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Preface

An attempt to look at an election that is as
recent as 1940 presents two problems. First, scholars, far
more experienced than I, have examined all of the primary
sources available, and submitted their conclusions. Second,
little primary material, other than newspapers and periodi-
cals of the day, is open for general research.

This paper does not attempt to give final answers
on this topic. It is specifically concerned only with the
nominations of 1940. The remainder of the campaign, while
of interest, does not contain the element of the "unusual"
that preceeded the nominations.

There has been, I feel, at least by the general
public, too much attention devoted to the third term issue
in 1940. Thus, an effort has been made by this writer to
show how the campaign and its personalities reacted also to
the war.

My gratitude is extended to many people: Mr.
Emmett W. Wright, Jr. of Metairie Park Country Day School,
who first suggested the topic, and read the initial paper
on the subject; Mr. Robert Yevich and Mrs. William Strain
who proof-read parts of the draft of the paper; Dr. J. D.

Futch, III and Dr. Robert W. McAhren of Washington and Lee



ii

University, who made timely suggestions and improvements

in the preparation of the thesis; Mr. James A. Farley of
New York, who gave of his valuable time, so that I might
interview him. Finally there are two people who deserve
special thanks - Dr. Allen W. Moger of Washington and Lee,
who had to endure the torture of my fractured prose while
reading the draft of the paper, and who gave a good deal

of his time to help and guide me through it; and Mrs. Jay D.
Cook, Jr. who spent many hours typing and re-typing the
draft. Without their help, this paper would not have been

possible.

May 15, 1971 Madison F. Cole, Jr.
Lexington, Virginia



INTRODUCTION

The presidential nominations of 1940 exemplify the
actions and reactions of the political campaign to World
War II. The cataclysmic events in Europe influenced greatly
the other issues, such as the third term and the unusual
personalities involved.

Both issues and events, however, were largely de-
termined by two of the most colorful men who had appeared
on the American political scene - Franklin D. Roosevelt and
Wendell Willkie. William Allen White had called Roosevelt "the

nl Cer-

most unaccountable President this country has seen.
tainly he was breaking precedent in running for a third term.
FDR was very ambitious and some of his opponents felt that
this conceit made the third term inevitable. It would be
difficult, however, to explain his nomination apart from the
war. Tugwell even states that Hitler made the third term
unavoidable. 2
It is not as easy to explain the "unaccountable" rise
of Wendell Willkie and how he was forced or forced himself
on the Republican Party, including the traditional bosses.
This newcomer, at first, rankled some politicians. When he
asked support from Senator James Watson of his native state
of Indiana, Watson replied, "No Wendell, you have only been

a Republican for two years." Willkie then responded, "Jim,

you are a good Methodist, don't you believe in conversion?"



At which point Watson replied, "If a whore repented and wanted
to join the Church, I'd personally welcome her and lead her

up the aisle to a front row pew. But by the eternal, I'd

not ask her to lead the choir on the first night out."3

The whole picture of the campaign, the war, and the
people involved is explained by Lilienthal:

The puzzling factor in this election pro-
mises to be not the New Deal nor the personality
of Willkie and his opponent, but the changing in-
ternational situation. Willkie profited by the
fact that he has from the start been less isola-
tionist than Taft or Dewey; finally talked about
help to the Allies short of war, etc; on this issue
Taft was impossible to the Eastern crowd, who other-
wise would have preferred his safeness and dullness.
The effort to push the Republican Party into a
peace at any price sort of position apparently
failed, but they are always free, with such a
flexible gent as Willkie as their candidate, to
shift and change as election day approaches. The
President, on the other hand, has to take action,
from time to time, and responsibility for that
action, and it is unlikely that his action will
always or even generally conform to prevailing
public opinion.



FOOTNOTES

William Allen White, The Autobiography of William Allen
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THE BACKGROUND 1938-39

The Republicans

Jockeying among the Republicans began during the
off year elections of 1938. Roosevelt was in trouble. He
had tried to pack the Supreme Court the year before and
failed. He had attempted to purge some members of Congress
in the primaries and had again failed. The country, further-
more, seemed in a rebellious mood. The Democrats expected
to lose some seats, and the Republicans were confident of
gaining some. But no one, including the Republicans, dreamed
they would make such a comeback. Non-partisan surveys had
predicted GOP gains as somewhere between 30 and 53 seats.”t
The Republicans, in fact, picked up 89 seats - 81 in the

