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GEORGE PERKINS A1JD THE PROGRESSIVE PARTY: 
A STUDY OF DIVERGKIT GOALS 

Preface 

In 1912 the Republican Party split and a new party, the 

Progressive Party, was forneci, There long has been an argu-

ment as to whether the new party was a product of the times 

or of the needs of one man, Theodore Roosevelt. 

Regardless of the basis of the new party, it war. born 

and its first objective was to elect the "Bull Moose" presi-

dent of the United States, Like any party the Progressives 

had to have money to operate. Two men, Frank Mnnsev and 

George Perkins, bore the brunt of the load. Whereas Munsey 

left the party after 1912, Perkins .remained and played a 

major role in the party's course in history. 

George W. Perkins, like nc-sfc Republican businessmen, 

had, in 1910, been prepared to re-elect President William 

Howard Taft in 1912. Despite President Taft's difficulties 

with the insurgents, Perkins' position regained much the 

sane throughout most of 1911. Yet, by July, 1912, George 

Perkins was a driving force in the new political party of 

Theodore Roosevelt. Two factors contributed to this new 

alignment: his admiration for the candidate and his con-

cern for big business and its relationship with the federal 

government. 



If the progressive movement was, in part, a reaction 

against the practices of big business, and it is generally 

held to bo so, Perkins and the Progressive Party were strange 

allies. A self-made millionaire, Perkins v;as a product of 

Wall Street; Could the best interests of this man. and the 

Progressives be one and the same? 

This study will focus on the role of George Perkins in 

the development and decline of the Progressive Party, 

Theodore Roosevelt is often at the center of this story for 

the Eul1 Moose and the Progressives were closely intertwined. 

Ultimately, the inconsistencies of the master-politician 

Roosevelt and the detrimental influence of Perkins contrib'ated 

to the downfall of the Progressive Party of 1912. 



CHAPTER ONE 

PRELUDE TO PARTY REVOLT 

On Jure 18, 1910, Theodore Roosevelt returned to the 

United States after an extended tour of Africa and Europe. 

He had, been away for a year and three months. This did not 

keep a crowd estimated at a million from turning out to greet 

the returning hero in a tribute that was described ?s "one 

such as .never, had been paid in this or perhaps any other 

country to a private citizen"."*" Was this to be the zenith of 

his farae? Roosevelt admitted in a statement, "I ara like 

Peary at the North Pole, there is no way for me to travel 

2 

except south." This analogy would prove to be rurprisingly 

prophetic. 

Of most interest to the America.a....p-e.ople was_ the course 

of political action the ex-president would take.. His state-

ment upon his return that he was "ready and eager" to "help 

solve problems" was interpreted many ways by the press. 

Roosevelt's future plans could not be made without a close 

study of what had occurred while he had been away. Through 

an active correspondence with his friends, particularly Henry 

Cabot Lodge, he had kept abreast of the major events 

1New York Tines, June 19, 1910, p. 1. 

2 
Mark Sullivan, The :var Begins, Vol. IV of Our Tiraes, 

6 vols., (New York, 1 y 32)', p. 44~L. ~~ 

3Ibid. j The Sew York Tiroes, June 13, 19119, pp. 1-2. 



in Washington and was aware that changes had occurred in the 

political climate of the country. 

Adjusting to these changes would take some time and 

Roosevelt told reporters they would not be welcome at Oyster 

4 

Bay, his Long Island home, while he "rested". 

As to the political climate of the country, Roosevelt 

would probably discover he had been away longer than he real-

ized. He had left the country safely in the hands of his 

personally chosen successor. Both wings of the Republican 

Party had welcomed the 1908 election of William Howard Taft. 

One noted industrialist representing the conversatives sighed: 
"It will be a comforting thing to have old times restored 

5 

again." At the same time the progressives looked forward to 

a continuation of Roosevelt's policies. Taft had promised 

this in his campaign speeches and in his inaugural address. 

President Taft's first major undertaking, however, was 

one that had never been advocated by his predecessor. Taft 

and Roosevelt had never agreed on the tariff. At the 

Republican Convention in 1908 Taft had pushed for a plank 

calling for a downward revision of the tariff rates and was 

disappointed when no firm stand was taken. Once elected, 

Taft announced that a special session of the Congress would 

^The New York Times, June 19, 1910, p. 2. 

5 
George 3. Movry, Theodore Roosevelt anc the Progressive 

Move'ient, (Madison, 1946), p. 36. 



be called immediately after his inauguration for the sole 

6 
purpose of lowering the Dingley Tariff. In doing so, Taft 

started something he would be unable to accomjjlish in the way 

" • V 
he had hoped. ^ V'' - r 

Vf" """ :i • \4-j 

The Payne Tariff Bill had a surprisingly easy tirae in 

the House of Representatives. Introduced on the third day 

of the session, the bill passed within a month on a strict 

party vote. Although not as lev; as the president would have 

liked, Taft felt the bill represented "substantial reductions", 

The Senate version of the bill was sponsored by JTelson 

W. Aldrich of Rhode Island, the leading conservative of the 

upper house. Although Senator Aldrich claimed his bill had 

more reductions than the Payne Bill, a study of the eight 

hundred amendments to the House rates revealed that most of 
8 

the changes were in an upward direction. It was at this 

point that a group of Republican senators known as insurgents 

made a gap that would separate them from the Republican Party 

for some tirae. Men such as Robert LaFollette of Wisconsin, 

Jonathan Dolliver and Albert Cummins of Iowa, Moses Clapp of 

Minnesota, and Albert J. Severj.dge of Indiana became incensed 

and took action. 

The insurgent senators divided the bill among themselves 

and took the Senate floor in a fierce attack on the high 

Slenry F. Pringle, The Life and Tines of Uilliarn Howard 
Taft, 2 vols., (New "York, 1939) I, 421-4221 ' ~ ~~" 

"^George 3. Mowry, The Bra of Theodore Roosevelt, (Now 
York, 1358), p. 243, 

®lbid. 



tariff. This was an unusual move for men elected as 

Republicans. But the move was a calculated one. In their 

criticism of the tariff it became apparent that these men no 

longer considered themselves a part of the regular.party 

organization. As Mov/ry puts it, "They referred to them-

selves as progressives, calledtheir opponents reactionary 

tools of the trusts and-eastern corporations, spjak^ in 

Roosevelt' s-ivame, and called upon Taft for aid in keeping 

. 9 

the party true to its and the President's own promises." 

Taft faced the first, major decision of his adminis-

tration. Should he support a small minority of his party 

who agreed with him on the matter under debate or should he 

go along with the majority of Republican senators? Somehow 

Taft convinced himself that Aldrich was doing his best to get 

as much tariff reduction as possible, despite the fact that 

the eastern senators \̂ ere committed to protect their local 

products. The president praised Aldrich's work as "very 

scientific". Taft admitted that Aldrich's bill had its de-

fects but felt that the senator would work to overcome any 

faults in the conference committee. 

The president was to be disappointed, Aldrich chose four 

avowed high protectionists as Senate conferees; House Speaker 

^Ibid., p. 245, 

"^Taft to Horace Taft, June 27, 1909, .Ib̂ c!* , p. 246. 



Joseph Cannon's choices, were equally committed to high pro-

tection. "I don't think that Cannon played square" , Px-esident 

Taft wrote his brother, "He nominated a Conference Committee 

that had four high tariff men on it...who would not fight for 

the low provisions of the House foill,"^ 

The conference comntitt.ee, however, did not have an easy 

time of it. They still had to come up with a compromise that 

would pass the Democratic~pi-ogressivo coalition of both houses 

and also the president. The committee toiled for a month while 

arguments raged on Capitol Hill. When Aldrich offered to 

lower- the tariffs on western raw materials, in order to cut 

the expenses of the eastern manufacturers, Cannon threatened 

to adjourn the House. When Cannon was pacified, the western 

senators became troublesome. Only the threat of a presidental 

veto could produce a satisfactory compromise. Taft felt he 

had won a victory, but the results leave this open to 

1?. 

question. 

In the final report the House gave in to 522 of the 

Senate amendments, whereas the Senate had yielded on only 124, 

The remaining 201 amendments had been compromised. In the 

judgement, of all except the President the victory lay with 

Aldrich. When, on a speaking tour., a month -later-, "aft de-

scribed the Payne—Aldrich Act as "the best; tariff bill that 

"̂̂ "Taft to Horace Taft, August 11, 1909, cited in Pringle. 
Life and Tines of William Howard Taft, I, 436. 

^Ibid. , p. 437; Mowry, T. It. and the Progressive 
Movement, pp. 62-63. 
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the Republican party has ever passed and therefore the best 

tariff bill that had ever been__passed at all" , progressives 

13 

everywhere felt betrayed. 

When the new session of Congress convened in March, 

1910, the progressives led by Representative George W. Norris 

of Nebraska tried, as they had at the beginning of the previ-

ous session, to limit the power- of the Speaker of the House. 

In his autobiography Norris claimed that the single objective 

that brought the men known as insurgents together "was the 

taking from the Speaker of the vast, brutal power which the 

rules of the House gave him.,.,""^ Norris and his progressive 
allies particularly objected to the Rules Committee and its 

formation. The Speaker personally appointed the committee 

and through this control virtually dictated the legislation 

that came before the House. Waiting for the right moment 

Norris used clever parliamentary tactics and the backing of 

Democrats and insurgents to enlarge the size of the Rules 

Committee, have it elected from the House at large, and 

IS 

exclude the Speaker from membership. 

This defeat was a severe blow to the dominant Joseph 

Cannon who had controlled the Rules Committee, and House 

legislation, during his tenure. Norris, at least, did not 

13 
Howry, T. R. and the Progressive Movement, pp. 69-70 

3 4 , 
" "Georcie W. Norris, Fiahting Liberal, (New York, 1945;, 

p. 108. ~ 
15Ibid., pp. 109-117, 



hold Cannon personally responsible but instead felt the 

Speaker was a product of his position and of the party 

machinery. In fact, he voted to refuse Cannon's offer of 

resignation. 

President Taft, on the other hand, f^lt differently. 

He had not forgotten Cannon's part, in the tariff struggle 

of the previous year arid even before Norris1 uprising had 

let it be known that his attitude was "one of hostility to 

17 

Cannon". He had no comment following Norris' victory. 

House insurgents did not know what to believe. At the 

tine Taft was taking measures against Cannon, the Speaker 

was moving to punish the insurgents. In the House committees.-, 

for 1910 the progressives were„j3enied all choice assignments.. 

Patronage was withheld from them. When the Republican Congres-

sional Campaign Committee announced that it would officially 

oppose insurgency in the 1910 primaries, many of the in-

surgent progressives were angered. Although their ideas 

differed from the regulai~s, they felt themselves to be loyal 

Republicans. When Norris charged Taft with these facts, the 

President claimed that he was upholding the position of the 

Republican majority, not just Cannon. The President also told 

16Ibid., p. 118. 

17 
Taft to Root, October 24, 1909, Mowry, Era of T. R., 

p. 241. " 
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Norris that patronage was being withheld only where it was 

being used "to hurt the Republican Administration and its 

18 

policies". Taft's reply fell on deaf ears. 

In 1909 and 1910 a controversy arose between the 

Secretary of the Interior and the head of the Forestry 

Bureau in the Department of Agriculture. This in-fighting 

developed into a clash not onJ.y between conservationists and 

anti-conservationists, but between anti-Roosevelt people and 

the ex-president's friends, and moreover between progressives, 

and conservatives. The result was national headlines and a 

split in the Taft Administration that was irreparable. 

- There was already resentment against the new Secretary 

of the Interior, Richard Ballinger, when he took the post. 

Taft allegedly promised Roosevelt that he would retain James \ 
/ 

R. Garfield in his post. Instead he named Ballinger to re- f 
19 

place Garfield, who was a close friend of Roosevelt's. 

Ballinger, in his new capacity, felt that Garfield and 

Gifford Pinchot, head of the Forestry Bureau and another close 

personal friend of the ex-president, had overstepped their 

authority in the wholesale withdrawal of water-power sites as 

Norris to Taft, January 6, 1910; Taft to Norris, 
January 7, 1910, cited in Richard Lov/itt, George W. Norris; 
The Making of a Progressive, 1861-1912, (Syracuse, 1963), pp. 
161-162; Taft to Norris, January 11, 1910, cited in Mowrv, 
Era of T. R., p. 241. 

^John J. Leary, Jr., , Talks If'ith T. R. , (New York, 1920), 
p. 42. 
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ranger stations. After a conference .with Taft these sites 

were returned to the public domain. At the same time 

Ballinger also charged that the Bureau of Reclamation had 

made plans that far exceeded the available funds. Taft again 

agreed with his Secretary and ordered that actions of the 

Reclamation Service be limited until Congress had been able 

to confer on the matter.^ 

Pinchot charged Ballinger with being an enemy of 

Roosevelt's conservation policy. With the aid of Louis Glavis, 

an investigator from the General Land Office, information was 

brought to light that questioned the integrity of the new 

Secretary of the Interior. Some claims made on the national 

domain in Alaska by friends of Ballinger came under suspicion. 

Before any charges against Ballinger could be conclusively 

proven Glavis was ordered to stop his investigation. Pinchot 

appealed to the President, who resented any accusations 

against his Secretary, and fired Glavis. Taft wrote Pinchot 

indicating that if the forester would no longer pursue the 

matter it would be forgotten. Pinchot, however, continued to 

21 
speak out against the administration, forcing his own dismissal. 

Whether Pinchot had motives other than concern for con-

servation is still net known. Iri any case, the decision he 

forced the President into making was a disastrous one. In 

20 
Howry, Era of T. R., p. 252. 

21roic_. , p. 254. 
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firing Pinchot, Taft appeared to be going against Roosevelt's 

conservation policies by dismissing one of the former presi-

dent 1 s closest associates. But more than thatfthe zealous 

head of the Bureau of Forestry was a recognized progressive 

who was on friendly terms with the trouble-making insurgents 

in the Congress. Taft probably had no choice in the matter 

but the move hurt severely his relations with the progressives. 

There were other conflicts between the regular Republicans 

and the progressives. The income tax amendment and a fight 

over railroad regulation that resulted in the Mann-Elkins Act 

of 1910 were prominent among them. The two camps acted with 

such totally different motives that they might as well have 

been two separate political parties as early as the spring 

of IS10. But such an open break was not to come for two more 

years. 

As.mentioned, Roosevelt was not totally unaware of what 

was happening at home while he was on the other side of the 

Atlantic Ocean. Following his dismissal, Gifford Pinchot 

wrote the travelling ex-president a detailed letter out-

lining all of Taft's "errors" and shortcomings. Roosevelt 

wrote back on March 1, 1910, requesting that Pinchot meet 

him in Africa to explain the situation in more detail. 

Pinchot met his old friend at Porto Maurizio on the Italian 

Riviera on April 10, 1910. Apparently Pinchot felt he had 

gotten his point across in his meeting with Roosevelt for he 
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wrote in his diary, "One of the best and most satisfactory 

talks with T. R. I ever had. Lasted nearly all day, and 

til about 3.0:30 at night. 

Joseph B. Bishop, Roosevelt's official biographer, 

seems to feel that upon his return to the United States the 

Colonel had no intention of taking an active part in politi-

cal life. To be sure, Roosevelt would publicly express his 

opinions for he felt that as an ex-president it was his duty 

t.o do so. As to whether he would ever again run for political 

office, Bishop states, "on this point.. . there is no question" 

21 

that he would not. 

Roosevelt kept to the first part of his intentions for 

about ten days. Returning to the commencement exercises at 

Harvard, the former president encountered the Governor of 

New York, Charles Evans Hughes, Governor Hughes persuaded 

Roosevelt to join him in backing a dix-ect primary law in the 

state. 

Shortly after that Roosevelt began to feel that it_might 

be a good idea to speak to the people. He felt that many of 

the causes he favored had been neglected while lie had been 

away. Having been invited to the Frontier Celebration at 

?? 
Gifford Pinchot, Breaking New Ground, (New York, 1947), 

pp. 498, 500-502. 
23 
Joseph B. Bishop, Theodore Roosevelt and His Time, 2 

vols., (New York, 1920), II, 299. 
^Ibid., pp. 299-300. 
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Cheyenne, Wyoming, an event that had .particular interest to 

him, Roosevelt arranged to make a speaking tour of the West 

at the same time. 

While preparing his speeches Roosevelt could not help 

but think of the upcoming Congressional elections and the 

condition of the Republican Party. His concern be came one 

of finding some common ground. OJI_WHICH_±HO in3u.rg»?rifc.&..iand 

Regular's could stand. In„the search for a iir.iit.ing point 

he recognized a political revolt that was not limited to 

party leaders. "I am not prepared to say that the masses 

of the people are Insurgents", he v/roto his son-in-law, 

Nicholas Longwortli, preceding his trip, " [butj very large 

factions of them are...The safest thing... QpeemsJ to be 

to Qlvollj as far as possible on the future."^'"* The result • 

of these ponderings was the STew Nationalism.. 

The New Nationalism as advocated by Theodore Roosevelt 

at Osav/atomie, Kansas, on August 31, 1910, has been in-

terpreted many v/ays by historians. Some maintain that his 

Osawatomie speech was simply a restatement of positions he 

had held since the last days of his presidency; that Roosevelt 

25Roosevelt to Long--;orth, July II, 1910, Siting 2. 
Moricon, editor, The Letters of Theodora Roosevelt, 8 vols., 
(Cambridge, 19 54)', VII, 3J. ~ ~~ ~ 
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-was merely trying to rally all Republicans on some common 

2 6 
grounds. At the same time others hold that the Kansas 

27 

speech was the most radical of Roosevelt's entire career. 

The truth, if it can be ascertained, must lie somewhere in 

between. 

In answering the letters of Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, 

shortly after the speech, Roosevelt made this point in 

defense against his critics: 
With one excerption all my other statements have 

already been made, or at least have in effect been 
made, in my messages to Congress. I may have here 
and there strengthened them, or made them a little 
clearer, but substantially what I said at Osawatomie 
consisted of assembling those points made in my 
messages to Congress which I regarded as most important 
l^sicj for the moment.^" 

The one exception that Roosevelt mentions in the above 

paragraph was a statement he quoted from a former president 

26 
John Blum, The Republican Roosevelt, (Cambridge, Mass., 

1954) , p. 143; Charles Forcey, The Crossroads of Liberalism: 
Croly, Wyl, Lippmann, and the Progressive Era ,"*1900-1925, 
TNew York, 1961) , p.~T33. ~ 

27 . 
William E. Leuchtenburg, "Introduction" in Tneodore 

Roosevelt's The New Nationalism, (Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 
1 9 6 1 ) , p. 8 . ~ — 

28 
Roosevelt to Lodge, September 12, 1910, PI.C. Lodge, 

editor, Selections from the Correspondence of Theodore 
Roosevelt and Henrv Cabot Lodge, 1804-191*8, 2 vols. ("New 
York/ 19T5), fl, 390-391. 
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to the effect that "Labor is superior of capital, and 

29 

deserves much the higher consideration". In his speech 

Roosevelt took pains to point out that the words were those 

of Abraham Lincoln. Yet he still received much criticism 

for these remarks. 

