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The Twilight of Indirect, Senatorial Elections:  
Emerging Popular Legitimacy on the Eve of Reform, 1890-1913 

Thomas J. Goodman 

Advisor: Marc Landy, Ph.D. 

Prior to the passage of the 17th Amendment, senators were selected by state legislators, a 
measure designed to remove them from fluctuations of popular whim.  By 1913, 
reformers, having assailed members of the Senate as insular to the changing needs of 
their constituents, pressed for fundamental, structural reform, including direct popular 
elections.  But few works have assessed the nature of senatorial campaigns under the 
indirect regime. 

I research contemporaneous newspaper coverage and personal correspondences of 
individual senators to better glean their levels of sensitivity to re-election pressures — a 
significant qualitative contribution to the discourse.  And I measure the extent to which a 
state’s political conditions influenced the tendency for senators to engage in public 
appeals for popular support.  Senatorial elections were already pseudo-democratic before 
1913, experiencing an emergent element of popular legitimacy as public sentiment 
meaningfully informed the process and conduits for public accountability were 
expanding. 

In stark contrast to prevailing perceptions, senators were keenly sensitive to electoral 
pressures.  By cultivating popular support, they regularly tried to bolster their positions 
vis-a-vis powerful party leaders, state legislators, and pivotal decision-makers.  But the 
strategy was risky as well, for a poor showing in the November elections invited intra-
party challenges.  Ultimately, my dissertation tells a story of how parties adapted to 
changing conditions to remain politically viable and survive in a new age, granting 
concessions to the electorate which were designed to promote greater popular 
participation whilst maintaining overall control over the process. 

The crusade for reforming the senatorial selection method was conducted on behalf of 
reformers who sought to redress perceived inequalities and dysfunction in the system.  
Debates over the balance between democratic self-government and the importance of 
whom Jonathan Rauch term “the middlemen” continue to percolate, colorizing the 
dispute within the Democratic Party over the role of superdelegates and efforts to abolish 
the Electoral College.  And my research explores the intersection of democratic reforms 
and racialized politics with the adoption of the invidious “white primary” in South 
Carolina and the factors which gave rise to the race-baiting, populist demagogue 
Benjamin Tillman — the precursor to modern-day populists and illiberal democracies.  
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CHAPTER 1: Background, Literature Review, and Theory 

On January 3, 1911, Senator Henry Cabot Lodge arrived at Boston’s Symphony Hall to 

deliver what was anticipated to be the most consequential address of his long, storied career.  

Speaking to the massive crowd, he declaimed, “I have valued the high position given me in the 

Senate … but I prize them most because they give to Massachusetts the place which is her due in 

the councils of the nation.”  Lodge was defending his record in the Senate against a chorus of 

charges that he had misrepresented the interests of the people of Massachusetts.  Approaching the 

climax of the oration, the senior senator presented himself as a willing public official in the ser-

vice of his state, concluding, “I have given my all; no man can give more … Others may easily 

serve her better than I in those days yet to be, but of this I am sure: that no one can ever serve her 

with a greater love or deeper loyalty.”    1

Nor was Lodge alone.  Describing the Payne-Aldrich Tariff as a product of “greed and 

avarice” on the part of “financial powers,” Indiana Senator Albert Beveridge repeatedly touted 

his fierce opposition to the much-maligned and deeply divisive measure, proclaiming, “This bill 

I fought … I fought them in the name of honesty.”   At other rallies, he beseeched his listeners to 2

“support him and to stand up for purity in public life.”   And at a rally in South Carolina, the 3

state’s senior senator, Matthew Calbraith Butler, boasted, “$200,000 for Charleston Harbor … 

the first appropriation for Winyah Bay … a survey of the rivers of the state … half a million for 

the dry docks at Port Royal … [and] I helped make the Agricultural Department what it is.”     4

 The Boston Globe, January 4, 1911, p 4.1

 Evansville Press, October 27, 1910, p 5.2

 The Huntington Herald, October 21, 1910, p 4.3

 The Pickens Sentinel, June 28, 1894, p 4.4
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 Such stark public defenses by senators of their service in the United States Senate oc-

curred prior to the adoption of the Seventeenth Amendment stipulating direct election of its 

members — a time when senators were perceived to be insular to political responsiveness, out of 

touch with constituents, and out of step with the times.  These seemingly unconventional appear-

ances belie the notion that incumbents were insensitive to the demands of electoral politics.  To 

the contrary, my dissertation demonstrates that public sentiment and diligent campaigning were 

widespread features of senatorial elections.  The process was already pseudo-democratic in na-

ture, comprising a degree of popular accountability and input, and represented one of the more 

democratized aspects of the Senate at that time.  

 The Seventeenth Amendment providing for direct election of United States Senators rep-

resented the culmination of Progressive efforts to reform government and the first significant 

structural change enacted by constitutional amendment of the Twentieth Century.  Progressive 

reformers argued for direct elections on a democratic basis, so to increase the accountability of 

senators and the participation of voters.   By circumventing state legislatures, the Seventeenth 5

Amendment was intended to increase the responsiveness of senators, and, as one scholar ex-

plains, “It has been somewhat summarily adjudged a closed case.”   However, its effects have 6

been less clearly understood, especially on the nature of their campaigns.  Although the direct 

election amendment did have wide-reaching implications for federalism and the strength of polit-

ical parties, it is less clear if senators were necessarily rendered more responsive and sensitive to 

the pressures of electoral politics.  

  William H. Riker, “The Senate and American Federalism,” The American Political Science Review, Vol. 5

49, No. 2 (Jun., 1955), 468, accessed January 30, 2019 URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/1951814.

 C.H. Hoebeke, The Road to Mass Democracy: Original Intent and the Seventeenth Amendment, (New 6

Brunswick: Transaction Publishers, 1995), 18-19.
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 The extent to which indirect elections were democratic, with senators sensitive to elec-

toral pressure, has been disputed.  Initial analyses of the issue suggested that campaigns and pub-

lic canvassing were widespread, but these studies were neither systematic nor in-depth.   The 7

consensus view has been that public campaigns existed, but did little to assure their chances of 

re-election, with candidates making perfunctory public appearances of little import or conse-

quence.  Instead, the most critical aspect of their re-election occurred behind the scenes and with-

in the halls of their state legislatures, through insider politicking amongst party officials and state 

representatives.    8

 Instead of challenging the prevailing understanding that influence within statehouses was 

crucial, I supplement it by illustrating the importance of public campaigns as a useful tool for 

senators to secure re-election.  Ignoring the growing necessity of cultivating popular support 

risked inviting serious challenges to an incumbent’s re-election prospects and undermining sup-

port amongst relevant party figures.  For the sake of simplicity, these practices shall constitute 

my theory of indirect elections.  To bolster my argument, I investigate the manner whereby sena-

tors solicited support from party members and voters to further their electoral successes.  To pre-

cisely gauge the pervasiveness of these activities, I have devised a research design — the details 

of which I discuss below.   

 Across the universe of cases, a growing tension materialized between the enduring party 

control over a state’s politics and the emergent voter control, as manifest by public sentiment and 

popular support.  On the surface, states with little overall competition (party control) should wit-

 William H. Riker, “The Senate and American Federalism.”7

 Wendy J. Schiller and Charles Stewart, Electing the Senate: Indirect Democracy Before the Seven8 -
teenth Amendment, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2014), 199-201.
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ness perfunctory, meaningless campaigns, since authority rested predominantly with parties and 

state legislatures.  Instead, politicking amongst party leaders, officials, and legislators were es-

sential for re-election.   Conversely, we expect more competitive states (voter control) to experi-

ence vibrant elections, widespread public campaigns, and sophisticated methods of channeling 

popular support, since the greater threat to a senator’s reelection was the likelihood of the oppo-

sition party seizing control of the legislature.  My hypothesis tests whether any causal relation-

ship existed between the degree to which a state’s elections were popular and the need for public 

campaigns. 

 Along the spectrum of states — from the most popular to the least popular — the evi-

dence actually reveals that public campaigns for popular support were commonplace and rele-

vant.  And while these meaningful exercises varied in intensity by state, they were critical for 

securing another term in office.  Furthermore, personal letters from senators themselves betray an 

uneasy sense of vulnerability to the possibilities of defeat and evince a deep-seated sensitivity to 

the demands of electoral politics. 

 My theory of indirect elections stipulating that senators did widely pursue public cam-

paigns as a means of attaining re-election attests to a broader concept at play — party adaptabili-

ty.  To explain these unexpected and under-appreciated practices,  I offer a partisan model telling 

a story of how parties have to adapt to changing conditions so to survive in a new age, and re-

main politically viable.  American parties regularly adjust to changing times, embrace the pre-

vailing zeitgeist, and, in so doing, enjoy remarkable longevity.  Increasingly popular senatorial 

elections represented a measured response by parties to the pervasive discontent toward the Sen-
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ate, capitalized upon by Progressive reformers, muckraking journalists, and political oppor-

tunists.  

 At the turn of the Twentieth Century, political parties were exceedingly relevant entities, 

and senators had numerous incentives to serve them.  Parties controlled the apparatuses of state 

governments, with many states dominated by a single party for years.   Together with senators, 9

parties also provided important patronage jobs and doled out vital spoils which satiated key vot-

ers and interest groups.  And finally, while state representatives were not themselves legislative 

careerists serving for long periods in their legislatures, they were “political careerists,” loyal, de-

voted party members who provided support for a senator’s career, both within or without the leg-

islature.   Therefore, party organizations were enormously important, especially in uni-party 10

systems.  

 However, as conditions ripened and sentiment solidified in favor of Progressive objec-

tives — controlling economic conglomerates, ridding government of special interests and influ-

ence, and engendering a more participatory polity — reformers aimed to weaken the power of 

state governments and political parties, proposing such measures as the initiative, referendum, 

nomination primary, and direct election of senators.  To counter these democratizing trends, party 

leaders sought to co-opt many open-ended practices by offering concessions to reformers, whilst 

maintaining control over the essential machinery.   Thus, senatorial elections gradually began 11

 Wendy J. Schiller and Charles Stewart, Indirect Democracy, 51.  9

 Sean Gailmard and Jeffery A. Jenkins, “Agency Problems, the 17th Amendment, and Representation 10

in the Senate,” American Journal of Political Science, Vol. 53, No. 2 (Apr., 2009), 327, accessed January 
30, 2019, URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/25548121.

 Eric Goldman, Rendezvous with Destiny: A History of Modern American Reform, (1952; Chicago: Ivan 11

R. Dee, 2001), 76;  James Ceaser, Presidential Selection: Theory and Development, (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1979), 19-21.  
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taking the form of a more direct process, incorporating a modicum of popular input and public 

accountability.  These included implementing limited primaries, introducing state convention en-

dorsements of incumbent senators, and advertising the candidacy of the principal contenders for 

office, among others.  Granted, these transformations were not uniform across all states, but they 

were significant on the trajectory of senatorial elections, shifting it in a more democratic direc-

tion.  

 On the individual choice level, an implication of party adaptability is the concept of inde-

pendent political support.  As these elections grew increasingly democratic, senators quickly dis-

covered the benefits of “bringing the demos” into their coalition.  Instead of exclusively relying 

on the support of party insiders, incumbents cultivated support from voters during elections, 

thereby providing an independent political base separate from state parties.  Under the indirect 

regime, incumbent senators campaigned for electoral support amongst voters to impress upon 

crucial party officials the popularity of their candidacy and the sensibility of endorsing their re-

election.  These relationships could be confrontational at times, whereby incumbents would mar-

shal their vast popular support to corral state legislators and party actors to bandwagon with their 

candidacy.  Other times, they were more symbiotic, where the entire party prospered due to the 

strong standing of the senator.  These variations depended upon state conditions, political cir-

cumstances, party strength, and the reputations of individual senators themselves. 

 At times, senators relied upon popular support to deter would-be challengers from aris-

ing, and assure continued security in office.  If a factional, intra-party struggle did arise, senators 

could point to their strong performance in the recent elections as testament of their electoral val-

ue, political fortitude, and popular backing.  Subject to frequent elections as they were, state leg-
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islators were at risk for ignoring the “choice of the people” in settling the question of the senator-

ship.   However, the strategy of appealing to the public was inherently double-edged for sena12 -

tors, as well.  Failure of a strong performance in the recent elections greatly weaken their politi-

cal standing, giving party leaders, state legislators, and partisan opponents greater bargaining 

leverage with which to exert.  Therefore, senators had an incentive for a solid electoral showing.   

 To restate, my theory of indirect elections bolsters the concept of party adaptability, for 

any measures intended to bolster a senator’s popular support attests more broadly to the changing 

nature of parties, and their adaptability to the democratizing trends of the day.  In so doing, win-

dows of opportunity emerge for senators to seize upon, namely by cultivating political support 

independent from the party machinery.  Evidence buttressing such behavior — whether symbiot-

ically or confrontational — demonstrates the value of popular, electoral support to the senatorial 

selection process. 

1.1. Background 

The Seventeenth Amendment altered the way that members of the United States Senate 

were elected, thereafter stipulating direct, popular vote.  Prior to 1913, senators were selected by 

their respective state legislatures.  The framers desired an upper house more stable and delibera-

tive than its counterpart.  These qualities permit a much-desired check on the impulses of the 

more-populous lower chamber, as well as on the perceived injustices rampant in the states.  As-

suring stability and deliberation necessitated senators be insular to the vicissitudes of popular 

whim, nor subject to sudden, dramatic, and frequent convulsions of electoral fortunes.  To that 

 Buffalo Evening News, December 27, 1904, p 9. 12
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end, the framers agreed to six-year terms — far lengthier than any offices that had existed at the 

time —and staggered elections, wherein only one-third of the Senate be elected at any given 

time.  13

Although Madison viewed state legislatures as the worst offenders at the time, a grave 

threat to individual liberties and just laws, he nonetheless agreed to permit them the power of 

senatorial selection.  The Constitution was itself forged out of compromises and this agreement 

was little different.  Having establishing a Senate with two members who could vote individually 

— as opposed to a single, state unit — enjoy six-year terms, and be free of recall by their state 

legislatures, Madison conceded the method of selection to the states as a practical, political cal-

culation so to assuage the deep-seated concerns of smaller states and nervy skeptics of an overly-

nationalist government.   It was further believed that these bodies would possess at least a mod14 -

icum of wisdom to choose the most talented, natural elite throughout the country.  Thus, in cer-

tain respects, state legislative selection remained Madisonian in principle for it served as a filtra-

tion device on the immediate sentiment of the masses.   

The early years of senatorial elections seemed to conform to the framers’ expectations, as 

the “natural aristocracy” selected members of the Senate, with nary any popular dimension.  Be-

ginning in the 1830s, however, general election public canvassing gradually became common 

practice among senatorial contenders,  the most notable example in 1858, when Democratic 15

Senator Stephen A. Douglas spared with his Republican challenger, Abraham Lincoln, in seven 

 Charles Stewart III, “Responsiveness in the Upper Chamber: The Constitution and the Institutional De13 -
velopment of the Senate,” in The Constitution and American Political Development: An Institution Per-
spective, ed. Peter F. Nardulli, (Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 1992). 

 Schiller and Stewart, Indirect Democracy, 25-27. 14

 William H. Riker, “The Senate and American Federalism.”15
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public debates throughout the state of Illinois.  Although Lincoln came up short in his senatorial 

bid, the events enhanced his national standing. 

Despite these concessions to democracy, the Senate continued to be viewed as an illegit-

imate body, especially by Progressives and other reformers.  By the end of the Nineteenth Centu-

ry, a growing number of Americans had grown disenchanted with their government, and the Sen-

ate represented the epitome of their frustrations: dysfunctional, highly partisan, and laden with 

corruption and bribery.  Senators were seen as overly cozy with corporate and industrial interests, 

often dispensing vast amounts of money raised from shady business interests on the purchasing 

of state legislators, thereby assuring their own re-election.  Parties were viewed as complicit in 

the entire sordid affair.  Additionally, state legislatures often deadlocked over the choice of sena-

tor, leading to lengthy vacancies and divisive sparring.  The sentiments of discontent were ex-

pressed, albeit sensationally, in a series of articles by David Graham Phillips, “The Treason of 

the Senate,” in 1906.  16

In an effort to curb excessive political corruption, end the extensive legislative squab-

bling, and cure the pervasive constitutional dysfunction that was believed to afflict the polity, 

Progressive reformers advocated direct election of senators.   Argued on a democratic basis, it 

was a means increasing the participation of the voters in electing their representatives, thereby of 

enhancing the the public accountability and responsiveness of officeholders.   Furthermore, it 17

 David Graham Phillips, “The Treason of the Senate,” accessed January 30, 2019, URL: http://16

www.wwnorton.com/college/history/archive/resources/documents/ch24_02.htm.

 Riker, “The Senate and American Federalism,” 468.  17
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served a dual purpose of weakening party intermediaries as well, and rendering senators less de-

pendent on party organizations.   18

1.2 The Literature 

 The literature addressing the nature of senatorial campaigns and the role of public senti-

ment under the indirect method has been largely limited, although not wholly neglected.  For the 

most part, researchers have analyzed the implications of direct elections on federalism [Riker, 

1955; Rossum, 2001], democratization [Hoebeke, 1995], legislative careers and behavior 

[Schiller, 2006; Romero, 2007; MacKenzie, 2014], ideological responsiveness [Bernhard and 

Sala, 2006], and institutional, electoral responsiveness [Stewart, 1992; Gailmard and Jenkins, 

2009; Rogers, 2012].  

 The earliest treatment given to indirect senatorial elections was by William H. Riker in 

1955.  Riker argues that popular appeals for mass support amongst senatorial candidates was “a 

fairly regular feature” of campaigns prior to 1913.   Beginning in the mid-19th Century, candi19 -

dates engaged in public canvassing to seek the support of voters.  By courting the public electors 

of state legislators rather than state representatives themselves, senators reversed the dependency 

dynamic that had hitherto existed.  Grappling with the changing nature of Senate campaigns and 

its implications for American federalism, Riker contends that when “senators depended less on 

state legislatures … [the] national government depended less on local government.”   Such de20 -

 James Ceaser, Presidential Selection: Theory and Development, (Princeton: Princeton University 18

Press, 1979), 21. 

 Riker, “The Senate and American Federalism,” 467. 19

 Ibid., 463. 20
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velopments were important, for, according to Riker, “the main peripheralizing feature of Ameri-

can federalism” had been the state legislature’s power to select members to the Senate.   This 21

feature remained the only way by which the states could substantively influence national policy, 

having been shorn of the power to recall its representatives at the Constitutional Convention in 

1787.  

While Riker’s analysis of the federalism issue is accurate, his characterization of perva-

sive public canvassing during the indirect period has been criticized.  Some researchers, such as 

Schiller and Stewart, contend that Riker’s “reasoning is overly generous.”  He “overinterprets” 

sparse, relatively uncommon practices, and broadly generalizes from these examples.  For in-

stance, Riker uses the Lincoln-Douglas convention nominations in 1858 to exemplify the extent 

to which popular senatorial elections were common, yet Schiller and Stewart maintain these 

practices were not only unique to Illinois, but unused for decades thereafter.   Implicit in this 22

critique is that Riker’s research is not sufficiently systematic to test and compare such activities 

across a spectrum of diverse, varied states so as to have greater confidence in the validity of the 

findings.  A rigorous research design should be devised properly placing these democratic prac-

tices into historical context and glean a better understanding of the period.  To that end, I have 

crafted a systematic research design, which will be discussed below.   

Additionally, one can fault Riker for his lack of in-depth historical detail.  Often, his evi-

dence is anecdotal and unsatisfactory, at times leading to spurious conclusions.  For example, he 

attributes popular senatorial elections to general political excitement amongst the voters, and de-

 Ibid., 469. 21

 Schiller and Stewart, Indirect Democracy, 106. 22
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termines that a dearth of excitement in Massachusetts explains why “elections reverted wholly to 

the legislature.”  Republican officials “were wholly blind to any defect in the characters of Sena-

tor Hoar and Lodge.”   However, my findings affirmatively rebut these assertions.  Senator Hen23 -

ry Cabot Lodge extensively engaged in statewide popular campaigning for his 1898, 1904, and 

1910 re-election, and regularly evinced political acuity to the growing role of public sentiment 

and popular support in those efforts.  And while the state was strongly in the grip of Republican 

control, such hegemony was illusory.  In 1910, Lodge confronted a divided Republican Party, 

mirroring the national fissures that had emerged between Progressive insurgents and conserva-

tives, and, although he won re-election that year, it was not without intensive efforts at shoring 

up support, both through public appeals and legislative politicking.   24

More recently other researchers have analyzed the impact of the Seventeenth Amendment 

on the development of American federalism.  Ralph Rossum notes that the issue was largely ne-

glected in the arguments during the ratification of the Seventeenth Amendment.   “Federalism 25

[was] never defined or even expressly mentioned in the Constitution,” he argues.  As such its 

support rested exclusively on structure.  Once the Seventeenth Amendment was ratified, that 

structure was “fundamentally altered.”  Ultimately, Rossum’s conclusions generally align with 

Riker, namely that direct senatorial elections weakened the ability for states to redress their 

growing power imbalance with the federal government, leading to an increasingly larger chasm, 

 Riker, “The Senate and American Federalism,” 466. 23

 The New York Times, August 16, 1910, p 2; The Boston Post, September 13, 1910, p 1-2; The Wash24 -
ington Post, September 18, 1910, p 1; The Boston Post, October 26, 1910, p 2; November 2, 1910, p 8; 
The Boston Post, November 4, 1910, p 16.

 Ralph A. Rossum, Federalism, the Supreme Court, and the Seventeenth Amendment: The Irony of 25

Constitutional Democracy, (Lanham: Lexington Books, 2001), 219. 
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and unalterably weakening federalism, writ large.   Such an expansion of governmental authori26 -

ty invariably led to the passage of measures that Rossum considers harmful to the states as state 

units.  27

Other scholars have assessed the Seventeenth Amendment within the broader context of 

democratization.  C.H. Hoebeke explains, “The direct election of U.S. Senators has engendered 

very little commentary in the historiography of either the Constitution or of the Progressive Era.  

It has been somewhat summarily adjudged a closed case.” Commentary has generally accepted 

that the Seventeenth Amendment achieved what its proponents had sought to remedy.  “Senators 

… were too out of touch with popular needs and had to be rendered more responsive.”   28

Challenging these prevailing assumptions, Hoebeke observes that senators were original-

ly insulated from popular democracy at the outset, but argues that they gradually grew ever more 

sensitive to electoral politics, and, by the turn of the Twentieth Century, were fully enmeshed by 

these democratizing trends.  In proposing the Seventeenth Amendment, Progressives simply “of-

fered more democracy to cure the evils of democracy” that had manifest over the previous centu-

ry.  Not surprisingly, the reform “exacerbated the problems they were intended to solve,” notably 

the undue influence of money and special interests.  Hoebeke concludes that the Seventeenth 

Amendment accentuated existing democratic trends, thereby rendering the upper house “more 

responsive [and] less deliberative,”  and representing the culmination of a democratizing Sen29 -

ate, rather than its commencement.  

 Ibid., 20.26

 Ibid., 2. 27

 C.H. Hoebeke, The Road to Mass Democracy, 18-19.28

 Ibid., 190-193. 29
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While Hoebeke’s diligent tracing of the emergent democratization of the Senate is com-

pelling, he does not fully capture the minutiae of senatorial campaigns and elections, leaving 

unanswered several important thematic questions.  Precisely how democratic were these elec-

tions?  In what ways can we characterize them as responsive?  What techniques and methods did 

senators utilize to effectively cultivate popular support?  How did they capitalize upon these 

novel avenues of political support?   And finally, what roles did the parties play, and how did 

they adapt to these changing conditions?  

Several studies seek to understand how electoral necessities shaped legislative careers 

and behavior.  Wendy Schiller has explored how senators utilized legislative activities to craft a 

“personal portfolio of accomplishments” that could be used to enhance their reelection prospects.  

In order to cultivate strong ties with party regulars, as well as with their own constituents, sena-

tors would “ensure their performance in office was sufficiently strong” so as to ward off the pos-

sibility of an intra-party threat.  To that end, incumbents would pursue a panoply of options 

available, including “roll call voting, patronage, committee assignments, bill and amendment 

sponsorship, and the presentation of petitions.”   Schiller concludes that the Seventeenth 30

Amendment had the effect of weakening state party organizations, rendering senators less de-

pendent on key party figures and interests, and “remov[ing] one of the main sources of leverage 

that state party leaders held over U.S. Senators.”  31

In his study of the Senate, Scott MacKenzie examines the professionalization of senators, 

concluding that the Seventeenth Amendment favored “office-based professional politicians,” 

 Schiller, “Building Careers and Courting Constituents: U.S. Senate Representation 1889–1924,” Stud30 -
ies in American Political Development, 20, (Fall 2006), 187-188, accessed January 30, 2019, URL: 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0898588X06000095.

 Ibid., 196-197. 31
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with voters viewing them as “a breath of fresh air compared with the wealthy and, in some in-

stances, corrupt candidates selected by the legislatures.”  Furthermore, MacKenzie finds that 

these changes affected the legislative activities of senators, specifically committee assignments.   32

In the wake of the Seventeenth Amendment, opportunities to serve on committees were broad-

ened to include amateur legislators, as well as careerists.  MacKenzie speculates that these com-

mittee assignments were useful for senators’ constituent and re-election objectives.”  33

And Francine Sanders Romero investigates whether direct elections had the effect of en-

gendering support for Progressive reforms in the Senate.  By analyzing roll-call votes from 1905 

to 1921, the height of the Progressive era, she determines that the Seventeenth Amendment had 

little effect on efforts to enact reform legislation.   “The Senate was conducive to reform 34

throughout the era,” she explains, pre- and post-Amendment.   Moreover, roll-call voting for 35

reform measures mirrored those in the House, the supposedly more responsive and democratic 

body.  36

Responsiveness has been an important source of attention for scholars of the indirect 

regime.  The work of Bernhard and Sala actually straddles two thematic issues: reelection and 

legislative behavior, assessing decisions to run for re-election and the ideological development of 

 Scott A. MacKenzie, “From Political Pathways to Legislative Folkways: Electoral Reform, Professional32 -
ization, and Representation in the U.S. Senate,” Political Research Quarterly, Vol. 67, No. 4 (December 
2014), 755, accessed April 29, 2018, URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/24371948.

 Ibid., 752-753. 33

 Francine Sanders Romero, “The Impact of Direct Election on Reform Votes in the U.S. Senate,” Social 34

Science Quarterly, Vol. 88, No. 3 (SEPTEMBER 2007), 820-821, accessed April 29, 2018, URL: http://
www.jstor.org/stable/42956223.

 Ibid., 824. 35
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congressional voting trends.  Their data shows that, prior to 1913, senators more often looked to 

state legislatures as a bellwether of their re-election prospects.  If their party controlled a majori-

ty then they “were a good bet both to seek and win reelection.”  However, after direct elections 

were implemented, party support in the state legislatures were less predictive, and senators were 

more likely to stand for reelection, regardless of the partisan makeup.  This was especially true 

for incumbents confronted by a hostile legislature.   Additionally, Bernhard and Sala shed light 37

on senators’ ideological voting records.  With incumbents less dependent on party factions for 

support, they gradually began to moderate their voting records so as to remain competitive 

amongst voters.  Although their data suggests both parties moved toward the median, the strong-

est trends were among Republican officeholders.  Bernhard and Sala argue that these changes 

attest to meaningful effects rendered by the Seventeenth Amendment.  “Senators,” they contend, 

“became more accountable to citizen demand.”  38

Building upon the notion of accountability, Gailmard and Jenkins apply a principal-agent 

framework to the dynamics of institutional responsiveness and legislative behavior.  They pro-

vide hard data to support the generally-accepted wisdom that the Seventeenth Amendment ren-

ders senators more responsive to the interests of the voters.  By assessing roll-call votes, they de-

termined that after direct elections, senators’ voting patterns more closely aligned with the Re-

publican vote shares in their respective states, as opposed to the Republican seat shares in their 

state legislatures.  Thus, “senators became substantially less responsive to the policy interests of 

the state legislature.”  Additionally, they find that senators exercised more discretion in the wake 

 William Bernhard and Brian R. Sala, “The Remaking of an American Senate: The 17th Amendment and 37

Ideological Responsiveness,” The Journal of Politics, Vol. 68, No. 2 (May., 2006), 347, accessed April 29, 
2018, URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1111/j.1468-2508.2006.00411.x.

 Ibid., 354-356. 38
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of the Seventeenth Amendment, with state legislatures unable to serve as a monitoring mecha-

nism to police individual senator’s legislative behavior.  In other words, “political principals … 

had less explanatory power” after 1914.  39

By contrast, Steven Rogers argues that the Seventeenth Amendment “had little impact” 

on the electoral responsiveness of Senate elections.  By utilizing a counterfactual experiment 

wherein the state legislatures still selected senators after 1914, he analyzes the majority parties in 

each state, and determines whether they would have selected a senator of the same partisan per-

suasion as those who were eventually elected by the direct method.  His evidence suggests that 

electoral responsiveness did increase, as a whole, but this is mostly inflated by the solid Democ-

ratic South.  Excluding the region, “there is little evidence that direct elections are more elec-

torally responsive than indirect elections.”  As such, Rogers contends that “regional considera-

tions are critical when evaluating the electoral effects” of direct elections.  40

More broadly, responsiveness of the Senate as the whole has been equally as important 

for scholars.  Charles Stewart has assessed changes incurred by the institution in the wake of di-

rect, popular elections, revealing particularly astonishing data on the development of average 

chamber service and partisan swings.  After the Seventeenth Amendment, a general convergence 

of tenure rates between the upper and lower chambers has emerged, although senators continue 

to serve slightly longer than their counterparts.   Furthermore, Stewart analyzed partisan swings, 41

 Gailmard and Jenkins, “Agency Problems, the 17th Amendment, and Representation in the Senate,” 39

331-332, 334.  

 Steven Rogers, “The Responsiveness of Direct and Indirect Elections,” Legislative Studies Quarterly, 40

Vol. 37, No. 4 (November 2012), 510, 522, accessed April 29, 2018, URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/
41719850.
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discovering that the Seventeenth Amendment increased the frequency of changes in partisan con-

trol in the Senate.  “In any given election, the Senate is now slightly more likely to change parti-

san control than the House is,” concludes Stewart.  42

Stewart argues that the Senate has become “as ‘democratic’” as the House, attributing 

this development to the Seventeenth Amendment, statewide constituencies — whose media is 

more difficult to dominate and which provides quality challengers — and six-year terms — 

which ironically may make senators more vulnerable since they are removed from consistent 

campaigning for upwards of three election cycles.  The only structural feature which stabilizes 

the body is the staggered nature of its elections, otherwise, the Senate would be an even more 

volatile branch.  43

The most systematic, comprehensive treatment of indirect elections has been Schiller and 

Stewart’s Indirect Democracy. The pair collect an impressive amount of data pertaining to sena-

torial careers, parties, and state legislative activities.  The facets of their research include how 

Senate seats represented the apex of an ambitious politician’s career;  how the party controlled 44

the mechanisms of nomination, either through primaries, conventions, or caucus meetings; and 

the manner wherein state representatives settled upon a senatorial candidate.  Ultimately, they 

determine that the Seventeenth Amendment did not fundamentally resolve the issues associated 

with the Senate during that time, including undue influence of money, longevity of entrenched 

incumbents, and the institution’s persistently high unfavorable ratings.  “The direct power to 

elect senators has not appreciably increased the Senate’s responsiveness or efficiency,” they con-

 Ibid., 76-77.42

 Ibid., 79-81. 43

 Schiller and Stewart, Indirect Democracy, 79-80.44
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tend.  However, de facto popular elections did not exist prior to 1913.  Instead, state legislatures 

still retained the means of selection, even amongst states adopting the Oregon Plan, which bound 

representatives to support the popular-chosen candidate.  True politicking occurred during the 

critical legislative selection period, amongst party officials and state legislators.   Although 45

Schiller and Stewart devote a chapter to party nominations, they do not exhaustively examine 

public campaigning for popular support in any appreciable detail, especially as these activities 

pertain to re-election strategies, nor do they explore the role of public sentiment in the process.  

As with most of the forays into the period of indirect regime, Schiller and Stewart rely 

heavily on quantitative data, presenting select case studies to exemplify particular concepts.  Few 

other studies have delved into the intricacies of senatorial elections by utilizing qualitative, in-

depth case study analysis.  Much of the literature is dominated by quantitative, large-N studies.  

And the few qualitative works that do exist fail to systematically address the nature of re-election 

campaigns, the role of public sentiment and popular support, and the degree to which senators 

were sensitive to these demands.  

By contrast, my dissertation demonstrates that public campaigns for electoral support 

were an important component of the senatorial selection process, exploring the novel and cre-

ative ways that incumbent senators cultivated popular support for re-election.  My theory ex-

plains why these practices were widely available, frequently utilized tools in a senator’s arsenal 

of campaign methods.  In addressing these concepts, I closely examine the intricacies and nature 

of senatorial campaigns, how intensively in effort and extensively in scale they were waged, and 

whether senators effectively strengthened their electoral position as a result of catering to voters 

 Ibid., 199-201.45
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rather than party officials and legislators.  My unique qualitative contribution to the research 

takes the the form of personal letters, official correspondences, and autobiographies by senators 

themselves.  Such findings permit us to better grasp how sensitive they were to the increasingly 

democratizing pressures and electoral demands of their day.  By investigating the details of sena-

torial elections, my dissertation better illustrates why senators pursued active public campaign-

ing, canvassing, and electioneering at a time when parties and insiders seemingly controlled the 

selection process.   

1.3 Theory-Building 

 My theory of indirect elections postulates that senators extensively engaged in public 

campaigns for popular support as a relevant tool for securing re-election, despite the widespread 

reliance upon state legislatures in rendering the ultimate decision.  To better define what I mean 

by “public campaigns,” I borrow from David Mayhew’s Electoral Connection.  In essence, we 

expect senators to engage in advertising, credit-claiming, and position-taking.  Advertising com-

prises the dissemination of one’s candidacy, emphasizing unique personal qualities and raising 

awareness of their name brand.  Credit-claiming entails the promotion of favorable accomplish-

ments which demonstrate the competence and ability of the officeholder.  Position-taking denotes 

staking out stances on salient political issues so to demonstrate the compatibility between the in-

cumbent’s judgment and the interests of constituents.   These activities take many forms, includ46 -

ing utilizing newspapers by publishing letters and granting interviews, conducting direct, person-

al canvassing; and enlisting political surrogates to stump on their behalf.  

 David Mayhew, Congress: The Electoral Connection, (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 46

1974), 49; 52; 61. 
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 These practices were not pursued uniformly across all states.  We may anticipate that 

states with little overall competition — scoring high on partisan control and re-election rate — 

would witness perfunctory campaigns, since authority rested less in the hands of the voter than 

with parties and state legislatures.  The primary threat to a senator’s career emerged from within 

the party caucuses, not from the possibility of the opposition gaining control of the state legisla-

ture.  Politicking amongst party regulars and state legislators would be considered essential for 

re-election.  Party-based appeals for support would take precedence over the individual candi-

dates.  Conversely, we may expect more competitive states — scoring low on partisan control 

and re-election rates -- would experience vibrant senatorial elections and widespread public 

campaigns, since the greater threat to one’s reelection was presented by the real likelihood of the 

opposition party seizing control of the legislature, and thereby, wiping out the incumbent’s ma-

jority.  The credentials of the individual contenders would be emphasized over those of the par-

ties, thereby personalizing the process and contributing to entrepreneurial campaigns.  My hy-

pothesis test whether any causal relationship existed between the nature of a state’s senatorial 

elections — popular/non-popular — and the necessity to engage in public campaigns.   

 If the evidence were to show that public campaigns were pursued minimally and did not 

meaningfully influence the selection of a senator across the spectrum of states even among ex-

ceptionally-popular elections, where few barrier points existed between the ballot box and the 

legislature’s selection, then my theory would be falsified.  If the findings largely conform to the 

hypothesis, then my theory would be partially supported, demonstrating that senators engaged in 

electioneering and public appeals in popular states, but were mostly circumscribed in less popu-

lar or non-popular conditions, where many barrier points existed between the voters and the se-
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lection of a senator.  However, if the evidence were to demonstrate that popular, public appeals 

prevailed across all states, serving a consequential role in the determination of a senator, then my 

theory has merit.  

 Why, then, did senators appeal to voters when the reins of power were controlled by state 

machines, especially in cases where numerous barrier points diluted the public sentiment and 

curtailed popular support?  I posit two plausible, interrelated explanations.  The first is party 

adaptability, namely, that political parties will adapt to changing conditions and and circum-

stances to remain politically viable.  After the decline and fall of the Federalist party, American 

parties learned to adjust to changing times, embrace the prevailing zeitgeist, and, in so doing, en-

joy remarkable longevity.  In 1896, a passionate core of Democrats co-opted the increasing pop-

ulist sentiments of westerners and farmers when William Jennings Bryan launched his moral cru-

sade against the gold standard.  Similarly, after the strong showing of the independent candidacy 

of Ross Perot in 1992, both parties committed themselves to fiscal responsibility and discipline, 

eventually leading to balanced budgets and the first surpluses in thirty years.  47

 The major political parties at the turn of the 20th Century were not immobile, shapeless 

lumps of granite.  By contrast, they understood that to survive in an increasingly democratic age, 

governed by a fervor for direct primaries and accountability for officeholders, they had to adopt 

certain practices and procedures, permitting a modicum of popular electoral input in government, 

especially the selection of senators.  Often the face of their state parties and the vanguard of their 

 Kristina Nwazota, “Third Parties in the U.S. Political Process,” PBS NewsHour, July 26, 2004, ac47 -
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Century U.S. Congress,” Legislative Studies Quarterly, Vol. 33, No. 1 (Feb., 2008), accessed January 30, 
2019, URL: https://www.jstor.org/stable/40263450.
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state’s politics, senators began appealing to voters in state elections, in an effort to foster greater 

legitimacy for the political process, a tenuous legitimacy which was routinely subject to assault.  

In the process, popular senatorial campaigns emerged, representing a response to the pervasive 

discontent with key governing institutions at the time, fueled and capitalized upon by Progressive 

reformers and muckraking journalists.  The New York senatorial campaign of 1910 proves illus-

trative of these dynamics.      

 By 1910, Senator Chauncey Depew’s reputation had been tarnished by allegations, at 

times extravagant, of shady business dealings and undue influence from financial and corporate 

interests.  While he still commanded respect, his candidacy posed a dilemma for the Republican 

party.  As the Star Gazette implored Republicans, “Party harmony is desirable, but not at such a 

price.”   It was widely believed he could not win re-election on his own merits, but that the for48 -

tunes of the party could be improved if they were to draft someone of higher stature, perhaps in 

the personage of Theodore Roosevelt.   The Republicans never had to make that decision, as 49

they were routed by the Democrats in the November election.   Although Depew was eventually 50

nominated by the party caucus in the state legislature in January, party leaders conceded it was 

mere honorific for the retiring Depew.  The irony was that Depew would not have been renomi-

nated had the Republicans retained the majority.   Thus, far from insularity to changing circum51 -

stances, parties willfully adapted.  Depew’s failure to win re-election, both by a vote of the peo-

 The Star Gazette, February 1, 1910, p 6. 48
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 Buffalo Courier, November 9, 1910, p 1. 50
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ple and the choice of the party, demonstrates that even in the boss-controlled Empire State, the 

perception of public accountability mattered a great deal.  

 The second explanation is the concept of independent political support, which closely 

hews to party adaptability.  Senators and their parties often shared a symbiotic relationship.  The 

latter relied upon the former for federal patronage and monies for state projects.  The former re-

lied upon the latter for political support, mobilization, and job security.  In many respects, sena-

tors owed their positions to the parties by dint of their duty and service to the state machinery.  

Such over-reliance on parties meant senators were restricted from straying very far from party 

orthodoxy and regularly towed the party line.   As senatorial elections democratized, however, 52

senators soon understood that cultivating support from voters provided valuable leverage upon 

which to rely when cajoling state officials and legislators into supporting their re-election.  Thus, 

in essence, incumbents could go over the heads of party leaders by appealing directly to voters, 

“bringing the demos into [their] coalition,” and letting the people decide the matter, en masse, so 

to speak.   If an intra-party struggle arose or a factional challenge developed, senators could 53

point to their strong performance in the recent elections as proof of their continued value and im-

port.  After the November elections of 1904, as Governor Odell of New York was considering 

organizing a challenge to remove Depew from his Senate seat, Depew and his syndicate, includ-

ing the influential editor of the Buffalo Evening News, repeatedly publicized the senator’s 

breadth of support amongst the people of the state - “unanimous,” as the paper colorfully de-

 Gailmard and Jenkins, “Agency Problems, the 17th Amendment, and Representation in the Senate.”52
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scribed it.   The Depew camp even went so far as to organize mass meetings throughout the 54

state to pressure state legislators into supporting the junior senator.   These activities were not 55

irrelevant to the eventual decision by the legislature to retain Depew in the Senate.  State legisla-

tors themselves were subject to annual elections, and failure to heed the actions of the people 

risked defeat in the next round of elections.    56

 By its nature, such a strategy was double-edged.  While senators strengthened their posi-

tions vis-a-vis party officials and legislators with a strong showing in the recent elections, failure 

to perform well greatly undermined their political standing, thereby giving party leaders greater 

bargaining leverage with which to exert.  The relatively poor performance by Henry Cabot 

Lodge and the Republicans in the 1910 elections in Massachusetts certainly emboldened gleeful 

Democrats and disaffected, insurgent Republicans to coordinate to deny Lodge another term in 

the Senate.  Several detractors interpreted the unimpressive election results as evidence of the 

dismal state of Lodge’s own personal popularity and an outright rejection of the incumbent sena-

tor.   The pressures for a good result were readily apparent.  57

1.4 Broader Themes 

 My research offers broader implications for structural, democratic reforms.  To recount, 

Progressive reformers were most displeased with a Senate they viewed as dysfunctional, corrupt, 
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beholden to special, moneyed interests, unresponsive to the interests of their constituents, and 

insular to the changing world around them.  To redress these problems, they targeted the means 

of senatorial selection, proposing direct popular elections as a replacement for state legislative 

authority.  They defended the amendment on democratic grounds, namely that it would enhance 

the accountability of senators and increase the participation of the electorate.  In short, the reme-

dy for an “undemocratic” institution was to facilitate greater democracy.  My dissertation 

demonstrates that senators were neither insular to the demands of public campaigning nor aloof 

to the interests of their constituents.  By contrast, the trajectory of selecting senators had tended 

toward greater public accountability and popular input.   

 To be clear, I do not understate the impact of the Seventeenth Amendment.  Prior to 

1913, state legislatures served as the final arbiter in deciding senators.  Once that power had been 

removed, senatorial elections became truly direct, and popular decisions.  The reform rendered 

the Senate and its members more ideologically responsive to the electorate, heightening existing 

democratic trends.   But by targeting the most democratic aspect of the Senate at that time, Pro58 -

gressives were less successful addressing the underlying problems with the chamber, specifically 

money, special interests, and pervasive dysfunction.  As Schiller and Stewart conclude, reformers 

failed to improve the Senate’s efficiency on these counts.   Therefore, a more wholesale solution 59

should have encompassed regulating campaign contributions, finance, and spending, as well as 

reforming the body’s  procedural rules.  Furthermore, it is worth considering whether the reduc-

tion of senatorial terms or the elimination of staggered elections might have been more effective, 
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far-reaching remedies.  These were the features which Madison most believed protected the Sen-

ate from the ephemeral currents of popular whim, rather than the selection method exclusively. 

 While the Seventeenth Amendment furthered a more direct, popular election of senators, 

the reform resulted in three unanticipated, but enormously significant side effects.  First, the 

height of the Progressive age and its many successes engendered a fierce backlash in both par-

ties, resulting in an extended period of conservative rule.  Second, the amendment itself altered 

the prevailing federal-state arrangement, diminishing the authority of the state governments in 

their capacity to influence the makeup of federal officeholders.   Third, it curtailed the parties in 60

their capacity to control the political dynamics of their states, as candidates grew more individu-

alistic and independent of the party apparatus.   Granted, these developments were objectives of 61

Progressive reformers, but, as Rossum laments, little mention of the implications for federalism 

were actually discussed during the debates over ratifying the Seventeenth Amendment.   And 62

consequently, very little was understood or appreciated as to their far-reaching and undue effects. 

 In many respects, the crusade for reforming the senatorial selection method — the cen-

terpiece of a litany of major proposals —  was conducted on behalf of well-meaning reformers 

who sought to redress perceived inequalities and dysfunction in the system through extensive 

political mobilization to enact their program for democratic reforms, which have fundamentally 

reshaped the constitutional and political framework of the United States.  These debates over the 

balance between democratic self-government and the importance of what Jonathan Rauch terms 
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“the middlemen,” have percolated to present day, colorizing the dispute within the Democratic 

Party over the future role of superdelegates, as well as efforts to abolish the Electoral College.  

 For over a century, party conventions were tasked with nominating presidential candi-

dates.  Although the conventions represented a more democratic, and open alternative to the con-

gressional caucuses that had preceded it, they regularly remained controlled by party figures.  

The process was run by “powerful state party leaders [who] controlled the selection of delegates 

and dominated the ‘smoke-filled rooms.’”   The dawn of the Progressive age brought forth calls 63

for systematic change.  Assailing the method as insufficiently undemocratic, reformers sought to 

implement direct primaries for state and federal offices.   Wisconsin enacted the first direct pri64 -

mary in 1904 under the leadership of “Fighting Bob” La Follette.   Thereafter, while primaries 65

gradually transformed presidential campaigns into popular tests of a candidate’s electoral 

strengths, they were by no means solely determinative of the outcome.  Until 1968, these popular 

exercises often persuaded party leaders of the caliber and ability of aspiring contenders.  Once 

these pivotal endorsements were secured, the convention would nominate a candidate.  66

 After 1968, a second wave of reforms exploded, fueled in part by the perceived undemoc-

ratic nature of Vice President Hubert Humphrey’s nomination, which had been attained without 

partaking in a single primary contest.  To remedy those shortcomings, Democrats launched the 

McGovern-Fraser Commission, which introduced a method of selection pegged exclusively to 

 Daniel DiSalvo, Engines of Change: Party Factions in American Politics, 1868-2010, (New York: Oxford 63

University Press, 2012), 61.

 James Ceaser, Presidential Selection: Theory and Development, 21.64
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(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1941).
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primaries.   However, after the abysmal failure of George McGovern’s 1972 presidential bid and 67

the political difficulties surrounding Jimmy Carter’s presidency, Democrats recognized several 

insufficiencies in the process, among them the lack of support from important traditional voting 

blocs, such as labor unions, and pivotal party figures.  In response, they introduced superdele-

gates in 1984, allowing a scintilla of direction from party officials in ultimately settling upon a 

nominee.   Superdelegates were critical in ensuring the nominations of Walter Mondale that year 68

and Barack Obama in 2008.  At the outset of the 2016 campaign, they overwhelmingly support69 -

ed Hillary Clinton.  Although their lopsided support may have deterred other Democrats from 

challenging Clinton, superdelegates were not singularly decisive in Clinton’s victory over Bernie 

Sanders, for she won 55 percent of the primary vote as well.   Yet, some Democratic activists, 70

upset over the perceived stacking of the deck against Sanders, pressed for reducing or outright 

eliminating the strength of superdelegates in future nominating contests.  71

 Theodore H. White, The Making of the President, 1972, (1973; New York: HaperCollins, 2010), 21-28. 67
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 By the same token, many Americans are generally disaffected with the Electoral 

College,   and argue the body has unfairly inflated the influence of underrepresented, smaller, 72

rural states, while deflating the importance of larger, more populous states.  Such an arrangement 

has had the effect of electing presidents who have not won the popular vote, thereby obstructing 

the will of the people.   Yet before ditching the Electoral College in favor of direct, popular 73

vote, reformers should understand the implications of such a move.  For one, while the Electoral 

College has selected two candidates in the last twenty years who lost the popular vote, it has a 

better track record throughout history of selecting the popular vote winner, only failing in 1876 

and 1888 — excluding the jumbled election of 1824.  Second, a pure popular vote could have the 

effect of increasing the costs of campaigning, requiring candidates to travel to large states and 

advertise in expensive television markets.  Increased costs would increase the value of contribu-

tors - often smaller cadre of wealthy donors.  And finally, it would have the effect of exacerbat-

ing political polarization, as candidates would seek to drive up turnout among their base, while 

sacrificing moderate, swing voters who have traditionally determined elections.  Each of these 

side-effects would run counter to the desires of reformers.  Instead, alternatives should be con-

sidered that retain the present system, but implement alterations which alleviate its worst aspects, 

such as proportionally allocating electors based on the state’s popular vote percentage earned by 

each contender. 

 Grace Sparks, “Americans would prefer picking the president with the popular vote, but there's a 72

catch,” CNN, July 20, 2018, accessed January 30, 2019, URL: https://www.cnn.com/2018/07/20/poli-
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 As with Progressives at the turn of the previous century, democratic reformers targeting 

structural entities ought to first accurately diagnose the source of the problem, prescribe a precise 

remedy, and grasp the intended impact of the reform, as well as its potential side effects.  As with 

any medical treatment, a holistic approach to understanding the entire body politic should be bet-

ter appreciated. 

 Another salient issue raised by the research is party cover.  Primarily due to the durability 

of strong parties, persistence of factional contestation, and importance of legislative haggling un-

der the indirect regime, elements of a parliamentary democracy manifested.  State legislative 

nominees were often publicly committed to supporting the re-election of incumbents and sena-

tors diligently worked toward ensuring district conventions nominated legislative partisans, who 

could carry the district for the party in November and support the incumbent’s re-election in the 

forthcoming legislative session.  Publicly pledged legislators rendered the system more directly 

accountable to voters, but also ensured rigid party discipline.  

 Parliamentary democracies provide party cover to its officeholders and candidates, a dy-

namic appraised by David Mayhew and Anthony King.  In short, in parliamentary systems, am-

bitious politicians are nominated by the party proper, not directly by voters through primaries; 

their expenses are footed by party committees, rather than perennially fundraising on their own 

behalf; and finally, their political career depends exclusively upon party discipline and loyalty; 

whereas in the American system, outsiders regularly attain positions of high status.  Under the 

indirect regime, party cover constituted what Jonathan Rauch terms “the middlemen,” those es-

sential political functionaries who ensured the system operated smoothly, filtrated fluctuations in 

popular opinion, and served the broad interests of the parties.  As party cover has been shorn of 
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American elections, candidates have grown increasingly more independent of the parties, fueling 

assaults on the middlemen by populist-driven “outsiders.”  74

 Another relevant theme is the interplay between national politics and local conditions.  

Strong parties and party discipline tended to invite the nationalization effect.  Most evidently, 

senators eagerly nationalized their contests to benefit from a favorable political climate.  These 

efforts were seamless and most lucrative during presidential elections, where senators could easi-

ly peg their candidacy to the coattails of the president and transform all down-ballot legislative 

races into a referendum on the race.  But incumbent senators could similarly capitalize upon pos-

itive national conditions during midterm election years, as well.  More perilously, during eco-

nomic downturns or politically problematic periods for the party, senators were especially vul-

nerable to the negative currents of public sentiment.  And despite great exertions to decouple 

their partisan identification or national factors from the race, they were often subject to immense-

ly powerful wave elections.  Yet local circumstances often defined the contours of these races, as 

factional disputes, personal rivalries, party leaders, burning state issues, and nomination methods 

animated senators, party officials, and voters alike.  Thus, nationalized referenda were refracted 

through the prism of unique state conditions.   

 A final salient feature is the intersection of democratic reforms and racialized politics, 

namely the enactment of the invidious “white primary.”  Although primaries were introduced by 

many states as an inclusive measure — opening up participation to more citizens — Southern 

states passed primaries precisely to exclude African-Americans from participating in their polity.  
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The South Carolina case study investigates the passage of the white primary and the manner that 

senatorial campaigns routinely whipped up overtly-racist appeals.  Furthermore, it assesses the 

factors that contributed to the rise of the race-baiting, populist demagogue Benjamin Tillman, 

who railed against an out-of-touch establishment, impure government, and non-whites in a flam-

boyant fashion to improve the lot of economically-depressed farmers — in many respects, the 

precursor to modern-day populists and the rise of illiberal democracies across the world.  
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CHAPTER 2: Hypothesis, Research Design, and Methods 

2.1 Hypothesis 

 To investigate the veracity of my theories, I have devised a hypothesis for senatorial 

campaigning allowing me to test whether the nature of a state’s senatorial selection process — 

popular or non-popular — determined incumbent senators’ levels of insularity or sensitivity to 

electoral politics and, if the latter, drove them to engage in electioneering and canvassing. 

 My independent variable — the nature of a state’s senatorial selection process — can be 

subdivided into three observable indicators or elemental facets which I have dubbed “barrier 

points,” structural barriers that existed between the public sentiment as manifest by the general 

election results, and the eventual selection of a senator by the state legislature the following Jan-

uary.  The greater the barrier points, the less popular the process, whilst the fewer the barrier 

points, the more popular the election.  These barrier points are general election competitiveness, 

candidate recognition, and legislative deference. 

 In essence, competitiveness refers to whether general elections within a state were truly 

contested, measuring the degree to which one party held a dominant advantage such to deny any 

potential challenges to its hegemony from the opposition party, or whether both political parties 

viably competed for electoral support.  Strong, uni-party systems did not experience truly com-

petitive nor meaningfully popular elections, thereby dampening enthusiasm and depressing 

turnout for voters of the minority party.  Furthermore, structural arrangements, such as extensive 

state legislative gerrymandering, impeded a faithful translation of the popular vote into political 

influence, entrenching the power of majority parties.  By contrast, competitive states where both 
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parties routinely exchanged control would reasonably be considered to witness more popularly-

based general elections.    

 To gauge the competitiveness of general elections, partisan control is quantified by the 

number of senatorial elections wherein one party emerged victorious as a percentage of the abso-

lute number of these elections from 1890 to 1913.  I have coded states witnessing over 75 per-

cent Republican or Democratic control as strong (75-99 percent) and solid (100 percent) party 

states.  States below the 75 percent threshold of partisan control are coded as competitive, swing 

states. Ten states — roughly 21 percent of the country —  were swing states with neither party 

dominant for an appreciable length of time.  75

 Additionally, general election competitiveness will further be captured by senatorial re-

election rate.  The re-election or retention rate refers to the number of instances wherein an in-

cumbent senator successfully secured re-election as a percentage of the absolute number of sena-

torial elections within that state for the relevant period.   While re-election rates comprise an as-

pect of overall general election competitiveness, they are not a standalone independent variable 

for they loosely intercorrelate with partisan control —  the greater the party control, the higher 

the re-election rates of senators.   Strong and solid party states generally witnessed safer, more 76

entrenched incumbents, and vice-versa.  However, there were notable exceptions to the rule, 

which will be addressed below.  States with greater than 65 percent re-election rates are coded as 

high or high-entrenchment states; between 35 percent and 65 percent rates as average or mid-

dling; and below 35 percent rates as low, or high-turnover states.   

 See Appendix A, Column B, “Party Control.”75

 Schiller and Stewart, Indirect Democracy, 55. 76
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 Measuring re-election rates appears seemingly intuitive, but in actuality, they are more 

complicated and nuanced.  Were we to employ the strictest standard — instances where an an-

nounced incumbent outright lost re-election — then we find fully 28 states (58 percent) enjoyed 

high retention rates, while only seven states (15 percent) witnessed low rates.   Such a metric, 77

however, overlooks scenarios where the incumbent, sensing the mood of the electorate, opted to 

retire in advance.  Anticipating a poor showing by their party in the upcoming elections, senators 

could pursue retirement as a face-saving measure.  Other times, these decisions could have been 

been made after their party lost seats in the general election, but prior to the legislative selection 

in January.  Therefore, a more permissive standard counts any incumbent senators who simply 

failed to serve a second term, regardless of the reasons.  Furthermore, I am confining my re-

search to elected senators who were denied a second term, thereby excluding appointees, place-

holders, special elections, resignations, and untimely deaths.  Including these factors creates an 

overly-generous standard.  Thus, the revised rubric represents a reasonable compromise between 

the two extremes, taking into account only elected senators who lost renomination, lost re-elec-

tion, or retired before serving a second term.  Applying this broader definition modestly depress-

es the re-election rate uniformly across all states.  Only 18 states (38 percent) are now classified 

as highly entrenched, while fully ten (21 percent) are considered high turnover states.  78

 Coupled together, partisan control and re-election rate offer a quantifiable measure of a 

given state’s general election competitiveness — or their competitiveness index, upon which I 

will explicate further below.  States ranking high on both counts are identified as strongly parti-

 See Appendix A, Column D, “Re-election A - Strictest standard.”77

 See Appendix A, Column F, “Re-election rate C - Median Rule.”78
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san, highly entrenched, and less competitive, while those ranking lower are classified as high 

turnover, highly competitive swing states.  

 The second independent variable is candidate recognition, or how extensively observers 

recognized the identities of a party’s prospective candidate for the Senate prior to the November 

election.  Candidate recognition can be qualitatively assessed by contemporary newspaper cover-

age of election-related events.  If the elections were individualistic and entrepreneurial, centering 

upon a single candidate, their unique qualities and legislative record, then the process would be 

considered more popular, as the voters understood the contest as a clash of personalities when 

rendering their decision.  By contrast, if the elections weighed more heavily toward party-based 

appeals, touting the accomplishments of the party, while obscuring, diminishing, and deempha-

sizing the individuality of the incumbent senator, then the process would be considered less pop-

ular.  Voters would be less certain as to the identities of the respective candidates themselves, 

eventually casting their ballot for one of the two political parties instead.   

 The extent of candidate recognition within each state is not readily quantifiable, for it 

does not lend itself to precise calculations.  The variable can only materially be determined by an 

in-depth examination of each case.  Therefore, the full universe of cases (all 48 states) has not 

been coded according to this variable.  However, a scale for candidate recognition has been ap-

plied to the four states under consideration for my research, about which I further extrapolate be-

low. 

 The third and final independent variable is legislative deference, or how faithfully state 

legislatures ratified the choice of the people when deciding upon the senatorial question.  Did 

legislators perceive the general election results as a popular referendum on the incumbent senator 
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or any publicly-declared, widely-known challengers from the opposing party, or did they exer-

cise their own judgment by selecting a candidate who had not hitherto publicly canvassed for 

support?  Legislative deference examines whether it was commonplace for legislatures to con-

firm the leading candidate of the party that secured the most votes in the general election, or 

whether, in light of these results, they reconsidered their options.  In cases where state legisla-

tures were more deferential to democratic majorities, upholding the widely-understood, public 

contender for the office, the state would be considered more popular in their method.  In in-

stances where state legislatures exercised greater autonomy, selecting a contender who had not 

pursued a public campaign and, thereby, outright ignoring the results of the previous election, the 

state would be considered less popular in their selection process.  

 Once again, legislative deference appears logical at first sight, but there is more nuance 

than meets the eye when measuring the construct.  At one extreme, one could argue that every 

state legislature prior to 1913 exercised the final, ultimate decision on the senatorial question, 

and therefore, legislative deference would be functionally meaningless as a construct.  However, 

we could correctly rebut that legislatures did in fact eventually settle on a contender that was 

well-known prior to the November elections, and conducted a public campaign for popular sup-

port, at least according to the cases investigated, therefore supporting the notion of legislative 

deference.  Adding a further wrinkle to the matter, state legislators frequently reconsidered whom 

to support for the Senate, even when they ultimately settled on the leading, public candidate of 

majority party, generally considered the “choice of the people.”  Whether they were threatening 

to consider alternatives as a means of extracting concessions from the incumbent without any 
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real intention of abandoning them at the fated hour is difficult to discern, however.  Thus, mea-

suring legislative deference must take into account all of these caveats. 

 Instances where the emergent victor in the November election was widely favored for the 

seat, generally understood to be the winner, and eventually selected by the legislature without 

any complications are coded as highly deferential.  Cases where the legislature did consider sev-

eral options as a mere formality, but summarily approved the candidate chosen by the popular 

elections are coded as middling.  Cases where the legislature outright selected its own candidate 

who had not competed in a public campaign prior to the election, or where the body settled upon 

the leading choice only after extensive wrangling and bargaining between legislators, party offi-

cials, and incumbent senators, are coded as low on the deferential scale.  I delve further into 

greater quantifiable detail below when I explain the case selection process.  

 My dependent variable is the insularity or sensitivity of incumbent senators to the pres-

sures and expectations of electoral politics.  To best capture the insularity-sensitivity construct, I 

have scrutinized senatorial re-election campaigns, writ large, including electioneering and can-

vassing.  Borrowing from David Mayhew’s Electoral Connection, incumbents pursued three 

fundamental objectives in their re-election bids: advertising their candidacy, position-taking on 

pressing issues of the day, and credit-claiming of favorable accomplishments.  And to achieve 

these goals, senators specifically utilized three methods of electioneering: newspapers, public 

appearances, and political surrogates. 

 Admittedly, campaign activities themselves remain difficult to quantify, and, therefore, I 

must rely on a holistic assessment predicated on a qualitative measure for each case.  Yet, certain 

objective measures can be adopted providing a more rigorous, robust metric.  For each senatorial 
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election campaign, I examine levels of intensity — when did incumbent senators begin to evince 

a sense of vulnerability to colleagues, friends, and close associates, if ever?  How did these sen-

timents translate into the nature of the campaigns?  How early did senators commence their pub-

lic campaigns for re-election?  How frequently did they personally appear at campaign events 

and rallies?  How often did they pen letters to influential newspapers?  How many high-level po-

litical surrogates did they enlist?  Complementing levels of intensity, I also examine how exten-

sively the campaigns were waged, as well.  How far did senators travel during their campaigns?  

Where did they visit, and whom were their audiences?  

 My hypothesis stipulates a causal relationship between the nature of senatorial elections  

— popular or non-popular, as measured by the number of barrier points between voters and the 

state legislature’s selection of a senator — and the insularity or sensitivity of incumbent senators 

to electoral pressures, as indicated by the scale and magnitude of their public campaigns.  Thus, 

under more popular systems, senators should correctly recognize greater voter control — author-

ity resting with citizens — and undertake extensive public campaigning so to cultivate popular 

support and generate turnout for their candidacy.  Conversely, under non-popular conditions, in-

cumbents should recognize the preponderance of party control over the process, rather than vot-

ers, and canvass amongst state leaders, influential figures, party officials, and state legislators, 

accordingly.  Public campaigning amongst the masses should be non-existent, infrequent, or 

largely constricted.  See Figure 2.1 visualizing the causal links of my hypothesis.   
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Figure 2.1 Causal Links of Hypothesis 

 The hypothesis can be falsified in two directions.  If states with fewer barrier points (pop-

ular) witnessed low levels of active campaigning, thereby suggesting that senators were actually 

more insular to electoral necessities even under the most popular of conditions, then my theory 

would be significantly weakened.  In place of direct appeals to the masses, widespread engage-
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ment of voters, and cultivation of popular support, senatorial elections would have taken a less 

democratic form, namely that of elite party competition and jockeying.  The parties themselves 

likely would not have demonstrated any meaningful efforts at adapting to the rising tide of de-

mocratization, and senators would have been closely tied to their parties.  

 If states with more barrier points (non-popular) witnessed high levels of intensive/exten-

sive campaigning by senators and these incumbents betrayed a sense of sensitivity to public sen-

timent and voter preferences, despite the prevalence of strongly partisan, highly entrenched con-

ditions, then my theory would be strengthened.  These findings would suggest that public appeals  

for popular support were more widespread and consequential than has henceforth been appreci-

ated.  Furthermore, they demonstrate that parties were gradually granting concessions to democ-

ratic reformers by incorporating an element of popular input in the senatorial selection method.  

Additionally, senators would rely increasingly on public opinion and popular legitimacy in their 

campaigns, contentiously corralling state legislators and party officials into supporting their can-

didacy, or symbiotically marshaling their popularity with voters to strengthen the fortunes of the 

ticket down ballot.   

 How will we know whether a campaign was relevant and integral, to the animating ques-

tion of the senatorship, or merely a formality entitling perfunctory appearances by the senator on 

behalf of their party?  In revealing the innermost thoughts and intimate sentiments of my sub-

jects, private letters and official correspondences affirmatively address how vulnerable they felt 

toward an upcoming election, how sensitive they were to public sentiment and the necessities of 

campaigning, or how confidently they believed they would secure re-election.  I discuss how 

these novel primary sources uniquely contribute to my research below, but, suffice it to say, the 
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materials provide invaluable insight into the perceptions and perspectives of senators themselves 

on the importance of their campaign efforts.  Additionally, I assess the post-election period (No-

vember to January), as well, to determine whether a senator’s conduct during the campaign en-

hanced their political support or adversely affected their standing amongst party officials.  If evi-

dence validated public campaigns as a primary reason for the legislature’s support, then my theo-

ry would be further strengthened.  

 Were we to discover that public campaigning for the people’s vote was extensive where it 

was most expected — in the easy test cases of popular states —  and where it was least expected 

— in the hard test cases of non-popular states — then we can confidently conclude that an 

emerging element of popular legitimacy undergirded the indirect selection regime, gradually 

generating a “mixed system” of sorts between party control and voter input, and attesting to the 

notion of party adaptability.  If parties began nominating senatorial candidates early in the cal-

endar prior to the November election, especially via a primary, encouraged state conventions to 

endorse senators for another term, supported disseminating their candidacies across the state, and 

pressed legislators to recognize the role of public sentiment, then the idea that parties were ced-

ing greater authority to voters in an effort to satiate dissatisfied reformers and the broader democ-

ratizing trends would be suggestive. 

 If parties were granting concessions to democratization, then the role of popular support 

should provide a new avenue for senators to explore and a novel cudgel with which to wield 

against party officials and state legislators.  Did the centrality of a senator’s campaign unmistak-

ably contribute to the electoral fortunes of their party?  Did senators, operatives, and observers 

highlight the incumbent’s electoral strength as evidence of their popularity and value, and if so, 
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did this translate into coercive authority to secure the backing of state legislators and other piv-

otal party figures?  Conversely, did political opponents take advantage of relatively poor show-

ings by incumbents to bolster their efforts at denying the senator another term in office?  

Whether a senator’s enormous popularity buttressed the party’s positions, or whether an incum-

bent’s compromised candidacy served as an albatross instead, then the evidence would suggest 

that popular support was emerging as an independent base of political support. 

2.2 Case Selection 

 To maximize the external validity and generalizability of my theory, I have selected states 

representative of the country from 1890 to 1913 — that twenty-year period constituting the “eve 

of reform” before the passage of the Seventeenth Amendment.  Initially, I drew upon data from 

Schiller and Stewart’s Indirect Democracy to better visualize the universe of all possible cases.  

However, as their focus begins much earlier — from 1871 — I conducted further research into 

the political circumstances of each state for the relevant time frame (1890-1913).   

 Several factors relevant to my case selection must first be addressed.  One variable is the 

so-called “Oregon Plan.”  By 1912, twelve states adopted the Oregon Plan, an arrangement 

whereby state representatives were formally bound to support the popularly-elected candidate for 

selection to the Senate.  In theory, these were de facto direct elections, yet, as Schiller and Stew-

art maintain, they were not sufficiently direct so to circumvent state legislatures.   And these 79

plans varied by state.  In Colorado, state legislators actually held two votes: one for the individ-

ual who won the popular vote, the second for the majority party, as a means of preventing in-

 Schiller and Stewart, Indirect Democracy, 39-41. 79
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stances wherein the two might diverge.  In practice, however, the Oregon Plan continued to peg 

state parties to the selection of their senatorial candidate.  States adopting the Oregon Plan were 

Oregon (1904), Nebraska (1909), Nevada (1909), Minnesota (1909), Ohio (1910), Wisconsin 

(1910), California (1910), Montana (1910), New Jersey (1910), Kansas (1910), Colorado (1911), 

and Arizona (1912).   Most of these states only enacted their versions of the Oregon Plan quite 80

late in the indirect period.  As such, there are few cases available under the regime to permit a 

rigorous comparative study.  And since they did not achieve their stated purpose, the Oregon 

Plan is not a particularly important variable for my case selection.   

 There are, however, two limiting factors that winnow the field of available cases from 

which to study.  The first factor is the recency of a state’s admission to the Union.  A subset of 

states only joined the union after 1890: Utah (1896), Oklahoma (1907), Arizona (1912), and New 

Mexico (1912).   These states had witnessed far fewer elections than their counterparts, and, as 81

such, their smaller sample sizes distort valid coding.  For example, Arizona is coded as solidly 

Democratic, but this was due to Democratic victories in their only two elections ever held under 

the indirect method.   Additionally, re-election rates are less relevant for the entire subset as well, 

since there were fewer re-election contests generally than in other states.  Indeed, they are not 

even applicable for Arizona and New Mexico as their first senatorial re-election contests oc-

curred following the passage of the Seventeenth Amendment.  

 The American Year Book, A Record of Events and Progress, (New York; D. Appleton & Co.,1910-1912), 80
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 The second factor is a geographic limitation, namely the West.  I will not be selecting any 

Western states for my analysis.  The region was mostly comprised of newly-formed states, with 

ten having joined the Union from 1889 to 1912.   Only California and Oregon predated the Civil 

War.    Added to that, they were sparsely populated.  According to the 1900 census, seven of the 82

ten least-populated states were in the West, and California ranked 21st, at 1.4 million people - 

half the size of Massachusetts.   Granted, their politics were fascinating for the era, displaying a 83

penchant for Populist sympathies.  In the 1892 presidential election, James Weaver carried Col-

orado, Kansas, Idaho, and Nevada.   Six Populist senators were elected, several of whom hailing 84

from the West: two from Kansas, and one apiece from North Carolina, South Dakota, Idaho, and 

Nebraska.   Further, they were readily amenable to reforms, such as the Oregon Plan, which was 85

quite prevalent in the West.  Indeed, a sample of newspaper coverage during the 1902 elections 

in California and Colorado reveal high levels of public campaigning and canvassing.   Thus, the 86

activities that I am researching seemed to be as prevalent, if not more so, in the West, and, as 

such, the region offers a weaker test for my theory, which postulates sensitivities to electoral 

pressures and public campaigns, even in strongly-partisan, highly-entrenched states. 

 Ibid. 82
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 In order to maximize the internal validity of my theory, I have selected cases which vary 

accordingly by each independent variable.  My first and arguably most important independent 

variable is general election competitiveness.  The competitiveness index is comprised of two sub 

variables: party control and re-election rate.  As stated above, party control is determined by the 

number of senatorial elections wherein one party was victorious, as a percentage of the total 

number of elections in a given state.  This approach yields figures along a spectrum from 50 per-

cent to 100 percent.  To create an absolute partisan score on a 0 to 100 scale, I have redistributed 

the numbers so that each percentage point after 50 be represented by increments of two,  i.e. 50 = 

0, 51 = 2, 52 = 4, and so forth, until reaching 100.    87

 To recap, most states (38) were strong or solid uni-party states, where a single party dom-

inated 75 percent of elections or more.  Only ten states — roughly 20 percent of the country —  

were truly swing states, where neither party achieved an extended period of dominance.  Overall, 

the South was solidly Democratic.  New England and the Midwest were dominated by the Re-

publicans.  The Mid Atlantic and parts of the Midwest were generally more contentious.  The 

newly-added states of the West divided between Republican-dominated states and swing states.   

 As far as re-election rates, the metric defining re-election rate as the frequency wherein 

an incumbent senator did not serve a second term will be applied.  The retention rate includes 

senators who outright lost renomination or re-election, as well as retirees who demurred before 

they actually lost their seat.  Granted, this may be too permissive a standard, but it makes al-

lowances for the possibility that senators used this route as a means of saving face.  Applying this 

 See Appendix A, Column C, “Absolute Partisan Score.”87
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broader definition, however, only modestly depresses the re-election rate relative to the stricter 

alternative. 

 Qualitative differences existed in the various ways that senators secured (or failed to se-

cure) re-election.  The first was renomination, which was assured by party caucus support.  Prior 

to primaries, these caucuses consisted of formal and informal party gatherings and conventions, 

but between 1888 and 1910, direct primaries proliferated, rendering the public support a neces-

sary, though not sufficient, condition for gaining the nomination.   The convention then had to 88

ratify that selection.  Failure to win renomination, either via primary or party caucus, ended ca-

reers, such as that of Matthew C. Butler (D-SC) in 1894. 

 The second means was by gaining numerical majorities in the state legislature.  General 

elections not only decided which political party attained a majority, but, more importantly for 

uni-party states, which factions were strongest in the general assembly.  Senators had to ensure 

that election produced the most favorable results for their party and their factions.  Successful re-

elections were attained via this route by Henry Cabot Lodge (R-MA) in 1898, 1904, and 1910, 

Charles W. Fairbanks (R-IN) in 1902, and Chauncey M. Depew (R-NY) in 1904.  However, sen-

ators were ousted from office when their party simply failed to win a majority, outright, as was 

the case with David Turpie (D-IN) in 1898, Albert Beveridge (R-IN) in 1910, and Depew in 

1910. 

 The third means was when one’s nomination or backing by a party caucus failed to settle 

a political dispute or provide a consensus candidate due to the deeply fractious nature of the 

state’s politics.  These developments were more prevalent in the South, where primaries coupled 

 Schiller and Stewart, Indirect Democracy, 111-113.88
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with strong parties produced such conditions, but they were by no means limited to that region.  

Wade Hampton’s (D-SC) fate was sealed when Benjamin Tillman was nominated for governor in 

1890.  Despite enjoying the support of the reigning Bourbon Democrats, he eventually lost when 

the Tillmanites won control over the state legislature.   

 Partisan control is loosely correlated with re-election rates.   Generally, the greater the 89

party control, the higher the re-election rates, and vice-versa, but notable exceptions emerged.  

Most states at the time — seventeen states (35 percent) — were considered strong or solid parti-

san states, witnessing high rates of re-election, such as Virginia (D) or Pennsylvania (R).  Six 

were Democratic, while eleven were Republican.  Following that cohort, sixteen states — fully a 

third of the country — were strongly or solidly partisan, with average re-election rates.  These 

included Florida (D) and California (R).  Only a handful of states, more precisely five (10 per-

cent) were strongly partisan with low re-election rates.  These included Kentucky (D) and Ore-

gon (R).  Of the ten swing states, fully half experienced low re-election rates, including New Jer-

sey and Delaware.  Four more fell under the average re-election rating.  Unusually, Nevada is the 

only swing state with high re-election rates.  The state first witnessed internecine warfare be-

tween Republicans and Silver Republicans, several of whom bolted the party only to rejoin later, 

before the assertion of ascendant Democratic strength at the turn of the Twentieth Century.  De-

spite the unique three-party dynamic that prevailed, most incumbents successfully defended their 

respective seats.  See Table 2.1 and Figure 2.2 for a taxonomy of all cases.   

 Schiller and Stewart, Indirect Democracy, 55. 89
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 In order to craft a general election competitiveness index from these two measures, I have 

relied upon the quantifiable data devised for each metric.  Every state was given a score from 0 

to 100 for both absolute partisan control and re-election rates.  By adding these two scores to-

gether and then dividing in half, we can arrive at a reasonable figure for each state’s competi-

tiveness.  Those states ranking high on the spectrum (over 50) are coded as strongly partisan and 

highly entrenched — in other words, largely uncompetitive.  Those lower on the spectrum (below 

50) would be weak partisan states with high turnover — very competitive.  90

 My remaining variables, or “barrier points,” are candidate recognition and legislative 

deference.  Implicitly, one may reason that these latter two variables are nothing more than a fac-

tor of the state’s partisan control, i.e. strong, solid party states would witness party-focused elec-

tions and greater authority in the legislatures.  While such patterns were undeniably present, 

there were notable exceptions which demonstrate the important distinctions between the vari-

ables, delineations about which I will explicate.  To restate, the measure for candidate recogni-

tion spans a spectrum — from individualistic, entrepreneurial elections (more popular) to party-

based elections (less popular), while legislative deference spans from deferential (more popular) 

to autonomous (less popular).  The scores for candidate recognition and legislative deference are 

the product of my considered judgment based on the evidentiary record available, and I have of-

fered my most faithful interpretation of the data.   

 My case studies are Indiana, South Carolina, New York, and Massachusetts.  First and 

most evidently, these cases offer geographic diversity, with one state apiece from New England, 

the Mid Atlantic, the Midwest, and the Deep South.  Second, most of these states were quite rel-

 See Appendix A, Column G, “Competitiveness Index.”90
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evant at the turn of the last century, representing major population centers and/or ranking in the 

top third of the country, such as New York, the most populous state, Massachusetts (ranked 7th), 

or Indiana (ranked 8th).   But most importantly, they offer variability in their respective degrees 91

of general election competitiveness, candidate recognition, and legislative deference.  

 Indiana scores 31 on the competitiveness index, indicating very competitive conditions.  

It was a swing state with average re-election rates at around 50 percent, or turnover every other 

election.  With weak partisan attachments, its elections were notable for widespread knowledge 

of each party’s respective senatorial candidate during the autumn season.  Additionally, the cam-

paigns often stressed individual candidate appeal and their achievements, while deemphasizing 

partisan labels and parties in general.  Such practices were vigorously adopted by Senator Albert 

Beveridge in his 1910 re-election contest.   Thus, for candidate recognition, Indiana ranks as 92

highly individualistic.  Regarding legislative deference, the legislative sessions tended to be mere 

formalities, ratifying the election of the people.   Therefore, they rank as deferential.  Overall, 93

Indiana qualifies as exceptionally popular, (0/3 barrier points), with strong voter control over the 

senatorial selection process.     

 South Carolina scores 75 on the competitiveness index, indicating moderately competi-

tive conditions.  It was a solid Democratic state with fairly average re-election rates.  The two 

cases from the Palmetto State examine the effects of the indirect primary in 1892.  As a result of 

the reform, the state’s prevailing factional disputes were transformed into highly personalized 

 “Population of States and Counties of the United States: 1790-1990,” Bureau of the Census.91

Muncie Evening Press, February 14, 1910, p 4; The Indianapolis Star, October 2, 1910, p 37; Evansville 92

Press, October 27, 1910, p5. 

 The Indianapolis Journal, January 22, 1903, p 2; The Columbus Republican, January 29, 1903, p 1. 93
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contests.  Candidate recognition was more individualistic, widely-understood by the masses as 

referendums on the candidates and their respective factions.   As far as legislative deference, the 94

majority party in the assembly exercised a degree of autonomy prior to the primary, but there-

after, they willingly conformed to the results of the primary.   As such, they were modestly def95 -

erential.  Due to these considerations, South Carolina is classified as a moderately popular state 

(1/3 barrier points), with a mix of voter influence and party factions.   

 New York scores 26 on the competitiveness index, indicative of its status as a fiercely-

contested battleground.  Although New York was a swing state with anemic re-election rates, the 

political parties themselves were powerful, well-organized, and influential.  As such, the state’s 

elections focused on the accomplishments of the national and state parties at the expense of par-

ticular candidates.  However, the out-sized persona of Senator Chauncey Depew (1899-1911) 

infused his campaign with an element of personality and individuality.   Therefore, New York 96

receives a middling score for candidate recognition — a blend of individual and party-based ap-

peals.  As far as legislative deference, the parties exercised great authority in the Empire State 

when settling upon the choice of a senator, notwithstanding the vote of the people.   Therefore, 97

 The Abbeville Press and Banner, May 28, 1890, p4; Admittedly, the 1890 senatorial contest ultimately 94

resulted in the selection of John Irby to the Senate.  Irby had not been known as a candidate until the 
legislature deliberated on the matter.  However, the general election was very clearly a contest between 
incumbent Senator Wade Hampton, III, and the populist rebellion of Benjamin Tillman and his forces.  
The overwhelming victory of Tillman in the November elections presaged the defeat of Hampton and the 
selection of either Tillman himself or a close lieutenant, in this case, Irby.  


The Watchman and Southron, August 15, 1894, p 7; The Intelligencer, September 12, 1894, p 2. 

 Keowee Courier, December 4, 1890, p 2; Abbeville Press and Banner, December 17, 1890, p 4; The 95
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 Buffalo Evening News, September 29, 1904, p 2. 96
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it is ranked as autonomous.  Overall, New York would be considered to have had moderately 

non-popular senatorial elections (2/3 barrier points), with an admixture of parties and voters en-

tering into the electoral calculus. 

 The final case is Massachusetts.  The Bay State scores 93 on the competitiveness index, 

indicating very uncompetitive conditions.  It was a solid Republican state with sky-high re-elec-

tion rates.  The elections took the form of party-based appeals and legislative district campaign-

ing and — with the partial exception of 1910 — Senate candidate identities were not widely dis-

seminated.   Thus, it ranks modestly low on candidate recognition.  And finally, for legislative 98

deference, the parties exercised tremendous influence and autonomy during the selection 

process.  Granted, they frequently rubber-stamped the general election vote, but they remained 

relevant during the process.   Taken together, Massachusetts ranks as exceptionally non-popular 99

(3/3 barrier points), an exclusivist, party-controlled process.  See Table 2.2 for the scores of each 

case.  

 The Boston Globe, November 8, 1898, p 1; Fitchburg Sentinel, September 20, 1904, p 8. 98

 The Boston Globe, November 30, 1910, p 5; The Boston Globe, December 22, 1910, p 2. 99
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2.3 Scope and Methods 

 Four factors define the scope of my research.  First, the time frame under investigation.  I 

have focused on the period from 1890 to 1913 — the “eve of reform.”  Calls for broad reform 

were greatest during this time, as were criticisms of the Senate as insufficiently democratic, un-

duly insular to popular demands, and beholden to corrupt special interests.   Therefore, it would 100

be especially pertinent to better glean the methods of electoral campaigning during these particu-

larly fraught times, when the perception of the Senate and its members had hit an unenviable 

nadir.  The second factor relates to the nature of the subjects themselves.  I have limited my re-

 Congressional Record, 61st Congress, 3rd Session, 1103, 2179-2180, & 2496, accessed January 30, 100

2019, URL: https://archive.org/details/congressionalrec46eunit. 
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search to elected incumbents seeking re-election, be they first-term or multi-term senators.  

Much criticism was levied at members of the Senate and their lack of accountability and respon-

siveness, and I am interested in the ways they responded to these charges.  The third factor per-

tains to the types of elections.  I am predominantly, although not exclusively, covering non-presi-

dential, off-year elections.  Presidential elections generally witness greater interest, enthusiasm, 

attention, and turnout, and as such, we can expect senators to engage in campaign appearances 

on behalf of their national ticket, barring some deep misgivings for their nominee.  Whether pub-

lic appeals obtained during off-year elections, with less attention and lower turnout, remains 

questionable.  Having said that, I utilize two cases from the 1904 presidential election for a valid 

comparative analysis between the two types of elections.   

 Finally, I primarily, although not solely, focus on general election campaigning in the au-

tumn of the election year.  However, I have not entirely precluded primary election campaigns or 

legislative wrangling during the selection period from my investigation.  The former is especially 

relevant for understanding southern states, where primaries, party caucuses, and conventions 

witnessed the fiercest contestation.  Meanwhile, the latter provides helpful insight for two rea-

sons: first, evidence may emerge attesting to the how incumbents secured backing by state legis-

lators, and whether campaign activities contributed to their support.  Second, public appearances, 

speeches, and canvasses may have even continued during the legislative selection period, after 

the general election.  

 I have relied heavily upon contemporary newspapers for coverage of their state’s political 

activities, with an emphasis on local and state papers.  Oftentimes, statewide political events 

went underreported by larger, national papers.  Filling that void, many local and state newspapers 
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served a valuable purpose in educating and informing the public of the issues of the day and the 

competing campaigns, publishing campaign speeches, itineraries of candidate appearances, im-

portant summits between relevant political actors, and letters and interviews from viable con-

tenders.  Their scrupulous efforts have helped to amass an impressive archive of the dynamics 

and trends of these elections for future scholars.  Furthermore, the era witnessed exceptionally 

partisan periodicals, which often trumpeted their parties, while savaging opponents.  And while 

these newspapers held a firm political bent and were given to hyperbole, their opinions remain 

useful for better understanding the full spectrum of political viewpoints in the state at that time. 

  To supplement these sources, I have also scoured a slew of archives, accessing the per-

sonal effects of senators themselves, including personal letters, official correspondences, diaries, 

scrapbooks, speeches, and even autobiographies.  These first-hand primary documents delve 

more deeply into the mindsets of my subjects, revealing their private thoughts, desires, and con-

cerns.  Taken together, these materials offer a better sense of a senator’s political security, 

whether they truly felt secure or evinced a certain degree of sensitivity, acuity, and even vulnera-

bility to the pressures of electoral politics.  These materials go beyond the public persona pro-

jected by the campaign, and delve deeply into the private realm, uncovering their most candid 

opinions, expressions and judgments.  As a result, we can better surmise how these sentiments 

influenced their behavior as it pertained to their re-election efforts.   

2.4 Overview of Cases 

 Senatorial elections were already pseudo-democratic, exhibiting elements of popular in-

put, accountability, and responsiveness, values which many a Progressive reformer sought to 
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achieve with the Seventeenth Amendment.  Overall, my hypothesis was largely confirmed, with 

one important caveat.  Across the spectrum of cases, senators sensitive to electoral pressures pur-

sued aggressive public campaigns for re-election.  As anticipated by my theory, these campaigns 

took many different forms and varied in intensity, however, even in the hardest test — Mass-

achusetts — personal letters of Senator Henry Cabot Lodge clearly reveal that the long-time sen-

ator never truly felt politically secure in any election, no matter the strength of the Republican 

party.  And these revelations partially explain why he never lost re-election.  As Anthony King 

insightfully explains when discussing Congress fully a century later, successful re-election rates 

do not necessarily connote a sense of safety for incumbents.   Additionally, the cases support 101

the interrelated concepts of party adaptability and independent power bases.  As the process for 

selecting senators became more popularized, senators sought to capitalize upon these democratic 

developments by cultivating independent bases of support with voters, buttressing their political 

position vis-a-vis party officials and leveraging their popularity to corral obdurate state legisla-

tors into supporting their re-election.  The following chapters detail how these dynamics obtained 

and differed from state-to-state.  

 Under the indirect regime, senators were selected by a majority of the state legislature.  

While states differed on the technical rules governing the procedure, each chamber would regu-

larly assemble separately to decide the matter.  In the event a candidate failed to secure the re-

quired majority threshold in either house, the full legislature would convene in a joint sitting to 

resume the balloting.  Only once a majority of both houses agreed, a candidate would officially 

be selected as senator.  

 Anthony King, “Running Scared,” The Atlantic Monthly, Vol. 279, No. 1, (January, 1997).  101
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 The first case study is Indiana.  The Hoosier State was a fiercely-contested battleground 

state, with neither party fully dominating the scene.  Indiana had used the legislative party caucus 

to formally nominate senatorial candidates, but increasingly applied a district convention system, 

which nominated state legislative candidates publicly pledged to a senatorial contender prior to 

November, thereby rendering the election a referendum on the Senate race.  I examine three dif-

ferent elections by three distinct senators: David Turpie's (D) loss in 1898; Charles W. Fairbanks’ 

(R) win in 1902; and Albert Beveridge’s (R) loss in 1910.  Each case witnessed extensive per-

sonal campaigning by each senator. 

 In 1902, Republican party officials and legislative nominees eagerly pegged their for-

tunes to the immense popularity of Senator Charles Fairbanks.  The incumbent was greeted with 

enormous enthusiasm and large crowds, akin to a presidential campaign.   After the November 102

elections, several observers contended the party’s good fortunes were primarily the result of the 

senator’s strong showing among voters.  In his absence, Republicans might have fared much 

worse.   Suffice it to say, Fairbanks elicited little opposition during the legislative selection ses103 -

sion.   While this was partly due to the exceptionally popular nature of elections in the state — 104

voters exercised enormous influence over the process, with parties less relevant — the senator’s 

electoral strength stifled any opposition from manifesting and deterred potential dissenters before 

they could organize. 

 In 1910, Albert Beveridge sought to cultivate popular support among moderate voters in 

an attempt to decouple his fate from the party and establish an independent power base.  Bev-

 The Indianapolis Journal, October 28, 1902. 102

 The Republic, November 5, 1902, p 1. 103

  The Indianapolis Journal, January 22, 1903, p 2; The Columbus Republican, January 29, 1903, p 1. 104 104
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eridge’s Progressive crusade began when the “insurgent Republican” voted against the unpopular 

Payne-Aldrich Tariff earlier that year — an act of apostasy to party orthodoxy.  The senator 

strenuously campaigned against the tariff during his re-election campaign, making the issue the 

centerpiece of the campaign.   In addition, he avidly de-emphasized partisan labels, appealing 105

to independent voters and even Democrats.   Characterizing his Democratic opponent, John W. 106

Kern, as nothing more than a party stooge, supporters contrasted Beveridge’s strong independent 

spirit, sound judgment, and willingness to buck his party when necessary.   Beveridge’s entire 107

campaign apparatus was impressive for its sophistication, utilizing a bevy of techniques to 

muster as much public support as possible, including disseminating his convention address to 

Republican and Democratic voters alike, dispersing his biography to various newspapers, and 

utilizing his likeness in friendly periodicals.   Unquestionably, Beveridge’s objective was to 108

distance himself from the unpopular party organization and the Republican Congress, but he ul-

timately fell short, having alienated his own base from turning out to support him. 

 The second case is South Carolina, a solid Democratic state with only average re-election 

rates.  Amongst all solid Democratic states, South Carolina enjoyed one of the lowest re-election 

rates, for the uni-party state was characterized by intense factionalized feuding.  Prior to 1892, 

the state utilized a county convention system to indirectly nominate senatorial candidates — an 

admixture of party and popular support — which emphasized local, democratic grassroots orga-

 Evansville Press, October 27, 1910, p 5. 105

 Muncie Evening Press, February 14, 1910, p 4; The Indianapolis Star, October 2, 1910, p 37; Evans106 -
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nizing and electioneering, before migrating to the indirect primary — which encouraged highly-

personalized factional disputes and popular pandering.  Furthermore, a Populist uprising in the 

1890s threatened the political status quo. 

 In 1890, Senator Wade Hampton, III (D) lost his seat, while Senator Matthew C. Butler 

(D) suffered the same fate four years later.  Both had vociferously opposed the rise of Benjamin 

Tillman, the avidly-racist, demagogic leader of a simmering agrarian rebellion against the landed 

gentry class, which had ruled the state government for much of its history.  When Tillman was 

nominated as candidate for governor in 1890, Hampton opted against campaigning for the party 

during the general election, eventually losing when the Tillmanites seized control of the legisla-

ture through superior local organization and fierce passionate exertions.   After the implementa109 -

tion of the indirect primary in 1892, the state’s factional politics devolved into highly personal-

ized contests for power.  In 1894, Tillman defeated Butler in the August primary after a heated 

clash of personalities topped off by an extensive series of widely-anticipated public debates be-

tween the two contenders.   After his defeat, Butler bolted from the party, attempting a desper110 -

ate, short-lived independent bid to deny Tillman the seat, but these efforts were futile, and ulti-

mately fizzled out with nary any support for the cause.   These cases illustrate the fractious na111 -

ture of South Carolina’s politics, as well as the growing importance of the white electorate in de-

ciding the matter of the senatorship. 

 The Keowee Courier, October 23, 1890, p 2. 109
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 The third case study is New York, a swing state with an ever-so-slight Republican lean.  