2 Furthermore, the election pro-

House and 8 in the Senate.
duced several potential presidential candidates including
Taft, Dewey, and Vandenberg. Senator-elect Robert A. Taft
of Ohio, the son of the former President, was very articu-
late, though lacking somewhat in charisma. Thomas Dewey
was the young District Attorney of New York City, who had
achieved fame by "racket-busting." This fame had nearly
catapulted him into the Governorship over enormously popular
Herbert Lehman, who won by a very small margin. Senator

Vandenberg, who abhorred the thought of life in the White

House,3 drew his support from isolationist groups. Accord-



ing to his son, the Administration's insistence on conduct-
ing foreign relations in secret with the British and French
provoked him into the race.

There were many GOP dark horses, some of whom later
would be. favorite sons from their states - Governor Salton-
stall of Massachusetts, Governor James of Pennsylvania,
Governor Bricker of Ohio, and Governor Baldwin of Connecti-
cut. The only one not mentioned at this time would be the
eventual nominee.

In January 1939 when Congress convened, it quickly
found itself at odds with the President in disputes which
involved a lot more than court-packing. The basic princi-
ple of New Deal spending and the question of neutrality
would become hotly debated issues. The Administration suf-
fered its first serious defeat on a relief bill in late
January. Several pro-New Deal Senators, including Byrnes
of South Carolina and Truman of Missouri, deserted the Presi-
dent to bring about the bill's defeat.?

The Republicans were delighted that the New Deal had
suffered one of its few Congressional setbacks. No doubt one
of the happiest was Tom Dewey. In February, polls showed that
he was the choice of at least one-half of the GOP for his
party's nomination. Vandenberg trailed with 15%, Taft had
13%, and Hoover 5%.6 In May, Dewey still held the lead for

the nomination.7 By late summer, however, Vandenberg was



gaining rapidly in the polls;8 Dewey, hoping to stop this,
was campaigning in the Midwest.?

Robert Taft labored under several handicaps. Besides
his low poll standing, he was a notoriously poor speaker.
His performance at the Gridiron Club was "dull and boring."lo
His speech that summer announcing his candidacy did not in-
spire anyone, though he did declare himself opposed to foreign

war and intervention in Europe.ll

The only thing that gave
his announcement any political excitement was the fact that
Governor John Bricker had decided not to be a favorite son.
This assured Taft control of the Ohio delegation.

On September 1, Germany's invasion of Poland im-
mediately changed the character of the campaign. The war,
at first, probably benefitted Vandenberg, because he was the
most experienced in terms of national political service.12
The war seemed to bring other candidates into the race.
By the middle of December, there were two more possibilities,
Styles Bridges of New Hampshire and Publisher Frank Gannett
of New York.13 1In addition, two national committeemen were
actively working for ex-President Herbert Hoover.l? There
were other influential people working behind the scenes.

One was Joseph Pew, multimillionaire oilman from Pennsylvania,
another was Colonel Robert McCormick, publisher of the

15

Chicago Tribune, and another was Samuel Pryor, National

Committeeman from Connecticut.l6



The candidate that the war helped most was Wendell
Willkie. Willkie had been first seriously mentioned for the
Presidency in 1939. On February 23 of that year, Arthur
Krock, after two years of quietly mentioning Willkie's
name in his column, raised the possibility that he was a

candidate. In the New York Times Krock devoted three para-

graphs to Willkie, including that rather humorous quote,
"I'd watch Willkie. He still has his haircuts country
Willkie continued to gain support through the
year. On November 21, General Hugh Johnson, once head of
the NRA, told the Bond Club in New York that "Willkie would

make a very strong candidate.1®

Raymond Moley, another ex-
New Dealer, told the Saybrook Club at Yale, "Willkie is the
best man if the party had the nerve to put him up for the
nomination."19 After General Johnson's endorsement, Willkie
remarked, "If the government doesn't stop attacking the
utilities industry, I may need a job, and that is the best
offer I have received."20

The question now comes, what was the attractiveness
in a man who had no political experience, who was the head
of an industry that only a few years before had been disgraced
by its lack of public concern and shady financial dealings,
who had been a Democrat for all but two years of his life,

and who was generally little known outside of the financial

world and New York City? The answer can be traced to many



things. Willkie was enormously popular. He seemed to cap-
tivate all those who came in contact with him. Marcia
Davenport observed:

And there he sat (in the chair), except
when he was at meals or asleep for the whole
length of his visit. Tennis, golf, bridge,
poker, and social chat had no reality to him.