A study of the Kansas speech reveals an emphasis on the 

following points: a full conservation program, a strong army 

and navy, restrictions on corporate contributions to political 

campaigns, workman's compensation, and limitations of woman 

and child labor. All of these had been championed by 

Roosevelt as president. His support of the direct primary, 

however, was a recent advocation. He called for a regula-

tory commission to keep tariffs at a minimum, something he 

had never done before. He also backed an income tax for the 

30 

first time. As for these departures, Roosevelt explained 

them in this way: "The progressives...felt they had a right 

to expect me, unequivocally, to declare for the principles 

for which they stood. Not to have done so would have given 
31 

them the feeling I betrayed them." 

Speaking on the trusts, Roosevelt, keynoted his position 

with these remarks: "The effort at prohibiting all combinations 

29 
Roosevelt, The New Nationalism, p. 24. 

30 

Forcey, Crossroads of Liberalism, p. 133. 

^Ibid., pp. 131-132. 
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has substantially failed. The way out lies, not in attempt-

ing to prevent such combinations, but in completely 

controlling them in the interests of the public welfare."*"" 

Although he had outlined similar ideas before Congress in 

1908, his position had become much stronger. He previous ly 

advocated the use of the Sherman Act against "bad" corabi-

nations only; this time he made no mention of the law, 

implying . he might be prepared to abandon it for some other 

means of control. In addition, what had been "effective and 

thorough going supervision" in 1908 became "complete control" 

in 1910.33 

Where Roosevelt obtained these ideas is a matter.of 

opinion. Blum in his study of Roosevelt maintains the man 

was a business man "intellectually and emotionally" and not 

the agrsrari'an reformer or friend of small business that some 

34 

made him out to be. His sympathy with the ideas of business-

men had grown throughout his administration to the point that 

he consented to the purchase of Tennessee Coal and Iron by the 

United States Steel Corporation to prevent further panic in 

1907. 

32 
Roosevelt, The New Nationalism, p. 29. 

33 
Forcey, Crossroads of Liberalism, pp. 133-134, 

3A 
"Blum, The Republican Roosevelt, pp. 121-122, 
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There is also controversy as to how much influence 

Herbert Croly's The Promise of American Life had on 

Roosevelt's thinking in 1910. Roosevelt had read the book 

on his return from Europe. Howry maintains that the New 

Nationalism was patterned directly after Croly's ideas. He 

says that in The Promise of American Life Roosevelt saw many 

of his ideas put down, and expounded on in the best way they 

35 
could have been. On the other hand, Gabriel Kolko, in a 

recent study of the period, says that while reading Croly, 

3 6 

Roosevelt was looking into a mirror and liked what he saw. ° 

The ideas of the two were certainly very similar except that 

the program advocated by Croly was probably more of a New 

Deal than Square Deal nature. 

Although much of the business community was ap|>alied. by 

the Osawatomie speech and New Nationalism in general, certain 

elements lent their support to the ideas of regulation. Frank 

Munsey, a newspaper magnate who made most of his money from 

United States Steel stock, was one of those. Munsey is quoted 

as telling Roosevelt, "My observation and reasoning as I study 

these problems...leads unerringly to the conclusion that the 

state has got to...take a more parental guardianship 

3 S 

* Howry, T. R. and the Progressive Movement, p. 146. 

36 
'Gabriel Kolko, The Triumph of Conservatism, (New 

York, 1963), pp. 215-2*16. 
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of the people...in their investments, their savings, their 

37 

application of conservation." Hunsey was introduced to 

Roosevelt by George W. Perkins, another businessman of some 

note. A self-made millionaire, Perkins was a product of 

Wall Street; His contributions to business, and later to 

the politics of the period, merit close study. 

The story of George Perkins' climb to success is an 

amazing one. Upon his graduation from grammar school at age 

fifteen, Perkins, horrified at the thought of further school-

ing, went to work for his father as a clerk. The elder 

Perkins was the Ohio area manager of the New York Life In-

surance Company, an organization that would be a big influence 

on the young man's life. Two years later George became an 

employee of the company although he continued to work under 

his father."*® 

Perkins was slow in his new work and often drew repri-

mands for his lethargy from his father, who was a hard 

taskmaster. But the young man had learned enough to hold his 

father's position efficiently for almost a year upon the elder-

Perkins' death in 1886. Although he would have liked to retain 

37 
Eric Goldman, Rendezvoxis With Destiny, (New York, 195S) , 

p. 161. 1 " " *" 
38 
'The following background material on George Perkins was 

found in his biography, John A. Garraty, Right Hand Man, {New 
York, 1957), pp. 9-21 f 41-73, 35-38, 91-93," 126-146, 161-183, 
193-195, 220-222. 
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his position permanently, a raore influential man was -ap-

pointed. Perkins, however, was retained by New York Life 

almost solely on his father's record. He was made a sales-

man in the State of Indiana. Indiana being a very competitive 

market for insurance, Perkins decided on his own to head west. 

Wichita, Kansas, and later Denver were the places where 

Perkins made his first marks in the business world. 

The West was virgin territory as far as insurance was 

concerned and in the first month in Wichita the industrious 

Perkins had written a quarter of a million dollars' worth of 

new business. Not content with his Kansas success, the young 

salesman^hearing of a boom in Denver,headed there. Not only 

did he sell in Denver but he recruited others and set up a 

New York Life office. A year after he had been pushed out of 

his father's job, Perkins had personally sold $735,000 of 

insurance and his organisation's total had reached $2,400,000. 

By the end of the next year, his twenty-fifth, he became the 

managing supervisor of New York Life's operations in Colorado, 

Wyoming, Utah, Idaho, and New Mexico. Five years later he 

was elevated to the position of third vice-president of New 

York Life Insurance Company following a shakeup of tha firm's 

hierarchy. 

Perkins seemed to adjust readily to his $20,000 a year 

salary and his life in New York City. His accomplishments 

soon made his the leading name in the insurance industry. 
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Some of his more successful programs included the organi-

zation of the branch office system as a much more efficient 

way to conduct insurance and adopting various incentive 

merit systems, including profit sharing, that x*aised New 

York Life to first in sales in the country. I-Ie also toured 

Europe selling bonds and securities to various governments. 

While with New York Life, Perkins had his first contact 

with Theodore Roosevelt„ Perkins talked to then Govex'nor 

Roosevelt about a bill before the state legislature to limit 

the amount of insurance a company could have in force. The 

people at New York Life thought that Roosevelt favored the 

bill. Despite the fact that New York Life was the state's 

largest insurer and the bill would obviously hurt the 

company, the company's president felt it would be political 

folly to oppose a bill backed by the popular Roosevelt. 

Perkins obtained an interview with Roosevelt to "feel him 

out" and explain his company's position. Roosevelt, it turned 

out, never supported the bill and Perkins came away having 

39 

made a new friend. 

In 1901 George Perkins was offered a position with J.P. 

Morgan and Company. Perkins was first offered the job by 

39 
Ibid., pp. 74-78; Theodore Roosevelt, Theodore 

Roosevelt - hn Autobiography, (Hew York, 1920),pp. 294-296. 
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Morgan himself in December, 1900, but turned it down due to 

his loyalty to New York Life. Two months later Morgan made 

another offer, very flattering to Perkins, which allowed him 

to keep an association with New York Life. Perkins quickly 

accepted and became a senior partner in the leading private 

banking house in the country. 

Perkins soon assumed such a position of importance that 

within a year he had earned the title of "Morgan's right hand 

man". As a result of Morgan's decision to improve the public 

image of his company Perkins became the company's spokesman 

and met often with the press. More important perhaps was his 

association with the United States Steel Corporation, a 

product of Morgan's genius, After nine iaonths with Morgan, 

Perkins was elected to the board of directors and made chair-

man of the finance committee of the huge firm. Many consider 

the incorporation of the Harvester trust in 1902 as Perkins1 

greatest achievement. Given a hint by John D. Rockefeller, 

Jr., that the midwestern harvesting machine manufacturers were 

interested in consolidation, Perkins went to work. After three 

months of constant negotiations with the McCormick brothers, 

the Deering brothers, and representatives from the Champion 

and Piano companies, the giant merger was consummated. The 

merger, the second largest of its kind, was due mostly to the 

efforts of Perkins. Roger Bacon, Morgan's second in command, 
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wired, "Heartiest congratulations on admirable way you have 

conducted the negotiations and brought them together. I 

40 
entirely approve." J.P. Morgan cabled from Europe, where 

he was spending much of hip time, "Plan seems satisfactory 

and safe.. Approve signing preliminary contract if you all 

• 41 

agree." This lack of enthusiasm, even at the prospect of 

such a merger, was a typical reaction of the elder Morgan. 

Through the years that Perkins was associated with 

Morgan, he rose in stature in the business world to a position 

some say that was second only to Morgan. But his life was not 

one of continued triumph. In 1905 his prestige suffered a 

terrible setback. 

In that yeax- a state legislative committee headed by 

William VJ. Armstrong started an investigation of the insurance 

business in New York. Armstrong's chief investigator was a 

young lawyer named Charles Evans Hughes. This was Hughes' 

first step on a long political ladder and it was mainly through 

his efforts that the Armstrong Committee produced the results 

it did. 

Since Perkins had played such an important role in the 

development of the life insurance business, it was only 

natural he should be called to testify. His testimony 

40 
Garraty, Right Hand Man, p. 140 

41t, . , 
lbxa. 
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covered approximately four days spread out over a six week 

period. It revealed many of the manipulations that vent on 

in the intricacies of high finance. Although Perkins' 

integrity was never questioned by Hughes, many of his 

practices were. The result was an image of Perkins as an 

evil and tricky financier, comparable to the Wall Street iniage 

projected by the communist countries today® 

Perkins' biographer, John Garraty, describes the 

financier's plight thus: 

His imagination, enthusiasm, and self-confidence 
led him to do things that were at best irregular; at 
the same time his contempt fox- detail resulted some-
times in the use of questionable bookkeeping techniques. 
Usually his transactions were profitable for his 
employer, and no shred of evidence has been produced 
to show that he ever used his position to enrich him-
self at his employer's expense. But once exposed to 
the light, some of his maneuver's appeared almost 
frightening not for what he had done, but for what 
he might have done. Investigation made perfectly 
clear the need £91" stricter regulation of the insur-
ance companies* 

Much of the difficulty lay in Perkins' many roles. He 

was Vice President of New York Life, a Director of the 

National City Bank of New York, and held board positions in 

United States Steel, Harvester International, and others. 

The investigation revealed that Perkins would often inter-

change the funds of the many companies to produce the best 

results. At the end of the hearings his tactics resulted in 

42Ibid., pp. 175-176. 
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indictments on counts of larceny and forgery. Although 

one of the indictments stated that it believed that the 

"defendants were solely influenced by a desire to benefit 

the policyholders" and that they "neither did nor. could in 

43 

any way personally profit from the acts done" and both 

were dismissed with little bother, the loss to Perkins was 

tremendous, both personally and financially. 

Following this troublesome phase of his life, Perkins' 

interests began to shift. Very gradually he began to drop 

his many business activities, becoming a writer and speech-

maker, and ultimately a politician. His chief concern was 

business cooperation and federal regulation of business. 

Perkins had been a passive Republican until the silver 

issue of 1896. As an insurance man he lived in fear of in-

flation and became active in McKinley's behalf. Shortly 

thereafter his close friend Albert J. Beveridge was elected to 

the Senate from Indiana and Perkins became his self-appointed 

advisor. In 1900,another friend, a former governor of New 

York and a vice president of the United States of only a few 

months, became president. 

Although not close friends during the years of his presi-

dency, Roosevelt and Perkins corresponded at intervals. Sup-

posedly of opposite viewpoints on the trust question, the two 

men often exchanged ideas on questions of the day. Perkins 

43Ibid.. p. 19 3. 
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felt that the trusts should be regulated but not persecuted 

for size alone. He felt there were "good" and "bad" trusts, 

a view the Supreme Court would share in the near future. 

Roosevelt, on the other hand, and history bears this out, was 

not the "trust-buster" he was reputed to be. His use of the 

Sherman Act declined with the passing of years in his adminis-

tration. Despite the public positions of the two men, their 

. . . . 4 4 views were surprisingly similar. 

By 1910 Perkins had resigned from all his business 

positions except for his post on the board of directors of 

United States Steel. He devoted his entire time to making 

speeches and writing. Articles he had written appeared in 

all types of publications such as Collier's. World's Work, 

Leslie's Magazine, The Saturday Evening Post, The Churchman, 

45 

and the Mississippi Valley Lumberman. Similarly, he v/ould 

appear before any group that v/ould listen to him. 

In his speeches and writings Perkins expounded on a 

business philosophy that he had come to follow, one that 

urged cooperation among businessmen instead of competition. 

Competition, he said, was outdated and wasteful. Fie argued 

that society could benefit much more from businessmen working 
^ 6 

together under the watchful eye of the federal government. * 

44Ibid.. pp. 223-224. 

4*) 
Ibid., p. 244. 

46..., . , 
lbict. 



His chief contention was that bigness in business made for 

efficiency and was required by the changes resulting from 

the industrial revolution. He also argued against punishing 

corporations for crimes. "A corporation is an inanimate 

object", he said in a speech, "it c?th do nothing." The 

individuals who contx*ol the corporations should pay a penalty 

when a law is broken. The Supreme Court decision concerning 

the Standard Oil Company in May, 1911, presented a very 

similar position. Although Standard Oil was ordered dissolved 

because of illegal practices, the ruling implied . that a 

monopoly was not a crime unless it developed from actions that 

were themselves illegal.^' 

As a past public relations man for Morgan, Perkins also 

advocated that corporations fully publicize their activities. 

He maintained that many of the public's doubts were the result 

of unfamiliaritv with corporation activity. Strangely, a 

close study of Roosevelt's Osawatomie speech reveals that in 

1910 the ex-president sounded much like Perkins in calling for 

governmental supervision of monopolies, individual and not 

corporate responsibility, and effective publicity of corporation 

affairs. 

47Ibid. .. p. 245. 

48 
George Perkins, "Business: The Moral Question", The 

World's Work, Vol. XXII (June, 1911) 14456; Roosevelt, The 
New Nationalism, o. 28. 
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The ideas of Roosevelt and Perkins, as veil as those 

of Croly and Munsey, though close, were not always in complete 

agreement. For example, Perkins and Munsey saw the corporation 

as the center of American life whereas Croly pictured it as 

the means to political, economic, and social change. There 

was one point, however, on which all agreed: They all 

opposed the Jeffersonian reform program of free competition 

at all levels of the American business scene, and felt the 

corporation should be left free to grow. When the corporation 

became unwieldy, it could be easily regulated by a strong 

federal government.^ 

When on October 27, 1911, President Taft had his 

Attorney General move to dissolve the United States Steel 

Corporation for violations of the Sherman Act, Roosevelt, 

Perkins and Munsey were drawn together. Roosevelt considered 

the action a personal affront because he had consented to the 

purchase of Tennessee Coal and Iron by United States Steel, 

the exact action that occasioned the government's suit. In 

addition, Perkins was offended, for while he had been associated 

with United States Steel in an active capacity, he had made 

every attempt to cooperate with the government to avoid such 

a suit. To Perkins the Steel combination was the epitome of 

49 
Goldman, Rendezvous With Destiny, p. 161. 
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American business efficiency. By January, 1912, both 

Perkins and llunsey were devoting their efforts to the 

election of Theodore Roosevelt for a third term as Presi-

dent of the United States.^ 

50 
• Howry, T. R. and the Progressive Movement, pp. 189-190; 

Garraty, Right-Hand Man," pp.~ 252, 254; New York~Times, 
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CHAPTER TWO 

A PARTY IS BORN 

The elections of 1910 were discouraging for the Republi-

cans, satisfactory for the Progressives, and heartening for 

the Democrats. The largest turnover was in the East,where 

Republican governors were turned out of six states, senators 

out of five, with an additional loss of 26 congressmen. 

Together with the losses throughout the country, the Democrats 

were able, for the first time in nearly two decades, to gain 

control of the House of Representatives. Progressives, .mean-

while, gained slightly in the Midwest and West, giving then a 

precarious balance of power in- the Senate.1 

Two other events worth noting resulted from these mid-

term elections. Of all the men for whom Theodore Roosevelt 

campaigned, only two were elected. This silenced the ex-

president, for it weis certainly a blow to his prestige. He 

returned to the seclusion of his Long Island estate for re-

appraisal. President V/iiliaia Howard Taft also suffered a 

setback. His hone state of Ohio elected both a Democratic 

governor and senator. Doubt arose as to whether, the president 

could win renomination in 1912.' 

Hiowry, Theodore Roosevelt and the Progressive Hovenpnt 
pp. 155-156. ~ " " ~ — — ' 

, ?. 7-56 _ 3 Q 
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The Republican setback impelled Robert M. LaFoll-ette 

to act. For about a year LaFollette, with some of the" 

progressive senators and representatives in Washington, 

had been considering the formation of an organization to 

promote progressive legislation in the states as well as 

the Congress. In December of 1910, Senator- LaFollette 

invited a select group of progressives to join him in such 

an o.rganization. Nine United States senators, one former 

senator, six governors, sixteen congressmen, and nineteen 

private individuals answered the call. The organization 

garnered, coast-to-coast support. It included among its 

members Ray Stannard Baker and Louis D. Brandeis of Massa-

chusetts, James R. Garfield of Ohio, William Allen White of 

Kansas, William Kent of California, and Gifford and Anos 

Pinchot of Pennsylvania and New York respectively. This 

association took the name of the National Progressive 

3 

Republican League. 

The League had its first meeting on January 21, 1911, at 

the Washington home of LaFollette. The men present adopted a 

set of goals and a constitution that had been drawn up by the , 

Wisconsin senator. Goals included direct election of senators, 

direct election of all delegates to the national nominating 

3 
Amos Pinchot, History of the Progressive Party, 1912-

1916, Helene Hooker, editor (New York, 19585", pp. 20-21, 



32 

conventions, amendments to state - constitutions calling for 

the initiative, referendum, and recall, and a thorough cor-

rupt practices act. Each of these goals were examples of 

the progressive movement and the men that represented it at . 

the meeting.4 

The League elected a slate of officers at the meeting. 

Senator Jonathan Bourne of Oregon was to serve as president; 

Representative George W. Norris of Nebraska, first vice-

president; Governor Chase S. Osborn of Michigan, second vice 

president; Charles R. Crane of Chicago as treasurer; and 

Frederic C. Howe of New York becane the secretary of the 
5 

League. Although Republican for the most part, the League 

was made up of a number of men who would vote Democratic in 

the 1912 election. 

Theodore Roosevelt was urged to join the National Pro-

gressive Republican League but he declined. Still recovering 

from the jolt of the fall elections, Roosevelt was plotting a 

more moderate course at the time and was corresponding with 

President Taft. In answer to an invitation to join the League, 

Roosevelt replied to Senator Bourne, "...that with my present 

4 
Belle Case LaFollette and Fola LaFollette, Robert H, 

LaFollette. 2 vols., (New York, 1953), I, 316-31ST 

5Ibid. 



7 

33 

knowledge, while I am entirely in sympathy with the purpose 

set forth in your letter, I ara doubtful whether the par-

6 

ticular form you propose is wise." Ke further advised 

caution in advocating a legislative program so as not to 

frighten off those unprepared for such a progressive program. 

These utterances sounded strange coming from Roosevelt ,who, 

only months before, had been advocating advanced progressive 

policies in his New Nationalism. The 1910 elections damp-

ened Roosevelt's outlook for a time. 

