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KANSAS OPEN BOOKS FOREWORD

Leaders of Reform was published in 1974, at the culmination of the
dramatic social and political upheaval of the 1960s and 1970s. The book
was written at a time when America was reshaped by major protest move-
ments, and the same was true about the Progressive movement that thrived
in the United States from around 1900 to 1920. Scholars are products of
their times, and it is not surprising that historians who matured profession-
ally during the 1960s and 1970s would be interested in the Progressive
Era. Groundbreaking works such as Robert Wiebe’s The Search for Order,
1877-1920 (1967) and Lawrence Goodwyn’s Democratic Promise: The
Populist Moment in America (1976) reconstructed the way the Progressive
and Populist movements were born, grew, and developed. Historians writ-
ing during the 1960s and 1970s were naturally interested in social move-
ments and change, and the elite-led reform of the Progressive Era offered
an interesting contrast with the grassroots movements of the sixties.

Leaders of Reform earned a largely positive reception upon its release.
In his June 1975 review of the book in the Journal of American History
David Thelen highlighted the work as “one of the best monographs on
the political and legislative activities of a state’s progressive leaders.”
Lewis Gould praised La Forte in the Southwestern Historical Quarterly
for having a “balanced view of his actors. He is aware of the mixed mo-
tives of both progressives and conservatives” (July 1975, 79:108-109).
And LeRoy Ashby, writing in the Pacific Northwest Quarterly, credited
the work as a meaningful contribution to the history of the Kansas pro-
gressive movement. The work was criticized as well, primarily for its lack
of statistical analysis. Thelen stated that the main problem with the book
was that it lacked explanatory power and that the author “just does not care
about popular attitudes.” One reviewer was more specific, arguing that
the author should have analyzed roll-call votes or dissected electoral re-
sults by demographic group. Leaders of Reform was a fine local study, the
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reviewer stated, but “such studies . . . need to be methodologically more
sophisticated and intellectually more rigorous than Leaders of Reform.”
(Theoharis 1975, 199-200).

Leaders of Reform was published at another moment of transition: the
movement toward social history. The book was a work of standard po-
litical history recounting the way in which a cast of seventy Kansas pro-
gressive Republican reformers—including businessmen, newspapermen,
politicians, and social leaders—built the Progressive movement in their
state. That is, the work focused on a community of white male political
elites at a time when the trend among historians was moving away from
political history and toward social history. This explains why reviewers
criticized the work’s lack of statistical analysis, a key method used by
social historians to establish generalities about communities. Although it
suffered from bad timing, Leaders of Reform was true to its title: it was
about the leaders of progressivism in Kansas, not the rank and file. The
historiographical trend since Leaders of Reform was published has been
decidedly toward examining social groups and marginalized communi-
ties. More recent studies of the Progressive movement have focused on
the reform impulse in marginalized communities, such as women and the
poor, and the Progressives’ reputation has particularly suffered as scholars
have more closely examined the Progressive record on race. Recent events
have also continued to spur lines of inquiry regarding the Progressives.
The end of the Cold War increased interest in the international context
that birthed the American Progressive movement, and the War on Terror
provoked studies focusing on the role violence and terrorism played in
shaping Progressive political discourse.

Recent political developments have driven a resurgence of interest in
political history, and it is timely that Leaders of Reform receive a second
look. The work reconstructs how the Kansas reform movement took root
in the state Republican Party, how reformers were able to capture the or-
ganization, and the ways in which their reform project succeeded or failed.
Understanding the path Kansas progressive Republicans used to take con-
trol of their state party in the early twentieth century gives us perspective
on how the progressive Democrats or Trumpian Republicans are working
to take or maintain control of their parties today. There are lessons for
modern reformers in the story of how Kansas Progressives struggled to
address a system that they believed was engineered to keep control in the
hands of the establishment. Progressive reformers encountered successes



and failures as they sought to advance their cause, and reformers today
would do well to studiously examine the Progressives’ record. Leaders
of Reform is a valuable work that was appreciated in its day, and it has
tremendous potential to help educate and inspire historians and would-be

reformers alike on a continuing basis.
Charles Delgadillo

Corona, California
March 2020
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PROLOGUE:
THE PROGRESSIVE REPUBLICANS
OF KANSAS

Progress and reform were probably the most overused words in the
vocabulary of the Kansas politician during the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. Political leaders then were as aware as scholars are
today that this was an Age of Discontent, marked by prohibition, popu-
lism, and progressivism, as well as a host of lesser reform movements.
To the degree that a common bond existed among reformers during those
years, it existed in their views of government, society, and the economy.
Disaffected with the economy, resentful of the arrogance of power, pos-
sessing a view of the “more perfect” society, reformers agreed only on
general goals.

Government, they felt, needed to play a more positive role in regulating
businesses that had grown too powerful during the Gilded Age. The peo-
ple, disenfranchised by the politics of money, needed to have a larger role
in determining the men and laws that governed them. Public welfare
needed to be promoted by benign social policies, and the morality of the
populace needed statutory protection from temptations. On specifics
these reform groups disagreed. In part this difference existed because of
conviction; in part because of location in time and space. Each movement
was led by different people, and to a lesser degree each was composed of
a different constituency. Dissatisfaction with the status quo was their
primary characteristic, and it was the main reason reform was popular.
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In the following pages one aspect of early-twentieth-century reform
is discussed—the progressive movement and, more particularly, its in-
fluence upon the leadership of the Republican party of Kansas. Because
so much has been written about early-twentieth-century reformers and
because some writers have discussed Kansas politics of this period, several
observations relative to these other views seem necessary as an introduc-
tion. For example, historians find it hard to agree when Kansas political
leaders launched a progressive reform movement. The point of departure
in this work is 1900, a date chosen because it marks the beginning of a
period of intense factional fighting among Kansas Republicans that
resulted in rhetoric and achievements described by some scholars as
“progressive.” This period is considered here as a time of preprogressive
factionalism, lasting from 1900 to 1906; it is discussed briefly in chapters
two and three. This is done because a relationship exists between political
alignments during the preprogressive period and those of the progressive-
Republican era from 1906 to 1916.

What most historians know but tend to forget is that the majority of
progressives were involved in politics years before they became interested
in reform. In Kansas this was particularly true of progressive Republi-
cans who had begun their careers as opponents of populism. The motiva-
tion of the young progressives, upon entering the political field, appears
to have been power, prestige, and pelf. If a Republican handled his
affairs properly in the 1880s and 1890s, when these men became active,
he could look forward to at least a local reputation, a moderate income,
and a meaningful role in determining local policies. The Kansas politician
would have easily appreciated Alfred Adler, with his stress on individual
achievement.

These same men turned to reform because by the first decade of the
twentieth century the political climate was changing nationally. The
speeches of Theodore Roosevelt, Robert La Follette, and William Jen-
nings Bryan were unsettling to Kansans, who were recovering from the
revelations of Populists. Despite prosperity, or maybe because of it,
successful politics meant getting in line with change. As the new
emphasis developed, genuine metamorphosis began to occur in the
thinking of Republican leaders who were destined to be called progres-
sives. They began to see economic injustices, political inequalities,
and growing immoralities, not because it was expedient to do so, but
because the discrepancies had become apparent. Popular government
did seem to be threatened by plutocracy; agricultural Kansas was being
cheated by the industrial East; liquor was still being consumed despite
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the state’s constitutional ban on the manufacture, distribution, and sale
of alcoholic beverages. It was comforting to know that by 1908 one
could oppose what was wrong in Kansas and still control the state’s
government. In fact, unless the mantle of progressivism graced the
shoulders of a Republican, his chances of retaining power and office
were seriously jeopardized.

One of the finest specimens of the progressive Republican was Kansas’
most famous editor, the man from Emporia, William Allen White. He
had entered politics as a foe of Populists. His editorial “What’s the Matter
with Kansas?” had not only excoriated the People’s party, it had also
helped to elect a president and bring White a national reputation. A
protégé of the leaders of his Grand Old Party, he allegedly began to
receive printing contracts from federal officers and to have his voice
heard in Republican councils. White evidenced satisfaction with party
activities until the early years of Roosevelt’s presidency; then he began
to change. Later in life he described his transformation by noting: “I
met Theodore Roosevelt. He sounded in my heart the first trumpet call
of the new time that was to be.”> In becoming a progressive, White
retained his importance in the Republican party, increasing it briefly
from 1908 to 1912. His national fame was well established by then, and
though his wealth was moderate, he was far from the struggling farm-
town journalist he had been. By the middle of the decade he had become
a true believer in reform; he would later write that he had joined up
because he realized that the millenium had not yet arrived and that the
“continuous orderly growth of human institutions” required that the
“highest caliber” of leaders be involved. In this way, he believed, condi-
tions could be improved.2

Whether White and his associates were responsible for improved con-
ditions in Kansas is, of course, a moot question. They were not the only
group that was contributing to the passage of reforms. Democrats, regu-
lar Republicans, and a few Socialists helped to fashion these laws. More-
over, those who opposed specific changes often forced progressive
Republicans to compromise their views, thus diluting their legislation.
The law that established the Public Utilities Commission was an example
of compromise; it was replaced later by an enactment creating the Kansas
Corporation Commission. Moreover, laws that fulfilled the reformers’
goals did not always work. The Bank Deposit Guaranty Law insured
deposits, but it did not last. Financial difficulties in the late twenties
caused the legislature to repeal it. In this instance the failure of pro-
gressivism was not absolute, since the Kansas system served as a link
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between uninsured bank deposits and the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation of 1933,

White’s characterization of the progressive Republican as the “highest
caliber” of leader, one who was interested in improving conditions, is
also open to question. A good many reformers in Kansas acted in a
disinterested manner, but an equally large number profited from the
changes that they encouraged. For example, their support of the direct
primary resulted in part from their inability to gain power through the
convention system. But their disinterestedness was most questionable in
economic matters. Twenty out of thirty-five major reform laws that they
passed were related to the economy of the state. In almost every instance
these enactments favored those who supported the progressives. In
national politics the progressives were as concerned as old-line Republi-
cans in promoting Kansas interests. Controversies over tariffs and railroad
rates in the Sixty-first Congress, 1909-1911, demonstrated as much.
Richard Abrams, in his excellent study of Massachusetts during the
Progressive Era, correctly observed that “although insurgent leaders
usually assumed a moral rhetoric, the ‘evil’ they condemned in many cases
was merely the greater power or advantage of their competitors.”™ Of
course, Kansans were among the leaders of the insurgency, and they were
understandably interested in ways of affecting the distribution of benefits
in order to favor their home state.

Contemporaries of the progressive Republicans often questioned
White’s notion that the reformers represented the “highest caliber” of
leadership. None put his objection as colorfully as Albert T. Reid. With
a few inaccurate statements, he wrote:

Arthur Capper twice tried to connect with the state printer
“graft,” as his paper now refers to the old arrangement. He was
beaten by Henry Allen who made an air-tight arrangement with
George Clark, and they split the pot. Will White had a nice little
side line also. An arrangement under the Roosevelt administra-
tion made it necessary to ship all the pension vouchers to Emporia
for Bill White to print. Somewhat expensive, impractical, and
occasioned much delay, but Bill was one of the “ring” in those
days. Well, one day Cy Leland who became pension commis-
sioner, kicked this arrangement upside down, brought the print-
ing to Topeka and gave it to Arthur Capper, who was also quite
“regular.” Then White went after Cy, who was henceforth an
“undesirable.” . . . Also there is Bristow—"the lean and hungry”
one who wanted Senator Long to get him an easy job with a
good salary, so he could loaf around Kansas and lock after the
interest of the “ring.” Gentlemen, we are saved!4



That Kansas progressives were not perfect will surprise no one. The
question to be resolved is how imperfect were they? From observations
that have been made about reformers in other states, they seem to have
been about average; not as high-minded as some, but then not as op-
portunistic as others.

Fortunately, a number of thoughtful studies of progressivism have been
done in the last several decades, and they provide a basis for comparison
of Kansas progressive-Republican leaders and their movement with those
in other states. These studies generally reveal that reform was something
different in each state. However, certain common aspects have been
shown to exist. For example, George Mowry, in his admirable study of
California, determined that the progressive movement there began in
Los Angeles and San Francisco and later worked its way upwards to
the state level.5 Some scholars have found that this urban origin of the
movement existed elsewhere; Hoyt Warner used his detailed inquiry
into Ohio to chronicle this paradigm of progressive reform.® In Kansas
the model is not valid. Kansas progressive Republicanism began at the
state level and later influenced change in local government. Moreover,
Kansas progressives did not draw their major support from the state’s
one metropolitan area, Kansas City, as did other state progressives op-
erating in California, New Jersey, Tennessee, and Ohio.? Nor did
progressivism thrive in the semiurban towns of 10,000 to 30,000 people,
which possessed the nearest thing to industrial populations in a primarily
rural state. The portion of Kansas with the fewest industries—that is,
the western two-thirds—voted most consistently for progressive Republi-
cans in party primaries, while the more populous, industrialized eastern
third often failed to return progressive-Republican majorities.

As a general rule, the progressives lost Wyandotte, Shawnee, Sedgwick,
Crawford, Cherokee, Leavenworth, and Montgomery counties. Many
Kansas manufacturing and mining interests and one out of every four
of the state’s 1.6 million inhabitants were located in these seven counties
in 1910. Democrats, Socialists, and antiprogressive Republicans were
the leading political forces there. This was true because until 1910
progressive Republicans included in their program very few measures
that appealed to the working class. In that year, however, the progres-
sives did incorporate a number of labor-oriented planks into the Repub-
lican platform. But by then the progressive Republicans had become
known as prohibitionists, and this fact circumscribed their appeal to the
industrial laborers, who almost to a man were “wets.” Moreover, Socialists
and reform Democrats constantly emphasized the conservative nature of
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the progressive leadership in the Republican party. In so doing, they not
only negated the progressives’ appeal to the laborer but also touched
upon a central fact of progressive Republicanism in the state.

In general, like the middle western movement discussed in the works
of Russell Nye, Theodore Saloutos, and John D. Hicks,® Kansas progres-
sive Republicanism was a moderate reform impulse in comparison to
alternative ones offered earlier by Populists and to those being offered
during the period by Socialists and radical Democrats. Kansas progres-
sivism resembled the American reform tradition in general. Kansas
progressives were not men interested in violently upsetting the existing
order of life in their state or in disturbing the good within its heritage.
They were not as sophisticated as the reformers that Robert Wiebe
describes, who, having witnessed the disintegration of their established
community, sought to recreate a new order through bureaucratic means.®
They were conservative in their outlook, somewhat simplistic, and cer-
tainly not revolutionary. They planned moderate experimentation with
government rather than destruction and upheaval.

If the progressives were radicals, as some of their contemporaries
maintained and as David Thelen has recently suggested,!® in Kansas they
were conservative radicals who were interested in practical solutions to
specific problems. This pragmatic approach was well summarized in
1916 by Kansas’ Chief Justice William A. Johnston when he told an
audience of Grangers that “Kansas had led in progressive legislation
. . . [and had] kept pace with the evolution of society.” He added:

No one need fear that Kansas law-makers will imperil property
rights, arrest progress or injure the institutions of our state. . . .
The people . . . are naturally fair minded and would rebel at
once if any man or legislature should by statute or otherwise
undertake to do that which would cripple business, sacrifice
property rights or unduly encroach on the personal rights or
liberties of any one. !

In the same conservative vein, Kansas’ most important progressive-
Republican governor, Walter Roscoe Stubbs, said in 1905: “I would not
have you confuse, in any sense whatever, the honest, sterling banker,
merchant, corporation, or business man, who has grown rich out of
legitimate profits . . . with these greedy, money-mad, lawless concerns.
The one is a necessity and a blessing to a community, the other a law
breaker and a menace to the perpetuity of popular government.”'2
Kansas progressives were not, however, conservative in the same sense
that this term is used by Gabriel Kolko in describing the national move-
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ment. They could not enact laws to rationalize markets and thus aid
businesses, as Kolko says national reformers did. Kansans certainly did
not approve of the established economic relationships that Congress was
allegedly promoting. Kolko is probably correct in suggesting that state
progressives were more liberal than their counterparts in Washington.t?
Kansas reformers were also not conservative in the manner that Virginia’s
progressives were, according to Raymond Pulley’s discussion of the
latter.’* Unlike the Old Dominion, Kansas had had no “ideal” period in
its history to which its progressive Republicans wished to return. Thus,
no Bourbon restoration was taking place on the Great Plains in the early
twentieth century.

Kansas reformers were akin to what has become the progressive proto-
type, described best by George Mowry. They were young men of north-
ern European stock who were born either in Kansas or in the Midwest.
Most had Protestant backgrounds, had attended college, and held at least
a middle-class niche in the economic structure of the state. They had
been anti-Populists and had been moderately important in Republican
politics during the nineties. Of the seventy progressive Republicans
whose backgrounds were traced during this study, most conformed to
this general description.

The meaning of this composite character is unclear. An analysis of the
backgrounds of forty-five regular Republican and thirty-two Democratic
leaders shows that they also conformed to this description. That is, they
were young, “well fixed,” educated Anglo-Saxon Protestants who came
from families with leadership traditions in Kansas. One thing does seem
clear: in choosing their political spokesmen, Kansans normally selected
men who represented the general character of the state’s population, or
ones who possessed characteristics that the voters thought were ideal.

In their backgrounds, Kansas progressives differed somewhat from their
predecessors in reform, the Populists. Although O. Gene Clanton has
pointed out the middle-class nature of the major Populist leaders in
his book on that movement,!> many local Populist leaders were farmers.
Such was not the case with local progressives. Yet despite their
middle-class background, Kansas progressives do not substantiate the
general opinion about progressives that was presented by Richard Hof-
stadter in his seminal work, The Age of Reform,'® and was endorsed by
Warner in his Ohio study. Unlike their progressives, Kansas™ counter-
parts were not frustrated political leaders of a traditional ruling middle
class who were losing power to newer groups in American society. They
were, of course, the late-nineteenth-century nabobs of Kansas Republican
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affairs, but generally they felt secure in their positions and did not launch
a progressive reform movement in order to maintain their social status.

Another interpretation of the cause of the progressive movement,
which has some validity in the case of Kansas, but which can be exag-
gerated, is that it was a continuation of populism.}” Having come on the
heels of the Populist movement, progressive Republicanism bore a pro-
grammatic resemblance to the earlier reform movement. Issues that were
popularized by the People’s party of Kansas later became essential parts
of Republican platforms written by progressives. This caused a number
of former Populists to draw attention to the similarity between progres-
sivism and populism.

In 1910, for example, Judge Frank Doster, one of the founders of
Kansas populism, ruefully suggested that progressives had sandbagged
his movement in broad daylight. “Our pockets,” he complained, “have
been rifled of the last political penny we possessed . . . by men who for
twenty years had been professing lofty scorn of our political possessions.”
The theft of these issues, he declared, “is the boldest and most defiant
piece of political buccaneering ever perpetrated.” Populist reform pro-
posals that were taken by the progressives included, according to Judge
Doster, downward revision of the tariff, antitrust legislation, the direct
primary, the direct election of senators, a postal savings bank, the gradu-
ated income tax, and the initiative, referendum, and recall.’®

Had the judge wished, he could have extended this list to include laws
favoring the improvement of working conditions for the Kansas labor
force; laws regulating public utilities, especially railroads; and laws
concerning three constants in Kansas politics—governmental economy,
bigger pensions for veterans, and irrigation projects for the western half
of the state. In 1910 and 1912 progressive Republicans had written all
of these into their platforms.

But had Judge Doster stressed the similarity between Populists and
progressives too much, he would have been guilty of obscuring three
outstanding features in the development of progressive reform goals that
were largely unrelated to populism. First of all, Republicans for quite
some time had supported a number of these reforms. From late 1870
onward they had backed laws designed to revise the Kansas tax structure,
regulate Kansas railroads, control monopolies, and improve the conditions
of industrial labor. They had favored tariff reciprocity from the mid
nineties, switching to tariff revision in 1906. They also supported the
three stand-bys—irrigation, economy, and pensions.

Secondly, overemphasis on the relationship obscures the fact that, in



essentials, progressive Republicans drew upon a reform tradition that had
existed in Kansas long before the People’s party was created. James C.
Malin, in recognition of this, has convincingly argued that by the 1880s
the mainstream of the Kansas reform tradition was well established. Ac-
cording to Malin, the Prohibition party of 1872 and 1876 and the Labor
Reform party of 1872 “were leaders in the advocacy of reform.” He has
written: “This applies to reform unique to the years closely related to
1872, but more important, it applies also to reforms that became central
to social change of the next forty years. Whatever was not comprehended
in those three platforms, with very few exceptions, was added by the
Greenback platform of 1880.”19

The third way in which exaggeration of the relationship between pro-
gressives and Populists misinterprets progressive development is in under-
estimating the impact of early-twentieth-century events on the progres-
sives. For example, in 1914 the Kansas Progressive party supported a
number of changes in existing legislative and political-party practices as a
result of Speakers Joseph G. Cannon’s and James Beauchamp (“Champ”)
Clark’s management of the House of Representatives. The Kansas Pro-
gressives in 1914 wanted party caucuses at the congressional level to be
open to the public. They demanded that votes taken in standing com-
mittees or in committees of the whole be indicated by member in the
journals of the Senate and House. They also supported the discharge of
bills from committees. They hoped in this way to secure popular legis-
lation by making it possible for a majority of the members of either con-
gressional body to vote to discharge bills from committees. Moreover,
the Kansas Progressives promised in their 1914 platform to release “all
persons elected as Progressives in the state from any demands made by
party organization in making appointments, in administering laws, and
in performing the duties of office.”

Another way in which the Kansas Progressives reacted to new realities
in twentieth-century America was by demanding in 1914 that additional
impartial scientific commissions be established in the state. Having al-
ready created a public utilities commission, they favored the establish-
ment of similar nonpartisan scientific bodies to manage the state’s econ-
omy and its charitable endeavors. They also hoped to replace elective
officers with these commissions; and they supported the short ballot,
which presumably would have retained only the governor and lieutenant
governor as elected officials. In three important ways, then, an over-
emphasis on populism as the progenitor of progressivism obscures the
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true relationship between them. A connection was not entirely absent,
but it was not the central factor.

There was another significant difference between populism and pro-
gressivism. Populism, as Raymond Miller has demonstrated, was an eco-
nomically based movement, supported by financially depressed farmers.2°
Farm families who voted for progressive-Republican candidates were no
longer part of an economically deprived class. What one former Populist
called McKinley Prosperity had turned Kansas into a materially well-to-do
state by 1900. Other than during the panic of 1907, the state’s enterprises
boomed throughout the next decade. There were, of course, pockets of
poverty, such as the coal fields in the southeastern part of Kansas and
the oil fields of the south central section following a period of overproduc-
tion in 1903 and 1904. But despite these exceptions, the Kansas economy
grew at a rate greater than the national average. Almost all indicators of
growth between 1900 and 1910 reveal that Kansans sat atop America’s
economic ninth wave. Table 1 clarifies this point. What seems un-

Tasre 1. Economic GrRowTH

Percentage
Year and Amount  Year and Amount  Increase
Agriculture:
Value of Farm Property 1900 1910
USA, o $20,439,901,164 $40,991,449,090 100.5
Kansas —e 864,100,286 2,039,389,910 136.0
Value of Crops Sold 1899 1909
USA, . 2998704412 5,487,161,223 83.0
Kansas 113,522,693 214,859,597 89.3
Value of Animals Sold
for Slaughter
USA, 912,423,557 1,833,175,487 100.9
Kansas - oo 70,460,808 137,923,252 95.7
Industry:
Capital Invested
USA, 8975256000 18,428,270,000 105.3
Kansas . 59,458,000 156,090,000 162.5
Value of Products
USA, e 11,406,927,000 20,672,052,000 81.2
Kansas - 154,009,000 325,104,000 110.9
Mines, Wells, Quarries:
Value of Products 1902 1909
USA, 771,486,926 1,175,475,001 524
Kansas . 9,526,060 18,386,812 93.0

Source: Compiled from Thirteenth Census of the United States, 1910, 5:78-79, 525,
545; 8:542-543; 11:318.
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believable is that agricultural Kansas ranked fourteenth among the forty-
eight states in the value of industrial goods produced. It was tenth in
coal production, seventh in petroleum output, and third in lead and zinc
mined. As was to be expected, farming was still the main economic
activity in Kansas. In value of agricultural lands, it ranked sixth; and
in value of farm crops produced, seventh. Kansas was also one of
seven states to register an increase of more than $100 million in the value
of its crops between 1900 and 1910. The average income of a Kansas
farm had been $650 in 1899; it was $1,200 a decade later. Only in popu-
lation growth did the state fall behind the national average. The popula-
tion of the United States rose 21 percent during the decade, while that
of Kansas increased only 15 percent. Yet these data were deceptive, since
for Kansans the 15 percent contrasted markedly with the paltry 3 percent
during the nineties.?!

The economic good fortune of Kansas was not lost on her leaders.
Edward W. Hoch, governor from 1905 to 1909, described the state’s
growth in an article that he entitled “Advancement and Prosperity of
Kansas.™2? Charles M. Harger, newspaper editor and free-lance writer
from Abilene, told the readers of Review of Reviews that Kansas farmers
were not only better educated than during Populist days; they were more
affluent. Farmers who had voted for Jerry Simpson and John Breidenthal,
he wrote, were now satisfied investors holding stock in “hundreds of
country banks.” “The keynote of the west to-day,” he added, “is op-
timism. Tt has such a tremendous amount of business heaped up, such
expansive plans for the future.”?® In 1908 John Mumford, writing in
Harper's Weekly, capped the rejoicing by labeling the place that had
formerly been viewed as “Hell burnt over” as “This Land of Oppor-
tunity.”24

Historians, once conditioned to accept reform movements as compan-
ions of economic depression, wondered about progressivism. Occurring
as it did during a time of abundance, the progressive movement offered
an endless challenge not only to those who sought to ascribe events to
economic causes but also to those who accepted nonmaterialistic explana-
tions. The Kansas movement was created by a number of forces, including
rising economic expectations and a desire, by developing smaller economic
interests, to have a larger share of the marketplace. But just as important
in creating unrest were party factionalism, ambition for office, and a
sincere interest in furthering democratic idealism. This idealism was
what most progressive Republicans used in order to explain why their
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reform movement occurred. “Kansas has solved the problem of bread
and butter,” said Walter R. Stubbs in 1905. He continued:

It is now for our people to determine whether to be a Kansan
shall be greater than to be a resident of any other state in the
Union. . . . Correct plans, wise policies, noble purposes and
high standards for our state government and institutions, to-
gether with a general public demand for absolute integrity . . .
will answer these questions as they should be answered.?

It would be dramatic, but too simple, to close this introduction on a note
suggesting that Stubbs’s challenge had caused inspired young men of
noble purpose to rise to a public demand for absolute integrity and wise
policies. As will become apparent, the history of Kansas progressive
Republicans, like the story of every man, is much more complex and
much less certain.
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FACTIONAL BEGINNINGS:
OF BOSS-BUSTERS
AND POLITICAL MACHINES, 1900-1903

The progressive movement within the Kansas Republican party grew
to maturity in a political soil fertilized by factional unrest. Beginning
in the nineteenth century, Kansas Republicans splintered into feuding
groups, because the spoils of office were too few to satisfy all party
leaders. The factionalism that contributed to the disorder that aided
the rise of progressivism, however, dated from 1900, when a group known
as the Boss-Busters began a systematic campaign to remove national
committeeman Cyrus K. Leland and his “machine” from power. A fight
within the Republican party made little sense at that time. William
Jennings Bryan, who had dragged Kansas into the Democratic column
in 1896, was still active in the affairs of his party. He seemed assured
of renomination when the national convention met at Kansas City in
July. Moreover, Populists, Democrats, and Silver Republicans had formed
a coalition in the state. To be sure, Republicans had won off-year elec-
tions in 1898, when about 45,000 fewer voters had gone to the polls. But
the Fusionists of 1898 had demonstrated a cohesion not evidenced before;
and although some Democrats and Populists were pessimistic after the
elections, others, such as John Breidenthal of Topeka, looked forward to
getting reformers back to “first principles” so that they could win the
state in 1900. Complacency did not seem to be the order of the day for
Republicans; from the standpoint of party interest a factional fight was
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unwarranted. Nonetheless, they had one under way as the new century
began.!

Cy Leland of Troy, the source of factional unrest, had dominated
Republican affairs in the state during the decade when Populism waxed
strong, and as a result he had created a potent group of enemies within
the party. He was unable to satisfy the demands of all important mem-
bers, and thus, unintentionally, he had created a combination of anti-
Leland Republicans. In 1899 these dissatisfied leaders founded the
Boss-Busters League. The aim of the organization was as simple as the
cause of factionalism itself. The Boss-Busters planned to remove national
committeeman Leland and his friends from office. In this way they
believed that they could construct a firm foundation of party unity. Like
participants in other antiboss movements occurring throughout the
United States in those years, they claimed to oppose “boss rule” on
principle and to desire the establishment of political leadership under
democratic tenets. Their reform rhetoric disguised an opportunistic
reality. The Boss-Busters were factionalists, not idealists.?

Whether one believes that Cy Leland bossed the Republican party of
Kansas to the extent his opponents charged depends largely upon one’s
conception of bossism. Certainly his opinions were significant in the
decisions that Republicans made regarding policy, patronage, and state
candidacies. But that he alone controlled these questions, as the Boss-
Busters maintained, is undeniably false. ¥From the time that he became
national committeeman in 1884 until 1900 he always shared, or was forced
to share, the prerogatives of power. Indeed, even in the years of his
greatest strength, he had to accept the candidacies of men he did not like.

On certain occasions, however, Leland could be unbending. As the
Boss-Busters knew, some politicians never received his help and were
always thwarted by him. The reasons for his opposition varied, but in
many cases they related to things that men had done to displease him
in the past. Leland, like most Kansas Republicans, was a hardened fac-
tionalist. He had been “trained,” as William Allen White, renowned
editor of the Emporia Gazette, expressed it, in a definite Republican
camp in the 1860s; and to enemies of this group he remained perma-
nently hostile. Only when no alternative was possible would he work
with these traditional opponents, and then they always had to remember
that Leland’s aid came out of necessity, not choice, and that at the first
opportunity he would turn against them. Certainly, this attitude made
him appear untrustworthy, but in the context of Kansas affairs it made
him no more vicious than the typical party leader.
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To some people who knew Leland intimately there was much to admire
about him. White, who enjoyed his friendship for more than twenty
years, approvingly viewed “Uncle Cy” as “a man who would stay in the
game of politics, protect his ante, and play his cards, even after he had
lost his major stake.” The most favorable comment concerning Leland
came from William A. Johnston, chief justice of the Kansas Supreme
Court. At Leland’s sixtieth birthday celebration Johnston asserted that
Leland was “too brave to be aroused by power, too generous to be moved
by revenge, too level-headed to be moved by flattery, and too manly and
honorable to ever break a promise or desert a friend.”

Leland agreed with these evaluations. In his reminiscences, published
in 1913, he claimed that he had never lied, welshed, or used money to
buy votes or offices during his long career. He had, he said, depended
for his success upon a private platform which was to “work in politics
and keep everlastingly at it.”

If Leland had been all that he and Johnston claimed, trouble would
have found him anyway in contentious Kansas politics. That many
Republicans did not agree with these views made opposition to him more
certain. E. N. Morrill, governor from 1895 to 1897, appraised his one-time
friend as a man who “would scruple at nothing.” “He would,” Morrill
charged, “disregard all pledges, all friendships, all principles of honor
and right to work out his favorite plans.”® The most graphic assessment
of Leland came from attorney William P. Hackney, a bombastic orator
from Winfield. “A dog he is,” Hackney said, “he was born a whelp.”

Actually, there was little in Leland’s physical appearance to suggest
that he could be passionately disliked or admired. He possessed a strong,
leonine face, but often graced it with a smile, a twinkling expression.
He was five feet, six inches tall, of medium weight, had a ruddy-brown
complexion, and in his later years wore a well kept, grayish beard and
mustache. He was friendly, though quiet in conversation, and had a keen,
agile mind, with an elephantlike memory. Like most state politicians, he
was never known as a man of profound intellect. He reportedly walked
with a slight swagger, but in general he might easily have been one of
a number of well dressed, locally important politicians in Kansas at the
turn of the century.

That Leland was not is obvious. Although he never reached the
pinnacle of an all-powerful boss, as his opponents maintained, he did
hold important positions of power within the Republican establishment.
Not only was he national committeeman for sixteen years, in 1900 he
was recognized as President William McKinley’s and Senator Mark
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Hanna’s most trusted aide in the southwestern United States. He had
been given this unofficial recognition after helping to secure McKinley’s
presidential nomination and election in 1896. Officially, McKinley ap-
pointed him commissioner of the richest and most powerful federal office
in Kansas, the Missouri Valley pension agency.

Earlier, under President Benjamin Harrison, Leland had held another
important federal office as collector of internal revenue for Kansas. But
though his federal connections had helped him in the scramble for leader-
ship, his reputation as a boss stemmed from a clever move that he engi-
neered in 1894. That year he won the gubernatorial election for Morrill,
a highly respected banker from Hiawatha and a member of one of the
better-known political families in America. Although the nineties were
not good years for the Republican party, in 1894 its Populist and Demo-
cratic opposition appeared to be on the verge of dividing their successful
Fusionist organization because of internal disagreement. Leading Fu-
sionists did, however, make a serious attempt at reconciliation early in
1894. At this juncture Leland supposedly managed to have disaffected
Democrats produce a nominee of their own for governor. By splitting
the opposition, he succeeded in electing Morrill with only 49 percent of
the vote. He and his friends never let Kansas Republicans forget this
maneuver. They recalled it on all appropriate occasions.

But there were other sources of Leland’s power during the nineties.
Like many successful Kansas politicians, he worked closely with powerful
economic-interest groups in the state, especially the Atchison, Topeka
and Santa Fe Railway Company. With the help of one of its capable
general solicitors, George Peck, Leland first became a major force within
the Republican party. In 1900, however, Peck had become chief attorney
for the Chicago, Milwaukee and St. Paul Railroad Company in Illinois,
and the Santa Fe purportedly had withdrawn from state politics. Further-
more, other Kansas railroads, once neutral or friendly towards Leland,
now opposed him.?

Although the Boss-Busters paraded a form of antiboss idealism, the
major reason for their opposition to Leland was his failure either to
recommend their friends for office or to deal with them as political equals.
For example, he angered Marcus A. Low, general attorney for the Rock
Island, and J. R. Richards, state solicitor for the Missouri Pacific, by
refusing to recommend one of their associates, Judge Albert Horton, for
the federal bench in 1899. Leland opposed Joseph R. Burton of Abilene
as a senatorial candidate on several occasions, and he blocked the Topeka
banker David Mulvane from becoming Republican national committee-

16



man. Unwisely, he kept General Joseph K. Hudson, publisher of the
Topeka Daily Capital, from being appointed consul to Mexico in 1898.
A. W. (“Farmer”) Smith, a former Republican gubernatorial candidate,
felt that Leland had double-crossed him and caused his defeat in 1892;
while Patrick Henry Coney, an official of the Kansas G.A.R., disliked
Leland for his alleged mismanagement of the pension office as well as
for his opposition to Coney’s friend Congressman Charles Curtis.?

Since many leaders of the Boss-Busters League were politicians from
Topeka, its first meeting was held there in the summer of 1899. Initially
the Boss-Busters were concerned with offsetting a campaign against
Charles Curtis which was being waged by Leland and his protégé Con-
gressman Willis J. Bailey.1® Although Curtis had spent three terms in
the House of Representatives, he had served the First Congressional
District, composed of northeastern Kansas counties, for only one year. He
had represented the Fourth Congressional District in east central Kansas
until a Fusionist redistricting measure had gone into effect in 1898. To
foment trouble, the Fusionists had placed Curtis’s home county, Shawnee,
in Leland’s First District. Before this time Leland and his friends had
ruled the area unchallenged. When Curtis announced in 1898 that he
would seek the nomination in his new district, Lelandites recognized the
threat that this posed to their power.

Leland therefore picked his most popular adherent to oppose Curtis
at the 1898 nominating convention in Horton, Kansas. He chose the
amiable, intelligent banker from Nemaha County, Willis J. Bailey. Leland
could not persuade Case Broderick, the incumbent of the old First Dis-
trict, to step aside. Broderick’s presence in the contest limited the support
for Bailey, since both men had been members of the same faction. By
the time Republicans met at Horton, it was apparent that Leland could
not secure the nomination for Bailey. Nevertheless, a reported 701 ballots
were taken before Leland compromised with Curtis’s backers. In one
of the strangest exchanges in political history, Leland, with Bailey’s
knowledge, gave Curtis the Republican nomination in the district. In
return, Bailey was to have Curtis’s support in 1898 at the Republican state
convention for the nomination as congressman-at-large. These men
further agreed that two years later, in 1900, Curtis would run at-large
and Bailey would seek the district position. This arrangement was called
the Horton Agreement. Only part of it was kept.

In 1898 both men were nominated and elected as planned. But in 1899
Curtis, now well established in his new district and nearly certain of
renomination, decided to break the agreement. When he repudiated it,
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he insisted that only Marcus A. Low had been authorized to operate as
his official representative at Horton and that because Low had made no
agreements in 1898, he, Curtis, was not bound by what others might have
done in his name. Among those who signed the Horton Agreement were
two of Curtis’s staunchest supporters, David Mulvane and Judge Horton.1!

Leland and Bailey were furious when it became apparent in 1899 that
Curtis did not intend to fulfill the bargain. They planned to repay his
treachery by demolishing him, but in their haste they miscalculated.
They mounted a systematic attack on Curtis midway in 1899, thus causing
the reaction that gave birth to the Boss-Busters League. Then they failed
to appreciate the strength of the league. In letters to one of their con-
federates in Washington, Joseph L. Bristow, they derided the “clubs” of
“old fossils” formed against them, and they scorned the league’s “brass
band campaign.” A few weeks before the First District convention, how-
ever, some of Leland’s associates began to grow uneasy, and a few of
them defected to the Boss-Busters. Leland’s “farobank style of politics”
would not work this time, reported one friend. Curtis was renominated
by the convention in February; he was subsequently reelected.*

Curtis’s candidacy called the Boss-Busters League into existence, then
tested its strength. The success of the league caused its founders to
expand their goals. In late 1899 Joseph Burton joined some of his friends
who were already active in the league, thus giving the organization a
statewide purpose. Burton decided that through the Boss-Busters he
could demonstrate that he, not Leland, was the major political force in
the Republican party. In this way he could further his ambition of replac-
ing Lucien Baker when Republican legislators met in January 1901 to
elect or reelect a U.S. senator. Because other Boss-Busters hoped to
increase their political influence through a statewide campaign against
Leland, they supported Burton under the Busters’ banner.

Joseph R. Burton, who determined the course of Boss-Buster affairs
from February to May of 1900, had been a tireless worker within the
Republican party for the past twenty years. He was an extremely hand-
some man, with a finely chiseled nose, deep-set eyes, and a bushy
mustache; only extra large ears marred his otherwise classic visage. He
spoke eloquently, with the trained voice of an actor, had an excellent
command of the language, and could memorize lengthy speeches after
one or two readings.

During the 1880s he became a leading member of the antiprohibitionist
wing of the Republican party. He wrote the first Kansas antitrust law
in 1889. Earlier, he was instrumental in securing the first legislation regu-
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lating Kansas railroads. Misfortune befell him in 1889, when he was
accused of accepting a bribe in connection with the passage of a bill
allowing insurance companies to appeal decisions of the superintendent
of insurance to state courts. According to his testimony, he was innocent
of the charge. He had been employed by Topeka insurance interests,
but only after the close of the session that passed the bill. Whether he
told the truth in this instance is now an academic question; thereafter,
his reputation suffered, although his career bloomed.*?

In his bid for Congress in 1892 Burton was defeated by the Populist-
Democratic organization. He first sought nomination to the Senate in
1894, when Lucien Baker, a compromise candidate promoted by Leland,
defeated him. Two years later, Burton managed to carry the Republican
caucus, but William Jennings Bryan’s campaign had swept a majority
of Fusionists into the state legislature, which elected a Democrat, William
A. Harris. At the Republican state convention in 1898 Burton served as
permanent chairman, but he was not strong enough to displace Leland
in the party.'* In the next two years his political power increased con-
siderably.

By the time of the 1900 state convention Burton reportedly numbered
two-thirds of the delegates among his supporters. At the Boss-Busters
caucus on May 15, over 353 delegates were present, and 200 others who
were due to arrive at the convention were pledged to oppose Leland.1®
Burton’s purpose at the state meeting was to defeat Leland’s forces and
demonstrate his power within the party. Through the Boss-Busters he
hoped to conirol the Kansas delegation to the national convention and
to have it choose one of his friends as national committeeman. If his
candidates made a good showing in the state convention, county leaders
would be impressed, and Burton believed that they would influence
state legislators to vote for him in the Republican legislative caucus that
would select the U.S. senator in 1901. Legislators would also be watching
affairs at Topeka so that they could catch any political bandwagons that
started rolling there.

The major problem that Burton faced in fulfilling his ambitions resulted
from the aspirations of an extremist wing of the Boss-Busters, which was
determined to disgrace Leland. Although Burton disliked the “boss,”
he did not want a fight to develop that would leave Republicans divided
in November. His dilemma was resolved in an unusual way. Recognizing
that the Boss-Busters would control the convention, Leland diverted
attention from the magnitude of his defeat by claiming that the “real
contest” was the one concerning the Republican state chairmanship. In
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reality, this position was not in question. According to traditional meth-
ods, there was no way that Leland’s close associate Mort Albaugh could
be removed. Under the Kansas political system, the governor named the
state chairman; Governor William E. Stanley, first nominated with “the
machine’s” help in 1898 and certain to be renominated, would undoubt-
edly retain Albaugh. Taunted by Leland, the extremists among the Boss-
Busters threatened to remove Albaugh by breaking tradition and carry-
ing the selection of state chairman to the convention floor.1¢

They probably could not have done this; but if they had tried, a fight
would have developed that no one could have controlled. Understand-
ably, Burton could not allow this to happen. He informed the Boss-
Busters that the question of the state chairmanship was so disruptive to
Republican harmony that he had to meet with Leland’s friends and
discuss a compromise. In a caucus just prior to the beginning of the
convention, Burton and the Lelandites worked out an understanding.
Stanley would name the state chairman; Burton would decide the Re-
publican delegation to the national convention. Silas Porter, an ally of
Leland’s, would be temporary chairman of the convention, but Burton
would choose the permanent chairman. This agreement was enforced to
the letter on May 17.17

The 1900 state convention, though viewed differently by some writers,
was a defeat for Leland and a complete success for Burton, albeit extreme
Boss-Busters were dissatisfied with Burton’s conciliatory maneuvers. Not
only did Burton’s friends control the national delegation, which later
elected Mulvane as national committeeman; Burton capped his conven-
tion victory in January 1901, when he easily carried the Republican
legislative caucus. Later in the month he was elected to the Senate. Of
Leland’s machine, Albaugh continued as state chairman, and Stanley
was reelected governor. These developments kept Leland’s defeat from
being total.

The selection of Porter had disturbed A. W. (“Farmer”) Smith, one
of the extreme anti-Lelandites, but the retention of Albaugh threw him
into a rage. Leland’s defeat was less complete than Smith had expected.
“I get madder and madder,” he wrote an ally, “to think that we allowed
ourselves to be misled and deceived by a lot of fellows that we ought to
have known better than to have trusted.”® “Every mistake that was made
at the convention,” he added, “is traceable to the Burton camp or influ-
ence. Instead of Burton coming there and working with us, he . . . [ran]
a little side show of his own.”?

After the 1900 state convention the Boss-Busters League fell into tempo-
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rary inactivity. It was revived briefly in late 1901, when Leland came
up for reappointment as the Missouri Valley pension agent. In the fight
over reappointment the Boss-Busters were again instrumental, helping
to prejudice President Theodore Roosevelt against Leland. Roosevelt
had asserted earlier that he was honor-bound to reappoint Leland, since
McKinley had intended to do so. But Burton named his own candidate,
Wilder Metcalfe, to oppose Leland; and Roosevelt, who had refused
several other recommendations of Burton’s, did not want to further
aggravate him 20

Although Roosevelt made much of Leland’s reputation, there is reason
to believe that this had little to do with his decision not to reappoint the
one-time boss. It may be, as John Blum maintains, that Leland was
removed because of his close association with Senator Hanna, whom
Roosevelt feared would contest his 1904 nomination.?* Although Blum
does not document his assertion, in August 1901, the month before
McKinley’s assassination, Roosevelt seemed favorably disposed towards
Leland. Then he wrote William Allen White that he was “particularly
struck” by what he had heard of Leland and that he wanted to meet him.
“If he decides for me,” added the ambitious vice-president, “I want to
take [him] . . . into my innermost councils and have him as one of the
men who shapes the whole course of events.” Something or someone
changed the president’s mind; Metcalfe was appointed.

Leland’s defeat removed him from the center of political agitation in
Kansas, allowing him an opportunity to regroup. During early 1902, like
the mythical Phoenix, he began quietly to arise from the ashes. Before
1901 he had begun to cultivate members of the less fanatical opposition
among the Boss-Busters, such as Marcus Low, whose support Leland had
acquired in the pension-agency fight. Low had gone to Washington,
where he met with the president and tried to persuade him to reappoint
Leland.?

Leland’s opportunity to regain stature within the party came in a much
different and more secure fashion. In 1902 and early 1903 two of his
former lieutenants, Willis J. Bailey and Congressman Chester I. Long,
won important nominations and elections. Bailey, whom Leland had
groomed for Congress, was nominated by the Republicans in May as
their candidate for governor, and he easily defeated his Democratic
opponent, W. H. Craddock, in November. Then, in January of 1903,
after months of fighting, Long emerged as the victor in a scramble for
William Harris’s senatorial seat. Leland was only a nominal factor in both
elections, but these victories, coming to men closely associated with him,
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improved his political standing immensely. When another antimachine
fight was mounted in 1904, Leland was still important enough to be
included as a machine leader. By then, however, Leland was not the
main target, Governor Bailey bore the brunt of the so-called reform
activities.

Bailey had been an active Republican during the last two decades of
the nineteenth century. From 1888 to 1900 he had continuously sought
public office. He had been a state representative, but had been defeated
three times in his efforts to obtain nomination in the First Congressional
District. He served as the congressman-at-large from 1899 to 1901. In
late 1901 he began to build support throughout Kansas for his nomination
as governor, and by January 1902 he was a serious contender.

Some politicians believed that Bailey’s candidacy would end in a failure
because of his close connections with Leland. Leland at first tried to
dissuade him from seeking the nomination; but once Bailey became
committed, Leland started to work covertly for him. In January the
former boss persuaded Low and his Rock Island friends to remain neutral
during the gubernatorial struggle. Their neutrality indicated that rail-
road interests would not oppose Bailey. Leland now felt secure, and he
began to work openly. He tapped sources that had made him powerful
before Boss-Busterism. In the Second Congressional District, for example,
he and a prominent newspaper friend, Billy Morgan, reportedly ran over
their opposition and packed the district convention with “Bailey’s
crowd.”?* In county after county, Bailey won old-time Leland supporters
to his standard. But Bailey’s candidacy received its most significant boost
from other sources. Congressman Long and his campaign managers,
C. S. Jobes and Mort Albaugh, decided early in 1902 that Bailey’s success
in the gubernatorial race was indispensable to Long’s senatorial fight at
a later date.2s Cooperation with Bailey and the election of Bailey would
give Long and his friends the gubernatorial prestige and patronage that
they needed for victory in January 1903.

To be doubly sure that in supporting Bailey he was backing a winner,
Long told Bailey to line up the railroads. Their neutrality, which was
implied by Low’s actions, was not good enough. Long felt that the rail-
roads could be brought to Bailey’s side if Bailey became the “people’s
candidate.” Thus, Long advised Jobes and Albaugh to whip up grass-
roots support for Bailey and make him the “popular and leading candi-
date” before the state convention.?

In Albaugh and Jobes, Long possessed allies who were unwilling to
chance the whims of a fickle public to convince railroad officials that
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Bailey was their man. They preferred a more direct method. In April
they arranged a meeting in St. Louis between Bailey and the general
counsel of the Missouri Pacific, Alexander G. Cochrane. Cochrane was
an active factor in Kansas politics; he served in part as a “political broker”
between state politicians and the financial interests that owned western
railroads.?” He could control Missouri Pacific support, and he could in-
fluence other railroad officers to support certain candidates.

It was at the conference between Cochrane and Bailey that the future
governor of Kansas convinced the Missouri Pacific attorney that he would
serve Cochrane’s interests better than other candidates could. In a letter
to Congressman Long, Jobes explained the importance of the Bailey-
Cochrane meeting, noting that Cochrane had promised all of the Missouri
Pacific’s political strength to Bailey. Cochrane also promised to keep
other railroads from opposing Bailey. At the same time, Albaugh, fearful
of an unexpected slip, arranged for the Union Pacific to support Bailey.
He promised the general attorney of the Union Pacific, N. H. Loomis,
that C. C. Coleman, a personal friend of Loomis’s, would receive the
Republican nomination for attorney general of the state if Albaugh’s
friends controlled the forthcoming convention in Wichita.?8

At about the time that Jobes and Albaugh struck their agreements with
railroad officials, George Cole, a popular political figure who had been
spoken of as the “railroad candidate,” withdrew from the gubernatorial
race to become a staunch supporter of Bailey. With Cole’s withdrawal,
only one obstacle appeared to remain in Bailey’s path to the statehouse.
The followers of Senator Burton, with some exceptions, were backing
James A. Troutman of Topeka as their candidate. Troutman was a well-
known politician and a leading member of the prohibition wing of the
Republican party. Troutman could have been a threat to Bailey. But to
Bailey’s and Long’s relief, three other candidates, who would take votes
from Troutman, entered the race. Moreover, Troutman was receiving
very little actual support from Burton and his lieutenants.??

It is difficult to believe that Burton lacked a reason for his inactivity
in 1902, but no evidence exists to explain his motives. He did not seem
particularly concerned with the outcome of the gubernatorial nomination.
Apparently, Burton was not interested in committing himself to a fight
that might hurt his continued control of the national apparatus of the
Kansas Republican party. As a Republican senator, he was now publicly
responsible for the welfare of the party and was outwardly an avowed
opponent of factionalism. The senator had another possible reason for
being noncommittal in 1902. He was a favorite of the railroads, as was
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George Cole at first. But Burton personally despised Cole and was not
interested in helping him. Later, when the Missouri Pacific and the
Union Pacific decided to support Bailey, Burton could not openly oppose
their decisions, even though Bailey was a Lelandite.

Burton’s major problem in 1902 stemmed from an earlier promise to
help Charles Curtis’s senatorial candidacy in 1903. If Curtis failed to
make a strong political showing at the Wichita convention, it could be
interpreted as weakness on Burton’s part. If the Burtonites worked
vigorously to defeat Bailey and then Bailey won, this, of course, would
not only eliminate Curtis, it would also harm Burton’s prestige. On the
eve of the state convention the Topeka Daily Capital, a sometime Burton
organ, carried a variety of anti-Bailey stories, which seemed to indicate
that Burton might fight the Leland-backed gubernatorial candidate.3®
By late May, however, a compromise slate of Republican candidates had
been arranged, and Bailey was the predetermined choice for governor.
Burton willingly acceded to the nomination of Bailey in return for other
positions for Burtonites on the ticket. In this fashion he again averted a
struggle between the factions.?!

The slate of candidates that Mort Albaugh prepared in conjunction
with Burton’s friends was eventually nominated, and the state convention
was carried off as planned. Although the Daily Capital continued to
publicize the magnitude of the struggle between Bailey and Troutman,
on the final tally Bailey easily defeated the Topeka prohibitionist, by 561
votes to 217. And though the newspapers stressed the depth of the
factional struggle at Wichita, on the day of the meeting the Daily Capital
admitted that the 1902 gathering “was one of the most harmonious con-
ventions ever held in the state.”?

Charles Curtis received a tremendous ovation when he addressed the
convention, though he had said that he might naturally have felt sore
over events that transpired at Wichita. He, as all other politically aware
individuals, recognized that Long’s senatorial candidacy received a tre-
mendous boost because of Albaugh’s deft management of affairs. Never-
theless, Curtis promised that he was leaving Wichita as a dedicated
member of a Republican party “united and harmonious for a great vic-
tory.”s8

Harmony also served as Senator Burton’s theme. But the attention of
the state convention in 1902 centered on Chester I. Long. When the
permanent chairman finished his introductory remarks on Republican
affairs, the delegates began to chant “Long, Long, Long”; and Long,
responding, appeared on the convention stage. Though the would-be
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senator spoke briefly, he emphasized that most of his time at Wichita
had been spent arranging “business of much interest to himself.” The
convention understood his meaning and cheered wildly.3+

In retrospect it appears that Chester 1. Long’s decision to tie his candi-
dacy to the success of Willis J. Bailey, thus controlling the state convention
of 1902, was one of the wisest moves that he made as a Kansas politician.
After the convention there was little question that Long was the man
to beat in the senatorial race. His showing at Wichita impressed numer-
ous local leaders, and many were certain that at the convention they had
witnessed a preview of Long’s eventual victory.®® Not only did Long
prove his statewide power to local politicians, he also won the temporary
devotion of Bailey. This would mean that he could eventually draw upon
the power and prestige of the governor’s office. Leland was also im-
pressed, and he was thankful for Long’s help. Although he remained
publicly committed to Governor William E. Stanley and his senatorial
aspirations, he privately endorsed Long. Leland’s decision to remain
publicly with Stanley, so Long said, was based on a fear that Stanley’s
supporters might switch to Curtis should the governor prove too soon
to be a weak candidate.?®

But the election of Long, though it seemed probable in May of 1902,
was no sure thing, Curtis, who would be his main opponent in January,
still had the support of Burton and was in his own right no political
lightweight where nominations were concerned. Furthermore, at the
outset of the senatorial contest, Curtis seemed to be favored by at least
three of the most powerful railroads in the state; and in senatorial fights
many Kansas political leaders believed that the railroads determined who
won. Thus, in 1902 Long was pressed to break what he felt was Curtis’s
stranglehold over the railroads. Stated simply, Long needed to win the
backing of these lines.

As a political leader, Chester 1. Long possessed more than the common
gift of knowing when and how to get things done. He became involved
in Republican politics in the late 1880s, when he was elected to the state
senate, and for the eight years after 1892 he faced Jerry Simpson in four
“Big Seventh” congressional races. During his battles against the “Sock-
less Socrates of the Plains,” Long took a typically western-Kansas Repub-
lican stand in favor of the subtreasury idea, paper money, free silver, the
tariff, overseas expansion, and imperialism. He won half of his contests
against Simpson, defeating the versatile Populist in 1894 and 1898.37

From 1900 onward, as a veteran Republican congressman, Long cau-
tiously planned for the 1903 senatorial election. It was mnot until April
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1902 that his chances improved substantially. Then, his first important
contacts with powerful railroad leaders were made. In April, when
Albaugh and Jobes arranged the conference between Alexander Coch-
rane and Bailey, Cochrane had expressed a desire to meet with Long.
He told Jobes that, generally speaking, Long seemed to be a man who
“should have the support of the Missouri Pacific for United States Sena-
tor.” In May, after discussions with Long in St. Louis, Cochrane decided
that his assumption had been correct. Subsequently, Missouri Pacific
efforts were directed towards election of Long.38

During the next few months both Cochrane and Long continued to
cultivate railroad officials, until by December of 1902 all five major Kansas
railroads supported Long’s candidacy. The account of how Long won
solid support from the railroads in 1903 is one of the most intriguing
chapters in Kansas Republican affairs and one that is most often mis-
represented by Kansas scholars. After the backing of the Missouri Pacific
had been secured, Cochrane persuaded Lyman Parker, the general solici-
tor for the Frisco Railroad, to arrange it so that his railroad would use
its political power in Kansas to support Long.?® Together, Cochrane and
Parker convinced E. D. Kenna to use Santa Fe’s strength in Long’s
behalf. But Kenna was an uncertain quantity, since Santa Fe policy did
not allow its general attorney to make the final decision in questions as
important as a U.S. Senate race. Some better way had to be found to
assure Long that the Santa Fe would not oppose him.*°

Likewise, the Union Pacific and Rock Island, both political titans in
Kansas, needed to be won over to Long. This could have proven doubly
difficult, since the local attorneys for these roads were supporters of
Burton and Curtis. Albaugh had managed to persuade Loomis of the
Union Pacific to support Bailey, but he had had less success with Loomis
in respect to the senatorial race. Low of the Rock Island could only be
made to support Long if higher officials in the Rock Island forced him
to do so. But there was a way in which all of these lines could be brought
to support Long.

William C. Beer of New York had once served the New York Life
Insurance Company as a “national political expert,” but at the beginning
of the twentieth century he joined his former New York Life employer,
George Perkins, in the House of Morgan. With Perkins, Beer was instru-
mental, as a Washington lobbyist, in securing the Bureau of Corpora-
tions Act in 1902 Through Perkins, Beer had connections with the
managers of the Union Pacific, the Rock Island, and the Santa Fe. Aware
of Beer’s political talents,*? Long contacted C. S. Jobes in June of 1902
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and asked Jobes to request Charles S. Gleed, formerly general solicitor
for the Santa Fe and then publisher of the Kansas City Journal, to secure
active support for Long’s candidacy from “Mr. Beer and his friends.”3
Gleed refused to do so, because he opposed Long.4¢

Undaunted, Long sought other ways to secure Beer’s support. Having
already returned to Kansas, he used Fourth Assistant Postmaster General
Joseph L. Bristow as his contact with Beer in Washington. On September
16 Long received a coded telegram from Bristow. Deciphered, it read:
“Beer telephoned that Perkins had talked with the Rock Island and Santa
Fe people, and they have assured him that their interests will support
you. He asks that I find out what their local people are doing and let
him know. Give me situation as to attitude of M. A. Low and others,”®
On the next day, Bristow, who had established a reputation as a reformer
by uncovering corruption in the Cuban post office during American occu-
pation of the island, wrote:

Our New York friends seem to have made the request suggested.
I had a telephone message yesterday stating that on Tuesday Mr.
Perkins had a talk with the gentlemen controlling the interests
referred to, and was assured that their interest would be in favor
of your election. If this is correct it makes a sure thing; but it
will not do to neglect the smallest detail and I am anxious that
the local fellows out there be sounded to see whether they are
in accord with the wishes of their superiors; so I telegraphed
you as I did.+®

Although Long and Bristow failed to broach the problem of Union
Pacific backing at that time, Winslow S. Pierce, general counsel for the
railroad, wrote Long from New York in December, advising him that
the Union Pacific management had decided to join the already great
armada of railroads that supported him.*” This decision had been tempo-
rarily delayed by Loomis, the attorney for the Harriman line in Kansas.
Cy Leland, in his recollections, remembered that in 1903 New York
financiers sent George Beer to Kansas to superintend Long’s election
campaign, and he recalled that Loomis had been whipped into line. In
1906 a Topeka Daily Capital reporter recalled that during the 1903 sena-
torial election Loomis, who had “lobbied for weeks,” had been “a most
energetic factor” in Long's victory.*®

Not only did the legal departments of the great railroads assist Long
through activities such as Loomis’s; reportedly the lines also made large
donations to the senator’s campaign fund. In a 1907 polemic on what he
styled “the commercial community of interests,” Burton claimed that
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Long received $67,000 from New York financiers so that he “might be
enabled to make sure of the ratification by the Kansas Legislature of his
election.” According to Burton, who was forced to resign from the Senate
in 1906 because of a bribery conviction, Long was elected on “the 9th day
of December, 1902, in the Equitable Building in New York.”#? William
Allen White stated in 1912 that Long had received $30,000 from the
Missouri Pacific to use in his election.?®

As senator, Long did several things that indicated his subservience to
railroad interests. He tried, unsuccessfully, to secure an appointment to
the United States Circuit Court for Cochrane. He did convince the fed-
eral government to revise a bridge-building contract for a subsidiary of
the Missouri Pacific when it was unable to meet a previously arranged
schedule. Thus the subsidiary was not required to pay a time-forfeiture
penalty. In February of 1904 he and Senator Joseph W. Bailey of Texas
managed to force two bills through Congress that allowed the Santa Fe
to exchange certain of its holdings for Indian reservation lands.5!

Working with railroad officials was not always easy, as Long discovered
in late 1902. Because of the power that the Speaker of the Kansas House
could wield in the legislative caucus selecting a senator, Long needed a
Speaker who was favorable to his candidacy. In arranging this, Long,
Albaugh, and Leland chose J. T. Pringle. The Burton leaders in the
legislature quite naturally opposed Pringle, who was closely identified
with Leland. Either because of this or because he sincerely disliked
Pringle, Low of the Rock Island threatened to begin an open political
battle with Long. Low, who had an inflated view of his political power,
apparently believed that Long could be forced to support whomever the
attorney suggested. On the advice of Leland, Long brought pressure
from eastern sources on Low, thus preventing disruption of his plans
during an important period. Pringle was eventually chosen Speaker, and
according to one statehouse reporter, “Pringle’s victory . . . went a long
way towards determining that Charles Curtis would not be elected United
States Senator in 1903.752

A number of other arrangements had to be made in January 1903 in
order to satisfy Long and his campaign managers that there would be
no slip-ups at the Republican caucus. To increase his political strength
in the Fourth and Fifth Congressional Districts, Long, with the help of
Leland and Albaugh, secured the support of Henry J. Allen and George
Clark. Clark and Allen were both candidates for state printer in 1903,
but the favorite in the race was Edward W. Hoch of Marion. Clark, who
published a newspaper at Concordia, was a force in the Fifth District;
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and Allen, from his Oitawa Evening Herald offices, had wide contacts
in the Fourth District. Together, the supporters of Clark and Allen out-
numbered Hoch’s friends. It fell to Albaugh and Leland to arrange a
trade between Allen and Clark. If both of them would work for Long’s
election, Clark was to receive the state printership, but he was to allow
Allen to take half of the fees paid to the state printer during his term.
All public printing was done by contract with private firms at that time.
According to allegations, kickbacks on fees were common, and usually
state printers used their own shops to print state materials. When the
state-printership deal was consummated and when Clark was elected, a
howl arose across the state. Fortunately for Long, the protest was di-
rected at Leland and Governor Bailey, not at the interests that benefited
from the arrangement.??

The thing that bothered Long most in preparing for his senatorial
candidacy was his fear that Governor Stanley would not eventually with-
draw from the race as Leland had promised he would. Stanley was seri-
ous about his candidacy. Leland and other supporters of Stanley, how-
ever, knew that the governor could not command enough strength to
win the nomination. If Stanley withdrew from the race too early, chances
were that half of his friends would then vote for Curtis at the caucus in
January. Leland believed that the wisest policy was for Stanley to con-
tinue in the contest until the balloting began at the caucus; then, in a
dramatic switch, Leland and Long’s managers would carry the majority
of Stanley’s votes to Long. This maneuver would keep most of Stanley’s
friends in line.5

On 21 January 1903 the Republican legislative caucus convened at
Topeka to name its choice for the U.S. Senate. As Leland had planned,
Stanley’s voting power represented the difference between victory and
defeat for Curtis or Long. For six ballots Stanley continued his candidacy,
and then on the seventh roll call he switched his votes to Long. Long
was easily nominated on that ballot.’® A few days later his election to
the Senate was certified by the legislature, where Republicans greatly
outnumbered Democrats.

One result of Stanley’s switch was his appointment to the Dawes Com-
mission of the Five Civilized Tribes in Oklahoma. This act prompted
some Kansas Republicans to remark that Long, like a faithful political
leader, honored his political debts. Stanley only reluctantly accepted the
position and then remained but a short time on the commission.5® It
seemed to him a rather thankless reward. His failure to capture the
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senatorial race in 1903 virtually eliminated him as a leader in the state
party.

The demotion of one factional leader from a position of importance
within the Republican party was only a minor result of the Long-Bailey
elections. In 1902 Republicanism had a chance to recover from the Boss-
Buster movement of two years earlier. Senator Burton, in office and free
of reelection concerns, had become party conciliator. His new attitude
allowed Leland and his friends to regain stature and offices within the
party. The coalition that defeated the boss seemed to have been dis-
solved permanently, and the Kansas Republican party superficially ap-
peared to be “reformed” by 1902.

Leland’s amazing recovery, however, had given power to his friends,
and it made some leaders realize that they needed to undertake a new
reform movement to eliminate the machine. In 1903, when a number of
scandals implicating high officials of the Leland faction became known to
the public, rank-and-file Republicans also demanded a change. Conse-
quently, factional fighting resumed, and a number of minor but poten-
tially important Republicans were hurt by it.
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TRANSITIONAL FACTIONALISM:
THE KANSAS REPUBLICAN LEAGUE
AND REFORM, 1904-1906

On 18 January 1904 Republican state chairman Mort Albaugh reported on
party affairs to Senator Chester I. Long. Like earlier summaries sent from
Topeka to Washington by Albaugh, this message dealt with problems
confronting Long’s friends in the factionalized Kansas Republican organi-
zation. This letter, however, contained a greater sense of urgency and
anxiety. On January 13 a reform association, which called itself the
Kansas Republican League, held a rally at Topeka;! and Albaugh, after
a few days of waiting, concluded that this group posed a threat to the
welfare of his political allies.

Although the alleged purpose of this organization was to lead an anti-
machine reform movement, Albaugh realized that it represented a combi-
nation of Kansas railroad attorneys, some supporters of Senator Joseph R.
Burton, and a few sincere reformers. Four years earlier a somewhat simi-
lar coalition, the Boss-Busters, had dethroned Cy Leland. It had taken
two years for Leland, Albaugh, and others to recoup their losses, and
then they had succeeded because the earlier movement crumbled from
want of zeal. There was, so it seemed to Albaugh, no lack of ardor this
time. The league, he wrote Long, has “a degree of frenzy in it akin to
the old Pops . . . and I want to say frankly . . . I think it will take
every possible effort . . . to stem this tide and even then we may fail.”?

The leaders of the Kansas Republican League had called the mid-
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January meeting at Topeka as the first step in a concerted drive to capture
county conventions that were being held throughout the state during the
second half of the month. Counties were selecting delegates to attend
the Republican State Convention in March. The leaders of the Repub-
lican League knew that if they controlled enough county delegations,
they would in turn control the Republican party at the state convention
and would eventually control the state. Two years earlier, preparations
for the county conventions and for the state convention had been rela-
tively undramatic, but since 1902, events had transpired that insured that
the preconvention period would be hectic in 1904.

From mid 1903 onward the governor’s office had come under sporadic
attack from “reformers.” Governor Willis J. Bailey spent an undistin-
guished year as chief executive of Kansas, but revelations of petty graft
during his first few months in office aroused the ire of certain leading
Kansas newspapers and gave opponents of the so-called Leland machine
a rallying cry. During the regular session of the legislature in 1903 men
close to Bailey were implicated in a number of small-scale scandals, and
the governor unfortunately failed to disassociate himself from charges
that he was implicated in these money grabs.

Like Bailey’s administration, the legislature of 1903 was commonplace.
It enacted laws making the Kansas railroad commission elective, and it
prepared a constitutional amendment that would make the office of state
printer subject to popular vote. It sent a delegation to the St. Louis
World’s Fair. It did not reapportion the state’s congressional districts,
reorganize the state treasury system, or create a state tax commission,
as many citizens had demanded. Some newspapermen commended the
legislators for having kept their work unusually free of the normal black-
mail practiced against Kansas business interests. Blackmail had been
kept at a minimum, so one writer said, because Republican bosses exer-
cised strong control and kept legislators in line.?

But like Banquo’s ghost, the thing that would not stay down in 1903
was the charge of abuse of public funds, and before the end of the year
the distinguishing feature of the legislature was not honesty but petty
larceny. According to a veteran reporter who covered the legislature,
nothing regarding charges of dishonesty was exaggerated by the press.
In a column appearing at the close of the session, Jay House charged
that “everybody who had sufficient pull was put on [the state payroll]
by one or the other of the bodies. If there was no position open a new
one was created.”

Allegedly, the elevators at the state capitol were operated by a force
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of men that was sufficient to keep them going around the clock in six-
hour shifts, with six or seven assistant operators ready to spell regular
crews should they tire. Likewise, each window in the legislative cham-
bers was said to have an assistant sergeant-at-arms to raise and lower it.
Not everyone agreed with the complaints of newspapermen. For ex-
ample, Albaugh wrote that he thought newspaper criticism was essentially
unfair regarding petty graft and that “a better and cleaner House had
never been assembled in Kansas.”®

Nevertheless, the opinion that the state was being plundered by petty
chiselers persisted, and it was turned into a political weapon against
Governor Bailey. Initially, the old Republican boss, Cy Leland, was the
object of the attack, since supposedly he “ran the House of Representa-
tives,” where most of the dishonesty occurred. But by the close of the
1903 session and thereafter, Bailey replaced Leland as the main target
of scorn. In November of 1903, in order to allay criticism of his adminis-
tration, Bailey announced that he and Attorney General C. C. Coleman
were meeting to discuss what steps were needed in order to remedy
irregularities and to discuss whether it was necessary to have an investi-
gation of the charges of dishonesty. Apparently it was not, since no
further actions were reported from the governor’s office.”

So far as evidence does exist relative to the scandals in Bailey’s admin-
istration, the governor appears to have had nothing to do with the small
raids on state funds. But his unwillingness or his failure to stop such
affairs did seem to support charges that he was protecting petty chiselers
for political reasons. These charges hurt him substantially in 1904. They
even prompted an old friend to attack him. William Allen White, a
member of the Leland-Bailey faction, editorialized in July 1903 that
Kansas was in dire need of a governor who would attack corruption no
matter whom he injured and no matter what position he touched. “Kansas
needs,” White wrote, “a man with a jaw—not the jawbone of an ass;
not a jawsmith full of wind and wonders, but a man with a firm jaw
who can set it by time lock and go after the petty-larcenists.”®

But White was not seriously interested in seeing Bailey removed from
the governor’s office at the end of his first term. During most of the anti-
Bailey campaign he defended the governor. In doing so, he followed the
lead of his factional confederate, Henry J. Allen of Ottawa, who attacked
members of the Republican League. If the Republican party needed
reforming, Allen wrote—and White agreed—it would be by Kansans of
good faith and not by men angered because of “somebody’s defeat for

33



the Senate or somebody’s failure to become State Printer, or somebody’s
desire to organize and control a legislature.™

During the campaign against the governor, Bailey and his friends
defended his administration by dismissing Republican League charges
of corruption and by repeating Allen’s statement that the reform organi-
zation was “built on resentment and personal disappointment,” because
of defeats suffered in the 1903 senatorial race, in the contest over the
office of state printer, and in the past legislative session. Bailey used
this defense sincerely, since he believed that the league was seeking
revenge for his having helped Long’s candidacy in late 1902 through
the contests for the speakership and the office of state printer.1°

Many local politicians did consider Bailey’s actions at that time repre-
hensible. Judge Nelson I. Case of Oswego, for example, claimed that he
was terribly angered when Bailey and Leland arranged the speakership
and when Clark resorted to “unlikely methods” in squeezing out E. W.
Hoch for the job of state printer. Hoch, in Case’s opinion, was eminently
suited for the office of state printer and would “easily have been elected
had ordinarily fair methods been observed.”'!

Corruption, the fight over the job of state printer, and the speakership
struggle contributed only in part to Governor Bailey’s woes in 1903. The
so-called Leland machine in November of 1903 won a struggle with
Senator Burton and attorneys of Kansas railroads over the position of
federal district judge that became vacant when William C. Hook resigned
to accept a place on the United States Circuit Court of Appeals. Burton
and the railroads favored Topeka attorney Charles Blood Smith, while
Leland, Long, and Albaugh backed their own associate, Judge John
Pollock of Winfield, After they had fought for months, President Roose-
velt appointed Pollock, because of Long’s endorsement and because the
president disliked Burton by this time.!> Bailey had little to do with the
outcome of the fight, but as the first friend of Long’s and Leland’s to
stand for reelection, he bore the brunt of the hostility that was aroused
by Pollock’s victory. Bailey displeased railroad officials in other ways.
J. R. Richards of the Missouri Pacific, which supported Bailey in 1902,
had the following to say of the governor in early 1904:

From the very instant that Governor Bailey was elected he has
shown an unfriendly spirit towards us, without the least disposi-
tion to reciprocate what we have done for him and his friends.
It has given me deep pain, after we have exhibited in so many
ways to Governor Bailey . . . such a friendly spirit. . . . What
else could be expected than that T and my friends . . . fight in
self-defenseP’®
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Publicly, the struggle against Willis J. Bailey was based upon a number
of vague but high-minded principles. The speakership, the election of a
state printer, the appointment of Pollock, and railroad animosity remained
sub rosa issues during the Kansas Republican League’s campaign. Edward
W. Hoch, who became governor as a result of the movement, set the tone
for the anti-Bailey crusade in January of 1904, stating that the league
was motivated by aims higher than mere personal dislike of certain
officials:

It is a movement widespread and intense and impersonal. . . .
It grows out of unwise leadership; of unfair standards of Repub-
licanism; of factional intolerance; of the multiplicity of useless
offices; of extravagance in public expenditures; of enormous in-
crease in the burdens of taxation; . . . of the trafficking in public
trusts to subserve private and factional ends. In a word, it is a
culminating protest against the skull and cross bones in politics.!

Although the Kansas Republican League claimed to be an anticorrup-
tion, antiextravagance reform organization, much like its predecessor,
the Boss-Busters, it included men with a variety of motives. The initial
leaders of the league were Burtonites and railroad officials, whose reputa-
tions as reformers remained dubious. Other politicians whose reform
images were less tarnished included Edward W. Hoch and Walter R.
Stubbs, both former friends of Burtons. By early 1904 these men had
become independent of all factions and seemed to be genuinely interested
in change.

Neither Hoch nor Stubbs took part in the Boss-Busters campaign of
1900. As individuals they were fundamentally different in character and
circumstances. Stubbs, a millionaire contractor from Lawrence, was
energetic, strong-willed, and relatively new to public affairs. Hoch was
a moderately well-to-do newspaper editor. He was easy-going and quiet
and was a veteran politician. He had purchased the Marion Record in
1872. During the decade of populism he had remained a staunch Re-
publican, playing a significant role as a state legislator.’® Claiming to
be a moderate, he was one of the strongest supporters of prohibition in
the Republican party. His prohibitionist ideas incorporated most of
what James H. Timberlake has established as the progressive framework
in this area. Hoch held the antiliquor ideal to be “a great benefit morally,
educationally and financially.”¢

Walter R. Stubbs, the other reform leader, was a markedly different
man. His meteoric rise in Republican affairs led writers to stress his
amateur political status. A wealthy railroad builder, he did not seek
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public office until 1902, and by 1904 he was Republican state chairman.
He was an able practitioner of the art of politics. He fared well under
the convention system, but with the adoption of the statewide primary
in 1908 his multicolored talents shone forth in splendor. He reportedly
spent a fortune advancing his political aspirations, purchasing news-
papers and spending freely for publicity and party organization.1?

