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CHAPTER I

THE TRUMPET SOUNDS

Republican politicians walked on the proverbial thin
ice during the politically cataclysmic years 1910 to 1916.
Progressivism, which had invaded the conservative-controlled
Republican party, provoked a split that affected local politics
as well as the party's national leadership. The rebellion
engulfing the party demanded that each Republican clearly
define his position, whether it meant remaining within one
of the factions of the party or creating entirely new polit-
ical alliances. The available choices, ranging from reaction
to insurgency, required that the professional Republican
politician be painfully specific., The dilemma faced by these
politicians, particularly those of the rank and file who were
sympathetic with progressive ideals, is the major concern of
this study. |

The revolution that resulted after 1910 was dependent
on the evolution of the Republican party in the initial tes
years of the century. Throughout the first decade of the
twentieth century, the tide of progressivism rose within the
ranks of the Republican party. The seeds of revolt were being

generously sown. Beginning in the cities the crusading
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progressives graudally moved into state politics and ultimately
challenged the standpat attitude of the Republican party leaders
in Washington. The movement directed its efforts toward
eliminating the appalling abuses created by the rapid

industrial development in the United States. Progressives
sought through legislation to solve these problems by increasing
governmental power over economic activities and by providing
the people with more direct control of their government. These
changes required public awareness of existing problems and
ultimately a fight against the privileged interests who stood
to lose from the transition.

Articles of exposure published in popular magagines
enlightened the public about the corruption existing in
American society. Lincoln Steffens' article entitled
"Tweed Days in St. Louis", published in October, 1902, is
recognized as officially ushering in the era of muckraking
exposure.l Before 1910, a host of journalists, like Steffens,
were attacking the crime and corruption which saturated all
elements of soclety. 3, 5. McClure, the editor and publisher
of MgClure's magazine, defined the situation when he wrote:

1c, c. Re rakers
« C. Regier, The Era of the Muckrakers {Gloucester
Massachusetts, 195%), p.”“%. '



"Capitalists, workingmen, politicians, citizens ~- all breaking
the law, or letting it be broken., Who is left to uphold it?
+» + » There is no one left; but all of us, @

The agents of exposure, the so-called muckrakers,
carried on an extensive and factual campaign that ultimately
convinced the public that corruption blanketed society from
top to bottom. Steffens' article "Tweed Days in 5%. Louis”
initiated a serles of articles exposing dishonesty in
American cities, He discovered that municipal dishonesty
was a stepping stone to political depravity within the state
governments, Exposing the criminal conditions in Missouri,
Illinois, Thode Island, New Jersey, and Ohlo, Steffens found
that the political party dominating the state made little
difference as to the degree of corruption. Before 1910,
almost all of the states had been subjected to muckraking.3

Meanwhile, writers were publishing articles attacking
the federal government. Again Steffens led the way, but
the results of his investigation proved toc innocuous to
satisfy the typically sensational standards of muckraking.

David Graham Phillips severely attacked the Senate in a series

2
Richard Hofstadter, The Progressive Movement, 1900-1915
(Englewood C1iffs. Nady. 1363) ot o ’

3Richard Hofstadter Th@ of Refo .R.
{New ‘éark, 1955), pp. zoé Regiex', ?he t%e ?uc ga}_g ;ﬁ
pp. 59-1



of nine articles, He charged the majority of senators, both
Republicans and Democrats, with representing business interests
for their personal benefit., Phillips'! assault on the Senate
was one among many that have been given some credit for the
passaze in 1913 of the seventeenth amendment, which provides
for the direct election of senators. Other than these onslaughts,
there was little investigation into the federal government due
to Theodore Roosevelt's popularity among the muckrakers.
Hoosevelt's successor, William Howard Taft, would not be so
fortunate,%

The business community also came in for a major share
of muckraking. Ida M, Tarbell, in a series of articles
entitled "The History of the Standard Oil Cempany", exposed
the special privileges granted to the trust, Investigation
into the railroads, life insurange companies, and financial
institutions among other representatives of the business
community disclosed similar malpraanices‘5

Through the muckraking campaign of exposure, the public
was made aware of the cest of industrial development. The

captalns of industry, the bosses, and the machine politicians

“Regiar, Ihe Era of the Muckrakers, pp. 108-115.
Ibid., pp. 120-140.
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became recognigable malefactors.® This enlightenment provoked
an increasing public demand for reform legislation.
Housecleaning started in the cities, The rampant
political corruption in the big cities by the turn of the
century was characterized by boss-controlled political
machines, monopolies, and special privileges. As a result,
the municipalities suffered from slums, and inadequate trans-
portation, sewage, and water facilities. The job of eliminating
the slums and reising the standards of public health was
assligned to local progressive politicians., Although headway
was made in the 1890's, most effective reforms came after 1900,
Thomas L. Johnson, the progressive mayor of Cleveland, Ohio,
stimulatved a more democratic government in Cleveland by
assailing the city's privileged elements., Sanmuel M. Jones
was another mayor dedicated to municipal reform., His success
in Toledo came as a result of applying the Golden Rule to
pelitics, Other cities undergoing progressive reform included
San Franclsco, Denver, Minneapolis, Boston, Jersey City,
Milwaukee, Springfield, New York, St. Louis, Kansas City,
Philadelphia, and Cincinnati. From these attempts to govern

the cities more effectively came new forms of municipal

bnorstadter, The Age of Reform, p.195.



government. Both the commission and city-manager plans,
developed in the early twentieth century, encouraged the
application of specialization in eity government.7

It was soon apparent to local reformers that substantial
progress within the cities hinged on progressive changes at
the state level, Finding themselves stymled by the control
of the state legislature, many local reformers moved into
state politics., For example, Joseph W, Folk, the reform
mayor of St. lLouis, was elected governor of Missouri in spite
of opposition from state corporations and the more conservative
members of his own party.g Reform within the state government
was most dramatically achieved by Robert M. La Follette of |
Wisconsin who overcame the state political machine to be
elected governor in 1900, During his three terms as governor,
the dynamic "Battling Bob" successfully fought for an
outstanding list of reform measures in Wisconsin including a
primary election law, increased taxation and regulaticn of the
railroads and utilivies, and a host of laws regulating civil

service, lobbying, labor, state banks, conservation and water

Teor b ) % ‘ g 9
ge &, Mowry, The Era of Theodore Roosevelt, 1900-1912
The New imgg%gan Nation Se ies, edited by Henry Steele ommager’
a

Fiquestemn Frogragaive Folitics! 4 iptorlial seuiy b5 Sxe Grisih
western Progressive Politics, storical Study of Its s
Development, 1870-1 st Lansing, Michigan, 19517,

¥ i"' 2.

Siiowry, The Era of Theodore Roosevelt, p. 75.
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power franchises.? During the first decade of the twentieth
century, other reform governors coming mostly from the Midwest
and following lLa Follette's lead included Albert B, Cummins
of lowa, John A, Johnson of Minnesota, George H. Prouty of
Vermont, CGeorge Sheldon of Nebraska, Coe Crawford of South
Dakota, John Burke of North Dakots, Walter Rescoe Stubbs of
Eansas, and Charles Evans Hughes of New York., Generally,
these governors, as well zs other state reform politicians,
had to do battle with big business and the regular party
machine, To warious degrees they sought to limit bossism
through regulation and to extend popular control of the
government by the passage of such measures as the initiative,
referencum, recall, direct election of senators, and the direct
primary,10

%hile the progressive reformers were shaking the
lethargic conservatives at the local and state levels,
progressivism was gradually penetrating the federal govern-
ment. In light of a long-standing conservative Republican
domination, the odds in favor of reform coming from Washington

appeared negligible., Chances were not improved in 1900 when

9
‘Belle C, and Fola La Follette, Hobert M. La Folleite
ggﬁgxlk’ glwlggng,gg, 1925, Vel.,I, 2 vols, {New York, ’
P33l Dpe 1Yl -

10ﬁye, dwestern Progressive Politics, pp. 225~234;
Mowry, Era of ore Roosevel ps (3-860; Merlo J. Pusey,
¢ Evans es, vol. I, 2 vels, (New York, 1951},

PP. -209.




William McKinely was reelected President of the United States,
and the majority of both houses was composed of regular
Republicans, On September &6, 1901, the security of the
Republican stronghold was threatened when an assasin shot
President Mce¥inley, Within a week, MeKinley was dead, and
Theodore Roosevelt had been sworn into office., The forshoding
experienced by the standpat Hepublicans was epltomized by a
comment reportedly made by Mark Hanna, the hoss of the national
Republican party, at the time of MceKinley's death: "I told
William McKinley it was a mistake to nominate that wild man
at Philadelphia . . . Now look, that damned cowboy is President
of the Umited States,"il

The conservatives had only to review Roosevelt's relatively
brief political career to become upset. Unlike most other young
nen coming from the comfortably wealthy class, Roosevelt had
chosen %o actively enter politics after graduating from
Harvard. Serving filrst as an assemblyman in the New York
legislature, Hoosevelt in rapid succession was appointed to
The United States Civil Service Commission, head of the police
board of New York Clty, and Assistant Secretary of the Mavy.lz

In each post, ioosevelt had supported a limited number of

11 ,
George H., Maver, The Republican Party,1854-1964 (New
York, 1964}, p. 272, = —

124en Ro graphy
ry F. Pringle, Thegdore Roosevelt, A Biograph
(New York, 1931), ppe 120-T80. — ’
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reform measures, In 1896, hoosevelt was clected governor of
Few York under the auspices of Boss Thomas €, Plattls political
machine., By 1900, Platy was anxious to get the crusading
Eoosevelt out of the state, and the vice-presidency was
convenient.t3 To the conservatives' discomfort, Hoosevelt
accidentally became President.

At first the apprehension expressed by lepublican leaders
appeared to be unfounded. On taling office, Roosevelt announced
that he would follow McKinley's policies and would ask the
cabinet members to remain at their posts.l4 Before writing
his first message to Congress, Roosevelt sought the counsel
of 8 number of the conservative Republlicans so that when the
nessage was delivered, it was almost sterilized by aquivocatian.l5

Roosevelt's initial timidity was due mainly to the conser~
vative framework within which he had to work. In the Senate,
the dominant Republican figures were Nelson W, Aldrich of
Bhode Island, John C, Spooner of Wisconsin, Orville H. Platt
of Connecticut, and William B, Allison of Yowa. Joseph G, Cannon,
a Republican conservative, began his reign over the House as
speaker & few months after Roosevelt took office, As a
practical politician, Roosevelt generally cooperated with these

sovereign forces,l0

13Ibéd »y pp L 21@"‘223 -

1“Thaadere Roosevelt !
G Theodore Roosevelt, An Autobicgraphy
(New York, 1926), p. 350. ’

ls?ringie, Theodore Roosevelt, pp. 244-245,

léMbwry, The Era of Theodore Roosevelt, pp. 115-122,
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On occasion durding Roosevelt's first term he upsst the
conservatives, In 1902, he unexpectedly charged the Northern
Securities Conpany, a gigantie holding company, with violating
the Sherman Act., Oeorge E, Mowry has suggested that Roosevelt's
trust-busting activity canme after he realized that he could
not pass lesiclation which would control the trusts as long
as Congraess was doninated by conservatives:; therefore, his
only alternative wes to apply the existing antitrust laws,

The standpat Republicans were shocked by the President's
independence 2 sacond time in 1902 when he appointed a commission
to arbitrate the disagreoment between the striking anthracite
coal miners and the operators who dominsted the inducstry.

At one point in the negotiations, Roosevelt, angered by the
operatora' recalcitrance, threatened to seize the mines and

to reopen them under government direction. The final settle~
ment issued by the arbitration commission was a compromise.
Significantly, the settlement had not followed the traditional
pro-business pattern,i?

Roosevelt's actions delighted the progressive Republicans.
Although the clamor he created may have lacked some substance,
the progressive Hepublicans began to ses him as a champlion of
the progressive cause. They applauded his trust-busting
campaign and, in splite of the Tact that they were not pro-union,

supported the concept of the federal government arbitrating

171pid., pp. 130-139.



il

the controversiss between capital 2nd labor. They were also
excited by Roosevelt's occasional references to o downward
revision of the tariff,18 Likewdise, Roosevelt's support of
the Newlands Reclemation Act of 1902, which provided for
federally-constructed irrigation dams in the Vest, met with
their approval,i?

In these first years, Roosevelt measured his actions in
light of the effect they would have on the approaching presi-
dential election.?V Behind the scenes, he initiated during
his first year of office 2 campaign against Mark Hamna for
control of the Republican perty organisation. He was so
successful in using the presidential powers to bolster support
that little doubt remained by 1903 of Hoosevelt's nomination
as the Republican candidate in 1904, Nominated unanimously,
Roosevelt overwhelmingly defeated his Democratic opponent,
Alton B, Parker. For the next four years, the trust-buster
was t0 be President in his own right,?l

During his second administration, Roosevelt carried on
an extensive campalgn for the passage of 2 law which would

provide for more effective regulation of the railreads. To

187pid., pp. 126-133,

19Ga9r Hov :
ge B, Mowry, Theodore Rogsevelt and the Progressive
Hovenent (N&disoa,Wiscéns n, 67, p. 19,

20mowry, The Era of Theodore Roosevelt, p. 164.

