


Harvard Studies in Business History • 51

Published with the support of the  
Harvard Business School

e d i t e d  By

Walter A. Friedman 
Lecturer
Director, Business History Initiative

a n d

Geoffrey Jones
Isidor Straus Professor of Business History Faculty Chair, 
 Business History Initiative

Harvard Business School





GentLeMen 
BankerS

The World of J. P. Morgan

Harvard University Press

sUsie J. Pak

Cambridge, Massachusetts, and London, England

2013



Copyright © 2013 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College
All rights reserved
Printed in the United States of America

Library of Congress Cataloging- in- Publication Data

Pak, Susie.
Gentlemen bankers : the world of J. P. Morgan / Susie Pak.—1 Edition.
  pages cm

Includes bibliographical references and index.
ISBN 978-0-674-07303-6
1. J.P. Morgan & Co.—History. 2. Banks and banking—United States— 
History. 3. Bankers—United States—Biography. 4. Morgan, J. Pierpont  
(John Pierpont), 1837–1913. I. Title.
HG2471.P35 2013
332.1'230973—dc23     2012051088



For Greg & Wyatt





Contents

  Introduction  1

 1 Gentlemen Banking Before 1914  12

 2 The Social World of Private Bankers  45

 3 Anti- Semitism in Economic Networks  80

 4 Disrupting the Balance: The Great War  107

 5 The Significance of Social Ties: Harvard  137

 6 Complex International Alliances: Japan  160

 7 The End of Private Banking at the Morgans  192

  Conclusion: Writing the History of Networks  219

  Notes  227
  Acknowledgments  343
  Index  347





gentlemen bankers





introdUction

in deCemBer 1912 , J. Pierpont Morgan (1837–1913) was called before 
the U.S. House of Representatives to testify on his alleged role in the 
monopolization of financial capital in the United States. The Money Trust 
Investigation, also known as the Pujo Hearings, studied the origins of the 
Panic of 1907, which had seriously demoralized faith in the banking 
industry. Because Morgan, America’s most powerful private banker, was 
largely credited with bringing an end to the panic, the Pujo Committee was 
anxious for him to explain the source of his influence and power. Given that 
Morgan rarely made public statements of any kind, his appearance at the 
hearings was a singular event in his history and that of his bank, not in the 
least because he surprised everyone by denying he had control over anyone 
or anything. He testified, “I do not feel that I have vast power. . . .  I am not 
seeking it, either.”

Morgan’s critics were convinced that he was being evasive, but he was 
actually sharing important insight into his world. He did not deny that he 
had an elevated standing in the financial community and he readily 
acknowledged that he had many long- standing relationships to other 
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 well- connected individuals and financial institutions. But Morgan argued 
that if he had any influence at all, it stemmed only from the trust given to 
him by others. Stating that trust was “the fundamental basis of business” 
and believing that trust was not something one could control much less 
monopolize, Morgan rejected the idea that he had any direct control over 
anyone, even members of his own firm.

Morgan continued to surprise the committee by declaring that trust had 
nothing to do with money. Though he confirmed that his bank held more 
than $81 million in corporate deposits (in excess of the firm’s own capital), 
he downplayed the importance of his financial resources stating, “. . .  I do 
not compete for deposits. I do not care whether they ever come, but they do 
come.” Arguing that an individual’s access to credit had little to do with 
money, he told the committee he knew “lots of men . . .  who can borrow 
any amount, whose credit is unquestioned” without the money to back 
them. The reason for this, Morgan said, was that trust was based, “before 
money or anything else,” on a person’s character. In what is a well- known 
statement, Morgan testified, “. . .  A man I do not trust could not get money 
from me on all the bonds in Christendom.” Implicitly, he meant that his 
character (and the character of his partners) was the basis of his firm’s cap-
ital and reputation.1

Twenty years later, when his son, J. P. Morgan Jr., or Jack Morgan (1867–
1943), testified as the bank’s senior partner at the U.S. Senate investigation 
into the securities business (also called the Pecora Hearings), Morgan reiter-
ated his father’s beliefs that confidence and character were the foundation of 
their business.2 He said, “As to the theory that [the private banker] may 
become too powerful, it must be remembered that any power which he has 
comes, not from the possession of large means, but from the confidence of 
the people in his character and credit . . .  not financial credit, but that which 
comes from the respect and esteem of the community.”3

While it is tempting to be cynical, and their critics certainly were, Pier-
pont and Jack Morgan’s sentiments were not just for show. They may have 
been self- serving, but they were not insincere. Until they were forced to 
testify in front of Congress, no one outside the Morgan firm had confirma-
tion of how much the bank or its partners were worth. Private bankers, who 
were members of unlimited liability partnerships like the Morgans, were 
personally liable for their profits and losses, but they were not required to 
make information about their capital and liabilities public.4 Given this con-
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text of opacity and risk, the Morgans assumed that their individual char-
acter served as the primary indicator of their trustworthiness and credit.

Of course, the Morgans’ definition of character did conceal much, but 
not because they were being evasive or disingenuous. They never explicitly 
articulated what kind of character created trust because they simply took it 
for granted. For this reason, they did not dwell on any conflicts or inconsis-
tencies between their actions and their beliefs. They believed their reputa-
tion and status to be sufficient proof of their character and of the trust given 
to them by “the people.” At the same time, the Morgans understood that 
their character was not just a reflection of their individual attributes. Even 
though they thought of their values as timeless and universal, they appreci-
ated that their reputation was an expression of their standing in a larger 
“community.”5 

This awareness is very significant because it meant the Morgans also 
understood that they did not independently determine the content of good 
character. The Morgans did not decide on their own that certain rights and 
privileges were natural and valued. They came to this understanding within 
the context of a community, a society, and a history. Their emphasis on trust 
was itself an example of how deeply they were embedded in the institutions 
and society of their time.6 It is not that money did not matter, as the Mor-
gans’ testimonies seemed to claim, but that it mattered because other his-
torical conditions were present, which gave it meaning and made it possible. 
As Marx once noted, “Men make history, but not in circumstances of their 
own choosing.”7 

The idea that the world of finance is part of a larger society may appear 
simple and self- evident. But despite the fact that the Morgans talked repeat-
edly about trust, reputation, and community, and even though they testi-
fied to the personal nature of private banking, studies of their economic 
power have not traditionally included an analysis of their social environ-
ment. A vast amount of effort has gone into the study of the Morgans’ busi-
ness, which have tremendously added to our understanding of their 
economic networks and practices. In general, however, studies of the Mor-
gans and private banking have focused almost exclusively on their business 
ties in an economic context. While this partly reflects tendency of academic 
fields to focus on discrete questions in concise time periods, it is also 
apparent in disciplines that take the long view, such as history.8

In many ways, these choices simply followed the Morgans’ lead. From 
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the Morgans’ perspective, the separation of the study of their business and 
their personal lives was perfectly natural. Ironically, even though the Mor-
gans assumed that a private banker’s life outside the business world reflected 
his character, they also operated as though the two spheres were entirely 
separate. Given the Morgans’ emphasis on character and trust, this artificial 
separation between their social and economic networks seemed very out of 
place. What made it even more peculiar was the fact that it was neither 
universal nor arbitrary. As we shall see, it was most apparent in their interac-
tions with German Jewish bankers, especially Kuhn, Loeb & Co., a private 
American bank that was their strongest competitor and an important 
collaborator. 

The deliberate yet assumed nature of the separation between the business 
and domestic spheres of private bankers was the first indication that it must 
have been extremely significant. In other words, it was so important, so 
normal, that it was taken for granted. Unfortunately, that means it has also 
been easy to overlook. Historical actors can only leave evidence of things 
that were there. They do not leave evidence, for example, of things that were 
absent or that they deliberately excluded. Nor are they always aware of their 
own inconsistencies and contradictions. Thus, when we organize our studies 
in ways that deliberately or inadvertently adopt the parameters of our sub-
jects, we can take their prejudices for granted. We can also obscure the fact 
that their choices have a history, as do the limitations in which they are 
made. For this reason, we cannot rely on the Morgans to directly explain 
how they organized their network because they took much of it for granted 
even while they were actively involved in creating it.

This book takes a broad view of the Morgans’ relationships, combining 
and drawing on the studies of the Morgans’ social and business relations 
that have come before it.9 It is not a biography of the Morgans but a history 
of their network, meaning it studies their relationships and how they were 
organized. It imagines the Morgans’ network as a series of layers radiating 
from the core and moving progressively outward, studying the ways in 
which they were tied to each other and to other elite bankers like them-
selves. Most importantly, it also examines their ties to persons and groups 
whom they considered to be far removed and different from their world. 

The purpose of this book is not simply to create a more comprehensive 
map of the Morgans’ relations. Its goal is to study which relationships were 
important to the Morgans, to understand the conditions that made them 
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meaningful, and to identify the work that made them possible. When we 
look broadly at the Morgans’ relations, what do they tell us about how the 
Morgans were able to establish and maintain trust? Why and when did they 
separate their economic and social networks? Did this structure engender 
trust or undermine it?10 Trust is and was central to the functioning of finan-
cial markets, but what was the basis for that trust and how did it change 
under different conditions with respect to different actors? Focusing on the 
history of the bank during the period in which the New York house was an 
unlimited liability private partnership, the book asks: What does the struc-
ture of the firm’s relations tell us about the world in which elite private 
bankers lived and worked? Ultimately, what do their relations tell us about 
the source of the Morgans’ influence?

The book begins with Pierpont and Jack Morgan, who were by custom 
and legal agreement the most senior members of the firm. Between 1895–
1940, when J. P. Morgan & Co. was a private unlimited liability partnership,11 
they invited sixty- five men to join them as partners in the House of Morgan 
(thirty- nine in the American houses and twenty- six in the European 
houses).12 Who were the men the Morgans entrusted to be their partners? 
Did they come from similar socio- economic backgrounds as the seniors? 
Were they men of the same race, religion, class, ethnicity, age, and nation-
ality? Did they share a similar ancestry? Did they marry? Were they married 
to women of similar background? How did they raise their children? Did 
they live close together? Did they frequent the same social organizations? 
Did they have different interests, skill sets, and education? Did they share 
equal responsibilities and benefits as Morgan partners? What was the rate of 
attrition and why did partners leave? Did the makeup of the firm change 
over time and did the identity of the firm also change? In other words, how 
did the Morgans create cohesion as a firm and did this change over time?

In addition to studying intrafirm ties, the book looks at the Morgans’ 
relationships outside the firm, focusing on their peers and collaborators. The 
Morgans did not do business with just anyone. They were very aware that 
when they did business with another firm, they associated their name and 
their reputation with the leading members of that firm. Their choices were an 
important statement of their identity and how they saw themselves in rela-
tionship to others.13 Who did the Morgans do business with? Where did they 
do business and under what conditions? Who did they avoid doing business 
with and why? Did they do business with firms that were similar to them or 
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was their economic community more diverse? Did their most important col-
laborators change over time? Were their intrafirm ties similar to that of other 
firms? Were social ties important with all or some of their peers? In other 
words, how did they create cohesion and trust across firm boundaries?