In 1902 a local political leader induced Stubbs to run for state repre-
sentative. Though inexperienced, he was easily nominated and elected.
He remained unnoticed until 6 March 1903, when, according to one
observer, he “broke loose” and joined the reform bandwagon that was
under way in the house. In a maiden speech Stubbs announced that
henceforth he should be known as a reformer who would help to free
the state legislature of the dictations of Republican party bosses. His
debut caused quite a stir in the Kansas City Star. One week after Stubbs’s
announcement the Star noted that the representative from Lawrence was
“a new member who commanded marked attention” and that Stubbs
always had “something to say which was to the point,” even though his
speeches were not well organized.8

Since the personal papers of Walter R. Stubbs are not available, there
is no sure way of knowing why he joined the antimachine group. Two
explanations are usually put forth concerning his motives. According
to one group of writers, Stubbs witnessed the role that New York financial
interests played in the election of Senator Long in 1903 and was angered
by it. He was also dismayed by extravagance during the same legislative
session. Amother theory, not as widely accepted, claimed that Stubbs
became a reformer as a result of a double cross by the Leland-Albaugh
machine. The machine, wishing to demonstrate its power to the fledgling
state representative, was said to have diverted funds from the appropria-
tions of the University of Kansas in order to finance a road-building
project between the state penitentiary at Lansing and the federal peni-
tentiary at Leavenworth. Stubbs, unimpressed by this and angered
because he felt that he represented the university, retaliated by joining
the campaign to remove bossism from the legislature.’® Whatever Stubbs’s
motives, he was a leader of the Kansas Republican League by early 1904,

The Kansas Republican League itself supposedly originated in 1903
during the regular session of the state senate, when, as George P. More-
house, one of the founders of the league, expressed it, “a little anti-
machine club” called the Lodge was formed to stop legislative boodling.
In a letter written about a year later to the head of the Kansas State
Historical Society, Morehouse claimed that before the senators returned
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home from the 1903 session in March, the Lodge invited Republicans
from over the state to a semisecret meeting at Topeka. There they organ-
ized the Kansas Republican League and elected Morehouse, who was
from Council Grove, president of the organization. Morehouse also wrote
that in the months after March the league worked effectively and quietly
to remove Bailey from the governor’s chair, sending hundreds of letters
and much antimachine propaganda into all corners of Kansas. The league
supposedly held a public meeting in May, its only rally of any importance
until 13 January 1904.

Morehouse maintained in his letter that from the first there were two
goals set for the league. The first was to make certain that Bailey was not
renominated in 1904; the second was to champion Theodore Roosevelt
for the presidential nomination.?® Evidence regarding its activities in
1903 seems to indicate, however, that during the first year the idea of
helping to secure the nomination for Roosevelt was not really an aim of
the organization. This objective appears to have resulted from Hoch’s
insistence in January 1904 that nomination of Roosevelt be a goal. Of
course, Roosevelt was a popular figure in Kansas, and his name attached
to any reform group could only add to its popularity.

According to observers wise in the ways of the Republican party, the
decision to have Hoch oppose Bailey in 1904 was made in the final analysis
by the friends of Senator Burton. At first, Burtonites such as National
Committeeman David Mulvane and Rock Island attorney Marcus A. Low
opposed Hoch, but by January 1904 they had reversed their positions
and were supporting him. Rumor had it that Hoch would have an-
nounced as a candidate in late 1903 if Mulvane and Low had approved
and that he would not have entered in 1904 had they not untimately
sanctioned his candidacy.

Stubbs and Thomas Bent Murdock encouraged Hoch to announce for
the gubernatorial race in late 1903. They planned a Hoch-for-Governor
rally at Topeka in December, but it failed to materialize. Stubbs also
circulated petitions across Kansas, which numerous people signed, indi-
cating that they favored Hoch for the nomination. At a January 5
meeting called for the purpose of having Hoch announce his candidacy,
he still would not commit himself. During the following week Mulvane
reportedly informed Hoch that Hoch would have Mulvane’s and Low’s
support. As a result, a letter from Hoch, which “virtually announced his
candidacy,” was read to the meeting of the Kansas Republican League
in Topeka on January 13. Hoch’s formal announcement came in late
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January. His candidacy united Stubbs, Murdock, the Burtonites, and
important railroad officials in the Kansas Republican League.?

In the campaign to oust Bailey and nominate Hoch, the effective
politicking was carried on by members of the Kansas Republican League.
Although they organized county conventions throughout the state, in
retrospect their victory in Reno County proved to be the key to Bailey’s
defeat. Situated in the most populous part of west central Kansas, Reno
County virtually dominated the political affairs of the areas adjacent to
it. During the few years preceding 1904, Billy Morgan, a leading lieu-
tenant of the Leland-Long-Albaugh coalition, controlled it. Morgan,
who preceded George Clark as state printer, was also editor and publisher
of the Hutchinson News. Articulate, though cautious as a political manip-
ulator, he had previously had little trouble within his political bailiwick.
This was not to be true in 1904.

Metropolitan dailies from Kansas City and Topeka had been criticizing
Morgan’s faction since early 1903, but he felt that their influence was
nominal. Then, in January of 1904, Hutchinson attorney W. Carr Taylor,
vice-president of the Kansas Republican League, began to recruit anti-
Bailey precinct committeemen for the Reno County convention. Morgan
fought back, but with too little, too late. On January 24 Taylor and his
friends controlled the Reno County convention, electing a delegation
to the state convention that endorsed Hoch.22 Immediately, Sumner
County followed suit. Then county after county in central and western
Kansas joined the Hoch bandwagon.?®* By January 26, two days after the
Reno County convention, Bailey’s supporters were ready to surrender.
On that day Albaugh recognized that the “Hoch epidemic” had spread
so rapidly that all was lost. “I thought,” he wrote Senator Long, “that
the victory in Jackson [County] might check [Hoch] . . . but when the
boys lost out in Reno, I knew, beyond a question of doubt, that it was
impossible to check it. Everything has gone to pieces, and I feel sure
the governor will get out of the race.”

On January 30 Bailey withdrew from the campaign. The assault in
mid January took its toll on his sagging confidence; and with the defeat
in Reno County, he saw no alternative except withdrawal. Kansas gov-
ernors normally served two terms; Bailey served one. In his announce-
ment that he would not seek renomination he stressed that though he
felt that he deserved the usual second term, he was quitting because he
believed the party was paramount to his personal ambitions. He said
that his continued presence in the race could only injure the party ir-
reparably.?® Such solicitude for Republican welfare seemed unreal, but
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no better explanation for Bailey’s avoiding an intraparty fight exists.
He, of course, would not have withdrawn had he not recognized that
defeat was imminent. The immediate results of 1904 were that Bailey
was finished politically and Leland temporarily took a back bench in the
party leadership. So did Albaugh, who resigned as state chairman when
Bailey withdrew.2¢

Immediatey prior to Albaugh’s resignation and Bailey’s decision
not to seek renomination, another event rocked the Republican party.
On January 23 Senator Burton was indicted by a federal grand jury in
St. Louis. He was charged with accepting money from the Rialto Grain
and Securities Company in violation of an act forbidding senators and
congressmen from using their influence to prejudice the outcome of in-
vestigations by the post-office department. The securities company was
trying to regain mailing privileges that had been revoked as a result of
the firm’s alleged use of the mails to commit fraud.??

In late 1903 United States District Attorney Joseph W. Folk raided the
office of the Rialto Company in search of evidence in connection with
another case he was prosecuting. While he was seizing the Rialto records,
Folk discovered letters that incriminated Burton in a conspiracy with the
firm concerning the post-office investigation. Folk presented this evidence
to Attorney General Philander Knox, who, in turn, passed it on to Presi-
dent Roosevelt. Together they ordered a full investigation of Burton’s
activities, and on the basis of the inquiry they sought an indictment.?®

Burton’s problems naturally had repercussions in Kansas. The genesis
of the case against Burton, which became public on January 23, was hotly
debated by the various factions. Fourth Assistant Postmaster General
Bristow was accused of having initiated the proceedings at the eleventh
hour to ease the fight that was then coming to a climax against his political
confederate Governor Bailey. If Burton, who had connections in the
Kansas Republican League, were disgraced, this would naturally damage
the reputation of the league as a champion of honesty. Furthermore,
Bristow was known to have senatorial ambitions of his own, which could
be advanced only if Burton’s seat were vacated.

As a Lelandite of long standing, Bristow made an ideal suspect. But
Bristow seems to have had little to do with the indictment. In a letter to
a friend in the faction, Senator Long stated that President Roosevelt had
informed him that Attorney General Knox, in conjunction with Folk, had
decided to begin legal proceedings. Burton initially had suspected
Bristow, but later he came to believe that President Roosevelt, rather
than the assistant postmaster general, was the cause of his woes.2?
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From the time of his presentment onward, Burton never did deny that
he had been on the Rialto payroll, nor did he deny that he had worked
for the company through postal officials. He said that in this respect
he had not violated any federal statute and that in appearing before the
department he had only followed examples set by legislators older and
more experienced than he. David Graham Phillips tried to prove this in
his famed Treason of the Senate. Burton agreed that his actions might
have seemed indiscreet, but he did not think they were either morally or
legally wrong.3°

The jury that convicted Burton in April of 1904 disagreed. They main-
tained that letters exchanged by Burton and officials of the Rialto
Company indicated that he had received payments from the firm; they
also maintained that his statement in one letter that he intended “to
attend to matters” in Washington made him guilty of using his influence
as a senator to prejudice a post-office investigation. For two years the
senator fought the conviction through federal courts. On 21 May 1906,
however, the United States Supreme Court ruled against him. A few
months later he resigned from the Senate, on the eve of proceedings to
expel him, and was imprisoned for a short term.?!

Burton’s indictment in January 1904 injected an element of confusion
into the activities of the Kansas Republican League. Although Burtonites
were only moderately active at this time, they were exceedingly powerful
in the league, and the senator’s arrest did upset the power structure of the
league and modify its emphasis. Burton and his friends had become
members of the league in order to increase their political power, which
had been curtailed in 1902 by their role as harmonizers. Because railroad
men figured prominently as supporters of Burton, his group had a con-
servative influence on league activities. When Burton’s followers became
uncertain of their future after the senator had been indicted, reformist
elements headed by Stubbs and Hoch increasingly set the tone for the
organization. This caused a number of Kansas railway officials to become
apprehensive about it. Before this time, they had believed that the
“Methodist purification” talk used by Stubbs and Hoch was just dema-
gogic fare, designed to gain support. As Hoch and Stubbs increased their
influence, officials of the Santa Fe and the Rock Island began to have
second thoughts about the league.

During the first week of February, both Low of the Rock Island and
A. A. Hurd, general attorney for the Santa Fe, told Balie Waggener, a
Democrat and the Missouri Pacific representative, who had opposed Hoch
and Stubbs all along, that perhaps they had created a monster and that
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maybe the election of Hoch would prove worse for corporate interests
in Kansas than even the election of the most extreme Populist in the state.
Waggener agreed, saying “[TIoch] is known to be antagonistic to railroad
interests. . . . His nomination . . . will bring about a worse condition
of affairs than . . . during the Populist legislature of 1897.7%2

As far as leaders of the Republican machine were concerned, dissension
within the Republican League was grist for their political mill. Although
Governor Bailey, Mort Albaugh, and Leland could find little solace in
Burton’s troubles, others of their confederates, especially politicians close
to Senator Long, were elated over Burton’s defeat and the dissension
within league ranks. Senator Long and his associates recognized that if
the Kansas Republican League were successful, it would constitute a
threat to them at a future date. Thus, when the league began to split
into warring groups, Billy Morgan happily advised the senator to avoid
any agreements with league members until a complete rupture had
occurred. In this way, Morgan believed that Long could improve his
standing in the party.??

Morgan’s certainty that a division would come was based on a number
of accurate observations concerning the nature of the league’s leadership.
Aware of railroad influence, he suspected that neither Stubbs nor Hoch
could be restrained by these interests for long. Moreover, he felt that
Stubbs, Hoch, and Mulvane all had senatorial ambitions, which would
conflict when Burton resigned. He was certain that Mulvane, even if he
were not primarily interested in a Senate seat, would not want Hoch or
Stubbs to become powerful within the Republican party. On the basis
of these opinions, Morgan decided that Mulvane would soon seek an
understanding with Long. Morgan felt that Mulvane and his friends
would make useful allies. He was not alone in this view; Albaugh, as
well as Morgan, suggested that Long should at the moment avoid any
alliance with Mulvane but that he should do everything possible to
encourage a split in the Republican League.?*

Considering the way in which the old machine group in the Republican
party was affected by the campaign of the Kansas Republican League in
1904, it becomes imperative at this point to note that between 1901 and
1904 a significant shift in power occurred within the ranks of the so-called
Leland machine. As has previously been noted, Leland never completely
regained the position that he had lost by his defeats in 1900 and 1901.
During 1902 and 1903 the important leaders within the Leland alliance
were Bailey, Long, and Albaugh. The withdrawals of Bailey and Albaugh
in late January 1904 eliminated them as factional strongmen, although
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Albaugh remained an advisor to Long. By February, Senator Long was
the supreme power in “the machine.” For many politicians who remained
loyal to the faction, Long was now looked upon as the man who should
make the major decisions concerning the activities of the faction.

In February, then, Long rendered his first judgment as boss of the
faction. He agreed with Morgan’s and Albaugh’s suggestions that the
differences within the Republican League should be exploited. He, too,
felt that the time was not yet propitious for a union with Mulvane and
his supporters, that watchful waiting should be the policy of the machine
faction. The senator believed that the time to act would be at the state
convention in 1904, where Long’s supporters could cleverly promote
disharmony in the ranks of the Republican League by backing its reform
wing on certain points and by upholding the railroad group and Mulvane
on others. In this way they would demonstrate to each wing the essential
incompatibility of various elements in the membership of the league.
In the long run, the senator expected a factional understanding with
Mulvane.3®

Although the Republican State Convention at Wichita in March of
1904 offered Long’s faction the hoped-for opportunity to divide the
Republican League, what happened there did not completely destroy it.
Long’s cohorts used their votes to help nominate a slate of candidates
that was arranged by the railroad group of the Republican League, but
they also helped to write a reform platform that was not to the liking
of the railroad following. Their best single chance to demonstrate the
fallacy of perpetuating an organization that included Mulvane, railroad
attorneys, Stubbs, and Hoch came over the question of the state railroad
commission.?$

Stubbs and Hoch had promised a place on the commission to J. S.
George, president of the powerful Kansas Federation of Commercial
Interests. The federation was one of Stubbs’s main supporters in 1904,
and at one point it demanded all five Republican nominations to the
commission. With Hoch’s help, Stubbs apparently convinced George to
accept a more moderate reward; but at the state convention, because of
railroad opposition and because of the votes provided by the Long faction,
even this recompense was denied George. In spite of his defeat, George
was not alienated from Stubbs and Hoch, but he was at the time angered
by Republicans in general and the Republican League in particular.??

Having lost the struggle over the railroad commission and having seen
the railroad favorites dominate the state ticket, Stubbs and Hoch salvaged
what they could at the convention by incorporating their reform ideas
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into the party platform. They were responsible for anticorruption and
economy planks in the platform. They wrote the part of that document
calling for equalization and minimization of state taxes. With others
they endorsed the old McKinley program of trade reciprocity, and they
encouraged a wider use of the Sherman Antitrust Act. After a bitter
struggle they placed a “radical” railroad plank in the platform, by which
the Republicans promised to enact amendments to existing laws in order
to eliminate discrimination, inequality, and extortion in rate-making and
to require adequate facilities for customers of all lines operating in Kan-
sas. Waggener’s fears regarding Hoch’s antirailroad bias seemed to be
coming true.®®

A few days after the state convention the Republican state committee
convened to select a chairman for the party. At this meeting, Long and
his backers irreparably splintered the Kansas Republican League. Prior
to the committee meeting, Mulvane and railroad officials agreed that
State Treasurer J. R. Burrows of Smith County should be the next Re-
publican state chairman. Stubbs already had declined the support prof-
fered by Hoch, and Hoch subsequently decided to support newspaperman
Tom McNeal of Topeka. Stubbs, in turn, endorsed a friend, State Repre-
sentative Jonathan N. Dolley of Maple Hill. But Hoch opposed Dolley,
and Stubbs would not support McNeal. Thus, to keep the reform wing
intact, Stubbs was forced back into the chairmanship race.

Mulvane hoped to eliminate Stubbs from the contest by getting the
Republican League to endorse Burrows. Knowing that his supporters
could control a league caucus, Mulvane called a meeting just before the
state committee was to vote for state chairman. At the caucus Mulvane
nominated Burrows, and Hoch entered Stubbs as a candidate. With the
help of his railroad associates, Mulvane easily defeated Hoch and Stubbs
in the voting, and Burrows received the endorsement.

Hoch was angered, of course, by this turn of events. He claimed the
traditional right of the party’s gubernatorial nominee to name the state
chairman. When the Republican League delegates returned to the state
committee meeting, Mort Albaugh, acting for the Long faction, requested
a temporary adjournment. During the intermission he contacted Hoch
and informed him that Senator Long was interested in seeing Republican
tradition upheld and that the senator’s friends would vote with Hoch.
Convinced that he should name the state chairman, Hoch accepted the
support of his recent enemies. With this information, Albaugh next met
privately with Burrows and informed the state treasurer that he must
withdraw from the race. The state committee then reconvened. Hoch
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nominated Stubbs, and with the help of Long’s friends the Douglas
County millionaire was elected. Apparently Mulvane did not know
about Albaugh’s agreement with Hoch, because when Burrows declined
to stand for the office prior to the nomination of Stubbs, Mulvane hur-
riedly conferred with the treasurer and then stomped violently from the
hall where the committee was in session.?®

This bit of political melodrama delivered the blow that Long’s backers
had anticipated. The Kansas Republican League was permanently split,
and its last meeting was held in the form of the caucus during the session
of the state committee. Henceforth, more groups would be operating in
the Kansas Republican party.

The proliferation of factions, however, was no longer destined to be
the central theme of Kansas politics. The mainstream of Republicanism
was shifting as both the times and the men in party affairs began to
create a new Republican character, one that was more responsive to
issues and less devoted to personalities and friendships. The solace found
in the old uncomfortable factional arrangement was now to be shattered
as Republicans became issue-oriented and even less unified. From 1900
to 1904 crude forms of antibossism, anticorruption, and harmony cam-
paigns dominated Republican discussions and attracted the majority of
public attention. Because of these less essential concerns, fundamental
questions about Kansas government were brushed aside.

After 1904 some Kansas Republicans began to react to social, economic,
and political problems in line with a pattern being established across the
United States, and they began to demand an active role on the part of
the state government. In their response these new Republicans were
guided by a traditional Kansas reform attitude, which had been estab-
lished as early as the 1870s, as well as by a number of problems that
matured in the early twentieth century. What they would demand after
1904 would be government operated under the utilitarian plan of the
greatest good for the greatest number. In the process they would increase
the tempo of change and release reform energies hitherto misdirected
towards antibossism.

The first burst of reform lawmaking came in 1905, assuaging some old
grievances and temporarily resolving some immediate problems. Hoch,
freed from the restraints of the nonreform element in the Kansas Repub-
lican League, increased the number of changes he sought beyond those
included in the 1904 platform. Having easily defeated the Democrat
David M. Dale in November, he appeared before the state legislature
in January 1905 with an extensive reform program.
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As was expected, he demanded in his initial legislative message that
the corruption of the previous session not be repeated. He requested
that a modified civil-service system be created in order to supply personnel
for state charitable institutions, that a state printing plant be built, and
that new methods be developed to eliminate the practice of depositing
state money in favored Topeka banks. Having enumerated reforms to
correct the issues that had been part of the reason for creating the
Kansas Republican League, Hoch recommended laws to regulate the
exploitation of Kansas gas and oil wealth. He asked for the enactment
of railroad laws that would fulfill the promises of the 1904 platform. And,
he urged that juvenile courts be created. The governor recommended
that the archaic property-tax structure in Kansas be revised by the estab-
lishment of a state tax commission. His message also stressed the need
to bolster existing prohibition laws.

Hoch, who was a reluctant supporter of female suffrage, proposed a
limited municipal franchise for women. He then noted that reapportion-
ment of Kansas congressional districts was needed because of the popula-
tion changes reported in the 1900 census. In an unexpected move he
insisted that a direct-primary law be enacted. He concluded his message
with the usual requests for the construction of better roads and for laws
promoting the irrigation of arid lands.*°

Hoch’s address was a comprehensive underscoring of the new temper
of Republican politics in Kansas. It surpassed any previous gubernatorial
message in breadth of aim and understanding of problems. It incorpo-
rated the whole of the 1904 platform and added ideas that Hoch had
emphasized independently during the campaign. The governor had once
told a crowd of supporters that party platforms were “sacred,” like
personal promises and business contracts. Now the governor added that
he intended to keep Republican pledges.*!

Ed Hoch was not known as a political battler, but when Republican
legislators seemed reluctant to accept his suggestions, he forced much
of his program through the legislature with the help of Stubbs, who was
elected Speaker of the House. He withheld patronage, made lavish job
promises, used special messages, and appealed to the public in order to
achieve his goals. Before Hoch’s objectives were realized, a number of
acrimonious fights took place among Republicans, and ultimately Hoch’s
reform measures caused a split between the governor and Stubbs.?

Hoch was unable to keep his pledge of less governmental spending
during the 1905 session, but no one charged that there was corruption
as a result of increased state appropriations. The Kansas City Star, evalu-
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ating the legislature at the close of the session, listed as the main achieve-
ments of Hoch’s administration the plan to construct a printing plant,
the election of a state printer, the establishment of a regulated, diversified
system for depositing state funds, and the reorganization of the Kansas
eleemosynary system. The biggest shortcomings of the legislature, ac-
cording to the Star, were its unwillingness to create a tax commission and
its failure to pass the proposition for a statewide primary.*

These reforms, important as they were, were not the big news of the
1905 legislature. That body was destined to be remembered as the one
that tried to establish a state oil refinery in Kansas. “Monopoly,” Hoch
had said during his electioneering in September of 1904, “threatens to
rob our people of the chief benefits of this great [oil] endowment! How
can we save this wealth to the state and to its people?” The way, of
course, seemed clear to him—enact laws to curb the activities of the
Standard Oil Company.**

Most Kansans, and certainly Governor Hoch, believed that Standard
Oil was using its position as the only large oil refiner in the state to lower
the price paid for crude oil purchased from independent Kansas pro-
ducers. “We must,” Hoch said at the Kansas Day Club meeting in 1905,
“take that monster the Standard Oil Company by the throat and compel
it to be decent.”*®

Whether Standard Oil was being decent or indecent in 1905 remains
a moot question. Allan Nevins has argued that overproduction caused
Standard to cut prices in the Kansas oil fields in 1904 and 1905. He wrote:
“In Kansas alone the Standard had lost millions in falling prices on the
huge quantities it had too generously bought. Even when prices were
steady, the carrying charges on . . . stored oil were heavy, while losses by
fire, evaporation, and leakage added to the bill.”¢ To compensate for
losses, or for potential losses, price cuts were made.

Of course, Standard Oil could easily endure its losses, since it operated
on an international scale and was able to offset income deficits in one
area by higher prices in another. Kansas independents could not shift
their burden of lower prices. They were also unwilling to accept the
classical idea of supply and demand as the root of the difficulty. They
understood that behind impersonal market factors lurked live men. In
the case of the Standard Oil Company, they felt that the men were
sinister individuals who were interested in squeezing every independent
out of business and in monopolizing the oil market further. The Kansas
attitude was cogently expressed again by Governor Hoch, writing in the
Independent in 1905: “The Standard Oil Company is a national and an
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international monopoly. It has for years carried on a systematic absorp-
tion of the oil interests of this country and of foreign countries. It has
been the cause of bankruptcy to many small investors and threatens to
bankrupt all of them who oppose its greedy ambitions.” He added that
it worked locally to reduce the price of crude oil, so that Standard could
gain possession of other people’s properties.*?

The fact that Standard was actually preparing to leave Kansas in favor
of the Indian Territory, where new wells were springing up, seems to
have escaped the notice of many Kansans. Rather than acquiring more
holdings in the state, the company was actually interested in reducing
its commitments.*®8 Nevertheless, the complaint that Standard intended
to seize all oil holdings remained the major source of criticism against the
New Jersey organization.

Charges directed against Standard Oil Company took three forms in
1905. Independent producers complained that Kansas railroads were
giving rebates to the company, that Standard was purchasing crude oil
at different prices from various producers, and that it held too powerful
a position in the Kansas oil market. Standard Oil did dominate oil
refining in the state. To make matters worse, it used its position in an
authoritarian fashion. Whenever a Kansas producer sold oil to the
company, the latter did all the business involved in the transaction. It
measured and tested the oil, fixed the price paid, paid whatever royalties
were due landowners, and distributed the profit from the sale to the
producer’s stockholders according to their holdings. This naturally an-
gered the managers of independent companies that were doing business
with the New Jersey corporation.

Many independents believed that Standard Oil Company punished
producers who at times sold crude oil to independent refineries by refus-
ing to accept the oil of these independents during the crisis of 1904-1905.4°
Standard Oil further contributed to suspicion of its methods when in 1903
it devised a new program for classifying crude oil. It divided Kansas oil
into three gravitation categories and paid different rates for each grade.
Although from a scientific viewpoint its method made sense, the practice
angered a number of local producers who complained that “Standard Oil
gaugers . . . marked crude oil lower than it ought to be.”

The most damaging charge against Standard concerned discrimination
in railroad rates. Standard’s rise to greatness as a result of railroad rebates
was well known, and Kansans assumed that the same method of tamper-
ing with freight rates was being used again. According to a reporter for
a national magazine, the company in 1902 and 1904 conspired with the
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Santa Fe to raise rates on shipments of crude oil from Kansas in order
to deter independents from using this means of escaping Standard. For
its cooperation the Santa Fe supposedly received a 10 cent per barrel
royalty on all oil shipped through Standard’s Sugar Creek pipeline.
Although the conspiracy charge was never proven, Santa Fe rates were
raised in 1904. Moreover, Charles Gleed, a director of the Santa Fe, was
in close touch with Standard officials during this period. Another railroad
operating in Kansas—the Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway Company
—had John D. and William Rockefeller as members of its board of
directors. It is easy to understand why many independents assumed
complicity between Standard Oil and the railroads.5*

If Standard did make clandestine arrangements with railroads, its
actions in this respect were fundamentally different from those of the
independent producers. While Standard Oil secretly fought to gain an
advantage in the marketplace, Kansas producers were publicly attempting
to secure the same thing, In January 1905 they formed the Kansas Oil
Producers Association and planned to use it as a vehicle to promote their
interests in the oil fields. Their objective was to induce the state to act
as a countervailing force to Standard Oil.

At their organizational meeting on January 19 the oil producers out-
lined what the Kansas legislature should do to promote their interests.
To stop discrimination in freight rates, they asked for a law granting a
maximum tariff on oils and for a law making Standard’s Sugar Creek
pipeline a common carrier. They requested legislation forbidding anyone
to undersell a competitor in order either to ruin him or to recoup losses
suffered in another area. They also wanted a board of supervision that
would grade and inspect oils. The keystone of their program, as they
saw it, was a demand that the state build and operate its own oil refinery.
They assumed that a refinery large enough to compete with Standard
could be built and operated efficiently enough to raise the price of
crude 0il.?2

Four of the five requests made by the oil producers became law in 1905,
with only the resolution asking for a board of supervision being defeated.
Of the laws enacted, the measure to establish a state oil refinery met
the stiffest opposition. It was easy to find support for the other three
measures, since no actual expenditure of state funds was involved, but a
refinery would be costly. Moreover, state regulation differed considerably
from state ownership. In the refinery law the oil producers were chal-
lenging the foundations of free enterprise. Speaker Stubbs said, “The
public policy and constitutional laws of this state . . . are opposed to
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the government engaging in a commercial business.”®® For this reason
Stubbs, although he favored economic regulation, fought the refinery
proposal and temporarily kept Hoch from giving it his unqualified en-
dorsement.

Hoch had not realized how much a refinery would cost when he initially
approved the idea. When he found out the expense involved, he modi-
fied his views on what type of refinery should be built. Rather than a
plant that would compete with Standard Oil's, Hoch suggested a pilot
refinery, so the state could get some idea of the cost of refining oil and
then take steps to see that Standard paid an honest price for crude oil.5*

Hoch’s revised opinion was unacceptable to the Kansas public and
to the oil producers. Public pressure always bothered Ed Hoch. He was
a man whose nerve fiber was more that of the democrat than was his
colleague Stubbs’s. If Stubbs believed his ideas correct, he never yielded
in regard to them. Hoch was sensitive to criticism, and he allowed his
attitude to be influenced by popular demand. After having switched in
January from the idea of a competitive refinery to the idea of a limited
pilot plant, he did another about face in February. He returned to the
original concept of a competitive refinery, and he used his influence to
force a measure providing for its construction through the Kansas legis-
lature. His second reversal won him the gratitude of the oil producers
and the public, but it cost him Stubbs’s support and led to charges that
he was a devotee of socialism and populism.

Hoch answered these charges in a special message to the legislature
and in an article in the Independent. The gist of his tortured logic in
answering these complaints was that a state refinery constituted the
antithesis of socialism. “True,” he noted, “it has the semblance of social-
ism, but its soul is that of competition.” He said that socialism attempts
to negate property rights; whereas the refinery law negated no rights
of the Standard Qil Company to own property. No one planned to drive
Standard from Kansas, or to deny it a legitimate profit. He added that
if free competition were possible, there would be no need for a state
refinery; but such was not the case, “on account of the greatest Socialistic
corporation now doing business on earth, the Standard Oil Company.”%5

In March the State Refinery Law was passed. It provided that an oil
refinery be constructed at Peru in Chautauqua County, where it would
be operated by inmates of a proposed branch of the state penitentiary.
An appropriation of $410,000 was passed in the form of bonds to be sold
by the state treasurer and by the warden at Lansing. Governor Hoch
immediately ordered that the reserve school fund not be used to purchase
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these securities. This announcement caused potential buyers of the bonds
to wait and wonder. If the state were reluctant to buy its own bonds,
private investors would do well to discover the cause of this reluctance.
At about the same time the state treasurer and the warden refused to
sell the bonds. Attorney General Coleman then requested a writ of man-
damus to force the treasurer and warden to act. In a hearing on this
request the State Supreme Court ruled not only that the mandamus was
unwarranted but that the refinery law was unconstitutional, since it
intended to create a state-owned business in competition with private
capital.’¢

The struggle against Standard Oil in Kansas occasioned a national
investigation of the corporation in 1906. During the agitation for a state
refinery, Congressman Philip P. Campbell of southeastern Kansas pre-
sented a resolution to the House of Representatives, asking that the
Bureau of Corporations be instructed to inquire into the activities of the
Standard Oil Company. The next year, bureau chief James R. Garfield
headed such an investigation.5”

Kansas Republicans had come a long way during the oil fight. In
1890 J. G. Blonecker, president of the state’s Republican League, had said
that he had little fear of monopolies, because the laws of supply and
demand would always right such situations. He added that if a man
was driven out of business, he would just have to seek another occupa-
tion. Fifteen years later a Republican governor, Edward Hoch, was con-
vinced that “man’s cupidity needed some sort of curb.” The problem,
Hoch said during the struggle with Standard, was to find a way in which
capital and talent could have the widest latitude, while the interests of
the people were still protected against selfishness.?®

The oil legislation of 1905 set the tenor for the legislature of that year.
The fight for the passage of administrative measures kept the prairie
fires of reform, which the Kansas Republican League had lighted, aglow.
One perceptive observer wrote that perhaps the country had witnessed
“the definite starting-point of a victory for fair play that will mark a new
era in government.”® The first burst of legislative activity carried im-
portant changes into operation, but not all demands for reform were met.
The oil question was exhausted, but Standard’s alleged allies, the rail-
roads, still provided fuel for the fires of reform. As in the days of popu-
lism, Kansas reformers began to turn their attention towards unfair rail-
road activities. During the remainder of the decade the Santa Fe, the
Missouri Pacific, and others of the great transcontinental lines were to
become the symbols of the need for change.
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GROWING DISSIDENCE:
MAINLY RAILROADS, 1906

The activities of the 1905 legislature and the Kansas Republican League
were only two manifestations of unrest among Kansas voters in the early
years of the century. Like most historical phenomena, the roots of stead-
ily increasing dissidence were grounded in many factors, with factional-
ism and oil problems, previously discussed, only partial causes. Among
the more important reasons for dissatisfaction were events that transpired
largely beyond the borders of Kansas. For example, the actions of Theo-
dore Roosevelt were not the result of initiatives taken in the Sunflower
state, but they were responsible for creating in Kansas a sentiment favor-
ing a “Square Deal” that supposedly would initiate honesty in govern-
ment and righteousness in socioeconomic practices. The publications of
Muckrakers were not the products of Kansas writers, except for William
Allen White, but they, too, attracted attention.

In the home area of Charles Monroe Sheldon one need not explain
that the Church, with its emphasis on the “Social Gospel,” was creating
conditions favorable to reform. Equally apparent as causes of unrest
were the lingering ideals of the Populists and the activities of a number
of former Populists who were anxious to see the public accept their
beliefs. “There seems little left” wrote a minor official of the defunct
People’s party to White, “that we Populists of fifteen years ago can do
except to bid you God speed.™ Of course, populism’s 1896 spokesman,
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William Jennings Bryan from nearby Nebraska, influenced the state’s
Democrats directly and its Republicans indirectly.?

Kansas also had an idealism of its own—other than populism—which
appeared regularly in the news journal with the largest circulation in the
state, the Kansas City Star. From its headquarters in Missouri the pub-
lisher of the Star, Colonel William Rockhill Nelson, consistently encour-
aged civic and state reform of a noneconomic sort. A man of feudalistic
temperament, Nelson was an advocate of honest government and, as
such, contributed to public dysphoria.?

But Nelson’s ideals, Roosevelt’s “Square Deal,” populism, the Social
Gospel, and other elements of voter restlessness were far less important
in contributing to the growth of discontent after 1905 than the hostility
occasioned by the economic and political malpractices of Kansas rail-
roads. In 1910 an anonymous Kansan, writing in the Outlook magazine,
explained how he had become a progressive. He had been, so his article
stated, a ruling member of the Kansas Republican machine from 1895
onward. But in 1906 he was converted to progressivism, because he
could no longer stomach the activities of Kansas railroads.

The anonymous Kansan related that his family had been loyally Re-
publican since Lincoln, and from his school days on, he had fought for
regular Republicanism. Like his associates, he considered politics pri-
marily a game to be won or lost without concern for the consequences
of victory or defeat. He knew that railroad corporations governed Kansas
through the Republican party, but that did not matter. He felt that this
was their way of protecting themselves against crazy anarchists who
were trying to drive railroads out of business. Roosevelt, as president,
had first caused him to begin to inspect the Republican way of doing
things. He had begun to realize that freight rates were discriminatory,
and this recognition had encouraged political skepticism.

The rates, he noted, “were fixed to favor Kansas City as a jobbing
center. Our mechants could buy stuff more advantageously from a Kan-
sas City jobber than from the factory in the East, because of the dis-
criminatory freight rates, combined with the rebates that the big shipper
always got.” Under conditions such as these, railroad rate-making had
once more become a major issue in the state. At the 1906 Republican
State Convention the anonymous Kansan had first realized the implica-
tions of having the railroads arrange slates of candidates and control the
party platform. “I saw,” he stated, “they [the railroads] were in politics
so that they could run things as they pleased. After that convention 1
stopped calling myself a Republican.” The Hepburn railroad bill fight,
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Senator Robert M. La Follette, and the Kansas City Star, he added, had
all contributed to his increased bitterness towards railroads, and this
feeling had grown, encompassing others, until a “Great Awakening”
had taken place in Kansas. People in the East, the progressive concluded,
wondered why Kansans, who were now prosperous, had become insur-
gents. “They miss the point. We've really been converted. We had never
thought much about the consequences involved in our course of letting
the railways run things. . . . But we have got our eyes open now.”

Precisely why large numbers of Republican voters had had their “eyes
opened” midway through the first decade of the century can be under-
stood within the context of a continual suspicion of railroads in Kansas
that began in the 1870s. In 1867 the state legislature had established
maximum charges for passenger and freight traffic. In the 1870s the
first of a series of reform movements demanding closer supervision of
the railroads had developed, and by 1883 Kansas had copied a number
of other states in creating a Board of Railroad Commissioners. In the
1890s Populists and Democrats, convinced that the Kansas commission
was unable to regulate the railroads adequately, had replaced it with a
Court of Visitation. They had given the court full power to determine
reasonable rates and establish classifications for all intrastate freight.
They had also allowed the court to order railroads to make necessary
physical improvements.

To insure the court the power to enforce its decrees, the Populists and
Democrats had given its judges the authority to seize railroad properties
and operate them through receiverships if companies refused to comply
with court orders. At the same time, the Court of Visitation Law had
established the office of solicitor, which provided that the attorney who
served in this capacity would argue shippers’ cases before the tribunal.
Since litigation with railroads had been costly under the old commission
law and had caused numerous complaints to be deferred, the Populists
and Democrats had made railroads bear the cost of cases that the rail-
roads lost and had made the state liable for the expenses of cases that
the railroads won. In late 1899 and early 1900, the United States District
Court of XKansas and the Kansas Supreme Court had ruled the Court of
Visitation Law unconstitutional. They said that it violated “constitutional
limitations designed to protect owners of property against oppressive
action by the states.” The Court of Visitation, in the opinion of the
district court, combined judicial, legislative, and executive power in a
way that represented oppression of property rights and thus contravened
the law of the land and of Kansas.?

53



For more than a year Kansas was without a body to regulate railroads.
In 1901, however, a second Board of Railroad Commissioners was created.
This body, composed of three men appointed by the governor, was given
basically the same powers as the first commission. It could hear com-
plaints lodged by shippers against the railroads, and it could decide what
actions to take. It could, after such hearings, order specific rate changes;
and it was to enforce whatever maximum rate laws were enacted by the
legislature. The 1901 law allowed any shipper to come directly to the
commission with charges against railroads. The notable deficiencies of
the 1901 law, according to shippers, were that the commission could not
initiate rate actions on its own, that the commission could not classify
treight unless complaints were made, and that the high cost of the litiga-
tion would have to be borne by the shipper if he lost his case.®

Thus, Kansas shippers continued to seek revisions in the state railroad
law. Assuming that appointive bodies were not as responsive to public
demands as ones elected by the people, the shipping interests succeeded
in making the commission elective in 1903. A year later, although they
failed to nominate their friends as commissioners on the Republican
ticket, they managed to get a stringent railroad plank incorporated into
the Republican platform, and as a result in 1905 they were rewarded by
a railroad law that came close to satisfying some of their demands. The
1905 statute gave the attorney for the railroad board the power to initiate
cases involving unfair practices without complaints having been lodged.
It required railroads to file rate books with the commission, and it also
allowed the board to advise the Interstate Commerce Commission on
interstate rates charged in Kansas that the state board considered un-
reasonable but could not litigate because of the Wabash case in 1886.7

Assured by political leaders that this advisory power would have an
influence on interstate rates, the group that spearheaded railroad reform
in the early twentieth century—the Kansas Federation of Commercial
Interests—placed its imprimatur on the 1905 law, believing that long-
sought relief was at hand. This was done despite the fact that the law
fell somewhat short of the stronger measure that the federation had
advocated and despite the fact that most federation officials realized that
their main complaints were occasioned by discrimination in interstate
rates.®

At first the new legislation seemed to be capable of accomplishing the
shippers’ demands. In late 1905 the railroad commissioners, following a
series of hearings, presented Kansas railways with a long list of lower
tariffs, designed to offset interstate discrimination. In January 1906, how-
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ever, when the new rates were to become effective, four of the largest
railroads in Kansas—the Santa Fe, the Union Pacific, the Rock Island,
and the Missouri Pacific—responded by filing restraining orders against
the commission’s decree. As a result, a Kansas district court issued in-
junctions suspending the new rates. During 1906 other commission
decisions to lower rates were challenged by the railroads, but in January
1907 the commission, in a special session, succeeded in persuading the
railroads to lower rates on the interstate shipment of wheat, coal, and
grain products and on the intrastate movement of corn, groceries, and
paper.®

The railroads had accepted the lower rates, hoping in early 1907 to
quiet criticism while the Kansas legislature was in session. The 1907
legislature was considering a law that would establish a flat rate of two
cents per mile for passenger traffic and a law that would make it illegal
for anyone other than railroad employees to accept free transportation
over the lines. This latter provision was supposed to help remove rail-
roads from Kansas politics.10

The lower rates established in early 1907 did not silence critics of
railroad malpractices, and late in the year the railroads decided to raise
their rates. They justified the increases by arguing that they, too, should
profit from the affluence of the Kansas economy in the early twentieth
century. This decision assured the continuation of an already steady
stream of criticism against them. Since 1903 complaints regarding unfair
railroad rates had been commonplace. In 1903, for example, the South-
western Grain Journal, a prominent agricultural magazine, summed up
the feelings of wheat farmers by stating that the Kansas legislature had
failed to secure uniform low rates from the railroads and that it had not
been able to enforce existing laws, which required that more be charged
for long hauls by the lines than for short hauls.

The Journal also noted that each harvest found the railroads unable
to supply the needed number of boxcars for Kansas millers. It suggested
that not only was honest rate regulation needed, but that legislation to
make railroads fulfill their obligations of adequate service to shippers
was also necessary. While it touched upon the main theme of dissatis-
faction—high tariffs—this article also illustrated that other railroad prac-
tices helped to nurture militant antirailroad sentiment. The disaffected
included not only members of the Kansas Federation of Commercial
Interests, but also leaders of such powerful organizations as the Kansas
Chamber of Commerce, the Kansas Improved Stock Breeder’s Associa-
tion, the Kansas chapter of the United Commercial Travelers of America,
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numerous local commercial clubs, farmers’ organizations, and the com-
bined salt manufacturers of Kansas.'

Complaints against the railroads that created the antirailroad persua-
sion of 1906 can be grouped into three general areas. There were those
dealing with rates, those concerned with inadequate service, and those
stemming from the involvement of railroads in Kansas politics.

Despite laws to the contrary, discrimination was the single most
characteristic feature of railroad rate-making in the years before 1906.
Having been “the result of experience; of contact with shippers; of
conference and compromise,” as President E. P. Ripley of the Santa Fe
explained, discrimination understandably existed. Ripley noted that, to
complicate matters more, rates were also “the result of competition
between railroads—between railroads and waterways—between markets
and between individuals—and lastly, they [were] . . . due to legislation
and national laws.”12

The problem in Kansas, although it was affected by the numerous
reasons given by Ripley, was essentially one resulting from competition
between markets. In the formative years of railroad service, Kansas City,
Missouri, had been given favorable rates. Its aggressive civic leaders and
its ideal location on the Missouri River had made the city the leading
metropolitan area for Kansas. As such, Kansas City became the gateway
through which products to and from the eastern seaboard entered Kansas,
and, naturally, large jobbing houses arose in the city. By the late nine-
teenth century, Kansas jobbers, interested in expanding their own enter-
prises and weary of competing on an unequal basis with Kansas City,
began to demand an end to discriminatory rates. Having failed in their
early agitation, they continued their campaign for favorable rates into
the Progressive Era. Under the leadership of J. S. George, the Kansas
Federation of Commercial Interests directed most of the vocal aspects
of the rate-making struggle.

George, who kept in constant touch with state officials, amassed an
impressive array of evidence of unfair rate-making over the years. He
spurred Kansas officials to initiate a number of cases before the 1.C.C. in
an attempt to secure better rates. According to George, railroads estab-
lished rates on what was called the “Missouri River Basing Line”; and
while this gave Atchison and Leavenworth advantages on freight charges,
it laid the commerce of “the principal cities of Kansas, such as Lawrence,
Topeka, Salina, Wichita, Coffeyville, Independence, Arkansas City, and
Hutchinson . . . under tribute principally to Kansas City.” “From the
beginning,” George wrote, “Kansas has been a tribute payer to other

56



states, while her commerce has built at least one great city in another
state, she has none worthy of the name within her own borders.” There
was a time during the 1890s when George had been interested in making
his home town of Hutchinson into the one great Kansas metropolis, but
the years had hardened him, and he no longer possessed such grandiose
plans. He was now willing to settle for a rate structure that would allow
him to improve his wholesale business in a much more limited way.1?

George’s complaints against railroad rates were not limited to general
assertions. Time and again he produced long lists of tariffs on various
commodities in order to illustrate the magnitude of discrimination under
which interior jobbers operated. Although rate books were complex
things with multitudes of schedules, it seems useful to cite from one of
George’s more lengthy portrayals of existing freight charges from St.
Louis to Kansas City in comparison to similar levies from St. Louis to
Wichita.

Agricultural implements, for example, bore tariffs of 16.5 mills per
mile when shipped from St. Louis to Wichita, but when the same goods
were sent from St. Louis to Kansas City whey were assessed 15 mills per
mile. According to George, numerous articles were treated in a similar
fashion. The following are a few products of the many he mentioned,
and the percentages are the rates that Wichita wholesalers paid in excess
of Kansas City jobbers: paper roofing, 128 percent; asphalt, 114 percent;
starch, 103 percent; bags and bagging, 97 percent; paint, 95 percent;
cotton piece goods, 75 percent; packing house products, 71 percent;
cereal food products, 52 percent; iron and steel articles, 42 percent;
general rates by goods on all classes, 13 percent; class three and class five
goods (the most commonly used classes by Kansas shippers) 42 percent.
Thinking of his own home area, he noted that Hutchinson had a lower
rate, compared with goods shipped from St. Louis to Kansas City, in only
one commodity, sugar. This advantage had resulted from an 1.C.C.
judgment of a few years earlier.'*

George was not the only Kansan to muster detailed evidence of rate
discrimination in the period. In 1906 a future United States senator,
Joseph L. Bristow, criticized the railroad practice of using Kansas City
as a basing point, citing numerous instances of how Kansas interests
were being mistreated. For example, in a political handbook circulated
during the year, he wrote:

The rate on wheat from Salina [Bristow’s home] to Kansas City,
a distance of 185 miles, is 15 cents per hundred pounds, while
the rate from Kansas City to Chicago, a distance of nearly 500
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miles, is only eight cents per hundred pounds. The export rate
from Salina to Galveston is 26% cents per hundred, while the
export rate from Kansas City to Galveston is only 11% cents per
hundred pounds. Wheat shipped from Salina to Galveston does
not go to Kansas City but directly south to Galveston and the
distance is not as far as it is from Kansas City to Galveston. The
wheat producers of central Kansas are therefore required to pay
the freight from Salina to Kansas City though the service is never
performed.15

Evidence of this sort was commonplace and does not need to be be-
labored. The suggestions of how discrimination could be ended, how-
ever, were important in molding public opinion, and they help to explain
why the protest became involved in state politics.

Nonpolitical remedies had been put forth prior to 1906, such as Charles
Harger’s recommendation that the entire western part of the Mississippi
Valley reroute its products, sending them to the Gulf Coast for overseas
shipment, rather than to eastern ports. The ports of Galveston and New
Orleans were considerably closer than those on the Atlantic Coast, and
thus the cost of transportation to them would be lower. The problem
involved in Harger’s suggestion revolved around the unwillingness of the
railroads to establish lower rates to these southern ports, since business
of this type constituted a “one-way haul.” Cars sent eastward could be
returned to the West laden with goods produced in the factories of New
England or the Middle Atlantic states, but southern industry was almost
nonexistent, and cars returned from there loaded with ballast.1®

Because conditions such as those noted in the above Bristow quotation
predominated, Harger’s solution was out of the question. Moreover, a
hope that railroads would help solve the problem of discrimination by
their own action was fruitless. Even railroad officials who were favorable
to Kansas shippers, such as H. W. Mudge of the Santa Fe, admitted
that it was impossible to give favorable rates to Kansas towns, noting
that “Kansas City would boycott [the Santa Fe] . . . to the extent of its
ability . . . and wherever possible . . . route freight over other lines”
if the Santa Fe were to attempt such a move.?

Even if this had not been the case, it would have been illogical for
the railroads to give Kansas towns rates that were comparable to those
of Kansas City. Kansas City possessed a mature market by the turn of
the century, and the volume of railroad business into Kansas City was
far greater than that to smaller Kansas communities; this naturally ex-
cused the use of lower rates. By all axioms of sound economic practice,
this larger volume justified lower rates, because numerous shipments of
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large quantity cost the railroads less to handle. Furthermore, railroad
men were also imbued with the prevailing opinion that good, sound,
steady customers should receive the advantage of special rates. Kansas
civic leaders were not, of course, interested in rational economic argu-
ments, and despite the logic of the railroad case, they believed that they
should receive rates equal to those received by Kansas City.

Thwarted in their attempts to secure nonpolitical redress, these leaders
naturally turned to the government for relief. Their goal was simply to
get lower rates, and their idea of how this could be achieved was not
unique. By controlling state and national lawmaking bodies, they hoped
to secure legislation that would end rate discrimination and force rail-
roads to charge the lIowest possible rates practicable.

Their opinions of how rates should be established differed substantially
from those of railroad managers. The dominant sentiment among railroad
officials was that the cost of doing business and the value of service
should be used as the criteria on which rates were decided. According
to the proponents of government regulation, the value of railroad property
should be used. The shippers hoped to write laws that would enable
state and national regulatory bodies to evaluate the roads, and then they
hoped to arbitrarily establish a proper annual revenue for each. The
precise percentage of profit for each railroad would vary, but quite often
5 and 6 percent were suggested as ideal margins of profit.

The great majority of Kansas railroad reformers favored eliminating
the right of railroads to make appeals to federal courts with regard to
decisions made by regulatory bodies. Most of these men had lost faith
in the existing legal system, and they favored drastic measures, because
they felt that the dangerous state of affairs justified them. On one oc-
casion George wrote Governor Stubbs as follows:

The greatest evil that this country is suffering is that of discrim-

ination on the part of railroads. . . . Surely a system of rate
making that will give all sections of this country full advantage
of their natural locations would tend . . . to give . . . every in-

dividual the full opportunity that should accrue to him or them
from their location. Anything less is UnAmerican and I believe
a national menace.!®

But rate discrimination and high tariffs were only two of the reasons
for unrest in Kansas concerning railroads. Almost as significant were
complaints about poor railroad service and about the cavalier fashion in
which railroads often treated shippers and passengers. Service, wrote
H. L. Resing of the Wichita Chamber of Commerce, “has become so slow
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in the matter of moving practically all articles of freight . . . [that it]
menaces the commercial welfare of this section of the state.” Resing sug-
gested that the Kansas, or the Interstate, Commerce Commission be
allowed to fix rules and regulations placing time limits on shipments in
relation to the size of loads and the distance of hauls. If fixed schedules
were not kept, then offending railroads were to be fined on the basis of
the delay occasioned and the loss caused in a firm’s business.1?

There were also complaints made by shippers and travelers about the
lack of cars at harvest time and about the poor conditions of freight
depots, passenger terminals, and rolling stock. One of many unjust prac-
tices of railroads was reported to Stubbs after he became governor in
1909. According to W. S. Cochrane of the Midland Brick Company of
Peru, Kansas, railroads required industrial concerns wishing transporta-
tion connections to pay for sidetracks and spurs to mainlines. The rail-
roads then forced these industries to deed the appendages to them free
of charge.

Cochrane, realizing that railroads did this to protect themselves from
businesses that would not contribute enough traffic to pay for the cost
of a spur, suggested that a more equitable practice than the one being
followed could be developed. He maintained that companies wishing
sidetracks should be required to make them pay, but that railroads should
construct the trackage, while forcing the company to offer a bond that
would be forfeited in case the spur failed to pay for itself. In this fashion,
railroads would lose nothing, but would not be able to have customers
build spurs and then force them to donate the spurs to the railroads.
Cochrane also complained about what he said was the common practice
of forcing companies that constructed spur lines to sign “cutthroat con-
tracts” whereby the shipper promised to give all his incoming and out-
going freight to one railroad.2°

Complaints of this nature were frequent. The point is that both rates
and services, as well as arbitrary railroad practices, contributed to public
unrest in the state. There was, however, one view expressed by certain
reformers which denied that rates and other actions such as those noted
above were significant as a cause of dissidence. This attitude was ad-
vanced by William Allen White, for example, when he wrote to George
Nicholson of the Santa Fe in 1906 that tariffs and services were not the
real root of the complaint against railroads, but that the fundamental
source of dissatisfaction was the role played by their legal departments
in Kansas politics. As long as railroad officials tried to run the Republican
party, White said, there would be dissatisfaction with them. Thus, he
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later wrote to Thomas J. Norton, also of the Santa Fe, that it was not
passenger fares or maximum freight-rate charges that sparked a rising
clamor against his company in Kansas, but instead it was attempts by
railroad officials to “boss our politics.”?

There is no doubt that railroad attorneys played important parts in
Kansas politics until at least 1908. Senator Long and Governor Bailey
felt that their political futures depended upon the aid of railroad lawyers
in 1902 and 1903. Although White was correct in suggesting that public
concern over the political role of railway officials contributed to popular
disapproval of the lines, he was probably deliberately making an incorrect
statement when he said that rates and other facets of the controversy
were unimportant. Since railroad attorneys played a significant role in
causing the rising dissidence, it seems well to explore briefly the source
of their political power and to suggest the modifications in their relation-
ships to politics that resulted from the protest against them during the
Progressive Era.

According to many who were wise in the ways of Kansas Republican-
ism, railroad officials were able to influence affairs from 1875 onward
because they granted free transportation to politicians who could control
conventions and influence votes in legislative proceedings. “It isn’t
courtesy,” an editor wrote in 1900, “that prompts a railroad company to
give free transportation to judges, legislators and other officials with their
raft of political helpers and kin; it is to keep them ‘good.” "2 Eight years
later, after Kansas had outlawed the free pass, Judge Nelson Case, who
accepted free transportation in his time, wrote:

The pass system was the most effective measure for corrupting
the local politician that has ever been inaugurated. A free ride
on the railroad for himself whenever he wanted to go to the state
capital . . . and occasionally a free ride for his family and for
some of his local political associates, and always a free ride to
the party convention for all workers, who would line up for
whatever measure or candidate the special interests wanted to
put through, was as much of a compensation as any local
machine politician expected or thought he could reasonably ask
for. . . . By means of this system the railroads were nearly
always able to secure a majority in the legislature who would
favor no law against which they protested.?

In 1913 Cy Leland, who had used free passes with relish in controlling
delegations to Republican conventions during his heyday, admitted that
“when it came to the convention, unless it happened to be some man
who was strong or who had had only one term . . . it was necessary to
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get the railroads on your side, or else you wasn't [sic] in it for a minute.”
In 1902 Kansas City banker C. S. Jobes wrote to one railroad attorney
that above all else he “wished again to emphasize the importance of
having the matter of transportation for the delegates of the State Con-
vention arranged for.” According to Topeka Daily Herald writers in
1903, railroads were themselves opposed to free travel over their lines,
but rather than face political hostility, they chose to use it as a means of
protecting themselves.2*

Politicians were not the only group to profit from the practice of grant-
ing free transportation. Almost all newspaper editors and star political
reporters carried systems passes and were presumably influenced by this
fact. At least William Allen White felt this to be true. Although White
did not return his own transportation largess until 1907, he informed
Stubbs in 1904 that he believed in his own case, he, White, could be
more conscientious in the pursuit of justice for railways if he did not have
their transportation in his pocket.?

The major pressures applied against newspapers were not through free
passes, but rather through advertising and through the purchases of news-
papers. It was commonly believed, for example, that Charles Gleed’s
Kansas City Journal was owned by the Santa Fe. Gleed was an important
official in the Santa Fe organization. Throughout his career as a publisher
he maintained that he was not biased in favor of the Santa Fe, but even
a cursory reading of the Journals columns indicates that this was not
the case.2¢

An excellent instance of the way in which the financial power of the
railroads coerced certain newspaper publishers is supplied by the rela-
tionship between Gleed and Ermi Zumwalt, publisher of the Bonner
Springs Chieftain. Zumwalt purchased the Bonner Springs newspaper
with funds lent to him by Gleed, and as late as 1910 Zumwalt had not
retired his obligation. In 1910 he supported a railroad reformer, Alex-
ander Mitchell of Lawrence, for the United States House of Representa-
tives. Mitchell opposed the incumbent congressman, Charles F. Scott,
in the Republican primary. Scott, a protégé of Speaker Joseph G. Can-
non’s, was also a friend of Gleed’s and of railroad interests in Kansas.
During the campaign, Zumwalt received a letter from Gleed, informing
Zumwalt that Gleed was “chagrined to feel that [he was] . . . giving
financial support to a paper . . . fighting a life long friend.” Although
Gleed suggested that he did not intend to make Zumwalt stop supporting
Mitchell, his letter was a thinly disguised threat, as were others that he
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sent later. Needless to say, Zumwalt withdrew his editorial backing of
Mitchell's candidacy.??

During the height of the protest against railroad practices, a serious
effort was made by railroad men to buy the Topeka Daily Capital, one of
the most powerful critics of the railroads. On that occasion its publisher,
Arthur Capper, refused to sell. Capper, however, remained financially
dependent upon railroads, since many advertised in the Capital and other
Capper publications. In 1910 Capper noted that while most railroads
used his ad columns, the Santa Fe was boycotting his papers and had
been doing so for a number of years.2® Sometime between 1910 and 1914
the Santa Fe had begun an account with Capper publications; in return,
Capper yielded his independent stand relative to the Santa Fe.

Capper, who had previously shunned the pressure of advertisers, as in
the case of the Long-Critchfield Corporation in 1907, altered the tone of
his editorial policy regarding railroads after 1914. Capper was a candi-
date for governor at the time, and this may have made him amenable to
pressure. In April 1914 he received complaints from the Santa Fe regard-
ing editorials that were then appearing in the Capital, and late in the
month he held meetings with representatives of the line to discuss their
grievances. Although his correspondence does not indicate what tran-
spired at these meetings, two years later, on 23 August 1916, L. M. Jones,
a Santa Fe official, commended Capper for having redirected the news-
paper’s editorials and noted how the Capital’s whole policy had improved
since the 1914 meetings. Charles Gleed, who disliked Capper, often said
that he did not believe Capper was sincerely hostile to the Santa Fe and
that he thought Capper would run “the Capital in whatever way would
make him the most money.”?

There were times when advertising was so necessary to railroads that
they could not withdraw their accounts from hostile journals. In the case
of the nationally famous Life magazine, Santa Fe President E. P. Ripley
was angered because his railroad could not stop advertising in its columns.
Despite the fact that Life was, to Ripley’s way of thinking, a “socialistic
periodical,” he did not feel that it was practical to withdraw Santa Fe
advertising from it. In a letter to Gleed, Ripley wrote, “I do not believe

. . we can immolate ourselves on the altar of our principles to the
extent of refraining from the use of this advertising medium unless our
neighbors will do the same thing.” Ripley had tried to have other rail-
roads join a boycott of Life.3?

Cooperation among the railroads ultimately supplied the means for
them to exert influence after their supposed demise as political powers.
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Before discussing how they cooperated after 1908, we should take note
of two other sources of power that the railroads exercised in the days
before progressive Republicanism stopped them from being overt politi-
cal agents. W. R. Smith, general attorney for the Santa Fe in 1907,
claimed that his company employed forty full-time local attorneys in
Kansas and that these men were all politically active. The activities of
these attorneys, or so reformers claimed, caused most of the antirailroad
sentiment. In 1906 the work that Ned Loomis of the Union Pacific did
in Charles Curtis’s senatorial contest caused the Capital to remark that
Loomis hurt the best interests of his railroad by being open in his
machinations. Harking back to when George Peck had controlled Santa
Fe politics, the Capital stated that Peck had shown regard for public
opinion, but that under Loomis “the Union Pacific’s part in politics is
open and undisguised and without any attempt at dignity.”®* One can
cite numerous cases of interference on the part of railroad attorneys
during the pre-1908 period.

Another source of railroad power was the use of their deposits in local
banks. In 1911, for example, Gleed informed the treasurer of the Santa
Fe that the Fourth National Bank of Wichita should be given Santa Fe
deposits. “B. F. McLean, president of the Fourth,” Gleed wrote, “has
been and is an enormous shipper over the Santa Fe and is perhaps the
most effective man in Wichita in public affairs. He fights for his friends
and his fighting is always effective. He is locally very popular and very
strong.” McLean and the Fourth National received Santa Fe deposits.??

Cooperation among railroad officials representing the main lines in
Kansas came in two ways after 1908. First they joined together to sponsor
campaigns to improve the public image of their enterprises. Then in
1913 they combined to present a single well-financed lobby at the legis-
lative session that year. The idea of an “education campaign” to improve
the public image of the railroads dated back to 1905, when W. R. Smith
became general attorney for the Santa Fe and A. A. Hurd became its
“special attorney.” According to Ralph Faxon, administrative assistant
to Senator Long, Smith and Hurd were promoting such developments in
the hopes of reinstituting the days of George Peck.3?

In 1910 the Santa Fe Employees’ Magazine noted that all raliroads had
joined together to try to win the gratitude of the public by a campaign
in various population centers to promote the idea of the usefulness of
the railroads and to give proper information concerning freight rates.
They began to use statements by scholars in order to justify their tariffs.
For example, they circulated material compiled by Logan Grant Mc-
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Pherson, a railroad economist and lecturer at Johns Hopkins University,
to show how little the cost of transportation added to the price of articles.
At about the same time they explored the possibility of hiring Professor
E. B. Cowgill of the Department of Economics of the University of
Kansas to create a Bureau of Economic Discussion.

Gleed wrote to Santa Fe freight agent J. R. Kooniz that Cowgill’s plan
was “to secure from recognized authorities on economics, strong, terse,
timely and sound discussion of various phases of economics and sociology
for publication in such manner as to affect the convictions of the people
in favor of the railroads.” Koontz vetoed the idea, not because he disliked
it, but because he discovered that Cowgill intended to resign from the
university faculty once he had started the economics bureau, and Koontz
could not see “that his line of work, if detached from the University,
would be any improvement upon the field now covered by Mr. Jarrel and
others associated with me.” J. F. Jarrel was a reporter for various Topeka
newspapers during this period. With the development of publicity cam-
paigns, railroad attorneys could claim, as they did, that rather than trying
to influence politics through direct participation, as in the past, they were
involved in an acceptable democratic tradition of educating voters and
that they were, as Missouri Pacific attorney Balie Waggener said, “trust-
ing to the fairness of the people.”*

This did not mean that railroad officials were not still involved with
politicians and state legislatures. In 1912 Loomis of the Union Pacific
contacted the general counselors of the Santa Fe, the Rock Island, the
Missouri Pacific, and the M.K.T. railroads to “suggest the propriety of
making a change in the manner of looking after legislative matters in
. . . Kansas.” He explained that in the past, each railroad had had
representatives from its law department on hand at every session of the
legislature, but this system worked at odds for the common interests of
the railroads and caused the railroads to receive adverse publicity be-
cause of the large number of lobbyists. He recommended that a single
lobby with ample funds be created in order to eliminate the inefficient
old way of doing business.®®

His suggestion was received favorably by each of the general attorneys,
and in December 1912 Loomis chaired a meeting in Topeka at which
representatives of the railroads agreed to have a single lobby and chose
two Union Pacific attorneys to head it. They selected R. W. Blair and
Paul Walker, both of whom had had experience in lobbying. Blair and
Walker immediately set about their task by defining the common areas
of railroad interests. To defeat attempts by railroad unions to improve
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safety requirements and to write wage-and-hour legislation, they called
railway laborers from their jobs in order to oppose union leaders at
legislative hearings. They entertained key legislators and devised other
ways to affect votes on antirailroad bills.?¢

At the end of the session, after some trying experiences, Blair proudly
reported that of 150 punitive measures aimed at the railroads, only 23
had passed and only 5 of these were at all dangerous. He was exceedingly
satisfied with his accomplishments, and he suggested that at last the
railroads had found an adequate way to protect themselves. He might
well have been elated, since even a former critic of railroad meddling in
the legislative process, the Daily Capital, congratulated the companies
for having developed a new method “in marked contrast to the methods
followed . . . not many years ago.” According to the Capital, the lines
had operated without subterfuge and had argued valiantly for their
points. Such was not entirely true, but the Capital, by its comments, was
illustrating a change that had taken place in Kansas between 1906 and
1913.37

In reality, the Capital was not evidencing a tolerance of railroad prac-
tices that were based upon the nature of those practices per se. It was
demonstrating rather that the lethargy that caused the Kansas public to
become unconcerned with railroad affairs affected the editors of the
Capital as well. By 1913 other factors had replaced the rates, services,
and political machinations of the railroads as the main causes of public
unrest. Antirailroad sentiment had helped to bring about a reform
movement in Kansas, creating the necessary voting strength to put new
Republicans in office. These men then passed laws that many people
believed would put an end to railroad abuses as a live issue. Complaints
about railroad malpractices were the primary cause of reform in 1906,
but by 1913 the railroad question was secondary. Once they were in
office, reformers solved the railroad problem to the public’s satisfaction
by creating the utilities commission and by passing other laws regulating
railroad conduct. Having done this, they turned their attention elsewhere.

Before this metamorphosis occurred, a number of crucial reform waves
aimed at abuses by the railroads swept the state. The rivulets of unrest
joined with the mainstream of discontent caused by Kansas railroads in
1906. The first breaks in the dam of traditional Republicanism had come
in 1904 and 1905. These holes enlarged in 1906, and during the next
two years the whole traditional political structure gave way to the crush-
ing tide of progressive reform.
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FROM CIVIC LEAGUERS
TO SQUARE DEALERS:
KANSAS POLITICS, 1906-1908

Antirailroad agitation in Kansas, which became intense after 1905, was
helped by President Theodore Roosevelt’s willingness to support national
demands for reform of the railroads. Late in 1904 he requested regula-
tions that seemed to correspond to what the Kansas Federation of Com-
mercial Interests (K.F.CIL.) and other shippers had been demanding
since the days of populism. In response to the president’s message, the
Esch-Townshend bill and the Hepburn bill, among others, were intro-
duced into Congress. The more stringent Esch-Townshend measure died
in the Senate during the session, and in 1905 Roosevelt had to ask again
for a railroad law, specifically requesting the enactment of the Hepburn
bill.

Believing that the President would need help during the 1905-1906
session to overcome the supposedly strong bloc of railroad congressmen,
the K.F.C.I.,, spearheaded by Wichita business leaders, organized the
Kansas Civic Voters League. It was hoped that the league would be able
to pressure reluctant Kansas congressmen into aiding Roosevelt, some-
thing a majority of Kansans wanted.! The league could also do other
things. It could help to improve Kansas railroad laws, and it could con-
centrate on eliminating railroad influence from Republican politics by
controlling the state convention in 1906,
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The initiative in forming the Kansas Civic Voters League came from
the Wichita Chamber of Commerce, which issued a call to over two
thousand Kansas business leaders, asking them to attend a meeting at
Toler Auditorium in Wichita on 10 January 1906. There, according to
the invitation, a war against the railroads for “a better and more equitable
tariff than is now charged” would commence.? Plans for the meeting
were developed in late 1905, and an impressive group of national re-
formers, including Congressman Irving Lenroot of Wisconsin, Governor
George Van Sant of Minnesota, and author Ray Stannard Baker, were to
be present. These national dignitaries were to provide the keynote ora-
tory for the meeting. Lenroot was to discuss the redemption of Wisconsin
under Robert M. La Follette, and Van Sant was to speak in behalf of
Roosevelt’s program for reforming the railroads.

The main purposes of the meeting were to form the Civic League and
to adopt resolutions explaining the aims of the organization. For more
than two decades, Kansas shippers and Wichita business leaders had
tried to adjust freight rates and services to their advantages. They felt
that they had been largely ineffective. They had used political pressure
in the past through the K.F.C.I., which, despite its activities, had ac-
complished little. A tightly organized group encompassing major Kansas
shipping interests as well as important Republican political leaders had
never been tried.

The purpose at Wichita was to establish such an organization, which
would be structured in a manner similar to the political parties in the
state. As it was outlined at the Wichita meeting, the Kansas Civic Voters
League was to have ward, township, and county societies, formed pri-
marily from the memberships of local associations of merchants, farmers,
and stock raisers. Periodically, the county organizations were to send
delegates to statewide rallies. Between state meetings, an executive
committee, composed of leading business and political figures from each
of the congressional districts and from the state at large, was to conduct
league affairs.

Because the founders of the league understood the nature of political
power in Kansas, they decided to forswear help offered by some Demo-
crats at Wichita, choosing to use only Republicans in the leadership of
their organization. Although the league elected J. S. George, the top
official of the K.F.C.1., as chairman, other prominent places were assigned
to such leaders of the Republican party as Speaker of the House Walter
R. Stubbs and former Fourth Assistant Postmaster General Joseph L.
Bristow.
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During 1905 a number of Republican politicians had demonstrated
sympathy towards the demands of shippers. They were naturally viewed
as logical allies for the league. Only Bristow, among those friendly to
the shippers, showed reluctance about being closely associated with the
league, but he attended the Wichita meeting despite his reservations.
At the time, Bristow was preparing to announce his candidacy for the
United States Senate seat that would be open in January 1907. He was
uncertain in early 1906 whether the prorailroad following of Senator
Chester I. Long would endorse his candidacy. He had attacked railroad
abuses, but he did not believe that he would lose Long’s support as a
result, because they had worked together politically since 1902. Initially
his need for Long’s help probably prompted Bristow to oppose the politi-
cal activist program of the Kansas Civic Voters League. His attitude
brought forth a blast from C. L. Davidson, president of the Wichita
Chamber of Commerce, who argued that the railroads were in politics.
“If we fight the railroads effectively,” he told Bristow, “we must get into
politics . . . the field where the enemy is.” How else, he asked, could
lower rates be realized? Why else hold a meeting at Wichita, if not to
form a politically active group?®

That the K.C.V.L. was political in purpose could not be doubted. That
it planned to help nominate Republicans who would be favorable to its
cause and that it hoped to pressure other governmental officials to sup-
port its resolutions in 1906 were equally obvious. Since the success of
the league depended upon its political clout, it had to be enmeshed in
the political process. Whether it could unify its forces for the 1906
Republican State Convention was problematic early in the year. It
could, however, easily indicate the policies that its candidates would
have to advocate. Thus, several important resolutions were passed at
the Wichita meeting, including support for the position taken by Roose-
velt on the regulation of railroads in his annual message to Congress in
December 1905.%

Specifically, the league endorsed the idea of giving the Interstate
Commerce Commission the power, on its own motion or upon complaints
by shippers, to amend rates, rules, regulations, schedules, or classifications
as established by railroads if these were unjust, unreasonable, or discrim-
inatory. This power was to be subject to judicial review. The president
was to be authorized to appoint an assistant attorney general who would
register and prosecute complaints. Other resolutions opposed the grant-
ing of free transportation by the railroads to favored individuals and
supported a law to set maximum passenger fares.
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The league advocated the use of uniform bookkeeping procedures by
railroads and the investigation of railroad expenses and accounts, as well
as the enactment of laws to halt the overcapitalization of railrcads. Be-
cause railroads had played dominant roles in the Kansas convention
system, the league endorsed a party primary that would include candi-
dates for the United States Senate. As a final suggestion, a resolution
asking for a downward revision of the national tariff was agreed upon.®
This last objective was the only nonrailroad aspiration mentioned by the
league’s leadership.

Newspaper reaction to the K.C.V.L. varied. William Allen White’s
Emporia Gazette, which during 1905 had become a reform journal,
greeted the league as an organization designed to secure more equitable
railroad rates and “better legislation . . . [while] sending men to the
legislature who are not controlled by a corporation.”® In its news columns
the Topeka State Journal accorded fair coverage to the meeting, but edi-
torially it warned reformers to beware of such leaders as Stubbs and
State Representative James A. Troutman of Topeka. “In the past,” the
State Journal noted, “they have both been railroad favorites.”

The most belligerent attitude towards the Civic League was taken by
the Kansas City Journal, which was influenced by the Santa Fe. The
Journal initially labeled the Wichita meeting a “rejuvenated Farmers’
Alliance movement,” calling it a pro-Populist gathering attended by
former leaders of the People’s party. Later it chided the organization for
being a “fake agrarian movement,” stating that the Wichita conference
had been dominated by greedy jobbers from central and western Kansas
and by political opportunists. This senseless agitation was bad, wrote the
Journal's editor, because “it disturbs business conditions, creates bad
blood, and sets back the clock of progress.™

Since the K.C.V.L. intended to extend its power through Republican
politics, which meant an active role in the state convention, the reactions
of the leading Republican in the state, Senator Chester I. Long, as well
as those of his followers, were extremely significant. During the Wichita
rally, Troutman had singled out Long as one of the men in Congress who
needed to be criticized because of his favorable disposition towards rail-
roads. By inference, Troutman charged the senator with advancing the
interests of the railroads to the detriment of those of Kansas. Long, who
was a protégé of the railroads, was not anxious to run afoul of the league,
because of its potential political influence and because of its apparent
emotional effectiveness.?

Walter R. Stubbs’s connection with the Wichita rate convention (as
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the meeting that formed the league was generally called) did, however,
complicate Long’s relationship with the Civic League. Although the
action that the senator had taken in 1904 to dissolve the Kansas Republi-
can League had been a clever move at the time, Long and his faction
in the process had advanced the political career of Stubbs, who had
been chosen Republican state chairman. During the 1905 session of the
legislature, Long instructed State Representative Billy Morgan, his spokes-
man in Topeka, to support Stubbs, who had become Speaker of the
Kansas House.

In late 1905 Stubbs repaid Long’s help by launching a concerted attack
on the senator. Apparently the Speaker was angered by Long’s early
equivocations on the Hepburn bill and by the senator’s obvious collabora-
tion with railroad officials. Whatever Stubbs’s reasons, reports began to
reach Long in December 1905 to the effect that Stubbs was “constantly
pointing to [Long’s] . . . defection from the cause of the people.” One
correspondent wrote to the senator, “He is very sorry . . . that you are
against the people of Kansas and while he says you will get on the
‘bandwagon’ he says you cannot fool the people of Kansas.”'® After
receiving reports of this nature, Long, who naturally was sensitive to such
charges, decided that the time had arrived for him to oppose the state
chairman and to consummate an alliance with National Committeeman
David W. Mulvane. During 1906, as Stubbs became closely involved
with Civic League activities, his major political antagonists became Long
and Long’s supporters in Kansas.!!