21l john dorton Blum, The Republican Roosevelt (Massachusetts
1954), pp. 38-70; Pringle, Egggﬁgge ﬁgeagv&%g. pp. 350-354. ’
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encourage support for tho bill, foosevelt threatened to provoke
an issue over turiff revision. He rsescognized thet vhe standpat
Republicans objocted to rallroad regsulation snd tariff revision,
but thot the progressives would [izht for both issues, In
essence, Soosavelt hoped that he could Torce the standpatiers
to agree to his railroad proposals by holding the threat of
tariff revision over their heads, 2?2

Roosevedt's political acumen was vividly illustrated in
this intricate fight, In addition to insertirg the issue of
tarilf revision, which had the potential of dividing the party,
Hoosevelt adeptly used publicity and threatened to eall 2 special
session of Congress unless a railroad bill was passed, VWhile
threatening the conservatives, Hoosevelt flirted with the
midwestern progressives., In the end, he denied the temptation
of Joining the left and appealed substantially to the Republican
center, Nevertheless, the progressives aided Roosevelt in his
bid for railroad legislation, 1In the Senate where the battle
vas most severe, Senator Jonathan P, Dolliver of Towa led the
Republicans who were moving toward progressivism apainst
Senator Aldrich's conservative leadership. Progressive
governors such 2s Robert M, La Follette of Wisconsin and Albert B,
Cummins of Iowa were also encouraging more effective federal

railroad regulation, Roosevelt's political tactles were rewarded

ﬁzBlum, The Republican Roosevelt, pp. 73-89.
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in 1906 by the passage of the Hepburn Act, which significantly
strengthened the regulatory power of the Interstate Commerce
Cammission.zB

The public sentiment manifested in the debate over the
Hepburn bill and other contemporary issues convinced the
pelitically alert Roosevelt that the influence of progressivism
was increasing at the expense of conservatism., By 1906, a number
of state insurgents were invading the stately chambers of Congress,
Roosevelt's reaction to the progressive tide was to move with
it. In his final two years as President, Hoosevelt, while
romancing the progressives, alienated the conservatives. He
| violently attacked big business as an obstacle to reform and
the federal courts as being reactionary. In his final ma&a&geﬁ
to Congress, Roosevelt advocated a host of progressive measures
that would provide for more federal regulation of the business
comnunity and improved conditions for labor.?¥

In these last two years, Roosevelt championed the cause
of the growing number of progressive Republicans and, by doing
80, enhanced their responsibilisy. In spite of the threat the
insurgents posed to Republican unity, Roosevelt skillfully
maintained a degree of unity in the Republican ranks,25

23Blum, The Republican Roosevelt, pp. 92-102; Mowry, “gg
Era of Theodore ; Roosevelt, pp. 198205,

zkﬁowry, Era of Theodore Hoosevelt, pp. 209-225.
25Ibid.
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The inecreasingly difficult task of contlnuing to hold the
party together fell to William Howard Taft, Roosevelt's hand-
pleked successor, Taft's job was magnified by the success
of the midwestern progressive Republicans in the 1908 elections
and the increasing number of conversions to progressivism.
Before 1910, the Senate housed a group of progressive Republicans
who malntained some unity of action., Prominent among the
Senate progressives were Robert M., La Follette of Wisconsin,
Jonathan Dolliver and Albert Cummins of Iowa, Joseph Bristow
of Kansas, Moses Clapp of ’innesota, and Albert Beverldge of
Indiana, In the House, numerous insurgent Hepublicans appeared,
including George Norris of Nebraska, Victor Murdock and Edmond
Madison of Kansas, John Nelson and Irvine lLenroot of Wisconsin,
Miles Poindexter of Washington, and Charles Lindbergh of
Minnesota, among & host of others coming mostly from the
Midwest and Far West,20

The mushrooming progressive faction within the Republican
party made Taft, who was essentially a conservative, uncomfortable.
In spite of his public announcement that he would carry on
Roosevelt's policies, Taft immediately began to move toward
an alliance with the standpatters. The first substantial
indication of Taft's true sentiment came during the debate on
tariff revision in 2 special session of Gcngﬁess in 1909.

26Nya, Midwestern Progressive Polities, pp. 262-265,
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Although Taft initially supported downward revision, he
ultimately supported Senator Aldrich's reactionary amendments.
In splte of an organized effort in the Senate by the Republican
progressives to defeat the revised duties, the Payne-Aldrich
bill was passed,?7 Taft's move toward conservatism, epitomigzed
by his ecooperation with Senator Aldrich, had begun,

The progressives' disenchantment with Taft deepened during
an administrative controversy between Richard Ballinger,
Secretary of the Interior, and Gifford Pinchot, Chlef Forester,
From this debate, it appeared to the progressives that Taft
was attempting to shelve the popular conservation program
which had been created by Hoosevelt during his second term.

In the process of the argument, Pinchot, who symbolized Hoosevelt's
plan for conserving the public domain, was dismiszssed, while
Ballinger, considered by the public to be opposed to the conser-
vation program was defended by Taft, For the progressives

who identified with Roosevelt, Taft's actions were heresy.gg

Progressive disdain for Taft grew again during an attempt
by the House insurgents to restrict the powers of Joseph Cannon,
Jpeaker of the House. Although Taft had committed himself to
the overthrow of "Cannonism", he was inconsistent. Finally,
the insurgents initiated the assault without Taft's support.
The §§§?§§’T§%§§§§§9 Qogrgergfsp;? %ﬁ%%%%g%, pp. 266-57; lowry,

I——————

28y 4 feow
ve, gggweﬁgtrn Progressive Pelit%es pp. 267-68; Mowry
The Era gg’? eodoregﬁ"baave L, pp. 250-57. ’ ’




In 1909, the insurgents led by Geerge W. Norris {failed in
their first attempt to reach Canncn beecause of the protsction
offered hinm by the regular Hepublicans, During the next
session of Congress, the insurgents were more successful,
Norris was able to accunulate forty-four Hepublican votes for
a bill restricting Cannon's contrel over the Rules Committee.
A coalition with the Democrats provided enough votes to pass
the blll, Cannon retained his position as Speaker, but the
insurgents had limited his extensive powers, Instead of
being asscciated with this progressive achievement, Taft was
becoming almest inseparable from the regular Republicans,EQ
By 1910, the space that separated the progressive and
conservative factions of the Republican party had Lecome a
gulf, Talt, unable to cope with the rising tide of progressivism,
had settled into z more comfortable alliance with the conser-
vatives. Nevertheless, the insurgents continued to bolster
their forces in preparation for a fight that threatened party
unity. After 1910, every Hepublican, particularly those who
sought reform, faced the dilemma inherent in an intraparty

conflict.

2941fred Lief, Democracy's Norris, The Blography of a
Lonely Crusad (New Torﬁ, T%%?), PP 15535% Nye, ﬁgawé“gé"
ﬁrogresafvg Politics, pp. 268-59; Mowry, Era of Theodore
Qoosevelt, pp. R39-42.




CHAPTER II

RIDING HIGH

In 1910, despite the fierceness in the Republican
party's internecine war, the insurgents did not intend to
destroy the party organization. They were continually
concerned with the extent to which progressivism could be
carried within the party framework, HRay Stannard Baker,
a perceptive political journalist, defined this dflemma in
an article entitled "Is the Republican Party Breaking Up?"
in which he wrote: "The Insurgent Movement is indeed torn
between the timidity of not going far enough and the terror
of going too far."l The point reached by individual insurgents,
and whether that position proved feasible or disastrous,
determined the complexion of the Republican party for the
first half of the twentieth century.

Although the extent of insurgency attained by Robert M,
La Follette of Wisconsin, Albert B. Cummins and Jonathan Dolliver
of Iowa, Albert Beveridge of Indiana, Moses Clapp of Minnesota,
and a host of other insurgent Republicans during this trying
period is well known, less prominent progressives, who faced

the same dilemmas and experienced similar hardships and rewards,

, 1Ray Stannard Baker, "Is The Republican Party Breaking Up?"
The American Magazine, LXIX (February, 1910), 446,

17
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have received far less attention. For example, La Follette's
stature in ¥Wisconsin overshadowed a figure such as Irvine L,
Lenroot, who served in Congress throughout the politieally
trawmatic second decade of the twentieth century. Accordingly,
Charles A. lindbergh of Minnesota, to a lesser degree, was
obscured by Moses Clapp., A similar fate befell other figures
under investigation in this study including Jonathan Bourne
of Oregon, Joseph L. Bristow and Victor Murdock of Kansas,
Williem Kent of Californis, Asle J. Gronna of North Dakota,
and Miles Poindexter of Washington. Ultimately these more
obscure politicians became the bulwark of progressivism
within the Nepublican party.

The political lives of the rank and file progressives
were as seriously threatened by the Republican party schism
as were those who by virtue of being more prominent received
greater attention. By choosing insurgency these progressives
brought down upon themselves the entrenched forces of conser-
vatism, Between 1910 and 1916 the decislonstthey made had the
capacity to prolong or to terminate their politieal careers.,
These decisions were to various degrees tempered by principle
and by political expediency. For those who miscalculated
the public temper there swaited what Leon Trotsky in an carlier
revolution had ealled "the dust-bin of history.”

The dilemma facing insurgent and regular Hepublicans in
1910 required them to weigh the variablas on which their
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political existence depsnded and to take & stand. For Taft
and his conservative cohorts this meant that the party had

to be purged of the outspoken dissenters, The Insurgents'
increseing militancy and strength would challenge any
fepublican activity which could be judged reactlonary. The
lines were clearly drawn., ZHepublican pollticians at all
levels of govermment were heing compelled to commlt themselves
in wnequivocal terns.

The initial battle for control of the Republican party
ensued during the state primary elections in 1910, Doth wings
fought for position on the state and national tickets. In
almost every state progressive candidates were placed against
standpatters. An unusual degree of unity was manifested by
both factions. In spite of their typical individuslism,
cooperation {lourished within the insurgent ranks as the
state Republican primaries were getting underway in the summer
of 1910, Hany of the insurgents who were nol standing for
reelection campaigned in states where progressives mmeountered
regular Republicans. Victor Murdock of Kansas tourad Washington
apeaking lor Miles Poindexter, a progressive who sought election
te the United States Jenate, and Dolliver, Cwmains, and Clapp
campaigned in Indiana for the realection of Senator Beveridge.
The most impressive manifestation of insurgent unity came in
Wisconsin, where La Follette and Irvine Lenroot among other

progressive candidates were running for election. During this



campaign thirteen progressive leaders stumped Wisconsin,
making a total of one hundred sighty speeches for the stute
Republican insurgents,?

The harmony among the insurgents enhanced their chances
of success, but the entrenched forces of conservatisn in the
Republican orpanization ¢id not allow this threat to go
unchallenged, President Taft and Senator Welson Aldrich
initlated a campaign in early 1910 to establish a fund for
use by regular Republicans against the insurgents. The
Fresident also brought the power of patronage to bear upon
the malcontents, As early as mid-February Q@VFgggwgha’a
vVeekly Magagine charged Taft with holding up the insurgents'
recommendations for federal appointments in order to encourage
them to support the administration's policies, This weapon
was used initislly to break down inswrgent opposition to the
Payne-Aldrich Tariff in the Senate and to stifle the rebels?
of fensive against Cannon in the House. During the
primary elections of 1910, Taft, who wos determined to force
the insurgents intoe line, maintained his policy of "disciplining”
them,>

gﬁay Stannard Baker, "On The Politlieal Firing Line, An
Agcount of the ﬁﬂw'Prn;ram and Leadership of the Frogressives

of the West," The American Mogazine, LEXI (November, 1910}, bL-5H;
La Foll ;;@fr Teekly Dagngine, ueptéﬂb&“ 17, 1910, ’ ’

3& \
eorge L, Howey, a ﬁ%%ﬁ@x ;Q o
: '§ ;_x7(Eadiaan, Wiae@na n, y Pa 99 tﬂ%a“§‘

@, February 19, 191G,
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without exception, these pressures were applied to the
insurgentz. Lynn Halrnes, author of Law Making in America, had
such threzts in mind when he defined "A fire~tested insurgent
e s o BB & o o & Congresaman or Senator who has demonstrated
she strength to withstand two big temptations., Presidential
patronage--is one fire test: congressional favors, the other,"s
The insurgents' politlcal security depended significantly upon
amploying 2 certain number of thelr supperters, Without the
apodls to compensate thelr followers, ths progressives would
be replaced Ly others who could provide the compensation. In
vheo 1910 primariss the figures of this study sought reeslection
witheut offering the spoils to their adherents, They gambled
that the public wme Interested enough in progressive reforn
Lo overlook this shortcoming.

Miles Poindexter of Washington, who sought the Hepublican
nonination to the United States Jenate in the 1910 primaries,
had served during the two previous years as a Hepublican
gongrassman. On entering Congress in 1909, the azpreasive
Poindexter immediately had assumed a role of leadership among
the 1naurg@nﬁ$a5 In the confliet with Camnon and the 01ld Guard he
had advocated " . . ., a reorganization of the House of Represen-

batlves, so that that branch of Congress, at least, shall be

&&ﬁ.?alégaﬁ@’@ Weokly lapagzine, Deceaber 14, 19312,

f’i”p ™ & Sl A8 g ki ¢ ; ;
olndexter Carries Washington he Amgr%can Eﬂxggg of
.ggxxg@&, XLIT (@atmb@r? 1510}, 396; *senator Foln exter, who
§%§§% tg be President,” The Lihgg@rg Digeat, LEIII (December 6,
s 80,
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as it vas intended to be, responsive to public ﬁpinian‘”é His
fight, which wns basieslly in opposition te the privileped
interests, had led him to support progressive proposals such
as the physical welustion of railroad property and increased
power for the Interstate Commerce Commission,?

During the 1910 Republican primary campalgn, Polndexter
faced those some forces thot he had attacked {or the past two
sessions of Congress. President Taft, who wag actively engaged
in supporting the regular Republican candidates in the primardes,
gonvinced the Washington conservatives that to deflent Poindexter
it would be necessary to undte in support o¢f only one of their
aaplrants., In Taft's opinion " , . . a more blatant demagopue
snd Demoerat never axisted” than Miles Poindexter,® Secretary
of the Interlior, Richard A. Ballinger, formerly a Seattle,
Washington lawyer, wirtuslly selected the standpatter who
opposed Poindexter in the primary election. Having felt the
sting of Poindexter's invective during the public debate on
the administration's conservation policies, Secretary Ballinger
unhesitantly used the state Hepublican machine against hinm,

“La Pollette's Weekly ¥ ; July 16, 1910,
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In a public stetement Ballinger sald: "I do not consider
Hepresentative Poindexter a Hepublican. He is a renk Jocialist
or if he is not one, he will be one seon,"?