Questions arose from some of the prospective members of 

the League as to its actual purpose. Its professed purpose 

was to promote progressive legislation, but was the National 

Progressive Republican League to be the start of a third 

party? LaFollette explained in a letter to Brandeis that, 

although he would have preferred a non-partisan title, he was 

forced to keep the word "Republican" because many of the 

senators and congressmen who joined could not afford to be 

associated with a group that would in any way appear to be a 

third party movement. Nor was it ever LaFollette's intention 

that the League be considered a movement away from the Republi-
T> ' 4 . 8 

can Party. 

^Roosevelt to Bourne, January 2, 1911, Morison, Letters 
of Theodore Roosevelt. VII, 198. 

^Ibid., p. 19 7 
Q 

Belle Case and Fola LaFollette, Robert M. LaFollette, : 
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Not all who joined the League, however, shared the 

Wisconsin senator's feelings. Gifford„J?JLnchot was one of 

the charter members of the League. Since the 1910 elections, 

and even before, he felt that the primary objective of all 

good Republicans was to prevent the renomination of Presi-

dent Taft in 1912. Pinchot thought the League was an 

opportunity for all progressives to unite behind one candi-

date. He was not above launching a third party if Taft were 

nominated. The forestex- saw the National Progressive Repub-
- C; 

lican League as a means to those ends.' 

During the spring and summer of 1911 Gifford Pinchot 

tried to bring his friend Roosevelt over to his way of think-

ing, but to no avail. At the time Roosevelt seemed ready to 

give Taft his tacit support in the 1912 election and said of 

his former head forester, "Gifford Pinchot is a dear, but he 

is a fanatic, with an element of hardness and narrowness in 
10 

his temperament, and an extremist." 

The National Progressive Republican League grew steadily. 

Within six weeks after the formation of the League, pro~ 

gressive leagues were started in several of the states 

including Minnesota, Ilichigan, Nebraska, South Dakota, Wash-

ington, and Wisconsin. Auxiliary organizations were started 

9 
M. Nelson McGeary, Gi.fford Pinchot, (Princeton, I960),' 

pp. 213-214. 

"^Roosevelt to Theodore Roosevelt, Jr., August 22, 
1911, ilorison, Letters of Theodore Roosevelt, VII, 334, 
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to promote the same progressive causes. For example, one 

of the more prominent auxiliary groups was the Progressive 

Federation of Publicists and Editors. Included in its 

membership were Nox'man Hapgood, editor of Collier' s, Howard 

Brubaker, editor of Success Magazine, H.K. McClure of 

McClure's, and one of the most noted writers of the day, 

Lincoln Steffens. Their announced intention was "to work for 

the nomination and election of a progressive president. 

The League found itself giving much of its attention to 

the matter of who would be the 1912 Republican nominee. Al-

though formed to promote progressive legislation, essentially 

most of the members were looking for a way to stop Taft. 

LaFollette told Amos Pinchot he was anxious to find the proper 

Republican candidate as it was obvious that the Taft adminis-

tration was not acting in behalf of the people. They undertook 

12. 

a search, then, for the propez" candidate. 

Despite his statement of 1904 that he would never again 

seel; the presidency, Theodore Roosevelt could not be over-

looked. Had the members of the Progrcsf-ive League been polled 

on a presidential preference in the spring of 1911, their 

choice undoubtedly would have been Roosevelt. But the ex-

president would not let his name even be considered. Numerous 

^'Pinchot, History of the Progressive Party, p. 22; 
Mowry, T. R. and the Progressive Movement, p. 173. 

^Pinchot, Ibid. 
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letters could be cited to show his position which remained 

virtually unchanged from November, 1910, to January, 1912. 

Substantially these were his feelings as stated just a few 

days following the elections of 1910; 

-I have refrained from saying that I would not . 
be a candidate in 1912, not in the least from self- I 
interest, for I should regard it as the greatest i 
personal calamity to be forced into accepting the ; 
nomination, and if it is possible to avoid it, X I 
do not intend to be forced into accepting it; but j 
because I do not wish to put myself in the position j 
where if it becomes my plain duty to accept I shall 
be obliged to shirk such duty because of having 
committed myself. 13 

A close study of Roosevelt and his character reveals 

these to be his honest feelings. Therefore, the League, 

acting on behalf of the progressive majority, vas forced to 

look elsewhere for their presidential candidate. There was 

only one logical choice. Each of several meetings of League 

members reached the same conclusion: The man jbgs.t qualified 

to lead the progressives was Robert M. LaFollette. 

"Battle Bob", as "Tie"'"was~-Known"Tn the Senate, personified 

progressive politics. As the governor of Wisconsin he left 

a record that served as an example to reformers throughout the 

country. He fought and defeated the political machine in the 

13 
Roosevelt to Josepa B. Bishop, November 21, 1910, 

Morison, Letters of Theodore Roosevelt, VII, 168. 

^Robert M. LaFollette, Autobiography (Madison, 1911), 
pp. 516-520. 
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state. All through his career he attempted to give the 

people a more direct voice in government. LaFollette had 

challenged the corporations that tried to run his state; he 

was particularly effective in securing corrective railroad 

legislation. His move to the Senate was only natural. There 

he became the guiding force in the insurgent revolt. 

LaFollette's life was devoted to the people and the fight 

against special privilege. 

The Wisconsin senator was not an eager presidential 

candidate. He recognized the many problems of such a campaign 

and his supporters spent many hours convincing him that they 

had the necessary support. Foremost, in LaFollette's mind was 

Roosevelt's position. There could be no division among the 

progressives,, They must unite behind one man if their cause 

was to succeed. LaFollette did not trust Roosevelt and from 

the beginning was determined not to be a stalking horse for him. 

Intermediaries, Gilson Gardner, Amos Pinchot, and James R. 

Garfield in particular, made frequent trips between the two 

camps seeking an understanding between the two men,^ 

Following another western speaking tour in March, 1911, 

Roosevelt's attitude towards LaFollette's candidacy became 

known. Through Gilson Gardner, a reporter for the E.W.ScrippS 

newspaper chain, Roosevelt conceded that a progressive candi-

date might be able to defeat Taft and that LaFollette, 

^Belle Case and Fola LaFollette, Robert M. LaFollette. 
pp. 320-321; Pinchot, Historv of the Progressive /ar'tv ~"TKTT 
132-134. " ~ ' *" 
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because of his "pioneer work-", should be the one. As. for 

his position, Roosevelt said that he could not openly oppose 

Taft as a candidate "because he had made him President", and 

that he could not, for the same reason, openly advocate 

LaFollette's candidacy against Taft. He would, however, 

comment from time to tirae on LaFollette's work in his regular 

X G 

contributions to The Outlook. 

In his autobiography that was written as part of his 

campaign, LaFollette maintains that, following his speaking 

trip in 1911, Roosevelt saw the possibility of his own nomina-

tion in 1912. Roosevelt urged LaFollette, the latter said, 

to run as a test of Taft's strength, knowing that he could 

probably defeat the two of them in the convention if the 

conditions were favorable. LaFollette and his followers tried 

for some tirae to get stronger endorsement from the Colonel but 

never succeeded. 

Because of his suspicions of Roosevelt, LaFollette v/as 

hesitant about deciding whether to seek the Republican nomina-

tion. As his support grew, however, the senator became more 

decisive. Not only League members but others as well decided 

to lend support to his candidacy. Besides the Scripps news-

papers, E.K. Van Valkenburg of the Philadelphia North American 

^LaFollette, Autobiography, pp. 512-513. 

17IbicI. , pp. 511-512. 
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promised to back him. lie received pledges of $25,000 from 

Charles R. Crane, $10,000 from William Kent, and $10,GOO 

from each of the Pinchot brothers. Only when he got as-

surances from his backers of their support to the end of the 

fight did he consent to an official announcement of his candi-

dacy. Walter L. Houser left his position as Wisconsin's 

Secretary of State to become LaPollette's campaign manager 

and opened national headquarters in Washington, D.C. Finally, 

in October, 1911, a conference of two hundred progressives 

convened in Chicago, adopted a declaration of principles 

similar to those of the League, and gave Senator LaFollette 

a hearty endorsement for the px-esidency. 

No sooner was LaFollette's campaign in full force than 

rumors of Roosevelt's possible candidacy were heard in all 

parts of the country. On November 20, the Ohio progressives 

announced that they were changing their support ..fxam_B_obert 

T9 
LaFollette to Theodore Roosevelt. Six days later in a state-

ment to the Philadelphia North American Roosevelt ..raiter a ted.» 

r '" , , """ ~ ——— - 20 

his stand that he would hear no talk of his candidacy, ' But 

somehow the public was no longer convinced when it heard 

Roosevelt's statements. 

18 
Ibid., p. 331; Pinchot, History of the Progressive 

Party, p. 23; Fred Haynes, Third Party Movements "since""the 
Civil War, (Iowa City, 191 ST, pp. ~424-^425T"~ ~ ~~ 

19New York Times, November 21, 1911, p. 2. 

hie.t November 27, 1911, p. 1. 
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Throughout the summer of 191-1 it became increasingly 

difficult for the ex-president to^g-upport Taft as he had 

^tended. In May, Colonel Roosevelt was very critical of 

Taft's Mexican policy, stating in a letter, "I wotild have 

21 
handled the whole thing differently..." Roosevelt also 

felt his successor erred when he vetoed the Arizona consti-
•*r •- ~ — — — - — — — ~ • 

tution providing for the recall of judges. Most irksome, 

however,were Taft's attempts at new arbitration treaties which 

refuted the Roosevelt Administration's accomplishments in this 

field. Lastly, the indictment against United States Steel. 

which appeared to make Roosevelt seem a dupe, made it impossible 

22 
for the Colonel to support Taft. It now seemed to be a 

question of whether Rocseve11 would support LaFollette or 

enter the race.himself. 

The progressive followers of the two men would have much 

to do with the solution to this question, Benjamin DeWitt in 

a contemporary study of the progressive movement summed up the 

situation thus: "LaFollette was new, comparatively unknown 

as a national figure, uncompromising and at times untactfui. 

Such a man by speech or an act would likely do irreparable 

" ' *23 ~ ' " ~ — ~ — 
injury to the cause." There was no donb£.-r—&e?f-i-tto continued, 

21 
Roost.velt to John C. Green way, May 12, 1911, Mori son, 

Letters of Theodore Roosevelt, VII, 267. 
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as to Roosevelt's popularity-and-•-proven vote-getting ability. 

The progressives v/b.o—h«<i'"ijro]cefr"v]atTi thê "a"drnini.stration needed 

a proven lead^r -'to'Insure their success. ̂  

Obviously DeWitte was aided in reaching this "conclusion" 

by three years of time but it was a surprisingly accurate one 

in his reference to LaFollette's injury through "speech or an 

act". The senator virtually eliminated himself from presi-

dential contention with a speech delivered to the Periodical 

Publishers Association in Philadelphia on February 2, 1912. 

Under the strain of travel and worried about his daughter*'s 
~ * " 

impending operation, LaFollette suddenly became incoherent 

during his speech. He rambled repeatedly and generally ais-

graced himself before, a. very..influential audience. It was a 

sad political chapter for the man described as the embodiment 

of the progressive spirit. He was, however, to remain in the 
25 

race and on the political scene for years to come. 

Gradually many supporters left LaFollette for Roosevelt 

despite the fact that the ex-president stoutly maintained his 

"I am not and shall not be a candidate" attitude. But as the 
New York Times noted editorially as early as January 5, 1912, 

"The observant have long been aware that Mr. Roosevelt intends 

24Ibid. 

25 
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by fair means or foul to secure the Republican nomination 

for the presidency this year. They have no doubt about it., 

26 

and the whole country sees the truth " 

The issue was soon settled. Although there was no 

official announcement until February 24, arrangements were 

made January 22 for several Republican governors to petition 

Roosevelt to run. 'With this knowledge the ex-president began 

his plans for his campaign to oust the man he had chosen to 

succeed him. In the forefront of those who supported 

Roosevelt were Araos and Gifford Pinchot, who had deserted 
27 

LaFollette, Frank Munsey, and George Perkins. The Pinchot 

brothers, long-time friends of Roosevelt and true progressives 

in thought and action, would have supported their friend from 

the very beginning of the search for a progressive candidate 

had he indicated an interest. Munsey and Perkins, whose personal fortunes would finance 'much of the campaign,"""were 

there, however, for other reasons. Their motives bear examina-

tion, particularly in light of events to come. 

Often accused of backing Roosevelt solely on his admira-

tion for the man, Frank Munsey was motivated by several 

factors. He had always felt cool towards President Taft, 

<2 (5 
Roosevelt to Frank A. Munsey, January 16, 1912, Morison, 

Letters of Theodore Roosevelt, VII ~ 479; New York Times. 
January~5, 1912, "p.' 12.™ ~ ~~ 

27 
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and their one meeting in 1908 did nothing to enhance "the 

relationship. Perkins influenced Munsey, and the two men 

shared resentment of Taft's anti-trust prosecution. In the 

July, 1912, edition of Munsey's Magazine the publisher 

publicly stated his position: 

My advocacy of Mr. Roosevelt in the campaign for 
nomination was not in the interest of Mr. Roosevelt 
himself but chiefly because I wanted to see the 
economic policies of the Republican Party continued 
in force, and that this might be done meant that we 
must have a candidate who could be elected...28 

Lastly, as George-Britt, Munsey's biographer adds, "his 

self-induced conviction that it was a big thing to do for 

29 

the country." 

George Perkins' motives are not quite as apparent. Of 

his admiration for Theodore Roosevelt, there is no doubt, 

but one does not contribute over $100,000 on admiration 

alone. Perkins appears to have been looking for a vehicle 

to promote his views on corporate regulation, views be shared 

with Roosevelt. But which came first, Roosevelt or federal 

corporate regulation? 

In the early stages of the campaign, Perkins did not 

play a very active role. His money was available whenever 

needed but he continued his speech-making and his articles on 

28 
Garraty, Right Hand Man, p. 256; George Britt, Forty 

3, Forty Millions"! 17ev York, 1935), pp. 174, 167. 

Britt, Ibid., p. 174. 
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industrial reform, saying little about Roosevelt. In fact, 

in a speech delivered in Baltimore entitled "Why I am for 

Roosevelt", he confined himself to an attack on the Sherman 

30 

Act while mentioning Roosevelt only incidentally. 

Perkins became more active in Roosevelt's behalf follow-

ing an April, 1912, anti-trust suit against International 

Harvester. This action appeared to be another direct slap 

at both men. The president released information contending 

that Roosevelt on conferring with Perkins in 1907 had stopped 

a possible suit against International Harvester under the 

Sherman Act. This was true but the delay was granted until 

an investigation of Harvester by the Bureau of Corporations 

could be completed, which was a reasonable delay. Perkins 

was understandably incensed for he had tried to cooperate with 

the government in every way; this was the business standard by 

which he lived. By the end of April he had established and 

was directing a Roosevelt for President Headquarters in New 

York City.31 

Theodore Roosevelt's 1912 campaign for the Republican 

nomination began slowly but gathered steam as it went along. 

The slow beginning was due to Roosevelt's famous speech made 

at Columbus, Ohio, on February 21. In this speech he ad-

vocated the recall of state judicial decisions and thereby 

Garratv, Right Hand Man, p. 256. 

•3 1 

Ibid., p. 257; Pinchot, History of the Progressive Party, 
p. 149. 
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alienated a large conservative faction that otherwise might 

have supported him. Among the deserters were Senator Henry 

Cabot Lodge of Massachusetts, a close confidant, Elihu Root, 

a former member of his cabinet, H.H. Kohlsaat, editor of the 

Chicago Record Herald, and Nicholas Longworth, his son-in-law 

and Republican nominee for Congress. Many have held that this 

30 

one stand alone cost Roosevelt the presidency in 1912. 

Many times the question has been asked why Roosevelt, 

politician that he was, took such a stand at that particular 

time. Roosevelt had prepared the Columbus speech a good 

month in advance, taking pains to make his position more 

moderate than at Osawatoraie two years earlier. He let several 

of his supporters examine the speech and make suggestions, 

many of which he adopted. Aside from the stand on recall of 

judicial decisions, the speech was quite moderate and pro-

business. Amos Pinchot, the Progressive's progressive, in 

fact, criticized Roosevelt for not making his position stronger 
33 

on several issues. 

Strangely, the Columbus speech was not the first time 

Roosevelt had taken issue with the courts. In a speech the 

3? 
'New York Times, February 22, 1312, p. 5; Oscar S. 

Straus, Under Four Administrations (Boston, 1922}, pp. 311-312; 
Alice Roosevelt Longworth, Crowded Flours (New York, 1933), pp. 
186-187; Movry, T. R. and the Progressive Movement, pr>. 217-
218. " " ' ' 

33 
A, Pinchot to T. Roosevelt, February 14, 1912, cited in 

Pinchot, History of the Progressive Party, pp. 142-144. 
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previous year and in the January 6, 1912, edition of The 

Outlook the non-candidate took virtually the same stand 

as he latex- did in Columbus. "I earnestly hope", Roosevelt 

wrote, "to see in the next New York State Constitutional 

Convention provisions...which will enable the people to 

decide for themselves, by popular ballot after due de-

liberation, finally and without appeal, what the law of the 

land shall be in cases...where the courts of the State have 

34 

refused to allow the people to establish justice and equity." 

Apparently Roosevelt's spoken word carried more impact 

than his writing for it was not until his Columbus speech 

that his position aroused any furor. The fact that Roosevelt's 

"recall" only applied to certain constitional situations with-

in a state was not noted clearly and. he was blamed for an 

attack on the judiciary as a whole. As the New York Times 

replied in turn, "Mr. Roosevelt's address...removes him from 

the Republican Party and makes it impossible that the nomi-
3 ̂  

nation to be made in Chicago can go to him." J Critics tend 

to exaggerate but the Times may have had a point. His actions 

alone did not separate Roosevelt from the Republican Party but 

the loss of support may have made the Republican nomination 

unreachable and thus a bolt, and a new party, a good proba-

bility. 

34 
"Theodore Roosevelt, "Judges and Progress", The Outlook, 

C (January 6, 1912), 40. 
3^ 
New York Times, February 22, 1912, p. 8. 



47 

George Perkins, however, found nothing particularly 

disturbing in Roosevelt's position on recall. Two different 

explanations have been advanced for this. First, Garraty 

maintains that Perkins had few "philosophical or intellectual 

pretensions" and that the doctrine of separation of powers 

implied in this case made little impression on him, while the 

democratic aspects of recall appealed to his political 

36 

instincts. It might also be pointed out that by that time 

Perkins had enlisted in the Roosevelt cause and was in it to 

stay. As Perkins himself stated in a letter to an old New 

York Life colleague shortly thereafter, "...Mr. Roosevelt's 

candidacy I look on as only an incident of a great develop-

ment...The idea of Federal control of large companies...and 

the giving to the people a more direct hand in the affairs of 

Government comes nearer to my ideas of things..." Perkins 

conceded in the same letter that he realized Roosevelt had 

little chance to secure the nomination because the party 
3 7 

machinery was in the hands of the Taft supporters. 

The first months of 1912 made apparent the strength of 

the Taft forces. In February, March,and the early part of 

April delegates from the solid South, New York, Indiana, 

Michigan, and Kentucky declared for the president. In 

Garraty, Right Hand Man. p. 255. 

37 
Perkins to Alex G. Hawes, March 21, 1912, cited in 

Garraty, Right Hand Man, pp. 25 5-2 56. 



48 

mid-April Taf t won a narrow- victory over P.oosj3.v&3,t- in• the 

Massachusetts primary. Matters looked bad for the Roosevelt 

forces since they had counted on primary elections to offset 

the Taft control of the party machinery. 