It suffered abysmally low re-election rates — approximately 25 percent.   The Empire State 112

relied exclusively on the legislative party caucus to nominate senatorial candidates.  These bod-

ies were heavily influenced by the assent of party leaders.  While incumbent senators and pre-

tenders to the throne conducted their canvass for crucial party support months in advance, this 

exclusivist arrangement generally obscured the importance of the senatorial contest during the 

election, instead witnessing extensive legislative wrangling post-election.   

 I have investigated Chauncey Depew’s two re-election campaigns — his successful elec-

tion in 1904 — a presidential year — and his defeat six years later.  Parties were quite relevant in 

Albany, so much so, that after Depew successfully barnstormed the state to deliver a favorable 

result to Theodore Roosevelt’s presidential campaign and fortunes of countless state Republi-

cans, several party officials conspired to eject Depew from his seat.  Their leader, Governor Ben-

jamin Odell, had signaled their displeasure with Depew stemming from his close ties with Boss 

Platt, Depew’s colleague in the Senate and Odell’s chief adversary for control over the state party 

apparatus.   Odell publicly assuaged Platt and Depew that he remained supportive of the latter’s 113

re-election to the Senate, but privately had been recruiting a candidate with widespread appeal to 

field as a challenger, or, failing that, vie for the position himself.   Odell eventually came to an 114

agreement with Platt, gaining recognition as state party leader and defusing much of the opposi-

tion in the state legislature to Depew’s re-election, but not before Depew had scrupulously orga-

 See Appendix A.112
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nized his syndicate of lieutenants in the field to publicize the breadth of Depew’s popular support 

throughout New York.  The influential editor of The Buffalo Evening News ran near-daily testi-

monials from ordinary citizens and party members attesting to the depth of their affection for the 

venerable senator and the strength of his electoral standing.   By demonstrating Depew’s popu115 -

lar electoral support — independent from the party — these activities were intended to cajole 

state officials into backing the senator’s selection, for failing to adhere to the dictate of the peo-

ple may spell disaster for the party with key voting blocs.  116

 By 1910, Depew’s public image and reputation had been inexorably tarnished by revela-

tions of improper, unsavory business dealings.  The once-vaunted statesman was savaged by 

Philip’s “Treason of the Senate,” a sensationalized account of undue influence in the Senate.  

With the party woefully demoralized due to the tremendously difficult national conditions and 

fielding a weakened, unpopular contender for re-election to the Senate, Republicans were round-

ly punished by voters.  Democrats ended their long exile from government by successfully capi-

talizing upon the failures of the reigning Republicans generally, as well as the foibles of their se-

nior senator, whose immense wealth, political connections, and shady business dealings seemed 

woefully outdated for the times, a relic of a bygone era.  Depew’s defeat attested to the expand-

ing notions of electoral accountability for compromised officeholders who violated the public 

trust.  

 Rounding out the cases is Massachusetts, a rock-ribbed Republican state with sky-high 

re-election rates.  As with New York, the Bay State relied on the legislative party caucus to nom-

 Buffalo Evening News, November 26, 1904, p 14; December 27, 1904, p 1.115

 Buffalo Evening News, December 27, 1904, p 9. 116
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inate senatorial candidates.  Incumbent senators canvassed for crucial party support months in 

advance, but extensive legislative wrangling ensued post-election.  Senator Henry Cabot Lodge 

epitomized the state’s traditionally stable dynamics, serving from 1893 until his death in 1924.  

His conservative, traditionalist views, including opposition to direct senatorial elections and 

women’s suffrage, typified sentiment in the state.   

 I analyze the senator’s successful re-election campaigns in 1898, 1904, and 1910.  Al-

though the senator comfortably won most of those elections, it was not without effort on his part.  

Through elite learning, the senator routinely pressed the party to adopt state convention plat-

forms clearly endorsing his candidacy for re-election.  By 1910, Lodge was confronted by an ex-

istential threat: a two-front war for political survival.  The long-dominant Republican Party had 

fractured over the protective tariff.  Lodge became an easy target for brewing opposition to the 

tariff and general discontent with the economy.   Insurgent Republicans launched an effort to 117

displace the senator from his seat, spearheaded by Congressman Butler Ames.   Sensing blood, 118

Democrats sought to benefit from the intra-party divisions, and even considered subtly partner-

ing with insurgent Republicans.   After the general election, newly-elected Governor Eugene 119

Foss, a Democrat, embarked upon a statewide tour to cultivate opposition to Lodge and ensure 

his defeat.   Lodge’s relatively poor showing in the November elections bolstered the audacity 120

of his detractors, inviting these challenges to continue unabated.  121
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 To counter these headwinds, Lodge undertook intensive campaigning to shore up support 

and ward off the multi-front challenges to his Senate career.   These efforts culminated with his 122

historic, unprecedented address in January 1910 at Boston’s Symphony Hall to an audience that 

included members of the legislature, party officials, and the public as well.  The embattled sena-

tor decided to go public, recognizing the gambit as a concession to the increasingly democratized 

process and the need to manage public relations.  The 1910 election was exemplary of the poten-

tial for general election competition and electoral sensitivity in one of the most partisan, and 

highly-entrenched states in the country.  And while the parties continued to wield tremendous 

authority in the state, popular legitimacy gradually became crucial to closing the deal. 

 The political conditions for a state’s senatorial election process — as defined by the num-

ber of barrier points between popular sentiment and the selection of senator — influenced the 

degree to which senators turned to personalized campaigning and public appeals.  General elec-

tion competitiveness, candidate recognition, and legislative deference determined the nature and 

intensity of campaigns.  States falling under the popular end of the spectrum, such as Indiana and 

South Carolina, witnessed greater individualized, entrepreneurial contenders, and personalized 

campaigns, whilst states closer to the exclusivist, non-popular model, such as Massachusetts, ex-

perienced party-based appeals and legislative-district machinations.  And although party officials 

were consequential in the senatorial selection process, public campaigns and popular support 

gradually emerged as essential elements to securing re-election, attesting to the desire by parties 

 The New York Times, August 16, 1910, p 2; The Boston Post, September 13, 1910, p 1-2; The Wash122 -
ington Post, September 18, 1910, p 1; The Boston Post, October 26, 1910, p 2; November 2, 1910, p 8; 
The Boston Post, November 4, 1910, p 16; The New York Times, December 2, 1910, p 4; The New York 
Times, December 13, 1910, p 22. 
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to adapt to these democratizing tendencies so to maintain their legitimacy with voters and remain 

viable political in the near-term.   

 Sensitivity to these electoral pressures drove many a senator to take necessary precau-

tions when confronting intra-party challengers or negotiating with party figures.  To advertise 

their candidacy, take positions on pressing issues, and claim credit for favorable services, incum-

bents utilized newspapers, personal appearances, and political surrogates, all in an effort to drum 

up popular support for the ticket and bolster their own position within the party.  Oftentimes, 

these activities served as valuable tools to corral state legislators into supporting their re-election, 

or convince party officials of their senatorial timber.  In that sense, a faithful respect for the will 

of the people became their clarion call.  
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CHAPTER 3: Senatorial Campaigns in Indiana 

Exceptionally Popular Elections -  
Entrepreneurial Campaigns and Voter Control 

 Exceptionally popular conditions for senatorial elections prevailed in Indiana at the turn 

of the Twentieth Century.  Although party officials, unity and backing were important, voters 

wielded tremendous influence over the process.  As such, it presents the easiest case for my theo-

ry of indirect elections, which stipulates that weakly-partisan, high-turnover swing states would 

experience widespread public campaigns and individualized appeals by entrepreneurial senatori-

al candidates, emphasizing their own pedigree over mere party labels.  The theory is fully sup-

ported by Indiana.  Popular elements of campaigning dominated the general election, attesting to 

the preponderance of power in the hands of the people and the sensitivity of incumbents to culti-

vating public support in their quest toward achieving re-election. 

 Senator David Turpie placed great emphasis on the statewide canvass for electoral sup-

port, pursuing a rigorous, but limited campaign during his unsuccessful bid for re-election in 

1898.  In 1902, Senator Charles W. Fairbanks’ favorable image and effective public campaigning 

were instrumental to Republican successes that November, bolstering his position within the par-

ty and enhancing his re-election prospects.  And in 1910, Senator Albert Beveridge personally 

managed an aggressive re-election campaign — an insurgency effort against the Payne-Aldrich 

Tariff and his own Republican Party, more generally, stressing his candidacy and political inde-

pendence at the expense of party labels.  Although unsuccessful, Beveridge utilized novel meth-

ods of electioneering, advertising, and speech-making to solicit popular support among ordinary 

voters.  These cases collectively demonstrate the emerging importance of greater public account-
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ability of senators, wider popular input in the selection process, higher visibility of incumbents, 

and overall responsiveness by the parties to the democratizing trends afoot.  

3.1 Background 

 At the turn of the Twentieth Century, Indiana was experiencing immense transformation.  

Typical of the country at large, industrialization was fundamentally reshaping economic life.  

Prior to the Civil War, the Hoosier State’s economy was predominantly agricultural, based upon 

many modestly-sized, family-owned farms.   Its nascent industries were limited to small facto123 -

ries, such as flour and grist mills, and local shops, such as blacksmiths.   After the Civil War, 124

the landscape dramatically changed with the completion of the Madison & Indianapolis and New 

Albany & Salem Railroads.  Suddenly, the state was interconnected by a dense web of rail lines, 

with Indianapolis the nexus in the network.  By rendering accessible much of the state, the rail-

roads contributed to tremendous industrial and commercial development throughout Indiana.  

Notably, the northern and central sections of the state benefitted most from the growth of the 

rails as the southern region’s “hilly terrain made it more difficult and expensive to lay track.”  125

 The resultant changes witnessed Indiana emerge as a manufacturing hub.  The state was a 

leading producer of glass, iron, steel, and agricultural and machine parts, and its factories turned 

out “electrical machinery, railroad cars, and [eventually] automobiles.”  By the end of the Nine-

teenth Century, many regions were transformed, as well.  Natural gas fueled an economic boom 

 James H. Madison and Lee Ann Sandweiss, “The Age of Industry Comes to Indiana,” in Hoosiers and 123

the American Story, (Indianapolis: Indiana Historical Society Press, 2014), 125, accessed August 11, 
2019, URL: https://indianahistory.org/wp-content/uploads/Hoosiers-and-the-American-Story-ch-05.pdf.

 Ibid., 115. 124

 Ibid., 119-121.125
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in the eastern-central region of the state, turning Anderson, Kokomo, and Marion into major in-

dustrial towns.   In the Calumet Region of the northwest, factories and oil refineries cropped up 126

along Lake Michigan at the hand of Standard Oil and Inland Steel.  And U.S. Steel launched its 

“largest state-of-the-art steel works and company town” in the area, christening it Gary after 

Chairman Elbert Gary.   127

 Large conglomerations reigned supreme.  “By 1919 Indiana’s 302 largest manufacturing 

companies - which together represented only 4 percent of the total number of manufactur[ers] …  

employed 58 percent of the state’s workers and produced 72 percent of its total value of manu-

factured goods.”   What few agricultural industries remained were co-opted by modern mecha128 -

nization, dependent upon factory-produced parts and materials.  These practices were largely 

confined to the northern and central regions at the expense of southern Indiana, whose land was 

not conducive to farming.   As many Indianans migrated to large factories and plants, they were 129

forced to contend with unsafe working conditions, long hours, and meager wages.  To redress 

their grievances, many workers joined labor unions.  As these organizations grew in strength, 

many unions, especially coal miners and railroad workers, organized mass strikes.   However, 130

 Ibid., 127.126

 Madison and Sandweiss, “Immigrants, Cars, Cities, and a New Indian,” in Hoosiers and the American 127

Story, 158, accessed August 11, 2019, URL: https://indianahistory.org/wp-content/uploads/Hoosiers-
and-the-American-Story-ch-06.pdf. 

 Madison and Sandweiss, “The Age of Industry Comes to Indiana,” in Hoosiers and the American Sto128 -
ry, 115.  

 Ibid., 123. 129

 Ibid., 132, 134-135.130
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despite their growth, the state remained hostile to unions and their methods for years 

thereafter.  131

 As a result of the railroad and manufacturing boom, Indiana experienced rapid and wide-

reaching urbanization.  The pastoral farmlands and small towns gave way to large cities and ur-

ban centers.  Indianapolis emerged as the hub of transportation and commerce, cementing its 

premier position in the state.   Terre Haute and South Bend also benefitted from their newfound 132

positions of importance in the extensive rail system,  while Gary, considered the “City of the 133

Century,” attracted thousands of workers to its state of the art steel mills.   Employment oppor134 -

tunities in these cities led to significant rural flight, as many young families departed their farms 

for the perks of city life.  Underscoring the sheer magnitude of urban growth, a majority of 

Hoosiers were living in cities by 1920.  135

 The burgeoning industries and jobs lured many immigrants to Indiana.  The earliest im-

migrants were Germans fleeing political turmoil in the wake of their failed revolution for a liber-

al democracy in 1848.  Many Irish Catholics soon followed, finding work at mills and factories.  

By the end of the Nineteenth Century, newer immigrants from southern and eastern Europe set-

tled the state, including Italians, Greeks, Poles, and Russian Jews.  Despite the massive influx of 

 Madison and Sandweiss, “Immigrants, Cars, Cities, and a New Indian,” in Hoosiers and the American 131

Story, 155.
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foreign-born immigrants, their numbers were far more modest in Indiana than other states at the 

time, accounting for approximately 10 percent of the population.  136

 The waves of immigration elicited social and political backlash by Americans who treat-

ed their newfound neighbors as aliens, unable to assimilate into society.  These attitudes were 

especially pronounced in Indiana, where Hoosiers were exceedingly homogenous.  By 1920, 95 

percent of its population was American-born, of whom 97 percent were white and three-quarters 

Protestant.   As such, many Hoosiers were sternly resistant to cultural, linguistic, and religious 137

differences.   

 Politically, Indiana was a dynamic state.  Traditionally, the state enjoyed an exceedingly 

vibrant democratic tradition, as public canvassing and widespread popular participation were 

common features.  The Hoosier state regularly witnessed high voter turnout rates during the peri-

od — averaging 91% between 1860 and 1900.   Such engagement was also the reflection of 138

Indiana’s intense political competitiveness.  Republican and Democratic strength were roughly 

evenly-matched throughout the state.  Republicans performed well in the central regions and the 

north, especially among manufacturing centers such as Gary and Indianapolis.   Democrats 139

were concentrated in the south along the Ohio River, which was less economically and commer-

cially developed, and a smattering of counties in the central and northern regions, including Fort 

 Madison and Sandweiss, “Immigrants, Cars, Cities, and a New Indian,” in Hoosiers and the American 136

Story, 142-147.
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Wayne and occasionally Terre Haute.   As a result, the state was a major battleground during 140

presidential elections.  Attesting to Indiana’s importance in national elections, ambitious 

Hoosiers were often selected for their party’s ticket.  Between 1860 and 1920, no fewer than sev-

en candidates had been nominated on nine occasions for higher office — excluding renomination 

contests.  141

 As the Progressive age dawned, ever-more democratic notions of self-government, public 

accountability, and popular participation resonated with many Hoosiers.  The Progressive ele-

ment constituted a major cornerstone to the state’s politics.  While Indiana was not appreciably 

unique as far as its democratic traditions relative to other states in the Midwest, West and South 

influenced by the Populist and Progressive movements, the state was distinct from the party-

dominated, exclusivist systems common in the East — New York, Massachusetts Pennsylvania, 

New Jersey, Rhode Island and so forth.  

 Indiana’s senatorial selection process was exceptionally popular in nature, with few barri-

ers diluting the voters’ input at the ballot box in November from the ultimate selection of a sena-

tor the following January.  The first barrier point variable is general election competitiveness.  

Competitive general elections permit parties to freely compete and participate in the state’s poli-

tics, allowing ordinary Hoosiers to more directly influence their elections.  In addition to presi-

dential contests, Indiana’s senatorial elections were fiercely competitive, as well.  The state 

earned a score of 31 on the competitiveness index, indicating very competitive conditions and a 

vibrant two-party system.  At the time, Indiana was a swing state with re-election rates hovering 

 Ibid.; Madison and Sandweiss, “Progressive Era Politics and Reform,” in Hoosiers and the American 140

Story, 168.

 CQ Press, National Party Conventions, 1831-2004, (Washington, D.C.: CQ Press, 2005), 291-293.141



73

around 50 percent.  In the early 1890s, Democrats David Turpie and Daniel Voorhees occupied 

the state’s two Senate seats.  After 1896, however, Republicans gradually made inroads.  First, 

Voorhees was ousted by Charles Fairbanks, while Turpie was bested by Albert J. Beveridge two 

years later.  Republicans consolidated their strength when Fairbanks and Beveridge secured re-

election in 1902 and 1904, respectively.  However, the Republican advantage began to ebb by 

decade’s end.  Fairbank’s successor, James Hemenway, was defeated for re-election in 1908 by 

Benjamin F. Shively.  And Beveridge went down fighting to John W. Kern in 1910.  Until 1916, 

Democrats dominated the state thereafter.   See Figures 3.1 and 3.2 for a visualization of the 142

partisan composition of each chamber of the Indiana state legislature from 1892 to 1910. 

SOURCE: Michael J. Dubin, Party Affiliations in the State Legislatures: A Year by Year Summary: 1796-2006, 
(Jefferson, NC: McFarland & Company, Inc., Publishers, 2007), 61. 

 “List of United States Senators from Indiana,” Ballotpedia, accessed August 11, 2019, URL: https://142

ballotpedia.org/List_of_United_States_Senators_from_Indiana.
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 The second barrier point variable is candidate recognition.  Indiana’s elections were no-

table for the widespread knowledge of each party’s respective senatorial contender during the fall 

campaign.  At times, the campaigns accentuated the appeal of individual candidates — their 

character and record — often at the expense of partisan labels, and parties more generally.   The 

purest non-partisan, entrepreneurial model was undertaken by Senator Albert Beveridge in his 

failed bid for a third term in 1910.   However, even when campaigns emphasized party disci143 -

pline and partisan support, candidate personalities remained paramount to the election itself.  The 

centrality of Senator Charles Fairbanks to the 1902 legislative elections was credited with secur-

ing comfortable Republican majorities.   Thus, Indiana ranks as highly individualistic on can144 -

didate recognition, which allowed voters the opportunity to render their collective judgment 

upon the candidates directly, rather than pegging the electoral fortunes of the incumbent senator 

exclusively to the performance of the party. 

 The third barrier point variable is legislative deference.  The official selection by the state 

legislature tended to be formalities, merely ratifying the results of the preceding general 

election.   In essence, the party supported a publicly-declared aspirant, whose candidature was 145

widely advertised and whose support rested upon popular legitimacy.  It was less common for 

unknown quantities to discreetly maneuver within the annals of the party without any semblance 

of public support.  Therefore, Indiana ranks as highly deferential to the publicly-known, leading 

 Muncie Evening Press, February 14, 1910, p 4; The Indianapolis Star, October 2, 1910, p 37; Evans143 -
ville Press, October 27, 1910, p5. 

 The Republic, November 5, 1902, p 1.144

 The Indianapolis Journal, January 22, 1903, p 2; The Columbus Republican, January 29, 1903, p 1. 145
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candidate of the majority party in the legislature.  Resultantly, the state qualifies as exceptionally 

popular in its senatorial selection process (0/3 barriers).   

 In the Hoosier State — as in every state under the indirect regime — senators were se-

lected by a majority of the state legislature.  While states differed on the technical rules govern-

ing the procedure, each chamber would regularly assemble separately to decide the matter.  In 

the event a candidate failed to secure the required majority threshold in either house, the full leg-

islature would convene in a joint sitting to resume the balloting.  Only once a majority of both 

houses agreed, a candidate would officially be selected as senator.  

 Formally nominating senatorial contenders varied widely across states.  Initially, Indiana 

operated along lines similar to other, more traditional, party-controlled states.  Legislative party 

caucuses nominated senatorial contenders.  But these caucuses were influenced somewhat by a 

modicum of popular legitimacy.  The most successful aspirants had conducted a public campaign 

serving the party (Beveridge, 1898; Fairbanks, 1902).  Concurrently, legislative district conven-

tions played a crucial role, as well.  At the district-level, conventions gathered to nominate state 

senators and state representatives, wherein they were pledged to an incumbent senator’s re-elec-

tion, in the style of a parliamentary democracy.  If an ambitious figure had their sights on the 

United States Senate, they courted favorable state legislative candidates and worked toward their 

nominations by the party.   

 But party officials exerted a morsel of control over these democratic proceedings, as well.  

For a senator to effectively command a broad spectrum of support from among a panoply of state 

legislators, they were expected to wield a fair degree of power and authority over the state party 

apparatus.  As district primaries and conventions grew increasingly more relevant, however, such 
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insider support counted for less.  In 1907, Indiana adopted primaries in districts with over 36,000 

people to determine delegates to the district conventions for the express purpose of nominating a 

senatorial candidate, in essence, elevating the statute of the party faithful over the legislative 

caucus.   Eventually, these district conventions selected delegates to the state convention, 146

which would collectively hand down the party’s official decision on a senatorial nominee, often 

rubber-stamping the decision of the lower-tiered gatherings.   The process was not unique to In-

diana.  Populist and Progressive-influenced states in the West, Midwest, and South incorporated 

similar procedures, but they stood in stark contrast to the party-dominated states of the East.   

 In exceptionally popular states with few barriers, the preponderance of influence in de-

ciding the senatorship rested with voters, who explicitly passed judgment on a candidate by sup-

porting that contender’s party in the state legislative races.  By contrast, the role of party figures 

was more circumscribed.  Accordingly, these states should witness intensive and widespread 

public campaigning on behalf of incumbent senators for popular support.  Further, senatorial as-

pirants should prioritize disseminating their own identity and candidacy, turning to individual-

ized appeals for support over a party-based framework, thereby permitting ordinary Hoosiers a 

popular check on their records and electoral future.  To that end, we expect vigorous advertising, 

credit-claiming, and position-taking by senators through such various methods as newspapers, 

personal appearances, and political surrogates.  

 The evidence in Indiana conforms to these expectations.  Incumbent senators routinely 

pursued intensive public campaigning in their quests for re-election and regularly framed these 

elections as referenda on their own records, extolling their service, and enumerating laudable ac-

 Wendy J. Schiller and Charles Stewart, Electing the Senate: Indirect Democracy Before the Seven146 -
teenth Amendment, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2014), p 112.
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complishments.  Their personalities were crucial to achieving a favorable electoral result for the 

party in November, thereby assuring another term in the Senate.  Despite the relative modicum of 

independence these senators seemingly enjoyed from their party, intra-party disaffection and an 

unfavorable political climate — the nationalization effect — could easily spell trouble for their 

re-election bids, notwithstanding the personal effort undertaken to counteract those headwinds.  

With the hypothesis affirmed for Indiana, my theory of indirect elections — attesting to the criti-

cal importance of popular elements in campaigns under the indirect regime — is strengthened.   

   Since candidate identities were so crucial to Indiana’s legislative elections, I analyze 

three different senators to adequately gauge their distinctive personalities and varying campaign 

styles, which arguably had a larger impact on the methods adopted than environmental condi-

tions.  Throughout the following cases, I can better compare and contrast each senator’s diver-

gent approaches to confronting similar challenges of re-election. 

 Elected to the Indiana State House of Representatives in 1852, David B. Turpie com-

menced his long political career.  Although he served only a brief stint in the state legislature — 

opting to sit as a judge on various lower level courts — he returned to the State House of Repre-

sentatives in 1859 for another term.  In 1863, Turpie was selected to fill the remainder of the 

term of U.S. Senator Jesse Bright, who had been expelled for supporting the Confederacy.  For 

yet a third time, Turpie entered the State House of Representatives in the 1870s, capping his ca-

reer in the lower chamber as Speaker from 1874 to 1875.  In 1878 and 1881, he was chosen for a 

three-man commission tasked with revising Indiana’s laws.  In 1887, Turpie was formally select-

ed by the Democratic state legislature to serve in the United States Senate, defeating Benjamin 
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Harrison for the position.   The legitimacy of Turpie’s election was challenged by detractors, 147

who claimed a Republican legislator was unduly removed from his seat and replaced by a De-

mocrat so to facilitate Turpie’s elevation to the Senate.  However, the Senate dismissed the 

charges of electoral misconduct, declaring it beyond the constitutional purview of the body.   148

Turpie was re-elected in 1893, before losing his bid for a third term in 1898 to Republican Albert 

Beveridge.  Turpie’s final election campaign in 1898 comprises the chapter’s first qualitative 

case study. 

 Charles Warren Fairbanks belonged to upper echelon of the business community as a 

wealthy financier and legal expert for railroad companies and partial owner of the Indianapolis 

News, a powerful position from which he could influence the political discourse of the state.   149

Fairbanks. first vied for public, elective office in 1893, when he unsuccessfully challenged in-

cumbent David Turpie for the U.S. Senate.  He was more successful three years later when he 

ousted Daniel Voorhess.  Fairbanks was handily re-elected in 1902.  In 1904, Republicans nomi-

nated the Hoosier Republican as Theodore Roosevelt’s running mate, attaining the vice presiden-

cy that November.   After serving as vice president for a single term, Fairbanks once again ran 

for that office as the running mate to Charles Evans Hughes in 1916.   Fairbanks was generally 150

considered a conservative traditionalist.  Republican party regulars viewed the Hoosier senator as 
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a necessary ideological counterweight to Theodore Roosevelt’s more progressive — and erratic 

— inclinations.   For Fairbanks was not only more conservative, but staid and dour, “known by 

his detractors as ‘the Indiana Icicle’” for his “cool and reserved” demeanor.   Despite the char151 -

acterization, Fairbanks was greeted by rapturous receptions at his campaign rallies.  The sena-

tor’s highly successful bid for re-election in 1902 comprises the chapter’s second case study.  

 Albert Jeremiah Beveridge was elected Indiana’s junior senator in 1898, ousting incum-

bent Democrat David Turpie.  He was handily re-elected six years later (1904), but lost his bid 

for a third term to John W. Kern in 1910.  After his loss, he bolted from the Republican Party to 

join the Progressives, serving as chairman of the Progressive Convention in 1912, and running 

for governor on the Progressive ticket that same year, ultimately falling short.  Thereafter, he 

twice sought a return to the Senate — first in 1914 as a Progressive, and again in 1922 as a Re-

publican, losing the latter election to Samuel M. Ralston, a Klan-backed Democrat.   Described 152

as “charming and gregarious,” Beveridge held many a Progressive position, advocating for 

greater governmental regulatory power over economic and business activities and a durable so-

cial safety net for hard pressed Americans.  Furthermore, he strenuously supported projecting 

American power and the acquisition of overseas territories.   Beveridge’s unsuccessful re-elec153 -

tion campaign in 1910 and the factors behind the loss — where the incumbent’s strenuous efforts 
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to distance himself from the party were undone by the nationalization of the race — comprises 

the chapter’s third qualitative case study.  

3.2  1898 - Turpie Hampered by Intra-Party Divisions, Free Silver, and War Fervor  

 Reflecting in his memoirs on the practice of soliciting popular support from constituents, 

David Turpie described the experience as providing “the public canvasser … a certain intimacy 

with his audiences.”  According to Turpie, “This acquaintance is casual but constant, transient 

yet continuous, wholly impersonal but not without interest,” explaining that the “impression 

which [the canvasser] forms of his audiences” is often “more distinct and well defined” than that 

which they form of him.  He is fully exposed to their unique “manners … costume [and] even … 

colloquial intercourse.”  Turpie placed great value on the art of public canvassing, recognizing its 

deep-rooted tradition amongst civically-active Hoosiers.  “These traditions of our ancient wor-

thies of the [s]tump have not yet ceased; they are handed down from one generation to another,” 

he wrote.   154

 Despite Turpie’s commitment to public canvassing, he was undone by an inability to 

wage as extensive and vigorous a battle during his 1898 bid for re-election, given the great im-

portance of cultivating popular support in the state.  Furthermore, deep intra-party divisions over 

his candidacy — as evidenced by the innumerable efforts to replace him — meant the Democrat-

ic base was not wholly unified behind Turpie as he led the march to the battlefield during the 

general election.  Additionally, Republicans were capitalizing politically over free silver, for 

which Turpie had been an ardent advocate, and the newly-acquired territories of the recently-

 David Turpie, Sketches of My Own Times (1903), 307-308, in David Turpie papers, Indiana State Li154 -
brary.
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concluded Spanish-American War, a pressing issue on which the incumbent failed to offer a clear 

and forceful position.  The patriotic fervor that had swelled across the country proved immensely 

difficult for the hapless senator to counter, ultimately felling any hope for another term in office. 

 First elected to the Senate in 1887, Turpie was easily re-elected six years later by a uni-

fied state legislature during a period of Democratic dominance.  Aside from a brief two-year 

stint, between 1882 and 1894, Democrats controlled the lower house — often claiming upwards 

of two-thirds to three-quarters of that body — and continuously held power in the State Senate, 

regularly by double-digit margins.   Despite the Democratic advantage in the legislature, Indi155 -

ana lived up to its swing-state status in gubernatorial and presidential elections.  In 1884, they 

elected a Democrat for governor, Isaac P. Gray, before elevating Republican Alvin Peterson Hov-

ey to the office in 1888.  By 1892, the state once more elected a Democrat, Claude Matthews.   156

These results were mirrored in its presidential vote, as well.  In 1884, Indiana favored Grover 

Cleveland by 1.3 percentage points.  Although the state supported Republican favorite son Ben-

jamin Harrison for president in 1888, the result was decided by a difference of just four-tenths of 

one percentage point.  And only four years later, Indiana promptly voted the unpopular Harrison 

out of office, opting instead to re-elect former president Cleveland to a second, non-consecutive 

term.  157
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 Worryingly for Turpie, shortly after his second term commenced, Indiana began to tread 

increasingly more Republican.  In 1894, Republicans were swept to power in a blowout, wave 

election, claiming a decisive advantage in the legislature.  In its lower house, they held an as-

tounding 82 seats of 100 in total, while in the upper house, they numbered 32 senators of 50 in 

total.  Although those impressive margins continued in the Senate through 1896, the House grew 

more competitive.  Republicans still held the majority with 52 seats, but Democrats clawed back 

to 39.  And a new political group emerged, the Populists, who influenced policymaking with 

their small but pivotal cadre of nine legislators.   That year, Hoosiers elected Republican James 158

A. Mount to the governor’s office and backed Republican Governor William McKinley of 

neighboring Ohio over Democrat-Populist William Jennings Bryan for president by three 

points.   With the state and its legislature firmly Republican, longtime Democratic senator 159

Daniel Voorhees, who had served in the Senate since 1877, was defeated for re-election, and 

thereafter replaced by Charles W. Fairbanks.   

3.2.1 Intra-Party Discontent 

 These daunting political developments were the reality facing Senator David Turpie as 

his election to a third term approached.  To remain viable, it was incumbent that the senator en-

sure his party remain united behind his candidacy for another spell in the Senate.  However, all 

hope of party unity was dashed early in the calendar year.  Partly fueled by the massive Republi-

can successes and partly due to the senator himself (about which I discuss below), many Democ-
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rats were disenchanted with Turpie.  At the outset, four camps emerged within the Democratic 

fold vying for the party’s senatorial nomination: Senator Turpie, whose incumbency status im-

measurably aided in his renomination battle due to his record of service and network of connec-

tions; former governor Claude Matthews, who — while he was was deeply interested in running 

— was not held in high esteem by pivotal party leaders; John W. Kern, city solicitor for Indi-

anapolis; and Benjamin Shively.  Shively’s candidacy had actually been trumpeted by supporters 

of Indianapolis Mayor Thomas Taggart, who himself was angling for a gubernatorial bid in two 

years hence.  Taggart was seeking to remove a major hurdle to these plans by submitting Shively 

for consideration for the Senate instead.  Evidently, Shively was amenable to striking an agree-

ment with the cunning Taggart.  And his potential candidacy was broadly palatable to a number 

of party figures.   On March 3, however, former governor Matthews officially announced his 160

candidature to succeed Turpie in the event the Democrats successfully regain the legislature in 

November.   On the whole, the former governor was making the most aggressive push of any 161

candidate, diligently overseeing the nomination of friendly, supportive legislative district candi-

dates.  162

 The emergence of intra-party challengers attests to the widespread discontent amongst 

Democrats with Turpie.  According to The Republic, “Senator Turpie is not a popular leader, nor 

has he been a popular [s]enator.”  Democrats were eager to nominate “one of their more popular 

leaders,” including the aforementioned contenders, “or some man more in touch with the 
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party.”   The unfavorable sentiment toward Turpie stemmed from the belief that “the senator 163

ha[d] passed the stage of usefulness.”   The Evansville Tribune described Turpie as “an old fos164 -

sil … who has outlived his usefulness.”   And The Fort Wayne News acknowledged these nega165 -

tive feelings were “becoming more and more patent to everybody.”   It is difficult to discern 166

whether the hostile sentiment was driven by issues or personality.  From the evidentiary record, it 

appears issues were less important than personality and the prevailing belief among many a De-

mocrat that Turpie was unpopular, ill-suited for the times, and, possibly, unable to mount a 

strong, credible challenge in the general election campaign.  Even supporters of Turpie focused 

on the incumbent’s popularity levels rather than positions on issues.  Contrary to the prevailing 

narrative, The South Bend Times argued, “Democratic sentiment throughout the state seems to 

run in favor of the re-election of David Turpie.”   Given Indiana’s exceptionally popular sena167 -

torial elections, broadly popular personalities were a paramount consideration for Democratic 

Party officials and voters. 

 On June 22, the Democrats gathered at their state convention in Indianapolis.  The as-

semblage presented a prime opportunity for Turpie and former governor Matthews, considered 

“the two leading” contenders in the race, to “mix with the representatives of the party…and do 

some effective political work.”   While the state convention was democratic in nature, shoring 168

 The Republic, March 24, 1898, p 2. 163

 Fort Wayne News, February 15, 1898, p 4. 164

 The Republic, May 14, 1898, p 2. 165

 Fort Wayne News, February 15, 1898, p 4. 166

 Fort Wayne News, January 11, 1898, p 2. 167

 The Richmond Item, June 21, 1898, p 5. 168



85

up insider, party support remained crucial to securing the party’s senatorial nomination.  Party 

and popular support were both equally necessary and roughly at parity.   When the 1,528 dele-

gates congregated at Tomlinson Hall, they named Turpie as permanent chairman, undoubtedly 

fueled by his incumbency status and vast network of political connections.  From this position, 

the senator actively shaped the platform, which the party would duly adopt, thereby placing his 

imprimatur on the convention.  Throughout the proceedings, the gathering operated in an orderly, 

businesslike manner, “determined to do its work quickly.”  169

 The convention “reaffirm[ed] and emphasize[d]” the Chicago platform of 1896 — the 

Populist Agenda — declaring, “We are in favor of the free silver at the existing ratio of 16 to 

1.”   In effect, by approving the 1896 platform wholesale, the Democrats rendered the issue of 170

free silver and bimetallism as the animating issue of the campaign, as it had been two years earli-

er.  Complicating the situation, by the time the convention met, the U.S.S. Maine was sunk and 

the resultant Spanish-American War had begun.  Unlike his assertive stance on the currency, 

Turpie sought to straddle the issue of the war and the question of territorial expansion.  The two-

term senator extolled President McKinley’s execution of the war, “prais[ing] the vigor with 

which [it was] … being carried on.”   And the gathering adopted a resolution which did not ex171 -

plicitly oppose the acquisition of foreign territories.  According to The Fort Wayne Journal-

Gazette, “The convention of the Indiana Democrats … fail[ed] to follow either Mr. Bryan or Mr. 

Cleveland in a declaration against ‘imperialism.’”   172
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 In addressing the delegates, Turpie explained, “Concerning … our military acquisitions 

… they may well be remitted to the future … There we may leave them in the full confidence 

that the American democracy will deal with them in due season, and in such manner as shall best 

subserve the national interest and best comport with the national honor.”   In other words, in173 -

stead of staking out a clear position, it was better to buck pass responsibility down the road to the 

considered judgment of the American people.  Turpie was likely seeking to skirt the issue and 

avoid opposing outright an increasingly popular position amongst many Americans for the sake 

of assuaging anti-imperialist Democrats.   

 We may surmise that the party endorsed free silver with the expectation that it would 

rouse laborers, workers, and farmers to the Democratic fold and attract support from Silverite 

Populists.  However, the issue actually alienated the party from scores of Gold Democrats, busi-

nessmen, and moderate voters, who may have considered backing the Democrats otherwise.  Ad-

ditionally, the equivocated stance on territorial expansion, which was likely done to appear inof-

fensive and patriotic, backfired as well, proving untenable for Turpie and other Democrats to 

clearly defend and enthusiastically rally behind. 

 Although the state convention was expected to demur on offering its collective endorse-

ment for a senatorial nominee,“refrain[ing] from any expression” on the contest,  it did ulti174 -

mately, “Indorse the record of … David Turpie,” praising “his sturdy devotion to the interests of 

the people … advocacy of great reforms,  and … warm espousal of the cause of Cuban indepen-

dence,” thereby earning him  “the confidence [of the] Indiana democracy.   The convention’s 175
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lukewarm recognition of Senator Turpie’s record of service to the party and the state represented 

a modicum of party backing and popular sentiment, as the convention nominating process com-

prised both elements.  But short of a full-throated endorsement of his senatorial aspirations, 

Turpie was shorn of strong party unity.  The statement was intended to bolster party harmony by 

telegraphing to undecided, disaffected Democratic officials, legislators, and voters to put aside 

their reservations and come home to the party.   

 At the same time, many district conventions instructed their legislative candidates to back 

Turpie, as well.  He earned the support of the joint convention of Cass and Pulaski counties, 

Whitley and Huntington counties, Fulton County, White County, and LaPorte County.   These 176

endorsements represented a popular means whereby senatorial elections were conducted.  By 

publicly tying the legislative candidates to the senator, voters could more directly hold their sena-

tor to account and render a verdict on their electoral fate — allowing the party faithful to voice 

their preferences.  Further, these instructions permitted senators to maximize the potential 

strength of their bloc in the next legislature, ensuring that those Democrats elected in November 

were Turpie partisans, in the style of a parliamentary democracy.         

 The conventions’ endorsements were critical in buttressing Turpie’s position within the 

party.  But any chance amongst hostile Democrats of denying the incumbent senator renomina-

tion were dashed when former governor Claude Matthews, his chief rival, unexpectedly died on 

August 28.  In writing his obituary, The Connersville News described him as Turpie’s “most for-

midable opponent for a seat in the United States Senate.”   Matthews was by far the most ac177 -
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tive, aggressive candidate vying for the Democratic senatorial nomination.  His untimely death at 

the age of 52 effectively eliminated most organized opposition to Turpie’s renomination, howev-

er unwittingly.  By October, The Marshall County Independent could claim, “No opposition to 

Senator Turpie’s re-election has developed in [D]emocratic quarters.”  178

3.2.2  Political Headwinds and Republican Challengers 

 While Turpie’s position within his party markedly improved, his fortunes in the upcom-

ing general election inexorably slid.  Conditions in Indiana were becoming increasingly adverse 

for the Democrats.  Having been soundly defeated on the issue of free silver in the previous two 

elections (1894 and 1896), and, with patriotic fervor approaching altitudinous levels, the party 

was in a precious position and their ambiguous stance on territorial possessions did little to 

strengthen their cause.  However, a Republican victory was far from assured.  By the summer of 

1898, the looming legislative elections were generally considered a toss-up as partisan newspa-

pers of both stripes confidently boasted their respective party’s chances of success.   In this en179 -

vironment, throughout the winter and spring, a slew of Republican senatorial aspirants emerged 

as potential challengers to Turpie, including U.S. Congressman Henry U. Johnson of Richmond, 

Colonel Robert S. Robertson of Fort Wayne, former U.S. congressman, J. Frank Hanly, and Gen-

eral Lew Wallace, who, interestingly, had authored Ben-Hur: A Tale of the Christ.  180
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 At the outset, Wallace appeared to be the frontrunner in the race.  The Republican Sound 

Money club of South Bend “vigorously applaud[ed]” the general “as the club’s candidate,”  181

declaring, “There is no one who would bring more honor to the state, more usefulness and more 

capacity to bear than …. Wallace.”   In February, Wallace attended a reception for Republicans 182

of the Ninth District at the Opera House in Noblesville, where he gave an address on “The Future 

of the Republican Party,” defending it as the only party whose leaders “fulfill every promise.”   183

In response to his strong, captivating performance, the Ninth District subsequently endorsed 

Wallace for the Senate.   Clearly, Wallace’s campaign for the senatorial nod took place on the 184

public stage.  While he benefitted from the crucial support of some party insiders, the general 

committed to nurturing popular support by enthusiastically rousing throngs of Republican voters 

the state over. 

 Wallace’s strong, commanding position made his rash decision to withdraw from the race 

even more surprising.  On April 18, General Wallace announced he “has formally withdrawn 

from the race for United States senator,” choosing instead to serve in the armed forces on behalf 

of “Cuban independence.”  While he “consider[ed] it a great honor to represent Indiana in the 

senate,” the general was driven more by “the duty of every American” during wartime to serve 

his country, “until the peril which threatens the nation has passed.”   In responding to requests 185
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for a follow-up statement, Wallace remained firm, insisting, “I prefer being a soldier for the 

country in time of war than to being a United States senator in time of peace.”  186

 Wallace’s withdrawal left a void in the Republican senatorial nomination contest.  Several    

names jostled for support, among them Governor James Mount, Frank Hanly, Judge Robert S. 

Taylor and Albert J. Beveridge.   Throughout the summer, Judge Taylor undertook a very pub187 -

lic campaign for popular and party support.   The most notable aspect of Taylor’s public cam188 -

paign occurred during the fall season, when he published a series of open letters to Senator 

Turpie on the question of free silver.  By September, it appeared the senatorial contest had come 

down to the two leading contenders.  Taylor skillfully sought to exploit the situation by distin-

guishing between their respective positions on the currency.  In the letters, Taylor excoriated the 

incumbent and his party for their support of free silver.  A bimetallic currency, with silver coined 

at the ratio of 16 to 1, was “a position untenantable.”  According to the letter, “The platform of 

Mr. Turpie’s party would mean a silver standard, and a general overturning of all values, and the 

driving out of circulation of gold.”   A week later, Taylor published his second letter “in which 189

he clearly prove[d] that the nation must stand by the gold standard or abandon it.”  190

 Distributed to Republican newspapers across the state, Taylor’s letters were generally 

well-received.”   The Terre Haute Express raved, Taylor  “is always fair in the statement of a 191
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proposition, and clear, courageous and convincing in argument.”   For his part, Turpie decided 192

against responding to the series of letters fearing it would unnecessarily “accentuate the public 

interest in the letters,”  failing to recognize that their widespread coverage by the press had al193 -

ready piqued the public’s interest in the discussion.  His unwillingness to satisfactorily rebut the 

charges risked letting Taylor define the terms of debate, mischaracterize the issues, and misrepre-

sent the senator’s positions before voters.  

 The series of open letters are highly significant for two reasons.  First, they reflect the 

individualistic, personality-driven nature of the campaigns.  Taylor was explicitly addressing 

Senator Turpie as the leader of his party as well as the Democratic senatorial nominee for re-

election, suggesting that Hoosiers were fully aware of the leading candidates’ identities and un-

derstood the implications of upcoming legislative elections on the senatorial matter.  Second, the 

letters were published in newspapers and conducted in an open forum, attesting to the impor-

tance of public appeals for popular support.  In certain respects, they represented an unsuccessful 

attempt by Taylor to engage the leading senatorial candidates in a debate on the pressing issues 

of the day through the use of newspapers, the most accessible means of communication and in-

formation.  Broadly, these activities exhibit the expansive control by voters on the senatorial se-

lection process. 

 Turpie’s failure to engage Taylor ceded the ground to his political opponents.  Several 

Republican newspapers continued hammering away at the Democrats on the issue of the silver 

currency.  The Richmond Item explained, “The only issue before the people of Indiana this fall is 
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found in the financial planks adopted by the two parties.”  The paper argued, “On this same issue 

in 1896 the people of the Hoosier state gave a majority … against the Turpie repudiationists.  

The majority should be a great deal larger this year.”   The Republic echoed these sentiments, 194

“As the Indiana Republicans have twice badly trounced the Democrats on that issue, they are 

ready to do it again.  This time the defeat … will doubtless be effectual and lasting,” and blamed 

Turpie and former governor Matthews for recklessly “succumbing to the cry” of free silver.   195

 Free silver was becoming an increasingly unsustainable position to defend for Democrats.  

Any expectation of mobilizing masses of dormant voters to support the party was readily dis-

pelled.  Compounding their woes, Populist state leaders announced in September that, while their 

roughly twenty candidates who were placed on various Democratic legislative tickets would 

support the Democratic senatorial candidate in the legislature’s selection session in January, they 

would not join to nominate Senator Turpie in the preceding caucus meeting.   While not pre196 -

cisely fatal to Turpie’s renomination prospects — since the senator had essentially coalesced 

Democratic support behind him — the statement was neither a rousing endorsement of Turpie’s 

populist credentials, thereby undercutting his general election message.  Further, his renomina-

tion could be jeopardized were a last-minute, intra-party challenger to emerge as a spoiler.  These 

developments speak to the precariousness of incumbency for any senator, especially after two 

terms.  Although incumbency status afforded certain advantages, namely in securing party back-

ing through the dense network of political connections accrued, the complicated nature of 
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Turpie’s voting record failed to sufficiently satisfy Populists or disaffected Democrats, driving 

much of the intra-party disharmony.   

 While Judge Robert Taylor had been considered the leading Republican senatorial candi-

date, another eligible contender, Albert J. Beveridge, was making his own public campaign for 

support, as well.  The promising, 36-year-old lawyer, who made a name for himself as counsel in 

several notable Supreme Court tax cases, was touted as “a man of extraordinary achievements in 

political oratory … rank[ing] with the first orators of America.”   The Rushville Republican de197 -

scribed him as “one of the most brilliant young orators in Indiana.”   At the height of the fall 198

campaign, he appeared at innumerable rallies throughout the state on behalf of the Republican 

ticket, opening the campaign in Indianapolis on September 17, where his speech “was heard with 

pleasure and profit.”   Toward the end of the campaign, his appearance in Rushville was con199 -

sidered “the best speech of the campaign,” having “present[ed] his arguments in a keen, incisive 

manner, and never los[ing] the close attention of his audience.”  200

 Beveridge’s speeches routinely focused on the Spanish-American War and the acquisition 

of foreign territories, striking overtones of patriotism.  In Columbus, Beveridge said it was “not a 

time for politics but that it was a time for patriotism,” imploring his listeners, “Will we be parti-

san or patriotic? Will we stand by our country in the election … or will we … vote against out 

country?”   Beveridge mercilessly tore into Turpie and other Democrats for opposing the suffrage 
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of Civil War veterans at the Soldier’s Home in Marion.  “At this very hour,” Beveridge ex-

claimed, “these political crocodiles who pretend a concern they do not feel for the boys in blue 

today are trying to rob two thousand of the soldiers of 1861 of their suffrages.”  He went on to 

charge, “No man but him whose heart is rotten with partisanship, whose conscience is putrid 

with hatred for the men who saved this nation, could ever conceive a scheme so treasonable in 

intent.”   Beveridge’s public campaigns were widespread, well-received, and highly successful, 201

attesting to the premium in cultivating popular, electoral support in the Hoosier state.  His ap-

pearances were intended to demonstrate to party regulars and ordinary voters his credentials as a 

loyal Republican asset and they were consequential in elevating the promising, budding politico 

to the United States Senate. 

3.2.3  Mobilizing Democrats through Popular Campaigns 

 To counter the Republican efforts and mobilize Democratic turnout, Senator Turpie em-

barked upon a statewide public campaign for popular support — absolutely critical given the ex-

ceptionally popular conditions of the state and the immense degree to which voters wielded con-

trol over the process.  In Indiana, these democratic practices had been routine and common, but 

they were growing in import by the 1890s, pressuring parties to make material concessions. Par-

ties responded by finding methods of rendering senators ever-more visible, responsive, and ac-

countable.  In 1898, such means were adopted to a limited extent.  During the summer, state De-

mocratic leaders agreed to allow Turpie and former governor Claude Matthews spearhead the fall 
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campaign “as the principal speakers.”   But with the latter’s untimely death in August, that re202 -

sponsibility fell primarily to the vulnerable incumbent, who held a personal stake in the outcome 

of the forthcoming legislative elections.  Reflective of Indiana’s competitive nature, the party 

chairman announced their campaign would be waged “in every county” and that “every interest 

[be] looked after” in each congressional district.   It was vitally important for Hoosier Democ203 -

rats and Senator Turpie that as many districts be won as possible, and, to that end, they arranged 

for a vigorous, statewide campaign to turn out supportive voters to the polls.  

 Turpie commenced the public campaign in Evansville on September 2, in the First Con-

gressional District, joined by Senator Henry M. Teller of Colorado, a prominent silver Republi-

can who had bolted his party over the currency issue and who, eventually, would join the De-

mocrats.   By appearing alongside Teller, Turpie signaled to populist-minded Hoosiers his 204

commitment to the silver cause.   The senator then appeared in Rochester on September 24, and 

in Plymouth on September 28, where he was touted by a newspaper advertisement as “one of the 

ablest exponents of the Democratic party … Every voter should arrange to hear him.”   On Oc205 -

tober 5, he addressed “a large audience at the opera house” in Bremen, before speaking in Ham-

mond the following day.   On October 7, he spoke at the Huntington Opera House, and on the 206

afternoon of October 8, he campaigned in Peru.   Interestingly, Turpie was slated to speak in 207
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Elkhart on the night of October 10, but evidently, due to “a misunderstanding” of some sort, he 

missed the appearance.  Officials maintained the event would be rescheduled.   Turpie contin208 -

ued stumping the state from Decatur to Rushville.  On October 14, he appeared at Rushville, and 

two days later, presented his party’s case at the Columbus Court House.   On October 26, he 209

delivered the keynote address at a rally at the court house in Terre Haute, returning to Evansville 

on October 28.   Additionally, Turpie’s memoirs explicitly named engagements in La Porte, 210

Portland, Vevay, Boonville, and Madison.   By November, Turpie began winding down the 211

campaign.  On November 2, he spoke in Nashville on “important issues … pending from a De-

mocratic standpoint.”   The following day, he appeared at the Grand Army Hall in Richmond 212

before a mixed crowd of Democrats and Republicans.   Finally, Turpie culminated the canvass 213

in Decatur on November 5.  214

 Turpie officially commenced the campaign operation on September 2, which was typical 

of senatorial and legislative elections of the time.  By mid-September, his appearances ramped 

up to several a week, and, by early October, he was headlining political rallies on a near-daily-to-

daily basis.  An approximate count of the evidentiary record available reveals that Turpie’s 

stumping tour amounted to twenty public appearances, although this figure likely represents a 

conservative estimate considering the number of rallies which were not covered by reporters or 
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uncovered by my research.   Additionally, Turpie’s campaign was truly a statewide effort.   215

Democratic leaders expressed their desires to pursue a vigorous, aggressive push in every county.  

Senator Turpie ultimately criss-crossed the entirely of Indiana — from Lake Michigan to the 

Ohio River, and from the Illinois border to the Ohio state line, appearing in 36 of Indiana’s 92 

counties,  and campaigning in at least eight of thirteen congressional districts.   216 217

 The intensity of the campaign attests to the competitive nature of elections in Indiana, 

where Republicans and Democrats held a realistic chance of winning a majority in the legislature 

and thereby the opportunity to select a United States senator, as well as the value Turpie placed 

upon popular campaigns in his pursuit for re-election to the Senate.  In an interview to The Mar-

shall County Independent during the third week of his canvass, the senator was encouraged, “I 

have never seen democracy in better shape than it is this year,” expressing confidence in his 

campaign’s ability to generate enthusiasm among Democrats and other sympathetic Hoosiers to 

back the party and, by extension, support his re-election, “My meetings have all been spirited 

and enthusiastic and the attendance has always been large, in some cases amounting to 

overflow.” Resultantly, Turpie was bullish on obtaining a favorable result in the November elec-

 That figure is derived from the following sources: newspaper coverage of 14 events (13 appearances, 215

and one no-show at Elkhart which was presumably rescheduled), plus the six locations Turpie named in 
his memoirs. 
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tion, “From observation I have made, I haven’t a particular doubt that we will carry the state 

ticket, secure a majority on joint ballot in the state legislature and materially increase our delega-

tion in [C]ongress.”  218

 Admittedly, Turpie may have been overstating the positive effects of his public cam-

paigns for the sake of the party, coming as it did mere weeks before Election Day.  However, 

even his post hoc appraisal emphasized the importance of public canvassing.  In his memoirs, 

Sketches of My Own Times, Turpie acknowledged his inability to pursue as extensive and robust 

a campaign as possible was partly responsible for his ultimate defeat.  As a member of the For-

eign Relations Committee, the Indiana senator was consumed by numerous foreign policy mat-

ters confronting the nation, especially given the aftermath of the recent war.  “Our committee,” 

he wrote, “had held meetings three times a week and sometimes had daily sessions.  The atten-

dance was close and exacting and with the other more public duties of the Senate, taxed even the 

physical powers quite heavily.”  Turpie “returned from Washington … somewhat worn by the 

labors of the session.”  As a result, “My participation in the home canvass was … somewhat lim-

ited.  I had not the strength to make the extensive tours of twenty or thirty years before.”  But he 

recognized that his engagements were “well distributed in the [s]tate,” reflecting the statewide 

nature of the campaign discussed above.  219

 In his campaign speeches, Turpie emphasized his positions on pressing national issues of 

the day, including the currency, the Dingley Tariff, the Spanish-American War and the country’s 

newfound territorial acquisitions.  On the currency question, Turpie steadfastly supported “the 
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free and unlimited coinage of silver,” promising “peace and prosperity” upon its adoption.   220

Further, the senator skewered Republicans as blatant hypocrites on the issue.   On the Dingley 221

Tariff, Turpie again came out swinging.  Opposing the Dingley Tariff of 1897, which placed ex-

orbitantly high tariff rates on many products, the senator argued that its promise to cover “all 

governmental expenses  … failed,” leaving instead “an actual deficit.”   Rather, Turpie con222 -

tended, “The Dingley bill … was accumulating a big revenue for the treasuries of the big trusts,” 

before declaring, “I do not think that hereafter any political party in this country will draft a tariff 

bill on the line of prohibitory protection.”   223

 To redress the budgetary shortfall,  Congress considered two revenue raising options: a 

stamp tax or bonds.  Turpie opposed the former on the grounds that they were essentially regres-

sive in nature and he staunchly opposed the latter since they would force “people [to] buy inter-

est bearing bonds.”  Instead, Turpie proposed treasury bonds, which worked satisfactorily well 

during the Mexican War.  Turpie argued that $150 million of greenbacks “could have paid all the 

expenses of the war.”  He explained, “If [they] had been added to the circulating medium, the 

farmers’ products would have come up, wages would have increased and industry would have 

been stimulated.”  Additionally, Turpie tendered other revenue-raising methods which he be-

lieved were more democratic, including an inheritance tax on “all property failing heir” to family 
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members, and a tax on large corporations, such as the sugar trust, sleeping car  monopolies, and 

Standard Oil.   224

 Regarding the Spanish-American War and management of the territories, Turpie defended 

a more nuanced, and at times, strained position.  On the whole, he viewed the recent conflict as a 

necessary and legitimate response to “the many outrages that were perpetrated against the Amer-

ican people” by Spain.   For Turpie, Spain had mismanaged its administration of Cuba, failing 225

to adhere to its promise to provide good government.   He explained, “The United States protest-

ed against … the inhumanity with which Spain treated the Cubans.”  Therefore, the forceful reac-

tion to the explosion of the Maine was merited.   

 However, Turpie disagreed with the manner in which the McKinley Administration was 

administering the newly-acquired territories.  On Cuba, the senator advocated for independence, 

“bitterly attack[ing] the administration for not having recognized the freedom and independence 

of the Cuban people.”  Turpie alleged that economic considerations, such as the “heavy holdings 

of Cuban bonds,” were dictating policy toward the island.   The remaining lands ceded to the 226

United States, including Puerto Rico, the Ladrones, and the Philippines, “should be made Ameri-

can colonies” rather than territories, and, under no circumstances, returned to Spain.     227

In addition to Turpie’s extensive position-taking on important issues, the personality of the lead-

ing senatorial candidate(s) was an integral element in the campaigns — another critical element 

characterizing greater public accountability and direct input by voters.  Democrats sought to por-
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tray Turpie as a learned, venerable statesman, fighting on behalf of the common man.  Newspa-

pers cast his extended record of service as virtuous and commendable.  The Daily News Democ-

rat contended, “His long experience in public matters mak[es] him able to discuss all public 

questions with clearness and reliability.”   Posters advertising Turpie’s personal campaign ap228 -

pearances described the candidate in glowing terms, “The Honorable David Turpie, Sage of the 

United States Senate, the Soldiers’ Friend, the People’s Benefactor, the Star of Cuba’s Hope for 

Liberty … Champion of the Free and Unlimited Coinage of Both Silver and Gold … and Indi-

ana’s Greatest Living Statesman.”  229

 While Republicans agreed that Turpie was the face of the state Democratic Party and 

their nominee for re-election to the Senate, they proffered their own, less flattering nicknames for 

the embattled senator.   The Terre Haute Express dubbed Turpie “the Wily Senator,” accusing 230

him of engaging in “the arts of the low demagogue” by “deliberately misrepresent[ing] the posi-

tion of his opponents and misquot[ing] the provisions of a monetary bill.”   The Indianapolis 231

Journal described Turpie as “a Forgetful Senator” for “know[ing] so little now about the finan-

cial question.”  232

 The Seymour Republican opted for a more familial moniker, “Your Uncle David has been 

trodding the crooked paths of his party long enough to know that he has a job on his hands.”   233
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The epithet clearly intended to portray Turpie as an amoral political boss, whose long career 

could only have been made possible by unscrupulous behavior with party bigwigs.  More grave-

ly, The Richmond Item lambasted Turpie’s patriotism over the recent conflict.   These examples 234

attest to the widespread recognition by voters and observers alike of the leading candidates’ iden-

tities — especially that of the incumbent senator — and the understanding that his political fate 

was intricately tied to the outcome of the looming legislative elections, evidencing the direct, 

popular nature of the process.   

3.2.4  Legislative Deference to General Election Results 

 The results of the 1898 midterm elections were a stalemate, producing no clear, decisive 

victor.  Although the Republicans remained in control of both houses of Congress, Democrats 

made tremendous gains in the U.S. House of Representatives, picking up 37 seats, mostly at the 

expense of Republicans — who lost 19 seats — and Populists, who saw their numbers reduced 

by 75 percent.   Conversely, the Senate witnessed Republicans increase their ranks by nine 235

members, for a total of 53 senators, while Democrats lost eight seats for a total of just 26 sena-

tors.  236

  In Indiana, by contrast, Republicans consolidated their gains from the previous four 

years.  Notably, not one of the thirteen congressional districts changed parties.  This outcome ac-

tually benefited Republicans, who were defending nine of those seats.  Democrats contested four 
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Republican-held districts, hoping that a populist-driven wave might flip them, but ultimately to 

no avail.   Statewide, voters supported the Republican ticket by a 15,000 to 20,000 plurality, a 237

strong performance for the party.   Their electoral strength translated into political strength in 238

the legislature.  In the lower house, Republicans netted eight seats for a total of sixty — an ad-

vantage of twenty over the Democrats.  In the upper house, Republicans maintained an edge of 

eight state senators, despite the loss of four seats.   Taken together, Republicans enjoyed a joint 239

majority of twenty-eight.  These results assured that a Republican would succeed David Turpie 

to the United States Senate.   

 The election returns were humbling for Turpie, but not altogether unexpected.  The South 

Bend Tribune attributed the poor performance to depressed Democratic turnout, “a stay-at-home 

vote.”   If accurate, the assertion suggests that an enthusiasm gap emerged, likely the manifes240 -

tation of lingering intra-party disenchantment with Turpie and his stewardship of the party, sen-

timent which the senator failed to effectively counteract through his public stumping tour.  De-

spite his best efforts to rouse laborers, farmers, Populists, and other favorably-inclined voters to 

the Democratic fold, Turpie was unable to contend with ebbing enthusiasm and waning interest 

among the base.  

  For its part, the state legislature largely deferred to the popular sentiment of the No-

vember election results.  With padded majorities, Republican legislators could confidently nomi-

nate a successor to Senator Turpie in caucus, a la a parliamentary-styled democracy.  However, 
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choosing an alternative would prove difficult since there was no single candidate around which 

to coalesce.  Throughout the general election and legislative selection period, a bevy of ambi-

tious, aspiring men contended for the Republican senatorial nomination, jostling for elite and 

popular support to buttress their positions.  The official candidates were Judge Robert S. Taylor, 

an eminent jurist and legal thinker, Congressman George W. Steele, former congressman and gu-

bernatorial nominee Frank B. Posey, former congressman J. Frank Hanly, Assistant Postmaster 

General Perry S. Heath, and Albert J. Beveridge.  241

 Beveridge had stumped the state on behalf of the Republican ticket, dazzling audiences 

with his eloquent oratory and winning over listeners with his incisive arguments.  According to 

The Richmond Item, “During this year’s campaign he easily took the lead, and the demand for his 

presence was something unprecedented.”   Where Turpie failed to spark much enthusiasm 242

among Democrats, Beveridge succeeded, exciting scores of Republican voters.  These efforts 

were not lost amongst party figures and legislative members.  But Beveridge was not the only 

candidate to take to the stump.  Other leading senatorial contenders delivered campaign address-

es during the general election as well, including Frank Posey and Robert Taylor, orations which 

were well received by the Republican faithful.   As is evident, even under the indirect regime 243

— when the state legislature exercised the final judgment — senatorial aspirants in Indiana con-

ducted their campaigns in a public manner, recognizing the growing import of popular, democra-

tic legitimacy.   
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 Due to the fractious, splintered nature of the race, the state legislature was tasked with 

settling the question, thereby exercising a degree of autonomy in the selection process.  The 

Richmond Item considered the contest “all in the air … It is a fair fight with an open field and the 

field seems likely to remain open until the thing is over.”  Since each candidate enjoyed a rough-

ly equal smattering of support by their respective localities and home districts, The Item stressed 

that legislators’ second choices would determine the victor.   By late December, it was believed 244

Hanly held the advantage, with Taylor and Beveridge gaining momentum.   Many holdouts 245

who had yet to pledge their support were “waiting for the ‘band wagon’ … until they could see 

the probable winner.”   In the meantime, Hanly, the frontrunner, was making the most expen246 -

sive pitch “and seem[ed] to have plenty more to spend.”  By January 4, even Posey was display-

ing signs of strength.  247

 On January 6, the trajectory of the race shifted dramatically toward Beveridge.  Two 

heretofore undecided legislators announced their support for the young orator.  Francis Roots of 

Connersville declared, “I feel that there is a sentiment that the young men should have an oppor-

tunity to shoulder the responsibilities of state and develop their natural abilities, which will make 

them of great service to their constituents.  These qualities, I think Mr. Beveridge possesses  in a 

marked degree.”  Jesse Stevens of Wayne County asserted, “When in our county [Beveridge] 

made a very favorable impression, and I feel that a large number of voters will indorse my action 

… I believe that the young man ought to have a show.”  Clearly, these legislators were impressed 

 The Richmond Item, December 7, 1898, p 6.244

 South Bend Tribune, December 27, 1898, p 1.245

 Logansport Pharos Tribune, December 28, 1898, p 18.246

 The Logansport Pharos Tribune, January 4, 1899, p 20.247



106

by Beveridge’s youthful disposition and his remarkable public campaign throughout the state, 

reflecting an element of popular legitimacy in their decisions.  Their endorsements reinvigorated 

the Beveridge forces and opened the floodgates for his nomination.  After the announcements, 

the Beveridge camp “became unusually aggressive,” going on to organize with leading busi-

nessmen and influential groups to pressure state representatives for support.   248

 On the morning of January 10, Republican state lawmakers assembled in the lower 

chamber of the state legislature to nominate their senatorial candidate.  With such a crowded 

field, their decision was eagerly anticipated by many Hoosiers.  Shortly before nine o’clock, the 

voting commenced.  Hanly took an early sizable lead.  On the first ballot, he led with 31 votes, 

just 14 shy of the nomination threshold of 45.  No other candidate surpassed 20 votes.  Beveridge 

came in second at 19 votes, followed by Taylor at 16, Posey at 12, and Steele at 11.  In many re-

spects, the fault lines in the race were between the frontrunner Hanly, considered the traditional-

ist, conservative insider, and the remaining four challengers, whom all viewed themselves as out-

sider reformers.  These fissures became pivotal as the balloting continued.  

  On the eighth ballot, Hanly’s support increased to 34 votes, Beveridge dropped to 20, 

and Taylor rounded out third with 15.  The ninth ballot confirmed these trends, with Hanly reach-

ing 37 and Beveridge stalling at 20.  By then, Taylor’s forces determined that their candidate held 

little chance of the nomination and recognized that his continued presence on the ballot presented 

the real possibility of a Hanly victory.  Thus, his supporters agreed to throw half of their strength 

behind Beveridge on the next ballot, and then the entirety of their votes to the young lawyer on 

the subsequent ballot.  On the eleventh ballot, Hanly remained in the lead with 36 votes, but 
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Beveridge’s stock had risen to 28, attracting six of Taylor’s former supporters.  Encouraged by 

the movement, the remaining Taylorites delivered their votes for Beveridge on the twelfth ballot.  

Joining them were the holdout Steele supporters and three from the Posey camp.  As a result, the 

twelfth ballot revealed Hanly remaining with 35 votes, Beveridge reaching 49, and Posey just 6.  

In a dramatic last-minute development, Beveridge had reached the necessary threshold for nomi-

nation.  According to one of the “older men … it had been the most exciting contest for a nomi-

nation for a [s]enator ever witnessed in Indiana.”   See Figure 3.3 graphing the results of each 249

ballot.  By contrast, the Democratic caucus unanimously backed Turpie, a mere formality given 

the party expected to remain in the minority in the upcoming session.    250
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SOURCE: The Indianapolis News, January 11, 1899, p 1. 

 On January 17, 1899, Albert Beveridge was formally selected by the legislature as Indi-

ana’s next United States Senator.  In the State House of Representatives, he won 59 votes to 

David Turpie’s 37 votes.  Four representatives were not present due to illnesses.  In the Senate, 

Beveridge secured 28 votes, Turpie 19, and Alonzo G. Buckhart, the Populist, carried only one 

vote.  Two senators were unable to participate in the proceedings.   See Figure 3.4 for a chart 251

of the final vote breakdown. 

 The Indianapolis News, January 17, 1899, p 2.251
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 By eventually selecting Albert Beveridge for the Senate, the state legislature essentially 

choose a candidate whose name and identity were well-known, whose reputation was well-re-

ceived, and who, as the second youngest of the candidates, best represented the future of the Re-

publican Party.  By selecting a known quantity through a reasonably open process, party figures 

acknowledged the growing importance of popular legitimacy and public sentiment undergirding 

the selection of a senator — the rising tide of democratization.  If Beveridge made the greatest 

impression on the party (insider officials and voters alike) and, was even partly responsible for 

their spectacular victory, then his elevation to the Senate represented a suitable reward for his 

efforts.  
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SOURCE: The Indianapolis News, January 17, 1899, p 2. 

3.2.5 Analysis 

 The 1898 case study supports my theory of indirect elections, and testifies to the vibrant 

democratic practices characterizing Indiana during that time.  Senator David Turpie’s extensive, 

vigorous canvassing demonstrates the importance of cultivating popular support through public 

campaigns under exceptionally popular conditions — as anticipated by the hypothesis.  Faced 

with widespread intra-party discontent, Turpie was motivated to unify the party behind his can-
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didature and mobilize turnout for the general election — hence his decision to commit the De-

mocratic Party to the 1896 populist platform, most notably free silver, which had twice been re-

jected by Indiana voters.  Despite the electoral losses incurred by the Democrats, Turpie never 

considered distancing himself from party principles or party identification.  He remained firmly 

dedicated to his party.  Where he did stray — namely with regard to the Spanish-American War 

and the newly-acquired territories — his nuanced, at times ambiguous position did not apprecia-

bly help the party grapple with the patriotic delirium gripping the country.  

 Due to Indiana’s exceptionally popular senatorial elections, the element of personality 

infused the process to a great extent.  Democratic disenchantment with Turpie was partly fueled 

by the perception that the longtime senator had passed his prime and, owing to his unpopularity 

amongst voters, would be unable to effectively mount a general election offensive against an in-

vigorated Republican Party.  Further, the election presented a clear referendum on the incumbent.  

Both camps placed Turpie’s record front and center in their campaigns, allowing voters the op-

portunity to directly pass judgment on the senator.  In so doing, both parties advanced the notion 

of public accountability — a concession to the democratizing trends manifesting across the na-

tion.  While the election did not represent a true choice between two candidates — since a num-

ber of Republicans were vying to replace Turpie — several Republican contenders, such as Al-

bert Beveridge, were undertaking public campaigns of their own, ostensibly on behalf of the 

ticket, but realistically to advance their senatorial prospects.  Therefore, voters understood the 

election was between Turpie and an alternative Republican, whom likely was well-known and 

public.  
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 Although Hoosiers were aware of the centrality of Turpie’s political fate in the legislative 

elections, it appears a mix of personality and policy issues influenced their decision.  In voting 

for the Republican ticket, they were expressing their support for the gold standard and the 

McKinley Administration’s handling of the recently-concluded Spanish-American War.  While 

Turpie’s  strained reputation and long career did not help his cause, his association with free sil-

ver and inability to articulate a coherent stance on the war were likely more responsible for his 

defeat.     

 Ultimately, Turpie’s effort at attaining a third term in the Senate failed due to lingering 

Democratic discontent with his candidacy and an emerging enthusiasm gap, strong political 

headwinds on the currency issue and the war, and the limited, constricted nature of the cam-

paigning itself, which Turpie admitted afterwards was insufficient at stemming the tide against 

him, thereby assuring a Republican successor.  Eventually, the legislature selected Albert Bev-

eridge to replace Turpie.  Beveridge had mounted a public campaign for insider and popular sup-

port.  Although the legislators exercised a degree of autonomy in settling the question, due to the 

fractious nature of the race, they deferred to the candidate with a strong popular base, who had 

made the greatest impression, held the most promise for the future of the party, and, ergo, could 

legitimately lay claim to the seat.  

3.3  1902 - Fairbanks’ Constituency Services and Personal Popularity Score Impressive Victo-

ries 

 The 1902 Indiana senatorial contest demonstrates the singular role of the candidate to the 

election results.  The re-election bid of Senator Charles Fairbanks featured prominently in the 
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campaign that year.  His widespread popularity was a boon to many a Republican office seeker, 

who eagerly tied their electoral fortunes to his candidature.  Further, Fairbanks had skillfully uti-

lized constituency services through the extension of rural mail delivery routes as a material in-

centive for political support amongst voters.  These efforts were widely reported by the Republi-

can press, whose editors attributed sole credit to the senator.  While many a sympathetic newspa-

per went about advertising and credit-claiming on behalf of the senator, Fairbanks rose above 

personal entreaties in his public speeches, instead addressing state and national issues and articu-

lating Republican Party principles and ideals.   

 Ultimately, the centrality of Fairbanks’ candidacy, his immense popularity, and the inten-

sive public campaign for popular support all contributed to a stupendous Republican victory in 

the November election.  These highly successful activities bolstered Fairbanks’ position within 

his party against any potential disaffection, easily securing a second term in the Senate.  When 

the state legislature convened to render its decision, the body essentially deferred to the public 

sentiment expressed by the outcome of the recent elections, choosing the popular incumbent who 

was primarily responsible for the party’s majorities.  Consciously or not, taken together, these 

developments represented another concession by parties toward advancing the notion of more 

responsive, directly accountable, and highly visible incumbents, as well as a more democratic, 

popular process by which to select senators.  

 Charles Warren Fairbanks belonged to upper echelon of the business community as a 

wealthy financier and legal expert for railroad companies and partial owner of the Indianapolis 

News, a powerful position from which he could influence the political discourse of the state.  

Fairbanks was first elected to the United States Senate in 1896, propelled to the august body by a 
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decisive Republican victory amidst a captivating presidential election.  Fairbanks had defeated 

longtime incumbent Daniel Voorhees, who was promptly retired from office.  In the 1898 elec-

tions, Hoosier Republicans escaped the traditional midterm punishment, largely unscathed.  The 

party expanded their ranks in the legislature, culminating in the ousting of Democrat David 

Turpie from the Senate.  For the first time since 1875, Republicans had laid claim to both Indiana 

Senate seats.   Two years later, the party swept the state.  In the presidential election, President 252

William McKinley prevailed over William Jennings Bryan by four percentage points — sizable 

for a battleground state — while in the gubernatorial contest, Republican Winfield T. Durbin was 

elected.  At the state level, Republicans gained one seat in the lower house and four in the upper 

chamber.  Although historically, Indiana had been a swing state, Republicans were consolidating 

their gains, crafting a durable, long-term electoral advantage over the rival Democrats. 

3.3.1  Political Conditions and General Election Competitiveness  

 These were the favorable political realities before Fairbanks as he embarked upon his bid 

for a second term in 1902.  Recent inroads by Republicans augured well for the party and, by ex-

tension, the senator’s electoral fate.  However, given the competitive nature of elections in the 

state, challenging headwinds could produce a wild swing to the Democrats, undoing fully a 

decade of progress.  The tension between economic and political tailwinds and the uncertainty of 

the Indiana electorate fueled the dynamics of the 1902 elections. 

 Improving economic conditions and the strengthened position of Republicans in the state 

contributed to a sense of confidence over the party’s fortunes.  Speaking with several political 
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supporters in April, Fairbanks declared, “The Republicans of Indiana have every reason to feel 

confident of the result in November,” attributing his sense of confidence to the “enthusiastic 

gatherings … we have all witnessed,” and his belief “that the Republican party in Indiana has 

grown stronger.”  An attendee retorted, conceding that, while prices were indeed high, “The situ-

ation is not as bad as it was a few years ago when everything was cheap, but the people had no 

money with which to buy.”   253

 By September, the situation remained unchanged, reinforcing Fairbanks’ optimism.  In an 

interview with The Kansas City Journal, the senator recognized “Republican prospects [as] gen-

erally very favorable,” explaining “the condition of business throughout the country is 

gratifying.”  Resultantly, “The … party must have the credit of successfully administering the 

business affairs of the country in such a way as to give confidence to enterprise.”  The senator 

also praised the labor situation, contending, “It is gratifying to know that labor is so generally 

employed throughout the country and that wages are … so well maintained.  The more prosper-

ous the laboring man the greater the prosperity the country will enjoy.”  254

 Privately, Fairbanks continued to evince assuredness over the party’s prospects in the up-

coming election.  In June, he conveyed to Robert Mansfield his conviction that “the political 

conditions are quite satisfactory.”   Although he acknowledged a “desperate effort” by Democrats 

to compete for control of the legislature, the senator concluded, “I think we shall triumph.”   255

Fairbanks repeatedly expressed similar sentiment in his correspondence throughout the year.  

Until the eve of the election, he was “look[ing] forward to the result … with utmost 
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confidence.”   And the collective optimism of Republicans over the outcome was echoed by 256

many newspapers, as well, especially those favorable to the senator.    257

 For their part, the Democrats had committed themselves to a serious effort at regaining 

control of the legislature.  Although battered by successive defeats, they were given a fighting 

chance of scoring their first political victory in a decade.  Indiana’s highly competitive general 

elections meant neither party could be entirely certain of the outcome, raising the possibility of 

an upset.  Over the summer, The Republic reported that “both parties in Indianapolis are pre-

paring to plunge into the work of the campaign with their usual energy.”  While the Democrats 

were “planning two or three big meetings,” on the whole, “it [was] not to be a speaking cam-

paign.”   We can speculate the party likely concluded the futility of publicly competing with 258

the immense popularity of the incumbent senator, instead, opting to conduct an aggressive cam-

paign beneath the surface through partisan newspapers and precinct canvassing.  I discuss the 

Democratic campaign in greater detail below.  

 The generally favorable trend in political and economic conditions for Republicans cou-

pled with the widespread sense of confidence were contributing to deep-seated anxieties among a 

number of supporters over perceived complacency, which was magnified by the highly competi-

tive and unpredictable nature of Indiana’s elections.  These concerns were articulated by one J. L. 

C. McAdams in a lengthy letter to Senator Fairbanks.  McAdams complained, “Our party feels 

that there is no danger about the result.  This is the only thing that causes any doubt to arise in 
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my mind.”  He went on to bemoan, “Over-confidence is always dangerous —extremely so.  The 

best way to avoid danger is to fortify against it,” highlighting the “herculean effort” by Democ-

rats of competing in marginal districts to win control of the legislature.  “Frankly,” he conceded, 

“I am apprehensive that we might lose the legislature in the last days of the campaign on account 

of the feeling of safety on our part and the stupendous work being done by the [D]emocrats.”  259

 Fairbanks was attentive to the problems of complacency, which occasionally manifested 

in his correspondence.  In one letter, he described “[t]he outlook in the state [as] very excellent, 

never in fact was it better,” before acknowledging, “Our only danger is as a rule over-

confidence.”   And he recognized the threat emanating from the Democrats’ aggressive at260 -

tempts to recapture control of the legislature.  Writing to Robert Mansfield, the senator observed, 

“The [D]emocrats are making a desperate effort to get together.  They have eliminated some of 

their old issues and have promulgated new ones which they think will have a unifying effect 

upon the party.”   To Frank Roby, he wrote, “The efforts of the [D]emocrats will be to carry the 261

legislature.  I think they will subordinate all other things to this end.”   And in a letter to Dr. 262

Charles Copeland, Fairbanks linked the twin threats of complacency and intensive Democratic 

efforts together, writing, “The Democratic [P]arty is relying largely upon the apathy of the Re-

publicans and are determined to make the most of it.  It behooves us to be upon our guard.”   263

These observations attest to Fairbanks’ acuity over the threats arising from complacency amongst 
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Republicans and the active low-key campaign by the Democrats.  They suggest the senator was 

keenly sensitive to economic and political conditions, the trend of public sentiment, and the need 

to cultivate popular support through a sustained mobilization operation — adaptations to the 

growing importance of popular legitimacy and democratization.  

3.3.2  Forging Party Unity 

 Favorable economic and political conditions were not sufficient to ensure Republican 

successes at the polls in November.  Fairbanks understood that the party could not rest on their 

laurels and coast to victory, especially given the aggressive pitch undertaken by the Democrats.  

Therefore, to counteract these efforts and achieve a favorable electoral result for the party and, 

by extension, Fairbanks’ own re-election, the incumbent senator set about achieving three major 

objectives: promoting party unity, providing material incentives to voters for political support, 

and mobilizing turnout.  These aims were pursued through a multi-pronged strategy over many 

months.   

 The first phase of the strategy involved forging party unity.  While the Republicans were 

in an advantageous position on the whole, internal factions were rife.  A majority in the legisla-

ture would be insufficient for the senator’s electoral prospects if the party caucus did not consti-

tute Fairbanks partisans.  Albert Beveridge’s election four years earlier represented a political 

victory for outside reformers — the high-water mark for the nascent progressive wing — much 

to the chagrin of the more traditional, conservative element, personified by Senator Fairbanks.  

The ensuing period witnessed low-level sparring between the two forces for control over the 

state party machinery.  But with an election looming on the horizon, Fairbanks could ill afford to 
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permit these differences to fester unabatedly, lest he lose his vaunted position in the Senate — as 

had befallen David Turpie in 1898.  Therefore, throughout the winter and spring, Fairbanks em-

barked upon a dual strategy of public reassurances of unity, whilst privately outflanking the Bev-

eridge forces on influential committees and other bodies. 

 The ideal of party unity was a widely-shared aspiration for many Hoosier Republicans.  

In an impassioned letter, Terre Haute lawyer J. A. Mathews exclaimed, “Friendship to Beveridge 

must not be construed as disloyalty to Fairbanks.  If it is, then we want to find it out right now … 

You will find there are many stalwart young Republicans in Indiana who are like us.”   Thus, 264

for Fairbanks, it was imperative to publicly commit himself to party unity.  By appearing to rise 

above the din of factional politics, the senator could more effectively craft an image as a states-

man, thereby preserving his reputation and popularity.  Writing to V. K. Officer, Fairbanks 

stressed, “I venture the wish that everything will be done to promote party harmony and to avoid 

any more factional disturbances.”  In place of hostility, Fairbanks “want[ed] to be friendly with 

all Republicans and … see them friends with each other.”  265

 Publicly, Fairbanks’ appearances during the winter and spring, coupled with coverage by 

Republican newspapers, conveyed an image of party harmony, minimizing any internal differ-

ences and dissensions.  At an annual Republican gathering on January 1, considered the “prelim-

inary to the opening of the campaign” and described as the “love feast,” Fairbanks declared, “We 

meet under such agreeable circumstances, and when the prospects for continued Republican as-

cendancy are so promising.”  He went on, “An important campaign lies immediately before us.  I 
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have never seen the party in this great state more eager for the contest, or more confident of the 

result.”  And the senator closed his speech by observing, “We meet with no trace of factional dis-

turbance … With the party harmonious and united throughout the state, this is indeed a happy 

augury.  It forecasts certain Republican victory.”  Notably, Fairbanks was joined at the event by 

his junior colleague, Albert Beveridge, who delivered his own remarks upon the conclusion of 

Fairbanks’ speech.  266

 Later that month, The Indianapolis Journal took many Democratic newspapers to task for 

“continuing puerile attempts to make it appear that the Indiana senators are hostile to each other.”    

The Republican periodical emphasized, “Every ardent friend of Mr. Beveridge … may favor the 

re-election of Mr. Fairbanks, and thereby remain … the staunchest supporters of the junior sena-

tor … There is no conflict between the two senators … there is no conflict between their 

friends.”   When the matter of selecting a temporary chairman for the state convention 267

emerged, potential discord between the two Republicans was again downplayed.  Once more, 

The Indianapolis Journal maintained, “Attach no importance to the sensational stories that there 

is conflict between [them].”  According to the paper, neither senator was “desirous of the honor” 

nor did they “wish to interfere … with the [s]tate [c]ommittee.”   And at the state convention in 268

April, where Fairbanks sat on the influential committee to draft the party’s platform, The Repub-

lic insisted “The relations between the two senators are perfectly cordial and friendly,” lauding 

how “each paid the other a very high compliment in [their] speech[es] before the convention.”   269

 The Tribune, January 1, 1902, p 1.266

 The Indianapolis Journal, January 18, 1902, p 4.267

 The Indianapolis Journal, March 9, 1902, p 4.268

 The Republic, April 25, 1902, p 4. 269



121

 Privately, however, Fairbanks and his forces were committed to outflanking the Bev-

eridge men in their long-running confrontation for control over the party apparatus.  Fairbanks 

benefitted from his status as the senior senator — greatly expanding his network of connections, 

doling out political patronage, and building the party machinery in his own image — and he was 

highly successful in those efforts.  In January, The Fort Wayne Sentinel reported, “In the election 

of [R]epublican committeemen in the … districts yesterday Senator Fairbanks won signal victo-

ries in almost every district and the effort of Senator Beveridge to gain control of the state orga-

nization has failed.”  Evidently, Beveridge succeeded “in only one or two districts at the 

most.”   These results were encouraging for the Fairbanks camp.  J. Barhaus of Hartford City 270

apprised the senior senator of the factional infighting and its stakes for the forthcoming decision 

over the senatorship, writing, “There seems to be an effort made to build up and strengthen the 

Beveredge [sic] element [in Randolph County].  This will not do.  If that element should control 

the next [l]egislature when you are a candidate for re-election to the [S]enate, we can not foresee 

nor even conjecture the wrong that may be done.”  He urged Fairbanks “to be alert in the selec-

tion of members of the [l]egislature in order that the other faction may not control the next [t]wo 

[l]egislatures.”   And in reporting on the situation in Orange County, James Goodrich expressed 271

his “alarm” that “Beveridge’s friends … are determined to not only nominate Rogers [a Bev-

eridge-friendly candidate] but to seat the delegates of the bolting convention … if it becomes 

necessary in Roger’s [sic] interests.”  He bemoaned, “It will create a breach among the Republi-

cans in that county that will not be healed within the next ten years.”  272
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 Notwithstanding these discouraging incidents, the Fairbanks camp continued to enjoy 

impressive successes over Beveridge.  By March, The Fort Wayne Journal-Gazette declared, 

“The Fairbanks wing is still the dominant element of the [R]epublican [P]arty in Indiana.”  De-

scribing his control over the party machinery as a “lead pipe cinch,” the paper argued, “Fairbanks 

may and will round up the votes.”   Once the state convention was gaveled into order in April, 273

Fairbanks’ victory was thorough and complete.  According to The Elwood Daily Record, “Sena-

tor Beveridge, with a full slate of candidates … had to smile as he saw his favorites go down in 

defeat before Fairbank’s [sic] candidates.”  “The greatest humiliation of all” followed when the 

vanquished was forced to “clasp the hands” of the victor and evince a cheery demeanor.   By 274

July, Fairbanks was assured of the support of his party.  The Indianapolis Journal could boast, 

“The party is united on him.”  The senator could count on “the entire confidence and unanimous 

support … from his party in Indiana.”   Admittedly, The Journal was biased in its promotion of 275

party unity, but its claim was not necessarily unfounded.  By that point, Fairbanks and his sup-

porters had been wholly effective in dominating the state party apparatus.  The senator achieved 

the necessary degree of party backing to assure his renomination and a sufficient degree of party 

harmony for a strong general election performance, having averted the catastrophic conse-

quences of lingering, intra-party disaffection.  

3.3.3  Material Incentives for Political Support through Constituency Services 
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 The second prong of Fairbanks’ strategy was to win over apathetic Hoosiers by providing 

a material incentive to support the Republican Party.  These inducements emanated from the sen-

ator’s constituency services, taking the form of infrastructural guarantees.  From his pivotal posi-

tion as chairman of the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, Fairbanks effectually im-

plemented and extended rural mail route services.   Early on, many Republicans recognized the 276

link between the establishment of rural mail delivery and popular support for the party.  Debrief-

ing Fairbanks on the situation in Whitley County, Elmer Leonard noted, “It has been suggested 

… to me … that it would be a most excellent plan to have established in [this] [c]ounty, a com-

plete county rural service,” explaining, “We feel confident that if we can get these routes in 

Whitley … it will greatly assist us in carrying that county this fall, and insure the election of a 

State Senator.”   Wallace W. Williamson, publisher of The Columbia City Mail, concurred, 277

claiming, “The results of the November elections 1900 … show conclusively that Whitley coun-

ty made an excellent showing and was the only county in the district that helped Mr. Hanna [the 

Republican congressional candidate] materially on the account of the establishment of rural free 

delivery.”  He further called for the realization of “complete rural mail service” in the county, 

urging Fairbanks to “use [his] best endeavors to secure the service.”   278

 Reporting from Jackson County, David Green lamented, “On account of the remaining 

long pending [r]ural [f]ree [d]elivery running out from this place, there is considerable discon-

tentment and I am afraid if they are not viewed out and recommended before the election there 

will be serious results,” warning, “We are liable to lose votes as the people in the west part of the 
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[c]ounty begin to feel they have actually been slighted.”   Similarly, for Clark County, E.L. 279

Dorsey suggested “prompt action in this matter [as it] will very materially aid us in the coming 

election.”  Dorsey believed Democratic infighting would hamper their turnout operations, en-

abling Republicans to exploit the opportunity.  280

 Senator Fairbanks was cognizant of the political benefits of delivering postal routes to his 

constituents, as well.  In July, he wrote, “I trust that everything will be harmonious and that this 

service may redound to the credit of the Republican [P]arty, which is primarily responsible for its 

establishment.”   And in September, he underscored, “Our legislative tickets are suffering in 281

certain localities, unless we see that they are not longer neglected.”   To that end, the senator 282

prioritized providing these routes to under-serviced, reachable districts and counties, especially 

those promising vast political dividends in November.  In Waterloo, Fairbanks informed H. C. 

Willis that special agent Dice “will be in [the] district shortly” to consult with Republicans “with 

a view to securing liberal extensions in your county rural service.”   And in Noble County, he 283

“directed [Dice]” to visit party figures “and secure the benefit of [their] suggestions.”  Writing to 

L. W. Welker, Fairbanks described the special agent as “obliging and willing to do everything he 

can to carry out your wishes to the fullest possible extent.”  284
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 Most critically, Fairbanks contacted A. W. Machen, General Superintendent for Rural 

Free Delivery in Washington, to facilitate the establishment of postal roads in Whitley and 

Lawrence Counties.  At the outset, he explained, “I would be especially benefitted by … this ser-

vice,”  before continuing, “One of the counties is Whitley, in the 12th [d]istrict … I would be 

glad to have Mr. Dice put in a full county service … The other county is Lawrence in the 2nd 

[c]ongressional [d]istrict, where there has been some delay.”   The senator reiterated, “It would 

be of incalculable benefit to me this year.”   It is especially noteworthy that Fairbanks explicitly 285

linked the approval of these services to their political significance by identifying the congres-

sional districts within which the affected counties resided.  Furthermore, he repeatedly acknowl-

edged their implications for his own political prospects, as well.  His pleas for prioritizing these 

counties confirm the central role of rural postal routes during the general election and, more 

broadly, exemplify the intersection of congressional constituency services and the cultivation of 

popular support.  Fairbanks astutely understood that these tools afforded the means to engender a 

favorable reputation with constituents and nurture electoral support for his candidature — crucial 

given the exceptionally popular, voter-controlled conditions of the state and the emerging value 

of popular legitimacy to the senatorial selection process.  

3.3.4  Widespread Candidate Recognition 

 Before discussing the third prong of the strategy — the coordinated public campaign to 

mobilize turnout and win doubtful districts — it is first necessary to explore the extent to which 

candidate recognition obtained during the election, namely, how widely Fairbanks’ candidacy 
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was reported, whether it was well known to the public, and how his re-election bid factored into 

each party’s respective campaigns.  Given Indiana’s exceptionally popular conditions, the caliber 

of the candidates was instrumental in choosing a senator, contributing to an element of visibility 

and direct, public accountability.   