In face of this impressive opposition, Polndexter welcomed
the support of progressives who were willing to champion his
canuse in the primary campairn, Several insurgentss, including
L Folletbe, responded vo hls eall.l® In sddision to insurgent
endorsement, Toindexter was particularly interested in gaining
Theodore Roosevelt's support. In sarly July, Hoosevelt received
Polndexter at Uyster Bay and from thelr siatements 4o the press
it appeared that the ex-president plonned to support hin against
the Taft-Ballinger candidnte in the Washington ssnstorial rece.
The implication that Roosevelt wes in aympathy with his position
was appsront when Podndaxter stated that he " , . . found Col.
Zoosevelt unchanged., He 1s Just the same as ever. He and I
have worked topether clways, and he assured me that we would
adways workx together. I am delighted with the result of the
visis."I  focsevelt dic not, however, actively campaipgn lor
Poindexter in 1910, The Rough-hHider, having recently returned
from his Africen safari, at that point wns more interested in

settling party differences than in campalgning sctively for

o . PR s
“Hew York Times, July 4, 1900 im Fellebte's wWgekly
18, Judy 1o, 191G,

i01g 5o ;%g te'y Heekly lagazine, July 16, 1910; Belle Case
and Fola @%ta, Tobert ii. La vgigaﬁtﬁ, 1, 2¢3.
11,
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known insurgents, Nevertheless, Taft found their agreeableness
irrivating, particularly in light of a statement Poindexter
had made in April in which he announced his preference for
Roosevelt as the Republican presidential candidate for 1912,12
Despite Roosevelt's reluctance to actively support him
and Taft's animosity, Poindexter carried on an effective
campaign, He accused the standpatters of abandoning Republican
principles and cited the Payne-Aldrich Tariff as vivid testimony.
He stood on a solidly progressive platform, advocating conser-
vation of natural resources, government regulation of the
railroads, and competition, rather than monopoly, in business.
Like most ot her progressives, Poindexter mixed demagoguery
with principle, For example, he called for the creation of
a tariff commission ". . . with full power to investigate apd
report all facts necessary to an enlightened tariff schedule,
rather than a grab and barter system of Aldrich and Cannon."13
The conservative Hepublicans in his state had initially
regarded Poindexter's candidacy as a joke, but were dismayed
over the results of the primary elections. The returns showed
that he had won the Republican senatorial nomination by a
majority of 45,000 votes., In fact, insurgents carried all but
one of the Congressional districts in Washingtan.l“

12§§;d.* Elting E, Morison ng Lgttais Theodore
.QMQEV :g..hiﬁ'.na ﬁ%%@ﬁ?é 09~1 t%lt s
vélLumes $ 2 50

ssachusetts,

lak@.?g}lgttg'g‘Waeklz Magazine, July 16, 1910,

Linposndexter Carries Washington," Review of Reviews, p, 398;
La Follette's Weekly Maggzine, September 24, 1910.
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Poindextar's smeshing electoral success arainzt graat
odds way matched by many othar progressive Bepublicans in
1210, Trevine L. Lenroot of wiﬁcnﬁ&in was among them, IHis
action during the two wesrz ha served in Congross prior Lo the
1910 primary slsetions clearly ploced him in the pgroup thot
President Taft and the standpatters sought to purge from the
party. He consistently voted with the insurgents. Instend
of adhering to the party line, Lenroot encouraged congressmen
to assume ". , . greater indlvidual responsibility.” In the
insurgents® conflict with Joseph Cannon he established his
independence by asserting that sll FRepublieans " . . . should
rememboer that the success of the Republican party does not
depend upen its so-called leaders, but upen the rank and file
of the lepublican party and they desire that this body be
made & representative baéy.“l5 Lenroot continued 1o act on
the basis of such heretical views.

The conservative faction of the party, which had the
support, of the Talt administration, also challenzed Lenroot
in the 1910 primaries. The stundpatters in ¥isconsin held a
conventlon on June 8, 1910 and pledpod alleglance to Taft's
brand of Republicanism and pledged opposition to the state
insurgents, Talt endorsed the Wisconsin convention while his

Vice~President, James 5. Sherman, delivered the keynote address 16

15La Folletye's Weekly Magazine
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Taft's efforts on behalf of the Wisconsin conservatives failed
to stem the tide. Lenroot with the assistance of numerous
insurgents carried on an effective campaign mainly directed
against "Cannonism." It was not surprising that in Wisconsin,
the seedbed of progressivism, all of the progressive candidates
in the Republican primary were nominated,l?

In Kansas, where Victor Murdock, an insurgent, sought
reelection to Congress, progressivism again rebuked the
administration's forces., Murdock, as well as the other
progressive candidates in the Kansas primaries, encountered
organized "Taft Republicanism" which received financial contri-
butions from Senator Aldrich's campaign fund. Also, the
Republican Congressional Campaign Committee sent men and money
into Kansas, as in other states, in order to get the standpatters
nominated in the primaries,l® Joseph Cannon was among those
who entered Kansas durlng the primaries to campaign for
conservative candidates. Cannon made clear his dislike for
Murdoek during the campaign when he stated; "I recognize no
insurgency in the ranks of the Republiecan party. Hurdock
and his whole crowd are Democrats, trying to disrupt the party."19

. &ki?§a§gegh %‘Nﬂacz%gr,flxév\;en 7 Fefaaga;ities nd Pelitics
he Bra, No., of otudies in Hist %a%gmxﬁs and Public
%E , edited by éhe Faculty of Political Sc encé of Colum iga”

iiversity (New York, 1940),39 ; La Follette's lieekly Magazine
September 17, 1910, P ’

18,
Howry, Theodore Roosevelt and the Prg%gaagﬁva Movement, p. 11
M%ﬁa azine, August ’ 0; en We Are
atching,

& »
dependent, b (March 3, °1910), 474-475. .

19%ew York Times, August 3, 1910,




Canmon 2nd the othors vho opvosed “urdoek's nomination
in 1900 rememborsd thas the Sansas congrassaan had hasn in
the mainstrean of regular lepublicanism only a few vesrs
hafora, “urimg hiz Pirst berm in the Mouse, Murdoek received
le ghare of tho "srimalngzs” and was plven n relatively good

rrittoa posltlon Por hiz party loyalty. Joseph Caanon

i

introduced him to Washington secziety 28 onze of his most
promising conpressmen, bub initial cordiality was brief,
Before his second term had expired, Murdock, alter discovering
that the federal govermment had been paying the roilroads
%5,000,000 2 year too much for esrrying the mails over the
past thirty-Cive years, committed heresy by ignoring party
objections and trying to foree o Bill through the House to
ramedy the abuse. From that time on, Murdock earned his
prominent position in the insurgent renks,20

The oppoaition Murdock faced in 1910 was ominous, but he
wag not without support. By 1910, Xansas had been caught up
In progressivisn, which In part was reflected by the large
numher i state newspapers espousing insurgent ideals, In
addition to Murdock, whe wes 2 journnliet by profession,
SJenator Joseph L, Bristow and Willliam Allen Wbite were

prominent among the progressive writers in Xansas.<* There

Reﬁﬁatings Mocadam, "The In&uryentm,’ Everybody's : rmzin
XXV1 (June, 19123, 7?l~??k "Murdoek, The Hed Insurgent,"”
Current Literature, ALVIII (Fabruary, 1910}, lh?*lﬁﬁ.

?lra Follette's Weekly Magazine, May 21, 1910.
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was also the inactive support of Hoosevelt, On July 2, 1910,
Hurdock, Bristow, and B, H, Madisen, all insurgents {rom
Eansas, met with the Roughw-Rider at Cyster Bay. They left
the conference in obvious good humor with a statement that
they were pleased ". . . to find Col. Roosevelt abeolutely
unchanged in his attitude toward public questions.” Roosevelt
added to the impression glven by the Kansas progressives when
he told reporters, "Those three Kansans are among my most
loyzl supporters, and were during the seven years 1 was in
the White House."22

Two of "Those three Kansans", Murdock and Madizon, who
were seeking renomination in the Republican primaries, defeated
their standpat opponents, Of the six regular Republicans
standing for renomination in Kansas, only two were suceassful.
The other four were beaten by progressive candidates. The
progressives in Fansas were riding high.23

In preparation for the spproaching electlons, Kansas
Republicans assembled to draft their platform, Despite
continued conservative opposition, the insurgents drew up a
progressive program. Amid constant cheering from the conven-
tion floor, HMurdock read the platferm, which endorsed his own

actions as well as those of other Kansas progressives in the

*%New York Times, August 3, 1910,
23La Follette's Weekly Magazine, August 13, 1910,
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fight against "Canneniem,” denounced the Payne-Aldrich Tarifr,
and pledged unequlivocal support for strengthening the Interstate
Commerce Commission, reinvigorating Rooseveli's conservation
program, anending the Constitution to provide for an inconme
tax and direct election of United States senators, and for
passing legislation calling for the physical valuation of
rallroads and the election, rather than appointment of federal
Judges. OSignificantly, Murdock continued his reading with
a2 message to Hoosevelt: "We send our greeting to Theodore
Roosevelt, the new world's champion of the rights of man in
the world-old contest between rising humanity and the
encroachments of special privileges, And as Republicans we
stand ready to enlist under his banner in the fight for
human rights,"<h

On August 31, the day after the Eensas Republican platform
had been read, Roosevelt delivered hies famous speech at
OUsawntomie, Kansas. Although he would return to equivocation
bafore the 1910 campaign had ended, Roosevelt on that day
advanced bey@ﬂd\m&ﬁt progressives in his demands for refom.
He called for a revision of the tariff by a group of experts,
income and inheritance taxea, labor laws for women and children,
an efficient conservation program, and additional authority

for the Bureau of Corporations and the Interstate Commerce

?g&& te's Weekly Magazine, September 10, 1910;
$ay&emher ’
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Commission to regulate business and industry, ~HRoosevelt's
"New Nationalism” excited insurgents throughout the country, <5

Ray Stannard Baker's comments earlier in the year about
the uncertainties of the insurgents seemed prophetic in August.
He had suggested that the Insurgent movement needed some
stimulant ". . ., to draw the scattered groups together, and
point the place of attack., The movement is well supplied with
Garrisong and Phillipses and Sumners, What it needs is a
Lincoln.” It appeared at Osawatomie that the insurgents had
found their Messiah,?®

Among those insurgents elated by Roosevelt's "New
Nationalism™ was William Kent, who sought the Republican
nomination for Congress from the second district of California.
Although & millionaire himselfl, Kent agreed wholeheartedly
with iloosevelt that the federal government should expand its
control over the economy in the public interest, During the
California campaign, Eent encouraged Californians to realize
that combinations were inevitable and that ", . . aamy@mitian
can no longer be trusted to remedy overcharge. Capisal can
ne more be forced to competitively fight capltal than men can
by law be forced into personal encounter with thelr neighbors,
Control is the only remedy."?7 Even among progressives, Kent's
adherence to this sconomic concept of repulation instead of

competition was unusual,

zﬁﬁakar, *1Is The Hepublican Party Breaking Up?" p. 446,
%TLa Follette's weelly Magasine, October 22, 1910.
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Iepgplte this so-culled soclglistic viewpoint, the other
statesenta made by Yent £it the patitern set by most progrosge
gives, In the typical insurgent spirit, Kent asgserted that
moat people were not concerned with "partisan politiocs or in
the spoils of office, but that rather they wigh to elect men
willing and able to carry out the mandates so clearly given

from end to end of the natimn‘“gg

In announcing his candidacy,
Fent stated that he would fight “Cannonisa® and work for
tariff rovision, the revitaligation of Roosevelt's prozrom

for the comservatinm of the nation's natural resowrcss, a
merlt systen for public employment, increased regulation of

comnon carrierg, and the direcet eleciion of a@naaar$¢29

Also, FKent supported a gradusnted income tax which would

", » « tend toward a levelling of property-holding which

ig a desirsble thing in s democracy” and an inheritance

tax which would *. ., . tend to dissipate great fnrﬁu&aaq“3g

If any dcubte remained as to Kent's position in 1910 he

removed thom in concluding his announcement, when he saids

If ny ideas scem independent or raﬁiaal‘ end if,

by chance, I may be listed as & prospeciive %insurgent"
I shall accept the epithet as a high compliment and

grall hope that it may be wy privilege to vear soame
1ittle ald to thoee who, while serving the nation, are

281014,

29 i 14 4 » ..
La Follstie's Feekly NMasmngine, August 6, 19103
October 22, ﬁ?ﬁi@;ﬁ“ L ’ ’

BQKaat to MeKindey, July 6, 1910, Xent Manuscripts,
clted in George L. liowry, The Californias Irogressives
(California, 1951), p. 121,
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incidentally tending to dignifv and save the

Republican party.31

In the primary campaicrn, Kent. slong with other insurgents,
challenged the enthroned railrosd interests of California.
Again progressives came to encourage the election of men who
‘would bolster their forces. Gifford Pinchet, among those who
spoke for Kent during the primaries, suggested that Kent should
be elected " ., . ., becsuse he hes given more time and thought

to the things which really concern public welfare than almost

any other man I know. . . 132 La Follette's Weekly Mararzine
ran several feature articles on Kent. characterizing him as
". . . a Hepuhlican of the Abraham Linceln type. . . .33
Bven Roosevelt gave him support which, according to Kent, ultiw
mately meant the difference hetween defeat and victory.
Congressman Duncan E, McKinley, Kent's opponent in the primaries,
accused him of 1illezally enclosing a2 vast tract of rovernment
land. A letter from Roosevelt, who had baen President during
the time that the enclosure was supposed to have taken place,
was made public declaring the charsze to be false, 4

The efforts of Kent and his supporters asainst almost
overwhelmins odds resulsed in a propressive victory. His

campaipn was more than simply an emotional appeal in opposition

P

3lra Follette's Weekly Mapgazine, August 5. 1910.