The end of April saw an almost complete reversal in the 

trend.. Roosevelt won primary election victories in Illinois, 

Pennsylvania, California, Minnesota, Nebraska, Maryland, and 

"South Dgkofea-. The pre-convention campaign carae to a head in 

President Taft '.£_hniie s ta±is-xx£—Ohio. Both candidates, as 

well as LaFollette, spent more than a week criss-crossing 

the state blasting one another in what developed into a 

personal mud-slinging, name-calling contest. The result was 

<3, substantial victory for Ropsevelt. 

The Ohio triumph was followed by another in New Jersey, 

and many stax'ted predicting a Roosevelt, nomination in Chicago. 

Out of the thirteen primary elections Roosevelt had garnered 

278 delegates compared to 48 for Taft and 36 for LaFollette. 

Roosevelt was more confident when he wrote his campaign 

manager Senator Joseph Dixon on May 23 that he was "reasonably 

38 

sure" of success in Chice^go. 

But seasoned politicians, including Roosevelt and Dixon, 

realized the fight was far from over. As a result of the 

38 
"Mov.-ry, T. R. and the Progressive .Movement, pp. 233-23 5; 

Roosevelt to Joseph K„* Dixon, May 23, 1912, MoVison, 
of. Theodore Roosevelt, VII, 54 6. 



49 

1908 convention President Taft controlled the National 

Republican Cornmittee. In 1912 the National Committee war. 

to rule on over 250 contested delegates. The Roosevelt forces 

figured that if_ th(̂ _jcould_aficur̂ —64-4©—7̂ _of....the contested 

seats ^e3omiD.ati,4>^^-ottid-i?e^^ctrred^—They-were to receive 
' 39 

onlylS-.-

During this time Munsey and Perkins were also a!, work. 

The writers of the period generally give Frank Munsey more 

credit than George Perkins in the pre-convention months, 

citing his accomplishments and influence on Roosevelt. This 

is due mainly to Munsey's control over several major daily 

newspapers and his extensive correspondence with the candi-

date. Readily admitted, however, is the fact that the 

campaign would not even have been possible had it not been for 

the financial contributions of the two men. Prior to the 

Republican Convention Munsey donated $118,000 while Perkins' 

share came to $123,000. Each spent $15,000 in New York alone. 

As a result Roosevelt would not listen to his friends who 

criticized that the support of the two men would have a 

negative effect on the cause. Whether or not these two Wall 

Street magnates were assets or liabilities, as many complained, 

was not the question: they were essential.40 

39 
Mowry, T.R. and the Progressive Movement, p. 239. 

40 
Kolko, Triumph of Conservatism, pp. 200-202; Morison, 

Letters of Theodore Roosevelt", *VT1, 47S-•%84 , 491, 507, 590; 
Forty Years, Forty"Millions, pp. 159-160.' 
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When the National Republican Committee met in Chicago 

two \*eeks prior to the convention, it was Geox-ge Perkins, 

rather than Munsey, whose presence was more felt. Perkins 

attended each session of the National Committee as they 

methodically decided case after case of contested delegates 

in favor of Taft, regardless of the validity of the argument. 

By the time the committee had finished its work, Perkins had 

reached a slow boil. 

Although the cause seemed lost, there was a last hope. 

If the convention could be organized under the chairmanship 

of a progressive, perhaps Roosevelt himself or a compromise 

candidate could prevail. Perkins, an "incurable optimist," 

according to Garraty, busily spent the days just before the 

opening of the convention conferring with delegates and fellow 

Roosevelt lieutenants Governor Herbert Hadley of Missouri, 

Boss William Flinn of Pennsylvania, Senator Dixon, Gifford 

and Amos Pinchot, and many others. He issued statements to 

the press, causing the New York Herald to remark, "George W. 

Perkins is all wrought up over the situation here. From one 

of the mildest spoken men who ever ordered a reporter off his 

front stoop he has changed to a seething volcano of burning 

words. 

As the opening session of the 1912 Republican Convention 

was called to order, Governor Hadley, floor leader of the 

41 
Garraty, Right Hand Man, p. 2G0. 



51 

Roosevelt forces, introduced a motion to substitute some 

seventy Roosevelt delegates for the Taft delegates who were 

placed on the temporary roll by the National Committee. The 

motion was ruled out of order by Victor Rosewater, the presid-

ing officer,who was acting chairman of the National Committee. 

Shortly thereafter nominations were made for permanent chair-

man. The Roosevelt forces in an attempt to unite the 

progressives, nominated, over the objections of LaFollette, 

Governor Francis E. McGovern of Wisconsin. The party establish-

ment coxmtered with Elihu Root. In the vote that would set the 

trend of the convention, the Taft forces prevailed and Root 

42 

was elected by a vote of 558 to 502. 

Immediately Hadley again offered his motion to sub-

stitute Roosevelt delegates for the voting Taft delegates. 

Root referred the motion to the Credentials Committee. In 

one last attempt by the progressives, Governor Charles S. 

Deneen of Illinois offered a motion that would have prevented 

the contested delegates from voting. The motion was voted 

down in a close 564-to-540 vote with the contested delegates 

voting to let themselves vote. Perkins had been sitting in a 

fx-ont seat of one of the galleries. He left the hall at this 

point a very discouraged man. He sought solace and contem-
43 

plation in a long ride around Chicago. 

42 
New York Times, June 19, 1912, pp. 1-2. 

York Times, June 20, 1912, p. 2; Garraty, Right 
Hand Han, p. 262. 
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To Perkins it was clear at that point that although 

Taft was not yet renominated he soon would be. He had 

hoped that by supporting the Roosevelt nomination he could 

bring the many needed business reforms to the public's 

attention and if Roosevelt were elected they might be 

achieved. But all was lost unless talk of a new third party 
< - ' 

offered a chance. Perkins realized that Roosevelt's chances 

would be lessened under a-aew-liaimer and also that a new 

party probably could not exist without his financial backing. 

Bolting to a new party would-be a drastic moveand Perkins 

was not an emotional man given_to rash decisions. But when 

he arrived back at the Convention Hall that night in June his 

mind was made up. "I had enlisted for the war", Perkins 

related in a later memoir.^ 

Considering the facts involved, what were Perkins' 

motives for this move? Kolko in exaaiing Perkins' role reflects, 

"...his subsequent actions certainly indicate that he was 

more devoted to creating conditions for the attainment of his 

legislative goals and principles than to the victory of 

4C> 
Roosevelt." 

Later that same night there was a meeting in Roosevelt's 

hotel room which Amos Pinchot describes as the birth of the 

44 
Kolso, Triumph of Conservatism, p. 195; Garraty, Right 

Hand Man. p. 262. 

4:>Kolko, Ibid. 



53 

Progressive Party. He tells of many weary men _in_ the room 
, — 

who were sllentwhile Hunsev and Perkins huddled in one 

corner. Pinchot dramatically describes the very moment of 

birth when the two men crossed the room to Roosevelt, each 
putting a hand on one of his shoulders and said, "We will 

see you through." More important to this study, Pinchot went 

on to say in retrosaectr 

that, precise moment the Progressive Party 
was born, but as v;e were soon to know, born with 
a confusion of aims that made it impossible for 
it to advance steadily in any direction. Though 
we did not realize it, the Progressive Party came 
into being, a house divided against itself and 
already heavily mortgaged to men with little 
^sympathy for its professed objective.46 

46 Pinchot, History of the Progressive Party, pp. 165-
166 



CHAPTER THREE 

PROGRESSIVE PARTY WARFARE 

The idea of a third party in 1912 did not ajspear until 

shortly before the Republican Convention in Chicago. 

Progressive Senator Robert LaFollette had for some time 

been seeking the Republican party nomination. He was joined 

by ex-president Roosevelt on February 24, 1912, when he 

finally announced, "I will accept the nomination for president 

if it is tendered to m e , , . I n this response to a petition 

of seven Republican governors, it was apparent he intended 

to seek the high office by defeating President Taft at the 

Republican Convention, rather than through the vehicle of a 

third party. 

The third party idea was not evident in Roosevelt's 

thinking "to any extent" in the early months of 1912 accord-

2 

ing to one of his biographers, Henry F. Pringle. As a matter 

of fact, Roosevelt had always opposed such movements. In 1900 

he had said, "At times a man must cut loose and stand alone 

for a great cause; but the necessity for such action is almost 
3 

as rare as the necessity for a revolution." Furthermore, on 

Hlew York Tines, February 25, 1912, p. 1. 

2 
Henry F. Pringle, Theodore Roosevelt — A Biography, 

(New York, 1939), p. 556. 
33tein, Third Ter:.i Tradition, p. 137. 
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the day following Roosevelt's- official pronouncement, the 

director of the National Roosevelt fox President Committee, 

Medill McCormic3c, declared that the Colonel had no intention 

of starting a third or "people's party" should the Chicago 

4 

convention fail to nominate hiru. 

During the convention Roosevelt became firmly convinced 

that he had been robbed of the nomination and made no effort 

to hide his feelings. This was despite the fact that the 

Taft men used tactics which Roosevelt himself would not have 

been above using. Roosevelt concluded, however, that if the 

majority of Republicans were to be represented it would have 

to be through a third party. 

Many of the Republicans in the Roosevelt canp objected. 

Governors Stubbs of Kansas, Aldrich of Nebraska, Hadley of 

Missouri, Glasscock of West Virginia, and Deneen of Illinois, 

some of whom had signed the petition urging him to run, all 

feared for their political lives should the Republican party 

split in their states. Senator LaFollette and his faithful 

follov;ers had no intentions of following Roosevelt no matter 

how progressive a platform he ran on. Even Senator Albert 

B eve ridge of Ind.iarta, one of R'oosevelt's strongest suppoi'ters 

and an active progressive, opposed the move. When asked by 

Roosevelt to be chairman of the committee to notify him of 

4lbid. 
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his nomination by the Orchestra Hall "rump" convention, he 

replied, 

No, No, Colonel, that will be just as bad a 
mistake in tactics as the series of mistakes 
we have made throughout the convention . 
To hold a rump convention is not the way to 
act if we are going to stay in the party, and 
it certainly is not the way to act if you intend 
to start a new p a r t y . 5 

In describing Roosevelt's,response, Beveridge said, 

"He did not complain nor appear resentful, but said, 'you 

may be right but it is too late to change things now. The 

matter has been determined' . 

A few hours after Taft was re-nominated the supporters 

of Roosevelt met at Orchestra Hall in Chicago to nominate 

their leader. They passed a resolution declaring themselves 

as legally representing the majority of the elected Republi-

cans to the national convention. Shortly after the convention 

had passed another resolution nominating him, Roosevelt 

appeared before the group. He told the gathering he would 

accept the nomination of a new progressive party if it were 

made only by a convention regularly called and regularly 

elected. He urged his followers who were present to go home 

and check the pulse of the people before returning. Roosevelt 

closed by saying he would step aside for another nominee if 

5 
Claude A. Bowers, 3sveridge and the Progressive Sra. 

(Cambridge, 1932), pp. 420-421. 

^Ibid., p. 421. 
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the progressives so desired. Many, however, labeled this 

an empty gesture.7 

This "gesture" raised the question of Roosevelt's 

sincerity in the cause at this time. Led by Senator 

LaFollette, his critics claimed Roosevelt stayed in the runn-

ing solely because of his ambition to be president once again. 

So overpowering was this ambition, according to the Wisconsin 

senator, that Roosevelt carefully devoted weeks to setting up 

a "spontaneous call" for himself,giving not so much as a 

second thought to dividing the px-ogressives in their first 

national election.^' 

On the other hand, one of Roosevelt's defenders, 

William Draper Lewis, claims that the one thing that had no 

influence on Roosevelt, at this time, was the desire to be 

president. Shortly after Roosevelt's death in 1919, Lewis 

wrote of Roosevelt and the new party, "The Progressive Party, 

so far as he was concerned was founded and carried on not to 

put him in the White House, but to produce those changes..." 

that all progressives desired. More significantly Lewis 

attributes the following statement to Roosevelt at the time: 

7New York Times, June 23, 1912, pp. 1. 7. 

^Robert M. LaFollette, quoted in "Mr. Roosevelt's Party", 
The Independent, LXXIII (July 4, 1912) 51-52. 



58 

If we formed a third party and go out and 
1 fight for better social conditions in this country , 

we will accomplish more in three months than could I 
be accomplished under ordinary conditions in a 
dozen years." 

George Mowry, in his appraisal, states that Roosevelt 

realized he. had no chance of being elected on a new party 

ticket. This is attested to by many close to him at the 

time. "But, Mowry continues, Roosevelt was so upset at the 

injustice he felt he had suffered in Chicago that he was 

willing to continue the fight on principle alone. Thus at the 

first meeting of the Progressive Party leaders in. New York on 

June 26, Roosevelt asserted he would run no matter who the 

Democrats nominated at the convention being held in Baltimore. 

At the same time George Perkins committed a political blunder 

by telling a New York reporter that "practically nothing" 

could be decided until after the Democrats had made their 

, . 10 choice. 

At the beginning of June it seemed likely that the conser-

vative forces would win in both parties and drive the 

progressives together. But when Woodrow Wilson was nominated 

in a victory over Speaker Champ Clark the Democrats gave their 

support to an active reformer who was a bitter opponent of boss 

rule, machine politics, and the giant trusts. Opposed to him 

9 
William Draper Lewis, The Life of Theodore Roosevelt, 

(United States, 1919), pp. 369-370. 

^Mowry, T.R. arid the Progressive Movement, pp. 254-255; 
New York Times, June 27, 1912, p. i; Garraty, Right-Hand Man, 
p. 264. 
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was President Taft, who at one time claimed to be a pro-

gressive but had let the reform movement oxitrun him. As 

Perkins had unwittingly implied, the need for a third party 

became far less apparent after the Democratic convention. 

William Draper Lewis later admitted that Wilson's nomination 

made it "practically impossible" to count on any Democratic 

votes for the Progressive ticket as the party bolters had 

originally hoped. Frank Munsey, on the other hand, felt 

encouraged. With a radical on one ticket and a reactionary 

on the other, as he put it, the voters would welcome a third 

choice.^ 

Considering the nature of the Democratic choice, the 

main Progressive support seemingly would have to come from 

the ranks of the dissatisfied Republicans. But, as mentioned 

previously, for an elected politician to leave his party was 

a serious move that many of the Republican progressives were 

unwilling to make. Governor Hadley, who fought long and hard 

for Roosevelt on the convention floor, told the Colonel before 

leaving Chicago that he could not follow him out of the party. 

Many others also refused to follow. George W. Norris, 

the recognized leader of the progressives in the House of 

Lewis, Theodore Roosevelt, p. 379; Frank A. Munsey, 
"The New Party and the Democratic Nomination", Munsey's 
Magazine. XLVII (September, 1912) 862. 
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Representatives, stated that the Orchestra Hall delegates had 

done all that was legEilly necessary to nominate Roosevelt. 

On that basis and with the knowledge that the progressives 

controlled the Republican Party in Nebraska, Norris had no 

12 

desire to leave a secure situation. 

Of the fifteen Republicans in the Senate who called 

themselves progressives only five joined the new party. 

Miles Poindexter of Washington, Joseph Bristow of Kansas, 

Moses Clapp of Minnesota, Dixon, and Beveridge made the 

break with the Republican Party. Three of those, Beveridge, 

Bristow, and Clapp, were a long time in making the decision. 

Senators LaFollette, Works of California, Gronna of North 

Dakota, Brown of Nebraska, and Nelson of Minnesota declared 

themselves to be against Roosevelt while Borah of Idaho, 

Bourne of Oregon, Crawford of South Dakota, and Cummins and 

Kenyon of Iowa announced that, although they favored Roosevelt 

over Taft, they could not support a third party. Of the seven 

governors who in January petitioned Roosevelt to run, Hiram 

Johnson of California was the only one who remained in his 

13 
camp in July. Political expediency ruled with a strong hand. 

^Lowitt, George W. Norris, pp. 253-254. 

13 
Mowry, T. R. and the Progressive Movement, p. 257. 
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Two of the Senate deserters were prominent. LaFollette 

perhaps the most highly resr̂ ectecl "progressive", implored all 

Republicans to remain within the party organization, saying 

that blind allegiance to any cause was not essential. His 

news sheet, LaFollette's Weekly Magazine, periodically ran 

articles complimenting Wilson during the campaign. Senator 

Borah, a popular and staunch Roosevelt supporter in the past, 

said that a third party had absolutely no chance for success. 

Borah later claimed that, had the excitement of the convention 

died down, Roosevelt probably would not have been nominated 

by the bolters and the Progressive Party would not have been 

, 14 formed. 

Of those who joined the Progressive Party, even Senator 

Beveridge, later to be the keynote speaker at the Progressive 

Convention, expressed considerable skepticism to friends while 

deliberating about joining. To one friend he wrote, "...while 

T. R.'s immense popularity may give the third party greater 

strength in the present campaign than it might otherwise have, 

yet being purely personal, it cannot be expected to last over 

15 
the other campaigns." Only when he was assured by his close 

14 
Robert M. LaFollette, "A Call to Service", LaFollette's 

Weakly 1 lagc.zine, IV (July 27, 1912} 4 ; Marian C. McKenna, 
Borah, [.inn Arbor, 1961), pp. 123-124; Claudius 0. Johnson, 
Borah of Idaho, (New York, 1936), p. 140. 
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friends Roosevelt and Perkins that the party would adopt a 

progressive platform and continue in the future as a perma-

nent party even if the present campaign failed did he agree 

. . . 16 to join. 

As the majority of professional politicals elected to 

follow the course of expediency, much of the strength of the 

Progressive Party came from amateurs in the political game. 

What the Progressives lacked in experience they tried to 

make up for in enthusiasm. For every politician who failed 

to join the party there was a writer or a social worker to 

take his place. The intellectual community looked upon the 

Progressive Party as the climax of a movement that had start-

ed nearly twenty years before. They supported the new party 

not. because Theodore Roosevelt was its head but because it was 

a party of social reform. As Donald Richberg, a young worker 

in the cause, put it, "The progressive movement of 1912 was 

religious; a revolt of youth against age, of idealism against 

materialism." They chose "Roosevelt progressivism" over the 

uncompromising LaFollette and the erudite radicalism of 

17 

Wilson for its clear and direct approach to democratic reform. 

Writers and/or publishers were abundant in the Progressive 

Party. Besides Munsev, Roosevelt had the support of E.A. Van 

Ibid. 

17 
Allen F. Davis, "Tne Social Workers and the Progressive 

Party, 1312-1916", The American Historical Review, IJCIX 
(April, 1964) 673; Donald Richberg, Tents of the Mighty, 
(Chicago, 1930), pp. 32, 34. * *" 
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Valkenberg of the Philadelphia North American, William Allen 

White of the small but powerful Emporia Gazette, Herbert 

Croly, and Medill McCormick of the Chicago Tribune, White, 

a close friend of Roosevelt, wished the colonel had not 

started a .third party but followed him because he believed 

the regular Republican organization was "hopelessly reaction-

„ 18 ary". 

Ray Stannard Baker was one who did not follow the lead 

of Roosevelt. Baker, a charter member of the National Pro-

gressive Republican League, often wrote articles highly 

praising its ideals. Originally a backer of LaFollette, he 

dropped out with the others but refused to switch to Roosevelt, 

criticizing the "egotism which believes itself indispensable 

to any cause." Despite the fact that he favored every plank 

of the Progressive Party in 1912 he voted for Woodrow Wilson 

19 

and eventually ended up as his biographer. 