Though many of these questions may appear to be basic and have been 
studied to varying degrees in other texts, this book studies these questions 
within the larger context of the Morgans’ relationships, which includes a 
complete record of their syndicate participants between 1895 and 1934 and 
an extensive database of their affiliations to social, cultural, and educational 
organizations in that time.14 From these simple questions and a considerable 
amount of quantitative and qualitative data, the book creates a picture that 
contradicts some of our most entrenched views of the Morgans and the 
world of elite American finance in which they were leading members. Situ-
ating the Morgans in a wider historical and social context, the book reveals 
a world distinctive not for its homogeneity, as their world is often assumed 
and portrayed to be, it illuminates a world that had a wide diversity of par-
ticipants, whose interests were deeply interconnected and not entirely com-
plementary.15 In other words, the Morgans were not powerful because they 
were exactly the same or had exactly the same interests as everyone with 
whom they worked or interacted. Nor were they connected equally to 
everyone in the same way, to the same degree, or in the same context. As we 
shall see, recognizing the significance of this diversity is the key to under-
standing their influence and power.

Here I should note that though the House of Morgan has a much older 
pedigree than the New York firm of J. P. Morgan & Co., and though the 
financial community in New York has a history that long predates the late 
nineteenth century, these histories are not repeated in this book for several 
reasons.16 If the book maps and analyzes the complex relations of a commu-
nity of elite bankers from the perspective of its leading bank, it is also a study 
of the United States at a particular moment in its history, the Progressive and 
interwar periods. As the emphasis on history might suggest, the questions 
and issues the book studies are unique to that time, one characterized by the 
consolidation of the American economy, the diversification of American 
society, and the growth of American state power at home and abroad.17 These 
conditions were central to how the Morgans’ network was organized in this 
period, and as we shall see, they were largely responsible for the circum-
stances that led to the end of private banking at the Morgans by 1940.18
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The Pujo investigation was but one example of the tremendous chal-
lenges that the Morgans faced during the Progressive and interwar periods, 
a time when they were the object of passionate Congressional critique and 
popular scorn. The story of their network demonstrates both their flexibility 
and resources, specifically their relational capital, in dealing with external 
challenges. Even during these trying times, the Morgans maintained active 
cooperative relationships with multiple agencies in the American govern-
ment and with important non- governmental and non- economic institu-
tions in American society.19 These conflicted ties were another sign that 
their network was much more complex than it appeared. They pointed to 
the ways in which the Morgans’ network crossed national and international 
boundaries. They signaled the external influences that would shape their 
efforts to create and maintain trust with their collaborators, associates, and 
clients, including the American state. Most importantly, they were a sign of 
how embedded the Morgans were in larger institutional networks not 
entirely of their own making. 

The Morgans’ cooperative ties with the American government were par-
ticularly evident in the realm of international finance, where their business 
and experience extended into areas that affected American foreign policy 
interests. Their partnership in the international arena involved other elite 
American bankers, including their competitors, whose interests were also 
tied to the American nation- state. Again, these multiple relations were an 
example of the diversity and strength of the Morgan’s network, but they also 
demonstrated how they operated under conditions where conflict, both 
actual and potential, was always present. Nowhere is this complex structure 
more apparent than in the Morgans’ relationship with Kuhn, Loeb & Co.20

Established in New York in 1867, Kuhn, Loeb & Co.’s senior partner was 
Jacob H. Schiff (1847–1920), a German Jewish immigrant who was the son-
 in- law of one of the founders, Solomon Loeb. During his lifetime, Schiff 
was a major figure in American private banking and his reputation was 
second to only that of Pierpont Morgan.21 Kuhn, Loeb & Co.’s name has 
since been lost to history, but before the Second World War, it was one of 
the most powerful firms in investment banking, far outranking other banks 
with similar nineteenth century pedigree, such as Goldman, Sachs (f. 1869). 
As we shall see, the Morgans’ relationship with Kuhn, Loeb is essential to 
understanding how their network was organized and most importantly, 
how it was tied to the society at large.
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Like the Morgans, Kuhn, Loeb had extensive ties to international bankers 
and banking houses.22 While their strongest ties were with German bankers, 
Kuhn, Loeb also distinguished themselves from the Morgans in the area of 
East Asian finance. Having successfully financed the Japanese war against 
Russia in 1904–1905, the firm garnered considerable prestige as Japan’s 
leading foreign bankers. The Morgans were able to hold their ground, how-
ever, when it came to China. In 1909, at the behest of the American govern-
ment, they became the leading American bank of an international group of 
bankers called the International Banking Consortium to China (IBC) in 
order to secure America’s share in financing what was known as the Hukuang 
railway. Though the Morgans were never very enthusiastic about lending 
money to China, the prestige associated with leadership in the IBC was 
important to them as a statement of their status as America’s premier inter-
national bankers. Like Kuhn, Loeb, they understood how a bank’s reputa-
tion was enhanced by its proximity to a sovereign power.23

Kuhn, Loeb & Co. was also one of the original banks in the Hukuang 
railway agreement. Though not the leading bank, it took an active role in 
the IBC in order to protect its own “position and prestige” and to prevent it 
from becoming a Morgan affair.24 Relations within the IBC were generally 
cooperative, however, because the Morgans and Kuhn, Loeb had many 
ideological similarities regarding modern finance and business- government 
relations. They were largely united, for example, in their views regarding the 
expansion of American (and Japanese) empire in East Asia.25 Most impor-
tantly, their relationship in the IBC was indicative of a larger trend toward 
cooperation within the financial community, particularly at the elite level 
even among competing banks.26 Kuhn, Loeb and J. P. Morgan & Co. also 
had partners who sat on the boards of the other two banks in the Hukuang 
agreement, First National Bank of New York and National City Bank.27 All 
three banks ranked among the Morgans’ top collaborators in syndicate par-
ticipations between 1895 and 1934.

On the face of it, these relationships seem to confirm the impression that 
New York’s elite bankers formed a “community of interest,” whose purpose 
was to monopolize credit and dominate financial networks. Economic self- 
interest was assumed to be the basis for trust and collaboration. The eco-
nomic data do not, however, tell the full story of the Morgans’ network, 
particularly with regard to Kuhn, Loeb. When we look more carefully, we 
also find that the Morgans’ relations with Kuhn, Loeb were characterized 
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by a constant tension. Most importantly, this tension was expressed in such 
personal language and social terms that it could not be entirely explained by 
international politics or economic competition. This book, which emerged 
from an earlier study of private banking and American foreign policy, began 
as an investigation into the origin and meaning of this conflict.

Surprisingly, despite the fact that Kuhn, Loeb was an important partici-
pant in the Morgan syndicates, very little is known about the actual aggre-
gate structure and details of their economic collaboration. Because of the 
traditional separation between social and economic spheres of activity, very 
little is known about the nature of the social relations between the two 
banks except that the partners were not close.28 Because Morgan partners 
were all native- born Americans of Christian background and Kuhn, Loeb 
partners were largely German- born immigrants of Jewish background, this 
social distance was thought to reflect primarily personal and individual 
choices or ethno- national and religious differences. It was largely taken for 
granted as the norm in the financial community, where Anglo- American 
banks and German Jewish banks were organized around separate spheres of 
influence.29 Most importantly, because the separation did not appear to 
affect their economic collaboration, it was assumed that it did not matter. 
Again, the basis for trust and cooperation was assumed to be the pursuit of 
economic profit or money.

When we look at the way the Morgans and their associates lived their 
lives, from where they lived to whom they married to where they educated 
their children, everything says that those assumptions do not accurately rep-
resent their history or relationships. When we look at how they chose their 
partners and their collaborators, how they went about building trust and 
relationships, and how they talked about what was important to them, we 
are reminded of Pierpont and Jack Morgan’s claims that money was not the 
most important consideration to their determination of trust and character. 
For all these reasons, the conflict with Kuhn, Loeb could not be explained 
solely as the outcome of economic competition, nor could their cooperation, 
particularly given the distance that characterized their social relations. 

The key to understanding the Morgans’ network is recognizing that pri-
vate banking was at its core a personal business. A private banking partner-
ship was not a simply a job. It was an identity that required constant 
vigilance, a process, or a mode of becoming, that was fragile because of its 
dependence on relationships to others. If private banking was a way of life, 
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a banker’s social ties were as much a statement of his identity and reputation 
as his economic associations. Given that private bankers relied upon non- 
economic ties to create trust, what role did their social relations play in the 
structure of their economic networks? How were those ties important to the 
functioning of financial markets? What did it mean when they did not 
exist, as was the case with Kuhn, Loeb & Co.?

If economic motive was not enough of a basis for the creation of trust, as 
the Morgans themselves claimed, it could not be insignificant that elite 
bankers in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries lived in largely 
separate communities identified by their race, religion, and national origin. 
While they may have seen this separation as natural, they also expended a 
great amount of time and energy to maintain those boundaries. In other 
words, the social distance that the Morgans had with Kuhn, Loeb was not 
an accident or a coincidence. It was a sign of the embeddedness of the finan-
cial community in the larger society, whose meaning must be studied.

When we map the Morgans’ network, it becomes clear that they were 
not immune to the larger issues that plagued their society. Social and eco-
nomic interaction across religious and racial lines within their network was 
structured in ways that were quite complex. While they were most apparent 
in their ties to Jewish bankers, they also extended far beyond those relation-
ships to other collaborators whom the Morgans also considered separate 
and different from themselves. As we shall see, the Morgans’ relationship 
with Kuhn, Loeb was important precisely because it signaled not only the 
presence of other relations and actors in the world of finance, such as Japa-
nese bankers; it was also significant because it pointed to the role played by 
persons traditionally considered far removed from the source of their power, 
such as women. In other words, different groups were not only present in 
the Morgans’ network, the structure of their exclusion or inclusion was very 
much interrelated, a fact that has been completely ignored in the study of 
the values and practices of gentlemen banking.

The larger question, of course, is how this changes our understanding of 
their economic power. If, as the book claims, trust is essential to the func-
tioning of financial markets, and if social relations are central to the ways in 
which financial markets function, what do the Morgans’ relationships tell 
us about the conditions under which alliances were formed in the world of 
elite private bankers before the Second World War? When the Morgans’ 
relationships are studied broadly and when they are not parsed into preex-
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isting categories, it becomes clear that their network was not homogeneous. 
If the Morgans’ network was not homogeneous or collusive, and if their 
influence was not based on their monetary capital, as they claimed, what 
was the source of their power? Ironically, their network’s diversity offers one 
theory for why it was so difficult for the bank’s critics to prove that the 
Morgans’ power was based on collusion and control.30 The reality was that 
the Morgans did not need direct control and did not need to work in an 
entirely collusive environment in order pursue their interests.31 As we shall 
see, their network may have been diverse but it was not equal.

When the Morgans talked about their influence being based on the con-
fidence of others, this book understands this to mean that their influence 
stemmed from their specific position within a national and international 
network that enabled and supported their interests and relationships. 
Though that is not what the Morgans meant when they talked about char-
acter, that is essentially what it entailed. In other words, the story of their 
influence is as much about their historical context as it is about the history 
of the bank and its partners. That is the story their relationships tell and that 
is the history to which we now turn.



cHaPter one

Gentlemen Banking Before 1914

WHen PierPont morGan was born in 1837, the United States was 
barely sixty years old, a union of states uneasily bound together across ideo-
logical, economic, and geographic divisions. Morgan was in his late fifties 
when he reorganized his father and mentors’ firms into what became the 
House of Morgan. By that time, the United States had become a nation by 
fire, an industrializing country with communications, transportation, and 
technological advances far beyond what had been available before the 
Mexican- American and Civil Wars. The Morgans’ position within the 
financial community was dependent upon this growth in American national 
infrastructure. Their rise to the apex of American finance was aided by cer-
tain historical and structural factors that encouraged economic consolida-
tion, such as the relative position of the United States to Europe and the 
limited government regulation of private banking.