Food and wine were tossed down unnoticed.

Wendell's leisure, such as it was, went into

a rolling boil of ideas thrashed out with other

brilliant and challenging minds, into voracious

reading, and into writing and eventually speak-

ing, too, as he began to evolve the points of

view, rooted in passionate beliefs, which

transformed him from a tough, smart corpora-

tion lawyer into the articulator of construc-

tive opposition to the monopolistic govern-—

mental theories of the New Deal.?l
Willkie was a mid-westerner who had risen from a small-
town lawyer to become head of one of the largest utility
companies in the country, the Commonwealth and Southern
Corporation. He still looked the part of a country lawyer
with his rumpled suit and tossled hair. He was a big burly
man with a warm personality. "Willkie was no more humble
than he was simple. There was no self-doubt in his make-
up. He was neither modest nor immodest, it just never
occurred to him that he could be anything other than success-
ful. "22

He had become well-known when he took on the Govern-
ment in the TVA fights. One columnist put it this way:
"The trouble with Willkie is that he is articulate. He is

the one businessman who presents his case against the Govern-



ment so forcefully as to attract wide attention....

Instead of dreading a Washington inquiry, as most business-

men do, Willkie uses it as a sounding board from which his

views and prophecies reverberate to the nation."23
Even his enemies in the TVA fight liked him. David

Lilienthal, head of TVA said, "He is one of the outstanding

proponents of private enterprise who has done a real job

of selling electricity at low rates."24 Hugh Johnson pointed

out though both Roosevelt and Willkie had charm, Roosevelt

turned his on for the people he wanted to impress, and

Willkie did not. Furthermore, "Roosevelt had one of the

choicest hate collections in America. Mr. Willkie had none."2°
Willkie was independent and, at times, stubborn.

One person thought that his "mind seemed more inspirational

than logical ... that the impression you got was that he

would snipe at a subject from all sides; then, grabbing hold,

he would roll it up in a ball and throw it at you."26 The

Nation did a series of articles on the Republican candidates

and the final one was on Willkie. The last line probably

summed up how many people would feel at the convention.

"There is more fire and go in this man than in the whole

colorless smear of Deweys, Tafts, and Vandenbergs."27
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The Democrats

The Democrats in 1940 were still a vibrant and strong
political party. They were still basking in their first sus-
tained control of things since 1860. True, both the court-
packing bill and the purge had been a failure, but those
were minor political miscalculations. What was of concern
to many Democrats were the results of the off-year Congres-
sional elections and the resulting feuds their President had
had with the new Congress. Their biggest concern was Roose-
velt's indecision about running for a third term. First,
there were many people who felt that only FDR could defeat
a Republican; second, there were others who felt that a
Democrat could beat a Republican but it had to be one with
a dynamic personality (not Hull or Garner); third, some felt
that a Democrat could beat a Republican but it had to be a
"New Deal" Democrat (Wallace, Jackson, McNutt): and last,
there were those who thought breaking the third term tradi-
tion was, in general, a bad idea even with Roosevelt as a
candidate. This last group ranged from Democrats such as
Garner, who opposed not only the third term but also the New
Deal policies, to Farley, who though in sympathy with the New
Deal was highly opposed to the third term in principle. No
Democrat, it seemed, would be content to let nature take its

course.
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The speculation as to who might succeed FDR had begun
even before the off-year elections. Time, in its issue
of October 31, 1938, reported that Harold Ickes was the
number one possibility for the nomination in 1940, and further
stated that a candidate acceptable to FDR had to be built
up "before Democratic National Chairman Jim Farley and his
alliance of local bosses could conger up someone else 8
The Republican gains in the off-year elections had
surprised everyone including the President. FDR attributed

29 His chief

the Democratic losses to home state issues.
advisor, Farley, attributed them to the split in labor's
ranks, dissatisfaction with the WPA, resentment against
spending and increasing the debt and, farm prices.30 Basil
Rauch felt that some of the losses were due to Hopkins'
statement that, "We will spend and spend, and tax and tax,
and elect and elect," which Rauch felt "discredited" the
administration.3l The outcome was so bad that the usually
astute newspaperman, Raymond Clapper, stated, '"clearly, I
think, that President Roosevelt could not run for a third
term even if he so desired."32 But domestic politics were
not the only problem for the Democrats. The foreign policy
position of the President was alarming many people. Vice
President Garner even thought the less Democrats said about
foreign policy the better.33