 Fairbanks enjoyed high favorability ratings.  The senator was broadly popular among 

Hoosiers, and enormously so among the party faithful.  By 1902, Fairbanks was even considered 

presidential timber — a leading candidate among the traditional, conservative wing of Republi-

can Party, possibly to challenge Theodore Roosevelt for the nomination in 1904.  Many newspa-

pers testified to the depth of this affection.  The Sheridan News claimed, “The absence of opposi-

tion to Senator Fairbanks … is a proof incontrovertible that the people of Indiana feel that the 

state … is fortunate in having at her command the services of a distinguished statesman who has 

served them … so well,” going on to state, “His retention … is a pleasure as well as a duty.”   286

Describing the sentiment of most Republicans, The Richmond Item declared, “Senator Fairbanks 

… has given the ticket an other [sic] element of strength.”   The Indianapolis Journal explained 287

how “the immense popularity of Senator Fairbanks” was contributing favorably to the strength of 

down-ballot races.  “The political situation in [Orange] [C]ounty never before appeared 

better.”   And Frank B. Posey, a leading Republican official from Evansville, characterized “the 288

return of Senator Fairbanks … [as] a great incentive to Republicans.”  289
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 With a widely popular incumbent at their disposal, Republicans enthusiastically em-

braced riding the senator’s coattails, a strategy which necessitated publicizing Fairbanks’ candi-

dature as extensively as possible.  Throughout the year, friendly partisan newspapers repeatedly 

acknowledged the centrality of the senior senator’s re-election in the upcoming legislative con-

tests.  The Republic reported in May that Fairbanks would be tasked with opening the fall cam-

paign, stating, “The leaders say this is his year in Indiana, as the legislature … will elect a United 

States senator for [another] term.”   Party leaders were even factoring Fairbanks’ re-election 290

into their scheduling plans.  “The fact that Senator Fairbanks is a candidate for re-election will be 

taken into consideration by the speakers’ bureau,” noted The Indianapolis News.  291

 Additionally, periodicals explicitly framed the election as a referendum on the incumbent 

senator — a method which continued rendering the selection process far more directly account-

able by voters.  The Richmond Item beseeched its readers “to get busy and roll up their usual ma-

jority,”  before explaining, “The success of the ticket [is] important this year because of the fact 

the next legislator has to choose a successor to Senator Fairbanks, and it is eminently desirable 

that he succeed himself.”  The paper boldly predicted that Republican successes would represent 

the death knell to Bryanism, permanently.   Other periodicals pegged local and districtwide 292

Republican strength to the senator’s re-election.  The Republic boasted, “The [R]epublican 

[P]arty will carry Bartholomew [C]ounty this fall; it will elect the [R]epublican state ticket; it 

will elect the next legislature; it will elect Senator Fairbanks to succeed himself.”   Mayor 293
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Charles Bookwalter of Indianapolis predicted, “Marion [C]ounty … will send a solid delegation 

to the [l]egislature this winter to vote for the return of Charles W. Fairbanks.”   And toward the 294

end of the campaign, The Republic emphasized, “To [re-elect Fairbanks] is to give special atten-

tion to the election of their legislative candidates, and to see that the full [R]epublican vote is out 

on [E]lection [D]ay.”  295

 By contrast, the Democrats were reticent to openly conduct a public campaign for mass 

support.  The leading Democratic senatorial aspirant was Thomas Taggart, former mayor of Indi-

anapolis.  His chief rival for the nomination was former congressman Benjamin Shively.  

Through his financial means and political connections, Taggart had effectually outmaneuvered 

Shively to emerge as the frontrunner.   As early as July, the former mayor’s desire to succeed 296

Fairbanks in the Senate was publicly known and generally acknowledged by the press.   Just 297

days before the election, The Republic exclaimed, “If the [D]emocrats should carry the legisla-

ture, Tom Taggart will be a candidate for United States senator.”  298

 Despite the visible nature of his candidacy, Taggart did not embark upon any meaningful 

public campaigns to extensively advertise his name or convey his positions on important state 

and national issues — in keeping with the party’s decision to manage a low-key campaign.  In-

stead, Taggart had committed to privately canvassing legislative candidates for their support.  

According to The Richmond Item, Taggart was “setting up the pins for the Democratic legislators 
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in the close districts … He has picked out the men whom he thinks can make the strongest 

fights.”  In return, he offered “spiritual encouragement” as well as “ more substantial means of 

meeting the enemy,” — an obvious reference to Taggart’s wealth.  The Item maintained that these 

activities were “not generally known,” so we cannot determine how extensively it was conduct-

ed.   Taggart’s machinations supplemented the more concerted action by the Democratic Party 299

organization to mobilize turnout and shore up support in crucial districts. 

 Since the Democratic camp, including their senatorial candidate, were not publicly can-

vassing for support, they focused their energies on Senator Fairbanks.  As a result, they were as 

committed to framing the election as a referendum on the popular senator as were the Republi-

cans — jointly contributing to greater direct accountability of the senator, public input by the 

voters, and democratization of the selection process.  However, a split emerged in the party over 

a proper strategy to deal with the venerated incumbent.  Some Democrats did not believe Fair-

banks could be bested.  A former senator from Seymour, Joseph Shea, offered an exceedingly 

bullish prognostication over the summer that Democrats would sweep nationwide races and 

make inroads in Indiana.  Although he expected “the lower house in the Indiana [l]egislature [to 

be] Democratic, [h]e [did] not insist that Senator Fairbanks will be defeated.”   Even the most 300

optimistic of scenarios could not countenance a Fairbanks defeat.   

 Sensing inevitability and invincibility in the Republican candidate’s prospects, some De-

mocratic legislators sought to localize the election by decoupling individual, down-ballot races 

from the senator’s electoral fortunes.  In a revealing letter, J. L. C. McAdams informed Fair-
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banks, “Then [sic] [D]emocratic candidate for representative in this county is winning over some 

[R]epublican friends by stating that there is absolutely no danger whatever to you … The 

[D]emocratic candidate is doing this personally.”   The Indianapolis Journal raised the issue, as 301

well, contending,  “It is frequently the case that voters are induced by personal appeals or friend-

liness to Democratic candidates for the [l]egislature to vote for them.  Too often personal dislike 

or prejudice leads Republicans to vote for Democratic candidates.”  The Journal urged readers to 

resist localizing the races and focus on the national importance of the vote.  302

 The Republican effort to emphasize Fairbanks’ popularity, his record of service, and the 

accomplishments of the Republican Party in achieving favorable economic conditions constitut-

ed the nationalization effect — the transforming of all down ballot races into a referendum on the 

national environment.  As the incumbent party, Republicans clearly understood the advantageous 

position they enjoyed and effectively pursued ways to capitalize upon their edge.  Confronted by 

these headwinds, Democrats sought to decouple the candidacy of Fairbanks — and other national 

factors — from state legislative races, essentially localizing these contests so, instead, voters 

could weigh municipal and county issues and take into account the caliber of the candidates 

themselves -- wherein Democrats believed they held a better chance of success.  

 In many respects, Republicans were urging their voters to support the ticket a la a par-

liamentary system, whereby the leader of the party would be returned to office — albeit in an 

indirect manner — so long as the majority of seats in the legislature are claimed by the party.   

Ideally for the senator, the lion’s share of those Republicans should comprise Fairbanks loyalists. 
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Thus, the importance of parties in the electoral equation.  By contrast, Democrats were insisting 

that Hoosiers vote on an individual basis for the quality of the local candidates — resisting the 

temptation to consider the fate of Senator Fairbanks.  

 Dismayed by the apparent lack of fight demonstrated by party leaders, other Democratic 

officials wanted to confront Fairbanks head-on, attempting to tarnish his image and reputation 

outright.  The Fort Wayne Journal Gazette accused Fairbanks of “voting away the people’s mon-

ey as subsidies to trusts and combines,” and pleaded with Hoosiers to “vote for an anti-subsidy 

senator.”   In a lengthier indictment, The Journal Gazette lambasted Fairbanks as “not a man of 303

the people.”  Instead, “he is a defender and advocate of the trusts, as his record in the [S]enate 

proves.”  The periodical characterized Fairbanks as “a trust-made millionaire, a trust-owned 

statesman, and a trust-controlled politician.”  By contrast, it declared, “The [D]emocratic candi-

dates … will vote for a man who represents popular government and popular right.”   The Dai304 -

ly News Democrat concurred, exclaiming, “Mr. Fairbanks had not made a record in the [S]enate 

of which the people of Indiana can be proud.”  305

 The Hancock Democrat excoriated Fairbanks and Beveridge as “two tools of Wall 

[S]treet,” highlighting the election as an opportunity for Democrats to “vote for the people’s in-

terest; for men who will represent the people instead of misrepresenting them.”   And on the 306

eve of the election, The Daily News Democrat succinctly framed the election as an indirect 

means of passing judgment on Senator Fairbanks and his record.  “Don’t loose [sic] sight of the 
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fact that … you are voting for the next United States senator to succeed Charles Fairbanks.”  It 

predicted that a Republican victory would portend “more trusts, fewer jobs, higher prices on all 

the commodities of life … [and] the creating of more labor crushers.”   The Democrats had 307

centered their campaign as a referendum on Senator Fairbanks, as well, but without offering a 

clear-cut alternative, other than vague promises of a better future. 

 Democrats had taken Fairbanks to task on shipping subsidies, the tariff, and other votes 

that they considered overly-cozy with business and financial interests, who, they claimed, filled 

the coffers of the party’s campaign fund.   But how accurate was the portrayal?  As noted, Fair308 -

banks was a business mogul, having served as a legal expert and financier for railroad companies 

and claiming partial ownership over the Indianapolis News — “three-quarters interest” — and 

the Indianapolis Journal — “four-fifths of the capital stock.”  According to Donald Ritchie, the 

Hoosier Republican’s “ownership of these papers became public knowledge only after the read-

ing of his will.”   But evidently, rival newspapers did level these charges against the senator 309

during his tenure in office.   310

 Concurrent service in public office and the corporate world was not uncommon.  Senator 

Chauncey Depew (NY) was chairman of New York Central Railroad Company, among others;  

John Kean (NJ) was president of Elizabeth Water and Gas Companies;  Nathan B. Scott (WV) 

was president of Central Glass Company; and Nelson Aldrich (RI) owned the Rhode Island 
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Company, an amalgamation of various streetcar railway corporations.  Lower-tired offices, such 

as county councils, were populated by “good, practical business men,”  as well as state legisla311 -

tors.  One prospective nominee for the legislature — and eventual victor — James Gray, secre-

tary and treasurer of the Evansville Grain Company, informed Fairbanks of his intention to sup-

port the incumbent for another term upon assuming office.  312

 Industrialists, financiers, corporate magnates, and business tycoons exercised an outsized 

influence on political parties and the Senate, especially those states dominated by strong party 

systems in the East. Indiana was no different.  These figures promoted their preferred policies to 

elected officials.  The Indianapolis Journal reported in January that Fairbanks “received a num-

ber of strong letters from business men in the beet-sugar growing section of northern Indiana ad-

vocating continuance of the present tariff on raw sugar.”   And they directly communicated 313

with the senior senator, offering political advice and coordinating strategy.   

 T.H. Jones, president of the T.H. Jones Company, Commission Merchants and Cotton 

Factors, cautioned Fairbanks to steer clear of a destructive political fight in Arkansas;  Walter 314

W. Bonner, cashier of the Third National Bank — which had recently been selected as a govern-

ment depositary — debriefed Fairbanks on troubles in Decatur County, writing, “[The] [c]ounty 

will need some attention.;”  T.R. McFerson, of McFerson & Foster, manufacturers of Poplar 315

and Cottonwood Box Shooks, bemoaning the weakness of the legislative ticket in Evansville, 
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assured the senator, “I will do all I can for it as you are interested.  Will swap any thing to get 

votes;”  and Alvin Higgins, of the Terre Haute Carriage & Buggy Company, informed  one Mr. 316

J. A. Matthews, “I have made up my mind to take an active hand in the campaign from now on; 

not as a candidate for any office under the sun: but simply to be in the game.”   The portrayal 317

of Fairbanks by the Democrats as a “trust-owned statesman” is largely accurate, considering the 

senator was a staunch defender of the tariff, the gold standard and other policies which the rail-

road, oil, sugar, steel, and other industries feverishly backed.  

3.3.5  Coordinated Public Campaign for Popular Support - Newspapers 

 The third prong of Fairbanks’ strategy was a public campaign for popular support.  Given 

the preponderance of voter-control over the selection process, cultivating popular support was 

absolutely critical to securing re-election.  Further, the increasing significance of popular legiti-

macy demanded that incumbents take to the hustings and appeal to ordinary Hoosiers.  Fairbanks 

pursued an aggressive public campaign for several principal reasons.  First, he wanted to avoid 

complacency among supporters by mobilizing Republican voters, thereby delivering marginal 

districts to the party and shoring up comfortable legislative majorities.  Second, the senator 

sought to bolster his position among Republicans and ward off any potential intra-party chal-

lenges.  A strong performance in November would quell any potential disaffection from mani-

festing. 
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 The public campaign was constituted by the coordinated, concerted effort of partisan pe-

riodicals, the party apparatus, and Fairbanks, himself.  The operation comprised two aspects:   

the first involved advertising and credit claiming on behalf of Fairbanks and his candidature by 

friendly, supportive newspapers.  Since the senator remained a valuable commodity for the party, 

many a periodical pervasively touted his character and accomplishments, including the ever-im-

portant rural mail delivery routes.  The second aspect took the form of in-person, public appear-

ances by the senator, as well as important political surrogates.  Permitting the press to praise his 

personal credentials allowed Fairbanks to deliver orations on Republican principles and address 

the salient issues of the day.   

 The first aspect of the public campaign centered upon the advertising and credit-claiming 

on behalf of Charles Fairbanks conducted exclusively by Republican-friendly newspapers.  The 

coverage took two forms: advertising the senator’s biography, endorsing his candidacy, and 

praising his character; and touting his record, lauding his accomplishments, and meting credit for 

constituency services.  As to the former (advertising), these periodicals regularly stressed Fair-

banks’ stature and talents as a senator.  The Republic declared, “Senator Fairbanks … has at-

tained a prominence in national affairs seldom achieved by an American statesman,” before de-

scribing him as “faithful and untiring” as a “representative of the state.”   The Gas Belt Labor 318

News fawned, “[Fairbanks] [has given] the best thought and energy he possessed to the affairs of 

the nation,.”  The paper praised his “large, well disciplined brain” and “cool deliberation,” before 

concluding, “Fairbanks has done more for the individual citizen and community than any senator 
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Indiana has ever had.”   And The Sheridan News opined, “[Fairbanks] has demonstrated unusu319 -

al ability and attained commanding influence,” saluting “his conservatism, his unswerving pur-

pose to do what is right for the … people, his single object the welfare of the great multitude 

which he has always at heart.”  320

 Regarding the latter (credit-claiming), supportive newspapers repeatedly emphasized the 

accomplishments of the Republican Party and the constituency services undertaken by Senator 

Fairbanks.  One prevalent theme was the improving economy.  Given the favorable economic 

conditions, Republicans were especially eager to trumpet these developments.  Newspapers cred-

ited the party with the strong economic growth and general prosperity.  The Republic boasted, 

“The county has … attained a prosperity unexampled in the world’s history … Senator Fairbanks 

has been not a passive spectator, but a potent factor.”   The Indianapolis Journal contended, 321

“The present prosperity had its birth with the inauguration of President McKinley and the Senate 

in which Mr. Fairbanks first took his seat.”  The Journal went even further, adeptly tying present 

economic conditions to Republican policies, in particular the Dingley Tariff.  The paper asserted, 

“Confidence in industrial circles followed, and an era of unparalleled industrial activity set in … 

Indiana has become the second glass-producing [s]tate … [and] the farmer [is given] a degree of 

prosperity he had never known.”  322

 More specific to Fairbanks himself, a number of periodicals credited the senator for the 

implementation of rural postal delivery routes — the highly popular service which Republicans 
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believed would improve their electoral position with voters in critical districts and counties.  

Throughout the year, these endorsements repeatedly and persistently trumpeted the newly-ex-

panded services, and identified Fairbanks as the public official solely responsible for their provi-

sion.  The Kendallville Standard noted, “Senator Fairbanks is winning high favor with the farm-

ing community by his earnest and energetic work in promoting rural mail delivery,” to which The 

Columbia City Mail replied, highlighting a slew of new routes inaugurated in Whitley County.  323

 As we have seen, Republican newspapers did not hesitate to position Fairbanks at the 

center of the push to establish new postal roads.  The Republic emphasized that innumerable de-

lays then plaguing the process would soon abate.  “Senator Fairbanks has brought this matter to 

the attention of the department since his return from Indiana,” the paper declared, “The senator 

has been promised that the pending petitions will be taken up and disposed of without unneces-

sary delay.”   The Tribune noted, “Senator Fairbanks has taken great interest in the project,” 324

explaining that Lawrence County had lacked a single postal road and its people were growing 

“very anxious.”  Accordingly, the senator “has requested … liberal extensions of the delivery in 

[the county].”   The Columbia City Mail was even more emphatic, proclaiming, “[These routes] 325

stand like so many monuments to the goodness, ability and untiring conscientious efforts of Sen-

ator Fairbanks.”  326
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3.3.6  Coordinated Public Campaign for Popular Support - Personal Appearances 

 The second aspect of the campaign comprised public appearances by Fairbanks himself 

and important political surrogates.  These rallies were intended to energize voters, rousing them 

from the slumbers of complacency.  Many Republicans recognized the electoral advantage of 

having their illustrious senator tour the state.  J. L. C. McAdams wrote, “I feel that a speech by 

you would change matters and arouse party men to a sense of danger,” before suggesting, “Better 

results will be obtained if you arrange to have the meeting [in Jay County] just a few days prior 

to the election,” strategically utilizing the popular senator for maximum political benefit.   Sev327 -

eral days earlier, McAdams pleaded with Fairbanks, “The peculiar situation warrants me in stat-

ing that a speech by you in [Portland] would be productive of good results.”   Fairbanks under328 -

stood his prime position in the forthcoming election and the value of public campaigning, readily 

lending himself to aiding down-ballot Republicans.  Writing to A. L. Brick of South Bend, the 

senator said, “I observe what you say with reference to my speaking in your district … If it can 

be arranged so, I will be glad to have it done.  I feel very much interest in your election and 

whatever I can do, you know will be done for you with the utmost pleasure.”  329

 The campaign tour was a highly-publicized affair — widely reported by the press — with 

Fairbanks headlining its major rallies.  The Republic reported that Fairbanks would “bear the 

brunt of the speaking … as this is regarded as his year in Indiana.”   The Indianapolis News 330

noted that Indiana’s senior senator “proposes to participate actively in the [s]tate campaign this 
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year,” spending “most of his vacation in [the state].”   And The Tribune described the upcom331 -

ing stumping tour as “a more elaborate speaking campaign than has ever before been required for 

an off year,” with Fairbanks “devoted to Indiana.”   332

 The incumbent’s public campaign was intensive in effort and extensive in scale.  In terms 

of frequency, Fairbanks delivered roughly two speeches daily.  Writing to Victor Rosewater, edi-

tor of Omaha’s The Bee, the senator revealed, “We are just entering our campaign.  I make two 

speeches to-morrow [September 20] and for the most of the rest of the campaign, the same num-

ber.  We shall have a hard fight, but shall win without doubt.”   And The Indianapolis News re333 -

iterated that Fairbanks was slated to deliver two speeches per day following the opening week.   334

The evidentiary record supports the claim.  The senator opened the campaign in Anderson on 

September 20, and, on multiple instances, headlined two rallies on a given day, often held in sep-

arate municipalities.  335

 The campaign was extensive, as well.  The tour — which The Indianapolis Journal faith-

fully covered — spanned at least 35 towns and cities, comprising 32 counties, and all but one of 

Indiana’s thirteen congressional districts.   Fairbanks barnstormed the state, appearing in 336

Evansville, Rockport, Kent, Madison, and Vevay — all located in southern Indiana along the 

Ohio River; Terre Haute and Clinton in the west on the Wabash River; South Bend and Val-
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paraiso, outside Gary, in the north; Wayne County in the east; Indianapolis at the nexus, and nu-

merous other localities in between, such as LaFayette, Greensburg, and Kokomo, where he 

closed the campaign.   The intensity in effort attests to the competitiveness of Indiana’s general 337

elections, the seriousness of Fairbanks’ commitment to public campaigns, and the rising stature 

of popular legitimacy undergirding the senatorial selection process. 

 In his orations, Fairbanks propounded Republican principles and highlighted his positions 

on contemporary issues.  With friendly, supportive periodicals managing the advertising and 

credit-claiming dimension of the operation, the senator could afford to rise above personal en-

treaties and wax poetic over party ideals.  Characterizing Republicans as “the party of progress,” 

Fairbanks proclaimed, “It stands for those principles which are the very life of advance.  It holds 

out to you hope and opportunity.  It has widened the theater of your action.”  Fairbanks contin-

ued, “The destiny of the republic is what we make it … The Republican [P]arty … has served the 

country wisely and patriotically,” before declaring, “Let the young men of Indiana … aid in car-

rying our country forward in the way of peace, honor and prosperity, and to the highest and best 

destiny.”   338

 Aspirational eloquence aside, much of the senator’s addresses centered upon itemizations 

of the party’s stances on national issues.  In discussing the currency question, Fairbanks blasted 

free silver as “a monetary policy which would create commercial embarrassment and untold 
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ruin.” Fairbanks reassured voters, “So long as the [R]epublican [P]arty is in power there need be 

no concern as to the maintenance of the gold standard.”  On trade, the senator affirmed his alle-

giance to protective tariffs, but remained amenable to revision when necessitated by the interests 

of the nation, explaining, “When the time for revision comes it must be done by the friends of a 

protective tariff and not by its enemies.”   And on trusts, Fairbanks argued that the word was 339

used improperly “to all large combinations of capital” regardless of whether they were “benefi-

cial or injurious.”  The senator went on to link trusts with the tariff, contending that most of the 

large trusts tended to “deal in commodities which are on the free list.”  Accordingly, “The over-

throw of the protective policy would not, in the opinion of the … party, work the destruction of 

trusts, but would destroy enterprise and bring embarrassment to industry.”   According to Fair340 -

banks, the monetary and trade policies enacted by Republicans had a markedly positive impact 

on the economic life of the nation.   341

 Crucially, Fairbanks explicated upon rural mail routes, implicitly touting his own 

achievement in extending the service throughout Indiana by praising the party for its commit-

ment.  He described the service as “one of the most beneficent developments of Republican ad-

ministration.”  Fairbanks enumerated “704 rural routes in operation …[over] 14,080 square miles 

… serv[ing] … a total population of 353,000,” and ambitiously promised, “We shall go forward 

until the service is extended so that the mails will be delivered daily at the home of every farmer 

in Indiana.”  It is noteworthy that the senator publicly credited the party for the expansion of the 

popular rural route service.  Since Fairbanks was so instrumental in the provision of these roads 
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and, with newspapers concomitantly advertising his strenuous efforts to secure them, the sena-

tor’s emphasis of the issue represented a subtle, yet significant example of personal credit-claim-

ing — essential for senators in raising their profile with constituents and nurturing positive con-

nections with voters.    342

 One of the prime motivations for Fairbanks’ public campaigns was to mobilize turnout 

and strengthen his position within the party.  Achieving these objectives required that the incum-

bent couple his personal popularity with down-ballot candidates, thereby tying together their 

electoral fortunes and bolstering his own standing among party regulars and legislative nominees 

— the nationalization effect.  The senator desired to translate his vast popular standing among 

Hoosiers into electoral support for Republicans at the polls — thereby enlarging the majority in 

the legislature and, more importantly, the pool of Fairbanks partisans in the party caucus — ergo 

quashing any potential for intra-party disaffection to organize into a coherent challenge to his re-

election bid.  During the campaign tour, Fairbanks extolled the virtues and caliber of numerous 

Republican office-seekers in each county and district.  When he arrived at Terre Haute on Sep-

tember 27, he “paid a high compliment to the Republican candidate of Vigo [C]ounty,” before 

praising the congressional nominee, E.C. Holliday, as “conscientious high minded and capable.”  

He went on to sing the praises of a bevy of additional nominees, as well.   As Fairbanks con343 -

cluded the canvass, his closing pitch to voters was essentially to maintain the status quo and 

avoid disrupting the fruitful conditions which had materialized.  Whether Hoosiers wanted to 
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gamble on an uncertain future offered by the Democrats or continue with the favorable economic 

environment as proven by the Republicans must be “answer[ed] … at the ballot box.”  344

 To supplement Fairbanks’ personal appearances, the campaign hosted important political 

surrogates to headline rallies, as well.  Through credit-claiming and position-taking, these surro-

gates heaped additional praise onto the party, and Senator Fairbanks.  The two biggest Republi-

can figures of the day were President Theodore Roosevelt and Senator Mark Hanna of Ohio.  Af-

ter managing McKinley’s successful 1896 and 1900 presidential campaigns, Mark Hanna had 

been elected to the United States Senate.  Fairbanks was pivotal enlisting their support and man-

aging their visits to achieve maximum political effect.   

 President Theodore Roosevelt was slated to visit Indiana on his Midwest tour that fall.  In 

July, Terre Haute attorney A.M. Higgins broached the idea to Senator Fairbanks of having the 

president appear in his city.  “While the president’s visit would be of a purely non-partizan char-

acter … it will be of unusual benefit to us to have a [R]epublican president meet the people face 

to face and especially as it will be in the campaign.”  He requested the senator “to intercede for 

this city in that respect.”   Higgins recognized the immense power which the image of the pres345 -

idency commanded, where even non-political events would redound to the benefit of the occu-

pant’s party.  Fairbanks promised he would “bring the matter to [Roosevelt’s] attention at once 

and see if it cannot be arranged that the stop may be made.”   As Roosevelt’s arrival neared, the 346

senator entertained further requests for the president to appear in their districts.  347
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 In the early morning hours of September 23, President Roosevelt arrived in Logansport.   

By late morning, Roosevelt’s trip culminated in Indianapolis, where he was received by the 

state’s two senators.   At Tomlinson Hall, the colonel appeared before veterans of the Spanish-348

American War.  Roosevelt “spoke extemporaneously, talking to the people with a freedom de-

void of formal expressions of any kind.”  The president mostly adhered to recounting the Span-

ish-American War, the importance of a strong navy, and “a discussion of good citizenship.”  

Roosevelt’s second appearance was held at the Columbia Club, where he delivered a brief speech 

to the throngs of people who had crowded Monument Place.   Ultimately, Roosevelt’s speaking 349

engagements were to be limited.  Although the trip to Indiana was largely a success, it was cut 

short due to an infection requiring immediate surgery.  

 Senator Mark Hanna had become an immensely popular figure among the party faithful.  

Any number of campaign appearances by the Ohio Republican promised to generate enthusiasm 

for the state ticket.  On May 22, State Committee Chairman James Goodrich wrote to Fairbanks, 

“I should like very much to see Senator Hanna make some speeches in Indiana at some time dur-

ing the campaign, perhaps during the month of October.”  The chairman requested Fairbanks to 

“talk the matter over with Senator Hanna and see what can be done about it,” before deferring to 

his judgment, “If you think it advisable to do so, I can write a letter direct to him, but would not 

want to do this unless you thought it best.”   Several weeks later, Meredith Nicholson, presi350 -

dent of the Contemporary Club, submitted a similar appeal.  “[We] would very much like to have 
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Senator Hannah speak … in October,” describing the Ohioan as “a great card for us to have,” and 

concluding, “We shall be very grateful to you for this favor.”  351

   Fairbanks was receptive to inviting Hanna to speak in Indiana, recognizing the utility of 

his colleague’s gravitas in stirring up enthusiasm for the Republican ticket — and his own re-

election.  He assured Judge Frank S. Roby that he would “see that Mr. Hanna delivers a speech 

in Portland as you suggest.”   On July 10, Fairbanks extended his invitation to Senator Hanna, 352

enclosing the telegram from Chairman Goodrich and the State Committee.  “I hope you can give 

us a few speeches after the President has been here,” Fairbanks suggested.  “It would be better 

that your meeting should come after that.”  The Hoosier Republican was likely strategizing to 

maximize the impact of Hanna’s visit on the electorate.  

 On July 25, Hanna replied to another Fairbanks letter with a degree of caution, “I would 

be only too glad to visit Indiana for one or two meetings in the [f]all if it is possible,” he began, 

“but it seems that the matter got into the newspapers, and if I accepted all the invitations I am 

receiving from your state, I would not be able to devote much time to Ohio.”  Therefore, he 

asked to “let the matter rest on uncertainty until I can decide.”   A close Fairbanks friend, Fred353 -

erick Landis, confirmed that Hanna would be constrained.  “It is not going to be possible for 

[him] to give very much time to this state,” Landis lamented.   354

 Six weeks later, on September 9, Fairbanks delivered a follow-up request to Hanna, treat-

ing the matter delicately, while emphasizing the high regard felt for the Ohioan by many 
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Hoosiers.  Fairbanks began, “I trust you have not entirely forgotten our great desire to have you 

visit the state during the campaign,” before reiterating, “You can not appreciate the wish of our 

people to have you come.”  Then, he shifted to a more deferential tone, “Suit your own conve-

nience.  We will accommodate ourselves to you … I will see that proper arrangements are made 

for you,” before reassuring Hanna, “If you can not make more than one speech, we will be satis-

fied with that.  Do the best you can for us.  We shall be perfectly content with whatever you shall 

feel is best for yourself and your own health.”   Evidently, Fairbanks’ gambit worked.  On Sep355 -

tember 11, Hanna replied, “I will be very glad … to make a speech in Indiana this [f]all … I will 

see if it cannot be arranged so that I can go to Indiana for one meeting in October.”  He explained 

that the “demands upon me” in Ohio were so great that he could not “leave for a longer time than 

one day.”   Thereafter, it was agreed that Hanna would appear at Evansville, Indianapolis, and 356

South Bend on his visit in late October.   357

 Hanna’s upcoming visit to Indiana was hailed as a major feat for Hoosier Republicans.   

The Washington Post reported, “After considerable effort, the Republican State committee has 

secured the Senator for two days.”  It explained that Hanna’s appearance “has been planned to 

rally the labor vote to the Republican ticket.”  According to The Post,“The enthusiasm over Sen-

ator Hanna … appears to have taken a wonderful hold upon the members of organized labor, es-

pecially the miners.  The greatest demand for his services as a speaker comes from the mining 

districts of the state.”   Given the competitive conditions in Indiana, the parties were ever eager 358
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to find ways of broadening their appeal and widening their electoral coalitions.  Hoosier Repub-

licans sincerely hoped that Hanna’s visit would effectually shore up support amongst laborers, 

miners, and other manual workers.   

 On October 23, the long-awaited visit by Senator Hanna commenced in Evansville, 

where he spoke for a brief period on economic and industrial matters, pleading with voters to “let 

well enough alone.”   The visitor’s addresses were described as “heart-to-heart talks to the peo359 -

ple.”  Throughout his speeches, Hanna burnished the character and reputation of his colleague.  

In Hartford City, the Ohioan lauded the “unrivaled prosperity,” and urged the attendees, “You 

should feel it your patriotic duty to send to Congress … the men who will execute your will.  

Send Fairbanks and Beveridge back to the Senate by all means.”  And at Bunker Hill, Hanna ex-

tolled the senior senator’s “eminent abilities and loyal patriotism,” proclaiming, “No man in the 

Senate … is respected more highly … has any wider influence nor … has exerted more of that 

influence in the support of the McKinley administration and all through his public life than has 

Senator Fairbanks … You should be proud of him and in sending him back to the United States 

Senate.”  360

3.3.6  Republican Landslide and Legislative Deference 

 Republicans scored a smashing victory in the 1902 midterm elections.  The outcome — 

which saw them consolidate their gains from the previous election — confirmed their status as 

the majority party.  In the U.S. House of Representatives, the party gained thirteen seats to claim 
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200 seats, whilst the Democrats lost ten seats — from 161 to 151.   In the U.S. Senate, Repub361 -

licans netted three seats for a total of 56 members.  Although the Democrats increased their ranks 

by six, their gains generally came at the expense of Populists and Silver Republicans.  Ultimate-

ly, they only mustered 32 members in total.   These results were replicated in Indiana.   Repub362 -

licans remained firmly in control of the lower house — gaining five seats for a 66-to-34 advan-

tage.  In the upper chamber, they claimed two additional seats for a total of 35.  Democrats were 

left with a paltry 15 state senators, which represented their second-worst showing in the Indiana 

State Senate since before the Civil War.  363

 Observers credited the great Republican successes to the centrality of Fairbanks’s candi-

dature during the election and the senator’s intensive public campaigning efforts.  The Republic 

determined, “Throughout the state the Republican legislative ticket led the local candidates.  This 

was, of course, due to the strength of … Senator Fairbanks, whose re-election depended upon the 

result, and whose strong campaign added much to the chances of Republican victory.”  The peri-

odical even quoted Democrats who conceded, “The result would have been much more favorable 

to [their] party had Senator Fairbanks’ re-election to the … [S]enate not been so prominent an 

issue in the campaign.”   364

 Congratulatory letters and telegrams flooded Fairbanks’ office, echoing the same theme.  

“The result … is grand …  to which … you contributed far more than any one else,” said C. E. 
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Cowgill.   Some well-wishers identified Fairbanks’ popularity as critical to the election.  Will 365

David wrote, “Our [s]enior [s]enator was worth many thousands of votes to the Republican 

[P]arty.”   Others touted the campaign itself.  Jesse Overstreet praised Fairbanks’ “personal 366

work and the very efficient management of the campaign.”   Will Whittaker extolled the sena367 -

tor’s “splendid assistance and personal work” he had given.   Congressman James Watson de368 -

scribed “the gratifying results” and his appreciation for “the assistance which you gave me by 

your public addresses in my [d]istrict.”   T. R. McFerson explained to the senator the impact of 369

his speech on voters in Evansville, which persuaded Democrats to support the ticket.   And Eu370 -

gene Bundy summed it up succinctly, “Your candidacy for re-election was a tower of strength to 

the ticket.”  371

 The Republican Party’s stupendous success in 1902 represented a popular mandate for 

Senator Charles Fairbanks.  Owing to the centrality of his candidacy, immense popularity, and 

diligent, vigorous public campaigning, the senator was primarily responsible for the Republican 

victory — a clear-cut example of direct, public accountability.  In essence, the party owed their 

fortunes to the venerable incumbent.  The sweeping results virtually assured Fairbanks of his re-

election by the state legislature.  As The New York Evening Post declared, “The result insures … 

the re-election of Senator Fairbanks, and is considered by enthusiastic friends to strengthen the 
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presidential boom of the latter.”   O.H. Montgomery, lawyer from Seymour, agreed, “The large 372

majority … makes your return to the Senate incontestable.”   Even the senator himself recog373 -

nized the decision as a fait accompli, writing to Eugene G. Hay, “I am pleased to say that there is 

no opposition to my re-election.”  374

 The large Republican majorities in the legislature meant that any potential insurgencies 

would likely not materialize.  Fairbanks’ strong public standing and strenuous work on behalf of 

Republican candidates bolstered his position within the party and effectively warded off rum-

blings of discontent.  On January 21, 1903, both houses of the legislature convened in a joint ses-

sion to canvass their votes cast for United States senator.  Fairbanks — who had been unani-

mously nominated by the Republican caucus — collected 66 votes in the State House and 35 

votes in the State Senate, winning “every Republican member” present.  Although Thomas Tag-

gart had actively courted candidates for support, he failed in his bid for the Democratic nomina-

tion, losing to former congressman Benjamin F. Shively of South Bend.   Shively received 31 375

votes in the State House and 13 votes in the State Senate.  Three Democratic legislators were not 

present.   See Figure 3.5 charting the final vote breakdown.  The unanimity in Republican sup376 -

port for Fairbanks was a recognition of the senator’s service to the party and state.  Ultimately, 

the state legislature acted in accordance with a parliamentary-styled democracy, as the majority 

 The New York Evening Post, November 8, 1902, Fairbanks papers, IHS.372

 O.H. Montgomery to Fairbanks, November 7, 1902, Fairbanks papers, IU.373

 Fairbanks to Eugene G. Hay, November 6, 1902, Fairbanks papers, IU.374

 Complete figures of the Democratic caucus vote are scarce.  375

 The Indianapolis News, January 7, 1903, p 4; The Indianapolis Journal, January 13, 1903, p 1; The 376

Indianapolis Journal, January 21, 1903, p 1; The Indianapolis Journal, January 22, 1903, p 2; The Fort 
Wayne Weekly Journal Gazette, January 22, 1903, p 7.
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party rewarded their leader with another term in office.  Further, the body deferred to the “will of 

the people” as manifested by the results of the general election, by choosing a popular incumbent 

whose re-election was at the center of the campaign and whose service was critical to the out-

come.  Public sentiment and popular legitimacy were essential elements to the senatorial selec-

tion process. 

SOURCE:The Fort Wayne Weekly Journal Gazette, January 22, 1903, p 7 
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3.3.8  Analysis 

 The 1902 case study demonstrates the import of public campaigns in Indiana, which were 

a critical feature of the state’s elections.  Under the exceptionally popular conditions, popular le-

gitimacy mattered a great deal in settling the question of the senatorship, even if the incumbent 

evinced a measure of confidence in ultimate victory.  Senator Fairbanks repeatedly expressed his 

assuredness that Republicans would prevail in the election, and his perceptions aligned closely 

with the political and economic realities which predominated.  But the senator was not driven 

into a sense of complacency or overconfidence.  Rather, Fairbanks endeavored to undertake a 

vigorous, intensive, and widespread statewide stumping tour to cultivate electoral support 

amongst voters.  

 Further, the 1902 election attests to how pervasively the element of personality infused 

the selection process.  Fairbanks’ candidature for re-election, personal popularity, and public 

campaigns factored greatly in the general election and contributed to the massive Republican 

victory.  Enjoying the fruits of prosperity, Hoosiers were likely in a status-quo mood, eager to 

reward the incumbent party for its aptitude, competence, and achievements.  But we cannot ig-

nore that Fairbanks’ candidacy enhanced the magnitude of the final result, especially given that 

legislative candidates ran ahead of county-level tickets.  The voters understood that the election 

represented a referendum on Senator Fairbanks — his character, record, and service — and they 

resoundingly approved.  Alas, there was not an equally vibrant Democratic campaign advertising 

their leading senatorial candidate’s positions due to the uncharacteristically low-key operation 

which they pursued.  Although Thomas Taggart had been a public aspirant for the Senate, he was 
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not engaging in any public campaigns, in the traditional sense of the term.  Ultimately, he fell 

short in his nomination by the Democratic caucus, anyway. 

 Additionally, Fairbanks skillfully utilized constituency services to offer material incen-

tives for popular, political support.  As chairman of the Committee on Public Buildings and 

Grounds, the senator was instrumental in facilitating the implementation and extension of rural 

postal delivery routes, which had a beneficial effect on Republican support in the affected coun-

ties.  His efforts were widely reported by the network of friendly Republican newspapers, who 

publicized their enlargement and credited the work to Senator Fairbanks.  Indeed, much of Fair-

banks’ credit-claiming and advertising were conducted by party periodicals and important politi-

cal surrogates, such as Mark Hanna.  By allowing newspapers and surrogates to praise his char-

acter and service, Fairbanks rose above personal aggrandizement in his public campaign ad-

dresses to deliver orations on Republican principles, achievements, and positions.  However, he 

was not wholly averse to highlighting the accomplishments on the issue of rural route services, 

implicitly claiming credit for their expansion, as well. 

 Finally, following the election, Fairbanks was duly rewarded by those legislative candi-

dates who had benefited from his diligent efforts in managing the campaign operation.  Mobiliz-

ing turnout, energizing voters, and increasing Republican ranks had the concomitant effect of 

bolstering his position and strengthening his grip over the party.  The state legislature’s decision 

to select Fairbanks to another six-year term was merely a formality, ratifying the decision of the 

voters to support a popular incumbent in a campaign which was extensively advertised and wide-

ly publicized.   
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 The elements of public campaigns, personality, constituency services, and down-ticket 

parliamentary style support constituted adaptations by the parties to the bourgeoning sense of 

popular legitimacy and represented their responsiveness to the democratizing trends afoot, col-

lectively contributing to greater public accountability of incumbent senators, wider popular input 

in the selection process, and ever-more visible public officials. 

3.4  1910 - Beveridge’s Insurgent Campaign Fails to Stem Democratic Tide 

 The themes illustrated by the 1898 and 1902 senatorial elections — public accountability, 

visibility, and responsiveness — were pronounced to an even greater degree in 1910.  Once 

more, the personalities of the leading contenders were critical, often taking precedence over the 

issues.  In fact, the senatorial candidacies were the overriding issue of the campaign.  Unlike the 

previous two elections — which represented referenda on the incumbent senators — the 1910 

election presented a clear choice between two publicly-nominated aspirants dueling for the sup-

port of ordinary Hoosiers: Senator Albert Beveridge (R) and John W. Kern (D).  The personality-

driven nature of the contest served to foster greater visibility and public accountability of the in-

cumbent senator, and, to a lesser extent, the pretender to the throne.  

 Furthermore, vigorous public campaigns for popular support remained crucial to securing 

victory and these canvasses were conducted with great fanfare.  In his quest for re-election, Bev-

eridge undertook an aggressive, hands-on operation: managing his campaign, personally strate-

gizing over his outreach, and pursuing novel means of self-promotion to a degree hitherto un-

seen.  These campaigns reflected the increasingly wider popular input in the senatorial selection 

process.   
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 Additionally, Beveridge greatly diverged from his predecessors in his approach to party 

fidelity.  Whereas in the previous cases, popular support afforded senators a modicum of auton-

omy from their party labels, they still operated within the confines of the traditional model of 

inter-party competition — bolstering party unity and mobilizing party loyalists to join forces in 

waging the battle against the opposing party at the height of the general election.  However, Bev-

eridge turned that formula on its head, instead launching an all-out war against traditionalists and 

party loyalists of both stripes.  Perceiving limited electoral appeal by adhering to party fidelity, 

the senator repeatedly emphasized his independence from Republicans in an effort to resonate 

with independent-minded voters — responding to the increasingly nebulous notions of partisan 

identification and party affiliation.   

 Ultimately, Beveridge was unsuccessful stemming the tide against him.  Democratic en-

thusiasm was too strong to overcome and antipathy toward Republicans and the Payne-Aldrich 

Tariff too great.  Despite his greatest exertions to the counteract it, the senator was undone by the 

nationalization effect — whereby his contest was translated into a referendum on the national 

environment and the deeply unpopular Republican brand.  Further, Beveridge’s insurgency cam-

paign overestimated his ability to attract traditional conservatives to the fold, whom were more 

than pleased to see the paragon of the progressives go down to defeat.  The state legislature sub-

sequently selected John W. Kern to succeed Beveridge, deferring to the publicly-nominated can-

didate of the majority party in the November results.   
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3.4.1  Adverse Political Conditions 

 Albert Jeremiah Beveridge was first elected to the Senate in 1898, besting an expansive 

field of Republican contenders and ousting the incumbent Democrat David Turpie.  Thereupon, 

he was handily re-elected in 1904, riding the coattails of the popular president, Theodore Roo-

sevelt, and again benefiting from a favorable climate.  Yet, as the senior senator prepared to 

mount his bid for a third term, ominous storm clouds were gathering overhead.  The political en-

vironment had grown ever-more adverse for the long governing Republican Party and these 

headwinds were threatening Beveridge’s chances of winning re-election. 

 At the state level, much of the trouble stemmed from an unforced error.  In 1905, Gover-

nor Frank Hanly assumed office.  Hanly, an ardent prohibitionist, had consistently advocated for 

a temperance law in the state.  By 1908, the Republican legislature finally enacted a county local 

liquor option, which effectually discontinued the sale of alcohol in 70 of its 92 counties.   In 377

their attempts to have the cumbersome law repealed, many brewers were driven away from the 

Republican Party, as Democrats successfully capitalized on their displeasure.   The 1908 elec378 -

tions produced a sensational victory for Democrats, ending their long years in the political 

wilderness.  Their candidate, Thomas R. Marshall, was elected governor over Republican James 

E. Watson, and they captured the lower house of the state legislature, as well.   Although Re379 -

 Dan Carden, “J. Frank Hanly,” NWI Times, accessed August 11, 2019, URL: https://www.nwitimes.377 -
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a971-72a0dce662db.html; The Encyclopedia of Indiana, eds. David J. Bodenhamer and Robert G. Bar-
rows, (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1994), 1327, accessed August 11, 2019, URL: http://ulib.i-
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publicans maintained a four-seat edge in the State Senate, Democrats commanded a twenty-seat 

advantage in the State House.   The margin was large enough to elect Democrat Benjamin F. 380

Shively to the United States Senate, thereby denying appointee James A. Hemenway — who had 

succeeded Charles Fairbanks upon the latter’s elevation to the vice presidency in 1905 — a full 

term to that body.    

 The stock of national Republicans was fairing no better.  In 1909, William Howard Taft 

was inaugurated president, succeeding Theodore Roosevelt.  Although highly intelligent, capa-

ble, and judicious, Taft was unable to live up to the great expectations set by his animated, gre-

garious predecessor.  His relations with the press were cool and his approach to governing was 

more circumspect and reserved.  As such, major legislative accomplishments went largely unno-

ticed, as he ceded the public discourse to political detractors who could pounce on an issue and 

characterize the debate on their terms.  Such was the fate that had befallen the notorious Payne-

Aldrich Tariff of 1910.    381

 Difficult economic conditions and higher prices were already contributing to a “spirit of 

vague discontent.”   However, much of the public’s ire soon centered upon the Payne-Aldrich 382

Tariff.  Although the bill actually lowered rates and duties on certain products and freed a num-

ber of others, it failed to go as far as many advocates for downward revision had desired.   As 383

 Dubin, Party Affiliations, 61.380

 Doris Kearns Goodwin, The Bully Pulpit: Theodore Roosevelt, William Howard Taft, and the Golden 381

Age of Journalism, (New York: Simon and Schuster Paperbacks, 2013), 574-575; 585-589.
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such, it was a widely unpopular measure.  A poll of “1,500 … leading men” in Indiana found 

74% were opposed to the tariff, while only 13% approved.   384

 Another consideration for Beveridge was the fact that his re-election coincided with the 

upcoming midterm election.  Historically, midterm elections punish incumbent parties.  But 

Hoosier Republicans had escaped largely unscathed in the two preceding midterms.  In 1898 and 

1902, mitigating factors, such as the patriotic fervor over the Spanish-American War (1898), the 

popularity of President Roosevelt (1902), and strong economy (both) served to counteract these 

trends.  By 1910, sentiment had shifted squarely against the Republicans and the looming con-

gressional elections were appearing grim.  

3.4.2  Fractious Partisan Fault Lines 

 Beveridge’s decision to deemphasize partisan labels was rooted in the brewing intra-party 

civil war between conservative traditionalists and progressive reformers.  During the presidency 

of Theodore Roosevelt, progressive Republicans grew critical of their party’s overly-protective 

attitude toward business, specifically large corporations and conglomerations, at the expense of 

working Americans.  In response, they argued for increasing governmental regulatory powers to 

redress the innumerable social and economic ails plaguing the nation, advocating for regulating 

and dismantling trusts and monopolies, creating safe, workable conditions for laborers, safe-

guarding maximum hours and minimum wages, and banning child labor, among others.  And 

while they remained protectionists in principle, they stridently opposed the Payne-Aldrich Tariff 

 Palladium-Item, June 6, 1910, p 1.384
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as an unfair, regressive tax favoring businesses and trusts.  The issue quickly became the rallying 

cry for progressive Republicans. 

 Albert Beveridge enlisted as a loyal foot soldier in the progressive crusade for reform.  

Due to the challenging, outright hostile climate for Republicans and the toxicity of the Payne-

Aldrich Tariff, the senator astutely discerned that party fidelity promised limited appeal to the 

electorate.  Therefore, he committed political heresy by voting against the administration and his 

own party on the unpopular measure.  The Hoosier Republican anticipated backlash from the 

party, but believed his stance on the tariff would neutralize the hot-button issue in the upcoming 

election.  Several "Republican leaders” were reported to “not agree with Senator Beveridge on 

the tariff question” and were “inclined to keep up the agitation.”   Former chairman Charles S. 385

Hernly vocalized his reservations over Beveridge’s decision.  According to The Hancock Democ-

rat, Hernly expressed his belief “that Senator Beveridge will not have the united support of the 

Republicans of Indiana … because of his attitude … over the tariff bill.”  Hernly lamented, “The 

trouble of the whole situation is that we haven’t a Republican [P]arty any more … There is no 

such thing as a united party,” before predicting that Beveridge would go down to defeat due to 

the fissures that had emerged over protectionism.   Notwithstanding the intensity of Republican 386

bitterness over Beveridge’s audacity to oppose the administration, many of the senator’s ardent 

followers remained confident that Taft would withhold exacting a punishment for the infraction 

— namely by curtailing Beveridge’s authority on the all-important matter of patronage.  Much to 

 The Richmond Item, January 12, 1910, p 1.385

 The Hancock Democrat, January 27, 1910, p 6.386
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their relief, the two Republicans “[came] to an understanding … that the president [was] not go-

ing to hold it against [the senator].”  387

 Despite Taft’s reasonably lenient response, Beveridge continued to stress his opposition 

to the tariff and also began touting his personal independence from Republicans, more generally, 

hoping to broaden his appeal and captivate a larger pool of voters.  In his private correspondence, 

Beveridge regularly deemphasized traditional partisan labels.  In March, the senator conveyed to 

E. L. McClain the considered conclusion of Saturday Evening Post writer Sam Blythe, “If it 

were an ordinary campaign … along the old party methods … the Republicans would be over-

whelmingly defeated.”   To Senator Joseph Dixon of Montana, Beveridge observed, “The truth 388

is that party lines all over the country have pretty well disappeared … There is no real issue now 

between the parties.”  Resultantly, Beveridge confidently boasted, “We are going to get the entire 

independent vote and a great many Democratic votes as well.”   Beveridge repeated his asser389 -

tion to Frank Munsey of Munsey’s Magazine, writing, “Party lines have practically disappeared,” 

and to Congressman Hamilton Fish of New York, he elaborated, “This is an uprising of a people 

… The old-time politicians … are trying to crack the party whip over the shoulders of men they 

have listed on their books for years, but without avail.”   390

 Publicly, Beveridge touted the importance of appealing to independent voters, as well.  At 

a banquet at the Columbia Club in Indianapolis, the senator insisted, “This very spirit of inde-

 The Times, January 10, 1910, p 4.387
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pendence will turn out to be one of the great elements of our strength.  Certainly the independent 

spirit does exist … The independent voter … is with us in this campaign.”   And newspapers 391

such as The Richmond Item lauded Beveridge’s  “convictions” and “fearless[ness] [in] resist[ing] 

the domination of Aldrich and his machine in the [S]enate,” declaring, “Beveridge is quite secure 

of the votes of all our citizens who are independent of party.”   These gestures intended to ad392 -

vertise to the public the senator’s willingness to buck his party for the good of the people, and 

more generally, the outmoded nature of traditional party identities.   

 Furthermore, not only did Beveridge distance himself from the party, but he outright 

spurned any effort to reconcile with conservative Republicans and promote party unity, fearing 

that doing so would cede the moral high ground in his political crusade.  Writing to E. M. Lee, 

the senior senator maintained, “The common voter is going to be almighty independent this fall 

… But if we higgle-piggle, if we resort to half way measures, we are lost.”  Beveridge deter-

mined, “The standpatters are not going to vote against us — there won’t be many standpatters 

among the voters … by the time I close the campaign on [E]lection [D]ay.”   He immediately 393

denounced any attempts to “patch up differences” with the conservative faction.  To Charles 

Remy, he bemoaned that reconciliation would reduce the campaign to “a thing of ‘shreds and 

patches,’” explaining, “We will lose the great moral hold we have upon the people without re-

gard to party; the common voter will say that I am more anxious to win than I am to be right.”   394

And he explicated further to Harry Bennett, “We will not win by the ‘getting together’ process … 

 The Indianapolis Star, February 4, 1910, p 1.391

 The Richmond Item, April 5, 1910, p 4.392
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For every vote that the ‘harmony’ plan secures to us, we will lose many an independent vote and 

many a Democratic vote.”   Beveridge’s reformist zeal lead him to calculate a greater political 395

benefit in alienating traditionalist voters than in accommodating them.  

 Entering into the electoral calculus was the nationalization effect.  Due to the deeply un-

popular Republican brand, Beveridge recognized that a national contest would advantage the 

Democrats and redound to his political detriment.  Thus, the senator was desperately trying to 

prevent his race from becoming a referendum on the national environment — minimizing party 

labels, decoupling his candidacy from the party, and emphasizing his independence and sound 

judgment.   Further, by placing himself at the center of the campaign, the senator rendered his 

candidature more visible to Hoosiers and provided a direct channel by which voters could hold 

him accountable.  But these channels were complicated, somewhat, by the senator’s insistence on 

tarnishing the name of the Republican Party, whose ticket voters would need to support in order 

to return Beveridge to the Senate.   

 Beveridge’s non-partisan strategy elicited mixed reaction from the Republican press.  The 

Indianapolis Star was in agreement, inquiring, “Is a  platform demanded in the name of party 

loyalty which means certain party defeat?”   Other newspapers were more despondent.  The 396

Fort Wayne Daily News pleaded with conservatives, “The cordial support of all [R]epublicans is 

just exactly what Senator Beveridge needs this year … He cannot win as an independent or fac-

tions … The [R]epublicans of Indiana cannot afford to quarrel this year.”   And in a separate 397

editorial, The News determined, “To count upon the independent vote or upon [D]emocratic sup-

 Beveridge to Harry Bennett, July 20, 1910, Beveridge papers, LOC. 395

 The Indianapolis Star, March 30, 1910, p 10.396

 The Fort Wayne Daily News, March 3, 1910, p 6.397
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port of Senator Beveridge is to lose.  There is no independent vote of proportions worth consid-

ering in Indiana and the [D]emocrats can be relied upon to support their own ticket.”  The paper 

described “thousands of [conservative Republicans] who have been assailed,” proclaiming, 

“These men must be taken into account and … common sense would dictate the extension to 

them of the olive branch rather than the whack of the war club over their devoted heads.”   And 398

The Times of Munster beseeched its readers to rise above immaterial factional differences and 

embrace being “ a [R]epublican [R]epublican.”   399

3.4.3  State Convention 

 As Republicans gathered in Indianapolis for their state convention in April, they were 

tasked with drafting their party’s platform.  The platform, coupled with Senator Beveridge’s 

much-anticipated keynote address, would lay the groundwork for the upcoming campaign.  To 

undergird his political crusade, Beveridge had pressed the delegates to adopt a platform of pro-

gressive principals and positions.  The senator feared that pressure by Taft and so-called “stand-

patters” would result in an endorsement of the Payne-Aldrich Tariff.  To his relief, the convention 

conveniently ignored the issue — a victory for the insurgents.  “The platform makes declaration 

for a protective tariff, but only so much … as ‘covers the difference between the cost of produc-

tion here and abroad.’”  And on the ever-divisive issue of the county local liquor law, the dele-

gates once more turned a blind eye, instead opting to make Beveridge the primary issue of the 

election, about which I further explicate below.  400

 The Fort Wayne Daily News, March 11, 1910, p 8.398
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 On April 5, Beveridge fired the opening salvo of the campaign.  At the outset, the senator 

wasted little time framing the debate as transcending party labels.  “The coming battle,” he ar-

gued, “is not so much between political parties as much as between the rights of the people and 

the powers of pillage.”   Addressing the tariff, Beveridge artfully skirted mentioning the Payne-401

Aldrich measure by name, but his remarks were no less forthright.  “The Republicans of Indiana 

are for a protective tariff which covers the difference in the cost of production here and abroad,” 

Beveridge thundered, “Less than that is unjust to American laborers; more than that is unjust to 

American consumers.”  The senator went on to proclaim, “Injustice is the only foe that protection 

needs to fear.  It was to reduce the Dingley tariff to meet changed conditions and secure justice 

that we undertook its revision.”   

 Beveridge further expounded upon the tariff commission.  Having long supported the en-

tity, the senator bemoaned its inability to effectively enforce anything meaningful, charging, “We 

asked for power, they gave us parley.”  Beveridge also touched upon regulating unwieldy trusts, 

such as the railroads, banning child labor — vowing, “It must and shall be stopped,” — and con-

serving natural resources.   Concluding his battle cry, Beveridge implored voters to support his 402

moral crusade for righteousness.  “The supreme question before the voters of Indiana this fall is 

whether or not Indiana will stand for the new order of things, or continue the old methods which 

politicians of both parties have used … for their own ends and the people’s undoing.”  He glow-

ingly predicted, “Americans will stand for justice and against privilege.”   403
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 Beveridge was eminently pleased with his reception at the gathering, writing to Samuel 

Blythe, “Greatest convention in numbers and enthusiasm in history of state,” describing how the 

delegates “went wild with enthusiasm when I attacked the tariff bill.”   And to longtime friend 404

and comrade-in-arms, Gifford Pinchot, Beveridge proudly boasted the frenzied reception to his 

speech.  When he assailed the Payne-Aldrich Tariff, “the great audience jumped to their chairs, 

waved hates and handkerchiefs and … ‘made the walls of Tomlinson Hall tremble.’”  405

 Disenchantment with the address largely emanated from the old wing of the party, com-

prising the more traditional, conservative members.  They criticized Beveridge’s speech for lack-

ing any semblance of Republican adulation.  According to The Fort Wayne Sentinel, “There was 

little of the waving of the flag and not enough laudation of the G.O.P. to come up to the approba-

tion of the average party man.”  Evidently, “some of the old warhorses” considered the oration 

“the rankest sort of political heresy.”  Interestingly, one dissenter was quoted as saying “It was an 

excellent [D]emocratic speech … and I fully expect to see the [D]emocrats make use of it as a 

campaign document.”   406

 Beveridge’s widely-covered appearance at the state convention illustrates the growing 

visibility of senators and their central role in the state elections.  The incumbent’s decision to 

adopt a wholly Progressive platform attests to the senator’s responsiveness to the fluctuating no-

tions partisan identification and party affiliation, for Beveridge sincerely believed voters of all 

stripes were desiring a progressive fighter — a position which would transcend party divisions 

and appeal to all Hoosiers.   
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 But the episode also demonstrates the continued necessity of party backing.  Beveridge 

had fashioned the Republican state apparatus in his likeness since he became the senior senator 

in 1905 — appointing reform-minded Republicans to political, patronage, and public offices, 

ironic, given the major cause of Progressivism was “clean government.”  Thus, the party, so to 

speak, was behind Beveridge, but the senator had alienated many influential party figures who 

were out of office, such as former vice president Fairbanks and his traditionalist partisans.  Con-

servative party members and voters enjoyed virtually no representation in the state party.  Bev-

eridge’s progressive campaign effectually alienated a significant bloc of Republicans and exacer-

bated fissures in the party for the foreseeable future.   

3.4.4  Senatorial Candidate Recognition 

 Partly resulting from Beveridge’s strategy distancing his re-election bid from traditional 

party labels, an element of personality predominated the campaign.  In place of straight-ticket 

party-based appeals, entrepreneurial contenders sparred individually for voter support in their 

quest for the senatorship.  Thus, it became crucial that parties nominate broadly popular candi-

dates with mass appeal to the electorate.  In fact, the candidacies of the dueling senatorial aspi-

rants became the driving focus of the 1910 campaign. 

 Beveridge was the Republicans’ choice to succeed himself in the Senate.  Through a mul-

ti-step process, the party effectually nominated the incumbent for a third term.  In Indiana, leg-

islative district conventions played a crucial role choosing senatorial nominees.  At the district-

level, conventions nominated state senators and state representatives, wherein they pledged 

themselves to the incumbent senator’s re-election bid.  Furthermore, the body selected delegates 
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to the state convention — usually held in the spring — which would collectively hand down the 

party’s official decision.  Party officials exerted a modicum of influence over these proceedings, 

as well.  But by 1910, district primaries — which were adopted in 1907 for municipalities with 

over 36,000 people — were growing increasingly more relevant to the equation.  407

 On January 31, statewide primaries determining delegates to the party district conven-

tions yielded an impressive victory for Beveridge.  “There was no opposition in any quarter to … 

Beveridge, and he will control the new state central committee,” reported The Daily 

Republican.   When the district conventions convened in early February, all thirteen unani408 -

mously adopted “strong and enthusiastic endorsements of Senator Beveridge.”  409

 Throughout the spring, county conventions convened, readily endorsing their senior sena-

tor for another term.  The first convention, held in Rush County, was the most anticipated for 

party regulars as they were uncertain how Republicans would juggle the dicey issue of the tariff 

with Beveridge’s unorthodox opposition.  On March 18, Rush County Republicans expressed 

their support for the Payne-Aldrich Tariff, while endorsing Beveridge for re-election — patently 

ignoring the chasm between their senator and the unpopular measure.   Other conventions fol410 -

lowed suit.  411

 Wendy J. Schiller and Charles Stewart, Electing the Senate: Indirect Democracy Before the Seven407 -
teenth Amendment, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2014), p 112.

 The Daily Republican, January 31, 1910, p 3.408

 Princeton Daily Clarion, February 2, 1910, p 2.409

 Palladium-Item, March 18, 1910, p 3.410

 The Huntington Herald, March 23, 1910, p 6; The Indianapolis News, April 14, 1910, p 1; The Call-411

Leader, May 14, 1910, p 1.



168

 Although conservative Republicans continued to express deep skepticism over Bev-

eridge, the state party and its local affiliates roundly backed the senator as their party’s nominee.  

The bifurcated nature of the Republican Party can be explained by the fact that Beveridge had 

not only been the state’s senior senator, but, since 1909, its sole Republican.  Ergo, he had readily 

strengthened his hold over the party machinery, leaving an indelible imprimatur on the body’s 

apparatus and reshaping the organization in his image.  But conservatives, comprising large 

swaths of the party, remained underrepresented within official Republican channels, namely, the 

many state party offices and federal positions which had been allotted to Beveridge partisans.   412

The resentment of the so-called “old guard” toward — and disaffection with —Beveridge, their 

chief foe, had festered for years, eventually boiling over during the general election.  Hence, the 

episodes of seeming party unity occasionally disrupted by flare-ups of discontent. 

 Having been overwhelmingly nominated by the Republicans, Beveridge continued to 

pursue a strategy of minimizing partisan labels.  As we have seen, the party’s standing was dis-

mal.  Americans, including Hoosiers, had grown weary of the long-reigning Republicans and 

were agitating for change.  A Democratic enthusiasm gap was emerging, threatening to develop 

into a full-scale tidal wave.  And with Indiana’s fiercely-competitive elections, the state promised 

to be the apex of the battle.  Beveridge’s personal popularity had remained strong throughout the 

period and his brand was even more popular than that of his party’s.   Therefore, it was impera413 -

tive the senator harness his popularity toward winning re-election.  To that end, Beveridge strove 
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to render his candidacy as the overriding issue of the campaign, drowning out the divisive tariff 

and other issues which might exacerbate partisan feelings among voters.    

 Throughout his correspondence, Beveridge repeatedly urged his supporters to adopt his 

candidature as the primary consideration for Hoosiers in the upcoming election.  After the district 

conventions endorsed his re-election, Beveridge boasted to Charles Coffin, “Every district in the 

[s]tate passed resolutions declaring themselves for my re-election to the Senate; and in addition, 

that my re-election was the chief and over-shadowing issue of the campaign.”   In April, he 414

wrote his political lieutenant Harry Bennett, “The policy of the Republican newspapers through-

out the [s]tate should be to continue increasingly as they began in January to make the issue in 

the campaign my re-election to the Senate.”   And in July, the senator beseeched John Hayes in 415

an extended letter, “Incessantly, subtly and yet openly my reelection should be made the one 

thing the people will talk about,” lambasting conservative editorials for highlighting issues other 

than his candidacy.  Beveridge went on, “I note with some concern that Frank Corwin speaks of 

the conduct of the News as tending to dim what he thinks is the winning issue, my reelection to 

the Senate.”   416

 Many Republican periodicals placated the senator by trumpeting his candidacy above all.  

The Palladium Item proclaimed, “The real issue of this fall’s campaign is Beveridge and not the 

tariff … The people are going to make Beveridge the issue of the coming campaign.”  The Fort 

Wayne Daily News described the senator as “the principal issue” of the election.  The Richmond 

Item asserted, “In the minds of the Republican leaders about the only card they have to play is 
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Senator Beveridge and his record on the tariff question,” and, in a separate article several months 

later, reiterated, “The main issue will be Senator Beveridge and his progressive policies.”   The 417

Huntington Herald summarized a piece by Samuel Blythe in The Saturday Evening Post, which, 

in effect, declared, “The result of the present campaign will hinge on the question: Shall Bev-

eridge be returned?  He will be the issue … The personality, the accomplishments, the record of 

the senator will determine the question of regaining the legislature from the Democrats and car-

rying the state.”   418

 Emboldened by their successful gains in 1908, Democrats were feeling bullish over their 

chances of expanding control over the state legislature and selecting another Democrat to serve 

alongside Benjamin Shively in the Senate.  Although Thomas Marshall had become governor, he 

did not displace the dogged Thomas Taggart as the undisputed leader of the state party.  The for-

mer Indianapolis mayor remained formidable and evidently was overseeing the party’s legisla-

tive campaign.   However, Taggart’s potential candidacy for the Senate concerned a number of 419

Democratic officials.  As party boss, Taggart commanded an unsavory reputation, engendering 

“widespread distrust” across the state.  According to The Fort Wayne Journal-Gazette, “If there 

is a possibility of his being a candidate many good [D]emocrats may remain away from the polls 

or may vote for the [R]epublicans for the legislature … As long as Taggart remains a possibility, 

there is danger of a [R]epublican legislature at the very time when prospects are exceedingly ripe 
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for [D]emocratic success.”  The periodical implored Taggart to step aside for the sake of the par-

ty.  420

 Ultimately, on April 29, the state Democratic convention formally nominated John W. 

Kern as the party’s senatorial nominee.  On the first ballot, Kern received 303 votes to Taggart’s 

228, whilst the remaining delegates supported a smattering of other contenders.  Having likely 

already approved Kern’s nomination and sensing the momentum in the room, Taggart threw his 

Marion County supporters entirely behind Kern on the second ballot, and, after his dismal show-

ing of just 14 votes, promptly withdrew from the race.  On the third ballot, the party boss gleeful-

ly announced, “The old Taggart machine is in the scrap pile today,” before casting the delega-

tion’s vote for Kern, who accumulated 772 votes.  Thereafter, the outstanding aspirants dropped 

out and Kern received the backing of the convention by acclamation.   See Figure 3.6 graphing 421

the results of each ballot. 
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SOURCE: The Tribune, April 29, 1910, p 3. 

 Although Kern served in the State Senate for a brief stint, his career was unremarkable, 

having largely been an also-ran, first, as a minor contender in 1898 for the Democratic nomina-

tion, only to be outdone by incumbent Senator Turpie and his chief challenger, former governor 

Claude Matthews; then, as the Democrats’ unsuccessful candidate for governor in 1900 and 

again in 1904.   More recently, he had been William Jennings Bryan’s running mate in the 1908 
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presidential election, another example of a Hoosier standing for national office.   Although 422

Kern was nominated for the Senate because he was generally agreeable to a majority of Democ-

rats, he lacked the gravitas possessed by his opponent. 

 Recognizing the defects of Kern’s candidacy, Republicans were gleeful.  The Alexandria 

Times-Tribune reported, “The Democrats had added greatly to Senator Beveridge’s chances of 

re-election by selecting … John W. Kern … It was the general expression of the card-writers that 

Mr. Kern would not prove a strong candidate for the United States Senate.”   And The Republic 423

asserted, “Kern’s selection adds no element of strength to the [D]emocratic prospects.  Senator 

Beveridge ought to feel considerable elation over the trend of political events in Indiana.”   424

 Beveridge was delighted with the nomination of Kern, writing to Harry Bennett, “Noth-

ing better for us possibly could have happened than the results of the Democratic Convention.”  

Contrasting his independence and willingness to buck his own party, Beveridge described his 

Democratic opponent as “intensely partisan and an old time politician.”   To Charles Sefrit, the 425

senator further explained, “Mr. Kern is a nice man and I like him; but of all the partisan partisans 

I have ever known, John is about the most unreasonable,” going on to question Kern’s fortitude 

against partisan pressures, “Imagine him insurging against a majority of the Democratic senators 

at the last tariff session!  Imagine him insurging against anything!”   And in a letter to John 426

Stoll, he criticized Kern’s denunciation of free silver before quickly towing the party line and 
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reversing himself.  “I know perfectly well what would happen to him in the Senate with the De-

mocratic [P]arty there controlled … by the men that you know.”   Since Beveridge’s greatest 427

asset was his independence, he was encouraged by the candidacy of John Kern, whose overtly-

partisan nature provided a stark contrast for his campaign’s strategy of appealing to independent 

voters. 

 With publicly-declared candidates as the overarching issue of the campaign, senatorial 

candidate recognition was widespread.  The election presented a clear choice between two indi-

viduals vying for the Senate and established a much more direct linkage between voters and their 

candidates — bolstering popular input in the selection process.  Hoosiers understood the implica-

tions of their vote and their preferences were readily discernible. 

 Furthermore, the contest represented the quintessential example of a parliamentary 

democracy.  Actively courting Hoosiers for electoral support, the leaders of the competing politi-

cal parties campaigned in legislative districts for their favored nominees in an effort to secure an 

overall majority in the forthcoming legislature.  While Kern’s campaign abided most faithfully to 

this model, emphasizing party discipline and nationalizing the contours of the race, Beveridge 

upended the formula, strenuously striving to blur the partisan fault lines which separated the par-

ties and resisting the nationalization effect so voters could freely support his candidacy indepen-

dent of the party labels.  

 Beveridge to John Stoll, September 25, 1910, Beveridge papers, LOC.427
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3.4.5  Sophisticated and Novel Campaign Tactics: Operations and Consultations  

 Senator Beveridge undertook an active personal involvement managing his aggressive re-

election campaign.  Given the exceptional preponderance of voter control in the state, popular 

support remained absolutely critical for success.  Beveridge’s campaign operations reflected the 

pivotal role of popular legitimacy and further augmented notions of widespread, direct public 

input in the senatorial selection process.  To cultivate their electoral support, the senator was 

chiefly interested in three principal objectives: advertising his brand — namely his progressive 

candidacy for re-election and independent nature — claiming credit for favorable accomplish-

ments, and taking positions on pressing matters — primarily the tariff.  To that end, Beveridge 

relied upon an arsenal of novel tactics available at his disposal. 

 At the outset, the senator’s chief political lieutenants held regular campaign meetings — 

in essence, “war rooms” — to coordinate strategy and consolidate operations.  In March, Bev-

eridge wrote friend and adjutant John Hayes, “The time has come to do team work.  One of our 

weaknesses is that each fellow is trying to do things on his own hook.”  Recounting the intensive 

and frequent gatherings that summarized his first successful bid for the Senate in 1898, the sena-

tor explained, “We knew exactly what we were doing and everybody worked together.”  Thus, he 

urged Hayes to schedule “a meeting of our fellows at least three times a week from now on until 

the [s]tate [c]onvention.”  428

 At the same time, Beveridge solicited feedback from aides regarding his critical conven-

tion address, where he intended to draw the battle lines in his upcoming progressive crusade.  

Therefore, it was important the speech be carefully considered.  On March 20, the senator wrote 

 Beveridge to John Hayes, March 10, 1910, Beveridge papers, LOC. 428
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Judge Albert Anderson of Indianapolis requesting his objective opinion on the speech’s “general 

scope, purpose and swing.”   Beveridge forwarded an advance copy of his convention address 429

to Harry Bennett, as well, who he instructed to discuss with his core group of confidants, affec-

tionately dubbed “the boys.”   Bennett’s feedback was largely positive, believing the speech 430

was “all right.”  He wrote the senator, “It is very much out of the ordinary and will not … appeal 

to that class of Republicans who are looking for an old fashioned party fight, but, under the cir-

cumstances, I think it is the right sort of speech for you to make.”   John Hayes was even more 431

effusive in his praise, declaring, “On the whole I think the speech is superb.  It has got the right 

swing to it; and you are absolutely right in making it a daring and startling speech.”  432

3.4.6  Sophisticated and Novel Campaign Tactics: Pamphlets  

 The Beveridge campaign distributed pamphlets in the hopes of educating voters of the 

senator’s candidacy, character, independent-minded attitude, positions on salient issues, and 

record of accomplishments.  To that end, they printed biographies, autographed photos, repro-

ductions of the convention address, and circulars explaining the senator’s congressional labor 

record.  In one of his many extensive letters to John Hayes, Beveridge wrote, “I shall dictate … a 

brief and interesting biography … Get it up in a very attractive pamphlet and circulate it among 

the voters — especially among those who are going to be our speakers.”   And in a further let433 -
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ter, the senator reiterated, “A condensed biography … should not only be reproduced in all of our 

papers … but it should be printed in an attractive pamphlet form with a reproduction of my pho-

tograph … and sent broadcast into every home.”  434

 Supplementing Beveridge’s biography were autographed photos delivered to pivotal Re-

publican voters in Lake County — another means of advertising the senator’s brand name, rais-

ing the visibility of his candidacy, and mobilizing voters to join his crusade.  The Times of Mun-

ster reported that the photographs were “large” and “a vast improvement over the campaign lith-

ograph.”  The paper considered Beveridge’s “personal appeal” as “very clever campaigning.”   435

Reproductions of Beveridge’s convention address were similarly dispersed throughout the state.  

At the senator’s own personal expense, copies were allocated to Republicans and Democrats, a 

testament to the intensity of the campaign and the sustained, continuous effort to surmount parti-

san divisions.  In fact, by July, approximately 50,000 pamphlets had already been printed, with 

thousands more expected.  436

 To earn the support of laborers and unions — a crucial voting bloc in the election — the 

campaign produced “Beveridge’s Labor Record.”  Penned by Theodore Perry of the Indianapolis 

Typographical Union and eight other leading labor figures, the fifteen-page booklet espoused the 

senator’s laudable positions on “such matters as child labor, the eight-hour day, the various life-

protecting measures, and [workers’] compensation.”  In tandem with the Republican state com-
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mittee, supportive labor leaders determined to distribute the pamphlet to “labor union centers” 

throughout Indiana.  437

3.4.7  Sophisticated and Novel Campaign Tactics: Newspapers 

 Beveridge actively engaged Republican periodicals in his re-election effort, personally 

directing editors to publish items, such as editorials or interviews, which would aid the cam-

paign.  By advertising the senator’s brand name rather than his party affiliation and meting out 

credit for well-received ideas, such as the tariff commission, these newspapers burnished Bev-

eridge’s independent, entrepreneurial nature, strengthening his appeal to voters of all political 

stripes.  An oft-mentioned suggestion pushed by Beveridge was the placement of the senator’s 

photograph atop editorials in friendly, partisan newspapers.  In July, he urged John Hayes, “Why 

not get out a very good cut of me and have it run at the head of the editorial columns of all of our 

Republican country newspapers which head their state ticket with my name for senator?”   438

Beveridge clearly intended to directly couple the electoral fortunes of down-ballot legislative 

nominees to his candidacy for re-election to the Senate — in essence, furthering the senator’s 

public accountability, widening popular input in the decision, and emphasizing the parliamen-

tary-style nature of the indirect regime.  Several days later, the senator repeated his request to 

Hayes, writing, “Run my name at the head of the editorial columns containing the [s]tate ticket, 

as the Republican candidate for United States Senator.”   439
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 Additionally, Beveridge implored the party apparatus via Republican periodicals to pub-

licize his laudable position on the tariff commission, granting him the necessary credit for the 

body’s adoption.  In the wake of the Payne-Aldrich Tariff, the idea of a tariff commission grew 

increasingly popular.  However, Beveridge was incensed, claiming he favored its creation long 

before it was in vogue, in stark contrast to political opponents who had since changed their tune.  

In an uncharacteristically short, but curt letter to Hayes, the senator wrote, “Please push the idea 

by every means in your power, editorials in the Star and everything else, that I originated the tar-

iff commission idea and fought for it when it had no friends, and kept on fighting for it until it 

won out.”  Beveridge continued, “I honestly deserve every bit of the credit for this and it should 

be driven home to the people of Indiana.”  

 Furthermore, the senator beseeched newspapers to publish favorable interviews from 

prominent Progressive champions, including the influential editor, William Allen White.  White 

expressed support for Beveridge, having praised the Hoosier’s progressive credentials.  Astutely 

sensing immense political dividends from White’s endorsement, the senator repeatedly pressed 

Hayes to widely disseminate the interview throughout Indiana.  In May, he wrote, “White’s in-

terview should be reproduced by every Republican and independent paper in the [s]tate that will 

print it.  You must remember that White is not only a very great writer … but also a very able 

practical politician,” explaining, “He gave this interview out … for the purpose of being most 

effective with the voters.  It has a ring to it, because White spoke with the force of faith and con-

viction.”   Several weeks later, Beveridge described White’s interview as “the best thing that 440
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has been done for us since the [s]tate convention.”   And in a lengthy letter in July, the senator 441

further explicated the impact of these interviews on the minds of voters, declaring, “The public 

mind should be prepared by … interviews like William Allen White’s … In short, it should be 

made very clear to the people that the battle is raging around me personally; that I stand for them 

and that in voting and working for me they vote and work for themselves,”  once more attempt442 -

ing to forge a direct connection between the interests of Hoosiers, his candidacy for re-election, 

and the all-consuming progressive crusade. 

3.4.8  Aggressive Public Campaign for Popular Support - Personal Appearances 

 The most prominent aspect of Beveridge’s re-election was his public campaign for popu-

lar support.  By all measures, the canvass was intensive in effort and extensive in scale.  Bev-

eridge opened the campaign on September 27 at Tomlinson Hall in Indianapolis, fearing any ear-

lier would “create a very bad impression” that he was deeply anxious and uncertain over his elec-

toral fate, a sentiment he hoped to avoid.   The senator also sought to strategically cultivate the 443

enthusiasm of voters, believing an earlier commencement would lead to diminishing returns 

throughout the course of the campaign.   Newspapers reported that Beveridge intended to 444

stump the state “day and night,” describing the campaign as the “busiest in years.”   Even Bev445 -

eridge himself discussed holding at least two rallies daily in his letters, writing to E.M. Lee, “Big 
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rallies held in the daytime where all the farmers can attend, and then go on to the various cities at 

night and this repeated,” an efficient means of reaching as many voters as possible.   Indeed, 446

the evidentiary record supports these claims.  Throughout the fall campaign, Beveridge partook 

in multiple rallies on a frequent, near-daily basis — a herculean effort of intense proportions.   447

 Beveridge’s senatorial canvass was extensive in scale, as well.  According to the press, 

the senator was slated to visit every county in the state.   The Huntington Herald described the 

upcoming campaign as a “strenuous” effort “in each of the ninety-two counties in the Hoosier 

commonwealth.”   Newspaper coverage confirms appearances in at least fifty-one localities, 448

spanning forty counties and all thirteen congressional districts.  449

 Beveridge’s campaign addresses were defined by four overarching themes: the diminish-

ing significance of partisan labels, the framing of the progressive crusade as a struggle between 

the people and the powerful, major issues of the campaign, and Beveridge’s own candidacy for 

re-election to the Senate.   

 The senator keenly sought to deemphasize partisan identifications and party affiliations in 

an effort to broaden his appeal, especially to independent and Democratic voters.  In Columbus, 

Beveridge “urged all voters … to lay aside all party prejudices and vote for men who would cure 
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the nation’s political ills.”   In Indianapolis, he proclaimed, “Vote for your own party  … vote 450

for the other party if you believe that it is best for your family and country … Not as partisans, 

but as citizens let us take counsel of one another for our common good.”   And at the climax of 451

the campaign, the progressive fighter blasted both parties for their complicity in perpetuating the 

prevailing troubles, asserting, “I found that the parties must be made to serve the people, instead 

of the people to serve the parties.”   452

 Beveridge persistently framed the progressive crusade as a battle between the helpless 

many and the powerful few, as personified by party bosses and economic conglomerations.  On 

October 3, in Columbus, Beveridge unveiled his new slogan: the many versus the bosses, ex-

plaining, “It is the home, the wife, the mother against the bosses.”   In Huntington, the senator 453

argued on behalf of reforming government, promising “the crooked things had to be straightened 

[and] the people accorded a voice.”   By mid-October, Beveridge amped up his rhetoric, decry454 -

ing the reign of a malevolent invisible government.  In Jeffersonville, he exclaimed, “The over-

throw of the invisible government of mighty interests that the visible government of the people 

may endure is the issue of this campaign.  And it is this invisible government against which we 

war.”   In Patricksburg, the incumbent continued to develop this theme, contending, “The boss 455

representatives of the interests which are seeking to control legislation on behalf of the money 
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powers and against the welfare of the people must be put out of power.”   And at the close of 456

the campaign, Beveridge impressed upon voters the stakes of the forthcoming election, positing 

that the outcome will determine either “the elimination of the progressive Republican movement 

or the death knell of the invisible government, composed of the special interests.”  That pivotal 

choice rested with Hoosiers.   Due to his strong support in the district primaries — and subse457 -

quent district and state conventions — and personal popularity amongst ordinary Hoosiers, Bev-

eridge could legitimately claim a popular mandate against “the powerful,” but only partially.  

The senator still retained the backing of the party — his party — and, while these influential par-

ty figures were no longer reactionary traditionalists — the political stripes of the oft-derided 

“bosses” — they were Beveridge partisans, instead.  

 Within the progressive crusade, Beveridge highlighted several defining issues, staking 

out positions on these pressing policy matters.  Describing the Payne-Aldrich Tariff as a product 

of “greed and avarice” on the part of “financial powers,” the senator explained his fierce opposi-

tion to the measure, proclaiming, “This bill I fought … With seven other Republicans and several 

Democrats I fought them in the name of honesty.”   He advocated his longtime support for a 458

tariff commission, declaring, “A tariff commission would have made all this battling, all this con-

fusion, unnecessary and these wrongs impossible.”   Beveridge maintained, “Our tariff must be 459

just and wise, must protect the prosperity of all American industries and prevent extortion by any 

industry, must care for the wages of American workingman and not unnecessarily increase the 
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workingman’s cost of living.”   Assailing the “sweat shops” of child labor, the senator deliv460 -

ered an impassioned plea for its abolition, promising, “No prosperity based upon the blood of 

little children is worth having.  Any foundation based on human blood is bound to fail in the end 

… As long as I live … I will fight it with all my strength.”   And furthermore, Beveridge out461 -

lined his support for an income tax amendment and the passage of an inheritance tax.  462

 Finally, the Hoosier Republican directly presented his candidature to voters, offering an 

opportunity to pass judgment on his record of service and to decide whether he should be re-

turned to the Senate for another term — a clear-cut example of public accountability.  At Monti-

cello, “he frankly told the audience if they did not approve of his position during the last session 

of [C]ongress not to vote for a man who would vote for him in the next legislature.”   At Co463 -

lumbia City, he addressed a crowd on “why he should be returned to the [S]enate … and … ap-

pealed to the public to stay with him this fall.”    And at a Fort Wayne rally in late October, he 464

told “of his record in the [S]enate, and call[ed] upon voters to support him and to stand up for 

purity in public life.”  465
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3.4.9  Aggressive Public Campaign for Popular Support - Political Surrogates 

 Public appearances by important political surrogates complemented Beveridge’s personal 

stumping tour.  These figures served to pitch the rationale for the senator’s re-election to Hoosier 

voters.  Beveridge meticulously managed the invitations, scheduling, and even the substance of 

the addresses, to varying degrees.  Due to the simmering fissures within the Republican Party, 

few figures were in any position to truly unite the party.  The only leader broadly palatable to 

Republicans of all stripes remained the aging warhorse, former president Theodore Roosevelt.    

 Upon leaving the White House, Roosevelt undertook an extended stay in Africa, where he 

ceded the spotlight to his successor, William Howard Taft.  As political conditions worsened for 

the administration and the party, the former president did not flinch, opting to remain silent on all 

matters until he had returned to the United States.  In the summer of 1910, Roosevelt finally ar-

rived, disembarking in New York Harbor to throngs of ecstatic Americans.  His long-anticipated 

return marked his re-entry into the political scene, as well.  Hoping to assuage both sides of the 

intra-party dispute, however, Roosevelt did not stake out especially strong positions on the press-

ing issues of the day.  While he espoused many progressive causes, he paid lip service to Taft and 

softly supported the much-maligned Payne-Aldrich Tariff.  The colonel’s generally neutral ap-

proach translated into an ideologically-balanced campaign, appearing at rallies for progressive 

insurgent Albert Beveridge and conservative traditionalist Henry Cabot Lodge.  466

 For Beveridge, Theodore Roosevelt represented the fulcrum of the progressive crusade, 

the general at the forefront of the ever-consuming struggle for reform, and the senator viewed 

himself as the loyal lieutenant on behalf of the right.  On April 21, Beveridge tactfully wrote the 

 Goodwin, The Bully Pulpit, 647-650.466
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former president, requesting assistance in the form of three speeches.  The senator insisted victo-

ry was virtually assured, but explained, “If you will come to my aid our majority will be simply 

overwhelming, and the credit of it will go to you.”  Beveridge went on to describe themselves as 

brethren of the same order, writing, “The fight is for the great cause which you have led and still 

are leading and always will lead, and to which you and those of us who stand with you are giving 

our lives … I am willing to sacrifice everything to the great historic movement.”  467

 Additionally, Beveridge enlisted other like-minded progressive Republican senators to 

assist his re-election in the fall campaign.  Over the summer, he contacted Joseph L. Bristow of 

Kansas.  Describing Indiana as “the bloody angle … of this great national fight” akin to the Bat-

tle of Shiloh, Beveridge explained, “The forces of pillage have determined to crush me in Indi-

ana … They seem to think that in that way they can best put a stop to the whole progressive 

movement,” whereupon he beseeched his colleague, “What I want you to do is to write me by 

return mail how much time you will give me and when.”  Beveridge was determined to secure as 

much time as possible, admitting, “I want absolutely every minute of your time you can give me.  

Four weeks is better than two weeks; two weeks better than one.”   Similar invitations were 468

furnished to Senators Moses E. Clapp of Minnesota, Joseph M. Dixon of Montana, Norris Brown 

of Nebraska, Jonathan P. Dolliver and Albert Cummins of Iowa, William Borah of Idaho, and 

Robert M. La Follette of Wisconsin.  469

 Beveridge to Theodore Roosevelt, April 21, 1910, Beveridge papers, LOC.467

 Beveridge to Joseph Bristow, July 14, 1910, Beveridge papers, LOC.468

 Beveridge to Moses Clapp, July 14, 1910; Beveridge to Joseph Dixon, July 16, 1910; Beveridge to 469

Norris Brown, July 16, 1910; Beveridge to Jonathan Dolliver, August 9, 1910; Beveridge to Albert Cum-
mins, September 15, 1910; Beverudge to William Borah, September 15, 1910; Beveridge to Robert La 
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 The Hoosier Republican personally managed scheduling these appearances, as well.  To 

maximize the effectiveness of the rallies in maintaining intensity and generating a continuous 

spate of voter enthusiasm for the ticket, Beveridge selected the most propitious dates for each 

surrogate.  Recognizing that Roosevelt’s appearance in October would likely witness a surge of 

interest from the press and ordinary voters, the senator urged his colleagues schedule their ap-

pearances around the former president’s visit.   

 Writing to Senator Dolliver, Beveridge recommended, “I want you to enter the [s]tate 

about the 15th of October — two days after Roosevelt touches off his fourteen inch gun, and I 

want you to stay right by me until the day of the election.  The other boys are coming to my aid 

at various times, but I want you at this particular time.”   To Senator Bristow, Beveridge expli470 -

cated, “Roosevelt will make his great speech … I would like to have our strongest men jump into 

the fray immediately afterwards and stay with me until election day,” requesting the final two 

weeks of the campaign from the Kansan.   And he reiterated to Senator Borah, “After Col. 471

Roosevelt arrives here our boys must pour into the state following his departure so that the cam-

paign will increase instead of recede in enthusiasm.”  472

 Further, Beveridge had a hand in dictating the content of the addresses, ensuring that they 

adequately framed the campaign in terms consistent with his message, and sufficiently touted the 

candidate’s character, record, and abilities.  Describing himself as “a modest man,” Beveridge 

suggested to Albert Cummins, “Tell the people about a certain friend of yours in this [s]tate be-

ing the noblest two-legged creature now walking upon this sordid earth; about his having the 

 Beveridge to Jonathan Dolliver, August 9, 1910, Beveridge papers, LOC.470

 Beveridge to Joseph Bristow, August 9, 1910, Beveridge papers, LOC.471
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most elemental intellect, the most dauntless heart, the cleanest, whitest, purest and snow like 

soul.”  Beveridge proceeded to boil down the campaign to its singular issue, writing, “The issue 

in this [s]tate really is coming down to the question of whether I should be returned to the Senate 

or not.  That is about the size of it.”  473

 On October 13, Roosevelt’s train traversed the Illinois boundary into Indiana, commenc-

ing his stumping tour of the state.  He was greeted by “crowds of varying degrees of 

enthusiasm,” comprising Hoosiers eager to see the former president.  The Star Press described 

the atmosphere as ecstatic and characterized Roosevelt as “a veteran of many wars to whom the 

rattle of the drums is music still” marching into battle.   The party decided Roosevelt would 474

appear in eleven cities, accompanied on each leg by his protege, Albert Beveridge.    475

 Roosevelt’s mission was to present the case for Beveridge, touting the senator’s diligent 

service to the progressive cause and imploring voters to return him to the Senate.  At Muncie, 

“the Chief” pleaded with Hoosiers, “We ask the decent, plain citizens of Indiana to support Sena-

tor Beveridge because has has served his party best by making it serve the state.”  Defending the 

senator’s stance on the tariff, Roosevelt declared at Crawfordsville that Beveridge was ahead of 

lawmakers in Washington, “but [they] will catch up,” he assured his listeners.   At another rally, 476

Roosevelt stressed the caliber of Beveridge’s mettle, describing the senator as “a game fighter for 

the right … the man who stood fearlessly for the right when it needed nerve to stand for the 

right,” and he attested to his friend’s “honesty, courage and good, sound, common sense.”  At 

 Beveridge to Albert Cummins, September 16, 1910, Beveridge papers, LOC.473
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Covington, the colonel praised Beveridge as “embod[ying] all that we stand for in our struggle 

for honest government,” and, at another appearance, he emphasized the righteousness of the 

cause, proclaiming, “Senator Beveridge was always desirous of finding out what the popular 

need was … and .. he was then ready to fight to a finish” to meet those needs.  477

 Similar appeals on behalf of Beveridge’s re-election were conducted by other progressive 

figures, as well, notably Senators Joseph Bristow of Kansas and Albert Cummins of Iowa, for-

mer Interior Secretary James Garfield, and former chief of the Forest Service, Gifford Pinchot, 

who had had a very public spate with the administration and was now publicly allying with Bev-

eridge and the insurgents.   478

3.4.10  The Opposition 

 The Democrats pursued an equally vigorous statewide campaign for popular support.  In 

contrast to their low-key canvass of 1902 — where they unsuccessfully tried to co-opt the issue 

of Senator Charles Fairbanks’ re-election by ignoring his candidacy altogether — their publicly-

nominated senatorial aspirant led the assault against the Republicans and Senator Albert Bev-

eridge, repeatedly tying the incumbent to the reputation of his unpopular party — in essence, try-

ing intensively to nationalize the contest.  John W. Kern, the Democratic nominee for Senate, 

mounted a spirited defense of his party’s proposals, deriding Republican misrule and prodding 

Beveridge on his alleged independence.  At a rally in Marion, he promised veterans, “If I do not 

do more in two years for you than Senator Beveridge has done in twelve years, I will resign,” 

 Princeton Daily Clarion, October 13, 1910, p 1; The Indianapolis Star, October 14, 1910, p 1.477
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before rebuking the Republicans, “The government has not kept its contract with you men who 

saved it.”  Kern also attacked Beveridge for opposing the income tax and supporting ship subsi-

dies.  479

 Another criticism Kern hurled against his opponent was the charge that the incumbent 

senator was essentially protectionist-lite.  While Beveridge may have opposed the Payne-Aldrich 

Tariff, the senator remained a devotee of protectionism, more generally, and ergo, would not of-

fer much needed relief from exorbitantly high tariff rates when in office.  Kern mercilessly de-

rided the senator on this issue, arguing, “Beveridge stands for this protection, this tariff that has 

transferred the earnings of the multitude of working men to the pockets of the favored few.  He 

stands for this system and upholds it as righteous.”  For Kern, the difference between Republican 

progressives and conservatives was one of degree.  The Democrat offered a blistering denuncia-

tion peppered with folksy humor, proclaiming, “Senator Aldrich stands for grand larceny; Sena-

tor Beveridge stands for petit larceny and John W. Kern stands for no larceny at all if he knows 

it.”    480

 Throughout his stumping tour, Kern was accompanied by Governor Thomas Marshall 

and Senator Benjamin Shively.  The trio were favorites among the Democratic faithful, skillful in 

their arguments and electric in their presentations.  According to The Jackson County Banner, 

“[This] combination … is a formidable one and that it is getting in telling blows.”   Additional481 -

ly, William Jennings Bryan appeared in Indiana in late October to promote the candidacy of John 

Kern and assist in the coordinated offensive against the Republican ticket.  At the Coliseum in 

 Jackson County Banner, October 12, 1910, p 4.479

 The Indianapolis News, October 17, 1910, p 3.480

 Jackson County Banner, October 12, 1910, p 4.481
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Richmond, “he denounced Theodore Roosevelt and Albert J. Beveridge,” suggesting that they 

had proven themselves “incompetents” and proclaiming, “whatever Beveridge has done Kern 

could have done.”  Bryan bemoaned any Democrat supporting Beveridge, “if that Democrat de-

sires progressive legislation,” explaining that Kern, not Beveridge, was the “pioneer” in support-

ing progressive causes and represented the true reformer in the race.  