The firm’s ties that developed under these conditions, including the rela-
tionships and traditions of gentlemen bankers, became the focus of progres-
sive critics and government investigators at the Pujo Hearings. If the 
Morgans’ relationships have traditionally been perceived as a collusive and 
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homogeneous network, this perception of gentlemen banking relationships 
and power, including its private nature, hid the extent to which their inter-
ests were enabled by fundamental inequalities. These encompassed the divi-
sions that deeply troubled American republican society in the post- Civil 
War, including those considered to be far removed from the concerns of 
elite businessmen and capitalists.

Gentlemen BankerS Before 1914

Pierpont Morgan was born in Hartford, Connecticut in 1837. His mother, 
Juliet, was the daughter of a Unitarian minister and a descendant of James 
Pierpont, one of the founders of Yale University. Morgan’s father, Junius, 
was the grandson of a Unitarian minister and a descendant of Joseph 
Morgan, one of the founders of the Aetna Insurance Company. By the early 
1840s, the Morgan family had already accumulated a substantial fortune. 
Pierpont was the first of Juliet and Junius’s five children and the only sur-
viving son. The year before Junius joined George Peabody as his partner in 
London, Pierpont graduated from public school in Boston. He was sent to 
Germany to study at the University of Gottingen after which he began his 
apprenticeship in New York in 1857.1

After George Peabody retired, Junius founded the firm of J. S. Morgan 
& Co. (JSM & Co.) in London (1864). In 1871, Junius merged the Morgan 
interests with those of Anthony Drexel (1826–1893), a Philadelphia mer-
chant banker, whose father, Francis, was the founder of the Drexel bank. 
Together, they formed Drexel, Morgan & Co. (DM & Co.) with Pierpont 
as its head. DM & Co. served as JSM & Co.’s American arm. While Drexel 
himself had two sons, they were unwilling or unable to take up his position. 
After Junius died in 1890 and Drexel died in 1893, Pierpont Morgan 
founded J. P. Morgan & Co. based in New York, which became the leading 
branch of a newly organized house.

In total, there were four firms in the House of Morgan. The Philadelphia 
firm was renamed Drexel & Co. (D & Co.).2 JSM & Co. remained the 
British branch of the House of Morgan until 1909 when it was renamed 
Morgan, Grenfell & Co. (MG & Co.).3 The Paris branch, which had been 
founded in 1868 under the Drexel interests, was called Morgan, Harjes & Co. 
(MH & Co.). It was renamed Morgan et Cie. after the death of Herman 
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Harjes (1875–1926), who was the son of its founder, John Harjes.4 Only 
J. P. Morgan & Co. and Drexel & Co. partners were bound by the same 
partnership agreement. The American branches were partners as firms in 
the European houses. The Paris and London branches had their own agree-
ments though some partners overlapped.5 Under Pierpont’s leadership, the 
banks worked together and were identified as one collective—an interna-
tional house whose expertise was in the American market.

As merchant or gentlemen bankers, the Morgans’ roots lay in the busi-
ness of international trade. The fact that the Morgans had multiple branches 
on both sides of the Atlantic was critical to their success because the dif-
ferent houses provided each other with access to information on the ground 
at a time when reliable information was expensive and rare.6 Merchant or 
gentlemen banking traditionally had a high barrier to entry because it was 
extremely personal, a structure designed to limit risk in a historical context 
that offered little formal protections or structures to enforce contracts across 
national boundaries and vast distances.7 Using the bank’s “name and credit” 
through instruments such as the “bills of exchange” and “commercial letter 
of credit,” merchant bankers like the Morgans were able to provide a multi-
tude of financial services from supplying credits for international trade to 
foreign exchange to loans to governments to underwriting, while also navi-
gating multiple currencies, laws, customs, and languages.8 The Morgans’ 
relations in international trade were a central part of the family bank’s busi-
ness in investment banking.

The fortune of the House of Morgan was also closely tied to American 
industrial and national development. At a time when the United States was 
a debtor nation in need of capital, they became an important intermediary 
between European investors and America’s first big business, the railroads. 
From their connections in merchant banking and international trade, they 
built a financial network for railroads and industries in the United States. If 
their prominence in the United States stemmed largely from their position 
as a bridge between the United States and Europe, the significance of their 
position was heightened by the differences between the two spaces that were 
being bridged, particularly before the First World War.

Unlike England, which had a central bank since the seventeenth century, 
the United States (though much younger in years) did not develop a central 
bank until 1913.9 This was only one of the considerable structural advan-
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tages the European markets had over the American market, which tended 
to favor private international bankers.10 In the decentralized environment of 
the “new world,” private banks had considerable influence in the field of 
foreign finance because of the ways in which the legal structure gave them 
advantages over their competitors. After the passage of the National Banking 
Act in 1863, nationally chartered commercial banks faced more state regu-
lation than private banks and were prevented from opening branches 
abroad. Blocked from moving into international finance on their own, they 
formed working relationships with private banks, in some cases through 
interlocking directorships, ties between firms formed by the common mem-
bership of an individual director.11

These ties allowed commercial banks like National City Bank (f. 1812) and 
First National Bank of New York (f. 1863), which were founded as banks to 
further government and national development, to take advantage of the expe-
rience and connections of private banks like J. P. Morgan & Co., which then 
took advantage of the deposits and reach of its collaborators.12 The relation-
ships were solidified through formal economic ties and, as we shall see, per-
sonal ties between partners and directors.13 As long as competition and access 
to capital were limited, and until corporations had the ability to raise substan-
tial funds through surplus profits, private banks had the potential for enor-
mous influence, relative to even their considerable reputations and connections. 
Through a legal and economic structure that allowed them to access reserves 
of other banks, commercial banks, who were made in effect national deposi-
tories, became the collaborators of elite private banks, not their competitors.14

Whether or not Pierpont Morgan was conscious of the structural and 
historical factors that worked in his favor, he disliked competition, believing 
it to be wasteful and inefficient. That much was evident in the Morgans’ 
active embrace of a cooperative structure known as the syndicate. While the 
history of syndicates dates back centuries, syndicates were first utilized in 
the United States in the early nineteenth century. The first underwriting 
syndicate appeared after the Civil War. Syndicates became more frequent 
by the late nineteenth century as circumstances changed such that one 
party could not assume all the risk and provide all the capital necessary in 
the economic expansion of the United States starting with the railroads, the 
pioneers of American big business.15

The general process of creating a syndicate began when a client, such as 
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a railroad, needed to raise a large amount of capital (usually several million 
dollars) for improvements, acquisitions, or refunding of debt and approached 
the Morgans to underwrite a bond offering. (Between 1894 and 1934, 
approximately 50 percent of all Morgan undertakings involved railroads. 
Other clients included industrials [19 percent], state or national govern-
ments [13 percent], or utilities [9 percent].) (See Table 1.) The Morgans 
would then approach other banks with an offer to share in the underwriting. 
Very close associates and friends, such as First National and National City, 
might be allotted participations on the same terms as the Morgans. They 
were called the managing group.

Table 1 J. P. Morgan & Co.’s Syndicate Books Summary Characteristics, 1894–1934

Description Total No. % of Deals

Total # of Separate Deals (according to  
the syndicate book title listings) 1,660 Preliminary total

Total # of Deals (includes all the deals  
noted within the content of the  
syndicate books) 1,827 Actual total

Total # of Deals Originated by  
J. P. Morgan & Co. Only 1,240 68%

# of Deals Given by Others   587 32%
# of Syndicates*   843 N/A
# of Purchases*   271 N/A
# of Selling*   477 N/A
# of Loans*    54 N/A
# of Miscellaneous (Includes  

Reorganizations/No Action  
Taken/Transfers)*   106 N/A

Clients: Railroads   919 50%**
Clients: Foreign   277 15%**
Clients: Governments   232 13%**
Clients: Shipping    17  1%**
Clients: Utility & Communications   158  9%**
Clients: Industry & Manufacturing   349 19%**
Clients: Individuals    11  .6%**
Clients: Other/Miscellaneous    87  5%**

* Note that one deal listed in a syndicate book could have many different stages that included 
syndicates, purchases, and sales.

** % of actual total. Note that this refers to the percentage of deals that had a client of that 
type. For example, a client could be coded both as “foreign” and as “government.”

Source: J. P. Morgan & Co. Syndicate Books, ARC 108–ARC 119, Pierpont Morgan Library 
(PML)
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Other banks would be invited to participate as members of the purchasing 
group with the amount of the participation set by the Morgans usually on 
terms slightly less advantageous than the managing group. The final group 
was called the distributing group and like the other groups could be made 
up of individuals, banks, trust companies, or other types of syndicate par-
ticipants. The distributing group was usually the largest group and the least 
prestigious. Their responsibility was to sell the offering to the public and 
other institutions. The Morgans were usually allotted a fee for their services, 
usually either one- half of 1 percent or 1 percent of the entire amount, but 
they also made profit on the difference between the terms of the managing, 
purchasing, and distribution groups. At each stage, the Morgans kept a cer-
tain portion of the syndicate for themselves, but the majority of the under-
writing was done by the participants with few exceptions. (See Table 2.)

Participation in a syndicate had many benefits; the most obvious one was 
to profit at less risk than one might have on one’s own; the less obvious 
but more important benefit was to expand and strengthen one’s network.16 
Syndicates were also informal in that they did not involve contracts and 
were meant to avoid lengthy and expensive legal conflicts. In other words, 
they were monitored by a community and not by a state legal structure, 
which did not either exist or did not function efficiently to enforce con-
tracts between parties. Syndicates could also be used as a way to control the 

Table 2 J. P. Morgan & Co.’s Syndicates Participants by Type, 1894–1934*

    # of  
Type of  # of    Participations 
Syndicate  Participants Total # of  Total  with Amount  
Participant of Type Participations Amount** Unknown

Commercial banks*** 280 2,212 $3,662,000,000  44
Private firms 670 3,698 $3,426,000,000 154
Security companies 16 569 $2,093,000,000  21
Trust companies 197 1,237 $1,117,000,000  40
Individuals 1,168 2,398 $827,000,000 159
TOTAL 2,331 10,114 $11,125,000,000 418

*Does not include insurance companies, savings banks, and others (e.g., trusts and estates, universities, and 
churches)

**Rounded to the nearest million
***Does not include foreign banks (of which there were 39)
Source: J. P. Morgan & Co. Syndicate Books, ARC 108–ARC 119, Pierpont Morgan Library (PML)
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competition by including those who could seriously challenge or disadvan-
tage or attack the price of the issue.17 Syndicates thus encouraged the forma-
tion of a cooperative community across competing economic groups. They 
were indicative of the general trend toward economic consolidation and 
cooperation at the turn of the century.18

The House of Morgan’s American syndicate data, which included sub-
stantial international issues, show the extent to which the Morgan bank did 
not work alone. Between 1894 and 1914, J. P. Morgan & Co. managed 352 
syndicates for a total of approximately $4.3 billion. This was unlike actions 
related to purchases, for example, which J. P. Morgan & Co. usually acted 
on its own or for a client.19 The syndicate books show 1,530 different syndi-
cate participants with a total of 5,424 distinct participations during that 
time. The listed profit (for 71 percent of the syndicates) was over $40 mil-
lion.20 The firm took for itself only about 32 percent of all the syndicates it 
sponsored (about $1.38 billion). The portion of the total given to firms out-
side the House of Morgan was approximately $3.55 billion.21 The top ten 
participants, in terms of the amount allotted, included: commercial banks 
(three), private firms (six), and one individual, John D. Rockefeller Sr. The 
top ten syndicate participants alone accounted for $1.94 billion or 55 per-
cent of the total participations allotted to others, not including the House 
of Morgan branches. (See Table 3.)