His opposition to Stubbs was only one of Long’s reasons for becoming
an opponent of the K.C.V.L. The emphasis that league officials placed
on the establishment of a direct-primary system that would include
candidates for the Senate indicated to Long that a movement was under
way within the league to replace him in Congress. Although his reelec-
tion would not come until 1908, he believed that it was necessary to
block the primary, because he believed that he was nearly invincible,
within the existing party structure. Not only was Long hostile towards
the Civic League because of its insistence on a party primary; but Civic
Leaguers, once they had discovered his position on the primary, became
disenchanted with him.1?

The political power of the K.C.V.L. received its first test in May 1906
at the Republican State Convention. By then the league’s program and
its political plans had become so entwined with the destinies of indi-
vidual politicians who had joined it that their setbacks were naturally
considered defeats for the league. The failures of the league’s major
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political leaders at the state convention were attributable far more to
personal political maneuverings between January and May than to any
ideological shortcoming of the league itself. As usual, Kansas politicians
hoped to demonstrate their prowess at the state convention and to secure
as many offices as possible for their friends. In 1902 Long had helped his
senatorial candidacy this way, thereby engineering the nomination of
Governor Bailey.

In 1904 the Kansas Republican League completely dominated the state
ticket, forcing the incumbent, Governor Willis J. Bailey, to announce prior
to the state convention that he would not seek a second term. The
Republican League nominated Edward Hoch; but after the convention
the KR.L. split. The wing that included National Committeeman Mul-
vane and the old following of Senator Joseph R. Burton, as well as several
prominent railroad attorneys, parted company with Governor Hoch and
Stubbs. During the 1905 session of the legislature Stubbs alienated more
members of the Republican League, especially the so-called Senate
Lodge. Then the Speaker split sharply with Hoch over the state oil-
refinery law and over Hoch’s appointment of John Q. Royce as Kansas
bank commissioner.1®

There were other developments that increased the Stubbs-Hoch schism.
In spite of Hoch's commitment to prohibition, churchmen throughout
Kansas were highly critical of his first administration, claiming that he
failed to enforce antiliquor laws adequately. In defense of the governor,
the Topeka Daily Capital argued that Hoch was the only chief executive
since John A. Martin’s time, back in 1885, to try actively to stop the sale
of alcohol. Nevertheless, Hoch did not satisfy the drys, who were friendly
towards Stubbs.¢

Furthermore, Governor Hoch became involved in a suit between the
Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railroad Company and the federal govern-
ment over land previously granted to the line. He used the state’s
prestige in presenting a case in favor of the M.K.T. In 1905, no matter
what the merits of a railroad’s position, any attitude favorable towards
one of them was politically dangerous. Stubbs, of course, wanted to avoid
any complaint that might possibly link him even indirectly with the
“Katy.” Inaddition to the M.K.T. affair, corruption reminiscent of Bailey's
administration cropped up during Hoch’s first term. In late 1904 State
Treasurer T. T. Kelley, a Republican Leaguer of the Mulvane wing, was
charged with negligence or fraud in managing the state’s school fund.
In 1905 Hoch inherited the situation. He hired a Chicago firm to in-
vestigate the allegations, but he failed to pursue the case with the vigor
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that many Kansans expected. A cloud of distrust remained over the
treasurer’s office, and Kelley’s troubles affected Hoch’s reputation.®

The most sensational smear of the governor came a few days before
the 1906 state convention, when he allegedly made improper advances
towards Mrs. William E. Stanley, the wife of Kansas’ governor from 1899
to 1903. The story circulating at that time claimed that Hoch had at-
tempted to make love to Mrs. Stanley during an official visit by her to
the governor’s office in connection with the administration of the Kansas
Board of Charities, on which she served. The tale, of dubious accuracy,
seems to have been fashioned as a last-minute attempt to convince
Republicans that Hoch was unworthy of renomination. According to
insiders, the rumor was probably started by Hoch’s factional opponent,
Henry J. Allen® For the above reasons Stubbs was indifferent over
the question of Hoch’s renomination in 1906.

Other political changes under way during 1905 and 1906 that condi-
tioned the outcome of the 1906 state convention included the impending
imprisonment of Senator Burton. With Burton preparing to enter a
federal prison, National Committeeman Mulvane assumed leadership of
the Burton faction. Mulvane, before becoming a stalwart in the Burton
crowd, had been one of Congressman Charles Curtis’s staunchest friends,
and he had remained moderately interested in the congressman’s political
success thereafter. In 1905 Mulvane resumed a working friendship with
Curtis in order to help him secure the soon-to-be-vacated senatorial seat
of Burton. Mulvane was able to retain most of Burton’s former adherents
when he switched his loyalty to Curtis.

By early 1904, as has previously been noted, a metamorphosis within
the “machine,” as Leland’s one-time supporters were called, had taken
place. Senator Long, a leading lieutenant of the machine, was recognized
by then as the new leader of the organization. His assumption of control,
however, created a number of changes among the “machine’s” leadership.
Leland, still active in Republican affairs, was playing a lone hand politi-
cally in 1906, sometimes supporting Stubbs and the K.C.V.L., sometimes
working with Mulvane and Curtis. Another former Lelandite, William
Allen White, having dropped his allegiance to the “machine” when Long
took control, became committed to reform politics and found himself
regularly in agreement with Stubbs. White’s friend Henry J. Allen,
although he left the Leland organization at the same time that White
withdrew, refused to support Stubbs and the reformers. Allen was as
yet unreconciled to Stubbs, who, as Speaker of the Kansas House, had
been responsible for removing Allen from the Board of Charities.'?
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The political switch in 1906 that was destined to have the greatest
impact on Kansas Republicanism was Joseph L. Bristow’s split with the
Long faction. Bristow had been the only intimate friend of Cy Leland’s
to cast his fortunes with Senator Long. He had helped to arrange railroad
support for Long in the senatorial election in 1902; he ranked just behind
Morton Albaugh as a leader of Long's forces. In 1905 Bristow became
interested in filling the senate seat that Burton was to vacate. Bristow
naturally expected Long’s help, since according to the unwritten rules
of the factional arrangements in Kansas, Long was indebted to Bristow.

Unfortunately for Senator Long, he was in no position to help Bristow
then. For a number of reasons Long, even if he had wanted to, could
not afford to aid his lieutenant. Many of Long’s Kansas supporters were
opposed to Bristow’s candidacy, especially Albaugh. Moreover, by help-
ing Bristow, Long would not increase his own strength and would prob-
ably incur the hostility of the Curtis-Mulvane group. Long was, of course,
interested in an arrangement with Curtis and Mulvane. In 1906, there-
fore, Long followed an unusual course. He allowed Albaugh, Billy
Morgan, and others among his political friends to combine with Mulvane
and Curtis in order to control the Republican State Convention; but
publicly he refused to endorse Curtis’s senatorial candidacy. In this way
he could pretend, as he did, not to be using his prestige to defeat Bristow.
Although Bristow was not deceived by Senator Long’s maneuver, he did
not force Long to admit that Long’s actions were paving the way for an
eventual Curtis victory.18

The arrangement between Senator Long’s supporters and the Mulvane-
Curtis faction to control the 1906 state convention was worked out pri-
marily by Long’s faithful representative in Kansas, Morton Albaugh.
Albaugh was the one Kansas political leader in the early twentieth cen-
tury who was able to approach politics as a game of offense, to be won
or lost in line with the actions that he devised. Rather than allowing
events to develop, Albaugh, when he could, sought to master affairs and
make things happen. A political manipulator of enormous ability, he
would arrange nominations in advance of state conventions, and then,
with a powerful array of support for his slate, he would present it to the
convention for ratification.

In 1902 he had done this well and thus had contributed to Long’s
eventual election to the Senate. Two years later the Kansas Republican
League had upset his stratagems. Since reform movements disturbed
party equilibrium and hampered Albaugh’s brand of politics, he was
constitutionally opposed to such developments. Thus, in 1906 he sys-
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tematically organized the forces that were capable of defeating the Kansas
Civic Voters League and his factional enemy, Walter R. Stubbs.

To accomplish his aims Albaugh needed the support of Mulvane and
Curtis. It was relatively easy to secure their help, since both of them
wanted help from him in the impending senatorial struggle. Even if
Curtis had wished to do so, he could not have cooperated actively with
the K.C.V.L., because he wanted to retain the railroad support that had
been promised to him earlier, Rumors were also afloat that Stubbs was
the Civic Leagu€’s candidate for the Senate. Long’s faction was the most
logical source of power available to Curtis, even though Long insisted
publicly that the combination that Albaugh was arranging was not to be
construed as a group that would endorse Curtis’s senatorial ambitions.
Nevertheless, Curtis knew that the popular assumption would be that
Long was in favor of his nomination and election to the Senate.!®

Public statements issued by Civic League officials in early 1906 indi-
cated that the league would come to the state convention prepared to
force its men and its program upon the Republican party. As events
developed, such was not the case. The K.C.V.L., despite its boasts, did
not succeed in unifying the members of a number of sympathetic groups.
Furthermore, until the day before the state convention, the league’s
delegates to the convention had no specific plan of action. Grass-roots
sentiment seemed to favor the reformers, but the lack of planning and
the generally unresponsive nature of Kansas Republicanism doomed the
league’s political forces to defeat at the state gathering. Lt. Gov. W. J.
Fitzgerald, a member of the Curtis-Long combination, wrote: “If we
have a delegate convention, . . . we can beat Mr. Stubbs bad. If we
have a primary nomination . . . he will ‘mop the earth’ with us.”?

Fitzgerald’s prophecy was fulfilled at the state convention on May 2.
Stubbs, the main political figure in the K.C.V.L., in cooperation with
Bristow and Leland, succeeded in maintaining a short-lived supremacy,
nominating and electing the temporary chairman of the convention.?!
Then, the Curtis-Long coalition ground out its victory. It nominated a
slate of candidates, arranged earlier by Albaugh, for every state office
except the positions of attorney general and one of three railroad com-
missioners. In those places, two popular political figures allied to Stubbs
and the Civic League were selected. Fred S. Jackson of Eureka was
nominated for attorney general, and George W. Kanavel of Sedgwick
was selected for the position on the railroad commission.??

Otherwise, the convention went as planned by Albaugh, resulting in
a rout for the reformers and Stubbs. Edward W. Hoch, who was to have
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been ditched by Stubbs and the league if they carried the convention,
was easily renominated as the gubernatorial candidate; and the 1906
platform was distinctly antileague in its wording. The platform was
silent on such issues as the primary-election law, a law to control the
granting of railroad passes, and a law to establish a two-cent-per-mile
passenger fare.

The biggest failing of the platform, from the point of view of the
reformers, was the railroad plank. Although the platform supported the
Hepburn bill, which had already passed the House of Representatives
with nearly unanimous approval, it did not deliver a ringing declaration
in favor of national laws that would make it possible to establish rates
on the basis of railroad evaluation and that would forbid overcapitaliza-
tion by the lines. Republican reformers were particularly suspicious of
the platform, because it had been written primarily by railroad politicians
and others who were opposed to the Civic League. They understood that
this meant the continuation of regular Republicanism. The Topeka Daily
Capital expressed its disdain by labeling the platform an “old-fashioned,
point-with-pride, pledge nothing, offer nothing” program.2?

A jubilant Kansas City Journal probably added to the reformers’ distrust
by announcing that Stubbs had been “riding for a fall” and at last had
received his due.?* The capstone of suspicion was supplied by W. R.
Smith, a former justice of the Kansas Supreme Court who was general
solicitor for the Santa Fe railroad. Gloating over the “evaporation” of
Stubbs and the league, Smith remarked that Stubbs’s “last attempt to
fan . . . the extinct embers of Populism had failed miserably.”?® Smith,
though he was competent as a spokesman for the Santa Fe, was woefully
short-sighted as a political prognosticator. Despite their dismal showing
at the state convention, within two months Stubbs and the Civic League
reformers were again active in Republican affairs, this time with a new
organization and new methods for promoting their program of reform.

During May and June the Kansas Civic Voters League remained rela-
tively inactive at the state level, while its local organizations continued
to hold meetings to discuss possible action in late 1906. Then, on July
18, in response to letters sent by Thomas (“Bent”) Murdock of El Dorado,
forty officials of the Civic League gathered at the National Hotel in
Topeka. Their purpose was to reorganize the league and to secure
finances for a new campaign designed to commit the Republican party
to the goals that the K.C.V.L. had outlined at the January meeting.?¢

To accomplish this, a new body, popularly known as the Square Deal
Republican Club, was formed. Its official name—the Kansas Republican
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League or the State Republican League—was only incidental. The im-
portant aspect was the intention of its leaders to capitalize on President
Roosevelt’s inspiring campaign slogan of 1904 and to stress its Republican
orientation. When the Square Deal Club was organized, S. C. Crummer,
who replaced Stubbs as Republican state chairman in 1906, denounced
the movement and warned all Republicans who wished to remain in
good standing with the party to avoid becoming members of the splinter
group.?

Republicans, nevertheless, composed the entire membership of the
organization, with east central Kansans dominating it. State Senator
J. H. Stewart of Wichita was chairman of the July 18 meeting, and two
others from that city—Congressman Victor Murdock and C. L. David-
son, president of the Chamber of Commerce—were elected as members
of the club’s executive committee. Three prominent Topeka Republicans,
State Representative J. A, Troutman, publisher Arthur Capper, and
editor Harold Chase, were also named committee members, with Trout-
man serving as permanent chairman of the organization. Other leading
Republicans on the executive committee were Stubbs; his confederate
from Maple Hill, State Senator Jonathan N. Dolley; Bristow; and two
ardent friends of Bristow’s, State Senator Fred Quincy and J. L. Bishop
of Salina. Two of William Allen White’s political friends from Emporia,
State Representatives C. A. Stannard and George Plumb, son of former
U.S. Senator Preston B. Plumb, were also members of the executive
committee.?8

An impressive Republican leadership was one aspect of the new
organization. Another was a plan to publish a handbook that would
indicate how much support Republican candidates running for office in
the November elections intended to give to Square Deal ideals. This
tactic, which was designed to commit Republican candidates to reform,
had been unsuccessfully initiated in early July by some members of the
Civic League who circulated letters requesting office seckers to an-
nounce their positions on specific reforms. At the Square Deal meeting
in July, the club endorsed a separate plan to send questionnaires to all
Republican candidates for office and then to publish their answers in a
campaign handbook. The questionnaires, in the form of petitions from
the constituencies of candidates, asked the nominees to state their posi-
tions on the proposed primary law, the anti-pass law, a two-cent passen-
ger-fare law, and a law to create a Kansas tax commission that would
reevaluate railroad property and then tax it on the same basis as other
Kansas property.
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The questionnaires were sent to 185 Republicans during August and
September. A total of 119 replied. Then, on 23 October 1906, the results
were published by Arthur Capper’s Mail Printing House in Topeka.
According to plan, the volume, which was called The Square Deal Hand
Book, was sent to Republican voters throughout the state. Promoters
of the booklet claimed that every Republican in Kansas received a copy,
but a more realistic statement said that “as many as possible” were circu-
lated to party members at the county level.?®

The handbook caused an immediate uproar in Republican ranks; for
the first time since the days of populism, a divided Republican party
entered a general election. Those Republican candidates who refused
to answer the questionnaires denounced the handbook as a “rabbit book,”
charging that only political cowards and opportunists had answered the
inquiry. Earlier, while the questionnaires were circulating, the Kansas
City Journal suggested that the real purpose of the handbook was to
create a following that would be capable of electing Walter R. Stubbs
to the Senate in 1907.3°

This complaint, foreseen by Square Dealers, had been previously re-
buked. William Allen White, reacting to a similar charge earlier, had
stated that the idea for a list of questions to be sent to candidates for
office had originated at the January rate convention in Wichita. The
plan was revived in June by the Emporia branch of the Kansas Civic
Voters League. The prime movers behind the handbook, according to
White, were the nonpolitical members of the Civic League. Stubbs’s role
in the handbook affair and in the formation of the Square Deal Republi-
can Club was merely that of a worker for the shipping interests of Kansas
and against the railroad cause. The intention of the Square Deal reform
movement, White added, was assuredly not that of pacemaker for the
senatorial candidacy of Stubbs or anybody else.?!

Bent Murdock, one of the founders of the Square Deal Club, did not
agree. Although he refused to say that Stubbs was necessarily the candi-
date that the Square Dealers would support, he claimed that the organi-
zation would try to control the state legislature in January 1907 in order
to elect a senator who was favorable to railroad reform. Murdock, who
had been one of the earliest advocates of the Square Deal Hand Book,
was usually informed on the inner working of the reform body.3?

The most serious complaint raised against the handbook and the Square
Deal Club was the charge that Square Dealers by their activities would
cost Republican candidates numerous votes in 1906. Contradicting this
assertion, Walter R. Stubbs maintained that an endorsement by the
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handbook would be worth thirty or forty thousand votes for Republican
candidates. James A. Troutman, Square Deal chairman, countered accu-
sations that he and his organization were working against the interests
of Republicanism by claiming that the reformers were averting a mass
exodus by voters from Republican ranks.

“While the masses of the party were passing resolutions,” Troutman
said, “the fixers were setting up delegations for the purpose of disregard-
ing the popular will.” A few selfish and malignant men had created a
situation that had caused widespread discontent and threatened revolt;
and the Square Deal Republican Club had arisen to placate this feeling
and to keep the “people of Kansas, Republican by tradition and educa-
tion,” within the party. The aim of Square Dealers, Troutman concluded,
was to correct a dehorned platform and to elect Republicans by making
the party responsive to the public will. To add to the impression that
the Republican party of Kansas was a reform-oriented party, Square
Deal leaders brought Wisconsin’s reform senator, Robert M. La Follette,
to Kansas in 1906.3%

Despite the fears of some candidates, Republicans were once again
returned to office in the November elections. This time, however, their
majorities showed slight declines when compared to an average of votes
cast for Republican candidates from 1898 to 1904. Compared to the
Republican returns of 1904, when a popular presidential candidate
headed the ticket, the decrease was even larger. In 1906, E. W. Hoch
received the lowest percentage polled by a successful Republican guber-
natorial candidate in any general election in Kansas between 1890 and
1912. He received 48.2 percent of the vote, while his Democratic op-
ponent, former Senator William A. Harris, received 47.6 percent. Ob-
viously, this was not a normal midterm swing.?

Before the election a number of Republicans informed Hoch that they
would not vote for him, because they believed that he allowed corporate
influences to dominate the 1906 Republican State Convention and, con-
sequently, the Republican party. William Allen White, who had been
a staunch Republican until 1906, wrote Hoch’s opponent after the elec-
tion, “I could not see my way clear to advise people to vote for Hoch

. and yet I did not want the Democratic party as a party to win in
Kansas.”35

In appraising the causes for the poor Republican showing, the reform
press listed as prime reasons the hostility to corporate influences associ-
ated with the party and the popularity of the former Fusionist senator,
William A. Harris, who headed the Democratic ticket. The Kansas City
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Journal felt that Hoch’s poor showing was the result of less support having
been given to his candidacy by Wichita, Topeka, and Kansas City news-
papers, all of which were nominally Republican journals.3®

Considering the voting statistics from 1898 through 1912, it becomes
clear that the election in 1906 marked the beginning of a steady decline
in Republican majorities, which by 1912 had dropped sufficiently to
allow a number of reform Democrats to win office in Kansas. An immedi-
ate consequence of the 1906 election, however, was the return of the
usual Republican majority to the state legislature. This fact assured the
election of a Republican to the United States Senate in 1907, and it
meant that the Republican caucus in the state legislature would determine
which Kansas politician would next journey to Washington.

Despite the earlier statements by Bent Murdock, by late 1906 various
Square Deal personalities were disclaiming any intention of using their
club to organize the senatorial caucus and thus choose a candidate for
senator. No doubt, Square Dealers who were seeking the senatorial
position would have welcomed the endorsement of their candidacies by
the club. The fact that three men who were important in the movement
were involved in the race precluded this possibility. Moreover, other
candidates, including Curtis, Congressman Philip P. Campbell, Senator
A. W. Benson, and James F. Getty, a relatively unknown state senator
from Kansas City, had all written acceptable replies to the handbook
questionnaire.

The Square Dealers were thus neutralized. If it wished to demonstrate
its reform character, the organization could not single out any of the
candidates to endorse. The leading Square Dealers who were seeking the
office—Stubbs, Bristow, and Congressman Victor Murdock—were unable
to reach a compromise in support of the candidacy of one of them.
Consequently, the man least acceptable to the reformers, Charles Curtis,
won the nomination of the Republican legislative caucus, and therefore
the election, in 1907.

Regardless of the lack of a well-organized opposition, the selection of
Curtis was no simple matter. The struggle for the Senate seat had begun
months before Senator Joseph R. Burton resigned in June 1906 to enter
a federal prison. Initially, Bristow and Curtis were the only Republicans
discussed as candidates. When Burton resigned, some people, unaware
of the Stubbs-Hoch rift, speculated that the governor would appoint
Stubbs to fill Burton’s seat until the legislative session in 1907. This
would have given Stubbs an edge when the regular selection was made.
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At the time, Stubbs was not avowedly a candidate, but many politicians
considered him as such.

Hoch, angered by reports that Stubbs had actually tried to stop his
renomination at the state convention and still smarting over their dif-
ferences of opinion on the refinery law, did not intend to appoint Stubbs.
To avoid becoming involved in this intraparty struggle, the governor
decided to select a candidate who was not associated with any wing of
the party. In the atomized Republican organization in Kansas such a
resolve proved difficult to keep. Hoch finally found an ideal person to
appoint in F. D. Coburn, a man widely acclaimed for his work as secretary
of the Kansas Department of Agriculture. But Coburn, having reached
old age, declined the offer. Then Hoch, apparently willing to incur
Stubbs’s ire, delivered what Charles Sessions, the governor’s private secre-
tary, considered a “solar plexus blow” to Stubbs. Hoch chose Judge
A. W. Benson of Ottawa, a resident of Stubbs’s home congressional dis-
trict, to replace Burton.??

If Stubbs had not been a candidate for the Senate prior to the appoint-
ment of Benson, as his close friends claimed, it became apparent there-
after that he wanted the position. Stubbs’s chances of being elected in
January 1907 were decidedly hurt by the interim appointment of Benson.
The fact that he did not undertake a concerted effort to win the nomina-
tion of the Republican caucus until December of 1906 further aggravated
his situation. From June until November little public attention was
directed towards the senatorial contest, because the Square Deal move-
ment and then the general elections occupied the attention of the press.

The first important development in the race came in December, when
Senator Long, who had previously refused to endorse Curtis, quietly told
his friends not to help any candidate for the Senate other than Curtis.
Actually, there was no need for Long to give definite instructions to
support Curtis, since most of his followers were doing so already. Never-
theless, he chose a strange way to state his position. He did not instruct
his friends to help Curtis, but rather he told them not to help anyone else.
Long’s support of Curtis probably indicated that by December the
Topekan had received the final approval of the major Kansas railroads
for his elevation to the Senate.?®

Other developments in connection with the senatorial race during
December were interesting if not particularly important in determining
the outcome. Bristow, unaware of Long’s advice to his supporters, still
sought Long’s aid, writing a number of supplicating letters to Long’s
associates. A rumor during the month had it that Bristow, Murdock, and

81



Stubbs had finally agreed upon a single candidate. Another maintained
that Stubbs, though working hard for the position, really planned to with-
draw from the campaign and back Murdock. None of these contingencies
developed. Nor did the proposed candidacy of former Governor Willis J.
Bailey. In early December, Bailey indicated that he would enter the
senatorial contest. His statements to this effect prompted William Allen
White to write Bailey that not only would his candidacy hurt their mutual
friend Joseph Bristow, but that it would help elect their common enemy
Curtis.??

In spite of White’s concern, and although the Emporian managed to
keep Bailey from seeking the nomination, Curtis could not be defeated
in 1907. Professional political observers at the Republican caucus claimed
that Long’s support ultimately carried Curtis into office, since the con-
gressman “was not particularly strong in the . . . legislature” that elected
him. The disorganized nature of the opposition to Curtis, according to
this view, had made Long’s delegation the deciding factor. By working
through legislators who were allied with the Long faction, Albaugh
arranged for the election of J. S. Simmons of Dighton as Speaker of the
Kansas House on January 7. “The speakership fight,” Albaugh later as-
serted, “won the Senatorial fight” There were a number of candidates
for the Speaker’s chair, including Simmons, Cy Leland, J. W. Creech,
and C. A. Stannard, the Square Deal candidate. Simmons won because
of the votes of representatives belonging to the Long and the Curtis-
Mulvane factions.*®

The men who voted for Simmons gave Albaugh, who was handling
arrangements for Curtis, a nucleus of strength for the senatorial race
four days later. Having managed to secure cooperation among these
representatives in the Simmons election, Albaugh had little trouble in
commanding their support for Curtis on January 11. Because there were
125 representatives and only 36 senators in the caucus, the nucleus of
House members that Albaugh controlled was nearly a majority. In spite
of this, the selection of Curtis did not come on the initial ballot. A num-
ber of men favorable to Curtis had been instructed to cast their first
votes for other candidates. According to Albaugh, he and F. Dumont
Smith, the leader of support for Curtis among state senators, agreed that
these legislators should first vote for the other candidates and then, on
the second or third ballot, switch their support to the Topekan.

The final agreement was that the deadlock would be broken on the
third tally, with legislators favorable to Curtis switching when the teller
reached the C’s. The break developed as planned, but Curtis still lacked
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a majority and was not nominated until the fourth ballot was cast. His
election later, on January 22, which was a formality, gave him the re-
maining term of Burton and another six years beginning in March.
Republican tradition had been for caucuses to make the nominations
unanimous, but in 1907 that tradition was broken. Stubbs, who was a
member of the House, refused to vote for Curtis.#?

The election of Curtis should not have come as a surprise to the dis-
organized reform group, which was strong on rallies and resolutions but
shy on effective preparations in crucial elections. Although Albaugh’s
contribution must be considered, Curtis was a highly competent politician
in his own right. During his unsuccessful senatorial campaign in 1903,
a Topeka State Journal reporter wrote this glowing account of Curtis’s
effectiveness as a politician:

Charles Curtis . . . is undersize and does not approach the
schoolgirl’s dream of a statesman. He has hair as black as the
darkest night, a nut-brown skin with the glow of health upon it,
and eyes which possess the power of looking straight through a
representative. There is no man in Kansas who knows so much
about every one. For instance, this is the way Mr. Curtis greets
a short grass statesman, who has just arrived in Topeka: “Why,
hello, Jim how are you? How are the folks? And your uncle,
old Fred Siftings, who lived down in the bend in the creek, how
is he? And Jerry, your youngest boy; how is he doing in school
this year? I understand that he still tops his class. Your wife
was looking especially well when I last saw her, and I hope she
is still hearty and good looking.” And he goes on this way until
he has threshed over the pedigree of the whole family, and all
the time he is holding on to the representative’s hand and looking
into his eyes with that piercing gaze, which could convince a
stone image of his sincerity. When Mr. Curtis finally does let go
of the hand that man is pretty apt to leave with the resolution
that he will vote for Curtis if he can ever get out from under his
instructions.*?

In the day of indirect election of senators, informality and a wide ac-
quaintance with state legislators were good senatorial politics.

Moreover, Curtis was not the béte noire that William Allen White
described him as being in his highly imaginative autobiography. The
senator was susceptible to popular pressures and often worked for ob-
jectives that the majority of Kansas Republican voters approved of. He
was unwilling to stake his political future on the whims of reformers,
and in this sense he was an opponent of reform. Nevertheless, he was a
moderate opponent during most of the Progressive Era. His election in

83



1907, despite charges made by reformers, was less a victory for the rail-
roads than Long’s election in 1903 had been; and if corporate interests
significantly influenced the 1907 legislature, Curtis received their support
because he offended them less than the other candidates. The railroads
backed him by default rather than by design.*?

Considering the nature of the laws enacted by the 1907 legislature, it
is hard to find absolute proof that corporations dominated it. Neverthe-
less, they did seem to manage the session to some degree. Charles Gleed,
who was the publisher of the Kansas City Journal, a director of the Santa
Fe, and a biennial corporation lobbyist in Topeka, responded to com-
plaints from Chicago financial groups concerning the reforms of the 1907
legislature by defending that body. Gleed argued that the legislature,
rather than having attempted to destroy property or make radical changes,
had tried to correct inequalities and irregularities. He added, “As a

matter of fact, . . . I personally have very pleasant recollections of the
session that . . . has just passed.”** Gleed was never pleased by mean-
ingful reforms.

In 1907 Governor Hoch had gone before the legislature to request all
of the laws that he had endorsed in The Square Deal Hand Book and
other reform legislation that was being tested or enacted throughout the
United States. Specifically, Hoch asked for a primary law, an anti-pass
law, a two-cent passenger-fare law, and a law to create a Kansas tax
commission. To better enforce prohibition, the governor requested that
a board of control be created. He also sought extension of the powers
of the railroad board, asking that telephone and telegraph companies be
brought under its control and that added funds be appropriated so that
the tax commission could reassess railroad property.*®

Stung by his poor showing in the general election, Hoch hoped to
refurbish his image by having his second legislative session be as pro-
ductive as his first. The Kansas legislature, performing in its usual
fashion, moved too slowly for the governor, and in late February he
appeared before the body a second time. Criticizing the lawmakers for
only bothering with “local legislation,” he urged them to respond to the
demands then engulfing Kansas. “The people believe,” Hoch said, “that
free railroad transportation is a species of favoritism which . . . tends to
corrupt politics. . . . I think this legislature will not adjourn until it

. abolishes the free pass.” Fearful that other laws recommended in
his annual message would not be enacted, he repeated his earlier requests
almost to the letter. The primary law, he stressed, was exceedingly im-
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portant. In March, he appeared once more before the Kansas House to
demand that a primary law be passed.*®

By then most of his earlier proposals had been enacted into law. A tax
commission had been created, and an anti-pass law and a law establish-
ing maximum freight rates had been passed. The legislature had enacted
a two-cent passenger-fare law, but not in a form that completely satisfied
the governor or the reformers. A party-primary law had failed.

The Anti-pass Law enacted by the Kansas legislature was the result of
criticism from 1900 onward of the railroad practice of granting free
transportation to politicians and newspapermen and to their families.
According to popular opinion, railroads managed to control state politics
in this fashion. Nelson 1. Case, a local politician from southeastern
Kansas, considered the pass “the most effective measure for corrupting

. . . local politicians ever inaugurated.”” The Kansas Knocker, a maga-
zine published briefly in Topeka in 1900, remarked, “It isn’t courtesy that
prompts a railroad company to give free transportation to judges, legis-
lators and other officials.”™®

Actually, by 1907 railroads no longer favored the granting of free
passes, although they claimed that they were forced to continue the
practice that had once been advantageous to them. By then the railroads
had developed subtler ways of influencing judges and legislators, and they
frowned on having to be criticized for using an obsolete practice. Ac-
cording to one newspaper account, the railroads had encouraged the
enactment of the law that forbade free transportation. Many regular
Republicans fought the bill, but in spite of their efforts, it became law,
effective 1 January 1908. Hearty congratulations from railroad officials
to state officials greeted its proclamation then.*?

The other important piece of legislation enacted in 1907 was that
creating the Kansas State Tax Commission. The most immediate reason
for its passage was Square Deal agitation for the reassessment of railroad

“holdings and the taxing of them on the same basis as other Kansas prop-
erty. In 1905, in his message to the legislature, Governor Hoch had
mentioned the need to revise the Kansas tax structure, but the idea for
a tax commission had originated much earlier.

In the 1880s State Treasurer Samuel T. Howe had recommended a
commission in his annual report. In 1901 a special commission was ap-
pointed by the legislature to investigate inequities in Kansas taxes and
to suggest how they could be eliminated. In 1902 this body filed a lengthy
report with the legislature, but the tax commission that it recommended
was not created. In 1907, when railroad problems abetted other reform
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sentiments, proponents of the commission were able to have such a body
established.5°

In consequence, a three-man tax commission headed by former Treas-
urer Howe was constituted. In 1907 it reassessed Kansas property, in-
creasing taxable assets in the state by two billion dollars, from 0.5 billion
to 2.5 billion; but it also lowered the mill levy in Kansas from 8.5 to 4.5
per dollar value. Although in reassessing the property of the railroads,
the commission raised their assessments and taxes, the railroads wound
up contributing less than previously to the total sum collected from the
property and real estate tax. This situation was the result of even greater
increases in assessments and taxes on other properties. Although many
politicians expected immediate complaints due to the commission’s work
in 1907, criticism of its operation was slight.5*

Not only was Governor Hoch active during the 1907 legislative session,
but after the session closed in March, he supported other objectives
favored by reformers. With the help of Attorney General Fred Jackson
and two members of the legal department of the Kansas State Temper-
ance Union—]John Marshall and J. K. Codding—he began a “vigorous
campaign” to enforce the state’s liquor laws. This campaign, Attorney
General Jackson claimed, drove the open saloon from Kansas, although
liquor was still being dispensed illegally from homes and drug stores.5

The governor’s most popular action in 1907 was the Two-cent Passenger
Fare Law. The legislature, compromising with railroad attorneys, passed
a watered-down version of the bill that reformers wanted. The law
provided for the sale of mileage rate books issued in two forms, one for
five hundred and one for twenty-five hundred miles of railroad transpor-
tation at $10.00 and $50.00, respectively. The former could only be used
on one line, while the latter could be used interchangeably on all rail-
roads crossing Kansas. This met the demand of a vocal pressure group,
the United Commercial Travelers of America. The majority of those who
wanted to reform the railroads, including most Square Dealers and, in
this instance, Governor Hoch, were not impressed by the law.

In mid 1907 the reformers began to urge Hoch to call a special session
of the legislature so that a law could be enacted to set a flat fare of two
cents per mile. Hoch opposed the idea of an extra session, preferring
instead another method to secure the reduction in passenger rates. Other
states had passed two-cent-fare laws and had found them blocked by
railroad actions in federal courts. Hoch decided that the desired results
could best be secured by having the Kansas Railroad Commission issue a
decree forcing the lines to provide fares of two cents per mile. On
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August 22 he asked the commission to take this action. After two weeks
of hearings, the commission ordered the reduction, but the railroads
warned that they would not obey the order when it became effective in
October.?

In response to their challenge, Hoch indicated that perhaps a special
session would be necessary to deal with the recalcitrant lines. Reporters
covering the exchanges between the governor and railroad attorneys
claimed that Hoch’s statement regarding his convening of the legislature
caused the political friends of Senator Long to flock to the Topeka head-
quarters of the railways. Long and his supporters feared a special session,
since it might enact a primary law. Supposedly, they pleaded with rail-
road officials to accept the new fare in order to avoid the action that the
governor threatened. On October 2, perhaps as a result of pressure
from their friends, railroad leaders allowed the commission’s order to go
into effect, but they immediately filed suit against the new rates in the
United States District Court at Kansas City. This suit dragged on for
years, and in 1914 it was settled in favor of the railroads.>*

The two-cent-fare victory was universally cheered by the reform press
in 1907. Yet even this accomplishment did not quiet criticism that had
been present in reform journals since the close of the regular session of
the legislature. Dissatisfied, in spite of the fact that many of their ideas
had become law, reform editors demanded that a primary election be
held in 1908. Like their reform allies, they feared that without the
primary their opponents would continue to control the Republican party
and the key positions on the Republican ticket. In the reformers’ minds
one office—that of U.S. Senator—had become extremely important as a
symbol of a successful future for their beliefs. In 1908 Senator Long
stood for reelection. If the reformers could defeat him, victory in Kansas
would seemingly be theirs. If Long won, chances were that the reform
impetus would stall. Long’s position was so secure within the established
party framework that reform leaders believed that he could be defeated
only in a primary election. Chances for a primary seemed poor in late
1907.

The Square Deal movement itself had begun to flounder midway
through the year. Immediately after the legislature had adjourned, there
had been a good deal of activity among local clubs, and a state executive
meeting had been held in April. Jonathan N. Dolley replaced James A.
Troutman as chairman of the executive committee, but a statewide
reform rally was deferred until Senator Robert M. La Follette could be
secured as a speaker. Talk of a Square Deal slate of candidates for 1908
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was dismissed as ineffectual until a primary law could be passed. After
April, little public attention was given to the Square Dealers.5s

The Square Deal movement, then, and reform in general had come
to rest on one issue. Either a primary would be held, which would allow
reformers a chance to elect their candidates, or the forces of conservatism
would continue to prevail in the state. Governor Hoch momentarily held
the key to the future of reform. Only he could call a special session of
the legislature at which a primary law might be enacted. In late 1907,
White, Stubbs, Bristow, and a host of others began to demand that the
governor convene a special session of the legislature to consider a primary
bill.
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BRISTOW AND THE BIRTH
OF THE PROGRESSIVE REPUBLICAN
FACTION, 1908

“The grotesqueness of our conference rose in my mind. . . . Here was a
pleasant, kindly spoken, innocuous, elderly gentleman [Joseph L. Bris-
tow], . . . another boisterous, well meaning person [Walter R. Stubbs],
...youand I ... we four and no more sitting in a calm state making
a Governor and Senator.”™ Thus did William Allen White, small-town
newspaper publisher, companion of presidents, spokesman of “uplift”
Republicanism in the Middle West, describe a small, secret meeting in
Topeka that gave birth to the powerful progressive faction within the
Republican party of Kansas.

In a more immediate and tangible sense, however, the conference that
White was recalling to Topekea Daily Capital editor Harold Chase resulted
in an agreement between two leading Republican reformers, Walter R.
Stubbs and Joseph L. Bristow. According to the understanding reached
in Topeka, Bristow, a former fourth assistant postmaster general, would
run as the reform candidate in the 1908 senatorial primary, while Stubbs,
a former Republican state chairman and former Speaker of the Kansas
House of Representatives, would seek the gubernatorial nomination.

The need for the secret gathering arose in early 1908, after reform
forces had secured the long-desired party primary as part of the state’s
political system. Certain that only division within the ranks of the re-
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formers could defeat their cause in a contest before the voters, White
had labored assiduously since mid 1907 to unify the powerful groups
headed by Stubbs and Bristow. Initially, neither man had demonstrated
much of an inclination to compromise on the 1908 senatorial election,
although a similar split had hurt the reformers’ chances in the senatorial
caucus in January 1907, which Charles Curtis won. Fortunately for the
reform faction, Stubbs began to recognize early in 1908 that he could
not remain a political force in Kansas if he, too, did not help to foster
unity. Thus he yielded the senatorship to the ever-adamant Bristow and
accepted what he felt was the less desirable opportunity—to be governor
of Kansas.?

The popularity of reform, the fear of defeat, and the establishment
of the party primary made it easier for White and Chase to accomplish
the diflicult task of bringing Bristow and Stubbs together. The party
primary, which supplied the linchpin of unity in this case, was an issue
that Kansas reformers had championed from 1904 onward. But in the
last few months of 1907, because they understood that the public favored
reform, the primary had become the absolute route to victory. The
primary would allow reformers to overcome the stranglehold that con-
servatives had held on the state-convention system.? Obviously, they did
not wish to waste the primary by continuing to be divided within their
own ranks.

Republicans first endorsed the statewide primary in their 1904 platform.
In the legislative sessions of 1905 and 1907 they had failed to enact a
primary law, mainly because Senator Chester 1. Long and his supporters
had opposed it. At the time of the 1906 state convention, when the
senator managed to stop the party from reendorsing the idea of a primary,
he wrote that he was interested in blocking it as a statewide affair be-
cause two classes of men—demagogues and the very rich—would other-
wise have special advantages in Republican affairs. “I do not belong
to either class,” he noted, “although it is not from a personal standpoint
that I object to the state primary.” His opposition, or so he said, stemmed
from the fact that the primary would be unfair to western Kansas.t

Long knew, of course, that his own strength in Republican politics lay
in that part of the state. When it appeared that a primary law might pass
during the 1907 legislature, he claimed that he did not fear going before
the voters to seek reelection. “But,” he added, “if the representatives of
the small western counties have any regard for their interests, they will
never consent to such a proposition. It would take from [these] . . .
districts their present power in the legislature in the nomination of a
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senator, but they would still be expected to furnish the votes to elect
him.” This he thought was wrong, because the Republicans who elected
the officials should be the ones who nominated them. “They ought not,”
he concluded, “be compelled to take the instructions of the people of the
large eastern counties.”™

Long thus opposed the primary because of its impact upon western
Kansas and because it would harm his own interests. By 1907 the Long
faction, in alliance with supporters of Curtis, controlled the existing party
machinery; and in a struggle for delegates under the convention system,
their combined forces seemed certain to renominate Senator Long. But
many Republicans who opposed the primary law had less to lose than
Long had, and they offered complaints that were less selfishly motivated.
Charles Gleed, a conservative railroad and telephone official in Kansas,
feared it as an overextension of democracy. “My opinion,” he once
remarked, “is that the people should not be asked to vote on any matters
they know nothing about” Regarding the primary, he stated:

I am against any law which restricts United States Senators to
those who nominate themselves and go from door to door de-
scribing their fitness for the position. The result of that method
will always be found to give us men like Jeff Davis of Arkansas.
I stick to the principle that this is a representative form of gov-
ernment and when it ceases to be such I hope for a first-class
monarchy. Any pure democracy has always meant trouble.®

A more graphic denunciation of the primary was rendered by attorney
William P. Hackney of Winfield, who called the law “a fraud designed
by wealth and intelligence in order to eliminate Republicans and Negroes
from Politics.” “Oh! the ghouls,” he added, “how mercilessly they
torment the great souls of Washington, Hamilton, Marshall, Lincoln, and

. . all the other great men.”?

The advocates of the primary had their arguments as well, and they
were able to approximate the temper of the early twentieth century far
better than their opponents. They favored the primary because it in-
creased democracy, that hoary tenet which they said had influenced the
aims of the Founding Fathers and all American development since 17786.
Their main contention was that the primary improved the quality of men
who sought office and that it eliminated corruption and the opportunity
for corruption. “I cannot now tell you,” wrote progressive Republican
J. N. Dolley, “how corrupt, how vicious, how high-handed, how subver-
sive of good morals, how rotten, the old convention system was!” He
added:
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The inside workings of state conventions and midnight conclaves
leading up thereto have never been told. . . . It may suffice to
say that cliques and cabals representing the corporations, the
special interests and those who have fattened at public expense
had manipulated caucuses, county conventions and state conven-
tions, legislatures and congresses and traded and dickered and
trafficked in political candidacies and policies for a generation,
and the people had no remedy. . . . The natural leader of men,
the man of character, the man who stands for something, will
count for more under the new dispensation than ever.®

To a man, Stubbs, Bristow, White, and other leaders of the Square Deal
movement agreed with this appraisal. But their advocacy of the measure
had a more practical reason. Having won public confidence, they needed
a method to translate public support into political power. The primary
law, passed in late January 1908, gave them this opportunity.?

The special session of the state legislature that enacted the primary
law was called by Governor Edward W. Hoch after intense pressure
from various groups had forced him to act on their demand. Initial agi-
tation for the session started during the controversy over the two-cent
passenger rate in mid 1907. But action by the railroad commission
negated this reason. Then, late in the year, Stubbs, White, and their
allies opened a campaign for an extra session at which a primary law
might be enacted. As late as 20 December 1907, Governor Hoch opposed
the idea, noting that invariably such sessions were failures.1®

There were suggestions that the Republican state committee issue a
call for a statewide primary when the state committee met on 28 Decem-
ber 1907. Stubbs, Daniel R. Anthony, Jr., and others supported this idea.
But Mort Albaugh, Billy Morgan, and David Mulvane blocked the
proposal at the meeting.!? The only alternative available after this was
the special session. During the first week of January 1908 pressure on
Hoch became intense; with all other avenues closed, the governor gave
in and issued a call for the legislature to convene at Topeka on 16 January.

Reformers who supported the primary law were not the only people
who were trying to force the governor to act. The bank panic of 1907
made itself felt in the state late in the year, and beginning in November,
a number of Kansas bankers requested a special session, in which a law
to guarantee bank deposits might be enacted. For more than a decade,
“radicals” in Kansas had supported such a measure, and more recently,
nearby states had begun to consider similar proposals. Not until the
panic of 1907, however, did moderate Republicans champion the guar-
anty plan. Then worry over financial conditions in the state brought
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them to the idea; and the panic, rather than quieting the clamor for a
special session as Senator Long had predicted it would, increased it.
Albaugh, the senator’s right-hand man, had been sure that this would
happen, since “radical agitators” would invariably blame economic mis-
fortune on the railroads, Wall Street, and various other intangible octopi.1?

But so-called radicals were not the only ones who were interested in
the session because of the banking crisis; as letters to the governor indi-
cated, the country banker and his small-town business associates were
the “agitators” in this instance. In a letter typical of those received by
Governor Hoch, Belleville banker M. C. Polley wrote: “It seems to me
that the recent panic has caused a stagnation in business and a lack of
confidence in depositors.” This lack of faith, Polley suggested, would be
overcome if the state legislature reconvened and quickly passed a law to
guarantee bank deposits.13

Hoch had a number of proposals to make to the special session, which
met from January 16 to January 30; but the main parts of his message
dealt with the primary law and the bank-deposit guaranty law. And
although the legislature enacted some of his other suggestions, they spent
the major part of their fourteen days considering the two proposals that
Hoch stressed. Despite the governor’s efforts, the deposit guaranty law
was not enacted.1

The primary law was the major question raised in the session. In his
message Hoch stressed the need to have a direct statewide primary that
would apply in 1908. “All the people of Kansas,” he said, “should decide
if the progressive movement for good government in the state is to go on.”
Rumors that Senator Long’s friends planned to pass a measure that would
not be operative until 1910 caused the governor to warn that the law
should take effect immediately.15

Ironically, although Hoch, White, Bristow, and Stubbs were the men
most responsible for the enactment of a primary law in Kansas, they
could not claim credit for its wording. The bill, which finally was passed
in late January, was fashioned largely by the friends of Senator Long,
although they did not defer its operation, as it had been rumored that
they would.

On January 15 Long publicly endorsed the measure in a letter to the
Topeka Daily Capital. Albaugh had informed him a few days earlier
that the bill would pass. Characteristically, after he had been informed
that the primary law would undoubtedly be passed, Long set about to
determine its final form so that his own interests might be helped. First,
he recommended that the primary election be held late in 1908, in
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August, after the Republican National Convention. In this way he felt
that his candidacy would be enhanced, because, as he wrote Albaugh,
the national party would undoubtedly nominate “William H. Taft or
some candidate for President . . . classed in the public mind as . .
conservative.” “The platform,” he added, “will then be known and I
think the people will realize that the things Mr. Stubbs stands for are in
fact in the Democratic platform rather than in the Republican.”¢

Another stipulation that Long made to his followers in the legislature
was that the law be worded so that the senatorial nomination would be
based on the majority or plurality of legislative districts in the state. In
this way, western Kansas, though less populous than the eastern section,
would dominate the senatorial primary. Long also instructed his sup-
porters to insist on the provision that delegates to the national convention
continue to be selected in the traditional way at state and congressional
conventions.!”

The primary law that was passed by the special session was a simple
arrangement somewhat similar to those adopted by forty-four other states
during this period. It provided that all candidates for state and congres-
sional offices were to be nominated on the basis of a majority or plurality
of votes at the August primary. The candidate for senator was to be
chosen, as Long had instructed, by the votes cast in legislative districts.
Long also recommended that the people be allowed to express their
choice for senator later, at the November election, and the primary law
made this possible. It provided that each candidate for the state legis-
lature could register his preference for senator at the time of the general
election. In this way the candidates were to be pledged to vote for the
man they endorsed. It was assumed that the senatorial candidate who
received the most endorsements would be the victor at the party primary,
but legally the legislators were not bound by the choice made by the
voters in the primary. Only their honor committed them to the senatorial
candidate chosen in the primary.!8

In spite of the fact that desirable features for a primary law had been
debated extensively, there were defects in the law that was passed. For
one thing, the secret ballot was not made mandatory. For another, there
were no provisions for registering voters in a specific party, so that a
voter could choose whichever party ballot he wished. In 1908 Republi-
cans in Kansas could see few advantages in the “open primary.” Prior
to the election, Fred Jackson, the progressive Republican who was serving
as attorney general of the state, decided that a voter could be forced to
file an oath attesting to his party affiliation if he were challenged. Jackson
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added that the oath was not legally binding on the voter, but that it was
a moral obligation that each person undertook. Hoch summed up the
fear that Republicans had of the “open primary” when he said that it
would damage party solidarity and perhaps eliminate parties entirely.1?

In the eyes of most of the proponents of the primary law, the legislation
passed in 1908 was flawless. For the reformers it meant that they would
control the Republican party and that their leaders would be elevated
to important public offices. Almost as soon as Governor Hoch signed the
bill, the leaders of the Square Deal movement were able to agree on
candidates for senator and governor. Because of William Allen White’s
persistence and Stubbs’s realism, Bristow was approved as the reformer
who would seek the senatorial nomination. According to these men, the
contest would be the premier struggle between reform Republicanism
and the forces of conservatism. Bristow’s adversary in the race, Chester
L. Long, had hoped that both Bristow and Stubbs would oppose him. He
found solace in the selection of Bristow since he believed that Stubbs
would be a far more formidable opponent. Nevertheless, he did expect
a difficult and distasteful contest with his former ally.2°

The opinions of Long and his followers about Bristow as a reformer
conditioned their belief that he would be easier to defeat than Stubbs.
Despite earlier claims that Bristow was an up-to-date version of the
former Populist senator William A. Peffer, neither Long nor his supporters
felt that Bristow, their one-time associate, was a sincere advocate of
change. In their view he was a political fortune hunter, one who was
interested in office for the office’s sake alone; and, as such, they were
certain that he could be discredited publicly.

They based this belief on Bristow’s correspondence with Long in early
1906. Unable to secure Long’s support in the senatorial race that was
unfolding that year, Bristow wrote the senator that without the aid of
Long’s friends, his only hope for victory was “to make a crusade through-
out the state against the railroads and corporations.” Adding that al-
though he did not want to do this, as affairs stood, he felt compelled to
do so0.22

Bristow had the reputation of being cool and aloof, which also indi-
cated to Long’s associates that Long would beat him. Although they
admitted that Bristow could be an effective stump speaker who would
sway some voters, they felt that his inability to project a warm, com-
passionate image hurt him as the self-styled “popular candidate.” One
opponent had written on an earlier occasion that Bristow had admirers
but few supporters.2®
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In 1908, however, personality defects that might normally have ended
the career of a man like Bristow were to work to his advantage. In a
number of middle western states, revolts against traditional, glad-hand-
ing Republican politicians were under way, and earnest, humorless men
were replacing them. Bristow was essentially one of these dour char-
acters, having been described by a friend as a man whose earnestness
was almost tragic, a man who became unspeakably pathetic when he
tried to assume a light and jovial manner.2*

Bristow was a newspaper publisher in his early years, but after 1895
his career as a journalist was frequently interrupted as he became involved
in Republican politics at the state level. In 1894, when he had been an
unsuccessful candidate for the Fifth Congressional District nomination,
he became connected with Cy Leland, who promoted him to secretary of
the Republican State Central Committee. In 1895 Governor E. N. Morrill
appointed Bristow as his private secretary. But it was during the free-
silver campaign in 1896 that he made his biggest political advance. That
year, while serving as secretary to the Republican State Central Commit-
tee, he helped to plan the presidential campaign in Kansas. He met
William McKinley and apparently became friendly with the future
president. His acquaintanceship served him well, because in 1897, when
McKinley was filling minor federal offices, he appointed Bristow to be
fourth assistant postmaster general, reportedly over Senator Mark Han-
na’s opposition.?®

Bristow gained national prominence for his work in the postal service.
In 1900 he was sent to Cuba to investigate charges of fraud in the postal
system established there after the Spanish-American War. During his
investigation he reportedly ran afoul of Senator Hanna, since Hanna had
placed a number of his friends in the Cuban office, and Bristow had
accused them of fraud. Hanna pressured McKinley to have Bristow
removed, but the president, wishing to upgrade the quality of public
life on the island, stood staunchly by Bristow. Hanna’s appointees ‘were
subsequently jailed.?®

Bristow’s effort received widespread attention in the national press and
particularly in Kansas. He earned a reputation for being a fearless in-
vestigator and a simon-pure politician. Thus, when the hint of scandal
arose again in the Post Office Department in 1903, he was chosen to
investigate it. When President Theodore Roosevelt appointed him, he
told Bristow to seek “the whole truth.” He said that he “cared not a rap
who [was] hit.”??

But Roosevelt was a politician as well as a crusader; therefore, when
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Bristow’s investigations showed that a number of important congressmen
were implicated, thus interfering somewhat with Roosevelt’s presidential
plans in 1904, Roosevelt had had enough. He decided that corruption
had been eliminated from the postal service, and although he commended
Bristow for his excellent work, he condemned him for being overzealous.
Roosevelt wrote to the postmaster general, Ethan Allen Hitchcock, that
Bristow had been so carried away that the post-office inspectors under
Bristow had “proceeded upon the assumption that there was fraud every-
where and made reports that were not backed up by the facts, with the
result that it was both humiliating and harmful.”?8

In January 1903 Bristow resigned from the Post Office Department
under pressure from Congress and the president. He later said that he
had not wished to leave office but had felt compelled to do so. Feeling
that Bristow had been misused, another Kansas appointee in Washington
wrote home: “One day theyre it, and the next day nowhere.?® In a
letter to Senator Long, Roosevelt later denied that he had forced Bristow
to resign, stating that it was absurd to pay heed to such stories.’® After
he had resigned, Bristow was appointed to a commisson that was investi-
gating the handling of contracts for the construction of the Panama Canal.
In the course of his inquiries he journeyed to the Canal Zone, where he
wrote a number of reports regarding aflairs there. After having com-
pleted his work in Panama, he returned in late 1905, hoping to secure
another federal appointment. He made an unsuccessful bid for the
Senate in 1906.3!

Bristow’s campaign in 1908 was conditioned by the antirailroad fever
that was running high then. Politicians all over Kansas had to “get right”
on the railroad issue. Among other things, “getting right” meant support-
ing President Roosevelt in his advocacy of the Hepburn bill. Senator
Long was the first important Kansas officeholder to feel the need to do
this.

In late 1905 the Wichita Chamber of Commerce, as well as other
commercial clubs in Kansas, asked Long to state his position on railroad
reform. Apparently caught unprepared by the request, Long marked
time by claiming that out of courtesy he should not make a statement
while the Senate was conducting hearings on the question of amending
the Interstate Commerce Commission Act. His answer displeased Kan-
sans. Other senators were stating their opinions, the president of the
Wichita Chamber of Commerce told him, adding that he didn’t think
that “‘senatorial courtesy’ (whatever that may mean) demands silence
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from a man when his constituents are asking for him to speak on a public
question of this kind.”32

Long avoided making a statement until he could find out what attitudes
some of his leading supporters—primarily Kansas railroad attorneys—
were expressing regarding the proposed legislation. Because they ap-
peared to be opposed to the Hepburn bill, Long found it necessary to
return to the state and convince them that widespread support for
stronger railroad regulation necessitated his favoring it. Long’s friends
reminded him of what he well knew, that since 1903 it had been “whis-
pered about that ‘the allied money power’ supplied [him] . . . with the
‘sinews of war’ when [he] . . . was elected.” “You should be careful,”
one friend added, “and do nothing that would tend in any way to confirm
that suspicion.”® On 9 November 1905 Long met quietly with attorneys
Marcus A. Low of the Rock Island and N. H. Loomis of the Union Pacific
and received their approval for his support of a compromise version of
the Hepburn measure.?*

Railroad officials were changing their opinions regarding possible regu-
lation in November of 1905. The Esch-Townshend bill, which died in the
1904-1905 session of Congress, would have allowed the Interstate Com-
merce Commission to set new “reasonable rates” after 1.C.C. hearings
and make them effective after a period of thirty days. Aware that some
form of legislation would pass, officials of most railroads decided that
they should support a measure that would not be “radical” but would
serve their interests. Thus, they supported the law that bore Colonel
Pete Hepburn’s name.

Before the measure passed Congress, it was amended to suit the wishes
of railroad officials. In this way it became a different law from the one
that Roosevelt had initially suggested. He had favored a form of re-
stricted judicial review that would have allowed courts to consider I.C.C.
decisions only on the basis of procedural due process. He had also sup-
ported immediate implementation of I.C.C. orders. Senator Long “got
right with Roosevelt” by engineering the so-called compromise between
the president’s initial position and that of railroad spokesmen in Congress.
His compromise gave the railroads the “broad” judicial review that they
had sought. It allowed appeals from I.C.C. opinions on both substantive
and procedural due process. Moreover, the “compromise” allowed rail-
roads to delay the implementation of I.C.C. decisions until they had
exhausted all appeals to federal courts.?s

Believing that his compromise would satisfy the complaints of Kansas
reformers, Long wrote: “I hope that what has happened here can be
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utilized to good effect in the state in preventing Mr. Stubbs from . . .
assuming to represent the people and the President.”*¢ Roosevelt had
already told Long that “my position now is exactly yours.” He added
that in the recent compromise they had gone as far as was possible at
the time.?”

Roosevelt’s acceptance of the Long compromise disgusted a number
of Kansas railroad reformers, but they did not publicly express their
feelings since Roosevelt was extremely popular in the state. Privately
they agreed with A. A. Richard’s judgment that “if the railroads did not
write the [Hepburn] law the fellows who got it up did just as good a
job for the railroads as the best railroad attorney could have done.”8

By 1907 Long was fully aware of the strength that reformers had
developed in Kansas. His role during 1906 in Congress did not impress
the “Square Dealers,” and his support of Curtis in the 1907 senatorial
race and his opposition to the primary law made him their main adversary.
At first he believed that he could mollify some reformers by seeming to
support their ideas on railroad reform. The others, his supporters in-
formed him, were part of the traditional opposition, which was centered
in the old Populist counties and in areas that were consistently anti-
Long.?® He seemed to be sure that he would be renominated.

But in April, Long began to view affairs differently; he started worry-
ing about a strenuous reelection fight, and he decided to make a more
direct appeal to the public. He wrote Senator Curtis that “the situation
in the state is so serious that it will require some very careful attention.”
To offset the Square Deal movement he suggested that Curtis and he
form Taft Clubs. In this manner they could both demonstrate their
support of William Howard Taft for the presidency and show that they
adhered to Roosevelt’s wishes. Taft was Roosevelt’s choice for the presi-
dential nomination in 1908.4° But Taft Clubs such as Long wanted failed
to materialize when Curtis proved reluctant and when Long discovered
that Republicans of every persuasion supported Taft’s nomination. The
presidential question was settled at the December 27 meeting of the state
committee, with all factions favoring Taft. A Taft delegation was elected
just as easily at state and congressional conventions in 1908.4

Thus, presidential politics did not affect the first Kansas primary, which
was one of the liveliest and most vicious campaigns in the recent history
of the state. It began quietly in April, when Long’s friends tried to coax
Governor Hoch and former Governor Willis J. Bailey into the race in
order to offset some of Bristow’s appeal in eastern Kansas. At first Long
allowed political appointees to handle his campaign, while he remained
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in Washington. Mort Albaugh established Long’s election headquarters
in Topeka in February, and in March the senator’s private secretary,
Ralph Faxon, was sent to manage it.*?

Billy Morgan was named as campaign chairman. By writing letters
and by sending political agents around the state, he created Long organi-
zations at the county level. Kansas City banker C. S. Jobes was entrusted
with raising funds, although traditional contributions, such as those given
by Long’s appointees, were sent directly to the senator. Long indicated
that he would not ask for nor expect funds from corporations, but he
did accept donations from railroad attorneys. Moreover, railroad officials
indicated that they were working for his reelection, and at least one of
his personal representatives used a free railroad pass to travel about
Kansas on political business.*?

Until mid May there was nothing extraordinary about Long’s cam-
paign. There were, of course, numerous complaints from his managers.
Bristow began an extensive speaking tour in late April, and some of
Long’s supporters felt that Long should do something spectacular to
counter its effects. They suggested that he make a speech of “grandstand
magnitude” in the Senate so that copies might be distributed to Kansas
voters. Furthermore, they wanted him to make it abundantly clear that
he supported the so-called Roosevelt policies in Washington as well as
in Kansas. Long’s backers were worried about charges that he felt so
certain of reelection that he did not intend to become involved in stump
appearances and other ritualistic actions expected of campaigners. They
warned him that affairs were not “as they ought to be” in Kansas and that
he had better get home to take care of business on his own. “Frankly,”
Albaugh wrote, “I cannot get away from the feeling that there is danger
ahead.”*

But Long was receiving other advice, indicating that developments
were not as bad as his campaign managers said they were. Marcus Low
informed the senator on May 16 that “the situation here looks quite
favorable . . . for yourself.” Charles Gleed had noted earlier that
prospects for a good harvest were keeping the people “in a general way
good natured.” “I do not believe,” he added, “they will get sufficiently
excited over . . . Bristow or anybody else to beat you.” Long’s anxiety
about crusade-minded Wichita was quieted by Morgan, who noted that
all political workers in the city favored Long. The only opposition came
from the city’s commercial club, which was gradually being drawn
towards Long’s camp.®®

Then, during the third week of May, William Allen White, who was
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Bristow’s manager and the mastermind of his campaign, unloaded a
political bombshell. He sent a selected list of Long’s voting record in
the Senate to three metropolitan dailies—the Kansas City Star, the Topeka
Daily Capital, and the Wichita Eagle. The list, which included Long’s
votes on private and public bills, on unimportant and important measures,
was said to indicate that the senator did not represent the people of
Kansas. To a degree it proved that Long allied himself with corporate
interests and voted against measures that since 1900 had come to be
identified with “the people.”*6

Long’s lieutenants, already disturbed, became frantic. They reported
that everywhere they were encountering bad effects from White’s attack
and that Long must return to Kansas to refute the Emporian’s charges.
“There is no question,” Albaugh wrote the senator, “that the White
article . . . hurt badly. It is one of those indefinite things where he
simply gives pages of the Congressional Record together with the absolute
statement that your vote was for Wall Street and against the interest of
the people of Kansas. He raises . . . doubt.” Because Long’s friends
were not familiar with his stands on specific laws listed in White’s charges,
Albaugh suggested that Long frame a reply that would turn the affair
to their advantage.*

Long knew what to do. Charles Gleed told him to reply “by stating
facts and giving the explanation of every vote. Dwell . . . particularly
on those votes in which you were co-operating with the President. If I
were you I would avoid every indication of trying to dodge the issue.”8
Long planned to do even better. He would go to Emporia, have White
beside him on a public platform, and then and there explain away the
voting record. White had given him an opening that he could exploit,
and the senator happily announced that he “accepted it with full con-
fidence that [he would] . . . be successful.”#?

Emporia’s illustrious publisher had become involved in the senatorial
campaign of 1908 years before it started. He had been a close friend of
Long’s when both men belonged to the Leland organization, and in 1901
he had claimed that Long was “a clean, square, honest, brave, intelligent
public man.” At that time White wrote: “If you need me, . . . wire me and I
will come any place you say or . . . [do] any thing you please.” Two years
later White suggested that the senator assume control of the Kansas
Republican party and that he then stamp out factionalism and back-
biting. Between 1902 and 1906, however, White became a close friend
of President Roosevelt’s and, to a lesser degree than he later claimed in
his Autobiography, an idealistic advocate of the Square Deal. Thus,
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during 1906, when Senator Long failed to respond properly to the anti-
railroad crusade in Kansas and when he supported Charles Curtis for the
Senate, he became a pariah in White’s eyes.?°

During 1906 and 1907 White became a devotee of what he and a few
other Kansans were calling progressivism. He was dissatisfied with the
political leadership in the state, and he often lamented the lack of pro-
gressive accomplishments. He deplored the fact that Kansas lagged be-
hind Massachusetts, New York, Texas, Oregon, and Ohio in progressive
legislation, and after hastily considering her history, he argued that
“Kansas ought to become one of the leaders of this new movement.”5!
To correct this lack of progressive leadership, he spent 1907 quietly
trying, with Stubbs, to arrange for Bristow’s candidacy. On 27 January
1908 he opened the “Bristow Boom™ with an article in the Gazette that
placed the former postal inspector in line with “Rooseveltian policies”
and pictured him as a leader of the Stubbsian crusade in Kansas. White
claimed that although Bristow was not then a candidate for the Senate,
he was ready to respond to a grass-roots call. Whether or not the grass
roots spoke is a moot question, but on February 6 the fateful conference
between Stubbs and Bristow was engineered by White, and Bristow
left the meeting as a senatorial hopeful.52

White immediately set to work to elect his candidate. He developed
the rudiments of county organizations, started a publicity campaign,
began to raise funds, and scheduled speeches by important national re-
formers who supported Bristow. He brought Senators Robert M. La
Follette and William E. Borah into the state. La Follette, who was
deservedly considered by White as America’s leading Republican re-
former, came because he loathed Long. Borah, a former Kansan who had
become prominent as an Idaho reformer, spoke for Bristow to repay a
political debt that he owed to White.5? ,

Long returned to Kansas, and on June 10 he appeared on the stage of
the Emporia Opera House with White. Considerable ballyhoo accom-
panied Long’s arrival, and a circuslike atmosphere prevailed on the night
of the meeting. Each man had his own claque present, but during the
course of the evening, Long gained the better of the match. He had
discovered 3 mistakes in White’s 35-point indictment, and he hammered
away at these, forcing White to admit his errors. The senator implied
that the 3 mistakes only illustrated White’s greater error in opposing him.
He inferred that none of the charges brought by White was accurate,
and he denounced the Emporian for having included only 35 of the 699
roll-call votes that Long had cast during his congressional career.
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White could not adequately give and take with a man who had held
his own in debates with “Sockless Jerry” Simpson. But White had his
newspaper, and the next day he loosed a general barrage of charges
against Long that easily erased any ground lost the previous night.
White complained that the senator was still a willing tool of the special
interests. Privately, White held the same opinion, although he admitted
that Long was a good citizen except for being ideologically committed
to corporation views.5*

The June encounter neither improved nor hindered Long’s campaign,
but it did make it livelier. The senator’s record was not his major weak-
ness. His main political mistakes were his unwillingness to discuss most
current issues and his desire to stress the shortcomings in the personality
of his opponent. Long refused to mention Bristow during the Emporia
meeting, hoping to show that White was the impressario of the opposition.
This, he felt, would make Bristow appear to be incompetent and in-
capable of conducting his own campaign. It would indicate that Bristow
was weak politically, thus causing professional politicians to withdraw
their support from him. The senator was also helping to circulate a
rumor that he had made a “deal” with the former postal inspector. He
hinted that if Bristow were defeated, Long would try to induce Taft to
appoint Bristow postmaster general. He intended to make Bristow appear
to be a half-hearted candidate.%

When Bristow left no doubt by his campaigning that he was a serious
candidate, Long recognized the fact and introduced a letter that Bristow
purportedly had written to Long in 1905, asking the senator to secure
a soft federal job for him. Bristow reportedly had told Long that with a
job that would not necessitate his leaving Kansas, he could take care
of the senator’s interests in the state. The letter was used to demonstrate
Bristow’s opportunism, with Long’s supporters claiming that Bristow
would never have become a reformer if he had received such an appoint-
ment. When the two candidates appeared in a joint debate in Topeka
at the close of the campaign, Long was still avoiding most issues and
discussing Bristow’s opportunism.>¢

One issue that Long did not avoid, though he might have profited by
evading it, was the regulation of railroads. Long would not advocate
expanded power for the 1.C.C., and he would not support the setting of
rates on the basis of railroad valuation. His biggest mistake in rate-
conscious Kansas was his position on discrimination in rates for long
and short hauls. Hoping to gain an edge over Kansas City, Missouri, the
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reformers supported rates based on the mileage system, a position that
Bristow advocated in 1908 and later in the Senate.

Long, however, favored discriminatory rates and opposed rates based
on mileage. He argued correctly when he said that “if the railroads had
not been permitted to make special rates on grain and other products pro-
duced by the farmers of the Mississippi Valley, these farmers would never
have been able to compete with the farmers of New York and New Eng-
land.” With special rates for a long haul, they could and did drive farmers
from the eastern United States out of business. The stopping of special
rates on manufactured goods sent to large population centers in the West,
which the reformers wanted, would invite the end of favorable rates on
grain shipped east. Long therefore opposed the demand for rates based
on mileage and favored differentials for long and short hauls. He seemed
to be motivated by the state’s interests, but his explanation was too in-
volved, and, more importantly, it did not satisfy the small-town jobbers
in Kansas, who were hungry for favorable rates.5”

On other issues the senator fared no better. He would not take specific
stands on many measures. After the national convention he repeatedly
said that he supported the Republican platform, a document widely
criticized for its conservative character. Moreover, he was constitutionally
opposed to yielding to the meaningless generalities of the reform clamor
in the state, stating that “if the people of Kansas want the kind of Senator
that is always ready to take extreme positions against corporations and
attack them, . . . then evidently I do not fill the bill and the sooner I
retire . . . the better they will be satisfied.”®

When asked if he backed the principles promoted by Taft in his presi-
dential acceptance speech, Long refused to answer because he was un-
certain of their meaning, and on at least one occasion he stated frankly
that he would not pledge himself to support all of “Roosevelt’s policies.”
When pressed by his managers to ask Roosevelt for a statement to the
effect that the senator had generally supported the president, Long
answered: “If the people of Kansas are not convinced that I was in
accord with the President on the important questions . . . then noth-
ing . . . he will say could change the situation.”®

Roosevelt never did repudiate claims made by Long’s friends that he
and Long had normally been in close agreement on issues. Nor did he
comment on a letter circulated by Long in which the President praised
him for his work on the Hepburn Act. In later years Long came to believe
that he was not reelected to the Senate because he failed to advocate
Roosevelt’s policies in 1908. Whether he was making the distinction
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between advocacy and support is unclear, but his failure to convince
the voters either way during the campaign hurt him.

The impression that Long was unfriendly to Roosevelt’s policies was
created largely in one way, but it was disseminated in a number of ways.
The precise meaning of the term “Roosevelt’s policies” was never clear,
but it was used generally to mean opposition to “predatory wealth” and
“special interests.” In this way, when Long was called a “railroad sena-
tor,” it meant that he favored special interests and thus opposed Roose-
velt’s ideals. This type of logical confusion was presented to the public
through many reform newspapers in Kansas and by Collier’s magazine in
a July article carrying the provocative title “Long of Kansas: The Third
in a Series of Studies of Senate Undesirables.”

In the article, Long was described as a “railroad senator” who had not
been bought by the lines, because “the point of view of the railroads is
his own point of view.” The role that railroads had played in his election
in 1903 was elaborated upon, and his attempt to place Missouri Pacific
attorney Alexander Cochrane on the Circuit Court was noted. Much of
the criticism in the article related to Long’s voting record; this indicated
that William Allen White probably wrote the story, despite the by-line
of J. M. Oakison. White, of course, was a personal friend of the editor
of Collier’s, Norman Hapgood.5*

Campaign circulars, such as the one entitled “The Line-up of Long:
For Delegates and Dollars vs. People and Popular Government,” were
also used to create the impression that Long was a man of the “special
interests” and would, as the circulars said, be denouncing Roosevelt as
a wild Populist if he were not a popular president. “Where did Long get
his money for the 1908 campaign?” it asked. “Can a legislator accept
munificent sums, or small for that matter, for his campaign expenses from
special interests . . . and be honestr”?