The main problem the Democrats had was the division
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in their own ranks. This policy split between the down-the-
line New Dealers and the more conservative Democrats existed
throughout the party and included the Cabinet. Roosevelt's
promise to continue national spending in order to stimulate
the economy toward an $80,000,000,000 national income was
the basic issue. Those in favor were Ickes, Perkins, and
Wallace. Those opposed were Farley, Hull, Garner, and

a4 Since Ickes was too vocal and too eccentric

Morgenthau.
to be seriously considered for President and Perkins was a
woman, it was logical that Wallace became the symbolic leader
of the pro-New Dealers. John Garner, at this point, was the
leader of the more traditional Democrats. To many arch New
Dealers he had become a symbol of sabotage. One said he
was a "leader of reaction against six years of enlightened
In late March, however, Garner led the Gallup Poll
with 42% of the Democratic vote to 10 percent each for Farley
and Hull.3®

The other minor contenders were Paul McNutt, Senator
Wheeler, Robert Jackson, Frank Murphy, and William O. Douglas.
In addition three businessmen were often included in the
speculation - Joseph Kennedy, Lewis Douglas and Jesse Jones.
Most prominently mentioned among these contenders was young
handsome Paul McNutt. McNutt was the first to come under the

Roosevelt three-step program: 1. Boom him for the Presi-

dency, 2. Watch him gain momentum and publicity as he con-
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fidently feels he is the '"chosen one," 3. Pull the rug
out from under him. Time reported the following on July 17:
What to do about Indiana's white-haired

Paul McNutt, first and boldest Democratic can-

didate for Franklin Roosevelt's job was a

question Roosevelt answered last week by in-

viting Paul McNutt to become head of the new

consolidated Federal Security Agency. In that

post at Washington, candidate McNutt could be

kept under surveillance and controlled and

throttled if necessary. Or he could be built

up as heir-apparent if that seemed more de-

sirable.

FDR found himself with other difficulties. It was
obvious to leaders in Congress and to political leaders in
the Cabinet that the changes in the neutrality legislation
desired by the President would not pass at this time.
Roosevelt was not pleased when John Garner informed him:

"We might as well be candid about this, Cap'n - you haven't
got the Votes."38

These matters still weighed heavily on FDR's mind
when he summoned Jim Farley to Hyde Park in late July 1939,
to discuss political matters.>2 The "Chief" also wished to
confront Farley about the latter's public silence and per-
sonal objections to the third term.4o According to Farley
the main reason for the conference was to patch up (at
least in the public's eye), the feud between himself and
Roosevelt. FDR told Big Jim, "Of course I will not run for

a third term." Roosevelt stated he would make this announce-

ment when the time came to file in the North Dakota pri-
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mary. Farley suggested that a public letter clarifying his
position might also be necessary. The President did not
answer, but moved into a discussion of the other candidates,
saying he did not want Garner.?4l That summer many New
Dealers came to believe that only Roosevelt could carry

out New Deal policies and must run for a third term.42
The opening of war in Europe put politics on the

"vack burner."

Both Republicans and Democrats kept quiet

and the Administration especially had no desire to rock the
boat while the Neutrality Bill was before Congress. On
November 2, however, Henry Wallace at a press conference

in Berkeley declared himself in favor of a third term.
Farley and Ickes were aghast at this politically inept

44 The

move,43 and FDR publicly came down hard on Wallace.
latter was already in trouble with the President because
he had failed to help purge Senator Gillette. Farley was
also unhappy with Wallace whom he considered an eccentric
Democrat.45
In late September the President had called the

Congress into special session to consider again the modi-
fication of the neutrality legislation. After two months
Congress acted to make our neutrality laws more favorable
to the westen1powers.46 The war also caused a few people
to change in favor of Roosevelt!s running for a third term.

Among those was former Senator McAdoo of california.?’



15

Though Walter Lippman was sure FDR would not run, there
were unusual soundings in the White House. Roosevelt wanted
the convention moved to a later date, and he was telling
callers that he was in favor of Cordell Hull, though in
other circles he was objecting to Hull.4® The President
thus began the process that would assure his nomination if
he should desire it. There is no conclusive evidence that
his mind was made up. Farley felt, at least during the
summer, he had made up his mind not to run. The assumption
can be made, though probably never proven, that the war was
a great influence on Roosevelt, and that even at this early
date it had changed his thinking somewhat.