32 )
iz Follette's Weekly Magazine, October &, 1910: Hew York
Times, August I§QI§IG.

33§ﬁ Follette's Veekly Magazine, May 24, 1510,

34E1ting E. Morison, The Letters of Theodore Roosevelt,
VII, 118,
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ag woll ag his Inflexibility when he sadd that "when Lindbergh
stood with you, he wis with you until Hell frose over. w37

Another veteran of insurgency who stood For renowd
- Congress in 1910 waa Adsle J. Gromma of North Dakots
the time he entored the louse in 1905 Cromna wos labeled an
insurgent, fis first act of revelt cae when he blocked the
pangage of sone logielation whiilch would ﬁé&% relensed public
lands %o private interests, In addd
avorsion Lo the expleitation of the country's natural resources,
Gronna by 1910 adve enrd revision of the teriff,
r%gulmim of the rallroads on the basis of a physical valuation
of thedr propesty, postal saviage banks, smployes's 1lability,
and m income tax, Like all progressives, he waved the bvloody
ghdrt of "Cannondon” in the prinary slogtions . "

Both lindbergh and Cronnd encountersd tho wnml prossawes
of tho conservesive Republicans, FPresidential patronage was
wbiliged and the standpabtters mobilised thelr state fovces
asgadnet the herobics,

By Ugtober the returns were in from the stave primaries,
The insurgents had wom 2 distinet vietery in this round of the
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fight, They fortified their stronghold west of the Nisgsissippl
and even made syme advances in the fast. The insurgent
triwaph wae illustrated by the fact that only one insurgent
congressman who sought renomination was rejected, while

Torty regular Bepublicans were denied another chance in
Congress "

In view of the approaching electlons, Taft relinguished
his policy of "diseiplining”™ the insuwrgents and began to nake
an apperl for perty unity. Any guestion that rasalned concorn-
ing Taft's use of the patronage power was answered in the
publication of the so-called Horton letter. Oun Jeptember 15,
1910, the Hgw York Evening Fost printed a letter that was
supposedly sent by Charles D, Nerton, the President's privase
sseretary, to a Republiean in lowa, The letter, which went
undenied by the administration, graphically explained the
Fresident's reasons for using the patronage power as he had
during the primary elections and the repsons why he planned to
change this peliecy in mid-~September. In the letter Norton wrote:

While Hepublican legislation y@nﬁ&n% in Congress
was opposed by certain Republicans, the Fresident felt

it his duty to the party and t¢ the country to with-

hold Federsl patronage from certain Senators and Congresye
men who seemed to be in opposition to the adainistraetion‘s
efforts to carry out the promises of the party platforn.
That attitude, however, ended with the yrgwary elections
and nominating conventions, which have now been held,

and in vwhich the voters have had opportunity to declare
themselves., The peo have spoken, and, as the part
faces the fall slections, the question must be settl

LOInid., p. 130.
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by Repuhligans of every shade of opinion, whether the
differences of the last session shall be perpetuated
or shall be forgotten.

After making & plea for party unity, Norton concluded:

The President feels that the value of Federal
patronage has been greatly axa%germt@d, and that the
refusal to grant it has probably bbken more useful to
the affected than the appointment would have been.

In Wisconsin and Iowa and elsewhere, he vas willing,

in the interests of what the leaders believed would

lead to party success, to make certain diseriminations,

but the President has concluded that it is his duty

now to treat:all Republiean Congressmen and Senstors

alike, without any distinction. He will now follow

the usual rule in Republican congressional districts

and States, and follow the racommanﬁz{ians made by

Republican Congressmen and Senators.

Along with the Presidont's "indiscriminste”™ poliecy other
attempts were made to close the party's ranks. Hoomevelt. in
spite of his Osawatomie speech, remained determined to unite
the party by campaigning for repular as well as progressive
Republicans. The promiscuity of Roosevelt's support in the
Republicane as opposed to each other as were Albert Beveridge
of Indiana and Henry Cabot Lodge of Massachusetts. The National
Republican Congressional Committee, which had bheen alipned with
the standpatters in the primary elections, denied the charpe
that it intended to support only regular Republicans in the
fall elections. On September 25, one of its spokesmen announced

that the Committee would suppert all Republican 'nominees.%?

L1 . ~
b Congressional Record, 5lst Congress, 3rd Session, vol.

XXXXVI Washington,1910). p. 3551 La Follette's Weekly Mags-
gine. September 24,1910, —

h2nope Recent El1
fe » klection,” The Independent, LIIX (November
17, 1910}, 1107-09- la Follette's ﬁggﬁfy Magazine, October 1. 1910.
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returns of “he Movarker colactlen. The Namoerals galneld &

maforisy of the House and nareowsd the Tepublican elvansage

in the Jenato. Turdng the sanpalsn, they had offocilvaly used
sopular sentizent By continmlly astacking pullicly cocogndaed
abunes which wore ssseciased with Lho Pepubllican ceglne, 43
Revlew of Zoviows sapressod a popular dnterppotatlion of tha
1910 elaction rogsulta whon 18 stated fhavr "I4 was nol &6

rmuch that tho Derocrabe wore In laver ag Shat the Jepublicans
were oub of favor."™™  Thie public dizenchantment waz wish the
repular, net the inpursont Zopublicans, Propressive lepublicans
maintained thed> atrongth in the West, 0 the swre proninent
invurerent congrensmnon only Revaridso was Jdoleaved. Othervize,
progressives such 2z Williaom Vent ware slschied to lonpress
Por the firct tine and cuporienced congressional inswroenbs
1iks Lindbvepsh, Murdocl:, and Lenreot were rolurncd Lo the
capital, Among the new Jonate menbers wore several tastod
insurpents incliuding ?m;n@mx&@r L Washingson and Oronua of
Morth Dakots.’®

The suceess of the fnswgoente in 1910 had doponded upon

twe elomonts - yapul&r ﬁmpﬁm@@ and undiy. Thedr task for the

it

‘*ﬁm Folleuta's ..mm

Mo prospects in the Sarls mmw;“ The
Lewp, XLII (December, 1910), 4.

Mﬁamwd G Mamvg ”“maa Lmssgm; { the Slection,”
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future was to maintain vhese bwe lngredients. As long as they
remained unibed in their cause and gearsd Lo public senilaent,
she insurgenis would rotain shelr popition.

Among the first questions to bo anmgwered by the insurgents
in 1910 was e what degree the Hoveuber elegtions had been a
mandate For reform. Were the olections a blank check or would
the public stand behind enly a linlted amount of refom? The
dilemmn posed by lay Stannard Baker in February, 1910, had not
disappeared. There renained the problem of discovering the
pracivical limits of progressivism., The inswrgents' decisions
contiaued to be influenced by the party machinery which ixn
gpite of the 1910 Hepublican setback remained in the hands of
the regulars.

Whatever the individual limlts gelected Ly the insurpgents,
Roogsevelt would certainly be & factor in that decision, By
1910 Poilnderter and Murdock were oncouwrsging Hoomovell to run
in the 1912 presidential election. In addition, Hent had
revealed allinity for the sort of sophisticated state ealled
for by Roosevelt at Usawavonie. In gonersl, few progrossives
failled to appreciate the lumpression made by the Dougheiider
whan ho was ecrupading for & cause. The extent to which Zoosge
vell che.e Lo represent progrossiviss would affect the fubure
course of all insurponts.

The motlvation for the cowrse chartered by the insuwrgents
in 1910 is definable omly in the most peneral terms. There

axisted for tho insurpent two major stimlants -- principle



39

and political expediency, In 1910, the J4iTerence between the
wHe was almogt luperceptible, Publie sentiment ceodncided with
the principleos of progresmivisa, To champlon one wes Lo awercise

the obhes g well.



CHAPTER IIT
TR OCRLOE OF ARMAGEDDOW

The incurgents were intoxicated with thedr 1910 viﬁ@ary;
They had challenged the entrenched forges of Republicanisn
and woni. Fent revealed his elation in o letter to HRecsevelt
£f41led with condescending advice, The sxu-~president responded
by deseribing Xent as . . » & really good fellow, but he ls
fresher than paint. . . .7 loocsevelt eaxplained shat Kent had
@wﬂn axbrenely anxious to gain his suppar@ during the 1910

ign, but that as soon as the electlion retwns were in

Yent sssused hinsel! to be 2 ". . « remariable instance of
successiul wisdon and virtue, and that it was hils duby to eot
me right on various &ubja@t&;”i Fent and the other insurgents
had correctly interpreted public sentiment in 1910, but the
wpredictability of political developments threatened to
logve thmm oul on the proverblal linl, wnless they regoined
thely equilibrlwa.

To an extent thelr wnsophisticated reaction, oxenplified
by Kent's patronizing letter te Doosevelt, reflected political
immaturdty. Without exception the politicians of this study

Were bﬁwﬁt&mﬁﬁ century progrecsfves, Hot one of then bad boon

, 7o Theodore Roosevelt, Jr., December 5, 1910, Letters of
Theadore Loosevelt, VIL, L77-17¢. ' » ngblors of

50
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elected Lo a natlonal post until after the tuwen of the century,
Murdock, in 1903, was the first of the group Lo reach Congress
and Kent the last to make it in 1910, lost of them had no®
held a local or state elective office prior to entering Congress.
They emerged from the waves of progreﬁﬁivﬁsm that arose in the
states during the initial decade of the century,and were there-
fore more a product of reform eentiment than of Republican
party politics. 4s a result, they failed to develop the strong
ties that held the Republican party together. They owed thelr
position in 1910 to an ability to reflect public sentiment
rather than an unquestioning adherence to party poliecy.

A sense of security nurtured their indspendence. In 1910
Kent was a millionaire, Bourne was president of several comw
panies in Oregon and owned the Bourne cotton mills in Massa-
chusetts, and Bristow owned a Kansas newspaper. The others
either maintained a law practice or held a prominent newspaper
position. They were all college graduates Trom much institutions
as the universities of MNichigan, Washington, Yale, and Harvard.?
Their independence, in addition to thelr demonstrated abllity
to sense the public temper, made them lncreasingly dangerous
to the empowered conservatlive Republicans.

Hevertheless, in 1910 the insurgents won a battle, not
a war. The Republican party organization remained in the hands

of the regulars~-Taft eccupied the White House,the Senate

; g;@g% Direct of the American Congress, 1779-1961
(Washington, %E%T, Pre %% ,éuuipassism. ’
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majority remained Republican, and federal appointees, from
the local to the national level, owed their loyalty to the
rezular Republican party. Although many in the latter group
sympathined with pfagrassiva jideals, their jobs depended upon
an allegiance to Taft Republicanism. These veterans did not
Preak ranks under the insurgent siege.

The hereties of 1910, however, maintained their pressure
upon the Cld Guard after the WNovember elections. They remained
united in thelr struprle with them and continued to wield an
unreliable, but for the time being, effective weapon--public
opinion., Most insurgents, in spite of thelr independence
and their lovalty to reform, recognized their dependence upon
the party organigation. Breaking from the party msant floating
adrift without a machine to provide the necessary political
sustenance., In the lon~ run their real success depended upon
effectively using the public's endorsement of 1910 as a
bargaining instrument within the Republican party. Ultimately,
they sought control of the party's machinery which they had
attacked so vociferously in 1910 as an agency of corruption
and inefficiency.

The insurgents took the first big step in their fight to
gain control when in January, 1911, they formed the National
Progressive Republican lLeague, The organiszation was conceived
a few weeks after the 1910 elections when La Follette, with
the advice of Bourne and Bristow, drafted a constitution and

a set of principles which served as the basis of the League,
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Aegording Lo the Declarasion of Prisciples, the objlect of she
orsanivation was ¥, . . tha promotion of popular roveroment
ard procresgive lecialation.” The orranisers of the Matlonal
Prosreasive Hepubliean Leapue Included oizht semators, elztaen
representatives, gix rovernors, and nineteen other prominent
prozeessive leaders, All of the insurgents of shias atudy
‘oined. Bourne served ae president and Hristow, Lenroot, snd
Kent served on the exXecutive committes., The entire insurgent
clan appeared te Yo ineluded with one conspicueus sxceptione-
Tossevels, Seversl insurrents ipvited him to lein, bhut he
declined, In answer to an invitation Prom Senater Bourea,
dposawelt wrose Y. , . that with my present knowledpe, while
I sm ensirely in sympathy with the purposss set forth in your
letter, I am douhiful whether the particular form you propose
is wise." At that polnt the ex-president continued to ghars
his moderate course,d

