Old Northwest, com-
pletely ignored the issue.

During this period residents of Illinois presented only two peti-
tions to Congress, both protesting the admission into the Union of
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any state which permitted slavery.*

The Whig press in Michigan did not respond to the Preston reso-
lution, but the state’s lower house declared annexation dangerous to
the Union. The measure adopted by the House instructed the Michi-
gan senators and representatives in Congress to vote against it if the
matter ever came to a vote.?* In March, 1838, the state Senate also
passed a series of anti-Texas resolutions, which were in turn adopted
by the House.*? Shortly afterward Democratic Senator John Norvell
presented these resolutions to the upper house of the national Con-
gress.®® Later, the Whig editor of the Detroit Advertiser was pleased
to report that in the congressional elections of 1838 both parties in
Michigan screened their candidates to insure that they were opposed
to the annexation of Texas.**

The mixed reaction to the Preston resolution in the nation as a
whole was nowhere better illustrated than in the United States Senate.
On June 14 the Senate voted 24 to 14 to table the measure. This vote
reflected only slight partisan division, but a clear sectional pattern
emerged. Six of the seven states unanimously against annexation
were free states; the seventh, Delaware, was a border slave state. All
five unanimous supporters were slave states, with only Missouri on
the border.?* Twenty-five per cent of the nation’s senators abstained;
by percentage, twice as many were Whigs as were Democrats. Seventy-
five per cent of the Whigs and sixty per cent of the Democrats cast
their ballots against the Preston resolution. At this time the Senate
delegation from the Old Northwest contained seven Democrats and
one Whig. Five of the Democrats were against the resolution, while
the single Whig, Smith of Indiana, joined the other two Democrats
in abstaining.®®

After the defeat of the Preston resolution, the argument over
Texas annexation subsided throughout the nation. Agitation further
decreased following Secretary of State John Forsyth’s second rejec-
tion of the proposal and coincident with the accession to the Texas
presidency of Mirabeau B. Lamar, a confirmed opponent of annexa-
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tion.?”

There was little mention of the annexation of Texas in the na-
tion’s newspapers, state legislatures, or congressional delegations for
the four years following the defeat of the Preston resolution; but the
issue did not die completely, least of all in Ohio. The Whig editor of
the Cincinnati Gazette lamented in June, 1838, that the “decisive vote
of the Senate” had not “closed the discussion in the House.”?®* The
defeat of the measure did not lure the Ohio opponents into abandon-
ing their vigilance. In January, 1839, citizens of Ashtabula County
requested that their state legislature take a definite stand against
annexation.®* The following month, Whig Representative Alexander
Harper presented to the lower house of Congress two Ohio petitions
against it.*

Democratic Senator Thomas Morris addressed the Senate on Feb-
ruary 9, 1839, on the contents of several memorials expressing op-
position to the admission of any territory which permitted slavery
and signed by constituents of both parties from Ohio as well as Indi-
ana, Illinois, Michigan, New York, and Pennsylvania.** Texas was
not mentioned directly in this speech, but it showed that in the minds
of many Ohians the question of Texas annexation was inseparably
linked to the extension of slavery.

The Whig journalists and politicians of Indiana were almost si-
lent on the controversial annexation question immediately following
the defeat of the Preston resolution, but the issue surfaced briefly in
Illinois. Democratic Assemblyman John Calhoun of Sangamon County
presented a series of resolutions—which came in response to pro-
posals that the state legislature take a stand against annexation—to
the lower house of the General Assembly. Calhoun insisted that the
legislature not go on record with-such a protest. His proposals were
tabled twice without coming to a vote, but the General Assembly did
not make the anti-Texas, antislavery protest that he opposed.*

Renewed interest in the annexation question in late 1841 and
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early 1842 coincided with several events: the succession of Sam
Houston to the presidency of Texas, the accession to office of two
pro-Texas secretaries of state, Abel P. Upshur and John C. Calhoun,
and the presidency of John Tyler, who reportedly spoke often and
favorably of annexation.® Not until Texas suffered severe reverses
in her war with Mexico, in 1842, and not until rumors reached the
Old Northwest that Tyler was planning to annex Texas, did Whig
editors in that section leap into action again.*