 In his remarks, Bryan also extolled the character of John Kern, describing the Democrat 

as honest, respectful, and scrupulous.  “And then he has the courage,” Bryan insisted, “and my 

friends, his heart is right.  His heart is in sympathy with the people; he shares their aspirations, he 

understands their wants, and he is one of them.”   Ultimately, the Democrats centered their 482

campaign in stark opposition to Republicanism, writ large, and all of its associates, including the 

vulnerable, embattled senator.  By assailing Beveridge’s candidacy for the Senate and promoting 

Kern’s prospects, the party presented a clear choice to voters on settling the matter of the sena-

torship — fostering wider popular participation in the process.   

3.4.11  Democratic Wave and Legislative Deference 

 The 1910 midterm elections produced a sweeping Democratic tidal wave, routing the Re-

publicans.  In the U.S. House of Representatives, the Democrats gained 58 seats to claim 230, 

whilst the decimated Republicans were left with 162 seats — their lowest figure in that body 

since 1895.   In the U.S. Senate, Republicans maintained overall control with 52 senators, but 483

that represented a loss of eight seats, while the Democrats claimed 44 seats.   In Indiana, Re484 -

 The Richmond Item, October 21, 1910, p 2.482

 “Party Divisions of the House of Representatives, 1789 to Present,” U.S. House of Representatives.483

 “Party Division,” U.S. Senate.484
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publican damage was even more pronounced.  The Democratic margin of victory was between 

12,000 and 14,000 votes, which saw them maintain their 60-to-40 seat edge in the House, while 

finally seizing control of the State Senate by a 30-to-20 seat advantage.  For the first time in fif-

teen years, the party enjoyed full control of the state legislature.   With Democrats so dominant 485

on the joint ballot, Beveridge conceded defeat on the afternoon of November 9.  486

 Shortly after his defeat, Beveridge penned a remarkably insightful analysis of the reasons 

behind his loss.  While the senator maintained he was not disconsolate over the outcome, he ad-

mitted to feeling hard done by a good many factors beyond his control.  First, he pointed to for-

mer governor Hanly’s county local option law (passed in 1908).  The political repercussions of 

the statute continued to reverberate in 1910.  German communities, brewers, and liquor interests, 

who ordinarily would have supported Beveridge, voted Democratic explicitly to repeal the law.  

Second, the senator bemoaned the influence of outside money, writing, “We were confronted 

with the biggest campaign fund any of us ever saw in this [s]tate.”  Third, he readily recognized 

the poisonous, toxic environment for his party, fueled by the “resentment” toward the tariff bill.  

Ultimately, Beveridge concluded he would have won re-election, hypothetically, if a direct, pop-

ular vote regime had been adopted instead, explaining, “The Democrats frankly say that if the 

people could have voted upon the question of the senatorship directly our majority would have 

been considerably over a hundred thousand.  And I guess there is no doubt about that.”  487

 Beveridge’s contention that direct elections would have facilitated his re-election should 

not be dismissed lightly.  There may be some validity to the claim.  The seasoned incumbent en-

 Dubin, Party Affiliations, 61.485
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joyed sky-high favorability ratings, largely due to his courageous stance on the tariff and will-

ingness to buck his party in the face of the unpopular measure.  Furthermore, the nature of the 

indirect regime meant state legislative districts — oftentimes gerrymandered — did not propor-

tionally represent the statewide popular vote in allocating seats in the legislature.  Parties could 

conceivably win more votes, but fall short of a majority in state assemblies.  488

 Nonetheless, there is little certainty direct elections would have witnessed Beveridge re-

elected in 1910.   Antipathy toward Republicans was immense and their support had ebbed to 489

its lowest level in over a decade, driven by widespread opposition to the Payne-Aldrich Tariff.  

Meanwhile, Democratic enthusiasm was gradually building, climaxing with their high-water 

mark in the midterm elections.  While independent and Democratic Hoosiers approved of their 

senator’s stance of the tariff, they likely concluded that overall Democratic control of the Senate 

offered a more suitable alternative on tariff policy, namely in reducing rates.  

 Beveridge’s strategy had been flawed from the outset.  During the campaign, the senator 

appealed to independent and Democratic voters, but relied almost exclusively on Republican leg-

islators to back his re-election in the state legislature in the upcoming session.  He never serious-

ly entertained coaxing Democratic legislators to defect on his behalf.  Thus, Beveridge was ask-

ing Democratic voters to support Republican legislators primarily to ensure his return to the Sen-

 See Abraham Lincoln and the 1858 Illinois senatorial election.488

 Direct elections have not insulated popular incumbents from defeat, either.  They have been defeated 489
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ate.  Ultimately, the embattled senator under-appreciated the deep-seated party fealty of Hoosiers 

Democrats to their own party.   

 Added to the mix were those conservative, traditionalist Republicans, whom Beveridge 

persistently assailed and alienated.  The senator may have overestimated their support in the gen-

eral election, incorrectly surmising that they had no viable option but to remain faithful to the 

Republican ticket.  Beveridge failed to anticipate the possibility that these Hoosiers may abstain 

from voting.  Given the senator’s unwillingness to bridge the intra-party divide, conservative 

Republicans may have decided to sacrifice a Senate seat if it meant the defeat of their longtime 

Progressive nemesis. 

 The following January, John W. Kern and Albert Beveridge were officially nominated by 

their respective party caucuses in the state legislature, deferring to the choice rendered by their 

parties the previous spring — confirming the increasingly wider popular participation in the se-

lection process.  On January 18, Kern was duly elected to the Senate, earning 60 votes in the 

State House and 30 votes the State Senate, while Albert Beveridge received 40 votes in the State 

House and 20 votes in the State Senate.   The selection was decided by a purely partisan vote, 490

with no defections.   See Figure 3.7 charting the final vote breakdown.  491

 The Indianapolis Star, January 18, 1911, p 1.490

 The Tribune, January 18, 1911, p 4.491
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SOURCE: The Indianapolis Star, January 18, 1911, p 1 

 Kern’s elevation to the Senate was the clearest example of legislative deference.  The 

body selected an aspirant whose candidacy was publicly-known, widely advertised, and offered 

voters an alternative to the incumbent senator, Albert Beveridge.  And while Kern’s individual 

merits may have partly accounted for his party’s successes in November, he was largely the 

benefactor of the immense antipathy toward Republicans and renewed Democratic strength, 

more generally — the nationalization of the contest.   
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3.4.12  Analysis 

 The defining element of the 1910 Indiana case study was the choice afforded to voters in 

deciding the senatorship.  The candidacies of the dueling senatorial aspirants were central to the 

election.  Beveridge was insistent the campaign revolve around his record, character, and will-

ingness to buck his party in the face of great political headwinds — in essence, a referendum on 

himself, heavily resisting efforts to nationalize the contest.  The Democratic nominee, John W. 

Kern, was also publicly-known, undertaking an extensive public campaign for popular support, 

and he eagerly sought to peg the popular incumbent to the unpopular brand of his party — the 

nationalization effect.  As the contenders led the charge into battle, their unique personalities 

dominated the campaign to a considerable degree, presenting an opportunity for Hoosiers to ren-

der a verdict on the performance of their senator — public accountability — and directly select 

an alternative if they disapproved of the incumbent, reflecting the widespread popular input in 

the process.   

 Additionally, Beveridge seized personal command of his operations, adopting an aggres-

sive, hands-on approach managing strategy and tactics.  The senator oversaw campaign messag-

ing, consulted with advisors on his speeches, saturated the press with intensive advertising of his 

candidacy, conducted a strenuous, intensive public campaign for popular support, and enlisted 

important political surrogates, strategizing their schedules for maximum effectiveness and sug-

gesting ideas for their addresses.  The heavy reliance on popular support dictated the assumption 

of ever-more sophisticated methods for cultivating a favorable relationship with ordinary 

Hoosiers.  Ultimately, the voters decided, rendering their decision at the ballot box.  When the 

state legislature convened, they abided by the result, elevating John Kern to the Senate.  Kern’s 
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selection represented the clearest example of the legislature’s deference to the general election 

outcome, specifically, and the value of popular campaigns, more generally.  The decision attests 

to the recognition by parties of the growing significance of popular legitimacy and their willing-

ness to adopt certain practices and procedures that bolstered widespread popular participation in 

the selection process.   

 Could the 1910 Indiana senatorial election be characterized as a de facto direct election?  

Both candidates had been publicly-nominated by the spring, and their candidacies were widely 

advertised.  Further, they conducted vigorous public campaigns for popular legitimacy.  Indeed, 

the election itself was driven by the senatorial contest and voters clearly understood the No-

vember poll as a choice between two dueling aspirants.  

 Ultimately, we cannot conclude the contest represented a de facto direct election.  The 

indirect system of selection emphasized party discipline and rested upon party unity.  Hypotheti-

cally, Beveridge might not have won re-election under direct, popular election, but he was par-

tially correct when he laid blame to other mitigating factors in the race that accounted for his 

loss.  Despite his insurgency and repeated efforts to distance himself from the Republicans, the 

senator was ultimately a casualty of the party’s unpopularity and poor standing among Hoosiers 

— and Americans at large — a victim of the nationalization effect.  Therefore, even under the 

most exceptionally popular conditions prior to the Seventeenth Amendment, parties still mattered 

a great deal for senators.  Strong party backing and party unity remained critical for success.  In-

tra-party fissures and persistent squabbling boded ominously for an incumbent’s prospects.  

Nonetheless, senatorial candidates were not anonymous backroom contenders, surreptitiously 

securing insider support exclusively amongst powerful party leaders and pivotal officials on their 
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trek for a Senate seat.  While party support was a necessary condition for victory, it was not suf-

ficient.  Recognizing the importance of popular legitimacy, senators conducted their campaigns 

in a public manner and cultivated electoral support among the people.  Therefore, the 1910 Indi-

ana senatorial election can more precisely be characterized as the most popularly-based selection 

process of the indirect era.  

3.5  Conclusions 

 Indiana’s senatorial elections demonstrate the emerging popular legitimacy crucial for an 

incumbent’s re-election.  My theory anticipates a high premium placed on cultivating the support 

of voters.  Under the Hoosier state’s exceptionally popular conditions, few barrier points existed 

between the November ballot box and the state legislature’s selection of a senator.  First, the 

state’s general elections were very competitive — both parties commanded relatively equal 

shares of the populace and a sizable independent bloc pivoted between them.  The unpredictable 

nature of the electorate meant an upset always remained a distinct possibility.  As such, no sena-

tor could rest on their laurels and coast to re-election.  Even when assured of victory, incumbents 

regularly undertook all necessary precautions to strengthen their ranks and mobilize voter 

turnout.  These developments reflect the increasingly widespread popular participation in the 

senatorial selection process and the willingness of the parties to accept these democratizing 

trends. 

 Second, candidate recognition was widely reported and incredibly pervasive.  The senato-

rial contest drove the narrative of the general election and the candidacies were central to the 

campaigns.   As such, entrepreneurial contenders appealed individually for support, rather than 
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relying exclusively on partisan identification and party affiliation.  Further, personalities took 

precedence over issues as the caliber of the candidates greatly factored into the electoral calculus 

of voters — enhancing the visibility of senators.  Ultimately, the voters internalized the election 

as a means of passing judgment on the senatorial race — either as a referendum on the incum-

bent’s performance or as a clear choice between dueling senatorial aspirants — thereby bolster-

ing direct, public accountability of the office.  

 Finally, legislative deference was high.  When the field of aspirants was fractious, com-

prising multiple candidates, the state legislature exercised greater autonomy rendering a decision.  

But even then, the body deferred to a popularly-elected, publicly-named candidate whose inten-

tions for the Senate were widely advertised during the general election — a pattern which re-

peated and intensified in subsequent years.  

 With few barrier points, the preponderance of power lay in the hands of the voter, and 

therefore, public campaigns were a common feature of Indiana’s senatorial elections.  Increasing-

ly, senators pursued ever-more rigorous and intensive campaigns, enlisting themselves and im-

portant political surrogates to publicize their brand and burnish their credentials, and utilizing a 

bevy of novel methods to garner public support, generate enthusiasm, and mobilize turnout.  

Even more effectively, senators offered material incentives to constituents for political support 

through directed services — as exemplified by the rural route mail delivery system — and 

strategically publicized these services.  Further, supportive partisan periodicals played a prom-

inent role advertising the senator’s candidacy, character, record, and legislative achievements, 

working in tandem with the incumbent’s messaging strategy.     
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 Although popular legitimacy afforded a degree of autonomy to senators vis-a-vis political 

parties, party support was crucial, as well.  In many respects, elements of a parliamentary-styled 

democracy obtained.  State legislative nominees were publicly committed to supporting the re-

election of incumbents.  Senators had diligently worked toward ensuring supportive legislative 

candidates — partisans — were nominated by their district conventions.  Thereafter, they cam-

paigned in their respective districts to maximize visibility and mobilize turnout.  To an extent, 

these dynamics were the result of the nationalization effect — the transforming of all down-bal-

lot state races into a referendum on national conditions.  The strong party system under the indi-

rect regime tended to foster these dynamics, as senators eagerly nationalized their race and state 

legislative contests, as well, thereby assuring party discipline.  

 When senators marshaled their personal popularity with Hoosiers to strengthen their grip 

over the party and forge party unity, such as Charles Fairbanks, they concurrently bolstered their 

standing among voters and party figures, thereby enhancing their re-election prospects.  Fair-

banks had effectively nationalized the contest, coupling his candidacy with the fortunes of Re-

publican legislative nominees.  In return, the Republicans caucus duly returned Fairbanks to an-

other term in office.   

 By contrast, when faced with antagonistic intra-party factions and bereft of any sem-

blance of unity, other incumbents struggled to gain traction, such as David Turpie, who ran a tra-

ditional Democratic campaign, or Albert Beveridge.  The latter’s unconventional insurgency 

campaign complicated certain aspects of the parliamentary-styled system in place.  In parliamen-

tary systems, parties take precedence over personality, however, Beveridge — in fiercely resist-

ing the nationalization effect — elevated his candidacy above partisan identification and party 
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affiliations, desperately trying to render his election a direct vote rather than through the indirect, 

party-based method.   

 Parliamentary democracies provide “party cover” to its officeholders and candidates, a 

dynamic appraised by David Mayhew and Anthony King.  In short, in parliamentary systems, 

ambitious politicians are nominated by the party proper, not directly by voters through primaries; 

their expenses are footed by party committees, rather than perennially fundraising on their own 

behalf; and finally, their political career depends exclusively upon party discipline and loyalty; 

whereas in the American system, outsiders regularly attain positions of high status.   Under the 492

indirect regime, party cover constituted what Jonathan Rauch terms “the middlemen,” those es-

sential political functionaries who ensured the system operated smoothly, filtrated fluctuations in 

popular opinion, and served the broad interests of the parties.  As party cover has been shorn of 

American elections, candidates have grown increasingly more independent of the parties, fueling 

assaults on the middlemen by populist-driven “outsiders.”  493

 These developments pose implications for governing, as well.   Party cover encouraged 

the “division of labor” model of representation — a representative system whereby legislators 

exercised their considered judgment concerning the national interest, freed from electoral conse-

quences and the constraints of popular whim.  By contrast, greater individualism has fostered an 
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May 21, 2020, URL: https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2016/07/how-american-politics-
went-insane/485570/.

https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2016/07/how-american-politics-went-insane/485570/
https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2016/07/how-american-politics-went-insane/485570/
https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2016/07/how-american-politics-went-insane/485570/


202

“agency” model, whereby officeholders strive to placate the interests of constituents and vot-

ers— at all costs — always with a view toward securing re-election.  494

 Anticipating these trends, Albert Beveridge undertook a full-throated crusade against the 

party system through an entrepreneurial campaign that heavily emphasized his own credentials 

and candidacy independent of the party brand.  But Beveridge was premature for parties re-

mained critically important to victory.  Although Fairbanks similarly elevated his personality and 

accomplishments, he did so within the prism of the partisan system as a faithful Republican.  By 

contrast, Beveridge alienated a fair share of conservative Republicans and failed to appreciate the 

continued loyalty of Democratic voters to their party.  The strong party system commanded the 

fealty of its voters and tended to produce nationalized, wave elections, ultimately downing Bev-

eridge’s candidacy in 1910.  

 The indirect regime rested on party discipline and partisan loyalty.  During the selection 

process, defections from state legislators were expected to be minimal.  In many states, instances 

wherein a bloc of disaffected members bolted from their party to join forces with the opposition 

in an effort to deny the incumbent re-election were relatively rare.  So great was party fealty that 

insurgency movements generally supported figures from their own ranks, rather than an aspirant 

from the opposing party.  Indiana was no exception, as attested by the persistence of party-line 

voting in each selection vote.  When the Democratic incumbent was deeply unpopular, as with 

Turpie, few Democrats defected.  When the Republican incumbent was broadly popular, such as 

Fairbanks, few Democrats defected.  And when the incumbent expressly campaigned on dissem-

bling partisan labels, as with Beveridge, party-line voting asserted itself once more. 
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 As an increasingly more democratic age took hold, popular legitimacy, growing in im-

port, began to matter greatly to senators, especially as they confronted the challenges of re-elec-

tion.  But even in the weakly-partisan, high-turnover, and fiercely competitive state of Indiana, 

unified party support remained essential as well — a continued vestige of the prevailing system 

of indirect senatorial elections. 
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CHAPTER 4: Senatorial Campaigns in South Carolina 

Moderately Popular Elections -  
Personalized, Factional Contestation amid Populist Agitation 

 Senatorial campaigns in South Carolina demonstrate the potency of the vast, omnipotent 

democratizing currents of the period.  Even before adopting the indirect primary — when the 

Palmetto State relied upon the convention system —  its senatorial contests were defined by 

emerging elements of popular support, public legitimacy, and accountability.  Offering disaffect-

ed voters a channel with which to express their frustrations, elections represented a referendum 

on the incumbent senator.   

 But recognizing the increasing calls for greater popular participation in the state’s poli-

tics, the Democratic Party promptly adopted an indirect primary in 1892 — exemplifying party 

adaptability to these trends.  The indirect primary further contributed to widespread statewide 

canvasses and vigorous public appeals for electoral support.  The effect of the primary was to 

present a truly binary choice before the people, whereby voters can more directly convey their 

preference for the Senate.  Thus, the state witnessed some of the most highly-popular senatorial 

elections under the indirect regime.  

 South Carolina’s elections were moderately popular affairs, characterized by vibrant, en-

ergetic campaigns.  Traditionally, the state was dominated by an exclusive cadre of conservative, 

Bourbon landed elites that had governed since before the Civil War.  With the exception of a 

brief interlude during Reconstruction, the Democratic Party achieved a virtual monopoly over all 

levers of power.  Given the prevalence of a single-party system, political disputes and electoral 

competition occurred exclusively within the Democratic fold, leading to factional feuding among 
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its many power blocs jostling for authority.  With no single group commanding a majority of 

support, senatorial aspirants were expected to secure the backing of multiple factions.  But the 

enactment of the indirect primary in 1892 rendered the system more transparent and democratic, 

at least as it pertained to white citizens.  Thereafter, public sentiment and popular legitimacy 

gradually emerged as foundational elements to the election of public officials.  Resultantly, the 

state’s politics devolved into highly-personalized factional infighting, as the maneuverings of 

senatorial candidates grew ever-more visible.  

 My theory of indirect elections stipulates that senators seeking re-election under moder-

ately popular conditions should undertake active, public campaigns for popular support, with the 

result at the ballot box definitive of the final selection.  Yet, a sizable degree of insider politick-

ing and bloc support should remain critical for success.  The theory is confirmed by South Car-

olina.  In 1890, Senator Wade Hampton III lost his bid for a third term due to his pursuit of a 

low-key, passive re-election effort.  Hampton largely abstained from public appearances and ad-

hered faithfully to his unpopular stances on the animating issues of the day.  Four years later, 

learning the lessons from his vanquished colleague, Senator Matthew C. Butler opted for a more 

engaged, vigorous re-election campaign — fundraising, stumping the state early, and adjusting 

his positions on salient issues to broaden his appeal to the electorate.  However, Butler failed as 

well, primarily due to the inability to rally his base around his candidacy and offer the requisite 

levels of support necessary for victory.   

 Both senators were casualties to an uprising constituting economically-depressed farmers 

and laborers, whose rebellion was personified by the race-baiting, populist demagogue Benjamin 

Tillman.  The hostile takeover of the party by disgruntled Populists had been effected due to the 
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reliance on the convention system to nominate public officials.  Although this system represented 

a hybrid of party control and popular support, the most consequential politicking occurred at the 

local level.  Therefore, the superior organizational prowess — coupled with fierce enthusiasm 

and passion — of the Populists at the various county conventions across the state ultimately 

earned the faction total control over the government.  As the last of the remaining Bourbons in 

power, the joint defeats of Hampton and Butler ushered in the reign of Tillman and a more omi-

nous era for South Carolina. 

4.1  Background  

 During the latter half of the Nineteenth Century, South Carolina was jolted by a series of 

seismic shifts and political realignments.  In 1860, its legislature was the first to formally secede 

from the United States; just eight years later, the state was readmitted to the Union; in 1877, the 

Bourbons were restored to power, marking the end of Reconstruction; and in 1890, an agrarian 

uprising ousted the ruling Bourbons.  Throughout this tumultuous period, the Palmetto State 

adopted no fewer than four constitutions (1861, 1865, 1868, and 1895).   Its elections gradually 495

became more transparent and democratic.  Meanwhile, African-Americans, representing a major-

ity of the population (60%), witnessed their fortunes rise to unimaginable heights and fall to 

dispiriting lows.  

 Cole Blease Graham, Jr., “Constitutions,” South Carolina Encyclopedia, University of South Carolina, 495

Institute for Southern Studies, April 15, 2016, accessed January 15, 2020, URL: http://www.scencyclo-
pedia.org/sce/entries/constitutions/.
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4.1.1  Reconstruction, 1868-1877 

 The 1868 constitution was a landmark achievement, heralding the era of Reconstruction 

and political parity between the races.  In addition to safeguarding the hard-won rights of 

African-Americans, it devolved greater authority to local governments, abolishing centrally-ad-

ministered districts with autonomously-managed counties, which exercised authority over bud-

gets and taxes.  Once the stubborn barriers to participation had been removed, blacks “began to 

flex their political muscles within the Republican Party,” winning election to offices in ever 

greater numbers.  Representation in the General Assembly rose to 61 percent in 1872, and by 

1876, 52 percent of all state and federal contests since 1867 had been won by an African-Ameri-

can, an impressive achievement.   496

 Newly-empowered African-Americans pressed for two overarching issues: public educa-

tion and civil equality.  The legislature increased funding for schools and expanded educational 

opportunities for budding students.  According to Walter Edgar, “the establishment of a univer-

sal, publicly funded system of education was one of the major successes of [the period].”  In 

many respects, education was an outgrowth of the push for civil equality.  Providing education 

for Carolinians meant broadening access to all citizens, regardless of race.  And while many 

black children benefited from the investment, so too did white children who had never before 

attended school.   In 1893, the legislature enacted a statute which “opened … all public ac497 -

commodations” to everyone.  Although the law lacked much in the way of effective enforcement 

mechanisms, blacks did achieve limited successes.  These efforts represented a major step for-

 Walter Edgar, South Carolina: A History, (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1998), 496

386-388.

 Ibid., 389-391.497
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ward in their advancement toward full societal inclusion.   Never before had opportunities been 498

as plentiful nor the future as promising for black Carolinians as during the height of Reconstruc-

tion.   

 Most whites were appalled, unsettled, and dismayed by the meteoric rise in the fortunes 

of blacks in the state.  They had never accepted the legitimacy of the new constitution.  For them, 

the present government was an exclusivist regime propped by the barrel of a gun, solely repre-

senting blacks and the interests of Northern Republicans.  To deny their approbation, white Car-

olinians embarked upon a strategy of resistance, systematically retreating from public affairs and 

participation in the polity.  They boycotted elections and public accommodations which had been 

integrated.   499

 Fueling the flames of racial discontent, the Republican administration in Columbia over-

reached on several fronts.  Wielding the cudgel for the first time, the government was not averse 

to unsavory electoral tactics, such as gerrymandering white voters and defrauding elections.  And 

to pay for their generous spending, they imposed higher taxes on white landowners, which, cou-

pled with local taxes, proved burdensome and exorbitant.  White property owners resented what 

they viewed as redistributive policies by the radical regime. 

   Additionally, widespread corruption was endemic to the system, as graft and bribery 

plagued the government. “Corruption was the Achilles’ heel of the Republican Party and Recon-

struction” in the state.  In 1872, Republican lawmakers launched an effort to impeach Governor 

Robert K. Scott, but evidently, Scott literally bought his exoneration and survived the affair.  Sys-

 Ibid., 393.498

 Ibid., 386-394.499
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temic corruption, chronic financial mismanagement, and bonded indebtedness compromised the 

moral high ground of the Reconstruction administration, allowing disaffected whites to success-

fully capitalize on their excesses.  Furthermore, these ails limited the effectiveness of state-fi-

nanced entities, such as the militia and the public education system.  500

 Ultimately, the Reconstruction government was undone by economic distress and societal 

unrest.  The Depression of 1873 hit farmers particularly hard.  Largely agrarian in nature, South 

Carolina was devastated.  According to Edgar, the depression “eradicated what little economic 

recovery … had been.”  Savings were wiped out and interest rates reached altitudinous levels.   501

These economic woes were compounded by rising social violence.  White paramilitary groups, 

manifesting as the Ku Klux Klan, terrorized blacks and Republican officials, challenging the au-

thority of the administration to maintain order, assure security, and provide for the common de-

fense of its citizens.  Increasingly, the government was forced to rely on the assent of decision 

makers in Washington to buttress Columbia with additional federal troops.  But the foundations 

of the system had been shaken and the entire structure teetered on the verge of collapse. 

4.1.2  The Bourbon Restoration, 1877-1890 

 In 1876, Wade Hampton led the Bourbons back to power.  Hampton had been a highly 

revered figure in South Carolina politics.  A member of the planter class, he was elected to the 

State House of Representatives in 1852 and the State Senate in 1858, before rising to the position 

of lieutenant general for the Confederate Army during the Civil War, where he commanded 

 Ibid., 394-396.500

 Ibid., 396-397.501
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“Hampton’s Legion.”   Hampton epitomized the conservative Bourbons — distinguished, gen502 -

teel, and honorable — and he appealed to many white Democrats as their best hope of regaining 

control over the state.  During his gubernatorial bid in 1876, the general crafted a diverse coali-

tion of voters.  Among white Democrats, he could count on a wellspring of affection and deep-

seated loyalties.  One supporter maintained, “I would die for General Hampton.”   Anticipating 503

Hampton’s election, another described “the sudden flash of a new day of sunshine and brightness 

and hope.”   Recognizing the limited appeal of exclusively catering to whites, Hampton court504 -

ed black Carolinians as well.  A moderate, paternalist on the race issue, the general fervently be-

lieved blacks should be afforded equal treatment and that their hard-won political protections be 

safeguarded.  Throughout the campaign, Hampton unabashedly defended his position in an effort 

to broaden his support.  “I shall be the governor of the whole people,” he repeatedly declared, 

vowing to protect the privileges and immunities of white and black citizens alike.   505

 Although the election was marred by charges and countercharges of fraud, Hampton eked 

out a narrow 2,000 vote margin, emerging victorious over his opponent, Governor Daniel Henry 

Chamberlain.   By that point, the general had “effectively controlled the state,” and his hand 506

was further strengthened once federal troops were withdrawn following a similarly contentious 

 “Wade Hampton” in Biographical Directory of the United States Congress, U.S Congress, accessed 502

January 15, 2020, URL: https://bioguideretro.congress.gov/Home/MemberDetails?memIndex=H000141.

 Walter Brian Cisco, Wade Hampton: Confederate Warrior, Conservative Statesman, (Washington D.C.: 503

Brassey’s Inc., 2004), 232.

 Ibid., 224.504

 Robert K. Ackerman, Wade Hampton, III, (Columbia: The University of South Carolina Press, 2007), 505

175.

 Cisco, 246-247.506
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presidential election.    Hampton’s victory signaled the restoration of the Bourbons — the elite, 507

planter class which had governed South Carolina since before the Civil War.   Unlike in other 

Southern states, these conservatives did not belong to a younger, vibrant generation of new lead-

ers.  Rather, they exclusively comprised the more seasoned and experienced cohort of South 

Carolina’s statesmen.  Grounded in “present expediency,” the Bourbons offered the steady hand 

of their leadership to address the myriad challenges confronting the state, fashioning themselves 

as dedicated, responsible public officials, yet they lacked a cohesive, unifying vision for the fu-

ture and failed to adequately anticipate the social and economic troubles which would ensue.  508

 The Bourbons were amenable to limited commercial development, establishing a railroad 

commission and enacting an incorporation law.  They understood that businesses and manufac-

turing industries played an important role in the state.  But they resisted “surrendering control … 

to commercial interests.”   Instead, they favored preserving South Carolina’s agrarian character.  509

As the vanguard of the agricultural economy, the landed gentry were firmly dedicated to the cen-

trality of farming and cash crops.  

  On the most salient issue of the day — the political equality of the races — the Bourbons 

adopted a paternalistic approach.   When Hampton became governor, he strived to mend the 510

divisive wounds of the Civil War and Reconstruction in ways that advanced the interests of all 

citizens.  He appointed blacks and Republicans to positions of patronage, continued the heavy 

investments in public education, honored legitimate debts accrued (while controversially oppos-

 Edgar, 407.507

 Ibid., 407-408.508

 Ibid., 411.509

 Ibid., 411.510
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ing mass repudiation), and established a commission to examine instances of fraud under the 

previous government.   Overall, Hampton was committed to achieving racial harmony, expand511 -

ing educational opportunities, and securing financial stability.  These efforts won him plaudits 

among many black Carolinians as well as their allies in the North.  512

 Hampton was roundly re-elected governor in 1878 with no Republican opposition.  As 

affirmation of his race policies, he received 30,000 more African-American votes than in his first 

bid for governor.   Capitalizing on his rising stock, the governor traveled the country as a 513

spokesman for the South, eager to bridge the lingering sectional differences.  Addressing gather-

ings in the North, Hampton explained that the Bourbon restoration represented a sea change in 

his region for “civilization, for home rule, for good government, for life itself.”  He insisted the 

ruling class possessed superior wisdom and intelligence, and therefore, were better suited for 

governing the state.  And the governor steadfastly assured his listeners that the South would re-

main committed to the political equality and constitutional protections of black citizens.  514

 In the weeks following his re-election, Hampton was duly selected by the state legislature 

to succeed John Patterson in the United States Senate.  The decision reflected widespread appre-

ciation for Hampton’s record of service to the state, as well as his growing national profile.  The 

Daily Register lauded the overwhelming vote of confidence as “recognition of those great quali-

ties … which have made the name of Hampton synonymous with truth, justice and integrity 

 Ackerman, 205-212.511
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throughout the country.”   Others were more circumspect, fearing that the governor’s elevation 515

to the Senate would undo the great strides that had been made in managing race relations, and 

protecting the weak and impoverished.  516

 Indeed, many of these concerns proved justified.  With Wade Hampton’s election to the 

Senate, his influence and power began to gradually, but inexorably recede.  Removed from the 

daily affairs of the state and unable to oversee its politics, he exercised ever-less authority in sub-

sequent years.   Without Hampton’s strong, commanding presence, the ruling Bourbons lost a 517

highly revered figurehead able to command the affection of white Democrats and the trust of 

blacks, resulting in their own demise from power.   

  

4.1.3  The Agrarian Rebellion, 1880s - 1890s. 

 Throughout the 1880s, disaffection amongst poorer, white farmers toward the Bourbon 

regime materialized, fueled by a brewing resentment toward the government’s policies on race 

and class.  Many whites detested the landed elite’s paternalistic approach to black Carolinians.  

Appalled by the rampant excesses of the Reconstruction era and subscribing to the assumption 

that blacks could never be assimilated into society, they advocated for curtailing the rights of 

African-Americans — the majority of the population — and denying black participation in the 

polity.  In 1882, the Eight Box Law was passed, which, while not a strict literacy test, utilized a 

separate, distinct ballot box for each state office — in essence requiring of the voter the ability to 

read.  Furthermore, the law set strict standards for registration.  As a result of the statute, “tens of 

 Cisco, 282-285.515
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thousands” of blacks were disenfranchised.  At the same time, the legislature redrew the state’s 

congressional districts, gerrymandering the boundaries so to dilute the strength of black voters.  

Additionally, racial violence and lynchings grew at an alarming rate, driving many black citizens 

from politics.   518

 These efforts culminated with the adoption of the party primary in 1892.   Since the 519

parties were private entities, they were not governed by the citizenship provisions of the Four-

teenth Amendment.  Therefore, through the use of the invidious “white primary,” parties were 

legally entitled to deny blacks from partaking in their nomination contests.  The primary served 

another purpose: wresting control from the governing Bourbon class.  By replacing the machina-

tions of local and county conventions with white voters, the primary democratized elections in 

the state, thereafter rendering public officials subject to more direct, popular approval.  I address 

the impact of the primary on the state’s senatorial elections below.  

 The revolt against the Bourbons was also driven by their bumbling management of the 

economy.  Due to their lack of innovation and imagination, “the state’s economy was a 

shambles.”  The per capita wealth was far below the national average, earnings and wages were 

paltry, and, partly due to the overproduction of cotton, crop prices were sharply down.   The 520

reigning Bourbons were tone-deaf and aloof to the vast agricultural woes besetting the state’s 

farmers, failing to acknowledge their pain and hardship.  In reports to the legislature, leading of-

 Edgar, 414-417.518
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ficials routinely described the “happy and prosperous” conditions prevailing throughout the Pal-

metto State.   521

 The struggling farmers found their voice in one Benjamin Ryan Tillman.  Tillman burst 

onto the political scene with his infamous address to the Grange and Agricultural and Mechanical 

Association annual meeting at Bennettsville in 1885.  At the outing, the aspiring Tillman intro-

duced himself to his fellow Carolinians, laying the groundwork for higher office down the road.  

In what would become typical Tillman fashion, he railed against the Bourbon regime as outmod-

ed and woefully out of touch with the common people.  By contrast, Tillman spoke to the eco-

nomic plight of ordinary farmers, promising meaningful relief instead of platitudes of prosperity.  

In the interests of the the economically-depressed farmer, he advocated for a technical school to 

develop and hone agricultural practices.  And Tillman unnecessarily inflamed racial tensions, as-

suring his white listeners that blacks ought to permanently be stripped of their citizenship, while 

explicitly encouraging the use of intimidation and violence to attain these objectives.   522

 Tillman represented the antithesis to the Bourbons.  Where Hampton and his cadre were 

moderate paternalists on race, Tillman was a bona fide racist.  Where the conservatives were elite 

planters, Tillman spoke on behalf of the forgotten farmer — the poorer, economically-depressed 

yeoman.  And where the Bourbons were dignified and respectable, the flamboyant Tillman’s in-

flammatory rhetoric was bombastic, outrageous, and often disrespectful of mores, conventions, 

and norms.  In 1890, the populist leader announced he would seek the governor’s office, formal-

 Ibid., 429.521
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ly commencing his political career and posing an existential challenge to the Bourbons and their 

idyllic vision for South Carolina. 

4.1.4  Political Conditions  

 In the Palmetto State— as in every state under the indirect regime — senators were se-

lected by a majority of the state legislature.  While states differed on the technical rules govern-

ing the procedure, each chamber regularly assembled separately to decide the matter.  In the 

event a candidate failed to secure the required majority threshold in either house, the full legisla-

ture would convene in a joint sitting to resume the balloting.  Only once a majority of both hous-

es agreed, a candidate would officially be selected as senator.  

 Formally nominating senatorial contenders varied widely across states.  In South Caroli-

na, legislative party caucuses officially nominated senatorial contenders, but these bodies were 

greatly influenced by popular support expressed through the convention system.  Local and 

county conventions assembled to nominate delegates to the state convention — delegates belong-

ing to a particular faction.  These gatherings represented an admixture of party control and popu-

lar support.  At the state convention, the delegates nominated a slate of state legislative nominees 

publicly pledged to backing the senatorial choice of their faction at the forthcoming session, in 

the style of a parliamentary democracy.  Voters generally understood that an incumbent’s faction 

would return the senator to office, barring any unforeseen complications.  If an ambitious out-

sider had set their sights on the United States Senate, they courted favorable state legislative can-

didates and worked toward the nomination of factional allies.  
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 The state adopted an indirect primary in 1892 — altering an important link in the chain.  

The reform replaced the authority of county conventions to select state convention delegates with 

an August primary — a purely popular element — whose white Democrats henceforth voted for 

state convention delegates committed to nominating the senatorial candidate of their choosing at 

the upcoming gathering.  Thereafter, the state convention formally nominated state legislative 

candidates pledged to a senatorial contender.   

 Political conditions prevailing in South Carolina at the turn of the Twentieth Century 

were moderately popular, meaning that party backing and popular support were crucial to any 

elected officials, senatorial contenders included.  But, as the choice of the voters was decisive, 

campaigns exhibited a slight tendency toward popular sentiment and public transparency over 

surreptitious, insider politicking.   

 Since Reconstruction, the Democratic Party enjoyed complete hegemony over the state’s 

politics.  Once black Carolinians began abandoning the Republicans in favor of Wade Hampton’s 

entreaties in the 1870s, the party of Lincoln collapsed, and, by the time those voters were disen-

franchised a decade later, the party had been effectively hollowed out.  Thereafter, the state legis-

lature was dominated by Democrats, and every appointee to the United States Senate reflected 

this power differential.  Therefore, general elections in the Palmetto State were neither fully free 

— as it denied black voter participation — nor fully fair — as it prevented a true, competitive, 

two-party system from emerging.  These non-competitive conditions represented a barrier point 

to direct, popular senatorial elections, since South Carolina’s voters could never faithfully ex-

press their preferences from among a choice of parties at the ballot box.    523

 Nor were they necessarily all Democrats.523
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 Due to the prevalence of the uni-party system, political disputes and electoral competition 

occurred entirely within the Democratic sphere, devolving into intense feuding among multitudi-

nous factions.  With no single group commanding a majority of support, senators and their chal-

lengers were expected to secure the backing of multiple factions, a difficult task even amongst 

incumbents.  As a result, re-election rates hovered around 50%, reflective of widespread senator-

ial casualties during the period. 

 Before the indirect primary, county conventions wielded the authority to nominate candi-

dates.  These decisions were rendered only after spirited, public appearances by the leading con-

tenders.  Despite the public nature of the campaigns, senatorial candidate recognition was itself 

rather limited and circumscribed.  The issue was secondary, at best, to campaigns and voters, and 

the identities of the premier contenders were neither widely known nor disseminated until after 

the general election.  If anything, the 1890 election represented a quasi-referendum on the in-

cumbent, Wade Hampton.   

 But recognizing the increasing calls for greater popular participation in the state’s poli-

tics, the Democratic Party promptly adopted an indirect primary in 1892, which exemplified the 

party’s willingness to adapt to the democratizing currents of the period, whilst still maintaining a 

modicum of control over the machinery.  Once the primary was enacted, the choice of a senator 

grew in import, occupying a central role in the state’s elections.  The identities of the candidates 

were extensively covered, presenting a binary choice to the voters.  These dynamics percolated 

outward to the rest of the campaign, individualizing the process and elevating personality over 

policy.  Furthermore, the primary ensured that factional bargaining would occur in a more trans-

parent and open manner, with highly-anticipated debates featuring the main contenders for of-
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fice.  Thus, widespread candidate recognition was common, indicative of rather popular senator-

ial elections.  

 Finally, the legislature regularly acted as the final arbiter on the senatorship, especially 

given the rampant number of factions jockeying for leverage.  Insider politicking, bargaining, 

and compromise were essential for success.  But the implementation of the primary largely set-

tled the question long before the legislature was even elected.  As such, legislators tended to de-

fer to the decision of the voters in the summer primary.  In 1894, after Tillman handily defeated 

Butler in the nomination contest, the legislature elevated Tillman to the Senate.  With high leg-

islative deference, the state’s senatorial elections leaned more popular than non-popular.  As a 

result, South Carolina witnessed only one barrier point filtrating popular participation in the sen-

atorial selection process, thereby exhibiting moderately popular conditions.   

 Under moderately popular conditions, we expect vigorous, public campaigning on behalf 

of the principal candidates.  Recognizing the important role exercised by voters, senators ought 

to cultivate their support and cater to their interests — perhaps even adjusting their stances on 

salient policies to better comport with the views of the electorate.  Further, we should anticipate 

individualized, entrepreneurial appeals for support.  Unlike other strong party states, such as 

Massachusetts — where party-based, partisan appeals took priority — South Carolina should 

witness senatorial contenders emphasizing their own personal credentials largely as a result of 

the primary.   

 The case studies conform to my hypothesis, presenting a tale of two campaign strategies.  

Wade Hampton’s re-election bid in 1890 — prior to the primary — serves as a cautionary tale.  

Hampton hoped to rise above the toxic taint of politics and behave in a statesman-like manner, 
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resting on the laurels of the Bourbon landed gentry.  In the face of strenuous opposition to his 

positions on race and the currency, he remained stubbornly committed to his principles.  As such, 

Hampton pursued a defensive campaign of passive politicking, buttressing his fortifications and 

only reacting to developments when necessary.  But the revered general was undone by the con-

certed, organized, and passionate efforts of Tillman and his Populist supporters, who successfully 

seized control of the state party apparatus in their march to victory.   

 By contrast, Matthew C. Butler’s re-election bid in 1894 was distinctively different.  But-

ler felt no compunction sinking to Tillman’s level.  He was all too eager for a fight, engaging in 

hand-to-hand combat with his adversary and muddying his uniform in the heat of a good old-

fashioned political battle.  The senator undertook an offensive campaign of active electioneering, 

fundraising and appearing at public rallies exceedingly early in the calendar year to pre-empt the 

fate that had befallen Hampton.  Butler additionally shifted his positions on pressing issues in an 

effort broaden his appeal to a wider pool of voters, namely Tillmanites and other Populists.  But 

the gambit backfired, instead driving away conservatives and blacks from supporting his candi-

dature and sealing his untimely defeat.  In essence, these elections explore the intricacies of high-

ly-personalized factional politicking prevalent within many Southern states at the time and dri-

ven by an emerging element of popular legitimacy and public support.  
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4.2  1890 - Hampton’s Defensive Campaign of Passive Politicking  

 The 1890 case study illustrates the foibles of pursuing a complacent, passive campaign in 

the face of brewing Populist agitation.  Hampton opted to remain statesman-like, betting that his 

loyal service to the state during the war and thereafter had earned him enough affection so to 

withstand these challenges.  And the senator remained stubbornly committed to his principles on 

the divisive, animating issues of the currency and race.  

 Although the 1890 election predated the primary, the convention system in place encour-

aged localist, democratic electioneering.  Thus, a wide degree of popular participation in the 

state’s elections already existed— even as it pertained to the question of the senatorship, which 

factored less significantly in the race, but still mattered to South Carolinians.  And while the elec-

tion represented only a quasi-referendum on Hampton — due to the indirect nature of the dy-

namics — an element of public accountability emerged, as open channels permitted voters to 

hold Hampton and the Bourbons responsible for their misrule. 

 Hampton’s defeat— as well as the hostile takeover of the party by disgruntled Populists 

— were largely attributed to the structure of the regime.  The Populists’ superior organizational 

prowess — coupled with their fierce enthusiasm and intensive passion — at the various county 

conventions across the state ultimately earned the faction total control over the reins of govern-

ment.  

 As 1890 dawned, Wade Hampton was capping off a twelve-year stint in the Senate, hav-

ing been ceremoniously elevated to the position in 1878 as a reward for his faithful service to the 

Democratic Party, and re-elected in 1884 with nary a hint of opposition.  Consequentially, the 
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forthcoming state elections were expected to determine the composition of the legislature, 

wherein his electoral fate would once more be decided.  The old general was witnessing his 

beloved state change before his eyes in rapid and unexpected ways.  Black Carolinians, who 

comprised approximately 60% of the population, were increasingly isolated from society, gov-

ernment, and politics, following a concerted, systematic effort by whites to disenfranchise, ger-

rymander, and intimidate black voters.   

 Having never fully recovered from the war, the state’s economy continued to stagger, 

jolted by a severe depression in the 1870s, and several powerful aftershocks.  Anguished, dis-

tressed farmers, with few means to provide for themselves or maintain their farms, channeled 

their discontent into political action.  Mobilizing their fellow yeomen, they organized the Farm-

ers’ Alliance, forerunner to the People’s “Populist” Party.  The Populists directly challenged the 

authority of the stand-pat, insular, and unimaginative cadre of the landed gentry, to which Hamp-

ton belonged. 

4.2.1  Springtime Factional Tensions   

 During the spring season, Democratic disaffection with Wade Hampton grew ever-more 

apparent, attested by the prevalence of fierce factional feuding.   Given the fractious condition 524

of the state’s politics, the incumbent senator needed the backing of multiple factions to be renom-

inated — and effectually re-elected — by the party.  Hampton enjoyed the support of conserva-

 Factional discontent with Hampton should not be construed as an entirely novel phenomenon, per 524

se.  With South Carolina politics so fragmented, such infighting was natural, and indeed, the agrarian 
element had always been antithetical to Hampton and the Bourbons, especially among more racist 
whites.  But their influence over the process was growing, wielding greater power than before, and en-
joying new conduits with which to affect politics.
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tive Bourbon Democrats — ostensibly his base — having relied upon them over the years in his 

successful gubernatorial and senatorial bids.  But the agrarian Populist movement remained 

staunchly opposed to Hampton and his elite cadre of Southern gentlemen.  By 1890, they had 

been growing in import, especially once the animated Benjamin Tillman had taken on the mantle 

of leadership. 

 The Sumter Watchman and Southron typified the burgeoning antipathy toward the incum-

bent, assailing his continued truancies from the Senate.  “Our much honored senior senator still 

loves the hunt better than his duties,” the paper declared, decrying, “Hampton ‘is out of reach’ … 

and absent from his seat.”  The editor even questioned Hampton’s ties to the state, asserting, “He 

does not live in South Carolina, and is a South Carolinian only ‘by courtesy.’”   Visceral hy525 -

perbole aside, there was a grain of truth to the charges.  Admittedly, Hampton found the hum-

drum monotony of Senate procedure unappealing and regularly took leave, traveling to other 

parts of the country to the detriment of his obligations.   In a letter to colleague Matthew C. 526

Butler, Hampton expressed his partiality for hunting over senatorial responsibilities, “There is 

much more fun in doing that, than in listening to dry speeches.”  527

 Despite the rising tide of agrarian disaffection toward the ruling Bourbons, Hampton did 

not undertake extraordinary, proactive steps to stave off the threat.  In many respects, the general 

failed to appreciate the severity of the Populist challenge to the reigning elite until it was too late 

to effect much of an impact.  During the early months, Hampton was more preoccupied by a pa-
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tronage row involving a Columbia postmaster.  In November 1889, Postmaster General John 

Wanamaker removed Postmaster Gibbes from his position, several months before the expiry of 

his tenure.  Evidently, Wanamaker had privately assured Hampton that Gibbes would retain his 

post until the conclusion of his term in February, and the senior senator would be consulted re-

garding a replacement.   Hampton was furious, excoriating his behavior as “disrespectful,” and 528

demanding “his man [be] defeated.”  He implored Butler, “Tell Cameron that I shall expect him 

to help in defeating my [Post Master] for it should do as much for him.”  529

 However, the negative attention of the revelations — contrary to the spirit of the Pendle-

ton Civil Service Act of 1883 and the trend in public opinion toward greater transparency — 

forced Hampton into damage control.  In December, the senator penned a letter to the editors ex-

plaining the entire situation as a series of misconstrued falsehoods.  The contention that he “as-

serted [his] right to nominate the postmaster” and request the “retention of the incumbent” was 

not true.  “I did neither of these things,” he maintained.  In essence, Hampton argued that he had 

offered the nomination of one Mr. Eugene Gary to the Columbia office after President Harrison 

had taken office, but was informed by the Postmaster General that Gibbes would retain his posi-

tion until the following year, whereupon Hampton conveyed to Gibbes that he should expect job 

security until the termination of his appointment.  When Gibbes was unexpectedly removed, 

Hampton “felt naturally and properly indignant at the manner in which I had been treated … be-

cause I had been made the medium of communicating to Mr. Gibbes a falsehood and I was thus 

placed in a false position.”  Hampton distanced himself from the Columbia postal position, “I 
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have no possible interest in the post office … I had no candidate for the place, nor have I inter-

fered in the matter in the slightest degree.”  Instead, the senator’s only stake was to see “a good 

post master there, for that is a matter of importance to my fellow citizens.”   530

 As Hampton dabbled in the heated politics of patronage, the agrarian rebellion was gain-

ing steam.  In January, Captain George W. Shell, chairman of the Farmers’ Association of South 

Carolina, issued the “Shell Manifesto,” urging like-minded Democrats to assemble in Columbia 

on March 27 to consider much needed political reforms and economic measures.   On the ap531 -

pointed date, delegates from thirty-four counties convened at the Farmers’ Convention, wherein 

they nominated Benjamin Tillman for governor by acclamation and adopted a platform reflecting 

their strongly-held Populist principles.  The gathering emphasized  “the necessity of Anglo-Sax-

on unity,” as a race-baiting means of solidifying white support; advocated for direct primaries for 

“all nominations for office in the party other than state officers,” and the reapportionment of 

Democratic convention representation; supported the abolition of the Board of Agriculture, 

whilst ceding “everything pertaining to agriculture or mechanics” to the purview of Clemson 

Agricultural College; demanded separate, but equal schools for blacks and whites; advanced the 

idea of a popularly-elected, effective Railroad Commission; implored fiscal discipline of state 

expenditures, and called forth a new constitutional convention to settle the state’s persistent eco-

nomic and political challenges.  Finally, the delegates beseeched their candidates to exhaustively 

“canvass the state … so that the people can … act intelligently and render their verdict at the 

primary election.”   In essence, the convention issued a call to arms targeting municipal and 532
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county politics in an effort to mobilize the support of hard-pressed, white farmers — a testament 

to the widely popular and democratic nature of the convention system in place, which empha-

sized strong organizational prowess at the local level.   

 By that point, momentum had shifted squarely in favor of Tillman and the Populists.  

Surveying the scene in Brewington, one observer characterized an “entirely one-sided” affair,  

“Every man that I have talked to is true blue for Tillman and reform.”  He lambasted the reigning 

Bourbons, “whose only fitness for office is a long line of distinguished ancestors” and who have 

excelled at attending sumptuous dinners and lavish outings rather than serving their 

constituents.   A conservative farmer from Brunson’s Cross Roads described widespread enthu533 -

siasm for Tillman’s candidacy, and, while he noted Hampton was at the “zenith of his glory … 

his political doom [would be] fixed” were he to oppose “Pitchfork Ben” for governor.   And the 534

editor of The Manning Times reported, “I am sure [Tillman] is gaining ground every day,” before 

turning his attention to the fate of Wade Hampton.  Recognizing “all the honors” due to the 

revered statesman, the editor remained adamant that any effort to undermine Tillman’s rise 

“would be beneath [Hampton’s] dignity,” sullying his reputation.  He warned, “We would surely 

show him that we farmers know a little something about the workings of politics.”   Similarly, 535

The Times and Democrat proclaimed, “The people can be trusted,” before cautioning, “We 

would regret very much to see Senator Hampton mixed up in the present campaign.”   Once 536
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again, the Populist press resorted to class-based entreaties to mobilize popular support for Till-

man and cultivate resentment toward the conservatives.  

 Although Hampton began devoting a trifle more attention to the home front, splitting his 

time between South Carolina and Washington,  the senator largely resorted to half-measures to 537

confront the rising tide of Tillman, tepidly considering another gubernatorial bid and equivocat-

ing on whether to assemble an advance meeting among regular Democrats to plot a cohesive 

campaign strategy.   But these faint attempts were futile.  Penning an insightful expose on the 538

political situation gripping the state, an outside observer remarked, “The anti-Tillman people 

have no organization of their own except in Richland County.  The Tillman people … are com-

pactly organized in every county,” maintaining, “if the anti-Tillman people had organized several 

months ago, and had met every charge and every argument in every county, and had then put on 

the stump their strongest men, they might have succeeded.”  Alas for the Bourbons, he conclud-

ed, “It is barely possible they might [succeed] now, if immediate organization were effected.”  

The writer portrayed the agitators as driven by “the fierce frenzy of a religious war,” dogged in 

the pursuit of their rights.  Indeed, “no man … can stem the tide — not even Wade Hampton.”   539

Having taken advantage of the convention system, which relied upon superior organizational 

abilities at the local and county level, the Populists were sweeping the state.  Caught entirely off 

guard, the Bourbons had failed to pre-empt the Populist agitation from metastasizing.  

 Speculation soon abounded that Hampton would be replaced following the results of the 

forthcoming state election.  The Abbeville Press and Banner anticipated a Tillman victory 
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“would bring about a revolution of political sentiment and a breaking up of old lines of policy.”  

Ergo, Senator Hampton would quickly discover sizable opposition brewing to his retention.   540

Several periodicals suggested Tillman himself as the most eligible contender, in a complicated 

reshuffle which would witness the lieutenant gubernatorial nominee, Colonel Eugene B. Gary, 

elevated to the governor’s office, whilst State Lecturer William Jasper Talbert of Edgefield 

would pursue Tillman’s vacated seat in Congress.   By August, The Intelligencer revealed a 541

new potential arrangement agreed upon by the Alliance: George D. Tillman, brother of the aspir-

ing governor, for the incumbent’s place in the Senate.   For the hapless Hampton, Tillman’s 542

nomination constituted the greatest challenge to the reigning Bourbons and the gravest threat to 

his re-election. 

  

4.2.2  Summer Nomination Contest 

 In the heat of the summer, the statewide nomination contests were in full swing.  County 

conventions selected delegates for the state convention in August, who collectively settled the 

matter of nominating officials for state offices.  But these conventions were essentially pro forma 

gatherings, as the consequential political jostling occurred at the local level.  While the delegates 

were not extensively pledged to backing a particular senatorial contender, the voters widely un-

derstood that the nomination and election of conservative state legislators would foster a recep-

tive caucus for Hampton’s retention.  By contrast, the nomination and election of a majority of 
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Populist legislators would oust the incumbent from office and ensure that a Tillman-backed chal-

lenger be chosen, instead.      

 Given the emphasis on local, popular politics, contenders for higher office were expected 

to extensively canvass the state before the public to discuss the pressing issues of the day and vie 

for the support of municipal and county organizations.  As the face of the Populists and avowed 

candidate for governor, Benjamin Tillman eagerly embraced these outings as an “opportunity to 

appeal to the masses.”  Appearing alongside Tillman, Senator Wade Hampton advocated for the 

regular Democratic slate, including their own gubernatorial candidate, General John Bratton.   543

Countering the Populist challenge to the Bourbons, defeating their reviled leader, and denying 

the Alliance a foothold in the state government became Hampton’s cause celebre, and he deter-

mined to achieve these objectives by valiantly attending the public appearances qua proto de-

bates to shore up support for the reigning conservatives and ameliorate the persistent factional 

infighting.   

 In late June, the highly-anticipated confrontation between the state’s political heavy-

weights commenced in earnest.  The two principals jointly appeared at a lively episode in Co-

lumbia on June 24.  Shortly after ten o’clock, the speakers arrived at a stand erected at a fair 

grounds one mile from the State House.  Hampton and Tillman were accompanied by other can-

didates, including General Bratton and Colonel Gary.  Hampton kicked off the proceedings, ad-

dressing the adoring crowds before him.  As the throngs of adulation persisted for several min-

utes, the aged, esteemed senator was “brought [to] tears.”  When he finally spoke, Hampton 

strove to rise above the din of politics by emphasizing non-political, unifying themes, and de-
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scribing himself and his colleagues as high-minded statesmen concerned only with the welfare of 

South Carolina.  At the outset, Hampton impressed upon his listeners the value of duty, his un-

ceasing fidelity to the people of South Carolina and his commitment to “serve his state in every 

emergency,” including the “grave situation” at hand.  544

 After imploring the spectators to treat each participant with dignity and respect, the sena-

tor maintained he would “discuss measures, principles and policy, not men,” resisting the lurid 

temptations to sink to personal epithets.  Hampton immediately warned the deep, “bitter,” in-

ternecine factional divisions would tear the party asunder and invite the possibility of a Republi-

can victory. “It is useless to say that we are all Democrats when we do anything that may divide 

the … party,” he thundered.  The senator expressed his support for direct primaries, but insisted 

the convention system could “be conducted in a perfectly proper and straightforward manner,” 

and then assailed the foundations of direct democracy by arguing that widespread dissatisfaction 

with government and its many public officials stemmed from “the people themselves [who] do 

not take interest enough … to do their proper share of the work.”  No political reforms could 

ever cure an indolent, trigger-happy society.   545

 Following General Bratton, Tillman took to the stand.  The outing represented the first 

time the Populist leader publicly addressed an audience in Richland County, the den of anti-Till-

man sentiment.  As he spoke, he was frequently interrupted by the taunts, insults, mock laughter, 

and groans of the hostile crowd.  Tillman advocated for devolving greater power back to the 

people, through re-apportionment and placing delegate elections under review, and he treated 
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Hampton’s contention that no aristocracy or oligarchy existed in the state “in a derisive manner.”  

Tillman described the “wrongs [of] the farmers suffered at the hands of the politicians,” and 

warned the “flood … in the up-country [would] sweep everything before it.”  At this point, Judge 

Haskell interrupted Tillman to inquire whether he had served in the Civil War.  Tillman retorted 

he was too young, to which Haskell reminded his adversary he was all of seventeen, ripe enough 

for enlistment.  Burned by Haskell’s unnecessary interjection, Tillman explained he had injured 

his eye — unrelated to battle — and “was an invalid … paralyzed in bed,” wherein he sum-

moned General Ellison Capers to vouch for his family’s name.  Capers proclaimed Jim Tillman, 

the candidate’s father, “the oriflamme of my regiment,” which promptly shut down Haskell’s 

charge.  546

 The roles were reversed in Aiken several days later.  A hotbed of agrarian agitation, 

Hampton was “howled down” after likening Tillman to former senator William Mahone of Vir-

ginia, a member of a similarly-populist Readjuster Party who ultimately caucused with the Re-

publicans.  The crowd blared, “We are not Mahonites, neither will we ever be,” before chanting 

the name of their savior.  Several in the audience blurted, “General, we followed you through 

Virginia in ’61, but we are following Tillman in ’90.”  The gibe connoted a generational dimen-

sion to the angst against the reigning Bourbons, in addition to a class-based disconnect.  By con-

trast, Tillman was carried to the stage “on the shoulders of his followers” and given a rapturous 

reception.  547
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 Throughout the summer, Hampton engaged in limited public appearances alongside his 

nemesis Benjamin Tillman, primarily to convince voters of the merits of the conservatives.  

These activities were intended to bolster support for General Bratton’s candidacy for governor 

and the ruling Bourbons more broadly.  While these appearances may have had an incidental ef-

fect on his own re-election for another term in the Senate, they were geared predominantly to-

ward the more immediate elections at hand, and therefore, did not represent an extraordinary step 

in the senatorial selection process.  In fact, the question of the senatorship hung very much in the 

background in 1890, as the gubernatorial election occupied the prime position in the campaign.  

But voters understood that backing conservative candidates would return Hampton to the Senate, 

while a Populist wave would wash the venerable incumbent out of office.  Therefore, an emer-

gent, but indirect element of public accountability manifested in the equation.  

 A key component of Hampton’s statesman strategy required remaining faithful to his 

principles.  Resisting the urge to pander to audiences and shift his stances on controversial mat-

ters so to broaden his electoral appeal and increase support for the ticket, Hampton endeavored to 

speak boldly and frankly from the courage of his convictions, even if it meant alienating large 

swaths of voters from backing the conservatives.  The animating issue of the day — the currency 

— had dogged Hampton for months.  Poorer farmers were agitating for free silver as a means of 

alleviating their economic plight.  Anxious over the soundness of the dollar, Hampton stubbornly 

refused to countenance any relief in the form of a silver currency.  In July 1890, the Senate 

passed the Sherman Silver Purchase Act, which authorized the Treasury Department to issue fed-

eral notes for the purchase of silver bullion, promising to “add to the legal-tender circulating 
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medium … sixty to seventy millions of dollars” per year.   The bill itself was a far cry from the 548

unlimited coinage of silver which many Populists and their congressional supporters had cham-

pioned, yet Hampton adamantly opposed even this modest nod toward a bimetallic monetary sys-

tem.   In his public appearances, Hampton uttered little about the currency issue.  The senator 549

recognized “a great depression in money,” expressing how deeply he “sympathized with the 

farmers,” but he quickly minimized the ability of state institutions to effect meaningful change.  

“But what laws can be passed by a legislature, or how can a governor … help the farmers? … 

How he can help the people is beyond my comprehension.”   550

 Another contentious class-based issue was the Subtreasury Plan.  A popular Populist pro-

gram, the plan “required the federal government to construct warehouses … in counties that 

marketed crops with an annual value of $500,000.”  If they desired, farmers could “receive nego-

tiable federal notes for up to 80 percent of the value of the crops.”  These notes would be repaid 

at a one percent annual interest rate.   Hampton considered the “scheme” to be unsound, as well 551

as unconstitutional.   552

 On the issue of race, Hampton maintained his paternalistic approach toward the civil pro-

tections afforded to African-Americans, but he was not immune to the increasingly torrid politi-

cal climate confronting black Carolinians.  In a speech to the Senate on January 30, Hampton 
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advocated for the emigration of Negroes from the South.  In making his pitch, the senator de-

fended “the political rights of our colored fellow citizens,” including the most essential right to 

“choose his home.”  Yet he recognized their continued presence as “the sole disturbing cause 

preventing … the hopes of our fathers … [in] establish[ing] ‘a more perfect union’ between the 

states.”  Therefore, in the senator’s view, the most propitious course of action mandated that the 

“races … be permanently separated, leaving each to work out its own destiny.”    

 Hampton sought to counter any suggestion that his proposal arose from deep-seated an-

tipathy toward black citizens, reminding his listeners of his long record striving to advance their 

interests.  “I have been a true friend,” he declared, insisting, “My voice was the first in either [re-

gion] which advocated the policy of conferring on him … the right of suffrage.”   Characterizing 

blacks as behaving “admirably,” the senator warned against forcible deportations, which were 

“unlawful … impolitic, unjust, and cruel” in nature.  Furthermore, he did not want to “see them 

leave the country empty-handed.”  Instead, they ought to be aided in their migration.  “Some-

thing is due to these people, if only on the grounds of kindness and benevolence … [and] grati-

tude for services rendered.”  Hampton proclaimed, “I would cheerfully do all in my power to se-

cure the enduring welfare of all of them.”  553

 In The July Arena, Hampton published a more blistering explanation for his position, de-

scribing the initial grant of suffrage to blacks as unconstitutional, misguided, and the “greatest 

wrong ever inflicted on a free people,” for the recently-freed slaves were unsuitable to “discharge 

any of the duties of manhood,” and therefore, unable to govern themselves.  “But we must meet 

the fact that the negro … is a citizen and a voter,” the senator conceded.   The revocation of their 
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constitutional protections is “impracticable.”  As such, the “next best thing” stipulated their con-

sensual deportation.  Hampton suggested that many an African-American “expressed a wish to 

try this experiment,” and they ought to be handsomely assisted by the government.  “Let us help 

them to establish a nationality for themselves, when they can show to the world that the lessons 

they have learned here have borne good fruit,” he exclaimed.   Although Hampton maintained 554

respect and civility toward African-Americans, even he was forced to comport his stance on the 

divisive racial issues, somewhat, with the rapidly-shifting attitudes of white Carolinians. 

 The professed paternalism toward African-Americans which Hampton shared with his 

fellow Bourbons was clearly infused by a stringent strain of white supremacy and racism.  While 

conservatives tried rationalizing this worldview, insisting they were as vested in the best interests 

of black Carolinians as much as whites, their position was always informed by the belief that 

only “concerned white folk” —  former slave owners who had reared their servants in the ante-

bellum years — were better positioned to continue guiding the servile hand of the weak and in-

firm Negro.  In 1876, that weltanschauung had extended to including blacks in the affairs of state 

politics — participation in elections, access to educational opportunities, patronage appoint-

ments, and so forth.  But, by 1890, even the allegedly more “moderate” position on race in the 

South devolved into an ugly, subverted notion of racial, political, economic, and cultural segre-

gation, a permanent split best achieved by voluntary self-deportations.  

 Hampton’s steadfast positions, especially on economic relief for depressed farmers, did 

little to endear himself to a restive populace stirring for change.  His opposition to the silver cur-

rency and subtreasury plan fed into Tillman’s portrayal of the conservatives as an insular, out-of-
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touch, elitist clique, dedicated more to preserving their own power than assisting the forgotten 

farmer.  As the August convention neared, the gathering — packed as it would be by pro-Tillman 

delegates — promised to deliver a major triumph for their movement’s namesake.  In a desperate 

eleventh hour attempt to avert disaster, the Democratic Executive Committee, one of the last re-

maining anti-Tillman political organs, demanded that the forthcoming convention authorize a 

second state convention in September instead, whose members be selected by primaries, thereby 

circumventing the countless Tillmanite-dominated county conventions.  When the convention 

convened in August, the delegates brazenly opted to ignore these orders, instead, stipulating that 

the new September convention continue to be chosen by county conventions.  Additionally, they 

assembled a friendlier executive committee, and arrogated a new constitution, which called for 

the introduction of primaries in 1892.  555

 At the September convention, the Democrats officially nominated Benjamin Tillman for 

governor by a vote of 269 to 40, with delegates from Charleston, Beaufort, Georgetown, and 

Richland Counties opposing.  In his acceptance speech, Tillman pronounced his triumph as a 

“victory for the people in attaining the right … to govern themselves.”  Untainted as he was by 

petty politics and corrupt officials, only he represented the people’s vehicle to good government, 

economic relief, and white supremacy.  Complementing Tillman’s selection, Colonel E. B. Gary 

was nominated for lieutenant governor by acclamation.  Additionally, the gathering adopted 

wholesale a Populist platform reflecting the principles of the Shell Manifesto, including the free, 

unlimited coinage of silver, income tax, segregated school districts, a strong Railroad Commis-

sion, a new constitutional convention, and the maintenance of white supremacy as the “bulwark 
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of our civilization.”  The platform further denounced the McKinley Tariff “as unjust,” the Lodge 

Force Bill — which intended to enforce free and fair elections, notably in the South — “as iniq-

uitous,” and advocated for abolishing national banks.   The Populists had clearly benefitted 556

from the convention system in place, which placed a premium on local organizational prowess 

— their great strength.  The movement’s diligent work climaxed with the nomination of their 

faction’s candidates for higher office and the adoption of Populist principles into the platform.  

The capture of the party by Populist reformers virtually assured that the Tillmanites would con-

trol the forthcoming state legislature as well, an ominous portent for Senator Hampton’s re-elec-

tion prospects.  But these developments signaled widespread popular participation in the states’s 

elections and even, if indirectly, the senatorial selection process. 

4.2.3  Fall General Election Passivity 

 Ordinarily, general elections in South Carolina were immaterial.  Under the uni-party 

regime, Republicans held little chance of effecting an upset.  Democratic nominations rendered 

over the summer by the convention system (followed by primaries in 1892) effectually decided 

the ultimate victor in the November elections.  Furthermore, while marginal legislative seats may 

have been contested, control for the state legislature was never seriously in doubt.  But in the 

1890 election, an added wrinkle threatened to complicate matters.  

 Tillman’s nomination precipitated a split in the party, as regulars, led by Alexander 

Cheves Haskell, bolted from the party in protest.  Self-styled as the “straight-out Democrats,” 

these sycophants were determined to undermine Tillman’s tightening grip over the party appara-
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tus.   A hardened Civil War veteran, Colonel Haskell was wounded four times, sustaining ir557 -

reparable damage to his left eye.  But he bravely soldiered on until the conclusion of the conflict.  

A loyal political lieutenant to Wade Hampton, Haskell was instrumental in effectuating the gen-

eral’s election in 1876 and the Bourbon restoration, more broadly.  As a reward for his faithful 

services, he was appointed associate justice of the South Carolina Supreme Court in 1877.   558

Haskell viewed Tillman with scorn and contempt.  Fearing his election would reap undue harm 

to the state, he utilized every opportunity possible to deny the demagogue elevation to the gover-

nor’s mansion.  

 At their convention in October, the straight-outs nominated Haskell for governor and 

W.D. Johnson for lieutenant governor, thereby placing dueling Democratic tickets before the 

people of South Carolina.   With little time to spare — a mere three weeks until the election — 559

Haskell acted expeditiously to shore up support for his candidacy, issuing entreaties to members 

of the great silent resistance — recalcitrant holdouts who remained unalterably opposed to Till-

man, even at this late stage.  However, limited in their electoral appeal, the straight-outs failed to 

generate much enthusiasm for their cause.  A pervasive sentiment among many Democrats in the 

state, especially those conservatives whom Haskell targeted, led them to deem as apostasy op-

posing the party’s nominees. 

 Even Wade Hampton, whose fortunes were most directly impacted by the political devel-

opments underway, issued a statement disavowing Haskell’s independent bid.  On October 23, 
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Hampton penned a letter declaring his “support [for] the ticket nominated by the convention in 

September.”  But his endorsement was paired with an important qualification.  The senator made 

clear he was not validating “the grave charges which have been made against the Democratic 

Party of the state.”  In justifying his support for the “September ticket,” Hampton explained, “It 

was nominated by the Democratic convention, and … the other ticket lacks that endorsement.”  

Further, the incumbent — clearly ill at ease — expressed his profound “regret … that this latter 

ticket has been brought out,” before attesting to the “greatest respect for the gentlemen compos-

ing it,” including an extended treatment of Colonel Haskell’s admirable deeds comprising his 

distinguished record of service.  560

   At the height of the campaign, Hampton embarked upon a strategy of passivity.  The 

State Executive Committee, coupled with the various County Executive Committees, invited the 

venerable statesman to deliver speeches “at the proposed mass meetings.”  Having returned to 

his home in Millwood, Hampton was fully “expected to comply” with the request.   However, 561

the senator had other plans.  Perhaps driven by his principled objection to the Populist agenda, 

coupled with a personal aversion to Tillman, Hampton opted against campaigning in the general 

election for any Democratic candidates.  Through his friend, John W. R. Pope, the editor of The 

Columbia Register, the incumbent explained, “He would not speak at the meetings advertised to 

be held … as in his judgment, these would only prolong the existing excitement, intensifying the 

bitter feeling now unfortunately prevailing, and tend to widen the breach in the … party.”   On 562

the surface, Hampton, who had long bemoaned the bitter factional infighting destroying the par-

 Yorkville Enquirer, October 29, 1890, p 2.560

 The Times and Democrat, October 22, 1890, p 8; Keowee Courier, October 16, 1890, p 4.561

 Yorkville Enquirer, October 22, 1890, p 2.562
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ty, portrayed his decision as an effort to avoid exacerbating those tensions further.  But we may 

surmise his deeper motive was to deny the Tillmanites his stamp of legitimacy and approval.  

 Hampton had approached his own re-election in a blasé, detached, almost apathetic man-

ner.  In a letter published in September, the senator denied having “entertained the slightest idea 

of entering upon a contest for re-election to the Senate” after a potential compromise conference 

between both factions emerged.  Hampton maintained that his re-election remained “in the hands 

of the people of South Carolina, and they must settle it without any advice or suggestion from 

myself.  I have never asked for an office, and I certainly shall not do so now.”   Therefore, 563

Hampton never sought to shore up popular support for the party and its slate of state legislative 

nominees with the expectation that he would be rewarded with re-election — critical given the 

highly-popular, widespread input by voters in the contests.  And while many of those prospective 

legislators were Populists — a faction antithetical to the senator — Hampton never deigned to 

corral undecided legislators into supporting his candidature nor endear himself to those critical 

figures in opposition.  

 The Tillmanites interpreted Hampton’s refusal to campaign as a “slap in the face,” whose 

consequences would redound to the senator’s detriment in due course.  The Keowee Courier 

lamented, “This is humiliating … and it comes in bad grace.”   And Hampton’s letter of neu564 -

trality, which offered only qualified support for the Democratic ticket nominated by the Sep-

tember convention, evidently “excited great dissatisfaction among Captain Tillman’s friends,” 

further damaging the senator’s standing with the Populists.  565

 Yorkville Enquirer, September 10, 1890, p 2.563

 Keowee Courier, October 23, 1890, p 2.564

 The Watchman and Southron, October 29, 1890, p 2.565
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4.2.4   The Legislature Decides 

 At the national level, the November elections produced a Democratic tsunami.  Fueled by 

the widespread discontent with the McKinley Tariff, Democrats reclaimed the U.S. House of 

Representatives with 238 members, which relegated the Republicans to a mere 86 members.   566

In the U.S. Senate, Democratic gains were more modest.  Together with the Populists, they 

gained four Republican seats, but remained in the minority.   In the Palmetto State, Populists 567

scored a decisive victory.  Benjamin Tillman was handily elected governor with 59,159 votes, 

representing nearly 80% of voters.  A.C. Haskell’s protest bid performed dismally, earning a pal-

try 14,828 votes.  568

 Unsurprisingly, the state legislature remained firmly in Democratic hands, although Re-

publicans made ever-so slight incremental gains.  In the General Assembly, Democrats enjoyed a 

lopsided advantage of 115 members to the Republicans’ nine, which itself represented a post-Re-

construction high-water mark for the opposition.  In the upper chamber, Democrats numbered 33 

senators in total and commanded a 29-seat advantage over the Republicans.  Incidentally, the 

forthcoming legislature would be the final assembly to witness any Republicans in the Senate 

 “Party Divisions of the House of Representatives, 1789 to Present,” United States House of Repre566 -
sentatives, accessed January 15, 2020, URL: https://history.house.gov/Institution/Party-Divisions/Party-
Divisions/.
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until 1966.   More pertinently, the Tillmanite-Farmers’ Alliance wing of the Democratic Party 569

secured comfortable majorities in both chambers.  570

 The lack of any official records or hard evidence precludes quantifiable estimates of the 

factional breakdown in the legislature.  However, we may surmise that as many as four factions 

operated under the umbrella of the Democratic majority.  The first bloc was the Farmers’ Al-

liance, representing the poorer, economically-depressed farmers, and advocating for major new 

initiatives and programs to improve their lives.  They were desperately in search for a strong, 

commanding figure to lead them to the promised land.  The second faction was the Tillmanites.  

Borrowing from Richard Fenno’s metaphor, this bloc constituted the smallest concentric circle, 

but what they lacked in magnitude, they compensated in passion.  These people comprised Till-

man’s most devoted supporters, personally dedicated to the man through thick and thin, and 

committed to getting him nominated and subsequently elected.  This ring existed within the larg-

er Farmers’ Alliance ring.  Therefore, while most Tillmanites belonged to the Alliance, many 

members of the Alliance were not necessarily Tillmanites.  Together, this grouping formed the 

People’s Party, or Populists.   

 The third bloc represented moderate conservatives, those Bourbons, driven by self-

preservation, who were willing to compromise on important issues and cede some ground to the 

Populists.  As the election results attest and Walter Edgar contends, many Democrats who be-

longed to this group voted for Tillman, as well.  The final faction composed the hard-line, obdu-

rate conservatives, unwilling to compromise with the Populists on any measure, and endeavoring 

 Michael J. Dubin, Party Affiliations in the State Legislatures: 1796-2006, (Jefferson, N.C.: McFarland 569

and Company, Inc., 2007), 170-171.
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to prevent Tillman from gaining a foothold within government.  They mostly backed Haskell in 

the gubernatorial election.  Figure 4.1 graphs the factional breakdown of the Democratic caucus.  

 With the Populists wielding complete power over the state, Wade Hampton’s days as sen-

ator were numbered.  Following the election, speculation mounted that Hampton would be de-

nied another term, with prominent Tillman supporters citing the incumbent’s unforgivable ac-

tions during the campaign as a pretext for replacement.  One official denounced “Senator Hamp-

ton’s letter [which] was far from being the letter he should have written.”  Characterizing the 

statement as “a Haskell letter except [for] that single sentence [endorsing the ‘September 

ticket’],” the source deplored how “it ended with the statement that he could not advise the peo-

ple of South Carolina how to vote.”  Livid at Hampton’s unwillingness to fulfill “his duty” on 

behalf of the “integrity of the Democratic Party,” the official concluded, “There is no little re-
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sentment among the Tillmanites at his letter, and I think it very probably that there will be oppo-

sition to his re-election.”   Unquestionably, the Tillmanites had been angling to eject Hampton 571

from office for months.  His actions during the late campaign merely provided a convenient ex-

cuse to do so. 

 The Times and Democrat agreed.  While the editors expressed their desire to “see [Hamp-

ton] succeed himself,” they did “not think he acted altogether proper in the election.”    Other 572

periodicals, such as The Newberry Herald and News, remained committed to the general, inti-

mating their “regret to see the people of South Carolina turn their backs on Wade Hampton 

now.”   And although The Abbeville Press and Banner objected to the notion that Hampton was 573

“entitled” to his seat, they favored his re-election on the grounds of “gratitude” and “honor … for 

past services.”   Meanwhile, a flabbergasted Charleston World exclaimed that the merits of 574

Hampton’s actions were inconsequential and irrelevant, for most people had already formed 

hardened positions on his retention.  Rather, the paper implored the legislature to exercise its se-

lection authority in a deliberative manner. “See what available [senatorial] timber you have for 

the place, and then select the best piece.”  But it cautioned, “above all, be careful.”  575

 The Times and Democrat, November 19, 1890, p 1.571

 The Times and Democrat, November 26, 1890, p 4.572
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 With the race to succeed Wade Hampton heating up, a bevy of avowed and potential can-

didates emerged, offering a wide selection to the ascendant Tillmanites.   But as the days pro576 -

gressed, the field winnowed to two contenders: Colonel M. L. Donaldson and John Laurens 

Manning Irby.  Irby had a checkered past.  “An habitual drunk and accused murderer,”  Irby 577

was first elected to the state House of Representatives in 1886, before being elevated to the posi-

tion of speaker in 1890.  During that time, he served as Tillman’s loyal, hard-working lieutenant, 

persuading him to pursue the governorship and nominating him for that office at the convention.  

During the campaign, Irby chaired the important State Executive Committee.  With Tillman gov-

ernor-elect, Irby was primed for the Senate seat.  578

 On December 9, the legislature assembled to decide the question of the senatorship.  Sev-

en candidates were officially nominated, among them Irby, Donaldson, and Hampton.  The con-

tours of the voting were set at the first ballot.  In the General Assembly, Irby took a commanding 

lead of 50 votes, Donaldson received 33, whilst Hampton rounded out third with 31.  In the Sen-

ate, Donaldson received fifteen votes, Hampton received fourteen votes, and Irby received just 

five votes.  With no candidate attaining the necessary majorities in each chamber, a joint sitting 

convened the following day.  The second ballot produced another sizable lead for Irby, who se-

cured 63 votes — still short of the 78-vote threshold for selection.  Over subsequent roll calls, 

 The Manning Times, December 3, 1890, p 1; The Newberry Herald and News, November 27, 1890, p 576
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Irby continued inching higher toward the majority, whilst Donaldson and Hampton plateaued.  

After some late-hour wrangling, the Donaldson supporters threw their weight behind the fron-

trunner on the fifth ballot, whereby Irby collected a whopping 105 votes, formally elevating the 

contender to the Senate.  Wade Hampton’s final curtain call saw him place second with 43 

votes.   Figure 4.2 charts the sequence of joint ballots taken by the legislature in choosing a 579

senator. 

 Journal of the House of Representatives of the State of South Carolina. General Assembly. House of 579
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 Hampton felt justly aggrieved by the whole process.  Shortly after the legislature’s deci-

sion, he wrote to former senator and secretary of state Thomas F. Bayard of Delaware, dejectedly 

informing his friend, "My constituents have … relegated me to private life.  I accept the change 

willingly but it would have been more decent in them to have allowed me to make it voluntarily.”  

The senator excoriated the entire band of Tillmanites, characterizing them as “unscrupulous 

demagogues,” who, interested only with advancing their own political fortunes, have invariably 

led “our people … astray.”  Hampton bewailed, “The man who takes my place [Irby] has been 

tried for murder and though acquitted is very generally believed to have been guilty.  The gover-

nor’s proudest boast is that he took part in the Hamburg massacre,” the cold-blooded killing of 

African-American militiamen during a vigilante riot in 1876, “and his brother George Tillman 

served his time in jail for a brutal and cowardly murder!  Of course men like them realize that I 

am not a proper representative of their principles or their character, and they naturally chose one 

who is.”  Even more painfully for Hampton, the long-revered figure lost his fondness for his own 

people, revealing, “I have no pride in representing the South Carolina of the present day.  I was 

once proud of representing the state, but then the state itself was proud of its honorable … old 

traditions.”   580

 Penning a letter to his colleague, Senator Matthew Butler, Hampton excoriated the man-

ner in which Tillman and his supporters had conducted the campaign.  “The Alliance friends 

hav[e] ‘shelved’ me … Base methods were used to defeat me.  The ordinary methods of Tillman 

and his followers: misrepresentations, distraction, and lying.”  But Hampton remained proud of 

 Wade Hampton to Thomas F. Bayard, December 12, 1890, Thomas Bayard papers, Library of Con580 -
gress.
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the nature of his campaign, “I prefer defeat at their hands rather than to have been successful by 

sacrificing my independence and self respect.”   The outgoing senator reiterated his attitude in 581

a follow-up letter to Bayard, writing that he was neither surprised nor pained by the election re-

sults, since “it was brought about by a base conspiracy and by shameful methods.”   More dif582 -

ficult for the general was the “hurt” he felt when “the old soldiers turned against me, for I did not 

expect that at their hands.”  583

 As the close of Hampton’s career drew nearer, the senator was gratified by the expres-

sions of “sincere regret at my defeat” on behalf of fellow senators, and sentiment arising “from 

all quarters of the country generally deploring what they call the ‘disgrace of the state.’”   De584 -

spite the increasingly untenable conditions back home, Hampton’s ultimate consolation was the 

widespread affirmation and validation of his upstanding, honorable record of service by intimate 

friends and professional colleagues.  

4.2.5  Analysis 

 As the evidence demonstrates, South Carolina’s 1890 senatorial election, occurring prior 

to the enactment of the primary, was generally more non-popular in nature.  Under the state’s 

uni-party system, general elections were immaterial and uncompetitive.  Candidate recognition 

was modest, at best.  Few of the senatorial aspirants even conducted visible, public campaigns, 

and, while Wade Hampton attended limited appearances, the implications of the forthcoming 

 Hampton to Matthew Butler, December 13, 1890, Butler papers, USC.581
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election for his electoral fate were not widely emphasized.  As such, the legislature exercised 

tremendous autonomy settling the question, necessitating insider politicking, power broker bar-

gaining, and legislative wrangling.   

 But elements of popular legitimacy and a vibrant democracy were materializing, especial-

ly with the rise of the Farmers’ Alliance and their political vehicle, the People’s Party.  The case 

study attests to the widespread popular participation in the state’s politics, and, indirectly, in the 

senatorial selection process.  The electrifying issues of the currency, relief for depressed yeomen, 

and race relations engaged masses of citizens, rousing formerly forgotten farmers into action.  

The convention system — which had placed a premium on the decisions of county conventions 

— encouraged local, democratic electioneering.   The outsider Populists took full advantage of 

the structure through their superior grassroots organizing efforts, fierce enthusiasm, and intensive 

passion.  They targeted municipal and county level politics, outmaneuvering their conservative 

opponents at every turn.  By the time the Bourbons recognized the growing threat to their power, 

it was too late to stem the rising tide.   Further, the extensive state canvass conducted by the 585

candidates served as proto-debates, which would mature more fully in subsequent years follow-

ing the adoption of the primary.  These engagements provided voters first-hand observations of 

the candidates, their mettle, and their stances on the pressing issues of the day, unfiltered by the 

biases of the press.  

 Additionally, although the election presented only a quasi-referendum on Wade Hampton 

— his candidacy was neither widely advertised nor directly pegged to individual legislators, and 

 Although reformers assailed the convention system as undemocratic, designed to preserve the exist585 -
ing power structure of the state, the Populists demonstrated, through diligent, superior organization, 
concerted coordination, and sheer fortune, they could seize control of the party apparatus and state 
government before the first primary was ever held. 
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the Senate contest had not been the premier issue for voters — an emerging element of public 

accountability had manifest in the equation.  South Carolinians recognized that nominating con-

servative state legislative contenders would return Hampton to the Senate for another term.  

Backing Populist nominees would replace the incumbent with a Tillmanite.  Therefore, voters 

held an indirect means of holding Hampton to account for the misrule of the Bourbons.  

 As with his fellow conservatives, Hampton failed to properly anticipate the concerted, 

organized, and impassioned effort by the Populists and their leader, Benjamin Tillman, to sweep 

the state, overwhelm the reigning Bourbons, secure the party nomination — and, in effect, the 

general election — and claim a Senate seat, at that.  Hampton had pursued a defensive campaign 

of passivity, adhering strictly to his principles, even when unpopular, refusing to clash personally 

with Tillman, attending only limited public appearances, and opting out of the fall election cam-

paign completely.  By that point, the senator seemed resigned to defeat.  The final ignominy oc-

curred when the state legislature officially selected John Irby to replace the revered general in the 

Senate. 

 Logically, the question that arises is whether Hampton could have salvaged his seat, in 

any way.  While his actions did himself no favors, admittedly, it would have been exceedingly 

difficult for the senator to hold on, even had he tried more forcefully.  A series of increasingly 

unlikely hypotheticals emerge.  At the outset, Hampton, a man of solid convictions and principle, 

would never have countenanced surrendering his independence and sacrificing his pride to the 

reviled Tillman.  But suppose he had made concessions on the currency and adopted more in-

flammable rhetoric on race, would the Tillmanites have agreed?  In that scenario, it seems more 

likely the Populists would have still objected, citing the senator’s poor track record on farmers’ 
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issues.  Indeed, the president of the Farmers’ Alliance predicated his opposition to Hampton on 

the misalignment between the senator’s record and the interests of the Alliance.   Furthermore, 586

had Hampton managed to secure another term, Tillman’s brash style, unceasing defense of the 

farmers, and rabid race-baiting was very much in vogue.  By 1890, the prevailing mood among 

white Carolinians was itself the oxygen which fueled Tillman’s rise, and Hampton would have 

encountered great difficulty managing under these starkly changed circumstances.  

 For all the rhetoric, it is worth examining whether the 1890 uprising was itself a revolu-

tion.  Although many observers at the time — conservative and reformer alike — viewed the de-

velopments as a full-scale takeover of the Democratic Party by the Populists, Walter Edgar takes 

exception to the characterization, arguing, “[Tillman] did not bring any new white voters to the 

polls in the poorer counties.  There was no groundswell of debtors and poor whites backing the 

Reform ticket.”  Instead, “the white minority … voted … Democratic … to forestall any possi-

bility of allowing blacks to decide.”  Edgar minimizes the extent to which the results signaled a 

victory for poor whites in a broader class struggle, contending, “Tillman [won] with the as-

sistance of some members of the elite and a goodly portion of the state’s upper middle class.”    587

 While Edgar offers compelling information regarding the coalitions and behavior of 

South Carolina voters, he understates the significance of the 1890 election.  Most clearly, the 

election represented a changing of the guard for the state as a new generation of younger leaders 

asserted themselves, figured who were reared in the years after the idyllic, antebellum period, 

during the upheaval and tumult of Reconstruction and the 1873 Depression.  Their values dif-

 Keowee Courier, December 4, 1890, p 2.586

 Edgar, 437.587



252

fered markedly from their conservative forerunners.  As a result, the state’s political direction 

shifted seismically.   With the aristocracy defanged, South Carolina drifted into an illiberal 

democracy.  As poorer farmers were brought into the fray, the government responded, enacting 

many a Populist program designed to assist the depressed yeomen in their economic plight, poli-

cies which would never have been implemented during the Bourbon Age.  Furthermore, Till-

man’s election augured a darker period for race relations, giving official state sanction to Jim 

Crow segregation, intimidation, lynchings, and other forms of violence.  Black Carolinians, who 

comprised sixty percent of the state, witnessed their constitutional protections stripped and the 

rule of law undermined — all in the name of “the people.”  Conditions grew increasingly unten-

able, such that many eventually migrated to the North after World War I in search of a better life. 

4.3  1894 - Butler’s Offensive Campaign of Active Electioneering  

 By 1892, the indirect primary replaced the convention system in nominating candidates 

for statewide office.  The reform represented the party’s earnest effort to signal meaningful con-

cessions to the Populists and their calls for greater democratic self-government — evidencing 

party adaptability.  Henceforth, voters selected state convention delegates committed to nominat-

ing legislative candidates pledged to a specific senatorial contender.   The slate of highly-visi588 -

ble nominees directly pegged to a senatorial candidate recall certain elements of a parliamentary 

 Samuel J. Martin, Southern Hero: Matthew Calbraith Butler, Confederate General, Hampton Red Shirt, 588

and U.S. Senator, (Mechanicsburg, PA: Stackpole Books, 2001), 278; Republican Leader, August 30, 
1894, p 1. 


In many respects, the indirect nominating procedure mirrors the current process of selecting a president.  
In a series of primaries, voters directly choose delegates committed to nominating a presidential candi-
date at the party’s national convention.  In the general election, the electorate is presented with each 
party’s official nominee and render their choice accordingly, but they technically are voting for a slate of 
electors pledged to one candidate, who then formally elect a president in December.
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democracy — whereby the pool of an aspirant’s partisans are maximized across the state’s vari-

ous legislative districts.  See Figure 4.3  for a visualization of the multi-step senatorial selection 

process.   

 This singular reform fundamentally transformed the state’s politics, including its senator-

ial selection process, to a more moderately popular regime.  Although general elections remained 

uncompetitive, the senatorial election became the primary issue before voters — on par with the 

gubernatorial election.  Candidate recognition and civic attentiveness to the race grew more 

widespread.  As a result, the state legislature lost a modicum of its autonomy, ultimately defer-

ring to the results of the August primary when deciding upon a senator.  Thus, popular participa-

tion in the process burgeoned as conduits expanded for a more direct public accountability of 

incumbent senators.  