The remaining Square Dealers in Kansas were not to be left out in the
assault on Long. Long had failed to answer their questionnaire in 1906,
and their former chairman, James A. Troutman, was interested in having
his say about the senator. Troutman contributed one of several circular
letters that compared Long and Bristow and their careers. Troutman
charged that Long was conservative, cowardly, and a tool of corrupt
influences, while Bristow was brave, progressive, and a man of parts.
“Bristow has a backbone,” he exclaimed, “Long is an invertebrate!”83

Bristow’s speeches also helped to fashion the impression that Long was
not a true Rooseveltian, White decided early in the campaign that this
approach would be good politics, and Bristow agreed. Bristow, however,
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was moderate in his denunciations of Long, withholding malicious charges
and condemnations of the variety that White and Troutman developed.
This lack of fire distressed White, who believed that much could be ac-
complished by acrimony. On a number of occasions White became
extremely upset with his candidate. In mid June he wrote, “Oh Lord,
. . . if it was only Victor Murdock.” Much of White’s concern stemmed
from his beliefs that Bristow’s campaign lacked vigor and that it was not
reaching enough people. “You make a loud noise,” he informed Bristow,
“and the roaring in your head makes you think there is something doing,
but there isn’t!™8

Actually, Bristow’s campaign, in the days before the wide use of motor
cars, was a gigantic endeavor. He spoke in seventy-one counties, deliv-
ering seventy-two formal addresses during fifteen weeks. He traveled
by horse and buggy, appearing in little halls and country schoolhouses,
at farm picnics and old soldier’s reunions. He condemmed the boss of the
United States Senate, Nelson Aldrich; spoke against railroad corruption;
and opposed stock and grain gambling in the East. His campaign might
have seemed meek and mild to White, but to his opponents it seemed as
if the spirit of Mary “Yellin” Lease had returned. Albaugh wrote that
Bristow operated his campaign on the same theory “that the crusaders
used to work up their cohorts to retake the holy land.” Bristow later
claimed that he had found it hard to cover a state as large as Kansas
and that the young men had been easier to influence than the middle-
aged voters. “The old soldier and the young man were usually . . .
enthusiastic,” he wrote, “the old soldier because you could arouse in him
a patriotism and the young man because he was full of ambition and
new and progressive ideas.”®®

Bristow’s speeches were filled with progressive idealism. He supported
La Follette’s program to regulate rates on the basis of railroad evalua-
tion; he asked expanded powers for the I.C.C., including the right to
investigate rates on its own initiative; and he favored limiting the capi-
talization of railroads to their actual cost. He advocated the conservation
of coal lands and revision of the Dingley tariff. He opposed the Aldrich
currency bill and “any other bill by that man!” “While I am an ardent
Republican,” he said on one occasion, “I am not an ultra partisan. I will
cooperate with . . . any political party in behalf of measures that are
for the best interest of my constituents.”66

Bristow closed his campaign with a series of debates with Long. At
first he tried to avoid such encounters, but despite Long’s reputation as
a debater, White pressed Bristow to accept. White argued that Long
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would give Bristow exposure; unless Bristow failed miserably, he would
profit from the crowds that Long would draw. The general opinion that
prevailed after the debates was that despite Long’s magnificent style,
Bristow had had the better of the matches. Bristow later wrote that the
debate at Sterling, Kansas, had turned voter momentum in his favor. He
noted: “The time was right but the need was the current to start the
thing running. Long went into the Sterling debate with absolute con-
fidence in his ability to wipe me off the earth, but he did not. . . . The
people present seemed to feel I had the best of it.”®" Bristow closed his
campaign in Topeka, sharing the platform again with Long. Once more
Bristow bested the senator, as the public mocked Long constantly about
his voting record. A reporter for the Topeka State Journal wrote that the
audience had badgered Long continually and that “the Senator looked
like a beaten man.”®®

On August 4, Kansans cast their first vote in a senatorial primary,
giving Joseph L. Bristow a victory margin of more than six thousand
votes, 63,115 to 56,839. In the all-important legislative districts he won
with a majority of nine senatorial and representative districts. Bristow’s
greatest strength was in central Kansas, where support for railroad reform
had taken deep root. In the center of the state he carried twenty-one of
the twenty-five counties, losing one by a single vote. In western Kansas
he fared almost as well. Despite the fact that Long resided in that area,
Bristow won thirty-one of the fifty-four counties. Only the semi-industrial
eastern part of the state did not support him. There he carried only nine
of twenty-seven counties, losing ten by extremely wide margins. He
believed that he lost the southeastern corner partly because he did not
campaign enough there. Other factors also worked against him. Lead,
coal, and oil producers were not tariff revisionists; nor were the small
businessmen of the area interested in ending discrimination by the rail-
roads, since they paid the same tariffs as businessmen in Kansas City,
Missouri. Moreover, Bristow was linked with Walter R. Stubbs, the
reformers’ gubernatorial candidate, and in the heavy-drinking mining
districts Stubbs’s prohibitionist ideas did not sit well. Bristow’s poor
showing in the northeastern corner of Kansas can be explained in much
the same manner, but there an added factor hurt him. Cy Leland,
Stubbs’s opponent in the gubernatorial contest, had once led a powerful
political machine in that area, and remnants of it were still intact, fighting
the reformers in 1908.99

The primary race between Leland and Stubbs was a side show com-
pared to the main attraction that was being staged by Bristow and Long.
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Leland never seriously challenged Stubbs, since, as one biased journalist
put it, “everyone knew Stubbs accomplished more for the good of Kansas
in four year in politics than the venerable warrior of Troy had in forty
years.”” Leland could do little to counteract his reputation as a political
manipulator, and Stubbs did little to gain the nomination. Compared to
his campaigns in 1910 and 1912, Stubbs’s 1908 effort was a minor one.
The reform press, spearheaded by the Topeka Daily Capital, supported
him, and only his antilabor, antiliquor reputation hurt him anywhere.
He carried ninety-one of the one hundred and five Kansas counties, but
he lost some populous semi-industrial areas in the southeastern and north-
eastern parts of the state. He won every county that Bristow carried save
antiprohibitionist Sedgwick. He received 70,977 votes to Leland’s
53,046.7

The reform press was jubilant over Stubbs’s and Bristow’s victories,
claiming that defeat of their opponents signaled the redemption of the
Republican party from the hell of corporate control and machine domina-
tion. Reflecting upon his success, Bristow attributed it to the people’s
weariness with paying exorbitant freight rates on goods shipped into
the area and on their opportunity to express a choice for senator directly
through the primary. He felt that the eastern press emphasized Senator
La Follette’s role in the election too much, but he admitted that the
senator had helped. To Taft, the party’s presidential nominee, Bristow
wrote: “The nomination of Mr. Stubbs is a fortunate one, and the fact
that Senator Long is not on the Ticket is also fortunate. . . . He simply
has failed to convince the people of his . . . sympathy with the ‘Roose-
velt policies, and as a result, thousands of them are exceedingly hostile
to him.”"2

Long’s opinion about why he had been defeated differed substantially
from Bristow’s appraisal. “I was defeated by Democrats and independents
calling for Republican tickets,” he wrote Congressman Edmond H. Madi-
son. “I have been defeated twice before by such votes at general elec-
tions, but this is my first experience with the members of other parties
participating in a Republican contest determining the results.”® Long
remained bitter after his defeat, avoiding Bristow and making no move
to appear conciliatory towards the new Republican candidate. This
caused a great deal of worry for Bristow, who feared that the candidates
of a divided party might not be able to win at the general election.”™

Three weeks after the primary election, Republicans met in Topeka to
write their party platform. Before the adoption of the primary system,
they had written the platform at the state convention. But in 1908 and
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thereafter, a party council, which was composed of candidates for office,
as well as state and county political leaders, was convened for this pur-
pose. Thus, on August 25, the Republican council gathered in the capital
city. Bristow and Stubbs, having won the recent elections, were in control
of the meeting, and they kept it a moderately tame affair. Their friends
were selected to important offices on the council, and their opinions were
written into the state platform. The two men had already agreed on
specific provisions that were to be included in the platform. At the
council, by requiring a two-thirds majority to amend the report of the
resolutions committee, they succeeded in pushing their ideas past all
opposition.

Bristow wrote the national portions of the platform, incorporating the
major issues of his recent campaign into it. The segment dealing with
state affairs was composed by Stubbs, who committed the party to support
laws dealing with conservation, railroads, education, and unfair business
practices. Specifically, this part of the platform called for laws that
would forbid unregistered lobbyists, require publication of campaign
expenditures, and make the Kansas State Tax Commission elective. A
law to guarantee bank deposits was promised, as was a “Blue-Sky” invest-
ment law and a law limiting the indebtedness of railroads. In all, the
platform was what could have been expected, considering the nature of
the primary in 1908.7®

If a person had judged the Kansas Republican party on the basis of
disaffection of certain leaders with the organization after the primary,
he would probably have concluded that in November none of the party’s
important candidates would win. Superficially, 10 to 15 percent of the
voting strength of the organization seemed to be ready to bolt the major
candidates. But beneath the apparent discord a reconciliation was being
forged, with the reformers in the unfamiliar role of conciliators. Follow-
ing the party council, the caucus of the state committee allowed the
reformers a chance to pacify a number of their opponents. Nonreform
Republicans were given positions of leadership on the state committee,
and letters from conservatives after this meeting indicated that intraparty
disagreement was being resolved.”®

During October the deepest divisions were healed, and by the time
of the general election a mnearly unified Republican effort was possible.
As in the past, Republican candidates won most of the elections. Stubbs
handily defeated his Democratic opponent, Jeremiah Botkin, by 196,692
to 162,385 votes. He polled 40,000 more votes than Hoch had in 19086,
and 10,000 more than Hoch had in 1904, despite greater interest on the
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part of voters in the previous presidential year. Taft carried the state,
and all eight Republican candidates for Congress were elected. A
Republican majority was returned to both the Kansas House and Senate.
This fact assured Bristow’s election by the legislature the following
January.™

The Republican victory in Kansas illustrated a trend in middle western
states that year. In areas where progressives dominated the party, Re-
publican majorities were returned; but in states where conservatives
continued in control, Democrats took office. In Kansas, reformers cap-
tured almost all of the party machinery and gained the positions of
governor and U.S. senator. At last they were given an opportunity to try
to translate their ideas into laws. This work they set about doing in
Topeka, with the convening of the legislature in January 1909, and in
Washington, when a special session of Congress met in March. The
reformers understood that unless their new strength bore legislative re-
sults, they would be politically doomed. Their first test came in Kansas,
but eventually they were destined to stand or fall on the basis of their
national performance.
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THE STATE
AND GOVERNOR STUBBS, 1909-1911

After Walter R. Stubbs left the governor’s mansion in 1912, William Allen
White remarked that he thought Stubbs had been the best governor in
Kansas history. Stubbs had secured important reforms and had furthered
the cause of honest government. He had been successful, White con-
cluded, despite a stubborn, impolitic nature and an attitude that un-
doubtedly marked him as a crank.?

Although Stubbs’s personality was a hindrance to him as a reform
governor, equally burdensome was the opposition of many of the most
adroit legislators in both political parties. He was never able to master
the intricacies of the legislative process, but he salvaged much of his
program by taking advantage of the popularity of reform. In this way
he forced reluctant legislators to support his goals. The governor’s choice
of men to manage the administration’s programs in both the 1909 and
1911 state legislatures was poor, and only by his dynamic personal inter-
vention midway through each session was Stubbs able to save what
better floor leaders should have accomplished.

His legislative managers were inexperienced, while his opposition came
from older Democratic and Republican leaders who were wise in the
ways of parliamentary rules. Characteristically, he lost some of the “old
guard” support because he would not play the game of provincial politics.
He vetoed unimportant but expensive local bills. He shunned legislators
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socially, when invitations to the governor’s mansion might have won
additional votes for issues that he was vitally interested in. Although on
a few occasions he acted as a hardened dispenser of patronage, he usually
refused to make purely political appointments. He was incapable of the
comradery that was typical of politics even in this era of reform. But
Stubbs’s apparent weaknesses were actually his greatest strengths. Be-
cause he was unorthodox, because he refused to yield to temptations that
normally govern political relationships, he earned the respect of reputable
men and of Kansas voters. “He is awfully square and fine and true,”
White wrote in 1911, “but he is not a friendly man. I have come to admire
him deeply. . . . [He] is a man who is essentially strong and brave and
wise, if not always just and sympathetic.”?

During the 1908 campaign Stubbs had paid little attention to various
Republican primary contests for the state legislature. He had entered
none of the local fights on the side of progressive candidates, as White
had wanted him to do, and after his nomination and election he had come
to Topeka without any detailed plans for organizing the reform forces
in the 1909 legislative session. The success of the reform campaign of
1908, he assumed, would help his program through the legislature, since
he proposed to ask for little more at the session than Republicans had
promised in their state platform. He indicated that the speakership of the
Kansas house should be given to his close supporter, Representative
Jonathan N. Dolley, who had been chosen as Republican state chairman.
When Dolley’s election as Speaker was easily secured at the Republican
caucus in January, Stubbs apparently felt that little more needed to be
done to prepare for the session.?

The governor’s first concern upon taking office was to arrange for
appointees to fill positions vacated as a result of the change of adminis-
trations. In jobs closely associated with the governor’s office, Stubbs
placed his personal friends; but in positions where ability was most
important, he allowed competent officials to remain, or he engaged men
who were qualified by experience and training to fill them. His attitude
regarding patronage was one of his biggest problems, and certainly one
that contributed to some of his legislative woes.

He tried to keep men who smoked or drank off the state payroll; and
as a governor dedicated to economy, he cut agency staffs as much as
possible. He believed that many people were employed by the state
simply to satisfy political needs. Once in office, he eliminated sinecures
that might have been used to achieve his legislative ends. To one of the
many supplicants who had worked loyally for his election, he wrote:
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“There has been a large reduction in the number of employees in some
of the departments and will be less patronage under this administration
than . . . under the former one. But, this is simply carrying out the
policy which was outlined publicly before my nomination and election.”
His determination to adhere to campaign promises did not satisfy the
needs of county leaders, and many local politicians complained bitterly
about his parsimonious distribution of state offices and funds related
to them.?

Of course, Stubbs made exceptions in the use of the appointive power.
The case of Thomas (“Bent”) Murdock serves as a notable example of
Stubbs’s yielding to the spoils system. Murdock had been a leader of the
Republican “railroad ring” in the late nineteenth century, but after 1906
he had become a prime mover of reform. In 1908 he had supported
Stubbs, and after the election he had appeared in Topeka, looking for
a job. He reportedly asked to be named to the proposed public-utilities
commission, an appointment that his past experience made impossible.
To avoid the distasteful task confronting him, the governor asked Senator
Joseph L. Bristow to recommend Murdock to President William Howard
Taft for the position of commissioner of the Missouri Valley pension
agency in Topeka. But Bristow, at odds with Senator Charles Curtis
regarding federal appointments in Kansas, could not help.®

Pressured by Murdock’s long-time friend William Allen White, Stubbs
settled the matter by naming “Bent” fish and game commissioner, a posi-
tion that Murdock seemed qualified to fill. Justifying the appointment
and excusing the governor for making it, White wrote: “It does not re-
quire executive or administrative ability. Murdock will have direct
charge of no funds and will be responsible for no policy, and he could
do the work admirably without the slightest danger of error.” Presumably,
anyone could, but State Treasurer James Nation later complained about
Murdock’s performance.”

Although appointments such as Murdock’s could not improve the
quality of executive government in the state, Kansas laws were adminis-
tered better under Stubbs than ever before. In some ways the governor
alone was responsible for this improvement, but in others he was helped
by highly competent, energetic men who had been elected to minor state
offices. For example, a dispute in 1911 between Stubbs and John R.
Dawson, the attorney general, concerning the proper enforcement of
prohibition obscured the fact that both men did outstanding work in
enforcing antiliquor laws in areas that were notorious for their violations
of them. The 1909 session of the legislature passed a “bone-dry” liquor
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law, forbidding the sale of intoxicating beverages anywhere in Kansas,
including drugstores, which had previously been exempt. At the 1911
session the governor was given the power both to remove county officials
who failed to enforce state laws and to call special elections in order to
replace them.

Armed with these enactments, Stubbs moved into Kansas City and
Wichita and into Crawford and Cherokee counties, the heartlands of
moonshining and bootlegging. In the southeastern section—soon to be-
come known as the Little Balkans because of its turbulent immigrant
population—Kansans operated illegal distilleries twenty-four hours a day
in abandoned coal mines, and liquor was dispensed freely from taverns.
A shocked temperance officer, J. K. Codding, describing what confronted
him when he crusaded in one of the towns in that area in 1905, wrote to
a friend:

The conditions there beggar description. Twenty-two saloons,
one saloon for every 131 inhabitants, and one saloon for every
34 miners. Little boys in knee pants buy and drink liquor over
the bar, playing cards in the saloons until away into the night;
a thirteen year old girl as bar tender; mothers setting their babies
down on the floor and rushing across with a pail and getting
beer. All being poisoned and degraded by the liquor traffic.
The first thing you ought to do, before you attempt to make a
speech or send a dollar to the Hindu missions, is to go to Fron-
tenac . . . and spend a night, and you will be so filled with
the necessity of the right kind of work in Kansas, that you will
not have any peace of mind, until you can do something to help
these men in their immoralities.

Understandably, Stubbs would say that he intended to go after law-
breakers in Crawford County “roughshod.” “I trust,” he added, “we shall
be able to accomplish some good there.” At first he brought the Craw-
ford County sheriff to Topeka to warn him that he would be removed if
he continued to be dilatory in his enforcement of the prohibition law;
then he told representatives from the area that the state militia would be
sent to both counties if the liquor laws were not properly enforced. He
used a $10,000 contingency fund, $6,000 higher than that of his predeces-
sor, to send special investigators to the southeastern part of the state and
prosecute violators of the law.?

The illegal open saloon gradually disappeared from the area, although
clandestine sales of “deep-shaft” whiskies continued. Stubbs’s effective-
ness was underscored in a number of ways, but the most dramatic was
in threats sent to him by one tavern owner who promised to assassinate
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him if ever he ventured into the mining district. The governor announced,
with some justification, in 1912 that the state had been cleared of liquor-
law violators, albeit a few distilleries remained in operation, and a few
drinking parlors sold whiskey on the sly.1°

Stubbs had not carried the southeastern corner of Kansas in the 1908
election because of his prohibitionist sentiments, but an antiunion, anti-
labor reputation had hurt him there also. As governor, he had a number
of opportunities to correct this impression, and he proved that he was
neither antiunion nor antilabor. He helped to secure laws that were favor-
able to laborers, and he enforced legislation that was designed to improve
working conditions in the coal fields. He was one of a very few Kansas
chief executives who heeded complaints from miners that safety regula-
tions were not being properly enforced. Working with Erasmus Haworth,
a professor at the University of Kansas, he ordered investigations into
mining operations, and he directed the attorney general to use the courts
to make mine operators meet the comprehensive safety standards that had
been provided in the 1890s by Kansas legislatures.!!

His most impressive actions, however, were taken during a labor
walkout in May 1910. In the past, the Southwestern Interstate Coal
Operators Association had greeted strikes by Kansas miners with appeals
to the state for protection from riotous, unruly unionists. In 1910 the
same pattern was used after a general shutdown resulted from contract
failures in the coal fields. After he had received a number of pleas for state
troops, the governor dispatched an assistant attorney general to south-
eastern Kansas to check on conditions there and to make recommenda-
tions with regard to future state action. The investigation resulted in a
report that denied that there was violence and concluded that a low
standard of living among the workers was the cause for labor troubles.'?

When the operators’ association wrote Stubbs again, the governor
delivered a stinging reply. “I regret,” he retorted, “the tone of your letter.
It has given me the impression that your association is not as keenly alive
to the importance of conciliation and arbitration . . . as it is to the use
of the state’s military force in the coercion of your employees.” He added
that the state would not send troops to force men to accept wages that
were “unreasonably low and entirely insufficient to maintain themselves
and their families.” If conditions did not improve in the area, he threat-
ened to use troops in the way that Roosevelt had planned to do in Penn-
sylvania during 1902.13

Stubbs was also responsible for labor laws that in his day were con-
sidered radical social legislation. He supported an employers’ liability
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law and a workmen’s compensation act. Both measures had been en-
dorsed by the 1910 Republican platform and included in the governor’s
message to the legislature in 1911. Passage of them would have been
easy had not the liability law angered the railroads and the compensation
act frightened small businessmen and Kansas farmers.

In hearings before the senate, three railroads sent their chief attorneys
to protest the liability law on the grounds that it was a punitive measure
that would provide unnecessary protection for workingmen. The two
features that the railroads disliked were the regularization of legal pro-
cedures in order to stop the railroads from shifting court jurisdictions
and the elimination of contributory negligence as a defense. The
bill did provide for comparative negligence, which allowed juries to
reduce payments for damages according to how much the employee
had contributed to his own injury. In this form the bill passed.'*

The workmen’s compensation act proved to be a more difficult propo-
sition to carry. Two key groups of supporters of the progressive Republi-
cans—small-town merchants and big farmers—opposed the idea of state
compensation for injuries, at least in the form that the bill initially took.
To make the legislation acceptable to the powerful mercantile and farm
groups, Stubbs reluctantly had to amend it so that firms with fewer than
fifteen employees would be exempt from its provisions and so that em-
ployees and employers could decide if they wished to be included in the
compensation program. Labor-union officials, who supported the bill at
first, denounced it in this form, noting that farm leaders were once again
displaying a total disregard for the masses and were supporting the vested
interests. Nonetheless, the bill, as amended, passed.'®

Among the many complaints voiced against Stubbs during his political
career was the claim that he created major issues out of minor problems.
To a degree this charge was correct. Stubbs did, for example, magnify
the importance of liquor-law violations at an exclusive Topeka men’s
club in 1909, when he threatened to use the state militia to close it if the
club’s officers did not stop their “boozing”!'® In some instances, however,
his spectacular activities were aggravated by real problems and real mal-
practices that justified vigorous reactions. In some respects Stubbs’s
friends were more interested in crying wolf than he was. Two cases can
be cited to illustrate this fact.

Under George Gould’s presidency the Missouri Pacific had become
what Santa Fe spokesman Charles Gleed believed to be the worst-
managed railroad in the country. Much of its rolling stock was old and
inferior, while some depots, freight houses, and road beds were decrepit
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and dangerous. In late 1909, service along the central branch of the
Missouri Pacific became so poor that Franklin S. Adams, Mayor of Water-
ville, Kansas, appealed to Stubbs to do something about the line. Adams
was joined by other civic leaders in the area, and together they formed
the Railroad Improvement Agitation Association. By consistently pushing
their case, they forced Stubbs to act in November. After sending a well-
publicized telegram to Gould, threatening state action if the railroad was
not improved, Stubbs began a series of talks with the vice-president of
the company, C. S. Clarke.

The governor’s position was that if the road were not improved with
“reasonable speed,” it was “the duty of the state to ask for a receiver of
the property and improve the road-beds, the depots, the equipment and
the service on its own account.” The Missouri Pacific needed no further
prodding. It began a costly reconstruction program along the line, which
quieted most of the agitation in that locality. The publicity that was
given to Stubbs in the affair snowballed, and a large number of letters
requesting improved facilities all over Kansas were sent to his office.
Had he wished, he could have started a popular campaign against all
the railroads to improve their equipment, but he chose to do otherwise.
Since he was uncertain of the charges, he asked the board of railroad
commissioners to investigate complaints before he acted. Consequently,
he never developed a crusade for railroad improvement.'”

The other example of Stubbs’s moderating the demands of his friends
in order to avoid a potentially spectacular campaign resulted from the
alleged existence of a creamery trust in Kansas in late 1911. Antitrust
views were almost universally popular in the state, and in this instance
William Allen White desired that antitrust action be taken. White had
been given a list of complaints from western Kansas farmers who claimed
that a dairy trust was operating in that part of the state. Elmer Peterson,
editor of the Cimmaron Jacksonian, a Republican reform journal, had
collected the charges, which in essence alleged that an agreement existed
among big dairies so that low prices could be paid for milk purchased
from farmers and high prices could be extracted from retailers and con-
sumers, The evidence presented by Peterson was largely hearsay, but
White and he were absolutely certain of its validity. To meet their
demands the governor dispatched an investigator to western Kansas to
check the charges.

In February 1912, T. B. Armstrong toured the area and reported that
the trouble stemmed from a “personal affair” in Cimmaron, but that agree-
ments might possibly exist in nearby Dodge City. He discounted any
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widespread collusion. Other inquiries also revealed that Peterson and
White were wrong about a conspiracy. Had he been so inclined, Stubbs
could have ballooned Peterson’s charges into a major reform activity.
He chose to heed the state dairy commissioner, who maintained that
nothing should be done since the charges seemed baseless. The entire
agitation collapsed when the governor did not intervene.8

Stubbs was not averse to creating or taking part in highly publicized
events that cast him in a favorable light. At times his self-aggrandize-
ment was helped by opponents who mistakenly gave him opportunities
to champion popular causes. The railroads, for example, decided to raise
rates throughout the West on the eve of congressional consideration of
what became the Mann-Elkins Act in 1910. Stubbs, an advocate of lower
freight rates, was among the first to protest the increase, and despite
President Taft’s success in delaying the hikes, Stubbs used the controversy
to his political advantage.

He decided to hold a regional protest meeting in Topeka, inviting
dignitaries from surrounding states, and he arranged to make the keynote
address to the assembly. On 22 September 1910 he opened the confer-
ence by delivering a long, emotional plea for railroad honesty. He
claimed that railroads had upped their profits hundreds of millions of
dollars in the past twenty years through increased tariffs and that they
could actually reduce freight charges at this time. He said that the
argument of railroad officials that increased operating expenses necessi-
tated higher rates was disproven by statistics. “The general policy of rail-
roads,” he told his predominantly rural audience, “is to favor large centers
and build up great cities at the expense of the rural communities .
[which] is little less than a crime against civilization.” Such a program
robbed hundreds of thousands of children of their natural right to whole-
some surroundings, sunshine, pure air, and healthy social conditions. “The
true policy,” he concluded, “should be to so regulate transportation rates
that the rural districts will be developed and the population normally
distributed. The government, and not the railroads, should determine
absolute policies of this character.”?

In addition to providing Stubbs with an excellent opportunity to
champion popular ideas, the rate conference fashioned a series of nine
resolutions, which it presented to the Interstate Commerce Commission
and President Taft. The resolutions were signed by a member of the
Texas Railroad Commission, William D. Williams, who doubled as chair-
man of the Traffic Federation of the Middle West. The resolutions,
however, were the work of Stubbs. Following the rate convention, the
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governor received added publicity in connection with the proposed freight
increases by appearing before I.C.C. hearings in Chicago, where for one
day he explained why freight rates should be lowered.2°

His crowning achievement in the affair came after the conference
and the Chicago meeting. Angered by Stubbs’s exertions, the railroads
denounced his arguments for lower rates in friendly newspapers and in
a well-publicized exchange of letters between E. P. Ripley, president of
the Santa Fe, and Stubbs. They tried to show that the governor was
unfair, incorrect, and guilty of damaging the best interests of Kansas.
As usual, they misconstrued the attitude of the Kansas public by failing
to realize that Stubbs’s position in favor of lower rates was inherently
popular.?

The anti-Stubbs campaign began on October 1, when a long rebuttal
of statements that he had made at the Topeka rate conference appeared
in an open letter from Ripley to the governor. In reply Stubbs wrote
that at last the gumshoes were off, and the railroads had met him in
the open. The exchanges between Stubbs and Ripley continued until the
first week in December. At first the letters were tedious discussions of the
proper way to assign railroad rates, but towards the end they became
spiced with personal accusations. The railroad position as presented by
Ripley was threefold. He argued that the basis used for setting freight
rates should be the value of the services rendered, rather than the value
of the property owned by the railroads. He stated that increased rates
were necessary in order to pay higher wages and maintain adequate
pension funds for employees. His final point was that Kansas, past and
present, profited immensely from the railroads in the state.

Stubbs dismissed Ripley’s first argument as a railroad way of saying
that they should charge all that the traffic would bear. The governor
noted that the Supreme Court had held that public-service corporations
should have their rates based on “a fair return upon a fair valuation of
property,” and railroads were public-service corporations. Ripley an-
swered: “We are a private corporation with private capital at risk—the
Government guarantees us nothing and we therefore have a right to
demand fair play.” Stubbs evaded Ripley’s second point entirely, al-
though he did imply that railroads failed to pay their employees as much
as they deserved.

The governor completely denied the third point. Listing rates that
discriminated against Kansas towns in favor of Kansas City, Missouri,
he argued that railroad extortion had caused people, wealth, and industry
to avoid Kansas. He concluded, “If the balance sheet could be struck,
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. . . the Santa Fe would owe the people of Kansas one hundred dollars
for each dollar the Santa Fe has given to the people.”22

The discussion closed on a sensational note. Ripley claimed at one
point that the Santa Fe was not overcapitalized, that investors in the
railroad received small returns on their investments, and that Stubbs,
if he wished, could check the books of the Santa Fe to verify this. The
governor lost no time in sending his chief accountant to the Santa Fe
offices in Topeka. At first his emissary was allowed free rein, but he
was asked to leave when he supposedly overstepped Ripley’s invitation.
Taunted by Stubbs because of the dismissal, Ripley stated that the
figures that Stubbs needed were not in Topeka but at the Chicago office
and that the governor’s employee “was endeavoring to build a statement
which would lead to conclusions as full of errors as . . . those usually
given public expression.” “Your situation,” Stubbs telegraphed in his
final message, “is more ridiculous than ever.” Why, he asked, was Ripley
afraid to allow the public to know the facts-about properties owned by
the Santa Fe? Obviously, because Ripley knew that the Santa Fe was
overcapitalized.2

Ripley’s unwillingness to let the governor inspect the records of the
Santa Fe was actually a godsend for Stubbs. From 1908 onward he had
been advocating a public-utilities law that would make it possible for
the state to examine railroad accounts as a means of evaluating their
properties. When Ripley forced Stubbs’s accountant to leave the rail-
road’s offices, the public became convinced that things were surely amiss in
the railroad’s records, and they demanded that previously reluctant legis-
lators support the governor’s public-utilities bill. Although controversy
over the public-utilities measure consumed much of the effort of the
1909 session, a number of other laws were enacted. At first Stubbs was
reluctant to enter into an open fight for the utilities bill. He had endorsed
it in his message to the legislature on 12 January 1909, but had not
engaged in a serious effort until a combination of Democrats, anti-
Stubbsian Republicans, and representatives of corporations demonstrated
that more than a general endorsement was needed to secure passage of
the bill. In February, Stubbs began to ask local politicians by letter to
force legislators to pass the bill. He circulated a form letter from a
progressive member of the Kansas Railroad Commission who favored
the bill, and he induced the reform press to encourage the legislature to
pass it.2%

On February 25 he appeared before the two houses to deliver a special
message on behalf of the bill. He discussed its provisions, its purposes,
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and the opposition to it. For years, he stated, one vast overshadowing
problem had confronted the people—the proper regulation and control
of public-service corporations. Recently, such state leaders as Charles
Evans Hughes of New York, Robert La Follette of Wisconsin, and Joseph
W. Folk of Missouri had developed “scientific, legal, business-like” ways
to supervise these bodies. In 1908 Kansas Republicans had specifically
promised to enact laws for the purpose of governing public-service
businesses by indicating that these corporations should have limits placed
on their issues of stocks and bonds and by asking for the physical evalu-
ation of railroad property. The utilities bill was designed to do this.

“Under present conditions,” Stubbs said, “the state through its legis-
lature or Board of Railroad Commissioners makes orders, and the railroad
companies go into federal court under a pretense of confiscation of prop-
erty and secure exemption from . . . those orders.” The state could not
disprove their claims, and “state officers . . . [had] been humiliated
and made to appear ridiculous for lack of information and evidence.”
No one, he concluded, should be fooled by the opposition’s argument that
local governments would lose control of local utilities because of the law.
Many communities had never governed them anyway. Small local utili-
ties were not the targets of regulation; rather the big corporations were
the institutions that Kansas needed to control. The governor finished his
address by noting that the regulation of banking by the state had helped
Kansas banks and that, in the same manner, regulation by the state would
help public utilities.

His speech added a few supporters and reinvigorated old champions
such as the reform press, Senator Bristow, and, after the speech, the
famous Topeka clergyman the Reverend Charles Monroe Sheldon. Moved
by Stubbs’s message, Sheldon wrote that he wished to congratulate the
governor for acting as a servant of the people in advocating the public-
utilities law. “I for one,” he noted, “want to go on record as opposed to
any method in our political life which favors falsehood or greed by any
person or corporation.”?® But the governor’s appeal was to little avail.
The bill was defeated in late February, and a measure written by Billy
Morgan, which would have allowed local councils to regulate public-
service corporations, was substituted. The administration, with Demo-
cratic help, defeated Morgan’s version.*”

Opposition to the public-utilities bill came from a number of sources.
Democrats and anti-Stubbs factionalists opposed it in order to embarrass
the governor, while certain economic interests feared that it would hurt
them financially. Although railroad leaders were not its most effective
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opponents, they were against the bill, since it threatened to limit their
profits to a fixed percentage of their Kansas holdings. Investors in electric
railways, gas and light enterprises, and telephone companies were the
chief enemies of the measure, since they considered the law to be an
invasion of property rights and a menace to economic freedom.

The reform press claimed that Stubbs was not interested in regulating
these utilities and that the argument about local utilities was a straw
man created by the corporate opponents of the bill. This was untrue.
Although Stubbs claimed publicly that he was not interested in local
utilities, he wanted to regulate them, as well as the statewide enterprises.
In letters to the opponents of the bill who objected only to the inclusion
of small businesses, he said that railroads and insurance companies were
not suffering from state regulation, and neither would small utilities.?

Aware of the sentiments of small businessmen, corporation attorney
J. Willis Gleed organized an effective publicity campaign against the bill.
He presented the measure as one that would allow the state to fix rates,
permit competitors to use the equipment of local utilities, require elabo-
rate reports, hear complaints against the services of small businesses, and
engage in many drastic and costly enterprises that would negate the
traditional meaning of private ownership of property. Gleed pointed out
that in Wisconsin in one year its commission had cost $65,000, and work
had just begun. “The people [of Kansas] are getting better service now,”
he concluded, “than they pay for.”??

The Topeka State Journal, which had favored the bill, felt that the
most effective arguments that had been used to defeat it were the claims
that the state would have complete control over small local utilities and
that the bill would halt the construction of interurban rail lines in Kansas.
These arguments convinced Henry J. Allen that the bill was unwise;
nevertheless, he promised Senator Bristow and White that he would work
for its passage. “At the present moment,” Allen wrote, “we are trying in
Wichita . . . to interest capital in a system of suburban railways. A
law, stating to these men, that they could not make . . . over ten per
cent, would not . . . make it easier to secure this great public conven-
ience.”30

A whisper campaign in Topeka during the session stated that Stubbs’s
only interest in the bill was to make the commission appointive, which
would have given him more political patronage. Some Republicans
pointed out that the bill had been defeated because the platform of 1908
had not specifically committed the party to such a law. The astute
Topeka correspondent Jay House decided that the bill had failed to pass
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because of inept administrative handlers. “High-mindedness and inde-
pendence,” he said, “are all right on the stump but are not of much value
in legislative halls when trying to enact legislation.” He later concluded:
“The opposition was cunningly and boldly led and the Lord was on the
side of the heaviest battalions.”! In a sense the fate of the public-utilities
bill symbolized Stubbs’s lack of success in the 1909 session. Most of the
laws that he requested were either amended to diminish their effective-
ness, or, like the public-utilities bill, failed to pass. ’

Stubbs had greeted the 1909 session of the legislature with a message
that was notable for its similarities to those being delivered by governors
across the reform-minded Middle West. In addition to asking for a
public-utilities commission, he sought consolidation of the state eleemos-
ynary institutions under one board of management, and he requested
home rule for Kansas cities. He noted that better roads were needed
in the state in order to facilitate commerce, and he suggested that the
1908 decision of the Railroad Commission to limit passenger rates to two
cents per mile be made part of the Kansas statutes. He told the legisla-
tors that the power of special interests in representative assemblies needed
to be reduced by the passage of an antilobbying law, and he asked them
to curb the same influences in elections by requiring candidates for state
and national offices to file reports explaining their campaign expenditures.
To satisfy a demand voiced after the passage of the State Tax Commission
Law in 1907, the governor stressed the need for an amendment that
would make tax commissioners and county assessors elective officials. He
also reminded the session that the people of Kansas wanted to have a
law enacted that would guarantee bank deposits. He closed by empha-
sizing the brevity of his program and by imploring the legislators to keep
economy uppermost in their minds.?2

The legislature failed to pass four of Stubbs’s suggestions—the public-
utilities bill, the bill providing for the reorganization of state eleemosynary
institutions, the proposal for an elective tax commission, and the bill to
establish a two-cent passenger rate. It did pass an antilobbying measure,
the Campaign Expenditures Law, the Rock and Dirt Roads Law, a law
enabling cities to have a commission form of government, and the Bank
Deposit Guaranty Law. By all standards this last piece of legislation
was the most important measure enacted during the session.3® It with-
stood a difficult fight in the legislature, and then it faced two years of
legal maneuvering in the federal courts by its opponents before the
Supreme Court upheld its constitutionality.

The Bank Deposit Guaranty Law, which was passed in March of
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1909, provided that incorporated banks that met surplus capital require-
ments could voluntarily insure specified types of deposits in a fund
established and supervised by the office of the Kansas bank commissioner.
The fund, which would protect all eligible deposits, was to be created
by levying a rate of one-twentieth of 1 percent on the deposits of member
banks until $500,000 was collected. Unlike the Oklahoma plan, which
antedated it by two years, the Kansas program was voluntary.3*

A generation that accepts the broad coverage of the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation as normal can hardly appreciate the opposition
that the state guaranty program raised. One banker denounced it as
“impractical, unjust . . . populistic, socialistic and paternalistic and re-
pugnant to the spirit of our institutions and to those qualities of individ-
ualism and of individual responsibility which our forefathers sought to
preserve, encourage and establish through the Constitution.”® J. W.
Berryman, a conservative banker-stockman-legislator from Ashland, con-
sidered it “a worse fallacy than the free silver craze.” He said that if it
were enacted, it would “crush all industry, paralyze all business and
destroy [all] confidence, leaving the state and country more prostrate
than war or pestilence.”36

But behind the bluster of these attacks on the measure lay an economic
reality which any generation can understand. One of the main features
of Kansas banking in the early twentieth century was a vicious competi-
tion between banking concerns that were state-chartered and those that
were nationally chartered. National banks, because of higher capital
requirements, because of federal deposits, and because of limited national
supervision, normally held the edge in the struggle for business. State
bankers, hoping to improve public confidence in their enterprises, wanted
the bank-deposit guaranty law as a prop that they could exploit in their
struggle for customers. They said that the law would assure depositors
that accounts in state banks were as secure as accounts in competing
national banks. They knew that Attorney General Charles J. Bonaparte
had ruled in 1908 that national banks could not participate in state
guaranty plans. They were aware that President Taft did not support
the idea of insurance for bank deposits, since he had campaigned against
it and its national champion, William Jennings Bryan, in 1908. The state
bankers felt that national banks would not be allowed to participate
under the Kansas program during Taft’s administration. This would
enhance the position of their banks even more.3?

National bankers were equally aware of these facts, and they inter-
preted them in much the same light. Consequently, they tried to block
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passage of the bill; but when it became apparent that the measure would
be enacted in some form, they tried to rewrite it so that the one class of
customers that was apt to be influenced most by its provisions would not
be covered. The depositor who received interest on his account would
almost certainly place his funds in a guaranty bank. Not wanting to
seem overly callous in their opposition, the national bankers, through the
Kansas Banker’s Association, attacked this provision by charging that it
would make it possible for “incompetent, reckless and unsafe bankers
. . . to exploit, buy . . . and demoralize banking business” in the state.
They developed a letter-writing campaign in February, established a
large lobby in Topeka, and packed the hearings on the bill with their
friends. Through J. W. Berryman and the Wichita banker C. Q. Chandler
they enlisted the support of the Long faction in the Kansas legislature.
They were also able to secure the help of the most influential Democrat
in Kansas, State Senator George Hodges of Olathe. Their effort was
rewarded when a limitation was placed on the amount of interest that
could be paid on savings accounts covered by the plan.®®

Having been kept from taking part in the Kansas program by a decision
in March of 1909 by Taft’s attorney general, George Wickersham, the
national banks organized the Bankers’ Deposit Guaranty and Surety
Company, which had a larger capital than the state fund. They did not
limit the interest that could be paid on insured savings deposits, as did
the state program. Thus, national banks were able to advertise that they
would pay a rate of interest higher than the 3 percent allowed by state
banks and would still provide the security of insured deposits.3?

The creation of the privately owned guaranty company caused a sudden
reversal of sentiment in many state bankers who had supported the state
system. To keep this group active in the program, Governor Stubbs
threatened to call a special session of the legislature in order to halt the
private concern from insuring savings deposits that received more than
3 percent interest. A special session was averted when Kansas Attorney
General Fred Jackson ruled that the superintendent of insurance could
forbid the private guaranty company from insuring certain classes of
interest-bearing savings deposits. Superintendent Charles W. Barnes used
Jackson’s ruling to refuse the Bankers’ Deposit Guaranty and Surety Com-
pany a certificate of authority to do business in Kansas until it agreed
not to insure savings deposits with interest over 3 percent. In December
1909 the Kansas Supreme Court held Jackson’s opinion invalid and
ordered Barnes to issue the certificate of authority.20

This victory did not satisfy the national bankers. They decided to
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test the counstitutionality of the state law. In March former Senator Long
had written a leader of the Kansas Banker’s Association that he would
like to be employed to fight the guaranty plan in the federal courts,
saying: “I am intensely interested personally in defeating the Kansas
guaranty law, . . . and if T am employed I assure you that I have never
had a case or subject to which I will give as close attention.” After
meetings in July, the association hired Long, as well as J. Willis Gleed,
Balie P. Waggener, and John L. Webster, all of whom were highly
competent corporation lawyers. These men initiated action in the U.S.
Circuit Court, Kansas District.2!

During late 1909 an old political henchman of Long’s, Judge John
Pollock, heard several cases involving the Kansas law and granted a
temporary injunction against the state bank commissioner, Jonathan N.
Dolley, while ruling the law unconstitutional, The state attorney general
appealed the decision to the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals at St. Louis,
and in May 1910 Pollock’s decision was reversed. Long next filed a writ
of certiorari with the United States Supreme Court, which rejected it in
October. The Supreme Court did, however, accept the Kansas case on
an appeal from Pollock’s initial decision. In January 1911 Justice Oliver
Wendell Holmes, Jr., wrote the majority opinions upholding the consti-
tutionality of the Kansas law, as well as that of somewhat similar enact-
ments in Oklahoma and Nebraska. Although another case relating to the
Kansas law was pending in the Supreme Court at the time, the opposi-
tion had been defeated, and the subsequent action proved meaningless.?

Stubbs had helped himself politically during the controversy by siding
with state bankers. In 1909 the Kansas State Bankers Association had
been formed to offset the Kansas Banker’s Association, which was con-
trolled by the national banks. During 1910 the new group worked for
Stubbs’s reelection, and it sponsored candidates for the legislature that
were favorable to the governor. “Stubbs and Dolley,” wrote C. C. K. Sco-
ville, president of the association, “are with us heart and soul . . . and
we ought to see they are upheld by sending men who are not enemies
of the state banks of Kansas to the legislature.”*?

The 1909 legislature, which ended its session on March 13, passed 269
out of 1,800 bills introduced. But of the pledges in the 1908 Republican
platform and of the requests made by Stubbs, only a few had been ful-
filled. A Topeka reporter wrote that the session was “remarkable for the
amount of work done as compared with actual results.”#* The defeats
suffered by the governor also caused a political enemy, Mort Albaugh,
to gloat that the legislature had administered a thrashing to Stubbs,
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which “if the leading papers were half way fair . . . would make him
appear . . . as the most worsted governer . . . we have ever had.™ ~

But Stubbs’s opponents had unwittingly contributed to his political
future. They had given him an issue to take before the voters in 1910.
He could demand that a progressive legislature be sent to Topeka to work
effectively toward reform goals in the next session. Stubbs’s political
future was also being helped by events transpiring outside of Kansas.
President Taft’s actions during his first few months in office indicated
that 1910 would be a critical year in the future of progressive Republi-
canism in Kansas. He had been unable to satisfy middle western reform
Republicans in his stand on the Payne-Aldrich tariff and the fight against
“Cannonism.” His attitude had created a deep split in the Kansas con-
gressional delegation, and as a result, controversies that began in the
national capital were transferred to Kansas, to be fought out in the
1910 primaries.

On 29 January 1910 conservatives had momentarily embarrassed Stubbs
by refusing to commend his administration at the meeting of the Kansas
Day Club in Topeka. But a few weeks later it became apparent to
everyone except the most dichard opposition and the governor’s worrying
friends that Stubbs and his allies would win a smashing victory in the
August primaries. Thus, when victory came, few were surprised. Pro-
gressive Republicans were nominated to nearly every spot on the party
ticket, and the reformers controlled the party council, where they wrote
a comprehensive, progressive platform. In November, although Republi-
can percentages were lower than usual, the state returned a Republican
House and reelected Stubbs.*8

Once again the governor was able to go before the legislature to request
the fulfillment of party pledges. In his message he reiterated the demand
for a public-utilities measure, the consolidation of state eleemosynary
institutions under one board, and the two-cent passenger-fare law. He
asked for more money for rock and dirt roads and for aid to rural school
districts. The Campaign Expenditures Law of 1909 did not satisfy him,
and now he asked for an enactment that would require candidates to
file statements of their political expenses, revealing the sources of the
funds. He requested ratification of the federal income tax amendment
that was circulating throughout the United States at that time.

The portions of the governor’s speech that represented the popular
aspects of progressivism in 1911 were those calling for the establishment
of the initiative, referendum, and recall by constitutional amendment.
Stubbs also asked for two other laws designed to advance democracy
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in Kansas. He sought a presidential-preference primary and the direct
election of senators under the Oregon plan. His address was shorter
than the one of two years earlier. It lacked color and style, but it was
clear and definite.4?

As in the case of the 1909 session, by February the legislature of 1911
still had not acted on the governor’s proposals. On February 8 he deliv-
ered a special message to the assembly, repeating his requests and de-
manding action. He pointed out that every party platform in Kansas had
pledged its legislators to those laws and that they were binding personal
obligations on every member of that legislature.*®

His troubles with reluctant legislators had begun weeks before the
1911 session commenced. Although a progressive-Republican house had
been elected in November, the senate had not stood for reelection and
thus was nearly the same body that had met in 1909. The governor and
his supporters had traced many of their failures in the first legislature
to the upper house and especially to the Senate Judiciary Committee,
which was headed by Francis Price of Ashland. According to one ac-
count, 245 senate bills and 50 house bills had been pigeonholed by that
committee after the conservative lieutenant governor, W. J. Fitzgerald,
had referred them there in 1909. The lieutenant governor elected in
November, however, was a progressive Republican, Richard J. Hopkins
of Garden City, and progressives indicated that he would appoint liberals
to the Judiciary Committee.

In 1909 the number of standpat Republicans in the senate had consti-
tuted a bare majority, but after the fall elections in 1910 three former
progressive members had switched their allegiance. Emerson Carey of
Reno County had succeeded in gaining favorable rates for salt shipments
from Hutchinson and had decided that “the less legislation we have the
better off we are,” while J. H. Stavely of Osage City and J. H. Stewart of
Wichita had announced their opposition to the administration because
of the proposals for the initiative, referendum, and recall. “I am not
anxious,” Stewart said, “for legislative experiments.” In tallying their
strength in the senate, conservatives estimated in late November 1910
that of forty members in the upper house, twenty-five were “standpat”
against Stubbs’s program.+®

The first test between the governor and his senatorial opposition came
on 10 January 1911, when both houses of the legislature were organized.
Lieutenant Governor Hopkins, true to his word, announced his decision
to remove antiadministration leaders from the Judiciary Committee and
other important committees. His statement sparked an uprising against
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his power to appoint committee members. The conservatives, evoking
memories of the recent cry against the dictatorial powers of Speaker
Cannon in the national House of Representatives, justified an assault on
Hopkins's power by announcing that they were going to do for the state
what insurgents had done for the nation.5

Stubbs fought back in vain. He countered their argument by noting
that the voters of Kansas had just recently elected the progressive Hop-
kins as lieutenant governor, and they wanted him to exercise the full
power of that office so that reforms that had hitherto been denied could
be passed. The senators, he added, had not gone before the public since
1908, and therefore they needed someone who had recently been a candi-
date for office as their leader. The governor had been spurred on by
Senator Bristow, who provided the principal argument—that the defeat
of Hopkins would violate the good faith of the people of Kansas, who
had elected progressive Republicans to office because they had promised
change.

The comparison between Cannon’s powers and those of Hopkins,
Bristow noted, was only superficial, and it was not hypocritical to oppose
one and support the other. Men were elected time after time to Congress,
and committees were permanent bodies that were controlled effectively
by the Speaker. In Kansas, men were rarely elected more than twice,
and no permanent combination could exist by virtue of this fact. Thus,
the powers of the lieutenant governor were considerably less than those
of the Speaker. “The Kansas legislature,” Bristow concluded, “responds
to the state sentiment which prevails . . . at the time of elections.” This
made the situation entirely different.?!

The Kansas senate disagreed. By a vote of 21 to 18 it sheared away
the lieutenant governor’s appointive power and created a Committee on
Committees to perform this function. Senator Price, the progressives’
béte noire, remained chairman of the Judiciary Committee.5?

A similar attempt to take the appointive power away from the Speaker
of the Kansas house was made simultaneously by a combination of regu-
lar Republicans, Democrats, and disaffected progressives. House Speaker
G. H. Buckman of Winfield was a standpat Republican who had been
converted to progressivism. He was supported by the administration in
the race for the speakership in 1911. This resulted in resentment among
progressive-Republican friends of Representative Robert Stone of Topeka.
Stone was also a candidate for the speakership, and because of his longer
allegiance to reform, he seemed to have a better claim than Buckman
had to Stubbs’s support. Stone, however, was unpopular with the gov-

129



ernor, because he had failed to win the confirmation of the United
States Senate when Stubbs secured a presidential appointment for him
to the Department of Justice in 1910,

Stone had allegedly been involved in a swindle earlier in the century,
and old evidence had been used against him during the fight for
confirmation. According to Arthur Capper, publisher of the Topeka
Daily Capital, Stone was an honest person who had been kept from the
Justice Department position by the then National Committeeman David
Mulvane, the Republican machine, and the Topeka booze crowd. None-
theless, Stubbs self-righteously wrote Stone out of the progressive faction
after he failed to get the confirmation. Having lost the speakership to
Stubbs’s candidate, Stone organized the movement to remove the appoin-
tive prerogative of Speaker Buckman. But the governor’s hold over
recently elected representatives was too powerful for Stone, and so the
movement collapsed. Stone had to wait until later to get his revenge,
when he engineered the defeat of the governor’s legislation concerning
the Board of Control, which would have provided for the consolidation
of state eleemosynary and penal institutions, and other such bodies,
under one authority.5?

The battle for Stubbs’s program at the 1911 session was even more
emotional than that in 1909. Two fistfights erupted on the floor of the
legislature during the session. While debate over the Board of Control
bill waxed hot, progressive Republican H. E. Ganse of Burlington at-
tacked Democratic Senator George Hodges, who promptly knocked Ganse
senseless. Later, Representative Stone was smashed in the eye by A. H.
McCormick of Pittsburg after a heated argument. The senate, wrote one
reporter, was now operating under the Queensberry Rules! “Not since
the days of the legislative wars in the early nineties,” he added, “has
there been such clamorous demands for blood. . . . Topeka is like Paris
in the time of the Fronde.”5*

More excitement was added by the campaign for Stubbs’s program in
the reform press. William Allen White, a constant critic of the conserva-
tive senate, was forced to appear before it to give testimony on his
charges that opponents of Stubbs were trading “pork-barrel legislation”
for votes against administration bills. He was asked to sustain his charges,
and when he could not, he was humiliated. To use the Kansas vernacular,
he had “to crawfish out of what he had written.” His performance re-
minded one reporter of White’s earlier attempt to make a prepared speech
before an assembly of school teachers. He “shed great globules of per-
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spiration,” the reporter wrote, “lost his place on the manuscript repeatedly
and finally fell like a pound of overheated butter.”5®

A far more acrimonious exchange of this sort occurred as a result of
published charges by Governor Stubbs’s private secretary, David D.
Leahy. Leahy, a former Democrat and Populist, was the exact opposite
of White in give and take. He had been a member of the Wichita Eagle
staff before joining Stubbs’s administration and had had a colorful career
in state politics. His flashy Anglophobic speeches had earned him the
title of the Irish Prince, and he knew how to befuddle enemies. On
February 12 “Prince Dave,” visiting in Wichita, was asked to explain why
Stubbs’s program was faring so poorly. His answer was a reply that was
normal for a man of his temperament. “The old regime of special inter-
ests,” he said, “is making its last stand, and the remnant of their willing
tools . . . is determined to defeat every demand of the people.” Crook-
edness was rampant, and political pirates were more reckless than in the
palmiest days of long ago. “Pork barreling” and “lying” were the major
methods being used by the enemies of the governor to defeat him in
the senate.?®

A week later Leahy was called before the senate. Unable to prove his
assertions, he, too, was forced to back down; but once free of the senate
floor, he attacked again with full main. “No one,” he wrote to a friend,
“disproved my charges of lying, no one can deny porkbarreling, and so
far as the accusation of political crookedness is concerned, I stand by it
unwaveringly.”® He was answered in a speech by Senator Sim Brewster
of Troy, who accused the Irish Prince of hypocrisy, demagoguery, and
dishonesty. Leahy replied: “I should have written you earlier thanking
you for your abuse of me. . . . To be openly denounced by a Senator
in the act of betraying his constituents . . . is a compliment that I did
not expect.”®®

The clamor by reformers against the senate illustrated a significant
fact regarding the 1911 session. As in 1909, important parts of Stubbs’s
program were failing. On February 23 the senate defeated the initiative,
referendum, and recall amendment by a 24 to 15 vote. Stubbs had been
reluctant to recommend the measure, feeling that the public was not
prepared for so “radical” a step, but White and Bristow had convinced
him that the device was necessary for the future of democracy.

His reticence had been caused by the position of many so-called moral
reformers toward the law. Fearing that the initiative and referendum
would be used to challenge Kansas liquor laws, prohibitionists demanded
that initiative and referendum petitions be required to have the signa-
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tures of a high percentage of registered voters in order to be validated.
But after the figure was raised to 15 and then to 20 percent of the eligible
electorate, the prohibitionists still opposed the bills. “The majority of
the men and women of Kansas consider the prohibition question settled,”
wrote an official of the State Temperance Union, “and they WANT IT
KEPT SETTLED.” “Is it fair,” asked the Union’s superintendent, Frank
M. Stahl, “that a few mining districts composed largely of foreigners,
should have the power to force this, or any other question upon the
state?”s?

What was democracy coming to in Kansas? A conservative state repre-
sentative from Greensburg, J. W. Davis, answered the question thus:

Like a fire bell in the night, this movement to change our Re-

publican form of government should startle every patriotic man,

for this dangerous and revolutionary doctrine would in the end

lead to the destruction of all free government. . . . Our highly

specialized form of representative government . . . would be

set aside, and we should go back to the clumsy methods which

prevailed in the infancy of all Republics.
If legislatures could be eliminated in their usefulness, he continued, so
could executives and judiciaries, and thus “you are on the highway that
leads to absolute anarchy.”® The presidential-preference primary and the
direct election of senators in the form of the Oregon plan went the same
way as the initiative, referendum, and recall. They were defeated late
in the session by the senate.

The utilities bill that had failed in the previous legislature had been
reintroduced in the house at the beginning of the session, but as was the
case with the initiative and referendum, it had still not been acted upon
by mid February. In order to overcome the opposition, Stubbs compro-
mised his position on the law, allowing local utilities to be exempt from
its provisions. He did not attempt to neutralize the opposition of the
railroads or the Bell Telephone Company, which was engaged in unifying
small communication networks in the state. Each of these interests had
lobbyists who were active in the legislature, and their persistence oc-
casioned two highly significant changes in the administration’s bill before
it passed on March 10. Simon Bear, lobbyist for the Bell Company, suc-
ceeded in keeping mutual telephone companies from being protected
under the coverage of that law. The railroads scored an even more im-
pressive victory by negating the meaningfulness of the term “reasonable
rates” as it had been used since the time of the 1906 reform movement.
The commission was allowed to determine rates, but it was not required
to base them on the capitalization, the current property value, or the
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original cost of the property of the companies. Moreover, the exact per-
centage of profit that the utilities were to make on the basis of any
of these three figures was not specified. Thus the grounds for considerable
agitation were effectively by-passed in the law.

But the passage of the utilities bill still should be considered a victory
for the governor. In a watered-down fashion it realized his major legis-
lative program, and it did include many of the features that he had
wanted. The law differed from the old railroad-commission enactment
in the following respects. Rather than being an elective commission, the
new board was to be appointed by the governor. In addition to the
power to regulate railroads, the commission was given power over private
telephone and telegraph companies as well as corporations involved in
the intrastate transmission of heat, light, water, and power. When de-
termining property values and when setting rates, the commission could
demand to see all accounts, books, and records kept by various corpora-
tions; and it could limit the issue of securities by the utilities. The most
significant power given to the commission was the right to review any
rate increases and to give widespread publicity to them. All utilities
were required to file copies of existing rate schedules with the commis-
sion. Provisions of the law were to be effective immediately, but the
members of the Board of Railroad Commissioners were allowed to con-
tinue as members of the Public Utilities Commission until their terms
expired in January 1913. According to students of the commission, it
performed creditably until 1919, when a revised program sponsored by
Governor Henry J. Allen replaced it.%!

The 1911 legislature was severely criticized by reformers during much
of the session, but at its close, the administration-oriented Topeka Daily
Capital lauded the lawmakers for having done a “good job” and for
having enacted “rightly progressive” laws. Four of the governor’s meas-
ures had not passed, but seven had. Moreover, a number of platform
pledges that Stubbs had not mentioned in his message became law.5?

In addition to the reforms already discussed, the 1909 and 1911 legis-
latures produced a series of laws affecting education, health, economic
relationships, and the tax structure of the state. For instance, a school-
book commission was created, the governing boards of the state univer-
sity and the state colleges were reorganized, and vocational agricultural
classes were started in rural elementary and secondary schools. In the
realm of morality legislation, a law dealing with the sale of cigarettes
was passed, banning the weed from Kansas, and the Kansas pure food
and drug law was amended. The legislature was reapportioned, and the
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state primary law was rewritten so that state legislators could pledge
themselves to a specific senatorial candidate in general elections. A
legislative reference library was created, the present Kansas State His-
torical Society Building was constructed, and a woman-suffrage amend-
ment was to be submitted to the public in 1912. Two other laws that
Stubbs and his contemporaries considered extremely important had also
been passed—the so-called Blue-Sky Investment Law and the Inheritance
Tax Law.%?

The Inheritance Tax Law was first enacted in 1909, but at the gov-
ernor’s suggestion it was amended slightly in 1911. It resulted from
recommendations made by the State Tax Commission, and it was favored
by Stubbs as a means of raising revenue. He also advocated the provision
that made it necessary for heirs of foreigners holding stock in Kansas
railroads to pay assessments that were made when death necessitated the
transfer of shares from one foreigner to another. He opposed the low
exemption of $5,000 that the law granted to widows and orphans; he
favored beginning the tax on such estates at $25,000.%

The “Blue Sky” Law resulted from the establishment of an unauthorized
bureau within the office of Bank Commissioner Dolley to investigate and
report on possibly fraudulent stock sales. Its success encouraged the
creation of a permanent body that would collect data from companies
selling securities in Kansas and then publish its findings. The most
important feature of the law was a provision for high fines and jail sen-
tences when securities were mislabeled or falsely advertised and when
sales of stocks and bonds were inaccurately reported to the state. Its
supporters claimed that many gullible Kansans were saved money by
the bureau’s actions, which kept them from buying “chunks” of the
state’s good “blue sky.”?

Progressive legislation did not cease with the 1911 session, nor did
honest government end when Stubbs left office. But by March of 1911
the center of progressive Republicanism in Kansas had shifted from the
legislative halls of Topeka to Washington, D.C. There, the state’s pro-
gressive Republicans had become involved in a continuous two-year
struggle with the leadership of the national Republican party. By 1911
they had joined a movement to stop the renomination of President Taft
and to replace him with a presidential nominee of their own persuasion.
They had started down what they hoped would be the road to national
dominance for men of their inclination. Unknowingly, they were nearing
the plain of Armageddon—as Theodore Roosevelt was to describe the po-
litical arena in 1912. Once there, defeat, not victory, was to be their reward.
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TAFT AND THE KANSAS INSURGENTS,
1909-1910

Even before the Republican National Convention met in June 1908,
Kansas progressives had expressed concern about William Howard Taft’s
qualifications to head a great reform crusade. Taft had never demon-
strated political sagacity, nor did his conservative nature seem to fit him
for the role of a reform president such as Kansas wanted. But Theodore
Roosevelt endorsed Taft, and for the majority of Republicans this alone
was adequate assurance that he would try to carry out the so-called
Rooseveltan policies.! If Taft did not, then Senator Joseph Bristow
thought that Taft would be annihilated politically.

Senator Bristow, of course, did not anticipate this fate. He was nearly
certain that the “big, amiable island of a man” from Cincinnati would
uphold the achievements of Roosevelt’s years and even advance them.
But Bristow did not know about Taft’s advice to Elihu Root to support
the election of conservative senators during the 1908 campaign. He was
not familiar with Taft’s classification of Bristow, Robert M. La Follette,
Albert Cummins, Jonathan Bourne, and others from the West as the
“Bryan wing of the Republican party.” Nor was he aware of what George
Mowry later called the mental separation that Taft had made from the
progressive-Republican group in Congress before his inauguration.® He
might well have been warned by Taft’s cabinet selections. But in early
1909 Bristow was not one who doubted the new president’s credentials
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as a reformer. In fact, he agreed with Taft when the president withheld
support from Kansas Congressman Victor Murdock and others during
their fight to unseat the conservative Speaker of the House Joseph G.
Cannon at the special session of 1909.%

One month after Taft was sworn into office, Bristow’s attitude changed
abruptly,. He became disillusioned with the president and privately
criticized him. Before the end of 1909, his complaints were being made
publicly, and though Taft was a Republican president, Bristow openly
disagreed with him on important issues. At first Bristow was almost alone
among Kansans in his criticisms, but within a year most Kansas progres-
sives joined him, and by mid 1910 Judge Nelson I. Case summed up the
feelings of the progressives when he claimed that Taft was a dupe of
grasping corporate greed. “Mr. Taft,” Case said, “evidently believed
that if he took the leaders of the representatives of the special interests
into his confidence he could influence, if not control, their action. . . .
The whole country saw at once, what seems to have never penetrated
his mental vision, that he had completely surrendered to the privileged
interest and allowed them to dictate the terms of his capitulation.”® In an
emotionally charged speech, he continued:

Because my father helped to organize the [Republican] party
and instilled into my boyish nature a feeling of party pride, be-
cause I shouted for Fremont in my boyhood, and marched in
the parades and spoke for Lincoln in my early . . . manhood,
and cast my first . . . vote for Grant, is no reason why I shall
support aspirants for office today who are pledged to a policy
absolutely at variance with my interest as an individual, are
opposed to the principles of free representative government, are
willing to give to rich corporations the people’s heritage to nat-
ural resources.®
Judge Case listed the things Taft had done that he and other Kansans
felt were wrong. Taft had sanctioned the Payne-Aldrich tariff, had sup-
ported Secretary of the Interior Richard A. Ballinger in his controversy
with Chief Forester Gifford Pinchot, had backed the reactionary Joseph
G. Cannon in his struggle against progressive Republicans who were
trying to reform the House of Representatives, had upheld Attorney
General George Wickersham in his prorailroad regulatory bill, and had
done numerous other things that indicated that he favored conservative
Republicans over their progressive brethren.?
Although it may have appeared that Taft was utter anathema to pro-
gressive Republicans in Kansas by 1910, such was not the case. The
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reformers were not yet sure that Taft would fail to redeem himself during
the last two years of his administration, and they were not sure how
wise it would be to oppose the man who would probably head the
Republican ticket in 1912. Republican candidates existed who could
be challenged in 1910. Taft’s position on the issues of the day aligned
him against the Kansas progressives, and he kept regular Republican
congressmen with him. Kansas regulars who faced renomination in the
primary could be openly opposed by their intraparty rivals. Thus, the
split that Taft helped to open in Washington carried over into Kansas
in 1910, where an election that would have been moderately emotional
became a mammoth donnybrook between standpat and insurgent Re-
publicans. Taft alone was not responsible for this, but his failure to
unite the party aggravated an already bad situation.

The trouble in Republican ranks, which reached floodtide in 1910,
began as early as the previous election. In the 1908 primary, Congress-
man Victor Murdock made it a point to campaign against the Republican
Speaker of the House—Joe Cannon—and the Republican rules enforced
there. Murdock induced some progressive newspapers to support him,
and he pressured a few other reluctant Republican congressmen in the
state to agree, even if half-heartedly, with his attacks. Unexpectedly,
Murdock’s campaign did not cease after the primary, and while Demo-
crats were making anti-Cannonism an issue in the general election, so
was Murdock.?

The national fight against Cannonism, as it was called, did not begin
with Victor Murdock, but the fiery, red-headed editor from Wichita
gave it a vocal, persistent, and clever champion. Cannonism, as the term
was used by Murdock and other critics, meant a system of government
in which one man exercised extraordinary powers over three hundred
and ninety-one representatives. It meant that a conservative, opinionated,
crude politician from Danville, Illinois, could impose his will in large
measure upon the House of Representatives. The system was not of
Speaker Cannon’s making; he had inherited it. But under his ironfisted
management it rubbed sensitive congressmen raw as they watched him
appoint committees, assign bills to the calendar, and control debate
through an autocratic manner of granting recognition.?

Murdock joined in the protests against Cannon as early as 1907, after
having served two undistinguished terms in office. A member of one
of the most famous families in Kansas history, he was first elected to
fill the seat that was vacated by Chester 1. Long in 1903. His election,
according to Mort Albaugh, political manager of the Seventh Congres-
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KANSAS’ CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS, 1898-1906

sional District, was arranged in the “same old way.” With the help of
Long, who was a friend of Speaker Cannon’s, Murdock secured an ap-
pointment to the Post Office and Post Roads Committee. In 1905 the
Kansas legislature reapportioned the state, which placed Murdock in
the newly created Eighth District. Freed from Long’s influence, he
joined the antirailroad reform movement, which was strong in Wichita
and throughout his new congressional area. Against the wishes of his
former Seventh District friends, he was a candidate for the Senate in
1906.10

Murdock became involved in the fight against Cannon as a result of
an amendment that he offered to the post-office appropriations bill in
1907. During an unofficial investigation of postal practices, Murdock
discovered that railroads were paid for carrying mail on the basis of
the tonnage transported per day. To arrive at the daily figure, postal
officials took the total weight of all mail hauled during a week and
divided that number by six, since earlier the railroads had not carried
mail on Sundays. This meant that the volume of mail carried in a week
by the railroads was smaller than what they were being paid to carry.
Murdock’s amendment would have corrected this discrepancy. Railroad
officials, convinced that their compensation for carrying mails was too
low anyway, opposed the Murdock measure. Speaker Cannon, apparently
influenced by railroad opinion, kept Murdock’s amendment from the
appropriations bill. When the young congressman appealed Cannon’s
blocking tactic to the House floor, he was soundly defeated. Undaunted,
he enlisted Senator Robert La Follette’s help, but La Follette, who later
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KANSAS’ CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS, 1906-1930

introduced a similar amendment in the Senate, was likewise thwarted by
its leadership. Finally, through an executive order, President Roosevelt
settled the affair by making the change that Murdock had suggested.
The persistence shown by the Kansas congressman in the “false divisor”
episode angered Cannon and made Murdock a marked man in House
affairs. Thereafter, Cannon thought of him as a Republican who, like
La Follette, was a “worse Populist than Bryan himself and more
dangerous.”! ‘

Murdock’s insurgency against Cannon was the result not only of
Murdock’s views with regard to the Speaker’s arbitrariness in the postal
matter; it was in part the natural outcome of his personality. Murdock
felt uncomfortable as an unnoticed member of the House. He entered
the Congress hoping to be more than just another representative, but
he remained unimportant. As a leader of a great popular uprising against
a dictatorial Speaker, he could gain the recognition he desired. No
longer would he be forced to feel as inconspicuous as he did on his
third day in Congress, according to an overdramatized account that he
wrote for American Magazine. Murdock reported that when he was going
to the House chamber, he passed Speaker Cannon and rendered the usual
“hello.” “The Speaker,” Murdock later recounted, “did not return my
morning salutation. I argued that he was in a brown study over some-
thing and did not see me. But men are not blind in brown studies,
except to those who are negligible. And the realization that I was negli-
gible was a terrorizing thing which awoke me in the dead of night and
would not let me sleep.”?
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There was still another facet to Murdock’s anti-Cannonism. He had
seen a number of moderate reforms fail in the House because of Can-
non’s hostility. As a champion of change and as a person interested in
democratic government, Murdock wanted to eliminate what many felt
was the biggest obstacle to progressive legislation in the capital. The
only way to do this was to limit the powers held by Cannon or to remove
him from the Speaker’s chair.

By 1908 a number of reformers had grown dissatisfied with Cannon.'®
Murdock, by voicing his own complaints, expressed the sentiments of at
least twenty-five other representatives. Taft had grown weary of Cannon
and had indicated that, unlike Roosevelt, who had a working agreement
with the Speaker, he would help opposition Republicans in Congress un-
seat the “Iron Duke of Danville.” Taft, however, wavered, and when time
came for action, he convinced himself that in order to enact the Republican
platform, Cannon would have to continue as Speaker. The loss of presi-
dential support did not swerve Murdock and his fellow representatives
from their plans to rewrite House rules and ultimately to remove Cannon.
Murdock, who helped to plan the strategy to be used against Cannon, was
joined in the insurgency by another Kansan, Edmond H. Madison, in
late 1908. Madison was also a former adherent of the Long machine;
but unlike Murdock, he did not have a reputation for championing radi-
cal ideas. As a moderate, he quickly became a leader of the disgruntled
Republican congressmen.

The House insurgents, as those who opposed Cannon were called,
refused to take part in the Republican caucus that was held just prior
to the special session in March of 1909. They knew that Cannon would
easily be renominated as the party’s candidate for Speaker at that meet-
ing. If they attended the caucus, they would be bound by its decisions.
Earlier, the insurgents had requested that the Rules Committee be
enlarged from five to fifteen members, each representing a different
geographical area of the country, that “Calendar Tuesday” be established,
and that the Speaker not be allowed to appoint committees. Cannon
and his house lieutenants opposed the entire program of the insurgents,
but because of the popularity of the effort to establish “Calendar Tues-
day,” they provided for “Calendar Wednesday,” late in the lame-duck
session that had begun in December 1908. This proposal made every
Wednesday a day when committees were to report to the House in
alphabetical order, thus allowing consideration of bills that the Speaker
had kept from the floor because of his scheduling.!*

On March 15, after he had been nominated by the Republican caucus,
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Cannon was easily reelected. When the motion was made to adopt the
rules for governing the House, Democrats and insurgent Republicans de-
feated it. Then, by a prearranged design, minority leader “Champ” Clark
presented a list of modified rules. These were defeated when Cannon
acquired the help of Tammany Hall Democrats. The rules finally
adopted at the session were essentially the same as the ones that the
House had used before, but “Calendar Wednesday™ was slightly revised.
A unanimous-consent calendar, which allowed unimportant legislation
to be passed without the Speaker’s approval, was also created.!®

Despite these accomplishments, Victor Murdock was angered by the
quasi defeat of the insurgents in March of 1909. He had earlier written
that five of the eight Kansas congressmen would vote with the insur-
gents. But when the fight developed, only Murdock and Madison voted
against the established rules, while the other six representatives supported
Cannon. When Cannon was elected for the fourth time as Speaker,
Murdock was the only Kansan to cast a dissenting vote. He had asked
Madison to join him in this vote, but the more moderate congressman
from Dodge City had refused. Concerning Madison’s decision, Senator
Bristow felt compelled to tell critics that the vote meant nothing and
that “the real hero of the Kansas delegation was Ed Madison.” Bristow
added that Madison had far more influence with the insurgent crowd
than Murdock had, although Murdock had been given “more advertising
out of the affair than anybody else.”¢

Bristow did not explain why Murdock had received more publicity,
but there was an obvious reason. When he was younger, Murdock had
worked as a reporter with journalists in Chicago and Washington. He
had close contacts with leading members of the press in the capital.
Moreover, he considered himself to be the semiofficial spokesman of
insurgency, and after March 1909, he was selected as the press contact
for the insurgents. He was less influential in insurgent councils than
Madison, but his function as chief propagandist made him far more
valuable to the anti-Cannon movement. In the long run, public scorn
defeated Cannon, and Murdock played the premier role in developing
a hostile public attitude.

Whether Cannon could have assuaged Murdock and the insurgents by
anything short of surrendering his power is a moot question, but his
actions during the special session of the Sixty-first Congress were not
designed to pacify them. Most insurgent leaders were relegated to last
place on their respective committees or were removed from them. Mur-
dock, of course, was demoted; but Madison, despite his actions, retained

141



all his committee appointments and his seniority on them. During the
insurgent effort to curb Cannon’s power at the beginning of the special
session in March, Madison was one of the three moderate insurgents
who were sent to confer with President Taft when Taft complained
publicly about their actions. Madison was also the only insurgent who
was appointed by the House to the joint committee to investigate the
Ballinger-Pinchot controversy in January 1910.18

From the special session of March 1909 until January 1910, Murdock
continued his campaign against the Speaker. He circulated a petition
at the December 1909 session of Congress, asking for Cannon’s resigna-
tion. He wrote articles for magazines, deriding the Speaker, and he gave
interviews in which he excoriated Cannon for his undemocratic, imperi-
ous, unfair manner. Murdock’s activities gained him the title of “the Red
Tnsurgent,” while one writer compared him to Herr Joham Most, the
anarchist. “His leather lungs, gift for sarcasm and drawling delivery,”
wrote one reporter, “rub the acid of his words into the scars left on the
regulars by his performance. The old guard . . . denounce him as a
more ‘dangerous’ man than La Follette.”?

Murdock’s campaign against the Speaker bore unexpected results in
March 1910. Camnon’s actions and his adverse press turned a number
of important conservatives against him during 1909. Thus, when George
Norris of Nebraska presented a resolution providing for revision of the
rules on 17 March 1910, the insurgents were amazed to find a majority
supporting it. President Taft had announced in February that he was
not in favor of further attempts to change House affairs. To the disgust
of the insurgents, he added that anti-Cannonism was being interpreted
as a criticism of his administration. Nevertheless, Norris presented his
resolution. According to Cannon’s private secretary, the House in the
spring of 1910 was in a “happy frame of mind,” and “whenever the
Speaker showed his head somebody was bound to heave a brick at him.”20
Norris’s brick struck home.

For two days frenzied maneuvering by Cannon and his friends kept
Norris’s resolution from being considered. Then, on March 19, a vote
was taken. Although minor changes were made, Norris’s plan was
adopted. The Speaker was not to be allowed to sit on the Rules Com-
mittee, which would be chosen by a House caucus. Immediately after
the Norris resolution passed, Cannon announced that the Speaker’s chair
was vacant. Victor Murdock had waited for years for this moment and
thought he would not be denied the opportunity of humiliating Cannon.
But fainthearted supporters wavered, and the coup de grdce that he had
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planned never fell on “Uncle Joe.” To Murdock’s chagrin, Cannon was
retained to the strains of “For He’s a Jolly Good Fellow,” sung by regu-
lars, insurgents, and Democrats alike.

Joe Cannon considered the insurgents’ victory the equivalent to the
achievement of the King of France, who marched forty thousand men
up a hill one day just to march them down again. In one sense he was
correct. The Rules Committee chosen by the House under Norris’s plan
included many of the same men that Cannon had appointed. Despite
this and despite future complaints by Murdock, the victory in March
was important. Cannonism, which symbolized everything that was con-
sidered wrong in the Republican management of Congress, had suffered
a defeat, and this encouraged the insurgent and progressive cause. Even
though insurgents were kept from the Rules Committee in 1910, eventu-
ally Edmond H. Madison was selected to that body. Moreover, while
the Democrats in 1911 tried to reintroduce most of Cannon’s old pre-
rogatives in order to increase the power of Speaker Clark, they were
unable to provide him with the same dominance that Cannon had
possessed.

From the viewpoint of the Kansas progressive movement, the most
important result of the victory over Cannon was the way that it affected
the relationship between insurgent congressmen and their regular coun-
terparts. Five of the eight Kansas representatives voted with the Speaker
and were, therefore, written out of the progressive movement. Daniel
R. Anthony, who represented the First District, had been absent at the
time of the struggle over the Norris Amendment, but his past action was
taken to indicate that he would have voted with Cannon. In Kansas,
where one straw vote indicated that 1,592 voters favored Victor Mur-
dock’s activities, and only 70 opposed, any indication that a man was
not progressive (anti-Cannon in this instance) could be politically fatal.
Some Kansas congressmen complained bitterly about being charged
with aiding Cannon. In some respects their complaints were justified.
Phil Campbell of the Third Congressional District, who had left a sickbed
against his physician’s advice in order to vote down Norris’s Resolution,
conceived of the affair as a struggle between Democrats and Republi-
cans. He claimed that he had never kowtowed to Cannon and that he
had still accomplished a good deal for Kansas. Congressman William
Reeder of the Fourth District also viewed the “fiasco” as a Democratic
ploy to discredit Republicanism. He said: “Cannonism is an illegitimate
child, conceived by an unholy union, in which Democracy seduced an
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unscrupulous element in the Republican party who were, and still are,
attempting to wreck the party.”?