The editor of the Columbus Ohio State Journal again led the
Whig attack. He sympathized with the Texas claim to independence,
but wrote: “We do not want Texas, nor do we want to extend the
Union in any direction.”** Recognizing the partisan as well as the
sectional aspects of the controversy, he explained that as a party the
Whigs were opposed to the acquisition of Texas. Since the territory
of the United States was already too extensive, he feared that “the
days of the Republic” would be numbered by increasing it even more.
The editor further accused Tyler of trying to annex Texas in order to
gain southern support in the fast approaching presidential election
and referred to his “scheme” as a measure “fraught with evil aspects
of the continuance and tranquility of the Union.”** He said that an-
nexation was nothing more than a Tyler conspiracy to secure to the
slaveholding South additional strength in the national government. It
was an “unhallowed plot” to destroy the political balance of the Union
and to subject the free states to the domination of slaveholders.
“The Union cannot and will not survive the annexation of Texas stz
months,” he predicted.*

Another Ohio Whig journalist condemned the New York Union,
the Tyler organ, for its illogical argument that self-preservation de-
manded annexation and compared Tyler’s negotiations with Texas to
Burr’s notorious conspiracy.*® Thomas Corwin, a powerful antislavery
Whig of Ohio, agreed with the party organ that the area of the nation
was already “‘sufficiently extended and cumbrous” without purchas-
ing or accepting any more territory.*® He viewed the project as a
“darling object” of southern Democrats supported by subservient
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northerners of the same party.*°

By early 1843 nearly all the Whigs in the Old Northwest had be-
come confirmed opponents of Texas annexation, and Joshua Reed
Giddings of the Western Reserve had emerged as one of their leading
spokesmen. His views on the question were adopted in resolutions
passed at a bipartisan, anti-Texas meeting in Jefferson, Ohio, in the
summer of 1843. Following this, the Whig editor Henry Fassett of
the Ashtabula Sentinel warned that the people of the free states did
not “sufficiently apprehend” the danger that was growing out of ef-
forts of the slave states to admit Texas.”” 1In a letter to the Sentinel,
written the following spring, Giddings said that many members of
Congress viewed the annexation of Texas as tantamount to the dis-
solution of the Union.*

In late 1843 the Whig journals of Ohio stepped up their attack
against the admission of Texas. In a lengthy editorial the editor of
the Columbus Ohio State Journal reminded his readers that the Con-
stitution made no provision for the United States to hold foreign ter-
ritory. Still less did it provide for “incorporating foreign nations in-
to our Union.” He repeated a favorite Whig theme, that the project
would without a doubt “eventuate in dissolution of the Union.”"®

The Whig editor of the Cincinnati Gazette became at this time
one of the most rabid antiannexation spokesmen of the Old North-
west. Recognizing the growing partisan alignment on the question,
he wrote, with some hyperbole: “The Whigs unitedly—earnestly—in
and out of Congress, have opposed this annexation.”’* He asserted
confidently that nothing would come of the activity to annex Texas.*
On March 22, exactly one month before Tyler presented to the Senate
a treaty to annex Texas to the United States as a territory that would
subsequently become a state, this editor condemned the acquisition of
Texas on the grounds that it would probably lead to war with Mexico,
that it was contrary to the national interest, that it was unconstitu-
tional, and that it would establish the dangerous precedent of acquiring
territory by conquest.” The Cincinnati Gazette thereafter carried al-
most daily editorials against annexation. It criticized President Tyler
because he had “by the wrong exercise of a doubtful constitutional
power clandestinely sought to accomplish an object against the spirit
and honor of the Nation, against the peace and interest of the people,
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against Humanity itself.”s*

Between the years 1839 and 1843 there was some but not much
concern in the state legislatures of the Old Northwest over the con-
troversy.®® This was especially true until December, 1843, when
Whig Senator Abraham Van Vorhes of the Ohio legislature moved
that his state formally instruct its senators and representatives in
Congress to oppose annexation. His resolution was rejected, with
all the Whigs supporting and all the Democrats opposing him.”® Of-
fered as an amendment to a bill in no way related to the Texas issue,
his resolution illustrated the obstructionist tactics resorted to by the
opposition.