Table 3 J. P. Morgan & Co.’s Top Ten Syndicate Participants, 1894–1914

  # of Cases 
Name Amount* Amount Unknown

First National Bank of New York $544,000,000  7
National City Bank $495,000,000  4
Kidder, Peabody & Co. $239,000,000  2
Kuhn, Loeb & Co. $210,000,000  2
Lee, Higginson & Co. $119,000,000 
Harvey Fisk & Sons $92,000,000  1
Baring Bros. & Co. $86,000,000 
Baring Magoun & Co. $56,000,000  1
Deutsche Bank $51,000,000 
John D. Rockefeller Sr. $50,000,000  1
TOTAL: $1,942,000,000 18

*Rounded to the nearest million
Source: J. P. Morgan & Co. Syndicate Books, ARC 108–ARC 119, Pierpont Morgan Library 

(PML)
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During this time, J. P. Morgan & Co. participated in 660 different deals 
involving other firms (including syndicates, joint accounts, and other activi-
ties) out of a total of 898 (or 74 percent) deals listed in its syndicate books 
(such as stock purchases and sales). Out of those 660 deals, 308 were syndi-
cate participations given to J. P. Morgan & Co. by other banks or firms or 
47 percent of the 74 percent (34 percent of all the firm’s deals listed in its 
syndicate books for that period). The total amount of syndicates initiated by 
others was more than $3.5 billion, and the amount of the participations 
given to J. P. Morgan & Co. alone was close to $300 million.22 Syndicate 
participations given to the bank and offered by the bank were clearly an 
important part of its business.23 More importantly, as we shall see, they also 
provide a map of the firm’s economic network.

Multiple considerations went into the kind, method, size, and structure of 
a syndicate. As syndicates became larger, the process was also divided into the 
origination and purchase of a flotation and the selling and distribution of the 
issue. All of these decisions were made by the leading bank, who alone deter-
mined how and with whom risk and profit would be shared. The leading 
bank thus also determined the distribution of prestige or symbolic capital. 
Participation enhanced one’s reputation and gave others an indication of 
one’s resources and standing within the financial community.24 Over time, 
the state would try to depersonalize investment banking in an attempt to 
make it more transparent, more accessible, more socially responsive, more 
stable and standardized, and, theoretically, more democratic. These actions 
would be vehemently resisted by the banking community, who saw the syn-
dicate structure as an inherently more efficient management of risk and more 
considerate of the needs of both investor and client.

As the Morgans’ syndicates suggest, the structure of banking syndicates 
was cooperative but hierarchical. Starting in the nineteenth century, syndi-
cates took on the structure of a pyramid, with few firms at the apex. This 
structure developed historically because members of the financial commu-
nity as a whole looked for leaders to allocate risk and manage prices in an 
environment of limited information and few safety nets. In practice this 
meant that even people not within the apex firms supported the pyramid 
structure; in other words, the syndicate system was able to maintain disci-
pline in the investment banking industry overall. A firm’s position in the 
pyramid was directly related to future business, current income, and prestige, 
and it spoke volumes about its relationship to the managing bank and to 
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other banks in the syndicate.25 For this reason, the amount of participation 
could also cause “dissatisfaction” or “jealousy.”26

At the apex level, however, bankers like the Morgans did not compete over 
price. And though they competed over relationships with clients, which were 
“based on past performance, current reputation, and faithful adherence to 
the industry’s ‘informal code of conduct,’   ”27 once a bank had an established 
relationship with a client, it was understood that the relationship would be 
respected and no action would take place without prior discussion with the 
precedent bank.28 Like the syndicate, this informal code of conduct or the 
“gentlemen banker’s code” guided the cooperation and monitored competi-
tion among banks.29 As Jack Morgan would later explain, “The private banker 
is a member of a profession which has been practiced since the Middle Ages. 
In the process of time there has grown up a code of professional ethics and 
customs, on the observance of which depend his reputation, his fortune, and 
his usefulness to the community in which he works.”30

The gentlemen’s code was indicative of the wider community to which the 
Morgans were tied, one that was governed by rules not defined directly by the 
state. Though it implied that a banker felt a personal even “moral responsi-
bility” regarding the quality of the bonds he issued, the extent to which this 
was true could only be judged by his reputation, whose meaning and defini-
tion extended beyond the financial world.31 Because the Morgans were pri-
vate, no one outside the firm had direct access to information about their 
organization and capital, their relationships or their syndicates. The lack of 
transparency became a major issue during and after the Panic of 1907. By 
that time, Pierpont Morgan’s reputation was such that he would be directly 
called upon to use his enormous social, economic, and symbolic capital to 
vouch for and thus save multiple banking institutions from bankruptcy. His 
leadership during the Panic of 1907 marked the apex of his career, but it also 
exposed the weaknesses of an entire financial structure and the consequences 
of a system built on secrecy and largely accountable only to itself.

tHe PaniC of 1907

The Panic of 1907 began with an entrepreneur named F. Augustus Heinze 
(1869–1914). Born in Brooklyn, Heinze was the son of German and Irish 
parents and a graduate of Columbia University’s Mining School. By the age 
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of thirty, he had become major figure in the mining of copper in Butte, 
Montana. The year before the panic, when he was thirty- six, Heinze sold his 
copper interests for $12 million and moved back to New York, where he 
became the president of the Mercantile National Bank.32 In October 1907, 
Heinze tried to corner the stock of the United Copper Company, and his 
failure to do so toppled his broker, Gross & Kleeberg, his brother’s firm, 
Otto C. Heinze & Co., and threatened the dissolution of the Mercantile 
National Bank.

Heinze’s close relationship with Charles T. Barney, the president of the 
Knickerbocker Trust Company, led to a run on the Trust. The Knicker-
bocker cleared its checks through the National Bank of Commerce, a 
member of the New York Clearing House. The National Bank met Knicker-
bocker’s depositors’ demands for two days before losing confidence in the 
Trust. Without the National Bank’s support or outside assistance, the 
Knickerbocker failed on October 22, 1907.33 Barney, who was the son of a 
banker, a graduate of Williams College, and brother- in- law to the former 
Secretary of the Navy, William C. Whitney, shot himself on November 14. 
Friends said it was because “he couldn’t stand the loss of prestige.”34

Knickerbocker’s failure created a domino effect as depositors lost confi-
dence and credit disappeared.35 The panic spread and led to the failure of 
several banks and trust companies, the near suspension of the New York 
Stock Exchange, and the specter of the bankruptcy of the City of New 
York. During the crisis, the financial community turned to Morgan, which 
was itself a statement of his reputation and the hierarchical and intercon-
nected structure of the community. In March of that year when the stock 
exchange was beginning to show signs of turmoil, financial leaders like 
Jacob Schiff, William Rockefeller, Edward Harriman, and Henry Clay 
Frick converged on the Morgan offices to discuss possible strategies for 
calming the markets.36 By October, consultations with Morgan began in 
earnest.

The day before the Knickerbocker Trust closed, the officers of the Trust 
went to J. P. Morgan & Co.’s offices and asked to speak with Morgan directly. 
While they were there, word reached the Morgans that the Bank of Com-
merce “had sent out a notice” stating that they would stop clearing for the 
Trust. That night, officers of the Trust had a meeting at Morgan’s library 
with Morgan and two of his partners, Charles Steele and George W. Perkins. 
Perkins recalled, “At this meeting it became evident that the Knickerbocker 
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situation was pretty desperate and, unless taken promptly in hand, would 
certainly cause a run on that company which might spread to others.” The 
group then moved to Sherry’s, a well- known restaurant patronized by New 
York society, located on the corner of 44th Street and 5th Avenue, where the 
Morgan partners had dinner in a private dining room. The Trust officers met 
in another room at Sherry’s and they spent several hours in conference. 
About one in the morning, the Trust officers decided they would open the 
doors of the Trust “to see whether help could be extended to them by other 
financial institutions—in this way giving such other institutions time to 
investigate the Trust Company’s assets and general condition.”37

The next day, Benjamin Strong, then a member of Bankers Trust, was 
asked by Henry Davison to make an examination of the Knickerbocker’s 
assets while a line of depositors waited outside of the Trust Co.’s main 
office.38 Pierpont Morgan, George F. Baker of First National, James Stillman 
of National City, and James T. Woodward of Hanover National were 
waiting inside to find the results of his investigation. According to Strong, 
it was not determined that the Trust was insolvent. Strong said he simply 
was not given enough time “to give any assurances upon which any pledge 
of assistance could be based.” Strong recalled, “In another 24 hours it might 
have been possible to do so.”39

In Perkins’s account, it was believed that the examination had been com-
pleted. He wrote, “. . .  the bankers downtown felt that the Trust Company 
was not solvent . . .  and that its assets were of a nature that would make 
liquidation slow and tedious in any event.” Moreover, because the trust 
companies were not able to act collectively, Perkins said, “It did not seem, 
advisable, therefore to render it any help.”40 Strong was at the Trust when it 
closed. He told Thomas Lamont years later, “The consternation on the faces 
of the people on that line, many of them men whom I knew, I shall never 
forget.”41

After the Knickerbocker suspended, Perkins wrote, “We all realized then 
that we were ‘in for it’; that there would undoubtedly be runs on other Trust 
Companies and that the situation had become exceedingly grave.” That is 
exactly what happened. Day and night for several weeks, Morgan, his part-
ners Davison, Steele, and Perkins, and his associates were on call to answer 
to the frantic visits of bankers, make decisions about the solvency of institu-
tions, and find capital and solutions for those whose failure would further 
demoralize confidence. Meetings were held at Morgan’s office and his pri-
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vate library on Madison Avenue and 36th Street, which had just been com-
pleted the year before.

Pierpont Morgan believed that the trust companies were not able to 
organize because they lacked the personal ties necessary for collective action. 
At one point, he told Benjamin Strong, “When [the presidents of the trust 
companies] came into the [Morgan] office they had to be introduced to 
each other, and I don’t think much can be expected from them.”42 The pre-
mium Morgan placed on close ties proved to be the deciding factor in the 
outcome of the panic. When the dust settled, Morgan, along with George F. 
Baker (1840–1931) of First National Bank, James Stillman (1850–1918) of 
National City Bank, and a “rescue party” that included Hanover National 
Bank and Bankers Trust Company, were attributed with stopping the panic 
and organizing the financial community and the capital needed to keep the 
major institutions afloat.43

George F. Baker, in particular, was a key figure during the panic. One of 
Morgan’s closest friends and collaborators, Baker was a major figure in the 
banking community with networks that rivaled Morgan’s.44 Born in western 
New York, the seventh generation of a New England family, Baker’s entry 
into banking began like Morgan with a family connection and an appren-
ticeship.45 Unlike Morgan, Baker’s family was not wealthy, but his father’s 
eventual career in public service created ties to leading public officials, 
including William Seward, Lincoln’s Secretary of State, which served useful 
when Baker embarked on a career at the age of sixteen. 