Only Charles F. Scott of the Second District spoke favorably of Cannon.
Scott, who had been elevated by the Speaker to the chairmanship of the
Agricultural Committee, later wrote:

It is because I knew that in the very beginning the hue and cry
against him was started through the meanest and most selfish
motives, by men who could not compare with him either in
personal honesty or in public service, that I would not join it.
I knew perfectly well a year before the [1910] primaries, that I
could have had [reform] . .. support . .. and could have
been nominated without opposition if I had joined this hue and
cry against Cannon. I knew that in refusing to do it I was very
probably sacrificing my political life. You all harped a great
deal about Murdock’s “courage” in coming out against him.
Dorn’t you know that it took a lot more courage not to come out
against him? Murdock followed the line of least resistance to
save his political life. I lost mine rather than join in with what
I knew to be an unfair and unwarranted assault upon a man
who has rendered the country great service. . . . That is the
trouble with all your direct government heresy . . . it makes
cowards of men. It will fill Congress with a lot of moral cowards
who will be for anything the people want whether it is right
or not.?

Although Scott was inaccurate about Murdock’s motives, his candor
was a refreshing change from the sycophancy of regulars and progressives
alike who tried to appear to be favorable to both sides in the Cannon
controversy.?*

Madison, who received applause from progressives and conservatives,
was a master of middle-of-the-road tactics. He refused to vote for the
removal of Cannon in March 1910, and earlier he had supported the
Payne-Aldrich tariff. Under normal circumstances these votes would
have branded him a regular and an opponent of reform. But Senator
Bristow and Congressman Murdock kept progressives from attacking
Madison. Murdock appreciated Madison’s support in the rules fight when
other Kansans backed out, and he believed that although Madison was
no extreme progressive, he did stand for change. Bristow, likewise con-
vinced that Madison was not an aggressive reformer, felt that the
congressman’s “heart was in the right place.” “Madison,” Bristow wrote,
“is apprehensive of the power of Morgan, Lobdell, Bone and Albaugh
[in his district] and you can’t really blame him.” Having been elected
in 1906 in Long’s old congressional area, Madison did have to contend
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with an active, powerful, conservative machine. But to assume, as Bris-
tow later did, that Madison was taking his political life into his own
hands when he stood for progressive legislation is wrong. Western
Kansas had become a progressive stronghold in the state, and this made
it necessary for Madison to identify himself with reform by 1910.25

Fortunately for Madison, in January he received an excellent oppor-
tunity to enhance his reputation as a progressive. His appointment to
the joint congressional committee to investigate the Ballinger-Pinchot
affair was hailed as a victory for progressive Republicanism. Although
his report on the controversy was not made public until September, there
was never much doubt about the conclusions that he would draw. His
qualifications to be a member of a committee to investigate conservation
were almost nil. His one involvement with conservation resulted from
a pork-barrel project that he had inherited upon taking office. Chester 1.
Long, before leaving the Senate, had started an afforestation program
near Garden City, Kansas. This was one of several experimental forests
sponsored by Congress in arid areas. When Long failed to win reelection
in 1908, Madison, as the western-Kansas member of the state’s delegation
in Washington, fell heir to the project. Where nature had created short-
grass country, Madison, Long, and the Department of Agriculture un-
successfully tried to create a forest. When in 1910 the program came
under fire in Congress, Madison defended it on psychological grounds.
He said that if anyone had ever lived in western Kansas, “he would
know what tree hunger is, and he would understand of what value even
a scrub is to the people upon those wind-swept plains.”?®

The Judge, as Madison was affectionately called, had been admitted
to the Kansas Bar in 1888 and had immediately been elected county
attorney at Dodge City. He had been an ardent prohibitionist in Ford
County, and a capable foe of Populism. In 1900 Governor William E.
Stanley appointed him to the Thirty-first District Court of Kansas, where
he remained until his election to the House in 1906. His sonorous voice
earned him the title of “Boy Orator” and made him popular as a stump
speaker. Like other progressives, he supported tariff revision, regulation
of the railroads, and the direct primary. There is some doubt about
whether he was considered a sincere insurgent by everyone when he
was appointed to the Ballinger-Pinchot investigating committee.?”

The Ballinger-Pinchot affair, which Madison helped to investigate, was
(as Elmo Richardson has pointed out) a cause célébre over two varying
opinions about conservation.?®8 Technically, Secretary of the Interior
Richard A. Ballinger entered into no dishonest arrangements, as was
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charged by the progressives, but he did oppose Gifford Pinchot’s view
of conservation and, thus, a “Rooseveltian policy.” Ballinger, who once
had lived in Kansas but had spent most of his life in Seattle, Washington,
was chosen secretary of the interior in order to assuage westerners who
were distrustful of conservation. During his first few months in office
he returned millions of acres to the public domain and stopped large
expenditures by the reclamation service. As a result he aroused the
hostility of Chief Forester Pinchot, who had developed conservation
programs while James R. Garfield was head of the Department of the
Interior.

The controversy resulted from the Cunningham claims to coal lands
in Alaska. The claims, which were in the national domain, composed
approximately 15 percent of the Bering River coal field and were sched-
uled for exploitation by unknown investors. In 1907 Ballinger, serving
as commissioner of the land office, ordered the claims validated; but an
investigation by Louis Glavis, an employee of the Interior Department,
indicated that the claimants had violated federal law by intending to
share part of the coal lands with a Morgan-Guggenheim syndicate, which
had investments in the area. Despite this information, Ballinger clear-
listed the lands, only to have his decision reversed by Secretary Garfield.
After leaving office in 1908, Ballinger was employed by the Cunningham
claimants as a legal advisor, and when he was appointed Secretary of the
Interior in 1909, Ballinger removed Glavis from the case. He then
prepared to complete the validation of these lands to Cunningham.

Sensing a dishonest maneuver, Glavis asked Pinchot for help. The
chief forester appealed to President Taft. After considering the complaint
and talking with others, the president decided that Pinchot hoped to use
the affair to embarrass the administration. Considering Pinchot’s dis-
satisfaction with the policy of the Interior Department, Taft’s assumption
seems to have been correct. When Taft did nothing, Glavis, with Pinchot’s
help, published an article in Collier’s, attacking Ballinger and questioning
his honesty. This, plus other publicity, prompted Taft to remove Pinchot
from his office as chief of the Bureau of Forestry. In turn, these develop-
ments caused a full-scale investigation of the affair by Congress in early
1910.2° Although no votes were recorded on the resolution calling for
the investigation, the entire Kansas delegation seems to have supported
it. The Senate investigators were appointed by the vice-president. When
the House considered how its members would be named to the joint
committee, it kept the Speaker from making the appointments, choosing
to elect them instead. The vote to keep Cannon from appointing the
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House members saw Murdock and Madison with the majority, while
the other six Kansas congressmen opposed.8?

Senator Bristow’s reaction to the Ballinger-Pinchot controversy illus-
trated the way that Kansas progressive Republicans responded in general.
At first Bristow thought that the matter was solely a question of two men
favoring different conservation policies. Not particularly concerned with
this phase of conservation and disliking Pinchot’s eastern mannerisms,
he concluded that the inquiry would prove that Ballinger was an honest
man. Early in 1910 the senator was less certain of the secretary’s honesty,
writing that he had been told by men who had examined evidence in
the case that Ballinger in one instance had violated the law. By April,
as the result of newspaper and magazine reports, Bristow was condemn-
ing Ballinger. “I don’t think,” he wrote, “there is any danger of Madison

. . whitewashing Ballinger. . . . In my judgment it is the rottenest
condition that has existed in any Department since the whiskey scandals
of the Grant administration.” He continued:

From my point of view, the criminality is on the part of the
cabinet officer and his immediate subordinates who act under
his direction, and the inferior officers were the ones who stood
between the Government, or the people, and the plunderers.
Glavis blocked the Guggenheims’ game to loot Alaska, and for
this invaluable service to the American people he is removed
from office and stamped with official disgrace, the President
denouncing him. . . . I dont say “poor Taft” any more. He is
not entitled to pity. If he is so ignorant and indolent as not to
know or realize what is going on in his administration—that
Ballinger is the friend of crooks—it seems to me he is more an
object of contempt than pity. If he does not know the charac-
teristics of these men, then he is the worst man that has been
at the head of the American Government since Martin Van
Buren.3*

Bristow was correct in assuming that Madison’s report would condemn
Ballinger. The majority of the joint committee, which reported in Sep-
tember 1910, exonerated Ballinger from fraud and corruption and lauded
him as an efficient conservationist. The minority, composed of Democrats,
said the opposite. But in a third opinion, which sustained Pinchot and
recommended that Ballinger be removed, Madison wrote: “Mr. Ballin-
ger’s course . . . has been characterized by a lack of fidelity to the public
interests.”2

In a way perversely Kansan, Madison’s report was considered by much
of the Kansas press as the only accurate portrayal of the affair. The con-
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gressional investigation did nothing immediately to affect the conserva-
tion policy in Taft’s administration. It did enhance Madison’s reputation
as a progressive, and it added to the progressives” distrust of the presi-
dent. For the moment, Ballinger remained as secretary of the interior.
After the sensationalism connected with the controversy had moderated,
Ballinger resigned and was replaced by the proconservationist Walter
Fisher. But Fisher was no more acceptable to insurgent Republicans
than his predecessor, and in late 1911 Senator Bristow verbally attacked
the new secretary during a public appearance with him in Kansas.??

Joseph Bristow became an opponent of the Taft administration as a
result of tariff revision in the special session of 1909. Until that time,
Bristow had been a protectionist. But because the 1908 Republican plat-
form and the Kansas voters demanded change, he told the state legis-
lature that elected him that among his first duties would be a downward
revision of the tariff. President Taft had earlier written that he was
counting on Bristow to help him secure honest tariff revision, and the
senator had taken Taft’s remarks to heart.*

Bristow was apprehensive early in the special session when the Payne
bill was discussed by the House of Representatives. Before it passed on
April 10 he became convinced that many of its provisions were pure and
simple graft. “Between us,” he wrote Harold Chase, “I haven’t much
faith in a tariff revision such as we want happening.” Nelson Aldrich, he
noted, had packed the committee that would handle the measure in the
Senate with men who were opposed to revision, and Aldrich himself had
indicated that he was against any fundamental change in the import
tax. Bristow did not seem to be particularly agitated over these develop-
ments, and he gave no indication that he, along with La Follette and
others, would engage in a spectacular fight for a lower tariff.?

Tariff-making was a festering sore that plagued almost every Repub-
lican administration, but it was one that Theodore Roosevelt had pur-
posely avoided. His successor was not as fortunate. In 1908 both major
parties endorsed the idea of tariff revision. Once elected, President Taft
took this commitment of his party seriously, calling a special session to
deal with the matter. But Aldrich and Cannon, the most powerful men
in Congress, were not interested in upholding the Republican pledge.
Aldrich felt that existing schedules were too high, yet he wished to leave
the matter alone. His attitude was approximately the same as Cannon’s.
“The country,” Cannon later said, “at that time was prosperous, manu-
facturers were satisfied with their profits and workingmen with their
wages, and it did not seem to me either good business or sound politics
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to dislocate business and bring about hesitation and uncertainty by a
tariff revision.”®®

The opinions of these men concerning the tariff were extremely im- -
portant, as were the attitudes of other Republican representatives who
shared Cannon’s and Aldrich’s views. William A. Calderhead of the Fifth
Congressional District in Kansas was an excellent case in point. Calder-
head, a high protectionist on the Ways and Means Committee, summed
up his feeling on the 1908 tariff plank by informing a Washington contact
that he planned to adhere as closely as possible to the Republican plat-
form. But he added, “Don’t announce our position until we get safe
agreements for satisfactory tariffs on the products in which Kansas is
especially interested.”s?

Considering that forty-six states and a number of territories sent men
to Congress in 1909 with attitudes similar to Calderhead’s, the tariff as
finally passed would understandably not have satisfied revisionists. Bris-
tow was not the only Kansan to become disenchanted by the tariff
proceedings. Both Victor Murdock and Ed Madison complained about
them while hearings were being held in the House. After the Payne
bill was sent to the Senate, Madison noted that it would have been
more of a revision downward if Representative Sereno Payne had ac-
tually had his way. Gloomily, he added that John Dalzell and Joseph
Fordney, who were ultra protectionists, had exercised the greatest in-
fluence in shaping the measure and would probably direct House affairs
when the amended bill returned from the Senate. The knowledge that
Calderhead, a member of his own state’s delegation, was going to be a
member of the conference committee to reconsider Senate and House
differences would not have cheered him.38

Madison was particularly surprised by Taft’s inaction early in the
session. Unknown to Madison, Taft was disheartened by the Payne bill
and by Aldrich’s intentions. The president had already considered
appealing to the public in order to force Aldrich’s hand. He thought
about vetoing the measure if it did not meet his desires. George Mowry
has suggested that Taft might have started using patronage to pressure
reluctant senators to support the administration’s wishes for a substantial
revision. Roosevelt had done so, and Taft later used the patronage
lever against progressive Republicans. In 1909, however, Taft chose .a
course that was far more in keeping with his personality by refusing to
do anything at first.3®

When the tariff bill arrived in the Senate, Aldrich’s intentions of raising
specific rates higher than those in the Payne bill became apparent. In
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order to dramatize Aldrich’s actions, in late May a band of insurgent
Republicans combined to speak on different aspects of the legislation.
They realized that their effort would not affect Aldrich’s schedules to any
degree, but they hoped to inform the public of what was being done
wrong,

In dividing the schedules to be discussed, Bristow was given those
concerning sugar and lead. In order to prepare himself, he did an
amazing amount of letter writing and reading. His final position on the
sugar schedule, however, was substantially the same as the one that
he held when he began his research. He favored a reduction of the
rate on refined sugar, but he wanted raw sugar to continue to have
protection. He believed that one day Kansas would produce all the raw
sugar that the United States could use. “I certainly would be in favor
of free sugar,” he wrote,” but ten years experience in beet sugar develop-
ment convinces me that we will soon be producing more sugar than we
consume.” Like other Kansans, he opposed Cuban Reciprocity and duty-
free sugar from the Philippines. His position was not that of a proponent
of lower tariffs, but compared to Aldrich’s, it seemed to be so.%°

Bristow’s role in the debate over the lead and zinc schedules was far
less spectacular than his role in the sugar controversy, but he was more
consistent in advocating a lower rate. In this respect he differed with
Campbell and Scott, who represented the zinc- and lead-producing areas
of Kansas. In 1908 the state produced approximately one-half of the
nation’s total output of spelter. These men favored the continuance of
protection for their industries.**

Of course, Bristow’s general attitude on the tariff was not totally dis-
similar to the views of the other, the “regular,” members of the Kansas
delegation. As a moderate revisionist, Bristow’s position in the topsy-
turvy activity of tariff-making could be considered as one extreme. Cal-
derhead was a protectionist, despite what he said about the party plat-
form, and he represented the opposite extreme. The remaining members
of the delegation were scattered between these men. For example, James
M. Miller and Scott favored adding lumber to the “free list,” although
Miller, who represented the Fourth Congressional District, admitted
during the debate that he would ultimately vote with the congressional
leadership of his party on all schedules. His views about party discipline
must have rankled the independent-minded progressives. “I am inclined,
in legislative matters,” he said, “to yield to the consensus of opinion of
the party to which I belong, instead of adhering blindly to my own
judgment upon a question of this character.”?
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Party discipline was a force that influenced Bristow, no matter how he
finally reacted. In reality, Bristow feared Democratic free-trade views.
He and, for that matter, other insurgents would have agreed with Con-
gressman William Reeder of the Sixth District when he stated:

The more nearly we permit Americans to do all the labor neces-
sary to supply our needs and get good wages for this labor, the
more prosperous all our people will be. I say this as a repre-
sentative of a section which consumes a large amount of the
goods manufactured by American workingmen; and we prefer
to have those goods made by our own people, giving them their
wages for their labor, rather than insist that our laboring people
shall stand a cut in their wages to compete with pauper labor
abroad.®

The lower-tariff posture of the insurgents was induced by the platform
of 1908. If Aldrich had accepted moderate revision or if he had been less
overt in fashioning higher schedules than those in the House version,
most insurgents probably would not have become involved in the spec-
tacular Senate debates.

From the point of view of the progressives, higher rates were not the
worst feature of the bill. Aldrich, they believed, was using the measure
to punish them by favoring the industrial East at the expense of their
agricultural West. Midway through the session, Bristow wrote: “There
is a combination here of New England, the Pacific Coast, and the Rocky
Mountain states, West Virginia, Pennsylvania, and Louisiana that will
put through the tariff bill that their people want. That is, they propose
to levy tribute upon the remainder of the United States.” On another
occasion he added: “This tariff is being revised by a band of legislative
pirates . . . taxing the rank and file of the people to increase the profits
of the owners of manufacturing establishments.” Here, his statement
conflicted directly with Calderhead’s speeches in the House. During one
oratorical display, Calderhead said: “The charge is generally made that
the whole tariff is levied for the protection of the manufacturer. The
general answer to it is that the man who has received the most pro-
tection from the tariff has been the farmer . . . and the wage-earner.”#*

Until June, Bristow and other progressives wondered about Taft’s
failure to act in behalf of revision, but they said little. Taft did not inter-
vene to help them in their fight; nor did he hinder their activities. But
as the debate reached a climax, he helped to defeat an income-tax addi-
tion to the tariff bill, which was supported by the progressives and
opposed by Aldrich. By this time the debate had become more than just
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a disagreement over schedules. Aldrich and his friends had stung Bris-
tow’s pride. “When I rise,” Bristow wrote, “[I am] . . . greeted with
sneers and insulting remarks from the Aldrich coteries. . . . But fortu-
nately their methods irritate me and increase my determination . . . and
if they can be more disagreeable to me than I will be to them . . . they
are welcome to the satisfaction they get out of it.”#5

Bristow’s support of the income tax was not vindictive; he favored it
because he felt that it would be a fairer way to raise the national revenues
that would be needed in order to replace those lost by a lower tariff. Taft,
aware of the constitutional problem involved in an income tax, wanted
a corporation tax instead; but he was willing to support an income tax
as a constitutional amendment. Aldrich opposed both tax plans, but he
accepted the president’s proposal as the lesser of evils.*6

Taft swung Republican senators to his views through a special message
to Congress. Bristow’s reaction to the speech was predictable. The
president bad “pulled the rug” from under them. “This corporation tax,”
he remarked, “is an aggravating thing, aggravating because the President
joined with Aldrich to defeat us upon the only occasion when Aldrich
was in any danger. If Taft had been with us, in favor of revision of the
tariff, so that we could have gotten a decent tariff bill, we would not
have cared so much about the corporation tax.” Bristow voted against
the corporation-tax amendment; but his Kansas colleague, Senator Charles
Curtis, and a large majority in both houses supported it. The corporation-
tax amendment not only separated the junior and senior senators from
Kansas, it also caused an open difference between Bristow and Madison.
In extended remarks to the House, Madison said that he believed Taft
was wise in rejecting an income-tax law without first having the Constitu-
tion amended. He defended the corporation tax by saying that it was just
and constitutional and that it was not a dodge to avoid a personal income
tax. “I confidently predict,” he noted, “that the history of the future will
disclose that in its enactment, the President and his party met the exi-
gency of the hour, and placed upon the statute books a wise and beneficial
law.”47

Before the conference committee met in July to reconcile differences
with regard to the tariff bills, Bristow decided to vote against their report.
Taft’s influence on the bill at the conference did not change Bristow’s
resolve, and despite considerable improvements in it, Bristow voted
against the law on August 5. In the House, Murdock was the only
Kansan to vote against the measure. On a motion to recommit the bill
he was joined in defeat by Madison. An overwhelming majority of Senate
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and House Republicans supported Taft by passing the Payne-Aldrich
Act.t8

According to Taft, the 1909 tariff law was “a good bill,” which could
be defended “as a revision substantially downward.”*® Many progressive
Republicans in and out of Congress disagreed. Influential newspapermen
throughout the Middle West were particularly incensed. Colonel William
Rockhill Nelson of the Kansas City Star ripped Taft’s picture from his
office wall and replaced it with a photograph of Grover Cleveland. He
wrote Bristow that the people had never been as aroused as they were
now “to the extortion . . . being carried on under the guise of protec-
tion.” He told William Allen White that Bristow and Murdock, the two
Kansans who had voted against the law, were the kind of congressmen
the state liked, but the rest were unwanted baggage. The Star’s con-
tinual assault on the Payne-Aldrich Act caused President Taft to complain
that the paper would not accept the fact that he was a Republican and
not a “free-trade” Democrat like Colonel Nelson.5°

Harold Chase and Arthur Capper of the Topeka Daily Capital were also
displeased by the bill, although not as much as Colonel Nelson. Opinion
polls taken early in 1910 indicated that the people of Kansas agreed with
Nelson. One group registered 1,582 negative votes on the measure, com-
pared to 96 favorable replies. Another sampling showed that 1,063 voters
disapproved of the law, while 49 felt it to be satisfactory. Despite his
own opposition to the tariff, Bristow was amazed by the public’s response.
He wrote Senator Albert Beveridge of Indiana that the people wanted
him to discuss nothing but the tariff. “There is an ominous drift against
President Taft in our immediate vicinity,” he added. “There is . . .
abroad a spirit of intolerant hostility to the tariff. . . . I have never seen
in Kansas such a unanimous sentiment of approval as I find in favor of
the insurgent Senators.”>!

Insurgents profited politically from dislike of the tariff, whereas Kansas
politicians who voted with Taft were hurt by it. These other politicians
included Scott, Campbell, Miller, Reeder, Calderhead, and Curtis. Even
Anthony and Madison, who voted regularly with the insurgents in at-
tempts to amend the schedules downward, were criticized. They, too,
had voted for the final measure. Many of the congressmen complained
bitterly when Bristow continued to speak against the tariff after the
session had ended. Reeder, who openly criticized Bristow, was answered
by the senator in curt fashion. “If Reeder wanted to be reelected,” he
said, “he ought to have stood by his constituents and not by Mr. Ald-
rich’s.”52
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Before September 1909 there had been little public criticism of Presi-
dent Taft, although Bristow had noted on a few occasions that the
president had not upheld the 1908 Republican platform. Late in the
month, however, Taft began a tour of the United States, starting in
Boston, where he congratulated Aldrich as the Senate leader who worked
for the welfare of the nation. Bristow dreaded Taft’s tour, since he was
sure that the president would say that the tariff bill was a good one, one
that fulfilled the pledges made by the party. “He will make [the tariff]

. a party measure,” Bristow stated, “and put his administration be-
hind it.” If this should happen, Bristow knew that thenceforth an attack
on the tariff would be tantamount to a rebuff of the president. On Sep-
tember 21, at Winona, Minnesota, Taft did discuss the tariff. As Bristow
suspected, he defended the supporters of the measure, attacked its critics,
and called the law the best tariff ever enacted by a Republican Congress,
and thus the best ever passed.®

The reform press was stunned. The supposed leader of progressivism
had switched sides on them, now choosing to uphold the reactionaries.
Progressive-Republican politicians were less surprised, but no less mourn-
ful. They had come to believe that Taft had deserted them, but now he
was taking a position that could only hurt them politically if they
remained silent. Naturally they did not intend to allow Tait’s remarks
to go unchallenged. They counterattacked. The time for silence was
past; they believed that if their action split the party, such an eventuality
was not of their making. “It is the plan of the Aldrich and Cannon
crowd,” Bristow wrote, “and Taft is in accord with them, to eliminate
the progressive Republican from political life. . . . The fights heretofore
have been merely skirmishes—the real battles are yet to come.”

In Kansas, the Winona speech had a twofold effect. Regular Republi-
cans took heart, but anti-Taft sentiment grew more bitter. In October,
Bristow began to make a series of speeches against the Taft administra-
tion’s tariff and against corporation congressmen. Regular Republicans
began to refuse to appear on platforms with him, damning his antiadmin-
istration stand. Although the regulars were pleased with the president’s
position, William Allen White accurately interpreted the impact of Taft’s
actions on Kansas. Taft, he wrote, “has lost and the insurgents have
gained, for they are now in the attitude of being persecuted by those in
high authority.”??

As a result of Taft’s actions on the tariff, progressive Republicans be-
came apprehensive about the future of reform. Bristow wrote that it
looked as if Wickersham, Bowers, Nagel, and Ballinger—all trusted rep-
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resentatives of big business in the cabinet—were going to outline the
policy of the administration regarding corporations. Bristow added that
if he and his friends did nothing, the progressive revolution would be
for naught. Unaided by Taft, progressives in Congress would have to
enact progressive laws. Bristow recommended to Senator Moses Clapp
of Minnesota that men of their views use the waterways convention in
New Orleans in October to plan a program for the session of Congress
that would convene in December 1909.

Although this meeting failed to materialize, sometime between Sep-
tember and December the progressives did manage to discuss what they
would try to achieve at the coming session. Bristow later reported that
Senator Cummins would manage their efforts on an interstate-commerce
law; Borah would handle a proposed measure on postal savings banks;
La Follette and Beveridge would concentrate on a revised tariff; and
Bristow would work for the direct election of senators by constitutional
amendment. Together, they were to “attack the selfish, corporation pro-
gram of Aldrich and Cannon.”5¢

Historians have often remarked that it was Taft’s misfortune to have
handled the Payne-Aldrich tariff, Cannonism, and the Ballinger-Pinchot
affair badly. Thereafter, his reform accomplishments were suspect among
insurgent Republicans. In the case of Senator Bristow this view offers a
valid interpretation. The Mann-Elkins Act, parcel post, the postal savings
bank, and numerous antitrust actions are listed as the main contributions
made by Taft to progressivism. On each of these issues, Bristow opposed
the president’s measures or actions and disclaimed their progressive
nature. As one would expect, in opposing Taft’s program he often found
himself at odds with other Kansas delegates in Washington, including
Madison and Murdock.

Bristow, of course, was favorable to antitrust prosecutions, but he felt
that Attorney General George Wickersham presented government cases
ineptly, thus causing verdicts that were to the advantage of corporations.
He, La Follette, and Cummins did not like the Postal Savings Bank Law,
which was enacted at Taft’s request. They believed that the legislation
would allow deposits to be taken from western communities and placed
in eastern banks. Handlers of the bill tried to persuade them that this
would not be the case, but they were unconvinced and voted against
the measure. That Taft made the bill a personal vote of confidence in-
fluenced them not in the least. The other members of the Kansas dele-
gation voted with the president, except for Charles F. Scott, who failed
to vote. Victor Murdock, an authority on postal affairs, was one of the
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warmest supporters of the law. Murdock, who seems never to have liked
Bristow despite their general agreement on issues, favored postal savings
because it taught the lost virtues “of simplicity, of frugality, of thrift.”
“It is useless,” he said during debate on the bill, “to obtain inspiration
[for these virtues] from the example of our rich. They answer all criticism
of extravagance by a grand spectacle of continued material success. Our
rich are utterly hopeless and absurd, as a rule, in their manner of ex-
penditure.”?

The question of improved parcel-post service also placed Taft and
Bristow in antipodal positions. As evidenced by the lack of activity in
the Sixty-first Congress, none of the Kansas representatives was interested
in becoming involved closely with that problem. To the extent that the
president and Bristow were at variance, Taft seemed to take the more
equitable stance. He wanted to extend the parcel-post service so that
large packages could be shipped through the mails. Postage was to be
prorated according to a series of established zones. Bristow’s difficulty
with the proposed system was strictly political. Two powerful Kansas
interests held opposite views regarding Taft’s proposed revision. Farmers,
who would profit from being able to purchase large-sized items by mail
order from Chicago or Kansas City, generally favored the suggested
change. Small-town merchants, threatened by the loss of their rural
customers, opposed it.

The solution to the parcel-post problem did not come until August of
1912, thus it had no bearing on Republican politics in 1910. The system
adopted at that later date was the one advanced by Taft; of the Kansans
who had been involved earlier, only Victor Murdock voted against the
law. For several years Murdock had advocated a plan to give the gov-
ernment an absolute monopoly in the carriage of mail in order to avoid
a perennial deficit. He argued that as things existed, the American
Express Company took lucrative short-haul carriage away from the
government and expected the Post Office Department to foot the bill
on unprofitable long-haul business. A monopoly would allow the govern-
ment to begin operating the Post Office Department in the black by
balancing the unprofitable business against the profitable.

In discussing post-office finances, Murdock touched on another issue
that occasioned disagreement between Taft and Bristow. In order to
equalize the amount charged for carrying newspapers and magazines and
the amount paid in costs by the government, and in order to eliminate
a $17.5 million deficit, Taft proposed an increase of two and one-half
cents per pound in rates on second-class mail. Bristow, representing
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magazine and newspaper sentiment, was opposed. During the debate
over rates on second-class mail, Congressman Reeder supported Taft’s
objectives but recommended that magazines and similar matter be
charged postage of one and ome-half cents per pound instead of the
existing one cent per pound. Reeder calculated that if periodical owners
and advertisers absorbed their share of the increase, subscribers would
pay about two cents more per year for subscriptions to monthly magazines.
He argued that this increase would not stifle a free press, as some journal
publishers claimed that it would.?®

In a letter to a friend, Bristow had charged Taft with wanting to raise
the rates in order to punish the Muckraker press. “This is,” the senator
wrote, “the boldest move [ever] . . . made in the history of this Gov-
ernment to suppress free discussion of public men and affairs” In
response to a similar allegation published by the Farmers’ Mail and Breeze
of Topeka, Reeder had answered: “When an editor goes so far as to
deliberately publish falsehoods to discredit a great committee of Congress
or public servants [Taft and the postmaster general] individually, he
becomes a menace to honesty in politics and an enemy to our form of
government.”®0

Post-office affairs offered an opportunity for disagreement, but as was
often the case in the progressive years, railroads drove an even deeper
split between Republicans. The most divisive legislative issue to be
introduced into the second session of the Sixty-first Congress was the
so-called Mann-Elkins bill. In March of 1910 Bristow wrote: “This
struggle is wider than a struggle over railroad rates or tariff schedules.
. . . It is a conflict where representative Government, individual rights,
the opportunities and liberties of the average man, are involved. The
question is—Shall greed and avarice or justice and equity prevail?”6!

A variety of factors conditioned Bristow’s opinion of the way in which
the Taft administration proposed to amend the Interstate Commerce
Act. First of all, Bristow believed that Attorney General Wickersham,
a former employee of August Belmont’s, wrote the bill in cooperation
with Aldrich, Cannon, and Elihu Root. In Bristow’s mind this trio rep-
resented the congressional bodyguard of corporate interests. Secondly,
the Washington Post reported that before preparing the I.C.C. legis-
lation, Taft, at J. P. Morgan’s behest, had met with William C. Brown
of the New York Central and five other presidents of railroads. “Speaking
to you personally,” an infuriated Bristow told Fred Trigg of the Kansas
City Star, “I believe the crisis is approaching in the controversy between
corporate interests which seek to govern and dominate the commercial
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and industrial life of the country, and the people who are struggling
for political and commercial independence.”®?

The third cause for Bristow’s alarm was the administration measure it-
self. The bill, as presented by Wickersham, had four features that were
unacceptable to Bristow. Under it, railroads could pool traffic, incorporate
nationally, and create what the senator called “pure monopolies.” Pre-
viously the I.C.C. had defended its judgments before the Supreme Court,
but Wickersham'’s bill would have transferred this activity to the attorney
general’s office, which would thenceforth have argued the commission’s
cases before all federal tribunals. Worst of all, the bill would have
created a commerce court. “This Commerce Court,” Bristow wrote, “is
for the purpose of placing Federal Judges, appointed for life, over the
I.C.C. and vesting in them far more power and authority than Federal
Judges now have over its rulings.”?

To improve the bill, Bristow and other insurgent Republicans amended
it over two hundred times during March and April. Of thirty-two re-
corded votes on amendments, Curtis and Bristow differed twenty-four
times, with Bristow favoring amendment in every instance.®* Led pri-
marily by Senator Cummins, the insurgents forced an entirely new version
to be written. They defeated national incorporation and eliminated the
pooling of traffic. Their amendments made it necessary for railroads
to go before the I.C.C. prior to raising rates. The insurgents were
responsible for a revised commerce court. They allowed a wide latitude
in appeals from it to the Supreme Court. They increased the I.C.C’s
power to regulate stock-watering, excessive rates, and other abuses. In
all, by June 1910 Bristow could write: “We passed a pretty good
railroad bill.”85

At the same time Victor Murdock was claiming that the Mann-Elkins
Act was the first worthwhile change in railroad regulation that Congress
had passed since 1887. His enthusiasm resulted from a belief that, at
last, intermediate points (small towns) on railroads would receive rates
comparable to through points (large cities). He felt that the day of
discrimination between rates on long hauls and short hauls was over.
In voting on the bill, both Curtis and Bristow supported the amended
measure. The Senate version was rejected by the House, and a confer-
ence committee was created. Madison and Murdock voted against the
rejection, Anthony abstained, and the other five Kansans voted for the
rejection; but the entire ten-man delegation favored the report of the
conference committee. %6

From Bristow’s point of view the most unsatisfactory aspect of the
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controversy over the Mann-Elkins bill related to President Taft’s actions.
Time and again Bristow complained that the president helped the reac-
tionaries at the expense of the reformers who were responsible for
amending the measure. “We are in the humiliating position,” he la-
mented, “of having the President and the Democrats combine to help
Aldrich when we get him in a corner.” Taft’s interpretation of what
was happening differed considerably. He explained to his brother
Horace that weak-kneed senators from the West ran every time “those
Populist opponents of mine [from Kansas, Wisconsin, and Iowa] . . .
raise the flag of demagogy, and find some element in the legislation that
I propose that savors of justice to corporate and banking interests.”
“They proceed,” he added, “on the theory that any injustice or severity
to wealth, vested interest, or corporations, must of itself bring about
popular support.”®?

If he read the Congressional Record the day that Congressman Miller
spoke regarding the president’s railroad bill, he should have been pleased.
“The American people,” Miller said, “without regard to party, will give
William Howard Taft credit for having kept the faith and the Republican
party the credit for having put its platform promises into the statute
books.” Bristow’s evaluation of Taft differed markedly. The president,
Bristow had concluded, was a man of low character, low intelligence,
and false sincerity. He said that he had finally sized up Taft, “that fat
man with the big smile.”®

Not surprisingly, Bristow had patronage problems in 1910. The oddity
of the controversy that developed between the president and Bristow
over patronage is that ultimately Bristow was allowed to select one of
the four appointments allotted to Kansas senators. When Bristow first
took office, he and Senator Curtis appeared to be ready to divide the
appointments to the offices of district attorney, United States marshal,
collector of internal revenue, and director of the pension agency in
Topeka. Following the tariff struggle, Bristow publicly criticized the
president’s and Curtis’s views. Curtis naturally decided to exploit this
development.

Oddly enough, despite Bristow’s opposition, Taft informed him that
legislative attitudes would not affect appointments. On 27 December
1909, he called both Kansas senators to the White House to discuss
patronage. Although Taft avoided the question of Bristow’s failure to
support administration positions, Curtis broached the subject violently.
Calling Bristow a traitor to Republicanism and to the administration,
Curtis demanded all four senatorial appointments. The president seemed
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visibly embarrassed by Curtis’s outburst, but he did not interrupt nor
contradict him. Bristow, unprepared for the affair, was shaken. He
mustered enough strength to reply that he had not forsaken the party
platform and that he would not allow patronage to swerve him from
supporting progressive reform. After returning to the Senate Office
Building, he recovered sufficiently to write his Kansas confederates that
“Curtis is the most deceitful, two-faced, hypocritical, boodling reactionary
that I ever had anything to do with. I was amazed at his asininity, ego-
tism, and galll”8?

After this occasion and because of his position on the administration’s
railroad bill and the postal savings bill, Bristow, like other insurgents,
became convinced that patronage was being witheld from him. During
1910 Bristow did not receive any of the appointments made in Kansas.
In February, Taft recommended Harry J. Bone for reappointment as
district attorney. A little later, the names of two more Curtis nominees
were sent to the Senate by the President—Freemont Leidy as collector of
internal revenue and A. W, (“Farmer”) Smith, an old Boss-Buster, as
pension agent. The confirmations of Bone and Smith were delayed for
some time because of Bristow’s opposition. Bone mistakenly criticized
Bristow in a letter that the senator gave to W. P. Dillingham, chairman
of the Judiciary Committee. Out of courtesy, Bone’s official appointment
was held up for more than two years. In the case of “Farmer” Smith,
Senate approval did not come until mid 1911, when members of the
G.AR. pressured Bristow to withdraw his objection.

In mid 1911 Bristow was allowed to recommend his candidate for
United States marshal. To the disgust of many progressives, he chose
John R. Harrison, a former postal inspector who had worked with Bris-
tow early in the decade. Presumably, the appointment of Harrison was
the result of Curtis’s refusal to support Taft’s program of tariff reci-
procity with Canada. Bristow demonstrated little interest in the selection
and disregarded the advice of his friends when they told him that Harri-
son was a poor choice. Harrison was not a citizen of Kansas at the time.
Bristow’s reaction in this case was typical of his general attitude on
patronage during most of 1910. He seemed to care little about who re-
ceived what job, although he did oppose Bone and Smith.™

A minor reappointment attempt in June of 1910 did upset him. When
Taft chose an anti-Bristow Republican to continue as postmaster at
Salina, the senator became aroused. Not since the days of Thomas Hart
Benton, he wrote, had a senator been overlooked in the selection of a
postmaster for his hometown. Curtis and Taft, he charged, were drunk
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with power and would stop at nothing to defeat and discredit reform.
Bristow believed that the president was using the Salina appointment
to show party leaders that failure to support administration candidates
in the forthcoming primaries would result in the loss of federal favors.
Neither precedent nor tradition nor any other humane consideration,
Bristow noted, would stop Taft and his reactionary friends in their effort
to purge the party of its progressive element. They would not succeed,
he added.”®

During 1909 and the first half of 1910 President Taft alienated the
progressive wing of his party by a series of mistakes. In the process he
dragged a number of politicians who were otherwise acceptable to re-
formers with him. There were, of course, the old enemies of the pro-
gressive faction, who were waiting to redeem their previous defeat at
the primary in 1910. Combined with the new opponents of the progres-
sives, this group seemed to represent a formidable opposition for the
reformers. In 1908 Stubbs and Bristow had led the way for new-style
Republicanism, and at the 1910 primary the governor once more would
stand for office. The main event now, however, centered on congressional
contests as the progressives accepted the challenge offered by their
opponents and, with unflagging vigor, labored to remove their “un-
progressive” Kansas brethren from the House of Representatives.
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THE REPUBLICAN PRIMARY OF 1910
AND ITS AFTERMATH

President William Howard Taft’'s decision to withhold patronage from
insurgents was only part of a program to defeat progressive Republicans
in 1910. While formally reading insurgents out of the party, their arch-
foe, Speaker Joseph G. Cannon, predicted that the year’s primaries would
be used as “snake hunts” against insurgents. Early in 1910 he and other
regulars began to collect campaign funds to be used against incumbent
progressives. They arranged speaking tours into the Middle West, the
bastion of Republican insurgency. The president himself was recruited
to speak in at least one state in the upper Mississippi Valley. High
cabinet officers were also to be sent into America’s heartland.?

With these plans becoming public, a number of progressive-Republican
leaders began to grow apprehensive. In February of 1910 William Allen
White asked President Taft not to countenance the struggle that was
being prepared against the Kansas insurgents. Progressive Republicans,
he told Taft, did not oppose him. Their only interest was to “save Kansas
for the Republican party.” He promised that if the president would
ignore the fight between conservatives and progressives that was impend-
ing in the state, the insurgents would support the Ohioan for renomina-
tion in 1912.2

Some regular Republicans in Kansas expected Taft to forgive the
insurgents. Charles Gleed predicted that the president would gather
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the insurgent chicks under his wings. Politicians were made that way,
he suggested. But Taft differed considerably from the typical politician,
and in the primaries of 1910 he hoped to sweep insurgents out of the
Republican coop. His decision thus preordained the disruption of the
Republican party in Kansas—and the defeat of his hopes. Political
conditions in the state destined that 1910 would be the annus mirabilis
of progressivism; and planning by regulars, in addition to Taft’s help,
could do little to alter the inevitable.?

During 1909 and early 1910, progressive Republicans made some un-
usual and powerful additions to their factional alignment. Ed Madison,
in the western part of the state, began to work actively with them, as
did Arthur Capper in the eastern part. But more astoundingly, Cy
Leland and Henry Allen enlisted in their ranks. According to White,
Leland had been horned out of the old herd by younger bulls, and he
was now interested in relighting friendship fires with Senator Bristow,
White, and other former lieutenants. Leland, of course, claimed that the
enthusiasm of the new movement sparked by Roosevelt had caused him
to join the progressives. His poor showing against Governor Stubbs in
1908, however, seems to have had something to do with his switch to
the ranks of the new rulers of Kansas.*

Allen’s entry into the ranks of the progressives was more difficult. He
disliked Stubbs, and as late as 1908 he had written: “[Stubbs is] a freak,
and I can’t get my gizzard down when I think of supporting him.” But
Bristow and White were persistent, and by 1910 Allen was moderately
reconciled to the governor. He could, at least, support Stubbs half-
heartedly while working for the election of other progressive candidates.
Bristow, a former business partner of Allen’s, was uncertain about the
latter’s progressive opinions until 1912; but Allen’s amazing religious
conversion by Billy Sunday seems to have convinced White much earlier
that his old friend had taken a new lease on life. Allen, a powerful
orator, was intensely emotional and easily moved by the moment. His
conversion by Sunday has been described by Charles B. Driscoll as
follows: “Henry Allen . . . stepped forward and grasped the great
evangelist’s hand, weeping, while the inspired community arose as one
man and shouted, ‘Glory to God!"” In 1906 Allen’s opponents had de-
scribed him as a corrupt, unreliable, dishonest grafter; and Stubbs and
Hoch had removed him from the chairmanship of the Kansas Board of
Charities on these grounds. Nevertheless, his dynamic personality and
broad acquaintances made him an important addition to progressivism.?

Before an effective counteroffensive could be launched against con-
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servative Republicans in 1910, the progressives had to solve an important
problem that would face them two years thence. Senator Charles Curtis
would stand for renomination then, and two progressives were interested
in his job—Stubbs and Victor Murdock. Traditionally, either of these
men would have tried to defeat the other in the 1910 primaries. But the
fight developing between progressives and regulars precluded such action.
In early 1910 they agreed to cooperate, but in so doing, they frightened
Senator Bristow. Sensitive to all sorts of imaginary political deals, he
feared that the Stubbs-Murdock arrangement meant that Stubbs would
secure the senatorial candidacy in 1912 by promising that he would
support Murdock instead of Bristow in 1914. Considerable effort was
required to allay Bristow’s suspicions; but by June he was satisfied, and
he became intense in demanding progressive harmony. “We want to
work as one man,” he informed White, “burying any slight difference,
and stand together for this great cause, because there are arrayed against
us the most tremendous influences that ever were organized in American
politics.”®

By this time, White had become the engineer of insurgent politics in
Kansas, and he acted as the “campaign manager” for his factional in-
terests in the primary. Through his efforts, every incumbent conservative
congressman was opposed by a candidate whom White deemed to be
a progressive Republican. Neither Murdock nor Madison faced a fight
for renomination, although White had to work hard to keep progressives
in the Seventh District from challenging Madison. Murdock was enlisted
in the primary in order to campaign nationally for insurgents, but Madi-
son, claiming that the Ballinger-Pinchot affair was consuming most of
his time, generally kept free of the intraparty struggle.”

The 1910 primary was a particularly difficult contest for Stubbs. He
did not like President Taft, but one conservative congressman, Charles
F. Scott, was an old friend whom he had helped to elect in 1906 and
1908. Scott was considered to be the worst Kansas offender against
progressivism in Congress. Hoping to avoid a clash with his protégé,
Stubbs quietly tried to get Scott appointed to Taft’s cabinet as secretary
of agriculture when it seemed that the president would remove James
Wilson. His plan failed. Then, in July, the governor was forced to take
a stand. On the pretext that Scott’s newspapers in the Second Congres-
sional District were opposing him, Stubbs began to include Scott among
the reactionary forces to be defeated at the primaries. Scott was shocked.
He wrote Stubbs that his newspapers were not unfriendly to the governor
and that if some of his friends were opposing Stubbs, twice as many of
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Stubbs’s friends were fighting Scott. He claimed to have tried to stop
Congressman Daniel R. Anthony’s criticism of the governor during 1909.
To a Topeka Daily Capital reporter he said: “I reply with the most
emphatic negative at my command. I have not made a trade with the
old machine politicians or with anybody else in the state or out of the
state, involving my attitude in the gubernatorial contest.” But Stubbs
would not yield his opposition, and Scott was now the governor’s foe.®

As a Republican governor, Stubbs at first had wished to avoid becoming
involved in the national troubles caused by his progressive friends.
Through 1909 he did nothing to discredit the insurgents, but he did not
help them. The concerted effort to discredit Stubbs that was undertaken
by regular leaders and Curtis in September consumed much of the
governor’s attention. The attacks in regular newspapers and in pamphlets
written by Senator Curtis centered on costly reforms that Stubbs had
initiated. The regulars maintained that Stubbs’s programs had caused
increased property taxes, allowing him to finance a political machine in
the state.?

To counter these accusations, Stubbs demonstrated that taxes, though
they had been increased in 1909, would be lowered in 1910. He argued
that his programs were not responsible for the increase in 1909, although
he noted that as government becomes more complex, it necessarily be-
comes more expensive. He added:

The cry of high state taxes comes from the state agent of the
school book trust, from the attorney of the Standard Oil Com-
pany, from the local attorneys for the railroads, and from the
played out politicians of every county who find their occupations
gone. It’s the same old crowd that used to run Kansas under the
convention system for the corporations.

In November 1909 a mysterious Republican official (probably Curtis)
denounced Stubbs for being a “party wrecker” who was as detrimental
to the welfare of the party as the congressional insurgents were. Despite
these criticisms, Stubbs still did not want his reelection campaign to
become involved with the split in Congress; but two events early in 1910
convinced him that he could not avoid being included in the larger
trouble.1?

On January 29 the annual meeting of the Kansas Day Club at Topeka
was packed by anti-Stubbs, anti-insurgent Republicans. Led by Billy
Morgan and David W. Mulvane, the meeting refused to endorse the
Stubbs administration, and it criticized the governor and progressive
legislators. Members of the Kansas Day Club lauded regular Republican
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congressional leaders and Curtis. They elected a conservative board of
directors and chose Ralph Faxon, Chester Long’s former senatorial as-
sistant, as president of the club. Then they reported to Taft that the
regular forces in Kansas had bested his opponents. By linking the
governor and the insurgents in their nose-thumbing operation, the regu-
lars increased Stubbs’s appetite for revenge against them. Moreover,
White and Bristow insinuated to Stubbs that a close connection existed
between what had happened at the Kansas Day Club and what President
Taft felt should have happened.t!

The second development that eventually brought Stubbs into the
national split occurred on March 13. Newspapers in the state reported
that the Republican congressional committee on campaigns was prepar-
ing to fight not only insurgent congressmen but also such insurgent gov-
ernors as Stubbs of Kansas. In a statement from Washington, regular
congressional leaders were quoted as follows:

We do not propose that a man shall be renominated for governor
by Republican votes, who is going about the state inciting a
rebellion against President Taft and the national administration.
That is exactly what Governor Stubbs is doing. It is not in the
cards for any man to be elected Governor of Kansas on the Re-
publican ticket, whose principal campaign issue is antagonism to
the national administration. Mr. Stubbs, with the insurgent
candidates for Congress, will have to stand for President Taft
and the new tariff law or forfeit Republican support.’?

Stubbs thereafter began to increase the tempo of his complaints against
the party’s performance on tariff revision, but until May he refused to
identify the president with the forces of reaction. In May he opened his
bid for renomination by criticizing reactionaries, the federal courts,
boodlers, and, by inference, Taft.!?

Regular Republicans apparently had a difficult time finding an ap-
propriate candidate to oppose Stubbs in 1910. Wanting to avoid the tried
but tainted old-line leaders, they selected a political novice from south-
eastern Kansas, Tom Wagstaff of Coffeyville. Wagstaff was thirty-five
years old at the time. A graduate of the New York University Law School,
he had been a city attorney, a county attorney, and an acting district
judge. As the son of Irish immigrants and the son-in-law of a leading
Coffeyville banker, Wagstaff had broad appeal in southeastern Kansas.
He was also a member of numerous civic clubs. He had one great short-
coming—he had been an employee of Standard Oil. Despite his earlier
employment, he received the endorsement of Standard Oil's old foe,
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former Governor Hoch. His managers were able to induce two other
former governors, Bailey and Stanley, to support him. Hoch, Stanley,
and Bailey all campaigned locally for Wagstaff.1#

But Wagstaff's debits outweighed his credits in the campaign. He
was a political lightweight pitted against one of the strongest cam-
paigners in Kansas. He lacked knowledge of state affairs and had an
insufficient grasp of politics in general. His managers mistakenly allowed
him to debate the governor in order to gain exposure or sympathy for
the underdog. Stubbs’s stinging rebuttals and cogent arguments easily
demonstrated the governor’s superiority. According to a biased Topeka
Daily Capital reporter, Stubbs figuratively tore the Coffeyville novice
apart in the exchange.!®

Wagstaff had the misfortune, moreover, of being identified with those
economic interests most distrusted in Kansas. Both W. J. Fitzgerald and
A. C. Stich, who managed his campaign, were connected by legal and
banking ties to Standard Oil. Simon Bear, another of his backers, was
the recognized Bell Telephone lobbyist in Kansas, and the Republican
national committeeman for Kansas, David W. Mulvane, who supported
him, was considered to be a leading spokesman for railroads. Wagstaff
was also designated by White as a standpat Republican, though he
claimed to have Square Deal ideals.

On issues there was only one important facet to Wagstaff’'s campaign.
He revived the charges of 1909 that Stubbs’s reforms were costing Kansas
taxpayers huge sums of money. A doggerel poem used by Wagstaff's
supporters illustrated the profundity of much of the anti-Stubbs argu-
ment:

Who raised the Farmer’s taxes?
Roscoe Stubbs!
Who's always grinding axes?
Roscoe Stubbs!
Who busted up the old machine,
Built one with patronage and long green,

The finest you have ever seen?
Roscoe Stubbs!

Don’t you think it very funny,
Roscoe Stubbs!

How we part with all our money,
Roscoe Stubbs!

Don’t you think we ever tire,

As our taxes still mount higher?

Don’t you think it time to retire,
Roscoe Stubbs!1®
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Once again Curtis helped to spearhead the fight against Stubbs, know-
ing that the governor, if he were defeated, would be eliminated as a
senatorial candidate in 1912, Curtis was naive to assume that Stubbs
would lose. Many of Curtis’s friends believed that by injecting his own
ambitions into the campaign, he was actually helping Stubbs, while also
harming his own chances two years later. Curtis’s action emphasized
that the gubernatorial contest was really one of regular Republican versus
progressive Republican. In the process, Wagstaff naturally became a
secondary figure.

Even though Senator Curtis gave a national orientation to the guberna-
torial contest, Bristow complained about Stubbs’s unwillingness to speak
on national issues. In June, Bristow wrote White that the governor was
making a “defensive campaign talking about taxes.” “He should,” Bristow
added, “begin campaigning along national lines, discussing the tariff . . .
and general progressive policies. . . . Kansas is for progress, not reac-
tion.”?

Actually, Stubbs had spoken about a number of progressive laws that
he wanted passed, particularly the public-utilities bill that failed in the
1909 legislative session. He did, as Bristow noted, spend considerable
time discussing the positive accomplishments of his previous administra-
tion and the question of higher taxes. The tenor of his campaign was
summed up in the following passage from one of his many speeches in
1910:. “I challenge any man to name a single state in the Union that
has anything like as efficient a state government, that does not . . .
[spend] more money for the administration of its public affairs than
Kansas.” According to Stubbs, Kansas had managed to lower railroad
rates, improve food inspection, guarantee bank deposits, eliminate graft
from state printing, and save hundreds of thousands of dollars on school
books.18

The Stubbs-Wagstaff campaign was a constant source of perturbation
to White. From the first he labeled the contest a smoke screen designed
to hide the real culprits of 1910—the six conservative congressmen. Ac-
cording to White’s designation, the six included: Daniel R. Anthony,
Charles F. Scott, Philip P. Campbell, James Monroe Miller, William A.
Calderhead, and William Reeder. White believed, as did Bristow, that
Kansas regulars felt that Stubbs was politically weaker than the Wash-
ington reformers and that the regulars hoped to distract public attention
from the national aspects of the primary by focusing the campaign on
the governor. Although not absolutely certain that Stubbs was the
weaker candidate, White was positive that the six “Cannon congressmen”
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should be defeated. He did not feel that they were dishonest, but that
they were dispensers of patronage who traded “the economic welfare
and political independence of Kansas” for mere “Indian beads.” In order
to eliminate the six, White engineered a gigantic primary struggle. As in
the 1908 senatorial primary, he put forth a prodigious effort; and this
time he was helped not only by Bristow but also by Murdock, Stubbs,
Capper, and other progressive Republicans who were standing for office.1®

White spent considerable time in late 1909 and early 1910 arranging
a congressional slate. He was unable to find an acceptable opponent for
the Third District, where Campbell stood for reelection, but he decided
that Arthur Cranston of Pittsburg, who filed for the nomination on his
own, was progressive enough to support. Diagonally across the state,
in the northwesternmost Sixth District, matters were even touchier. Two
men who claimed to be progressives were seeking the nomination against
William Reeder. In White’s opinion neither man was a progressive, but
he conceded that a victory by either would be better than returning
Reeder to Congress. Reeder was especially outspoken in his opposition
to the “Populistic element . . . masquerading under the name of ‘pro-
gressive Republicans.’” “The deportation of these men,” he said in May,
“is justified, as the Republican party has a right to have all of its enemies
in its front.” In the rest of the districts White faced no uncertainties.
Madison and Murdock were tested progressives, and the four other
candidates were men whom White and his factional allies had helped
to induce into the race.2°

In the First Congressional District, White joined Capper and Stubbs
to encourage a willing T. A. McNeal to run against Anthony, the son of
a famous pioneer family in Leavenworth and a nephew of the women’s
rights leader Susan B. Anthony. From White’s point of view, Anthony
was by far the least objectionable of the conservatives. But Stubbs, who
had never done well politically in northeastern Kansas, was fiercely
opposed to Anthony; and Capper, after his protégé McNeal became
involved, was equally hostile to Anthony. It was Stubbs and Capper
who cleared the way for McNeal by convincing Robert Stone of Topeka
not to run.*

Accustomed to mudslinging campaigns in Cy Leland’s old district,
Anthony started his renomination fight early, ignoring McNeal and at-
tacking Capper. The Topeka publisher, Anthony charged, was a friend
of criminals and a man who used immoral, dirty advertisements to sell
vulgarities to unwary women and children who read his columns. Capper
returned Anthony’s slurs kind for kind. But Anthony’s greatest difficulty
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had nothing to do with name-calling. His trouble was party regularity.
In an interview in May, he aligned himself with national Republican
leaders and claimed that since these men were best qualified to solve
the ills besetting America, all honest party members should support them.
His district, being less reform-oriented than central and western Kansas,
handily renominated him to Congress. He was subsequently reelected
by a large margin.??

In the Fifth Congressional District, in the north central part of the
state, Bristow was responsible for the entry of Judge Rollin Rees into the
primary against Representative William A. Calderhead. Calderhead,
who had been a member of the conference committee on the Payne-
Aldrich tariff, personified the staunch, high-protectionist, old-guard
Republican. Senator Bristow was particularly offended by the fact that
the congressional district encompassing Salina sent a dyed-in-the-wool
reactionary to Congress.2?

The chances that Rees would defeat Calderhead were good, since the
judge was a popular figure in north central Kansas, where he served on
the bench of the Thirtieth District Court. He was a tariff revisionist, a
proponent of an elastic currency, and a champion of the rigid regulation
of railroads. The great drawback to his candidacy at first was his re-
luctance to run. Having failed in a prior bid, he was uncertain about
whether he should seek office in a year when Republicans were badly
divided. He feared losing the general election. Bristow appealed to a
mutual friend, David Valentine of Clay Center, a veteran political leader
and long-time clerk of the Kansas Supreme Court, asking him to convince
Rees that he could win. Bristow, who had said that he would not inter-
fere in congressional contests, promised Rees that he would work for
him. In August, Rees, after he had defeated Calderhead, wrote that
without Bristow’s participation “the great victory in this district would
not have been possible.” William Allen White was also an ardent sup-
porter of Rees, repeatedly referring to him as one of the strongest pro-
gressives in the state.?

White, however, was occupied more directly in two other congressional
campaigns. In his own Fourth District of east central Kansas, he pre-
vailed upon the attorney general of Kansas, Fred Jackson, to run; and
he encouraged State Representative Alexander C. Mitchell of Lawrence
to challenge Charles F. Scott for the Second District nomination. Scott
was Cannon’s closest friend in the Kansas delegation. He was popular,
and he was considered the ablest, most intelligent, best informed con-
servative of the six who stood for reelection. Scott, a native Kansan,
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published the Iola Register. He was a proficient orator, a facile writer,
and a member of many educational, fraternal, and professional organiza-
tions. He served as a member of the Kansas Board of Regents and of
the Board of Trustees of the College of Emporia, and he was a past
president of the Kansas State Historical Society, the state editorial asso-
ciation, and the Kansas Day Club. In 1905 Scott had accompanied Taft,
then secretary of war, on a tour of Japan and Korea.?

During October 1909 White, Stubbs, Bristow, and representatives of
the Kansas City Star and the Topeka Daily Capital were all needed to
convince Mitchell that he could win against so formidable a foe. Though
Bristow had promised Scott that he would not interfere in the Second
District, he did help to induce Mitchell to run by preparing a campaign
program for the potential candidate. The senator also agreed to speak
in the Second District, which he did in June of 1910, when he appeared
before a Mitchell rally in Kansas City, Kansas.?®

Stubbs made similar commitments to Mitchell, but with reluctance
because of his friendship for Scott. Nevertheless, after Stubbs decided
to oppose Scott by supporting Mitchell, he, too, became an active factor
in the congressional race. “Mr. Scott’s service in Congress,” Stubbs said
in July 1910, “has been so satisfactory that the corporations, that the
attorneys for the railroads, the packing houses, the Metropolitan Street
Railway company and the big breweries are said to be solidly lined up
for him in this campaign.” “The old machine crowd . . . who fought
him like tigers four years ago,” the governor continued, “are fighting just
as hard for him today.”?

Scott claimed that although he was a regular Republican, he was also
a supporter of progressive policies. “I am a ‘regular’ Republican,” he
stated, “because I believe the only way a party can keep its pledges to the
people is to have harmonious cooperation of President and Congress and
to do this the majority of the majority party must be able to dictate
the program of the party.” What was needed, he added, was “absolute,
harmonious, ‘team work.” 7’28

The biblical admonition about protecting one from his friends rather
than his enemies was particularly apropos in Scott’s case. In 1910 former
Senator Long stumped the district for him, and part of a tour of Kansas
by Speaker Cannon in August was in Scott’s behalf. With such help,
Scott needed few enemies. Nevertheless, Murdock, Mitchell, Robert M.
La Follette, Bristow, and Stubbs all campaigned against him.2?

In White’s home area, the Fourth Congressional District, there were
many who felt that the Emporia editor should be the candidate to unseat
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James Monroe Miller. White, however, sought the backstage of politics,
not its limelight. He preferred Attorney General Jackson, albeit a number
of considerations kept Jackson from announcing his candidacy in 1909.
Miller was a personal friend of Senator Curtis’s, and Curtis was still
influential in the area that had been his constituency ten years earlier.
Besides, Miller was a crafty politician and a high official in the Kansas
Grand Army of the Republic. Jackson was afraid that he could not beat
the incumbent. Moreover, political leaders in Topeka were convinced
that Jackson was the logical choice to succeed Stubbs as governor in
1912. Fortunately for the progressive movement, Jackson was not espe-
cially interested in the office of governor, although he considered the
Topekans™ advice.3°

The most important deterrent to Jackson’s candidacy seems to have
been the lack of money. He felt that he could not afford an expensive
campaign, and he also believed that he could not live on a congressman’s
salary in the fashion that was expected in Washington. On this count,
Murdock, the spokesman of frugality, gave him no satisfaction. “Miller
who boards and skimps,” Murdock wrote, “saves money. The rest of the
gang, incredible as it seems, have to fight to make a saving. I am ashamed
of my extravagances.” In December, Stubbs, White, and Bristow re-
doubled their efforts to make Jackson the Fourth District candidate, but
not until late in January 1910 would he announce. His candidacy had
the advantage, once he did enter, of having White’s direct supervision.
By April, White, who usually ran scared, was certain that Jackson would
win. Miller’s campaign was unusually quiet. The old Fourth District
warhorse seemed to be tired by the political confusion that year.5!

Despite Miller’s subdued effort, the congressional campaign, which
began in earnest in July, lived up to expectations. At first, Senator Bristow
refused to involve himself publicly in congressional fights except for
helping Rees and speaking once for Mitchell. In July, however, Kansas
was overrun by regular Republicans of national stature. Speaker Cannon
came into the state on a Chautauqua tour on July 15. He had come, or
so he said, to set the record straight. “Kansas is the insurgent country,
you know,” he stated, “I understand that the mothers in that state send
their sons to Congress with instructions to fight everything that comes
up, just as the old Spartan mothers used to tell their boys to come back
from the war a victor or a bloody corpse.” The conservative Ed Howe
of Atchison lamented the Speaker’s arrival. “Cannon is an old man,”
Howe wrote, “not very good natured and very plain spoken. He will do
the cause of the insurgents great good.”*2
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On July 17, in a ranting diatribe against Murdock and other Kansas
insurgents, Cannon, “storming like a bull,” collapsed from heat prostra-
tion. Nevertheless, he made appearances in Kansas for three more days,
though he finally abbreviated his schedule. Wherever Cannon had ap-
peared, a “truth squad” organized by Murdock arrived later. As fate
would bave it, when Cannon could no longer meet his Kansas engage-
ments, Murdock was hired by the Chautauqua group to replace him.
Murdock continued to spread what the Kansas City Journal chose to call
Elephadonk propaganda. An Elephadonk, the Journal explained, was
this new Kansas political creature with the head of a donkey and the
rear of an elephant. Its motto—“In hoc signo vinces!”*?

When Cannon came to Kansas, Bristow decided that he should return
home and take to the hustings. From mid July he spoke daily across the
state, attacking Cannonism, Aldrichism, and the tariff. He was joined
on the circuit by Senators Robert La Follette, Albert Cummins, and
Thomas P. Gore, a Democrat from Oklahoma. La Follette came into
the state armed with the voting record of each conservative congressman,
and in rather hectic appearances he read their records amid rising hoots
and catcalls. Cummins delivered “strong expositions of true progressive
principles.” “The whole campaign,” wrote Bristow’s father, “put me in
the mind of a cyclone sweeping everything in its way.”3*

On August 5, a few days after Kansas had held its second statewide
primary, Bristow wrote a Senate colleague that “the seed sown” a year

“earlier in Washington had just been “harvested” in Kansas. “The reac-
tionaries here are simply stunned.” William Reeder had been very wrong
when, early in the campaign, he had said: “We have elected our last
specimen of this new variety of Republicans, who are Republicans at
home . . . and Democrats when they reach Washington.” Four of the
six conservative congressmen were defeated, and Stubbs easily won re-
nomination. Kansas had given insurgency a rousing vote of confidence.?s

As in 1908, the strength of progressivism was in the central and western
parts of the state, but this time eastern Kansas responded in a limited
way to reform. Although regular Republicans Anthony and Campbell
were renominated in northeastern and southeastern Kansas, in the east
central Second District, Mitchell defeated Scott. He won with huge
majorities in Douglas and Wyandotte counties. In the other congressional
areas, Jackson carried every county of the Fourth District, and Rees lost
only Marshall County in the Fifth. Murdock and Madison had been
unopposed. The gubernatorial race was an overwhelming victory for
Stubbs. He received more than 60 percent of the vote and carried 98
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of the state’s 105 counties, 64 of them by more than 60 percent. He won
the three largest counties—Wyandotte, Sedgwick, and Shawnee—the first
two of which had voted against him in 1908. The antiprohibitionist
strongholds in the southeast and northeast did not support him, nor did
Reno County, where he lost by ten votes.®®

Progressive newspapers in Kansas were ecstatic over the victory. They
hailed it as a “personal tribute” to Stubbs, as a victory by the people
over entrenched patronage and money, as a Republican “house-cleaning,”
and as a fitting rebuke to the real traitors of Republicanism. Regular
Republicans were subdued. “It is only a temporary triumph,” wrote the
editor of the Iola Register, “brought about by a campaign of the most
monumental misrepresentation.” The Abilene Reflector safely predicted
that the world would not come to an end because of the victory. In the
Atchison Globe, Ed Howe wrote: “Stubbs hasn’t a great deal to brag on
. . . [he] defeated a college boy.” In contrast, Bristow’s Salina Journal
predicted great things from the victory. Its editor noted that “the whole
nation has been watching Kansas, . . . and [it] certainly saw some-
thing.”37

If the New York Evening Post was any indication, the nation had
seen a “political revolution.” “In yesterday’s primaries,” a Post reporter
stated, “[Kansas] fired a shot that will be heard ‘round the country.” “The
prairies are literally afire with insurgency,” said a Washington Times
editorialist, while newsmen everywhere cheered or damned the election
according to their own lights. There was no denying that progressive
Republicanism had won a great victory. A pleased Senator Bristow wrote:
“The old flapdoodle G.O.P. harangue would not count, . . . the people
would not listen.” U. S. Guyer, progressivism’s manager in Kansas City,
Kansas, gloated: “What doth it profit a Stand Pat Congressman if he
saves his face in Washington and loses his hide in Kansas?r”38

The one big lesson to be drawn from the victory, according to William
Allen White, was that “the people in the long run will not be ruled by
the bosses.” Unorganized, discouraged, like “Injuns fighting from behind
the trees, we won,” he commented. President Taft was “sorely disap-
pointed by the results,” but he told Curtis that Republicans should close
ranks in November. According to Senator Long, Kansas suddenly had
been given two Democratic parties. “The only gratifying thing . . . is to
know,” he added, “that it cannot continue permanently.” The leading
Socialist in the state, Fred Warren, publisher of the Appeal to Reason
at Girard, scoffed. The progressives got Stubbs, he said, and the Repub-
licans got the courts and the rest of the state administration.?® Warren
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failed to add that the progressives had retained control of the Republican
party, even increasing their hold.

During August, White and Bristow collected information from progres-
sive leaders throughout the Middle West so that the Republican platform,
to be approved at the party council on August 30, would be an advanced
reformist document. A few days before the council was to meet, the top
progressive Republicans gathered in Topeka to discuss proposals and
actually write the platform that they would later support. There was
a consensus among them on most reform propositions, but the initiative,
referendum and recall, as well as the short ballot, caused concern. The
majority of Republican leaders and the public did not seem to favor
them. Only the desire to remain ideologically pure caused progressive
Republicans to include these issues in the platform. At the party council,
Curtis, Campbell, and Anthony opposed the platform that had been
prepared by the progressives. They were easily defeated by steam-roller
tactics similar to those that had been used by the reformers two years
earlier. Recalling the meeting of the Kansas Day Club in January, when
regulars had brushed aside insurgent leaders and jeeringly endorsed
Taft while refusing to commend Stubbs, a Topeka reporter noted: “The
Kansas standpatters sowed the wind last January and reaped the whirl-
wind in August.”*?

In the document drawn up at Topeka the progressive Republicans
endorsed those efforts by Taft “to fulfill the party platform of 1908” and
sent a flowery greeting to Theodore Roosevelt, “the new world’s cham-
pion of the rights of man in the world-old contest between rising
humanity and . . . special privilege.” They lauded Stubbs’s past efforts
and approved more than twenty new legislative proposals, ranging from
state workmen’s compensation to the election of federal judges for in-
ferior courts. They roundly condemned Aldrich and Cannon. The council
adjourned abruptly so that many of its members could attend a speech
that was to be delivered the next day by Roosevelt at Osawatomie.4!

Roosevelt played an important role in the 1910 progressive victory.
The mystique of “Rooseveltian Policies” gave meaning to insurgency’s
reform, and his silence following claims that Aldrich, Cannon, and Taft
had violated “Rooseveltian Policies” made possible the vital issues in the
election. Despite appearances, Roosevelt was not trying to hurt the
Taft administration, and soon after the Kansas primary he set out on a
tour to try to stem the Republican party’s growing polarization.

To keep a promise and to appease the town-boosters of Osawatomie,
he agreed to speak at the opening of a state park commemorating John
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Brown’s career in Kansas. His speech was by far the most momentous
delivered by a Republican during the Progressive Era. Written by
Gifford Pinchot with the help of William Allen White, it placed Roose-
velt squarely in the camp of the progressives, and it gave new directions
to both the ideas and the events in the reform movement. Because of
its radical nature, it was denounced as “Anarchistic, Socialistic, and
Communistic,” but it left the Kansas insurgent crowd bedazzled. The
one man who might have spiked their plans had helped them. According
to a Chicago Tribune reporter, when the former president had finished
his Osawatomie address, Governor Stubbs leaped upon the stand and
shouted, “My friends, we have just heard one of the greatest pronounce-
ments for human welfare ever made. This is one of the big moments in
the History of the United States.” “Either Roosevelt wrote the Kansas
platform,” said Henry Allen, “or the insurgents wrote the speech.”2

The progressives’ exultation over the Osawatomie appearance should
have been more moderate, because Roosevelt’s address, whether they
realized it or not, gave their intraparty rivals the materials they wanted.
Hitherto, the Kansas movement had been characterized by a large amount
of agrarian conservatism. The main issues had been molded into moral
questions of an acceptable nature or into mild economic differences within
a capitalistic framework. Now, wrote one regular journalist, F. Dumont
Smith, the issue was clear. It was not a contest of men against wealth
in politics; it was a pure assault on the basic tenets of capitalism. “It
all really amounts to this,” he added, “how much money shall a man be
allowed to make out of his capital and opportunities? How much shall
be allotted to labor and how much to capital?” The fact that only “big
business” was under fire should not fool the small-town, agricultural entre-
preneur. Capital was capital, and when men were concerned with the
question of how a man might use his own investments, size was unim-
portant. Smith warned that the same kind of assault that the Free Silver
and Populist craze had produced was beginning again, and Kansans had
better beware.*?

Many conservative Republicans decided after the primaries and after
Roosevelt’s radical pronunciamento that they should vote Democratic
at the general election. Writing to the Kansas City Star in September,
a Republican veteran of the Civil War, who had voted for U. S. Grant for
president, noted that the Democratic gubernatorial nominee, George
Hodges, would get his vote in 1910. He wrote:

I am a “regular” as you call us. I have tried to be a good citizen.
I have never stood for grafters and I object to being classed as
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“an undesirable citizen” simply because I do not approve of the
new and strange doctrines which have been incorporated into
the Republican state platform and labeled Republicanism. . .

Kansas is not especially interested in the New Nationalism and

“Conservation” . . . I am for George H. Hodges because if
Democratic ideas must be put into operation, let us have them
first hand.#

The most important Republican leader to desert the party’s nominees
was Mort Albaugh. Albaugh tried to induce Long to join him in sup-
porting Democrats, but the former senator refused. “If I .. . should
make a choice between the two Democratic candidates for Governor,”
Long stated, “I would vote for Governor Stubbs, not because I endorse
his administration, but because I prefer him to the other Democrat who
had always been his follower.”#5 ‘

In spite of ticket-splitting by Republicans and the switching of tra-
ditional allegiances, the November general election was a much quieter
affair than might have been expected. The Democratic candidate for
governor, Hodges, campaigned on a platform that was essentially the
same as Stubbs’s. From the time that he had commenced his political
career in 1905 until the 1910 election, Hodges had been a close friend
of Stubbsian reforms, even though he belonged to the opposition party.
In 1910 he could only maintain that if elected, he would be more sincere
than his opponent in presenting progressive ideals because he would not
be plagued with a strong conservative element such as the one confronting
Stubbs.

Hodges tried to win the Kansas City Star to his candidacy, and he
encouraged regular Republicans to vote Democratic. He was especially
perturbed by Democrats who indicated they would probably vote for
Stubbs because of the governor’s reactionary Republican opponents. In
February a number of Democrats, arriving for their state committee
meeting and party banquet in Topeka, met with Stubbs to congratulate
him for the manner in which he had performed as governor.

W. H. Ryan, former chairman of the Democratic state committee,
bolted the party in order to support Stubbs. Democrats also refused to
oppose Murdock in his bid for reelection, and progressive Republicans
everywhere were moderating complaints against their traditional oppo-
nents, hoping in this way to woo Democratic votes. Some voiced the
suggestion that progressives in both parties form a new organization.
After the primary, Republican reformers pointed out that in Kansas
their party could function as such an alliance. To a Topeka Democrat,
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Bristow wrote: “In my judgment the most practicable way to bring about
reforms is to . . . control . . . the Republican party. . . . There are so
many people in absolute accord with our views who by tradition are
attached to the old party organization.™é

Hodges, hopeful that he would win because of the Republican split,
was angered when Stubbs defeated him with what he considered to be
Democratic votes. He agreed with J. L. Caldwell, who said that the
Democratic party had “saved the day for such asses as Stubbs.” Caldwell
added, “Honestly, . . . it’s either a sad commentary on our own abilities,
or a sad commentary on the wisdom of the Kansas voter, when such
men as Stubbs and Mitchell can succeed with the dope they put out.”
During the campaign, Caldwell asked a Democratic voter if he would
support Hodges. The voter answered that he thought Hodges was the
best man for the job, but he would have to vote for Stubbs because
Republicans planned to vote for Hodges. “The poor fool,” Caldwell
noted, “he was afraid to vote his ticket for fear we might elect a Gov-
ernor.” “Youre right,” Hodges replied, “the trouble with the idiots was,
as you suggest, they were afraid that they would elect a Democratic
Governor.” “This very fact,” wrote another Democratic leader, “the ac-
tivity of . . . standpat Republicans for you, influenced a lot of FOOL
Democrats to vote for Stubbs.”"