Tha League osvamsibly directed its el forts toward the
pasaage of reflorn lepisiscion thet would bLrdnr the stete and
foderal povermments under more direcs ponular gontrel., In
particuiar, the League advoeoated lepisliation which vrovided
for the dirset election of United States ssnators, dirset

primarien to nominate aleotive of fleials, the dirsct eleotion
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of delegates to the national conventions, the initiative,
referendun, and recall for all state constitutions, and a
national corrupt practices act. Significantly, these reforms
were political ravher than economic. The league made no
mensicn of the more basic economie problems that plagued the
couniry. Most ineurgents believed that once glven the power
the people would use tholr increasad influence to overthrow
the existing order by voting for progressives. Bournc sexprosses
thie confidence in the people when he wrote: YIhe people are
not only fuily capabls of governing themselves, honest and
intelligent in the composite, but they are alsc decidedly the
best Judges as to thoge individuals to whom they shall deloe
gate the truly representative power.“4
Despite its publicly announced objeciives the League
directed its major effort foward unseating Tafi in favor of
a progressive pandidate in 1912, After their success and the
adminiwtr&tian's setback in 1910, the insurgentes looked upon
Taft as & vulnersble wmrget, In 1911, Bourne, as president
of the league, suggested thuat the next presidential election
would find Wilsen and La Follette competing. According to
Bourne, the progressives continued to comsider Roosevelt as
a possible candidate in 1912, In answer 4o a rumor thati the

srogrogsive Republicans planned o esigblisnh a third pariy,

410 Pollotte's seekly Magagine, February 4, 19113 “The
Drogressives Grganize,v'p. 2443 Boker, "The Meanling of Insure
genay,” ve 633 Jonathan Bourne, "Oregon's Struggle for Purlty
in Polities," The Independent, LIVIII (June 23, 1910), 1378.
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Bourne sadld “If there is a new and third parity it willi be wuade
up of the reactionary element of both the old parties. Butb
the progressives of both parties will get the comtroll” Yet
conversely, Ray Stannard Beker wrobe that ", + «» it reguires
no very vivid imaginaiion to see the progresgives in the 0one
vention / Wational Republican Convention of 1912 7, bulked in
their efforts to control the veriy, warching out of the hall
to form a convention of their own." Baker wam a betier
prophet and Kent indicated as much in a letier to the Colonel,
in which he wrote that he would rather sce the Republiocan
party broken wp than Taft r@ﬂ@miﬂat&ﬁ.ﬁ
Heanwhile, the insurgents revealed an increaeing asmound
of cooperation in the spegiel session of Congress wiich Taft
called in April for the purpose of passing a bill providing
for a reciprocity trade agrevment with Cenada. During the
first seseion of the Scnate, La Folletite requested proporitional
repregentation on the commitiscg and chalrmaenship assignnmonts
for the thirteen progressive Republican senators. Among ithose
Cinsurgents who demanded the righte of a scparate party were
Senators Bourne, Brislow, and Polindexter. Despite the rejege
tion @f their demsnds, they made 1t clear that they would
aanti@u& to challenge regular Republicamiesm. The progressive

Republiean congressmen declared thelr independence and snnounced

ey

’La Follette's cevkly Masnszine, April 1, 1311y Baker,
"The Ueaning 0T INSUCIENOy," Ds 02: rilliam Xent to Theodore
Roosevelt, September 13, 13211, Letters of Theodore Ropsevelt,
VII, 343-344.




that they would no longsr follow the dictates of the regular
Republican cauens,”

In spite of this seeming unlbty in the ranks of the insw~
genss there existed basic differences among than which related
to both principle and polivical eupediency. These subsurfoce
dilferences appeared in the congressional Jdebates on the
Canndian reciprocity treaty over which the lnsurgents of this
study almost egqually divided., Congressmen Lindbergh rave
volee to the basic reason he, Lenroot, Bourne, Dristow, and
Gronna were opposed te the sgreement when he sald, "It is
vrong to ranove the Darmer's protection on what he sells and
retain protection to the monopolies that sell to hdxaa "
Bristow also stated that the western farwers,vhon he represented,
were angry at Talt for pushing the reciproclty agreement
opening up farm poods to free trade while continuing to protect
mamaiacturers., The sttitudes eopressed by these five insure
gente exenplifed thelr concern {or the agrarian interests of
thelr states. In 1909-10 they bad opposed the Payne-Aldrich
Tariff on the basis that it raised rather than lowered tariff
duties. In the debate over the reciprocity bill, which eli-

mingted the tardff duties on muwmerous poods, the lnsurpents

“Belle C. La Pollett @,
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were forced %o be more specific. They narrowed thelr suppory
from a general reduction of tariff dutles to downward revision
only when it would benellt the faymer, Although the majority
of insurgents chose to discrininate on the matter of tariff
reduction, progressive Nepublicans such as Murdock, Rent, and
Polndexter took a broader view of the tariff pelicy. Poindexter
reasoned that il Congress passed the reciproclty agreement and
the President signed it, Talt would if he were consistent
support additional bills providing for tarilf roduction on
othor g@ﬂ&ﬁﬂﬁ Kent and Mardock remained relatively silent
durdng the ddbate, but thelr vote in support of the bill
squared with thelr liberal attitudes Loward the federal govern-
wentts cconomle policles, They saw the federal governnent as
an agent of the modern industrializod state,rather than an
instrument of the agrarian myth. The opposing poasitlions on
the Canadian reciproelty bill served noblee that underneath
thelr apparent solidarity lay seeds of disseasion.

'ﬁa@nwﬁiiaﬂ the insurgents labored to unite in opposition
to Talt's ronomination. Roogevelt, who reprosanted the progros-
sive's wost fensible candidate for 1912, repeatedly discouraged
a movenent to nominate him, Accepting the exepreasidentts con-
sistent refusal, the progressive Republicans amnounced thedir
support for la Follette as nhe next R@@ﬂﬁiﬁﬁ&ﬁ presfidential

gcﬁﬂ&? Ring Davis, ”S@n&tar %ri&aaw‘@ Views on Fwwwﬁnt
?mliﬁiﬁal Conditions,” %%% ¢ {Hareh 30, 1912}, ?Q%é
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candidate. Lenroot and Kent participated in draflting the call
and, with the possible exception of Polndexter, the other
insurgents of vhis gtudy pledged thelr support for La Follietio.
Polndexter's activities at thab poins are unclear. However,
it ie apparent that he stroungly lfavored Hoosevelt's candidacy,
but sinee this had not been fertheoning, he wade mo publlc
epposition Lo la Fellette. In lay, 1911, XKent aloug with other
woalthy progressives, emcowraged La Pollettels mnouncenent Ly
donating 510,000 vo his campaign fund, With the necessary
fingnelal support la FPollette amnounced in mid-June that he
would actively seek the presidential nenination.”

‘iﬁ the fall, the Natdonal Progressive Republican Leaguets
headquarters called the progressives together at Washington
to officlally select thelr Republican presidential candidate.
ig Folletve recelved she wnaninous endorsement of the three
hundred progressives attonding the convention, In addition,
the conference urged the formatlen of stabe orpanizations to
promove his nomination. The Minnesota Progressive Republican
League, with lindvoergh's support, had already set an exsmple
o be followed by the other states. Thers wes no longer any

room for doubt. The %ﬁﬁ‘“@&ﬁtﬁ yk&nﬁ@m o fi%h& for the

}ﬁﬂmarﬁ He La “@11@% y 22 Foll
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peaination 2t the lepublicon Habional Soovention in L?lﬁ,lg

By Decoubor the sivuatlon becans more vomplicated for she
ingurgents. It was rusored that Toosovels had changaed his
mind and planned So announce his candidocy. Laureot and Deatb,
who served as e Follette's emilssardes in a meetlng with Roovse-
wels, reported thab the sx-presldentis abbliude rovesled a
willingness Lo enter the race, Althoush la Fellelts relused
to withdraw in Javer ol Hoogeveld wnder aﬁ;'wirﬁ nabances,
Lenreot canlidly axpressed his beliel that tooseveld was a
faishiul progressive, Uy the end of the month loosevell
govered his pelitical relationship with Talft and uwdoubitedly
sbood as a counbender for the Hepubllcan presidential nominabion.
In answer Lo & pebltlon fron seven siate governers requesting
his candidacy, Yeosevelt declared on Februsry 24, "My hat is
in the ring,” That hab placed the insurgente, who plodped
thedr support o la Polletve, in an wncomlortable gwﬁi%iam*xl

Although wany of la TFollette's supporters unhssitatingly
abamloned hin alter reliable reporis cirevalated that loosevelt
would be in the race, most of the Lnewrgents al least publicly
revealol sone loyalty %o "Bavtling Bob,V Dwen the more loyal
ﬁuppﬁ?%@r”, however, regegnised that politically Hoosevell

way unquestionably the gtronger candidate of the two. Their
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peareh Jor an exguswe Lo desert e Yellevbe and e Join
Hoogeveli's vandwegon euded 1o Yebruary when Lo Jollette,
Laviguec and under avress, deldvered an abortdve apeech baelore

| e m in
& group oL punidshers ip Philadelpiie.
Adber la Foiletie'ls periommance a nuber of his supporters
wmet o discuss bis withdrawad {ros the presidential racae.

Bowme, brisvow, and Lenrvot were auoug those whe dralted the

1

3

4 la

i

statemeny of wivhurawas that La Folletlts was Lo Bign.
Foldette's wife, Delle, wrote a vivid aceount ol Lhe iapression
made by Lenroot and dbhers who atieupied Lo convince la Follebte

that he sbiould witihdraw.

his Philadelphia speech 4 I should judge it
was pltiful end yet the way dannan & Lenrool and
Houser have been willing to sake a funeral of
it, rouses ny dre. They sre belling how slowly
h%EWﬁr%ﬁ how %a has mg% &am@ian‘ ilng new f@yi
a long tine. '@ﬁiaﬁh B particularly aggravatiog
aleny this line.

?ﬁg impression he made musiy 22%@ bean pravty Lad
el

Despite thelyr wreing La Follette refused to exit from the race
and therelore kept dtwo progresgive hats in the ring. Hever-
theless, most of the insurgents considered la Pollette pafely
sucked swsy,

Congrosmuan NHelson's ecarlier statement that "When Lindbergh

stood with you he was with you until Hell frose over” appeared

2 "’ = by y ; hagS o &
3“@&&1@ £ la Follette, Lobert I, Lha, L, 394-98;

Bew York Times, February &4, 1912,
133e1le €. la Follevte, Hohert Il La Follette, I, 410-11.
Hizpiay. pp. 41112,
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Inoorreet in view of Lindborghts meneuvaring Iz 12912, Although
he initinlly pledred his supmort to La Mollotts, Lindbergh
wrepte to Roosevelt In »dd-February that thizs guppord ceuld
te cpslly transforred o the Dowh-Plder, During the followlng
nonths, Lindborsh weed hiz Influence to assist Doosevelt's
cazpalon. i’ Lindbersh's fallure to stand by Lz Follette
ravoaled that aven the most principled of progressives recope
nised the sxlpencios of practiecal nolitics, Despite his move
Inte Toosovelt's camp, which hdd 211 the sirns of strich ade
herenes to tho rules of political oepnddency, Lindbersh was
too mach a nan of osyinclple to porwmanently ablde by such
standards. On an issue Invslwing srineiple hell would freesze
over before Ldndbaorsh would bulra, Tut the typoe of dependa-
bAlity that political partiss demand remained & foreipn
gualisy te him,

Tent, whoso brand of progressiviam wis aore closely rolated
to Toosovaltts "How Hatlonalism” than La Pollstits's egalitarian
principlen, found the changing of horses in the #iddle of the
shrean Jdistastelful. Nevertheless, when the California progress
sives moved out of La Folleotte's camp and onto the Hoosevels
bandwagon in sid-February, Nent wenbt with them, 1 Desplue his

parsonal adudration lor la Follebte, Fent concluded that the

}ﬁﬂﬁ&ﬂ%ﬁiﬁ



progressive cause would best be served by Roosevelt. On
February 12, 1912, Fent in a letter to lLa Follette candidly
gxpressed his view of the dilemma that existed in California,

I have done much hard thinking since seeing
you on Sunday. I bellieve it would be absolute sulclde
for you to {ight Hoosevelt. The men who have been
backing you would feel that you were not fighting
the cause of progress, whatever your own Jjudgement
might be as to your cause,

The situation in California is& very acute., I
sincerely hope that you will fesl like requesting
that your name be kagt off the California ballot,
in the event of the Progressives taking up the
Hoosevelt candldacy, as they are sure to do.

Governor Johnson asked me to be one of the
ﬂaia%at$a, vihich I naturally refused to do with
u in the field, I do net wish to go as a Delegate
n any event., 1 am utterly sick of the whole game
and am going to "chuck® it until the situation clears,

Kent concluded his letter to La Follette by sugpesting

vhat
At the present juncture, 1t seems to ne that

the best thing is to permit the union of the Pro-

zressive forces to stick together around Roosevelt,

i{r they so elect. I have raesented this action all

the way through and feel resentful now. Iy interest

has been with you and your personal well being and

in the well belng of the country, through your candi-

dacy. Both these aenai&arat%gns now move me Lo make

the suggestions I have made.”