After attending public school in New York and Massachusetts, Baker 
began working as a clerk in the New York Banking Department. There he 
met John Thompson, who became one of the founders of the First National 
Bank of New York in 1863. Baker began at First National as a teller and 
moved up eventually to becoming one of the board directors. In 1877, he 
became president of the bank, which expanded enormously under his 
 tenure.46 Morgan had great respect for Baker and their mutual affection set 
the stage for a long- term relationship, which was a model of the strength 
and informal nature of personal relations in the banking community. As 
Jack Morgan once stated, “[Baker and Pierpont Morgan] understood each 
other perfectly, worked in harmony, and there was never any need of written 
contracts between them.”47

Unlike Baker, James Stillman was not close friends with Morgan, but he 
had other important ties that made him a formidable ally. Stillman was 
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born in Texas and raised in New York City. His father was a cotton broker. 
He was educated at private schools and began working at the age of sixteen 
in his father’s brokerage house, Smith, Woodward & Stillman, where he 
became a partner at the age of twenty- two. Stillman joined National City 
Bank of New York’s board in 1884 and succeeded the president, Moses 
Taylor, who died in 1891. Like Baker and Morgan, Stillman “had an 
extraordinary talent for forming alliances with the rich and powerful of his 
day. This talent [was] the foundation of his success in investment banking.” 
Stillman was closely tied to William Rockefeller, president of Standard Oil 
Company; two of his daughters married into the Rockefeller family. Their 
connection added to National City’s reputation as the bank of Standard Oil 
and its status as the nation’s biggest bank.48

The panic marked a turning point in the depth and strength of the rela-
tionships, if not between Morgan, Baker, and Stillman, certainly in the 
relationships of the three banks, J. P. Morgan & Co., First National Bank, 
and National City Bank.49 In the period after the panic, the two banks 
became so important to the Morgan syndicates that they simply were 
referred to as “The Banks.” Their “usual” portion of the underwriting on 
original terms (the same terms as Morgan received) was one- quarter each 
(J. P. Morgan & Co. took the other half). Between 1894 and 1934, First 
National, National City, and National City Co., National City’s securities 
affiliate, dominated the top ten syndicate participants by total amount, par-
ticipations, and number of unique clients (i.e., highest diversity of clients). 
(See Table 4.) Their ties were critical to the Morgans’ ability to place large 
issues with banks and financial institutions, one reason why they were con-
sidered to be an apex house. Their relationships also enabled the Morgans to 
finance large projects and undertake daunting tasks, such as underwriting 
bond issues for New York City.50

Though Baker and Stillman’s support was central to the effort to inject 
confidence into the banking community and though they were also well- 
known figures, attention centered on the figure of Pierpont Morgan. Being 
a private banker, Morgan was not limited by the same rules as Baker or 
Stillman, whose banks received their charters from the state. Not having to 
answer to anyone, Morgan seemed to be guided only by his own force of 
will. He was heralded as the “Jupiter” or the “Colossus of Wall Street.” The 
New York Times called him, “A Bank in Human Form.”51 

If the panic marked the moment in time “Morgan’s leadership of 
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 American finance reached its peak,” it was also the point that the tide began 
to gain momentum against him. Morgan was accused of having started 
the crisis himself to financially enrich himself and his firm.52 He was also 
criticized for having arbitrarily decided who would fail and succeed irre-
spective of the damage to the depositors or the economy at large. Less hos-
tile critics argued that the financial system could not give one man that 
much power, even if he worked for the greater good, as Morgan sincerely 
believed he had.

Morgan’s role in the Panic of 1907 added to his legendary status, but it 
also fueled the political movement for financial reform. Unlike Andrew 
Carnegie, who wrote the “Gospel of Wealth,” a treatise on how the ends 
justify the means, or John D. Rockefeller, whose blatant support of Social 
Darwinian theories led him to state that God had made him rich, Pierpont 
Morgan did not publicize his opinions about the source of his wealth and 
power. He also did little to counter negative public perceptions. His cold 
and distant persona, his intense sense of privacy and personal conviction, 
and his devotion to client confidentiality were interpreted, quite accurately, 
as a rejection of the idea that he had to explain his actions to anyone. All 
contributed to the impression that he was aloof from the national crisis 
caused by the very institutions he had helped to create.

Table 4 J. P. Morgan & Co.’s Top Ten Syndicate Participants, 1894–1934

  # of Cases   Total # of  
 1894–1934 Amount Total # of  Unique 
Name Total* Unknown Participations Clients

First National Bank (NY) $2,171,000,000 12 709 189
National City Co. $1,658,000,000 8 391 110
National City Bank $889,000,000 6 346 114
Kidder, Peabody & Co. $753,000,000 5 164 71
Kuhn, Loeb & Co. $592,000,000 2 164 67
Guaranty Trust Co. $389,000,000 5 137 68
Lee, Higginson & Co. $353,000,000 3 149 64
Guaranty Co. $320,000,000 3 94 37
Harris, Forbes & Co. $303,000,000 2 113 47
Bankers Trust Co. $298,000,000 7 167 72
TOTAL $7,726,000,000 53 Average:  Average:
   243.4 83.9

* Rounded to the nearest million
Source: J. P. Morgan & Co. Syndicate Books, ARC 108–ARC 119, Pierpont Morgan Library (PML)
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By the first decade of the twentieth century, the popular perception of 
Morgan as the leader of an economic conspiracy that threatened the order 
and ideals of American society began to gain a political voice. Against what 
they saw as an impenetrable wall of indifference between themselves and 
the financial and industrial elite, political reformers turned to the American 
government to speak for their interests. What they found was growing sup-
port in Congress, the White House, and the Supreme Court for the idea 
that the government had the obligation and power to protect American 
democracy from the evils of big business. In January 1912, the House of 
Representatives passed a resolution authorizing an investigation into the 
existence of a money trust stating in part:

Whereas it has been charged, and there is reason to believe that the manage-
ment of the finances of many of the great industrial and railroad corpora-
tions of the country engaged in interstate commerce is rapidly concentrating 
in the hands of a few groups of financiers in the city of New York. . . .  
Whereas it has been further charged and is generally believed that these 
same groups of financiers have so entrenched themselves in their control of 
the aforesaid financial and other institutions and otherwise in the direction 
of the finances of the country that they are thereby enabled to use the funds 
and property of the great national banks and other moneyed corporations in 
the leading money centers to control the security and commodity markets to 
regulate the interest rates for money; to create, avert, and compose panics; to 
dominate the New York Stock Exchange and various clearing- house associa-
tions throughout the country. . . .  Therefore be it Resolved, That the Mem-
bers now or hereafter constituting the Committee on Banking and 
Currency . . .  is authorized and directed . . .  to fully investigate and inquire 
into each and all of the above- recited matter. . . .  53

Named after Arséne Pujo (1861–1939), a Louisiana congressman who sat 
as chairman of the committee, the Pujo Investigation focused on coopera-
tive relationships within the financial community.54 Its goal was to prove 
the existence of a monopoly on credit, which Woodrow Wilson had declared 
in 1911, was “the great monopoly in this country.”55 During the hearings, 
J. P. Morgan & Co.’s inner workings were brought out into the public sphere 
in a spectacular and unfavorable light. The man who was chosen for this 
task was Samuel Untermyer, a New York lawyer whom the Morgan partners 
learned to hate so much they referred to him as the “beast.”56
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tHe money truSt inveStiGation

Samuel Untermyer (1858–1940) was born in Virginia, the son of Jewish 
immigrants from Germany. His father, who fought for the Confederate 
Army, died shortly after the Civil War. Raised in New York City and a 
graduate of the City College of New York and Columbia University Law 
School, Untermyer started a law partnership with his brother, Isaac, and his 
half- brother, Randolph Guggenheimer, in 1879.57 The law firm, Guggen-
heimer & Untermyer (later Guggenheimer, Untermyer & Marshall) 
remained largely a family affair. Untermyer’s other brother, Maurice, joined 
in 1890.58 A former Columbia classmate, Louis Marshall, who married his 
cousin, Florence Lowenstein, joined the firm in 1895.59 Another partner, 
T. L. Herrmann, was married to Untermyer’s niece.60 Untermyer’s son, 
Alvin, joined the firm in 1906.61

photo 1  House of Representatives Special Subcommittee of Banking and Currency to 
Investigate “Money Trusts” also known as the “Pujo Committee” [McMorran of MI, 
Hayes of CA, Neeley of KS, Guernsey of ME, Pujo of LA (Chairman), Daughtery of 
MO, Byrnes of SC, a clerk, Heald of DE, a clerk, Samuel Untermyer, lead counsel], 1912, 
(Library of Congress, Prints & Photographs Division, [reproduction number LC- H261–1924])
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Like many others, Untermyer was deeply influenced by the Progressive 
reform movements of the late nineteenth and early twentieth century. A 
successful lawyer and businessman in his own right, he handled many 
important cases in his career,62 but he achieved his greatest fame as counsel 
for the Pujo Investigation, the year after he presented a talk titled, “Is there 
a Money Trust?” at the Financial Forum.63 In his talk, Untermyer granted 
that under the existing law, “There is no definite union or aggregation of the 
money powers in the financial world,” but he continued:

If, however, we mean by this loose elastic term ‘Trust’ as applied to the con-
centration of the ‘Money Power’ that there is a close and well- defined ‘com-
munity of interest’ and understanding among the men who dominate the 
financial destinies of our country and who wield fabulous power over the 
fortunes of others through their control of corporate funds belonging to 
other people, our investigators will find a situation confronting us far more 
serious than is popularly supposed to exist.64

Politically, Untermyer was a progressive Democrat, influential within the 
party though he never held public office. He was a Democratic National 
Convention delegate from 1904 until 1916, and later stumped for Wilson in 
1912 and 1916.65 Though he was also a strong critic of Theodore Roosevelt’s 
distinction between “good” and “bad” trusts, Untermyer’s ideas on state 
responsibility were more in line with that of Roosevelt’s New Nationalism 
than Wilson’s New Freedom. He believed in the power of an activist gov-
ernment. In 1904, he told the Commercial Travelers’ League that the presi-
dent and attorney general had to “teach respect and fear for the law” to “the 
small body of reckless and foolhardy rich and powerful men who are vic-
timizing the people and imperiling the industrial future of our country.”66 
Untermyer advocated the “government ownership of public utilities,” but he 
was also a strong defender of the capitalist order. He felt his role was to be a 
voice for the minority stockholder and the consumer, who paid the differ-
ence between the “real” price and the selling price and were the primary 
victims of the trusts and large corporations.67

Untermyer was wealthy, reportedly a millionaire before the age of thirty, 
but he was not a member of the social or financial elite. He had only  indirect 
ties to members of the elite investment banking community, politically and 
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socially, and he had no fear of losing any current or future relationship with 
the men he was asked to confront on the stand. Despite Untermyer’s ties 
with Louis Marshall, who was brother- in- law to Jewish scholar Judas 
Magnes and a close associate of Kuhn, Loeb & Co.’s Jacob Schiff, he was 
also not of the German Jewish “Our Crowd,” the Jewish social and eco-
nomic elite in New York.68 These qualities, as well as his grasp of economic 
practices and his extensive legal experience, made him an exceptional choice 
for the lead counsel of the Pujo Investigation.