Thus the group that assembled in Chicago at the begin-

ing of August was far from the typical political party and 

unusual even for a third party. The Progressive Party was 

composed of a scattering of elements—disgruntled Republi-

cans, do-good reformers, a few professionals in for what they 

could get out of it and a section of middle class Americans 

who were either tired of Taft or worshipped Roosevelt. The 

18 
Wmte, Autobiography, p. 474. 

19 
Robert C. Bannister, Jr., Ray Stannard Baker: The 

Mincl_ and Thought of a Proaressive, (New Haven, 1966) , op, 
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financial support cane from men of wealth v.'ho shared 

Roosevelt's opinion on consolidation or were looking for 

a new career in politics. In most cases the Bull Moose, a 

reference Roosevelt made to himself, was the uniting factor. 

One element has been consistently noted by those who 

have written about the Progressive Party and its convention. 

Aside fx*om the religious revival atmosphere created by the 

make-up of the party, the inexperienced and experienced alike 

commented on the lack of hardened politicans supporting the 

cause. YJilliam Prendergast of New York, who nominated 

Roosevelt, noted in his memoirs the presence of many social 

reformers but remarked, "...I could not help being doubtful 

of their usefulness in the work of hardened politics and in 

20 

the administration of the government." 

No major developments took place at the Progressive 

Convention. As there was no opposition it was not a political 

convention in the real sense. All came there of one mind: to 

nominate Roosevelt, approve a progressive platform, and launch 

the new party. Two episodes occurred, however, that relate to 

this study, one indirectly and one directly. 

The first was the problem of the Negro in the Progressive 

Party. A political nonentity in the South, the Negro saw an 

20 
Alxce R. Longworth, Crov/dea Hours, p. 188; William 

Prendergast, "William Prendergast Goes "Bull Moose", The 
Progressives, edited by Carl Resek, (Indianapolis, 1967), 
p. 323. 
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opportunity to become active in politics through a new re-

form party. Barred from southern Progressive party conventions, 

many held rump conventions of their own and sent delegates 

to contest the "regulars" at Chicago in August. This became 

a ticklish problem for Roosevelt and the new party. 

Roosevelt had hoped to attract the dissatisfied Southern 

businessman from the Democratic fold. He quickly found out 

that the only way to do so was by having an all-white party 

in the South. At the same time Roosevelt would have liked 

to have the vote of the northern Negro, who was generally 

underprivileged but respected and could contribute to a re-

form party. He tried to distinguish between the two without 

success. He advised the white Progressives throughout the 

country to approve Negro delegates from their own districts, 

realizing this would be done in the North but not in the 

South. Roosevelt justified his action by explaining that the 

southern Negro was uneducated and his vote often bought, thus 

corrupt. When the southerners naturally chose no Negro dele-

21 

gates, the black contesting delegations were formed. 

The irony of the situation was evident. The Credentials 

Committee of the Progressive Convention treated the Negro 

delegations just as the Republican Party had treated the Pro-

gressives two months before. George Mowry in an article on 

21 
George E. Mowry, "The South and the Progressive Lily 

White Party of 1912", The Journal of Southern History, VI 
(May, 1940) 233-242. 
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the problem says, "...the justice of the Negro's case rarely 

entered the discussion." Disputes over delegations from 

Florida, Mississippi, and Alabama were re-enactments of what 

the Roosevelt forces bolted from previously. Georgia went 

unrepresented at the convention rather than seat a Negro. 

So when Senator Beveridge said in his address, "We stand for 

an undivided nation; we stand for a broader liberty, a fuller 

justice; we stand for a social brotherhood as against savage 

individualism...we stand for equal rights as a fact of life 

instead of a catch—word of politics", it rang emptily for the 

22 

Negroes not allowed in the hall to hear it. 

An episode of major consequence developed in the Plat~ 

form Committee. In writing an anti-trust plant, the policy 

makers at the Progressive Convention started a conflict that 

was to receive much attention. Araos Pinchot was among those 

who wanted a stronger enforcement of the Shex*man Act. George 

Perkins' reason for supporting the new party was to promote 

a theory of government regulation of business that was the 

antithesis of the Sherman Act. 

Most Progressives, particularly those on the Platform 

Committee, favored strengthening the Sherman Act by enumera-

ting the business practices that would be illegal under it. 

Such a plank was written by the committee under the direction 

of Charles McCarthy, an economics professor from Wisconsin. 

22 
Ibid., pp. 241, 243; Bowers, Beveridge, p. 426. 
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The plank was sent to Roosevelt and his advisors in another 

room for approval, a procedure that had been followed 

throughout the composition of the platform. The anti-trust 

23 

measure came back marked out. 

Since accounts of what happened in both rooms is 

contradictory depending on whose memoirs one is reading, 

it is impossible to determine exactly what occurred. Perkins 

was with Roosevelt and since the views of the two men on 

trust regulation were quite similar they were probably ii) 

agreement in marking out parts of the plank. The part marked 

out changed the whole complexion of the plank, from a 

strengthening of the" Sherman Act to a tacit approval of it. 

Amos Pinchot, who was with the Platform Committee, lays the 

blame for the action on Perkins. O.K. Davis, the secretary 

of the National Progressive Committee who was with the candi-

date, says it was the work of Roosevelt alone. George Mowry 

maintains the two men worked together.^ 

Mowry, who is the foremost researcher in this area, 

disagrees further with some who were present. He admits 

what happened in the Platform Committee room when the plank 

was sent back is uncertain. But his research reveals that 

most of those present remembered that the committee dis-

approved weakening the plank and re-adopted it as originally 

23 
Pinchot, History of the Progressive Party, pp. 173-174, 

^Ibid., p. 174; O.K. Davis, Released for Publication, 
{Cambridge, 1025), pp. 330-331; Mowry, T. R. and the Pro-
gressive Hovenent, p. 27. 
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written. He allows, however, that Roosevelt was told: the 

25 

committee had approved the revised platform. 

Pinchot, who favored the stronger stand, mentions 

nothing about re-adopting the original plank in his version 

of the, events. Davis maintains that Roosevelt sent Dixon 

and Beveridge down to the committee,with his revision and 

an explanation. He also mentions nothing of a disagreement 
*7 r 

with Roosevelt's plank. 

One thing stands out in the conflict. George Perkins 

had a great deal of influence on the decision. It is ap-

parent that the Platform Committee favored, strengthening 

the Sherman Act. Although Perkins and Roosevelt shared views 

on regulation, McCarthy, who wrote the original plank, was 

present with the Platform Committee at Roosevelt's request. 

This indicates Roosevelt might have gone along with the 
27 

committee had it not been for the influence of Perkins. 

This fact is further substantiated upon study of the 

events of the next day. William Draper Lewis, Chairman of 

the Platform Committee, was reading his committee's final 

adoption to the surprisingly interested assembly. VThen he 

came to the anti-trust plank he read the one originally 

^~*Mowry, Ibid. 

2 6 
Pinchot, History of the Progressive Party, p. 174; 

Davis, Released "for Publication, p. 331. 
27 
Pinchot, Ibid. 
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adopted. Pinchot and Davis both claim to have been sitting 

with Perkins at the time although in different locations. 

Pinchot writes that before Lewis had completed the paragraph 

Perkins turned to him and whispered excitedly, "Lewis has 

made a mistake. That doesn't belong in the platform. We 

cut it out last night." At this point Perkins is alleged 

to have left the hall in distress accompanied by some of 

his friends.^® 

Davis explains the incident in this manner. Lev/is and 

his committee had worked up to the very moment of the plat-

form reading, Davis claims, and Lewis was reading from flips 

each containing a different plank. He simply inadvertently read 

the wrong plank which had been mixed in with the others. A 

meeting was hurriedly called, Davis explained the mistake, 

and Perkins' reaction, to Roosevelt. The Colonel ox'dered 

Davis to make sure the newspapers published the revised 

edition. Davis tells of the difficulty he had in convincing 

the reporters covering the convention that an error had been 

29 

made and the wrong plank released. 

Pinchot later reflected on the whole incident, contending 

that to the bulk of the Progressive Party the exclusion 02" in-

clusion of one paragraph in the platform meant very little. 

28 
Ibid., p. 177; Davis, Released for Publication, p. 332 

29 
Davis, Ibid., pp. 333-334. 
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They were there because of Roosevelt. But to the intel-

lectuals of the party and even to the purpose of the party 

as Pinchot saw it, the difference was the world. In his 

History of the Progressive Party he severely chastised the 

party's financiers. 

Sincere as I think Munsey and Perkins were 
i-n a desire to do something worth while, it 
would have been hard to find two men in the 
entire country whose philosophy diverged more 
sharply from, that of the insurgent movement 
out of which the third party grew. Their 
careers formed a perfect antithesis to the 
ideas Roosevelt had voiced in the Osawatomie 
and Columbus speeches....But now, in spite of 
this, the decision to form a new party had 
virtually been made by two men who...were, with 
the exception of Morgan the elder, John D. 
Rockefeller, Sr., and Judge Gary, the most 
conspicuoxis figures of America's moneyed 
oligarchy.30 

The day after the convention adjourned the Progressive 

National Committee met with the purpose to organize and get. 

to the business of the campaign. George Perkins was 

Roosevelt's choice for chairman of the Executive Committee 

mainly on the basis of his undoubted organizational ability 

but probably also as an appeasement measure. The nomination 

met with immediate resistance led by William Allen White. 

White had supported the stronger anti-trust plank and even 

in his autobiography written in 1946 he insisted the correct 

30 
Pinchot, History of the Progressive Party, pp. 166-

167. 
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plank had been read to the convention. He knew that Perkins 

31 

was the reason for the change. 

White warned the national committee of this harmful in-

fluence and said the new party could not afford to be publicly 

connected with a man who was so closely associated with Wall 

Street. He was supported in his opposition by Harold Ickes 

and "one of the Pinchots." A suggestion was made that 

Perkins might perform the duties of the job while a man who 

was more acceptable to reformers officially held the position. 

In the end White was voted down but not before many on the 

committee had voiced a concern that they shared with the 

Kansas editor. In his autobiography White speaks highly of 

Perkins as an individual and felt he was sincere in his 

actions. His objection was simply that the reputation of 

Perkins hurt the Progressive Party. The problem was not 
32 

solved.' It would appear again. 

During the campaign Pex-kins was in charge of the 

national headquarters in New York. Since the party was 

short of experienced politicians, he assumed a position and 

exerted an influence in the campaign no amateur could have 

maintained within an established political organization. 

31 

William Allen White, Autobiography, pp. 486—437. 

32Ibid., pp. 490-491. 
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His habit of solving problems quickly and decisively upset 

some of the party leaders who felt they should have been 

consulted. Generally his actions were cox-rect and his 

leadership during the campaign was never seriously chal-

lenged. 

The speaking trips for the candidates during the 

campaign were planned by O.K. Davis, ana as a consequence 

the main task that fell to Perkins was distribution of 

literature. In this task his performance was not at all 

distinguished. Aside from poor planning of an overall 

campaign—the literature rarely corresponded with the 

issues being discussed—too much of the material dis-

tributed was about Perkins himself. William Allen White 

complained of being deluged by pamphlets entitled "What 

Perkins Thinks About the Tariff", "George W. Perkins' Views 

33 

on Labor", and "Is Perkins Honest?". 

A weekly magazine, the Progressive Bulletin, was 

created for the campaign. Edited and distributed by Perkins, 

the magazine was a good idea and reasonably successful 

financially. The Bulletin. however, adopted an editorial 

approach that appeared at tines to feature Perkins rather than 

the candidates. In the first issue of the Bulletin there was 

an editorial entitled "George W. Perkins and the Roosevelt 

Progressive Party." The editorial praised Perkins equally with 

E.H. Harriman and J.P. Morgan; it concluded: 

33 
White, A uto aipgra ohy, p. 492. 
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One such"man as George Perkins, giving to the 
business of the people the energy and capacity that 
he has given to pi'ivate business undertakings, 
vrcmld be a good, new thing in politics and a use-
ful man in government....Mr. Perkins directs the 
financial and practical management of the Roosevelt 
Party - luckily for the party.34 

In all fairness to Perkins the editorial was a reprint 

from-a- daily paper. But Pinchot claims that the paper 

offered its columns to the Progressives and that Perkins 

35 

first planted the article in the daily. 

The above article was not typical in that in most 

instances Perkins promoted his views and not himself. One 

issue ran an editorial, "The Only Honest Plank On Trusts", 

which condemned the Sherman Law. Another saw "Equal Justice 

vs. 'Rats', The Difference Between the Progressive Attitude 

Toward Trust Control and that of Governor Wilson..®." A week 

later Perkins ran a two page reprint of his Saturday Evening 

Post article "Business and Government", and the next week 
36 

another article written by himself. 

In addition, Perkins reprinted many articles from the 

Progressive Bulletin in pamxohlet form and distributed them 

34 
Amos Pinchot to the Progressive National Committee, 

May 23, 1914, reprinted in Appendix, History of the 
Progressive Party, p. 251, (hereafter cited as Pinchot to 
National Co'umittee). 

35,. , Ibid. 

Ibid.. op. 252-253. 
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across the country. • White reported that when such material 

arrived at Emporia he refused to pay the charges and sent 

them back. Many of the western Progressives, including 

Hirman Johnson the vice presidential candidate, boiled at 

the publicity Perkins gave himself and the regulation of 

trusts. They managed, however, to contain their anger for 

37 

the party's sake until after the election. 

Perkins' administrative contributions during the 1912 

canvpaign wex*e extensive. Roosevelt praised at length his 

long hours of efficient work. Someone hired to do such work 

rarely gives it the same enthusiasm and devotion as an election 

volunteer. But in the eyes of certain Progressive Party 

leaders the publication of trust control articles Perkins 

wrote or favored offset any good he had done otherwise. His 

critics said that judging by the Progressive Bulletin it 

would appear that Perkins was the candidate. Not only was 

this a political error, it was in poor taste. Perkins' only 

possible justification for his actions was an attempt to 
38 

reply' to his many critics. 

For a man who was not running for or holding a public 

office George Perkins received a great deal of adverse 

37 
White, Au tobi pgr aohv, p. 492; George E. Howry, The 

California Progressives, (Berkeley, 1951), pp. 186-187; Russell 
B. Nye, Midwestern Progressive Politics, (East Lansing, 1951), 
p. 295. 

^Garraty, Righ t-TIar.d Man , pp. 276-277. 
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publicity and personal abuse during the fall of 1912. In 

spite of having no direct connection with either United 

States Steel or International Harvester—he held only in~ 

active board positions—Perkins was constantly criticised 

for these associations and unjustly accusused of wrongdoings 

involving them. For example, on August 14, Representative 

Augustus 0. Stanley attacked Perkins on the floor of the 

House of Representatives. Stanley referred to Perkins as 

the "minister envoy extraordinary" of the Morgan interests. 

The representative accused Perkins of various acts of 

larceny, saying that he had escaped the penitentiary "by the 

skin of his teeth"; Stanley claimed that the government's 

investigation of International Harvester had been stopped at 

39 

the instigation of the Nev; York financier. One week later 

a committee of the New York State Legislature released a 

report of the poor working conditions at the Auburn, New York, 

Harvester factory. This move aimed at further discrediting 

Perkins seemed a successful political maneuver as reporters 

descended on the speechless Progressive financier.^ 

On August 22, Republican Senator Boies Penrose of 

Pennsylvania claimed that Perkins had underwritten Roosevelt's 

39 
Congressional Record, 62nd Congress. 2nd Session, 

pp. 10592-^10593. 

40 
Hew York Times, August 22, 1912, p. 11, 
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pre-convention campaign in the amount of $3,000,000 i'n 

order to control the Republican Party for the Morgan 

interests. Senator James Reed, a Missouri Democrat, shared 

in the attack obviously meant to slander Roosevelt and 

Perkins. The Senate laughed when Reed read from a Roosevelt 

speech to the effect that Perkins had joined the Progressive 

41 

cause to make the country a better place for his children. 

The continued charge of Morgan's influence on Perkins' 

action was completely unjustified. There is no proof that 

Morgan or any of his immediate associates lent any support 

to Roosevelt in 1912, although they had openly done so in 

1904 and had aided Taft in 1908. In fact, the opposite was 

true. Immediately following the Progressive Convention J.P. 

Morgan, Jr. , demanded that Perkins sever all ties with United 

States Steel by resigning his last board position. Perkins 

refused on principle and the junior Morgan did not have his 

father's authority to make the demand stand up. The junior 

Morgan held that the company could not afford to get involved 

in politics and renewed his pressure on Perkins after the 

4? 

election. 

Accusations of undue influence on the part of Inter-

national Harvester were equally untrue. In September, Charles 

^Congressional Record, 62nd Congi-ess, 2nd Session, 
pp. 11536-11538. 

4"? 
"Garraty, Riqht-Ha\*.d Han, pp. 282-283. 



77 

D. Hilles, Taft's campaign manager, claimed Roosevelt had 

spent "millions of dollars of Harvester trust money" trying 

to get the Republican nomination. Perkins called him a 

liar and the two exchanged angry letters that were sub-

sequently published in the newspapers. Again, closer to the 

opposite of the charge is true. Although some of the lesser 

known McCormicks secretly gave relatively small donations to 

Roosevelt, the Harvester banner flown by Cyrus McCormick 

financially supported Woodrow Wilson in 1912. Wilson and his 

running mate, Thomas R. Marshall, were not alpove taking 

periodic jabs at the executive chairman of the Progressive 

Party. Perkins' former associations continued to plague him. 

43 

Nothing he did could convince his critics of his sincerity. 

The climax of this aspect of the campaign came in 

October before a Senate subcommittee. The Senate committee 

to investigate campaign contributions was headed by Moses 

Clapp, who supported Roosevelt, but it contained several who 

did not. Although appointed in June, the committee did not 

meet until a month before the national elections. Kolko 

maintains that Taft was behind the move, his motive apparently 

being to prove irregularities in relationships between Inter-

national Harvester, Perkins, and the Progressive Party. 

43 
Kolko, Triumph of Conservatism, p. 202, 
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Further, Taft provided evidence aid knew in advance the line 

44 

of questioning the committee would follow. 

The hearings revealed evidence on contributions during 

three campaigns. Testimony brought out, in sortie cases for 

the first time, the many big-business hand-outs for Roosevelt 

causes in 1904- and 1908. Statistics presented proved that 

73 per cent of Roosevelt's funds in 1904 came from corporate 

sources. J.P. Morgan had given $150,000 and George Perkins 

had raised $200,000 in the same year. The object of the hearing 
A 5 

seemed to be to prove similar dealings in 1912. 

George Perkins appeared before the committee on October 

21. Questioned at length about the many charges leveled 

against him, Perkins patiently denied each one until his 

temper finally got the best of him. Rising in his chair and 

waving his fists in the air, he struck back at his accusers. 

He said that men in responsible positions, such as Boies 

Penrose and Charles Hilles, should be made to prove wild 

charges before making them. He testified that the harvester 

and steel companies had neither been asked nor had they con-

tributed to the current campaign. Finally he asked the 

committee why there seemed to be questions of his support of 

the Progressive Party in 1912 when there were none in 1904 

^Ibid., p. 201 

45 
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and 1908, when he backed Republicans. Perkins probably came 

out on top that day but the publicity could only have had an 

46 

adverse effect on the campaign. 