When ex-Governor Thomas W. Gilmer of Virginia published a
letter in early 1843 favoring annexation, Giddings and other anti-
slavery congressmen decided to issue a public warning of the danger
facing the nation. Giddings’ friend, Seth M. Gates, wrote a tract,
which was then signed by twenty-one members of Congress, denounc-
ing the proposed acquisition of Texas as a scheme of slaveholders ex-
ecuted in order that “the undue ascendancy of the slave-holding power
in the government” should be “secured and rivetted beyond all redemp-
tion.” Those who signed the tract accused slaveholders of migrating
to Texas in order to foment revolution and maintained that annexa-
tion was merely the last stage of their conspiracy, which had two ob-
jeets: “The perpetuation of slavery and the continued ascendancy of
the slave power.” The acquisition of Texas would be of no advantage
to the United States; it was unconstitutional and would lead to the
dissolution of the Union. The signers advised the citizens of the free
states to reject it; otherwise, they would be accessories to a criminal
act—the “irremediable perpetuation OF AN INSTITUTION . .. re-
garded as an evil and a curse.””s®

When Congress convened in December, 1843, the antislavery
forces intensified their agitation, which reached the boiling point in
the early months of 1844.¢* On January 22, 1844, Giddings presented
a protest petition from his home state and one from New York as-
serting that if Texas were allowed to join the United States, the Em-
pire State should unite with Canada.®> Giddings introduced a hitherto
unmentioned element in the Texas battle. “It is feared enough Sena-
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tors hold Texas script,” he wrote, “which will rise in value as an in-
cident of annexation, to secure the passage of the treaty.”s®* Other
Ohioans employed the services of Michigan Whig Senator William
Woodbridge to petition the national government to reject all efforts
to acquire Texas on the ground that the measure involved “in its con-
sequences not only the happiness and safety of the country, but the
integrity and perpetuity of the Union itself.”’¢+
The Richmond Palladium, one of the major Whig papers in In-
diana, was late in taking a stand on the controversy and virtually ig-
nored the issue until the early 1840s, after which its editor quoted a
number of editorials from other papers without commenting on them.
In the fall of 1843, for example, he quoted the South Bend Free Press,
which stated, with only slight exaggeration: “The Northern Whigs,
as a body, are openly . . . against the annexation of Texas to the
Union, which would form ten more Slave states, and thus give that
interest a preponderance in both branches of Congress.”’s* In Decem-
ber, 1843, the Palladium reprinted an editorial from the New York
Tribune opposing the project, but again no comment.®® After Presi-
dent Tyler’s annual message to Congress in the same month, this edi-
tor’s sarcasm reflected his opposition to Tyler and his growing an-
tagonism toward Texas. The President had concluded with the words:
“The only desire which I feel in connection with the future is and will
continue to be to leave the country prosperous and its institutions un-
impaired.”®” The Indiana editor suggested that if Tyler had followed
the words “leave the country” with “and I'll go to Texas,” millions of
his fellow citizens would have rejoiced, and tens of thousands would
not have cared at all.®®
Though Indiana Whigs opposed annexation, few felt the urgency
that consumed their Ohio brethren. In March, 1844, one Hoosier
Whig, Calvin Fletcher, an early Indiana settler and a leading citizen
of Indianapolis, admitted in his diary: “Texas annexation gives me
some gloomy apprehension.” A week later he wrote: “The subject
. . makes some stir among the people in various states but great
apathy prevails here.”’®® This apathetic attitude was further illus-
trated by the Richmond Palladium which quoted the New York Sumn,
in passing: ‘‘Negotiations for annexation are now pending between
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the President of the United States and the President of Texas.” The
strongest statement that the Palladium editor could bring himself to
make on the matter was that it was clear that the United States would
not accept the Texans.™

In December, 1843, Whig James A. Foley introduced into the
Indiana lower house a joint resolution against the annexation of
Texas. When Democrat Willis A. Gorman moved for rejection, the
Democratic House gave him its overwhelming support by a sharply
partisan vote. The Whigs voted 87 per cent against, while the more
numerous Democrats prevailed with their 85.5 per cent support. Five
Whigs and six Democrats crossed party lines, while only one Whig
and two Democrats failed to vote.”™