During the hearings, Untermyer questioned the leaders of every major 
bank in New York, the New York Clearing House Association, and the New 
York Stock Exchange, among others. He had a great ability to break down 
complicated transactions and make them understandable to a general audi-
ence. He was, by all accounts, a formidable prosecutor.69 He was relentless 
in his goal to obtain “the facts,” as he called it, and he refused to let wit-
nesses get by with “I don’t know” and “I don’t recall.” When witnesses were 
evasive, and they were quite often, Untermyer would say pointedly, “Will 
you not answer my question?” He told one witness, “I should prefer not to 
put any questions to you that you would prefer not to answer, but I have a 
duty to perform and so have you.”70 Other times he would ask if the witness 
was actually serious or say rhetorically, “We will not try to fence will we?” 
He was quick to point out if he thought a witness was making what he 
called “speeches” and had absolutely no hesitation in asking extremely direct 
questions in the most unapologetic manner. One of his favorite phrases was, 
“Let us see about that.”71

The Morgan partners hated Untermyer with an undying passion. This 
was particularly true for the younger and newer partners, who were very 
protective of their “senior.” They believed Untermyer to be ambitious and 
impertinent, a combination that describes possibly the lowest qualities they 
could fault in a person. Because they saw the Pujo Investigation as a direct 
attack on the firm, the partners responded by trying to dig up dirt on both 
him and Chairman Pujo.72 The Morgans also hired William Spurgeon, the 
managing editor of the Washington Evening Post as a sort of publicity 
counsel. Morgan partner Thomas W. Lamont wanted Untermyer smeared 
as an “irresponsible muck- raker.”73 Fundamentally, they regarded outsiders 
of his kind to be envious and resentful.74

To the extent that the term “envy” implies the desire to have something 
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that one does not possess which is possessed by another, envy would not be 
an accurate reflection of Untermyer’s relationship to the Morgan bank. 
Also, though the Morgan partners would have disagreed, Untermyer was 
not out to malign their character or intentions.75 During the investigation, 
his focus on the Morgan firm was clear, and he did not hesitate to ask the 
most difficult questions, but his goal was not to personalize the hearings. 
On numerous occasions, Untermyer repeatedly stated that he was not inter-
ested in the details of personal business or affairs, which as we shall see, was 
an important distinction. At one point, he said, “. . .  We are not impugning 
these gentlemen or their motives, and we have no intention of doing so.”76 
He told Pierpont Morgan directly that he had “no desire to intrude upon 
your private business.”77

Untermyer’s feelings on Morgan were complex. The fact that Morgan 
only testified to that which he could verify personally as an individual made 
it difficult for Untermyer to prove that Morgan was part of a larger trust. 
Untermyer also encountered Morgan on the stand as an individual, for 
whom he had a measure of respect. After the investigation, Untermyer said, 
“Whatever may be one’s view of the perils to our financial and economic 

photo 2  Samuel Untermyer, undated 
(Library of Congress, Prints & Photographs 
Divi  sion, [reproduction number LC- DIG- 
ggbain- 31626])
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system of the concentration of the control of credit, the fact remains, and is 
generally recognized, that Mr. Morgan was animated by high purpose and 
that he never knowingly abused his almost incredible power.”78 Regardless 
of what he felt about Morgan as a person, Untermyer felt little obligation to 
respect the rules and boundaries of the gentlemen banking profession. His 
distance from Morgan’s world was reflected in the fact that the Pujo Hear-
ings were an investigation, meaning that the committee first had to gather 
information, which as outsiders, they did not have.

Empowered by the state, Untermyer and the prosecution questioned and 
gathered information for approximately eight months between May 1912 
and January 1913, an effort that was repeatedly questioned and tested.79 
William Rockefeller, for example, refused to even testify and evaded the 
subpoena to appear in Washington. The Pujo Committee was forced to sta-
tion men for more than half a year at his various residences but was not able 
to serve him.80 Morgan was much less evasive, but he and his partners, as 
well as his friends like George Baker, disputed the committee’s claim that it 
had a right to information that they considered to be private and confiden-
tial. It was only after Congress passed a law empowering the committee that 
the hearings resumed after a six- month recess between June and December 
1912. Even then the committee was not given all the information that was 
requested.81

The Pujo Committee commissioned a statistician named Lawrence W. 
Scudder to catalogue formal economic ties between the nation’s leading 
private banks, national banks, trust companies, insurance companies, 
industrials, and railroads. The morning of Pierpont Morgan’s appearance at 
the hearings, Scudder presented a massive chart that documented the over-
lapping directorships or interlocking directorates of the top banking houses 
and major financial institutions.82 With aggregate capital resources in the 
tens of billions of dollars, the resulting network was so impressive and Mor-
gan’s position so indisputably central that it seemed unnecessary to look any 
further for the source of his power.83 Nevertheless, the committee was anx-
ious for Morgan to explain his influence for himself.

For his part, once he took the stand, Morgan was unfailingly polite and 
frank when it came to giving testimony. Fundamentally, he acted like some-
 one in charge, and he was not afraid to name names or be held accountable 
unlike many of the other witnesses. He told Untermyer, “Anything that you 
would like to ask I will try to answer.”84 Several times, he stated that he 
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would accept final responsibility for any action taken by his partners and 
his firm and would swear by anything his partners had done.85 Though he 
could not remember every detail or transaction, he did not act as though he 
was deliberately evasive and thus, he was not treated as a hostile witness. It 
is difficult to say if Untermyer reciprocated Morgan’s attitude because Morgan 
was who he was or because Morgan behaved in a manner unlike other wit-
nesses. Though his partners may have disagreed, their exchange was not excep-
tionally negative relative to that of other witnesses of similar stature.86

When they got to the issue of control, however, Morgan and Untermyer 
seemed to be speaking entirely different languages. Fundamentally, they 
could not agree on what the question was. Untermyer would ask a question 
and Morgan would make a statement about something that seemed entirely 
different. The reason was that if Untermyer’s goal was to show that the 
 practices Morgan and his friends regarded as good and necessary put all 
others at a disadvantage and caused a national economic catastrophe, this 

photo 3  Louisa Morgan Satterlee, Pierpont Morgan, and Jack Morgan, Washington, 
DC, 1912 (Library of Congress, Prints & Photographs Division, [reproduction number LC- DIG-
 hec- 01824])
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was a conclusion that Morgan could not accept or even consider. The idea 
that he personally, knowingly or unknowingly, destabilized the national 
economy for monetary gain challenged his traditions, his way of life, and 
his sense of honor and conviction. It was so incomprehensible, he would 
say things that Untermyer simply could not believe or understand, such as, 
“I do not care anything about the money.” He also told Untermyer that he 
had no power, which seemed to fly in the face of common sense and 
reality.87

Pierpont Morgan was not alone in trying to convince Untermyer of the 
higher moral code of bankers. About a month later, George F. Baker testified 
at the hearings and made many of the same points stating, “There would not 
be much business done if it was not done on confidence.”88 Baker had a more 
contentious meeting with Untermyer. His friend Edward Tuck later wrote to 
him, “What an outrage that our best men should be summoned to appear 
under the authority of the U.S. Government almost in the attitude of crimi-
nals before a committee of cheap politicans and business ignoramuses to be 
cross- questioned by an unprincipled and pettifogging Jew.”89

Baker’s testimony was made more antagonistic by his counsel Fisher A. 
Baker, who was also his uncle.90 Fisher kept interrupting the proceedings 
trying to clarify comments Baker had made. He exasperated  Untermyer 
and was warned several times by Chairman Pujo.91 At one point when Baker 
could not remember the details of a bond issue in 1905, Fisher protested by 
saying, “You must remember, Mr. Untermyer, that he is 73 years old. . . .” 
After order was restored, Untermyer said, “It is not at all surprising, 
Mr. Baker, that you should not remember everything.” To which Baker 
replied, “I am not like you, Mr. Untermyer.”92 After Baker testified, 
Jack Morgan cabled his father, “G. F. Baker had rather hard time [in] 
 Washington but did magnificently. The beast was both rude and insulting 
to him.”93

The attack on the traditions and beliefs of gentlemen bankers helped to 
create feelings of solidarity among the competing firms as each senior 
partner went through the experience of testifying in front of Congress, 
including German Jewish bankers, who received no leniency from Unter-
myer.94 The Morgan partners were impressed with Jacob Schiff’s testimony 
on the stand and the way in which he affirmed the proper values and 
 practices of gentlemen banking to which both houses were committed.95 
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Like Baker, Schiff had a contentious interaction with Untermyer. Several 
times Untermyer asked Schiff, “Will you not answer my question?” To 
which Schiff would reply, “I will answer it in my own way.” Untermyer 
questioned Schiff at length about his relations with J. P. Morgan & Co. and 
their understanding not to interfere in each other’s business. Schiff said, “I 
would describe it in this way, that it is not good form to create unreasonable 
interference or competition. A large banking house or small banking 
house . . .  should respect itself. After the negotiation has once been begun, 
it should not endeavor to get it away from somebody else.”96

Like the Morgans, Schiff used terms like “honor” and “moral responsi-
bility” to describe the practices of “gentlemen” bankers. Though he did not 
completely agree with the Morgans with regard to voting trusts or holding 
companies (he did not like them), offering participations to individuals in 
syndicates (Kuhn, Loeb did rarely), or holding corporation deposits (Kuhn, 
Loeb did not do so), Schiff’s emphasis on individual freedom and character 
was entirely consistent with the Morgans. “We do not make brains,” he 

photo 4  George F. Baker (with cane) and George F. Baker Jr. (holding his arm), Wash-
ington DC, January 1913, (Library of Congress, Prints & Photographs Division, [reproduction 
number LC- DIG- ggbain- 12883])
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said. “Brains are created by a higher Power.” Schiff told Untermyer, “I would 
not limit, in any instance, individual freedom in anything, because I believe 
the law of nature governs that better than any law of man.”97 Jack Morgan 
cabled his father, “Jacob H. Schiff on stand yesterday; made admirable wit-
ness. Managed make one point quite clear, namely that he was in favour of 
largest possible liberty to the individual and felt that banking business could 
be stifled by too much law.”98

tHe deatH of PierPont morGan

During and after the investigation, Morgan and his partners were greatly 
disturbed by the way in which the Pujo Committee’s findings were pre-
sented to the public.99 They did not deny that they were members of an 
exclusive fraternity, but they did not believe that their economic ties consti-
tuted proof of a monopoly on money or credit. They were not, however, 
blind to the writing on the wall. 

On March 13, 1913, Jack Morgan wrote James Stillman that the firm 
would be reducing its stock holding interests, stating, “The Untermyer 
enquiry and the press generally have indicated a feeling on the part of the 
public that J. P. Morgan & Company ought not to have large stock- holding 
interests in our financial institutions. . . .  We all feel that it behooves us to 
pay more or less attention to public feeling of that kind. . . .”100 This shift in 
the firm’s attitude signaled the fact that the partners knew times were 
changing though they could not have known how quickly events would 
come to pass.