 Learning from the missteps of Wade Hampton’s defeat, Senator Matthew C. Butler em-

barked upon an offensive campaign of active politicking and his strategy could not have been 

more different.  Where Hampton was reactive — complacently waiting until it was too late to 

effect much of an impact — Butler was proactive, eagerly preparing for months and even years 

beforehand.  Where Hampton appeared only in limited public engagement, Butler threw himself 

into the ring, going toe-to-toe with Tillman in a series of publicized debates.  Where Hampton 

refused to engage in personalities, adhering faithfully to his convictions and principles, Butler 

freely hurled personal insults and readily shifted positions on important issues to broaden his ap-

peal to a wider electorate.  Where Hampton painfully, but respectably, accepted the results of the 

convention’s nomination, issuing a firm statement disallowing Haskell’s extra-partisan candida-

cy, Butler refused to honor the results of the Democratic primary, bolting from the party and 
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launching an independent bid.  Ultimately, hard done by a split in the conservative vote and the 

inability to attract support from reformers, Butler lost his seat to Benjamin Tillman. 
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4.3.1  Background 

 Tillman’s record as governor was decidedly mixed.  Per the Populist platform, he raised 

corporate taxes, brokered new agreements with the phosphate industry, and reapportioned the 

General Assembly, which witnessed the hardscrabble region of the upcountry gain four seats at 

the expense of the low country.  But Tillman was less successful enacting meaningful railroad 

reform, addressing the perennial concerns of poorer farmers over prohibitive lien laws, and man-

aging the state’s finances.  Emboldened by his re-election in 1892, Tillman embarked upon a 

more ambitious administration.  The governor established a new railroad commission, equipped 

with the necessary powers to effectively regulate rates, placed maximum hour limits on textile 

industry workers, refinanced the state debt, and reduced fiscal spending.  However, the most con-

troversial and contentious issue was the Dispensary.   589

 Prohibitionist sentiment had been increasing throughout South Carolina for decades.  By 

1891, approximately 78 communities had banned the sale and manufacture of alcoholic bever-

ages.  Responding to the passage of a statewide, popular referendum the following year, Tillman 

and the Assembly prohibited all private suppliers of liquor.  In its stead, they instituted the Dis-

pensary system, which provided “the only legal source of alcohol.”  Overseen by the Dispensary 

Board, which included the governor, the state-run cartel determined whether to approve requests 

by counties to supply their communities with the state’s own favored dispenser.  The statute 

granted wide latitude to authorities to rigorously enforce the measure no matter the cost to the 

privacy concerns of its citizens or the lives of ordinary Carolinians.  These overbearing, dracon-

 Edgar, 439-441.589
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ian tactics led to flagrant violations of the law and violent tussles with police.   The Dispensary 590

threatened to alienate many natural allies of Tillman, including a sizable portion of Alliance 

members.  Therefore, it remained imperative for the governor to unify the Reformers before any 

fissures deepened beyond repair.         De-

spite the controversy, Tillman set his eyes on higher office.  Eager to consolidate the impressive 

gains achieved over the previous four years and strengthen his grasp over the party apparatus 

and, by extension, the state government, the governor divined a providential plan envisioning his 

elevation to the Senate.  The forthcoming elections presented the prime opportunity for Tillman 

to advance his political career beyond South Carolina. 

 The one obstacle to Tillman’s ambitions, however, manifested in the personage of 

Matthew Calbraith Butler, who had hitherto occupied the coveted Senate seat in question.  But-

ler’s entry into politics in 1860 was interrupted by the outbreak of the Civil War, where he served 

under General Wade Hampton in “Hampton’s Legion.”  The young Carolinian saw combat in the 

battles of Bull Run, Antietam, Gettysburg, and Brandy Station, where he gave his right foot.  Af-

ter a brief convalescence, he returned to battle, eventually attaining the rank of major general.  

Following the war, Butler resumed his political career when he was elected to the state House of 

Representatives in 1866.  As he had during the conflict, the tenacious Butler rose through the 

ranks, again under the tutelage of Wade Hampton.  After Hampton’s election as governor in 

1876, Butler was chosen by the General Assembly to serve in the United States Senate, where-

upon he was re-elected in 1882 and 1888.   Described as more active and diligent in his official 591
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duties than his colleague, Butler delivered many important services for the state, including the 

clearance of Charleston Harbor.  592

 As 1894 approached, Butler was confronted by a vastly changed political landscape in 

South Carolina, which boded ominously for his re-election prospects.  The Bourbon aristocrats 

had been all but ejected from office, save for himself.  The reviled, but popular Tillman was vir-

tually in control of the entire Democratic Party, having restructured it around his leadership.  

Tillmanites wielded authority over the machinery of the state, as well.  And the prevailing atti-

tudes amongst Carolinians had shifted toward Populist assumptions about the powers of govern-

ment and the alleged perfidious nature of financial corporations, elites of all stripes — political, 

social, and economic — and blacks.   To counter these developments, the pugnacious Butler was 

keen to prove his mettle as a fighter.  

4.3.2  Scramble for Factional Support 

 Given the fractious nature of the state’s politics, Butler needed to command sufficient 

backing from enough factions constituting majority support, but the political scene had grown 

ever-more nebulous.  By 1894, the intra-party factions jostling for power splintered even further.  

The Populists, now dubbed the “Reformers,” were torn over the leadership of the party.  While 

Tillman’s most passionate devotees were eager to support the governor for the highly-coveted 

Senate seat, other members were less enthusiastic.  These divisions were fueled, in part, by a pro-

longed dispute over a suitable gubernatorial candidate, and by the emergence of an “anti-Tillman 
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dispensary” element — a grouping of Reformers who disapproved of the imperious liquor 

regime, its heavy-handed enforcement, and the widespread violence in its wake.    593

 For Tillman, it remained imperative that he promptly consolidate the support of the Re-

formers — his base.  Trivializing the schisms as nothing more than an elaborate ploy by Butler to 

“creat[e] dissensions in ours ranks,” Tillman loyalists fervently went about “whipping into line” 

the incessant “wavering and doubting” amongst Reformers.   But Tillman’s reply to the Al594 -

liance demands, where he derided state ownership of the railroads “on the grounds of wisdom 

and practicability,” and pronounced his “unalterable opposition” to the subtreasury plan as “pa-

ternalism run made,” akin to the despised national banking system, was wholly unsatisfactory to 

the faction.   Unconvinced by Tillman’s tepid response, the Alliance threatened to field a third 595

party candidate for the Senate, a potentially calamitous blow to the governor’s prospects for 

higher office.  596

 Sensing an opening, Butler sought to capitalize upon Tillman’s troubles.  Concluding that 

the conservative factions could only offer limited electoral support for his re-election, the senior 

senator began visibly courting the backing of Reformers, instead.  To broaden his appeal, Butler 

recalibrated his position on the pressing matter of the currency.  The enactment of the Sherman 

Silver Purchase Act of 1890, stipulating “the purchase of 4.5 million ounces of silver every 

month by the treasury,” witnessed the depletion of the nation’s gold reserves.  As the Depression 

of 1893 deepened, the federal government feared it would be forced to adopt a silver currency, 
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thereby devaluing the dollar and risking further economic instability.  As such, President Cleve-

land, a gold bug, implored the Congress to repeal the Silver Act and restore the United States to 

sound fiscal footing.  Abandoning his longtime opposition to silver, Butler opposed the repeal, 

demanding that it be “accompanied by a proposition to continue the coinage of silver … making 

it a permanent part of … financial policy.”  The senator used the occasion to more broadly assail 

the “selfish and sordid … owners and holders of large investments, as well as the “bankers … 

[who] had loaned the money of their depositors far beyond the bounds and limits of prudence.”  

Paraphrasing Andrew Jackson, Butler excoriated banks for their undue economic and political 

influence upon the liberties of a free people.   597

 Similarly, for race relations, Butler emphasized his commitment to white rule.  Although 

he had long held unenlightened prejudices toward blacks for years, the senator shared the Bour-

bon responsibility of protecting the civil rights of former slaves.  At the height of Reconstruction, 

Butler even appealed to the support of black voters during local elections in his hometown of 

Edgefield.   But the mood of the South Carolina electorate had shifted considerably by the 598

1890s, as whites were relentlessly striving to relegate blacks to a permanent status of political 

and social inferiority.  Responding to these sentiments, Butler offered his Negro Emigration Bill, 

designed to facilitate the migration of blacks from the South to found their own settlements in 

other regions or countries.   Furthermore, the senator penned a letter to The Greenville Enter599 -

prise in late 1893, firmly proclaiming, “I have struggled for white supremacy and shall continue 

to struggle for its permanency.  Whatever I am I owe to the white people.”  Decrying rumors 
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which suggested one faction may yet seek “the negro vote,” Butler bemoaned, “The degradation 

of the ballot, the demoralization of the white people … would be something too terrible to con-

template.”  600

 Butler’s strategy coaxing the backing of Reformers reached its zenith in the summer, 

when the incumbent issued his detailed response to the demands of the Alliance.  Two issues 

aside, the senator virtually endorsed the bulk of the Populist program.  As with Tillman, Butler 

opposed the public acquisition of railroads and utilities, which he considered “impolitic and un-

wise,” for they would increase the indebtedness of the state and saddle “present and future gen-

erations” with enormous expenditures.  Additionally, he objected to the subtreasury plan, insist-

ing it be “abandoned” on practicable and constitutional grounds.  But the senator favored the free 

and unlimited coinage of silver and gold, the implementation of an income tax, the creation of 

postal savings banks, and the Alliance’s policy toward public lands, which deemed any acreage 

“held by railroads … in excess of their actual need” or by aliens be “reclaimed” by the state.  601

 The Tillmanite press bewailed Butler’s ploy as disingenuous.  The Manning Times 

charged, “Butler waited until Tillman spoke and then said, ‘me too.’  Governor Tillman’s utter-

ances have the sound of the patriot, while Butler’s has the sound of the pap-riot.”   The Dis602 -

patch News inquired “whether Butler is apeing [sic] Tillman, or Tillman is trying to step in But-

ler’s tracks?”   And The People’s Journal explained, “[Butler’s] letter will not be satisfactory or 603
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productive of much support to him in his senatorial race.”   The Farmers’ Alliance was despon604 -

dent by the prospects of “the only avowed [senatorial] candidates … neither … in full accord 

with [their] demands.”  “Both of them gag at the same two of our demands,” the Alliance 

protested.   605

 Butler’s gambit to endear himself to the Reformers served only to alienate his own base. 

Having relied upon the senator to safeguard certain core principles of the old guard, conserva-

tives were outraged by his decision to oppose the repeal of the Sherman Silver Purchase Act.   606

Their disaffection intensified further during the course of the campaign, as the incumbent kow-

towed to the vilified Tillmanites and their Populist agenda.  Reportedly, “several of the conserva-

tive papers are speaking in a disapproving way” of the once conservative incumbent.   Accord607 -

ingly, The Laurens Advertiser suggested, “Senator Butler is less popular with the conservatives 

than with the Reformers.”   And The Aiken Recorder declared, “While he has lost the sympathy 608

of many … conservatives, he has not gained the vote of a Tillmanite” going on to predict his 

imminent “retire[ment] into obscurity.”   Having strived to expand his appeal to numerous fac609 -

tions, Butler was soon bereft of strong backing by any faction.  As he prepared to face the prima-

ry voters over the summer, the senator found himself in a precious electoral position.   
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4.3.3  The Primary Nomination Battle 

 As a result of the primary in nominating aspirants for public office, the senatorial contest 

became central to the state’s elections, emerging as the premier issue before the electorate.  Sena-

torial candidate recognition grew more widespread, visible, and widely-advertised.  As early as 

1890 — in the days following Wade Hampton’s defeat — Governor-elect Tillman signaled his 

intentions to challenge Senator Butler, the last remaining vestige of the Bourbon regime.   Dur610 -

ing the election year itself, periodicals routinely reported the implications of the looming primary 

in determining the next member of the United States Senate and publicized the principal figures 

in the race.  The summer primary presented a stark choice to voters — back the incumbent, 

Matthew Butler, for another six year term, or eject him from office by supporting Benjamin 

Tillman in his stead.  The Correspondence News and Courier remarked, “Everybody understands 

that the contest will be between Senator Butler and Governor Tillman … When the fight is really 

made it will be between these two men.”   The Washington Post quoted one Colonel Ben Perry 611

of Edgefield, who asserted, “The primaries next August … will determine whether Senator But-

ler will succeed himself or whether his successor will be Governor Tillman.”   With voters 612

wielding such immense authority over the decision, popular participation in the process bour-

geoned and notions of a more direct public accountability  — holding incumbent senators to ac-

count for their record — greatly expanded.  

 The Abbeville Press and Banner, December 17, 1890, p 4.610

 The Intelligencer, January 10, 1894, p 2.611

 Edgefield Advertiser, January 25, 1894, p 1.612



263

 The Columbia Register described the upcoming campaign as “the hottest the state has 

ever experienced,” with Butler “resorting to every means to secure his election.”   And The 613

News and Courier predicted “a bitter personal struggle” between the candidates, “for Senator 

Butler is anxious to retain his seat … and Governor Tillman has been bending all of his political 

and personal energies” to defeat Butler.  Characterizing the face-off as a “battle royal,” the news-

paper rated the election as toss-up.  “Both sides appear to be about equally confident of victory,” 

and insiders were hard pressed “to pick a winner” so early in the process.  614

 Apprehensive over his electoral fate, Butler proactively launched an aggressive campaign 

for re-election.  Strapped for cash, the senator solicited financial contributions to fund his efforts, 

well over a year before the first votes were cast.  Writing to Senator Arthur Poe Gorman of 

Maryland, national leader of the Bourbon Democrats, Butler requested “to borrow … five thou-

sand dollars … for six or twelve months … to aid me in my fight in [South Carolina].”  The gen-

eral outlined his plan to solicit influential periodicals to support his cause, revealing, “I have had 

overtures made by several newspapers that could be wielded with great effect if I could get a 

controlling interest in them.”  Furthermore, Butler betrayed a keen sensitivity to the political sit-

uation as far as it pertained to his own fortunes, pronouncing, “There are three senatorial elec-

tions to take place in the state the latter part of July, and I want to take a hand in them, as they 

will be in the next legislature.  … There is more involved than my election, although it might 

naturally be assumed, I am more interested than anybody else, as I certainly am.”  However, But-

ler maintained his defeat would present larger repercussions in the struggle against the Populist 
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challenge nationwide, providing, as it would, “a great deal of encouragement to the same class in 

other states.”  615

 Since the primaries were essentially cut-and-dried popular elections, the campaigns de-

veloped such practices as advertising, position-taking, and credit-claiming.  Butler’s innumerable 

campaign appearances and debate performances were geared toward achieving those primary 

objectives.  Underscoring his eagerness to proactively cultivate support among voters — espe-

cially Reformers — Butler launched his campaign in February, rather early in the calendar year.  

The senator symbolically selected Bennettsville as the site of the opening — where Tillman 

thundered onto the political stage in 1885, whipping up Populist fervor.  In his address, the born-

again Butler “reviewed his official acts” and emphasized his support for a silver coinage, saying 

“nothing that any Reformer could object to.”  616

  More provocatively, the senator promptly traveled to Darlington in the wake of the 

town’s infamous riots, granting an interview to the press.   In March, a tussle ensued between 617

dispensary enforcement agents and two youths at the local train station.  The disruption escalated 

into a gunfight, resulting in three deaths — including that of a police officer — and countless 

injuries.  Tillman did not hesitate to react.  The governor treated Darlington as a war zone, de-

claring “a state of rebellion” in the affected counties, “seize[ing] control of [its] telegraph lines 

… and call[ing] out the militia.”  618
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 Sensing a political advantage, Butler pounced.  Describing Darlington as “a peaceable, 

law abiding community,” the senator questioned “why this reinforcement of armed men should 

be sent … I cannot understand, and I think the authorities will have difficulty in explaining.” As 

a result of reckless decisions, “two unoffending citizens were slain.”  Instead of traveling to Dar-

lington and Florence to reassure the affected communities, he charged Tillman with having “is-

sued a proclamation denouncing the good people of these two counties as insurgents and insur-

rectionists.”  The senator assailed the “harsh, violent and ill advised manner” by which the Dis-

pensary Law had been enforced, violating the constitutions of the United States and South Car-

olina.   More broadly, he lambasted the governor’s “fire-alarm pyrotechnic style of government” 

for “having a bad effect upon the material and social interests of the state,”  and urged him to 

“leave to each community the right to govern itself.”   By harping on the unnecessary blood619 -

shed at Darlington, Butler hoped to strike Tillman at his most vulnerable — the Dispensary Law 

— arguing that, for all his bluster, the governor cared but very little for ordinary South Carolini-

ans.  

 Complementing his public campaign for popular support, the senator also undertook a 

diligent canvass of party officials.  In March, The Atlanta Constitution reported that Butler was 

“making considerable headway” with a number of congressmen, forging important “political al-

liances” in his favor.   And according to The Augusta Journal, Butler was gaining scores of 620

supporters at the Meriwether Township - Edgefield County Democratic Club, although Tillman 

ultimately emerged victorious in that battle.  621
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 On June 18, the long-awaited series of debates between Governor Tillman and Senator 

Butler commenced in Rock Hill.  Much like a prizefight, the aspirants emerged from their cor-

ners, cheered by throngs of supporters, to engage in a contest of endurance and skill.  Tillman 

addressed the spectators first.  Although the crowd modestly favored Butler, they gave the gov-

ernor a respectful hearing.  Tillman began by offering an olive branch to his opponents, bemoan-

ing the accusations of his “bitter tongue,” deriding the persistent “abuse by the newspapers,” and 

insisting he was on “friendly” grounds with his neighbor from Edgefield, the senior senator.  

Tillman firmly maintained his record as governor, “I am ready to defend every act of my admin-

istration.”  Distancing himself from the term “office seeker,” he contrasted his recent election to 

office with Butler, who “has been in the Senate eighteen years.”  Prefacing his discussion of na-

tional issues, the governor admitted he would only offer “a bird’s eye view of them,” for he could 

not cover each matter sufficiently in depth given the time constraints.  Thereupon, Tillman 

delved into the cotton crop, national bank notes, and the “fraudulent demonetization of silver.”  

Before closing, the governor quipped, “What relief can I offer? … When I get to the Senate I 

can’t be bought, or bribed or bulldozed.  I can go up on a mountain and gather a great many big 

rocks and hurl them at everybody that comes along.” 

 After Tillman completed his remarks, the senator was beckoned to the platform by cries 

of “Butler.”  After the audience quieted down, the pugnacious Butler waisted little time aggres-

sively tearing into his adversary and systematically rebuking every claim.  Posing a query to 

Tillman, Butler asked whether he would “agree to have a separate ballot box … in which the 

people … in the primary … may register their choice for senator, without the interference or [sic] 

rings and caucuses … Will he do that?”  Butler countered the characterization that he was noth-
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ing, but an ambitious, craven office seeker.  “The Senate doesn’t belong to me; I didn’t ask to go 

there,” explaining that a firm sense of duty drove him to accept the position on behalf of many 

grateful Democrats for his services to the party during the Bourbon Restoration.  Mocking Till-

man’s rock-hurling metaphor, Butler retorted, “What could he accomplish in the Senate making 

such a veritable spectacle of himself?” The senator discussed at-length the silver currency, de-

claring his advocacy of silver monetization and the creation of “silver leagues” across the county, 

and addressed recent problems over Civil War pensions, which Butler maintained he was dili-

gently attempting to resolve in the Senate.  

 Butler closed his soliloquy with an entreaty to poorer farmers: 

 I know the farmers are poor.  I understand that the governor promised when elected that   

 he would help [them].  Are they better off?  … Taxes have been increased.  I shall stand   

 side by side with my people in their struggle.  I challenge Governor Tillman to point to an 

 instance where I have not done my duty … I have not learned to steal or accept bribes.    

 I can’t be captured by gold or free passes.  It may be a little vain, but I believe I am the   

 man to bring the people together. 

Tillman briefly responded, rebutting the senator’s insinuations, whereupon Butler continued to 

press the governor on the presence of an illicit ring controlling the party apparatus and the nomi-

nation process.  622
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 Over the next two months, in the depths of the stifling Southern summer — often ex-

posed to the glaring Carolina sun or occasionally drenched by driving rain — Butler and Tillman 

sparred in approximately 31 municipalities, including Yorkville, Sumter, Aiken, Hampton, Co-

lumbia, Laurens, Spartanburg, and Anderson, culminating in Abbeville on August 8.   But the 623

feistiest exchange occurred in Edgefield on July 19, where tempers flared.  Pent up with resent-

ment and anger at the unremitting assaults on his character by the Tillmanites, Butler lost his 

composure.  Recounting his participation in the infamous Hamburg Massacre — where a posse 

of white vigilantes attacked a cadre of black National Guardsmen, killing a handful in the 

melee  — H. H. Townes inquired as to whether the senator’s house was scorched by black citi624 -

zens in retaliation for his role in the incident, to which Butler replied in the affirmative.  Joe 

Atkinson, a staunch Tillman supporter standing on the stage alongside Butler, prodded the sena-

tor, “Yes, but you denied it in Washington.”  Butler “turned like a panther, and quick as light-

ning” yelled, “That is a lie - an infernal lie,” repeating himself several times.  Disorder ensued.  

“Men began to surge toward the stand,” whilst others reached for their pistols.  But before the 

chaos degenerated into an outright riot, Butler and Tillman managed to coax the excitable specta-

tors back into place, thereby averting a wider conflagration.  625

 As illustrated above, Butler’s campaign was designed to advertise his candidacy, take po-

sitions on pressing issues, and claim credit for important services delivered to the people of 

South Carolina.  Butler consciously advertised himself as a duty-bound public servant, commit-

ted to serving the interests of the people and actively fighting on their behalf, distancing himself 
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from the image of a seasoned insider, excessively eager for a fourth term in the Senate.  Bolster-

ing his populist brand, Butler categorically took favorable positions on programs and policies 

salient to many a Reformer, especially the free and unlimited coinage of silver, which he oft 

touted at campaign appearances.  And his reply to the Alliance Demands represented the most 

thorough attempt at publicizing these positions.  Finally, the senator regularly claimed credit for 

federal monies channeled toward the state.   At York, Butler boasted, “$200,000 for Charleston 

Harbor … the first appropriation for Winyah Bay … a survey of the rivers of the state … half a 

million for the dry docks at Port Royal … [and] I helped make the Agricultural Department what 

it is.”   Therefore, while Butler disassociated himself from his long career in the Senate, he re626 -

peatedly emphasized its many perks.   

4.3.4  General Election Insurgency  

 As the August 30 primary approached, Butler grew increasingly nervous.  His appeals for 

the support of farmers and Reformers had fallen flat.  Momentum decisively shifted toward his 

adversary, who had more effectively consolidated the Populist wing behind his candidacy.  In-

numerable county conventions were endorsing Tillman outright, including the senator’s own 

Edgefield.   In a move of desperation, Butler withdrew from the primary at the eleventh hour, 627

declaring he would not abide by its results.  The general insisted the indirect nature of the 

process — whereupon voters nominated legislators pledged to a senatorial contender — intrinsi-

cally favored Tillman and his henchman.  Having repeatedly requested a primary whereby Car-
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olinians could directly select their nominee for the Senate, Butler intended to break the alleged 

“ring” that exercised its stranglehold over the party.  With his wishes roundly rejected, the sena-

tor felt no compunction to respect the “sham” election.  

 Butler had been building his case for months.  During the debates, he confronted Tillman 

over the issue, challenging the governor outright to support a direct primary for the senatorial 

contest, but Tillman repeatedly rebuffed his charges, declaring that, while he favored popular 

elections of senators, he believed parties were best left to determine their own means of nomina-

tions.   Just weeks before his decision, Butler granted an interview to The News and Courier, 628

where he described the Tillmanites as “the most unscrupulous ring that ever dominated the poli-

tics of any country.”  The senator charged, “Satan could not have hit upon a more effectual 

method to usurp the rights of the people and turn them over …  to a handful of selfish, corrupt, 

ringsters.”   629

 The senator’s strategy specifically sought to contest the Democratic primary in Richland, 

Charleston, Georgetown, Sumter, Beaufort, and Edgefield — the six counties where Butler be-

lieved his slate held the greatest opportunity for support, thereby relying on regular party chan-

nels. Reformers residing in these areas would have no choice but to support the legitimate De-

mocratic nominees.  But in the remaining thirty counties, where no favorable slates had been 

fielded, the senator called for independent candidates pledged to his re-election in the general 

election — an explicitly extra-partisan course.   The plan relied upon disaffected conservatives 630

to forego participation in the primary and back an independent ticket instead.  
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 Butler’s decision sent political shockwaves across the state.  The sight of a longtime, re-

spected incumbent senator refusing to abide by the results of a primary contest wherein he had 

invested bags of time and money deeply unsettled the Democrats of South Carolina.  Scathing 

editorials indicted Butler for apostasy.  The Abbeville Press and Banner lamented, “Every South 

Carolinian looks back with a shudder to the bitterness and hatred engendered by the Haskellite 

movement in 1890,” gloomily forecasting “probable bloodshed and countless troubles of all 

kinds” ahead.   The Dispatch News characterized Butler’s decision as a betrayal to the faithful 631

who “rallied to his assistance … and defended him with their lives,” whose only effect would be 

“to solidify the Reformers” against him.   By contrast, while the The Yorkville Enquirer con632 -

ceded the senator’s chances “appear to be very slim,” the editor insisted it was Butler’s “perfect 

right to run as an independent, if he sees fit.”  633

 Unsurprisingly, the results of the primary produced a Tillman tidal wave, deluging every 

county, save Charleston, Richland, and Sumter, where the anti-Tillman element held their 

ground.   While Butler was certainly going to lose the primary election, his decision to bolt 634

from the party did his candidacy no favors, likely contributing to Tillman’s overwhelming, lop-

sided margin of victory.  In their capacity as voters, South Carolinians held the incumbent sena-

tor responsible for his conservative, Bourbon associations and heretic, extra-partisan actions — 

evidencing the enlarging notions of a more direct public accountability.  Instead, the electorate 

was attracted to Tillman’s brash style, unconventionality, and reformist credentials.  Butler re-
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mained defiant, proclaiming, “Something must be done to relieve the Democratic Party of … 

selfish and unprincipled demagogues and ringmasters,” who have effectively “drawn [the party] 

away from [its] true faith.”    635

 Butler’s general election tactics emphasized coordination and organization at the expense 

of public campaigning for popular support.  Gathering in Columbia on September 1, Butler and 

his team of adjutants — numbering upwards of forty men — hashed out a plan forward.  They 

elected a chairman and secretary, and agreed to convene their own convention to nominate an 

independent ticket, including a gubernatorial nominee.   For Butler, it soon became evident that 636

his ability to channel the widespread discontent amongst conservatives into an anti-Tillman cru-

sade would likely flounder.  The senator had spent the entire campaign shamelessly recalibrating 

his positions in a futile effort to attract greater support amongst Reformers, thereby alienating 

those crucial conservatives upon whom he now relied.  Many old guard Democrats detested But-

ler only a trifle less than they despised Tillman.  Therefore, penning an open letter to the news-

papers, the old general sought to decouple his candidacy from the broader movement in denying 

Tillman elevation to the Senate, writing, “[My] candidacy … may be entirely eliminated from 

any movement looking to the reorganization of the … party … and the restoration of decent gov-

ernment.”  Lacerating the misrule and betrayal of the “ringsters,” who have resorted to “slander-

ous” charges, Butler exclaimed, “It is not a question of the rule of the majority, but of the ring … 

There is no such thing as political freedom in [the state], and I stand ready to aid in reclaiming it, 

at any and every cost.”    637
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 The senator continued to embrace the power of the pen to counter other distortions and 

misrepresentations concerning his motives and behavior.  Sounding similar notes, he repeated to 

The Columbia Register, “I am not after re-election to the United States Senate, but … the corrupt 

ring now disgracing the politics of the state,” accusing nefarious ringsters of “destroy[ing] ‘white 

supremacy’ [and] sever[ing] the relations of the white people.”  Butler maintained, “‘White su-

premacy’ is a very precious thing … and I would lament the day when it is lost,” before reiterat-

ing, “I am not after the United States Senate, but the ring and its villainies and that I am in for the 

war.”   And in a lengthy broadside to The News and Courier recounting the campaign and justi638 -

fying his decision to bolt from the party, the senator remarked, “I went into the canvass for a 

purpose … I accomplished that purpose … If anybody had chosen to reorganize the Democratic 

Party … they were at liberty to do so … I do not see why I should be held responsible for their 

failure to do so,” before restating in no uncertain terms, “I discharged my duty as I saw it; never 

aspired to be a leader and do not now … The ‘struggle’ was not and is not ‘hopeless’ if every 

man will do his duty, and stop finding fault with me.”   639

 Ultimately, the anti-Tillman movement decided to forego its threat of extra-partisan con-

testation, opting to challenge the Reformers exclusively within the channels of the Democratic 

Party — a more politically palatable option for most Carolinians.  Congregating in Columbia 

mere days before the state convention, the grouping passed resolutions urging their fellow De-

mocrats to “declare [their] true and loyal allegiance … to the principles … of the national … par-

ty, and … repudiate and rescind the action of the state convention of 1892,” which adopted the 
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Populist program.  While the rump summit omitted formal nominations, they implored the dele-

gates to oppose any member for state office “who acknowledges allegiance … to the principles 

of the Populist party.”    640

 Despite their pleas, when the Democratic Party gathered at their convention on Sep-

tember 19, they adopted an “omnibus” plank — wedding elements of the more conservative, 

Cleveland-friendly Chicago platform of 1892 with features suitable to the Farmers’ Alliance, 

known as the “Ocala demands.”  The platform endorsed the free and unlimited coinage of silver, 

backed the Dispensary Law, and advocated for a constitutional convention to draft a new system 

of government for the state based upon the principles of popular, democratic governance and 

white supremacy.  Furthermore, the gathering nominated bona fide Reformers John Gary Evans 

for governor and Washington Hodges Timmerman for lieutenant governor.  641

 Several days later, the “true” Democrats — conservative holdouts — reassembled in Co-

lumbia to finally settle the question of proffering a competing platform and an alternative slate of 

contenders for public office.  While the delegates expressed their delight with the state conven-

tion for accommodating certain tenets of the Chicago convention, they excoriated the party’s 

partial adoption of the Populist platform.  After an acrimonious and contentious overnight ses-

sion occurring behind closed doors, the fatigued delegates failed to agree to fielding their own 

slate of nominees.  “This convention desires to avoid doing anything likely to cause increased 

strife among our people,” instead passing hollow resolutions pledging fealty to the principles of 

the national Democratic party and urging like-minded citizens to join their efforts against the 
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foolhardy measures emanating from the reform-dominated state convention.   The dearth of 642

any meaningful leadership, a cohesive framework, and legions of local candidates able to ad-

vance the cause to the countless districts, counties, towns, and hamlets seriously undermined the 

efficacy of the anti-Tillman movement at that critical hour.  

 After all the strenuous exertions, Butler was described “as near broken hearted as a brave 

man can be.”  With “no organization backing him,” any hope of disrupting Tillman’s coronation 

was virtually snuffed out.   Upon analyzing the races in each legislative district, The Times and 643

Democrat projected a gloomy forecast for Butler: a Tillmanite majority of 29 in the Senate and 

102 in the House — although the periodical cautioned that scores of new members rendered it 

almost “impossible to speculate as to what strength Senator Butler will be able to develop.”    644

By that point, the haggard incumbent essentially conceded defeat in the electoral arena, under-

taking no further campaign activity throughout the remainder of the general election.   

4.3.5  The Legislature Defers 

 Nationally, the midterm elections of 1894 witnessed a dramatic Republican landslide.  

Although the once-popular Grover Cleveland had been returned to office to a second, non-con-

secutive term in 1892, the onset of a major economic depression, the repeal of the Sherman Sil-

ver Purchase Act, the unpopularity of the Wilson-Gorman Tariff, and persistent labor travails 

shook the nation to its core.  Republicans seized control of the House of Representatives, with 
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254 members, while the Democratic share collapsed to 93 representatives.   In the Senate, the 645

party net four seats to reclaim the majority.  646

 In South Carolina, John Gary Evans, the official Democratic nominee, trounced his chief 

opponent, Dr. Sampson Pope, an “original Reformer” who had parted company with the Pop-

ulists over Tillman and the Dispensary Law.  Evans collected 39,247 votes (69%) to Pope’s 

17,298 votes (31%).  More contentiously, the referendum calling forth a new constitutional con-

vention narrowly passed, 31,402 votes (51.5%) to 29,523 (48.5%).   In the lower house of the 647

General Assembly, Democrats maintained 104 seats.  Independent Democrats accounted for a 

disappointing 17 seats, while Republicans claimed a mere three seats (the only three Republican 

members of the General Assembly).  In the upper chamber, Democrats held 29 seats, while the 

Independent Democrats accrued 7 seats.   648

 During the legislative selection process, the General Assembly largely deferred to the re-

sults of the August primary.  With voters overwhelmingly favoring Tillman-backed delegates, 

who had faithfully nominated Tillman-pledged legislative candidates at the state convention in 

September, legislators had no incentive to disobey.  Political pressures coupled with public sen-

timent militated against party disloyalty.  At high noon on December 12, members congregated 

in their respective chambers to conduct the business of formally choosing the state’s senator.  

Each faction placed into nomination their agreed-upon contender and legislators voted on the 
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pending question.  Thereafter, the Assembly convened a joint session to tabulate the results.  At 

the outset, Benjamin Ryan Tillman amassed an astounding 131 votes — the support of every Re-

former present — easily surpassing the 78-vote threshold necessary for a majority, and officially 

elevating the governor to the United States Senate.  Senator Matthew Calbraith Butler collected 

twenty-one votes — the support of those independent conservatives present.  Rounding out the 

ballot, George Washington Murray, African-American congressman representing the 7th District, 

received two votes, while William Demosthenes Crum, African-American chair of the Charles-

ton County Republican Party, received a single vote.   Figure 4.4 charts the joint vote of the 649

legislature on the matter of the senatorship.   

 Bernard E. Powers, Jr., “William Demosthenes Crum,” South Carolina Encyclopedia, University of 649

South Carolina, Institute for Southern Studies, April 15, 2016, accessed January 15, 2020, URL: http://
www.scencyclopedia.org/sce/entries/crum-william-demosthenes/; South Carolina. General Assembly. 
Senate. (18421870). Journal of the Senate of the State of South Carolina, Columbia, S.C.: The Senate, 
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 Refusing to concede defeat, the tenacious Butler resorted to one final scheme to deny 

Tillman’s ascension — pursuing a legal challenge.  Still seething over the perceived ring operat-

ing within South Carolina’s politics, the senator filed a lawsuit with the State Supreme Court 

over the constitutionality of the Registration Laws.  Butler sought an injunction “restraining [the] 

Comptroller General from issuing his warrant” to the registration supervisors, alleging the law 
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“deprives voters of their rights.”   The Court eventually dismissed the suit the following July.   650 651

On December 2, 1895, Tillman sauntered down the aisle of the Senate, escorted by Senator 

James Zachariah George from Mississippi, to take the oath of office as South Carolina’s duly-

elected senator.  Tillman was sworn in by Vice President Adlai Stevenson, “without a murmur of 

objection,” thereby closing the chapter on a turbulent, highly-dramatic, and seemingly inter-

minable election.     652

4.3.6  Analysis  

 The indirect primary — which itself attested to the Democratic Party’s adaptability to the 

democratizing currents afoot and its concessions in satiating the Populists’ demands — trans-

formed the state’s politics, including its senatorial selection process, to a more moderately popu-

lar regime.  Although general elections remained uncompetitive and immaterial, the senatorial 

election increased in importance, matching other state races in coverage.  Candidate recognition 

and civic attentiveness to the contest grew more widespread and widely disseminated.  Butler 

and Tillman were frequently framed as the two sole contenders for the Senate, presenting a bina-

ry choice to the populace.  As such, amongst the white electorate, at least, popular participation 

on the question of the senatorship burgeoned and conduits for a more direct public accountability 

of incumbent senators expanded, permitting South Carolinians wider latitude in rendering their 

collective judgment on the performance of the officeholder and holding them responsible for an 

unenviable record.  Finally, the General Assembly ceded a modicum of autonomy on the matter, 
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essentially deferring to the results of the August primary — a highly-popular element — as state 

legislators were indirectly pledged to supporting Tillman.   

 To a remarkable degree, Senator Matthew Butler evinced a measure of vulnerability over 

his own re-election prospects and an acute sensitivity to the means of securing another term in 

the Senate.  Determined to avoid the fate of his colleague Wade Hampton — a casualty of the 

Populist uprising of 1890 — Butler embarked upon an offensive campaign of active politicking.  

Laying the groundwork for his campaign early, Butler proactively prepared for months before-

hand, raising funds for his campaign’s operations and targeting pivotal legislative districts.  In an 

effort to broaden his appeal to disenchanted Reformers, the senator readily recalibrated his posi-

tions on salient issues, especially the currency, so to better comport with the views of most vot-

ers.  Furthermore, Butler utilized three tried-and-true tactics of campaigning — advertising, care-

fully cultivating an image of a fighter on behalf of the hard-pressed farmers of the state; position-

taking, staking out favorable stances on issues; and credit-claiming, the boasting of federal 

monies and services directed to the state on his behalf.  Butler pursued these tactics by way of a 

highly-visible campaign — penning letters to periodicals, granting interviews to the press, barn-

storming the state, and participating in an extensive series of public debates with his adversary, 

Benjamin Tillman.  Fiercely driven by the burning desire to secure re-election, the equally-pow-

erful determination to deny Tillman a seat in the Senate, and outright distaste for the governor, 

Butler was not above hurling epithets, engaging in personalities, and most critically, refusing to 

honor the results of the democratic process.  

 Under the most propitious circumstances, Butler may have had a slim chance of surviv-

ing.  Certainly, his strategy appealing to Reformers was politically savvy, given that the Populists 
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were in the ascendancy and likely represented his only route to re-election.  Counterfactually, we 

may surmise that had the senator not firmly turned against the Alliance during the course of the 

post-primary period and instead continued to cultivate their backing by channeling their simmer-

ing discontent with the authoritarian tendencies of the governor and the excesses of the Dispen-

sary Law, Butler may have performed marginally better in the general election.  Incidentally, Dr. 

Sampson Pope, an “original Reformer,” campaigned on such a platform for governor and scored 

approximately a third of the vote in November.  

 A secondary, but less viable pathway to a fourth term ran through conservative Democ-

rats.  In his quest to broaden his electoral support, Butler alienated his own base — the founda-

tions of the anti-Tillman movement.  Had he committed himself earlier and more consistently to 

the Chicago platform — which upheld the more moderate, business-friendly principles of the 

national party, instead of the Populist pretenders — he may have rallied enough conservative 

holdouts during the general election for a stronger showing.  But the senator’s decision to pander 

to Reformers, before bolting from the primary only to seek the support of conservatives was the 

height of hypocrisy, inconsistency, and foolishness.  Ultimately, Butler was defeated by the com-

bination of conservative apathy toward his candidacy and his systematic failure to skillfully court 

disaffected Reformers.   

4.4  Conclusions 

 South Carolina’s senatorial elections during the early 1890s attest to the unique chal-

lenges of intra-party factional contestation.  With the prevalence of a uni-party system, political 

disputes and electoral competition occurred exclusively within the Democratic Party, as few al-
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ternative conduits were available to channel such conflict.  As a result, factional infighting was 

ubiquitous and countless power blocs jostled for authority.  With no single group commanding a 

majority of support — popular or party — senatorial aspirants were expected to secure the back-

ing of multiple factions, cobbling together a coalition to achieve a working majority.  Notably, 

Senator Matthew Butler failed spectacularly striving to attract the support of “soft” Reformers 

whilst placating his conservative base, whereas Benjamin Tillman succeeded (in both elections) 

in solidifying his bickering base of Populist-Reformers, while dividing the voting strength of the 

opposition.  

 The strong party system operating under the indirect regime tended to foster the national-

ization effect — the transforming of down-ballot state races into a referendum on national condi-

tions — as senators eagerly nationalized their race and state legislative contests, as well, thereby 

assuring party discipline.  But these dynamics were more limited and circumscribed in South 

Carolina.  While South Carolinians were influenced by national developments — the economic 

depression(s), the Silver Purchase Act and the debate over the currency, tariff policy, the Subtrea-

sury Plan — the state’s uni-party system insulated the electorate from fluctuations in national 

partisan trends.  The strong Democratic performance in 1890 had little net effect on their stand-

ing in the state, and, conversely, the party’s abysmal showing in 1894 had virtually no effect on 

the strength of the state ticket, either.  Ironically, Palmetto State Republicans actually performed 

stronger in 1890 and worse in 1894.  Therefore, the nationalization effect did not meaningfully 

manifest in the state, nor did emerge, presumably, in any other Southern uni-party regime. 

 Further, while the Populists belonged to a broader national movement among disaffected 

laborers and farmers across the South and Midwest — and Matthew Butler, viewing his re-elec-
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tion against Tillman as a bulwark against the wider movement across the region, feared a domino 

effect would ensue in the event of his own defeat —  the Farmers’ Alliance responded more im-

mediately to the peculiar, unique local conditions prevailing in South Carolina — the plight of 

the farmers, the agrarian economy, the aloof Bourbon gentry which had ruled the state for 

decades, and the race problem, which had arisen from the experience with Reconstruction.  

These factors created the conditions for distressed farmers to organize under the umbrella of the 

People’s Party, but only once the brash Benjamin Tillman had stormed onto the scene did the 

movement finally have an attractive leader to spearhead the hostile takeover of the party and the 

state government. 

 Elements of a parliamentary democracy manifested under the indirect regime, primarily 

due to the durability of strong parties.  After the primary was adopted, state legislative nominees 

became publicly and directly committed to supporting the election of a senatorial contender.  

Due the uni-party system and prevalence of factional contestation, these dynamics operated dif-

ferently than in other states.  The pivotal battles occurred during the nomination contests, and the 

objective for an aspiring senator or an incumbent desiring re-election was to ensure that a majori-

ty of prospective legislators across the state be nominated by their faction.  Failing that, they 

would have to cobble together a majority, attracting “soft” members from across the factional 

divide.  Under the convention system in 1890, the Populists gained large majorities in the state 

legislature — winning support from moderate conservatives, as well.  Although their nomina-

tions effectually ousted Wade Hampton from office, they were not directly pegged to backing a 

particular senatorial contender.  Under the primary system in 1894, Tillman secured an over-

whelming majority in the August primary — maximizing the support of his base of Reformers, 
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while capitalizing upon the dissension amongst the conservative opposition.  These legislative 

nominees were directly pledged to elevating Tillman to the Senate.    

  Parliamentary democracies tend to provide “party cover” to its officeholders and candi-

dates, a dynamic appraised by David Mayhew and Anthony King.  In short, in parliamentary sys-

tems, ambitious politicians are nominated by the party proper, not directly by voters through 

primaries; their expenses are footed by party committees, rather than perennially fundraising on 

their own behalf; and finally, their political career depends exclusively upon party discipline and 

loyalty; whereas in the American system, outsiders regularly attain positions of high status.   653

Under the indirect regime, party cover constituted what Jonathan Rauch terms “the middlemen,” 

those essential political functionaries who ensured the system operated smoothly, filtrated fluctu-

ations in popular opinion, and served the broad interests of the parties.  As party cover has been 

shorn of American elections, candidates have grown increasingly more independent of the par-

ties, fueling assaults on the middlemen by populist-driven “outsiders.”  654

 While certain parliamentary dynamics obtained in the state — the pegging of legislative 

nominees to the selection of a senator — the lack of free and fair elections and dueling political 

parties, the adoption of the indirect primary, and the subsequent personalization of the state’s fac-

tional infighting greatly weakened party cover.  Matthew Butler was forced to fundraise on his 

own.  Although he had asked the nationwide leader of the conservative Bourbons, Senator Arthur 

Gorman, for much-needed funds, he remained in desperate need of money to finance his re-elec-

tion campaign.  With party nominations determined exclusively by voters, Butler had to comport 
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with prevailing public sentiment to outfox Tillman — a strategy that ultimately failed.  And final-

ly, career advancement occurred outside the party channels, as anti-establishment outsiders, such 

as Tillman, emerged victorious, completing the hostile takeover of the state and molding the par-

ty apparatus around his personage. 

 The two case studies provide a useful comparative to assess the impact of the indirect 

primary on the process of selecting a senator, as well as the state’s politics, more broadly.  Due to 

the uni-party system in place, general elections were largely immaterial, with greater emphasis 

placed on the highly-consequential nomination contests.  Therefore, it is not surprising that 

Southern Populists specifically targeted reforming the nominating process so to render office-

holders more visible, transparent, and publicly accountable.  Coupled with the drive to deny 

black citizens their hard-won right to vote, these inclinations explain why many Southern states 

— with South Carolina at the forefront — were the earliest to adopt some form of a primary.   

  The primary raised the importance of senatorial elections in South Carolina.  Prior to 

1892, the matter had been a secondary concern for many voters, incidental to the gubernatorial 

and state legislative elections.  The election represented a quasi-referendum, at best, on the career 

of Senator Wade Hampton — whose fortunes were tied exclusively to the strength of the Tillman 

movement and individual performances of legislative candidates.  By 1894, the contest had in-

creased in salience — on par with other state races — and presented a meaningful choice before 

voters on the question of the senatorship.  Newspapers widely covered the contenders as they 

sparred in public debates and vigorously appealed for popular support.  And the press routinely 

explained the implications of the primary vote on the senatorial selection process.  As a result, 



286

candidate recognition was widespread, popular participation had enlarged, and conduits for a 

more direct public accountability of incumbent senators expanded.  

 Additionally, the state’s moderately popular elections demonstrate the emerging popular 

legitimacy bolstering many a senatorial contest at that time.  Glaring exceptions aside — single-

party hegemony and racial isolation — the state enjoyed a robust, vibrant democracy, even be-

fore the primary.  With the advent of the reform, office-seekers pursued elaborate, ambitious, and 

extensive public campaigns for popular support, while periodicals engaged in impassioned ex-

changes and informative dialogue.  Although the primary itself was indirect in nature and party 

officials remained critical to the final result, the voters of South Carolina exercised a far greater 

influence over the selection of a senator than in many other states.  Senators Hampton and Butler 

were decisively rejected by a white electorate thirsty for bold, new ideas, and fresh leadership at 

the helm.  

 These sentiments found expression through the Farmers’ Alliance and the People’s Party.   

As a movement, Populist successes were not limited to South Carolina.  In neighboring North 

Carolina, Marion Butler — no relation to Matthew — spearheaded a Populist-Republican fusion 

ticket at the state level, catapulting into power in 1894 and culminating with Butler’s own eleva-

tion to the United States Senate.  But many Populists successful seized control over their respec-

tive parties and governments under the old rules of nominations and elections — a regime they 

vociferously assailed as undemocratic.   

 The convention system represented the collective judgment of the party’s delegates from 

across the state, but, given that the consequential jostling occurred at the county level, the regime 

encouraged intensive local, democratic activities.  While an organized cabal of party officials 
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could conceivably lock down the backing of a particular county convention, they would be del-

uged by a broad, popular uprising of ordinary residents.  The Populists successfully effected a 

hostile takeover of the South Carolina Democratic Party in 1890 by capitalizing upon the struc-

ture of the system.  Through superior , grassroots organization, skillful coordination, fierce, pas-

sionate exertions, and fortuitous circumstances, the Populists outmaneuvered and outflanked the 

long-reigning conservatives.  The enactment of the primary further emphasized these democra-

tizing trends, personalizing the state’s politics and rendering the senatorial elections ever-more 

responsive to voters.  

 Finally, these developments illustrate the flexibility of political parties and their need to 

adapt to changing conditions so to remain relevant and viable institutions.  As disillusioned, de-

pressed farmers charged that the party mechanisms were insufficiently democratic, unrepresenta-

tive, and insular to their plight, the Democratic Party adopted the indirect primary as a conces-

sion to reformers.  And its adoption was not merely a reflection of the Populist takeover, for Sen-

ator Hampton had favored the primary.  Even old-guard conservatives, willing to countenance 

new measures of satiating the pent-up agitation of the period, supported these popular, democrat-

ic changes, as well.   

 Incidentally, although primaries are generally assumed to have weakened parties, the in-

direct primary in South Carolina and other Southern states may have strengthened the grip of the 

Democratic Party in three important ways.  First, the primary partially mollified distressed white 

farmers, curtailing their brewing hostility against the party.  By demonstrating its willingness to 

respond to calls for reform and address the characterization of the party as insular, undemocratic, 
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and aloof, the Democrats may have regained a scintilla of party fealty from white farmers in the 

state.   

 Second, by shifting the initial phase of the nomination process to the voters, the white 

electorate had an even greater incentive to participate, thereby fostering more widespread civic 

attentiveness.  Third, by restricting blacks from voting, parties could essentially select their own 

members, acting as gatekeepers and denying “undesirables.”  Indeed, in the years immediately 

following the introduction of the primary in 1892, the strength of the vestigial Republican Party 

— which had already been meager — collapsed.  But further research is required to substantiate 

these suppositions. 
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CHAPTER 5: Senatorial Campaigns in New York: 

Moderately Non-Popular Elections -  
Intra-Party Feuding and Public Accountability 

 Senatorial elections in New York were modestly non-popular affairs.  My theory of indi-

rect elections stipulates that moderately non-popular elections should see senatorial candidates 

pursue limited public campaigns within a party framework.  While a semblance of popular sen-

timent may inform the process, party leaders ought to render the ultimate decision.  The theory is 

generally confirmed by New York.  Overall, senators were selected by an exclusivist, insider 

process.  Powerful party bosses and their machines, which had dominated the state’s politics for 

decades, dictated the nomination of candidates, managed the operation of campaigns, controlled 

fiscal services, doled out patronage, and determined the ever-galvanizing matter of the senator-

ship.   

 At the same time, an emerging element of popular legitimacy began to take root, exercis-

ing a subtle influence on the legislature’s otherwise highly-autonomous selection of a senator.  

Due to the evenly-matched nature of the political parties and their relatively rigid positions, New 

York was a fiercely competitive swing state during presidential, gubernatorial, and legislative 

elections, with vibrant public campaigns and a modest degree of senatorial candidate recognition.  

In 1904, Senator Chauncey Depew embarked upon a widespread statewide stumping tour.  De-

sirous of securing re-election to a second term, the vaunted incumbent diligently cultivated popu-

lar support on behalf of the Republican ticket, thereby delivering impressive gains for the party 

and bolstering his position among legislators and party officials — a beneficiary of a national-

ized contest, reflecting well on the Republican Party.     
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 Although Depew represented the public face of the Republicans, the senator found him-

self caught in the midst of a bitter, internecine intra-party factional struggle between the Empire 

State’s kingmakers: his colleague, Thomas C. Platt and Governor Benjamin Odell.  During the 

legislative selection period, Depew leveraged the positive electoral outcome and his own favor-

able standing among New Yorkers against both camps, thereby affording his candidacy an air of 

popular legitimacy, and developing a base of political support separate from the party.  Through 

syndicates and supportive newspapers, these sentiments were widely advertised across the state, 

pressuring party officials to eventually coalesce around his candidature.  In tandem with a politi-

cally-savvy deal with Odell, the marshaling of popular support helped Depew successfully se-

cure another term in office.  

 By 1910, Depew’s reputation had been inexorably damaged by revelations of improper 

business dealings and undue financial influence.  With the party woefully demoralized due to the 

tremendously adverse national conditions  — the nationalization effect —  and fielding a weak-

ened, unpopular contender for re-election to the Senate, Republicans were roundly punished by 

voters.  Democrats ended their long exile from government by successfully capitalizing upon the 

failures of the reigning Republicans generally, as well as the foibles of their senior senator, 

whose immense wealth, political connections and shady business dealings seemed woefully out-

dated for the times — a relic of a bygone era.  These cases illustrate the increasing significance 

of popular legitimacy undergirding the senatorial selection process.  Although power rested pri-

marily with party figures, public sentiment began dictating the boundaries of the party’s decision.  

Furthermore, they emphasize the growing importance of accountability — parties and voters 

holding incumbent senators to account.  In adapting to these democratizing trends, political par-
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ties proved responsive, quickly recognizing the delimits demanded by popular input in the 

process and accountability of public officials.  

5.1  Background 

 As the Twentieth Century dawned, New York occupied a pivotal position in the United 

States.  Wealthy residents, whose opulent mansions lined the wide avenues of Manhattan, com-

prised the nation’s social elite class.  Their lavish gatherings were oft-reported by the press for a 

public awed by their riches, as were their more beneficent activities supporting universities and 

symphonies through monetary contributions.   Additionally, the state had long been a center of 655

art, contributing important innovations in literature and painting to the collective culture that was 

emerging, publishing affordable, popular novels, and staging electrifying performances in its 

many theaters.   By 1900, New York boasted innumerable opera houses, dance halls, “Vaude656 -

ville houses, penny arcades, … [and] nickelodeons,” while nurturing the budding motion picture 

industry — cementing its status as the hub of entertainment.  657

 At the same time, the state was a major driver of the national economy.  Small pockets of 

major industrial centers dotted the landscape, dominated the market, and led the country in man-

ufacturing.  New York had long relied upon an intricate canal system, most notably the Erie 

Canal, to receive vital materials and deliver goods and products.  In the decades following the 

Civil War, railroads replaced steamships as the premier mode of transportation for passengers 
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and freight.  Together with innovations in mechanization and the broader industrialization un-

derway, the state’s manufacturing prowess increased appreciably.  Steel mills clustered in Buffa-

lo and along Lake Erie.  New York City provided the lion’s share of clothing, jewelry, and sil-

verware.  Troy was a key producer of collars, whilst Gloversville and Johnstown specialized in 

leather gloves.  And the state’s forests accounted for “21 percent of the country’s wood pulp and 

paper.”  Agriculturally, New York farms were the leading source of dairy products, and farmers 

were competitive in potatoes, apples, small fruit, and a smattering of other items.   Further658 -

more, Manhattan served as the focal point of finance and capital, attracting banking institutions, 

wealthy tycoons, and market speculators to the burgeoning metropolis.   

 The colossal industrial and commercial growth, however, was blighted by upheaval 

among farmers and laborers arising from distinct, unique challenges.  New York farmers had 

faced hardships which their Midwestern counterparts did not experience, primarily due to the 

relatively hilly terrain, poor soil quality for cattle feed, and the diverse, heterogenous nature of 

the land.   Compounding their woes, the depression of the 1870s jolted the agrarian economy, 659

sending many a farmer deep into debt.  As they found themselves increasingly vulnerable to eco-

nomic shocks, scores of farmers gravitated toward such movements as the Grange, which es-

poused far-reaching reforms, including the reassessment of property taxes and state regulation of 

the railroads to relieve the plight of rural Americans.  At their height in 1876, some 362 chapters 

enlisted approximately 17,000 members.   Although farmers in New York continued to experi660 -

ence difficulties throughout the 1880s and 1890s, they failed to coalesce around the emergent 

 Ibid, 480. 658
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Populist Party to the same degree as their Midwestern and Southern brethren.  The rigid two-par-

ty system deterred many third parties from taking root.  Additionally, the “lack of common expe-

riences, difficulties in communication, and diversified agriculture” undermined any semblance of 

effective collective action.   661

 Laborers confronted their own array of adversity.  Many industrial workers were forced 

to contend with unsafe conditions, long hours, meager wages, and little collective recognition by 

their employers.  Railroad workers, who formed some of the earliest unions, waged a decades-

long struggle for improved conditions and higher pay, resulting in frequent strikes and violent 

confrontations with local militias.  In 1877, a major railroad strike erupted in Martinsburg, West 

Virginia, reverberating through many municipalities along the Erie Railroad, including Buffalo 

and Hornellsville.   In search of commonality with their fellow laborers, workers of all stripes 662

began joining the Knights of Labor, which “combined the appeals of unionism with 

fraternalism.”  Throughout the 1880s, their ranks burgeoned considerably, laying claim to 415 

assemblies comprising 68,000 members in New York City alone by 1886.  As with other reform 

groups, the Knights advocated for “the eight-hour day, an end to convict and contract labor, and 

the creation of a bureau of labor statistics,” and they readily sponsored strikes across the country.  

Although their numbers dwindled after 1886 due to fractious internal politics and diminishing 

public support, the strength of their movement attests to the strong sentiment among laborers for 

a more active government to regulate the excesses of business and industry, and redress the many 

grievances of ordinary workers.   663

 Ibid. 661
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 Additionally, exceptionally high rates of immigration were fundamentally transforming 

New York’s demographics and labor force.  By 1900, one-quarter of the state was foreign-born, 

with much of the immigrant population disproportionately concentrating in New York City, 

Yonkers, and Buffalo.  Political instability, a dearth of economic opportunity, and religious per-

secution had driven many families from Italy, Russia, and Eastern Europe in search of a better 

life.  Manhattan’s Lower East Side served as a mosaic for the rapidly changing makeup of soci-

ety, “Jewish in the formerly German neighborhoods west of the Bowery, Italians in the old Irish 

settlements east of the Bowery,” residing in overcrowded and often unsanitary conditions.  Al-

though the arrival of these “newer” Americans drove the overall growth of the state’s population 

— expanding by 40% in the final three decades of the Nineteenth Century — and supported an 

ever-growing labor force of skilled and unskilled workers, their alien customs elicited consider-

able backlash among long-established Americans, especially German and Irish communities, 

who, ironically, had endured similar treatment during previous waves of immigration.   Simul664 -

taneously, the state witnessed an upsurge in its African-American population.  Desirous of extri-

cating themselves from the bleak circumstances that had arisen in the South, many blacks, “the 

first generation born in freedom,” began migrating to the North, especially New York.  Manhat-

tan attracted the greatest proportion of black Americans in the state (nearly two-thirds).  665

 The continued plight of rural farmers, disproportionate influx of immigration to urban 

centers, expansion of employment opportunities, and ever-industrializing economy fueled an ex-

ponential boom in the population of cities.  In 1900, a majority (56%) of New Yorkers resided in 

 Ibid., 461-464.664
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cities over 100,000 inhabitants, while only 27% remained in rural locales.   As these urban 666

populations mushroomed, many municipalities enlarged their limits. Technological innovations 

in communication and transportation afforded unique opportunities for cities to expand in size 

beyond their traditional cores.  Exemplary of such growth, the Bronx, Queens, Brooklyn, and 

Staten Island joined Manhattan to form Greater New York City in 1898.   

 In the face of tremendous societal, industrial, and commercial changes, the Empire 

State’s politics continued to be dictated by powerful party bosses and their influential machines.  

In the decades following the Civil War, the issue of civil service reform animated the electorate, 

sewing deep internal fissures within both political parties.  The Republicans were long controlled 

by Senator Roscoe Conkling and his Stalwart faction, which favored patronage and vehemently 

opposed any efforts at reform.  However, the elevation of James Garfield to the presidency in 

1881 signaled a sea change in the political currents, as the Half Breeds — the faction supportive 

of reforms and antagonistic to the Stalwarts — gained control over national and state Republican 

politics, effectively ousting Conkling from power.  In protest, Conkling dramatically resigned 

from his seat in the Senate.  He was joined by his younger colleague and protege, Senator 

Thomas C. Platt.  Although forced into exile, Platt strategically plotted to return to power and 

restore his lost glory.  By 1888, his aspirations were realized when he eventually emerged as the 

undisputed leader of the state Republican apparatus, a position he would hold until 1901.  The 

“Easy Boss,” the monicker Platt gained for “his deft handling of patronage,” even succeeded in 

returning to the Senate in 1897, capping his pilgrimage for redemption.  667

 Baker, “Making Sense of Mass Society,” in The Empire State, 461.666

 Baker, “‘Progress’ and Politics” in The Empire State, 483-484.667



296

 The Democrats were confronted by similar headwinds.  Calls for honest government, 

openness, and transparency were splitting the party into rival factions, whose intractable infight-

ing needlessly damaged the party’s electoral strength in general elections.  Grover Cleveland’s 

candidacy for governor in 1882 and subsequently for president in 1884 attracted the support of 

reform-minded Democrats and Republicans, the latter of whom were derisively termed “mug-

wumps” for their apostasy in bolting from their party.  Cleveland’s elections represented the 

high-water mark for Democratic reformers in the state.  Their influence began to wane precipi-

tously, thereafter.  By the late 1880s, Cleveland’s chief adversary, Governor David Bennett Hill, 

diligently labored to dominate the state party organization, forging a “working alliance among 

the … major local powers.”  Despite Hill’s uncanny ability to achieve a semblance of control, 

other Democratic leaders were routinely hampered in their efforts to impose party regularity 

upon the state.  Most prominently, the party favored a policy of devolution, granting powers to 

smaller, local organizations and thereby dispersing authority to down-ballot candidates and party 

workers.  Indeed, New York City itself was controlled for decades by the oft-maligned Tammany 

Hall.  Although the infamous “Boss Tweed” had been overthrown in the early 1870s, powerful, 

ambitious figures arose to fill the vacuum that had emerged with his departure, such as Richard 

Crocker, who consolidated his grip over the ring in 1886 and ruled until he stepped down in 

1902.  In many respects, Tammany rivaled state leaders in its strength and influence, and were 

often out of league with national and state Democrats, complicating their efforts to maintain the 

necessary discipline and order expected of political parties.  668

 Ibid., 484-485.668
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 Throughout the Nineteenth Century, the Republican and Democratic Parties commanded 

legions of loyal, sympathetic followers.  Competition engendered “intense partisanship” amongst 

voters.  As Paula Baker describes: 

 Most men stuck by the major parties, even when they were dissatisfied with their party’s   

 performance.  The major parties held men’s imaginations … Party affiliation connected   

 men with a tradition, made them not cogs in a machine but personifications of the    

 attributes of manhood: loyalty, steadfastness, and the ability to work for the good of an   

 organization bigger than any individual … The pageantry of political campaigns    

 reinforced partisanship.  669

Deep-seated fidelity for the parties contributed to a rigid, inflexible two-party system, snuffing 

out the potential for third parties to effectively compete statewide.  Furthermore, the strength of 

the parties were relatively equal, garnering comparable shares of the state’s electorate.  Democra-

tic voting strength concentrated in New York City, where the many immigrant communities 

formed the bedrock of the party.  Outside of New York City, Democrats performed well in 

Seneca, Hamilton, Schoharie, and Albany counties.  Republicans dominated elsewhere, including 

most of the state’s rural counties, as well as Suffolk, Erie, and Monroe counties.   Due to the 670

rigid, evenly-matched nature of the political parties, New York was a fiercely competitive state, 

and, with the largest population in the country, the most valuable electoral prize during presiden-

 Baker, “Making Sense of Mass Society,” in The Empire State, 455.669

 U.S. Presidential Election Results by County, (1880-1896), Minnesota Population Center. National His670 -
torical Geographic Information System: Version 2.0. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota 2011.
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tial elections.  As a testament to the state’s political eminence, between 1864 and 1920, no fewer 

than thirteen New Yorkers were nominated on fifteen occasions for higher office — excluding 

renominations of incumbents and third parties.  671

 New York’s senatorial elections were moderately non-popular affairs.  While the prepon-

derance of power rested with party elites, a modicum of public sentiment and popular support 

influenced the process.  In examining all possible barrier points that filtrated popular sentiment 

from the selection of a senator, the Empire State witnessed approximately 1.5 barrier points.  

First, the state scored just 26 on the competitiveness index, the rubric measuring the partisan 

control of the state legislature and the senatorial retention rate.  New York’s relatively low figure 

indicated very competitive senatorial elections (zero barrier points).  Free and fair general elec-

tions, where both parties reasonably expect to win and freely compete for widespread support 

allow the electorate to exercise greater direct input on the outcome.  Uni-party regimes deter op-

position voters from expressing their preferences.   

 Second, senatorial candidate recognition was middling — neither widely-known nor fully 

dissembled (half a barrier point).  During state legislative elections, incumbent senators conduct-

ed appeals on behalf of the state ticket and legislative nominees — within a partisan framework.  

Although their own candidacy may have featured prominently in the campaigns, their re-election 

bid was neither central to the election (as in Indiana) nor exclusively subsumed by parties (as in 

Massachusetts).  Instead, the dynamics in the state engendered a unique hybrid.  Therefore, mid-

dling candidate recognition represents a mixed regime, where elements of popular support and 

legitimacy interacted with features of a non-popular, exclusivist, party-dominated system.  Final-

 National Party Conventions, 1831-2004, (Washington, D.C.: CQ Press, 2005), 291-293.671
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ly, the state legislature wielded tremendous autonomy in their selection of a senator (one barrier 

point). Senators engaged in insider politicking with influential party leaders to secure another 

term in the Senate.  The results of the November election were not determinative of the final de-

cision by the legislature, but public sentiment did impact the outcome, to varying degrees, and 

delimited party officials within certain boundaries.  Additionally, evolving notions of public ac-

countability — holding incumbent officials responsible for transgressing the public trust through 

disreputable behavior or unsavory actions — further forced parties to confront the electoral con-

sequences of protecting insular senators who violated these emerging standards of conduct. 

 In the Empire State — as in every state under the indirect regime — senators were select-

ed by a majority of the state legislature.  While states differed on the technical rules governing 

the procedure, each chamber would regularly assemble separately to decide the matter.  In the 

event a candidate failed to secure the required majority threshold in either house, the full legisla-

ture would convene in a joint sitting to resume the balloting.  Only once a majority of both hous-

es agreed, a candidate would officially be selected as senator.  

 Formally nominating senatorial contenders varied widely across states.  New York relied 

almost exclusively on the legislative party caucus.  The body generally nominated senatorial con-

tenders after the November elections, but party leaders had agreed upon the decision beforehand.  

Increasingly, however, these caucuses were influenced somewhat by a modicum of popular legit-

imacy.  Concurrently, legislative district conventions played a sizable role, as well.  At the dis-

trict-level, conventions gathered to nominate state senators and state representatives, wherein 

they were pledged to an incumbent senator’s re-election — in the style of a parliamentary 

democracy.  If an ambitious figure had their sights on the United States Senate, they courted fa-
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vorable state legislative candidates and worked toward their nominations by the party.  But party 

officials exerted a morsel of control over these democratic proceedings, as well.  For a senator to 

effectively command a broad spectrum of support from among a panoply of state legislators, they 

were expected to wield a fair degree of power and authority within the state party apparatus.  

 I cover the re-election campaigns of Senator Chauncey Depew during the first decade of 

the Twentieth Century.  The era was a politically pivotal period for New York, and the nation at-

large.  Progressives were assailing the traditional party system as archaic and corrupt, offering an 

alternative predicated upon greater participation of the people in their politics, and a cleaner, ef-

ficient, more responsive government.  By holding constant the identity of the candidate, I can 

better assess the effects of the changing political environment, delving into the ways Depew re-

sponded to these broad shifts in the nation and the unique electoral challenges arising from the 

altered circumstances of varied election years.  As such, I can contrast the varying degrees to 

which Depew evinced measures of assuredness or vulnerability, and whether those sentiments 

dictated contrasting courses of action with regard to crafting a viable campaign strategy.   

 Chauncey Mitchell Depew’s elevation to the Senate capped a prominent and prestigious 

career as an orator, industrialist, and budding politico.  After practicing law for several years, the 

ambitious Depew entered New York politics, first as a legislator in the New York Assembly in 

1861, then as Secretary of State in 1864.  Although appointed by Andrew Johnson as Minister to 

Japan, Depew declined, opting instead to serve the New York and Harlem Railroad in a legal ca-

pacity.  In 1873, he commenced an eight-year stint as Judge Advocate of the New York National 

Guard.  In the wake of the 1881 special elections precipitated by the “Senatorial Suicides” of 
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Conkling and Platt, Depew submitted his candidacy for consideration, but the legislature ulti-

mately selected Warner Miller and Elbridge Lapham.   

 In 1885, Depew became president of the New York Central and Hudson River Railroad, 

before rising to the position of Chairman of its Board of Directors in 1898.  The business mag-

nate sought a return to public life in 1888 when he pursued the Republican nomination for the 

highest office in the land.  Undaunted, Depew was more successful contesting the senatorship in 

1898, when the Republican legislature ousted incumbent Edward Murphy.  While serving in the 

Senate, Depew retained his many business positions, straddling the boundary between the corpo-

rate world and the political sphere.  Re-elected in 1904, the senator failed to earn a third term in 

1910.   Depew’s two re-election contests comprise the case studies for the New York chapter.  672

See Figures 5.1 and 5.2 visualizing the partisan composition of each chamber of the New York 

state legislature from 1898 to 1910 — covering Depew’s senatorial career.  

 “Chauncey Mitchell Depew,” Biographical Directory of the United States Congress, U.S. Congress, 672
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 Indiana Senator Albert Beveridge described his New York colleague’s “magnetism of ge-

niality,” coupling an “engaging personality” with “a strange aggressiveness of good nature in his 

whole manner.”  Beveridge expressed great fondness for Depew’s oratorical capabilities, pro-

nouncing him “a master of rhetoric” and “a thoroughly good debater on the floor of the Senate,” 

concluding, “In the distinction and vigor of his addresses in the greatest legislative body in the 

world he has maintained and illustrated the oratorical traditions of that high forum.”   Such was 673

his esteem that the senator was regularly called upon to deliver nominating speeches at many a 

Republican convention.  And in New York, Depew represented the public face of the Republican 

Party, enthusiastically stumping the state on behalf of the ticket during the election season.  Fur-

thermore, Depew was a reliable conservative vote for his party in the Senate.  An ardent protec-

tionist, the senator vigorously defended the unpopular, controversial Payne-Aldrich Tariff in 

1910.  As a fervent believer of projecting American power overseas, Depew heartily supported 

establishing a democratic, free trading outpost in the Philippines and constructing the isthmian 

canal through Panama.  Depew’s strong pro-business attitudes and influential positions within 

the business community fueled the perception amongst detractors that the senator was exceeding-

ly cozy with financial interests.  These characterizations were only compounded by revelations 

of unsavory practices midway through his second term. 

5.2  1904 - Depew Marshals Popular Support to Confront Feuding Factions  

 New York’s 1904 senatorial contest demonstrates the ever-increasing significance of pop-

ular legitimacy to the exclusivist, party-controlled process, as public sentiment, popular support, 

 Albert Beveridge on Chauncey Depew, Albert Beveridge papers, Library of Congress. 673
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and greater voter participation influenced the decision.  Facing a seemingly interminable intra-

party factional feud between Governor Benjamin Odell and Senator Thomas Platt, Depew pur-

sued an admixture of insider politicking and public sentiment to cajole party officials into sup-

porting his re-election.  The senator’s strategy comprised traditional bargaining with party offi-

cials, employing patronage and political favors; quid pro quo offerings for campaign services 

rendered during the campaign; and the marshaling of popular support.  Due to the state’s highly-

competitive general elections, Depew could rely upon the breadth of affection amongst New 

Yorkers in cultivating an independent political base, therein strengthening his bargaining position 

with party leaders.   

 The state’s fiercely competitive nature also witnessed pervasive robust public campaigns.  

Anxious to assure his retention in the Senate, Depew rigorously stumped the state, ostensibly on 

behalf of the party ticket, mobilizing voter turnout in an effort to strengthen the ranks of Repub-

licans in the legislature, thereby assuring a majority in the forthcoming legislative session, as 

well as individual down-ticket candidates supportive of his own re-election bid — akin to a par-

liamentary-styled system, where the senator diligently sought the nomination and election of De-

pew partisans to the state legislature.  The senator framed the election within a partisan prism.  

Given the broad popularity of President Theodore Roosevelt and the favorable political climate 

for Republicans, Depew patently pegged his own candidacy to the coattails of the president, 

thereby nationalizing all state races, including down-ballot legislative contests, into a referendum 

on the incumbent president and the recovering economy.  

 Despite the emphasis on this partisan framework, Depew’s candidature occupied a prom-

inent position in the campaign, as well.  Newspapers widely advertised his re-election, lauded his 
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character, exalted his record of service, and went to great lengths to ensure voters clearly under-

stood that the senator’s electoral fortunes were on the line at the ballot box — enlarging the input 

of New Yorkers in the process.  

 Ultimately, the senatorship was decided by Odell, his approval of Depew, and his control 

over the state organization — by party officials and insider bargaining.  But an element of popu-

lar legitimacy undoubtedly influenced the decision, delimiting officials to respect certain bound-

aries and representing a modest, yet significant shift toward greater popular participation in the 

senatorial selection process.  In adapting to these developments — consciously or not — parties 

further legitimized these increasing notions of direct democratic self-government.  

5.2.1  Political Conditions 

 Nationally, heady political conditions were developing for Republicans.  In 1901, 

Theodore Roosevelt had unexpectedly assumed the presidency upon the assassination of William 

McKinley.  The benefits of having a New Yorker in the White House immediately became appar-

ent to Senator Depew.  “As senator from his own state, I was in constant consultation with [Roo-

sevelt] while he was urging legislation necessary to secure the concession for the construction of 

the [Panama] Canal,” reflected Depew in his memoirs.   The senator had been a longtime 674

champion of Roosevelt, dating back to 1898, when Depew joined State Party Chairman Ben-

jamin Odell to convince Boss Platt to offer Roosevelt the Republican nomination for governor.  

Once Rosevelt ascended to the presidency, Depew continued offering unceasing support.   By 675

 Chauncey M. Depew, My Memories of Eighty Years, (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1924), 173.674

 Ibid., 160-162, 167-174.675
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contrast, his senior colleague, Thomas C. Platt, never warmed to the Rough Rider.  Whereas De-

pew admired Roosevelt’s outsized personality, amiable nature, vigorous lifestyle, voracious read-

ing regimen, and sense of culture, Platt viewed Roosevelt as a rabble-rouser, threatening to up-

end the established order of political parties and the stability of organizational politics.   Platt 676

had actually been instrumental getting Roosevelt nominated for the vice presidency as a short-

sighted means of neutering the influence of his adversary.  

 By 1904, Roosevelt was seeking a popular mandate for another term in office.  The econ-

omy was witnessing tremendous growth, having recovered from the doldrums of the 1890s.  

Employment opportunities were plentiful and Americans were largely satiated.  Gone were the 

rampant cries for free silver, as the improving economy had deflated much of the populist pas-

sions that had defined the previous two presidential elections.  Furthermore, Roosevelt was 

broadly popular among Americans.  As the presidential campaign approached, these favorable 

conditions boded well for his election and for Republicans nationwide.  When the National Con-

vention convened in Chicago that June, Depew captured the pervasive sense of confidence 

among many of its delegates.  A seasoned conventioneer, having attended nearly every gathering 

since Lincoln’s renomination in 1864, the junior senator informed the president, “[The 

delegates’] enthusiasm and unanimity for you was from a conviction that you … met their ideals 

of a President … for the country’s needs and the belief that you were far and away the strongest 

possible nomination for the party.”  Depew reported, “At the close of the third day, they had be-

 Ibid.676
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come acquainted and compared conditions in their several states.  From this came a belief, 

stronger than in any previous convention, except 1900, of the certainty of success.”  677

 Roosevelt’s popularity was an electoral boon for Republicans and an immeasurably bene-

ficial tailwind for Depew’s own re-election.  As he embarked upon a second term in the Senate, 

Depew could count on Roosevelt’s “most cordial and hearty support.”   And in the fall cam678 -

paign, the junior senator deftly tacked his bid for re-election to Roosevelt’s coattails, dutifully 

working to deliver the pivotal state for the president — thereby nationalizing the contest as a 

way of benefitting from the advantageous political position afforded by the president, the party, 

and the strengthening economy.  

5.2.2  Intra-Party Factional Feud 

 Despite the rosy, upbeat conditions for Republicans, a lingering, intra-party factional dis-

pute at the state level was casting a pall on Depew’s senatorial aspirations.  Under the indirect 

regime, party backing and unity — the harmonization of all competing factions — mattered 

greatly to senators seeking re-election.   In New York, where powerful party leaders dictated 

much of the state’s politics, the resolution of outstanding intra-party quarrels, especially as they 

pertained to Depew’s electoral fortunes, remained absolutely paramount for the junior senator.  

Furthermore, these powerful figures essentially determined senatorial nominations, as well — 

another important consideration factoring into Depew’s calculus.    

 Depew to Theodore Roosevelt, June 25, 1904, Chauncey Depew papers, George Washington Univer677 -
sity. 

 Depew, My Memories, 172-173.678
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 Governor Benjamin Odell, the nominal leader of the state party, was eager to consolidate 

his grip over the party apparatus.  Although Odell succeeded in displacing Senator Platt as orga-

nization head, the ousted Platt still commanded a degree of loyalty among a cadre from within 

the party machinery, presenting a challenge to the governor’s power play.  As such, Odell was 

intent on purging the party of Platt partisans.  Since the governor’s primary objective was to 

strengthen his authority over the state organization, the question of the senatorship mattered less 

to Odell than to Platt, who held strong preferences on the issue.  Odell immediately recognized 

the bargaining leverage offered by the upcoming senatorial contest.  As the election approached, 

the governor fired warning signals to the other side, implicitly threatening to replace Depew with 

an Odell-backed alternative lest he secure further concessions from Platt in their struggle for con-

trol over the party.  

 Throughout the winter and spring, Odell strategically remained noncommittal on the sen-

atorial issue, repeatedly demurring on expressly endorsing Depew for another term.  In February, 

The New York Tribune quoted several Odell aides as saying their governor had “given no 

thought” on the matter.   The next month, The New York Times attested, “Odell positively did 679

not give Senator Depew any assurances that he would favor his candidacy,” merely denying he 

was “actively working against [the senator].”   And following a crucial Platt-Odell conference 680

on the eve of the Republican Convention in June, where Platt resignedly concluded that a pledge 

would “not be forthcoming,” Odell affirmed only “that he had not given any pledges to anyone 

else.”  681

 The New York Tribune, February 28, 1904, p1.679
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 Odell’s statements were not entirely forthright, for it was widely reported that he was 

grooming former governor Frank S. Black to succeed Depew.  As early as January, Odell had 

been weighing potential challengers to the incumbent senator, and, by February, Black’s name 

had emerged as a distinct possibility.   In April, The Buffalo Enquirer described Black as 682

“Odell’s friend,” and predicted he would receive the senatorial nomination.  The Enquirer ex-

plained, “It is now known to be the Odell programme for Chauncey to go back to railroading 

while Black goes to Washington to help make the nation’s laws.”  683

 Such bold predictions did not adequately capture Odell’s intentions.  Whether the gover-

nor truly wanted Black representing New York in the United States Senate is unclear.  Several 

periodicals speculated Odell was simply using Black as a pawn to advance his own candidacy for 

the august body.  The Buffalo Enquirer contended, “As conditions are taking shape it looks as if 

the Governor might be compelled himself to go to the Senate” if Odell opted against proffering 

Black.   The Buffalo Times reported that Odell’s intentions had been known to “local politicians 684

… some time ago,” quoting one party insider who remarked, “Odell … will start after Depew’s 

place himself without delay.”   And The Brooklyn Daily Eagle noted that “Odell’s friends be685 -

lieve [the Senate seat] is due to him,” attempting instead to offer Black for the governorship.  686

 Odell’s theatrics had the anticipated effect of rattling an already apprehensive and over-

wrought incumbent senator as he mulled the political realities of re-election.  Whether the face 

 Star-Gazette, January 13, 1904, p 4; Buffalo Courier, February 18, 1904, p 4.682
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was Black or Odell, the challenge posed an existential, material threat to Depew’s public career.  

The Buffalo Times described the senator as “worried by the reports” of Black’s “strong [candida-

cy],” and “disturbed” by the announcement.   The Rochester Post-Express found “great uneasi687 -

ness among Senator Depew’s friends” over Odell’s entry into the race, with the senator himself 

“deeply concerned on the subject.”   And The Brooklyn Daily Eagle restated the high stakes of 688

the contest, declaring, “Depew is fighting for his political life.”  689

 In the wider confrontation between Odell and Platt, Depew firmly belonged to Platt’s fac-

tion.  He could never have attained his seat without the express consent of the aging senator, and, 

in 1904, Platt once again endorsed Depew’s candidacy.  While Depew was loath to countenance 

transgressing Platt, he could neither assail Odell outright lest he risk rupturing the party asunder 

at a critical moment in his re-election.  Therefore, it remained imperative that Depew bridge the 

chasm between the feuding factions, especially so given the competitive nature of elections in 

New York and the likelihood that lingering intra-party discontent might invite the Democrats to 

seize control of the legislature.  Therefore, Depew embarked upon a tried-and-true tactic of bol-

stering harmony: appealing for party unity and publicly praising Odell, whilst downplaying the 

significance of any threat to his seat.  The critical importance of party leaders in the electoral 

equation demanded that Depew focus his attention on resolving the simmering tensions among 

the heavyweights.  

 The Buffalo Times, February 25, 1904, p 7; February 26, 1904, p 4.687
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5.2.3  Bolstering Party Unity 

 The arrival of spring signaled renewed energy, vigor, and tempo for Chauncey Depew’s 

re-election efforts as his campaign kickstarted into high gear.  The New York senator, more com-

bative than conciliatory, firmly expressed his willingness to “make a fight for his seat” and “call 

a showdown at the earliest possible moment” with Odell, eager to peg the governor down on his 

evasive antics over the pressing issue of the senatorship.   Despite the confrontational tone, 690

Depew balanced his rhetoric with an impassioned plea for party harmony.  Recognizing the per-

ilous prospects that would ensue in lieu of full party backing, the chastened incumbent appealed 

to the feuding factions to rise above their intractable quarrel.  Ever the optimist, Depew remained 

bullish over the potential for a detente.  Following a promising meeting with President Roosevelt 

in March, Depew, never one to shy away from the press, delivered a lengthy report on the state 

of Republican politics in New York, declaring: 

 The President … said that the one thing to be considered was the success of the … party,   

 rather than the fortunes of certain leaders … As a result of that conference I am    

 convinced that Republican success in New York is assured … Senator Platt … and   

 Governor Odell … will work shoulder to shoulder in the cause in which both have jointly 

 labored for so many years. 

Depew boldly predicted, “The friction existing between the partisans of these two leaders will 

rapidly pass away, so that by the time the campaign is on it will be the old and solid Republican 

 Star-Gazette, February 25 1904, p 4; Buffalo Evening News, February 26, 1904, p 5.690
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Party,” warning that the aforementioned divisions would assuredly deliver “disastrous” results in 

the general election.   The junior senator’s statement was clearly intended to cajole Platt and 691

Odell to set aside their mutual distaste and personal differences on behalf of party, president, and 

— left unspoken but implicit — Depew’s own electoral fate. 

 Encouragingly for Depew, mere weeks later, Senator Platt and Governor Odell arrived in 

New York City for a summit.  Following their two-hour encounter, the party announced that De-

pew would serve as temporary chairman of the upcoming convention to draft a platform and se-

lect delegates on behalf of Roosevelt’s candidacy.  While Odell withheld the specifics of their 

meeting, the governor maintained in no uncertain terms that the two leaders “were working in 

harmony.”   At the state nominating convention in April, Depew continued his delicate dance 692

for party unity, proclaiming the certainty of the president’s election and praising Odell’s record.  

“We will enter cheerfully with our state ticket upon the fall campaign, confident of an approval 

of the able administration of Governor Odell,” the senator exclaimed.  The remark, evidently “an 

interpolated paragraph not in the set speech,” received the greatest response yet amongst the del-

egates and was “the most loudly-applauded portion of … Depew’s address.”   Despite the ges693 -

ture of reconciliation, Odell partisans remained unconvinced of Depew’s sincerity.  The Buffalo 

Enquirer opined, “Depew’s heart was out of his speech … He knows that Odell has … Black 

groomed and waiting for the [seat].”  Describing the senator’s address as merely “perfunctory,” 

 Democrat and Chronicle, March 25, 1904, p 1.691

 The Buffalo Times, April 9, 1904, p 6.692

 The Buffalo Commercial, April 12, 1904, p 1-2.693
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the editorial bemoaned Depew’s lackluster performance.  “There was a hoar frost in the air and 

some of it stood out on the mutton chop whiskers of Senator Depew,” the periodical jibed.  694

 Over the course of the long summer months, the embattled incumbent refused even to 

publicly acknowledge the presence of an intra-party challenge to his re-election, endeavoring to 

shift the focus away from his vulnerability and defuse the simmering tension with Odell and 

Black.  The Buffalo Evening News quoted Depew, who asserted, “I am a candidate … and so far 

as I know no one is against me.  I have heard of no opposition from any source.”  Thereupon, he 

explained that Odell provided assurances he would not be machinating against the senator’s can-

didacy.   Reinforcing the narrative, Senator Platt contended, “I have never heard Governor 695

Odell express any opposition to Senator Depew … I don’t believe he’s opposed to [him].  I be-

lieve [he] will be re-elected, and I am for him.”  696

 While Depew publicly minimized the emerging threat to his re-election, the New York 

senator discreetly coaxed subordinates and operatives to outmaneuver party rivals in the innu-

merable factional struggles defining local, county races.  Describing “the perfect harmony [that] 

prevailed” in Cortland County in March, Postmaster Andrew S. Brown surmised “much encour-

agement for the work of the coming campaign,” before confidently assuring Depew, “The dele-

gates selected are solid Platt-Dunn citizens upon whom we may depend.”   It is unclear 697

whether similarly auspicious gatherings were repeated throughout the state and if Depew’s man-

agement of these local showdowns was a widespread, systematic effort.  Nonetheless, the letter 

 The Buffalo Enquirer, April 13, 1904, p 8.694

 Buffalo Evening News, June 9, 1904, p 17.695

 The New York Times, June 13, 1904, p 7.696

 A.S. Brown to Depew, March 26, 1904, Chauncey Depew papers, Yale University. 697
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itself is exemplary of the senator’s sensitivity and political acuity to the gathering storm clouds 

overhead.  Collectively, these activities attest to the critical importance of insider politicking in 

forging party unity and securing re-nomination, as Depew exclusively curried favor with party 

bigwigs Platt and Odell, valiantly striving to smooth over their deep differences.   

5.2.4  Public Campaigns for Popular Support  

 As the summer slowly transitioned to fall, Depew’s troubles compounded.  The long-

standing intra-party factional feud remained far from settled, and, complicating the situation, the 

state’s legislative elections were looming ahead.  Given New York’s fiercely competitive nature, 

voters played a direct, central role in determining which party controlled the legislature and the 

size of the majority.  Democrats held a real, distinct possibility of regaining control, rendering 

moot the entire dispute over the senatorial nomination.  Thus, immediate popular support for the 

Republican ticket was crucial.    

 To steady the ship, Depew embarked upon a vigorous public campaign for popular sup-

port, which served the dual purposes of delivering strong Republican majorities whilst bolstering 

party unity.  By tirelessly mobilizing voters to support the party en masse, aiding in the election 

of prospective legislators, and directly linking their individual electoral fortunes to his own can-

didacy, Depew could reasonably expect the party to reward his diligent services and back him for 

another term in the Senate.   

 Friendly newspapers implored the party to publicly endorse Depew and expressly peg the 

senator’s candidature to their platform, telegraphing to voters the party’s unified backing of the 

venerable incumbent.  After extolling Depew’s devotion to the Republican cause, The Buffalo 
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Evening News demanded, “The re-election of Senator Depew … should be among the conspicu-

ous pledges of the next Republican State platform.”   At the tactical level, the senator personal698 -

ly recruited state legislative contenders supportive of his bid for a second term — Depew parti-

sans.  The New York Times described the incumbent as “using every influence at his command” 

toward that end, bringing in “many of the men on the ticket to enter a district fight.”     Certain 699

elements of a parliamentary-styled democracy obtained in New York.  Given the nature of the 

system, competitive elections, strong parties, and factional struggles, senators relied heavily on 

down-ballot partisans who could carry the district for the party in November and support the in-

cumbent’s re-election in the forthcoming legislative session.  These activities served to join De-

pew’s candidacy with a slate of legislative district nominees, bolstering his chances of a recep-

tive caucus in the State Assembly, while also widening popular, direct participation in the selec-

tion process itself.   

 Further, Depew undertook a spirited public campaign on behalf of the party ticket.  In late 

summer, the junior senator was reported to attend several county fairs before embarking upon “a 

speaking tour of pretty much the whole state,” and, with his re-election on the line, intended to 

“devote practically all his time to the New York campaign.”   The State Committee ambitiously 700

proposed sending the senator to canvass every county in the state of New York.   Clearly, De701 -

pew took seriously the consequences of the upcoming legislative elections to his political career 

and recognized the necessity of publicly appealing to voters for electoral support.  

 Buffalo Evening News, March 25, 1904, p 18.698

 The New York Times, March 29, 1904, p 5. 699

 The New York Times, August 21, 1904, p 5.700

 The Buffalo Enquirer, September 16, 1904, p 11.701
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 Senator Depew’s statewide canvass was exceptionally extensive in scale.  The available 

evidence attests to appearances in at least 28 separate towns and cities over 24 counties, spanning 

large swaths of the state.   Accounting for rallies which were underreported or where coverage 702

has been lost, we may surmise that Depew’s tour was even more widespread.  Impressively, the 

senator boasted that he had “broken all records,” achieving the feat of speaking “in every county 

[and] … averag[ing] 300 miles of travel.”   While Depew may have been exaggerating for the 703

purposes of strengthening his reputation with party officials, we should not dismiss the claim 

outright.  The Republican State Committee aimed to have their venerable incumbent appear in 

every county over the summer.  Depew was exclusively confining his canvass to New York.  And 

although the evidentiary record supports approximately one-third of the state’s counties, we have 

already established the count may be incomplete.  Accordingly, Depew’s claim could be accepted 

as mostly accurate.   

 Furthermore, the stumping tour was intensive in effort.  Depew opened the campaign in 

Lyons on September 16 and brought it to a close at a Black Baptist Church in New York City on 

November 8.  By the senator’s own count, over the course of the period, he delivered four 

speeches, daily.  Instances abound where Depew traversed numerous municipalities on a given 

day — as when he visited Buffalo and Warsaw to headline Republican rallies on October 15 — 

 Allegany, Broome, Canandaigua, Cattaraugus, Cayuga, Chautauqua, Chenango, Cortland, Dutchess, 702

Erie, Genessee, Jefferson, Kings, Monroe, New York, Niagara, Ontario, Orleans, Oswego, Saratoga 
Springs, Schenectady, Wayne, Westchester, and Wyoming county.

 Buffalo Evening News, November 7, 1904, p 19.703
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or when he attended four or five major rallies in New York City on a single night when the cam-

paign neared its denouement.   704

 As the presidential election loomed large over the election, Depew devoted considerable 

attention to the top of the national ticket.  The contest was a distinctly New York affair, with both 

party’s nominees hailing from the Empire State.  Having enjoyed a front row seat to the state’s 

politics for some years, Senator Depew was intimately familiar with Theodore Roosevelt and 

Judge Alton B. Parker, his Democratic opponent.  Throughout the statewide canvass, the senator 

continually praised the caliber of the president’s personality, character, and mettle, and lauded his 

admirable achievements.  In Harlem, Depew exalted Roosevelt as “the best-equipped man in the 

country,” whose only real fault is his exceptionally blunt nature, explaining, “We have come to 

know he means what he says.”  The senator further extolled the president as “a man of action,” 

as exemplified by Roosevelt’s assertiveness in Panama.   In Buffalo, Depew commended the 705

chief executive’s valuable experience in administration and hailed the growth in Roosevelt’s 

“ability, experience, efficiency, and wisdom,” throughout his term.   706

 By contrast, the New York senator characterized Parker as an empty suit, ill-fitted for the 

office of the presidency.  Whereas Roosevelt’s career could span volumes, Depew asked, “What 

is there of Parker?  A speech, a letter and a telegram.”   The senator chided the judge for his 707

“judicial habit,” having been “accustomed to the silence and seclusion of his study, where he 

 Buffalo Evening News, August 24, 1904, p 4; The Buffalo Commercial November 8, 1904, p 2; Buffalo 704

Evening News, November 7, 1904, p 19; Buffalo Evening News, October 15,1904, p 11; Buffalo Evening 
News, October 15,1904, p 4; Buffalo Evening News, October 28,1904, p 7; The New York Times, October 
28,1904, p 9.