Throughout the late 1830s and early 1840s Illinois Whig journal-
ists and politicians showed very little concern over the Texas ques-
tion. The Illinois Whig press was late in assuming a consistent anti-
annexation policy. When the strongly partisan Alton Telegraph
printed six principles of political faith drawn up by Illinois Whigs as
they looked ahead to the election of 1844, neither the politicos nor
this Whig journalist mentioned Texas.? By December, 1843, this
editor was willing to take a strong stand against annexation, but in
the same month a local Whig convention called to define party policies
failed to mention the subject.™

Much of the independent press in Illinois was more hostile before
the introduction of Tyler’s treaty than was the regular Whig press.
The Jacksonville Illinois Statesman, for example, agreed with much of
the Whig press elsewhere that the nation was already large enough.™
Another independent editor, parroting the Whig party line, predicted
that annexation would result in war with Mexico or even disunion.”
Others contented themselves with the old objection that the area of
slavery would be extended.™®

Illinois Whigs ignored the issue even when there were excellent
opportunities to speak out. In late 1843, for example, several local
Whig conventions in Illinois gave the Whigs of that state an occasion
for rapping Tyler’s policies in general and annexation in particular.
The delegates to the state convention in Chicago which endorsed
Henry Clay and John Davis of Massachusetts as presidential and vice
presidential candidates passed eleven resolutions expressing their
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views on a number of major political issues, yet they completely ig-
nored this timely question.”

There was very little activity in the Illinois legislature prior to
the presentation of the Tyler treaty. Early in 1843 Robert W. Glass,
Whig assemblyman of Macoupin County, introduced into the lower
house a favorable resolution which was consigned to the limbo of the
committee on counties.” This was the extent of the controversy in
the Illinois legislature, but the paucity of activity at this level did not
reflect a lack of anti-Texas feeling in the state as a whole. Most
northern Illinois Whigs were opposed, but others broke with their
party and supported the measure out of fear that if the United States
did not annex Texas, England would.”

The principal Whig paper in Michigan remained in firm opposi-
tion to annexation. The editor of the Detroit Advertiser objected to
the inevitable extension of slavery that would follow, condemned an-
nexation as unconstitutional, and expressed fear that southern domi-
nance in Congress would make the North a ‘“hewer of wood and a
drawer of water for the South.”®® It was a political matter, he warned,
and unscrupulous Democrats would spare nothing to retain political
power; they would use threats, promises, and money to overawe the
voters.®*

In conclusion, objection to the acquisition of Texas in the Old
Northwest prior to 1842 was largely bipartisan and was based pri-
marily upon antislavery principles, though the argument that the
United States should not become too large was gaining currency. Ohio
led the region in opposing annexation as well as in antislavery senti-
ment. Indiana and Illinois showed less concern with the issue, while
Michigan tended to follow Ohio in both opinions,

Definite signs of political division, however, were seen in the Old
Northwest very early, especially in Ohio. This emergence of partisan
alignment, though never clear cut during the years 1836-1842, was
reflected in the vote on the Preston annexation resolution of 1838. In
the Old Northwest the Whigs were generally against annexation, but
so were many Democrats, out of fear that this measure would extend
the area of slavery or give the South the preponderance of political
power in Congress. In objecting on the ground that the nation was
already large enough, the Whigs were most inconsistent, since they
fought alongside Democrats for the acquisition of Oregon while at
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the same time opposing that of Texas.5?

Whigs of the North and Old Northwest were not alone in oppos-
ing Texas annexation; as the price of party division on so vital an
issue became apparent to southern Whigs, many of them also moved
to the opposition. Their action was almost entirely partisan.®* Some
gladly rejected “immediate annexation” in the spring of 1844 just to
defeat it as a Tyler-Calhoun measure.®* Others no doubt realized as
did Henry Clay that if the issue were to drive antislavery Whigs into
the Liberty party, the Whig party would be destroyed.®®* Loyal Whigs
everywhere must have known, too, that if Texas joined the Union it
would be as a Democratic state.

The Texas issue forced partisans from different sections to re-
evaluate their political stands. It was a time for taking political and
sectional stock, a prelude to realignment. And the Old Northwest,
with its varied pioneer backgrounds, evenly balanced political divi-
sions, proslavery and antislavery elements, and pro-Texas and anti-
Texas partisans, did not reflect a section united on the major issues
of the day.
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