Tired and worn out by the hearings, Pierpont Morgan went abroad in 
January 1913 with his daughter Louisa. Before he left for his trip, he met 
with George Baker, whom he told he had to “consider the possibility that 
[he] might not return.” On March 31, 1913, about three months after he 
testified at the Pujo Hearings, Morgan died in his sleep in Rome at the age 
of seventy- five. The diagnosis was that he had had “a general nervous and 
physical breakdown.” Within his inner circle, the consensus was that the 
strain and injustice of the Pujo prosecution had been too much for him.101 
“The king is dead,” Frank A. Vanderlip of National City wrote James 
Stillman. “All New York is at half- mast. There are no cries of, ‘Long life [sic] 
the king,’ for the general verdict seems to be that there will be no other 
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king; that Mr. Morgan, typical of the time in which he lived, can have no 
successor, for we are facing other days.”102

Reeling from their loss, the Morgan partners also had to contend with 
the fallout from the hearings, which continued to rain down upon them in 
the form of political and economic reforms. In February 1913, the Sixteenth 
Amendment had been ratified after having been passed by Congress in 
1909, allowing the government to levy an income tax.103 In December 1913, 
Woodrow Wilson, by then president, signed the Federal Reserve Act, which 
led to the creation of a national banking reserve system of twelve privately 
controlled banks with a central board of governors, which became the 
depository for commercial banks. Taking stock of the new environment, 
Jack Morgan announced on January 1, 1914, that he and four other senior 
partners would step down from dozens of their board memberships, a move 
that anticipated the government’s passage of the Clayton Antitrust Act 
(1914), which determined interlocking directorates to be illegal if they could 
be proven to reduce competition.104

From the point of view of the Morgans’ critics, the new legislation and the 
banking community’s responses were an important victory, the successful 
culmination to a long, arduous political process.105 After wringing conces-
sions out of the banking community, one had to ask, however, if the state and 
Progressive reformers were successful in achieving a more competitive playing 
field. While there was certainly more regulation, the changes did not make 
the banking community any less hierarchical, any less consolidated, or any 
less secret. They also did not make the banking community any more open, 
any less distant. Though government reforms may have limited their direct 
influence, they did not fundamentally change the structure, the methods, or 
many of the relationships within the financial community.106 What factors 
and conditions made this possible? Though the Morgan partners had to 
acknowledge national interests to an extent they never had previously, they 
found ways to adapt. They were not against making compromises, particu-
larly if they could do so on their own terms.107

When Jack Morgan made the decision to drop off the boards of numerous 
companies, he did not hide the fact that the firm was responding to public 
sentiment even though he disagreed with the substance of the criticisms. He 
said, “Although the fact may not be generally understood, we have always 
undertaken directorships with extreme reluctance, and only in response to 
an implied obligation that we keep in close touch with these properties 
whose securities we have recommended and sold to the public.” Like Mor-
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gan’s London partners, Morgan did not believe that the resignations would 
have an effect on the securities of those companies, if done in a proper 
manner. He went on to say, “We believe, however, that without being direc-
tors we can still keep in sufficiently close touch with the progress of these 
properties, and yet relieve ourselves of unnecessary responsibilities.”108

Morgan made the same argument when he wrote privately to James 
Stillman about the firm’s stock- holding interests. When he wrote, “We all 
feel that it behooves us to pay more or less attention to public feeling of that 
kind,” he went on to say, “particularly as our relations to our friends do not 
depend on our stock- holding interests.”109 Frank Vanderlip wrote Stillman 
that Morgan was giving up stock- holdings because he and his partners 
believed they were of “little advantage” and because “relations were personal 
and would continue” without them.110 Later, Morgan told Vanderlip again 
that he was “absolutely confident that the present relationships are built on 
personalities rather than on stock ownership, and that they will continue 
unaltered.”111 These sentiments about the importance of personal ties were 
explicitly reaffirmed by Benjamin Strong Jr., the president of Bankers Trust. 
About two weeks after Morgan’s announcement in January 1914, Strong 
wrote George F. Baker Jr. of First National Bank, “Legislation won’t bother 
us if we are surrounded by such good friends as you and I both have down 
town; and it’s the best asset we have.” Ten months later, Strong was appointed 
the governor of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York.112

If Morgan and his partners were willing to sacrifice formal economic ties 
and commitments, such as interlocking directorships or stock holdings, it 
was because they privately and publicly acknowledged the loss of those ties 
would not alter the ways they did business.113 By agreeing to a certain degree 
of intervention in their formal economic ties then, they safeguarded the 
most important aspect of their work, the freedom of association and the 
existence of a separate and private sphere in the world of business.114 These 
concessions were possible because their critics also shared their values with 
regard to the right of private association. The significance of this common 
ground cannot be overstated. Deriving from a mutual embeddedness in 
American society, it would also enable the Morgans, as we shall see, to leave 
private banking and become a public corporation by mid-century. 

It is important to note that the structure in question was similar to but 
distinct from the traditional conceptualization of a private and a public 
sphere where the private sphere is understood as a space where labor is unpaid 
and relations are informally organized, and the public is its opposite, a space 
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of paid labor and political activity and the free market. This categorization 
did not apply to the Morgans or to any of their banking associates in the 
early  twentieth century, who universally believed their relationships and 
those of their banks to be entirely private.115

What is traditionally called a private sphere more closely resembles what 
the Morgans defined a “domestic sphere.” In the private world of the home, 
tradition was epitomized by the relationships of the bourgeois family, husband 
and wife, master and servant, parent and child. The private world of business 
was ruled by tradition as exemplified by the gentlemen banker’s code, the 
informal code of conduct that mediated competitive relationships within the 
banking community. In both the economic and social spheres of the private 
world, the language of tradition was moralistic and religious, which advanced 
the view that their relations were held to a different and higher standard.

For the next generation of Morgan partners, who would carry on after 
Pierpont Morgan’s death, the fact that the state focused only on the Morgans’ 
formal economic ties within a public sphere had enormous implications for 
the potential for economic reform. It meant there were certain kinds of rela-
tionships upon which the state would not infringe, in particular, those related 
to private association for both firms and individuals in business and in society. 
In this regard, the Morgans found critical support in the most unlikely allies, 
including Louis D. Brandeis, whose writings did much to extend the impact 
of the Money Trust Investigation well into the twentieth century.

tHe ProGreSSive Critique

Louis D. Brandeis (1856–1941) was the son of German Jewish immigrants, 
who immigrated to the United States in 1848. He was born in Louisville, 
Kentucky where his father ran a grain business. In 1875, he entered Har-
vard Law School where he excelled and later became a lecturer. In July 1879, 
he and his classmate Samuel D. Warren opened the law office of Warren & 
Brandeis in Boston. The son of a well- educated, cultured, and intellectual 
family, Brandeis was deeply influenced by the reform culture in New Eng-
land, and he became involved in many reform efforts from transportation, 
to insurance, to child labor.116 Like Untermyer, Brandeis was a millionaire 
in his own right, but he was not a member of the same social circles as the 
Morgan partners. He was also a Democrat. Over time he became a close 
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confidant of Woodrow Wilson, who appointed him to the Supreme Court 
in 1916.

Brandeis had experience battling Morgan trusts having tackled the New 
Haven Railroad in 1907 and U.S. Steel in 1911. His experience with these 
large combinations led him to question the veracity of the argument that 
the Morgans were conservative bankers, who ran their properties for the 
benefit of others.117 Several years before the Pujo Investigation, Brandeis 
wrote a critique of gentlemen banking arguing that interlocking director-
ates gave bankers the opportunity to take advantage of both their clients 
and investors.118 Like Untermyer, he believed that greater economic trans-
parency was a benefit to the public welfare and a necessity for democracy. In 
1913, he began a series of articles on the Money Trust in Harper’s Weekly 
titled “Breaking the Money Trust,” which were widely read. The articles 
were published the following year as a book titled, Other People’s Money and 
How the Bankers Use It.119

In 1913 after the first articles were published, Morgan partner Thomas W. 
Lamont asked his old Harvard classmate, Norman Hapgood (1868–1937), 
the owner of Harper’s Weekly, to set up a meeting with Brandeis.120 A protégé 
of Morgan senior partner Henry P. Davison, Lamont started at Bankers 
Trust and moved to First National Bank when Davison became a Morgan 
partner. He followed Davison to J. P. Morgan & Co. in 1911.121 A native- 
born son of a Methodist minister of Scotch- Irish extraction, Lamont was 
raised in the Hudson Valley of New York and educated at Philips Exeter 
Academy and Harvard University. Having written for the Harvard Crimson, 
Lamont began his career in journalism and never lost his interest in the 
power of mass communication. (Lamont owned the New York Evening Post 
from 1918 to 1922 and the Saturday Review of Literature from 1924 to 
1948). As a former journalist, Lamont had a deep understanding of the 
importance of public image, which necessitated interacting with the media 
outlets that had become increasingly more influential since the turn of the 
century.122

The Pujo Hearings were a particularly important moment for Lamont, 
who had just recently joined the firm. During this time, he began to cement 
his status as the “ambassador” or “the principle image maker and ideologist 
of the House of Morgan.”123 Unlike his senior partners, Pierpont and Jack 
Morgan, Lamont was personable and outgoing, a man comfortable in the 
spotlight. Deeply identified with the Morgan bank, its history, and prestige, 
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Lamont would become the Morgan bank’s bridge to the outside world, its 
public face and most ardent defender in the post- Pujo era. He would 
 eventually rise through the ranks to become the firm’s senior member after 
Jack Morgan’s death in 1943 and retain that status until his own death in 
1948. Ambitious and enormously self- confident, Lamont’s goal in meeting 
with Brandeis, a man more than ten years his senior and recognized to be 
of vast intellect, was no less than to try and convince Brandeis that he had 
been mistaken all along.124

Lamont and Brandeis met in December 1913 at the University Club, a 
private men’s club in New York where a majority of the American Morgan 
partners were members.125 During their conversation, both repeated many 
of the arguments they had already made in other settings. Lamont persis-
tently referred to the Money Trust as the “so- called Money Trust,” empha-
sizing his belief that the Money Trust was fictitious. Lamont insisted that 
the Morgan firm had no power and did not make a lot of money. He claimed 
that directorships on company boards were responsibilities, unsolicited and 
undesired, necessary for good business. He defended Morgan as extremely 
patriotic, stating that his first concern had not been for profit for the firm 
but for how it would “affect the general situation.” Lamont also implied that 
if Morgan had power, it was only because others gave it to him based on 
their assessment of his character. Like Morgan, Lamont did not see the 
banking fraternity as dangerous to the public. He believed that their rela-
tionships, such as their presence on the boards of companies, led to greater 
fiscal conservatism and was a source of value for their investors, one they 
also claimed would benefit the greater good.126

Not surprisingly, Brandeis disagreed with most of Lamont’s positions. 
His main issue had to do with the question of trust. Like Untermyer, he had 
seen enough financial malfeasance that he did not trust men to do the right 
thing, especially the Morgans. He also questioned the Morgans’ logic that 
economic crises were caused by men of bad character and their implication 
that their character protected the common good. By their logic, the Mor-
gans implied that only persons of bad character went bankrupt, a theory 
that Untermyer, for example, had gone to great lengths to dispute during 
the Pujo Hearings by demonstrating the solvency of banks that had been 
destroyed. For Brandeis, Untermyer, and others outside of this elite group, 
the Morgans’ ties, combined with an environment of limited government 
regulation of private banks, industrial consolidation, and secrecy, were the 
root of economic instability.
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Despite their differences, Brandeis and Lamont did agree on one critical 
point. During their talk, Brandeis told Lamont, “I am a believer in indi-
vidual property and in the rights of the individual.” He stated that the 
Money Trust was dangerous because “it hampers the freedom of the indi-
vidual.” He said, “The only way that we are going to work out our problems 
in this country is to have the individual free, not free to do unlicensed 
things, but free to work and to trade without the fear of some gigantic 
power threatening to engulf him every moment, whether that power be a 
monopoly in oil or in credit.”127 Brandeis’s arguments reflected his belief in 
the ability of capitalism to be beneficial, if regulated properly, and the ability 
of the social system to lead to freedom and presumably equality if the con-
ditions were right for the protection of property. As such, his critique of the 
Morgan bank, like that of Untermyer, while extremely unpleasant for 
Lamont and the firm, was not fundamentally contradictory to capital.128