La Follette disregarded Xent's advice and went ahesd to
campalgn 1n California for delegabes to the Hepublican Nabtional
Conventlon. DBefore lLa Follette reached California, Kent, along
with the other state progressives, had published statements
of their support for REoosevelt. As a result, the indefatigable
La Follette was soundly defeated in the state primary election
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by the Roosevelt supporters, And desplte his sarlier avowal
that he would not serve as a delegate, Kent was slected in
the state primaries as s delagate to the Republican National
‘ﬁmmVﬁnﬁimm,lﬁ

La Pollette encountered dissension even in his home astate,
Gongressman Lenroot, a close peraonal friend and his political
yrmt%gé since the twn of th@Aﬁanmury, decided in 1912 o
support Hoosevelt, Belle La Follette wrote o a Iriend that
Senator la Follests ", . . realized that Lenroot disapproved
of his course and was in fwll sympathy with Pinchot, Kent
and the rest in leaving hia,” On the parsonal affect of Len-
root's independence the Wisconsin senator's wife wrote,
"Hovhing that has happened has been so hard for ne. We have
managed to keep the persenal relation but I realize that Bob
and Irvine can never be tho same vo each other as before,
Lenroot's docision was based upon the fact that Roosevels,
whom he considered a true progressive, had a much better chance
of belng elected than did lLa Follette,

urdock, Bristow, and Peindoxter also agreed that Hoose-
valt was the only progressive who had any chance of defeating
Taft. Bristow, la Follette's pelitical leader in Fansas,
wrote William Allen White aftor la FPollette's protesque speech
at Phlladelphia that he would no longer support the Wisconsin

senator. Polndexter and Murdock revesled their alleglance to

Yrowry, California Progressives, pp. 180,
198s11e C. La Follette, Hebert M, La Folletbe, I, 424.
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Rocaevelt in the Chio primaries, where Taft and the Houghe
Hider battled for é@lagaﬁaﬁ.zﬂ
Desplte the concerted move into Hoosevelt's canp, Tafls

received the Lepubliean nominatlion, The Colonel acquired a
solid majorivy of the delepates in thoss states that held
preferentisl priwardes, but most states continued to select
thelr delepates =t state conventions, which the regular Hepube-
licans cenerally controlled., The conservatives' domination
of the natlonal convention insured Taft's nomination. As a
rosult, Hoosevelt and his followers bolted the cenvention to
form the Propgressive party.gl |
Hovsevelt's move immediately jeopardized the unity of
progresgive Tepublicans and the political futurs of sach
progressive, He made thelr positionsz even more uncomfortable
by demaending that they run on & third party ticket in the
approaching state and national elections unless he recelved
unaninous endorsement by the Republicsns within thedr states,
There wers only six states in whieh the Progressives controlled
the Bepublican party machinery. Outside these alx states
thelr chances of alection, without the support of a well-~
founded political organivation, were drastically reduced , 22

Thogse who sought reelection in November faczd an immediate

2044111am Allen white, The Autoblography
dWndhe (Hew York, 1945), p. 234.
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shraat. They had to sake thelr declisleons without squivocation
or the insurance of an uncomplobted Sorm durdsg which tdime

whey counld wmend Tonces. Howsver, to some degree all of the
progresuive Zepublicans stood on the political firing line in
1912, They encountered the alterpasives of vemaindng within
the fepubliesn party or Jjoining looscevelt's crusade. Thelr
dacisions Jamanded an appraisal of the principles and the
political reslities that existed In vhelr particular political
environment. Yor a fow lortunate progresslves thesge two

variable continued to coexlct, but for the majority the deci-

The sane pitfalls which taxed the political dexterity of
the dnsurgents yawned belore Fent vwho was stawnding for re-
electbion in California., Font had already revealed his politieal
maneuverabilicy when Roosevelt challenged La Folletts as the
prograssive Depublican candidate. He wmaintained this throughe
gut the politlesl turmoil of 1912, In Hovember Fent faced &
deliente gituation., Callfornia, under the leadership of Hirawm
Johunson, the Progressive party's vicee-presidenticl candidate,
was one of the few states not required to run a third party
ticiet. In ecssence, the California Hepublicam party candidates
were membars of the nationgl Irogressive party and were come
nitted o loosevelt, Instead of Joining the National Progresslve
party and aceepting & place on the giate Republican ticket,

Fent sought reelsction as an independent., NHis decision came as
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pareye U6 Kenb, wbo was nob averse Lo changing hds pesition,
it seened pollsdeally wwilse Lo encourape o movanont from the
depublican party, W o third parvy wased primarily upon the
potantial of ene man, ‘Withowt Johnson's acbive support Xent'e
congdibuancy weluwaned hlm 1o Congouss as an &mﬁﬁpamﬁ@ﬁt.g3

“he situation in Hansas, aasother of ko states in which
& uaded parvy Sdckol weo wnnecossary, wes aob as crditical lor
maerdook and Brisbow. Jwdioek ran Jor reeleetion in 1912, bub
unlike Wenl, hs Jound thay the clrcumtances Tistwd his own
designg. a8 an avid loosevelt supporter, he semalued ioval
bo princlple asd rebalned his plece la the party leadership.
His anmaiysis of the politieal developnents lacked Xeus's inasight,
bub the Lasedlabe result was the samo--he Was recloebod. Ale
though Bristow's enthusiama lor Soosavelt di¢ aob match 'urdock's
he alse supported She Progressive pariy. Dristow and Doosew
vell worked ¢lesely togesher during the years she Roygh~iilder
spent in Lhe White House and aiverward they had maintained
amkeable political relacions. Darly in 1912 when Zoosevels
advocated the recall of court decisions on the state level,
Bristow had been particularly pleased, Iun a subsegquent inGer-

view he comended the ex-presicent,but suggestaed that Hoosevelt

ora Hoeesevelt, VII, 573; lowry,
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had mot gone far epough. Oristow also questioned the wore
Pundamental tsnets of Joosevelt’s "Hew Hationslasim.” %ln
this sgheme of repulation is thers not a grave danger that
"hig business' will more likely control the government than
the government controlling bipg business?® asked Bristow.
Despite his questions, NHoosevelt considered Bristow, by the
end of the year, & feasible replacement for Jenator Dixon as
the "titular head® of the Progressive party.2h

Senatoyr Polndoxter joined Murdock and Bristow in supporting
Fovsevelt. His enthusiasw for the Progressive party matched
Hurdock's, For some time he had publicly advocated Hoosevelt's
candldacy, Thus 1% was not surprising that he stoed alongside
Zoosevelt when the Colonel made his stand at Armageddon. Bince
the Washingion senator did not face reelectlon in 1912, he
made his decision without an imediate threat %o his political
survival., During the presidential campaiza he toursd the
country denouncing both of the established partles as agents
of the privileged interests and amouncing the coming of a

o ; wa s
THew Hationalism,'

2hpg Juseph Little Bristow, &&mﬁmb@r 21, 1912,Letter
of ?h@a@sr% %@ma@V&iu, VII 5?3, 688-865 Davis, "3 enavor
Bristow's Views,” p. 727; Joseph L. ﬁriataw to Loosevelt July
15, 1912, Roosevelt m&nuseriﬁ t ¢ited 4n ﬁhwry, t@ &&fﬁ@rﬁ
P%n@haﬁ, December 21, 1912, Letters of Theodore Hpospe
4578,

?}iil@a Poindexter, "Why I Am For Noosovelt,” Horth Ame;
’ CXCVI {Oetober 1$1M)$ L66-T79; la Fellette's
dine, July 13, 1912.




Idndberpgh and Lenrgot found it pelitically expedlent in
1912 to seek reslection as membors of the Republican party,
rather than follow Roposevelt's requirements. Thelr reasons,
howsver, for changing pogitions a secand time within a yoear
diffored, Idndberyh's alliance with Roosevelt could be maine-
tained only at the expense of breaking with the Zepublicans,
which spelled political defeat in Minnesota. Therelore, he
retained his place on the Zepublican party ticket and tempor-
arily suppressed his loyalvty ¢o Hoosevelt. IHoosevelt, however,
expressed Lindberzhls true position when he wrote to Gifford
Pimehot in late August that lindbergh . . . is cne of the fow

26 Lenrootts

Congressmen on whom we can absolutely cownbt. o » "
decision, on the other hand, reflected the deoper qualities of
an acknowledpod party politician. Like Lindberzh, he used

the party machine as a tool to accomplish progressive enda,

but with the discretion of a mature polisician. Lenroot sup-
ported Roosevelt because he considered the Hough-filder the
most likely progressive Republican to reach the White House,
but, like Xent, he recomnized that oubtside the party Roogevelt
had the potential of crippling the progresgive movement which
the ingurgents had labored Lo create. Lenroot ramained in

the flepublican party, but he supported Wilson rather than Talt
or Roosevelt in the presidential election., He accepted the
defeat of the “epublican party in 1912 with the realiszation

i ﬂg Tgﬁgm
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that the party's foundation wowld coutinue to stand. In
Hovember, both Lindbergh and Lenreot were reelected as
Republicans. |

The dilewmsa of choosing between Hogsevelt's crusade and
the political insurance of remaining in the Republiean party
had been more than a personal experience, When taken collec
tively, the individusl actlens of the figures under study ine
dicate the extensive damage that this dilemia caused the
progreseive movement In the Fepublican party, The Hepublican
vote was divided Lo the point that 14 insursd Denoerabic
sucgess. The 1912 electlon retwrns moved the minority party
inte countreol of the wWhite House and both houses ol Qang?a@ﬁ.m?

The flgures under study here weathered the storm with
the exception of Douwrne. During the crisis created by the
Rough~iider, Bowne, although he preleried fopsevelt to Talt,
opposed the foruation of a third party, Conservative control
of the party machinory in Oregon meant that 40 Bourne Jdecided
to follow lvosevelt out of the Republican party he would be
roquired Lo run on a soparate tlcket, This decision mesnt
certain defeat., Instead, he chose to stand for renomination
in the lepublican primaries, At that point Bowrne feulishly
decided not to campaizn beyond publishing his senste record,
4% a rezult, he was defeated, "I have no regrets,” Dourne

vamarked, Tily plan is right in prineciple.” Hourne trisd o

2TArghur G, link, Yoo
£2810-1917, {Hew York, 195

qrew Milson and the Frogregsive I
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regain his posgition by rumnning in the November elections as
a cundidate of the “popular government,® but it was of no
uge. He had committed the irrevurables error for a progressive
in this period :f crisis. Fe had miscalcoulated public senti-~
men$,28

The others revealed more politicaul acumen then Bourne but
theli¥ positions became increasingly vulnorable because of the
division in the ranks. The ulitra-~liberal Murdogk, the individ-
ualistic Lindbergh, the new nationzlist Poindexter, and the
politicul praguetist Bristow responded to Rooseveltls oall,
while ¥ent anéd Lenroot, foresseling the isclation of the Froe
gressive party, remained in place. The politiewl hazards of

being progressive continued for threse reoformers, but without

the safeguard of unity.

Lettar of Thwaéara Roosevelt, VII, 573 Pollette!
g miﬂa, kprl y L1013, May 4, 1@12, éé%%émﬁer 7,

Weekly i
1972, Oclober 26, 1912




CHAPTER IV
UNDER DEMCCRATIC RULE

By the end of 1912 the future of progressivism appmar&&
dismal to Republican-oriented politicians. The formation of
the Progzressive party had destroved the unity and direction
of the insurgzents. Althouch Roosevelt made the @1@ctiah of
1912 an interesting race, it remained essentially a aﬁa«man
show. Otherwise, only an insiznificsant number of Progressives
acquired state or national office. Those who remained in the
Republican party were saddened by the recession of the pro-
gressive advances that had been made in the national organi-
zation over the last decade, and many enrolled under Wilson's
prosressive banner. For the naxt four yvears the progressives
of the Republican tradition had to seek leadership outside
the Republican party.

President Wilson's program of a "New Fresdom™ and Roose-
velt's "New Nationalism"™ provided the two main alternatives
for progressives. VWilson promised "the man on the make,"
during the 1912 campaien, a "New Freedom™ in economiec endeavor.
He excited the country with a dream of returning to the myth-
ical "good o0ld days" when the giant corporation had not hampered
the economic growth of the individual. In this capitelistic

utopia the government would insure the fair play of all com-

51
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petitors through more stringent anti-trust legislation. Wilson's
"hoot~strap™ philosophy revitalized Thomas JefTerson's concept
of lalssez failre in government. In 1912 it remained to be seen
whether or not Wilson's revelutionary ideas would suffer
similar problems of application. Roosevelt, on the other hand.
champicneﬁ what Herbert Croly termed in his Promise of Amerigan
Life the "New Nationalism.” He argued that only the abuses
of big business were objiectionable, Thus, the government's
funetion. according to the Colonel, was not to destroy big
business in order to accommodate the small entrepreneur, but
t0 regulate the practices of the so-called robber barons,
Hoosevelt demanded that the publie accept the twentieth ecentury.
He recognized the existence of c¢orruption and vice in consoli-
dated America, but he also recognized the tremendous benefits
of & highly industrialized nation. Herein lay the basic dif-
Terences between the Wilsonian and Hooseveltian philosophies.
One looked back to the nineteenth century for inspiration
while the other sccepted the realiti&s of the new era. The
President sought to regulate competition while the reputed
"trust-buster" advocated the regulation of manepaliaa'X

The task of selecting one of these two programs, both
of which were considered progressive, was no easy matter since
they were not always sharply differentiated. Boeth of the protag-
onists publiely diluted their statements to prevent the

alienation of almost any group. Wilson refused to antagonize

lHofstadter, The Age of Ra%grm :

| i, Ap , » PP. 224-254: Link,
wggﬂrgw Wilson and the Progressive Era, pp. 18-22: Mowry,
Theodore Hoosevelt and the Progressive Movement, pp. 277-281.
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the big business element and Foosevelt rejected any inc¢lination
to repulse the small capitalist. On one occasion, in & c¢lassic
example of nebulous pronouncements, Wilson stated, "I am for
big business and I am against the trust,” The ambiguity of
such statements many times caused confusion rather than
enlightenment. As a result, the simnificance of the positions
represented by Wilson snd Roosevelt taxed the interpretive ca-
pacity 3nd demanded ingenuity of the most adept politieian.
#31liam Allen White concluded that the difference hetween Wilson
and Roosevelt in 1912 resembled the difference hetween Tweedle-
dum and Twaaﬁledee.g This misinterpretation exemplified the
difficeuley politicians faced in relating theilr own philosephies
to thome advooated by the recognized leaders of progressivism.
Nevertheleas, without possihly being ahle to define these
programs in so mony words, politicians undoubtedly sensed the
sirnificant differences in them, These differences were
inherent in the progressive movement, and althourh they had
not been listed cateporically bhefore the second decade of the
century., most nrogressives already accepted one of the two
schools of thought, The terms "New Preedom” and "Wew National-
ism® were not new concepts at all, but expressions of well-estabe
lished ideas. For example, two years before Wilson resched the
presidency, Lenroot stated that . . . monopoly should be pre-
vented and competition maintained.” In accordance with this

philosophy Lenroot worked with lLa Follette and Louis Brandeis

2Hofstadter. Ag £ Refo p. 248 Link, Weodrow Wilson
gnd the Propgress ; ra . T% Erie F. &nldmany Hendegvous