As usual, Republicans won the general election in Kansas. This time,
however, newsmen and politicians considered the victory an extremely
significant accomplishment. In other states where Republicans normally
won, Democratic candidates were victorious; but in the progressive-
Republican Middle West the party of Lincoln temporarily survived the
challenge of the opposition. White was proud that Kansas remained
Republican, since the victory vindicated his view that only by becoming
progressive could Republicans succeed in 1910. On the other hand,
Senator Bristow was “very much disappointed” because the margins
were so close. “I guess,” he concluded, “we were lucky at that” The
eastern United States voted Democratic wholeheartedly, and Senator
Albert Beveridge, an insurgent friend, lost in Indiana.*®

“It is too bad,” wrote Mort Albaugh, “that a few more Republicans
in Kansas didn’t take my view . . . of which is the better Democrat—
Stubbs or Hodges.” Since the difference in votes had been close, Al-
baugh felt that “a little well directed work . . . would easily have
defeated Stubbs” and would have taken “a little of the glamour from
the ‘tin God’ business in this state.”™®® Stubbs was reelected, but as a
minority governor, receiving only 49.8 percent of the vote.
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In congressional races other than those involving Murdock and An-
thony, the change in voting percentages, comparing the nonpresidential
years of 1906 and 1910, ranged from an 8 percent decrease in Campbell’s
Third District to a 1.4 percent gain in the Fourth by Jackson. On the
average, Republican congressional votes diminished by 2.5 percent from
1906 to 1910, with losses registered in the Second, Third, Fifth, Sixth,
and Seventh districts. Governor Stubbs received 1.5 percent more votes
than Hoch had received in the 1906 election. Comparing Stubbs’s
showing in 1910 to his returns in 1908, when President Taft headed the
ticket, the governor’s winning margin was 2.7 percent smaller. Repub-
licans were generally convinced that their party was losing strength
because it could not bring its various elements into harmony.?® Un-
stated, but obvious, was the fact that Kansas had suffered a loss as the
result of the primary defeats of Scott and Calderhead, who were im-
portant members of influential House committees.

Two state races exasperated both regular and progressive Republicans.
Billy Morgan, seeking reelection to the Kansas house, was defeated in
Reno County, while Stubbs’s right-hand man, Jonathan Dolley, lost his
bid to continue as the representative from Wabaunsee County. Some
party leaders lamented Morgan’s defeat; almost all mourned the loss of
Dolley. As Republican state chairman, Dolley had treated conservatives
so fairly that both the Topeka State Journal and the Kansas City Journal
felt that he should have been supported by regular Republicans.’

The breakdown of traditional voting patterns was of considerable
concern to both wings of the Republican party, yet there was little
immediate attention devoted to harmony in Kansas. The initial effort
to reunite Republicans came not within the state but in Washington,
In December 1910 President Taft called a harmony conference -at the
White House, which Bristow attended. Taft’s prescription for unity did
not please the senator, who left the meeting predicting a Republican
disaster in the election of 1912. When Robert La Follette helped to organ-
ize the National Progressive Republican League (N.P.R.L.) in January
1911, Bristow endorsed its purpose of promoting progressive programs.52

Bristow was joined by Stubbs, Murdock, Capper, and other Kansas
reformers in heralding the birth of the N.P.R.L. Like Bristow, however,
they favored its program but not La Follette’s presumed presidential
candidacy. The popular prospective candidate in early 1911 was Roose-
velt. Until he finally decided to seek the Republican nomination, presi-
dential politics in the state were a confused affair. Both La Follette and
Taft had influential progressive-Republican supporters up to late 1911.
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Taft lost his progressive backers in part because of his advocacy of
Canadian Reciprocity and in part because of his veto of the “Farmers’
Free List” tariff during the special session of Congress in 1911. The
Farmers' Free List favored agricultural-rural interests over those of
industrial-urban areas.

Taft also suffered among progressives because of his unpopularity
with rank-and-file Republicans as a result of the bad press that he had
received during the Sixty-first Congress. When he visited Kansas as part
of a transcontinental political tour in mid 1911, he was met with unusual
silence. At the state fair in Hutchinson, where the president spoke, Sena-
tor Bristow was amazed to find so gloomy an atmosphere. “There was
no demonstration,” Bristow wrote, “the Hutchinson parade was more like
a funeral than a political rally.” In an era when college youths were
respectful towards national leaders, Governor Stubbs warned University
of Kansas students before Taft visited Lawrence that the president should
be received with the dignities befitting his office and that he should not
be abused. Taft left Kansas a discouraged man, his face illustrating his
deep concern.5*

La Follette’s presidential flirtation in Kansas was largely with Bristow
and White. Ed Madison opposed the Wisconsin senator, while Stubbs
and Capper refused to be identified with his candidacy. White privately
committed himself to La Follette in January 1911. He dramatically told
the senator: “Thy people shall be my people and thy God, my God.”
Although he claimed that Kansas progressives were trying in the autumn
and early winter “to line up the state for Senator La Follette,” he refused
to organize an N.P.R.L. committee in Kansas. In October 1911 he wrote
Roosevelt that he should get ready to run. “ I think you might just as
well prepare for the fireworks because it [the demand that he run] is
coming [and] you can’t stave it off.”?®

Bristow’s attitude towards La Follette was as confusing, but not as
inconsistent, as White’s. He endorsed the senator in June 1911. In
August he agreed with Harold Chase that La Follette did not have a
chance, because he was a “John the Baptist type leader.” In December,
while Roosevelt’s candidacy was blossoming, Bristow wrote: “ La Follette
is a stronger man with the American people today than Roosevelt [and]
. . . would get more votes if he were the nominee.” When most progres-
sive Republicans, including White, used La Follette’s physical collapse
during a speech in Philadelphia on 2 February 1912 as a pretext for no
longer supporting him, Bristow did not. He wrote to La Follette’s friends
that he was sure that after a short rest La Follette would be back in the
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campaign.’® Bristow once told White: “I shall stand for La Follette to
the end.” On 15 March 1912 the end came, when he wrote to a friend,
advising him to help nominate Roosevelt. Five days later, his newspaper,
the Salina Journal, endorsed the former president. O. K. Davis said in
Outlook Magazine that Bristow was “a politician of unusual sagacity . . .
in close touch with the rapidly developing situation.”?

Men such as Bristow deserted La Follette in Kansas because La Fol-
lette’s candidacy never took hold. Like Taft, La Follette did not seem
to be capable of leading a united, successful Republican party in 1912.
More than almost anything, Kansas progressive Republicans wanted to
win election or reelection that year. The growing strength of their
Democratic adversaries worried them, especially after two special elec-
tions late in 1911.

Midway through 1911 Congressmen Alexander Mitchell and Ed Madi-
son died. Special elections to fill their seats were disasters for Republi-
cans, as politicians friendly to Taft were defeated and Democrats were
elected. After the second loss, when Madison’s old seat was filled, the
Kansas City Star carried a report expressing a view that was widespread
among progressives: “If ever the Republican party in Kansas needed a
Moses to lead it out of the wilderness it needs him now. That Moses is
Roosevelt.” Commenting on the Republican defeat in Madison’s district,
Billy Morgan touched the tender spot of Kansas Republicans when he
wrote: “I think, . . . any nominee who has been supported by the
Republicans will be cut by the insurgents, not by the leaders perhaps,
but by many of the privates. I am of the opinion that the same result
would happen if the conditions had been reversed.” The losing candidate
in the Seventh District, Frank Martin of Hutchinson, struck a significant
chord after his loss when he noted: “Of course, Mr. Roosevelt would be
very strong in this district among Republicans and Democrats.” White
carried this to its logical conclusion: “It is Roosevelt or Bust!”®

Although Roosevelt’s candidacy ultimately caused a bolt from the
Republican party, at first it was seen as the only way to close the split.
He was initially presented as the candidate of harmony. “The stand-
patters,” White wrote in January 1912, “will all vote for him because
they think he can carry the state and . . . the progressives will take him
in order to beat Taft.”s®

Roosevelt’s correspondence for the second half of 1911 and the early
months of 1912 shows how he shifted from the determination not to run
to the decision to seek the presidential nomination. The Taft administra-
tion’s prosecution of the United States Steel Corporation under the anti-
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trust laws undoubtedly served as the catalyst to his candidacy by embar-
rassing the former president.® But local politicians also successfully
pressured him into becoming a candidate. In these activities Kansans
played important roles. For one thing, leaders such as Stubbs, Allen,
Capper, and White created “grass-roots” demands for Roosevelt. They
made him “the man of the hour.” During 1911 they frequently wrote
letters imploring him to run. Stubbs was one of the governors who
signed a round-robin letter, circulated under Roosevelt’s supervision,
calling the Colonel into the race. In February of 1912 Roosevelt re-
sponded to this letter with his famous declaration “my hat is in the ring.”®!

The big questions of 1910 and 1911 had been answered by then. Kan-
sas progressives were the majority group in the state’s Republican party.
They had easily defeated their regular adversaries, but at the cost of
splitting the party. In order to repair the split, most of them were now
committed to Roosevelt’s presidential candidacy. What they could not
know was that in endorsing Roosevelt they were creating a situation
that would divide Republicans still further and would ultimately cause
its progressive element to leave the party itself.

184



10

WITH ROOSEVELT TO ARMAGEDDON, 1912

A number of Kansas progressives played important roles in Theodore
Roosevelt's campaign for the Republican presidential nomination in 1912,
Governor Walter R. Stubbs and Congressman Victor Murdock spoke in
support of the former president in several middle western states, spend-
ing considerable time in the important Ohio primary. William Allen
White wrote magazine articles extolling the Colonel’s virtues, while other
less significant Kansans contributed everything they could to make Roose-
velt the popular candidate. But the wide public appeal of Roosevelt
was to prove of no avail. National conventions are not often guided by
grass-roots sentiment, and in 1912 the entrenched party leaders spurned
the mandate of Republican voters, as revealed in the presidential pri-
maries, and renominated William Howard Taft.

In 1912, as in other years, the question of contested delegates played
a significant part. This time Roosevelt failed in the struggle to secure
seats for his followers. Before the Republican National Convention met
at Chicago in mid June, Roosevelt’s managers knew that with his contested
delegates voting, he could be an easy winner. Without them, he was sure
to lose. It fell to the national committee, which was controlled by Taft, to
decide to whom the 254 challenged delegate seats belonged. There was
never much doubt about how the committee would vote. Governor Stubbs,
as a proxy, was included in the national committee meeting, which con-
vened for this purpose on June 7. In almost every instance he and other
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Roosevelt managers protested the committee’s decisions, but they were
overruled. In all, Taft received 235 of the contested seats to Roosevelt’s
19.

Despite having lost before the national committee, Roosevelt would
not concede defeat. When the convention opened on June 18, he tried
to get the credentials committee to reverse the previous action. But the
credentials committee upheld the earlier opinions, and when the conserva-
tive Elihu Root was elected temporary chairman, Roosevelt realized that
he had lost.! In the confusion after June 18, while Root and Taft were
winning on the floor of the convention, other important developments
were taking place.

The possibility that Roosevelt would lose had entered the minds of
Kansas progressives at least a month earlier. Aware of the unrepresenta-
tive methods used to select convention delegates, they felt Roosevelts
chances were definitely doubtful. If he were not nominated, they
wondered what they should do. The idea of bolting the Republican
party had crossed their minds, but almost all of them opposed this.
Senator Joseph Bristow felt that public opinion would force the national
committee to rule in Roosevelt’s behalf, but he also contemplated what
might happen if the committee did not. He was against any suggestion
of bolting, claiming that it was a device fashioned by regular Republicans
to rid the party of its progressive element. Congressman Rollin Rees,
who reluctantly switched to Roosevelt in June after working for Robert
La Follette, was also against bolting. He said that he “preferred to stay
with the old party” and “support its duly selected nominee.” He added
that he believed that if Taft were nominated, it would be possible to
campaign for state Republicans and still support some candidate for
president other than the one chosen by the party. White, Arthur Capper,
Stubbs, and Murdock also opposed the idea of bolting.?

Their resolution was severely tested on June 17. During his first use
of the famous Armageddon speech, Roosevelt stated that he would not
be bound by the convention if certain contested delegates were to help
organize it. This raised the possibility of a bolt. On June 21, when the
credentials committee indicated that the Taft delegates would be seated,
Roosevelt called leaders of his forces to his hotel, and there they agreed
to quit the Republican convention the next day. On June 22, prior to the
nomination of Taft, Henry Allen rose to explain why Roosevelt’s sup-
porters could no longer take part in the proceedings. Amidst a tumult
that drowned out his booming voice, Allen said: “We do not bolt, we
merely insist that you, not we, are making the record, and we refuse to
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be bound by it. . . . We fight no more, we plead no longer, we shall
sit in silent protest and the people who sent us here shall judge.” Omi-
nously, a majority of the Roosevelt Republicans left the convention hall
after Allen’s speech. Afternoon newspapers carried stories about a rally,
planned for that evening at Orchestra Hall in Chicago, where a new
party would be formed. Roosevelt, the stories said, would be endorsed
at that meeting. The bolt had taken place.?

It is fair to say that the majority of progressive Republicans in Kansas
were sore at heart about what had happened. Pleas made by his
political friends kept Stubbs from leaving Chicago on the day of the
bolt. Capper and Harold Chase were beside themselves with anger,
criticizing Roosevelt for not having compromised after his defeat. White,
too, was against the formation of a third party, as was Senator Bristow.
Among the eighteen-man Roosevelt delegation sent to Chicago by Kansas
Republicans, only Allen, U. S. Sartin of Kansas City, and Harry Woods of
Wellington favored the move. “Henry Allen,” wrote Jay House, “cried
like a baby when the delegation voted not to bolt, and announced he
would bolt alone.™

There were other Kansas Republicans who were far from sorry about
these developments. Charles Scott wrote on June 21, “Aren’t things going
beautifully in Chicago? I have been on a broad grin for two days. If
only Stubbs and the rest of the Kansas bunch could be induced to follow
T.R. off into the wilderness.” David Mulvane had already stated his
views on the matter. “We can’t elect Taft,” he said, “but we are going to
hold on to this organization, and when we get back four years from now
we will have it and those damned insurgents.”

A number of Kansas progressives attended the Orchestra Hall meeting
called by Roosevelt on June 22. It was with trepidation that they heard
the Colonel call men of their faith to his banner. “Go to your several
homes,” he said, “to find out the sentiment of the people at home, and
then . . . come together . . . to nominate for the Presidency a Progres-
sive candidate on a Progressive platform.” If the future convention de-
sired, he would be available as that candidate.® Kansas progressives
desired, but they were not interested in a third party. Before Governor
Stubbs had reached home, he was explaining that in Kansas, Roosevelt
could remain in the Republican column and run as a Republican. Sena-
tor Bristow noted that leaders of the third party had promised that they
would not oppose any Republican candidates who supported Roosevelt.
There was one big problem. In every presidential election since 1864
the candidate chosen by the Republican National Convention had headed
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the Republican ticket in Kansas, and Taft was the Republican nominee
in 1912.7

The Progressive National Convention met on August 5 in Chicago. By
that time, Kansans had created the semblance of a state Progressive party,
athough one had not been formally organized. William Allen White,
one of the seventeen leaders who had signed the call for the national
convention, controlled the Roosevelt organization in Kansas. He had
been elected Republican national committeeman for Kansas, but had
resigned to serve in a similar capacity for the new party. On July 7 his
confederate Henry Allen had issued a call for delegates to the August
meeting, and enough activity had developed to send a group headed by
White and Allen to Chicago. Enthusiasm for the Progressive party was
not great in Kansas, since, except for White and Allen, none of the major
political leaders took part in it. The resolution to remain within the old
party was firm, even though the commitment of key Republicans to
Roosevelt’s candidacy was complicating matters.®

The Kansas delegation was only moderately important at the Progres-
sive national convention. Allen, who had been scheduled to make a
seconding speech for Roosevelt at the Republican convention, did so this
time; and the remainder of the group contributed to the revivallike
atmosphere in Chicago’s Coliseum. Their voices helped to raise the cry
for “Battle Hymn, Battle Hymn.” They bowed reverently while chanting
the doxology at the end. A number of suggestions by White and by
Bristow, who did not attend, were incorporated into the platform of the
Progressive party. They encouraged the statement on the protective
tariff. White also was a leader in the effort to withdraw a planned
temperance plank, although he was theoretically a supporter of prohibi-
tion. Bristow sought a more moderate statement on the recall of judicial
decisions than that voiced earlier by Roosevelt at Columbus, Ohio. The
senator also favored a compromise position on the question of trusts. He
noted that many progressives had been wanting a strong antitrust plank,
but he suggested that Roosevelt and the new party endorse the idea of
preserving competition where practical and that they “state that under
modern conditions in many instances competition has been eliminated
and cannot be successfully restored” even if it were desirable.?

White was intrumental in the struggle over the antitrust plank in the
platform. George Perkins, the financial angel of Roosevelt’s campaign
in 1912, wanted a statement that would not place the Progressive party
in opposition to business consolidation. Supposedly, White and other
radical Progressives fought unsuccessfully, as things developed, for a

188



strong antitrust position. It was presumed that Perkins’s activity in the
affair had made White his avowed enemy, but such was not the case.
After the national convention White nominated Perkins as chairman of
the party’s executive committee, and while the Emporian did state on
numerous occasions that he was dubious about Perkins as a reformer,
more often than not White spoke favorably of him.1°

The Progressive National Convention unanimously chose Roosevelt as
its presidential candidate. It then named Governor Hiram Johnson of
California as his running mate. Kansans left Chicago pleased with both
choices and with the platform. According to White, the document in-
cluded all the promises of David Lloyd George, Aristide Briand, Georges
Clemenceau, the German liberals, and the Italian radicals, as well as the
combined wisdom of Wisconsin, Kansas, Arizona, Oklahoma, and Massa-
chusetts.’* His enthusiasm would have been less had he reflected for a
moment about the agrarian ideas of his native state.

The Progressives’ “Contract with the People” was designed largely to
appeal to the so-called subdued masses, but few Kansas voters were
included in this group. Moreover, the document was urban and industrial
in its emphasis, and Kansas was 66 percent rural in population. Roosevelt,
to be sure, was a knight in shining armor in the minds of many voters,
but his sword of righteousness was blunted because of the wrong pattern
in the Sunflower state. It did not augur well for his chances that a
staunch Kansas Socialist should joyously describe the new movement as
a “half-baked” kind of socialism. Even in a half-baked form the doctrines
of Karl Marx were unpopular with most Kansans.12

A month before Roosevelt was nominated by the Progressive party his
presidential campaign had begun in Kansas. Like leaders of the party in
other progressive-Republican states, Kansas leaders planned to place his
name at the head of the Republican ticket in the November election. A
number of Republican voters indicated that they agreed with this idea,
since it would not necessitate the formation of a third party. Stubbs,
Bristow, Murdock, and White all concurred. Roosevelt, too, approved of
the plan, having wired the governor on July 3 that he was pleased with
the way that Kansas Republicans were standing by progressivism. The
rationale for putting Roosevelt’s name in the old party slot was that
Taft, through “corrupted” means, had “stolen” the nomination; thus, in
states where Roosevelt had been endorsed, the only honest action was
to keep his name in the Republican column.?

Not all Republicans agreed with this simplistic notion. Former National
Committeeman Mulvane, upon returning from Chicago, was informed
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of the coup that was under way, and he prepared to block it. Because
a number of electors chosen before the Chicago convention had publicly
announced that they would vote for Roosevelt, Mulvane filed a new list
of names with Secretary of State Charles Sessions. These men were
bona-fide Taft supporters, and Mulvane asked that their names be printed
on the Republican ballot in place of the old Roosevelt electors. Sessions,
aware that the Progressives would fight any attempt by him to remove
the old list, did nothing at first. He was a regular Republican, but he was
standing for renomination in August, and he wanted both factions of the
party to support him at the primaries.

Hoping to satisfy both sides, he figured a way out of his dilemma.
County clerks, rather than the secretary of state, determined the final
form of the primary ballots. He could send both lists of electors to the
counties, thus letting the clerks decide. In the second week of July he
carried out his plan, which favored the Progressives. Most county officers
were supporters of Roosevelt, and since Roosevelt state headquarters
informed them that the primary was to be used to determine who would
head the Republican ticket, chances were nearly certain that the two
sets of electors would be printed in most of the hundred and five counties.

But Dave Mulvane was not defeated. On July 17 his attorneys secured
a temporary injunction from Judge C. E. Branine of the Harvey County
District Court, restraining county clerks from putting the Roosevelt elec-
tors on the Republican ballot. Because two of the old electors had indi-
cated that they would vote for Taft, Judge Branine’s order dealt with only
the eight remaining Rooseveltians. On July 18 Attorney General John
Dawson, acting on an order from Governor Stubbs, filed for a writ of
mandamus from the state supreme court that would compel county
clerks to include the eight Roosevelt electors on the Republican primary
ticket. He asked the court to assume jurisdiction over Branine’s injunc-
tion.1*

The supreme court heard arguments on the request on July 22. The
Roosevelt presentation was handled by a former standpatter, Frank
Martin, the recently defeated candidate of the Seventh Congressional
District, while Chester Long managed the defense for the regular Re-
publicans. United States Marshal John Harrison has left a brief account
of the hearing. For once, the chambers of the Court were overrun with
spectators, but they were of the sort who voted for Topeka’s regular-
Republican organization. Harrison wrote that Martin was magnificent
in arguing for the writ, although the audience thought otherwise. Long
made an impassioned plea for upholding the injunction. He compared
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the Republican party to the Methodist Church, likening the power of
the National Convention to that of the Methodists’ National Conference.
His argument was popular, Harrison added, but “it convinced me the
court would decide against him.” The court did. The justices refused
to involve themselves in a “political matter,” and they suggested that the
district court lift the injunction. The next day Branine removed the
temporary restraining order and denied the regulars’ request for a perma-
nent injunction.%

Mulvane and Long quickly appealed again to the Kansas Supreme
Court. On July 27 the state tribunal refused to hear the appeal.’® Claim-
ing that a federal question was involved, the Taft supporters sought a
writ of errors from the United States Supreme Court. In a special hearing
in New York City on August 1 Justices Mahlon Pitney and Willis Van
Devanter, Taft appointees, upheld the writ but decided that both sets
of electors should be printed on the Republican primary ballot. They
indicated that a full review of the obligation of state parties to respect
the proceedings of national nominating conventions would be made
when the High Court reconvened in October. The Kansas cases had
been given nationwide attention, and they had become intermixed with
similar problems in Iowa and Pennsylvania. Before further legal action
took place, however, the state primaries were held on August 6.17

Even in the days of populism, Kansas had not witnessed an election
whose final outcome depended on a judicial decision instead of votes.
In spite of statements made by regular Republicans that they were not
working to nominate the Taft electors, since they deserved to be on the
Republican ballot anyway, their election preparations were carried on
in the usual manner. The Taft-Roosevelt question was not the only
issue at stake in the primary. Arthur Capper was opposing Frank Ryan
of Leavenworth for the gubernatorial nomination, and in a much more
hotly contested election, Stubbs was seeking Charles Curtis’s Senate seat.

There was never too much doubt about a Capper victory. The pub-
lisher was not yet the veteran campaigner who would command the
Kansas vote better than anyone else, but he was a better vote-getter than
his opponent, and he had a statewide reputation. His candidacy was
hurt somewhat by the Republican split, but he stood by Roosevelt and
seemed to be a sure winner. Ryan, who was a member of the Kansas
Railroad Commission, was brought into the race by Congressman Dan
Anthony in order to keep Capper from concentrating the power of his
newspapers on the primary in the First Congressional District. Anthony
was being opposed by a popular district judge, William 1. Stuart of Troy,

191



and he feared the effect of an all-out effort against him by the Topeka
Dugily Capital and other Capper publications. Although Ryan had little
chance of being elected, his presence did keep Capper neutral in the
district. Both Stuart and Anthony, who had voted and acted with the
congressional progressives in 1911, claimed to be reformers, but Anthony
supported Taft. Nevertheless, he won by a small number of votes.!8

The most important race in August, other than the contest over electors,
was that between Stubbs and Curtis. Since 1908 it had been apparent
that they would clash in 1912. Curtis had tried to avoid the inevitable
by attempting to defeat Stubbs in the 1910 gubernatorial primary. From
then on, unkind words passed repeatedly between them. In 1912, how-
ever, Curtis was involved in Senate affairs until late July and thus was
unable to campaign effectively. He entrusted his campaign for renomi-
nation to Albaugh and Long, as well as to federal officeholders that he
had recommended. The campaign that they conducted left much to be
desired. Rather than taking a positive stand, they directed their litera-
ture and speeches at Stubbs’s activities. Curtis had remained loyal to the
presidential choice of the National Convention; his regularity was stressed
as the reason why he should win the party renomination. The brunt of
his campaign centered on Stubbs’s extravagances as governor and upon
his role as a party wrecker. The old charges of increased taxes were
renewed, and Stubbs’s position on the inheritance tax and the income
tax was attacked. “Governor Stubbs,” one Curtis supporter stated, “says
he wants to go to the Senate to work for an income tax. This will tax
the income of every farmer and every property owner of Kansas. It will
add to the present burden.™®

Stubbs, while staunchly supporting Roosevelt, used the income tax in
addition to his accomplishments as governor as the basis for his personal
platform in the primary. He felt that he had to refute charges that he
was a radical and that his reforms were costing undue amounts of money.
He maintained that the changes that he had brought about were business-
like reforms, designed to secure continued prosperity. One campaign
circular, reused in the general election, illustrated Stubbs’s fear of losing
the support of small-town merchants who had hitherto automatically
voted for him. “As a large employer of labor, . . . as a man of wide
business experience, as a contractor, as a banker, as a farmer,” the circu-
lar read, “Governor Stubbs will approach the business of changing condi-
tions with first hand knowledge of business conditions.” He understood
the “needs of business, because his life has been spent in business and
not in politics.” For the first time in his career, the governor was en-
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dorsed by organized labor, with Sim Bramlette, head of the Kansas
Federation of Labor, and E. L. Blomberg, of the powerful railroad
brotherhoods, supporting him.2°

Despite an extensive campaign, Stubbs failed to win the popular vote
in 1912, but an unusual method of counting primary returns by legislative
districts gave him the election. He received 1,216 fewer votes than
Curtis—48.9 percent of the total, in comparison to Curtis’s 51,1 percent;
but he carried 71 of the 105 counties. His greatest strength was again
in mid central and western Kansas, although Wyandotte and Sedgwick
counties returned slight margins for him. Curtis’s victories were mostly
in the northeast and southeast, where he registered majorities of from
60 to 70 percent in 12 of 25 counties; winning 14 in all. When this cam-
paign was compared to the senatorial race in 1908, one fact became ob-
vious. Regular Republicanism, more than ever, was located in the
populous eastern areas, while the farmers in the western part were more
strongly committed to progressivism. In 1908 Long had carried 22 west-
ern counties; here Curtis won only 9.

In the presidential vote, the Roosevelt electors won easily. Samuel A.
Davies, a Roosevelt supporter, polled 76,610, for the highest total among
the eight men committed to the former president, while John Gilmore
topped the electors who were unquestionably committed to Taft with
41,565. The largest number of votes was cast for B. F. Blaker, a Taft
elector who had been previously considered to be a Roosevelt supporter.
Blaker was one of the original group of electors, but on July 29 he an-
nounced his intention of voting for Taft. Accidentally, White had in-
cluded Blaker’s name in the instructions that he had circulated concerning
Republican electors, and White could not effectively change Blaker’s pro-
Roosevelt designation. Discounting the votes for Blaker, Roosevelt elec-
tors carried 101 of the 105 counties, losing only in Allen, Cherokee,
Jefferson, and Leavenworth.2!

Roosevelt’s victory in the primary was a personal triumph for White,
With the help of Earl Akers, a state employee and the Republican candi-
date for state treasurer, White had solicited funds, scheduled speakers,
distributed campaign literature, and found time to write articles that
were distributed to Kansas newspapers in July and August. His political
effort, however, had just begun. Roosevelt's success caused another
series of court actions, as well as an important protest about the Pro-
gressives’ theft of the Republican column. It took considerable effort on
White’s part to organize his party’s defense on these counts. White also
had to prepare for the general election, in which three major presidential
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candidates in addition to state nominees were involved. In all, he was
extremely busy from August to November.

The organizational structure that White used in the primary was the
one that Henry Allen had created before the State Convention in May.
By establishing local Roosevelt clubs during April, Allen had won every
congressional district for Roosevelt except the First, and he had carried
the State Convention for him on May 8. Allen had been aided by White
and Ralph Harris of Ottawa. The Roosevelt clubs did not fall into
disuse after the State Convention but were converted by Akers into the
nucleus of a progressive-Republican group. Akers continued to add the
names of sympathetic Republicans to the rolls of the clubs, hoping by
June to have ten men in each county ready to support the Progressive
cause. When the decision to bolt was made, White assumed control of
Akers’s work, and with the approval of Stubbs, White kept Akers on the
job. The main headquarters of the movement was transferred to Em-
poria, but a subheadquarters was kept in Topeka.??

Prior to the primary, White used this organization to accomplish two
tasks: he labored to increase voter support for the Roosevelt electors,
and he instructed potential voters on how to mark their ballots. To
accomplish the first he brought national figures such as James R. Garfield,
Gifford Pinchot, Moses Clapp, and Hiram Johnson to the state. He also
used Stubbs, Murdock, and Jackson to campaign for the former presi-
dent. During July, he complained in pamphlets and news articles about
Taft’s “stolen nomination.” In mid July, to insure that voters who favored
Roosevelt would mark their ballots properly, he published lists of Roose-
velt electors through paid advertisements in state newspapers, and he
sent form letters to nearly every registered Republican. Replies to
White’s letters indicated that the idea of the “stolen nomination” carried
the state for Roosevelt. White’s argument was a rather twisted one,
linking the theft to greedy corporations. By stealing the nmomination,
these avaricious corporations had stolen the presidency and the national
party. The only way to redeem these institutions was by defeating Taft
in August and then electing Roosevelt in November. After August 6
it appeared that perhaps this would be done.z

But regulars would not allow the decision of the voters to go unchal-
lenged. Fred Stanley, who succeeded White as Republican national
committeeman, continued to assert that the Roosevelt electors had no
place on the primary ballot, and after the primary, he demanded that
they be removed in favor of Taft. Regular Republicans began to charge
that the real theft was being carried on by White in Kansas. Taft may
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have “stolen” the nomination, as Roosevelt claimed, but his theft was
hidden from the voters. The taking of the Republican column and the
Republican emblem by Roosevelt was obvious to everyone. More and
more the question was being asked, Who is guilty of violating the slogan
of the Progressive party, “Thou Shalt Not Steal”’p2*

On August 7 the regular Republicans reopened legal proceedings
against the Rooseveltians by appealing to the state supreme court in
regard to its earlier opinion and by initiating actions once more in the
state district courts. They received an injunction restraining the printing
of the November ballots, and they were involved in a suit before a
federal district court when a nonjudicial decision gave them what they
sought. On September 21 Secretary Sessions, with the acquiescence of
White, ordered that the Taft electors be placed in the Republican column.

White’s resolution to continue Roosevelt’s name under the Republican
emblem had diminished rapidly after late August. Only Roosevelt’s
desire to remain under the old party banner kept White from switching
the Colonel’s electors to an independent column. White became increas-
ingly discouraged by the entire affair. He was certain that Republican
charges of “party stealing” would hurt Roosevelt at the general election.
He could think of no way to offset this complaint, and he believed that
only by relinquishing the column could the Progressive campaign be free
of this distasteful issue. He was also swayed by the possibility that the
federal courts would order that the Roosevelt electors be removed from
the Republican ballot. According to White, if this were to happen after
mid September, it would be impossible to include Roosevelt on the ballot.
The regulars seemed to be willing to have their man eliminated from
the ticket if they lost in the courts; but White, believing that Roosevelt
could carry Kansas, was not. He could hardly prepare for having the
Roosevelt electors in a separate column while still claiming that they
belonged in the Republican column.?

By September it was apparent that Sessions would order Taft’s name
placed at the head of the Republican column no matter what happened.
This, then, would mean that court action would be needed in order to
stop the secretary of state. It would leave things undecided until just
prior to the election. Then, too, pressure from Republican candidates
who were lower on the ticket became intense. That the regulars planned
to oppose Stubbs was common knowledge, but they had not threatened
to vote against every progressive Republican on the ticket. They began
to hint that they would do so if Taft electors were not given their proper
place.
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An epic struggle had already occurred over the ballot question. Con-
siderable resentment had resulted from actions in August. The state
committee, for example, had met to demand that the names of the Roose-
velt electors be removed from the ballot, but on the same day the party
council had voted to retain them. The votes, however, indicated that
many progressive Republicans were discouraged by developments. Six-
teen reformers voted with regular Republicans at the committee meeting.
At the party council, hitherto a progressive stronghold, 62 of the 142
members present favored removal of the Roosevelt electors. White, not
relishing his uncomfortable position, tried to have Stubbs call the legis-
lature into session to settle the matter. Stubbs refused to do so.

During the first week of September, then, White began to indicate
privately that he was ready to compromise on the problem. He had
previously claimed that Kansas law made it impossible for Roosevelt’s
name to appear safely on the ballot, since all sorts of cranks could be
included along with the set of Roosevelt electors in an independent area
of the ballot. Regulars, especially Sessions, were anxious to assure him
that this would not happen. They promised that Roosevelt would be
given a separate column in which the names of no other candidates
would be placed. Roosevelt had insisted all along that he remain in the
Republican column, but White, who understood the local situation better,
could not do his leader’s bidding.26

White's first meaningful step towards compromise came on September
7, when he wrote to Mort Albaugh, suggesting a number of alternatives
with regard to the electors. He asked whether or not the regulars were
willing to split the Republican column five and five with Roosevelt. If
this were unacceptable, he wondered if they would leave the Republican
column blank, running Taft and Roosevelt electors in separate columns.
Taft’s supporters, acting under instructions from the president, were not
willing to compromise.

For another week White refrained from withdrawing the Roosevelt
group. He indicated that he felt that a withdrawal was imminent and
that it would be done with the assurance that Roosevelt would have a
protected independent column. Then, on September 18, he yielded. He
formally withdrew the Roosevelt electors, and on September 24 he
replaced them with ten members of the Progressive party in a separate
column. At last Roosevelt was to be the standard-bearer of the Progres-
sive party in Kansas. Chester Long, who had helped to prepare the
Republican court cases, rejoiced. His happiness was not due to an ex-
pected victory for Taft, but rather because he believed that Roosevelt
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would lose the state under these circumstances. “It is gratifying,” he
wrote, “to know that Roosevelt is out of the Republican party at last.”
He anticipated a Democratic victory.??

Predictions that the Democrats would win in 1912 had been current
for two years in Kansas, but after Woodrow Wilson’s nomination for
president in early July, they increased. On a number of occasions White
himself predicted as much, but he said at other times that Roosevelt
would win. He recognized in Wilson the main opponent of the Progres-
sive party, and for this reason he had been particularly disturbed by the
struggle over electors. Having resolved this problem, he could begin
to concentrate on the general-election campaign. Roosevelt, who had
broken a promise to tour Kansas in July, arrived in late September,
speaking in eastern Kansas for two days. Bristow also took to the hustings
for the Colonel in September. He was unenthusiastic about his role, but
he decided not to forsake his friends. Vietor Murdock, seeking reelection,
also helped out. But in the remaining congressional areas, progressive-
Republican candidates were less responsive. To substitute for local talent,
national Progressives, including Jane Addams of Hull House, former
Senator Beveridge, and Judge Ben Lindsey of Denver, were used until
October 8. After that date the Progressives’ speakers bureau in Chicago
refused to send other leaders to Kansas.?®

Speaking tours were not the main things emphasized in Kansas. The
only address that seems to have made any impression was Roosevelt's
Milwaukee speech, when an attempt to assassinate the Colonel failed.
After this incident, White wrote a letter to Roosevelt, saying that senti-
ment had switched wholeheartedly to him and emphasizing that there
was now “a big, beautiful, generous, expansive feeling for you.”?® The
major effort in support of Roosevelt came in newspaper articles, letters,
and pamphlets that were mailed across the state.

Earl Akers, who did yeoman’s work until the primaries, resigned in
mid August to supervise his own campaign. To replace Akers, White
used an employee of the Gazette, David Hinshaw. It was Hinshaw who
amassed a list of 300,000 names before the general election and who
inundated the voters with literature supporting Roosevelt and with
instructions on how to split their ballots. Since Roosevelt electors were
listed in one column and progressive Republicans in another, this seemed
crucial. Upon entering the campaign, Hinshaw was shocked by the
“horrible” condition of mailing lists, and he quickly set about requesting
names from every precinct in the state. He was equally discouraged by
the state that existing Roosevelt clubs were in, and he discarded them
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as being ineffective. He helped to organize the Negro vote, the Jewish
vote, and the “college boy” vote, although he doubted their importance.
He helped White solicit for money, and he also wrote form letters and
newspaper copy.

Among the many pitfalls in the campaign for Roosevelt, finances were
an urgent problem. White had had a difficult time raising funds for the
primary, but after August his task was doubly hard. He refused to take
money from national headquarters because of George Perkins’s connection
with the campaign treasury. He summoned large contributions from
Capper, Stubbs, and other relatively well-to-do men, but his main source,
as he later said, was the common man. He received letters from “hun-
dreds enclosing dollars and fifty cents and twenty-five cents in stamps.”3°

Where finances were concerned, Roosevelt’'s candidacy in Kansas cer-
tainly took on the appearance of a people’s crusade. “I am an old
Methodist preacher and a Civil War veteran,” wrote one contributor,
“but I will gladly [give] . . . one dollar per month till election time for
the support of the progressive cause.” This performance was repeated
endlessly. Nevertheless, in early October, White and Hinshaw felt that
the campaign was faltering from lack of funds. They launched a “corps
of solicitors” to raise money; with the help of these funds, as well as
money diverted from what was owed to the national party, they broke
even. White could not afford to pay for the usual poll workers on
election day, but he secured enough canvassers by enrolling people in
the “Kansas Corporation of Good Government” as recompense for their
helping out. In all, it cost about $8,000 for Roosevelt to lose the Sunflower
State in 1912, but this did not include the endless hours that White,
Hinshaw, and people at the Emporia Gazette spent on the struggle.!

While Roosevelt’s friends worked feverishly for him in Kansas, both
Democrats and Republicans were busy trying to offset their efforts. The
campaign for Taft was never impressive, since the major efforts of regular
Republicans were devoted to defeating Stubbs and Capper. Some did
take time to write letters to White, criticizing the Emporian and thus,
indirectly, the Colonel. Midway through the race F. Dumont Smith,
for example, fired off a letter to White in which he contended that Taft
was responsible for the current prosperity in the country and that Roose-
velt's campaign would upset it. He suggested that when White sent
forth instructions to voters on splitting their ballots, he should also in-
clude a list of prices for horses, cattle, hogs, wheat, and so forth, for
1912 and 1893. In this way, voters would be able to appreciate Taft’s
greatness.’?
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Another Republican answered a plea from White by declaring that
he “respected good Socialists and Democrats” but had no use for “traitors.”
“I beg to advise,” he added, “there is nothing doing here for T.R. or his
kind of mice.” There was a crueler description of Roosevelt and the
Progressives in the offing. One irate citizen described the movement as
follows: “A freak party headed by a selfish and insincere egotist, a man
of infinite inconsistencies, a habitual liar, a modern Jehu, backed up by

rich blackmailers, manipulators, swindlers, . . . [and] cranks.” Another
one thought it best to attack the real culprit, “Bill Allen White, the new
boss of Kansas Republicanism.” “He . . . has undertaken to fix the

standard,” this critic wrote. “No man is a progressive Republican unless
he thinks just as White does, or agrees to do as White does.”®3

But White was not the real issue in the election. A more damaging
charge was raised by Charles Gleed, although it was more effectively
used by Democrats and other opponents of the Progressive party. Gleed
asserted that the Progressive party, with a membership that included
William Rockhill Nelson, Stubbs, Perkins, Medill McCormick, and Wil-
liam Flinn, could hardly claim to be the party of the poor or claim to
be untainted by wealthy connections. The Democrats hammered away
on this count. Statements of the Progressive party about the need to
curb great wealth were hollow, wrote the state’s Democratic national
committeeman, Colonel Bill Sapp. In a letter to White he added:

If I am correctly informed, you have J. Pierpont Morgan who
through his leading satellite, Mr. Perkins, is financing the Roose-
velt campaign, and Perkins means the United States Steel crowd;
the Wall Street money trust; the tobacco trust; the Standard Oil
Crowd; and their kindred interests that have dominated this
government for a quarter of a century. The real truth is, you,
representing Mr. Roosevelt, are not fighting for the people any
more than Mr. Stanley representing Mr. Taft is fighting for the
people. You both represent enormous wealth.

Sapp’s explanation hurt. Kansas Progressives were unable to answer him
satisfactorily.3*

Difficulties caused by Perkins’s presence in the party were burdensome,
but they were not nearly as important as the nomination of Woodrow
Wilson. For a year, progressive-Republican newspapers had been ex-
tolling Wilson’s virtues and describing his triumphs in New Jersey. As
fate would have it, after a hard-fought convention in July, Wilson was
nominated by the Democrats as their presidential candidate, and their
choice of him did not splinter the Democratic party.?®
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After the Progressive bolt, White and his Kansas supporters had hoped
to woo Democrats to Roosevelt’s banner. In the past they had always
asked Democrats to vote against party regulars and to vote for progressive
Republicans. Now their position was complicated by the fact that the
Democrats had a progressive of their own to vote for. What could
Rooseveltians do? White had the answer, but it was not a very convincing
one. He said that just as the nomination of Taft had not represented
the true sentiment at Chicago, the nomination of Wilson had not been
the result of the true feeling at Baltimore. Wilson, to be sure, was a
progressive, but his party was the stronghold of reactionaries from the
South and corrupt politicians from New York. Even if Wilson were
elected, he would not be able to work with his party, because they were
ideologically miles apart. It would be better, he concluded, to elect
Roosevelt, who could function with the progressive element that domi-
nated Republicanism. There was a monstrous flaw in his logic. If the
Republican party was progressive, why was Taft its nominee? Having
read earlier descriptions of Taft that White had written, Colonel Sapp
decided that instead of the Democrats joining the Progressives, these
former Republicans should come over to the really advanced party. “Get
out of that old bunch,” he told White, “and get on the side of the
people!”3é

Wilson’s candidacy was disturbing not only because of his reputation,
which was problem enough, but also because of his “New Freedom”
platform. The Progressives’ “Contract with the People” was an advanced
reform document dealing with what were essentially urban problems.
The Democrats, on the other hand, because of William Jennings Bryan’s
influence and because of Wilson’s predilections, wrote a traditional,
rural-oriented reform platform.

On one issue Roosevelt was particularly vulnerable in Kansas, and to
make matters worse, his supporters created another for him. Roosevelt
opposed broad antitrust actions, favoring rather the regulation of monop-
olies. During his September speaking tour he explained his position in
favor of a federal commission to control business and to channel bigness
into constructive lines. Bigness itself was not a crime; the crime was in
how great wealth was used. If it was properly regulated, it could be
made into a positive force. Two weeks after Roosevelt’s visit, Bryan and
Wilson came into the state and spoke exclusively about antitrust laws
and the “mother-of-the-trusts,” the tariff. They attacked Roosevelt’s idea
of regulation with an old Kansas progressive cry of “Who would regulate
the regulator?” and they asked Kansas voters to support a man who

200



would increase the power of the federal government not in order to
encourage monopolies but in order to dissolve them.

Wilson spoke in favor of a lower tariff that would give farmers a fair
opportunity to buy as well as sell on an international market. Everyone
knew, he stated, that the tariff helped to foster trusts by making high
prices possible. If trusts were to be effectively broken, this action had to
be accompanied by lower tariffs or free trade. But the local Progressives
mistakenly attacked his assertion. The tariff, they argued, was not related
to the trust question, nor could it solve this problem. Protection bene-
fited the working man by insuring his wages. Because of this, they
could not simply be lowered; they had to be studied by experts. Only
after a tariff board had made recommendations could revisions be under-
taken. Statements such as these coming from Kansas Progressives
seemed unusual and particularly disquieting. Two years earlier, progres-
sive Republicans had promoted lower tariffs and better antitrust laws
for exactly the same reasons that Wilson now offered. The thought that
perhaps Perkins and the J. P. Morgan money trust had seduced the state
leaders of the party undoubtedly crossed the minds of many Kansas
voters.?”

However, when prices were high and crops were good, issues were
never exceptionally important factors in Kansas' general elections, and
1912 was not greatly different. In prosperous years, party designation
was the all-powerful force. Thus, the decision in November, as in the
past, turned not on Wilson’s views on the tariff and Roosevelt’s position
on the trusts but rather on party loyalties. Roosevelt lost Kansas in 1912
because many Republicans refused to desert the party of their fathers
for a new political organization. Since only a few Democrats failed to
support their party’s nominee, Roosevelt fell roughly 26,000 Republican
votes short of what was needed to win. Many of the 75,000 Republicans
who voted for Taft in the election had favored Roosevelt before the
Chicago convention. The split had tested their fundamental reason for
being members of the Republican party, and this “unthinking electorate,”
as White called it, would not leave the old party ranks. A Democratic
candidate with less to offer than Wilson would probably have been
unable to keep the allegiance of his party. Alton B. Parker had not done
so in 1904 against the Colonel. But where Parker failed, Wilson suc-
ceeded. His totals in Kansas indicate that he lost only 3 percent of the
Democratic vote that had been given to Bryan in 1908. In 1912 Wilson
received 143,795 votes, approximately twice as many as Taft and about
26,000 more than Roosevelt.
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Considering that Roosevelt represented a new party, his returns were
not completely disheartening. In 89 of the state’s 105 counties he was
either first or second in total votes. He carried a number of counties in
southwestern Kansas, as well as Wyandotte and Sedgwick counties.
Despite his appeal in urban areas, he lost Wichita, Kansas City, and
Topeka, in addition to the semi-industrial southeastern corner. He ran
second to Wilson in the three cities, and he trailed the Socialist candi-
date, Eugene V. Debs, in the southeast. Because his name appeared at
the head of the Progressives’ column, Roosevelt ran well behind Stubbs
and Capper, who had supported him, but whose names appeared in the
Republican column. Party loyalties were the major reason for Roosevelt’'s
defeat, but party sentiment was not strong enough for Stubbs and Capper
to win.3®

Regular-Republican opposition to Stubbs and Capper was too strong
to be swayed by party feeling. At the time of the state committee and
council meetings on August 27, a number of regulars formed a Taft
Republican League in Topeka. It was designed to promote the candi-
dacies of Taft Republicans and to “defeat every candidate on the Re-
publican ticket who is lined up for Roosevelt.” A week earlier the State
Republican League was organized for the purpose of defeating Stubbs
and Capper. Former Boss-Busters such as Patrick Henry Coney, Al
Williams, David Mulvane, and Charles Curtis organized these groups.

At first only Stubbs and Capper were designated as Republicans who
should be defeated, but later the names of some congressional nominees
were added. The meetings of these organizations were not kept secret,
and the enthusiasm of each group was comparable to the revivalistic
atmosphere that accompanied the formation of the Progressive party in
August at Chicago. When the State Republican League was founded,
the Reverend John Bright of Topeka led the regulars in singing an 1896
campaign song, “It’s the Old Time Party and It's Good Enough for Me.”
Resolutions were adopted unanimously at this meeting, and according to
one reporter, every speech was aimed at “roasting” Roosevelt and “draw-
ing and quartering” Stubbs. By late August the Taft League claimed
that ninety-five counties were organized against the progressive Repub-
licans.®®

It was no surprise, then, that Stubbs was roundly beaten in 1912. For
one thing, Curtis campaigned actively against him. The senator had
been unable to stump Kansas prior to the primary, but he made up for
his absence after he had lost that election. In typical Curtis fashion he
campaigned with half-truths and exaggerations. He concentrated on
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Stubbs’s reluctance to support women’s rights and on the traditional
charge of his lack of economy. He justified his actions on the grounds
that Stubbs was no Republican because he was not supporting Taft,
but Curtis’s real reasons were to get revenge and to prepare for the
future. Stubbs had been the biggest problem within the party for a
politician of Curtis’s style, and Stubbs could be eliminated politically
in 1912.

The Republican League circulated pamphlets describing traitors to
party fidelity, and it always insisted that Stubbs was the head of this
immoral conspiracy. It worked closely with Henderson Martin, the
Democratic campaign chairman, supplying him with literature and infor-
mation designed to damage the governor’s chances for election to the
Senate. But fate had an even more unexpected reversal in store for
Stubbs. He had hoped that his opponent in the general election would
be the conservative Democrat Hugh Farrelley, but at the August pri-
maries the Democrats chose Judge William Thompson of Garden City.
The Judge was relatively unknown over the state, but he was considered
a Wilsonian progressive and a devotee of reform. Thus, much like
Roosevelt, Stubbs seemed to have little or no chance of picking up
desperately needed Democratic votes.*

Stubbs, however, made his usual strong campaign, and in spite of
Thompson’s reputation, he tried to win Democratic support. There were
the normal complaints from White that Stubbs was concentrating too
much on his past record and too little on national issues. But in his
speeches the governor discussed the income tax, a federal inheritance
tax, the direct election of senators, workmen’s compensation, child-labor
laws, and so forth. Although it was unwise of him to champion national
prohibition in eastern Kansas, he courageously advocated it anyway in
the “whiskey counties.”

His pamphlet literature, while of a much more general nature than
his speeches, indicated that he continued to worry about the support of
businessmen, His reputation as a radical bothered him, and he tried to
show that as a business leader himself, he would look after business
interests best. Once again Stubbs was endorsed by labor organizations,
with Sim Bramlette “acknowledging the many courtesies and kindly
interests shown by Governor Stubbs towards labor in the past.” In his
bid for Democratic votes, Stubbs used the Republican split to advantage.
Arguing that the old-guard Republicans were helping the Democratic
candidate, he asked all loyal progressives of both parties to put their
“shoulders to the wheel” in the last final charge against “corrupt rule.”
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“Let us not drop from the ranks,” he urged, “but lead on the final
victory.”#1

Stubbs got few if any Democratic votes. He received thirty thousand
more votes than Roosevelt, but twenty thousand fewer than Thompson.
He carried only thirty-one counties and lost a majority of the all-impor-
tant legislative districts. His strength, as before, was in western Kansas,
but he lost numerous votes there and in other areas because of the split.
Actually, fewer Kansans voted in 1912 than in 1908. In the 1908 guber-
natorial election roughly ten thousand more votes were cast than in the
senatorial contest in 1912. The same was true in the presidential race.
In the gubernatorial election itself, fifteen thousand fewer ballots were
registered. It appears that apathy had nothing to do with the 1912
election; instead, a number of Republicans chose to stay home. Roose-
velt’s candidacy injured Stubbs’s chance for election everywhere except
in Harvey County. He carried this previously Democratic stronghold
by a slight margin in 1912.42

Of the major political contestants in 1912, Arthur Capper made the
strongest showing among Progressives and progressive Republicans. In
his first-attempt to become governor of Kansas he lost by just twenty-nine
votes. Capper, who sacrificed his credentials as a harmony candidate by
endorsing Roosevelt, faced the popular Democrat George Hodges in the
race. From 1911 onward, the Democrats had shown unusual interest in
the contest for governor, sensing that 1912 would be their year. A few
had tried to clear the way for Hodges by keeping him free of a primary
fight in August. But Democrats also had intraparty problems. Colonel
Sapp and J. B. Billard of Topeka did not like Hodges’s views on woman
suffrage and prohibition. Hodges supported both reforms, while Sapp
and Billard were wet and antisuffrage.

Knowing that their party might win the governor’s chair, they shud-
dered to think that a Democrat could be in a position to advocate such
“damn foolishness” as women voters and temperance. To avoid such a
result, Billard was encouraged by Sapp and other Democrats to seek
the party nomination. Billard was strong in the German beer-drinking
communities of western Kansas. He was, of course, popular in the
“whiskey counties,” and he had large followings in Kansas City and
Wichita. For some his candidacy represented Kansas™ last chance to keep
free of “manifold attempts . . . by a few all too ambitious women to
foist electoral duties upon their sex.” “If this is accepted,” wrote a
worried Democrat, “it will prove . . . disastrous to the entire popula-
tion . . . and bring about many other evil results too numerous to men-
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tion.” One thirsty Wichita citizen stated that Billard was the last hope
for defeating “the whole bunch of hypocritical grafters” in this town.
But the last stand of “sanity,” as one voter called it, failed in August.
Hodges defeated Billard by nine thousand votes, amassing a total of 57
percent of the Democratic ballots.*

After Billard was defeated in the primary, the Democrats closed ranks,
partly because they wanted to obtain office and partly because Capper
was a more determined advocate of prohibition and woman suffrage
than was Hodges. Capper’s campaign, however, rather than illustrating
great devotion to reform, indicated why he was considered a moderate
by many and a conservative by others. His speeches and his pamphlet
literature did contain some amount of progressivism, and he was a reso-
lute champion of Roosevelt, but there was much in his utterances that
the next generation of Muckrakers would consider Republican conserva-
tism. At Coffeyville, during his campaign, Capper stated, “I can only
say to you that I stand pledged to a BUSINESS administration—and by
that I mean an administration that will look after the business of the
STATE, first, last and all the time.” He continued: “ I think the people
of Kansas should regard their state government as a great big corporation,
in which every citizen is an equal stockholder. Your chief executive is
the man whom you choose to manage the business of this corporation,
with fairness and justice to every stockholder.” He promised economy,
good roads, and a progressive-Republican party; and he stood staunchly
behind the church, labor unions, and the G.A.R. His personal approach
was magnificent. To voters he wrote: “I thought it best to write now
to say I would like very much to count you one of my friends, and if
you will speak to a few of your friends in my behalf it will be of great
assistance.” It is doubtful that he intended not to count anyone as his
friend.*

Capper correctly assumed some responsibility for the progressive
achievements in Kansas from 1906 onward, and he told voters that he
had long led in “the great battle for clearing out the wrong and purging
out the evil . . . in all departments of our state and national activity.”
After the formation of the Progressive party, he made it clear to voters
that he intended to remain a Republican even though he supported Roose-
velt. He could support the Colonel because “highway robbery” had been
used by the national committee to nominate Taft, and thus it was all
right to vote for Roosevelt. But the voter needed to remember that Cap-
per had “always been a Republican, . . . always supported the Repub-
lican ticket, and . . . expected to remain a Republican.” He would
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accept the “support of every good citizen,” he said, “I will make no
brassband campaign . . . [but] shall go before the people with nothing
more than a plain, straight forward platform of the things I believe my
business experience equips me to do.”*3

He did not make a “brass band campaign,” but his friends, and perhaps
he, slung mud pretty hard at Hodges. Towards the end of the struggle,
the Hodges Brothers Lumber Company was excoriated for its activities
as part of the lumber trust. Hodges answered in kind. He renewed the
charges against Capper for printing indecent literature, and he stressed
the publisher’s connection with mail-order houses, the enemies of small-
town businesses. Hodges’s campaign was far from negative. He spoke
in favor of lower tariffs, antitrust laws, economy in government, decreases
in state taxes, and the entire run of progressive legislative and political
reforms, such as the initiative, referendum, and recall. He emphasized
his moderate wealth in contrast to Capper’s riches. At Pittsburg, he said:
“I don’t want to be elected because of the demerits of the Republican
party and its split. I want to be elected on my own merits.” He accepted
his victory graciously, nevertheless.*6

After the general election on November 5 there was still considerable
doubt concerning the outcome of the Capper-Hodges race. At first the
Topeka Daily Capital announced a Capper victory, and not until Novem-
ber 12 did it report that the publisher had lost to Hodges. Later it again
claimed a victory for Capper, but when the official returns were made
available in December, Hodges had received twenty-nine more votes
than the Topekan. Because improperly marked ballots were cavalierly
discarded in Wabaunsee County, Capper contested the election com-
mission’s report in a state district court; but though the tribunal held
in his favor, it refused to order the commission to reconvene and recount
the ballots. Capper could have appealed to the Kansas Senate for a full
review, but since Democrats had captured the legislature as well, he felt
that it was useless to do so. If the returns reported by the secretary of
state were correct, Capper received 167,408 votes and Hodges received
167,437. There was .008 of one percent separating the two candidates.
Capper carried sixty-two counties, while Hodges won only forty-three,
but Hodges’s counties were in the populous eastern part of the state.
Like other progressive-Republican candidates, Capper was strongest in
western Kansas.4?

In the congressional elections, Democrats won five of the eight seats,
losing to regular Republicans Daniel Anthony and Phil Campbell in the
First and Third districts, respectively, and to the popular progressive
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Victor Murdock in the Eighth, The Republican split caused the defeat
of five progressive-Republican candidates, three of whom were nomi-
nated for the first time at the 1910 primaries. The Democrats also won
a majority of seats in the state legislature, but in contests for minor
offices, Republicans were returned to offices from the secretary of state
down. By comparing the county returns of the Republican candidate for
secretary of state to those of Stubbs and the five defeated Republican
congressional candidates, it becomes obvious that the secretary received
in most instances from 5 to 8 percent more votes than these candidates.
While there is no way of determining whether 5 to 8 percent of the
voters who supported the secretary of state refused to vote for Stubbs
and the congressmen, or whether 2 to 4 percent split their votes, it was
this difference in percentages that made Democrats jubilant in 1912.48

While it might seem to those who know what happened to the Pro-
gressive party after 1912 that party hopefuls would have been saddened
by the results, such was not the case. In fact, most Kansas Progressives
were as exuberant as their Democratic counterparts. In their mind,
Roosevelt had made an impressive showing. Senator Bristow called it
a “magnificent success,” and White, in a telegram to George Perkins,
noted that, all things considered, the party had done well. Naturally,
Stubbs and Capper did not feel requited by the defeats they had suffered,
so they had little encouraging to say. The election had demonstrated,
however, that about a hundred thousand Kansas voters were devoted to
progressivism and that many of them would support a Progressive party.
Since it seemed to progressive Republicans that their leaders had not
received the votes of many regular Republicans, a number of them
concluded that they had no need for the old party connection and should
begin to work seriously at organizing a third party. These people were
convinced that harmony within the old organization was useless and
that now a party of their own should be formed in Kansas.*?

The progressive movement within the Republican party had reached
a crossroads in 1912. With a national Progressive party in existence,
Republicans of the progressive inclination had to decide whether or not
they should join the new organization. Decisions were made by many
in the three-month period following the November election. By February
1913 Kansas possessed a state Progressive party.
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11

A NEW PARTY, A PARTING
OF OLD FRIENDS, 1913

Despite the opposition of many powerful progressive-Republican leaders,
a number of reformers had wanted the national committeeman of the
Progressive party, William Allen White, to form a third party in Kansas
during the 1912 campaign. But White had refused. He had an excuse
for not responding to this demand: state law required that new parties
file a declaration of intent with the secretary of state several months
before an election in order to be included on the ballot. By the time
the Bull Moose party became a national reality, the date for filing had
passed.!

White, of course, knew that a more important reason for not estab-
lishing a third party was the need to secure Republican votes for Walter
R. Stubbs and Arthur Capper. Both men stood a better chance of winning
in November if their names appeared in the Republican column. To
White’s chagrin, he found that not even the Republican label was suffi-
cient to induce many regulars to vote for them.? More than anything
else, this realization convinced him that a new party should be organized.
He was also impressed by Theodore Roosevelt’s showing in the general
election, and he expected a bright future for Progressives.?

White’s personal preference was only one of the factors forcing him
towards the creation of a Progressive party in Kansas. After the election
he received tremendous pressure from a majority of progressive-Republi-
can leaders to do so. Of the eight hundred Republican precinct commit-
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teemen with whom he corresponded, more than six hundred indicated
a desire for a Progressive organization, as did a majority of county chair-
men. They had grown tired of the old party, or so they said, and they
wanted to align with men of their own beliefs. They predicted that if
they had a new organization, hundreds of Democrats and Socialists whose
votes had been lost in 1912 could be added to their fold. “There is a lot
of fight left in us,” wrote one county leader, “and I have been unable to
find any [Progressive] . . . who intends to go back to either of the old
parties.”™

Local leaders were not alone in their insistence that a permanent party
be formed. Roosevelt had asked White to undertake the task; and at a
national Progressive conference in Chicago during the first week in
December, resolutions were passed, calling for the creation of state
parties throughout the country. White, accompanied by Stubbs, Henry
Allen, and Cy Leland, attended this meeting and left it aware that a
Kansas Progressive party was expected.?

Men who favored a third party were not the only Xansas progressives
who were expressing opinions about the future of state politics. A num-
ber of reformers were willing to explain why they thought that a new
organization was not needed. Many minor officeholders were naturally
frightened by the possibility of a party that would be fashioned largely
from Republican support. Having been elected as Republicans, they
claimed to be honor-bound to remain so, but this was mostly a way of
hiding their real reasons. They actually feared that Democratic strength
would increase under a new political alignment. W. D. Ross, a reformer
from Boss-Buster days, had recently been elected superintendent of public
instruction, and he was a man, so he said, who still stood for progressive
ideals. He could not, however, join in the recent move. “I believe,” he
explained, “the best results can be obtained by the existence of not more
than two great parties. 1 do not think the Republican party is going to
die. It goes without saying the Democratic party is not” Why not stay
Republican and dominate things that way? he asked. “I know,” he added,
“you feel that it is impossible to get together with the [regulars] . . . but
there are bound to be differing views and discordant elements sooner or
later in all parties.” Ross felt that as Republicans, Kansas reformers had
done well in the past and would do well in the future.®

Congressman Daniel R. Anthony, who claimed to be a recent convert
to progressivism, expressed somewhat the same view and asked that he
not be left alone like an island in a sea of conservatism. The Republican
party, he asserted, had always been the progressive party, and if White
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stayed on, it would continue that way. Old La Follette supporters were
also insistent and seemed to be more sincere than Anthony in their
opinions. “I am not sure that your plan of a separate party organization
in this state is wise,” wrote Rodney Elward. “It seems to me like giving
up all we have fought for, for years.” Elward did not intend to surrender
so easily.”

The opinions of these men were important, since they indicated that
some previous reform strength would be lost; however, if leading progres-
sive Republicans acted together, there was hope that even wavering
La Folletteites and state officeholders might eventually join the exodus
from Republicanism. In any case, White believed that with a united
leadership the main body of progressive voters would join the new party.
What the Emporian failed to understand was that the leading progres-
sives in Kansas were not of one mind. In fact, some were opposed to
White’s actions, and others were silent because they did not know what
to do. Governor Stubbs attended the Chicago meeting of Progressives,
but he was not the same dynamic force as in years past. In Kansas he
was even more lethargic, evincing none of the old fire and planning,
none of the old stratagems, that had previously characterized his design.
He seemed to be neither particularly opposed to nor disposed towards
the third-party movement; he was just uninterested.

Arthur Capper, on the other hand, excused himself from the delegation
to Chicago in December, thereby causing speculation that he was plan-
ning to remain a Republican. Nonetheless, he indicated to Progressive
leaders that if the new party were formed, he would be found in its ranks.
But though avowedly ready to join the Progressive party, in January
1913 Capper began to finance publicity for a movement to promote
Republican harmony. His final decision, at least the public one, was
slow in coming; nearly a year elapsed before Progressives were forced to
concede that the publisher of the Daily Capital was still just another
Republican.?

The attitude being taken by Senator Joseph L. Bristow, however, was
considered more important than that of either Capper or Stubbs. In
Kansas, Bristow and progressivism were nearly synonymous, his election
in 1908 having signaled the first important progressive victory. At no
time did White consider that “Joe” would not join the movement; so
White, without checking with Bristow, wrote Albert Beveridge in late
November that Stubbs, Bristow, and he were “stripped to the waist” and
ready to fight for the new organization.® But if the senator were stripped,
as White said he was, he was exposed in a way that White did not
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appreciate. After four years of publicity and importance, Bristow had
begun to enjoy playing the role of senator, and he was unwilling to
chance losing so glamorous a station for what might be transient reasons.
Reformers never say as much, however; and to the end, Bristow gave
other reasons for not breaking with the Republicans.

There were many politicians who were undecided in 1912 and 1913,
and Bristow belonged in that category. He felt that his best course was
to remain steadily at anchor. He suggested in November that progressive
clubs be created throughout the state, so that the party would not lose
the thirty thousand voters who cast their ballots for Republicans regard-
less of the candidate. This, of course, made good sense, much more than
did his other suggestion, that the clubs would give Republicans time
to see that it was impossible to continue their party. Bristow also told
an intimate friend in December 1912 that he was not going to declare
for a third party just then. In the future he would fight for the right
things and stand aggressively for progressivism.

He added that time would determine what he should do; but time
would determine nothing. The senator would have to decide for himself,
and the advice he was then receiving with regard to what course his
supporters -wished him to follow was a confused conglomeration. He
should have remembered his warning to Senator Long in 1908 about
sticking with one’s friends; but 1912 was narcotic—it kept sound judg-
ments at a minimum. Understandably, Bristow wrote to his sons that
he was tired and sore at heart. “Politically,” he added, “there is a state
of chaos and no man’s future is at all certain.” He should have added,
“Least of all mine.”0

But if Bristow was cool towards a new party, he was equally cool
towards suggestions of Republican harmony. Men’s thoughts are com-
plex things to disentangle, and Bristow’s were always especially abstruse.
It is hard to determine why he should throw dampers on suggestions
for harmony when he admitted that such developments would help
him politically. Nevertheless, he did so. To Judge J. S. West he wrote
that harmony would be good politics for his candidacy, but how it could
be accomplished was beyond his imagination. West’s plans for a harmony
dinner could not possibly help as a solution, even if the general idea was
useful. Moreover, when Governor Herbert Hadley left Jefferson City,
Missouri, to reorganize the Republican party nationally at a conference
at Washington, Bristow was unusually critical of what he considered
Hadley’s naiveté.!

Bristow’s presence in the Kansas Progressive party no doubt seemed
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necessary for its success, but it was possible to form the organization
without his approval. On December 17 a conference that White had
called in November met at Topeka to discuss the creation of a new
party. Two hundred county leaders were present, the majority of whom
had formerly been Republicans. Several tedious speeches were delivered,
explaining the advantages of a separate organization. Sentiment favored
the creation of a Progressive party, and U. S. Sartin of Kansas City was
appointed provisional chairman of the new group. The official birth
of the party was deferred, however, until February 1913. Before the
meeting adjourned, Sartin was instructed to make preparations for a
grand Progressive rally to be held on Lincoln’s birthday. He was advised
to continue to expand the list of voters who were known to support the
Progressive cause.?

Although Sartin was personally disliked by many progressive Republi-
cans, he was an effective organizer. By the end of January 1913 he
boasted of provisional Progressive parties in 71 of the 105 counties in
Kansas. Allen, White, Murdock, and others responded enthusiastically
to developments in January, and prospects for an impressive rally at the
February meeting seemed good. The annual Kansas Day Club meeting
on January 29 also helped to promote the Progressive cause, since, once
again, regular Republicans dominated it. Although a harmony movement
was under way among moderate Republicans, the people who controlled
the Kansas Day Club were not of the conciliatory type. They were pri-
marily the ones who had voted against Stubbs and Capper in November,
and they used the Kansas Day meeting “to roast” their adversaries further.
A few suggestions for harmony had been voiced, but William P. Hackney
of Winfield commanded the most attention by announcing that he was
glad to see the progressives leave the Republican party and that he
would do what he could to help them go. “Cave men,” wrote one ob-
server, would have been at home among these “noble savages.”?

If the “rankest kind of standpatter” was present at the Kansas Day Club
meeting, the Lincoln Day rally of Progressives was equally dominated
by extremists—the avant-garde of that movement. Among the out-of-
state speakers were Albert Nortoni of St. Louis, Mrs. Raymond Robbins
of Chicago, Henry Cochems of Wisconsin, and Dr. Anna Shaw of New
York. Their topics ranged from “Lincoln the Fearless Progressive” to
“Woman’s Obligation as a Citizen.” The home talent included Allen,
who rhapsodized on the future of the Progressives, and John Maddens
of the M.K.T. Railroad, who talked about their past. Maddens, a Parsons
lawyer, had recently retired as general attorney for the railroad, and thus
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carried none of its taint. Lieutenant Governor Sheflield Ingalls, son of
the late John J. Ingalls, served as toastmaster of the meeting and an-
nounced that he hoped to play an important role as a Progressive office-
holder in Kansas. Republicans had already recommended that he resign.’

Since he was unable to attend, Senator Bristow sent a letter, which was
read to the assembly. His absence caused some questions concerning his
loyalty to the cause. In his message Bristow called for “advanced posi-
tions” on issues, although in some cases, the most notable being the tariff,
he seemed to retreat strategically back into the nineteenth century. After
recommending moderate protection, he stressed the need for a tariff that
would be adequate to the demands of industry and labor. He asked
for the enactment of initiative, referendum, and recall laws, the direct
election of senators, and a national referendum that would allow the
people to reconcile differences that might arise between the president
and Congress on various pieces of legislation. Bristow had come full
circle to Roosevelt’s position on trusts, and so he called for an industrial
commission to supervise big corporations. His admonition regarding
cooperation “with all who are fighting for these principles” could have
meant anything, but it seemed to indicate too great a fondness for pro-
gressive Republicanism to some. Henceforth, a man was either a Pro-
gressive or he was a Republican, since the consensus now was that all
true Progressives had left or were leaving the old party.’®

The Lincoln Day banquet, wrote John Harrison to Bristow, was quite
an affair. Funds were raised at the meeting to finance a permanent
secretary and staff for the next six months, and Sartin was named state
chairman of the Progressive party. One embarrassing incident occurred
when Cy Leland hopped upon a table and, in a gauche manner, sar-
castically subscribed thirty cents for a memorial honoring Chester 1. Long,
the father of the Kansas progressive movement. Otherwise, decorum and
devotion marked the official birth of the party. The fervor that Progres-
sives demonstrated in February was not approximated again until the
1914 campaign. When the banquet ended, many politicians who had
previously been cool towards the party were fired by the meeting’s
enthusiasm. It took less than two months, however, for the flames to
begin to diminish.!$

Except for Sartin, who worked hard and spent much of his own money
trying to perfect the organization, important state leaders did little to
help the party grow. Many were involved in trying to decide what would
be the wisest political move for them. By April, Sartin was depressed,
and he complained to men who he knew would carry his tales to the
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founders of the party. Imploring Bristow to speak out in support of the
Progressives, he sadly related that since the Lincoln Day meeting, he
had had little assistance from anyone other than Allen. “Even our old
friend, William Allen White,” he wrote, “has hardly had a line in the
papers for the cause.” Sartin was discovering what Bristow knew—that
parties were more easily born than built.?

By April, Sartin, Sheffield Ingalls, and other Progressives were becom-
ing critical of Bristow and Capper because neither would commit him-
self to the organization. But White, Allen, and Stubbs insisted that such
criticism be halted. White and Allen were sure that without Bristow
the movement was doomed in Kansas, but they still believed that perhaps
he and even Capper would belatedly join the party.'®

After a trip home in March to talk with White, Stubbs, Allen, and
Colonel William Rockhill Nelson, Bristow appeared to indicate to Sartin
that he would announce his membership in the Progressive party in 1914.
He had, however, told Sartin only that he would make public his party
affiliation at that time. “I have taken the course that I did,” he wrote,
“because I want a large number of progressive Republicans who hesitate
to leave the old party to feel that I have shown all the consideration that
I could be expected to show to those who wanted to make the Republi-
can party the real progressive party.” There is no indication in Bristow’s
files that progressive-Republican sentiment was really as strongly in
favor of the Republican party as he said it was. One factor that was
making Sartin’s job doubly difficult and was perhaps contributing to
Bristow’s reluctance to join the Progressives was the harmony movement
among Republicans early in 1913.1°

The impetus to resolve the Republican split in Kansas came from the
party’s legislative leaders near the end of the 1913 session. On March 8
James A. Troutman, one of the founders of the Square Deal movement
of 1906, held an impromptu meeting of Republican members of the
Kansas senate and house. They agreed to call a statewide harmony
conference for June. Troutman sent invitations to the state’s old guard
and to officials of the Progressive party. His plan, so he explained, was
to remove major grievances by “committing the [Republican] party, as a
united organization, to Progressive policies.” Since it was well known
that progressive Republicans had written all the significant reform legis-
lation in Kansas for ten years, he did not believe that this task would be
difficult. “We trust,” his invitations ended, “that the Republican party
will go forward as a united organization and that the progressive cause
may reach its fruition through the Republican party.” In accompanying
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notes he explained that the basis of representation in the national con-
vention might also be changed to meet the complaints that reformers had
expressed regarding the party’s “rotten borough” system in the South.
“Rotten boroughs” had been one of the topics discussed at a national
harmony conference that Troutman had attended in May in Chicago.2?

Considering the emphasis that Troutman placed on things progressive,
it is amazing that any standpatters or regulars attended the June meeting.
Nevertheless, they did. Once again, Bristow refused to take part in talks
about harmony, stating that such efforts were neither productive nor
desirable. Capper, however, did attend the June meeting. While he was
there ostensibly to report the affair for his newspapers, he stayed around
after the meeting had adjourned to make peace with the regulars. Ac-
cording to one story, the harmonizers lacked the facilities for printing
literature to promote their cause, and Capper was able to offer this
service. Capper was already paying for harmony publicity in the First
Congressional District, and he felt that a small investment in it after the
Topeka meeting would be wise politics.?!

Troutman’s conference, of course, was a failure. None of the important
Progressives attended the meeting. Capper’s actions were premeditated,
and he did not allow any public expression of his flirtation with the
regulars. Thus, any propaganda value that Capper’s acts might have had
was lost. If some wavering Republicans were convinced to stay with the
old party because of the harmony conference, they kept it to themselves.
No doubt the attitude at Topeka did help to hold progressive Republicans
who were already disposed towards remaining Republicans, but this
opinion cannot be documented.

Troutman’s lack of success was not the result of any unwillingness
to seek harmony. The resolutions adopted at the conference were de-
signed to meet the major complaints that had previously been raised by
Progressives, and Troutman’s own attitude was conciliatory. The meeting
agreed to demand that the tenure of the national committee be changed
so that newly elected committeemen would take office prior to a national
convention. It suggested that national conventions be reapportioned
so that the Republican Middle West would receive more delegates per
person than the Democratic South. And it recommended that the Kansas
constitutional amendment proposal for the initiative and referendum,
which had recently been passed by the Democratic legislature, be ap-
proved by Kansas voters in the 1914 elections. This measure would give
the Progressives the major reform that the Stubbs administration had
failed to secure. In all, Troutman and others showed a lenient attitude
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towards their former brethren, but the reaction of Progressives was
adverse.??