 The New York Times, September 29, 1904, p 5.705

 Buffalo Morning Express and Illustrated Buffalo Express, October 5, 1904, p 3.706

 Buffalo Evening News, October 28, 1904, p 7.707
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evolves ponderous opinions.”   Resultantly, he lacked boldness and decisiveness, and was giv708 -

en to “hesitancy, the qualifications of positions, the caution in statement and transparent doubt.”  

Even on the great issue of the currency, Depew skewered Parker for his eleventh hour conversion 

to the gold standard, only after the standard had successfully delivered prosperity and stability to 

all Americans.   709

 Aside from presidential personalities, Depew preached party orthodoxy on the pressing 

issues of the day — defending the protective tariff, gold standard, labor laws, the burrowing of 

the Panama Canal, and the administration’s deft management of the Philippines.  A champion of 

protectionism, the senator commended the tariff for the strong economy and widespread prosper-

ity, exclaiming, “Every time it has been interrupted there has been a depression or panic.”  De-

pew credited protectionist policies for spurring industrial growth and increasing American ex-

ports by the millions.   With the Democrats intent on capitalizing on labor discontent, the in710 -

cumbent was keen to co-opt the issue and address the interests of workers.  At a rally in Attica, 

Depew skillfully coupled his defense of the tariff to safeguards for laborers, declaring, “Labor 

unions can bring about uniform wages in different lines of industries … in our country,” but oth-

er major trading powers could “flood our markets” with low-wage products.  Therefore, “a pro-

tective tariff protects the American workingmen from this unfair competition.”   And on the 711

currency question, the senator maintained confidence in the gold standard, affirming its “value 

 The New York Times, September 29, 1904, p 5. 708

 Buffalo Morning Express and Illustrated Buffalo Express, October 5, 1904, p 3.709

 Poughkeepsie Eagle-News, October 1, 1904, p 5.710

 The Buffalo Commercial, October 15, 1904, p 2.711
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… [as] the basis of our home production and our entrance upon foreign markets.”  He bemoaned 

the continued hostility exhibited by Democrats to a foundational pillar of market stability.   712

 Depew devoted his campaign orations to the highly successful foreign policies of the 

Roosevelt Administration, as well, namely the construction of the isthmian canal in Central 

America and the retention of the Philippine territories.  Praising the president’s decisiveness over 

Panama, Depew boasted, “Within three weeks [of Panamanian independence] … the United 

States negotiated a new treaty, and the Panama Canal was assured.”   In the Pacific, the senator 713

urged patience and vigilance over the difficulties arising over the newly-acquired islands.  “[The 

Filipinos] would inaugurate an empire if the protection of the American government were with-

drawn,” Depew warned.  Further, the New York senator framed the issue in commercial terms, 

declaiming the necessity for “foreign outlets,” without which they would “produce an industrial 

congestion.”    By assiduously lauding the accomplishments of the Republican Party and offer714 -

ing a promise for a better future, Depew grounded his appeals for electoral support within a par-

tisan framework.  Furthermore, by nationalizing the contest so all down-ballot races reflected the 

advantageous position of Roosevelt and the Republicans, the senator pegged his candidacy to the 

coattails of the president and the party. 

 As Depew toured the state delivering impassioned pleas for support on behalf of the Re-

publican ticket, articulating the major accomplishments and positions of the party, newspapers 

focused on promoting the credentials of the incumbent senator, advertising the Depew brand, and 

rallying to his cause.  To a great extent, Depew’s outsized personality influenced the campaign.  

 Poughkeepsie Eagle-News, October 1, 1904, p 5.712

 Poughkeepsie Eagle-News, October 1, 1904, p 8.713

 Democrat and Chronicle, October 22, 1904, p 2.714
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The editors of The Poughkeepsie Eagle described the senator as “one of the most brilliant and 

most influential,” possessing exceptional “oratorical ability,” and whose record of service faith-

fully supporting the agenda of the Roosevelt Administration had “placed him in the front rank 

among the practical men of the Senate.”  Thus, Depew’s re-election “ought to exclude any other 

from serious consideration.”   The ever-effusive Buffalo Evening News — the primary organ for 715

Depew partisans — extolled “the amazing force of mind and the physical vigor of Dr. Depew,” 

who, through his unceasing energy, had proven to be “the most active … and the most effective” 

Republican canvasser throughout the state.  “The main thing,” the periodical implored, “is to 

give him the unanimous support of his party in the legislature next winter for the Senatorship.”  716

 Depew’s detractors similarly framed the upcoming legislative elections as a referendum 

on the sitting senator.  His chief nemesis, The Buffalo Times, oft reported underwhelming turnout 

at many a Depew rally, an ominous sign of voter apathy toward the junior senator.  Just weeks 

before the vote, the editors beseeched Republicans to carefully consider the selection of a senator 

in January with the “good of the party and the state in mind,” asserting, “Most of them know 

which is the better man.  A little questioning here and there might do no harm.”   Others were 717

critical of the apparent impropriety raised by Depew serving as president of a major railroad cor-

poration while simultaneously holding a seat in the Senate.  The Hartford Courant sardonically 

proclaimed, “Depew is Vanderbilt… If [he] has ever made such a request” to excuse himself 

from voting on legislation affecting his personal interests and fortunes, “we have failed to notice 

 Buffalo Evening News, April 4, 1904, p 14.715

 Buffalo Evening News, September 29, 1904, p 2.716

 The Buffalo Times, October 14, 1904, p 2.717
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it in that vivacious sheet, the ‘Congressional Record.’”   These efforts personalizing the contest 718

increased the visibility of the incumbent senator to the electorate and provided ordinary New 

Yorkers a more direct conduit through which to support Depew or hold the senator to account, 

thereby bolstering popular participation in the process and public accountability of the office.  

 The Democratic broadside alleging Depew as a corporate shill demands further attention.  

Depew had been president of innumerable companies, most prominently New York Central and 

Hudson River Railroad, sitting on the corporate boards of many businesses whilst serving in the 

Senate.  These practices were not especially uncommon for the era.  Charles Fairbanks (IN) par-

tially owned the Indianapolis News and the Indianapolis Journal.  John Kean (NJ) was president 

of Elizabeth Water and Gas Companies.  Nathan B. Scott (WV) was president of Central Glass 

Company.  And Nelson Aldrich (RI) owned the Rhode Island Company, an amalgamation of var-

ious streetcar railway corporations.  But what distinguished Depew from many — although cer-

tainly not all — of his illustrious colleagues was that the New Yorker’s business propositions 

were publicly known.  “His ties with the railroad industry had never been secret,” explains Don-

ald A. Ritchie.  719

 Depew enjoyed a close relationship with captains of industry and other important indus-

trialists.  At the height of the 1904 election, Depew communicated with numerous company pres-

idents and high ranking officers — ranging from innocuous political advice and hearty congratu-

lations to offers of service in the campaign.  In October, Charles A. Moore, of Manning, Max-

well, and Moore: Railway and Machinists’ Tools and Supplies, praised Depew’s “yeoman service 

 The Wall Street Journal, April 27, 1904, p 2.718
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in this campaign of politics,” expressing his optimism that the result would indeed be favorable, 

“[T]hings are beginning to look brighter and we are now working hard, and I think we will get 

what we want, with the help of you and other eloquent and loyal Republicans.”   Henry Russell 720

of a Flour and Feed company in Albany, extolled Depew’s strong standing in the state, “[N]oth-

ing can withstand the tide in your favor.”  721

 Immediately following the election, G.T. Rogers, president of the Binghamton Railroad 

Company, conveyed his “great pleasure” at the prospect of the senator’s near-certain return to 

office, but extended his hand in service, “[I]f there is any place where I can be of any use what-

soever, as errand boy, or otherwise, I am yours to command.”   And Mr. Bertron, of Bertron, 722

Storrs, and Griscom Bankers, similarly offered his hearty congratulations to Depew, before ad-

vising him on a stock option.  “I think the thing to do with the SURETY COMPANY Stock is to 

sit tight for the present.  If the old management had continued we certainly would not have been 

‘in it.’”  723

 Finally, while in office, Depew heartily supported policies and programs near and dear to 

the heart of many business interests, including the gold standard and the tariff.  Thus, the Democ-

ratic portrayal of Depew was largely accurate.  

 Charles A. Moore to Depew, October 18, 1904, Depew papers, YU.720

 Henry Russell to Depew, December 17, 1904, Depew papers, YU.721

 G.T. Rogers to Depew, November 24, 1904, Depew papers, YU.722

 Bertron to Depew, November 11, 1904, Depew papers, YU.723
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5.2.5  Disorganized Democratic Opposition 

 After twelve years in the political wilderness, Democrats were eager to return to power.  

Buoyed by the selection of a New Yorker atop the presidential ticket and hoping to capitalize on 

the persistent intra-party squabbling among Republicans, many party officials felt confident of 

their prospects making inroads in the legislature and, quite possibly, even replacing the divisive 

Depew with one of their own.  But their efforts were plagued by their own share of unremitting 

factional infighting, seriously handicapping any possibility of carrying the state.  The party was 

torn between an organization nominally tasked with state affairs and a bevy of local, municipal 

party machines, the largest being Tammany Hall.  By the spring of 1904, Senator Patrick McCar-

ren, leader of the Brooklyn Democrats, was desirous of succeeding Depew in the Senate as his 

party’s nominee.  Alas, for McCarren, his stridently anti-Tammany stance undercut any hope for 

the senatorship, and he was eventually undone by fierce partisan infighting.   During the sum724 -

mer, a compromise was forged between Boss Charles F. Murphy and McCarren to allow Tam-

many to select the state chairman while ceding its influence in Brooklyn to McCarren.  With both 

camps “extremely anxious to carry [the] state,” they committed to “a harmonious campaign” in 

upcoming elections.  725

 At the Saratoga Convention in September, the party reluctantly nominated D-Cady Her-

rick for governor at the prodding of presidential nominee, Judge Alton Parker.   However, they 726

failed to effectively spearhead a concerted senatorial campaign to oust the incumbent Republi-

 The Brooklyn Daily Eagle, March 3, 1904, p 2.724

 The Evening World, August 15, 1904, p 3.725
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can.  No single individual won the confidence of the party’s multitudinous factions.  In July, 

McCarren advanced the name of Bourke Cockran, “the Democratic Demosthenes” known for his 

extraordinary oratory as the party’s choice for Senate.   Instead, Parker entrusted William F. 727

Sheehan, longtime aide and advisor, for the position, and, by early August, Sheehan’s prospects 

were firm enough to be regarded “as absolutely certain” in the event of a Democratic 

legislature.   However, other well-known and powerful contenders loomed large, with former 728

senator David B. Hill entertaining the notion of returning to the upper chamber, whilst McCarren 

continued to harbor similar ambitions.   Resultantly, the Democrats committed their immediate 729

attention and available resources to the presidential and gubernatorial races, sacrificing their en-

terprise for a seat in the Senate and the many legislative district seats required for a majority.  For 

his part, Senator Depew benefitted from the strategy, as he was neither directly implicated nor 

outright assailed by the Democratic speakers in the fall campaign.  

5.2.6  Corralling the Legislature Amid Republican Successes  

 The Republicans achieved a sensational victory of landslide proportions in the 1904 elec-

tions, routing the Democrats and cementing their status as the majority party nationwide for the 

foreseeable future.  Much of their success was driven by the widespread economic prosperity and 

the personal popularity of President Roosevelt, whose return to the White House produced strong 

coattail effects down ballot — the nationalization effect.  In the presidential race, the Rough Rid-

er handily trounced his Democratic counterpart Judge Parker by a lopsided margin — 56% to 
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38%.   The results were more pronounced in the Electoral College, where Roosevelt carried 730

every state outside the South, accruing 336 electoral votes to Parker’s 140.   In the Congress, 731

Republicans expanded their ranks, picking up 44 seats in the House of Representatives to claim a 

total of 251, which represented a 116-seat advantage over the Democrats, while gaining one seat 

in the Senate for an advantage of twenty-four.   At the state level, Republican Frank W. Higgins 732

handily defeated his opponent, D-Cady Herrick, by a two-to-one margin, amounting to a plurali-

ty of nearly 75,000 votes — representing a 31.5% difference in an electorate of approximately 

238,000 voters   The stupendous results saw Republicans secure comfortable majorities in the 733

state legislature, as well.  In the Assembly, their strength increased to 104 seats, with Democrats 

relegated to a meager 46 seats, while in the Senate, their margins improved to twenty-two-seat 

advantage over the Democrats, for a total of 36 seats — a feat neither party had hitherto accom-

plished in the history of the Empire State.   734

 The consolidation of Republican control over the state legislature boded well for Depew, 

ensuring the party would retain the Senate seat in January and, thereby, rendering the caucus’s 

formal nomination of a candidate most critical.  Many a well wisher interpreted the results as an 

encouraging, promising sign for the senator’s re-election.  Congressman Charles W. Gillet of 

New York described “sentiment in this section [as] decidedly in [Depew’s] favor, in fact, there is 
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no sentiment for any other person.”  Gillet hoped the party would “respond to the wishes of our 

own people.”   C.V.C. Van Deuzer congratulated Depew for the “magnificent result … which 735

you did so much to secure,” expressing his “satisfaction of having you continue to represent the 

state in the U.S. Senate.”   David A. Rowe shared these expectations, cautiously declaring, 736

“Here’s hoping that the junior senator from New York will [succeed himself].”  737

 In the Empire State, however, where party bosses exercised enormous influence on the 

state’s politics and legislators enjoyed tremendous autonomy in the senatorial decision, Depew’s 

re-election was anything but certain.  Therefore, the senator needed to court pivotal party figures 

and legislators to assure a favorable result in the upcoming caucus vote determining the party’s 

official nominee.  Endeavoring to lock down crucial support among many a state legislator, De-

pew pursued three primary tactics: traditional, insider politicking, quid pro quo offerings for 

campaign services rendered, and the channeling of public sentiment and popular support.   

 The first tactic was traditional insider politicking, which involved pressuring and cajoling 

party actors into supporting the senator’s candidature for re-election — a pure party-based 

method of attaining support.  Recognizing the preponderance of power in the hands of Republi-

can leaders and their legions of supporters, Depew engaged in the old fashioned game of party 

politics — negotiating and bargaining with key officials and legislators.  Following the election, 

the incumbent collaborated with important political lieutenants in the field, carefully overseeing 

the operation.  Writing to E.H. Butler, editor of The Buffalo Evenings News, the senator informed 

the staunch Depew operative, “I have just received a letter from Senator Davis which practically 
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pledges his support.”   J. W. Dunwell reported to the junior senator, “I had a talk with Hon. A.P. 738

Smith, our Member of the Assembly, and advised him to telegraph you at once that he would 

support you in case of your candidacy for United States Senator.  [He] is an honest man and once 

having taken a position I have the greatest confidence that he would not fail.”   739

 With Erie County Republicans threatening obstacles to Depew’s return to the Senate, the 

incumbent reached out to Judge John R. Hazel in Buffalo, informing his friend “that Erie County 

is undecided on the subject of United States Senator,” before immediately reminding his reader, 

“It gave me great pleasure to support you with all my ability for judge, and I may now tell a little 

incident connected with that appointment,” going on to detail his influence in securing the covet-

ed position for Hazel.  Depew concluded, “If in your judgment I have performed sufficiently 

creditable service in the Senate to be re-elected, I would greatly appreciate any expression of that 

kind or of your personal interest to your Erie County friends.”   The judge was receptive to De740 -

pew’s pleas, expressing his “loyalty and steadfast support” on account of the pivotal actions by 

both New York senators in assuring his elevation to the bench.  “You may rely upon me doing all 

in my power to further your re-election to the United States Senate,” he pledged.  741

 The second tactic was quid pro quo offerings for campaign services render, which en-

tailed convincing party officials and state legislators to reward Depew’s diligent, strenuous feat 

assisting the party during the general election — a marriage of party-based and popular elements.  

As early as October, when the senator joined Platt and Odell for a critical summit to obtain a 

 Depew to E.H. Butler, November 23, 1904, Depew papers, YU.738
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commitment of support from the governor, “Depew reminded [Odell] that for weeks and weeks 

he had been going about the state making speeches for the ticket and doing his utmost in its be-

half … He believed a re-election to be no more than his due.”   After the election, sympathizers 742

echoed these sentiments and expectations.  Richard H. Clarke lauded the “active part” Depew 

had “taken in the recent presidential campaign, and the good results flowing therefrom.”  “I think 

you are entitled to the gratitude of all good Republicans,” Clarke asserted, “I also think that your 

re-election to the Senate is due to you in consideration of all that you have done.”   A represen743 -

tative from the banking establishment Betron, Storries, and Griscom declared, “Certainly no one 

in the Republican Party in this state did more for the success encountered than you and I earnest-

ly hope that your reward will be equally as great.”   And John C. Davis debriefed Depew on the 744

election of “a complete Republican delegation” in his region.  “Each of the gentlemen named 

promised me that he would support you first, last and all the time in case of their election.”   745

 The third tactic involved the marshaling of public sentiment and popular legitimacy to 

compel party leaders into backing Depew’s candidacy — a purely popular method.  The senator 

astutely understood that a firm pledge of support from Governor Odell would likely never mate-

rialize.  Thus, passively waiting for an endorsement seemed foolhardy and wasteful.  The gover-

nor had two options before him: endorse Black, thereby sinking any chances of Depew’s remain-

ing in the Senate, or remain neutral.  The latter held the most promise for Depew, for he repeat-

edly informed aides and supporters that Odell would “try and ascertain the trend of Republican 

 Press and Sun Bulletin, October 19, 1904, p 1.742
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sentiment, without attempting to direct it.”   More specifically, Odell was eager to “see as many 746

people of influence who are leaders in various counties as possible, and to hear from them their 

frank expression of preferences, coupled … with the expression of loyalty to [his] state organiza-

tion.”  747

 “Republican sentiment,” freed from the stifling confines of factional commitments, in-

variably represented a modicum of public opinion.  With a respectable reputation, strong person-

al favorability, and frequent, well-received canvasses, Depew could count on a wellspring of 

popular support amongst New Yorkers and state Republican officials.  As Editor A. O. Bunnell  

attested, “Depew’s return ought to be absolutely certain … Public sentiment is undeniably over-

whelmingly in his favor.”   Even Odell himself “recognize[d] … an almost universal feeling in 748

[Depew’s] behalf in the state, among the people and in the press,” according to the senator’s own 

account of their meeting.   Therefore, it remained imperative that Depew and his operatives tap 749

into these widespread, positive attitudes among New Yorkers, thereby grounding his candidacy 

on firm foundation of popular legitimacy, independent from the dominant party bosses and 

closed-door politicking that had characterized the state’s politics for years.  In early December, 

the senator directed friendly newspapers to conduct “educational work … [for] representatives in 

the Legislature [so they] could ascertain easily … the sentiment of their constituents.”   Enlist750 -

 Depew to William Barnes, December 2, 1904, Depew papers, YU.746
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 Depew to M.R. Sackett, December 12, 1904, Depew papers, YU.750
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ing a syndicate of editors to support the beleaguered incumbent, A. O. Bunnell implored his col-

leagues: 

 The least that we … can do for our generous friend now, is to give prompt and    

 simultaneous expression of public sentiment in his favor, buttressed as it is by his    

 splendid talent and great capacity to serve the Empire State, which is conceded by men of 

 all parties.  It is also suggested that you personally or by your letter, urge your Senator   

 and Assemblyman to support Senator Depew.  751

 The post-election newspaper enterprise illustrating the depth of affection among New 

Yorkers and Republican members for their junior senator commenced in earnest.  Led by The 

Buffalo Evening News, a syndicate of supportive periodicals went about reporting favorable atti-

tudes and publishing testimonials among ordinary citizens, industrialists, and pivotal political 

figures.  Proclaiming the “unanimous desire” for Depew’s return to the Senate, the editors of The 

News contended, “Popular sentiment in this state in favor of … Depew is remarkable alike for its 

volume and its earnestness.”  The emerging threat to the senator’s re-election had “rall[ied] to his 

support the overwhelming sentiment of his party.”   Throughout December, the newspaper 752

ramped up its reporting.  “Depew is the people’s choice for a second term,” one headline de-

clared, as “prominent Republican leaders and business men speak out.”   Capturing the im753 -

mense support for Depew throughout Western New York counties, The News further publicized a 

 A.O. Bunnell to unspecified, December 1, 1904, Depew papers, YU.751
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bevy of testimonials describing the senator as the “right man” for the position, possessed of great 

ability, and solidly standing “with the people.”   And in Wyoming County, the periodical high754 -

lighted “leading … merchants, editors, [and] bankers” of both parties urging Depew’s re-elec-

tion.  755

 Other papers trumpeted the claims of The Buffalo Evening News.  The Buffalo Enquirer 

praised Depew’s record as “honorable and unassailable,” before warning, “There is good reason 

to believe that should pubic opinion be disregarded … natural resentment for the high-handed 

methods employed to further selfish interests is quite likely to find emphatic expression, and that 

at the polls the voters will voice their disapproval.”   In other words, if traditional politicking 756

among party officials and high-level maneuvering between factional blocs decided the looming 

question of the senatorship at the expense of an able, respectable, and enormously popular in-

cumbent, then the Republican party would reap grave electoral consequences for willfully ignor-

ing public opinion.  The Watertown Standard concurred, pronouncing, “Senator Depew is the 

choice of 90 percent of the people of this state … Is the will of the people … to be frustrated who 

grossly misinterpret the almost universal sentiment throughout [New York]?”   Describing De757 -

pew as “backed by the people,” The Buffalo Enquirer wryly inquired, “Are the people to be be-

trayed” by Black and Odell?   And The Buffalo Courier reprinted a story testifying to the strong 758

 Buffalo Evening News, December 13, 1904, p 33.754
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support for the junior senator among “influential Republicans” of Amsterdam, where all but two 

had committed themselves to Depew.   759

 Echoing the claims of widespread, popular sentiment, direct appeals were made to impor-

tant political officials on behalf of Depew.  One Mr. Webster contacted Governor-elect Frank 

Higgins, proclaiming “the sentiment of nine-tenths of the railroad men” favored Depew’s return 

to the Senate.  “If Depew is turned down,” Webster counseled, “it will create an issue [for] the 

Republican Party … [and] it will antagonize the railroad element, not only of the state, but of the 

entire country,” going on to explain the intimate relationship the junior senator enjoyed with the 

workers, “Depew was always ready to take his car and go 500 miles to speak at the opening day 

of their conventions, and there isn’t a railroad man in the United States that does not know 

him.”  760

 Furthermore, the Depew camp planned ever-more demonstrable activities for the new 

year to pressure party figures and legislators to endorse the incumbent for another term.  With the 

intention of illustrating the “popular demand” for the senator, they proposed “Depew meetings in 

almost every election district … to flood the Legislature with a storm of protests such as has 

never before been presented to that body on a pending question,” as well as enlisting the support 

of chambers of commerce throughout the Empire State to pass resolutions imploring Depew’s re-

election.   761

 The novel methods which Depew’s operatives utilized to effectively marshal popular 

support so to compel party officials into backing the senator’s re-election attest to the increasing 
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importance of the vox populi.  While not decisive, public sentiment was setting the boundaries 

around which the discussion took place, and placing limits on the flexibility of pivotal party offi-

cials and leaders, especially Odell, on the matter of the senatorship.  Given that Depew, the pub-

lic face of the Republican Party, commanded broad popular support, his candidacy was grounded 

in popular legitimacy, and therefore, by rejecting Depew, party leaders risked violating the trust 

of the voters — critical for the party in the highly competitive state. 

 On December 29, at the much-anticipated and decisive summit with Odell and other party 

leaders within the posh Fifth Avenue Hotel, Depew agreed to recognize Odell’s control over the 

state organization, signaling to other holdouts within the party similar expressions of deference.  

In return, Odell finally committed to remaining neutral in the senatorial contest, quashing any 

chances of backing Black as a challenger and yielding to the widespread public sentiment and 

popular support for the venerated senator.   Several weeks prior, Depew had sensed the politi762 -

cal situation was improving, reporting that Odell repeatedly insisted “that the state organization 

… controls the situation, and [would] not permit an election to be had where that is not recog-

nized by the state and country.”  The governor was eager for a majority of legislators to “follow 

his wishes regardless of their preferences.”  In short, Odell simply wanted full control over the 

process and the party.  As far as his own personal standing with the governor, Depew assuringly 

revealed, “I am sure [Odell] is entirely satisfied with my … attitude to himself and to the organi-

zation, and equally certain that he expects to bring about a happy solution … very soon.”  763

 The Buffalo Commercial, December 30, 1904, p 8.762

 Depew to Timothy L. Woodruff, December 9, 1904, Depew papers, YU.763
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 When the meeting finally adjourned, Depew emerged to speak with reporters, “fairly 

beaming” and donning a large smile.  “The optimist wins as he always does and I am it,” the sen-

ator exclaimed, before praising Governor Odell for having “brought harmony out of the situa-

tion.”  “I am very grateful to him,” he declared.   When Odell was interviewed by the press, the 764

governor explained, “I have tried all along to get the preference of the party,” recognizing, “The 

sentiment for Senator Depew was very great throughout [New York].”  Upon being asked 

whether he had fully appreciated the strength of Depew’s popularity and affection, Odell replied, 

“I have been working on this matter since election,” revealing the consequential role of public 

sentiment on the senatorial selection decision and the influence of the newspapers in publicizing 

these favorable attitudes.  Upon being informed of Depew’s characterization of Odell as “his 

fairy godmother” responsible for “bringing about … the settlement of this situation,” the flattered 

governor responded, “Well … that is indeed very kind of him.”   765

 On January 18, 1905, Chauncey Depew’s long quest for re-election was formally realized 

when the state legislature announced his selection to a second term in the United States Senate.  

Having been unanimously renominated by his caucus, Depew went on to earn 100 votes in the 

State Assembly to 44 for Smith M. Weed, the Democratic nominee.  In the State Senate, the in-

cumbent secured 36 votes to Weed’s 13.   Figure 5.3 charts the state legislature’s final vote on 766

this matter.  
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5.2.7  Analysis 

 The New York senatorial election of 1904 exemplifies the vast preponderance of power 

wielded by party bosses and the prevalence of factional politics.  Chauncey Depew was caught 

within the internecine intra-party struggle between Governor Benjamin Odell and his quest for 

complete control over the state organization and the waning authority of the aging Senator 

Thomas C. Platt.  Ostensibly a Platt man, Depew eagerly sought to conciliate the feuding power 

blocs, especially the Odell machine, going to great lengths praising the governor, recognizing his 
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wide-reaching dominance over the state’s politics, and forging a tenuous truce — attesting to the 

importance of currying favor with pivotal party figures and powerful leaders in securing the sen-

atorial nomination and earning re-election. 

 With his re-election on the line, Depew undertook a widespread, vigorous public cam-

paign to mobilize popular support on behalf of the party ticket.  By helping to achieve large Re-

publican majorities in the legislature, Depew could reasonably expect to be duly rewarded by the 

party with another term in the Senate.  In the process, he readily lent his services to state legisla-

tive nominees who had pledged their support to the senator’s re-election in January, thereby en-

larging the potential pool of Depew partisans in the legislative party caucus.  In certain respects, 

elements of a parliamentary-styled democracy manifested.  Senators relied heavily on down-bal-

lot partisans devoted to their cause, who could carry the district for the party in November and 

support the incumbent’s re-election in the forthcoming legislative session.  These activities 

joined Depew’s candidacy with a slate of legislative district nominees, bolstering his chances of 

a receptive caucus in the State Assembly, while also widening popular, direct participation in the 

selection process itself.  Alas, the analogy suffers from one important caveat: the opposition De-

mocrats failed to adopt an equally vigorous enterprise for the Senate seat, sacrificing their 

prospects of carrying a majority.  As such, no visible, publicly-known senatorial aspirants con-

tended for party backing or popular support during the general election.   

 The legislative elections were not a direct referendum on Depew.  The senator framed the 

campaign within a traditional partisan framework, lauding the strength and character of President 

Theodore Roosevelt and advocating on behalf of the accomplishments, achievements, and 

promises of the Republican Party, writ large.  Given the broad popularity of Roosevelt and the 
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advantageous position of the Republican Party, Depew earnestly pegged his candidature to the 

coattails of the president and nationalized, to a large extent, all down-ballot legislative races in 

the state, as well.  

 But the election was neither a wholly indirect affair.  Supportive newspapers regularly 

touted the record of Senator Depew, striving to elevate his candidacy and profile, as well as the 

stakes of the election on his future, above the clamor of the presidential campaign and the ca-

cophony of the persistent factional infighting.  Infusing this element of personality and offering 

New Yorkers the opportunity to render their judgment on the incumbent helped in forging a more 

direct, popular input in the selection process and widening the participation of the electorate.   

 Despite the middling/mixed nature of the senatorial race, Depew solicited the cooperation 

of friendly periodicals to disseminate the breadth and depth of popular support favoring his re-

turn to the Senate.  After the November election — as Odell signaled his desire to glean public 

sentiment on the issue — a syndicate of newspapers diligently went to work marshaling the 

widespread affection among New York Republicans for Depew.  These activities illustrate the 

necessity of adopting novel techniques to secure re-election — a trend which continued to ever-

greater lengths in subsequent elections.   

 Were these newspapers merely manufacturing popular support to appear that Depew 

commanded a larger mandate than it seemed?  While the supposition cannot be entirely dis-

missed, we may surmise that the senator enjoyed a degree of tangible support amongst the peo-

ple.  And while the election returns were not the most accurate measure, given that the outcome 

largely turned on President Roosevelt’s performance, Depew — as the public face of the party — 

probably enjoyed high favorability ratings, as well.  But, notwithstanding these considerations, 
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the very fact that Depew partisans engineered popular support to strengthen the senator’s stand-

ing with party leaders demonstrates the increasing value of popular legitimacy in in the selection 

of a senator. 

 Depew effectively cultivated a durable relationship with ordinary New Yorkers, develop-

ing a political base independent from an over-reliance on party bosses and insider politicking.  

By “bringing in the demos” the senator could more persuasively corral Odell and others into 

supporting his re-election, lest they break with public opinion and risk further rupturing the deli-

cate fault lines of the party.  Ultimately, the senatorship was decided by Odell — his control over 

the state organization and approval of Depew factoring into the calculus — but an element of 

popular legitimacy undoubtedly influenced the decision, representing a modest, yet significant 

shift toward greater popular participation in the process.  Public sentiment set the boundaries of 

the discussion and placed limits on party leaders in selecting a suitable senator.  By respecting 

the prevailing sentiment and backing the widely-popular Depew, the party granted legitimacy to 

voters, exhibiting adaptations to the democratizing currents of the period. 

5.3  1910 - Damaged Depew Decisively Downed in Political Shipwreck  

 Chauncey M. Depew’s singular victory in 1904 represented the high-water mark for the 

junior senator’s long, distinguished career.  Having effectively navigated the delicate and trou-

blesome waters of New York politics, mastering high-level politicking whilst commanding wide-

spread popular support, Depew returned to his vaunted, highly-coveted position in the Senate.  

By that point, the senator could reasonably have expected his great victory to presage another 

equally-successful stint as senator.  However, his second term proved to be far less auspicious 
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and much more problematic, posing intractable challenges for the the party and his own career.  

Ultimately, Depew failed to secure a third term due to pervasive party disharmony arising from 

newfound weaknesses of the his own stature, coupled with an ever-hostile climate for national 

Republicans — a casualty of the nationalization effect, whereby the contest reflected the unfa-

vorable national dynamics harming the party.  Taken together, these factors conspired to produce 

a Democratic tidal wave at the polls.  With Depew’s lack of party backing and rejection by vot-

ers, the election exemplifies a clear-cut case of public accountability — holding incumbent sena-

tors responsible for violating the public’s trust — and the party’s willingness to adapt to evolving 

standards of ethics and maturing notions of self-government.  

 By mid-decade, demands for greater transparency and publicity were growing.  Many 

reformers targeted the overly-cozy and seemingly pernicious relationship between the business 

sphere and government, honing in on fiscal contributions and special favors.  Responding to 

these pressures, the New York legislature opened an investigation into various insurance indus-

tries, “their political dealings,” and undue financial influence over public officials.  Beginning in 

1905, the chief council for the committee, Charles Evans Hughes, “uncovered corrupt business 

practices of long standing … and the purchase of political influence” through donations to both 

parties.  Chauncey Depew found himself engulfed by the controversy.  A successful industrialist 

himself, Depew concurrently served on corporate boards as well as in the Senate, straddling the 

boundary between the economic and political worlds and exemplifying the oft-perceived comity 

between them.  The investigation brought to light Depew’s “$20,000 annual retainer from Equi-

table … where he was a director.”   These allegations severely damaged the senator’s carefully-767

 James S. Simon, FDR and Chief Justice Hughes: The President, the Supreme Court, and the Epic 767
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crafted, public reputation as an honorable, respectable, high-minded statesman.  Nor was Depew 

alone.  His colleague Senator Platt and former governor Odell were similarly discredited, tar-

nished by their unseemly, improper connections to financial corporations.  

 Immediately, the state prohibited contributions by corporate entities to parties and im-

posed greater regulations on lobbying.  Driven by his passion for reforming government, Charles 

Evans Hughes used his newfound fame as a springboard to the governorship in 1906.  Upon as-

suming office, Hughes continued to advance reform-minded policies.  To divest politics from 

administration, he established public commissions to regulate utilities.  Eventually, the governor 

was armed with the authority to launch inquiries into the management of any state agency.  After 

much prodding by Hughes, the legislature enacted a worker’s compensation bill in 1910, setting 

a precedent for the nation to follow.  And throughout his tenure, the governor tirelessly and re-

peatedly advocated for direct primary nominations to replace backroom dealings and corrupt 

conventions.   Amidst the zealotry for transparency and reform, Depew privately blamed 768

Hughes’ “assaults without intermission” on party fealty for exacerbating the combustible fissures 

within the party.  769

 While the insurance scandal presented a tangible pox on the house of Depew, his reputa-

tion was greatly scarred by the subsequent narrative framed by investigative journalists, who sat-

urated the newspapers with sensationalist accounts of unsavory business practices.  In March 

1906, David Graham Phillips began publishing “The Treason of the Senate,” a multipart series in 

Cosmopolitan detailing the alleged web of corruption, bribery, and undue influence between cor-

 Baker, “‘Progress’ and Politics,” in The Empire State, 494-495.768
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porate owners and the powerful senators who controlled the country.  In the periodical’s first 

episode, Phillips thundered, “Treason is a strong word, but not too strong to characterize the situ-

ation in which the Senate is the eager, resourceful, and indefatigable agent of interests as hostile 

to the American people as any invading army could be.”   By no means unbiased or objective, 770

the magazine was the organ of media mogul William Randolph Hearst, who had recently wafted 

into the waters of New York politics as a congressman and was angling for higher office — har-

boring presidential ambitions.    But it did stir the imaginations of Americans, rousing their 771

basest fears, validating their deepest suspicions, and brewing their scalding resentment against 

the so-called “elite class.” 

 Phillips had long been aligned against Depew harkening back to his days at The New York 

World.   In his latest publication, he decried the New York senator as the “sly courtier agent [of 772

the Vanderbilts] with the greasy conscience and the greasy tongue and the greasy backbone and 

the greasy hinges of the knees,” exclusively beholden to the railroad interests.  773

 Many press reporters were appalled by the allegations, while Theodore Roosevelt was 

incensed, dismissing the “lurid sensationalists” behind them.   For one, their claims were largely 

baseless or exaggerated.  Even more importantly, the president continued to rely upon the coop-

eration of Depew and those belonging to the conservative element in the party to enact his agen-
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da.  He could ill afford to alienate their support.   But Depew’s public image was irredeemably 774

damaged.   Long considered the “elderly, long-winded, and peripheral solon,” — a sage, venera-

ble man of wisdom and wit — the senator was now chastised as a corporate stooge, backed by 

the monied interests and acting at the behest of the wealthy and powerful.  

 Nationally, the political environment was growing increasingly untenable for the Repub-

licans, especially vulnerable incumbents, like Senator Depew, who had already witnessed their 

standing greatly weakened and compromised.  With the broadly popular and artful Theodore 

Roosevelt retiring from the scene, his hand-picked successor, William Howard Taft, assumed the 

presidency.  Taft lacked many of Roosevelt’s important talents and failed to live up to the height-

ened expectations placed upon him in the wake of his predecessor’s abrupt exit from political 

life.  The new president possessed none of Roosevelt’s outsized, gregarious personality nor was 

he especially effective in his dealings with the press.  While the Rough Rider was bold, assertive, 

often willing to publicly defend his positions from the bully pulpit of his office, Taft was more 

judicious, introspective, and analytical, deferring instead to subordinates and the media to inter-

pret his policies on their own merits.  Most critically, where Roosevelt skillfully managed the 

antagonistic factions within the party, Taft was ill-equipped to satiate both sides of the looming 

civil war.  Therefore, when Congress adopted Taft’s policy programs in the summer of 1910, 

many detractors and “insurgents” immediately seized upon the unjustness and short-sidedness of 

the Payne-Aldrich Tariff, arguing that the tariff revision signaled the undue and excessive influ-

ence of corporate interests.   

 Ritchie, “David Barry and the Loyalty of the Senate,” in Press Gallery, 188.774
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 With sharp divisions engendered by the deep unpopularity of the Payne-Aldrich Tariff 

and the party under assault for their traditional advocacy of high protective tariff rates — espe-

cially by insurgent Republicans — the issue lost the electoral efficacy it had commanded in pre-

vious years.  New York Republicans steered clear of defending the measure during the fall cam-

paign, fearing they would incur the wrath of voters by aligning themselves too closely with Taft 

and the protectionists.  These actions only served to further compound the re-election prospects 

of Senator Chauncey Depew.  An ardent protectionist himself, Depew was incensed by the par-

ty’s strategy of appealing to independents and Democrats by abandoning the orthodoxy of Re-

publican principles.  “I have seen scores of churches go down and their congregations scatter 

where the minister thought he had something different, fresher, better than the old … doctrines 

… in which the congregation had been brought up,” the senator complained after the election.   775

These discouraging political trends threatened to nationalize scores of state races — overtaking 

local issues and individual personalities — a bleak prospect from the perspective of New York 

Republicans.  With the the toxicity of the party brand, the vacuum created by state Republicans, 

and his own compromise candidacy, Depew faced a Herculean, uphill battle for a third term in 

the Senate.   

5.3.1  Party Disharmony  

 As Depew prepared to mount his quest for re-election in 1910, his candidacy was plagued 

by widespread party disharmony.  Many Republicans had soured on the senator, having grown 

disenchanted in the wake of the Equitable Life Assurance revelations.  With transparency and 

 Depew to E.H. Butler, November 9, 1910, Depew papers, YU.775
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reform the prevailing zeitgeist, Depew’s immense wealth and business connections seemed woe-

fully outdated for the times — a relic of a bygone era.  Nervy Republicans were greatly dispirited 

by the prospect of their outmoded senator occupying a prominent position in the upcoming cam-

paign.  The Star Gazette described Depew’s candidature as “a fearful handicap” to state legisla-

tive tickets, explaining, “The people have not forgotten the insurance scandals and the miserable 

part played in them by Depew.”   The Post Standard concluded that the senator’s nomination 776

“would be political suicide,” for “he is recognized as the representative … of the greatest combi-

nations of capital.”   The Buffalo Enquirer bemoaned “the ills of the old system” as manifested 777

in the Empire State, where Depew, a “director of sixty-three corporations,” could “be returned 

without the party or the people having any direct chance to get at him.”   And the editors of The 778

New York Press urged its readers to “sternly rebuke” Depew’s “proposal to misrepresent his state 

for another term,” imploring Republicans to nominate “some citizen whose qualifications … will 

strengthen the party’s cause at the polls.”  779

 By 1910, senatorial nominations were still primarily decided by party officials and the 

legislative caucus.  As such, it remained critically important that Depew court invaluable support 

from key party figures in his quest for renomination, which the senator and his followers do vig-

orously undertake.  But the process was informed, to a degree, by district conventions — democ-

ratic proceedings, in nature, which represented an admixture of popular support and organiza-

tional prowess.  These gatherings nominated state legislative candidates for office, who would 
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occasionally be pledged to the election of a senatorial candidate.  Ideally, the incumbent needed 

to maximize the ranks of Depew partisans in the upcoming Republican caucus by diligently 

working toward their nominations at these various conventions all across the state.   However, 

unlike in 1904, where Depew largely succeeded at these efforts, it is unclear how actively the 

senator committed to these fundamental prerequisites of victory.   

 Accordingly, conservative Republicans and Depew partisans were eager to rehabilitate 

the senior senator’s public image.  Throughout the winter months, supportive editors reframed 

the narrative, illustrating an idealized portrait of party harmony predicated on the overwhelming-

ly positive sentiment favoring the venerable Depew.  The Buffalo Sunday Morning News de-

clared his re-election “has met with great favor in all parts of the country … from far and near,” 

expressing their “appreciation of his lifelong services and his ardent defense of soundest policies 

and measures.”   The Buffalo News routinely echoed these claims, publishing such headlines as 780

“Depew Sentiment Fast Forming in Favor of Return: Re-election is Part of Harmony Plan in Re-

publican Politics.”   And The New York Tribune reported “no effective candidate in the field 781

against Mr. Depew,” praising the senator for “having rendered more effective service … in the 

last three years than at any time before in his career,” and describing the high esteem held for the 

incumbent by his colleagues.  782

 Faced with a seemingly unbridgeable chasm, Senator Depew actively spearheaded efforts 

to stabilize the situation, steady the ship, and lay the foundations for his re-election bid.  In early 

February, he hosted members of the influential New York Editorial Association at a reception in 
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Washington, where they met the president and a cadre of Republican state legislators — neces-

sary to consolidate crucial party backing, as well as enlisting the influential powers of the press 

in his campaign operations.   Depew’s intentions were not lost on The Brooklyn Daily Eagle, 783

whose editor questioned the classification of the gathering as a mere “meet and greet,” instead 

surmising, “Wonder if that’s all he wants?  Let’s see, Senator Depew’s term expires on March 4, 

1911, doesn’t it?  Wonder if he’s a candidate for re-election?”   784

 Following the reception, Depew was keen to survey the political landscape, especially as 

it pertained to the upcoming senatorial contest.  From the senator’s vantage point, the outlook 

was encouraging.  J.R. Joslyn contended that Depew’s candidacy was “in very healthy 

condition,” observing the generally favorable attitudes among most of the periodicals, with the 

notable exception of The Syracuse Post Standard and its editor W.E. Gardner.   Depew himself 785

even characterized the commencement of his campaign as having gone “remarkably well.”  He 

was heartened by the “friendly” disposition of most Republican newspapers, and described “the 

comments” of the opposition papers as “not nearly as hostile as one might suppose.”   

 However, Depew remained slightly bemused by the persistent ire emanating from The 

Syracuse Post Standard and The Boston Globe, suggesting his operative, E. H. Butler, editor of 

The Buffalo News, contact the respective owners personally to effect a meaningful shift in senti-

ment — again, trying to manage the political narrative through the influence of newspapers.   786

Butler dutifully responded, “I feel more assured every hour of your re-election,” confirming he 

 Buffalo Evening News, February 4, 1910, p 21.783
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would reach out to W. E. Gardner and Colonel Taylor — editor of The Boston Globe — to try to 

“bring about a little change,” before cautioning, “It might not come suddenly, but it would 

come.”  Butler was convinced the press owed Depew at least a modicum of respect and defer-

ence, insisting, “I don’t think for a minute [they] should treat you unkindly, because you treated a 

kinsman of its editor with great kindness.”  787

 Although Depew’s diagnosis may have been overly optimistic, he earnestly utilized cre-

ative and aggressive measures to bolster party unity and improve his standing among voters.  

Early in the year, Depew distributed reproductions of his Senate speeches to “all enrolled Repub-

licans” throughout the state, at his own personal expense.   Eventually, these operations 788

evolved, enlarging in size — 150,000 copies solely for an acclaimed address of prosperity and 

economic matters — and expanding in reach to ever more “surprised constituents” residing in the 

Empire State, as well as readers nationwide.  These activities were soon financed by the incum-

bent’s franking privilege, a practice which elicited criticism from several periodicals.  The Buffa-

lo Courier snidely remarked, “If … Depew fails … it will not be because of his neglect … to 

dump tons of his speeches upon the heavily burdened people” of New York, while The Buffalo 

Commercial was outraged, insisting, “When men of the standing of [the] senator use the pocket 

book of Uncle Sam to advertise himself free, is it any wonder that the littler fellows lower down 

look anxiously around for a chance to gratify their hunger for the spoils of graft?”    789

 E.H. Butler to Depew, February 24, 1910, Depew papers, YU.787
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 These activities evidence the value of maintaining a positive public image.  Depew rec-

ognized the necessity to saturate the state rehabilitating his damaged reputation.  And by target-

ing Republicans — both voters and officials — the senator hoped to lock down their critical sup-

port and bolster party harmony, ideally by mobilizing all disaffected party members to rally to 

the cause under the banner of his candidacy once again.  But alas, it remains uncertain how fully 

the senator committed to the ever-important district conventions, which played a sizable role in 

the senatorial nomination process.  

5.3.2  Rumors of Retirement  

 Despite his best efforts to counteract the great forces arrayed against him, Depew’s com-

promised candidacy and weakened political standing remained an albatross for Republicans, fail-

ing to instill confidence in the rank-and-file of the party faithful.  During the spring, newspapers 

began circulating rumors of the senator’s impending retirement, presumably disseminated by 

Republicans anxious to replace the incumbent for a stronger, more palatable alternative.  The 

plan reported by the press called for Depew resigning from the Senate before the next legislative 

session in January so to permit the present Republican-controlled legislature the opportunity to 

select a suitable successor.   Describing Depew’s “connection with insurance complications 790

[as] a rather embarrassing handicap in contested elections,” The Buffalo Commercial maintained 

the senator “earned the right” to depart from public life on his own terms.   And The Buffalo 791

 Democrat and Chronicle, April 21, 1910, p 11.790

 The Buffalo Commercial, April 21, 1910, p 10.791
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Times, intent on nudging Depew from office, argued voluntary retirement “the safest kind of 

bet,” warning, “he will shortly find himself outside the breastworks.”  792

 Firmly dispelling any notions of a premature exit from the political scene, Depew re-

mained adamant that he would not be retiring in the face of adversity nor permitting the party to 

select a replacement as a means of saving face.  Privately, the senator attributed the story to a re-

sourceful reporter with a penchant for “inventing possibilities” and “a talent for developing sal-

able news” by adding “a spice to this narrative.”  Furthermore, Depew incisively exposed the 

fallacy of the alleged plan, explaining that the present legislature could only appoint a placehold-

er until the next session in January, whereupon the new legislature — whose composition would 

be determined at the next election — would still decide a successor.  There was no escaping such 

an eventuality.  793

 Describing the rumor as “the premier joke of 1910,” Depew publicly reiterated to the 

press, “I have never considered resigning … I am still able to do a day’s work … I am still in fair 

health as you see.”  Notably, the senator was far more evasive committing himself to the pursuit 

of a third term. “I have never considered … standing for re-election,” Depew proclaimed,  “My 

term runs till March 1911 and that is as far ahead as there is any need for me to look … If the 

next legislature is Republican, the question will bear consideration, if it is Democratic … it ceas-

es to be interesting.”   While Depew did not outright declare he would step aside in the event of 794

a Republican majority, the two-term incumbent left the door ajar to that possibility, apparently 

signaling to party officials his approval for the caucus to consider other viable candidates for the 
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seat.  If true, the senator may have recognized he held little chance of securing another term, 

even if Republicans claimed a majority, and endeavored to neutralize the issue of his candidacy 

from the forthcoming election as a means of motivating voters to support the party ticket.  But 

since he never explicitly removed himself from contention, per se, Depew remained the only 

avowed Republican candidate for Senate, pending the emergence of a strong alternative capable 

of commanding a consensus of party support.  

 Depew’s announcement did little to quell the brewing fervor against his candidacy.  The 

editors of The Press and Sun Bulletin lambasted the senator for “sadly lacking in tact,” caution-

ing that Republican support for his re-election bid would prove to be “the last straw that broke 

the camel’s back [and] all that is wanting to complete their public discomfiture.”   Even more 795

brazenly, pivotal party officials openly considered other potential senatorial contenders.  In late 

April, “a consensus of opinion” emerged to resolve the political impasse by offering the seat to 

former president Theodore Roosevelt.  Roosevelt’s triumphant return from overseas was immi-

nent — due to arrive within weeks — and his nomination for the Senate promised to be a boon 

for the party.  “It is predicted here that the Republican[s] … would easily retain … the legislature 

and … the Roosevelt personality … would bring success to the entire state ticket,” reported The 

Brooklyn Daily Eagle.   The Rough Rider’s reputation was such that even the endangered De796 -

pew expressed his willingness to “gladly withdraw if Roosevelt wants the place.”   The Roo797 -

sevelt boom, however, did not enjoy an especially long shelf life.  By early May, Colonel Roo-
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sevelt made clear in no uncertain terms he held little desire for further elective public office in 

the sunset years of his retirement, including a coveted seat in the United States Senate.  798

 Undeterred by Roosevelt’s firm decision to demur, many a Republican entertained sup-

porting the candidature of James Wolcott Wadsworth, speaker of the New York State Assembly.  

Wadsworth was the darling of the so-called “old crowd,” conservative stalwarts who considered 

the speaker “their best asset” in the looming senatorial contest.  However, his youth — barely 33 

years of age — and antagonism to Governor Hughes and Colonel Roosevelt precluded his candi-

dacy from gaining much traction beyond his immediate base of support with the business-friend-

ly, traditionalist faction.   Despite these headwinds, John A. Merrit, Customs Collector for the 799

Port of Niagara, undertook an informal canvass to broaden Wadsworth’s appeal.  At a summer 

picnic in Lockport, he uttered that the young, aspiring Republican could be “eligible” for eleva-

tion to the Senate were he to retire from the Assembly.  However, Merritt’s rather weak efforts 

failed to gin up additional support.   Characterizing Wadsworth as “a bright young man,” The 800

Watertown Times decried that he was “entirely out of touch with public sentiment,” and be-

seeched its readers to retain Senator Depew instead, who “has proved a most worthy representa-

tive.”   801

 By late August, Wadsworth himself expressed an interest pursuing “Depew’s toga,” but 

declined to officially decide until the adjournment of the State Convention the following month, 

 Star Gazette, May 2, 1910, p 1.798

 The Brooklyn Daily Eagle, June 9, 1910, p 3.799

 Buffalo Courier, August 7, 1910, p 41.800

 The Post Star, August 15, 1910, p 8.801



352

further handicapping his prospects for higher office.   On September 29, Wadsworth publicly 802

declared he would not pursue re-election, thereby stepping down from his eminent position in the 

Assembly.  Left unaddressed was the outstanding question of the senatorship.   Thereafter, 803

while the Speaker loyally stumped the state on behalf of the party ticket at the height of the cam-

paign season, he was never presented as an avowed candidate for the Senate.  Many Republicans 

concluded that Wadsworth lacked senatorial timber.   Thus, while Depew encountered stiff re804 -

sistance, struggling to lock down critical party backing and bolster party unity around his candi-

dacy — essential prerequisites heading into the general election — Republican officials wrestled 

with finding a suitable alternative with whom to place their fullest confidence, as potential sena-

torial aspirants floundered to impress party figures, as well.  

5.3.3.  The Fall Campaign - Mobilizing Disaffected Republicans 

 As the summer drew to a close, Republicans failed to coalesce around a singular senator-

ial candidate.  Emblematic of the uncertainty over the upcoming question, State Senator George 

A. Davis declared his support for Depew if the latter were a contender, but retorted, “I don’t 

know that he is a candidate … If there are no other candidates I would vote for him … If they 

were high-class candidates.”   Plagued by an internecine intra-party conflict and mustering few 805

foot soldiers on his behalf, Depew opted to pursue a modest public campaign for popular sup-
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port, “tak[ing] an active part in the discussion of the issues now before … Republicans.”  The 806

campaign presented an opportunity for the endangered incumbent to mobilize disenchanted Re-

publicans to support the party ticket — governor, state legislative nominees, members of Con-

gress, and President Taft — with their votes of confidence.  Voters directly determined which 

party controlled the legislature and the magnitude of the majority.  And while many elements 

within the party remained unalterably opposed to Depew, a strong performance in November 

promised to allay their fears and deep-seated concerns over Depew’s candidacy, potentially con-

vincing skeptical legislators to support his re-election bid and sweep the senior senator back into 

office.  In effect, Depew would once again forge a political base independent from party leaders 

through a strong popular showing — a repeat of the 1904 campaign.  But given Depew’s tar-

nished image, damaged reputation, and unpopularity with New Yorkers, the task proved insur-

mountable.  

 As he prepared to mount his bid for a third term, Depew grew increasingly bullish, confi-

dent that the party could at long last snatch victory from the jaws of defeat.  Nationally, he 

sensed a sudden “change for the better.”  President Taft and congressional leaders agreed to enact 

many of the president’s programs, decisively crushing the insurgent holdouts and snapping a 

dispiriting drought of legislative activity.  Virtually overnight, Taft shed the image of equivoca-

tion and ineptitude, instead earning high marks for his assertiveness.  Depew hailed the moment 

as a turning point, “enliven[ing] the situation” and “promot[ing] the gayety of millions.”  807
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 At the state level, Republicans were struggling to gain much traction.  In mid-September, 

J.R. Joslyn assured Depew, “I do not have much doubt yet … about carrying the legislature,” yet 

he warned, “If we are going on to have fights and T.R. is going to travel about here, telling 

everybody that he has got the men opposed to him licked to a frazzle … the prospect certainly is 

not very brilliant in that direction.”  Joslyn was hopeful that “better moods” would prevail once 

“the preliminary skirmishing [was] over.”   Within weeks, the party was rejuvenated by their 808

gathering at the Saratoga Convention.  On September 27, Colonel Roosevelt delivered a rousing 

address, sounding the “battle cry” against dishonesty and corruption, and touting many of Hugh-

es’ political reforms, including the direct primary, as a necessary antidote to the systematic mal-

adies afflicting the nation.   Thereafter, the party nominated Henry L. Stimson, former U.S. At809 -

torney, for governor.   When the proceedings adjourned, Depew attributed to the convention a 810

renewed sense of “enthusiasm” among many “thousands of men who were feeling 

dissatisfied.”   Certainly, Depew’s optimistic observation should be accepted with a grain of 811

caution given that he publicly delivered the statement to the press and likely reflected standard 

boilerplate fodder for the newspapers to print.  But his remarks possess a kernel of import to 

them, as well.  Disaffection among voters is equally as much psychological as it is material and 

Depew’s optimistic statements were clearly intended to disseminate an aura of positivity and 

confidence so to gin up the necessary enthusiasm among Republicans.   
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 Alas, the intensity and extent of Depew’s statewide stumping tour remains indeter-

minable.  Owing to underreporting and/or lack of available reliable sources, the evidentiary 

record for that year’s general election is scarce, thereby precluding a conclusive determination 

over the nature of the canvass.  But we can deduce that the senator played at least a modest role 

as the public face of the campaign — headlining fewer events and featuring less prominently in 

the rallies than in 1904.  If true, then Depew may have been trying to minimize the publicity of 

his re-election and neutralize the issue of his candidacy from the forthcoming election as a means 

of motivating voters — especially Republicans — to turnout and support the party ticket. 

 Accompanying Colonel Roosevelt, Depew’s first official address was delivered at the 

Clermont Avenue Rink in Brooklyn on October 20, rather late in the calendar year.   On the 812

same day, it was announced that Depew would “make several speeches” in the upcoming days 

and weeks to help the party close the deal, including a number of further high-profile appear-

ances in Brooklyn.   Thereafter, the incumbent visited White Plains, Queens (where we was 813

joined by gubernatorial candidate Stimson) and New York University in Manhattan.   814

 In his addresses, Depew did not shy away from vigorously defending the tried-and-true 

orthodoxy of Republican policies, programs, and accomplishments.  Despite a president whose 

reputation had greatly suffered in contrast to his predecessor, Depew lauded Taft as a man of 

principle, “The only president in my time … who believes that a platform is a thing to be lived 
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up to — a thing to stand on, not just to get in on.”   Nor was Taft merely a scrupulous leader.  In 815

fact, his administration was storied with notable achievements, the most “since Washington’s 

time,” boasted Depew, eliciting wild enthusiasm from his audience.   Notwithstanding the toxi816 -

city of the Republican brand — which drove such men as Albert Beveridge to rail against his 

party — Depew remained faithful to his political home, proclaiming, “Progress has been the 

characteristic of the … party since it came into power with Abraham Lincoln.”  Far from wide-

spread misrepresentations of Republicans as hostile to reforms, “Progressive policies of the party 

have not lagged behind public opinion but have led public sentiment.”  And confronted by the 

deep antipathy among many Americans toward the Payne-Aldrich Tariff, Depew assailed the un-

fair mischaracterizations of the measure as increasing duties on innumerable necessities of life.  

By contrast, the senator vociferously argued that many essential products actually witnessed a 

downward revision in their rates, to the incalculable benefit of manufacturers, laborers, and 

workers.   Although the aging senator, long past his prime, had grown frail, Depew continued 817

to captivate audiences with his spellbinding oratory.   

 Depew’s candidacy for a third term in the Senate was not prominently featured in the 

newspapers, as well — again, attempting to minimize the publicity of his re-election and neutral-

ize the issue of his candidacy from the election.  During the winter and spring, with rumors of the 

senator’s impending retirement rife, a flurry of editorials erupted assessing the political scene, 

with some backing Depew and others urging him to throw in the towel.  After that period, men-

tions of his re-election bid ground to a halt.  Aside from a thorough treatment of Depew’s “bril-
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liant achievement[s]” in “his busiest and most successful” term by the ever-faithful Buffalo 

Evening News, few periodicals deigned to even advertise his candidacy.  818

 By contrast, the Democratic camp was most eager to focus their spotlight and center their 

attacks on Depew’s endless foibles.  Chastened by their long years in the political wilderness, the 

party sought to capitalize on the general feelings of discontent among New Yorkers toward their 

senior senator and the persistent intra-party disaffection plaguing his candidacy.  Throughout the 

summer, buoyant Democrats agreed to seriously contest control of the state legislature.  Accord-

ing to The Buffalo Times, “The situation throughout [the Empire State] was never brighter for the 

Democratic Party,” with the state organization already nominating strong contenders for a slew 

of competitive districts just in the Buffalo area alone.   To that end, the opposition also con819 -

cluded that Depew could prove a powerful motivator for Democratic voters.  William H. Ryan, 

chairman of the party’s Speaker’s Bureau, proclaimed at the campaign’s commencement, “At 

this time, when Chauncey M. Depew is certain to be the Republican candidate for re-election … 

The thought of six years more of Depew ought to make the next legislature Democratic beyond 

any doubt.”   And The Troy Press, commenting upon Judge Alton Parker’s interest in the cam820 -

paign, suggested that his elevation to the Senate in place of the sullied Chauncey Depew “of in-

surance ill fame” would be welcomed by Democrats and even “reputable Republicans.”   Col821 -

lectively, these considerations fed into the enlarging notions of public accountability — giving 

voters the opportunity to hold incumbents to account for unsavory and disreputable behavior.   
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 Despite the serious efforts undertaken by the Democrats in their quest for control of the 

state legislature — and, by extension, the selection of a United States Senator — the party did 

not publicly nominate a leading contender for the office to spearhead their senatorial campaign.  

They shared a general sense of optimism that they would capture the State Senate, and while 

confident of gaining seats in the Assembly, they “had little hopes of carrying the [body].”  Ergo, 

“There was …. almost no talk … regarding a Democratic candidate for the …Senate.”   None822 -

theless, visible Democratic figures, such as former Judge Alton Parker, were diligently stumping 

the state on behalf of the party ticket, and regularly touted as senatorial timber by party members 

and the press.  

5.3.4  Democratic Landslide 

 At the ballot box, Americans delivered a searing indictment of the Republican Party.  The 

long-developing Democratic wave, fueled by an enthusiasm edge and widespread discontent 

with the reigning party, crested into a landslide of monumental proportions.  The party gained 58 

seats in the House of Representatives for a total of 230 seats, recapturing control of the chamber 

for the first time in fifteen years.  Republican strength dipped to 162 seats.  And although the Re-

publicans maintained their majority in the United States Senate, fully eight seats were ceded to 

the Democrats, who closed the margin to an eight-seat difference.   In the Empire State, the 823

damage to Republicans was even more pronounced.  Their gubernatorial nominee, Henry Stim-

son, was trounced by John Alden Dix, who went on to become the 38th governor of the state.  

 The New York Tribune, November 10, 1910, p 2.822
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Further, the party’s majorities in the state legislature were eviscerated.  Democrats nearly dou-

bled their ranks in the State Senate to claim a 29-to-21 member advantage over the Republicans, 

whilst in the State Assembly, they netted 31 seats for a comfortable 87-to-63 vote margin over 

their opponents.   These decisive results assured that a Democrat would succeed Chauncey M. 824

Depew in the Senate, retiring the longtime incumbent from public office.   

 Voters that November were largely driven by their disapproval of the much-maligned 

Payne-Aldrich Tariff and rampant dissatisfaction with the governing Republican Party, as person-

ified by President Taft and congressional leadership.  On the surface, the enactment of these 

measures appear fairly innocuous.  But had the Payne-Aldrich Tariff been passed several years 

earlier, it likely would not have aroused such deep hostility and antipathy.  The measure’s pas-

sage — coming as it did at the height of calls for significant downward revision in tariff rates, 

greater transparency and openness in government, and the liberation of the political system from 

the undue influence exercised by powerful corporations and financial conglomerations — flew in 

the face of the changing conditions and the evolving zeitgeist.  Americans expressed their brew-

ing frustrations at these tone deaf decisions by ousting the Republicans, wholesale, from power, 

wholesale.  These dynamics illustrate the nationalization effect.  The rigid party system that pre-

vailed under the indirect regime tended to nationalize state contests — transforming all down-

ballot races, from governor to state legislative seats, into a referendum on the national environ-

ment.  By that measure, Republicans were at a distinct political disadvantage in 1910, and their 

inability to decouple state elections from the difficult national climate witnessed many a Repub-

lican go down to defeat.  

 Dubin, Party Affiliations in the State Legislatures, 137.824
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 Additionally, the persistent fissures amongst New York Republicans between conserva-

tive stalwarts and reformers over the proper direction forward for the party seriously hampered 

their efforts to maintain harmony, present a united front, and offer a coherent message to voters 

in the general election.  Nor could they agree upon a viable senatorial replacement for Depew, 

either.  As a result, Democrats effectively capitalized on the openings exposed by these intra-par-

ty weaknesses.   

 Depew’s re-election bid represented a minor consideration for voters in 1910.  The sena-

tor’s compromised reputation and uninspiring candidacy did little to assist the party, down ballot.  

However, the nature of the campaign represented only a quasi-referendum, of sorts, on the sitting 

senator.  Depew’s candidacy was not widely advertised, even though newspapers regularly as-

sessed his viability as a contender and passed judgment on his record.  And while the senator 

faithfully canvassed popular support for the ticket, the senatorial question itself was not an over-

arching issue for New Yorkers.  Voters understood that supporting the Republican ticket might 

return Depew to another term, but the party had withheld their backing from the senator and, 

having failed to coalesce around his candidacy, the prospect of a Republican replacement was 

considerable.  Furthermore, voters clearly grasped that supporting the Democratic ticket would 

certainly oust the senator from his perch.  But given that the Democrats failed to agree upon a 

challenger, as well, voters were in the dark as to a proper alternative.   

   Under the indirect regime, elements of a parliamentary-styled democracy certainly ob-

tained, given the rigid party system and durable party cover, but the 1910 New York election pre-

sented several complications.  Most patently, the senatorial contenders of the respective parties 

had not been determined.  Their candidacies were neither highly visible nor widely advertised.  
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Legislative caucuses still formally nominated candidates for the Senate.  Voters could still sup-

port a particular party in their own districts to determine which camp controlled the legislature, 

but beyond that, the range of possibilities regarding the identity of Depew’s successor was great.  

Incidentally, while state contests, including down-ballot legislative seats, were nationalized, it 

appears the parties essentially detached the senatorial question from the electoral calculus.  Not-

withstanding these caveats, however, Depew’s lack of party backing and ultimate rejection by 

voters attest to the evolving notions of public accountability, wherein incumbent senators are 

held responsible by the party and voters for transgressions of the public trust, unsavory behavior, 

and disreputable actions.  

 After the election, Depew penned an insightful analysis of the party’s defeat.  He admit-

ted having met “life-long Republicans” during his canvass who planned to support the Democ-

rats “never having done so before.”  Such dispirited meetings were fueled by Governor Hughes’ 

“continued assaults” on party loyalties, which, Depew contended, were long the foundations of 

the party’s electoral viability, maintaining, “I believe in the strength of party fealty based upon 

party principles.”  The senator bemoaned “the insurgents in Congress, with an exaggeration and 

imagination I have never seen equaled” similarly lobbing destructive attacks on the party.  And 

the incumbent lamented the party’s unwillingness to offer a spirited defense of their accom-

plishments, muttering, “No appeal was made to party loyalty, or party principles, or the necessity 

of sustaining the national administration, for fear it might alienate a large body of Democratic 

voters who might be offended [by] Republicanism.”   Publicly, Depew was sanguine, revealing 825

to reporters, “There is no bitterness in defeat for me.  I have enjoyed the sweet taste of political 

 Depew to E.H. Butler, November 9, 1910, Depew papers, YU.825
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… life, and retire with no regrets.  It has been a pleasure … I have striven to represent the people 

of the state, and retire with a clean conscience.”  826

3.5.5  The Legislature Decides 

 As the estimable Chauncey Depew prepared to step aside from his eminent position in the 

Senate, forced to retire in the wake of the Democrats’ sudden capture of the state legislature, one 

final matter remained unresolved: the party’s choice for a proper senatorial nominee.  Having 

been relegated to minority status, the lingering question surrounding the Republican senatorial 

nomination effectively reached an anti-climax.  The party’s considered decision held little chance 

of winning selection by the Democratic-controlled legislature.  Therefore, when Republican leg-

islators and party officials assembled in their caucus, they bestowed the honor of their formal 

nomination on Depew, recognizing the incumbent as their official candidate for the United States 

Senate.  Although the nomination was merely perfunctory, their decision reflected widespread 

respect for Depew’s storied career and a reward for his faithful service to the party.   A humble, 827

grateful Depew expressed his deep “appreciation of [their] cordiality and kindness” in “granting 

[him] the complimentary nomination for Senator,” pronouncing, “It would mean infinitely more 

to me than anybody else, and would be most satisfactory as the closing chapter of fifty-four years 

of public life.”  828

 For their part, the Democrats failed to coalesce around a suitable senatorial nominee of 

their own.  With “little hopes of carrying the Assembly” prior to the election, they deigned to ig-

 The Buffalo Evening News, December 9, 1910, p 12.826

 The Wall Street Journal, November 12, 1910, p 2.827

 Depew to Josiah T. Newcomb, December 30, 1910, Depew papers, YU.828
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nore the contentious issue, fearing it would unnecessarily divide the party at a critical moment in 

the campaign.  When they eventually recaptured the legislature, they were at a loss for finding a 

worthy replacement to Chauncey Depew.  The name of former judge and presidential candidate 

Alton Parker emerged as a potential consensus choice, palatable to the supporters of former Sen-

ator David Hill, while agreeable to the rest of the party.  Parker had devoted himself to the De-

mocratic ticket in the recent campaign, earning the praise of The New York Tribune, which de-

clared, “There was no more tireless speaker for the Democrats than ex-Judge Parker.  He covered 

the state from end to end.”  The periodical speculated that “the senatorship might be his reward” 

in the event of a Democratic majority, once again attesting to the pertinence of loyal service to 

the party through the use of visible, public campaigns for popular support.  The only Democratic 

official who remained unconvinced was Parker himself, who authoritatively removed his candi-

dacy from contention immediately following the election, insisting, “I would not accept the place 

if it were offered to me, even if I were elected to it.”  829

 Backed by Tammany Hall and its influential leader Charles Murphy, former Lieutenant 

Governor William Sheehan entered the fray, procuring the support of most of the Democratic 

legislative caucus.   However, a small, but pivotal cadre of anti-Tammany insurgents, led by an 830

aspiring, young, newly-elected member from Duchess County, Franklin D. Roosevelt, threatened 

to deadlock the vote.   When the first joint ballot was held on January 17, Sheehan secured all 831

 New York Tribune, November 10, 1910, p 2.829

 Buffalo Evening News, January 12, 1911, p 15.830

 Buffalo Enquirer, January 14, 1911, p 1. At the twilight of Depew’s long and illustrious career, with the 831

legislature hopelessly embroiled in an intractable, contentious struggle to decide upon a successor, a 
new generation of Democratic leaders was emerging in New York politics, asserting themselves for the 
first time.  Not only was Franklin Roosevelt leading his motley crew of insurgents, but Alfred E. Smith had 
just assumed the role of the State Assembly Majority Leader, whilst Robert F. Wagner had taken the 
mantle of leadership in the State Senate. 
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of 91 votes — eight shy of the threshold for selection — as the Democratic holdouts scatted their 

votes for other candidates.   As the weeks went by, a continuous series of ballots ensued, pro832 -

ducing no discernible difference in the result.  Sheehan remained short.  Although home district 

pressures were growing on the insurgents, they remained steadfast and obdurate in the face of 

these demands. .   833

 March 16 marked the fiftieth ballot, once again with little movement in the dicey political 

drama.  By the fifty-first ballot, even the powerful Charles Murphy was forced to mull a com-

promise.  Although he maintained that Sheehan would firmly remain the party’s choice for Sen-

ate, Murphy considered an alternative modestly more acceptable to the insurgents.   Mere 834

weeks later on April 1, at long last, Murphy, Stetson, and the rest of the Democrats agreed upon 

New York Supreme Court Justice James A. O’Gorman.  Figure 5.4 graphs the Democratic cau-

cus vote, nominating Gorman.  Thereafter, O’Gorman promptly collected 112 votes to Chauncey 

Depew’s 80 votes, officially choosing a new senator and signaling an end to the seemingly in-

terminable saga.   Figure 5.5 charts the final vote of the legislature on the matter.  835

 Buffalo Evening News, January 17, 1911, p 1.832

 Buffalo Evening News, January 30, 1911, p 6.833

 Buffalo Evening News, March 16, 1911, p 12.834

 Press and Sun Bulletin, April 1, 1911, p 1; Democrat and Chronicle, April 1, 1911, p 1.835
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5.3.6  Analysis 

 The New York senatorial election of 1910 demonstrates the increasing importance of 

public accountability.  While progressive reformers assailed the dominance of powerful parties 

and bemoaned the indirect regime for seeming to protect incumbents laced with graft and woe-

fully insular to common sentiment, the political system actually held senators to account for dis-

reputable behavior and unsavory actions which transgressed the public trust.  Depew’s weak-

ened, compromised standing in the eyes of New Yorkers was more than a personal inconvenience 

for the sitting senator — his tarnished reputation and negative public image presented an elec-

toral liability for the state Republican Party, especially given the evolving notions of trans-

parency, openness, and reform.  Weighed down by national and state setbacks, many Republicans 

desperately searched for a potential alternative to boost the ticket, even considering former presi-

dent Theodore Roosevelt no less, but these efforts ultimately proved futile.  Depew remained the 

only avowed candidate in the contest albeit with little vote of confidence from party figures.  In 

holding the senior senator responsible for his improper business and political dealings, the party, 

responsive to the prevailing zeitgeist of greater democratic self-government, exhibited the neces-

sary adaptations to remain viable, while still maintaining control over the process.  

 Additionally, the 1910 case attests to the absolute necessity for senators to accrue party 

backing and bolster internal harmony amongst the disparate factions and power groups.  Parties 

were the essential drivers of all political activity, especially for electoral competition.  Lacking 

the dedicated commitment of one’s party boded inauspiciously for incumbents desiring another 

term in office.  Especially in the Empire State, where legislative caucuses determined their par-
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ty’s nominee, often dictated by party leaders beforehand.  But these decisions were also informed 

by public sentiment, which had moved strongly against the senator, and district conventions.  

Depew struggled mightily to achieve a united front among Republicans in his bid for re-election 

and these fissures ultimately sank his candidacy.  

 Nor was the practice of holding incumbents accountable relegated to party officials.  In 

their capacity as voters at the ballot box, constituents were free to pass judgment on the perfor-

mance of the incumbent, as well, namely by denying the party the proper majority in the state 

legislature necessary for their re-selection.  The 1910 case does not offer the purest example of 

referendum.  All state races, including down-ballot legislative seats, were nationalized to a large 

extent as national concerns predominated on the minds of voters.  The senatorial contest to re-

place Depew had been decoupled from the electoral calculus. 

 But while Depew’s candidacy was effectually minimized, his re-election bid had not been 

entirely removed from the equation.  Newspapers reported on the matter throughout the year, al-

beit slowing to a more incremental pace at the height of the general election.  Even so, the long-

time incumbent was stumping the state to advertise the party’s accomplishments, publishing his 

own brandname in the process.  And while there was no public Democratic alternative to offer 

New Yorkers a true choice, voters recognized that punishing Depew required ousting the Repub-

licans from power, and they were aware of the implications of the outcome on the looming mat-

ter of the senatorship.  Thus, we can conclude that New Yorkers did utilize their ballots to punish 

Depew for his improper behavior, even if the issue was less salient.  

 Finally, while elements of a parliamentary-styled democracy manifested under the indi-

rect regime — district-based canvassing, strong parties, public leaders — those dynamics were 
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much less pronounced in the 1910 New York election.  Depew had essentially been shorn of par-

ty cover.  Lacking critical party backing, his candidature was neither widely advertised nor high-

ly visible.  And without a clear Democratic or Republican contender for the Senate, both camps 

were bereft of a strong leader to spearhead the legislative campaign.  

5.4  Conclusions 

 New York’s senatorial elections illustrate the unique hybrid of strong parties and influen-

tial voters operating under modestly non-popular conditions.  The preponderance of power rested 

with parties — encompassing an array of pivotal political leaders and their legions of devotees.  

But given the rough parity between the premier parties of the period, a coherent, stable two-party 

system developed, sustaining fiercely competitive general elections.  As such, the dueling parties 

conducted colorful, robust, and vibrant campaigns, intent to make inroads in the electorate, forti-

fy their gains, and weaken the standing of their adversaries.  

 For potentially vulnerable incumbent senators eyeing another term in office, public cam-

paigns presented a prime opportunity to bolster their credentials with party figures.  Chauncey 

Depew regularly utilized his oratorical skills vigorously stumping the state on behalf of the ticket 

— framing the election within a partisan prism.  By mobilizing the party faithful, en masse, and 

persuading independents and uncommitted voters to support Republican candidates, Depew was 

responsible for helping the party achieve stupendous electoral successes over the years.   

 But these faithful, unceasing services to the party were not entirely selfless acts.  With 

their own re-election on the line, incumbents were determined to witness their party’s ranks in 

the legislature safely assured.  Even more importantly, senators remained ever vigilant to intra-
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party challenges, factional feuds, and party disharmony upsetting their calculus.  Spirited public 

campaigns alleviating these threats from manifesting, firstly, by signaling to party bigwigs an 

expected reward in return for the loyal services rendered to the party in the recent campaign, and 

secondly, by supporting legislative nominees favorable to the senator’s own candidacy so to in-

crease the pool of loyal partisans in the next party caucus. 

 While the November election returns may have been instructive, they did not decide the 

matter of the senatorship.  Rather, the senatorial question was settled by insider politicking, fac-

tional bargaining, and legislative buyouts, without which incumbents would be naive to expect to 

prevail.  Legislative caucuses — strongly informed by party leaders — largely nominated senato-

rial contenders after the elections and, given the persistence of party discipline, the majority cau-

cus all but determined the next senator.       

 But public sentiment did influence the process in a subtle, yet significant way, bounding 

party officials to respect the popularly legitimate option conferred by the voters and placing con-

straints on the flexibility of party leaders in settling the matter.  In 1904, Depew turned to sympa-

thetic editors to publish the widespread affection and breadth of popular support he enjoyed 

amongst ordinary New Yorkers and pivotal political and economic figures.  These pressures ca-

joled reluctant, uncertain legislators to yield to public opinion and duly support the incumbent.  

Accordingly, by forging a base of political support independent from the party infrastructure, 

popular legitimacy emerged as a valuable tool in the arsenal of senators to lock down critical 

high-level backing.  And while Depew’s fate was only sealed by the mutually-beneficial deal 

with Governor Odell, the vox populi nudged the governor to accede. 
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 By 1910, Senator Depew’s subpar favorability ratings arising from the insurance revela-

tions and other embarrassments fatally tarnished his reputation and damaged his public image, 

inflicting an irreparable rupture in the ranks of Republicans and leading to massive hemorrhag-

ing of crucial party support throughout the year.  Party officials heeded the strong public senti-

ment that had turned against Depew, withholding their considered backing of the incumbent for 

another term.  In November, the voters of New York held the Republican Party to account for 

widely unpopular policies, while ousting the longtime incumbent from the Senate.  Chauncey 

Depew’s compromised candidacy was decisively downed in the political shipwreck that fol-

lowed, and the legislature responded by selecting a fresh successor.   

 In so doing, these developments advanced the evolving notions of public accountability 

— holding officeholders responsible for transgressing the public trust.  Parties recognized the 

intrinsic electoral risk and political liability of protecting insular, out-of-touch incumbents who 

committed unsavory practices and behaved disreputably.  Therefore, to remain viable, they re-

sponded to the democratizing currents of the day, adapting to calls for broader, more direct popu-

lar input in politics and greater transparency in government, while still maintaining meaningful 

control over the political process.   

 The indirect regime rested on party discipline and partisan loyalty.  During the selection 

process, defections from state legislators were expected to be minimal.  In many states, instances 

wherein a bloc of disaffected members bolted from their party to join forces with the opposition 

in an effort to deny the incumbent re-election were relatively rare.  So great was party fealty that 

insurgency movements generally supported figures from their own ranks, rather than an aspirant 

from the opposing party.  New York was no exception, as attested by the persistence of party-line 
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voting in each selection vote, despite the prevalence of intra-party fissures.  In 1904, the ever-

popular Depew commanded unanimous support from the Republican caucus.  But his strong 

standing did not attract any Democratic legislators.   

 In 1910, Republicans renominated Depew, despite his tarnished public image.  Given the 

party had been relegated to minority status, their senatorial nomination represented a mere for-

mality.  Had they achieved a majority in the legislature, the caucus might have considered the 

matter differently, but that scenario remains an open question.  The real drama emanated from 

the Democrats.  The simmering feud between Democratic bosses and anti-Tammany reformers 

precluded a consensus candidate from emerging quickly.  But conservative Republicans never 

considered joining conservative Democrats to form a majority favoring a traditionalist aspirant.  

Nor did the progressive elements within the parties ever coordinate on the matter as well.  The 

final vote electing O’Gorman fell along strictly party lines — with several notable holdouts.  

 The strong party system under the indirect regime also fostered the nationalization effect 

— the transforming of all down-ballot state races into a referendum on national conditions — 

and the tendency to produce wave elections.  The Republican Party’s result in the 1904 elections, 

comfortably holding the governor’s office, enlarging their majorities in the state legislature, and 

electing Roosevelt to the presidency, were impressive, especially so given the divided, competi-

tive nature of the New York electorate.  These gains were largely driven by the broad popularity 

of the president and the strengthening economic conditions — factors with which all Republi-

cans were willing to identify and ever eager to emphasize, including the venerable Depew — and 

the incumbent senator benefitted immensely from these trends.   
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 By 1910, the political climate had shifted dramatically against the party — an unpopular 

president, divisive policy measures, and a brewing intra-party civil war.   Many voters expressed 

their dissatisfaction with the direction of the country by voting Republicans out of office.  Thus, 

statewide contests were nationalized to a large degree.  In New York, the Democrats claimed the 

governorship, both houses of the legislature, and, with it, a complimentary seat in the Senate.  A 

casualty of these dynamics, Depew was promptly retired after the election.   

 Elements of a parliamentary-styled democracy manifested under the indirect regime, 

primarily due to the durability of strong parties.  State legislative nominees were publicly com-

mitted to supporting the re-election of incumbents.  Senators had diligently worked toward en-

suring district conventions nominated state legislative partisans, who could carry the district for 

the party in November and support the incumbent’s re-election in the forthcoming legislative 

session.  Thereafter, incumbents vigorously campaigned in the respective districts to maximize 

visibility and mobilize turnout   

 In 1904, Depew personally recruited strong contenders for various legislative seats and 

campaigned tirelessly on their behalf — ostensibly for the party ticket — especially in those piv-

otal districts.  These activities served to join the senator’s candidature with the slate of legislative 

district nominees, bolstering his chances of a receptive caucus in the State Assembly.  By con-

trast, the Democrats failed to settle on a suitable alternative to Depew, all but giving up on recap-

turing control of the legislature.  In that respect, the election was not a faithful reproduction of a 

parliamentary-styled system.   

 In 1910, these dynamics were even more compromised.  Most patently, the senatorial 

contenders of the respective parties had not been determined.  Lacking critical party backing, 
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Depew’s candidature was neither highly visible nor widely advertised.  Without a clear Democra-

tic or Republican contender for the Senate, both camps were bereft of a strong leader to spear-

head the legislative campaign.  Despite these major caveats, down-ballot state races remained a 

referendum on national politics, producing a Democratic wave of historic proportions.   

 Parliamentary democracies provide “party cover” to its officeholders and candidates, a 

dynamic appraised by David Mayhew and Anthony King.  In short, in parliamentary systems, 

ambitious politicians are nominated by the party proper, not directly by voters through primaries; 

their expenses are footed by party committees, rather than perennially fundraising on their own 

behalf; and finally, their political career depends exclusively upon party discipline and loyalty; 

whereas in the American system, outsiders regularly attain positions of high status.   Under the 836

indirect regime, party cover constituted what Jonathan Rauch terms “the middlemen,” those es-

sential political functionaries who ensured the system operated smoothly, filtrated fluctuations in 

popular opinion, and served the broad interests of the parties.  As party cover has been shorn of 

American elections, candidates have grown increasingly more independent of the parties, fueling 

assaults on the middlemen by populist-driven “outsiders.”  837

 These developments pose implications for governing, as well.   Party cover encouraged 

the “division of labor” model of representation — a representative system whereby legislators 

exercised their considered judgment concerning the national interest, freed from electoral conse-

quences and the constraints of popular whim.  By contrast, greater individualism has fostered an 

 David Mayhew, Congress: The Electoral Connection, (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 836

1974).

 Jonathan Rauch, “How American Politics Went Insane,” The Atlantic, (July/August 2016).837
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“agency” model, whereby officeholders strive to placate the interests of constituents and vot-

ers— at all costs — always with a view toward securing re-election.  838

 In 1904, the widely respected and revered Depew enjoyed strong party cover.  Party offi-

cials and leaders — including Odell, at the end — roundly backed the senator’s re-election.  And 

down-ballot legislative nominees were publicly committed to his candidacy, as well.  Thus, they 

shared a mutually-beneficial, symbiotic relationship.  By 1910, as Depew’s tarnished reputation 

served as an electoral albatross on the party, the incumbent had lost much of that valuable party 

cover — key decision makers were distancing themselves from the senator, while legislative 

nominees had not been wholly dedicated to his re-election.  Thus, the relationship deteriorated 

into a parasitic one.  

 Anthony King, “Running Scared,” The Atlantic (January 1997).838
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CHAPTER 6:  Senatorial Campaigns in Massachusetts 

Exceptionally Non-Popular Elections -  
Exclusivist, Party Control 

 Massachusetts experienced exceptionally non-popular senatorial elections.  The state’s 

general elections were decidedly uncompetitive with Republicans strongly dominating its poli-

tics.  The identify of leading senatorial contenders were largely dissembled — neither widely 

disseminated nor publicly known during the fall campaign.  And the state legislature exercised 

tremendous autonomy deciding the senatorial question.  The preponderance of power rested with 

party leaders rather than voters, an exclusivist, party-controlled regime.  Therefore, the state 

presents the hardest case for my theory of indirect elections, whose hypothesis stipulates that 

strongly-partisan, highly-entrenched states witness legislative-district canvassing and relatively 

limited public campaigns.  Senators were expected to engage in high-level politicking amongst 

party officials and district-by-district canvassing to curry favor with state legislators, an elite-dri-

ven process of securing re-election.  Public support should account for little.  Ergo popular cam-

paigning should be non-existent, circumscribed, or functionally limited.  This expectation is par-

tially upheld by Massachusetts.  During typical election years (1898 and 1904), Senator Henry 

Cabot Lodge pursued these traditional methods in his quests for re-election.   

 However, emerging elements of popular legitimacy and public campaigning gradually 

infused the process of electing a senator.  Senator Lodge was keenly aware of the drift of public 

sentiment throughout his career, routinely tapping into these trends during re-election bids.  An 

underwhelming performance by his party in the legislative elections augured poorly for a smooth 

re-election.  Thus, Lodge turned to public campaigns to mobilize voters, strengthen the Republi-
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can ranks, and in so doing, gain crucial support from state legislators and bolster his position 

within the party.   

 Furthermore, through elite learning, the senator also adopted practices, such as state con-

vention endorsements, to more directly link his candidacy with the fortunes of the party and ren-

der his re-election more publicly evident to Republican voters.  Therefore, public campaigning 

emerged where the hypothesis does not anticipate, partially falsifying the hypothesis, but 

strengthening the theory that popular campaigning was more significant to senatorial elections 

under the indirect regime than previously understood or appreciated.  Broadly speaking, these 

popular developments attest to a degree of party adaptability in its recognition of — and conces-

sion to — increasingly democratized practices of selecting a senator, gradually taking into ac-

count public sentiment and popular legitimacy.  

6.1  Background 

 Senatorial elections in Massachusetts were exceptionally non-popular affairs, with party 

figures exercising their discretion in selecting the most agreeable candidate.  A number of barrier 

points served to filter the popular vote of the November general election from the ultimate selec-

tion of senator the following January.  First, as a solidly Republican state with sky-high re-elec-

tion rates, the Bay State scored 93 on the competitiveness index, indicating very uncompetitive 

conditions.  Second, elections regularly took the form of party-based appeals and legislative-dis-

trict canvassing, as Senate candidate identities were not widely disseminated,  therefore rank839 -

ing modestly low on candidate recognition.  Third, the legislature enjoyed tremendous autonomy 

 The Boston Globe, November 8, 1898, p 1; Fitchburg Sentinel, September 20, 1904, p 8. 839
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during the selection process, as high-level politicking and partisan jousting definitively deter-

mined the winner.   Popular support seemingly counted for little. 840

 In Massachusetts — as in every state under the indirect regime — senators were selected 

by a majority of the state legislature.  While states differed on the technical rules governing the 

procedure, each chamber would regularly assemble separately to decide the matter.  In the event 

a candidate failed to secure the required majority threshold in either house, the full legislature 

would convene in a joint sitting to resume the balloting.  Only once a majority of both houses 

agreed, a candidate would officially be selected as senator.  

 Formally nominating senatorial contenders varied widely across states.  In Massachusetts,  

a fusion of insider, party caucuses and legislative district conventions prevailed.  Party caucuses 

comprised pivotal party officials, including leaders in the state legislature (speaker, majority 

leaders), governors, lieutenant governors, state committee chairs and committee members, and 

powerful patronage positions.  At the district-level, conventions gathered to nominate state sena-

tors and state representatives, wherein they would be pledged to an incumbent senator’s re-elec-

tion bid.  If an ambitious figure had their sights on the United States Senate, they would seek the 

nomination of favorable state legislative nominees.  But party officials generally exerted enor-

mous influence over these proceedings, as well.  And for a senator to effectively secure a broad 

spectrum of support from among a panoply of state legislators, they would have to wield a fair 

degree of power and authority over the state party apparatus. 

 During the late nineteenth century, Massachusetts was undergoing rapid and immense 

socio-economic developments, epitomizing the broader changes to the country as a whole.  The 

 The Boston Globe, November 30, 1910, p 5; The Boston Globe, December 22, 1910, p 2. 840
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pre-Civil War agricultural economy had given way to manufacturing, as farmlands were replaced 

by factories.  In Holyoke, textile mills and paper industries dotted the landscape, whereas Lynn, 

Brockton, and Haverhill were noted “shoe-making centers.”  Urbanization had accompanied the 

state’s immense industrialization.  By 1890, Massachusetts officially became a “Commonwealth 

of Cities,” with 28 cities comprising 61.3% of the population.  Boston alone boasted over 

448,000 residents.   The growth of cities was fueled by technological innovations as well as 841

rural flight and immigration.   

 Immigration wrought expansive changes to society, while posing difficult political chal-

lenges for the state.  In the 1840s, Massachusetts witnessed a wave of Irish immigrants which 

elicited nativist backlash and tensions over religious issues.  By the end of the century, however, 

immigrants were predominantly Italian and Jewish, fleeing from the oppressively harsh condi-

tions of southern and eastern Europe.  The arrival of these “new immigrants” triggered societal 

divisions and upheaval.  Tensions ran deep not only with native-born Americans, but also with 

older Irish immigrants, who had by that point felt sufficiently assimilated to American society 

and more akin to their fellow countrymen.  These differences came to a head in major urban cen-

ters, such as Boston, where fully 34% of the population was foreign-born by 1885.  Immigrants 

bore the brunt of the criticism during economic downturns, where they were blamed for taking 

jobs from those considered more “worthy” of work.   Politically, many new immigrants, like 842

their Irish predecessors, gravitated toward the Democratic Party, providing reinforcements and 

fresh support for the moribund party.  Nevertheless, Democrats, who could occasionally claim 

 David Wendell Dotson, Henry Cabot Lodge: A Political Biography, 1887-1901, Ph.D. dissertation, Uni841 -
versity of Oklahoma, 1980, 1-5.

 Ibid, 8-9. 842



379

the state’s governorship, were massively outnumbered by their Republicans opponents.  “Control 

of the legislature by the Republicans was absolute,” and the possibility of Democrats ever gain-

ing a majority was “unthinkable.”   See Figures 6.1 and 6.2 for a visualization of the partisan 843

composition of each chamber of the Massachusetts state legislature from 1892 to 1910 — cover-

ing Lodge’s four elections by that body.  

  

 John Arthur Garraty, Henry Cabot Lodge: A Biography, (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 1953), 132. 843
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SOURCE: Michael J. Dubin, Party Affiliations in the State Legislatures: A Year By Year Summary, 1796-2006, 
(Jefferson, NC: McFarland & Company, Inc., Publishers, 2007), 93-94. 

 By the 1890s, the “Old Guard” founding generation of the Republican Party in Mass-

achusetts, personified by such giants as Charles Sumner, had been slowly passing from the scene.  

The retirement of Senator Henry L. Dawes in 1893 and death of George Frisbee Hoar in 1904 

signaled the changing of the guard, as they were replaced by a younger generation of spirited 

Republicans, reared in the years following the Civil War, among them Roger Wolcott, George D. 