Attacked frora all sides, Perkins never faltered for a 

moment in striving for the ideals in which he believed. The 

effect Perkins had on the Progressive fate in 1912 cannot be 

measured. Certainly he was a liability, but political causes 

do not exist without detriments. 

Despite public abuse and his privately recorded belief 

that Roosevelt could not win, Perkins remained in the fight. 

What were his reasons? On the surface it appears he was in 

the party for only one reason—-the strong conviction that 

government regulation of big business was the only way that 

would succeed, as opposed to the present methods or the new 

freedom. But was that the only reason? After the election 

Roosevelt said privately that he would have offered Perkins 

a cabinet post but the raan had never asked for anything. On 

the basis of the information available, it would appeal' that 

Perkins was so sincere in his convictions that he worked for 

his one cause unaware, for the most part, of the effect of 
. . . . 47 

opinion against him. 

46Xbid., October 22, 1912, pp. 1-2. 

47 
Kolko, Triumph of Conservatism, pp. 193-194; Leary, 
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To blame Perkins for Roosevelt's defeat in 1912 would 

certainly be unfair. The primary reason for the defeat of 

any candidate can usually be traced to the individual and 

the issues he supports and not to those people behind the 

candidate. ' Many shared LaFollette's opinion that Roosevelt 

was a progressive in words only. Roosevelt often gave the 

progressives cause to wonder. Prior to the Republican Con-

vention the Colonel seemed ready to compromise on any plank 

in the platform to gain the nomination. On June 18, 1912, 

the Hew York Times reported, "The initiative, referendum, 

and recall will not be heard from again in the campaign if 

48 

the Colonel is at it's head." These were not the only 

basic reforms to be sacrificed. In the same article the 

Times further related, "even the recall of judicial decisions, 

which was the opening blast of his claim for the party's 

leadership, will be laid aside as a state issue purely local, 
49 

if he is nominated." 

Another issue equally stirred many new "politicians", 

More women than ever before participated in this political 

movement. Jane Addaras, the leading female figure in America, 

seconded Roosevelt's Progressive nomination. But many of the 

leading women reformers openly questioned the sincerity of the 

Bull Moose's intentions. He hedged on coming out for woman 

4°New York Times, June 18, 1912, p. 3. 

49t1 . , 
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suffrage by saying he would do so if the women requested it. 

Most of the women were indifferent. "I sent back word," 

said Mrs. Upton, Ohio State Woman Suffrage president, "that 

we did not now care to have Colonel Roosevelt come out for 

woman suffrage...." Mrs. Upton said that Roosevelt had 

refused to come out in their favor when they asked him before 

50 

and when he might have helped them. In addition, those who 

felt animosity toward Perkins because of his position on the 

trusts could not. absolve Roosevelt for he shared the same 

position. 

Of all the issues the call for government regulation of 

big business received the most attention during the campaign. 

Louis Brandeis, a progressive thinker and charter member of 

LaFollette's Progressive Republican League, shared with 

Woodrow Wilson the Jeffersonian concept that a democratic 

government should provide equal rights and opportunities for 

all its citizens. During the campaign Brandeis lent his 

support to Wilson and outlined for the candidate a program 

that -challenged the New Nationalism of Herbert Croly and 

Roosevelt. 

Before he met Brandeis, Wilson was not prepared to make 

business and the trusts the major issue of the campaign. 

Wilson believed in the individual's right to competition in 

business but Brandeis taught him a philosophy of regulated 

50Ibid.. June 16, 1912, p. 1. 
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competition arid economic freedom for the small business-

51 

man. 

The New Freedom as taught by Brandeis and preached by 

Wilson advocated a means by which business could be set free 

from monopoly and special privileges. They said that in 

order to accept the Progressive Party plank of Roosevelt and 

Perkins one first had to,accept the fact that monopoly was 

to be encouraged, not prevented. Wilson claimed that through 

the government commissions suggested by Roosevelt monopoly 

would become legalized. All attempts to stop the influence 
52 

of big business would be given up. 

Most of the attention centered on the Democratic and , 

Progressive candidates. Wilson and Brandeis effectively 

argued each point brought up by Roosevelt and Perkins. When 

Roosevelt spoke of the possibility of government restraints 

on business, Wilson charged it would result in wholesale 

price fixing. When Perkins spoke on his favorite theme of 

big business efficiency, Brandeis pointed out that great size 

was a handicap to efficiency. Brandeis charged that Perkins' 

board to police the corporations would be so politically 

oriented it would defeat its purpose. Although William Allen 

"'"'"Arthur S. Link, Woodrov Wilson and the Progressive Era, 
1910-1917. (New York, 1954)7 P . ' 20. 

52 
Ibid., p. 21; "Centralism and Monopoly", The Nation, 

XCV (September 5, 1912) 204. 
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White said the. difference between New Nationalism and New 

Freedom was like "tweedledee and tweedledum," it was not 

so to those who argued the two philosophies. 

Ihe influence of George Perkins, the inconsistencies 

of Tneodoxe Roosevelt, the division on the problem of trusts 

and other reforms coupled with the basic fact of a split 

republican party challenged by a united Democratic one was 

too much for the new Progressive Party in 1912. Many among ' 

those close to Roosevelt say that he never thought for a 

moment he could win the election. He told Henry Stoddard his 

object in the 1912 elections was to establish the Progressive 

Party as the second party in American politics. While run-

ning second the new party outpolied the Republicans but it 

was no<_ by a substantial margin. Thus if Roosevelt's objective 

was to establish the second party the victory was questionable. 

He told the press, "I accept the result with entire good 

humor. As for the Progressive cause, I can only repeat.... 

[that] the cause in itself must triumph, for the triumph is 

essential to the well—being of the American people. 

53 
"The Monopoly Issue", The Nation. XCV (October 24 1912) 

t h e T r u s t s % The Nation, XCV (Septem-
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Did this iaean Roosevelt would continue, to champion the 

cause? Shortly after the election the Progressives called 

another convention to re-affirm their goals. Before attend-

ing, Roosevelt told a friend who spoke of victory in 1916, 

"I thought you were a better politican....We are beaten, 

There is only one thing to do and that is to go back to the 

5^ 

Republican Party together... there are no loaves and fishes." 

From all indications after the election Perkins had every 

intention of continuing his work with the Progressive Party. 

His raany critics, both inside the party and out, had little 

noticeable effect on his attitude toward the goals for which 

he was working. Whether this would change with the outcome 

of the election remained to be seen. 

The Progressive factions that opposed Perkins, mainly 

the intellectuals of the East and the progressives of the 

mid-West and West, also gave every indication of continuing 

the Pi'ogressive cause. Although no one blaraed the election 

results directly on Perkins, many made it clear that they 

thought they could best carry on withoi.it the Wall Street 

financier in his party office. 

55 
Pringle, Theodore Roosevelt, p. 571. 



- CHAPTER FOUR 

THE FINAL YEARS 

On December 10, 1912, fifteen hundred Progressives 

gathered in Chicago to re-affirra their principles and 

organize for the future. In his speech Theodore Roosevelt 

reasserted the principles on which he had run and the crowd 

reacted in a manner that characterized the Progressive meet-

ings of June and August. The Progressives were anxious for 

the country to be convinced they were not defeated but had 

only suffex~ed a- setback. The correspondents covering the 

meeting reported that not a single note of discord was heard 

1 
during the entire proceedings. 

Just because the correspondents failed to detect dis-

cord, however, did not nean it was not present. A struggle 

developed within the party just prior to the Chicago meeting 

that was to last more than a year and a half. The subject of 

this in-fight was not George Perkins as an individual, but the 

influence he exerted as a leader in the Progressive Party. 

The protagonists in the fight were Anos Pinchot and Theodore . 

Roosevelt. 

^"Intentions 3f the Progressive Party", Literarv Dicrest, 
XCV (Decenbei 21, IS 12) 1162. "" 
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A few clays following the erections Gifford and Amos 

Pinchot started a campaign to minimize Perkins' influence as 

a party functionary. The campaign began in very moderate 

tones, became more heated, and reached its peak in Chicago. 

Gifford began by suggesting in a letter to Roosevelt that 

the party headquarters be moved from New York to Washington 

with Senator Dixon in charge. He then mentioned that George 

Perkins "should be kept in the background from now on." 

Gifford explained that he considered Perkins sincere and 

devoted to the progressive cause, but that Perkins' af-

filiations with big business and his outspoken opposition 

to the Sherman Act embarrassed the party. "The moving of 

headcjuarters to Washington," Pinchot concluded, "would serve 

as a simple and natural method of straightening this matter 

out."2 

Four days later Roosevelt replied,stoutly defending 

Perkins. He said, in effect, that Perkins was indespensible 

and should remain in his position. Gifford was placated some-

what by Roosevelt's letter but replied in turn, "to make 

Perkins the spokesman of the Party during this constructive 

3 
period...would be a very serious mistake,"' 

2 
G. Pinchot to Roosevelt, November 9, 1912, Morison, 

Letters of Theodore Roosevelt, VII, 637-638. 
3 
Roosevelt to G. Pinchot, November 13, 1912, Ibid.. 

po. 640-641, 645; G. Pinchot to Roosevelt, Novembe-r 23, 
1912, Ibid., p. 645. 
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Perhaps the matter"would have been dropped at that point 

had it not been for Gifford's hot-blooded younger brother. 

Amos Pinchot was a political enigma. From a well-to-

do family, Amos was by profession a lawyer but rarely took 

cases and then only when they were of personal interest. 

In his lifetime he was intimately associated with many of 

the top politicians of the day including Roosevelt, La-

Follette, Beveridge, Hiram Johnson, William Allen White, 

and many others. He devoted years of his life to politics 

but never held a public office. Today he is relatively un-

known except for his biased History of the Progressive Party t 

which was not published until after his death. 

Pinchot has been described as both a radical and con-

servative by his contemporaries.Hds views on business were 

formed after working with LaFollette and Brandeis and were 

closer to the New Freedom than the New Nationalism. He 

believed that competition could not flourish without the 

essential condition of "even chance". To achieve this end 

Pinchot wanted large concerns to be fractured into smaller 

units. The only monopoly he approved of was a public utility, 

A leader in what was considered the radical wing of the Pro-

gressive Party,he had surprising support. In his fight 

against private monopoly he came into direct conflict with 

the Roosevelt-Perkins faction of the party. To Pinchot the 
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view of business that dominated v;ould determine the life 

or death of the Progressive Party.^ 

On Decembei" 3, 1912, Amos wrote Roosevelt a letter of 

over three thousand words .stating his position against 

George Perkins. Pinchot stated the intent of. the letter in 

his History of the Progressive Party: 

It seeraed to many of us that, if the Progressive 
party were ever tc escape the leadership under which 
it was quickly dwindling away, this Chicago re-
organization meeting was the time for Roosevelt 
to act uncompromisingly. If he could only be per-
suaded to get Perkins to resign as chairman of the 
Executive Committee and replace him with a man of 
different type, there seeraed a chance, so to speak, 
of changing the chemistry of the party and bringing 
it back into line with the insurgent movement, out 
of which it grew.5 

Pinchot admitted that they would face the possibility of 

losing Perkins' financial assistance but he felt it was worth 

the risk. With Perkins out of the limelight Pinchot reasoned, 

"not thousands, but millions of people" would contribute to 

6 

a party opposed to the special interests, 

In the letter Pinchot also made these points: The man 

who had deliberately lifted the heart out of the anti-trust, 

plank against the wishes of the platform committee was noI-J 

the "titular head" of the party; the Progressive Party had 

4 
Iielene Hooker, "Biographical Introduction", Pinchotrs 

History of the Progressive Pja-tv, p. 40. 
5Pinc.hot, Ibid. , p. 183. 

6t, . , 
Ibic. 
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offered the people only platitudes in the campaign, nothing 

practical. He also attacked International Harvester and 

United States Steel, pointing out Perkins1 involvement, and 

said that if the trusts were broken up the cost of living would 

go down.^ 

Roosevelt's response, some forty-five hundred words, 

did not reach Pinchot until after the Chicago meeting due 

to the first several drafts being destroyed by Roosevelt's 

friends because of their "violent tone", according to reports. 

He replied to each of Pinchot's arguments, agreeing with some, 

but disagreeing with most. First, Roosevelt did not consider 

Perkins the titular head of the party and he said if we put 

out Perkins, we must also put out Munsey, Flinn, and others. 

For every hundred votes gained by such a move, Roosevelt 

argued, thousands would be lost. He also said there would 

have been no Progressive Party east of Philadelphia had it not 

s 

been for Perkins and Munsey. 

On the matter of the anti-trust plank Roosevelt made 

a surprising concession. In writing the platform, Roosevelt 

told Pinchot, there was a great deal of difficulty in limit-

ing its length. After reading the anti-trust plank sent in 

7 
A. Pinchot to Roosevelt, December 3, 1912, printed in 

History of the Progressive Party, pp. 134-191. 
8 
Roosevelt to A. Pinchot, December 5, 1912, Morison, 

Letters of Theodore Roosavelt, VII, 661-670. 
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by the platform committee he felt the lines that were 

eventually marked out were redundant. "I did not and do 

not think," Roosevelt wrote, "there was any need of putting 

these lines in...I thought and think that they vent into 

9 
needless detail..." But he went on to concede: 

Dean Lev/is now tells ne that he believes that 
through some mistake the amended plank was not read 
to the committee after being brought down by Senator 
Dixon from my room and that the committee did adopt 
the plank as unamended. As long as there is the 
slightest doubt on the question (and I regard it 
as supremely unimportant) I feel that the lines 
to which you refer should be restored to the plank.10 

Helene Hooker in her study of Amos.Pinchot maintains 

that the brothers were not trying to drive Perkins off the 

executive committee of the party but merely trying to pre-

vent hira from being its spokesman. In her first assertion 

she is wrong; Amos1'letter is proof of that. But her second 

point seems to be more significant. Both bx-others recognized 

Perkins' contributions and sincerity in their letters. They 

agreed it would be unfair to exclude him from a position in 

the party after all his hard work. As Gifford Pinchot summed 

up the brother's position: "There is a notable difference 

between being in an army and being at the head of the array. 

^Ibid., p. 666. 

10Ibid., pp. 667-668, 
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In order to stand by a man it is not necessary to put him 

in charge."'*""*" 

Roosevelt made the trip to Chicago in December, 1912, 

largely to protect Perkins. In his speech to the full 

conference Roosevelt made a point of praising the efforts 

of Perkins and Munsey at length. He refused to even speak 

12 

to Amos Pinchot while in Chicago. 

The Pinchots, supported by Kiram Johnson, William Allen 

White, and Medill McCormack, realizing Roosevelt's feelings 

made no open move against Perkins at the conference. Their 

plan to move the national headquarters to Washington was 

defeated in a 32.~to-12 vote. At Amos Pinchot's repeated 

insistence, in closed sessions, the missing trust plank was 

angi~ily discussed and finally restored to the platform. 

Other resolutions attested to Roosevelt's support of the 

party's chief financier. Although a branch office was 

established in Washington,the main headquarters remained in 

New York under the direction of the executive coiomittee. The 

committee, of which Perkins remained chairman, was also given 

the direct authority over all matters pertaining to the Pro-
. 13 gressive Party. 

"^Hooker, "Biographical Introduction", History of the 
Progressive Party, p. 45. 

12 
Morison, Letters of Theodore Roosevelt, p. 638. 

13 
Ibid., p. 545; Hooker, "Biographical Introduction", 

History of the Progressive Parcv, p. 45. 
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In what was considered its most constructive step, 

the national, committee approved "A Plan of Action" drawn 

up by a committee headed by Jane Addams. This plan included 

provisions for six progressive service bureaus under the 

direction of Miss Frances A. Kellor. The purpose of these 

bureaus was to establish a program of social and industrial 

justice, with particular emphasis on the problems of labor, 

14 

children, social insurance, and immigration. 

The Chicago conference made several things quite clear. 

First, Roosevelt planned to take a part in the party he had 

created despite any misgivings he might have had after the 

election. His motives for staying with the Progressive Pai~ty 

were questioned, particularly by the press. The Literary 

Digest reported that Roosevelt planned to keep control of 

the Progressives until he could "seize Republican party 
15 

machinery and the 1916 election." Secondly, George Perkins 

had a stronger position in the party structure than ever 

before. The Pinchot faction was temporarily silenced. 

Before the new party organization could get established 

the Progressives suffered a serious setback. Frank Munsey 

14 
Morison, Ibid., p. 657. 

15 
Intentions of the Progressive Party," Literary 

Digest, XLV (December 21, 1912) 1161. 
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published a plan for the Republicans and Progressives to 

"amalgamate". In an article that appeared in the February 

issue of his magazine but was dated January 2, 1913, Munsey 

said it would be a mistake for the two parties to stay apart 

any longer. The publisher suggested that a new "holding" 

party be formed and that both the Republicans and the Pro-

gressives merge into the third unit ;thereby neither party 

would have to give ground to the other. The Liberal Party 

X G 

was his suggestion for the name of the new group. 

Roosevelt and Perkins immediately denounced any such 

plan and re-entj>hasized the party's intent to remain autono-

mous. In spite of this, plus the fact that he got very little 

favorable response, Munsey followed up the first article with 

two others. In "Amalgamation No. 2" and "Amalgamation No. 3" 

he repented for the most part what he had already said. 

Speaking of himself as a Progressive taking an independent 

view, Munsey pointed out that the views of the two parties 

were very similar and that by joining together they would, have 
3 7 

nothing to lose, everything to gain. 

16 
Frank A. Munsey, "A Possible Scheme for Amalgamating 

the Republican and Progressive Parties that Should Be 
Acceo'eable to Each", llunsey's Magazine, XLVIII (February, 
1913") 729-733. ' 

17 
Kunsey, "Amalgamation No. 2", Munsev's Magazine, 

XLVIII (March, 1913) GS8-892; "Amalgamation llo. 3", 
Kunsey's Magazine, XLIX (Apri1, 1913) 14-21. 
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Munsey contributed a little money to the Progressive 

Party in .1913 but by the next year he was back in the . 

Republican fold. Writers who have studied Munsey say that 

is where he belonged all the time. His biographer, George 

Britt, said' that Munsey liked to call himself a liberal 

but, "...of course, he should have been for Taft in 1912 

and not for Roosevelt." William Allen White was a bit more 

harsh in his evaluation of the man: "The Bull Moose plat-

form must have crucified him....He was always pulling 

Roosevelt's coat-tails, holding hira back....in the end he 

18 

and his kind wrecked it." 

Frank Munsey cannot be dismissed too easily, for not 

only was he the first major defection from the Progressive 

Party, he serves as an interesting parallel with Perkins. 

For Munsey, who described the party's platform as being 

"splendidly progressive... but at the same time, amply 

conservative an(3 sound," was very similar to George Perkins 

with only two notable exceptions. Many thought of the two 

men in connection with the Progressive Party in equal terns. 

Both had made their fortunes from Wall Street, Munsey being 

one of the largest stockholders of United States Steel. Both 

men contributed almost the same amount in 1912—-Munsey 

$229,255, Perkins $263,000, Both had a great admiration for 

•*"ri 11, Forty Ye?rs-Forty Millions , p. 165. 
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Theodore Roosevelt. Each man gave the Progressive Party 

something it greatly needed-- aside from money— Perkins his 

organizing abi lity and Munsey the support of his many 

publications. Neither man carded for the progressive re-

I n -f o r m s . 
/ 

The parallel continues even in the major differences 

in the two. Brought together by Taft's attack on United 

States Steel the two men shared views on government regula-

tion of business. But the first major difference is this: 

To Munsey the anti-trust plank was important, to Perkins it 

was paramount. After the elections Munsey had his business 

to look after while Perkins' business remained the same—-the 

promotion of federal regulation. 