By the end of 1939 Roosevelt was challenged within
his own party. On December 18 John Nance Garner announced,
"I will accept the nomination for President. I will make
no effort to control any delegates. The people should de-
cide. The candidate should be selected at primaries and
conventions as provided by law, and I sincerely trust all
Democrats will participate in them. "49

John Nance Garner was the most vehement in his oppo-
sition to the third term probably because he was the strong-
est in his opposition to FDR. He had been made Vice Presi-
dent in exchange for his pledged support at the 1932 con-
vention. After Roosevelt blamed him for failing to work for

the court-packing plan, the rift between them became serious.
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He was probably too conservative and too rigid to receive
the nomination, but if FDR did not run, Garner certainly
would control a large bloc of voters.

He was unalterably opposed to Roosevelt's desire for

50 Garner felt that the party was bigger than

a third term.
the man, and that the party should be able to win on its

own reputation. He was also upset by the importance in the
Roosevelt administration of men who were not party regulars.51
Roosevelt was equally unhappy with Garner. He felt Garner
had not been totally honest with him, for on one occasion
Garner had told him that he only wished to return to

Uvalde.52

The irony of this situation is that FDR told
Farley and others as late as the summer of 1940 that he
wanted to do nothing in 1940 but return to Hyde Park.

John Nance Garner was not the only important man
in the Roosevelt administration to contest the President's
right to a third term. Cordell Hull, the Secretary of State,
and James A. Farley, the Postmaster General, Chairman of
the Party, and closest political adviser to FDR would also
publicly challenge the incumbent. All three were opposed to
the third term and to many of the inner clique surrounding
Roosevelt. They were traditional in their viewpoint, and
all of them felt FDR betrayed their trust in him. The irony

of the situation is that none of them really wanted to be

President in 1940, with the possible exception of Farley.



17

Their opposition was directed more towards the third term
issue rather than to advancing their own political futures.
Cordell Hull was a mild-mannered diplomat from

Tennessee who since 1933 had been Secretary of State. He
had achieved prominence for his constant efforts to improve
relations with Latin America and by the enactment of the
Hull Reciprocal Trade Acts in 1934. He opposed Roosevelt's
third term aspirations in principle, though he was loyal
enough to his cabinet position not to openly break with the
President. He felt a particular duty as Secretary of State
not to openly discuss politics, while holding that sensi-
tive post. Hull himself states, "The President has never
talked a word of politics to me ... In view of the world
situation I do not feel I should use my position to seek

office."52

Hull was the most likely choice to succeed
Roosevelt. He was conservative, though not reactionary.
He had a sense of tact, and was well respected.53 He
was the obvious candidate among traditional Democrats.
Farley contends that if there had not been a war, Hull would
have gotten the nomination.54

James Farley, a close personal friend of Hull was
also prominently mentioned for the Presidency. It was a

rare honor for Farley even to be considered for the Presi-

dency, for he had, after all, never been elected to high
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office. He was, however, enormously popular within the
party. It was said that he knew more people by their first
name than any man in America. An incredibly warm man, he
had an open personality which immediately reflected his
total honestly and sincerity. Politicians found out that
if Farley could not go along with them, he told them so,
but he never held it against them. He was known to the
general public (though probably not as well known as Hull).
Undoubtedly he was the choice, next to FDR, of the people
that conscientously worked for the party. However, he had
two strikes against him - little elective office experience,
and he was a Catholic.

Of the others often mentioned, none really ever had
a chance. FDR was well disposed to Solicitor General Jackson

and Justice Douglas,55

but not enough to think they could
succeed him. None of them had a chance without FDR's

support. The others - McNutt, Murphy, Douglas and Jones -
never had his approval. Either through their own ego, or

through Roosevelt's political "back-slapping" or both, they

got the idea that they were ordained by the Champ.
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THE BUILDUP - JANUARY-MAY 1940

The Republicans

In January 1940 there was still a phony war in Europe
and ther were three leading candidates for the Republican
nomination - Taft, Dewey, and Vandenberg. Their chances were
summarized by Time magazine:

Dull, prosy, colorless with not a tithe

of Franklin Roosevelt's great charm and personal

magnetism, Bob Taft of Ohio is nevertheless to-

day the No. 1 Republican Presidential possibility,
according to the wisemen. Dopsters agree that

Thomas E. Dewey looks good for the Vice Presi-

dential spot:; that Michigan's Senator Vandenberg

is too honestly disinterested in the Presidency

to command the convention; that only a miracle

could give the nomination to Herbert Hoover or

Wendell Willkie; that hardheaded Joe Martin of

Massachusetts would still prefer the Speaker-

ship to any other job in the world._, So they

get around to Robert Alphonso Taft.