In May, White had called a meeting to condemn Troutman. The
Progressive caucus counseled the party faithfuls to stay away from the
harmony conference, and it announced that the Republican state chair-
man, Jonathan N. Dolley, had just quit the old party to join the Progres-
sives. Sixty county chairmen attended White’s special meeting, which
had been initiated by David Hinshaw, now a member of the national
publicity bureau of the Progressive party. Leaders at the national head-
quarters in the East were apparently worried by the national harmony
gathering of progressive Republicans in Chicago in May and by the
meeting planned for Kansas. They kept informed on events in the state,
and after Troutman’s conference they had Roosevelt write to Stubbs,
Dolley, and White, telling them to keep active for the Bull-Moose cause.
“There is not a state in the Union,” the Colonel wrote, “to which we have
a greater right to look to for leadership in the Progressive movement than
Kansas. Kansas was founded in fact by the Progressive movement of
the [eighteen] fifties.” But Roosevelt’s activities at mid year, as much
as any other factor, were helping to hinder the growth of the Progressive
party in Kansas.?

In July and August 1913 Kansas newspapers, as well as national
journals, carried articles suggesting that if Roosevelt were tendered the
Republican nomination in 1916, he would take it. Soon Murdock and
White began to hear complaints from local Progressive leaders, who
claimed that the rumors were causing “feelings of uncertainty,” thus
slowing party recruitment.?* In September, White and Murdock wrote
to the former president, asking him to refute the statement, so that mem-
bers who were building county organizations could once more effectively
resume their tasks. Roosevelt's answer was discouraging. Rather than
denying that he would accept the 1916 Republican nomination, he said
that there might be conditions under which he would take it. In his
answer Roosevelt stated:

Such a question cannot be answered by a simple Yes or No. It
is a purely hypothetical question, and the terms of the answer
must depend entirely upon what shape the actual fact takes. Sup-
posing the impossible . . . that the Republican Party suffers a
genuine change of heart, accepts the Progressive platform with-
out a murmur, and agrees to accept any candidates that the
Progressive Convention nominates, why in such a case it would
be ridiculous for me or for anyone else to promise that I would
refuse the nomination.??
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Roosevelt’s attitude had an unfavorable effect on White, and it en-
couraged Bristow’s squeamishness. At the height of the discussion over
Roosevelt’s intentions, Bristow wrote to the former national chairman of
the Progressive party, Joseph Dixon of Montana, that he was impressed
with the fact that the Progressive organization was not growing and was
therefore in danger of disintegrating. “My impression,” he added, “is
that if it should disintegrate, as many or more Progressives will go to the
Democratic as to the Republican party.” The impact on Capper was
even greater. He had cast his lot with Republicans, and he was gratified
to find that most progressive Republicans intended to stay with the
Republican party if it put out a progressive platform and nominated
progressive candidates. “I do not believe the ‘Bull Moose’ party is making
much headway,” he told Bristow in September, “the feeling seems to be
. . . that President Wilson has put the ‘Bull Moose’ party out of business.”
With the state and national leaders of the Progressive party concerned
more about the welfare of the old parties, it was small wonder that local
Progressives were alarmed. ¢

Capper’s observation about Wilson was an astute one. For quite some
time, Progressives and progressive Republicans had known that the
future of the new movement depended largely upon what Wilson ac-
complished as president. In December 1912 Bristow had written to
Beveridge, saying that he was worried about the possibility that Wilson
would cut the ground from under Progressives and progressive Repub-
licans. Would the president break up his own party by advocating reform
legislation, or would he manage to keep his party intact and still secure
from Congress the reform legislation that he had promised? Bristow
asked.?” In April, when the Democratic-dominated Congress convened,
Bristow had his answer. Wilson seemed to be intent upon getting most
of the “New Freedom” platform enacted.

National Progressive leaders had intended to present alternatives to
Wilson’s program as often as possible. When they agreed with the presi-
dent’s recommendations, they planned to vote “present,” instead of sup-
porting them. There were, however, significant complications in this
tactic. The Progressive politician, as George Mowry has suggested, was
a highly individualistic creature, apt to stand as he wished on issues.
Moreover, from the time that they had entered public life, some of these
men had been advocating laws similar to those being suggested by
Wilson. To refuse to support Wilson when he seemed to be advocating
measures that they had championed would make them appear hypo-
critical. Kansas had only two men in Congress who could be expected
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to hew the Progressive line, and in a relative way each one did. Victor
Murdock had been easily reelected from the Eighth Congressional Dis-
trict, and at the 1913 session he was chosen as the floor leader of the
Progressive party in the House. Senator Bristow, though he was unwill-
ing to commit himself to the new party, was willing to cooperate with
the Progressives. Rather than support the Wilson-backed Clayton Anti-
trust Law and the Federal Trade Commission Act, Bristow and Murdock
advocated Roosevelt’s industrial-commission plan as a better substitute
for regulating big business. They responded to the Federal Reserve Act
much as old Populists might have done, claiming that it gave control of
the nation’s banks to Wall Street interests. They voted against the Under-
wood Tariff because it was not written by a scientific tariff commission.?8

Unsure about whether their opposition to Wilson’s program would be
accepted, they attacked the president where he was most vulnerable—
personally and through his advisors. William Jennings Bryan, Bristow
wrote, was a “humbug” and “superficial.” His main characteristic was the
love of money. Bristow added: “He reminds me . . . of Ed Hoch. Of
course, he has more sense than Hoch.,” Bristow raged even more about
Wilson, especially about his “demigod” attitude and the “racy and lively
goings-on in the White House.” The president, he stated, “has become
so accustomed to the fulsome flattery that he is . . . thoroughly con-
firmed in the belief that there is very little difference between the wisdom
of himself and God, and if any difference [exists] it is in his favor
anyway. 29

Ranting and raving about Wilson could not, however, obscure the
fact that the president was hurting the Progressive party. There was, of
course, nothing that the Progressives could do about Wilson’s actions
as a reformer. They could only hope that the president would reverse
himself while they tried to stifle favorable comments about him in Kan-
sas newspapers. Although Wilson’s reform pace did eventually moderate
and he did earn an unfavorable press, neither of these things happened
before the elections of 1914.

With Bristow and Capper hedging on their future political plans, with
Wilson preempting the Progressives’ raison d’étre as a national party,
and with Roosevelt uncertain about 1916, Kansas reformers understand-
ably took time in September and October to reevaluate the wisdom of
their third-party stand. In August the state was treated to a series of
Chautauqua debates between Allen and former Congressman Charles
F. Scott over the merits of progressivism in the Republican party. Al-
though Scott was normally an uncompromising Republican, he advanced
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the argument that successful progressivism could result only from con-
tinuation of the Republican party. He felt that he had won his case,
but that Allen had carried the debates.

“The people are confused by the double use of the word “progressive,””
Scott wrote, “they get the impression that because the new party is called
the Progressive party . . . it is the only party that stands for progress.”
Scott was particularly worried about Kansas women, who would vote
for the first time in 1914. “When they hear a man pull out the tremolo
stop,” he added, “and weep over the ‘seven million women working in
sweat shops of greed for $3.00 a week,” they imagine nobody ever thought
of those women before or tried to do anything to better their conditions.”
“They think we intend to do nothing,” Scott continued, and even believe
that we “are glad that they are in that deplorable condition.”°

The impact of the debates was to reinvigorate a few leaders of the
Progressive party and to bring the more radical elements in Kansas so-
ciety to the support of the party. Eva Morley Murphy, an officer of the
Women’s Christian Temperance Union and the Kansas Federation of
Women’s Clubs, announced her presence in the new organization then.
For years, she said, the women of Kansas had stood steadfastly for “up-
lift,” and amid scorn and ridicule they had never deviated from this
principle. Already they were trained in political tactics, which could
now be used to their fullest to support a party that encompassed many
phases of uplift. The women of Kansas, Mrs. Murphy confidently pre-
dicted, were prepared to give the Progressive party their undivided
support.3!

Support from the W.C.T.U. meant that there would be help from the
prohibitionists, in addition to the women suffragettes; but still all was
not well with the new party. White, who claimed to have recruited the
best of the Kansas population—the middle-class professional—com-
plained that clerks, small farmers, and unskilled laborers were pulling
away from the organization. Their minds, he wrote, were moved “largely
by two things—noise and tradition. Our noise has subsided and party
tradition is pulling ”32

Tradition was not only pulling the lesser-endowed in society; it was
also tugging at White’s heartstrings. He, too, was suggesting the possi-
bility of a compromise with Republicans. His demands were extreme
and possibly were not made in good faith, since he was asking as the
price of reconciliation that the Republican party adopt the Progressive-
party platform of 1912. Nevertheless, he offered a basis for conciliation,
and no matter how unreasonable his demands, if Republicans had wanted
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harmony above all else, White would have made good on his offer. For-
tunately for his bluff, if bluff it was, Republicans were not about to
accept his suggestion, although there were some Kansas regulars who
seemed to hope that this might happen.?

Though he was largely unconcerned about specific issues, White had
come to believe that there was a major difference between Republicanism
and the new Progressive spirit. On definite issues, he admitted that both
groups stood close together, but he said that “the Republican party stands
definitely for the rights of the individual as guaranteed by the constitu-
tion as it now is interpreted. The Progressive party stands definitely for
an interpretation or amendment of the constitution which shall give the
federal government power to interpose on behalf of society for the
common good, even against the rights of the individual ™3+

In October 1913, because of the drift that events were taking, the
possibility of compromise ended for White, and he decided that he must
stand firmly on the deck of the Progressive ship, even if she were the
Nancy Brigg. He was her captain, and like all good seamen, he would
go down, if necessary, with his vessel. “Now,” he wrote Bristow, “is the
time for you to announce for our party because your continued absence
is drawing the sheep from the flock in droves.” Whether sailor or shep-
herd, White had arrived at his final position, and he demanded that
Bristow do the same. His insistence became intense, and Bristow, hitherto
a close friend of White’s, began to wonder why he had never recognized
the publisher’s arrogance and his bosslike nature. The senator always
had a way of finding the meaner character in men when it was necessary.?>

The political odyssey of Joseph Bristow in 1913 is an intriguing story.
Did he, as White and Progressives later charged, tell them that he would
join the new party, or did he merely mislead them into holding that
opinion? What he said in conversations with these men can never be
known, but his correspondence indicates that he chose to dissimulate
well, thus allowing the Progressives to draw their own conclusions. As
early as mid 1912, when Roosevelt led his followers from the convention
hall in Chicago, Bristow had written that the time should come “when
all progressives can get together and work for the best interests of the
people.” After the November elections he stated that “there must be a
progressive and a conservative party.” He added, however, that many
progressives felt that the day had not yet arrived. At about the same
time, he told the wavering Capper that if progressives could not get to-
gether under the Republican name, the thing to do was to organize the
third party quickly and well.?¢
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From January to June 1913 he was reluctant to say anything about the
new organization, although he had had his letter read to the Lincoln
Day meeting. In April that “presumptive,” “intolerant,” “political boss”
Sartin had raised the distasteful question of Bristow’s affiliation, which
made the senator feel distressed about not being able to announce his
position. Bristow wrote to Capper that many Republicans who supported
him were not yet ready to break with the party and that he had been
seriously concerned over the need to renounce the old affiliation. For
this reason, he added, “I have not flippantly and without consideration
deserted . . . the party which originally elected me . . . as you well
understand.” Capper understood. He, too, wanted to be elected in 1914.
It seemed strange, Bristow continued, that the very people who had
cheered his Republican insurgency were now critical of his lack of fealty
towards the new party.3?

In June, Bristow wrote a letter to White that convinced the Emporian
and Allen, who also saw it, that when the “trumpet soundeth,” Bristow
would deliver a “ringing farewell to the Republican party.” The senator
explained that with the Progressive party organized in Kansas, he could
not get the Republican nomination if he wanted it. He added that he
considered the nomination of no account anyway, since a majority of his
friends had already left the old party. He concluded:

I have seen no other course for me to pursue except to run as a
Progressive but I have refrained from making any such an an-
nouncement because I have not been certain as to just what
grave mistake the Democratic administration might make and I
did not want to give Mr. Troutman and his friends . . . the
opportunity to be pounding me for a year before I could get
into the field.

“Sufficient unto the day is the evil thereof,” he concluded. But the evil
thereof really dated back to January, and this he failed to mention.?®
Considering first things first, as Bristow wished to do, through his lone
appointee, United States Marshal John Harrison, Bristow had been in
touch with the old Long machine at the beginning of the year. In talks
with Billy Morgan, Harrison had been told in January that at least one
wing of the old organization wanted Bristow to “assume charge of party
affairs in the state.” No assurances of future support for Bristow in his
reelection struggle in 1914 were given, but Morgan and others encour-
aged Harrison to advise the senator to “be noncommittal and make only
general statements regarding party affiliation.™® This suggestion was
followed as closely as possible until October and November, when White
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and others redoubled their efforts to have Bristow announce as a Progres-
sive. On a number of occasions, national headquarters of the Progressive
party asked Bristow to speak in various areas of the country. Each time
he refused, claiming that he had pressing duties in Washington.4

In September and October, talks commenced again between Harrison
and Long’s former lieutenants, and on November 2 Harrison was made
privy to the Republican program for 1914. “The plan,” he wrote Bristow,
“is to nominate Capper for Governor without material opposition, but
you will have to fight Curtis for the senatorship.” Former progressive
Republicans who were seeking minor state offices would not be opposed
by the regulars; thus Bristow could not expect their help against Curtis.
The consensus was, however, that Bristow could defeat Curtis under any
circumstances and that therefore he should run as a Republican. “Capper
. . . has an angle worm for a backbone,” the report concluded, “and . . .
would not be in a position to help.”!

A week later, Capper wrote to Bristow, telling him that he could secure
the Republican nomination and election in 1914. He inferred that the
Capital’s aid would be extended to Bristow in the cause, though he made
no explicit promise. Morgan and several other members of the old Long
machine now appeared to be enthusiastic about Bristow’s prospects, and
on November 18 Harrison informed the senator that Albaugh and his
associates were reconciled to Bristow’s candidacy as a Republican. More-
over, Secretary of State Charles Sessions and Congressman Anthony
pledged their support to Bristow in the Republican primary.*?

These developments removed whatever doubts Bristow had entertained
about joining the Progressive party. After candidates of the Progressive
party had made disastrous showings in Massachusetts and Maryland, he
wrote Dixon of Montana in November of 1913 that he could win the
Republican nomination “overwhelmingly” in the primary, and that both
former Taft supporters and progressive Republicans wanted him to
remain a Republican so that he could do so. “A fellow,” he noted, “has
got to have sense in advocating his reforms or he never gets anywhere
with them, and while I do not intend to waver in the slightest degree in
my devotion to progressive policies and principles, I would like to sustain
a relation to political organizations that will enable me to be of some
use in effectively promoting these policies.”*3

In mid December the senator was contributing money to the publicity
bureau of Troutman’s harmony group, and he was praising the results
of a meeting of the Republican National Committee, which purportedly
had opened the door for reconciliation. His “ringing declaration,” which
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White and Allen had expected in mid 1913, was near at hand; but it was
to be no clarion call for the Progressive party. In Bristow’s mind the
Republican party was once more the most effective instrument for
reform.**

As Bristow made his way towards the Republican party after Sep-
tember, Capper also continued his course in that direction, becoming
increasingly open in his actions. He was involved in the talks between
Long’s former lieutenants and Harrison during September and October,
and he helped to plan the future strategy of the Republican party. Al-
though White and other Kansas Progressives were aware of the attitude
of the Topeka publisher, they were not convinced that he was resolute
in his stand. Thus, late in the year, White attempted to swing Capper
to the new party by pretending that Bristow would soon join the Pro-
gressives and by threatening Capper with their power in case he de-
fected.*®

White’s hopes that Capper might join were dashed by Capper’s reply
on October 11. Thereafter, White bothered him no more. Capper wrote
that he had never quit the Republican party and that he had never
attended Progressive affairs. “I have thought best,” he continued, “to
take an independent course, encouraging everything that is progressive,
no matter what political party it comes from.” Since he had sampled
opinion by having had the usual postcards circulated to Kansas sub-
scribers of his journals, Capper estimated that only one-fourth of the
Republican voters who had supported Roosevelt had quit the old party,
and he added that he did not believe that he or anyone else could be
elected governor on the Bill Moose ticket. He claimed that since 1912
the Republican party had become the truly progressive party. His con-
cluding remark undoubtedly made White shudder. Capper asserted that
he did not intend to run for governor in 1914. “The thing of greatest
importance . . . next year,” he stated, “is the overthrow of this Hodges
administration. Hodges is the smallest, the most unscrupulous, the least
progressive Governor this state has had in many years.™8

Even if, as Capper had said, he did not plan to run for governor, he
felt that he had to remain a Republican to make certain that Hodges
would not be reelected. Of course, he surprised no one when he decided
to seek the office. On the occasion of his announcement he said: “I am
a Republican because I believe that that party in this state stands for
clean government and untainted politics; that it is the champion of human
rights, and that it has been a power in the creation and crystallization
of the progressive sentiment.” He added that he was the highest type of
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Republican, which meant that he practiced the highest form of party
regularity.*

Events moved fast for the Progressives in late 1913. After having con-
cerned themselves with Republican affairs throughout the year and after
having expended time trying to convince Capper and Bristow to join the
new party, they were suddenly confronted with the need to outline their
own plans for the next year’s elections. They had not given up on Bristow
as a possible Progressive-party candidate, but there were other arrange-
ments to discuss and other nominations to fill. In mid November, Sartin
issued a call for county chairmen and top state leaders of the Progressive
party to meet in Topeka on the twentieth of the month. The need for
money to finance the impending campaign was uppermost in his mind,
and he hoped to create enthusiasm among county leaders so that they
would build at least a hundred local organizations by February.*®

The response to Sartin’s invitations for the November meeting were
encouraging, as two hundred delegates arrived. The order of business,
however, had a deadening thud about it. Rather than committing itself
to a full ticket, the meeting was noncommittal, deciding to resolve that
question in February., A move was started to wire Bristow in order to
have him announce his intentions of running for the Senate on the
Progressive ticket, but Harrison and former Congressman Fred Jackson
stopped that move. Of the important leaders present, only White showed
great concern for the third party, while Stubbs and Allen indicated that
they felt that Republicans should be sounded out about whether they
would accept Progressive candidates and a Progressive platform. Much
depended upon the action that the Republican National Committee took
at its December meeting, they said. If the committeemen proved con-
ciliatory, they believed that there was reason to expect that a reunion
with Republicans could take place.

The sentiment against harmony came from men like Cy Leland and
Sheffield Ingalls, as well as from a number of county chairmen. White,
though he was sincere about the Progressive party, was willing to admit
that things looked bad, especially because of the chance that Bristow
would not enter the organization. The only real accomplishment of the
November meeting was to prepare for the Lincoln Day affair and to
allow certain county politicians to announce their candidacies. The men
who would represent the party, if it were represented, in the gubernatorial
and senatorial races were not agreed upon. Two names had been ru-
mored as possibilities. If Bristow defected, there was hope that Victor
Murdock might run. Congressman Murdock was as firmly committed to
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the new party as anyone, and possibly he was the most popular person
available. Allen was the favorite for governor, but Allen was unwilling
as yet to seek the job.*®

In the few weeks after the meeting was adjourned, White increased his
efforts to force Bristow to run for reelection as a Progressive. Allen went
to Washington to engage the senator for the party, but Allen’s attitude
was not clear cut. Rather than encouraging Bristow to join, as White
wanted, Allen agreed that the senator might possibly do better by remain-
ing on the Republican ticket. After his return to Kansas, Allen wrote
Bristow that if the Progressive party used Ingalls or Stubbs against him
in the senatorial election, he should have no worry in 1914, There was,
however, a serious contender who would possibly challenge Bristow in
November. Victor Murdock seemed to be prepared to run as a Progres-
sive if Bristow announced as a Republican. “His candidacy,” Allen noted,
“is no bluff, he is hoping you will run on the Republican ticket.”s®

The meeting of the Republican National Committee that Allen felt
would eliminate the need for a third party in Kansas was held in Decem-
ber. By Progressive lights it was a dismal failure. More than ever, the
Progressives were ready to continue their organization and perfect its
strength. Even Allen was affected by the refusal of Republican com-
mitteemen to hold a national convention in order to reconcile party
differences. He believed that the national committeemen were afraid
that they would lose their jobs if they took such action. So deeply was
he disillusioned that a week after the committee met, he began encour-
aging Bristow to discontinue his plans of seeking reelection as a Repub-
lican and to join the Progressive party.?!

Although Bristow did not publicly announce the retention of his
Republican affiliation until 3 January 1914, he informed White on Christ-
mas Day that he planned to remain within the old party. Bristow prob-
ably did not intend that his decision should arrive as an unwelcome
Christmas message, but so it did. White, of course, had been expecting
such a declaration. Beginning in October, Bristow’s replies to White’s
entreaties indicated that this would happen, but White seemed to have
hoped against hope that it would not. On December 26 he telegraphed
the senator, asking him to wait before making his announcement public.
He had been, White said, a good friend of Bristow’s, but he would now
have to be his political enemy. Murdock was bound to run for the Senate,
and with Murdock the Progressives would defeat Bristow. Perhaps after
talking the problem through, White and Bristow could arrive at accept-
able alternatives.5?
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The conference that White wanted did not come before the senator
made his announcement. On January 4 leading metropolitan dailies car-
ried stories reporting that Bristow had decided to stop the speculation
about his party affiliation. The rank and file of the Republican party were
progressive, Bristow said, and he, too, was a progressive. It was imprac-
tical to have three parties under the American system, because American
tradition supported the two-party ideal. Thus, while he sympathized
with many of the ideas of the new organization, he planned to make his
fight for the senatorial renomination within the Republican party. Bris-
tow’s decision was the biggest political news in Kansas in early 1914,
but similar announcements by other progressive Republicans, including
Capper and Fred Jackson, also made headlines.

Reaction to Bristow’s statement varied among Republicans and sup-
porters of the new party. Curtis was naturally displeased, as was Charles
F. Scott, who had hoped that progressives of Bristow’s sort would remain
outside the party. The Kansas City Journal, on the other hand, was elated
by the senator’s decision. Bristow’s reasoning was sound, it said, and his
courage was great. When Scott complained to Charles Gleed, the publisher
of the Journal, Gleed wrote him that he had had his editor speak kindly
of Bristow’s return “by way of encouraging other progressives to come
back.” The paper, Gleed added, would not support Bristow. The Topeka
Daily Capital was effusive in its praise of the senator. “Progressivism is
a cause, not a party issue,” an editorial announced. Bristow was still a
progressive, but not a member of the Bull Moose party. The senator
could not be bossed by the new political machine that had been organ-
ized in Kansas.5

William Allen White waited a while before commenting on Bristow’s
defection, and then, in a letter to the Kansas City Star, he applied his
regular literary roast to his one-time ally. His comments caused a minor
county leader of the Progressive party to write that White had shown
Bristow in his true light, as a man who “became and was a progressive
for office alone.” Henry Allen supplied one of the harshest judgments
rendered. Privately, he told White that Bristow had worked himself
“into a real John-the-Baptist sentiment” and now thought that he was
“a rare sample of courage.” “I think,” he added, “it’s the foolhardy cour-
age of the burglar who tries to break into a house in the daylight and
gets caught.”

Bristow’s own opinion was that he had done what every progressive
Republican ought to do. It was easier, he explained two days after his
announcement, to use an established party to attain progressive goals
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than to form a new, untried instrument in order to get those results.
“Thousands of us are not willing to abandon the organization which we
have captured from the reactionaries and let them come back and take
possession of it with all its opportunities.” Progressive clubs that every-
one could join should have been formed, he added; but they had not been.
Thus, he had taken the position that he considered best under the cir-
cumstances,’ After his statement had been circulated, Bristow met with
White, Murdock, and Stubbs, but he failed to convince the trio to join
him in his action. Their decision, which the senator blamed on White,
caused him to attack White for planning the defeat of the progressive
cause. “If the Republican party ceases to be progressive,” Bristow de-
clared, “it is because the progressives divided and turned the organiza-
tion to the standpatters, and that's where White is making his fatal
mistake.” He added that if he were beaten, it would not be by stand-
patters but by Murdock, White, Stubbs, and Allen.’® They would be
the culprits.
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12

THE YEAR THEY REALLY STOOD
AT ARMAGEDDON, 1914

When Joseph Bristow informed Kansas voters that he would remain a
Republican, Victor Murdock countered by announcing that he would
seek the Progressive-party nomination for the Senate. Murdock, rather
than being disheartened by developments in late 1913, had been encour-
aged. He wrote that the Progressive was “distinctly a new type” po-
litically, one that was here to stay: “He is not merely the old insurgent
of a different degree—he is a different kind. The prototype is the new
Roosevelt, the radical who came out of Africa, waded in at Osawatomie,
and went in over his head at Columbus and emerged as out of the waters
of the Jordan. The progressive Republican hasn’t got it, and can’t get it.™?

Congressman Murdock was about the only Kansan of importance to
assume a buoyant attitude as the New Year dawned. With Bristow
and Arthur Capper defecting, William Allen White was worried that
Walter R. Stubbs would soon follow. Because of his defeat in 1912, Stubbs
had allowed himself to be pushed aside during the past year. His close
association with Capper since 1911 caused many to speculate that he
would rejoin the Republican party. He had assumed a “spoiler’s” deter-
mination, some said, but he remained convinced that he was obligated
to support Capper because of aid given to his senatorial candidacy by
the Topeka Daily Capital in 1912. Since Stubbs seemed to be on the
verge of joining Capper in January 1914, White worked at keeping him
a Progressive. According to White, Stubbs had led him to the movement
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eight years earlier, and Stubbs had been a main force in organizing the
new party. As long as any chance of victory remained, White wrote,
Stubbs was honor-bound to continue to work for the party.?

The rumor that Stubbs might rejoin the Republican party worried
national Progressive leaders as well, since the governor had been, as
Chicago Tribune publisher Medill McCormick said, “a sort of Progressive
Cato.” McCormick asked Stubbs: “What will be . . . [the standpatters’]
jubilation, . . . when a two-fisted, iron-ribbed, battered-battler like your-
self supports a Republican candidate for Governor, whatever his virtues??

Despite outward appearances, Henry Allen’s allegiance to the party was
also doubtful in December of 1913. He quieted fears, however, when he
stated on 6 January 1914 that he would stand with the Progressives to
the end. He added that he did not want to run for governor, which many
reformers wanted him to do. He suggested that Lieutenant Governor
Sheffield Ingalls be the party’s choice. In mid January he asked White
how long he should wait before announcing publicly that he would not
be the Bull Moose gubernatorial aspirant. White’s answer never came,
since he, like almost every Progressive, wanted Allen to run. Fortu-
nately, the new party could take advantage of an emotional nature that
made Allen incapable of withstanding concerted pleas for his services.
Billy Sunday had converted him to Christian fundamentalism at a revival
meeting in 1911. Bull Moosers had made him weep for Roosevelt and a
third party at Chicago. And at the Lincoln Day rally in 1914 the Pro-
gressives induced him to run for governor.*

In early January, Mort Albaugh, the Republican wheel horse, predicted
that an Allen boom would make the Wichita newspaperman a candidate
in 1914. Albaugh explained:

Henry isn’t a candidate now and he has no idea that he is going
to be . . . but he is as emotional as a prima donna. The first
time they get Henry in a corner, the Bull Moosers will start a
pow wow. Henry’s feelings will be wrought upon and finally
they will overpower him. In the end he will arise with tears in
his eyes. He will choke with emotion and his voice will falter
and break. After stuttering a little Henry will manage to say
“T'll take it!”

It happened essentially that way! At the Lincoln Day banquet, after an
emotional session, Murdock advised the delegates to go to room 270 of
the National Hotel in Topeka, take Allen by the hand and by the collar,
and push him into the governor’s race. About half of the delegates began
to push, and though Allen tried to ward them off, in the end he yielded.
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On the afternoon of February 12 his hat joined Murdock’s in the Bull
Moose ring.?

The Lincoln Day meeting in 1914 was a gala affair, even though only
half of the hoped for 2,400 delegates attended. Allen was the master of
ceremonies, and he introduced the featured guests—Albert J. Beveridge
and Raymond Robbins, who had been sent by national headquarters.
Beveridge delivered the keynote speech, being joined in the oratorical
lists by Robbins, Murdock, and Mrs. Eva M. Murphy, a representative of
the W.C.T.U. The main order of business, in addition to subscribing
funds, was to write a tentative party platform, one that could be amended
in midyear, after the primaries. The goal was to present ideas that would
represent some advances over previous years, but that would still retain
the essential social-welfare emphasis of the new organization. The pres-
ence of large numbers of women among the delegates insured that the
document would include strong welfare planks such as those asking for
minimum-wage laws, widows’ pensions, and child-labor laws.®

The most radical suggestions came from Stubbs, who was unable to
attend the rally because of illness. From Lawrence he sent a message
encouraging the Progressives to make national prohibition and govern-
ment ownership of communications and transportation networks part of
the temporary platform. He was especially concerned with the possibility
of state-owned and -operated railroads, and at the time he was preparing
an article for the Saturday Evening Post on the subject.”

Despite worry caused by the disappointing attendance, the meeting was
a smashing success for advocates of the new party. By now, most reluc-
tant members had been winnowed from the group, and only the devoted
remained. Some concern had existed because it had not been possible
to find any important Kansas Democrat who would join the party so
that the bipartisan heritage of the organization could be demonstrated.
This did not, however, discourage many; and some found solace in the
fact that the absence of Democrats showed that their party was based
on more than the traditional national political divisions. A feeble at-
tempt was made to identify the Progressive party with European liberal
parties, and a few warped comparisons of White and David Lloyd George
were made. Since there were no important primary contests facing the
Progressives, little activity of a popular nature was planned before
August. Progressives agreed that the party council should convene then
to make final preparations and write a permanent platform. The meeting
adjourned without incident and apparently with the hope that the future
would be brighter than had previously been predicted.®
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The major concerns of Progressives between February and August were
national party affairs and the Republican senatorial primary. If Bristow
should win in August, and most Progressives assumed that he would not,
the chances that Murdock would make a strong showing in November
would be appreciably lessened. If Curtis won, some Bull Moose leaders
felt that they might be victorious at the general elections. They assumed
that, in either case, the Bristow-Curtis battle could only aid their cause
if disharmony between the two continued after August 5. They believed
that unity in their own ranks was now certain, but they failed to consider
national party developments in this appraisal.

At the national level a struggle had been brewing since 1912 between
the national chairman, George Perkins, and the so-called radical members
of the party. Because Perkins had blocked the antitrust plank offered at
the Chicago convention and because he had been a partner of J. Pierpont
Morgan, a number of Progressives were skeptical of his commitment to
reform. During 1913 and early 1914 Amos and Gifford Pinchot quietly
tried to have Perkins removed as head of the party; in May, having
failed previously, Amos Pinchot sent a letter to state committeemen, con-
demning the New York financier and calling for his resignation. In it he
charged Perkins with misdirecting the true intent of the Progressive
party and with making it into a tool of big-business interests. In June,
the Pinchot letter was made public.

Pinchot’s assault came at the least propitious time for Progressives.
They did not need a public quarrel over corporation influences in their
organization when the party was facing its most crucial test. In a state
like Kansas, Perkins had been an important issue in 1912, and the party’s
local leaders preferred that the presence of the Wall Street banker be felt
financially rather than that he be seen or heard. When Progressives
revived the distasteful Perkins issue in mid 1914, the Kansans were not
merely displeased; they were utterly dismayed.

Moreover, some important Kansas Progressives, particularly White,
were friendly towards Perkins, who had worked hard for the movement
during the past two years. They had chafed under the attacks in 1912, but
they were politicians who were capable of understanding the importance
of the capitalist to the party. While White did not think that Perkins was
an able politician, he understood that it would be disastrous if the multi-
millionaire’s pocketbook were closed in the future. In addition, White
believed that the attack on Perkins had resulted not from the New Yorker’s
stultifying effect on reform, but from his unwillingness to compromise
with progressive Republicans. Apparently Perkins had decided that the
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greatest malefactors in America were those political leaders who refused
to join the new party, remaining instead with their old associations.
Pinchot supposedly wanted to carry forth the crusade by supporting
progressive Republicans wherever possible. Because of the Kansas situa-
tion, White and most local leaders were violently opposed to this posi-
tion.?

In April, Gifford Pinchot contacted White to ask him if he would join
in a call requesting Perkins to resign. Pinchot had heard that White was
dissatisfied with the national chairman’s domination and that White felt
that the time had arrived to push the financier aside. White, who may
have criticized Perkins to Pinchot in private, was not in favor of such a
move; he answered that Pinchot should stop complaining, since such
activity damaged the party and did no one any good. He added, however,
that if Perkins were removed, Stubbs would make an excellent national
chairman. In June, following the publication of Amos Pinchot’s letter,
White wrote Beveridge that it had been a “stupid” move made by a
jealous politician. White predicted that Pinchot’s message would soon
be used with full force against Progressivism.!?

Considering that White and the Kansas Progressives believed that the
Perkins-Pinchot feud had developed from Perkins’s desire to withhold
aid from progressive Republicans, the Kansans must have been aghast
when another blow to their hopes was delivered in June. They had been
critical of Roosevelt’s silence regarding what attitude to take towards
progressive Republicans who were seeking election on the old ticket.
But because they thought that Perkins was opposed to helping these
reformers, they assumed that Roosevelt intended to withhold his aid as
well. In July, Roosevelt and Perkins both endorsed the Republican
candidate for Governor of New York, Harvey D. Hinman.

Their action brought instantaneous complaints from Progressives across
the country, and particularly from those in Kansas. State chairman U. S.
Sartin predicted that the end had come for at least 75 percent of the
Progressive parties in other areas, and he wondered whether Kansans
should bother to go on. Charging that Roosevelt had turned the Novem-
ber elections into personality contests, Sartin questioned the wisdom of
having Allen and Murdock continue in the race, since Capper and
Bristow were also reformers. White, too, was angered by Roosevelt’s
endorsement of Hinman, as were a number of minor leaders in the state
organization. The woes of the Progressives, however, were meat to their
hungry opponents, who hoped that the final disintegration of the new
party had now begun. But by July there was no turning back; Bristow
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might chortle about Roosevelt’s actions, but he would still have to face
his contest the next month without Progressive aid.1*

Political campaigns normally have an identifying characteristic about
them, and the 1914 primary race between Curtis and Bristow was no
different in this respect. Six years earlier, Bristow’s victory over Long
had been characterized by Bristow’s whirlwind tour of the state and by
White’s trenchant pen, which cut the ground from under the old senator.
This year the fire of 1908 was gone, and in its stead Billy Morgan, Long’s
former manager, stepped forth. Bristow, who stayed out of Kansas during
the preprimary period, allowed Morgan and Harrison to handle his
affairs; and true to form, the result was a well-planned, dull, traditional
campaign. Railroad henchmen were sent along the major lines to whip up
support, and the lieutenants of the old Long faction went to work in their
home areas. From Washington, Bristow and his staff franked several
major speeches and other campaign literature to at least ninety thousand
voters, and they solicited funds from some of the least progressive sources
in the state.*?

Back-room deals, too, had a place in the campaign, with Morgan
executing a meaningful maneuver early. In January the Curtis faction
seemed to control the Kansas Day Club meeting. Hoping to embarrass
Bristow, the faction tried to have the state committee hold the 1914 Kan-
sas Republican convention in May. According to tradition the party
platform could be written then. Curtis’s supporters assumed that a con-
servative document, which would illustrate that Bristow was out of line
with the mainstream of the party, would be agreed upon. Morgan, with
the aid of Harrison, blocked the move by a 37 to 34 vote. A compromise
arrangement to write a preprimary declaration of general principles was
fashioned, but the failure to provide for a meeting to do so kept this
from coming to pass. It was finally agreed that the party council, as
usual, would convene in August, after the primaries, to write the plat-
form.1®

The Curtis forces probably would have written a preprimary platform
that would have illustrated the lack of Republican rejuvenation; but the
assumption that, as such, it would have disagreed with the issues of
Bristow’s campaign was incorrect. Bristow, who for the most part had
run out of steam as a reformer, discussed only the things that he had
helped to accomplish in the past and a few long-established reform
demands such as woman suffrage. Unlike the Progressives, he lacked
new suggestions and avoided social-welfare ideas, which the Progressives
stressed. The fact that he was less interested in new reforms was illus-

234



trated by a plea that he made in early 1914 to the old-guard boss of
Crawford County, publisher J. T. (“Doc”) Moore of the Pittsburg (Kan-
sas) Headlight. To Moore, who had been anathema to the progressive
Republicans after 1909, Bristow wrote that he did not think “Doc” and
he “materially disagreed on public questions,” and he noted that they
certainly agreed on the importance of the party. Wouldn’t “Doc” support
him because of these factsP1*

Until June, Bristow appeared confident about the election, despite
Curtis’s ability as a campaigner. He received reports from his managers
indicating that he would assuredly win, and he even spent time consider-
ing how Murdock’s antiprohibition, anti-woman-suffrage views would
help his candidacy in November. Numerous Taft Republicans favored
Bristow; and La Follette’s old supporters, such as Rodney Elward, also
endorsed him after the Wisconsin senator recommended that he be
renominated. Strangely enough, White and the Progressives did not try
to defeat Bristow, and they privately indicated that they felt little anger
over what he had done. They did, White noted, think that Bristow had
been dishonest in remaining a Republican only for the sake of keeping
the office, but they planned no anti-Bristow campaign before the pri-
maries. Old friendships died slowly with White, and it was Bristow,
in the final analysis, who demonstrated a bitter attitude over the events
of 1914.15

But while the Progressives held back, Curtis and other regular Repub-
licans felt no limitations on what they could say about Bristow. Scott
had been particularly incensed when Bristow’s friends had stopped the
movement for a preprimary convention, and he charged them with being
afraid of a platform that said something. He added that Bristow wanted
to go out “and fool the voters by pretending to be one thing to one man
and another to another.” Scott hoped that the senator’s opportunism
would convince “true Republicans™ not to vote for him. Scott admitted
that since 1912 Bristow had been a good party member, working hand
in glove with Elihu Root, Henry Cabot Lodge, and the rest; but in his
first two years as a senator he had been an assistant Democrat and prob-
ably would have been a Chinaman if it would have helped him politically
to be one. Curtis, he added, had been a great congressional leader, was
industrious and influential, and had broad experience. If Kansas wanted
a real senator, they had better send Curtis back to Washington and bring
Bristow home.!8

On June 10 Capper informed Bristow that Curtis, through an active
personal campaign, was making inroads into Bristow’s strength. He
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suggested that Bristow return to Kansas to counterbalance the trend.
Curtis’s advocacy of tariff protection for agricultural products was con-
vincing Republican farmers of all persuasions to support him, and his
handshaking walks through city sireets were even more effective in
lining up urban areas solidly behind him. Equally important, Curtis was
spreading the word that Capper was in favor of his nomination, and
Capper’s magnetic appeal was a significant factor in Republican politics.
In July, Bristow appealed to Capper to stop these rumors by endorsing
him, but Capper remained noncommittal. He offered Bristow full use
of his newspaper columns, but he would not publicly intervene in the
senatorial race.?

The primary campaign closed in August with an unfavorable turn of
events for Bristow. Since Curtis had bolted Stubbs in 1912, there was
considerable speculation that neither of the two current candidates would
support the other after losing the primary. Curtis had publicly denied
that he had such intentions, claiming that circumstances were different
now. Bristow would not publicly make a similar admission. He told
Harrison confidentially that he would not bolt, but he refused to state
his position to newsmen. Bristow argued that if he were to say that he
would support Curtis, he would lose progressive votes; if he stated that
he would bolt, he would lose the support of regular Republicans. He
decided, therefore, to say nothing. This attitude naturally gave Curtis’s
backers an opportunity to assign to Bristow whatever position they
wished to on the question of bolting. As a consequence, Bristow was
bound to lose some support because of this issue.18

Progressive Republicans feared that there would be a smaller-than-
usual turnout of voters in 1914. They assumed that this would hurt the
incumbent, Bristow. The fact that Murdock was running on the Pro-
gressive ticket almost assured that fewer Republican votes would be
cast in the primary. As expected, a light Republican vote was cast. The
result was a victory for Curtis. He defeated Bristow by 1,890 votes,
even though his vote in eastern Kansas was reduced somewhat by the
candidacy of H. H. Tucker of Kansas City. The votes for the three
leading Republican candidates for the Senate were: Curtis—44,612;
Bristow—42,722; and Tucker—20,374.19

In comparing Curtis’s and Bristow’s returns, it becomes apparent that
Curtis, as always, was strong in the eastern part of Kansas, while Bristow
received his main support from west of the Flint Hills. This time, how-
ever, the Flint Hills district voted for Curtis. In previous years White
had swung the area for progressive Republicans. This year he was
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working in the Progressive primary. The support of the former Long
machine had helped Bristow to increase his vote over his 1908 vote in
the west, where he lost only nine of sixty-three counties. In comparison
to Stubbs’s senatorial returns in 1912, however, Bristow polled fewer
votes in thirty-seven of these same counties. The Progressive candidate,
Murdock, running unopposed, was particularly successful in half of the
thirty-seven. Murdock was popular in his home Eighth Congressional
District and in the Seventh District, which he had earlier represented
in Congress.

When the 1914 support for Tucker is compared to the votes for Curtis
in the 1912 and 1914 primaries, it appears that Tucker, a Kansas City
oilman, hurt Curtis in twelve eastern counties, especially in the tradi-
tionally regular-Republican strongholds of Atchison, Leavenworth, Bour-
bon, Crawford, and Wyandotte counties.2?

In evaluating his defeat, Bristow ignored Tucker’s role, but he bitterly
assailed Capper and the Progressive party. He said that Capper, after
having enticed him into the race, had double-crossed him. On election
night, just before the tallies for Shawnee County were reported, Bristow
led Curtis by 500 votes; but when Bristow lost Shawnee by roughly 2,200
votes, he never again regained the lead. In Bristow’s view, as well as in
the view of his main supporters, the loss of Shawnee County indicated
that Capper wanted Curtis on the Republican ticket in November and
that he therefore had opposed Bristow in the county. If he had been
objective, Bristow might have noted that Stubbs had lost the county
to Curtis in 1912, polling fewer votes than Bristow received in 1914,
and he might have considered that Topeka was Curtis’s hometown. But
Bristow was in no mood to be analytical, so he agreed with the observa-
tion that Capper had “sold him out.”

Despite having lost the popular vote, Bristow would have won in 1914
had the primary law of 1908 still been in effect. In 1913, however, Demo-
crats had rewritten it so that popular majorities rather than legislative
districts would determine the nomination. Bristow had carried a ma-
jority of the districts, but he had lost the popular vote, so he understand-
ably complained about the new departure. The one-time champion of
the “average voter,” the man who had authored the amendment to the
United States Constitution that provided for the direct election of sena-
tors, now felt that the change to increased democracy had been a mistake.
He lamented the fact that in order to be a senator a man had to “shake
hands and palaver over his constituents” like a common sycophant.
There was no reason, he added, why populous Shawnee County in east-
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em Kansas should have more say in a primary election than Barton
County in western Kansas. The people, he hoped, would see the lack of
wisdom in this change and would demand a new, proper system of
representation. In a long letter reviewing his defeat, Bristow wrote that
he was grateful to Morgan for his work. “I have,” he added, “more
resentment towards Will White than anybody else, though Henry Allen
could have nominated me.” He held similar views towards Stubbs,
whose real interest, he said, was in Congressman George Neeley, who
was the Democratic candidate for the Senate and was Stubbs’s brother-
in-law.?

On August 11 Bristow announced that he would not bolt the party by
opposing Curtis. It might be the expedient thing to do, he stated, since
Curtis had won under similar conditions two years after he had deserted
Stubbs. “Don’t worry,” he said, “I have never done the expedient.”
Bristow later canvassed the state for Republican candidates, and in
October he spoke in behalf of Curtis’s election. He was permanently
ensconced in the Republican party again, seemingly having lost his con-
cern for the reform movement. He had paid politics” highest price because
of his reunion, having been defeated in his struggle to be renominated.
In the long run, of course, he would undoubtedly have been finished
as a senator anyway. There is no reason to assume that, as the Progressive
party candidate, he would have secured many more votes than Murdock
received in November.?

The Progressive party’s showing at the primary was poor, with Mur-
dock, their most popular candidate, receiving twelve thousand votes.
Their low tallies caused the Republican press to conclude that the re-
sults indicated that Progressivism as a separate organism was dead or,
at least, dying. Party leaders denied these statements, claiming that the
absence of contests caused most Progressive voters to stay home. They
had hoped to make a strong showing in the primaries, but apparently
they were sincere when they claimed that the results mattered little.
Their greatest joy was that Bristow was defeated. They viewed his losing
as proof positive that the Republican party was as reactionary as ever.
Some said that his defeat illustrated what happened to authentic pro-
gressive politicians who remained Republicans. They failed to say what
Capper’s overwhelming victory in the gubernatorial primary represented,
but they were sure that it did not demonstrate that Republicanism had
been regenerated or that conservatives had been forced to relinquish their
grip on the party.?*

In late August the councils of both the Republican party and the
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Progressive party met in Topeka to write their platforms. Although
the Progressives charged that conservatives still dominated the Repub-
lican party, some old-guard leaders were not so certain, fearing that a
“milk and water platform” would be adopted. They believed that it
would be lacking in good, fundamental conservative doctrine. “Of
course,” wrote Albaugh, “this will be Capper’s desire and realizing the
precariousness of his situation . . . Curtis will not in my opinion want
to stand up and make a fight for a real platform.” The only hope for
conservatism, Albaugh predicted, would be James A. Troutman, who
might be able to influence Capper to accept “a reasonably conservative”
document.?

Had Albaugh understood the recent developments in Capper’s think-
ing, he would have known that the future governor would undoubtedly
support moderately conservative measures. Capper sensed a new attitude
among Kansas voters, and of late he had decided that the wisest policy
was to deemphasize reform. “I look upon the affairs of Kansas as a
business proposition,” he wrote in March, “and I stand pledged to give
you a business administration, which will look after the business of the
state, first, last and all the time.” When announcing his candidacy, Capper
had stated that he was becoming “more progressive by the minute,” but
his primary campaign consisted largely of promises to lower taxes, pro-
vide governmental economy, and build better roads.?¢

Still, Albaugh’s assertion that Capper would not want what Albaugh
considered a “real platform” was a wise one. Despite Capper’s recogni-
tion of the new trend in Kansas, he was, unlike Albaugh, favorable to
specific reforms, and he was interested in securing the remaining pro-
gressive-Republican votes. Progressives, who were more fully aware
of Capper’s methods, speculated that no matter what type of document
was written, Capper would call it progressive, since he had insisted
that the progressive movement could survive only by rejoining the Re-
publicans. True to form, the Topeka publisher did what was expected
of him. His influence at the council forced some reform planks into the
Republican platform, thereby giving more credence to his position
than Progressives would admit. He maintained that little difference
existed between the platforms of the Republican and Progressive parties
in 1914, and he suggested a reconciliation between them on the basis
of these documents.??

If Capper’s assertions were to remain unchallenged, they might affect
the attitudes of independent or undecided voters. The honor of giving the
lie to Capper’s statements fell to White. According to the Emporian,
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the Republican platform was entirely different in spirit from that of the
new party. The Republicans included the same old political “bilge”
in theirs, and they used a vague terminology that was capable of allow-
ing any candidate to take any position he liked. The two documents,
White argued, were also dissimilar in that the Progressives went further
than the Republicans in support of “advanced reform.”?® To a degree,
White was correct in his position. He had worried early in 1914 that
the Progressive party would not develop a position that was sufficiently
radical to justify its independence, but his fears had proved to be largely
unfounded. His party brethren were not lax in bringing forth new ideas.
Their platform was as comprehensive in its support of reform as any
document written in Kansas from the 1890s to the depression years of
the 1930s.

The ability of Kansas Progressives to conjure up new programs was not
their biggest problem or their greatest worry in 1914. Interest in the
new party and its finances were by far the major concerns. Despite
White’s boasts that Progressives had been organized in ninety-seven to
a hundred counties and that a full ticket had been arranged in seventy-
three, state chairman Sartin reported in late July that he could not even
afford to call a party council meeting for August. Progressivism was
bankrupt, and Sartin could no longer afford to meet expenses by advanc-
ing personal loans to the organization. He could not even buy stamps
and stationery to make the call, and he suggested that unless White would
assume the responsibility, the Progressive party of Kansas should be
disbanded. But political parties rarely die from want of money alone,
least of all because of 2 lack of funds to buy a few hundred stamps and
some paper; so in mid August, White issued the necessary invitations.?®

On August 25, in response to White’s instructions, representatives from
forty-seven counties were present at Topeka for the first and last Pro-
gressive-party council. There they wrote their only state platform and
discussed plans to establish a state headquarters. Sartin was reelected
as state chairman. The council meeting was controlled by White, Mur-
dock, and Allen. Although these men wanted to have “advanced ideas”
incorporated in the platform, they kept a proposal providing for a special
tax on unused land from being included in it. They also managed to
keep Stubbs’s demand for government ownership of the railroads and
communications systems out of the document. Stubbs had become an
adamant champion of nationalization, and he insisted that it be embodied
in the platform. The Kansas Progressives agreed at first. But Stubbs’s
Saturday Evening Post article about the proposal aroused Theodore
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Roosevelt, who told White that he did not favor it. Roosevelt’s opposition
was enough to keep the one-time Populist doctrine out of the platform.?°

Roosevelt’s equally strong complaint against national prohibition did
not stop the Kansans from declaring in favor of that measure. Their
attitude in part was controlled by a desire to secure W.C.T.U. votes. In
all, White, Allen, Murdock, and the council wrote a platform that was
fully consistent with their wish to take extreme positions. As such, it
was essentially different in spirit from the Republican and Democratic
documents in 1914. In specifics, however, it agreed with the Republican
platform on a number of issues, giving some validity to Capper’s claim
that there were no differences between them. What happened was that
the Progressives included every reform that the Republicans demanded,
and then some.

Among the significant issues that the Progressives and Republicans
both supported were a protective tariff to be written by a nonpartisan
commission of experts, national prohibition, woman suffrage, presidential
primaries, child-labor laws, and legislation regulating the condition of
women in Kansas industry. In addition, the Progressives favored legis-
lative and congressional caucuses that would be open to the public. They
demanded minimum-wage laws, pensions for mothers, reorganization
of county government to eliminate all elective offices, farm-credit meas-
ures, and a short-ballot law.

They requested a permanent board of arbitration to hear and settle
disputes between labor and management, as well as a poll tax on indi-
viduals who were eligible to vote but did not do so, and a state-owned
life-insurance system. In many ways they anticipated the next twenty
years, since some of their suggestions, in different terminology, would
become the so-called social-security laws and the Kansas Industrial Court
Law. Their candidates, they said, were bound to uphold promises of
the party, but otherwise they were free “to act conscientiously” as they
saw “the right” on measures.3!

They did not say, but it was understood, that the candidates would
advocate those portions of the document that they approved or favored
most of all. Despite the presence of a full slate of congressional hopefuls
and of many candidates for minor state offices, there were two contests
that obscured all others in 1914. The candidates for governor and senator
were not only top leaders in Kansas; they represented the national elite
of the Progressive party. On their shoulders rested its future as a distinct
party. Should Murdock or Allen make a strong showing or perhaps win,
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there was reason to believe that the party might continue. On the other
hand, should they lose badly, there were few who would want to go on.

The haunting problem was how elections in other states would go, for
although the Kansans were uncertain of their own chances, they were
even more worried about those of other areas. A single state party could
not hope to survive without a national affiliation, and the Kansas Pro-
gressives were doomed without a significant national party or without
Roosevelt on hand to command the “Teddy vote.” Roosevelt had shown
a particular pessimism in endorsing Hinman of New York, but Hinman
had not accepted the Colonel's terms and was not supported by him
after all. By late 1914 Roosevelt was resigned to his own party and to
the role that he would have to play in it. Late in the year he stumped
the country for various candidates, paying his old political debts. The
Kansas Progressives were enlivened by his activities. They were wise
enough to know that eventually Roosevelt would determine what course
they should follow, and his joining them on the stump seemed to augur
well for their future.32

Although there was nothing spectacular about the Progressive party’s
campaign in 1914, a moderate effort was made to elect Murdock and
Allen. In September, campaign headquarters were opened, speaking
tours were planned, and literature was disseminated to hundreds of
voters. White was largely responsible for this activity, but the individual
candidates also did their share. A certain optimism began to infect
both Allen and Murdock; they began to predict victory. They said that
their main opponents were the Democratic candidates on the ticket. Both
Capper and Curtis, the Republican nominees, had similar feelings; that
is, they felt that the Democrats constituted their major opposition. The
Progressive party, the Topeka Daily Capital predicted, was as finished as
last year’s romance. “There is,” it happily explained, “a revival of Re-
publican spirit and interest in Kansas.” On election eve the Kansas City
Journal, while predicting a Democratic victory, thought that both Capper
and Curtis might possibly win.33

Curtis’s campaign had been helped in October by Bristow, who spoke
in his behalf; and as usual, Curtis made strong, personal, handshaking,
backslapping tours of the state. Capper’s candidacy had been attacked
by some Republican newspapers after the primaries, the most notable
being Frank McLennan’s Topeka State Journal. McLennan was neither
progressive nor conservative to any marked degree, but he was anti-
Capper. In an effort to keep the record straight, the State Journal
published a speech that Capper had made at Independence in December
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of 1912. In it Capper seemed to support the Progressive party. The
speech, the State Journal editor argued, placed Capper “in the light of
a true progressive and an enemy of the Republican principles.” Capper
answered that his party fidelity was unmoved and that he had never
been out of the Republican organization. He claimed that the State
Journal had misquoted him, and he demanded an immediate retraction.
No retraction came. Instead, the Progressives helped out by indicating
that McLennan was substantially correct.?

This and other unfavorable comments by White and his cohorts caused
a factotum of Capper’s, Marco Morrow, to charge that the Emporia
Gazette and the Progressives were playing “peanut politics.” Capper
made the George Hodges administration the main issue in 1914, attacking
the governor for dishonesty and corruption. Here again, White and the
Progressives contradicted Capper, claiming that his exaggerations were
not designed to reveal alleged wrongs but to put an ambitious Republican
into office. In a letter to White, Morrow wrote: “Don’t stultify yourself
.. . by excusing and minimizing the rottenness of Hodges and his
unspeakable helpers.”5

In 1914 Hodges, whose administration seems to have been honest,
despite Morrow’s asseverations, had his bid for reelection complicated
by the presence of J. B. Billard, who had contested him in the 1912
Democratic primary and who was back now as an independent candidate
for governor. Anti-Capper Republicans speculated that Capper had
brought Billard into the race in order to limit Hodges’s appeal in eastern
Kansas. This may have been what happened. Billard certainly took “wet”
votes from Hodges, since both the Progressive and the Republican candi-
date had the reputation of being “drier” than Hodges.

Capper’s hopes for election were given a slight boost by the fact that
Stubbs, though a Progressive, did not actively campaign against him;
indeed, Stubbs allowed his former followers to endorse Capper. During
the campaign, Stubbs remained silent on all races, seeming to be uncon-
cerned about the fate of the Progressive party’s nominees. It appears that
his lack of effort was due to the desire of White, Murdock, and Allen to
keep him unimportant in the new party, and Stubbs was a man who
wanted to lead a political organization if he were to be involved in it at all.?¢

The main issues raised by Allen and Murdock during their speaking
tours and in their campaign pamphlets were the reorganization of county
government and the reorganization by Congress of its methods of con-
ducting its own business. Early in 1914 Allen had been converted to a
new plan for county government. He liked the idea because, to his
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knowledge, no other politician had developed the issue. What he wanted
was a nonpartisan county ballot and later, if possible, a civil-service
system to replace elective officers at that level. Presumably, the ballot
reform would be unnecessary after the classified service list was imple-
mented, but Allen did not specifically note whether all county offices
were to be on a merit basis in the future. When speaking in urban areas,
he was particularly insistent in his arguments for this innovation. His
campaign in metropolitan centers was helped by the fact that the Kansas
Federation of Labor endorsed him in 1914. During the campaign, how-
ever, he was challenged by a printers’ local, on the grounds that he
operated a nonunion newspaper. He countered this by mailing his
journal, which carried a union label, to labor leaders across the state.
Possibly some local labor officials were reluctant to support Allen because
he advocated compulsory arbitration, which the Progressive platform
recommended.?”

Murdock’s campaign centered largely on his work as a congressional
leader, thus constituting what White called a “defensive contest,” that
is, a contest where few positive proposals were advanced. The most
important aspects of Murdock’s program was directed towards Senate
rules regarding caucuses and unlimited debate. He favored open cau-
cuses, opposed unlimited debate, and was against senatorial courtesy
whenever it interfered with legislative procedures. His campaign, like
those of other Progressives, was criticized for being too ideological and
impractical. David Leahy, a Democrat-turned-Republican who was an
employee of Murdock’s, felt that established issues such as tax reform
and governmental economy would win more votes.?®

By September, both Murdock and Allen were avoiding the most
meaningful reforms offered by the platform of the state party. Their
change in tempo undoubtedly reflected the impact of criticisms akin to
that of Leahy. Presumably, they discovered what Capper had found out
earlier—Kansas was not reform-minded in 1914. Why reform sentiment
was diminishing is hard to tell, since the campaign was singularly free of
foreign-policy issues and the war question. Nonetheless, a revision in
sentiment regarding governmental change did take place. War news
occupied a large place in Kansas newspapers after August; and it, in
addition to the declining economy, was considered by White to be a
cause for the new attitude towards reform.3®

On November 5, Kansans went to the polls, and by the weight of their
marks in the Republican and Democratic columns indicated that they
did not favor a third party. In all, half a million votes were cast in each
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major election, and only 100,000, or roughly 20 percent of them, went
to Progressive candidates. Because the Progressive party made such a
poor showing, a statistical analysis is not particularly revealing. Mur-
dock, who polled 116,755 votes in leading the ticket, carried only three
counties, all in his former congressional district. He was second to Curtis
or to George Neeley, the Democratic candidate, in fourteen others, mostly
in the southwest. He did fairly well in a number of western counties,
where he registered his highest percentages, but he gained most of his
numerical total in the populous east.

The fact that Murdock’s name was on the ballot limited traditional
Republican strength in the western districts, where Neeley carried the
majority of counties. Neeley, congressman from the Seventh District,
won all but two counties in that area. Murdock may have taken some
Democratic votes from Neeley in the east, for there Neeley fared poorly
in Democratic strongholds. It is more than likely, however, that regular
Republicans who had been voting against their progressive-Republican
brethren in the past returned to the Curtis fold. This seems particularly
true of Allen, Atchison, Crawford, Doniphan, Jefferson, Leavenworth,
Miami, Shawnee, Wabaunsee, and Washington counties, where Curtis’s
vote jumped 5 to 10 percent over Republican returns in previous elec-
tions. Curtis’s victory, as was to have been expected, was far from a
stunning sweep. He defeated Neeley by 3,897 votes—seven-tenths of 1
percent of the ballots cast.%®

Capper’s victory was significantly larger, with the Topekan defeating
Hodges by approximately 48,000 votes, or a 9.1 percent difference. As
was normally the case, more votes were cast in the gubernatorial race
than in the senatorial contest. Despite this fact, it seems obvious that
many people who voted for Capper did not support Curtis. Capper
received about 30,000 more votes than Curtis, while Murdock received
32,000 more votes than Allen. The relationship of these figures indicates
that after voting for Murdock, about 30,000 people switched over to vote
for the Republican gubernatorial nominee.*? Allen polled 84,000 votes,
or 159 percent of the total, carrying only Wyandotte and Sedgwick
counties. Much of his deficit relative to Murdock’s vote was in the Eighth
Congressional District, which surrounded Wichita.

Compared to Roosevelt’s showing in 1912, the election proved that even
with the addition of women voters the Progressive party had lost strength
everywhere except in counties where the candidates or powerful party
leaders lived. Statistically, Kansas Progressives were a third party of minor
strength in 1914, not the second-ranking party that White envisioned. But
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while statistics tell a uniform story, men do not always read results in the
same manner, and those who worked hardest for the cause in 1914 came
out of the campaign with varying opinions about the future.*?

Nationally, the showing of the Progressive party was worse than it was
in Kansas. East of the Mississippi River, Progressives received less than
20 percent of the vote. Only in the Far West were a few Progressives
elected to office. Before the sobering fact of what had happened nation-
ally had dawned upon White, he was ready to “take up the fight” with
full force, as were Allen and Murdock. Even former pessimists like
Sartin felt that they had done “fairly well”; and a long-time champion of
unpopular causes, Mrs. Eva Morley Murphy, wrote: “I cannot bring
myself to believe that a party born of such a passion for justice, a party
of such lofty purposes and ideals . . . can perish.”3

By mid November, however, the meaning of the national disaster had
impressed itself on White. He had become particularly critical of eastern
Progressives and of the middle-class orientation of the movement, which
had failed to inspire the working class. Editorially, he suggested that all
seemed undone and that perhaps the party should be disbanded. But
nothing could be gained by such actions, and even a party in its death
throes was worth something. The first serious decision to be made came
later in the month, when, on the advice of Roosevelt, leaders of the state
party agreed to wait a year to eighteen months to see what would happen
to Republicanism. Temporarily, then, the party was to be preserved, but
in a state of “unanimated suspension.”**

Progressive Republicans had viewed the election both with chagrin
and with satisfaction. It had confirmed their belief that a third party was
impractical and that progressivism could not survive in this form, but
it had brought Curtis back to the Senate. Regular Republicans were
naturally elated by what happened, but the man most comforted by de-
velopments was not a native of Kansas. From his home in Danville,
Illinois, Joseph G. Cannon wrote: “I am satisfied that he [Murdock]
failed. His career reminds me of Lincoln’s saying . . . ‘You cannot fool
all the people all the time.” Mr. Murdock has my permission, and I be-
lieve the people’s permission, to devote the remainder of his life to
Chautauqua addresses and other private callings as he may desire.”
Once again Cannon was to be disappointed by Murdock. Rather than
retiring from public life, the Wichita editor, supported by almost all
Progressive leaders, was elected to the national chairmanship of the
party, and after the party had collapsed, he was appointed by President
Woodrow Wilson to the Federal Trade Commission in 1917.45

246



13

EPILOGUE: HOW THINGS CAN END

The three years that followed the defeat in 1914 saw most Kansas Pro-
gressives work their way back into the confidence of Republicans and
then into the old party itself. Their return did not occur suddenly, since
Theodore Roosevelt prevented the reentry of many Progressive leaders
until mid 1916. Yet during the twelve months after November 1914 the
trip back was made by numerous members of the lower echelons.! The
enlisted men of Progressivism had good reason for deserting the party
during 1915.

According to Roosevelt’s instructions, the Progressive organization con-
tinued in Kansas until 1916, but in fact it discontinued operations after
the 1914 elections. When the state legislature convened in January 1915,
for example, ten recently elected Progressives were seated. They did
not organize independently, as they had done in the previous session,
but chose to caucus with the Republicans.? In February there was no
Lincoln Day rally, and except for a state convention prior to the national
nominating convention of the Progressives in 1916, not one of the usual
committee or council meetings was held. Party leaders accepted Colonel
William Rockhill Nelson’s suggestion that they do nothing, “and darn little
of that.” The nation, Nelson wrote, was in a reactionary mood and wanted
“civility,” and there was no sense in hoping that time would improve
things appreciably.?

Kansas leaders were disheartened by word that they received from
David Hinshaw at national headquarters. According to Hinshaw, the
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bottom had fallen out of things there and had somehow gotten lost. “My
own opinion,” he noted, “is that we are doomed as a party.” Moreover,
Roosevelt was not encouraging. He told William Allen White that east
of Indiana the party did not need to continue, but that it might well go on
in the West. Roosevelt’s advice was that White should keep the Progres-
sive party of Kansas intact but that he should do nothing until 1916, when
the Republicans would nominate a presidential candidate. He was not
bold enough to say that he hoped to be that candidate, but White un-
doubtedly knew that it was possible that Roosevelt would be running
again as a Republican when the time came.*

On 2 December 1914 the leaders of the Progressive party met in Chi-
cago. Except for providing that the national committee convene to call
a national convention before January 1916, they did nothing to indicate
that the organization was going to go on in the same old way. As a
matter of note, a statement written by William Allen White and Chester
Rowell of California indicated that despite much talk by radical Pro-
gressives, who wished to stress more advanced portions of the 1912
“Contract with the People,” the entrenched, moderate leadership con-
trolled affairs. In the White-Rowell announcement the social-justice ideas
of 1912 received no special mention. Rather than emphasizing reform,
White and Rowell explained that the defeat of the Progressives in 1914
had resulted from declining prosperity, which had been caused by the
Underwood tariff. So far as reform activism was concerned, White ex-
pressed his own opinion that party members were tired and needed a
spiritual rest, after which they might again rejoin the battle. Actually,
the Emporia publisher was terribly uncertain of any future action, and
in late 1914 he wanted to be left alone politically.

Progressivism as an ideological force was nearly spent in Kansas, al-
though it remained for two more years in the fashion in which it had
been strongest all along, as an intraparty question. The progressive-
Republican faction had disintegrated after the 1912 bolt. Although Joseph
Bristow and Arthur Capper continued the fiction of its survival, they
had become the wariest of friends and the most moderate of statesmen.
Bristow, after leaving the Senate, was appointed public utilities com-
missioner by Capper, but instead of appreciating the largess, he called
it a bribe to keep him out of the senatorial race in 1918. By late 1914
he was sure that the tempo of the progressive movement had slowed and
that progressives would have to yield their extreme position. He agreed
with John Harrison’s Burkean statement that “the way to being [was]
. . . by remembering that the civilization of the present is an evolution
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of centuries and . . . can not be made perfect in a day by getting a lot
of the truly good in politics together and adopting a high sounding set
of resolutions.” He was sure that conservatives would be willing to give
a little if the progressives would come part of the way.®

Although Capper was able to secure some laws from the 1915 legis-
lature that should properly be considered to be progressive, he, too, was
moderate in his political expressions. Rather than describing his adminis-
tration as one devoted to reform and social uplift, he wrote Charles
Gleed that in essence it was “nothing more than a big business corpora-
tion.” “The same principles which operate successfully in private busi-
ness,” he said, “can and must be applied to the public business.” This
meant that Capper was not going to be overly concerned about the
failure of progressivism’s ideals.”

Capper and Bristow were reacting to developments that were taking
place in Kansas at the time. Prior to the convening of the state legislature
in 1915, a series of inquiries was sent to state legislators, asking them to
express their views on what laws needed to be enacted at the coming
session. Fully two-thirds answered that no new laws were needed and
that any legislation considered by them ought to be sound, sane, and
conservative. When they met, one of their first orders of business was an
expansion of the initiative and referendum, which every party had en-
dorsed in 1914. In February 1915 they defeated this measure by a large
majority, causing widespread joy among regular Republicans who saw
its rejection as symbolic of the death of reform.®

In May, journalist Frederick M. Davenport, on the “trail of progress”
in the Middle West, found that in Kansas it had slowed down. He said
that “a flabby state of public muscle” had developed as a result of the
previous election. Capper, he added, was the kind of leader that Kansans
wanted because he was a moderate. Kansas, he concluded, “does not
want to do anything, but wants to be left alone.”

The dose of moderation or conservatism that was being swallowed by
progressive Republicans during 1915 was also being taken by Progressives.
Attuned to the times, these leaders made repeated concessions in their
letters and published articles, explaining why the movement was not
successful in its goals. Since there were no party meetings, nothing like
a consensus of party opinion is available, but there is reason to believe
that William Allen White and Henry J. Allen, in their ruminations, rep-
resented the general attitude of many leaders in the state. During 1915
the Emporia Gazette repeatedly carried stories stressing that issues were
no longer important in politics. The real thing, so far as its famed editor
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could tell, was the purely strategic question of getting ready for affairs in
1916. But White’s new attitude was never better expressed than in
November of 1915, when he wrote Charles Gleed that Ed Ripley, presi-
dent of the Santa Fe, represented what was best in the nation’s business
world. “I am not . . . sure,” said the one-time railroad critic, “whether
it was the Santa Fe spirit that made Mr. Ripley or Mr. Ripley who made
the Santa Fe spirit. But the Santa Fe spirit as he incarnates it is one of
the fine things America has developed.™?

The kind of change that was taking place in White’s attitude was also
occurring in Allen’s mind. On a number of occasions the Wichita Beacon
carried articles that were favorable to the business interests of Kansas;
and when it slipped in late 1915 and mistakenly printed inaccurate criti-
cisms of the Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Allen hastily apolo-
gized to Gleed, Bell's manager in Kansas City. “I think,” Allen noted,
“it is a good thing that public service corporations take the trouble to
call down uninformed editors who ought to be just as anxious to be square
with corporations as with anybody else.” Allen did not overlook the
opportunity of applying the “public-service corporation” label to Bell,
but, as he said, he was anxious to be “square with corporations.”!

Lest the change in their opinions become too obvious, White and
Allen had to moderate their growing conservative attitudes. As part of
a plan to force the nomination of a reformer as the Republican presiden-
tial candidate in 1916, they had to make Republicans believe that they
were still committed to the Progressive party and its ideals. Otherwise
they would have lost their major bargaining position.

In January 1916 Progressives launched a campaign to persuade Re-
publicans to nominate a reformer as the G.O.P. presidential candidate.
Pretending to support the continuation of the third party, White and
Allen began to advance reform ideas that they claimed were crucial to
Progressives in 1916. Their ideological program, however, was flat; even
tactical reasons were not enough to make their statements appear to be
sincere. During 1915 White and Allen had followed Roosevelt's advice
to do nothing publicly with the Kansas party. Midway through the
“watch and wait” period, Allen wrote to his Emporia confederate that
Roosevelt’s suggestion was good politics. “I don’t seem to have any plans
or convictons or movements of any kind in my head,” he noted. “I'm
sitting around about as stale and helpless and useless as the Kansas legis-
lature.” A little later he reported that Democrats had asked him to join
their party and to run as their gubernatorial candidate in 1916. Repub-
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licans, he added, “don’t give a damn if Progressives come back into their
party.”12

Allen, of course, was incorrect. Standpat Republicans were not overly
concerned about the return of White and Allen, but progressive Repub-
licans wanted the Progressives to come back. White, for example, re-
ceived numerous entreaties to rejoin the Republican fold. By coming
back, his friends insisted, he and Allen could make the party progressive
again. “Get back into the old party,” one progressive Republican wrote,
“and hammer away there for uplift measures.” There, he added, his
energy would work and would not be waste. “The Republican party
is pretty keen,” another said, “consider what they did to the candidates
for Congress [in 1914] who were labeled standpat and also that Curtis
got by with less than 4,000 [votes].” This same correspondent told White
to reenter the party, where, with Bristow, Capper, Walter R. Stubbs,
and Allen, they could “lick the platter clean” before the regulars ate the
whole meal. During most of 1915 White and Allen did not show their
hand. Late in the year, however, they began to act.*®

The principal aim of White and Allen in 1916 was to accomplish a
return to the national Republican party without losing stature and power
as political leaders in the process. In order to do this they hoped to
secure the nomination of an acceptable candidate for president on the
Republican ticket. In this fashion they believed that they could rejoin
the party and that they would be given recognition within the organiza-
tion for their support in the presidential election. They hoped that the
Republican candidate would be Roosevelt, but at first they indicated
that they would favor any man of progressive convictions. At no moment
when they were being rational did they seem interested in continuing
the Progressive party, although their actions after March could have
been construed as leaving ample room for doubt.

In January 1916, White’s and Allen’s desire for a reunion among Re-
publicans was advanced in two ways. The Progressive national meeting
in Chicago issued a call for a nominating convention to be held at the
same time as the Republican convention, and the Progressives indicated
that they would support the Republican nominee in 1916 if he were a
genuine reformer. Just after the Chicago meeting, Henry J. Allen began
to hold discussions with Billy Morgan and Mort Albaugh concerning a
possible amalgamation of Progressives and Republicans in Kansas. Mor-
gan suggested that, under the existing circumstances, Charles Evans
Hughes would make an ideal compromise candidate for the presidency,
and Allen noted that he had given “a rip-snorting sort of approval” to
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the idea. The discussions between Allen and the regular Republicans
were hurt somewhat by Allen’s insistence that a progressive Republican
replace Fred Stanley as the state Republican committeeman in 1916,
Allen’s attitude caused Albaugh to complain that Allen was unable to
“reconcile himself to coming back into the party without immediately
assuming leadership of it.” Nevertheless, until March it seemed as if
the Kansas Progressives would rejoin the Republican party in 1916
without a serious hitch.4

In March, however, White and Allen, possibly because of advice from
other national leaders, began to raise the price for reunion. There is no
evidence to show what made the Kansans change from moderate de-
mands as the cost of a reunified Republican party to the stipulation that
Roosevelt be nominated by the Republicans in 1916, Probably George
Perkins or Roosevelt asked them to take this line, since, as George Mowry
has pointed out, Roosevelt was becoming anxious over his prospects of
securing the Republican nomination. John Garraty has stated that Per-
kins was becoming aware that a strong line was needed if Roosevelt
were to be chosen in 1916. Whatever the reason, in late February, White
began to hint that Roosevelt should be nominated by the Republicans, and
in early March he warned that this should be done if Republicans ex-
pected peace in 1916. When the Kansas Republican convention was
controlled by politicians hostile to Roosevelt and when a delegation op-
posed to the former president was sent to the national convention in
Chicago, White realized that if the Progressives were to have any impact
on the Republicans, they would have to make a forthright threat of
continuing their party.1?

At the Progressive State Convention on May 23, both Allen and White,
in emotional speeches, specified that compromise with the Republicans
would be possible only if Roosevelt were the candidate of the national
party. Newspapermen, who were apparently not well informed about
the changing tactics of White and Allen, were amazed by the turn of
events. They seemed to believe that “harmonizers” and “political paci-
fists” would control the state convention of the Progressives. Moreover,
the Progressive’s national executive committee had already announced
that state conventions should send uninstructed delegates to Chicago in
June. Only the Topeka Daily Capital seemed to be well-enough informed
to report what happened. Kansas Progressives, the Capital headlined,
are “FOR TR FIRST, LAST AND ALWAYS!” Since a militant “Roose-
velt-or-nothing” sentiment carried the day, the delegation that Allen led
to the Progressive National Convention was instructed to help nominate
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Roosevelt and then to adjourn so that Republicans could endorse this
action.'®

By June, only two men, White and Allen, were influencing Kansas
Progressivism to any extent. Publicly they had taken a “Roosevelt-or-
nothing” position, but apparently they were aware all along that Roose-
velt would spurn the Progressive nomination if Republicans refused to
select him as their candidate in 1916. At least they discussed a list of
progressive Republicans whom they considered to be eligible for the
presidential nomination, and they expressed the belief that if the Colonel
were not nominated by the Republicans, he would endorse any man
whose name appeared on the list.1?