Robinson, John Long, and Henry Cabot Lodge.  844

 Dotson, 13-14; 101. 844
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 Henry Cabot Lodge assumed the senatorship in 1893, a position which he held until his 

death in 1924.  Prior to the Senate, Lodge served a brief stint in the state legislature before win-

ning four elections to the U.S. House representing the Sixth Congressional District of Mass-

achusetts, which then included his own Nahant, Lynn, Chelsea, Revere, and several wards of 

Boston, among others.   

 The senator had descended from a long line of nobility.  For generations, the Cabots and 

the Lodges represented the premier families in Massachusetts high society and politics.  One of 

the earliest senators from the state, George Cabot was a major Federalist bigwig and close ally of 

Alexander Hamilton.  And Henry Cabot’s grandfather, Giles Lodge, was a wealthy, influential 

English merchant.   

 Prior to his entry into politics, Henry Cabot Lodge pursued a career as an author and 

scholar, publishing several biographies, including works on Hamilton and Washington, lecturing 

at his alma mater Harvard, and serving as assistant editor of the North American Review, which 

had featured book reviews and scientific and literary discussions.  The budding politico’s first 

foray into politics began as a liberal Republican reformer in the 1870s, at the height of the cor-

ruption allegations rocking the Grant Administration and numerous city rings.  Animated by the 

desire to purify government, Lodge committed himself to the issue of civil service reform, lock-

ing arms with such brethren as author and historian Charles Francis Adams, Treasury Secretary 

Benjamin Bristow, and the German revolutionary Carl Schurz.  Eventually, he parted company 

with his fellow reformers after his stock began to rise in Massachusetts Republican politics.  As 

Lodge was confronted by the realities of practical politics, he was forced to temper his idealistic, 
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grandiose visions with the necessities of partisan contestation, party discipline, and career ad-

vancement.   

 While serving in Congress, Lodge took many a strident position, most prominently as an 

ardent advocate for high tariffs and the system of protectionism, erstwhile vehemently opposing 

free silver, which he believed would reap financial instability if adopted.  Lodge also sought re-

strictions on the large influx of immigration, favoring a literacy test to attract only the most de-

sirable elements from other countries.  Additionally, the senator believed in the power of the fed-

eral government to redress the plight of African-Americans in the South.  In 1890, he drafted the 

Lodge Force Bill giving the federal government the necessary tools to enforce fair and equal vot-

ing protections across the country.  The bill ultimately failed to pass the Senate.  Furthermore, 

Lodge vigorously promoted a powerful American presence in the Western Hemisphere, support-

ing a strong naval capability, the annexation of Hawaii, and the acquisition of Cuba and the 

Philippines.  Finally, the traditionalist remained steadfastly opposed to direct democratic proce-

dures on the grounds that they violated the representative nature of the Constitution, arguing 

against the initiative, referendum, and popular election of Senators.  845

 Despite these positions, Lodge was not a staunch conservative nor an adversary of pro-

gressive legislation.  The senator accepted the role of the government in regulating the worst ex-

cesses reaped by the Industrial Revolution for he feared inaction would result in labor revolts and 

widespread societal unrest.   Therefore, he generally supported Theodore Roosevelt’s modestly 

progressive policies as president.  But he opposed completely displacing private industries with 

 Garraty, 228; 287-291. 845
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the state, opting instead to work with business and management, rather than abolish them.   As 846

such, Lodge trended within the median of the average Republican legislator — a soft conserva-

tive — wholly ensconced in neither wing of the party — Stalwart nor Progressive.  Lodge was 

more a faithful party man than a fierce ideologue.   

 I examine Lodge’s first three senatorial re-election campaigns in 1898, 1904, and 1910.  

By keeping constant the candidate, we can better isolate the personality of the senator from his 

environment, thereby permitting a more rigorous assessment of the impact of fluctuating political 

circumstances on the incumbent’s sensitivity to electoral politics.  Were we to discover that 

Lodge exhibited varying levels of sensitivity — as manifest by gradations in the levels of cam-

paigning across these cases — then we can more confidently conclude that these considerations 

were influenced by the ever-changing fortunes of the party and his re-election prospects, rather 

than contrasting styles and personalities of individual candidates themselves. 

 Under exceptionally non-popular conditions, Massachusetts presents a hard case for my 

theory of indirect elections.  With no fewer than three material barrier points filtrating the popu-

lar vote in the selection of senator, my hypothesis stipulates that public appeals for popular sup-

port on the behalf of the senator’s re-election be non-existent or functionally limited.  However, 

the theory is partially upheld and partially invalidated.  The 1898 and 1904 senatorial elections 

conform to the theory’s expectations, proceeding as legislative-district canvasses, with an in-

cumbent evincing an overall sense of political security.  These cases represent “ordinary” elec-

tions under the indirect regime.  However, a growing modicum of sensitivity to public opinion 

 Garraty, Henry Cabot Lodge: A Biography; Dotson, Henry Cabot Lodge: A Political Biography; William 846
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and anxiety over the outcome do manifest, driving Lodge to undertake widespread public cam-

paigns across the state. 

 By contrast, the hypothesis is invalidated by the 1910 case study, where Lodge locked 

horns with intra-party Republican dissenters and an invigorated Democratic opposition, seeking 

to nurture a strong base of popular support so to mitigate these challenges.  Thus, public cam-

paigns emerged as an important tool to which Lodge turned when confronted by an existential 

threat to his political career, despite the preponderance of the influence resting with party offi-

cials.  Lodge pursued public campaigning to achieve three objectives: advertising his candidacy, 

credit-claiming, and position-taking via newspapers, personal appearances, and political surro-

gates.   

 Incumbency presents another critical dimension of these elections.  Lodge’s incumbency 

status afforded certain advantages when seeking re-election in a favorable political climate.  In 

1898 and 1904, the senator successfully cleared the field of potential intra-party Republican chal-

lengers, relying upon his record of service to the party and network of influential connections.  

By contrast, incumbency could prove an albatross as well.  When public sentiment was brewing 

against the reigning Republicans — as in 1910 — Lodge’s position invited an intra-party chal-

lenge in the face of Butler Ames, while galvanizing the Democrats to rally against the senator 

personally and his candidature for re-election. 

 This chapter tells the story of how Henry Cabot Lodge mastered the art of political sur-

vival throughout a turbulent period in American history, eking out a narrow victory against all 

odds in the face of opponents who desperately sought to dislodge the vaunted incumbent from 

his seat. 
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6.2  1898 -  Lodge Sails to Victory 

 The 1898 senatorial election illustrates how Massachusetts was largely a party-controlled 

system.  Lodge relied predominantly on securing the support of party officials and pivotal state 

legislators in his re-election canvass.  But the case presents an early example of nascent acuity to 

the trend of public opinion, especially as it pertained to free silver and Spanish-American war 

fervor — the two animating issues of the campaign.  While limited, such sensitivity drove Lodge 

to directly link his candidacy to the party and render his re-election more publicly visible.  

Through elite learning, the incumbent senator pressed for a state convention endorsement that 

would bolster his position in the party whilst simultaneously strengthening his appeal to voters.   

 Upon taking his seat in the U.S. Senate in 1893, Henry Cabot Lodge anticipated a consid-

erably lengthy tenure in office.  With the state legislature dominated as it was by Republicans, 

“Lodge could be reasonably sure of re-election every six years for a long time.”  By contrast, 

while serving in the Massachusetts legislature and the U.S. House of Representatives, Lodge was 

consumed by state issues and electoral politics on a near-constant basis.  State legislative elec-

tions coupled with the all-important governorship were contested annually, ensuring little to no 

respite from campaign considerations.  Once Lodge graduated to become junior senator, he could 

expect “freedom from the petty friction of public life,” as his friend Elihu B. Hayes wrote.   847

 Ironically, elevation to the Senate actually had the opposite effect, welding Lodge to state 

affairs and party politics ever more closely.  As Dotson explains, “His new stature meant that he 

was frequently called upon to lend his prestige to a particular political move or to adjudicate in-

 Garraty, 132. 847
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tra-party disputes.”   Additionally, his position as junior senator meant he was responsible for 848

dispensing patronage for key governmental offices and positions.  While Lodge had been a fer-

vent advocate of civil service reform since the days of his youth, he operated more traditionally 

within the prevailing spoils system by rewarding political supporters and punishing adversaries.  

As he saw it, until wholesale reform could be effected, it was only sensible to marshal the exist-

ing system to favor one’s own political ends.  Nonetheless, “[he] found the task unpleasant, time 

consuming and dangerous.”   Indeed, as Garraty describes, “In times of partisan strife even the 849

‘scholar in politics’ must plunge into local squabbles and … sacrifice large principles to small 

prejudices for the sake of votes.”  850

6.2.1  Free Silver and War Mobilize Republicans 

 As 1898 dawned, Lodge expressed apprehension over the looming congressional elec-

tions.  Historically, midterm elections penalize the party in power and, with Republicans firmly 

ensconced in both chambers of Congress as well as the presidency, they could expect to suffer 

similar fortunes.  Included among the eleven Republican Senate seats contested that year was 

Lodge’s seat.  Although Lodge’s close political associate George Lyman had assured the senator 

that they would win the legislature “hands down,” and that few had even “heard a suspicion of 

any scheme” against him, Lodge remained uneasy.   In his reply to Lyman, he wrote, “I look 851
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forward with anxiety to the congressional elections next autumn, but I think the silver fight we 

have been having in the Senate will help us in Massachusetts.”   Lodge was referring to the is852 -

sue of free silver.   

 Although Republicans had scored major victories in the 1896 presidential election on 

sound money and the gold standard, bimetallism had galvanized many poorer, indebted farmers 

in the Midwest and West to support the Democratic nominee, William Jennings Bryan, providing 

a foothold for the party outside of its traditional southern base.  While Bryan had been bested by 

McKinley, Lodge feared the long-term threat of Bryanism to the stability of the economy and 

constitutional government.   As such, he was quite nervous over labor turmoils in his own state 853

which might strengthen the appeal of dangerous and ill-advised measures, such as free silver.  He 

bemoaned the recent cotton mills strike, writing “They are going to cost us many votes … Dis-

content is what makes votes for free silver, and these strikes and reduction in wages bring dis-

contents.”  He implored another confidant to “do something in Boston to get the mill owners [to 

settle for the sake of] sound money and national credits.”  854

 The remedy to the pervasive rage for free silver and Bryanism more generally was civic 

education and appeals to reason over passion, a very Madisonian approach.  Lodge frequently 

exalted the central role that facts and enlightenment can play in shaping the minds of the elec-

torate, especially low-information voters, and molding public opinion.  “There is a great deal of 

education to be accomplished,”  he exclaimed, before urging the distribution of “circulars and 855
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pamphlets [articulating] the need of standing by sound money and opposing free silver.”   In 856

addition, he recommended holding “non-political sound money meetings in all the towns and 

cities” of Massachusetts.  And time was at a premium, with the senator explaining, “Now is the 

time to begin, six months before the political campaign is on.”  857

 The explosion of the U.S.S. Maine in February rattled the political scene.  Initially, Presi-

dent McKinley was reticent to pursue war against Spain, holding out for a diplomatic solution to 

the crisis.  However, his position became increasingly untenable in the face of growing resolve 

and clamor by many Americans for a forceful response.  Lodge was especially concerned that 

McKinley’s stance would split the party asunder, warning, “I fear … he will take such a ground 

that Congress will break away from him … With the parties split in two, we shall be defeated at 

the polls, and your humble servant among others will go down in the wreck.”  858

 These exchanges demonstrating Lodge’s keen sensitivity to the fluctuations of public sen-

timent — who placed great emphasis on its political repercussions despite repeated assurances 

by confidants of strong party backing for his candidacy — attest to the importance of an emer-

gent, but limited element of popular input in the senatorial selection process.  However, despite 

the preponderance of evidence attesting to Lodge’s acute sense of anxiety regarding the congres-

sional elections and his own re-election, these reservations did not translate into any meaningful 

public campaigning, beyond the ordinary.  It is likely that preoccupation with the Spanish-Amer-

ican War overtook any time and attention which Lodge could have devoted to early, visible activ-

ities geared toward securing another term.  Even so, the non-popular conditions of the state 

 Lodge to Charles, January 31, 1898, Lodge papers, MHS, reel 146. 856

 Lodge to Henry Higginson, January 31, 1898, Lodge papers, MHS, reel 146.857

 Lodge to William, April 4, 1898, Lodge papers, MHS, reel 147.858



389

meant that enormous authority rested with party figures, and cultivating support amongst those 

political actors remained Lodge’s primary objective and greatest concern.   

6.2.2  Dearth of Quality Challengers  

 Given the strong, party-controlled nature of Massachusetts, it was essential that the field 

be cleared of intra-party Republican challengers.  Once the Spanish-American War concluded 

and the treaty with Spain was ratified, Lodge grew increasingly confident of his re-election 

prospects.  During the spring and early summer, he noted a conspicuous dearth of opposition 

against him.  In assessing the motives of one Republican congressman, Lodge deduced, “I do not 

think our friend Barrett has any intention of running against anybody, certainly not against 

me.”   Taking stock of the political situation more generally within his party, Lodge declared, 859

“I do not hear of any large opposition anywhere … [nor] any organized opposition even now, and 

I am sanguine enough that … there will not be any.”   In another letter, he reiterated similar 860

sentiment, “I do not hear … of the slightest opposition to my return to the Senate … but of 

course there is always an uncertainty about these matters.”   The reason for Lodge’s renewed 861

confidence may be due, in part, to “the trend of public opinion throughout the country” regarding 

the conclusion of the war and the recently-acquired territories of Cuba and the Philippines.  It 

had appeared that the Republicans were reaping tremendous political dividends from the conflict.  

In Lodge’s words, “Public opinion can be summed up in one phrase: where the flag has gone up 
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it ought never come down.”  Meanwhile, the Democrats were deeply divided over the issue and 

their vacillating positions were seen to be running “counter to the public feeling.”  862

 The lack of any organized opposition should not conceal the possibility that alternative 

candidates may have been considered.  Evidently, feelers were put out on behalf of Governor 

Roger Wolcott.  According to The Fitchburg Sentinel, “There are plenty of men who would like 

to see the governor a strong candidate against Senator Lodge.”  In response, a spate of stories 

alleging Wolcott’s unpopularity as governor were published, which the Sentinel speculated were 

attributed to Lodge’s men.   Whether the Wolcott candidacy was a serious, genuine threat to 863

Lodge is unclear.  The two men were close political allies and shared similar attitudes.  There-

fore, Wolcott had little incentive to challenge the junior senator.  Further, it did not appear that 

the Wolcott boom ever amounted to much in the way of popular support, notwithstanding the 

negative stories which were published.  Whatever the severity of the threat, Lodge’s supporters 

would reasonably be expected to forcefully squelch any potential challengers from gathering 

momentum at this early stage. 

6.2.3  State Convention Endorsement and Platform 

 During the summer, with little threat of an intra-party dispute hampering his renomina-

tion, Lodge next turned to securing ever-crucial Republican support, given that party officials 

largely decided matters in the state.  With the annual state convention looming in the fall, Lodge 

wanted the delegates to publicly affirm their commitment to supporting his re-election through a 
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resolution, representing an attempt to directly link his candidature with the party and render his 

re-election more publicly visible.  However, the senator was considerably nervy about soliciting 

such an endorsement.  In a strictly confidential letter to George Lyman, Lodge first broached the 

issue by declaring outright, “I should like very much, as I am up for reelection, to have a word of 

endorsement at the State Convention.”  He then proceeded to explain his grounds for making the 

request, writing, “I have been engaged in some pretty stiff fights since I have been in the Senate, 

and I should like to know that my party represented in convention was behind me.”  Then, al-

most lawyer-like, Lodge entered into as evidence resolutions from a recent Minnesota conven-

tion supporting the re-election of Senator Davis.  “I do not mean to suggest this as a model … 

but merely to show you that other Republican Conventions are doing this thing for their Sena-

tors.”  Finally, Lodge revealed his reticence to raise the issue in the first place, conceding, “I am 

afraid you may think me very vain and presumptuous to speak about these resolutions at the 

State Convention in regard to myself,” before deferring to the wisdom and judgment of his close 

friend.  In a follow-up letter, Lodge explained that he “hate[d] to say anything about his personal 

interests when men are dying for the flag down in Cuba.”  864

 Lyman was exasperated by the timid, diffident nature of Lodge’s request.  Describing it 

as “meek as Moses,” Lyman went on to disabuse Lodge of any notion of vanity or presumption.  

“Don’t you recognize that your fight is our fight? … You are the fellow I would fight for.  The 

State convention … will give any endorsement we … want it to … You will get an unsolicited 

ovation at that convention.”  Lyman went on to dissect a proper timeline for rolling out the en-

dorsement.  He said that the biggest question concerned “the advisability and wisdom of the 
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time, not so far as it effects [sic] the convention, but so far as it may effect [sic] outsiders, and 

that is a matter that no one is better able to judge than yourself.”  865

 We can conclude several relevant and insightful points from this exchange.  First, through 

elite learning, incumbents were acutely aware of novel methods to ensure their re-elections were 

secured in the safest possible way.  Lodge looked to the Minnesota convention as precedent for 

buttressing party support in his own quest for a second term.  Second, Lodge’s incumbency sta-

tus afforded the senator immeasurable benefits, first by clearing the field of quality challengers, 

and second, by accruing the backing of the party at the state convention.  And third, it would ap-

pear that parties were adapting to ever-changing societal and political conditions by incorporat-

ing firm, public endorsements of their respective candidates for Senate.  Although Lodge’s con-

vention endorsement in Massachusetts was done to shore up critical party support across legisla-

tive districts — elements of an exclusivist, party-controlled regime  — this modest shift toward 

candidate recognition effected a movement in a more popular direction, for it disseminated to 

ordinary voters the identity of the party’s senatorial contender.  

 For Lodge, a more pressing matter arose over the platform.  With negotiations over the 

Treaty of Paris ongoing, Lodge wanted the party to support the administration’s handling of the 

war.  An ardent expansionist, the senator did not want the sitting to be hijacked by anti-imperial-

ist adversaries, but at the same time, he feared alienating opponents to annexation, including his 

widely-respected colleague, George F. Hoar.  Ultimately, Lodge successfully steered clear of 

needlessly divisive resolutions.  At the state party convention in Worcester on October 6, the del-

egates agreed to a “harmless avowal of confidence in the national administration’s conduct of the 
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war and the peace,”  and disavowed any notion of returning any hard-won territory back to 866

Spain.   Thus, the party supported Lodge’s position, but left the door ajar to annexation.   867

 Lodge’s address to the convention was the highlight of the gathering.  Attendance had 

been dismal, partly due to inclement weather as well as the foregone conclusion of the nomina-

tions.   Indeed, many delegates took leave before the convention adjourned.  Several were de868 -

scribed as “wearied” during the proceedings.  However, when Senator Lodge took to the rostrum, 

he delivered “one of the best speeches” in recent Massachusetts history.  He defended the ac-

complishments of the Republican Party, especially at the national level, and devoted considerable 

attention to foreign affairs.  Lodge’s “unusual force and animation … roused [the delegates] to 

the highest pitch of enthusiasm.”   Lodge immediately recognized the positive impact of his 869

address.  In a letter the next day to longtime friend Theodore Roosevelt, who himself was run-

ning for governor of New York, Lodge reflected upon the previous day’s events, declaring, “The 

speech appeared to be a success and there was no doubt of the splendid reception that the Con-

vention gave me.  There has been no appearance of any opposition to me anywhere, but the tone 

of the Convention yesterday settled the thing if any settlement was needed.”  870

 Garraty, 199-200.866

 Dotson, 324-325.867

 The Fitchburg Sentinel, October 6, 1898, p 6. 868

 The Boston Globe, October 7, 1898, p 1, 4. 869

 Lodge to Theodore Roosevelt, October 7, 1898, Selections from the Correspondence of Theodore 870

Roosevelt and Henry Cabot Lodge, 1884-1918, Volume I, (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1925), 
353.



394

6.2.4  Legislative District Canvassing 

 After the state convention, Lodge shifted focus to the work of campaigning.  Typically, 

senatorial elections during this time were waged across competitive state legislative districts, es-

pecially those considered favorable to the party or doubtful.  With the Republicans firmly en-

trenched in the legislature, Lodge’s task was to ensure that losses were kept to a minimum and 

that the vast majority of those seats be retained.  To that end, he embarked upon a statewide 

speaking tour, stumping on behalf of Republican legislative nominees and other congressional 

candidates.  One week before polling day, Lodge visited key wards across Boston alongside 

Massachusetts House Speaker John L. Bates from East Boston and Congressman Samuel J. Bar-

rows.  He campaigned for Congressman William S. Knox of the Fifth District at a rally in 

Lawrence; for Benjamin C. Dean at a Brookline rally, and for Ernest W. Roberts in Lynn.    871

 Additionally, individual senatorial district conventions often convened to name commit-

tee members, nominate a candidate for the state Senate, and then instruct that candidate to sup-

port Henry Cabot Lodge upon being elected.   Such methods more directly tied the political 872

fortunes of state legislative candidates to Lodge’s selection as senator.  Furthermore, these activi-

ties emphasized the elements of a parliamentary-styled democracy which had manifest at the 

time.  Given the strong, durable party system in place, senators relied heavily on down-ballot 

partisans who could carry the district for the party in November and support the incumbent’s re-

election in the forthcoming legislative session.  District conventions represented an admixture of 

popular support — the "party faithful” — and insider party backing, but they were largely con-
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trolled by the latter and rested upon the organizational prowess of Lodge’s syndicate of support-

ers.  

 Due to the nature of the conditions, the public campaigns took the form of party-based, 

partisan appeals.  Lodge framed the election as a referendum on the record of the Republican 

Party at the state and national levels, and, more specifically, on the administration’s conduct of 

the Spanish-American War and its handling of the territories.  Lodge repeatedly urged his atten-

dees to support the administration by voting for the Republican Party.  At one event, he asserted, 

“If we give a victory to [our] political opponent we say not only to the United States, but … to 

the world … that the people of the United States repudiated the war, repudiated its result and re-

pudiated the man who has led victoriously through war and is now leading us back to peace, 

William McKinley.”   At the Chickasawbut Club, Lodge touched upon the threat of free silver, 873

but stressed, “A [D]emocratic congressional victory will be regarded abroad as a vote of lack of 

confidence in the administration.”  874

 At the Annual Republican Dinner, Lodge warned, “Every vote today against the [R]re-

publican party is … a vote for free silver … [and] a vote to reopen the tariff question.”  He went 

on to defend the newly-acquired territories, arguing that they align with traditional American 

values and policies.  At the end of his oration, he once again linked the election with defense of 

the administration, declaring, “I appeal .. to every voter in Massachusetts, who believes in sus-

taining the administration, who is an American first and before everything — I appeal to him to 

sustain the American President … William McKinley.”   And in an open letter to the newspa875 -
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pers, as published by The Fitchburg Sentinel, Lodge made clear in no uncertain terms that “a 

vote … for a Democratic congressman … and the election of the Democratic [H]ouse will be an 

encouragement to Spain and would help her commissioners against the representatives of the 

United States … Every Massachusetts district ought to send to [C]ongress a man about whose 

support of the president there can be neither cavil nor question.”   876

 Party-based appeals, and to a lesser extent legislative-district canvasses, are non-popular 

in nature since they do not engender a direct connection between the popular election vote for the 

state legislature and the selection of a senator.  Framed as a referendum on administration policy, 

the campaigns blurred the distinction between Senator Lodge as an individual candidate and the 

Republican Party as a whole.  As a result, the state ranked low on candidate recognition, since 

Lodge’s candidacy was not itself front-and-center in the public campaigns waged during the fall 

election season.  Therefore, the voters could not reasonably expect to exercise scrutiny or ac-

countability over the record of their freshman senator.  Whatever his faults or missteps, Lodge 

would sail safely to re-election, as his ship was firmly anchored to the rising tide of patriotism 

following the Spanish-American War and its successful management by the McKinley Adminis-

tration. 

 Lodge’s campaign appearances were fairly limited in their extent, attesting to the circum-

scribed role they exerted in the selection process at that time.  After the State Convention address 

on October 6 at Worcester, he addressed several distinguished associations, including the Mid-

dlesex Club on October 8, the Chickatawbut Club on October 12, and the Republican Editorial 

Association of Massachusetts the next day, before darting off to New York City to speak on be-
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half of his friend, Theodore Roosevelt, candidate for governor.  Upon his return to Mass-

achusetts, Lodge appeared at the annual dinner of the Republican Club of Massachusetts at the 

Boston Music Hall on October 26.  From there, he toured Dorchester, Lawrence, Cambridge, 

Brookline, Lowell, Haverhill, and finally Lynn during the closing week of the campaign.    877

 As the loyal opposition, Bay State Democrats were in an unenviable position.  Rattled by 

the patriotic fervor of the recent war, they struggled to effectively spearhead any effort at re-

claiming the state legislature.  After their highly promising, charismatic, and broadly palatable 

contender, Samuel Roads, Jr., declined consideration for governor — which The Fitchburg Sen-

tinel gleefully observed, “It is wonderfully hard to find any Democrat … who will accept” — the 

party eventually agreed to nominate former Lawrence mayor Alexander B. Bruce as its standard 

bearer.   878

 At the state convention in Worcester, the Democrats adopted a wholly Populist platform, 

insisting upon a bimetallic currency, advocating for public ownership of railroads and utilities, 

excoriating “American imperialism,” and demanding the freedom and independence of the 

Cuban people.   An editorial in The North Adams Transcript bemoaned how Democrats were 879

woefully out of step with the people.  “‘Next year,’ the Boston Democrats answer, when asked 

when once more a fight is to be made to capture the state.”   By dint of their seemingly radical 880

platform, the party risked remaining a perennial minority in the commonwealth.  
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 At the height of the fall campaign, Bruce lambasted the mismanagement of the Spanish-

American War, seeking political capital by tarnishing one of the strongest issues for the reigning 

Republicans.  “Better it were if Alger had erred, even if we had lost some millions of dollars, if 

he had saved many a poor boy from an untimely grave,” he remarked in Haverhill.   The in881 -

cumbent party’s other claim — the strengthening economy — was summarily dismissed by E. J. 

Slattery, nominee for lieutenant governor, as “false and misleading.”  Citing persistent troubles in 

Lawrence, Lowell, and Fall River, he questioned the availability of employment opportunities 

and alleged growth in wages which the Republicans had been trumpeting.  882

 Despite the Democratic charges, by October, Lodge had begun to sense a shift in public 

opinion and, ergo, the political fortunes of Republicans, crediting the party’s nationwide effort at 

mobilizing voters.  In a letter to Cushman Davis, the senator admitted, “Three weeks ago I did 

not think we could save the House.”  For Lodge, the greatest danger had been the “apathy with 

which we have had to struggle here,” namely the inability to motivate Republican voters to turn 

out.  However, in the interim, “matters have greatly improved.”  In particular, Lodge attributed 

the improvement to “[t]he President’s speeches in the West [and] the gradual awakening of the 

business interests” to the “great disaster” of a free silver House.  These issues have “roused up 

the Republican and conservative voters of ’96 … If the Republican vote comes out we are all 

right.”   Despite the renewed optimism, Lodge was far from confident about the results.  On the 883
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eve of the vote, he wrote to William Draper, “Everybody is interested in the elections, which 

seems to me very doubtful, and about which I have felt a great deal of anxiety.”  884

 The November election produced “no landslide” for either party.  The Republicans “es-

caped” the traditional midterm punishment, holding both houses of Congress.  Although they lost 

an appreciable number of seats in the House of Representatives, they actually gained several in 

the Senate.  In Massachusetts, the Democrats out-performed the previous gubernatorial contest 

by 30% and made modest inroads in the lower house, increasing their proportion from a quarter 

to a third of the seats.  However, Republicans maintained their firm grip on the state.  Lodge in-

terpreted the election results as an endorsement of the policy of expansion, a connection he dili-

gently sought to emphasize during the recent campaign.   Even more importantly for the sena885 -

tor, the results meant that his political future was safe.  With control of the legislature in Republi-

can hands, The Boston Globe could proclaim, “Lodge counts among the assured facts … his call-

ing and reelection to the national [S]enate.”   Clearly, the results of the state legislative election 886

were indicative of an incumbent’s political strength in the forthcoming legislature, to varying de-

grees.  Even Lodge could claim as early as November 11, “There is no apparent opposition to me 

in any quarter, except among a few mugwumps who have no vote in the Legislature.”  887

 Lodge to William Draper, November 7, 1898, Lodge papers, MHS, reel 12. 884

 Dotson, 326; Lodge to Henry White, November 11, 1898, Lodge papers, MHS, reel 13. 885
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6.2.5  Legislative Haggling 

 Despite the strong Republican performance in the state legislative elections, Lodge’s re-

election, while likely, was not a foregone conclusion.  At that time, state legislatures exercised 

tremendous autonomy in deciding upon the senatorship, especially in Massachusetts, where non-

popular conditions prevailed.  Specifically, legislative party caucuses and state party organiza-

tions wielded the final authority on the question.  Having been instructed to back Lodge by their 

district conventions, the elections of innumerable state legislators were predicated upon support-

ing the junior senator.  As such, they were electorally responsible to follow these instructions, 

lest they reap political consequences from their constituents in the next election.   

 Electoral incentives aside, incumbent senators pursued other means of obtaining the sup-

port of legislative members.  Presumably, they could count on patronage and political favors to 

curry favor with obdurate representatives.  Although Lodge detested the arduous task of manag-

ing patronage, he utilized the system to advance his own political interests.  Additionally, sena-

tors could offer to direct federal monies for projects in pivotal districts, as well.  Such promises 

presented a win-win for both sides: bolstering the support for senators among state legislators, 

while strengthening the political standing of the state representatives back home.   

 After the November election, Lodge intensified his canvass of Republican members of 

the legislature.  A close friend and staunch supporter, Jerry J. McCarthy, served as his lieutenant 

in the field, “look[ing] after Lodge’s interests in the legislature.”   A member of that body him888 -

self, McCarthy expressed to Lodge in October that it would be a “special pleasure to be given the 

 Dotson, 325-326. 888
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opportunity to vote for you for the second time an honor that seldom comes to one man.”   He 889

quickly went to work gauging the sentiment of legislators toward Lodge’s candidature and care-

fully securing their support for his re-election. 

 In an insightful letter on December 5, McCarthy assured Lodge, “I don’t think you will 

have any opposition but it is well to be on the look out and have a sure knowledge of things.”  He 

proceeded to name several legislators who had agreed to support Lodge’s return to the Senate, 

including State Senator George E. Smith, but went on to impress upon Lodge the varied political 

aspirations and desires of several lawmakers.  For example, Smith was vying to become Presi-

dent of the Senate, and, according to McCarthy, “If … elected President, he will be [able] to vote 

for you for the U.S. Senate.”  Additionally, “Lowell of Boston is talked about here to take the 

place of Judge Wilson. [He] is a good man.”  And “Bates will of course be Speaker … and would 

like to be Lieutenant Governor with the ticket Crane and Bates in 1900.  Bates was very popular 

this year as Speaker.”   Whether McCarthy was merely apprising Lodge of the state of the po890 -

litical scene within the legislature itself, or subtly intimating that legislative support for his re-

election was predicated upon promises of favorable action to advance their careers is unclear.  It 

would be entirely feasible for McCarthy to provide information pertaining to the wrangling over 

offices and positions if he saw his role as a neutral observer, tasked with delivering the minutiae 

of the political scene.  However, given the manner in which the letter was structured — with fa-

vors interwoven amongst pledges of support — and his own role as a Lodge partisan, there is 

 J.J. McCarthy to Lodge, October 12, 1898, Lodge papers, MHS, reel 12. 889
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every reason to suspect that McCarthy was suggesting the myriad ways Lodge could buttress his 

political standing among legislators and other pivotal politicos.  

 To complicate matters, McCarthy was not working pro bono.  As he was shoring up sup-

port for Lodge’s candidacy, he went about obtaining signatures for a petition to be appointed 

Surveyor of the Port of Boston, an incredibly powerful patronage position in the state.  Accord-

ing to Dotson, McCarthy had a “reputation among some Republicans of being a ‘boodle’ politi-

cian,” and was known for entering into “questionable arrangements.”  Lodge was forced to 

“[keep] him on a short leash.”   The appearance of overtly rewarding McCarthy for his canvass, 891

or to be seen advising or managing him was to be avoided, lest Lodge be tainted as a corrupt, 

machine politician.  In a letter to Lyman, Lodge acknowledged McCarthy’s “extraordinary sup-

port” which he recognized would be difficult to ignore.  He explained that McCarthy solicited his 

advice on the petition, but “replied advising him not to.”  He went on to complain, “It will not do 

for him, a member of the Legislature and a supporter of mine, to come on here as a candidate for 

the Surveyorship before I am elected.  It might give rise to talk which might just as well be 

avoided, and might be used to put us both in a false position.”  He then urged Lyman “to make it 

clear to McCarthy that … he ought not to come here under any circumstance before the end of 

January.”   Thus, Lodge found himself in a delicate balancing act between satisfying McCarthy 892

and his grand ambitions, while tampering down any conspicuous communication and coordina-

tion between them.   

 Dotson, 326. 891
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 Despite Senator Lodge’s precarious situation, he undoubtedly benefited from McCarthy’s 

diligent canvass of Republican state legislators.  On January 10, 1899, the Republican caucus 

unanimously nominated Lodge for a second term.  One week later, both houses of the state legis-

lature voted separately to ratify that decision.  In the upper house, Lodge racked up 159 votes.  

Alexander Bruce of Lawrence received sixty-five, while Winfield P. Porter of Newburyport re-

ceived two.  The State Senate awarded twenty-one votes to Lodge and just seven to Bruce.   893

See Figure 6.3 for a chart of the final vote breakdown. 

SOURCE: The Boston Globe, January 19, 1899, p 1; January 17, 1899, p 3. 

 The Boston Globe, January 19, 1899, p 1; January 17, 1899, p 3. 893
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6.2.6  Analysis 

 The 1898-99 selection process represented a typical senatorial election under the indirect 

regime in the Bay State.  With exceptionally non-popular conditions, Republicans dominated the 

state and senators easily secured re-election.  Campaigning was conducted within legislative dis-

tricts and appealed to party support, often dissembling the identity and record of the leading sen-

atorial candidate. Further, a strongly autonomous legislature comprised of its own self-interested 

members rendered the final verdict on the senatorship.   

 Despite the exclusivist, elite-driven nature of senatorial elections in Massachusetts, there 

were ever-so-subtle, yet significant shifts toward a more popularly-oriented process.  Structural-

ly, the party adopted novel methods of buttressing the political support for their incumbent sena-

tor, first by urging the state convention to pass a resolution endorsing Senator Lodge’s re-election 

bid — made at the behest of Lodge himself —  and second by coupling district convention leg-

islative nominations to Lodge’s candidature.  Even more revelatory, strong party support did not 

materially assuage the senator’s anxieties over the forthcoming elections.  By contrast, Lodge’s 

calculus was regularly informed by the trajectory of public sentiment and the electoral fortunes 

of the Republican Party.   

6.3  1904 - Riding Roosevelt’s Coattails to a Third Term 

 The 1904 senatorial case study demonstrates the symbiotic relationship that emerged be-

tween the incumbent senator and party figures.  Under the party-controlled system, party officials 

and state legislators exercised the greatest authority, but public campaigns for popular support 

steadily increased in import.  With the presidential contest adding an additional dimension to the 
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election, Lodge was expected to rally Republican voters to the polls and deliver the state for 

Roosevelt, as well as strong majorities in the state legislature.  By faithfully serving the party, 

Lodge could reasonably expect to be rewarded with re-election by grateful legislators and party 

figures, who owed their success to the diligent senator.  

 As 1904 dawned, the political scene had changed markedly.  Having long been conclud-

ed, the Spanish-American War receded into history, although a bloody insurrection continued 

plaguing the administration of the Philippines; William Jennings Bryan and the specter of free 

silver were again handily defeated in another presidential contest; and more tragically, Theodore 

Roosevelt had ascended to the presidency upon the assassination of William McKinley.  With 

Roosevelt at the helm, Lodge soon occupied a central position within the affairs of government.  

As member of the powerful Foreign Relations Committee and longtime friend and confidant of 

the president — whose consul Roosevelt valued — the Massachusetts senator exercised an out-

sized influence on the policy and politics of the period.  894

 Lodge’s pursuit of a third term was occurring alongside the presidential campaign, where 

Roosevelt was effectively running for a second term.  The junior senator was keenly aware that 

his electoral fortunes were greatly dependent on Roosevelt’s performance in the looming elec-

tion.  Although Massachusetts was never seriously in doubt, any difficulties, challenges, or oppo-

sition to the president and his policies would redound to the detriment of Lodge, who had so 

faithfully represented and supported the administration on most matters.  These complications 

could prove an albatross threatening the senator’s political survival.   

 Garraty, 224-225.894
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6.3.1  Attentiveness to Public Sentiment 

 In the strong, party-controlled state of Massachusetts, Lodge’s route to re-election passed 

through powerful Republican figures, demanding their careful courting by the incumbent.  But 

public sentiment continued to grow as an important facet of the electoral calculus, directly im-

pacting the fate of the party at the polls and indirectly affecting Lodge’s own re-election, for his 

political fortunes were tied to the performance of the party.  Therefore, public opinion could not 

be ignored.   

 Once more, Lodge and his associates attuned themselves to the pulse of the nation.  Roo-

sevelt had been broadly popular among the American public and that sentiment was widely rec-

ognized by contemporaries.  In January, former governor Winthrop Murray Crane wrote to 

Lodge, “The sentiment favorable to President Roosevelt is gaining rapidly, notwithstanding what 

the newspapers are saying, and I have not the slightest doubt but that everything will come out 

all right.”   Similarly, Lodge echoed these observations several months later, assuring George 895

Meyer, “The President will be nominated by acclamation.  The outlook throughout the country is 

very good and I think that we shall win handsomely.”   Admittedly, assessing popular sentiment 896

does not directly translate into hard corroborative evidence suggesting that senators were using 

such information solely to advance their career via re-election.  Public officials and lawmakers 

with no stake in the outcome had plenty of reasons for tracking public opinion, most immediately 

for their party to score a victory in the upcoming presidential election.  But for senators such as 

Henry Cabot Lodge, who were in the midst of their own bids for re-election, these trends took on 

 Winthrop Murray Crane to Lodge, January 21, 1904, Lodge papers, MHS, reel 21. 895

 Lodge to George Meyer, March 2, 1904, George von Lengerke Meyer papers, Massachusetts Histori896 -
cal Society. 
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an added sense of urgency and relevance.  Thus, given the stakes for the forthcoming state elec-

tions on his electoral prospects, it was incumbent upon Lodge to capitalize upon these favorable 

conditions for Republicans — nationalizing the contours of his contest.   

 Despite the general favorability to Roosevelt, several latent problems were simmering 

beneath the surface, each with the potential to disrupt the harmony and confidence of the party.  

As expected, Lodge was acutely sensitive to these troubles, wasted little time addressing them, 

and expended great effort toward allaying them.  One issue was the pending Supreme Court de-

cision on the Northern Securities Company.  Northern Securities was a railroad corporation cre-

ated by the merger of Great Northern Railway and Northern Pacific Railway.  Their consolida-

tion was vigorously challenged by President Roosevelt’s Justice Department as a violation of the 

Sherman Anti-Trust Act and the suit was brought to the Supreme Court for adjudication.  In a 

frantic letter to Lodge, Henry Higginson complained that the decision “upsets everything and 

discourages everybody and is very injurious to the [R]epublican party.”  Evidently, “people know 

that if the decision … comes against the railroad, the New Haven, the Pennsylvania, the New 

York Central and all the great properties will be ripped up, - not by the government but by some-

body else.”  Politically, “this anxiety and worry are working very much against the success of the 

[R]epublican party and giving the [D]emocrats much comfort.”   Lodge was more sanguine 897

over the decision.  Viewing the government’s role as justified, Lodge assured Higginson that the 

decision would not lead to the uprooting of other railroad companies as there would be no au-

thority upon which to pursue such a course.  “The government has no idea of anything of the 

sort.”  As far as its repercussions for the election, Lodge lambasted Democratic mismanagement 

 Henry Higginson to Lodge, March 7, 1904, Lodge papers, MHS, reel 21. 897
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during the economic depression of the 1890s before concluding, “I do not think the Republican 

Party is going to be beaten, certainly, it will not be beaten on the Northern Securities 

decision.”  898

 More importantly for Lodge were issues involving labor unrest and potential economic 

woes.  In the spring, he explicated at length to Theodore Roosevelt on the problems afflicting his 

state: 

 There is only one thing that troubles me and that is the reduction of force and labor going   

 on on the railroads, in the Mass. cotton mills, in every industry.  This is our only danger   

 … But it is the only peril which is real.  As it is we can win all right but if the business   

 conditions should not improve or should get worse we must be prepared to make the most 

 earnest and vigorous fight possible.  The organization and National Committee ought to   

 understand the situation and be ready early.  899

 Several weeks later, Lodge reiterated his concerns over business, labor, and the economy.  

“The real danger of the campaign,” Lodge wrote to George Meyer, “is the fact that business is 

dull and men are being laid off on the railroads and in the factories.  The crops do not look very 

promising … If the crops improve labor will return to the normal employment by the autumn and 

all will be well.”   By June, Lodge’s assessment of the situation had markedly improved to cau900 -

tious optimism.  In a letter to Henry White, he observed, “The crops are improving and the de-

 Lodge to Henry Higginson, March 9, 1904, Lodge papers, MHS, reel 21. 898
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cline in the employment of labor, at one time threatening, has stopped.  I think that industries 

will renew their normal activity after the summer is over.”   However, lingering troubles arising 901

over the cotton mill strike continued to complicate matters.  In late July, he debriefed Roosevelt, 

“The Democrats … are going to make a desperate effort in New England … With this cotton-

mill strike on our hands we cannot afford to let any points go.”  Lodge beseeched the president, 

“I am very anxious that you should come.”  902

 While Lodge’s attentiveness to the electoral ramifications of labor and economic issues is 

compelling, more noteworthy is how these concerns were translated into public campaigning. 

The senator explicitly urged making “the most earnest and vigorous fight possible.”  And to that 

end, he requested greater organizational prowess on behalf of the party machinery and personal 

engagement by the president to confront the challenges.  Granted, these considerations directly 

pertained to the presidential contest and the party’s broader performance in the upcoming elec-

tions, but it cannot be overstated, these activities undoubtedly benefited Lodge’s quest for a third 

term.   

6.3.2  Reciprocity and Internal Republican Divisions 

 Party harmony was vital for Republican successes and Lodge’s own re-election.  Party 

harmony denotes achieving the unity of all disputing factions, partially by satisfying or suppress-

ing internal divisions.  The biggest issue confronting Lodge and the Massachusetts Republican 

Party centered upon trade reciprocity with Canada.  In an era of high tariffs and protectionism, 

 Lodge to Harry White, June 25, 1904, Lodge papers, MHS, reel 21. 901
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reciprocity agreements implicated the mutual lowering of duties between two countries on speci-

fied goods and products.  The United States had unsuccessfully pursued a reciprocity treaty with 

Newfoundland in 1902, and, by 1904, public sentiment was growing in favor of freer trade with 

Canada.  The raw materials offered by America’s northern neighbor was “so obviously to the ad-

vantage of New England industry” that the issue found widespread support across the region.  

However, as Garraty explains, “The Massachusetts fishing interests … feared northern competi-

tion, and looked with dark suspicion on those raw materials found in the chill waters of the 

Grand Banks.”   Although they represented an ever-diminishing fraction of the Massachusetts 903

economy, they still exerted great political influence on the state.  And Senator Lodge was com-

mitted to protecting their economic interests.   

 The divisions within the Republican Party over reciprocity were personified by one Eu-

gene N. Foss.  Foss was a businessman who supported lower tariff rates with Canada.  Disen-

chanted with continually high tariffs on imported goods and displeased with the seemingly 

heavy-handed ways state Republicans sought to shut down the debate, Foss undertook to make 

the issue the casus belli in his crusade against the party.  In many respects, Foss was co-opting 

the reciprocity issue to advance his own political career, angling to become a delegate to the na-

tional convention and revamp the party’s platform at the state convention.   Whatever his mo904 -

tives, his efforts were threatening to disrupt party unity at a critical time during the election sea-

son, as convention delegates were being chosen to offer their unanimous backing to Roosevelt 

and nominate the president for another term.     

 Garraty, 234-235. 903

 Ibid, 239.904
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 Lodge and his political allies recognized the pitfalls and challenges posed by Foss and the 

thorny issue of reciprocity.  In a series of letters, they mulled several available options to defuse 

the situation.  Lieutenant Governor Curtis Guild wrote, “Our party is being hurt materially … by 

its supposed hostility to all reciprocity and any extension of our markets abroad.”  He considered 

such a position to be a “false conception of the party’s attitude.”  Guild’s solution was for “[a] 

square statement of what reciprocity really is, and that the Republican party is for it and not 

against it.”  Clarity on the matter would help to undercut the opposition, which was “growing 

more rapidly than is appreciated.”  Guild went on to suggest that the party vigorously distinguish 

the principle of reciprocity, which entailed the lowering of duties while protecting American in-

dustries, from the more injurious free trade, which many people had been conflating.  However, 

“remaining silent … [would permit] our enemies … to misrepresent the party and advance the 

cause of free trade behind the mask of reciprocity.”  905

 Guild continued to press Lodge for an assertive response.  By early March, the situation 

appeared to have grown even more dire.  Guild lamented, “The public is woefully ignorant.  

They are being told daily that our export trade is endangered … that you and Roosevelt are op-

posing all expansion of trade and all revision of the tariff.”  He went on to plead, “Something … 

is needed now and quickly and in this [s]tate by Associated Press and from you.  You stand for 

the Administration here and no statement as to [its] attitude is regarded as authoritative unless it 

comes from you.”  906

 Curtis Guild to Lodge, February 26, 1904, Lodge papers, MHS, reel 21. 905
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 Although Lodge shared a modicum of Guild’s concern, he remained more grounded and 

sanguine over the matter, preferring instead to manage a long-term strategy over impulsively re-

sponding to short-term provocations.  “Don’t get stampeded over this Foss talk which is chiefly 

in the newspapers,” Lodge implored Guild, for he was confident Foss would lose his race for 

delegate-at-large from Boston.  More importantly, “Everybody is for reciprocity in the true 

sense,” he declared.  While Lodge found Guild’s suggestion for a public statement to be an “ad-

mirable thing,” he was “very doubtful” over “plung[ing] into the controversy without any appar-

ent reason” so early in the campaign.  Instead, Lodge recommended they decide upon interviews 

on reciprocity after further consultation and to reply to Foss in due time.   In a follow-up letter, 907

he maintained, “I assure you I have no desire to be beaten for the Senate, or to get involved in a 

contest for my seat.  However, there will be time enough for that when it assumes more definite 

shape.”  In the meantime, the senator was not going to grow overly alarmed with newspaper pub-

lications attesting to the perceived strength of the Foss movement.   908

 Lodge’s correspondence with Guild reveals that the junior senator was acutely aware of 

the political challenges posed by Foss and reciprocity, but he disagreed with the lieutenant gov-

ernor over the means of addressing them.  Opting for a more strategic, long-term approach does 

not necessarily mean that Lodge was insensitive to the pressures of campaigning.  By contrast, 

they demonstrate a deft, skillful understanding of the effectiveness of a well-calibrated public 

campaign to diffuse the issue and foster party harmony.  

 Lodge to Curtis Guild, March 5, 1904, Lodge papers, MHS, reel 21. 907
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 In his letters with Winthrop Murray Crane, Lodge was more candid about the political 

situation.  “I agree with you that there is no great political strength to the Foss movement, but he 

is making a pretty active campaign in the newspapers and he is also trying to organize as general-

ly as he can throughout the [s]tate.”  Lodge assured Crane that his people were working hard to 

defeat Foss in Lynn and Salem, but was less confident about Lowell, Lawrence, Worcester Coun-

ty, and Fitchburg.  He urged Crane to deploy his own associates to look after the situation in 

those locales.  Finally, Lodge admitted that he could not estimate how many delegates Foss 

would secure, “but it would be a very unfortunate thing just as we are entering on the campaign 

if he should affect a division or get elected.  I think matters require a great deal of careful looking 

after.”   Clearly, Lodge was anxious over the potential for party disunity and disharmony at 909

such a critical juncture in the campaign.   

 Crane replied, “I do not believe that Foss can possibly get 200 votes in the Convention.  

He will be on the wane from now on, in my judgment.”  Nonetheless, Crane explained, “Every-

thing possible is being done to counteract their work … We ought, and I shall, do everything that 

I can to bring about the proper result.”   Despite the reassurances, Lodge continued to exhibit 910

apprehension over Foss, writing, “Foss is putting up a pretty extensive fight … I feel a little anx-

ious for fear he should make a raid in Holyoke.”   And in a follow-up letter, he references re911 -

ceipt of a report on the situation, which was “all good but I think much work still remains to be 

done.”  912

 Lodge to Winthrop Murray Crane, March 12, 1904, Lodge papers, MHS, reel 21. 909
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6.3.3  Council of War and Public Campaigning  

 Lodge marshaled his concerns into actively organizing the necessary party backing to 

settle the political dispute and bolster party unity.  On March 18, he assembled what The Boston 

Post described as a “council of war,” taking “command of his army of supporters” against “the 

legions enrolled under the reciprocity banner of Eugene N. Foss.”  Evidently, Lodge was deter-

mined to launch a relentless counter-attack on the Foss movement for the next several weeks, 

climaxing at the state convention in mid-April.  Lodge arrived at Republican headquarters in 

Boston to consult with Colonel E.C. Benton of Belmont, who was challenging Foss directly for 

the position as delegate-at-large from Boston; Eben S. Draper, former chairman and high-ranking 

party official; Colonel Reynolds; and Major Talbot, the chairman of the state Republican Party.   

In grappling with Foss’ demand for a reciprocity plank and election as delegate, the conference 

agreed to “fight it out on every proposition because to yield on any single point would eventually 

mean an attack on the party leadership.”  913

 By the time the state convention met in Tremont Temple on April 15, Lodge could confi-

dently rely upon crucial party support to confront Foss and avert a crisis.  However, Lodge’s 

presence was necessary for sealing the deal.  When the convention opened, Foss proposed his 

plank, urging “the United States [to] take immediate steps to secure closer and more advanta-

geous trade relations with Canada, and that reciprocal relations beneficial to both countries” be 

permitted.  After a warm reception, Foss was then followed by Senator Lodge, who wasted little 

time energetically scouring the proposal.  According to The Boston Post: 

 The Boston Post, March 19, 1904, p 12.913
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 When he made reference to Mr. Foss’ resolution as a reflection upon President Roosevelt, 

 the Senator used biting and vitriolic words, and when he referred to the insinuation that   

 the Massachusetts delegation was allowing Ohio and Pennsylvania to manipulate the   

 trade conditions of the country, the Senator waxed warm and said that if the people of   

 Massachusetts were not satisfied they had the remedy.  

  

 By contrast, Lodge argued, “The Republicans of Massachusetts have long been commit-

ted to the principles of reciprocity,” so long as those terms were favorable and provided free for-

eign markets to products not produced domestically.  He lambasted “reciprocity with Canada” as 

“a mere phrase,” without any terms or understanding of concessions.  “No trade can be a good 

trade unless both parties are benefited thereby.”   914

 Once again, Lodge’s performance at the convention carried the day.  The reciprocity 

plank was defeated, as was Foss, and Lodge’s stock markedly increased, receiving generally pos-

itive reviews for his address.   According to The Boston Globe, “Republicans … said that the 915

junior senator had never been more effective than he was during his 50-minute speech.”  They 

“responded with earnestness and wild enthusiasm” to Lodge’s “appeal for an expression … of 

loyalty to the President, marred by ‘no discordant note.’”   Lodge’s personal efforts were in916 -

strumental in staving off the challenge of Foss and the reciprocity movement.  Although the issue 

 The Boston Post, April 16, 1904, p 1. 914
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would continue to simmer for the remainder of the year, Republicans successfully averted a po-

tentially explosive affair over it, due in no small measure to Lodge’s concerted response.  His 

attentiveness, political acumen, strategic planning, and personal appearance before the conven-

tion helped to contain the threat and contribute to strong party unity in the fall campaign.  

 Although many of these aforementioned issues (i.e. labor disputes, economic troubles, 

reciprocity, party divisions) may have contributed to unfavorable conditions and a difficult envi-

ronment for Lodge’s re-election, most immediately pertinent to his senatorial bid was the nature 

of his opponent.  While he diligently worked to nullify the reciprocity danger, Lodge was con-

sumed by the inauspicious possibility of a quality challenger announcing for the senator’s seat.  

At the start of the year, The Boston Post reported that Lodge was favored for re-election with 

nary a hint of opposition.  His strong standing was primarily due to solid backing among party 

bigwigs — absolutely essential for a senator under the party-controlled system that prevailed in 

Massachusetts.  Furthermore, the senator’s incumbency afforded him certain advantages, as well, 

namely a favorable record of service to party and president, and an extensive network of influen-

tial contacts.  Governor Bates declared he would “cordially support” the junior senator.  Bates’ 

support was crucial, for a triumvirate of power brokers had effectively emerged within the state, 

comprising himself, Lodge, and former governor Winthrop Murray Crane, a Lodge ally.   917

 However, Lodge did evince a degree of apprehensiveness over the matter.  In March, the 

Globe claimed that Lodge “was showing marked signs of nervousness [pertaining to] the opposi-

tion he may expect to meet,” suggesting, “Mr. Lodge is well aware that he has many opponents 

in his own party who would be glad to see him replaced in the [S]enate by a [R]epublican who 

 The Boston Post, January 3, 1904, p 1. 917
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would be more in sympathy with the general sentiment of Massachusetts on leading issues.”   918

While we cannot say with certainty to what or whom Lodge’s anxiety would be attributed, we 

may surmise it centered on former governor John Long, who represented a sizable threat to the 

senator’s security.   

 On March 20, after earlier noncommittal statements regarding his intentions, Long an-

nounced he would not be in contention to oppose Lodge for the Senate, thereby clearing the field 

of quality candidates who could mount a credible challenge.  According to the Globe, Long like-

ly “surveyed the field and wisely decided that the senator was so strongly intrenched that it 

would be impossible to defeat him.”  And although “anti-Lodge sentiment” had been evident, it 

was “strongly fettered and absolutely disorganized.”   Without a leader available to mobilize 919

the reservoir of discontent, such sentiments remained severely constricted politically.  Therefore, 

it was critical for Lodge that he favorably courted key political figures in the state so to clear the 

field of possible intra-party challenges from manifesting.   

 As a result of Long’s announcement coupled with the convention address, Lodge began 

to evince a gradual onset of confidence and self-assurance over his re-election prospects.  By 

August son-in-law Augustus Gardner boasted, “I am absolutely convinced that your election is 

assured beyond per adventure of a doubt,” before recommending Currier’s Card Catalogue, a 

panoply of forecasts for the composition of the next legislature.   And the senator himself as920 -

sured his friend C.S. Mellen, “I do not feel any personal anxiety as to the outcome,” despite the 

 The Boston Globe, March 16, 1904, p 4. 918

 The Boston Globe,  March 20, 1904, p 16. 919

 Augustus Gardner to Lodge, August 13, 1904, Lodge papers, MHS, reel 21. 920
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fact that “Mr. Whitney,” industrialist and president of the Boston Chamber of Commerce, “under 

cover of reciprocity is using [it] to try to take votes away from me in the [l]egislature.”  921

 Despite the general sense of confidence, Lodge remained characteristically vigilant vis-a-

vis his electoral position.  To avoid any complacency, he laid the groundwork for an intensive 

public campaign, devoting his fall schedule to appearances exclusively within Massachusetts.  

This was likely an attempt to ensure that President Roosevelt enjoy a strong showing in the state.  

But with his own re-election riding on the result, several newspapers suggested Lodge may have 

been pursuing these activities to demonstrate the mettle of his candidature to an audience of par-

ty officials and voters, an acknowledgment of the continuing relevance of party backing and the 

increasingly important role of public sentiment in the selection process.  The Fitchburg Sentinel 

stated the decision meant Lodge “want[ed] to be sure that his fences are all up.”   Another arti922 -

cle surmised it was “imperative that he make sure that this legislature is all right for him,” which 

“doubtless … explains the urgent need for him to remain here.”   An editorial in The Globe was 923

more biting, arguing that Lodge’s statewide campaign plan revealed his attentiveness to the “po-

litical conditions in this commonwealth,” wherein “a vast majority of voters” support Canadian 

reciprocity if given a vote, and that Lodge — who had “cast his lot with the national [R]epubli-

can machine” — would work aggressively to make “specious pleas” to squelch dissent and avert 

losing his seat.   By contrast, an editorial in The Fitchburg Sentinel contended that Lodge was 924

 Lodge to C.S. Mellen, August 15, 1904, Lodge papers, MHS, reel 21. 921

 The Fitchburg Sentinel, July 20, 1904, p 4. 922

 The Fitchburg Sentinel, August 11, 1904, p 4. 923

 The Boston Globe, July 19, 1904, p 9. 924
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“over-anxious” and “worrying himself needlessly,” since “there [was] not in sight any combina-

tion which proposes to defeat him.”  925

 During the fall, Lodge embarked upon a widespread stumping tour of the commonwealth.  

The senator launched the opening of the campaign at a dinner of the North Dorchester Republi-

can Club in Nahant on August 8, before appearing at the Republican ratification meeting in Bos-

ton later that month.  On September 22, he visited the Essex Agricultural Society in Peabody, and 

attended the Newton Club several days later.  October marked the apex of the campaign, with 

rallies scheduled on a near-daily basis.  From October 11 to November 6, Lodge visited Melrose, 

Symphony Hall in Boston, Mechanics Hall in Worcester, Amesbury, Quincy, East Somerville, 

Cambridge, Gloucester, Swampscott, Brockton, Brookline, Leominster, and finally Lawrence.   926

 Lodge’s campaign rallies were more numerous and intensive than six years earlier.  In 

1898, Lodge attended several gatherings in early-to-mid October, before spending a short spell in 

New York to support his friend Theodore Roosevelt in the gubernatorial election.  He devoted a 

single week in the final stages of the election to vigorous, in-state public campaigning, and even 

these appearances were limited to only a handful of rallies.  In 1904, by contrast, Lodge opened 

the campaign in August, before pursuing rigorous, near-daily public rallies throughout the fall 

season.  We can glean that the uptick in rallies was the result of the looming presidential election, 

which required greater commitment and energy on behalf of party officials.  However, as several 

newspapers accurately suggested, Lodge’s own re-election fortunes not only coincided with the 

 The Fitchburg Sentinel, August 15, 1904, p 4. 925
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presidential election, but were directly tied to the performance of the party and the president.  

Therefore, a strong showing for the Republicans was absolutely paramount for Lodge. 

 As in 1898, Lodge’s public campaigning took the form of partisan appeals across key leg-

islative districts, given the party-controlled nature of the state.  The senator was closely observ-

ing the status of individual state legislators at least as early as August, even enlisting the as-

sistance of lieutenants in the field to “look after … district[s]” on his behalf.  It was important 

that Lodge succeed in increasing Republican turnout across the state, not only on behalf of the 

president, but also for legislative candidates integral to his own re-election.  Delivering strong 

Republican majorities in the legislature was essential, but equally necessary was ensuring these 

members were supportive of Lodge.  Once again, these dynamics recall the elements of a par-

liamentary-styled system which obtained — strong party system (albeit without a viable opposi-

tion party), district-based competition, and party cover, whereby state races (from Lodge to all 

state legislative seats) were politically, electorally, and fiscally backed by the party apparatus.  

 Lodge’s speeches generally focused more on national issues, such as reciprocity and the 

tariff, rather than state and local affairs.   Typical of how he framed the issue, Lodge explained 927

to the Newton Club: 

 I am personally in favor of reciprocity when it brings compensation to the United States   

 for any concession we make and does not injure American labor, industry or agriculture.    

 The Boston Globe, June 12, 1904, p 6; June 29, 1904, p 14; September 22, 1904, p 14; September 927

26, 1904, p 14. 
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 But because I favor reciprocity under these conditions I do not promise to support any   

 scheme of legislation or any treaty that any one chooses to label reciprocity.  928

Such was his standard response to the topic.  Additionally, Lodge regularly defended the Roo-

sevelt Administration, especially as it pertained to naval and defense expenditures, and its man-

agement of the Philippines.  929

 The ongoing presidential campaign infused an element of personality to Lodge’s address-

es.  Throughout his statewide stumping tour, Lodge contrasted the caliber of President Theodore 

Roosevelt with Judge Alton Parker of New York, the Democratic nominee.  In Worcester, the 

senator chided Parker for making statements on the Philippines which were “almost wholly un-

true,” urging the Democrat to become more familiar on the policies of the nation before speaking 

upon them.   In Amesbury, he contended that Parker was out of step with his own party — 930

namely William Jennings Bryan — and that the Democrats were hopelessly divided.  Mean-

while, Theodore Roosevelt could proudly boast the united support of his party.   And in Brook931 -

line, Lodge asserted that Parker “has helped us more since he began to talk than by his silence.”  

Parker had leveled unsavory assertions against cabinet secretary and party chair George Cortely-

ou without “a thread of evidence to support his charges.”  The president “will go into the office 

unpledged, unbound and tied to no man or combination.  He can’t be bound.”  932

 The Boston Globe, September 26, 1904, p 14. 928
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 For Massachusetts Democrats, the presidential election was a non-issue.  Delivering the 

state’s electoral votes to Alton Parker remained beyond the realm of reality and nobody seriously 

entertained the possibility of an upset.  More practically, the party committed itself to building 

upon the gains they had accrued in the State House of Representatives — having increased their 

ranks from a nadir of 58 in 1900 to 84 in 1903 — and offering a suitable Democratic contender 

for the governor’s office.   933

 At their convention in Brockton, the Democrats nominated William L. Douglas as their 

gubernatorial candidate and John C. Crosby for lieutenant governor.   Leading party figures 934

lacerated years of Republican misrule, seeking to capitalize upon the simmering discontent with 

the twin issues of reciprocity and tariffs.  Congressman John Thayer pilloried the Republican’s 

fanciful position on trade reciprocity as “weak enough and meaningless enough to fall to pieces 

when it is presented to Congress.”  Douglas himself castigated the exceptionally high tariff bur-

den on the Bay State, charging that “protected trusts [have] deprived [the state] of the cheap raw 

materials to which she is fairly entitled … She is unwilling to further sacrifice her industries 

upon the altar of protection.”  Furthermore, the party’s standard bearer maintained that these 

deleterious conditions explain why droves of “enterprising citizens are now agitating for reci-

procity with Canada.”  935

 In an unconventional move, Douglas jettisoned traditional campaign speechmaking, as 

party leaders believed his acceptance speech represented the strongest, most articulate defense of 

 Michael J. Dubin, Party Affiliations in the State Legislatures: A Year By Year Summary, 1796-2006, 933

(Jefferson, NC: McFarland & Company, Inc., Publishers, 2007), 93.
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his candidacy and Democratic policies, and, as such, would “be distributed as a campaign docu-

ment,” accordingly.  In lieu of major rallies, the gubernatorial nominee turned to retail politics.  

At least in Plymouth County, Douglas arranged an automobile tour to allow him to “meet the 

voters … face to face … and give [them] an opportunity to see the candidate at close range.”  936

 The Democratic operation failed to materially affect the trajectory of public sentiment.  

By the close of the campaign, Lodge’s political position remained secure, if not strengthened, by 

the senator’s strenuous efforts at public campaigning and internal politicking.  A number of re-

vealing letters explicitly pegged the strength of the ticket to Lodge’s endeavors.  Mr. Chandler of 

New Hampshire praised Lodge’s “industry,” and predicted the senator’s “re-election in January 

without opposition” as affording an opportune moment to “enjoy full and lasting satisfaction.”   937

John W. Weeks thanked Lodge for his address to the Newton Club “and the distinctly favorable 

impression it made on [his] listeners.”  Weeks was sure that Lodge’s speech “influenced them.”  

“In two or three cases about which I personally know the men have entirely changed their ideas 

of [reciprocity].”   Indeed, “all of the active members of the Club with whom I have talked have 

expressed their appreciation of your willingness to deliver such an address at a time when you 

need your strength and voice for other purposes.”     938

 These plaudits even translated into crucial support in the legislature for Lodge’s own re-

election.  Joseph Walker declared, “I really believe the party owes you a debt of gratitude for the 

broad and yet conservative stand which, through your leadership, it has taken on the reciprocity 

matter.  You have held the party together at a critical moment.”  Walker assured Lodge that these 

 Fall River Globe, October 15, 1904, p 1.936
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sentiments were shared “with hundreds of other good [R]epublicans,” before offering his unwa-

vering backing, “I need not tell you that you will have my hearty support as a member of the leg-

islature.”   939

 The November election produced a sensational victory for Roosevelt and his party across 

the board.  Described as the “greatest landslide in political history” at that time, Roosevelt wal-

loped Parker, winning over 2.5 million more votes and achieving a 56.4% to 37.6% popular vote 

victory.   In the Electoral College, Roosevelt secured 336 votes from every state in the North, 940

Midwest, and West, whilst Parker solidly held the Democratic South, amounting to only 140 

votes.   

 The results in Massachusetts closely aligned with the national vote, with Roosevelt 

claiming 57.9% of support to Parker’s 37.2%.  The only consolation for the Democrats was the 

upset election of William L. Douglas to the governors’s office, besting incumbent governor John 

L. Bates.  But Douglas’ victory represented a solitary island amidst a vast Republican sea, for he 

failed to carry many other Democrats into office.  In the state legislature, Republicans actually 

netted 15 seats in the House of Representatives, to give them a total of 170 members to the De-

mocrat’s 69 members.  And in the Senate, Republicans gained three seats for a total of 34 sena-

tors, while the Democrats claimed only six seats.   Thus, the nationalization effect obtained — 941

favorable national conditions for Republicans assured the party a strong performance at the bal-

lot box.  

 Joseph Walker to Lodge, October 7, 1904, Lodge papers, MHS, reel 21. 939
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6.3.4  Legislative Deference and Party Harmony 

 The overwhelming Republican victory was interpreted as indicative of Lodge’s selection 

by the legislature to a third term — often regarded as a fait accompli.  George Meyer, in a post-

election letter, confidently declared, “You will again be elected Senator from Massachusetts.  I 

am going to congratulate you in advance.”  Meyer asserted, “There may be a few mugwumps or 

imperialists jealous of your success … but the party as a whole and even many [D]emocrats are 

proud” of an upstanding and honorable figure to represent the state in the Senate.   Lodge 942

shared Meyer’s confidence over his prospects.  In a letter to President Roosevelt, he exclaimed, 

“The Legislature is safely Republican.  There is no opposition to me or to Crane,” his newly-ap-

pointed colleague.   And replying to his friend Meyer, Lodge wrote, “Our victory in the country 943

was something stupendous … I do not apprehend that there will be the slightest ripple of opposi-

tion to either Crane or myself when the Legislature meets.”  944

 These early assurances so immediately following the election suggest that party officials 

and state legislators may have been moving in a more “deferential” direction, measuring their 

support for Lodge by the magnitude of the recent electoral victory and the senator’s diligent ser-

vice to the party.   In effect, they were ceding the decision to the outcome of the November elec-

tion, especially if the incumbent contributed to the stupendous victory and was perceived by par-

ty figures as instrumental in that result.   

 The historically strong showing by the Republican ticket in 1904 and the party’s absolute 

control over the legislature may have given Lodge insurance against any intra-party divisions.  

 George Meyer to Lodge, December 14, 1904, Lodge papers, MHS, reel 21.942

 Lodge to Theodore Roosevelt, November 9, 1904, Selections, Volume II, 109.943

 Lodge to George Meyer, December 27, 1904, Meyer papers, MHS. 944
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With the margins between the parties so wide, potential defections or revolts within the Republi-

can fold would not be cause for trepidation, lest they cascaded into a tidal wave.  But the success 

of the party in the recent elections likely bolstered party harmony and diminished the threat of 

any defections in the first place.  When the state legislature decided the question of the senator-

ship the following January, Lodge was handily re-elected, securing every single Republican vote 

on record.   See Figure 6.4 for a chart of the final vote breakdown. 945

SOURCE: Fall River Globe, January 18, 1905, p 6 

 The Boston Globe, January 18, 1905, p 2. 945
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6.3.5  Analysis 

 The 1904 senatorial election illuminates the interplay between high-level politicking and 

democratic, public campaigning — novel features under exceptionally non-popular conditions.  

In Massachusetts, party figures held a firm grip on the selection process.  Political actors were 

essential in Lodge’s re-election, first, by clearing the field of potential challengers, then in pro-

viding crucial party support during the fall campaign, culminating in the senator’s renomination 

by the party caucus and eventually re-election by the legislature.   

 Despite the preponderance of power with pivotal party figures, an emerging degree of 

sensitivity to prevailing public sentiment and popular opinion obtained.  Lodge was continually 

aware of the pulse of the state and nation-at-large, especially as they pertained to Roosevelt’s re-

election prospects, the status of Republicans, and party harmony.  Nor were concerns limited to 

public sentiment.  They extended to material issues as well, notably labor troubles, economic 

woes, and the greatest challenge — reciprocity.  Lodge’s efforts — privately amongst party offi-

cials and publicly amongst voters — were critical in preventing discord and disharmony.  Having 

committed himself to the electoral fortunes of president and party, the senator was duly rewarded 

with re-election by appreciative party leaders and state legislators, especially those who owed 

their victories to Lodge’s diligent efforts.  

 The presence of a presidential contest had several effects on the nature of the senatorial 

election.  For one, it rendered public campaign rallies more numerous than in 1898.  Further-

more, the personalities of the leading contenders regularly infused the campaign, often co-opting 

local and state issues.  But as in 1898, national issues were just as widely discussed.  While we 

may conclude Lodge’s appearances were undertaken with the intention of assuring the best pos-
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sible result for Roosevelt, the presidential contest was never the senator’s sole motivation for he 

recognized his own re-election riding on the president’s coattails.  Thus, Lodge’s re-election — 

as well as the bevy of state contests and legislative seats — were all nationalized, reflecting the 

broad popularity of President Roosevelt and the improving economic prospects for the country.   

 While Lodge campaigned up-ballot for the president and down-ballot for state legislative 

races, these public appearances were geared to bolster his political position within the party.  The 

strong showing for the Republicans in the state legislature may have stifled any potential for in-

tra-party defections.  Lodge’s strenuous work was rewarded by an unanimous show of support 

from his party the following January.  Therefore, while party backing was instrumental for secur-

ing re-election, Lodge’s prospects were bolstered by strong popular support as manifest by the 

outcome of the November election and achieved through the pursuit of vigorous public cam-

paigns.   

6.4  1910 - Lodge’s Two-Front Battle for Political Survival 

 The 1910 case study demonstrates how amply public sentiment and popular legitimacy 

mattered to the senatorial selection process, as the non-popular conditions of Massachusetts be-

gan to ebb and fray.  The solidly Republican state elected a Democratic governor and witnessed 

historically close margins in the state legislature, attesting to renewed political competitiveness.  

Lodge pursued far more intensive legislative-district canvassing to assure that supportive Repub-

licans be nominated by their district conventions and ultimately elected to the legislature.  While 

Lodge generally waged party-based appeals for support throughout the state (see 1898 and 

1904), his adversaries centered their campaigns entirely in contradistinction to the senior senator, 
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personalizing the contest to a degree hitherto unseen.  And the relatively close result in the legis-

lature granted the body far greater autonomy in its decision on the senatorship, as each individual 

member’s judgment and consideration became of paramount importance.  But the selection 

process itself was infused with elements of popular legitimacy to a greater scale, as the political 

principals embarked on cultivating popular support to strengthen their respective causes.   

 If 1904 presented the most fortuitous circumstances possible for Lodge’s re-election, 

1910 offered the most adverse.  The ever-popular Theodore Roosevelt had demurred on seeking 

a third term in 1908, and accordingly, his hand-picked successor William Howard Taft was hand-

ily elected.  While able, capable, and intelligent, Taft possessed none of his predecessor’s mag-

netic personality nor public relations acumen.  As a result, major policies and significant legisla-

tive accomplishments were often delegated to lower-echelon officials or deposited to the press to 

cover.  Lacking a vigorous defense of the administration, the ground was ceded to political op-

ponents.  Furthermore, a brewing schism between an emergent Progressive wing of the Republi-

can Party and the regular “Old Guard” traditionalists was threatening to erupt into a full-fledged 

civil war.  Roosevelt had deftly navigated between the two camps, managing an uneasy, but 

steady alliance to hold until he left office.  Once more, Taft lacked Roosevelt’s skill at satiating 

these increasingly antagonistic factions and striking a tough compromise between them.    

 By 1910, the Republican Party had ruptured.  Tough economic conditions and higher 

prices were contributing to a “spirit of vague discontent.”   Much of the public’s ire had cen946 -

tered upon the unpopular Payne-Aldrich Tariff.  Although the bill actually lowered rates and du-

ties on certain products and freed a number of others, it failed to go as far as many advocates for 

 Garraty, 273.946
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downward revision desired.   The issue became the rallying cry for Progressive Republicans, as 947

they assailed the tariff as unfairly favoring businesses and trusts at the expense of ordinary Amer-

icans, workers, and laborers, lambasting their party for protecting economic elites.  948

 The bleak, even “catastrophic” conditions nationally were mirrored in Massachusetts.   949

In the traditionally Republican state, pervasive discontent had festered before finally boiling 

over.  Many within the party had been seeking a more liberal approach to tariffs, first through a 

reciprocity agreement with Canada, and then by wholesale downward revision on other tariffs, 

yet neither of these were achieved.  Henry Cabot Lodge, the ardent protectionist, represented the 

face of the Old Guard Republicans, and naturally, the outlet for much of this ire.  He had skillful-

ly defeated reciprocity in 1904 and strongly backed the Payne-Aldrich Tariff.  While it paid polit-

ical dividend in the short-term, it helped sow disaffection in the longer term.   

 With his seat up for re-election in 1910, a group of insurgent Republicans capitalizing 

upon public discontent hoped to deny the senior senator another term.  They found their voice in 

one Butler Ames, a congressman representing Lowell.  For the first time in his senatorial career, 

Lodge was confronted with a material threat to his position from within the party.  Although 

Ames remained a long-shot with little chance of actually winning, his candidacy was significant 

in a state alleged to be dominated by Lodge loyalists.  The insurgency typified the larger socio-

economic travails affecting Bay Staters and presented the possibility that a deadlocked legisla-

ture might ultimately rest on the votes of the small cadre of rebels. 

 Ibid, 267-268.947
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 Sensing blood, Democrats were uncharacteristically bullish of scoring major upsets 

throughout the commonwealth.  Eugene N. Foss — the very Republican businessman whom 

Lodge had ignominiously shown the door in 1904 — had since bolted from the party and become 

a Democrat, winning his new party’s nomination for governor and centering his entire campaign 

against the personality of Lodge himself and the unpopular tariff measure.  Thus, Lodge was 

faced with a two-front battle for political survival — one from within his own party and the other 

from a rejuvenated Democratic Party.  To persevere, he would need to make all the stops, check 

all the boxes, and do everything feasible to win, including widespread, vigorous public cam-

paigns for popular support, if necessary.  

  

6.4.1  Political Conditions and Headwinds 

 Traditionally, Massachusetts had been safely Republican, especially control of the legisla-

ture.  The party’s impressive margins in 1904 epitomized its stranglehold over the state.  But by 

the end of the decade, that monopoly was threatened as Republican strength began to wane.  In 

1909, Eben S. Draper was elected governor by a paltry 8,000 votes.   The Republican advan950 -

tage in the State Senate slipped to 31 seats, and their ranks dropped to 167 in the House — the 

lowest figure since 1903.   Although the party went on to perform poorly in the 1910 state elec951 -

tions, a pervasive sense of gloom and foreboding was readily apparent for months prior to the 

outcome, indicative of the most competitive general election in recent memory.   

 Ibid. 950
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 Senator Lodge astutely detected these worrisome trends, attesting to the competitive na-

ture of the forthcoming election and his personal sensitivity to fluctuating political conditions, 

driven by the public’s ire with the ruling Republican Party.  These exchanges illustrate the extent 

to which the state’s senior senator anxiously traced the ebb and flow of public sentiment, espe-

cially as it pertained to the performance of the party in November and his own re-election bid.  

 Initially, Lodge was exclusively preoccupied with national affairs.  In January, he re-

vealed to Governor Eben Draper, “I feel a great of anxiety about the congressional elections next 

year.  We shall have … a hard struggle to carry the House,” yet Lodge was slightly more opti-

mistic about his own state, declaring, “I think we shall do pretty well with our congressmen in 

Massachusetts, but we ought to strengthen ourselves in every possible way and I am especially 

anxious that you should have a big majority.”   By early March, Lodge recognized “discontent 952

which will affect the campaign of the [p]arty in the [s]tate,” but he minimized its impact on local 

and state races, asserting “I think it extremely unlikely … that the Republican control of the Leg-

islature will be seriously affected … The difficulties we have to meet as a [p]arty are very serious 

and I shall do everything I can to promote the success of the [g]overnor.”   Evidently, while 953

Lodge was cognizant of widespread, pervasive discontent brewing amongst the people, he failed 

to fully appreciate its depth.   

 The major inflection point occurred in late March, during the special election to fill the 

vacant seat of the fourteenth congressional district.  The race was contested by Republican 

William Buchanan and Democrat Eugene N. Foss, who was marking his return to politics with 

 Lodge to Even S. Draper, January 4, 1910, Lodge papers, MHS, reels 27, 29.952

 Lodge to William Wood, March 2, 1910, Lodge papers, MHS, reels 27, 33.953
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gusto.  Although considered a safe Republican seat, Foss scored a major upset, sending shock-

waves throughout the state and the country.  The result served as a wakeup call to complacent 

Republicans, especially Lodge, who were unnerved by the suddenness of the defeat and the 

magnitude of the public’s disenchantment, anger, and frustration expressed toward the reigning 

party.  954

 Mere days following the special election, Lodge sent an alarmist letter to former presi-

dent Roosevelt, debriefing him on the recent developments and confiding his greatest worries 

over its implications.  He began by describing the situation as “moving very fast … and pretty 

badly.”  The “strongest Republican district in [the state] [and which] never went Democratic in 

its history” suddenly and unexpectedly was “lost … by 5,600,” a swing of nearly 20,000 votes.  

Lodge attributed the party’s defeat to a weak candidate, but also more broadly “general unrest 

which rose chiefly from high prices … Starting with high prices people are in a dissatisfied mood 

with everything and the party in power suffers.”  Lodge went on to bemoan the Taft Administra-

tion as well, decrying, “It is going down hill all the time.”  For Lodge, the implications of the 

loss were enormous and severe.  He explained: 

 After that election … we may say broadly that no Massachusetts district can be counted   

 as perfectly safe … There is no prospect of carrying the House as we now stand.  I  

 believe we shall carry the Massachusetts Legislature and if we carry it by anything like   

 the normal majority I think I shall be returned without any reasonable doubt, but if our  

 The Boston Globe, March 20, 1910, p 1; March 27, 1910, p 48.954
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 majority is cut way down, they may get in a position where, with Foss’ money and some   

 Democratic deal, they may send a Democrat or, what is worse, a man like Foss in my   

 place … The situation at the present time is very bad. 

Importantly, Lodge’s solution was to remain firmly committed to the Taft presidency and the Re-

publicans.  “The only course I can pursue is to give a cordial support to the Administration and to 

the party.  I see no reason to do otherwise and it is the best course to pursue.”   The unfavor955 -

able, dispiriting national conditions for Republicans, exacerbated by the nationalization effect, 

threatened the party’s ranks in the legislature in the forthcoming election. 

 Following the Foss upset, Lodge and his associates increasingly evinced deep-seated anx-

iety over the political conditions within the state.  In April, Governor Draper wrote,  “There is a 

general feeling of unrest everywhere … Here in Massachusetts this feeling of opposition … ex-

ists strongly and is bound to play an important part in the fall … This feeling of unrest and dis-

satisfaction is … in our [s]tate as well as everywhere else.”   Lodge agreed that “we have a 956

hard fight ahead of us,” but believed “things are looking better at home” and was encouraged by 

the party’s reaction to the setback.  957

 By the summer, Lodge continued acknowledging the public’s dissatisfaction, but regular-

ly maintained an air of confidence that the eventual result would be favorable to the party.  In a 

letter to Louis Southard, he conceded, “A certain spirit of discontent does exist,” but qualified 
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“that things are looking better all the time and … we shall win this [f]all.”   And writing to R. 958

L. O’Brien of The Transcript, Lodge detailed several countervailing forces at play confronting 

the Republican Party.  First, he explained that the recent improvement in the party’s fortunes 

were attributed to “successful passage of so many good measures recommended by the Adminis-

tration.”  Clearly, Lodge wanted to emphasize that Republicans were effectively legislating to 

meet the challenge.  But the intractable political conditions were being fueled by factors “over 

which we have no control,” thereby decoupling responsibility for the situation from the party it-

self.  “The outlook for the crops is not good.  Business … is dull, largely owing to the fear of a 

Democratic victory … All depression and dullness in business work against the party in power 

… Then the ceaseless attacks of certain Western Senators undoubtedly stir up hostile feelings 

here.”  959

 If these factors were responsible for the strong headwinds against the Republican Party, 

they were also working against Lodge’s own re-election, to which the senator was particularly 

alert.  In a journal entry in late March following the Foss election, Lodge reflected on a meeting 

with a confidant, writing, “Christy says he don’t see how the Senator can lose, but says that the 

Senator ought to make the fight of his life.”   The following month, he stressed to Governor 960

Draper, “The principle [sic] battle will be to elect our [s]tate ticket and our [c]ongressmen but we 

ought not to take the Legislature for granted.  Not only is a Senator to be elected — in which I 

take some interest — but [they] will redistrict the [s]tate [c]ongressionally.”  To that end, “We 
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have got a very hard fight before us and we must leave no stone unturned.”   He echoed such 961

sentiment a few weeks later in a letter to L.D. Apsley, “We have a hard fight ahead of us … The 

next [l]egislature not only elects a Senator, in which I naturally have a large personal interest, but 

will probably redistrict.”   And mere weeks before polling day, Lodge admitted to Silas Reed 962

the stakes of the upcoming vote, “I am exceedingly [worried] that we should have any contest 

which endangers a seat in the Senate but I hardly know what can be done.  I only hope that it will 

not result in the election of a Democrat.”   As these correspondences demonstrate, Lodge close963 -

ly followed the trajectory of public sentiment and popular opinion, especially as it pertained to 

the performance of the party in the forthcoming state elections and his own bid for re-election, 

and they attest to the far greater role occupied by popular legitimacy in the hitherto non-popular 

state. 

6.4.2  Intra-Party Challengers 

 The presence of a quality challenger to oppose Lodge was another important variable fac-

toring into the senator’s electoral calculus.  Whereas in 1898 and 1904, Lodge’s incumbency sta-

tus, affording the senator strong party backing from leading figures, effectively cleared the field 

of potential intra-party challengers, by 1910, Lodge was less fortunate.  With the groundswell of 

sentiment simmering against the party, Lodge’s incumbency proved a liability.  A cadre of dis-

gruntled Republicans resentful of the senator’s perceived heavy-handed management of the party 

were encouraged by the rising tide of public discontent and disaffection with the Republicans.  
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Responding to the changing political and economic conditions, they found their voice in Con-

gressman Butler Ames of Lowell who boldly defied the party leadership by launching a bid to 

dislodge the incumbent senator from his seat.  Ames had been flirting with a run for months.  On 

January 27, a telegram was reprinted in the newspapers declaring Ames’ candidature.  That very 

day, the congressmen held small luncheons with select state legislators to “become better ac-

quainted with them” — a clear attempt to win pivotal party backing for his long-shot candidacy.  

The legislators “showed a lively interest in what he had to say in outlining his opposition to the 

senior senator.”  Further, it appears that Ames promised “substantial support”—  potentially of a 

monetary nature — to legislative candidates, should they support his bid.    964

 Throughout this period, Ames was testing the waters to gauge whether his candidacy 

would engender a favorable reception by party bigwigs — an “invisible primary” if you will.  

During the period, the congressman was “receiving daily encouragement in his fight for Senator 

Lode’s seat.”   By the spring, he was feeling “cheerful and confident” of defeating Lodge.   965 966

Taking stock of the political situation in Massachusetts, Ames declared, “Everything looks good 

to me,” predicting Lodge would fail to “defeat the will of the people.”   According to The 967

Fitchburg Sentinel, Ames’ candidature held the potential to “develop more strength than some 

people suppose … [due to the] considerable opposition” to Lodge’s “domination of the state ma-

chine.”   On June 26, the invisible primary became more visible as Ames formally announced 968
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his intention to run for Senate.  In a public statement, the campaign decried “Boss Lodge and his 

political machine,” and vowed to end undue protection for “large railroad, banking and manufac-

turing interests.”  969

 Initially, Lodge downplayed the threat posed by Ames.  When Ames began meeting state 

legislators to feel out support for his candidacy, Lodge’s friends “shrug[ged] their shoulders.”  

Describing the senator’s position as unassailable, they contended, “Mr. Ames would have a diffi-

cult time defeating Senator Lodge.”  And when Lodge himself was asked directly about the up-

start congressman, he “smile[d] sardonically.”   Although Lodge was keeping a close watch 970

over the situation, it does not appear the senator believed Ames’ challenge amounted to a much.  

While occasional mentions of Butler Ames and the machinations by his camp litter his corre-

spondences, relatively few explicitly reference Ames’ strength itself.  Writing to his adjutant 

William Wood in early February, Lodge reported, “I notice that ‘The Eagle’ regards Mr. Ames’ 

chances of election as very slight … and adds … ‘comparatively few of the voters would want to 

see it succeed.’”   Perhaps Lodge was sizing up Ames, but the record is scarce as far as direct 971

references to the challenger’s political standing. 

 Eugene Foss’ special election upset may have jolted Lodge to take Ames’ candidacy more 

seriously.  In the first test of the popular sentiment that year, voters turned hard against Lodge.    

Like Ames, Foss represented the manifestation of the public’s disillusionment and anger brewing 

against the Republicans over the high cost of living and the Payne-Aldrich Tariff.  Ames wished 

to tap into the public’s discontent with the economic situation, as well.  Shocked by the depth of 
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the disaffection, Lodge and company grew increasingly nervy over another upset.  According to 

The Boston Globe, “The senator’s followers on Beacon Hill began to sit up and take notice [of 

Ames].  They are now wondering what may happen next fall [and] “inquir[ing] more minutely 

into the … movement.”   Following the election, Lodge’s mentions of Ames increased propi972 -

tiously.  Although he continued to view the congressman’s appeal as limited and his chances in-

finitesimally small, he devoted more time and attention to the insurgent campaign.  In a journal 

entry from March 29, Lodge wrote that Christy says “Foss and Ames can and will furnish all the 

money that can be used.”    973

 On April 15, Lodge informed a Mr. Curtis of Ames’ efforts, observing, “I see that Ames is 

again on the ground in Boston, but … I do not think he is making the slightest headway.”   974

Writing to William Wood in early May, Lodge explained, “I am not sanguine about anything but 

I think I am quite right about the Ames movement … Ames has no strength.”   In late June, the 975

senator declared to John Palfrey, “I cannot find that Butler Ames has any support,” and while he 

was “aware of the existence [of] a progressive element” in the party, he maintained that these 

adherents were not translating into support for Ames.   In another letter, Lodge explained that 976

Ames was not a true insurgent since he voted for the very tariff measure against which the insur-

gents were railing.  Lodge deduced, “I do not think that I am in serious danger.”   And when 977
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Ames launched his attack on the so-called Lodge machine, the incumbent opted against respond-

ing, contending, “I do not think that it will do him any good or me any harm.”   Lodge was 978

growing increasingly bullish, but he continued to closely monitor the activities of the congress-

man’s upstart campaign.  Judging from his letters, we may surmise that Lodge was genuinely 

concerned over the potential for an upset, or merely trying to assuage political loyalists over the 

matter entirely.  Whatever the motivation, it is clear that Ames’ campaign henceforth occupied a 

more central focus for Lodge’s electoral calculations.  

 Throughout the summer, Lodge maintained that Ames did not pose much of a threat, but 

insisted that a thorough public campaign was necessary to “take every precaution” to meet the 

challenge.   The senator launched a two-pronged strategy to winning re-election: legislative 979

district canvassing — backing among party officials and critical state legislative candidates — 

and public campaigns for popular support, both equally sufficient for victory.  The former was 

necessary to shut out the intra-party challenge from Ames.  The latter was integral for party mo-

bilization, which served two purposes: bolstering Lodge’s position within the party — thereby 

weakening Ames even further — and improving the party’s position against the Democrats in the 

November general election — thereby minimizing the political strength which the opposition 

may enjoy in the next legislature.  
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6.4.3  Legislative District Canvassing 

 The gravity of Butler Ames’ intra-party challenge — magnified by the Foss special elec-

tion upset — drove Lodge to oversee a vociferous canvassing of legislative districts, in essence, 

obtaining support amongst critical state legislators, thereby maximizing the pool of favorable 

electors in the legislature.  In 1910, the incumbent senator was involved to a far greater extent 

than in previous years locking down candidates supportive of his re-election.  At the outset, 

Lodge focused on securing nominations by district conventions of individuals who were dually 

supportive of his bid and strong candidates for the party in the November election.  By directly 

affixing party nominees to Lodge’s re-election, these contenders would stamp out the Ames 

threat, withstand the looming Democratic wave, and back the senator in the legislature upon as-

suming their seats.  For Lodge, the first step was to ensure their nominations.  

 Throughout the campaign, Lodge closely coordinated with his adjutants — predominant-

ly William Wood, Arthur Alger, and J. Otis Wardwell — who were delegated immense responsi-

bilities to manage district canvassing on behalf of their superior.  As early as March, Lodge in-

formed Wood that he expected to receive “a complete list of the men who will come back to the 

[l]egislature next year who are for me,” before revealing, “a very careful canvass … has not thus 

far revealed anyone who is opposed to me except [several] in the Lowell district.”   The critical 980

task was identifying marginal seats where the greatest effort must be expended.  Lodge explained 

as much to Wardwell, writing, “I am now going to sort out the vote in the … districts and sort out 

those where new men are to come and to which attention must be given and also all where the 
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majority is narrow and where a special effort must be made to win.”   In a follow-up letter, 981

Lodge explicated, “Everything must be done to run the best men and carry every doubtful dis-

trict.”  He instructed Wardwell to review his list and determine “which [districts] need to be 

looked after and … which we can give our attention as soon as possible.”   Continuing their 982

correspondence, the pair analyzed soft supporters — candidates who would likely support Lodge 

but required a gentle nudge  — as well as nominations of his strongest supporters.  983 984

 Additionally, Lodge was eager to solicit information from loyalists.  Arthur Alger routine-

ly provided invaluable details and advice pertaining to dicey district politics.   James Arkison 985

offered useful data on sentiment in southern Massachusetts, including New Bedford, Taunton, 

and Attleboro.   And Samuel Winslow was recruited to manage Lodge’s campaign in Worcester 986

County, districts about which the senator confessed he knew little.   Perhaps the most insightful 987

material was a list provided by Walter Carter specifying insurgent Republicans who were “faith-

fully” inclined to back the senator’s re-election bid.   Securing the support of these legislators 988

was an obvious boon for Lodge, for they were a natural constituency for Butler Ames, and it 

quickly became clear the congressman was unable to win natural political brethren.  Lodge even 
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recognized the “insurgent feeling” was lacking “strong leadership,” and its force had been blunt-

ed by the overwhelming support he was commanding.  989

 The massive effort at legislative district canvassing relied upon friendly, supportive dele-

gates attending the state convention to nominate pro-Lodge candidates..  Lodge repeatedly 

stressed the need to stack the deck at the gathering.  In letters to Alger, he wrote, “Whatever hap-

pens we want to be very careful that the delegates to that convention are friends of mine,”  

adding, “The important thing is to control the Convention so that whoever is elected will be all 

right,” meaning they would “vote for me as again [sic] Ames.”   Favorable nominees represent990 -

ed the convention’s collective endorsement of the sitting senator’s re-election.  Further, these ac-

tivities illustrate elements of a parliamentary-styled democracy.  The strong party system de-

manded that senators rely on partisans.  Therefore, a premium was placed on enlarging the pool 

of Lodge loyalists in the forthcoming legislative caucus, which retained the authority to formally 

nominate senatorial contenders and effectually select senators.  And all these state contests en-

joyed party cover — the financial, political, and electoral backing of the party apparatus.  