The other difference concerns liability. While both 

men were identified with United States Steel, Munsey was 

never the liability to the Progressive Party that Perkins 

was. Munsey was never publicly attacked for his business 

associations as was Perkins. Therefore never having been 

stung with criticism because of his Progressive activities , 

Munsey never felt as involved as his counterpart. While 

Munsey was slipping away from the party Perkins came more 

to the forefront. 

19 
Mowry, T.R. and the Progressive Movenont, p. 266; 

Britt, Fortv Years-?or~cy Millions, p. 160; Koike, Triumph 
of Conserv~.tl.sa, p. 1S'3. 
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Following the Chicago conference .Perkins had little 

to say about the attacks against him. His only indication 

of being disturbed was indirect. In a letter to Roosevelt 

a short time later he enclosed an extract from a report on 

profit-sharing prepared by the 3ritish Board of Trade. The 

report included this praise, "it is probably that the benefit 

and profit sharing plans promoted by George W. Perkins sur~ 

pass those of any other single benefactor of labor." Perkins 

wrote Roosevelt that he hoped such comments proved he was 

a "true progressive". But for the most part he was satisfied 

to accept his Chicago victory quietly.^ 

No sooner had the attacks of the politicians stopped 

than J.P. Morgan Jr. renewed his attempts to sever Perkins 

completely from the House of Morgan. Morgan's actions in a 

way were ironic. While Pinchot criticized Perkins for his 

connections with Morgan, the firm was apparently concerned 

that Perkins' political activities would reflect badly on 

them. Although he was more determined, the younger Morgan's 

position was not much stronger than befox-e. With the 

exception of Judge Elbert H. Gary#the finance committee, of 

which Perkins was a member, seemed to support Morgan. Since 

re-electi.cn of the committee was near ,Morgan proposed that 

Perkins merely not be recommended. But with Judge Gary's 

"?D 

Garraty, Right-Hand Han, p. 290. 
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^powerful support and his father on his deathbed, the 

younger Morgan did not push the issue to the limit. When 

Perkins let it be known he would put up a fight, the 

21 

committee and Morgan relented. 

Perkins took an extended vacation during much of 1913. 

While he was away the National Progressive Service got under-

way. Adopted in Chicago as a "Plan of Work", the Progressive 

Service was based on the premise that political parties did 

very little for the people between election years. Organized 

by an experienced social worker, Frances Kellor, the Service 

divided the Progressive platform into four platform depart-

ments—Social and Industrial Justice, Conservation, Popular 

Government, and Cost of Living and Corporation Control. 

Also included in the structure were bux-eaus to write 

suggested legislation, provide Progressive speakers, and 
22 

provide external publicity. ' Jobs with the Service were the 

only patronage the Progressives had to offer in 1913, and there 

were many more applicants than positions. 

By the time Perkins returned to New York the Service 

was hard at work. By rautual agreement Perkins served only 

as an overall administrator and not as a policy maker. In view 

21Ibid., pp. 290-293. 

22 
Frances A. Kellor, "A New Spirit in Party Orcianiza-

tion" North American Review, CXCIX (June, 1914) 877-892. 
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of this and also in view of events to come, two phases of 

the Progressive Service bear closer study. 

The Progressive Bulletin, once Perkins' responsibility, 

was moved to Washington and put under the charge of O.K. 

Davis, an experienced newspaperman. The format was com-

pletely . overhauled. Issue after issue appeared without 

mentioning Perkins' name. Controversial questions on the 

regulation of big business were almost ignored. Davis 

substituted more conventional and broader coverage. He ran 

reports on Progressives in the states, on Roosevelt, and 

articles of encouragement. The new Bulletin was a welcome 

23 

relief to old Progressives. 

The National Legislative Reference Bureau received 

more attention than anything else in the Progressive Service. 

Headed by a young lawyer from Chicago, Donald Richberg, the 

purpose of the Legislative Bureau was to draft legislation 

encompassing Progressive views that were to be presented in 

the Congress. Richberg was aided by an impressive cciam.ittee 

that included Judge Ben Lindsey, James R. Garfield, Herbert 

Knox Smith (Commissioner of the Bureau of Corporations under 

Roosevelt), Gifford Pinchot, Jane Addams, and several college 

professors of note. The most difficult task the committee 

^Garraty, Right-Hand Man, p. 295. 
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encountered was the drafting of. anti-trust legislation. ̂  

The committee agreed at the outset that Perkins would 

not be consulted^ as Richberg put it, "For his sake and ours 

he should have no responsibility." Richberg, new to the 

national headquarters, said that he was warned that any 

effective trust regulations would be opposed by Perkins #who 

25 

would then be backed up by Roosevelt. 

Perkins must have viewed the results of the committee's 

work on trust regulation with mixed emotion. Some of his 

tenets were incorporated, such as individual rather than 

corporate responsibility and the approval of interlocking 

directorates. On the other hand, contrary to Perkins' think-

ing, steps to strengthen the Sherman Act were listed. 

Richberg evaluated the committee's work, and Perkins' response: 
I can hardly assume that the £work] met the 

approval of Mr. Perkins. involved far more 
government interference with business operations 
than would have been tolerable to financiers of 
that era. Nevertheless, I think he was broad-
minded enough to realize the need for some 
improvement of the anti-trust laws, some effort to 
define what was tolerated and what prohibited, some 
.attempt to eliminate business practices that served 
only temporary selfish interests and in the long 
run did harm to our business prosperity.26 

Richberg said that when the committee had finished its work 

24 . , , 
Rxcnberg, Tents ot the Mighty, pp. 42-43. 

25 
Ibid., p. 42; Donald Richberg, !Iv Hero: The 

Indiscreet Memoirs of an Eventful, But Unheroic Life,(New 
York, 1954) pi 53.~ 
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and all the federal bills were published, Perkins did not 

appear particularly enthusiastic but complimented the 

committee and said the work on the one job alone was worth 

27 

its entire cost. 

When the Wilson administration passed its anti-trust 

legislation in 1914 many Progressives were pleased. 

Historians often tell of Wilson's gradual transition from 

his New Freedom to a New Nationalism outlook, attributing 

the fact to a change in philosophy. Kolko, in his recent 

interpretation of the period, however, maintains that the 

New Freedom was a campaign issue devised by Brandeis. He 

claims Wilson had always been a friend of the big business-

man and quotes this early 1312 Wilson view of competition as 

proof: 
...nobody can fail to see that modern business 

is going to be done by corporations. The old time 
of individual competition is probably gone by..... 
it will not come back within our time....I am not 
afraid of any corporation, no matter how big. I 
am afraid of any corporation...whose practices and 
actions are in restraint of trade.28 

As furthex' proof of Wilson's acceptance of the Roosevelt-

Perkins view of regulation, Kolko cites a 1910 letter of 

Perkins to Wilson that stated, "As to your views on the 

business questions of the hour, in my judgement they are 
29 

absolutely sound." 

27 . 
Richberg, Tents of the Mightv, p. 43. 

20 
Kolko, Triumph of Conservatism, pp. 206-207. 

29Ibid.. p. 206. 
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The actions of George Perkins in 19.13-1914 in connection 

with the Progressive Service and trust regulation legislation 

reveal a new side to the man. The Wilson administration bills,, 

the Clayton Act and the Federal Trade Commission, were warmly 

received by most advocates of trust regulation in all three 

parties, but not by Perkins. The Federal Trade Commission, 

in particular, was designed along the lines Perkins had 

advocated for years. But Perkins was openly skeptical of 

the Wilson legislation. In a letter to the New York Times 

he said: 

The Sherman lav; stands exactly where it did; 
the Clayton bill in place of clarifying the Sherman 
law has befogged it and provided new golden op-
portunities for lawsuits and lawyers. No man has 
any more idea today how he can do business on a 
large scale without being in danger of going to 
jail than he did a year or three years a g o . 3 0 

By the end of 1914, Perkins appears to have taken on 

a new personality in Progressive politics. These past few 

instances are proof. He cooperated with the Progressive 

Service and complimented their work when he probably felt 

differently. He did not attempt to formulate the policy of 

the Progressive Builetin which he had used quite frequently 

in the past. But most important, when the Congress passed 

legislation that as a big business reformer he might have 

welcomed, Perkins reacted in a manner befitting the leader 

30 
Hew York Times, LTovenber 19, 1914, p. 10. 
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of the opposition party. He appears to have put aside his 

personal ambitions, or adoĵ ted new ones, to take a position 

as the party unifier. Garraty mentions that Perkins avoided 

33 

clashes with his Progressive foes during this period. 

Progressive politics, however, were not to remain calm 

for loftg. 

A chain of events culminating with the 1914 elections 

successively weakened the party. First, the work of the 

National Progressive Service was brought to an almost 

complete halt. This was partly the result of a fight that 

developed within the Service as a-result of the dictatorial 

direction of Miss Kellor. She was reported to have been stingy 

and petty over the least thing. A revolt of the young 

workers led by Paxton Hibben and Donald Richberg created 

hard feelings within the Service. By the time Perkins got 

word of the disagreements and tried to arbitrate the damage 

had been done. Faced also by a shortage of funds Perkins 

abolished the Legislative Reference Bureau and several other 

Service departments. Richberg left the organization, and 

although Miss Kellor remained^little was accomplished after 

32 

this breach. 

Despite outward appearances of relative calm within the 

party hostility towards Perkins had not ended. This resent-

ment peaked again in 191.4. Perkins was never completely 

3ZIbid. , pp. <£98-300 
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accepted by his party. The midwestern Progressives con-

tinued to periodically demand his resignation. The California 

Progressives felt Perkins was opposed to basic progressive 

principles, particularly trust-busting, and distrusted the 

man personally. In his study Davis concluded, " . . . regulating 

the trusts did not seem as vital . . . as legislating social 

justice, but the legacy of resentment and hate towards 

33 

Perkins had its effect even on the social workers." 

Thus strongly reinforced, Amos Pinchot renewed his 

attack on Perkins in May, 1914. In a confidential letter to 

chairman Dixon and all the members of the Progressive 

National Committee, Pinchot said unequivocally, "Mr. Perkins 

resignation . . . is necessary." Ignoring Perkins' behavior 

of the previous two years Pinchot, for the most part, repeated 

many of the charges he had made in his December, 1912. letter 

to Roosevelt. In 1914, however, he was more explicit in his 

charges against Perkins, International Harvester, and United 

States Steel. He intimated that those companies controlled 

the Progressive Party through Perkins. Pinchot's exhaustive 
O A 

charges ran over seven thousand words. 

33 
Nye, Midwestern Progressive Politics, p. 295; Mowry, 
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, The "confidential" letter sent to some fifty Progres-

sives all over the country eventually found its way into 

print. The party disagreement became a headline story. 

The Literary Digest reported, "Here then . . . is the first 

serious dissension within the ranks of the Progressive 

Party." Perkins' woes were compounded when prominent Pro-

gressives who had not supported Pinchot previously wrote 

35 

Roosevelt agreeing with the most recent letter. 

Publicly Perkins did not take the attack seriously. 

Asked about the letter he replied that he and Mr. Pinchot 

differed on "several questions before the country." But 

it was a "case of honest difference of opinion" and he did 

not think the letter would "change either his relations or 

mine to the Progressive Party." Privately, however, Perkins 

was indignant. "Amos1 s ssic letter is full of one absolutely 

false statement after another", he wrote Beveridge, " . . . and 

I am simply boiling over with a desire to take his hide 

right off." He dept quiet, he added, for fear of injuring 
3 6 

the party's chances in the fall elections. 

Roosevelt was in Spain when Pinchot's letter was released 

to the public, so Perkins had very little support until his 

35 
"Pinchot*s War on Perkins", Literary Digest, XLVIII 

(June 20, 1914) 1473. 
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leader returned. Beveridge did write Gifford Pinchot that 

Amos' letter was "unjustifiable" and "utterly stupid." The 

letter, he said, "was a godsend to the enemy, who more than 

anything else wanted a rift in the party." Perkins also 

received some public support from a rather surprising source, 

the press. Ordinarily a Perkins critic, the New York Times 

said in his defense, "For the Progressives to throw Perkins 

to the wolves would be unjust, not only has he given of his 

money to the cause, but he is, we believe, thoroughly sincere 

in his advocacy of their principles and earnest in his desire 

37 

to bring about what he considers reforms." 

When Roosevelt arrived back in the country the mattex* 

was quickly settled. He said he considered the attack against 

Perkins to be against him also. Roosevelt announced, that if 

Perkins was forced from the party he would leave with him. 

He made it clear that Perkins was to remain in his party 

position. Roosevelt was not kind to Pinchot publicly or 

privately. In his last letter to Amos, that ended a political 

friendship, he said, "When I spoke of the Progressive party as 
30 

having a lunatic fringe, I specifically had you in mind." 

37 
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The elections of 1914 were critical for -the young Pro-

gressive Party. In the first major election since Wilson's 

victory the party would have to prove whether or not it 

could hold its vote and continue to overshadow the Republi-

cans at the polls. The Progressives hoped to pick up 

Congressional seats from the Democrats as people became 

disillusioned with the New Freedom. They were optimistic 

as the result of a good showing in the 1913 municipal 

elections and put forth some of their top men for office ' 

Gifford Pinchot, Albert Beveridge, James R. Garfield, William 

Draper Lewis, Victor Murdock, Raymond Robbins, and Hiram 

Johnson. Skeptics, however, openly announced that the third 

party would not be able tc compete with the well organized 

Democratic and Republican machinery. 

Despite their optimism the November outlook for the 

Progressives was not good. Meetings such as the one in 

Indiana where one hundred Progressives announced they were 

returning to the Republican Party were not uncommon. Richberg 

and Beveridge admitted later that the party had no grass roots 

support. Critics realizing the same thing were saying that 

the Progressives were in the fight only to keep the Republi-

cans divided and to further Roosevelt's 1916 ambitions. 

39 
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Theodore Roosevelt campaigned in. his typical vigorous 

manner in 1914, to-"pay off all his political debts," he 

told Davis. George Perkins had become involved almost 

exclusively in affairs within New York State, The election 

40 

results were disastrous. 

Nationally the Progressives polled about one-fourth of 

their 1912 total. The party failed to carry a single state 

except California^where Johnson was re-elected by a sub-

stantial margin. Only seven Progjressives remained in Congress, 

and of those only one in the House of Representatives. Lev/is, 

the defeated candidate for governor of Pennsylvania, re-

called his feelings:' 
Though a large vote... ["was) polled in Pennsylvania, 

the results of the elections taken as a whole, showed 
that the Progressive party, as a political organization, 
was beginning to disintegrate. Indeed, outside of two 
or three states, there was no effective party organ-
ization. 41 

A few days after the elections the New York Times 

repeated a rumor to the effect that Perkins "had reached the 

conclusion that it would serve no useful purpose to keep the 

Progressive party alive as a distinct organization in politics 

any longer." Perkins declined comment saying he would wait 

until after the National Committee had met in Chicago the 

first part of December to say anything officially. Many 

40 
Davis, Released for Publication, p. 441. 
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bpenly predicted the end of the party and the press 

gathered iri Chicago to witness the event. They were-in 

. 42 for a surpi'ise. 

After conferring with ninety-seven representatives from 

thirty-seven states Perkins met with the press. Fie declared 

that all Progressives could be assured that their principles 

were permanent and that the party was in the fight to stay. 

Reports indicate that there was unanimous agreement that 

43 

there would be no reconciliation with the Republicans. 

The year 1915 was one of relative inactivity for the 

Progressive Party. The Progressive Service and the Progress-

ive Bulletin had died quietly. Theodore Roosevelt began his 

campaign against the foreign policy of Woodrow Wilson and 

for military preparedness at home. But Roosevelt acted as 

an individual and not as the representative of any political 

party. His correspondence reveals that he was aware that 

his preparedness campaign was alienating many German-American 

and pacifist voters but he was not concerned with voters. In 

1915, at least, Roosevelt seemed to think his days as a candi-

date wei-e over. "The people have had all they want of me," he 

wrote a friend. He pleaded with Perkins to do nothing to 
44 

promote his candidacy in 1916. 

42 
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Perkins had in the meantime let his interests stray 

away froia the party he directed. The politics of New York 

became his main concern in 1914 and 1915. In the 1913 

municipal elections the Progressives had backed a fusion 

ticket for mayor of New York City and helped to elect John 

Purx"oy Mitchel, who at thirty-four was the youngest, man ever 

to hold that office. Mitchel was very impressed by Perkins 

during the campaign and looked to the experienced leader for 

help. He considered the appointment of the police commissioner 

45 

as his most important job and he offered the post to Perkins. 

Perkins was tempted for he had always been interest-

ed in municipal reform but to become police commissioner 

would have required resigning from the executive committee 

of the'Progressive Party. This he was unwilling to do. He 

did agree, however, to help Mitchel find the best man avail-

able for the job. They decided that Colonel George Goethals, 

just finishing his work on the Panama Canal, was the man they 

wanted. Perkins made a trip to the Canal Zone to consult 

with Goethals. The appointment soon became a political 

circus. Goethals was the man of the hour for his fine work 

with the canal and the Democrats, anxious to take advantage 

of this, appointed him to a diplomatic post. Also, when 

Mitchel asked the state legislature to strengthen the position 

45 
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of the police commissioner and they hesitated, the mayor 

threatened to turn the job over to Perkins with a free 

hand. In the end Goethals did not take the job and the 

police bill failed in the legislature. Perkins was very 

46 

disappointed about the whole situation. 

Perkins was not inactive for very long. The outbreak 

of the European War in August caused food prices in America 

to rise in anticipation of the increased demand from abroad. 

Mayor Mitchel announced the appointment of a relief committee 

to investigate food prices in New York and advise on ways 

the city could cope with the problem. Perkins was made chair-

man of the committee, composed of 130 prominent New Yorkers. 

But as in many committees of this nature, a few do most of 

the work. Perkins did not complain but tackled the job with 

his usual enthusiasm and efficiency. He was soon advising 

housewives on how to be thrifty. His activities were widely 

noted in the press. Although the brunt of many jokesfit was 

one of the few times Perkins appeared before the public as 

47 

a "good guy." 

Another Perkins activity in 1915, also unrelated to 

Progressive affairs, was his campaign against ratification 

46 

Garraty, Ibid., pp. 310-311. 

47Ib.id. , pp. 311-315. 
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of a revised New York State Constitution. His opposition 

was originally based on his personal feelings against the 

constitution committee's chairman, Elihu Root. Perkins 

still held the 1912 "theft" against the man who had been 

the convention's chairman. But Perkins soon convinced him-

self that the constitution had evils that could not be al-

lowed to exist. He devoted several months of his time and 

$45,000 to its defeat. Although the constitution was 

expected to pass it was rejected overwhelmingly. Because 

of the proportions of the defeat Perkins refused to take 

48 

the credit. His actions during 1S15 show that Perkins 

was by then respected for more than just his money and had 

become a power to be reckoned with politically. 

As the presidential election of 1916 approached and it 

became the topic of conversation, Perkins' interests turned 

back toward Progressive politics. He seemed prepared to 

respect Roosevelt's wishes not to push for his candidacy. 

But at the same time he never discouraged any talk for the 

Colonel. Perkins was always careful to leave the door open 

for Roosevelt. 