Victor Murdock was the only other important Kansan who was in-
volved nationally in the Progressive party. He did not seem to be aware
that Roosevelt would compromise with Republicans on another candi-
date. After leaving the House of Representatives, Murdock had been
named as national chairman of the Progressive party, and following the
tradition of the first chairman, Joseph Dixon of Montana, he had been
a party leader in name only. He attended the Progressive National Con-
vention under the assumption that Roosevelt would be quickly nominated,
thus forcing the Republicans either to tender the Colonel their nomination
or to face a continued split. When the plan failed, Murdock became
one of the vocal critics of George Perkins.!® :

The Republican and the Progressive national conventions were held
simultaneously in 1916 in order to allow the two parties to agree on the
same candidate. When the Republicans were unwilling to accept Roose-
velt as their party’s nominee, George Perkins, following Roosevelt’s
instructions, kept the Progressive convention from nominating the Colonel.
Roosevelt and Perkins hoped that when the Republicans made their
selection, the Progressives would choose the same man as their nominee.
Because Perkins’s delaying actions did not fit in with Victor Murdock’s
plan to nominate Roosevelt before the Republicans had selected a candi-
date, Murdock raised a number of protests against Perkins and finally
joined with Hiram Johnson, John Parker of Louisiana, White, and others
in nominating Roosevelt.

White, who had been privy to Perkins’s intentions and Roosevelt's
wishes, supported Murdock; in later years he insisted that he had been
in full accord with Murdock’s desire to select Roosevelt over Perkins’s
protest. Writing in 1924, White claimed that Perkins had betrayed the
Progressive party by his actions at the convention in 1916. He later
agreed with a similar condemnation of Roosevelt by Harold Ickes in
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1941. In his book Right-hand Man: The Life of George Perkins, John
Garraty has done an excellent job of impeaching White’s statements on
these counts. It need only be said that White did work with Murdock
and recalcitrant Progressives on the day that Roosevelt was nominated.

When Roosevelt refused the Progressive nomination in a letter read to
the Progressive National Convention on the afternoon of 10 June 1916,
Murdock felt that he had been misled. However, Roosevelt had never
stated that he would accept the dubious honor of leading the Progressive
ticket again, and his activities after May had indicated that he was really
interested in the Republican nomination. Murdock was aware of Roose-
velt's flirtations with the Republicans. Nevertheless, Roosevelt had led
the Progressives to Armageddon, and to men of MurdocK's views this
meant that the Colonel was obligated to run for the presidency in 1916
if the Progressives wanted him to do so. Roosevelt’s letter of refusal was
conditional, suggesting that the national committee, at a meeting that
would be held later, be allowed to determine the course of action that
Progressives should pursue. This suggestion was approved by the national
convention before it adjourned. “I am not sore or sad,” Murdock re-
portedly said, “but I am impressed with the tremendous force against us;
power [and] money.”®

On June 26 the Progressive National Committee met to consider
whether it would endorse the Republican candidate, Charles Evans
Hughes. Roosevelt had endorsed Hughes by this time. A heated debate
developed at the June 26 meeting, and for a while it appeared that
Murdock might be the presidential nominee of “radical” elements within
the Progressive organization. To his relief, this move failed. Murdock,
however, was dissatisfied by the National Committee’s final decision to
endorse Hughes. He refused to join the majority of Progressives in this
move. He allowed his newspaper, the Wichita Eagle, to support President
Woodrow Wilson, although he personally did not work for Wilson. Re-
viewing what had happened, he wrote in August 1916:

It wasn’t so much the collapse of things at Chicago as it was the
manner of collapse which galled me and galled me more deeply
than I supposed I could be hurt. For, as you know, I have a
rather effective barrier against injury in my humor. It didn’t
serve this time. If I could have figured anything gained by sur-
render, I could have smiled. But the setback was sordid and
without qualifying hope. Iseemed to see, for the first time vividly,
that futile battles are worse than no battle at all, because the
defeat fortifies the opposition against even the efficacy of threat
which is the only thing which keeps those in power in anything
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like good behavior. I do not identify in myself anything like
personal disappointment and I try to boil out of my feelings
anything that is mean or cheaply pessimistic. We did stand for
advance, which neither of the old parties divine, and our fail-
ure spells, to my mind, future disaster for the country.2°

When a group of former Progressives met in July to endorse Wilson,
Murdock did not attend the meeting, but he did allow them to report
that he sympathized with their plans.2!

On June 20 William Allen White announced that the Kansas Progres-
sive party supported Hughes. At the same time, he withdrew the party’s
list of presidential electors, which had been filed previously with the
secretary of state. He said that he had consulted the Progressives’ state
chairman, U. S. Sartin, who concurred in the action. His decision to have
the party support the Republican candidate resulted from his foreknowl-
edge of what would happen a week later at the meeting of the Progres-
sive National Committee. White’s decision, wrote the editor of the
Topeka State Journal, means “that all the big league men in the Pro-
gressive party in Kansas—with the exception of Victor Murdock—will be
back under the Republican banner in November.” It also meant the
end of the Progressive party in Kansas.??

“Who are the pussy-footers now,” asked an angry Progressive, “those
who returned to Republicans two years ago or those who return now?”
White claimed that the party’s support of Hughes was only a temporary
measure, but his Progressive followers understood that this was not true.
“Are you not aware,” asked A. M. Breese, “that we cannot get on the
ballot two years from now if we wished?” Breese, like a number of other
party members, indicated that he did not intend to vote for Hughes,
and he added that ten thousand other former Progressives would join him
in supporting Wilson. 2

Despite his having used the Kansas Progressive party to endorse
Hughes, White’s private opinion of the Republican candidate differed
very little from Murdock’s or Breese’s. In October he told Norman Hap-
good that although he could not help Wilson in any positive fashion, he
cared not a whit who won the election. White planned to support Repub-
lican candidates in Kansas and to avoid the national campaign whenever
possible. ¢

White’s disposition indicated the general attitude of Kansans toward
Hughes in 1916. The Republican nominee lacked voter appeal. He
took what was essentially the wrong position on the war that was raging
in Europe. He failed to handle reform issues as adroitly as Wilson did.
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Thus, in November he lost not only the nation but Kansas as well. His
defeat, while not totally unexpected, was worse than many thought it
would be. In assessing the results, many regular Republicans believed
that Hughes’s poor campaign, plus Arthur Capper’s unwillingness to
help Hughes, caused the party’s defeat in Kansas. Murdock’s Wichita
Eagle, however, argued that Hughes's campaign had not cost him the
election; the public had simply preferred the better candidate, Wilson.
Kansans realized, Eagle writers continued, that the president was abler
and more sincere than Hughes. Capper’s Topeka Daily Capital attrib-
uted the results to America’s war prosperity and to the catchy Democratic
slogan “He Kept Us out of War!” Henry J. Allen and William Allen
White agreed with Capper’s opinion, and in a manner that hinted of
satisfaction, they suggested that Kansas Progressives had also done their
bit to “Keep Republicans out of the White House.”8

Progressive voters helped to defeat Hughes in 1916. Refusing to honor
the endorsement of their party, about one-third of the former supporters
of Progressivism voted for Wilson in Kansas. Returns for the president
increased by 10.7 percent over his 1912 figure, but in the thirty counties
that Roosevelt had carried in 1912, Wilson’s increase was 13.7 percent.
Although Hughes received 44.1 percent of the popular vote in Kansas,
his percentage in the thirty counties that had formerly gone to Roosevelt
was only 42.3 percent. It appears that of the thirty-seven thousand votes
that separated Wilson and Hughes in the state, Progressives supplied the
lion’s share.?®

Lost elections rarely revive interest in defunct political organizations,
but the 1916 general election did cause this to happen in the case of
William Allen White. In December he continued his political wooing
of Kansas Republicans by telling them that his ideas were fully com-
patible with Republican beliefs. To Roosevelt he wrote that he planned
to rejoin the old party, since he could not be a Democrat. On December
4 he met with five other Progressives in Chicago to announce his abandon-
ment of the Bull Moose party. But early in 1917, because regular Repub-
licans had begun to prepare for complete conservative control of the
national party, he helped to plan for a possible revival of the Progressive
party. He suggested to his “radical” allies that George Perkins, who was
conducting a bluff similar to White’s, be removed from any position in
the Bull Moose organization. He also noted that issues that would relate
to the European War should be developed for the party.

Until February 1917 White continued to correspond with Progressives,
but after February his interest flagged, and by March all trace of any
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concern for a revived Progressivism disappeared from his letters. In
April 1917 Murdock, who had had little to do with the birth of the
Progressive organization, presided over its final meeting. At St. Louis,
where he chaired the last convention, this champion of the unrestricted
sale of liquor ironically helped to adopt a resolution that joined the
Progressive party with the Prohibition party. Like its Kansas offspring,
the national Progressive party was at last dead.2”

The passing of Progressivism did not end the political careers of
many of its key leaders. Of the top six men in Kansas who were involved
in either the progressive-Republican faction or the Progressive party,
only Murdock immediately ceased to be important in state politics. He
did serve, however, as a Wilson appointee on the Federal Trade Com-
mission until 1924. He joined the Democratic party, but in the late
twenties and thirties he devoted much of his time to journalism only.28

White, Allen, and Capper survived the storm at the end of the move-
ment and assumed leading roles in the Republican party almost as soon
as they deserted the Progressives, either in 1914 or in 1916. Stubbs and
Bristow tried to win the seat that was open in the United States Senate
in 1918; but after their failures in that election they faded as significant
figures in the party. In 1922 Stubbs, backed by White, made an un-
successful attempt to gain the Republican gubernatorial nomination.
Bristow left Kansas, moving to a farm outside of Washington, D.C., and
eventually he became wealthy as a result of earlier investments in real
estate in the vicinity of the national capital. According to John Harrison,
who was still a close friend of the senator’s in the twenties, Bristow
remained hostile towards White and other Kansans because of their role
in his 1918 senatorial defeat. “Why he [Bristow] should have been em-
bittered at his defeat in 1918,” White noted, “is beyond me.”?®

In 1918 Kansans were presented with the interesting spectacle of a four-
way struggle for the United States Senate, in which three former pro-
gressive friends—Stubbs, Capper, and Bristow—were involved. The
fourth candidate was their old enemy Charles F. Scott. In 1918 White
tried to revive the progressive-Republican faction in order to clear the
way for the nomination of Arthur Capper. When he failed, he washed
his hands of the election, writing Henry Allen that he was opposed to
Bristow, Stubbs, and Capper because they were anticonscription pacifists
and that he was opposed to Scott because he was pro-German. “If you
know a good, honest, two-legged man who believed in the Star-Spangled
Banner and the Bull-Moose platform,” he wrote, “who would run for
the Senate as an American citizen . . . trot him off.”3¢
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Although each one developed a spirited campaign, Scott, Bristow, and
Stubbs did not have much chance against the popular Governor Capper
in 1918. Taking a moderate position on the war, somewhere between
Bristow’s pacifism and Stubbs’s belligerency, Capper won easily. Cap-
per’'s moderation, however, was not the deciding factor. Capper was
always exceedingly popular with Kansas voters, to whom he always
catered. He was normally able to leave the impression that he stood
foremost for righteousness and goodness, tempered with wisdom. Most
political leaders did not like Capper, since they considered him at best
a spineless wonder and at worst a well-practiced demagogue. But the
real masters of political fortunes, the people, heartedly endorsed him,
and in 1918, for the first time, they elected a two-term Kansas governor
to the Senate. There Capper served continuously and honorably for thirty
years, until 1949, when, nearly incapacitated, he relinquished his seat to
a new, more conservative Republican leader.?!

The major interest of William Allen White, even before mid 1917,
when he realized the hopelessness of re-creating the progressive-Repub-
lican faction, was the contest involving his friend Allen. Allen had stuck
to the Kansas Progressive party to the bitter end, and to White’s way of
thinking, he deserved a fate other than political failure.32 Early in 1917
White became convinced that Allen was an unbeatable candidate for
governor and an ideal choice for regular Republicans to support if they
wanted to demonstrate their willingness to compromise with their way-
ward brothers. With this in mind, he set about seeking support for the
Wichita publisher, and luckily he secured the aid of Mort Albaugh. Al-
baugh was interested in Republican harmony, and he was appreciative
of the work that Allen and his Wichita Beacon had done for Hughes in
1916. Albaugh was also aware that the senatorial primary in 1918 could
conceivably upset things so badly that Republicans might be split at
the polls in November. Albaugh had only one problem confronting him
in 1918: Billy Morgan, his confederate of bygone days, was a candidate
for governor. From 1914 onward, however, Albaugh and Morgan had
moved farther and farther apart. Thus, in 1917 Albaugh did not find it
exceptionally hard to support Allen while deserting Morgan.33

Together, White and Albaugh were able to secure additional help from
former Senator Chester I. Long, former Governors Willis J. Bailey and
Edward W. Hoch, David W. Mulvane, Charles Gleed, and Standard Oil
attorney Sam Fitzpatrick. “It looks good,” wrote a regular to White, “to
see your name and that of Mort Albaugh signed to the same document
and with that sort of harmony we ought to be able to make it a parade
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for Henry.” Others, such as the third candidate for the gubernatorial
nomination, S. M. Brewster, who was an old Lelandite and now attorney
general of Kansas, did not agree. “I have just a little curiosity,” he wrote
White, “to know how it is possible for Henry Allen to represent your
views on public questions and also represent the views of Fitzpatrick
and a few others I could name?”%*

For the first time in years a progressive Republican, or at least a former
member of that group, received favorable attention at the Kansas Day
Club. What was true in January 1918 was also true in August, when
Republican voters in Kansas nominated Allen, who was then in Europe
with the Red Cross. Albaugh had encouraged Allen to volunteer for duty
in Europe so that the aging Beacon editor could appear to be a war hero.
Unfortunately, Albaugh did not live to see the fruits of his planning
mature, since he died suddenly in February 191835

Allen was elected in 1918 and again in 1920. He served two hectic
terms as governor, during which he was involved in the great Kansas
coal strike of 1919 and in problems caused by his pet project, the Kansas
Industrial Court. It has been said that Allen barely missed being nomi-
nated as Harding’s vice-presidential running mate in 1920. Had he been
nominated, he, rather than Coolidge, would have become president.
In 1929 he was appointed to fill the unexpired senatorial term of Charles
Curtis when Curtis became vice-president of the United States. Al-
though he failed to secure the Senate seat on a permanent basis in 1930,
he continued to be an important politician until the Great Depression.
Thereafter, his influence declined.3®

Allen’s election to the governor’s office in 1918 made White a recon-
firmed member of the Republican party, and there he stayed until his
death in 1944. He was never a good Republican, although he associated
often enough with the party to be considered an acceptable one. In 1924
he ran for governor on an anti-Ku Klux Klan, independent ticket, but he
was neither seriously interested in being elected nor was he considered
as having left the national Republican party.

Allen’s first campaign helped White make his peace in the state, but
Emporia’s most famous citizen also used his own personal charm to win
the confidence of other Kansas regulars. The best example of White's
making peace on his own was his reconciliation with Senator Curtis. In
December 1916, after twenty years during which the two men had not
exchanged letters, White wrote to the senator, congratulating him for
his stand in favor of a bill that would require federal licensing in order
to sell liquor. Curtis answered that he was pleased to hear from a con-
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stituent on issues, and he recalled that midway through the progressive
movement, when the two men were barely on speaking terms, the senator
had secured an appointment for one of White’s friends. From then on,
they continued to have frequent exchanges, and in early 1918 White was
admitting that the war had softened his views to the point that he could
now understand many things that four to six years earlier had caused
him to disagree with Curtis. “Things,” he added, “which justify you in
your viewpoint and I presume which allow . . . you to see that many
of us who disagreed with you were neither crazy nor selfish in our ac-
tivities.” The important goal now, said White, was to blast Democrats,
so that in 1920 the nation might return a Republican president to lead
the country.?”

After 1917 the eniry of the United States into the World War and the
end of the Progressive party further advanced the conservative reaction
that had begun three years earlier in Kansas. From 1917 until 1920 what
was once a progressive citadel became a bastion of conservatism, and
at the end of that period, one man who was intent on keeping some ideals
of the old movement alive, Governor Henry Allen, gloomily admitted that
progressivism was dead in his state, even if reactionaries had not com-
pletely reclaimed it. White had come to a similar conclusion. The war
and a general pattern of cyclical revulsion against reform, he wrote, had
placed a check on progressivism. “No one,” he lamented, “pays attention
to us anymore.”38

Before April 1917 there were those who were sanguine enough to be-
lieve that after the war, progressivism would flourish once again; but
this hope was shattered by the election of Warren G. Harding in 1920
and by the return to power of such Kansas conservatives as Curtis and
Mulvane. After Allen left office, a former progressive was not reinstalled
in power until Clyde Reed was elected governor in 1928, and he lost
his bid for renomination in 1930. A new brand of reformer became gov-
ernor in 1933, when a former county chairman of the Progressive party,
Alfred M. Landon, assumed the office of chief executive. By then, issues
and ideas had changed somewhat as a result of the Great Depression.3®

Progressivism had become the dynamic element in Kansas Republican-
ism beginning with the elections of Senator Bristow and Governor Stubbs
in 1908. Its roots had been in the state’s tradition of factionalism, which
had caused the creation of the Boss-Busters in 1899 and of the Kansas
Republican League in 1904. An equally important origin of the progres-
sive Republicans had been grounded in the protest of the Kansas Civic
League and the Square Deal Club of 1906, two organizations that were
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devoted largely to the redress of abuses on the part of the railroads.
Other factors had contributed to the rise of progressivism in Kansas,
including Theodore Roosevelt’s inspiration, the work of Muckraking
journalists, the motives of small businessmen who were on the make, the
ambitions of western-Kansas town boosters, and the lingering influence
of populism.

After 1909 Kansas progressive Republicans had their future enmeshed
in the party’s insurgency movement in Congress. Unable to extricate
themselves from national involvement, they had bolted the Republican
party with Roosevelt. Although many had been reluctant, they had gone,
giving up control of their G.O.P. and the state government. Ironically,
their places had been taken in the leadership of the party by the people
whom they had initially deposed.

But Kansas politics had been changed forever. Charles Curtls was re-
elected to the Senate in 1914, but in a manner far different from his first
selection. The sordid practice that gave railroad counsels in Topeka and
in places east of the Mississippi an important part in Kansas senatorial
caucuses no longer existed. The party primary and the Bristow Amend-
ment to the U.S. Constitution had altered affairs permanently. These
artifices had not created the perfect political arrangement, as progres-
sives had believed that they would, but they had solved some problems.
Unfortunately, money, biased newsmen, political sycophancy, and mod-
ern demagoguery were all elements of power in government that made
the new system distasteful. The reformers had been wrong in believing
that “perfect” election machinery could be devised to solve the political
puzzle. Like many who would do good, they failed to reckon with man’s
capacity to do wrong. They forgot the human predicament—imperfect-
ability.

In order to create genuinely democratic government they granted home
rule to cities, they required lobbyists to register, and they made candi-
dates in statewide elections report their campaign expenditures. Because
they supported efficiency, they compromised their commitment to popular
government, replacing the old elective railroad commission with a new
appointive public-utilities commission. They extended the vote to women,
and then advocated electing fewer officials through short-ballot reform.
They spoke enthusiastically about the initiative and the referendum, and
then failed to act energetically for them.

While many favored the concept of greater human liberty, they im-
proved the enforcement of the state’s prohibition statutes and banned
the sale of cigarettes for two years. Whether they were serious in this
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latter action is doubtful, but many were solemn advocates of Sabbatarian
legislation. Only the popularity of baseball and other entertainment
saved Kansas from stringent blue laws. The progressive Republicans con-
tributed significantly to the betterment of public education; they re-
organized the state eleemosynary system so as to help the helpless more
effectively; and they aided workingmen with an employer’s liability law
and a workmen’s compensation act.

Economic legislation was their greatest passion. They tried to re-
structure the tax laws more equitably with an inheritance tax and a state
tax commission. The paucity of complaints about these measures can be
used to argue about the justice and wisdom of them or to argue about
their inadequacy. Among their railroad regulations, they considered the
Maximum Freight Rate Law, the two-cent passenger-fare decision, and
the Public Utilities Act the most important. In fact, like so much of
their legislation, these acts were not nearly as significant as they believed
them to be.

The progressives in Kansas and elsewhere were contributing more than
they realized to a new day, one that would make their activities far less
momentous than they assumed them to be. Kansas might establish a
plan for guaranteeing bank deposits, and it might write a Blue Sky
Investment Law, but the statutes that would be most influential and that
would endure were not being written in Topeka. Much as was the case
with populism before it, the ultimate effect of progressivism was to be
felt on a reform movement that came after it. The New Deal laws estab-
lishing the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation and Securities Ex-
change Commission were the banking and investment legislation that
would last. Increasingly, progressives looked to the national government
for solutions to their great passion—economics. Thus, there is a degree
of irony and pathos in ending this study by suggesting that their greatest
reform was unintentional. Without fully realizing it, these state politi-
cians, these progressive Republicans, helped to create the modern national
regulatory state.
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INDEX

Adams, Franklin S. (Waterville mayor),
117

Addams, Jane, and Kansas Progressives,
1912, 197

agriculture in Kansas, 10-11

Akers, Earl (candidate for state treas-
urer), 193, 194, 197

Albaugh, Mort: associate of Leland, 20;
manages Long’s 1902 campaign, 22—
23, 26; prepares 1902 state slate, 24;
reports to Long, 31; objects to news-
paper criticism, 33; backs Pollock, 34;
and 1904 election, 38; advisor to Long,
42; and 1904 state convention, 43—44;
leads Long’s forces, 74; and 1906 con-
vention, 74-75; and 1907 Kansas
Speakership, 82; opposes party pri-
mary, 92; and Long’s 1908 campaign,
100, 101, 106; on Stubbs’s 1909 rec-
ord, 126-27; deserts party’s 1910 nomi-
nees, 179, 180; and Curtis’s 1912 cam-
paign, 192; and 1912 electors, 196; on
1914 platform, 239; and reuniting of
Progressive and Republican parties,
251-52; supports Allen, 258-59; dies,
1918, 259; mentioned, 41, 93, 94, 137,
144, 223

Aldrich, Nelson (Rhode Island senator):
Bristow opposes, 106, 175; and tariff,
148-52, 154; and Mann-Elkins bill,
157; 1910 Kansas platform condemns,
177; mentioned, 155, 159

Allen, Henry J.: supports Long, 28; 1903
candidate for state printer, 28-29; at-
tacks Republican League, 33-34; re-
moved from Board of Charities, 73,
164; and public-utilities bill, 122, 133;
and progressive Republicans, 164; con-
verted by Billy Sunday, 164, 230; at

antitrust legislation:

1912 Republican convention, 186-87;
and 1912 Progressive National Con-
vention, 188; and Roosevelt’s 1912
campaign, 194; at Roosevelt’s Decem-
ber 1912 conference, 210; and Kansas
Progressive party, 213, 215, 224, 225,
228, 230, 249-50; and Chautauqua
debates with Scott, 219-20; his 1914
gubernatorial campaign, 226, 230-31,
233, 238, 241-44, 246; on Bristow,
227; at Progressive council, 240; loses
in 1914, 244; asked to join Democrats,
250-51; asked to rejoin Republican
party, 251; supports Roosevelt’s candi-
dacy, 251-53; on 1916 election, 256;
Republican leader, 257; supported by
White, 258; wins 1918 Republican gu-
bernatorial nomination, 259; elected
governor, 1918 and 1920, 259; fills
Curtis’s unexpired Senate term, 1929,
259; loses 1930 Senate election, 259;
admits Progressivism dead, 260; men-
tioned, 4, 184
Anthony, Daniel R., Jr. (congressman):
favors primary, 92; pro-Cannon, 143;
on tariff, 153; and Mann-Elkins bill,
158; his 1910 campaign, 167, 171, 175,
181; opposes 1910 platform, 177; his
1912 campaign, 191-92, 206; as a pro-
gressive, 210-11; supports Bristow,
223; mentioned, 170
progressives sup-
port, 8; in Taft administration, 155;
in 1912 Progressive platform, 188-89,
232; Roosevelt’s position on, 200, 201;
Bryan’s position on, 200; Wilson’s po-~
sition on, 200; Hodges favors, 206;
Clayton Antitrust Law, 219
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“Armageddon,” Theodore Roosevelt and,
134, 186, 229-46, 254

Armstrong, T. B. (investigator), on dairy
trust, 117-18

Bailey, Joseph W. (Texas senator), 28

Bailey, Willis J.: Leland protégé, 17,
21-22; and Horton Agreement, 17-18;
elected governor, 1902, 21-25; con-
gressman-at-large, 1899-1901, 22; and
1903 state printership deal, 29; scan-
dals in his administration, 32-34; rail-
roads oppose, 35; Kansas Republican
League opposes, 37, 72; withdraws
from 1904 campaign, 38; railroad law-
yers support, 61; 1902 nominee, 72;
1906 senatorial candidate, 82; in 1908
primary, 99; supports Allen, 1918, 258,
mentioned, 41

Baker, Lucien (senator), 18, 19

Baker, Ray Stannard, 68

Ballinger, Richard A. (U.S. secretary of
interior): Taft supports, 136; his con-
troversy with Pinchot, 142, 145; com-
mittee to investigate, 142; mentioned,
154, 155, 166

Bank Deposit Guaranty Law: repealed,
3; issue of, 92; in 1908 platform, 109;
Stubbs supports, 123, 170; passed,
1909, 123-24; Supreme Court upholds,
123-24, 125-26; mentioned, 262

bankers, state and national compared, 124

Bankers’ Deposit Guaranty and Surety
Co., 125

Barnes, Charles W. (superintendent of
insurance ), 125

Bear, Simon (telephone lobbyist), 132,
169

Beer, William C. (railroad, insurance
lobbyist), 26-27

Benson, A. W. (senator), 80, 81

Bering River coal field, 146

Berryman, J. W. (banker), 124, 125

Beveridge, Albert J. (Indiana senator):
tariff revisionist, 155; his 1910 defeat,
180; 1912 Kansas appearance, 197;
and Progressive party founding, 211,
218; speaker at 1914 Lincoln Day
meeting, 231; mentioned, 153

Billard, J. B. (gubematorial candidate),
204, 205, 243

Bishop, J. L. (of Square Deal Club), 77
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Blair, R. W. (railroad lobbyist), 65, 66

Blaker, B. F. (Taft elector), 193

Blomberg, E. L. (labor leader), 193

Blonecker, J. G. (Republican League
president), 50

Blue-Sky Investment Law, 109, 134, 262

Bonaparte, Charles J. (U.S. attorney gen-
eral), 124

Bone, Harry J. (district attorney), 144,
160

Borah, William E. (Idaho senator), 102,
155

Boss Busters League: tries to dethrone
Leland, 13, 14, 21, 31; organizes, To-
peka, 1899, 17, 260; inactive, 1900,
20-21; revived, 1901, 21; dies, 30; men-
tioned, 35, 202

Botkin, Jeremiah {gubematorial candi-
date), 109

Bourne, Jonathan (Iowa senator), 135

Bowers, Lloyd Wheaton (U.S. solicitor
general ), 154

Bramlette, Sim (labor leader), 193, 203

Branine, C. E. (judge), 190-91

Breese, A. M. (Progressive), 255

Breidenthal, John (banker), 11, 13

Brewster, S. M. (state senator), 131, 259

Bristow, Joseph L.: and 1902 senatorial
election, 27; and Burton case, 39; and
discriminatory railroad rates, 57-58,
104; and Kansas Civic Voters League,
68-69; splits with Long faction, 74;
and Square Deal Club, 77; his 1906
senatorial campaign, 80, 81; asks spe-
cial session, 88; and progressive Re-
publican faction, 89; and 1908 com-
promise with Stubbs, 90; opposes con-
vention system, 92; supports primary
law, 93, 95; his 1908 senatorial cam-
paign, 95, 99, 100, 106, 110, 260; his
personality, 96; his Post Office service,
96-97; his investigations, 97; his op-
portunism, 103; debates Long, 106-7;
wins 1908 primary, 108; and 1908
platform, 109; and Taft’s patronage,
113, 159-61, 283n69; on Speaker’s
powers, 129; and initiative, 131; on
Taft, 135, 136, 148; and insurgency,
141; protects Madison, 144; and tariff,
148-53, 214, 282 n42; supports income
tax, 152; favors antitrust prosecutions,



155; on postal services, 155-56, 283
n58; and Mann-Elkins bill, 157-58;
and Allen, 164; and 1910 election,
166, 170-77, 180, 182; attacks Can-
nonism, Aldrichism, 175; attends Taft’s
1910 harmony meeting, 181; endorses
National  Progressive Republican
League, 181; on La Follette’s candi-
dacy, 182-83; and 1912 Republican
National Convention, 188; opposes
bolt, third party, 186, 187, 189; and
1912 Progressive National Convention,
188; speaks for Roosevelt, 197; on
1912 vote, 207; and Progressive party,
211-12, 215, 216, 218, 219, 221-26;
his positions on tariff, etc., 214; re-
mains a Republican, 226-29; his 1914
campaign, 232-38; loses 1914 primary,
236, 238, 292 nl4, then supports Cur-
tis, 238, 242; on Kansas public utilities
commission, 248-49; loses 1918 sena-
torial election, 257-58; moves to D.C.
area, 257; his amendment to U.S. Con-
stitution, 261; and Wilson, 291 n28;
mentioned, 4, 18, 75, 121, 251

Broderick, Case (congressman), 17

Brown, John: Roosevelt’s Osawatomie
speech about, 177-78

Brown, William C. (of New York Cen-
tral), 157

Bryan, William Jennings: speeches of,
2; his influence in Kansas, 52; supports
bank deposit insurance, 124; and 1912
Democratic platform, 200; and 1908
election, 201; Bristow on, 219; men-
tioned, 13, 19, 139

Buckman, G. H. (Kansas Speaker), 129,
130

Bull Moose party. See Progressive party;
Theodore Roosevelt

Bureau of Corporations Act, 26

Burrows, J. R. (state treasurer), 43

Burton, Joseph R.: Leland opposes, 16;
and Boss Busters League, 18; accused
of accepting bribe, 1889, 19; loses
1892 congressional election, 19; loses
1894, 1896 senatorial elections, 19;
chairman 1898 Republican state con-
vention, 19; wins 1900 senatorial elec-
tion, 20; opposes Leland, 21; supports
Troutman, 23; and 1902 senatorial elec-

tion, 24, 27; convicted of bribery, re-
signs from Senate, 28, 40, 74, 80; as
party conciliator, 30; and railroads, 34;
and Hoch, 37-38; indicted, 39; im-
prisoned, 40, 73, 80; Curtis replaces,
83; mentioned, 31, 72

Calderhead, William A. (congressman),
149-51, 153, 170, 172, 181

Caldwell, J. L. (Democrat), 180

Campaign Expenditures Law, 109, 123,
127, 261

Campbell, Philip P. (congressman): re-
quests investigation of Standard Oil,
50; his 1906 senatorial candidacy, 80;
opposes Norris’s resolution, 143; on
tariff, 150, 153; his 1910 renomination,
170-71, 175, 181; opposes 1910 plat-
form, 177; wins 1912 election, 206

Canadian Reciprocity, 182, 286 n52

Cannon, Joseph G. (U.S. Speaker ) : strug-
gle to unseat, 136-42; reelected Speak-
er, 141, 143; and tariff revision, 148~
49; and insurgents, 154, 163; and
Mann-Elkins bill, 157; his 1910 Kan-
sas tour, 173; on Chautauqua circuit,
174-75; 1910 Kansas platform con-
demns, 177; on Murdock, 246; men-
tioned, 9, 62, 129, 155, 170, 172

“Cannonism,” 127, 155, 175

Capper, Arthur: and Santa Fe adver-
tising, 63; and Square Deal Club, 77;
and Stone, 130; dislikes Payne-Aldrich
Act, 153; and progressive Republi-
cans, 164; heralds National Progressive
Republican League, 181; won’t sup-
port La Follette, 182; and Roosevelt’s
candidacy, 184; opposes 1912 bolt,
186, 187; his 1912 gubernatorial cam-
paign, 191-92, 207, 209, 213; supports
Roosevelt, 198, 205; defeated, 1912,
202, 204, 206; favors prohibition,
woman suffrage, 205; and Progressive
party, 215-16, 218-19, 221-24; re-
mains a Republican, 224-25, 227, 229,
243; his 1914 gubernatorial campaign,
233, 235-37, 241-43; wins, 238, 245;
and 1914 platform, 239, 241, 244; and
Bristow appointment, 248; his pro-
gressive legislation, 249; won’t help
Hughes, 256; his 1918 senatorial candi-
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dacy, 257; wins, 258; mentioned, 4,
251

Carey, Emerson (state senator), 128

Case, Nelson 1. (judge), 34, 61, 85, 136

Chandler, C. Q. (banker), 125

Chase, Harold (editor), 77, 89, 90, 153,
182, 187

Chautauqua tours, 174, 175, 219-20

child-labor laws, 203, 231, 241

cigarettes, sales banned, 133, 261

Clapp, Moses {Minnesota senator), 155,
194

Clark, George (state printer), 4, 28, 29,
34, 38

Clark, James Beauchamp (“Champ”)
(U.S. Speaker), 9, 141

Clarke, C. S. (of Missouri Pacific), 117

Clayton Antitrust Law, 219

coal: Kansas production of, 11; produc-
ers oppose tariff revision, 107; strikes,
115, 259

Coburn, F. D. (Kansas secretary of agri-
culture), 81

Cochems, Henry (Wisconsin Progres-
sive), 213

Cochrane, Alexander G. (Missouri Pacific
general solicitor), 23, 26, 28, 105, 265
n27

Cochrane, W. S. (of Midland Brick Co.),
60

Codding, J. K. {of Kansas State Temper-
ance Union), 86

Cole, George (gubernatorial candidate),
23-24

Coleman, C. C. (Kansas attorney gen-
eral), 23, 33, 50

Coney, Patrick Henry (Kansas G.A.R.
official ), 17, 202

congressional districts, Kansas: maps of,
138 (1898-1906), 139 (1906-1930);
reapportioned, 1905, 138

congressional rules, 9, 243, 244

“Contract with the People,” Progressives’,
189, 200, 248

corporation tax, 152, 153

county government, progressives’ stand
on reorganization of, 241, 24344

Court of Visitation Law, 53

Cowgill, E. G. (professor of economics),
65

Craddock, W. H. (gubematorial candi-
date), 21
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Cranston, Arthur (congressional candi-
date), 171

Creech, J. W. (state representative), 82

Crummer, S. C. (Republican state chair-
man), 77

Cuban Reciprocity, 150

Cummins, Albert (lowa senator), 135,
155, 158, 175

Cunningham coal claims, 146

Curtis, Charles: elected to Congress, 17
(1898), 18 (1800); his 1902 senatorial
campaign, 24; railroads support, 25,
64, 84; defeated, 28, 29; Mulvane sup-
ports, 73; and 1906 state convention,
74, 75; wins 1907 senatorial election,
80-83, 90; described, 83; Long sup-
ports, 99, 102; and Bristow, over fed-
eral appointments, 113; supports cor-
poration tax, 152, 153; and Mann-
Elkins bill, 158; and Taft’s patronage,
159-61; in 1910 campaign, 166-68,
170-71, 174, 176, 177; opposes plat-
form, 177; his unsuccessful 1912 cam-
paign, 191-92, 193, 202; his success-
ful 1914 campaign, 223, 227, 232, 234—
37, 239, 241, 242, 244, 246, 251, 261;
advocates protective farm tariff, 236;
Bristow supports, 238; becomes vice-
president, 1929, 259; reconciled with
White, 259-60; mentioned, 91

dairy trust, 117-18

Dale, David M. (gubernatorial candi-
date), 44

Dalzell, John (Pennsylvania congress-
man), 149

Davenport,
249

Davidson, C. L. (of Wichita Chamber of
Commerce), 69, 77

Davies, Samuel A. (Roosevelt elector),
193

Davis, J. W. (state representative), 132

Davis, O. K. {writer), 183

Dawes Commission of the Five Civilized
Tribes, 29

Dawson, John R. (Kansas attorney gen-
eral), 113-15, 190

Debs, Eugene V., 202

Democratic party: coalition with Popu-
lists, Silver Republicans, 13; in 1894
election, 16; its 1914 platform, 241

Frederick M. (journalist),



Dillingham, W. P. (Senate Judiciary
Committee chairman), 160

Dingley tariff, 106

Dixon, Joseph (senator), 223, 253

Dolley, Jonathan N.: state representative,
43; state senator, 77; Troutman re-
places in Square Deal Club, 87; op-
poses convention system, 91-92; Re-
publican state chairman, 112; Kansas
Speaker, 112; and Bank Deposit Guar-
anty Law, 126; defeated, 1910, 181;
joins Progressives, 217; mentioned, 134

Doster, Frank (judge), 8

economy in government, 8, 239, 244

eleemosynary institutions, Kansas, 46,
123, 127, 130, 262

“Elephadonks,” 175

Elward, Rodney (La Folletteite), 211,
235

employer’s liability legislation, 115-16,
262

Esch-Townshend bill, 67, 98

factionalism in Kansas Republican party,
1904-1906, 30-51

Farmers’ Alliance, 70

Farmers  Free List, 182, 286 n52

Farrelley, Hugh (senatorial candidate),
203

Faxon, Ralph (Long’s aide), 64, 100,
168, 265 nll

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation,
4, 124, 262

Federal Reserve Act, 219

Federal Trade Commission Act, 219

female suffrage. See woman suffrage

Fisher, Walter (U.S. secretary of in-
terior), 148

Fitzgerald, W. J. (lieutenant governor),
75, 128, 169

Fitzpatrick, Sam (Standard Oil attormey),
258-59

Folk, Joseph W. (U.S. district attorney),
39, 121

Fordney, Joseph
man), 149

free silver, 25, 178

Fusionists, 13, 16, 17, 19

(Michigan congress-

Ganse, H. E. (state senator), 130
Garfield, James R. (Bureau of Corpora-
tions chief), 50, 146, 194

George, J. S. (Kansas Federation of
Commercial Interests president), 42,
56-57, 59, 68

Getty, James F. (state senator), 80

Gilmore, John (Roosevelt elector), 193

Glavis, Louis (Interior Department em-
ployee), 146

Gleed, Charles S.: in 1902 senatorial
election, 27; and Standard Oil, 48; and
railroad influence on his Kansas City
Journal, 62-65, 270 n26; defends 1907
legislature, 84; fears primary law, 91;
and Long’s 1908 campaign, 100-101;
as Santa Fe spokesman, 116; on Taft,
163; and 1912 election, 199; his 1914
stand on Bristow, 227; supports Allen,
1918, 258; mentioned, 249, 250

Gleed, J. Willis (lobbyist), 122, 126

Gore, Thomas P. (Oklahoma senator),
175

Gould, George (of Missouri Pacific), 116,
117

Guggenheims, 147

Guyer, U. S. (Kansas City, Kansas, pro-
gressive), 176

Hackney, William P. (attorney), 15, 91,
213

Hadley, Herbert (Missouri governor),
212

Hanna, Mark (senator), 15-16, 21, 96

Harding, Warren G., 259, 260

Harger, Charles (editor), 58

Harris, Ralph (journalist), 194

Harris, William A. (senator), 19, 79

Harrison, Benjamin, 16

Harrison, John R. (U.S. marshal): ap-
pointed, 160; and 1912 election case,
190-91, 196; and Progressive party,
22225 9248-49; and Bristow’s 1914
campaign, 234, 236, 292nl4; and
Bristow, 257; on Hoch-Stanley affair,
2711016

Haworth, Erasmus (University of Kansas
professor), 115

Hepbum, William Peters (Iowa congress-
man), 98

Hepburn bill, 52, 67, 76, 97, 98, 99, 104,
269 nd

Hinman, Harvey D. (New York guberna-
torial candidate), 233, 242
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Hinshaw, David (Kansas Progressive),
197-98, 217, 24748

Hitchcock, Ethan Allen (postmaster gen-
eral), 97

Hoch, Edward W.: on Kansas growth,
11; and state printership, 28-29, 34;
opposes Bailey, 35; his 1904 guberna-
torial campaign, 37; and Kansas Re-
publican League, 40; on railroad issues,
41, 42, 43, 86-87; his 1905 reform
program, 45; opposes Standard Oil,
supports state oil refinery, 46-50, 81;
prohibitionist, 72, 86; and Mrs. Stan-
ley, 73; renominated, reelected, 1908,
75-76, 79; his 1907 legislative pro-
gram, 84; and 1908 special session, 86—
88, 92; supports primary law, 93-95;
and 1908 primary, 99; and 1904, 1906
elections, 109; removes Allen from
Board of Charities, 164; endorses Wag-
staff, 1910, 169; Bristow on, 219; sup-
ports Allen, 1918, 258; mentioned, 181

Hodges, George: and Bank Deposit Guar-
anty Law, 125; fights with Ganse, 130;
his unsuccessful 1910 gubernatorial
campaign, 178-80; elected governor,
1912, 204-6; Capper on, 224; Capper’s
campaign against, 243; defeated, 1914,
245

Holmes, Oliver Wendell, Jr., 126

home rule for Kansas cities, 123, 261

Hook, William C. (U.S. district judge),
34

Hopkins, Richard J. (lieutenant gover-
nor), 128, 129

Horton, Albert (judge), 16

Horton Agreement, 17-18, 265 n11

House, Jay (Topeka reporter), 32, 122—
23, 187

House Rules Committee, 140—43

Howe, Ed (Atchison publisher), 174,
175

Howe, Samuel T. (state treasurer), 85, 86

Hudson, General Joseph K. (Topeka
publisher), 17

Hughes, Charles Evans, 121, 251, 254,
255, 256, 258

Hurd, A. A. (Santa Fe general attorney),
4041, 64

Ickes, Harold, 253-54
imperialism, 25
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income tax: progressive Republicans sup-
port graduated tax, 8; amendment, 127,
282 n46; Bristow supports, 152;
Stubbs’s position on, 192, 203

industrial goods produced in Kansas, 11

Ingalls, Sheffield (lieutenant governor),
214, 225, 226, 230

inheritance tax, 134, 192, 203, 262

initiative, referendum, and recall: pro-
gressive Republicans support, 8, 261;
Stubbs requests, 1911, 127; opposition
to, 128; defeated, 131; on 1910 Kansas
platform, 177; Hodges favors, 206;
Bristow’s position on, 214; Progressives
position on, 216; defeated, 1915, 249

“insurgents,” 4, 135-62, 280 n4

Interstate Commerce Commission
(I.C.C.): and Kansas Board of Rail-
road Commissioners, 54; handles rate
cases, 56-57; Kansas Civic Voters
League endorses powers for, 69; Act,
amendment of, 97, 157, 158; and
Esch-Townshend bill, 98; Long op-
poses expanded powers for, 103; Bris-
tow favors, 106, 155; hearings in Chi-
cago, 118, 119; Kansans support, 269
n4; mentioned, 60

irrigation projects, 8

Jackson, Fred S.: his 1906 campaign for
attorney general, 75; on liquor-law en-
forcement, 86; and primary law, 94—
95; and bank deposit guaranty, 125;
his 1910 congressional campaign, 172,
174, 175, 181; and Roosevelt's 1912
campaign, 194; at 1913 Progressive
meeting, 225; remains Republican, 227

Jarrell, J. F. (Topeka reporter), 65

Jewish vote in 1912, 198

Jobes, C. S. (banker), 22-23, 26, 62,
100, 265 n25

Johnson, Hiram (California governor),
194, 253

Johnston, William A. (Kansas chief jus-
tice), 6, 15

Jones, L. M. (Santa Fe official), 63

judges of inferior federal courts, election
of, 177

juvenile courts, Hoch requests, 45

Kanavel, George W. (railroad commis-
sion candidate), 75



Kansas Banker’s Association, 125, 126

Kansas Board of Charities, 73, 164

Kansas Board of Regents, 173

Kansas Chamber of Commerce, 55

Kansas City, Missouri, 56-58

Kansas City Journal, 70

Kansas Civic Voters League, 67-70, 72,
78, 259

Kansas Corporation Commission, 3

“Kansas Corporation of Good Govern-
ment,” 198

Kansas Day Club: 1905 meeting, 46;
1910 meeting, 127, 167, 173, 177;
1913 meeting, 213; 1914 meeting, 234;
1918 meeting, 259

Kansas Federation of Commercial Inter-
ests, 42, 54, 55, 67, 68

Kansas Federation of Labor, 193, 244

Kansas Improved Stock Breeder’s Asso-
ciation, 55

Kansas Industrial Court, 241, 259

Kansas Oil Producers Association, 48

Kansas Railroad Commission: made elec-
tive, 1903, 32; decrees two-cent passen-
ger fare, 86-87; railroads bring suc-
cessful suit against, 87; mentioned,
120, 191

Kansas Republican League: founded,
31-32, 34, 36-37, 260; in 1904 elec-
tion, 35; splits, 44; upsets Long’s strate-
gems, 74; mentioned, 51. See also
Square Deal Republican Club

Kansas State Bankers Association, 126

Kansas State Historical Society, 134, 173

Kansas State Tax Commission: as 1906
campaign issue, 77; Hoch requests, 84;
created, 85, 262; move to make elec-
tive, 109

Kansas State Temperance Union, 86, 132

Kelley, T. T. (state treasurer), 72, 73

Kenna, E. D. (Santa Fe general at-
torney), 26

Knox, Philander (U.S. attorney general),
39

Koontz, J. R. (of Santa Fe), 65

labor, 5-6, 8, 241

La Follette, Robert: his speeches, 2; and
railroads, 53, 269n4; in Kansas, 79
(1906), 102 (1908), 108; for Square
Deal, 87; for regulating public-service
corporations, 121; anti-Cannon, 138-

39; and tariff revision, 148, 155; dis-
likes Postal Savings Bank Law, 155;
and 1910 Kansas election, 173, 175,
182; helps organize National Progres-
sive Republican League, 181; as presi-
dential hopeful, 182-83, 186; men-
tioned, 68, 135, 142, 211, 235

Landon, Alfred M., 260, 266 n53

lead: mining in Kansas, 11; producers
not tariff revisionists, 107; tariff sched-
ules, 150

Leahy, David D. (Stubbs’s secretary),
131, 244

Lease, Mary “Yellin,” 106

legislative reapportionment, 133

Leidy, Freemont (internal revenue col-
lector), 160

Leland, Cyrus K.: national committee-
man, 13; his “machine” and Kansas
politics, 14, 17-21, 33-34, 36, 39, 73—
74; described, 15; “My Recollections,”
15, 27; Missouri Valley pension agent
and internal revenue collector, 16, 21;
Boss Busters League opposes, 21; sup-
ports Stanley, 25; uses railroad passes,
61-62; his 1907 candidacy for Kansas
Speaker, 82; and Bristow, 96; loses
1908 gubernatorial election, 107-8; and
progressive Republicans, 164; attends
December 1912 Roosevelt conference,
210; at 1913 Lincoln Day meeting,
214; opposes Republican-Progressive
harmony, 225; mentioned, 4, 32, 41,
75 .

Lenroot, Irving (Wisconsin congress-
man), 68 _

life insurance system, state-owned, 241

Lincoln Day: 1913 rally, 213-15, 222;
1914 rally, 225, 230-31; no 1915 rally,
247

Lindsey, Ben (Denver judge), 197

lobbying, regulation of, 109, 123, 261

Lodge, Henry Cabot, 235

Long, Chester: wins 1903 senatorial
election, 21, 25, 26, 29, 36; state sena-
tor, 25; and railroads, 28, 61, 64, 69,
70, 74, 97, 103-5; dethroned by Boss
Busters, 31; opposes Hoch, 38; and
Burton case, 39, 41; heads “machine,”
42; splinters Kansas Republican
League, 43; and Kansas Civic Voters
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League, 70-71; supports Curtis, 1906—
1907, 81, 99; opposes special session,
87, 93; opposes primary, 90-91, 99,
then endorses, 93-94; his 1908 sena-
torial campaign, 95, 234; and Roose-
velt, 97; favors Hepbum bill, 98; de-
bates his voting record with White,
101-3; debates Bristow, 106-7; and
Bank Deposit Guaranty Law, 126; and
afforestation program, 145; and 1910
election, 176, 179; and 1912 election,
190-92; supports Allen, 1918, 258;
mentioned, 4, 137, 212, 214, 222, 237

Loomis, N. H. (of Union Pacific), 23,
26-27, 64, 65, 98

Low, Marcus A. (Rock Island general at-
torney): Leland angers, 16; and Hor-
ton Agreement, 18; meets with Roose-
velt, 21; and 1902 election, 22, 26-28;
opposes Hoch, 37, 40—41; and Long,
98, 100

McCormick, A. H. (state representative),
130

McCormick, Medill (of Chicago), 199,
230

McKinley, William, 15-16, 21, 96

McLean, B. F. (Wichita banker), 64

McLennan, Frank (Topeka publisher),
242, 243

McNeal, Thomas A. (Topeka newspaper-
man), 43, 171

McPherson, Logan Grant (railroad econ-
omist), 64-65

Maddens, John (of Missouri, Kansas,
Texas Railway), 213-14

Madison, Edmond H. (congressman):
and Long, 108; opposes Cannon, 140-
41, 144; and Ballinger-Pinchot affair,
142, 145, 147-48; and Rules Commit-
tee, 143; and tariff, 144, 149, 153;
prohibitionist, 145, defends corpora-
tion tax, 152; and Mann-Elkins bill,
158; and progressive Republicans, 164;
in 1910 election, 166, 171, 175; op-
poses La Follette’s candidacy, 182;
dies, 1911, 183; mentioned, 155

Mann-Elkins Act, 118, 155, 157-59

Marshall, John (of Kansas State Temper-
ance Union), 86

Martin, Frank (congressional candidate),
183, 190
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Martin, Henderson (1912 Democratic
campaign chairman), 203

Martin, John A. (Kansas governor), 72

Metcalfe, Wilder (Missouri Valley pen-
sion agent), 21

Miller, James Monroe (congressman},
150, 153, 159, 170, 174

minimum-wage laws, 231, 241

Missouri, Kansas and Texas Railway Co.
(M.K.T.), 48, 72

Missouri Pacific Railroad, 55, 116-17

Mitchell, Alexander C. {(congressman),
62-63, 172-75, 180, 183

monopolies, 8

Moore, J. T. (“Doc”) (local politician),
235

Morehouse, George P. (a founder of
Kansas Republican League), 36-37

Morgan, Billy: and 1902 district conven-
tion, 22; state printer, 38; and Long,
41, 71, 100, 234; opposes state pri-
mary, 92; writes public-service bill,
121; and 1910 Kansas Day Club meet-
ing, 167; defeated, 1910, 181; on in-
surgents, 183; and Progressive party,
222, 223; Bristow’s manager, 234, 238;
and Progressive-Republican reunion,
251; his 1918 gubernatorial campaign,
258; mentioned, 144

Morgan, J. Pierpont, 146, 157, 199, 201,
232

Morrill, E. N. (Kansas governor), 15, 16,
96

Morrow, Marco (Capper factotum), 243

Morse, J. C. (railroad commission candi-
date), 268 n37

Muckrakers, 51, 157, 205, 261

Mudge, H. W. (of Santa Fe), 58

Mulvane, David W.: Leland blocks for
national committeeman, 16; elected
national committeeman, 20; Burtonite,
37; his 1904 senatorial ambitions, 41—
42; and 1804 state convention, 43-44;
and Long, 71; leads Burton faction,
73; and 1906 campaign, 74, 75; op-
poses state primary, 92; and Stone,
130; and 1910 Kansas Day Club meet-
ing, 167; backs Wagstaff, 169; and
1912 national convention, 187, 189;
and 1912 electors case, 190-91; sup-



ports Allen, 1918, 258; returns to pow-
er, 260; mentioned, 72, 82, 202

Murdock, Thomas Bent (state fish and
game commissioner), 37-38, 76, 113

Murdock, Victor {congressman): and
Square Deal Club, 77, 78; his 1906
senatorial campaign, 80-82; and Taft,
136; opposes Cannon, 137-40, 142-43;
and railroad postal rates, 138-39; in-
surgents’ spokesman, 141; and Bal-
linger-Pinchot affair, 147; and tariff
revision, 149; supports Postal Savings
Bank Law, 155-56; and Mann-Elkins
Act, 158; and 1910 election, 166, 171,
173-75, 179; heralds National Pro-
gressive Republican League, 181; pres-
idential hopeful, 182; and Roosevelt’s
1912 campaign, 185, 189, 194, 197;
opposes bolt, 186; reelected, 1912, 207;
and Kansas Progressive party, 213,
217, 225, 226, 228; Progressives’ floor
leader, 219; his 1914 senatorial cam-
paign, 229, 232-33, 235-38, 241-46;
at 1914 Lincoln Day banquet, 230-31;
national Progressive chairman, 246,
253-55, 257; member FTC, 246, 257;
his paper supports Wilson, 1916, 254,
256; becomes Democrat, 257; men-
tioned, 106

Murphy, Eva Morley (WCTU officer),
220, 231, 246

Nagel, Charles (U.S. secretary of com-
merce and labor), 154

Nation, James (state treasurer), 113

National Progressive Republican League,
181-82

Neeley, George (congressman), 238, 244

Negro vote in 1912, 198

Nelson, Col. William Rockhill (of Kansas
City Star), 52, 153, 199, 215, 247

New Deal, 262

“New Freedom” platform of Wilson, 200

Nicholson, George (of Santa Fe), 60

Norris, George (Nebraska congressman),
142, 143

Norton, Thomas J. (of Santa Fe), 61

Nortoni, Albert (of St. Louis), 213

oil industry: Kansas output, 11; Hoch
wants state oil refinery, 46-48, 72;
Stubbs opposes state refinery, 48—49,

72; state refinery law passed, 49, de-
clared unconstitutional, 50; its pro-
ducers not tariff revisionists, 107; men-
tioned, 51

Orchestra Hall meeting, Chicago, 1912,
187

Osawatomie, Kansas, speech by Roose-
velt, 229

overseas expansion, 25

Parker, Alton B. (presidential candidate),
201

Parker, John (of Louisiana), 253

Parker, Lyman (Frisco general solicitor),
26

Payne, Serenc (New York congressman),
149

Payne-Aldrich Act, 127, 136, 144, 153,
155, 172

Payne bill, 148-49

Peck, George (Santa Fe general solici-
tor), 16, 64, 65

Peffer, William A. (senator), 95

pensions: for veterans, 8; for widows,
231, 241

Perkins, George: and 1902 election, 26—
27; and Roosevelt’'s 1912 campaign,
188-89, 198, 201, 207; Progressive na-
tional chairman, 232-33; and Roose-
velt’s 1916 campaign, 252, 253, 256;
mentioned, 199

Peterson, Elmer (editor), 117-18

Pierce, Winslow S. (Union Pacific gen-
eral counsel), 27

Pinchot, Amos (Progressive leader), 232
33

Pinchot, Gifford (chief forester): his
controversy with Ballinger, 136, 145;
and Roosevelt, 178, 194; and Perkins,
232-33

Pitney, Mahlon (justice), 191

Plumb, George (state representative), 77

Plumb, Preston B. (senator), 77

poll tax, 241

Polley, M. C. (banker), 93

Pollock, John (judge), 34, 126

Populists, 1, 2, 8, 13, 16, 51, 178

Porter, Silas (Leland ally), 20

postal services, 8, 155, 156

Price, Francis (state senator), 128, 129

primary, first senatorial, 107

primary, party, 261
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primary, presidential preference, 128,

132, 241

primary election law: progressive Re-
publicans support, 8; Hoch requests,
45, 46, 84, 85; Kansas Civic Voters
League supports, 71; 1906 platform
favors, 76, 77; Long opposes, 87, 90—
91; Square Dealers support, 88; passed,
89-90, 92-95; first implemented in
Kansas, 99; Madison supports, 145,
rewritten, 1911, 134

Pringle, J. T. (Kansas Speaker), 28

Progressive party: supports reforms, 9;
its 1912 National Convention, 188; its
birth and development, 209-28; its
1914 Kansas platform, 231, 239-40;
council, 240; and 1914 elections, 245—
46; Chicago meeting, December 1914,
248; Chicago meeting, January 1916,
251; its 1916 conventions, 252-55; its
final meeting, 257; joins Prohibition
party, 257; mentioned, 230, 256

progressives, 1, 7-8

prohibition: as reform movement, 1; in
Kansas, 3, 86; progressive Republicans
favor, 5; Hoch supports, 35, 45, 72,
84; Stubbs, Dawson enforce, 113-15;
its supporters favor initiative, 131-32;
and 1912 Progressive platform, 188;
Stubbs, Hodges, Capper favor, 203,
204, 205, 231; its supporters help Pro-
gressive party, 220; Murdock opposes,
235; in 1914, Republicans, Progres-
sives support, 241; Progressive party
joins Prohibition party, 257; enforce-
ment of, 261, 277 n9

public utilities: commission established,
3; progressive Republicans seek to
regulate, 8; Stubbs favors bill, 121-23,
127, 170; bill passed, 132-33; Public
Utilities Act, 262

pure food and drug law, Kansas, 133

Quincy, Fred (state senator), 77

railroad brotherhoods, 193

Railroad Commissioners, Board of: Hoch
and, 42; established, 53, 54; made
elective, 54; advises 1.C.C., 54; rail-
roads oppose its decree, 55; its deci-
sion on passenger rates, 123; becomes
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recall.

Public Utilities Commission, 133; men-
tioned, 121

Railroad Improvement Agitation Associa-
tion, 117

railroads: and rates, 4, 53, 56-58, 170;
regulation of, 8, 43, 45, 269 n7; politi-
cal influence of, 22-26, 34, 35, 52,
56, 60-61, 64, 85; and discriminatory
rates, 47-48, 52, 103—4, 158; and
passenger rates, 55, 76, 77, 84, 86,
92, 123, 127, 262; and free passes,
55, 61-62, 100; inadequate service
of, 56, 59; and sidetracks, spurs,
60; control newspapers, 62-63; and
banks, 64; lobby, 64-66; and anti-
pass legislation, 76, 77, 84, 85; and
maximum freight rates, 85, 262; and
reassessment of assets, 85; and indebt-
edness limitation, 109; and mail
charges, 138-39; and Madison, 145;
and Mann-Elkins bill, 157-59; state-
owned and -operated, 231, 240; abuses
of, 261. See also, Missouri, Kansas and
Texas Railway Co.; Missouri Pacific
Railroad; Rock Island Railroad; Santa
Fe Railroad; Union Pacific Railroad

reapportionment of Kansas congressional

districts, 32, 45

See initiative, referendum, and
recall

Reed, Clyde (Kansas governor), 260

Reeder, William (congressman): and
Cannonism, 143—44; and tariff, 151,
153; and postal issues, 151; and 1910
election, 171, 175; mentioned, 170

Rees, Rollin (congressman), 172, 174,
175, 186

referendum. See initiative, referendum,
and recall

Reid, Albert T. (newspaperman), 4

Republican party: progressive movement
influences, 2; factionalism, 2, 11, 13,
44, 89; 1898 Kansas nominating con-
vention, 17; state convention, 20
(1900), 42-43 (1904), 71-72 (1906),
252 (1916); state platform, 43, 45
(1904), 76 (1906), 108-9 (1908),
127, 177 (1910), 23941 (1914); and
1906 senatorial election, 80; national
convention, 135 (1908), 185-87, 200
(1912), 252 (1916); 1910 primary,



163-84; its December 1913 National
Committee meeting, 226

Republicans, progressive: oppose popu-
lism, 2; of Kansas, compared with
those of other states, 5-7; compared to
Populists, 8-10; as Kansas faction, 89

Resing, H. L. (of Wichita Chamber of
Commerce), 59-60

Richards, J. R. (Missouri Pacific state
solicitor ), 16, 34

Ripley, E. P. (Santa Fe president): ex-
plains discriminatory rates for Kansas
City, 56; and newspaper advertising,
63; and rate controversy with Stubbs,
119-20; White’s comments on, 250

roads, rock and dirt, 127

Robbins, Raymond (Chicago reformer),
231

Robbins, Mrs. Raymond (social reform-
er), 213

Rock Island Railroad, 40, 55

Roosevelt, Theodore: speeches of, 2,
177-78, 186, 197, 229; and White, 3,
101; appoints Pollock, 34; and Kansas
Republican League, 37; and Burton
investigation, 39; and Square Deal,
51-52; and railroads, 67, 69, 139; and
1904 campaign slogan, 77; and Post
Office investigation, 96-97; and Hep-
burn bill, 98; popular in Kansas, 99;
and Long, 104; and “Armageddon,”
134, 186; endorses Taft (1908), 135;
and railroad mail charges, 139; and
Cannon, 140; and tariff, 148; at Osa-
watomie, 177-78, 229; as presidential
candidate, 183-84; his 1912 campaign,
185-207; Progressive National Con-
vention nominates, 189; and struggle
over Kansas electors, 193-97; and as-
sassination attempt, 197; loses in Kan-
sas (1912), 201; and 1912 vote, 209;
calls December 1912 Chicago confer-
ence, 210-11; and trusts, 214; and
Progressive party, 217, 221, 224; and
1914 progressive Republican candi-
dates, 233, 242; opposes government
ownership of utilities, 240-41; and
1912 vote, 245, 256; “suspends” Pro-
gressive party, 24648, 250; as 1916
potential Republican presidential nomi-
nee, 251-53; refuses 1916 Progressive

nomination, 254; endorses Hughes
(1918), 254; and rise of progressivism,
261; endorses Taft (1906), 275 n40;
mentioned, 181, 182

Roosevelt Clubs, 194, 197

Root, Elihu (New York senator), 135,
157, 186, 235

Ross, W. D. (state superintendent of
public instruction), 210

“rotten borough™ system, 216

Rowell, Chester (California editor), 248

Royce, John W. (state bank commis-
sioner), 72

Ryan, Frank (gubernatorial candidate),
191-92

Ryan, W. H. (state Democratic chair-
man), 179

Sabbatarian legislation, 262

Santa Fe Railroad: and Leland, 16; and
Kansas Republican League, 40; and
rates, 48, 55, 119-20; and control of
newspapers, 62, its spirit, 250

Sapp, Col. Bill (Democratic national
committeeman), 199, 200, 204

Sartin, U, S.: at 1912 Republican Na-
tional Convention, 187; chairman Kan-
sas Progressive party, 213, 214, 215,
2929, 225, 233, 240, 246; and with-
drawal of Progressive electors (1916),
255

school-book commission, 133

schools, rural, 127

Scott, Charles F. (congressman): in
1910 election, 62, 166-67, 172-73,
175, 181; chairman Agricultural Com-
mittee, 144; on Cannon and Cannon-
ism, 144; and tariff, 150, 153; and
Postal Savings Bank Law, 155; and
Stubbs, 166; on 1912 convention, 187;
and Chautauqua debates with Allen,
219-20; on Bristow, 227; and 1914
election, 235; and his 1918 senatorial
campaign, 257, 258; mentioned, 170

Scoville, C. C. K. (Kansas State Bankers
Association president), 126

Securities Exchange Commission, 262

Senate Judiciary Committee (Kansas),
128-29

senators, direct election of: progressive
Republicans support, 8; Stubbs sup-
ports, 128, 203; defeated, 1911, 132;
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amendment to U.S. Constitution, 155;
Bristow favors, 214; Bristow authors
amendment, 237

Sessions, Charles (Kansas secretary of
state), 81, 190, 195, 196, 223

Shaw, Dr. Anna (of New York), 213

Sheldon, the Rev. Charles Monroe, 51,
121

Sherman Antitrust Act, 43

short ballot, 9, 177, 241, 261

Silver Republicans, 13

Simmons, J. S. (Kansas Speaker), 82

Simpson, Jerry (congressman), 11, 25

Smith, A. W. (“Farmer”) (Boss Buster),
17, 20, 160

Smith, Charles Blood (Topeka attorney),
34

Smith, F. Dumont (journalist), 82, 178,
198

Smith, W. R. (Santa Fe general attor-
ney), 64, 76

Social Gospel, 51, 52

Southwestern Bell Telephone Co., 250

Southwestern Interstate Coal Operators
Association, 115

“Square Deal”: sentiment in Kansas, 51,
52; clubs formed, 76-77, 260; against
convention system, 92; mentioned, 215

Square Deal Hand Book, 77, 78, 80, 84

Stahl, Frank M. (Kansas State Temper-
ance Union superintendent), 132

Standard Oil Co., 46-50, 168, 169, 199

Stanley, Fred (Republican committee-
man), 194, 252

Stanley, William E. (Kansas governor),
20, 29, 145

Stanley, Mrs. William E., 73

Stannard, C. A. (state representative),
77, 82

state printer, 32, 34-35, 46, 170

State Republican League (1912), 202,
203

State Tax Commission, 45, 46, 123, 134,
262

Stavely, J. H. (state senator), 128

Stewart, J. H. (state senator), 77, 128

Stich, A. C. (Wagstaff’s campaign man-
ager), 169

Stone, Robert (state representative), 129,
130, 171

Stuart, William I. (judge), 191-92
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Stubbs, Walter Roscoe:

1905 Kansas
University speech, 6; 1905 Topeka
speech, 12; independent of factions,
35; state representative, 36; 1904 Re-
publican state chairman, 36, 44, 77;
encourages Hoch, 37-38; and Kansas
Republican League, 40, 72; his sena-
torial ambitions, 41-42; declines
Hoch’s support, 43; 1904 KXansas
Speaker, 45; opposes state oil refinery,
48-49; and railroads, 60, 118, 119-20;
and Kansas Civic Voters League, 68,
70-71; attacks Long, 71; at 1906 state
convention, 75; in 1906 senatorial elec-
tion, 78, 80, 81; asks special session,
88; and progressive Republican faction,
89; and Bristow, 90; opposes conven-
tion system, 92; supports primary law,
93, 95; and White, 202; supports pro-
hibition, 107, 113-16, 231; elected
governor (1908), 107-8, 109, 260;
and 1908 platform, 109; as governor,
111-34; his personality a drawback,
111-12; and labor, 115; supports em-
ployers’ liability, 115-16; supports
workmen’s compensation, 116; acts
against dairy trust, 117; his legislative
program, 120-26; and 1910 election,
127, 166-69, 171, 173-77, 179-80,
182, 184; his 1911 proposals, 127-34;
and Allen, 164; as senatorial hopeful,
166; and Roosevelts Osawatomie
speech, 178; heralds National Progres-
sive Republican League, 181; and
Roosevelt’s 1912 campaign, 185, 189,
194, 195, 198; opposes 1912 bolt, 186;
and 1912 National Convention, 187;
his 1912 senatorial campaign, 191-93,
203, 204, 209, 213, 229, 236, 237; and
1912 vote, 202, 204, 207; attends
Roosevelt’s December 1912 confer-
ence, 210-11; and Progressive party,
215-17; 225-26, 228, 229-31; and
1914 election, 238, 243; and govern-
ment ownership of utilities, 240; loses
1918 senatorial election, 257-58; loses
1922 gubernatorial nomination, 257;
mentioned, 59, 62, 76, 99, 161, 199,
251

Taft, William Howard: Roosevelt sup-

ports (1908), 99; his acceptance



speech, 104; and Bristow, 108; carries
Kansas, 110; opposes bank deposit in-
surance, 124; his first months as presi-
dent, 127; and Kansas insurgents, 135—
64, 168, 280 n4, 283 n69; and Cannon,
140; and Ballinger-Pinchot affair, 146—
48; and tariff revision, 148-54; sup-
ports corporation tax, 152; and Postal
Savings Bank Law, 155; and postal
service, 156; and Mann-Elkins bill,
159; and patronage, 159-61, 163; tours
Japan and Korea, 173; disappointed in
1910 Kansas primary, 176; calls 1910
White House harmony meeting, 181;
and Canadian Reciprocity, 182; vetoes
Farmers’ Free List, 182; renominated
(1912), 185-86; nomination called
“stolen,” 189, 194-95, 205; and 1912
election, 190-92, 198, 200; and elector
struggle, 193-97; loses Kansas, 201;
mentioned, 94, 118, 134, 166, 177,
183, 187, 223, 235

Taft Clubs, 99

Taft Republican League, 202

tariffs and tariff revision: in 61st Con-

gress, 4; progressive Republicans, Kan-
sas Civic Voters League support down-
ward revision, 8, 70; Republicans sup-
port reciprocity, 8; Long and, 25;
Madison and, 145; Bristow on, 148-52,
214, 282 n42, 282 n52; Taft on, 148-
52; La Follette and Beveridge on, 155;
Stubbs and, 168; Hodges and, 206;
Curtis and, 236; Republicans, Progres-
sives on, in 1914, 241. See also Ca-
nadian Reciprocity; Cuban Reciproc-
ity; Farmers’ Free List; Payne-Aldrich
Act; Payne bill; Underwood tariff

taxes. See corporation tax; income tax;

inheritance tax

Taylor, W. Carr (vice-president Kansas
Republican League), 38

Thompson, William (senator), 203, 204
trade reciprocity, 43

Troutman, James A.: 1902 gubernatorial

candidate, 23-24; and Long, 70; and
Square Deal Club, 77, 79; on Long-
Bristow campaign, 105-6; calls 1913
harmony meeting, 215-17, 223; and
1914 platform, 239; mentioned, 222

Tucker, H. H. (senatorial candidate),
236-37

Underwood tariff, 248

Union Pacific Railroad, 55

United Commercial Travelers of America,
55, 86

United States Steel Corp., 183-84, 199

university and state colleges, reorganiza-
tion of their governing boards, 133

Valentine, David (Kansas Supreme Court
clerk), 172

Van Devanter, Willis (justice), 191

Van Sant, George (Minnesota governor),
68

Wabash case, 54

Waggener, Balie (of Missouri Pacific),
40-41, 43, 65, 126

Wagstaff, Tom (gubernatorial candi-
date), 168, 169

Walker, Paul (railroad lobbyist), 65

Wall Street, 199, 219

Warren, Fred (Kansas Socialist), 176-77

Webster, John L. (attorney), 126

West, J. S. (judge), 212

White, William Allen: his “What’s the
Matter with KansasP” 3; his characteri-
zation of progressive Republican, 4;
and Leland, 14, 15; and Roosevelt, 21,
101, 184-96; and Long, 28, 105; and
1903 scandals, 33; a Muckraker, 51;
on railroads in politics, 60-61; on free
passes, 62; supports Kansas Civic vot-
ers League, 70; supports Stubbs, 73,
111, 112; and Square Deal Hand Book,
78; and Hoch (1906), 79; and 1906
senatorial campaign, 82; and Curtis,
83, 259-60; requests special session,
88; and progressive Republicans, 89,
164-86; promotes  Stubbs-Bristow
unity, 90; opposes convention system,
92; supports primary, 93, 95; Bristow’s
1908 campaign manager, 100-102; de-
bates Long, 101-3; asks dairy anti-
trust action, 117-18; testifies in Kansas
senate, 130--31; on Taft and insurgents,
154; and Taft, 163; and 1910 election,
166, 169-74, 176-77; and Roosevelt’s
Osawatomie speech, 178; and La Fol-
lette, 182-83; and 1912 election, 184~
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89, 193-99, 203, 207; opposes bolt,
third party, 186, 187, 209; and Progres-
sive National Convention, 188; and
1912 electors, 193, 195-96; and Kan-
sas Progressive party, 209-11, 213, 215,
217, 220-22, 224-28; calls Topeka con-
ference, 213; and Troutman, 217; and
1914 Progressive campaign, 229, 234—
36, 238, 242-46; compared to David
Lloyd George, 231; and Perkins, 232—
33; on 1914 Republican platform, 239~
41; and suspension of Progressive
party, 248; becomes increasingly con-
servative, 249-50; asked to rejoin Re-
publicans, 251; works to reunite par-
ties, 251; and Roosevelt’s candidacy,
252-54; endorses Hughes, 255; on 1916
election, 256; prominent in Republican
party, 257; supports Allen, 258-59;
1924 independent, anti-Ku Klux Klan
gubernatorial candidate, 259; and re-
form, 294 n12; mentioned, 77

Wichita Chamber of Commerce, 68-69,
97

Wickersham, George (U.S. attorney gen-
eral), 125, 136, 154, 155, 157-58

Williams, Al (Boss Buster), 202
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Williams, William D.
commissioner), 118

Wilson, James (U.S. secretary of agri-
culture), 166

Wilson, Woodrow: and 1912 election,
197, 199, 200, 202; his “New Free-
dom” platform, 200, 218-19; and tariff,
201; appoints Murdock to FTC, 246;
Wichita Eagle supports (1916), 254;
some Progressives support, 255; and
1916 election, 256

woman suffrage: Hoch supports reluc-
tantly, 45; amendment submitted
(1912), 134; Hodges on, 204; Capper
favors, 205; Progressive party and,
220, 241, 261; Bristow on, 234; Mur-
dock opposes, 235; Republican party
and, 241, 261; its effect on 1916 elec-
tion, 295 n26

Women’s Christian Temperance Union,
220, 241

Woods, Harry (delegate), 187

workmen’s compensation, 116, 177, 203,
262

World War 1, 256, 260

zine, 11, 150
Zumwalt, Ermi (editor), 62-63

(Texas railroad



Leaders of Reform

PROGRESSIVE REPUBLICANS IN
KANSsAS, 1900-1916

Robert Sherman La Forte

WITH A NEW FOREWORD BY CHARLES DELGADILLO
EELLREE R R R R R R R R R R R R R R TR R R AR R T T

In Leaders of Reform, Robert Sherman La Forte examines the intricacies of
shifting factions within the state majority party over a two decade period, from
the Boss-Busters and political machines of the early 1900s through the formation
of a new party behind Theodore Roosevelt in 1913. La Forte discusses the
motives, activities, accomplishments, and failures of the progressive Republicans.
He provides excellent vignettes of major leaders such as William Allen White,
Arthur Capper, Joseph L. Bristow, and Charles Curtis as well as lesser-known
characters such as Walter Roscoe Stubbs, Edward H. Hoch, and Cy Leland, Jr. In
providing a detailed analysis of virtually all Kansas progressive Republican leaders
during the era, La Forte has made a valuable contribution to both state and
national political history.

Robert Sherman La Forte was professor of history at the University of North
Texas, where he taught for thirty years. In addition to this book, he coauthored
three books on World War IT history and the authorized history of the University
of North Texas.

Charles Delgadillo is lecturer in history at the California State Polytechnic
University, Pomona, and Norco College, in California. He is the author of
Crusader for Democracy: The Political Life of William Allen White.
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