 Another means of directly tying his candidacy to the party and rendering it more highly 

visible to the public involved outright convention endorsements.  Lodge was adamant that the 

party adopt a resolution at the state convention explicitly supporting his bid for another term, 

writing to Charles Washburn, “It becomes a matter of some importance to me to have a line or 

two of direct approval for me personally so that it would be understood that the Convention gives 

me and my service their endorsement.”  Lodge justified the request on the grounds that it had 
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“been done for the past twenty years for each of the Senators … up for re-election.”   Addition991 -

ally, it was also necessary that legislative district conventions express their approval of Lodge 

and instruct their nominees to support him.  As he explained to Alger regarding one district, “If 

we could have a resolution in my favor in the Senatorial Convention it would be a good thing, 

although it would not be worthwhile to try to force it unless we were perfectly sure that it would 

carry.”   By coupling Senator Lodge’s performance to the electoral fortunes of state legislative 992

candidates, Lodge strengthened his position within the party vis-a-vis Butler Ames, while also 

infusing a more popular element to the senatorial selection process, publicizing his campaign and 

explicitly tying his election to the fortunes of individual party members. 

 Lodge’s diligence was rewarded with an impressive result at the district-level primaries 

and caucuses in late September — an admixture of strong party backing and the Republican 

faithful.  According to The Boston Globe, Congressman Butler Ames scored only one senator and 

four representatives, whilst Senator Lodge secured seven senators and 48 representatives.   The 993

decisive result effectively ended Ames’ chances of defeating Lodge with the support of Republi-

cans.  The mood amongst Lodge and his associates was buoyant.  Charles Gardner expressed his 

congratulations to the senator, adding, “You must feel considerable satisfaction.”   Describing 994

Ames’ result as “a sorry showing,” George Meyer attributed it to “the thorough and able manner 

in which you managed your campaign … It will be a satisfaction to you to know that in doing so 
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you have helped the party, and particularly the administration.”   Lodge expressed similar sen995 -

timent to William Wood, declaring, “Although Mr. Ames has spent a great deal of money … his 

campaign has been a complete failure.”  996

 Upon the gathering of the Republicans at their state convention in early October, Lodge’s 

son-in-law Augustus P. Gardner boasted, “Ames’s candidacy still continues as a feeble joke … 

You have no more political trouble to fear.”   Gardner was only partially correct.  While Lodge 997

had substantially buttressed his standing amongst Republicans, thereby shutting out the intra-par-

ty challenge to his re-election, political troubles were brewing, especially in the form of the De-

mocratic opposition.  Lodge expressed concern that Ames might support independent and Demo-

cratic candidates to oppose him.   Further, the specter of Eugene Foss loomed large over the 998

proceedings.  Lodge feared Foss was gearing up to run as a stalking horse senatorial challenger, 

seeking to deadlock the legislature’s vote before throwing his hat into the ring as the Democrat’s 

choice for Senate.  999

6.4.4  Taking to the Stump: Public Campaigning 

 The second prong of Lodge’s re-election strategy involved public campaigning.  Once 

favorable Republicans were nominated, it became necessary to carry them over the finish line.  
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To that end, Lodge partook in numerous public rallies and personal appearances to mobilize the 

Republican faithful, increase turnout, and defeat the Democrats, much as he had done in 1898 

and 1904.  But unlike in previous election years, the once-solid Republican unity had fractured, 

while the Democrats were riding high on enthusiasm and momentum.  Therefore, properly culti-

vating popular support through public campaigns grew in import.   

 Once again, Lodge’s campaigning took the form of party-based appeals, defending the 

Taft Administration and Republican policies, including the reviled Payne-Aldrich Tariff.  Despite 

Lodge’s adherence to parties, his opponents centered their campaigns against the personage of 

the senator, himself.  Butler Ames and Eugene Foss — now the Democratic gubernatorial candi-

date — emphasized their personal and political antagonism to the incumbent senator.  The re-

newed scrutiny on Lodge personalized the contest to a degree hitherto lacking in previous state 

elections.  

 Throughout the campaign, Butler Ames framed his election as a battle against Lodge’s 

impenetrable organization and his undue favoritism toward wealthy elites, tycoons, businesses, 

and trusts.  When he formally announced his candidacy in June, Ames railed against “Boss 

Lodge and his political machine,” which had “crush[ed] all political ambitions, endeavors or 

opinions not sanctioned by Mr. Lodge” through patronage and corporate donations.  Lodge’s 

“orders have … advance[d] the selfish financial schemes of the large railroads, banking and 

manufacturing interests he serves in the hall of [C]ongress as well as in the Massachusetts legis-

lature.”   In an interview with The Boston Globe, Ames reiterated his desire to defeat “‘Boss’ 1000

Lodge … [and] smash the [R]epublican state organization into smithereens.”  Ames explained 
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that he “prefer[ed] to do his own thinking and that the … machine hasn’t any use for a man in 

public life who will not take orders from that body … from Mr. Lodge.”  At that point, he “began 

to lose caste with the leaders.”   In the first public speech of his campaign in Haverhill, Ames 1001

directed his crusade “against Senator Henry Cabot Lodge … It is a fight against the man who … 

has acted as dictator and boss of the party councils; who has been and is responsible … for the 

methods, abuses and practices of his machine.”  Ames went on to argue, “His only support … is 

the machine … and the large corporate interests for whom he has rendered improper service.”   1002

 Additionally, Ames routinely raised the issue of popular legitimacy to weaken Lodge’s 

authority with voters.  The congressman pitted Lodge and his forces as “working hard to defeat 

the will of the people.”   In his first major campaign speech, Ames explained: 1003

 I am fighting a political battle for you this fall.  I hope that when this fight is over, it will   

 be possible for any man … to take an independent stand of any political question without   

 fear of the heel of the machine … It is the protest of the unprotected individual voter   

 against a party organization that has been so lacking in a sense of right and wrong … It is  

 the protest of the voter against a machine that has … determined the candidates and  

 political fortunes of every man in public life.  
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Ames exclaimed that Lodge was not “a public servant,” instead, “he has used every influence at 

his command to prevent the people from having a chance to vote for him or his successor.”  1004

 Similarly, Eugene Foss primarily rested the Democratic argument on enmity for the 

Payne-Aldrich Tariff and avowed opposition to Senator Lodge.  When asked whether the tariff 

was the major issue, Foss replied “Yes, but the party itself is becoming an issue.”  Many Repub-

licans were “not in conflict with the principles of the founders, but rather the methods of the 

leaders … [They] are dissatisfied with their leaders and especially with Senator Lodge.”   In 1005

the fall, Foss repeatedly framed the election as a referendum on Lodge’s performance in the Sen-

ate.  At one rally, he proclaimed, “There is no progressive movement in the [R]epublican party 

… You must rebuke Lodge and Draper and their machine, and the only way it can be done is as I 

have done, by joining the [D]emocratic party.”   At another rally, he urged voters to support 1006

the entire [D]emocratic ticket “for I will need them on Beacon [H]ill this winter to defeat Henry 

Cabot Lodge.  We will beat him at his own game, and show him that he was correct when he 

stated that if Massachusetts went Democratic this fall ‘the jig was up’ for the [R]epublican 

party.”   And most notably, Foss and Lodge shared a public spate over generous contributions 1007

to their respective campaigns over the years.  1008

 In response to these charges made by his opponents, Lodge was compelled to intensify 

his public relations campaign and persuade discontented constituents to back the Republican Par-
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ty — hugely significant methods to cultivate popular support and a recognition of the increasing 

importance of the public sentiment.  Seeking to address the widespread discontent with the tariff, 

Lodge undertook three electoral activities: advertising to heighten awareness of the party brand; 

credit-claiming to demonstrate favorable output by the party; and position-taking, so to convey 

the party’s stances on the pressing issues of the day.  Although Lodge presented these arguments 

within a party-based framework, he coupled his personal stake to the overall operation.  The sen-

ator predominantly pursued these activities through three means: newspapers, personal appear-

ances, and political surrogates. 

 Newspapers offer an effective means of enhancing the image of a candidate or party, es-

pecially by countering false claims or misperceptions.  Lodge utilized newspapers regularly dur-

ing the campaign, writing letters for publications and granting interviews to periodicals.   

Over the summer, the senator penned a letter to The Boston Post trying to bridge the chasm be-

tween so-called insurgent and Old Guard Republicans — the distinction between Butler Ames 

and himself.  Many insurgents had contended that the senator was opposed to party harmony, but 

Lodge sought to counteract that characterization.  By contrast, he claimed to favor party unity, 

going to great lengths to minimize the differences that had divided both camps.  Bemoaning the 

“classification of [the party],” Lodge described himself as “simply a Republican.”    1009

 That same week, Lodge was interviewed by The Post where he defended the actions, 

policies, and programs of Republicans in Congress.  Recognizing the tariff was the most pressing 

issue, he explained the measure had fallen victim to widespread misconceptions amidst popular 

“agitation.”  Protectionism was not responsible for the high costs of living, but rather, served the 
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economic interests of the commonwealth.  Due to the diversity of manufacturing industries, 

Lodge argued, “There is no State in the Union to which a reasonable and intelligent management 

of the tariff is more important than Massachusetts.”  1010

 Personally taking to the stump to deliver campaign messages was a useful tool to rouse 

dormant elements of the party and persuade undecided voters to support the Republican ticket.  

Lodge and his associates placed much faith in the effectiveness of a well-calibrated public cam-

paign.  After addressing the Norfolk Club in July, Governor Draper praised Lodge for giving “the 

most effective speech on the tariff that I have heard you or anybody else make for Massachusetts 

consumption.”  He hailed Lodge’s insistence that key manufacturing duties were actually re-

duced by Republicans, and how the senator broached “the question of the wage rate … most ex-

cellent[ly].”  Draper concluded, “I believe this speech before an audience of voters would have a 

great effect.  It is easily understood and is unanswerable.”   1011

 Evidently inferring political strength from high campaign rally turnout, Lodge was even 

attentive to relative audience sizes between Eugene Foss’ appearances and Republican events.  

“We had the audiences counted everywhere [Foss] spoke.”  Lodge observed, “On the Cape, he 

had a perfect frost … He had 35 at Barnstable, 15 at [unspecified] … I also hear from the West-

ern part of the [s]tate that his trip there has been a failure.”  Lodge unfavorably contrasted Foss’ 

turnout with impressive Republican rallies, “I have never seen such meetings as I saw at Holyoke 

and Northampton … All the newspapers up there said it was the greatest Republican rally ever 

held in the [c]ity.  We had over fifteen hundred people in that big hall … The same report comes 
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from Springfield.”  Lodge believed that support for Foss among Republicans was “checked by 

the Faneuil Hall performances … By next week we shall be in better shape than ever and this 

will do us good.”  1012

 Considered “one of the best exponents of Republican doctrine,”  Lodge undertook an 1013

extensive schedule of party rallies and appearances.  On June 28, he opened his campaign at a 

rally in Somerville, before attending a party unity event with Governor Draper at the Brighton 

Republican Club on July 9.  He addressed the Norfolk Club a week later, the Swedish-American 

Club on August 10, and the Plymouth Club on August 16.  Lodge appeared at an Essex County 

newspaper outing on August 20, held an event for the governor at Nahant a week later, attended 

the Essex County Club on August 30, and then the Malden Republican City Committee the fol-

lowing day.   In September, Lodge visited the Dorchester Club, a banquet at Bass Point, Quin1014 -

cy, the Franco-American Club in Shrewsbury, Roxbury, and finally Dorchester.   Throughout 1015

October and early November, Lodge campaigned in Lawrence, Wakefield, Somerset, Holyoke, 

Northampton, Revere, Worcester, Melrose, Clinton, and finally Tremont Temple and Faneuil Hall 

in Boston.  1016
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 Opening the campaign on June 28 was exceptionally early, even by Lodge’s standards.  

Most campaigns began between late August and early October.  From June 28 to August 31, 

Lodge attended nine major events — more numerous than during the same period in 1904, bely-

ing any notion of a long, quiet summer.  And his fall campaign schedule was even busier.  From 

September 1 to November 7, Lodge partook in near-daily public appearances, which increased to 

daily rallies by the last weeks of the campaign.  In a letter to Henry P. Dowse on October 6, 

Lodge explained that he was consumed with making “four speeches a week from now until elec-

tion,”  an estimate which might have been on the lower end of the scale, as he delivered far 1017

more weekly speeches as polling day neared.  These intensive efforts at public campaigning at-

test to Lodge’s sense of vulnerability to the political conditions afflicting the state and to the po-

tential for a Democratic wave that might sweep out a whole host of Republican lawmakers from 

the legislature and endanger his re-election prospects.  Throughout the campaign, Lodge repeat-

edly emphasized, “The only danger … is our losing the Legislature,” which was unlikely, “or 

finding ourselves with a very narrow margin,” which was more likely to occur.   Thus, it was 1018

critical that Republicans “keep [the Democratic] gain down and make it as small as possible.”  1019

 Lodge’s campaign speeches once more took the form of party-based appeals, defending 

the Taft Administration, Congress, and the Republican Party.  At one appearance, he warned that 

a Democratic Congress would precipitate a business depression.   At another event, he lauded 1020

the achievements of the Republican Party, declaring it the true progressive party, despite the deep 
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internal rifts that had ruptured.   In addition, he campaigned on behalf of Governor Draper, 1021

whom he described as “the most manly, most upright and most public-spirited governors the 

state has ever had,”  and raised state issues, as well.  1022 1023

 However, the primary issue he defended was the tariff.  In Quincy, Lodge noted many of 

the measure's under-appreciated benefits, “No doubt there are defects in the present tariff bill … 

If we had not passed this tariff bill, there would not be today in the country a customs court; 

there would not be a maximum and minimum clause; there would not be a tariff board to settle 

the tariff issues in a scientific manner.”   Further, he frequently challenged the misperception 1024

that the measure was responsible for the high cost of living.  In Brockton, Lodge argued, “The 

present tariff bill took the duty off oil; yet the price of oil has advanced.  We took the duty off 

hides; yet the price went up higher than ever … The cost of living has increased in European 

countries where there is no American tariff.”  Instead, Lodge warned, a reduction of tariff rates 

would “cheapen wages.”  He went on to declare, “If the tariff is too high let us make a reduction 

that will not affect wages.”   And at another event, he attributed the influx of gold into circula1025 -

tion for inflating the prices of many products.  1026

 Sensing momentum and enthusiasm shifting in their direction, Massachusetts Democrats 

were cautiously optimistic of a strong performance in November.  After an acrimonious, con-
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tentious convention, they nominated the controversial congressman, Eugene Foss, to head the 

ticket for governor.  “We shall win,” the newly-minted nominee thundered.   1027

 Having prodded Republicans for years from the back benches, Foss was now in the dri-

ver’s seat to assail the party headlong and dictate the issues of the election.  And from the open-

ing of the campaign, he made clear the tariff was the singular topic before voters, “For eight 

years I tried within the ranks of the Republican Party to bring about better conditions,” he ex-

plained, “But when [they] passed the Payne-Aldrich bill … I saw that it was useless to hope for 

relief from intolerable business conditions through the Republican Party whose leaders had de-

liberately broken faith with the people, and … increased tremendously the burdens of which the 

people complained.”   Foss offered himself as the remedy, “I stand upon my record as a builder 

up of New England industries, as a believer in New England … I have advocated tariff revision 

downward, free raw material and reciprocity.  I advocate them now.”  1028

 Throughout the campaign, Foss unleashed his invective against Republican policies.  He 

described the tariff commission established by the recent measures as “a bogus commission,” 

with no effective power to gather data and provide useful tariff information.   And he charac1029 -

terized the party’s reciprocity proposal as “a fake reciprocity,” suggesting Republicans were not 

serious about mutually lowering rates with Canada.  “I fight in the open,” Foss clamored, “I will 

force [my opponents] out into the open and ask them to make good their insinuations.”  1030
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 The Democratic standard-nearer reserved his sharpest charges for the state’s senior sena-

tor.  Foss began his tirade by indicting Lodge and his son-in law, Congressman Augustus Gard-

ner, for “us[ing] money with so lavish a hand that the Democratic Party has been unable to find a 

man who would dare to run against … Gardner.”   He contended that Republicans had been 1031

“concealing the real expenditures … by dividing them” amongst various organizations, and he 

repeated the assertion that Lodge authorized large sums of money to defeat opponents when 

serving as chair of the Republican state committee.   Additionally, Foss delivered a seething 1032

critique of Lodge’s record in office, assailing the introduction of his Force Bill and excoriating 

his opposition to the Newfoundland Treaty, among others.  1033

 Lodge promptly returned the favor, attacking Foss in more direct terms and personalizing 

the contest for the remainder of the campaign.  After defending himself from the charge that his 

campaign expenditures were overly lavish, the senator responded, “Last year Mr. Foss confessed 

in his sworn return to the expenditure of a sum of money for his election as lieutenant governor 

which far exceeded all the money I have ever spent in politics during my whole public life.”  

Lodge went on to assail Foss for trying to “buy the [R]epublican party and fail[ing].  He has just 

tried to buy the [D]emocratic party and has failed in that, although by devious methods he has 

received the nomination … I do not believe the state is for sale.”   In subsequent rallies, Lodge 1034

attacked Foss’ labor record as an industrialist.  1035
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 Lodge’s electoral fate was coupled with the fortunes of the Republican Party.  While this 

was partly the result of his opponents framing the election as a referendum on the incumbent, 

Lodges self-consciously committed to attaching his candidacy to the party, as well.  Among sup-

porters, the senator was considered the face of the Republicans and the vanguard of the party in 

Massachusetts.   Therefore, Lodge interwove his reputation with the party's brand.  And when 1036

he defended the party, he was defending himself.  An instructive example occurred when Lodge 

claimed credit for the tariff bill and the hard work and industry he had put into its formulation, “I 

spent many weary months at work on this bill, and it was the best bill that could be made under 

the then existing conditions and methods.”   His statement was a subtle, yet significant attempt 1037

at interjecting his own personal role within a broader defense of the tariff, thereby rendering his 

record ever-so-slightly more directly accountable to the public.  

 The third means of electioneering was the enlistment of political surrogates.  These en-

dorsements manifested as public appearances and newspaper publications.  The most notable sur-

rogate was former president Theodore Roosevelt — close friend and emerging leader of the 

nascent Progressive movement.  Senator Lodge was instrumental snagging Roosevelt to appear 

at a major campaign rally in Massachusetts.   

 On October 21, 1910, Roosevelt was received with great fanfare at the Boston Arena.  

The former president defended the tariff, urged party harmony, and attacked the Democrats as 

insincere in many of their proposals.  When speaking of Lodge, the Rough Rider exclaimed, “I 

feel it would be not only a calamity to Massachusetts but a calamity to the nation if he were not 
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returned.”  Roosevelt proclaimed, “Mr. Lodge has stood for progressive legislation,” trumpeting 

Lodge’s favorable record on labor and commitment to protecting railroad workers from danger-

ous conditions.  And the former president praised the senator’s admirable foreign policy posi-

tions, including his support for a strong navy, construction of the Panama Canal, and good gov-

ernment in the Philippines.  Roosevelt concluded with a rhetorical flourish, pleading with voters 

to re-elect Lodge, “I ask that Massachusetts be true to its great traditions … and send back to the 

[S]enate … that statesman … who has himself been true to the mighty traditions of Mass-

achusetts’ past, that senator who has upheld the honor of his state by upholding the honor and the 

interest of the nation - Senator Henry Cabot Lodge.”  1038

 Roosevelt’s address was a significant for several important reasons.  First, the former 

president defended the long-time senator's record and service to Massachusetts in glowing terms, 

representing a direct endorsement of Lodge’s candidature for re-election by a major, outsized 

political personage.  Second, as a beloved figure of the Progressive wing of the party, Roo-

sevelt’s support  bolstered Lodge’s progressive credentials -- however tenuous -- while defusing 

the momentum behind the insurgency of Butler Ames.  Roosevelt touted Lodge as the true pro-

gressive fighter.  Finally, as a broadly popular leader among many Americans, Roosevelt could 

offer a more spirited, robust defense of the party to mainstream voters.  His appearance was 

geared to dampen Democratic enthusiasm and attract as many voters to the Republican fold as 

possible.   

 At the height of the campaign, the embattled senator reached out to important politicos 

from other states to speak on behalf of the party.  A fascinating letter to Old Guard Republican 

 The Boston Globe, October 22, 1910, p 5.1038
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Senator Nelson Aldrich of Rhode Island reveals how Lodge strategically calibrated these cam-

paign events.  Lodge writes, “A speech from you on the cotton schedule will be of the greatest 

possible value to us.  Our conditions have improved somewhat but we have a very hard fight.”  

Evidently, Lodge believed Aldrich’s deep knowledge of tariff duties would appeal to voters un-

decided over the issue.  Further, he beseeched Aldrich to urge “Governor [Aram J.] Pothier [of 

Rhode Island] to make two speeches for us, one at New Bedford and one at Holyoke.  They 

would have a very good effect on our French vote, which we are very anxious to hold as they are 

now wholly Republican.  This is a matter of great importance to us.”   Pothier was of French-1039

Canadian extraction and clearly offered some assistance to Republicans in mobilizing the French 

vote throughout the commonwealth. 

6.4.5  Greater Legislative Autonomy Infused by Growing Elements of Popular Legitimacy 

 On Election Day, the Republicans were humbled by a “Democratic tidal wave.”  Democ-

rats decisively recaptured the Congress, netting 58 seats to claim 230 in total.  Eugene Foss tri-

umphed over Governor Eben Draper by a margin of over 33,000 votes.   And while Republi1040 -

cans maintained their hold over the state legislature, Democrats made impressive gains, winning 

41 in the House for a total of 112 seats and capturing five Senate seats for a total of twelve sena-

tors.   With their ranks whittled down to a mere 127 in the House and 26 in the State Senate, 1041

Republicans enjoyed a majority of only seven votes in both chambers and a joint majority of 

fourteen.  These results evidence how the Massachusetts contests were all successfully national-
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ized by the Democrats, so that state Republicans would be punished for the missteps of the Taft 

Administration and the Congress.  Lodge’s worst fears were realized.  Although the Democrats 

were prevented from securing an overall majority, the closeness of the margins meant a small 

cadre of insurgent Republicans could wreak havoc with his selection.  The ensuing weeks were 

Lodge’s most vulnerable during his entire senatorial career.   

 The closeness of the margins granted the state legislature greater autonomy and wider 

latitude settling upon a senator.  The judgment of every individual member became more impor-

tant as each one was consequential to the final decision.  There was little room for error.  As 

such, it was absolutely imperative for Lodge that not a single Republican defect and abandon the 

party.  The anxious Lodge made clear to his operatives, “With only 28 on joint ballot as it stands 

today,  it is necessary to take every precaution and I felt sure that you would give me a helping 

hand.”   To another supporter, he wrote, “Apart from my personal fortunes, it is very important 1042

… that the Republican party should stand together unitedly, elect their own Speaker, their own 

President of the Senate and their own Senator … Anything that you can do in that direction will 

be of highest benefit to me and … to the party.”  Admittedly, Lodge may have been feigning 1043

selflessness when he urged party unity notwithstanding his own personal stake in the contest.  He 

understood that no other Republican candidate could possibly command as much support as he 

enjoyed — even if short of a majority — and therefore, he could afford to take the high road in 

his rhetoric with other legislators and party officials.  

 Lodge to Dana Malone, November 9, 1910, Lodge papers, MHS, reels 27, 31.  Lodge was using the 1042

margin of difference between Republicans and Democrats, not the margin for an outright majority, which 
was approximately fourteen. 
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 Despite autonomy given to legislators, elements of public opinion, sentiment, and pres-

sure permeated the politics of the decision, rendering the legislative selection process modestly 

more popular.  Newly-emboldened by the Democratic wave and his resounding election as gov-

ernor, Eugene Foss embarked upon an unconventional and unprecedented statewide tour of 

Massachusetts with the stated intent of denying Lodge another term to the Senate.  By then, 

Colonel William Gaston, former gubernatorial nominee and bigwig in Democratic state politics, 

announced his intention to challenge Lodge as his party’s candidate on November 20.    1044

 However, Foss’ campaign was exclusively predicated upon opposing Lodge, not affirma-

tively supporting Gaston.  On December 1, Foss commenced his assault at Provincetown, declar-

ing, “This is the opening gun in the campaign of the people for the popular election of United 

States senators … This first battle … is against the present incumbent, Henry Cabot Lodge … 

This is the people’s fight, and there is no question as to the result.  The people will win.”   Foss 

interpreted the Republican’s poor showing in the recent election as popular judgment upon 

Lodge and tangible evidence of the senator’s weakened political support.  “You know that the 

vote in November … was the verdict of the people against not only Gov. Draper but Senator 

Lodge,” he contended, continuing, “If Senator Lodge were truly a representative Massachusetts 

man, he would have withdrawn after this overwhelming vote of censure, but he has chosen to 

defy the will of the people by standing for re-election.”  

 Foss further developed this theme that Lodge was anathema to the people of the state, 

claiming the senior senator was “working in silence and secrecy [assisted by] his self-constituted 

political machine … which has dominated [the state] politically for years.”  The governor-elect 
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assailed Lodge’s record as serving “privileged interests” in supporting high tariffs and duties, 

which have harmed businesses, industries, and consumers.  “Senator Lodge’s great ability work-

ing against the people’s interests makes his influence more harmful than otherwise … We criti-

cize ‘Lodgeism’ and the wrong it means to the people.”  1045

 Foss carried on his public campaign along the Cape, visiting Chatham, Yarmouthport, and 

numerable other towns, before concluding in Wareham on December 3.   And on December 1046

29, Foss appeared at Faneuil Hall in Boston to whip up frenzied opposition to Lodge.   The 1047

governor-elect was met with generally favorable crowds and his rallies were well attended, as the 

Cape and Boston proper were hubs of pro-Foss, anti-Lodge sentiment.  However, his actions 

were uniformly panned by many observers as undignified and unbecoming of a governor-elect.  

The Lawrence Telegram lamented, “It hasn’t taken … Foss very long … before he tries to play 

the role of dictator or boss.”   Another editorial from The Telegram declared,  “[Lodge] really 1048

shines in comparison to such a mere money collector and opportunist politician as is Foss.”   The 

Milford Daily News contended, “That … Foss should dare to dictate to the legislature is a crime 

that no self-centered member will overlook.”  The Lowell Courier Citizen urged Foss to “cease 

from bothering about so many things that can’t be done and stud[y] up a little more constitutional 

law.”  The Taunton Gazette wrote, “Many of the members [of the legislature] are rather inclined 

to laugh at the idea of Mr. Foss shouting to the people what the legislature must or must not 
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do.”   And The Waltham Free Press Tribune bemoaned Foss for “setting out to violently an1049 -

tagonize a majority of the members of the legislature.”  1050

 In the face of Foss’ public onslaught, Lodge opted to personally remain silent, devoting 

his immediate attention to meeting Republican legislators and shoring up support among the 

caucus.   In the meantime, recognizing the importance of favorable public relations, Lodge 1051

deployed his legions of supporters to “address meetings at various places in the interest of [his] 

candidacy.”   Additionally, Lodge and his adjutants utilized other methods of advertising to 1052

counter the governor-elect’s negative narrative.  Shadowing Foss during his stumping tour, the 

senator's supporters distributed flyers devised by Norman White of Brookline, an ardent Lodge 

ally.  One poster beseeched Foss,  “Tell the citizens of Massachusetts” of his deep financial and 

business ties, before insisting, “When you have done this, then tell the truth about Senator 

Lodge.”   Another poster, entitled “Truth About Lodge,” defended the incumbent’s record of 1053

service by enumerating his varied achievements on labor and other Progressive programs and his 

stated foreign policy positions.  And it made clear in no uncertain terms, “He is NOT A DIREC-

TOR IN ANY CORPORATION - good, bad, or indifferent.”   These posters were present “all 1054

along [Foss’] route.”  Evidently, the pro-Lodge circulars “completely offset the [anti-Foss] litera-
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ture.”   Lodge was informed by a Mr. Clark that the circulars “had a great deal of effect in dis1055 -

tracting attention from what Foss had to say.”  1056

 Complementing these activities, Lodge devised means of pressuring state legislators via 

external support, which manifest as top-down high-level endorsements and bottom-up grassroots 

petitions.  Lodge insistently implored important political figures and businessmen to publish let-

ters of recommendation so to convey to legislators the breadth of his political support.  Writing 

to Charles Francis Adams, Lodge said, “I think a public letter from you would be of great as-

sistance to me at this time … Your Representative, Mr. Stone of Sudbury, I know and he is 

friendly and favorable to me, but I have no doubt that a personal letter from you would strength-

en and encourage him.”   He explained to Fred Atkinson, “It will be a very good thing to have 1057

some of our business people speak out, through letters to the newspapers and in other ways.”   1058

Similarly, he requested from Henry Higginson “a letter from you in [sic] my behalf [which] 

could not fail to help me.”   More substantively, Lodge wanted credit for supporting the cre1059 -

ation of a tariff board as senator.  He urged L. D. Apsley to “write a letter to the papers … point-

ing out that I voted for the tariff board in 1909 … that I voted at the last session … for [its] ap-

propriation,” — an example of advertising, position-taking, and credit-claiming all in one — as 
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well as other relevant material which could be used to “dispose very handsomely of Mr. Foss’ 

falsehoods.”  1060

 Further, Lodge’s associates collected petitions in pivotal legislative districts to demon-

strate the depth of popular support he enjoyed in those areas, thereby pressuring legislators to 

conform with public sentiment.   Lodge informed William Ahearne that petitions in Lynn have 1061

been started, “both for and against me.  If you can do anything to promote those in my favor I 

shall of course be very glad,” before directing him to a Ralph Bauer to manage the ground 

game.   Ahearne replied, “Ex. Senator Salter called on me a few days’ [sic] ago and left about 1062

twenty-five with me.  I have already put out fourteen and will collect them Saturday.”  1063

 But Lodge’s greatest assistance was provided by the reviled Eugene Foss, himself.  The 

governor-elect badly miscalculated the reaction to his stumping tour.  Instead of rallying opinion 

against Lodge, the campaign actually helped unify the schism between Republicans.  The Hing-

ham Journal suggested, “Lodge will probably be re-elected … and … he can give a large share 

of the credit to Gov-elect Foss.”   The Cambridge Journal explained, “There may be many 1064

[R]epublicans who sincerely believed … that Senator Lodge should be retired … From the 

source of the more recent attacks upon him, and the spectacle Foss had made of himself, [they] 

have come around to the feeling that he must not be defeated now at any rate.”  The Springfield 

Union urged the re-election of Lodge, “if for no other reason than to teach an executive to keep 
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on his own ground and have due respect for the legislative department.”  Even The Falmouth 

Register concluded “The Cape tour … a failure of a unique experiment.”   1065

 The strengthening of the Republican ranks redounded to the detriment of Democratic 

hopes of unseating Lodge.  Colonel William Gaston withdrew his bid after just one month, judg-

ing that “Gov-elect Foss had destroyed whatever chances [his party] had to elect a successor to 

Senator Lodge by his ‘state-wide’ campaign advocating the election of a ‘progressive [R]epubli-

can.’”  1066

 With Gaston out of the running, Lodge received the endorsement of a longtime Democra-

tic industrialist, Henry Whitney.  Whitney had favored Canadian reciprocity and opposed Lodge 

politically for many years. However, citing the absence of a suitable alternative, the influential 

businessman threw his weight behind Lodge on January 2.  According to his letter to the press, 

Whitney wrote, “I would have been glad to see Col Gaston elected to this position, but since he 

has seen fit to withdraw … my judgment is that Senator Lodge should be chosen.”  Whitney 

went on to praise Lodge’s “ability, his position and influence in the [S]enate,” which would “best 

conserve the interests of the state.”  The move came as a shock to the Foss camp.  “To say that 

[they] were surprised is putting it mildly,” jived The Globe.  Representing the continued consoli-

dation of high-level political support around the longtime senator’s candidature, Whitney’s en-

dorsement significantly strengthened Lodge’s hand and went a long way toward assuring his re-

election.  1067
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 Although Lodge resisted making public appearances on his own behalf during the selec-

tion period (November to January), he agreed to speak at Symphony Hall in Boston a fortnight 

prior to the legislature’s decision.  Primarily directed toward state legislators and party figures, 

the address represented a prime opportunity to present the senator’s case for re-election, state his 

record of service in the Senate, and clear his name of all the misperceptions, distortions, and pur-

poseful misrepresentations.  The decision to take the fight to a highly-visible public venue attest-

ed to the growing relevance of molding mass opinion and securing popular legitimacy.  

 On January 3, 1911, Lodge arrived at Symphony Hall, appearing before a crowd of 4,000 

observers who had packed the halls of the venue.  Billed as an event of great “political and his-

torical importance,” many attendees were not even Republicans, but ordinary citizens “anxious 

to hear Senator Lodge.”  At 8 o’clock, Lodge was greeted with a five-minute ovation as he 

“made his dramatic appearance, unattended and alone.”  As he began to speak, “his voice was 

trembling, and he was … a little nervous.”   

 At the outset, Lodge recognized the novelty of the moment, admitting, “I come with un-

feigned reluctance, for … I have never yet learned to speak in favor of my own election.”  The 

senior senator recognized that he had “been accused of silence, so far as my own personal for-

tunes are concerned,” but he had always “discussed every public question of national import.”  

But given the extraordinary, extenuating circumstances and widespread distortions, the incum-

bent was forced to break with precedent.  “I intend … to confute these misrepresentations and in 

simple justice … to recall what I have said and done during my service as senator and to restate 

my oft-expressed opinions upon the public questions of the day.”  Lodge proceeded to detail his 

positions the pressing issues of his long career, including civil service reform, immigration, rail-



467

road regulation and rebates, naval expansion, overseeing governance of the Philippines, and an-

other spirited defense of the Payne-Aldrich Tariff.  Furthermore, the senator touted his support 

for a corporation tax and reciprocity with Canada — although conceded the technical difficulties 

in agreeing to favorable terms.   As Lodge concluded the address, the senator proclaimed his 1068

devotion to serving his beloved Massachusetts: 

 I have valued the high position given me in the Senate … but I prize them most because   

 they give to Massachusetts the place which is her due in the councils of the nation …. I   

 have given my all; no man can give more … Others may easily serve her better than I in   

 those days yet to be, but of this I am sure: that no one can ever serve her with a greater   

 love or deeper loyalty.”  1069

  

 Although Lodge’s speech was given to state legislators and party leaders, it was not con-

ducted secretly behind closed doors, but rather in a public venue widely reported to the populace.  

The nature of the address epitomized the increasing importance of popular legitimacy in the sen-

atorial selection process.  When the legislature finally convened days later, Lodge failed to carry 

an outright majority in each chamber.  As such, the legislators were obligated to meet in a joint 

session, wherein Lodge ultimately prevailed by a narrow six-vote majority to be re-elected to the 

Senate for a fourth term.   See Figure 6.5 for a chart of the initial vote breakdown and Figure 1070

6.6 for the final joint ballot conducted by the legislature.   

 The Boston Globe, January 4, 1911, p 6.1068

 The Boston Globe, January 4, 1911, p 4.1069

 The Boston Globe, January 18, 1911, p 1.1070



468



469

Analysis 

 The preceding case studies offer satisfactory evidence to several important questions re-

garding senatorial elections in Massachusetts.  First, was popular campaigning a necessary com-

ponent for a successful re-election?  Clearly, public campaigns were a necessary component for 

buttressing a senator’s electoral position.  Over the years, Lodge undertook increasingly more 

vigorous, intensive, and widespread public campaigns for popular support.  These trends culmi-

nated in 1910, with the launch of the campaign as early as June and daily appearances through-

out October and early November.  These public events tended to cluster in and around large pop-

ulation centers, namely Boston and its outlying regions, Worcester, Lawrence, Lowell, and 

Brockton. 

 Public campaigning served the immediate objective of mobilizing turnout and protecting 

marginal legislative seats.  In so doing, a senator bolstered their position within the party, earning 

bona fides with district nominees for their diligent work, and thereby potentially averting intra-

party discontent.  Additionally, the campaigns helped persuade voters to support Republicans 

over Democrats.  While this concern traditionally mattered less in Republican-dominant Mass-

achusetts, it emerged as a major consideration in 1910.   

 Second, did the voters render judgment on Senator Lodge when they entered the polling 

place to cast their ballots?  Although the citizenry was aware that Democrats and insurgent Re-

publicans had been framing the election as a referendum on Lodge himself, it does not appear 

they were opposing the senator due to his personalized, individual traits.  Despite the widespread 

perception that Lodge was a corrupt, machine politician — upon which Foss and Ames repeated-
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ly capitalized — those aspects do not seem to have factored into the election calculus as much as 

the more salient economic issues gripping the state and the nation, at that time.  Voters were 

passing judgment on the Republican Party, broadly, and the Payne-Aldrich Tariff, specifically.  

The contests was effectively nationalized as a conduit by which to channel their frustration and 

ire with the missteps and mistakes of the Taft Administration and Congress.     

 Lodge represented the public face of the Republicans, faithfully defending the unpopular 

tariff and readily associated with the public’s ire for the reigning party.  As such, the senator in-

curred the condemnation of voters, as they punished the party with its worst showing in decades.  

Whether a more progressive Republican amenable to the insurgency would have performed bet-

ter is questionable.  While the scenario may have satiated rebellious Republicans, it likely would 

have alienated conservative, protectionist Republicans, furthering the rift between both camps.  

And awhile they may have been able to successfully co-opt the divisive issue of the Payne-

Aldrich Tariff, it is uncertain whether that would have been sufficient to withstand the strong 

Democratic wave.   

 Third, was the legislative selection period a case of legislative deference or autonomy?  

On the spectrum, it appears the 1910-1911 senatorial selection process ranks closer to autonomy.  

With the relatively close outcome in the November elections, each member’s judgment was criti-

cal to the eventual selection.  The vulnerable Lodge could ill afford any defections or absten-

tions.  With the role of the legislature elevated, however, many popular elements infused the de-

cision.  Foss embarked on a stumping tour to gin up anti-Lodge sentiment and pressure lawmak-

ers, while  Lodge countered with circulars and flyers to educate the populace; letters from no-

table politicos and businessmen (top-down support) coupled with district petitions (grassroots, 
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bottom-up support) to demonstrate the breadth of his following; and eventually, Lodge’s own 

public defense of his long record of service to Massachusetts.  Lodge could have handled the 

persistent intra-party discord in the back rooms, privately wrangling with party officials and 

leading figures to gain pledges of support.  But the embattled senator opted to go public, equally 

a recognition of the necessity for public relations outreach and a concession to the increasingly 

democratizing process.  The 1910 senatorial election was exemplary of the potential for competi-

tiveness and sensitivity in one of the nation’s most partisan, highly-entrenched states.  Although 

the parties still wielded tremendous authority, popular electoral support gradually became crucial 

to closing the deal. 

 The indirect regime rested on party discipline and partisan loyalty.  Defections from state 

legislators were expected to be minimal.  In many states, instances wherein a bloc of disaffected 

members bolted from their party to join forces with the opposition in an effort to deny the in-

cumbent re-election were relatively rare.  So great was party fealty that insurgency movements 

generally supported figures from their own ranks, rather than an aspirant from the opposing par-

ty.  Massachusetts was no exception.  Although Eugene Foss made entreaties to disaffected Re-

publicans to combine with the minority Democrats and oppose Senator Lodge, ultimately, these 

efforts fell short.  Democrats supported their own candidate, Sherman L. Whipple, while insur-

gent Republicans supported Butler Ames, or a smattering of other Republican candidates.  Strong 

party fidelity precluded cross-party support. 

 The strong party system under the indirect regime also fostered the nationalization effect 

— the transforming of all down-ballot state races into a referendum on national conditions — 

and the tendency to produce wave elections.  The Republican Party’s result in the 1904 elections, 
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electing Roosevelt to the presidency and enlarging their majorities in the state legislature, was 

largely driven by the broad popularity of the president and the strengthening economic condi-

tions — factors with which all Republicans were willing to identify and ever eager to emphasize, 

including Lodge — who himself was buoyed to another term in office.   By 1910, the political 

situation had grown tenuous for Republicans given the unpopularity of President Taft, the deep 

fissures caused by the Payne-Aldrich Tariff, and the general sense of discontent.  Resultantly, 

voters punished Bay State Republicans at the polls in November. 

 Elements of a parliamentary-styled democracy manifested under the indirect regime, 

primarily due to the durability of strong parties.  State legislative nominees were publicly com-

mitted to supporting the re-election of the incumbent.  Senators diligently worked toward ensur-

ing district conventions nominated state legislative partisans, who could carry the district for the 

party in November and support the incumbent’s re-election in the forthcoming legislative ses-

sion.  Thereafter, incumbents vigorously campaigned in the respective districts to maximize visi-

bility and mobilize turnout.  Lodge faithfully undertook these canvasses in all three election 

years, leaving no stone unturned in his quest for party support. 

 The system prevailing in the Bay State was largely dominated by party officials and lead-

ing political figures.  Unquestionably, party backing and party harmony — partially afforded by 

the senator’s incumbency — were integral to Lodge’s smooth re-elections, as the 1898 and 1904 

case studies illustrate.  Problematically, in 1910, the senator could count on continued party 

backing, but party unity was seriously disrupted by reciprocity, the tariff, and the Butler Ames 

challenge.  Lodge’s incumbency status seemingly posed a liability, but the senator continued 
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benefitting politically from his position as his efforts were greatly assisted by a solid, profession-

al canvassing operation of state legislators to support his candidature. 

 Despite the strong, party-dominated nature of the state, popular legitimacy increasingly 

factored into the equation.  Lodge conducted limited appeals for popular support.  Through 

newspapers, personal appearances, and political surrogates, the senator sought to advertise party 

and candidacy, take positions on pressing issues, and claim credit for important accomplish-

ments.  Through elite learning, the incumbent recognized how best to couple his candidacy to the 

party and render his re-election bid more publicly visible, namely through the use of state and 

district convention endorsements.  Similarly, the public nature of his Symphony Hall address  

rendered the senatorial selection process even more transparent and open than before.  These 

practices represented critical concessions to the democratizing tendencies afoot, with parties and 

senators responding to seismic shifts in attitudes by accommodating the increasing importance of 

public sentiment and popular legitimacy.   
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CHAPTER 7: Broader Themes - Implications for Structural Democratic Reforms 

 On the eve of its reform, the indirect method of senatorial selection exhibited emerging 

elements of popular legitimacy, as public sentiment influenced the process to a degree hitherto 

scarcely appreciated.  Keenly sensitive to the electoral pressures of the day, senators took to the 

hustings to buttress their positions within the party, and, in so doing, bolster their own prospects 

for re-election.  My theory of indirect elections anticipated that these levels of sensitivity —  a 

senator’s sense of vulnerability/confidence in their electoral fate —  would vary according to the 

nature of the state’s political conditions.   

7.1  Theory of Indirect Elections and Recapitulation of Case Studies  

 In cases operating on the “popular” end of the spectrum — competitive general elections, 

widespread candidate name recognition, and state legislative deference to the electoral results — 

vibrant campaigns were the norm.  Senatorial aspirants undertook extensive and vigorous public 

canvasses to cultivate popular support on behalf of their party and, more critically, their candida-

cy.  In the exceptionally popular state of Indiana or the modestly popular South Carolina, senato-

rial contenders occupied a primary, central role in the forthcoming elections, and more broadly, 

they represented a major force in their state’s politics.  Having pegged their fortunes to the popu-

larity of Charles Fairbanks, Hoosier Republicans enjoyed stupendous successes at the polls that 

year, thereafter rewarding the incumbent with a second term in office.  By contrast, Fairbanks’ 

counterpart, Albert Beveridge, failed to leverage his personal popularity to compensate for his 

party’s flailing numbers primarily due to the senator’s determined assault on the party over the 

Payne-Aldrich Tariff, thereby alienating his base from turning out in sufficient numbers.  And 
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Matthew C. Butler charted a tenacious, but tenuous course to retain his seat, adjusting positions 

in an effort to broaden his electoral appeal and rebrand himself as a Populist-light Bourbon; but 

the senator too fell short, having alienated his core cadre of conservative Carolinians in the 

process.  While Indiana was a fiercely competitive battleground state with a truly two-party sys-

tem and South Carolina a uni-party regime with an entrenched Democratic hegemony, the parties 

mattered far less than the personalities of the candidates.  The face of the contenders dominated 

the campaigns and the course of the elections.  But when an especially animating national issue 

mobilized voters to express their frustrations, party-line voting reasserted itself in consequential 

ways.  See Beveridge, 1910.   

 As conditions grew less popular and more exclusivist — non-competitive general elec-

tions, constricted name recognition, and state legislative autonomy — insider politicking, bar-

gaining, and hard-nosed negotiating were more prevalent as party leaders and officials — the so-

called middlemen — exercised greater clout and influence over the process.  In non-popular 

states such as New York or Massachusetts, parties controlled the proceedings and dominated the 

campaigns.  The power struggle between Governor Benjamin Odell and Senator Thomas C. Platt 

defined the contours of the contest and colored the course of the election, forcing Chauncey De-

pew into a delicate dance between the competing power brokers.  And Henry Cabot Lodge regu-

larly relied upon his loyal Republican organization to return him to office.  Emphasizing the im-

portance of the political parties, these campaigns generally resorted to partisan appeals for elec-

toral support, as individual senators rode the coattails of their party.  Their candidacies were of-

ten secondary to other more visible races in the state. 
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 Despite the preponderance of power in the hands of parties, popular legitimacy and pub-

lic support were growing in import.  Depew enlisted a syndicate of favorable periodicals to pub-

lish his breadth of support amongst ordinary and influential New Yorkers.  And even in the ex-

ceptionally non-popular Massachusetts, Lodge evinced a nervy sensitivity to the trend of public 

sentiment, routinely organizing public campaigns on behalf of the party and diligently canvass-

ing state legislative districts in an effort to back viable candidates pledged to his re-election.  Few 

senators could ignore the all-encompassing thrust of democratization, which was increasingly 

rendering their offices more accountable to voters and transforming the nature of senatorial elec-

tions into a more public and popular process.  

7.2  Campaign Techniques  

 These democratizing trends raised the importance of appealing to voters and cultivating 

popular support.  Novel techniques emerged offering senators the promise of more effectively 

communicating with the masses.  Borrowing from David Mayhew’s Electoral Connection, in-

cumbents pursued three fundamental objectives in their bids for re-election, early, prototypical 

examples of what would eventually be termed advertising (disseminating their candidacy), posi-

tion-taking (staking out stances on pressing issues of the day), and credit-claiming, (highlighting 

favorable accomplishments).  To achieve these goals, senators often utilized three methods of 

electioneering: newspapers, public appearances, and political surrogates.  These activities were 

most common and better developed amongst more popular states.  Butler routinely praised his 

commitment to delivering federal monies to support infrastructure projects in South Carolina.  

Fairbanks regularly touted his responsibility in enlarging access to rural mail delivery routes 
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throughout Indiana.  And fashioning himself as a Progressive crusader on the side of ordinary 

Hoosiers, Beveridge repeatedly emphasized his firm opposition to the much-maligned Payne-

Aldrich Tariff. 

 Under less popular conditions, these activities were more limited, circumscribed, and in-

direct, yet they remained useful tools for senators in the arsenals of their campaigns.  Depew’s 

outsized personality and highly-regarded talents as an orator were self-evident on the campaign 

trail, advertising his candidacy and senatorial timber to eager spectators.  Further, the senator of-

ten reminded audiences of his devout loyalty serving the party on the stump and in the Senate.  

Even Henry Cabot Lodge eventually took to reviewing his long record of service and distin-

guished career representing Massachusetts in his climactic — and public — Symphony Hall ad-

dress. 

 The thrust of democracy also reshaped state political dynamics and existing power 

arrangements.  As voters grew in import, senators discovered independent bases of political sup-

port in their quests for re-election.  Gradually, popular legitimacy emerged as a cudgel with 

which to leverage against recalcitrant insider power brokers and state legislators.  Confronted by 

the internecine Odell-Platt factional feud, Depew marshaled his popularity with New Yorkers to 

impress upon party officials the depth of his electoral support and its immeasurable benefit to the 

party.  Charles Fairbanks conducted a similar operation, sans the fierce intra-party squabbling 

that characterized New York. 
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7.3  Party Adaptability  

 How parties responded to these changes attest more broadly to party adaptability. Politi-

cal parties strategically and haphazardly adapt to changing conditions and recognize the evolving 

zeitgeist to remain electorally viable, competitive, and relevant.  While influential officials — 

leaders and machines — may initially resist any rumblings of discontent, forcefully extirpating 

these impulses root and branch, they must ultimately reconcile themselves to fluctuations in sen-

timent, often choosing to co-opt novel movements in ways that preserve the existing power dif-

ferential.  Confronted by the rising tide of democracy as manifested by calls for greater democra-

tic self-government — enlarging the authority of the electorate to meaningfully check public of-

ficials, hold them accountable to higher standards of service, and render those offices more re-

sponsive to the interests of ordinary Americans — the parties made necessary concessions.   

 One subtle, yet important shift toward more directly accountable senators was the con-

vention endorsement.  Through elite learning, incumbent senators imitated practices from other 

states in their quests toward re-election.  Recognizing the immense benefit of a state convention 

endorsement, whereby senators could visibly couple their personal prospects to the fortunes of 

the party, Lodge, at first, hesitatingly inquired (1898), and then, adamantly demanded (1910), 

that the Republican party state convention endorse his record of service and candidacy for re-

election — partially explaining his perfect record of electoral success.  State convention en-

dorsements were a prized commodity as they generally reflected party harmony and internal uni-

ty.  In the run up to state conventions, county and district conventions issued their own endorse-

ments, measuring the breadth, viability and strength of a senatorial contender’s electoral support.  
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Failure to demonstrate broad competitiveness and strong party unity often doomed incumbents.  

See David Turpie, 1898.   

 Another major concession by the parties was the adoption of the indirect primary — no-

tably in South Carolina.  In a nod to the democratizing tendencies of the period, the primary in-

fused a popular element to the complex process of nominating a senatorial candidate, replacing 

one link — the county conventions — in an intricate chain of steps.  Admittedly, the primary was 

only implemented after Populist reformers seized power in their state, but conservative Bourbons 

came to favor the reform, as well.  And while Butler may have unhelpfully opposed the particu-

lars of the 1894 senatorial preference poll — the fact he was losing — he supported the principle 

of the primary, namely greater power to the people.  And Butler willingly stumped the state to 

appeal to voters of all stripes and consistently argued on behalf of letting the electorate more di-

rectly determine their own representatives in office.  The primary may have strengthened the le-

gitimacy of the Democratic Party in the South, allowing it to mollify disenchanted farmers, and, 

in their role as gatekeepers, exclude African-Americans from the state’s politics, altogether.  Oth-

er states followed South Carolina by introducing their own versions of a primary election, mea-

sures which emphatically increased the role of voters, public sentiment, and popular support in 

the selection of a senator.  

 A final concession, developing more organically than deliberatively, was the presumption 

of widespread public campaigns for popular support.  These expectations varied across the cases 

— routine and fundamental in more popular states; circumscribed and limited in non-popular 

states.  In South Carolina, where state campaigns were especially vibrant, senatorial contenders 

were required to widely canvass every county and partake in a series of debates with their com-
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petitors.  Similarly, dueling candidates in Indiana exhaustively criss-crossed the state to cultivate 

electoral support for their Senate bids.  Under less popular conditions, campaigning was limited 

to supporting the party slate, with senatorial contenders less directly implicated in their appeals.  

But pubic campaigns remained important to generate enthusiasm and turnout among the party 

faithful and produce a positive result for the party ticket, lest an incumbent weaken their standing 

and induce an intra-party insurgency — a fate which befell Lodge in 1910 as he desperately tried 

fending off the challenge of Republican Congressman Butler Ames.    

7.4  Endurance of Party Support  

 Despite the significant democratizing trends, the importance of whom Jonathan Rauch 

term the middlemen remained a critical part of the process and ensured the system operated 

smoothly.  During the indirect period, parties wielded significant influence as attested by the 

general lack of true independent senators and the need to ensure the combination of party back-

ing (support of influential actors and officials) and party harmony (unity of all disputing fac-

tions).  A modern-day Icarus, Beveridge over-relied on popular support at the expense of party 

harmony, straying too far from party orthodoxy and jeopardizing his seat in the general election.  

More effectively, Chauncey Depew struck the proper balance between public sentiment and party 

support, for his fate was ultimately decided after a constructive summit with Governor Benjamin 

Odell.   

 Primarily due to the durability of strong parties, persistence of factional contestation, and 

importance of legislative haggling under the indirect regime, elements of a parliamentary 

democracy manifested.  State legislative nominees were publicly committed to supporting the re-
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election of incumbents.  Senators diligently worked toward ensuring district conventions nomi-

nated legislative partisans, who could carry the district for the party in November and support the 

incumbent’s re-election in the forthcoming legislative session.  Thereafter, incumbents vigorous-

ly campaigned in the respective districts to maximize visibility and mobilize turnout.  Publicly 

pledged legislators rendered the system more directly accountable to voters, but also ensured 

rigid party discipline.   

 Parliamentary democracies provide “party cover” to its officeholders and candidates, a 

dynamic appraised by David Mayhew and Anthony King.  In short, in parliamentary systems, 

ambitious politicians are nominated by the party proper, not directly by voters through primaries; 

their expenses are footed by party committees, rather than perennially fundraising on their own 

behalf; and finally, their political career depends exclusively upon party discipline and loyalty; 

whereas in the American system, outsiders regularly attain positions of high status.   Under the 1071

indirect regime, party cover constituted what Jonathan Rauch terms “the middlemen,” those es-

sential political functionaries who ensured the system operated smoothly, filtrated fluctuations in 

popular opinion, and served the broad interests of the parties.    1072

 Lodge and Fairbanks enjoyed very strong party cover in their re-election contests, col-

lecting critical convention endorsements and the public backing of legislative nominees.  While 

Depew could claim party cover in his 1904 re-election — primarily due to his popularity and 

record of service to New York Republicans — he had been all but shorn of party cover by 1910, 

after his reputation had been damaged and his public image irrevocably tarnished.  Although he 

 David Mayhew, Congress: The Electoral Connection, (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1071

1974).

 Jonathan Rauch, “How American Politics Went Insane,” The Atlantic, (July/August 2016).1072
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was eventually nominated by the caucus, the party had not publicized his candidacy nor encour-

aged the senator to undertake an extensive statewide stumping tour to promote it.  And party 

cover had been greatly weakened in South Carolina after the indirect primary was adopted in 

1892.  Matthew Butler was forced to fundraise on his own accord, begging the leader of the na-

tional Bourbons for much-needed funds to finance his campaign.  With the party nomination de-

termined exclusively by voters, Butler had to comport with prevailing public sentiment to outfox 

Tillman — a strategy that ultimately failed.  And finally, career advancement occurred outside 

the party channels, as anti-establishment outsiders, such as Tillman, emerged victorious, com-

pleting the hostile takeover of the state and molding the party apparatus around his personage. 

 Given the strength of parties, nominations were enormously critical to the landscape.  The 

ability to lock down the backing of the party was a major factor to a senator’s electoral success.  

Formally nominating senatorial contenders varied widely across states and they indelibly shaped 

the state’s politics.  South Carolina utilized a county convention system prior to 1892 — an ad-

mixture of party and popular support — which emphasized local, democratic grassroots organiz-

ing and electioneering, before migrating to the indirect primary — which encouraged highly-per-

sonalized factional disputes and popular pandering.  Early on, Indiana had used the legislative 

party caucus, but increasingly applied a district convention system to nominate state legislative 

candidates publicly pledged to a senatorial contender, all prior to November, thereby rendering 

the election a referendum on the Senate race.  New York and Massachusetts relied exclusively on 

the legislative party caucus, which were heavily influenced by the assent of party leaders.  While 

incumbent senators and pretenders to the throne conducted their canvass for crucial party support 
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months in advance, this exclusivist arrangement generally obscured the importance of the senato-

rial contest during the election, instead witnessing extensive legislative wrangling post-election.   

 But party support alone was an insufficient component for victory.  Successful re-elec-

tions demanded party harmony, as well, and, while incumbent may have ostensibly been backed 

by the party as its senatorial nominee, intra-party disunity torpedoed their candidacies.  See 

Turpie, 1898, Beveridge, 1910, and Depew, 1910.  Therefore, a premium was placed on coaxing 

intra-party challengers and mending the factional divide in effective, meaningful ways.  

 In many respects, the system of choosing a senator resembled the mixed system of presi-

dential nominations.  From 1912 to 1968, candidates competed in a series of limited primaries to 

demonstrate their presidential mettle and persuade party officials of their electoral bona fides 

with voters, yet party leaders exercised the final decision in selecting a nominee. Primary results 

informed their considerations, but they were by no means exclusive.  In 1960, Senator John F. 

Kennedy successfully convinced skeptical Democratic figures that his Catholic faith would not 

present an albatross to the fortunes of the party in November, as it had to Alfred Smith’s bid in 

1928, only after convincingly winning the West Virginia primary — a state considered prime ter-

rain for anti-Catholic sentiment.  

 Under the indirect regime, incumbent senators campaigned for electoral support amongst 

voters to impress upon crucial party officials the popularity of their candidacy and the sensibility 

of endorsing their re-election.  These relationships could be confrontational at times, whereby 

incumbents marshaled their vast popular support to corral state legislators and party actors to 

bandwagon with their candidacy.  See Depew, 1904.  Other times, they were more symbiotic, 

where the entire party apparatus prospered due to the strong standing of the senator.  See Fair-
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banks, 1902.  These variations depended upon state conditions, political circumstances, party 

strength, and the reputation of individual senators themselves.  

 But the district-based structure of the regime inhibited a faithful translation of the popular 

vote into legislative strength.  In 1858, Abraham Lincoln collected more votes, but lost the elec-

tion due to the allocation of seats in the legislature.   In 1910, Albert Beveridge contended that 1073

he would have been re-elected under a direct method of election.   As with the Electoral Col1074 -

lege or the Iowa Democratic Caucuses, the system punished candidates who failed to win a broad 

coalition of support.  Candidates who ran up exceedingly large tallies, but in fewer districts, may 

emerge as the popular vote winner, yet fall short of the necessary majority of legislators/electors/

delegates to be elected.  Therefore, a contender had to command broad support across more dis-

tricts, rather than witnessing their backing concentrated in fewer districts.  

7.5  National and State Issues  

 Senatorial campaigns were shaped by a blend of national and state conditions.  As United 

States Senators, we would expect national issues to resonate among voters in rendering their de-

cision.  Strong parties and party discipline tended to invite the nationalization effect.  Most evi-

dently, senators nationalized their contests to benefit from a favorable political climate.  These 

efforts were seamless and most lucrative during presidential elections, where senators could easi-

ly peg their candidacy to the coattails of the president and transform all down-ballot legislative 

races into a referendum on the race.  In 1904, Depew and Lodge were assisted immeasurably by 

 “Lincoln and Douglas race to the Senate,” Abraham Lincoln Historical Society, accessed February 1073

20, 2020, URL: http://www.abraham-lincoln-history.org/lincoln-and-douglas-race-to-the-senate/.

 It is unclear whether Beveridge was suggesting he did win more votes in the final tally, as in Lincoln’s 1074

case, or whether the contention was speculative at best.   

http://www.abraham-lincoln-history.org/lincoln-and-douglas-race-to-the-senate/
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the massive Republican landslide which returned Theodore Roosevelt to the White House — in 

effect riding the popular president’s coattails.  But senators could similarly capitalize upon posi-

tive national conditions during midterm election years, as well.  See Fairbanks 1902.  More per-

ilously, during economic downturns or politically problematic periods for the party, senators 

were especially vulnerable to the negative currents of public sentiment.  And despite great exer-

tions to decouple these factors from their contest, they were often subject to immensely powerful 

wave elections.  Beveridge and Depew were casualties of the 1910 Democratic wave, whilst 

Lodge witnessed his electoral standing seriously eroded in ostensibly safe Massachusetts.  Most 

glaringly, the uni-party system of South Carolina insulated the state from fluctuations in national 

partisan trends.  Neither party was materially impacted in the state by their nationwide perfor-

mance.  The nationalization effect did not meaningfully manifest in the Palmetto State, nor did 

emerge, presumably, in any other Southern uni-party regime. 

 Notwithstanding these nationalizing impulses, the combination of the state legislative 

selection method and strong state parties — coupled with their specific means of nominations — 

national policies and sentiment were often refracted through the prism of unique state circum-

stances — factional disputes, local issues, pivotal figures — thereby shaping the outcome of 

these elections in intricate ways.  While the Populist uprising had a cross-regional dimension, its 

success in South Carolina was only possible due to the state’s hard-hit, economically-depressed 

farmers, an out-of-touch establishment class, the race problem that had arisen from the experi-

ence of Reconstruction, and the artful manipulation of their demagogic leader, Benjamin Till-

man.      
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 Although Theodore Roosevelt’s election and calls for Republican harmony colored the 

1904 contests, the issue was distorted by the Platt-Odell power struggle — emerging as a chess 

piece with which to wield against political opponents in the Empire State.  In 1910, the shift in 

the national atmosphere toward greater transparency and accountability was setting reformers 

alight across the country, but Depew’s compromised candidacy was immediately the result of 

Governor Charles Evans Hughes reformist crusade, the investigations which revealed the sena-

tor’s unsavory business dealings, and the over-saturation of the press by enterprising journalists 

covering the matter. 

 Canadian trade reciprocity and the Payne-Aldrich Tariff were major national issues at the 

turn of the Twentieth Century, but the specific ways they negatively resonated with economic 

interests in Massachusetts, coupled with the skillful manner by which Eugene Foss capitalized on 

such discontent to assail Henry Cabot Lodge and his entire state organization, represented the 

gravest threat to the incumbent’s electoral fate.  And it was only due to the harm which the tariff 

afflicted on Indiana’s sizable manufacturing sectors and the state’s large segment of independent 

voters that Beveridge determined upon a battle against his own party over the issue. 

  

7.6  Drive Toward the Seventeenth Amendment 

 The adoption of the Seventeenth Amendment — replacing state legislatures with direct, 

popular elections — represented the culmination of a long process of democratization.  As the 

evidence illustrates, many states were already moving toward greater democratic deliberation 

and wider popular participation in selecting their senators.  Several states even enacted so-called 

“Oregon Plans,” mandating that state legislators choose the candidate who received the most 
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votes in the recent election.  Arguably, by 1913, the selection process was the most democratic 

aspect of the Senate.   

 Yet the method became identified with the growing Populist and Progressive movements 

as the centerpiece in their arsenal of reforms — the ready-made option intended to redress the 

rampant political dysfunction of the age by restructuring the Constitution.  As Riker contends, 

reformers advocated for the Seventeenth Amendment on a democratic basis,  arguing for a 1075

more responsive Senate.  But their sustained fixation with removing the authority of state legisla-

ture to elect senators overstated the significance of the method, itself.   

 Over a century earlier, the framers of the Constitution designed an upper house which 

would serve as an institutional check on the rash impulses of the lower house.  However, in 

Madison’s own estimation, the means of choosing members of the United States Senate was not 

the key feature in achieving that body’s deliberative purpose.  Instead, the chamber’s smaller 

size, longer terms, staggered nature of elections, and higher qualifications for members were 

much more essential in achieving the desired stability and deliberation.  In Federalist #62, Madi-

son writes, “Appointment … by the state legislatures … is probably the most congenial with the 

public opinion.  It is recommended by the double advantage of favoring a select appointment, 

and of giving to the State governments such an agency in the formation of the federal govern-

ment as must secure the authority of the former, and may form a convenient link between the two 

systems.”   While the indirect method may be better suited to selecting members of superior 1076

wisdom and caliber, the tool was a necessary concession to federalism, permitting state govern-

 William H. Riker, “The Senate and American Federalism,” The American Political Science Review, 1075

Vol. 49, No. 2 (Jun., 1955), 468, accessed February 20, 2020, URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/1951814.

 “Federalist #62,” in The Federalist Papers, ed. Isaac Kramnick (London: Penguin Group, 1987), 1076

364-365.
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ments in their capacity as individual units to exercise meaningful influence on the composition of 

federal government officeholders.  In certain respects, state legislative selection remained 

Madisonian in principle for it served as a filtration device on the immediate sentiment of the 

masses; but it was never exclusively intended to insulate senators from electoral pressures, per se, 

nor was it the only means whereby senators would be protected from such demands.  

 Then why reform the method of senatorial selection?  We may surmise reformers were 

more likely targeting the iron triangle of undue influence — state legislatures, political parties, 

and the so-called “moneyed” interests — wealthy tycoons, industrialists, financiers, and large 

conglomerates.  The state legislative selection process represented the fulcrum of these unsavory 

institutions.  Such sentiment was widely expressed during the debates over the Seventeenth 

Amendment.  Senator Joseph Bristow (R-KS) lambasted “the insatiable greed of modern times 

for commercial and financial power” dominating state legislatures.   The increasing regularity 1077

of these dispiriting episodes and the depth of their entrenchment drove reformers to pass an 

amendment circumventing the gatekeepers and weakening party control over the entire process.   

Additionally, rampant partisanship and heated accusations of corruption produced deadlocks in 

many state assemblies, often resulting in extended vacancies and undermining the legitimacy of 

the Senate itself.  Senator William Borah (R-ID) insisted the process was proving to be a burden 

on state legislatures, deploring the pervasive deadlocks and widespread bribery hampering an 

honorable selection of senators.  1078

 Congressional Record, 61st Congress, 3rd Session, 2179-2180, accessed February 20, 2020, URL: 1077

https://archive.org/details/congressionalrec46eunit.

 Ibid., 1104-1105.1078
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7.7  Consequences 

 The first consequence of Progressive reforms was the fierce conservative backlash which 

they engendered.  The Seventeenth Amendment stipulating direct, popular election of senators 

was passed by Congress on May 13, 1912 and ratified with much fanfare on April 8, 1913.   1079

Heralding a flurry of major Progressive reforms, its adoption represented the high-water mark for 

the movement.  The Sixteenth Amendment enacting a federal income tax was ratified in 1913 

and eventually the Nineteenth Amendment granted women suffrage in 1920.  And under the tute-

lage of President Woodrow Wilson, significant legislative achievements furthered the Progres-

sive cause, including the Federal Reserve Act establishing a central banking system, the Federal 

Trade Commission regulating business conglomerations, the Clayton Anti-Trust Act legalizing 

peaceful labor strikes, and the reduction of prohibitive tariff rates.  Concurrently, these successes 

signaled the twilight of the Progressive Age as well, for once the valve released the pent-up 

steam which was building for a decade, momentum suddenly stalled.  A political movement’s 

gravest challenge is often when victorious, for once it has accomplished its objectives and sated 

its appetite, it loses its raison d’être for attracting sustained support.  Additionally, the outbreak 

of the Great War stifled any further oxygen for Progressive causes.   

 By that point, a backlash developed against Progressivism, presaging the onset of a more 

conservative political environment which would persist until the 1930s, when economic cata-

strophe would demand renewed national attention to redress the untenable ails plaguing the 

country.  The brief hiccup of the 1920s — crudely termed the nation’s “return to normalcy” —  

actually marked an overreaction to a false, idealized conception of a pre-Progressive America.  

 “17th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution: Direct Election of U.S. Senators,” OurDocuments.gov, 1079

accessed February 20, 2020, URL: https://www.ourdocuments.gov/doc.php?flash=false&doc=58.
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Throughout the decade, conservatives adopted a neo-isolationist foreign policy, as a sharp rebuke 

to Wilson’s neoliberal institutional weltanschauung, but unlike earlier, ostensibly “neutral” be-

havior by the United States, their policies willfully ignored a growing threat to American nation-

al security.  Additionally, conservative judges aggressively challenged the constitutionality of 

regulatory legislation, pursuing a far more vigorous defense of the “liberty of contract” than even 

Chief Justice William Taft countenanced as reasonable.  See Adkins v. Children's Hospital of 

D.C. (1923).  And Republicans sharply curtailed the influx of immigration by enacting quotas 

limiting nationalities to two percent of their 1890 population.  

 In the short-term, conservative politicians benefitted from these favorable political cir-

cumstances.  Ironically, staunch opponents of the direct, popular election of senators continued to 

be re-elected to the Senate.  For years prior to the reform, Bay State Democrats were certain that 

Henry Cabot Lodge lacked broad popular support, and, once subjected to a direct vote of the 

people, presumably would be sent packing.  Yet Lodge proved his doubters wrong, eking out 

tight victories against Boston Mayor John Fitzgerald (grandfather of the 35th president) in 1916, 

and against Colonel William Gaston in 1922.  Meanwhile, advocates for the direct election, such 

as Indiana Democrat John W. Kern — who defeated Beveridge in 1910 and went on to serve as 

Democratic leader in the Senate during the Wilson presidency — lost re-election in 1916 to Har-

ry S. New.  And Albert Beveridge, who staked his career on his Progressive insurgency and sup-

port for such causes as the direct popular election, failed in his attempt to return to the Senate in 

1922.  While he bested incumbent Harry New in the Republican primary, he lost to a Klan-

backed Democrat, Samuel M. Ralston.  
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 A second consequence has been on the nature of American federalism.  Ralph Rossum 

observes that the issue was largely neglected in the arguments over the ratification of the Seven-

teenth Amendment.   “Federalism [was] never defined or even expressly mentioned in the 1080

Constitution,” he argues.  Its maintenance has relied exclusively on structure.  Once the Seven-

teenth Amendment was ratified, that structure was “fundamentally altered.”  Rossum contends 

the reform irrevocably weakened the ability for states to redress their growing power imbalance 

with the federal government, leading to an increasingly larger chasm, and unalterably weakening 

federalism, writ large.  “Federalism,” he writes, “no longer constitutes a viable constitutional re-

straint on Congress from trenching on what was once considered ‘the inviolable and residuary 

sovereignty of the states.’”   Such an expansion of governmental authority invariably led to 1081

the passage of measures that Rossum considers harmful to the states as units.  1082

 A third consequence has been the weakening of the political parties.  The Progressives’ 

other major target have similarly witnessed their influence significantly curtailed.  Wendy 

Schiller concludes that the Seventeenth Amendment had the effect of weakening state party or-

ganizations, rendering senators less dependent on key party figures and interests, and 

“remov[ing] one of the main sources of leverage that state party leaders had over U.S. 

Senators.”   Further research is in order to determine the implications of weaker state parties 1083

on the nature of candidates and senatorial campaigns under the direct, popular regime.  

 Ralph A. Rossum, Federalism, the Supreme Court, and the Seventeenth Amendment: The Irony of 1080

Constitutional Democracy, (Lanham: Lexington Books, 2001), 219. 
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 Yet for all the bluster surrounding the impetus for reform, primarily the expectation that 

direct popular elections would materially democratize the institution of the Senate, at long last 

opening up the secluded chamber to the people and subjecting its members to greater trans-

parency, publicity, and accountability, the Seventeenth Amendment failed dismally.  Schiller and 

Stewart argue the reform did not resolve the animating issues associated with the Senate during 

the period, namely the toxic role of money and undue influence exercised by the financial inter-

ests, the formidability of entrenched incumbents, and the body’s generally high unfavorable rat-

ings.  “The direct power to elect senators has not appreciably increased the Senate’s responsive-

ness or efficiency,” they contend.  1084

 In lieu of pursuing structural change to the method of selecting Senators, Progressive re-

formers could have considered more modest alternative remedies.  If they were concerned about 

the outsized role of the industrialists and corporations, they should have addressed the role of 

money in politics more seriously.  The issue was certainly in vogue.  Albert Beveridge repeatedly 

assailed the influence of “dark money” during his 1910 campaign and the need to dilute its dele-

terious effects on the polity.  Once in the majority in Congress, they could have enacted legisla-

tion regulating fundraising, spending, and transparency. 

 Furthermore, the Progressives could have targeted the stranglehold of special interests 

over state legislatures in other, more effective and skillful ways.  A principal precept of Progres-

sivism was its advocacy of a strong, national government as a means of curtailing the authority 

of state legislatures, but reformers could equally have organized at the county and district levels 

instead.  As demonstrated in South Carolina in 1890 — even before the implementation of the 

 Wendy J. Schiller and Charles Stewart, Electing the Senate: Indirect Democracy Before the Seven1084 -
teenth Amendment, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2014), 199-201.
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indirect primary — the state’s Populists outmaneuvered their Bourbon opponents in the state 

government through superior local grassroots organization and fierce enthusiasm and passion.  

Through open, public forums within each locality, committed reformers could have organically 

pressured state legislators from below to respond to the growing calls for meaningful, effective 

legislation.  

 If critics were angling for revolutionary proposals and truly desired transforming the elit-

ist Senate into a more popular and responsive chamber akin to the House of Representatives, 

then they should have targeted senatorial tenure — shortening the length of its members’ terms 

anywhere from two to four years — or discontinued the staggered nature of their selection, 

thereby authorizing a single election to determine the composition of the entire body at the same 

time — as in a parliamentary democracy.  Unlike the direct election measure — which merely 

represented the culmination of a gradual process of democratization — these changes would 

have had a much more significant effect on the development and trajectory of the United States 

Senate.  

7.8  Broader Themes 

 The debate regarding the validity of structural democratic reforms has percolated 

throughout American history and remains a salient, contentious issue today.  In short, are reforms 

of this nature necessary when the government has allegedly grown listless and inactive before the 

American people?  Is more democracy the answer?   

 In response to the 1968 Democratic Convention — where Vice President Hubert H. 

Humphrey secured his party’s nomination on the first ballot having not competed in a single 
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presidential preference primary — anti-war Democrats disenchanted with the system pressed for 

fundamental reforms, thereafter implementing a primary-centric process to determine the party’s 

nominee and shifting the power differential from party officials to voters.  If the mixed regime of 

presidential nominations resembled the indirect system of senatorial selection, then the blossom-

ing of the primaries echoed the switch to direct, popular elections for members of the Senate.  

 The abandonment of the convention system precipitated several problematic issues which 

have stubbornly persisted for decades.  First, conventions — as with the indirect regime — as-

sured broad, consensus candidates.  Divisive, factional candidates with a high floor, but low ceil-

ing of fierce-devoted supporters were filtrated from contention, unable to expand or diversify 

their coalition.  Most problematically, their potential nomination posed grave electoral conse-

quences for the party in the forthcoming general election, thereby incentivizing party leaders to 

forge a broadly-popular, politically-palatable contender.  In a crowded field under the primary 

system, candidates routinely win the early states with little more than a quarter or a third of the 

vote.   When these leading candidates eventually begin amassing outright majorities in state 1085

primaries, it is less a sign of the assent of party voters as a lack of suitable options available, as 

other viable candidates, struggling to keep up with the frontrunner’s delegate lead, media atten-

 Since 1972, the average winning percentage in Iowa has been 37.6%, while the average winning 1085

percentage in New Hampshire has been 41%.  Excluding uncontested contests, such as the 1992 Iowa 
Democratic caucuses.
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York Times, accessed February 29, 2020, URL:https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/02/04/us/elec-
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tion, organization, and resources, drop out of contention.  The primary nominating process is less 

a system of consensus than of dysfunction.  See Table 7.1 for the percentages of all winning 

candidates in Iowa and New Hampshire.   

 Additionally, primaries only attract exceptionally small slithers of registered voters, let 

alone the population at-large.  In 2016, the eventual nominees — Hillary Clinton and Donald 

Table 7.1

SOURCE:  “Iowa Caucuses: Caucus History,” The Des Moines Register,  
https://data.desmoinesregister.com/iowa-caucus/history/index.php#2016/gop.

“Mapping 40 Years of the N.H. Presidential Primary,” NHPR 
https://www.nhpr.org/post/portsmouth-pittsburg-mapping-40-years-nh-presidential-primary#stream/0.

https://data.desmoinesregister.com/iowa-caucus/history/index.php%232016/gop
https://www.nhpr.org/post/portsmouth-pittsburg-mapping-40-years-nh-presidential-primary%23stream/0
https://data.desmoinesregister.com/iowa-caucus/history/index.php%232016/gop
https://www.nhpr.org/post/portsmouth-pittsburg-mapping-40-years-nh-presidential-primary%23stream/0


496

Trump — were only chosen by 14 percent of eligible voters and nine percent of Americans.   1086

We can only speculate as to the reasons for low turnout, but asking citizens to partake in multiple 

elections in a given year (presidential primary, state primary, general election) may be diminish-

ing the value they place on the exercise of their franchise.  

 If absolute party control can be subject to abuse, then unchecked voter control can simi-

larly be misused and abused.  With party cover having been shorn of American elections, candi-

dates have grown increasingly more independent of the parties, fueling assaults on the middle-

men by populist-driven “outsiders.”   And the introduction of primaries has had a serious im1087 -

pact on Congress, as well.  As Anthony King amply demonstrates, American hyper-democracy   

and the lack of party cover— with the primary at the forefront — has eroded the willingness of 

members of Congress to find common ground, and fostered an “agency model” of governing, 

whereby officeholders strive to placate the interests of constituents and voters— at all costs — 

always with a view toward securing re-election.  Compromise has become a toxic term.  Ideolog-

ical purity tests and institutional rigidity reward obdurate, recalcitrant members who resist nego-

tiating with political opponents.  Instead of enacting meaningfully effective policies, Congress 

passes superficial measures designed to satiate voters.   1088

 The Senate, long the institution of compromise and mediation, has been especially hard 

hit by these developments.  Senators must balance their responsibilities to their office against 

appeasing party primary voters.  In 2016, Senator Richard Shelby, the chairman of the Senate 

 Alicia Parlapiano and Adam Pearce, “Only 9% of America Chose Trump and Clinton as the Nomi1086 -
nees,” The New York Times, August 1, 2016, accessed February 29, 2020, URL: https://www.nytimes.-
com/interactive/2016/08/01/us/elections/nine-percent-of-america-selected-trump-and-clinton.html. 
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Banking Committee, opted to “halt his committee’s work until later in March,” for, as he ex-

plained, “I have a primary, you know.”   Shelby’s fears were not unfounded.  Between 1996 1089

and 2012, seven Senators lost their primaries, although two avoided outright rejection from of-

fice.  Historically, more senatorial primary defeats occurred in spurts in earlier periods, such as 

the late 1940s, late 1960s, and late 1970s, yet these seven defeats represented another uptick in 

recent years.   And the repercussions for senators are not limited to this modest cadre of casu1090 -

alties.  The threat of a primary challenge has had a general deterrent effect on the psyche of all 

members, driving countless incumbents to “voluntary” retirement so to avoid a bloody, damaging 

primary fight, and whipping those who remain into line as they satiate their primary voter base.  

 Seeking to arrest the trend toward unilateral voter power and reclaim a modicum of party 

influence over the presidential selection process, Democrats introduced “superdelegates” in 

1982.  Recommended by the Hunt Commission Report, superdelegates comprised unpledged 

party officials who exercise discretion and judgment in the event of a contested convention or 

undesirable factional nominee.  Collectively, these members accounted for approximately 15 to 

20 percent of the party’s delegate totals.  Superdelegates played a pivotal role determining the 

outcome of the 1984 nomination contest between Walter Mondale and Gary Hart, 2008 contest 

between Barack Obama and Hillary Clinton, and 2016 contest between Hillary Clinton and 

Bernie Sanders.  In no instance, however, did the superdelegates ever override the candidate with 

 Joshua Green, “Even the Senate Banking Chair Is Slamming Banks in Campaign Ads,” Bloomberg 1089

Politics, February 12, 2016, accessed February 29, 2020, URL: http://www.bloomberg.com/politics/arti-
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the most pledged delegates.  In 2008, as Barack Obama began accruing a delegate lead over 

Hillary Clinton, the early superdelegate frontrunner, many party officials began bandwagoning in 

favor of the Illinois senator — following the electorate.  Therefore, in certain respects, their cal-

culations mirror those of Supreme Court justices — acting as a vital check on egregious trans-

gressions by voters, but navigating within the bounds of politically legitimate behavior so as not 

to incur their unbridled wrath and undermine the standing of the institution itself.   

 In 2016, superdelegates unwittingly failed in their efforts to convince younger party ac-

tivists of their neutrality and legitimacy.   By overwhelmingly backing Hillary Clinton early in 

the nomination contest — 359 to 8 by November 2015, before a single primary vote was cast  1091

— dissenters cried foul, claiming party officials were unfairly stacking the deck against chal-

lengers and deterring alternative candidates from emerging.  In response, the party agreed to cede 

greater authority to voter control, reducing the number of superdelegates and denying them a 

first ballot vote at the convention, unless a presumptive nominee is “a foregone conclusion.”  In 

the event no candidate receives a majority of pledged delegates on the first ballot, superdelegates 

are then permitted to wade into the fold and render their decision.  1092

 The assault on mediating institutions are not limited to presidential nominations, but ex-

tend to general elections as well.  In the wake of two popular vote losers assuming the presidency 

in as many decades, the Electoral College has fallen under renewed scrutiny.  Fifteen states and 

the District of Columbia have enacted the National Popular Vote Initiative agreeing to reward 

 Domenico Montanaro, “Clinton Has 45-to-1 ‘Superdelegate’ Advantage over Sanders,” NPR, No1091 -
vember 13, 2015, accessed February 29, 2020, URL: https://www.npr.org/2015/11/13/455812702/clin-
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 “Democratic Superdelegate Rule Changes for 2020,” 270 to Win, accessed February 29, 2020, URL: 1092
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their electoral votes to the national popular vote victor.   Their ire stems less from the Electoral 1093

College per se, than from the states’ winner-take-all method of allocating electors whereby a 

candidate who carries a state by a single vote collects the entire slate of electors.  See Florida, 

2000.  The push for popular election of presidents echoes the reformist movement favoring direct 

election of senators — ensuring a fairer, more faithful translation of the people’s will and ex-

panding the democratic foundations upon which our institutions rest.  However, as with the Sev-

enteenth Amendment, abolishing the Electoral College in favor of a pure majoritarian system 

would likely not result in the grand expectations set forth by its advocates.  

 A national popular vote regime elicits three problematic issues.  First, implementing a 

national system of voting registration, balloting, and counting would be onerous, especially con-

sidering the deference states and municipalities have been afforded in such matters and the pecu-

liarities of local conditions and circumstances.  Agreeing upon a singular rule for the nation may 

prove elusive and more divisive.  Second, the costs of national campaigning, advertising, and 

electioneering could precipitate ever-more expensive elections, overall — a trend which may 

displease many a reformer, especially in light of the renewed scrutiny on money in politics.  

Third, a national popular vote system has the potential to devolve into base-turnout elections, 

whereby candidates appeal to their core partisan supporters at the expense of moderate and swing 

voters across the country, resulting in further party polarization.   

 Before embracing such far-reaching reforms, we should consider modest alternatives 

which maintain the existing intermediary institutions while ensuring they operate more fairly and 

democratically.  Proportionally allocating a state’s electors based upon each candidate’s popular 

 National Popular Vote, accessed February 29, 2020, URL: https://www.nationalpopularvote.com/.1093
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vote percentages may render every state truly competitive, since voters of all stripes would feel 

incentivized to turn out, notwithstanding the partisan lean in their states.  Since the system relies 

on electors and not pure votes, smaller states and swing voters remain important — although 

their roles are modestly diminished from the current winner-take-all regime.  And finally, con-

tenders will continue to vie for a broad-based coalition of support necessary for success.  Thus, 

proportional allocation promises a fairer, more reasonable means of selecting the president, in-

creases salient issues debated, and ensures a broad consensus for the victor, all the while safe-

guarding the existing institutional mechanisms that prevent unexpected and undesired conse-

quences of a purely democratic solution. 

7.9  Further Research 

 My dissertation raises several pertinent conceptual challenges and provides new avenues 

with which to explore the role of the Senate, nature of campaigns, behavior of senators, and their 

communication with constituents and voters.  The district-based nature of the system rewarded 

candidates who commanded broad support amongst voters — accumulating backing from many 

legislative districts — rather than witnessing their backing concentrated in fewer districts.  A 

contender who enjoyed unprecedented levels of turnout in a limited number of districts might 

ultimately emerge as the popular vote winner, but fail to claim a majority of legislators.  Addi-

tional research should be conducted into this arrangement and the propensity for state legisla-

tures to draw gerrymandered districts, thereby further distorting the faithful translation of popu-

lar support into legislative strength.  These activities evidence the efforts by which political par-

ties and incumbent senators undertook to fortify and entrench their positions in power by placing 
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structural hurdles before the opposition.  And they raise questions about popular legitimacy, as 

well.  A party that secured a majority in the legislature and selected a new senator could not al-

ways necessarily claim a popular mandate.  

 The role of the primary under the indirect regime should also be more closely examined.  

The primary in South Carolina — and other Southern states — may have strengthened the grip of 

the Democratic Party in three important ways.  First, the measure might have helped regain a 

scintilla of party fealty among core supporters — poor, white farmers — who had grown disaf-

fected with the system and disenchanted with politics under the Bourbon regime, serving as the 

pressure valve that alleviated their brewing hostility against the party.  Second, in shifting the 

initial phase of the nomination process to the voters, white Carolinians may have had an even 

greater incentive to participate, thereby fostering greater civic attentiveness.  Third, by restricting 

blacks from voting, parties essentially could select their own members by acting as gatekeepers 

and denying “undesirables.” In the years immediately following the introduction of the primary 

in 1892, the strength of the vestigial Republican Party — which had already been meager — col-

lapsed.   

 Further research is required to substantiate this theory and determine whether the primary 

strengthened the Democratic Party’s grip over South Carolina and the ways the measure impact-

ed other southern states where it was adopted.   Another relevant dimension of the primary was 

its implementation in non-southern states where it was in use, particularly in the Midwest and the 

West.  Did the primary render senatorial elections exceedingly more popular and democratic, fur-

ther emphasizing candidate-centered, entrepreneurial features of campaigns at the expense of 

strong parties? 
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 The preceding work largely limited itself to the period prior to the Seventeenth Amend-

ment.  But the immediate and long-term effects of the reform were not as closely scrutinized 

here.  Presumably, the democratizing trends of the period were further heightened by direct, pop-

ular elections.  To what extent did the nature of campaigns themselves change as a result of the 

reform?  How common did candidate advertising, credit-claiming, and position-taking become 

afterwards.  If so, how long after 1913 did they manifest?  In what ways did advertising evolve, 

if any?  Were personal canvasses more intensive and widespread?  In short, just how much more 

“democratic” did these races become? 

 Relatedly, were parties irrevocably weakened in the wake of the Seventeenth Amend-

ment?  Certain studies have suggested as much,  but additional research is necessary to specif1094 -

ically investigate the increasingly tenuous balance between parties, voters, and senators as it per-

tained to senatorial elections.  During the indirect period, party control and voter control re-

mained at parity — in tension, but in balance.  With the adoption of direct, popular elections, 

party control was presumably weakened, while voter control grew to dominate the process.  If so, 

what were its implications for legislative and electoral behavior?  Did this change free moderate 

incumbents from the grips of their parties, allowing centrists to more forcefully assert themselves 

in successive years? 

 Finally, what was the effect of the Seventeenth Amendment on conservative southern 

states?  While under the indirect regime these modestly popular states, i.e. South Carolina, exhib-

ited exceptionally vibrant campaigns — more so than non-popular, exclusivist states, i.e. Mass-

achusetts — it is unclear whether these states continued to operate in a similar fashion after the 
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Seventeenth Amendment.  Did their elections continue moving on this trajectory toward greater 

openness, transparency, and widespread voter engagement, or did they revert to more staid af-

fairs, with ostensibly safe, entrenched incumbents wielding great power and deterring contenders 

from mounting a primary challenge?  Around the same time of the Seventeenth Amendment, 

Congress began dispersing its internal authority more widely to committees, whose chairs grew 

in import and influence. Many a southern member soon wielded these gavels, serving as conse-

quential figures in the annals of legislative politics.  Therefore, we may surmise these important 

positions may have insulated many members from traditional electoral politics calculations.   

 Further qualitative, in-depth case studies should be conducted to test the veracity of the 

aforementioned postulations and theories. 



State Party Control Absolute Partisan Score Re-election A - Strictest standard Re-election rate B-  Most Permissive Re-election rate C - Median Rule Competitiveness Index
Alabama 100% D 100 88% 90% 88% 94
Arizona 100% D 100 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Arkansas 100% D 100 71% 56% 71% 86
California 90% R 80 80% 50% 50% 65
Colorado 56% D 12 80% 50% 50% 31

Connecticut 100% R 100 86% 75% 75% 88
Delaware 63%R 26 33% 22% 29% 28
Florida 100% D 100 67% 60% 57% 79
Georgia 100% D 100 100% 56% 57% 79
Idaho 82%R 64 50% 38% 43% 54
Illinois 78% R 56 60% 33% 43% 50
Indiana 56% R 12 50% 44% 50% 31
Iowa 100%R 100 100% 88% 100% 100

Kansas 56% R 12 0% 0% 0% 6
Kentucky 80% D 60 40% 22% 22% 41
Louisiana 100% D 100 80% 55% 50% 75

Maine 78% R 56 86% 87% 75% 66
Maryland 82% D 64 50% 50% 40% 42

Massachusetts 100%R 100 100% 85% 85% 93
Michigan 100%R 100 86% 75% 86% 93
Minnesota 100%R 100 88% 78% 88% 94
Mississippi 100% D 100 75% 56% 57% 79
Missouri 88% D 76 83% 63% 63% 70
Montana 55%R 10 0% 0% 0% 5
Nebraska 78%R 56 0% 0% 0% 28
Nevada 44% R 0 100% 67% 75% 38

New Hampshire 88%R 76 71% 63.00% 63% 70
New Jersey 67% R 34 50% 40% 29% 32
New Mexico 100%R 100 N/A N/A N/A N/A

New York 63% R 26 29% 25% 25% 26
North Carolina 67%D 34 63% 56% 63% 49
North Dakota 89%R 78 50% 40% 50% 64

Ohio 75% R 50 50% 33% 25% 38
Oklahoma 100% D 100 100% 100% 100% 100

Oregon 78% R 56 16% 11% 13% 35
Pennsylvania 100% R 100 88% 70% 78% 89
Rhode Island 100%R 100 80% 50% 67% 84

South Carolina 100% D 100 60% 44% 50% 75
South Dakota 75%R 50 43% 50% 43% 47

Tennessee 100% D 100 67% 50% 67% 84
Texas 100% D 100 100% 42% 50% 75
Utah 88%R 76 50% 33% 33% 55

Vermont 100%R 100 100% 80% 100% 100
Virginia 100% D 100 100% 90.00% 100% 100

Washington 88%R 76 17% 13.00% 13% 45
West Virginia 60% R 20 67% 44% 57% 39

Wisconsin 78%R 56 60% 30% 30% 43
Wyoming 100%R 100 75% 75% 75% 88

APPENDIX A: STATE DATA SCORES, 1890 - 1913
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