The Progressive National Committee met in Chicago in 

January, 1916, to map strategy. They formally expressed an 

interest in a plan by which the Progressives and Republicans 

4.R 
Ibid., pp. 320-326. 
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could unite in opposition to the Democrats. By unanimous 

agreement the National Progaressive Convention was planned 

at the sarae time and in the same city as the Republican 

convention. Perkins announced to the press that the reunion 

of the two parties did not depend on the nomination of 

Roosevelt if a joint candidate could be found who would 

support the principles for which the Colonel had stood in 

1912.49 

While in Chicago the Progressives had given full support 

to Perkins on the matter of business regulation. The 

national committee passed a policy statement that, in part 

called for the "constructive Federal regulation rather than 

the destructive disruption of efficient business organizations-

behavior not size being the test." William Allen White, 

formerly an ally of Amos Pinchot, not only did not oppose 

the policy statement but authorized a resolution thanking 

50 

Perkins for his "loyal work." It passed unanimously. 

Seemingly in full authority,Perkins personally planned 

the Progressive's pre-convention tactics. In doing so, how-

ever-, he consulted with Roosevelt frequently. Roosevelt took 

no part in the primaries even though some Republicans demand-

ed that he do so. Perkins, in the meantime, was laying the 

49 
"Plans of the Progressive Party," The Outlook,CXII 

January 16, 1916, 118-119. 
50 
Garraty, Right-Hand Man, p. 331. 
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groundwork for Roosevelt's nomination by one or both 

parties. His methods were subtle. For example, he quietly 

financed a Roosevelt Non-Partisan League that purchased a 

four-page advertisement in the Saturday Evening Post entitled 

"Why Roosevelt Would Be Our Best Guarantee of Peace." Just 

prior to the conventions it was apparent that Roosevelt had 

some support among the Republicans,although Justice Charles 

Evans Hughes was the favorite. Roosevelt was sure to get 

51 

the Progressive nomination again."' 

Roosevelt's main concern in 1916 was the defeat of 

Woodrow Wilson. He realized that the 1912 Republican 

split, for which he was responsible, was the only reason 

Wilson was in the White House, He was determined not to 

accept the Progressive nomination,which he thought would 

only allow Wilson's re-election. He discouraged the Re-

publican nomination but allowed privately that if both 
52 

parties nominated him he would be obliged to accept. 

Perkins appreciated Roosevelt's position and worked 

toward the desired ends. His problem was this: the Re-

publicans, as a whole, did not favor Roosevelt and if the 

Progressives nominated hira first it would appear the new 

party was trying to force the Colonel upon the G.O.P. The 

Republicans also realized that if the two parties could not 

^Hlorison, Le t 1 e r s 1* Theodore Roosevelt, VIII, 1037 
C 
^Roosevelt to Charles Bonaparte, Ibid., p. 1043. 
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agree on a candidate it would mean defeat. What Perkins 

knew that no one else did, was that Roosevelt would not run 

on a Progressive ticket. Perkins' task was a large one. He 

had to prevent Roosevelt's Progressive nomination until the 

Republicans turned to the Colonel. As it tui-ned out this 

was an impossibility. 

The two conventions that took place in Chicago in 1916 

were good examples of the "bosses" trying to control a 

situation where they eventually had no control. The men 
i 

who wrote about the conventions in their memoirs recound 

endless meetings in sraoke~filled rooms. 

One set of discussions, however, became more important 

than the others. Shortly after convening, both conventions 

appointed a committee of five men to consult with the other 

party in an attempt to find some common ground. In the 

Progressive selections for the committee all factions of the 

party were represented. The conferees were headed by Perkins 

but included Hiram Johnson, John M. Parker, a radical from 

Louisiana, and Charles Bonaparte, a friend and supporter of 

Roosevelt. The Republican committee was led by Nicholas 

Murray Butler, Reed Smoot, and Senator Borah. 

At the initial meeting the Progressives spoke first. 

Bonaparte outlined the issues of the campaign as they saw 

them. The Republicans quickly agreed, saying that most of 
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thern had already been incorporated into their platform. 

Then Bonaparte stated that after thoroughly canvassing 

the entire field of candidates the Progressives felt that 

Theodore Roosevelt was the best man for the nomination. He 

based this on the fact that as the man most closely as-

sociated with the dominant issues of the day and a popular 

vote getter, both parties could rally around him. The other 

Progressive spoke re-affirming in various ways what Bonapai'te 

had said.^ 

Butler spoke first for the Republicans. He said simply 

that while he appreciated the past services of Roosevelt 

"that under no circumstances whatever would the Republican 

convention consent to his nomination." Borah followed pay-

ing that while he favored Roosevelt's nomination he would 

have to agree with Butler. Perkins asked if the Republicans 

were prepared to offer any other name,and when they declined 

the meeting adjourned. The joint committees met two other 

54 

times with as little success. 

As the conventions gathered steam the feelings of the 

two groups became more apparent. At the first mention of 

Roosevelt's name the Progressives cheered for ninety-three 

minutes. A reporter covering the convention from the floor 

53 
Nicholas Murray Butler, Across the Busy Years: 

Recollections and Reflections, (Hew York, 1935), pp. 258-259. 

. , pp. 260, 264. 
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recalled the spirit of 1912 and noted that the delegates 

were united in one purpose-— to nominate the Bull Moose. 

They knew and approved of the plan of both parties to 

nominate the same man. Therefore they went along with 

Perkins for four days as he maneuvered to draw'out the 

proceedings. When they learned the conferees were having 

3 5 

trouble agreeing on a candidate they became restless. 

Meanwhile at the Republican Convention Hughes' nomination 

appeared to be a matter of course. 

After three days the fact that Roosevelt would not be 

nominated by the Republicans became apparent to everyone in 

Chicago except Perkins. But he held out with the knowledge 

that some of the Republican leaders were not enthusiastic over 

the prospect of Hughes' nomination. Roosevelt, in Oyster 

Bay but in constant communication with Perkins over a private 

phone line, also opposed Hughes at the time. He claimed 

Justice Hughes should not be considered because his position 

on the issues was not kncwn. Hughes, who was also not openly 

seeking the presidency, had used his Supreme Court post as 
56 

an excuse to remain silent. As Perkins frantically searched 

for a compromise candidate, one last plot was formed against 

55 
Ernest Abbot, "The Progressxves at Chicago," The 

Outlook, CXII (June 2.1, 1916), 423-427. 
56 
John A. Garraty, "T.R. On the Telephone," American 

Heritage, IX (December, 1957), 100-101, 105. 
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him. 

The rebel group was made up largely of the wing of 

the party that in the past had supported Amos Pinchot, and 

opposed George Pex-kins. Harold I ekes, Raymond Robbins, 

James A. Garfield, William Allen White, Donald Richberg, 

and Bainbridge Colby were the main instigators. They felt 

Perkins was plotting against the best interests of the 

party. They claimed, untruthfully, that they had no know-

ledge of the Perkins-Roosevelt phone line until it was too 

late. To save the party from the unknown plans of Perkins 

they decided to push through Roosevelt's nomination without 

waiting for the Republicans. They reasoned, as others had, 

that the Republicans would be forced to accept Roosevelt or 

57 

face defeat. 

As Chairman Robbins called the next session of the 

convention to order Colby asked to be recognized. Perkins, 

sitting on the platformt instinctively knew what was about 

to take place. White described what happened next: 
[perkinsj literally leaped to the speakers stand 

_ and began crying out in a distrait and almost hysterical 
voice. Harold Iekes recalls that no one knew exactly 
what he was trying to say. Robbins shoved Perkins 
back into his chair, and Colby in less than one 
hundred words put Roosevelt's name before the con-
vention. Such a burst of cheering, so full of joy, 
so charged with exultation, I had never heard.58 

•^Harold Ickes, "\Tno Killed the Progressive Party," 
The American Historical Review, XLVI (Januarv, 1941), pp, 
323-325. " 

50 
Ibid., pp. 326-327; .Tnite, .v.;tobiogranhv, p. 526. 
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Within minutes Roosevelt, with John Parker as his running 

mate, had been nominated. At almost the same moment, blocks 

59 

away, Hughes was nominated by the Republicans. 

The Progressive joy was soon to change to sorrow. 

That afternoon, as the National Committee was trying to 

raise campaign funds, a message from Roosevelt arrived. 
To the Progressive Convention: I am very 

grateful for the honor you confer upon me by 
nominating me as President. I cannot accept it 
at this time.60 

Many did not wait to hear the remainder of the message 

wherein Roosevelt said he must consult with Plughes before 

making a final decision. They sensed this was the end and 

that their "hero" would support, the Republican nominee. 

Men who had praised Roosevelt hours before accused their 

hero of being a traitor and wept openly. "1't was the cry 

of a broken heart," White said in despair, 11 such as no 

convention ever uttered in this land' before." Although a 

small group would continue to carry the Progressive banner, 

the crowd that left the convention that day knew in their 

hearts the party was dead, 

As for George Perkins: he was exhausted and disappointed, 

He had worked days and nights for his leader, striving for 

5C) 
Ibid. 

^Morison, Lecters of Theodore Roosevelt, VIII, 1062. 
61Ibid,, p. 1063; Oswald Viliara, Fighting Years: 

Memoirs oH a Liberal Sell tor, (New York, 193*3}, pp. 316-317; 
nni te, Au tobiogranay, p, 527. 
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what he thought was best for the Progressive Party. He had 

used all his resources only to face another political defeat, 

Before adjourning the National Committee, in a motion of 

fatal irony, unanimously re-elected Perkins chairman of the 

62 
Executive Committee. 

62 
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CHAPTER V 

AFTERWARD 

Theodore Roosevelt, in a sense, did betray the 1916 

Progressive Convention. Certainly he did not play fair 

with those who felt he could do no wrong. Mowry states 

that Roosevelt's correspondence reveals that the Colonel 

never intended to run against Hughes. He led the Pro-

gressives on, playing them against the Republicans, in a 

desperate hope that in the end all would look to him. As 

he explained it, "the country wasn't in a heroic mood."^ 

Several days after Roosevelt had annoxmced his formal 

endorsement of Hughes, Perkins did likewise. Together the 

two men tried to convince the other Progressive leaders to 

follow their lead. In its last battle the Progressive 

National Committee met once again ,supposedly to decide 

whether or not to continue the party. Parker and his 

supporters demanded the cause be continued and insisted 

he would run alone if necessary. His forces made a motion 

to substitute Victor Murdock in the place of Roosevelt on 

"hiowry, Theodore Roosevelt and the Progressive Move-
ment, pp. 355-356. 
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the ticket. But Perkins had planned well and his strength 

prevailed 32 to 15. Then Perkins made an attempt to satisfy 

everyone. He proposed that Parker maintain the pax-ty 

organization but support Hughes. The radicals would not 

even consider it. In its last vote the National Committee 

agreed' to support Hughes by a vote of 32 to 6 with 9 states 

abstaining.2 

Thus the Progressive Party ceased to exist as a 

significant political force, although some had said this 

had happened two years before. Parker and a few of his 

followers hopelessly conducted a campaign in the Progressive 

name,promising even more reforms and denouncing Roosevelt 

and Perkins. But they were not even allowed on the ballot 

of many states because they had no presidential candidate. 

In the end most of these men voted Democratic in 1916. As 

the war overshadowed reform the Progressive Party officially 

amalgamated with the Prohibition Party in April, 1917, and 

3 

disappeared from history. 

Retaining his Progressive Party affiliation,George 

Perkins led the Progressives who supported Hughes into the 

Republican Party,where he tried to make a place for them in 

the party representation. Eventually he bargained a number 

2 
'Ibid.. pp. 358-359; Garraty, Right-Hand Man, p. 354. 

3 
Mowry, Ibid., pp. 360, 367. 
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of progressives to a place on the Republican National. 

Committee. But in doing so he not .only alienated pro-

gressives, who insisted he stop speaking for them, but also 

angered Republicans,who felt he was now trying to take over 
'4 

their party. 

Perkins personally campaigned hard in support of Hughes, 

In a number of speeches he made he mentioned that a Demo-

cratic victory would ruin the national economy, but did not 

press the point.. For in 1916, while federal, regulations 

of corporations was not resolved, the issue was not actively 

discussed and Perkins recognized the fact. Despite his 

statement that he would never again "get mixed up in the 

matter's of political management," when he saw a gap in the 

Hughes' campaign committee he moved in. He quickly in-

herited many of the responsibilities of the incompetent 

William R. Wilcox, Hughes5 campaign manager, that entitled 

him to a private office in the Republican National Head-

quarters. As Garraty concludes, he had become a seasoned 

politician. Following the 1916 elections, however, Perkins 

began to find new interests and quietly slipped from the 

political scene. 

4Garratv, Right-Hand I Ian, pp. 357-361. 

5Ibid., pp. 355-356, 363. 
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An evaluation of George Perkins and'the Progressive 

Party cannot be made without first .looking at Theodore 

Roosevelt and his actions during the period. Some 

historians, and even LaFollette at the time, maintain that 

Roosevelt and his ideas prevented the true "progressives'1 

from uniting under one banner. On the other hand it can 

be xjointea out that had it not been for the well meaning 

Roosevelt the Progressive Party might never have found a 

place in history. Hot even LaFollette could cite an attempt 

of the progressives to unite in one party prior to Roosevelt' 

need for the third group. 

To accuse Roosevelt of betrayal in 1916 is unfair. 

Many had returned to the Republican Party before him and 

those who remained asked a lot when they expected him to 

sacrifice himself again. Yet the accusation, while not 

prominent,continues to be made. If Roosevelt was guilty of 

any misrepresentation it was pointed out effectively by 

William Jennings Bryan in 1912; 

...would a new party have been organized at 
this time if Mr. Roosevelt were not a candidate 
for President? If not then his ambition to hold 
the office for a third term is the conti-olling 
factor, and no man's ambition is important enough 
to the public to lead to the formation of a new 
party. When a real necessity exists for a new 
party, that necessity will of itself bring forth 
a new party and its sponsors will be sufficiently 
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numerous to insure its existence and growth. No 
matter what may happen to any individual factor -
in its organization.6 

But in the end history has forgiven Roosevelt and 

justifiably so. His philosox^hy towards politics and the 

Progressives may be best summed up in this statement taken 

from a 1912 campaign speech: 

Friends, our task as Americans is to strive 
for social and industrial justice, achieved through 
the genuine rule of the people. This is our end, 
our purpose. The methods for achieving the end are 
merely expedients, to be finally accepted or re-
jected according as actual experience shows that 
they work well or nil.^ 

Theodore Roosevelt wanted what was best for the people. 

In working for that goal he became, in the truest sense of 

the word, a politician. 

While George Perkins did not have the effect on the 

Progressive Party that Roosevelt had his major role in the 

destiny of the party cannot be denied. Included in Perkins* 

unmistakably fine qualities was an incessant drive to be on 

the top in whatever he attempted. Ke never really achieved 

this goal. At New York Life, where he might have made it to 

the top, he lost interest in the challenge and switched to 

the House of Morgan when the opportunity presented itself. 

^William Jennings Brvan, A Tale of Two Conventions, 
(New York, 1912), p. 297." 

7 
Lewis, Theodore Roosevelt, p. 344. 
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There, because of the family, he "was limited to the fop 

few. In the Progressive Party organization he went as 

high as he could although the satisfaction there must have 

been marred by defeat. 

Due to this drive and its resulting achievement Perkins 

was a tremendous influence. As opposed to Munsey whose in-

fluence stemmed solely from his bank account, Perkins' 

influence was a result of his own hard earned personal 

accomplishments. This influence characterized Perkins' 

relations with the Progressives. In all instances, save one, 

Perkins had used his knowledge, energy, and influence for 

what might be termed public service. His work at New York 

Life, in the Progressive Party, and in his numerous civic 

interests, were all within the realm of reform. But his 

association with J.P. Morgan, whose only purpose was to make 

money, haunted Perkins for the rest of his public career and 

eliminated at the outset much of what he might have con-

tributed to the Progressive Party. 

Compounding what some Progressives held against him 

from the start, Perkins committed the error of putting his 

own personal convictions before those of the majority of the 

party in the 1912 campaign. The fact that Roosevelt pro-

fessed these'same views is often overlooked for Perkins is 

accused of promoting his ideas during the campaign. Perhaps 
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the Pinchot-led radicals unjustly vented their malice 

against Perkins when they really intended to criticize 

Roosevelt. Despite recognizing Perkins' sincerity to 

the causefhis critics continued to hold his campaign 

actions against him,thus keeping the party divided at a 

time when it desperately needed to be united. 

The period of 1910 to 1916 witnessed a change in the 

character of George Perkins. From a single-minded in-

dividual he developed into a strong-minded, first rate 

politician. The change began in the late stages of the 

1912 campaign and can best be seen in the actions of 

Perkins the party leader in 1913 and 1914. But before 

passing final judgement on Perkins and the Progressive 

Party certain questions must be answered. Did Perkins 

contribute more to the party than he detracted? Was he 

greatly responsible for the party's downfall,as he is 

often accused? 

The first question was actually posed by the Pinchot 

brothers in December, 1912. Roosevelt's answer then stands 

now. Without Perkins the Progressive Party could not have 

existed in the East or at the least would not have been a 

significant influence. The Progressive organization all 

over the country would have suffered immeasurably without 

his services. Also doubtful is the fact the partv could 
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have continued at all after 1912 without his leadership 

as well as money. 

The responsibility for the party's downfall is a 

moot point. Some argue that had Roosevelt been actively 

involved in Progressive politics after 1912 as he once 

indicated he would be, the party would have retained many 

supporters. But Perkins through no fault of his own must 

shoulder some of the blame too. His presence in the party 

alone prevented the Progressives from ever being 100 per cent 

united. At this point, however, it might be well to 

remember Bryan's statement. Just as the actions of one man 

should not create a party neither should they destroy one. 

Therefore had Perkins never been connected with the Pro-

gressives their chances for survival would have still been 

small. 

From the beginning the Progressive Party never really 

had a chance. In the first place the many progressive 

elements within the country never came close to being 

united. LaFollette, Wilson, and Roosevelt were all termed 

progressives but were in three separate parties in 1912. 

Did politics alone keep these men apart? Donald Richberg 

reveals keen insight in his opinion of why the progressives 

never succeeded: 
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I know they were all truely "progressive" in 
that their common goal was to lift up the level 
of the average well being. Unfortunately they 
were so different in temperament, in personal 
habits, and interests, which invariably shape 
conduct, that not one could effectively co-
operate with, or appreciate, the other,® 

The second strike against it, in this political ball 

game, is probably the most basic. If ever a third party 

had good reasons to succeed, or at least establish itself, 

it was the Progressive. They had a clear cut issue on which 

to base the split. The Progressives had a program, policies, 

ample financial backing, and a leader who inspired his 

followers. But they did not have the grass roots organization 

in each precinct, county, and state that is essential to the 

existence of any political party. 

In the final evaluation the Progressive Party defeated 

itself. The party was composed of two elements, both 

necessary to the existence of the party, but at the same 

time keeping it from uniting. There were the men and women 

whose genuine and primary concern was reform and who believed 

that Roosevelt could bring about these ends. But in ad-

dition there were the politicians ana financier's whose 

objectives in joining the party were varied and whose 

sincerity was often questioned by the other faction of the 

party. These many factors, riot any one man, or any one dis- ' 

agreement, prevented the success of the: Progressive Party. 

8 
Richberg,•Tents of the Mighty, p. 32. 
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