Dewey's plan of attack was to win the primaries,
and be so far ahead in the public opinion polls that the
convention would have to give him the nomination. A
Gallup Poll in January showed that 60% of the Republican
voters favored Dewey as their nominee, while only 27%
favored either Taft or Vandenberg.2 In an attempt to keep
this lead, Dewey campaigned vigorously during February and
March. He took a tour of the Western states, travelled
7500 miles, shook hands with 15,000 voters, and held

numerous press conferences.> In Chicago before 20,000

people, Dewey charged the New Deal with "crimes of intimi-
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dation, coercion, ... extortion, larceny, and vested inter-
est in human misery."4

His politicking paid off in the primaries. He had
no opposition in Illinois or Maryland.5 Dewey destroyed
Vandenberg in the latter's neighboring territory of Wis-
consin by capturing all twenty-four delegates. 1In Nebraska
he completed his rout by defeating Vandenberg by 17,000

votes.6

Vandenberg was a mystery in the cam.paign.7

Although
he entered the primaries, it now seems that he did not
really want the nomination or the election. "Vandenberg
was more interested in advancing issues than in advancing
party solidarity." What support he had until his primary
defeats was from the Congressional wing of the party.8

Robert Taft's strategy was to avoid the primaries
entirely, and win delegate support in state conventions. He
sensed correctly that it would be disaster for him to take
on the more colorful Dewey in an open primary, but he also
knew that the old guard Republicans who controlled state
conventions preferred him to the inexperienced District
Attorney.

The unknown factor in the early months of 1940 was
Wendell Willkie. The Willkie boom had begun with Krock's

speculation in February 1939 that he would be an acceptable

candidate. Krock gave the movement impetus in November
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when he again mentioned the possibility of Willkie for
the Presidency.9 About a month later, an article by

Willkie appeared in the Saturday Evening Post, entitled

"With Malice Towards None." In that article he expressed
part of his philosophy on government:

The leaders of government today have
flaunted their theory of liberialism more
widely than any other government in our
history, but they have said nothing about
tolerance; they have, in fact, drained the
vials of invective against all who have
opposed them.

Liberalism may guide men of wisdom to

very different courses of action. Washington

and Lincoln fought for the creation and pre-

servation of the individual state. And yet

all three of them were men of liberal

faith.1l0

After a talk to the Sales Executive Club of New
York, Dr. Paul Nystrom of Columbia University endorsed Mr.
wWillkie, stating that "the business outlook would be good
if we had a Presidential candidate like our honored guest,
Mr. Willkie."1l But willkie was not even mentioned in Dr.
Gallup's February Poll.12

In Ohio he lashed out at the New Deal's policy to-

wards business:

Whenever the government assumes auto-
cratic control over industry it must, in order
to maintain this control, gradually surpress
freedom of assembly, freedom of church, free-
dom of the press, and freedom of speech.

In the end all forms of freedom stand
or fall. Business is not something separate
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from our lives. It is a part of life,

The American people are opposed to
excessive power in anybody's hands.

Willkie had previously stated his economic views in

an article, "Idle Money, Idle Men" in the Saturday Evening

Post.1? Other articles gained him attention. One in the

Atlantic Monthly on the shortcomings of the economy caused

the New York Times and David Lawrence to publicly praise
15

him.
Willkie's prolific writings for large magazines be-
gan to generate interest among people with influence and
money. The first major Willkie support came from Russell
Davenport, Editor of Fortune. Davenport had first met
Willkie while doing an article on the Commonwealth and
Southern Corporation, and was one of the first to suggest

16 Two financiers,

to Willkie that he run for the Presidency.
Charton MacVeagh, an executive with J. P. Morgan and Company,
and Frank Altschul, a former vice chairman of the Repulican
National Finance Committee were among other early converts.

Willkie also received invaluable support from Irita Van

Doren, book editor of the New York Herald Tribune, and Bruce

Barton of the advertising firm, Batten, Barton, Durstine,
and Osborne.17
Davenport and MacVeagh had started a small Willkie

campaign headquarters in January of 1940 in the Murray Hill
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