With Destiny. (Wew Yark 1352), p. 216.
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in an effort to strengthen the Sherman Aet long before Wilson \
moved into the White House. Accordingly, Kent w&rkwd out his
own view of the federal government's role in the modern soeciety
without benefit of Rwoaavelt's‘”ﬁ&w Nationalism." Throughout
his congressional campaign in 1910 Kent expounded on the inevi-
tability of combination and the inefficiency of competition. He
concluded that "Control [/ was_/ the only remedy." In the end,
Wilson and Roosevelt helped to define, not create, the ldeolo-
giecal differences that existed améng the pragraaaiva&.B
The application of either concept hurried the demise of
progressivism in the Republican party and threatenad the
political existence of individual progressives. The more
idealistic progressives stood on principle to the point where
they lost contact with political realities. For example,
Lindbersh, vhose independence defied labels,flaunted his
independence so indiscriminately during Wilsen's first ad-
minigstration that by 1916 he was without an official position
from which to espouse his particular brand of progressivisnm,
On the other hand, the more adept progressive politiclans
adjusted th&ir‘prineiplea to the new political conditions.
Not onee during these years when Lindbergh stoed on his prin-
ciples at the expense of party loyalty did Lenroot leave the
Republican party. By making the necessary adjustments Lenroot
retained the endorssement of the Wisconsin Republican machinery

and still supported most of the progressive measures passed

?Belle C. La Follette, Robert M. La Follette, I, 339-346:
La Follette's Weekly Magazine, Gdtober 22, 1910.
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during Wilson's first aduinistration. The decisions made by
Lindbergh, Lenroot, and the other figures of ihis gtudy betwson
1912 and 1916 revealed that progressives continually foced
dilemmas,

Under the President's direction the progressive movement
woached its sumnit with the passage of a series of reform
measurea, Within hie first two years in office the tarlff
waeg signiflcantly lowered, the financigl systen was roformed,
and the Sherman Act was amanaed,4 These acts placed the
Progressives as well as prosgressive Republicans in diffioult
positions, If they supported the roforms of the Wilson
aduinistration they appsared to serve no politiecal purnose,
since the Denoccratic party maintained an adequate majority in
both houses, On the other hand, if they rebuked the reforms,
they denied thelr own progressive rrineinles,

The Progressives werec espeecially caught in this dilemnma.
Between 1912 and 1916 thoy faced the tasgk of maintaining s
united front despite their lmck of an effective organization.
The Progressive congressmen met at Yaghington on April 4, 1913,
to orgesnize themeelves as o separate purty within Congress,
According to Murdock, wio was the Progreasive candidate for
dpeaker of the House, the Progressive congressional Progran
called for surport of the initiotive and referendun, direct
primuries, woman suffrage, the recall of sublle officials,
recognition of the rights of labor, protection of child labor,

minimum wages for women, sstablishment of o Federal indusirial

4ﬁink, Yoodrow Wilson and the Progressive Tra, PPe 25=533,
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commission, tariff revision based en selentific data, and the
elimination of the "money trust.” In order to maintain a
separate identity the ninetecen Frogressive congressmen needed
to achieve strict party unity. FRooseovelt encouraged them to
follow 8 party linme, Lindbergh's actions at the conflerence
indicated the japrobabdlity of their remaining united. Despite
the fact that he had been elected to represent the Republican
party in 1912, Lindbergh attended the Progresslve conference
and announoed that he would no longer attend the Republican
party caucuses. iHe characteristically stated that he would
support those Progressive measures which he found agrosable,
but that he would oppose those with which he disagreed. By
accepting his terms the conference sncoursged the inherently
independent tendencies of the ordinary Progressive. Any

hops for unity was destroyed when the conference resolved

that any nember of the Progressive party could vote for any
progressive peasure regardlese of its source. Polndexter,

the only Progresaive in the Jenate, was allowed the sesme degres
of freedom. Despite thelr general support of Wilson's roform
program, the unccordinated actions of the Progressives destroyed
their only chance for political identity. Fost of them dise
played their independence and thelr propgreseivism, but certainly
surrendercd all righte to be called politiecians. Only Poln-
dexter, of the insurgents who jJoinaed the Progressive party in

1912, remained in Congress after 1917, and his unique achleve-
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ment resulted from his timely return to the Republican parly
in 1916,°

Whereas the Progresgives acted independently with but
1ittle regard for perty affiliations, the insurgenis who
remained in the Republican porty revesled more resiraint.
Lenroot, for exouple, sitated that "In Jjustice to my political
affiliationes as well as from reasons of the public¢ interest
I conld not join thie movement at this time, having been
elected upon the Republicoun ticket and having made use of the
Revublican organization to secure my nomination and eleotion.®
In essence, Lenroot recognized the impotency of the Progressive
party and the necessity of party machinery. Similarly, Bristow
decided after the defeat of the Progressive party in 1912 that
Republican loyalty was politieally preferable to jolning the
tihird party. Although He campaigned for Roosevelt in the
election, he refused the Progressivse appesl to particivate in

egtablishing a permanent nationul org@niaatiangg

Daspite the
tremendous odds against gaining control of the Republican
party from the restored conservatives, Bristow, Lenroot, and
the other insurgents experienced more political seourity zs

Republicuns.

gﬂawlzgggiﬁimﬂa, April 5, 19133 aApril 18, 1915, NHowry,
Theodore Roosevelt and the Progressive lMovement, p. 287,

6, .

New Yomk Timos, Wareh 27, 1913; Nowry, Theodore Roope-
velt and the Progressive Movement, pp.’287~28éu
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The Republican insurgents demongirated discipline, bul
not intimidation. Many of them recognized Wilson's potential
as a progressive and lummediately pledged their support to him.
Kent, who in splie of his independence maintained an alliance
with the Republlean insurgents, stated thaet "Not wuntil President
Wilson shall have shown a willingness to abandon the road in
which he ls traveling shall I consider it my duty o do other
than help him %o the utmost of ny strength and ability.*®
Lenroot, who also supported the President, comuented that he
saw little difference between Wilson and FProgressive B@yuhliaanﬁ.7

Noreover, the progressives of this study, whether dige
¢iplined or undisciplined, proponents of the "HNew Freedom" or
of the "New Nationalisnm," supporitsed most of the administration's
legislative program. Among the roform measures passed during
the first two years of Wilson's administration only the
Underwood-Simmons Tariff met their consistent opvogition. Those
who voted against the Canadian Recliprocity Treasty in 1911 also
opposed the new tariff, which substantially lowered the existm
ing éuties. The views expressed by Lindbergh simply confirned
his earlier stand on tari®f revision. He declared that "The
foarmers have not had thelr interests equully protected, and
the tariff bill ag a whole, in my judgement, iz unfavorable
o them and to the towns and villages supported directly by

the farming industry.' Ienrcot, on the other hand, expressed

Toew York Times, Mareh 27, 1913; La Follette's ieekly
Magagine, May 31, 1913.
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the fear of yprogresvive protectioniszts that the tardff would
allov unreasonable competition Irom abroad. Pinally, Hurdock,
representing the Progressive demands, sought bo amend the bill
with a provision that would provide for a disinterested com-
migsion %o revise the tariff., The Prosident opposed the
commission and the rejection of the anendmant carned Murdock's
nagative vots on ths bill., Otherwliss, she President's lege
islative program received the progressives consistent suppord
betwesn 1912 end 19140

With the excentions of Bristow and Nurdeek, the progres-
sives under study were ree¢lected in 1914, In Kanszaz ong of
the ironles of the divisien within the insurgent ranks appeared
durdnge the 1914 congrossional slections vwhere Brigtow, who
had recently reaffirmed hiz loyalty to the Hepublican party,
sought renemination. He belatedly advised prograssive Zepube-
Lieans that "Il we all work together wo will succeed, I we
divide, we invite failure.” mfortamately, two years beflore
Bristow, Murdock, and other Fansas insurgonts had mailed the
invitation to failwre., Thelir fallure in Zansas waz the signif-
icant [eature of the 1914 elections. Ag soon as Dristow
prnounced hig intention of seeldng Neopublican renomination,
Murdeck stated that he would run for sthe same senatordal post
on the Frogressive ticket. At that same time, MMurdock, whe

refused to rejoin the Republican party, denied ruors that the

g«?_ 4 b s b £
. wongrassionsl feeord, O03rd Congress, lst Jession, Vol. L
(%ashingt@m, 1813}, p. 753, 1358; To George W, Farkima: &pgil
1, 1913 Letters of Theodore Hoosevelt, VII, 717~12.




70

Progresgives considered merging with the Republicans. Unresale
istionlly, he stated that "The Progressive party will fight
it out alons, g&%ﬁaring its strength as it goes along from
aonong tre ranks of the people who are now swakened and who
are deoing their own thinking.' [ig inflexible stand doomed
Muardock to defeat, The Republican pariy iun Xansas, omirolled
by the conservatives since the 1912 election, rejecied Bristow
ir the primery elsotion in favor of Charles Curtis, sn ex-sen-
ator overnowsred earlier by the tide of progressivism. The
returne of the general election clearly showed that that itlde
had ebbed in Kensas, for Curitis defeated both his Democratic
and Progressive opponents. The inmsurgent schism had resulted
in the defeat of both Bristow end Murdock and insured the
gonservative domination of the Republican p&rty;g
¥ilson'e metions during the next two years speeded the
demise of the Progreseive party. Through the passage of the
Federol Farm Loen Aet, the Seaman's Act, the Keating-Owen
Aet, and the creation of a Federal Trade Commlssion, the
Uyregident atrippe& the Roosevelt progressives of their dife
 tinctiveness., Wilson'e acceptance of regulation rather than
destruction nf big business and federal assistance to particular
clasgses, which was supported by the progreseives of this study
without a dissenting vote, foreced the Progresmives to find

other sreas of appoai%ian;lg

New fork Times, Junuary 26, 1914, May 30, 1914, Novem-
ber 1, 1914, “Tovember 6, 1914 La Pollettels Weekly Masuzine,
January 10, 1914,

0L 1nk, woodrow Wilton end the Progressive Era, ppe 59-80.
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They turned their atlention to foreign sffairs. William
%, Leuchterburg hus pointed out that the Progressive attack
upon Wilson's foreign policy was consistent with their earlier
attitude, With a few exceptions they favored or at least
aoquiesced in imperialism snd militerism. They supported
Rooseveli's "Big Stiek" diplomacy and never chellenged Taft's
“ﬂmli&f biglﬂmm@y“ in epite of their wicious attack on his
domestic policies., Thus the Progressives showed no inconw
gigtency in abueing Wilson for his so-czlled "mushy amiability"
in forelgn aff&irs,ll

Poindexter typified the Frbgressivea‘ assault on the
President's foreign policy., In mid-Japuary, 1916, he disturbed
the traditic sl but undasy bi-partisan silence on foreign
affairs in the Senete chambers by assalling Wilson's policies
in regard to Ietin Americs and the European war. He labeled
the administrationts policy in Mexico the "do-nothing® policy
and churged Wilsaﬂ with continually surrendering the rights
of amsricuans abroad. If the Mexican government could not
meintain order, Poindexter demanded that the United States
intervene and if necessary declare war against Mexieo. Ue also
eriticized the Tresident's continued effort to gain the Senate's
approvel for o payment of irdemnity to Colombis which he as-

gserted ", . . i8 not based upon the proposition that they have

3¢Wiili&m . Ieuchtenburg, "Frogressivism and Imperiallem:
The Trogressive Movement end Amerlcan Poreign Policy, 1898«
1916," The Missiseippi Valley Historieal Review, XXXIX
(December, 1052), 403-492,
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party by 1916 ", ., . imperialism and militarism had replaced
the old liveral formulas of protest, and within a year the
party was a&aﬁ.”l4

Leuchtenburg's implication that the insurgents Jjoined the
Progressives in their imperialistic snd militaristic movements
has been made explicit by Richard Hofstadter. In The Age of
Reform Hofestadter ssserts that ". . . the naln stream of feel~
ing in the ranks of insurgency was neither anti-war nor anti-
imperdialist.” Instead it followed Roosevelt ", . , with his
militarist preachments and his hearty sopesals to unselfish
ratriotism and menliness asgainst self-seelting and maoterialistic
motives."*? Neither Leuchtenburg's implication nor Hofstadbter's
assertion is applicable to the figures of this study. Lenroot,
Xent, and Lindbergh, who retuwrned to the Republican purty in
1915, either unwlillingly sacocepted luperislism and militery
preparedness or completely refused to be a part of "the main
siream of feeling." Leuchtenburg and Hofstadter, however, have
both made allowances for these three progressives and others
like them as belng exceptions 0 the rule. Perhaps Kent and
Lindbergh can easily be set aside as unique even among indew
pendents, and it can be said that Lenrooi, who ocame oloser o
the progreseive stereoityne, was less trenchant than the other

twoe in opposing military prap&rﬁaneaﬁg Horeover, with the

%aw York Times, Sapcambar 21, 1915; Lﬁuahtsnburg,
" Progressivism and imp ri&liam, Pe 496,

Dhosretadter, The Ame of Reform, p» 272.
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exception of Lindbergh, they unltimetely "acquiesed" in mili~
tary preparedness,

An alternative to this extensive equivocation has been
offered by Arthur 5. Link., In connectdon with the preparedoess
controvergy Link wrote:

The humanitarian apirit that had given momentuxn to the
progresgive movement stemmed from definite beliefs
about imeriocs and her place in the family of nations.
To begin with, progressivism concentrated largely on
economic and social justice at home. This emphasis
grew into such an obsession that progressiviam became
tantamount to provincialism. 7o be sure, a smsll
Eastern minority, led by Roosevelt, were internationally
minded; but to the largo majority of progressives,
partioularly in the South and Niddle West, America's
unique miseion was to purify and offer heraslf to
decadent Burope, an example of demoeracy triumphant
over social and sconomic injuetice. This self-purifi
cation involved also an end to Amorica's experiment
in imperialiem and a weakening of Anerican naval
power, The second major progressive assumpiion
concerned the place of wur in modern soclety. Wars
were mainly sconomic in causation and necessarily
evil because bankers with money to lend, munitionwe
makers with sordid profits to earn, and Industrialists
with markets to win WOE the chief promoters and
beneficiaries of war,

This interpretation explains the attitudes of Fent, Len~
root, and Lindbergh on foreign policy with far less rationali-
zation. According to Link's analysis their stand was the rmile,
not the exception. Kent gought to put "an end to Americal's
experiment in imperialism® in 1911 whon he wrote to President
Paft coneerning the Pregident's policy in Mexico: "as one
interested in Wexican investments, I wish to commend in the

highest terms your policy of noninterference. IEvery American

lsﬁink, Woodrow Wilsen and the Progressive Era, p. 180.
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life in Mexico is there subject to the risk of the posseszor.”
Adggin, during the Wlilgon asduinistration he advised the President
agalnet gending smerican troops into Mexico., Although Kent
graduslly accepted the need for military preparedness, he
meintained a position very clome to the isolationists. "We
ghall be a grealer pation and & betier example of selfwcontained
gelf-regpect if we forget the 'world power' language," he
advised. In 1916, he contimued to discuss plans thet would
prevent imerican involvement in the wer, Moreover, Lindbergh,
an isolationist, pure and simple, epltomiged Link's description
of the progressives' atiitude toward war as s nmeans of profit
for bankers, munition-makers, and industrislists. With these
profiteers in mind, Lindbergh demonded that ". . « the toilers
who are now employed in munitions of war for Burops and forelgn
lands be employed to make the things needed to protect oure
selves and to bulld an honest domestic cmmmﬁraa."lv
Instead of agreeing with the Progressives' imperialistie
and militaristic tendencies, the insurgents of this study who
remained in Congress stocd nearver the traditional position of
isolationien. When Wilson begen to push for a moderate program
of military preparedrness in late 1915, thesc insurgents, with
the exegeption of Lindbergh, reluctantly “acguiesed." But as

Link pointe out ". . » rank and file were thinking in terms,

171e Pollette's Feckly kagasmine, April 12, 1913; New
York Times, Avril 26, 19163 Congresesional Reogord, Appendix,
th Gongress, lst Seesion, Vol., LILI (Washington, 1916),
Pe 73%.
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noh ol preparsdness for woar, bub of preparedness for peacu.”

In the presidontial election of 1916 Wilson wis not
reelected on the basic of his preparedness prograw bul rather
on the issues of pereo and progressivism. The support he

recedved [rom the Progressdves of .this study indlcabte thab

avid proponentz ol prepavedness as well as to the less rabld,
At lewst twonbty per ceont of the Progressives cast thelr ballot
for Wilson ila 1915, Durdeck, for example, who vielently ope-
posed the Depublican~Propgrossive marger in the swumor of 1?1%,
supperves Wilson in preference to Charles Svang Hughes, the
Rgpublican compromlse candidate. Ten of the obhsr elghtesn
members of the platform comalttee of the former Prograsslve
party folned him ln suppord of ﬁila&m.mﬂ

Cu the other hand, Polundewxier, who retwned o the o=
publican pasty in 1915 in preparation for hils own senatorisl
contest, retadned his sduiration for "Bip Juick™ diplomacy.
He announced an returning to the Hepublican caucus lu Decamber
ghat the Tepublican platform in 1914 would ¢all for a mare
vigorous forelgn pplicy. His relwn In ne way reflscted &
disenchantmeny wlth elther Roosevelt or the TUolonel's
militaristic sentiment, Instead, he helped Lo prapare the

way for Roosevelt's offlelal return to the Hepublican party.

181ink, Hoodrow Wilson and the Progre

ﬂLA%ﬁ$u%§9-§Q& Frogresaiv
' v’ W Lo
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In the process he illustratsd his politicnl adeptness by
being reelected to the Sanata.ag
After the slections of 1916 only Lenroot of the progrese
gives under study retaincd his seat in the House. Lindbergh,
after refturning to the Republican party in 1915, unsuccessfully
gought the Republican senatorial nomination with the endorge
ment of the farmers Non-Partisar League., His defeat was, in
‘part, due t@'ﬁiﬁ eriticiem of preparedness which was in Opw
pogition to ﬁﬁ@ National Republican platform. Xent slso
failed to reappear in Congress in 1917. He announced in the
gummer of 1916 that ke would not soek reelection hecause of
the *. , + pressure of private affairs aend urgent neced of a
vaestion.” The validity of these reasons was not substantisted
by his subsequent asctions. In July he helped orgenize the
Woodrow Wilson Independent League which worked without paxrty
consideration for Wilson's reelection. The following April
he accepted 5 pogition on the Tariff Commission. Kent hardly
appeared to be vaostioning or sttending to private affairs.
The gordial relationship which had existed bhetween Kent
‘and the President since Wilson's inauguration in 1913 suggests
that he looked forward to an appointive position such as the
one he accepted in 1917.%%

20ro Dwight B. Heard, July 3, 1916, Letters of Theodore
Roosevels, VITI, 10843 New York Tiaes, December 23, 1915;
owry, Theodore Rooscvelt and bthe Progressive Movement, p.326,

zlﬁew York Times, February 20, 1915, June 15, 1916;
Letters of Theodore Roosevelt, VII 524; "The New Teriff
Gommiseion,™ The independent, XC {(April 2, 1917), 14-15,
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The division in the insurgent ranks, Wilson's relom
measures, and the increasing threat of lanvolvement in the
Puropean war demanded flexibility from the Republican-oriented
progressives of this study between 1912 and 191G, lleny were
inmdaved by the repercussions of tho insurgent schiem slong
with Bourne, ‘wrdoek, and Bristow. Uthers, such as Lindbergh,
who refused any responsibility outeide Amerlean boundaries,
wore also swept aside. The more politically adept oxempliflied

bty Foindexter, Kent, and Lenroot weathered the storm.



CHAPTER V

CUNCLUSION

Phe hazards and frustragtions inherent in politics hed
been purticularly acute for the insurgents between 1910 and
1916, On the one hand, they had correctly interpreted the
incereasingly pragmztic thoughts of soclety which refused to
accept human beings as siaply pawns of an inhuman evolutionary
proceag, They agreed that men could shape their own environe
ment and ultinmately eliminate the gross inequities of society.
On the other hand, they were members of a political organiza-
tion that failed to adjust to the changes in the nation's
frame of min@. The Republican party's reactionsary character
repulsed all progressives, but none denied its indispensable
funotion. The conflict between personal conviction and polie
tical expediency served as the basic dilemma for insurgent
Republicans during this phase of the progresgive epa.

Excluding political expediency thare wes a fundamental
difference in the principles motivating the progressives.
Wilson's plan for revitalizing the competitive system and
Roogevelt's regulatory prosram had revealed this division
during the 1912 presidentlisal campaign. The progressive

Republicuns of this study who representced the agrarian interests
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reaponded more favorably to Wilson's call for rugged
individualiem. They sough?t to build a more equitable soclety
by simply removing the privileges granted to big business.

The resulting equality of economic opportunity would limit
federal action to maintaining these ideal conditions. Those
who were c¢loser to urban living supportsd Roosevelt's vproposals
for enlarging the activities of the federal government., They
agocepted regulating big business and assigiing partioular
classes as negessary government functlions,.

John Braeman suggeste that his fundamental difference
can be extended to explain differences in the prosréssives?
attitude on foreign policy. He divides the progressives into
two groups. First, the "modernistas" combined the concept of
regulating bilg busincss with an initernationalistic approach
in foreign policy. Secondly, the "traditlionmlisia" coupled
with the "New Freedon" id.as an isclationist ataitu&a.l
The application of these oclearly defined terms to the figures
under study is possible with some emceptions. Of the five
progrepaives who remsined active in nationsl poliitics in 1916
three fitted Breeman's formule., The "irsditionalisis" were
Lenroot and Lindbergh. They were both baslcally Jeffersonian
and 4o different degrees opposed American involvement in
world affairs. Poindexter, on the other hand, was a "Modernist

advocating incressed sovernment aciion 8t home and abreaﬁ.g

1 : )

John Braeman, "Seven Profilesy ‘§§§rf 4 d. di
tégnaliatg,“ Bﬂﬁiﬁéﬁﬁ_ﬁi&%@ Rev%ew % @?n%a%i 15%??,
581-582.

New York Tim:s, Avril 19, 1914,
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Kent snd Nurdock defy Braeman's classifications Kentts
accepltance of exteanding the federal government's responsie
bility in domestic affairs, yed opposing ite role zss a world
power was seemingly coniradictory asccording to Braeman's
th%ais, but not surprising since Xent was an exceptlon 4o
moat procressive generalizations. Murdock's position cannot
be 80 easily dismissed. His sllsglancs to the Progressive
parts obscured the fact that a coniradieiion even existed,
In 1916 when Roosevelt enginczered a nmerger between the two
parties Hurdock refugsed to rejoin the Republicansy and in
1917 he atteuwpted to revive the Progressive party.B Degplte
his dedication to ﬁhe Prozreassive party, Murdockts agrarian
background inetilled in him a Jeffersonian outlock. He was
2 Bull Vooser initiglly because Kanéés was Pro@r@aaiva;
and later because he wos a fighter iﬁ the middle of a fight
and the dynamic Roosevelt stood alongside him at Armageddon.
In essence, the presence of the energetic and colorful Murdock
in the Proxsr.ssive party and his militeristic gttitude in
forelgn policy seemsd to be due more 10 his tendency to
gravitase toward the center of action than to any profound
agreement with Roosevelt's sophisticated ideology.

The basic convictipns of these progressives in both
domestic and foreign affairs were influenced by political

realities., Their acceptance of political expediency wae one

3N@w York Times, June, 1916 wry, Theodore Roosevell
and LHE PrOZYE4EIVE loveme! '&,gp,; 3%91‘ ¥, Zheodore Roosevelt
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of degrae. Willlam Allen White deacribed the exception rather
than the rule among insurgents when he sald that they preferved
e o o defaat to compronisa and martyrdon te victory if the
vietory is qualifisd. . L The exception in this study was
Lindbergh, He was an 1dealist vho acted in accordance with
party politics as long as thaey Jdid not interferc with his
pergonal convicsions, TIn 1915 when almost the entire country
at least accepbed the need for preperedness, he continusd to
aspouss the Lradlitlonal tenets of isolationiss, As a result,
he was swept into the "dust-bin of history.™ Host progros-
sives refvted White's description Ly refusing to apply their
princlples wlthout considering the political effect. For
oxample, in 1912 when Roosevelt demanded a sacrifice from

the logwrgents, not one of those in this study placed his
politlcal post in any immddiate Jjeopardy because of principle.
Instead thelr deciszions were made in view of political exigen~
cies. DBowmne, the only progressive under consideration here
to lose his office in 1912, was not a "martyr" in the name of
progresaive principles, lis subsequent activities destroyed
any such illusion. In 1914 the conservative Hew York Times
pormanded him in an editordal for his statement that the
railroads were being wnderpaid for carvying the nails. In
1915 and 1914, as president of the Hepublican Publicity Asso-
¢lation, he viclously attacked the Wilson administration and

ggpoused lepublican, rather then progressive, prin@ip&a&*5

‘azagine, January 7, 1911,
Hew York Times, August 14, 1914, January 19, 1915.
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Despite the fact that these propressives penerally
revealed political maturity, many of thelr contemporardes
continually reforred to them as radicals. The accusation
appears oo ssvere in view of the fact that progressives
ngither sousht to overthrow the capitalist systen nor did
they aencourage revelution to remody the prevailing soclsal
Ineguities. Hont typified the raformer's attitude toward the
progressive novenent when he sald: "I dontt believe in the
class strugsle, becauze while the lupulse must come from the
underdog, every groat reform has been teken up and worked
out by thooe whe are not selfishly interested, I believe
altruisn is a bigpor force in the world than sa&f&&h&@am.”é

In the fMnel analysis thelr attistudes ranped from the
ninstounth conbury Mugwamp type to complete epen-mindedness
in soclal experimentation, ﬁeurn@; one of the many wealthy
progrossives, reprosented thoze who sought limited reform,

He fought for political reforms such 25 those expounded by the
Habional Progressive Republican League, but he opposed economic
ionovations. Hooscvelt correctly described hinm as ", . . below
tﬁ@ average rather than above the average of thelr fellows
Zﬁiﬂﬁ&?ﬁﬁmtﬁ7.“? At the other ond of liberallism stood Hent.

BDesplte his oun fortune he worked to establish o more equitable

September &, 1911, cited in

ne; Builetin
nia Frogressived, p. 104,
770 William Allen Whive, Latbers of Ihe £

Hovember 7, 1914, VIII, 235,
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distribvubion of income, He warned that unless something was
done ", . . property rights were going to tumble about the
heads of the men who had built themselves pyramids of money

in a desert of want and suffering."g He placed few restricticns
on the methods of remedying these inequities, "I should say

that it is safe Lo assume that a little lalssez falre, a little

cocialism, a little anarchy, and a little Henry George are all
good in thelr place," Kent suggested. YAt amy rate, go at
them open-mindedly work with the good in each. "

Their actions between 1910 and 1916 had been shaped
by the nuserous pressures of a politically revoluticnary
enviromment, In addition to their own convictions they
welghed the changing sentiment of their constituencies and
the tumultuous conditions within the party orpanization., Al-
though motivated by the reform sentiment they had continually

searched for the practical limits of progressivism,

8 x o) ¢
San Francisco 5g;le§§n313eptemher 8, 1911, cited in MNowry,

“California Progressive and His Rationale,” [Migsissippi Valley
Historical Review, XXXIVI, p. 248,

gﬁakﬁr, "Seelng America,™ p. 89.
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