With the exception of some populist and socialist thinkers, most 
 Progressive- era reformers did not think to challenge individualism and the 
right to private property.129 Though Marx would have disagreed, they 
believed that capitalism could be beneficial if reformed properly and man-
aged by experts. Even the argument of Other People’s Money was essentially 
one that was based on the right to private property. Its main contention was 
over the rightful owner.130 Just as Untermyer had argued in 1911 at the 
Financial Forum, Brandeis was not challenging the right of the wealthy to 
use their money as they saw fit. His argument was that investment bankers 
gambled with “corporate funds belonging to other people,” or “other peo-
ple’s money.”131 He believed that the profits that bankers earned did not 
rightfully belong to them because they were made by using the funds of 
ordinary citizens, who had no say in how their money was invested. For this 
reason, he focused on the lack of transparency and on ties, such as inter-
locking directorates, through which bankers were alleged to have gained 
access to “other people’s money” in the form of the funds and deposits of 
insurance companies, trust companies, and commercial banks.132

Lamont and Brandeis’s conversation shows they shared a fundamental 
commitment to the right of privacy. In practice this meant that despite 
Brandeis’s appreciation for the ways in which the Morgans’ position in the 
financial community rested upon their relationships, and despite his 
emphasis on transparency, he never considered the possibility of legislating 
what were considered to be personal associations, which he considered to be 
central to the rights of the individual. For Brandeis, the state’s justification 
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for its interference into the affairs of private business was precisely to defend 
the rights of the individual to exist separate from it. Thus, when the Mor-
gans agreed to step off of interlocking directorates or reduce stock- holding 
interests, they agreed to expand the boundaries of the firm’s business under 
public scrutiny, but they also reaffirmed its limitations. In their efforts, 
whether they realized it or not, Brandeis was an important ally.

This is not to say that Brandeis or Untermyer’s disagreements with invest-
ment bankers were fictitious. They were real adversaries for Morgan and his 
bank, with whom they had mostly negative contact and from whom they 
remained largely separate, each side brooding in the conviction of their 
righteousness. But if we try to understand the differences in their relative 
positions within American society and appreciate their ideological com-
monalities, a much more socially complex reality emerges, one that has been 
overshadowed by the controversy of the Money Trust. The key is appreci-
ating the extent to which both private bankers and progressive critics were 
embedded in their society and their time. By studying the situation more 
broadly, we can see other questions and interests related to the division 
between public and private property that would have the greatest long- term 
consequences for any economic reform, the shape it would take and whose 
interests it would support.

raCial inequality and tHe riGHt to PrivaCy

Brandeis actually wrote the standard on the right to privacy, which he tied 
directly to the right to property. In an essay in the Harvard Law Review 
(1890), Brandeis stated, “The right of property in its widest sense, including 
all possession, including all rights and privileges, and hence embracing the 
right to an inviolate personality, affords alone that broad basis upon which 
the protection which the individual demands can be rested.” Thus, he 
included in the right to property, “every form of possession—intangible, as 
well as tangible” including “the right to enjoy life, the right to be let alone.”133 
After Brandeis ascended to the bench in 1916 and until he retired in 1939, 
he continued to defend the right to privacy as one of the most important 
rights in the civilized world (Olmstead v. United States 1928).134

Brandeis’s support for the right to privacy was so fundamental that 
despite his reputation for supporting causes of social justice, he accepted the 
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precedent set by the Supreme Court’s 1896 decision, Plessy v. Ferguson.135 
Best known for establishing the separate but equal doctrine that served as 
the foundation for Jim Crow, Plessy v. Ferguson was also a landmark case on 
the right to property and the right to privacy. It stated that while the Four-
teenth Amendment prevented states from discriminating against its citi-
zens, the amendment’s jurisdiction did not extend to the actions of private 
individuals.136 

The court’s decision was intimately tied to its understanding of racial 
inequality. It assumed that inequality was based on assessment of individ-
uals, who were defined and judged differently because of supposedly natural 
and immutable characteristics. All individuals were not privy to the same 
rights because all individuals were not considered inherently equal. In other 
words, the law would not legislate against private discrimination because 
social customs and traditions, including those that determined whiteness 
to be a form of property, were beyond the scope of the law. Justice Henry 
Brown argued:

Legislation is powerless to eradicate racial instincts or to abolish distinctions 
based upon physical differences, and the attempt to do so can only result in 
accentuating the difficulties of the present situation. If the civil and political 
rights of both races be equal, one cannot be inferior to the other civilly or 
politically. If one race be inferior to the other socially, the Constitution of 
the United States cannot put them on the same plane.137

Contrary to the court’s view that property was based on individual abili-
ties, the Plessy case demonstrates the larger historical conflicts at stake in the 
private versus public debate. It serves as a reminder that private property 
was about relationships, not just privileges or possessions. It was also implic-
itly a structure of exclusion, one that was not “natural” as many Progressives 
also believed, but was so deeply embedded in American society that a civil 
war had been fought over its definition.138 

The Plessy decision may seem far afield from the world of banking given 
the almost complete absence of African Americans in the field of invest-
ment banking before the late twentieth century, but this is not the case.139 
If it was an example of the historical stakes inherent in the debate over the 
right to property, it was also a sign of the social and political conditions that 
structured economic relations at that time, which were as important to 
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 private investment bankers as the state of American national development. 
In practice, the Plessy decision had important consequences and not just for 
the segregated South or for African Americans.

Because the Morgan partners on both sides of the Atlantic were white, 
Protestant men, it has been assumed that gender and race were not signifi-
cant to them or to their work. Nothing could be further from the truth. For 
the Morgan bank and partners, the Plessy case meant that as long as the 
scope of the Fourteenth Amendment did not apply to the actions of private 
individuals, and as long as the right to property, privacy, and association 
retained a broad spectrum of support from a cross- section of diverse parties, 
so too would their ability to pursue private, as opposed to public, relation-
ships through which they communicated and accessed resources and 
information.

In other words, the social hierarchies deeply embedded in the customs, 
traditions, and the legal institutions of the country also served to further 
the development of interclass and intraclass alliances around the protection 
of private behavior from state intervention, one whose implications would 
be apparent not only in domestic affairs but also international politics. And 
precisely because certain ties, in particular those based on perceived differ-
ences, were so critical to the ways in which economic networks of private 
bankers were organized and made meaningful, they were taken for granted. 
This was so much so the case that the ways in which state power supported 
this structure were also made virtually invisible.

Unfortunately, historians have made natural the idea that the history of 
investment banking can be written separate from the history of race rela-
tions that was so central to the structure of American society at that time. 
In doing so, they have affirmed the popular perception that the financial 
world operated by its own rules separate from the rules of its society. Busi-
nessmen may not have originated social and economic hierarchies, but they 
were affected by them, also deeply committed to them, and enabled by 
them. That race and gender hierarchies were important to the world of gen-
tlemen bankers and their relations within the financial sphere is the subject 
to which we now turn.



cHaPter two

The Social World of Private Bankers

to Say tHat African Americans were absent from the world of invest-
ment banking is not to say that race was unimportant to gentlemen bankers 
or even that they had no relationships of importance with persons of African 
American descent. In their lifetimes, Pierpont Morgan and his son, Jack, 
did have one significant relationship with a person of African American 
descent. It was not, however, within the world of finance and had one 
important reservation. That person was Belle da Costa Greene, their private 
librarian.

Greene (1879–1950) was born in Washington, DC, and raised in New 
York City. Her father, Richard Theodore Greener, was the first African 
American man to graduate with an undergraduate degree from Harvard 
University (Class of 1870). A graduate of the University of South Carolina’s 
Law School and an associate of Booker T. Washington, Greener was one of 
the rare African Americans in the foreign service. During Theodore 
Roosevelt’s presidency, he served as U.S. Commercial Agent in Vladivostok 
and consul in Bombay, India. He later became the dean of Howard Univer-
sity’s law school.1 As her name suggests, despite her father’s relative social 
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capital, Belle Greene apparently had no contact with him. She lived with 
her mother, who “was listed variously in New York city directories as 
Greener, Greene, and V.V. (Van Vliet).”2

Greene’s relationship to the Morgans has been of great contemporary 
interest because after her death it was revealed that during the entire time 
she was known to the Morgan family, she passed as a white woman. Whether 
or not the Morgans knew of her family’s racial background is a matter of 
speculation, but her correspondence with Morgan indicates that she identi-
fied herself as being white or of the same race as him.3 Given that she did 
“pass” and given the structure of “passing,” it is difficult to argue that it 
would not have mattered.4 The fact is that she did pass as a white woman 
and Morgan never acknowledged her to be anything but white.

Greene claimed that her complexion was from her maternal Portuguese 
grandmother, Genevieve da Costa Van Vliet, though her grandmother’s 
real name was Hermione C. Peters.5 She was introduced to Morgan by his 
nephew Junius while working as a librarian at Princeton University. She 
worked for Pierpont Morgan from December 1905 until his death in March 
1913 and for Jack Morgan until 1924, when he formally donated the Morgan 
library and it became a public institution. She remained the head of the 
Morgan library and retired in 1948. In 1949, the year before she died, Time 
magazine did a story on Greene that remarked upon her mysterious and 
private ways. It stated that she been born abroad, “Portugal, some friends 
guessed.”6

By all accounts and judging from their correspondence, Greene and Pier-
pont had a close relationship. Though she clearly deferred to Pierpont, 
calling him “Big Chief,” she became an important figure in the art world 
because of her proximity to the Morgans and of the trust she was given to 
negotiate purchases for their famed art collection.7 She was very attached to 
Morgan, the man to whom she wrote in what would be her last letter before 
his death, “I do hope that you will never know the distress, I may well say 
torture that we suffered here upon learning that you were ill. It was almost 
unbearable . . .” (Underline in the original).8 After Morgan died, she wrote, 
“My heart and life are broken.”9

Little has been studied in regard to the significance of Morgan’s relation-
ship with Greene in his work in the field of finance. Greene was also a 
woman and thus ensconced in Morgan’s domestic world on Madison Avenue 
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not on Wall Street. At the time, women were not allowed on the Morgan 
bank’s trading floor and only invited to the bank on New Year’s Day when 
the bank was closed.10 Greene’s race also distinguished her from other 
women even in Morgan’s private circles. The fact that she had to pass as a 
white woman to enter into the inner sanctum of the Morgans’ world, 
domestic or public, is itself a significant statement about the hierarchies of 
their world. 

The very invisibility of African Americans reminds us that the society in 
which the Morgans lived was an unequal one in terms of race and gender. 
But unfortunately, the exclusion of African Americans from the social and 
economic spheres of gentlemen bankers has also allowed historians to write 
as if race did not matter. As we shall see, the Morgans’ nonbanking inter-
ests, particularly those related to their social relations or social capital, were 
structurally important to the internal organization of the firm and to their 
relations outside the firm.11 By mapping the relationship between their 
social and economic networks in their time, we will see how central these 
hierarchies were to the structure and organization of private banking.

photo 5  Belle Greene, October 1, 1929 
(Library of Congress, Prints & Photographs 
Division, [reproduction number LC- USZ62– 
93225])



48 G e n t l e m e n  B a n k e r s

tHe morGan men Before tHe firSt World War

Like most merchant banks in the late nineteenth and early twentieth cen-
tury, the House of Morgan was structured as a private unlimited liability 
partnership. Operating in an environment where missing information was 
a given, legal institutions were largely absent, and international relations 
were complex, merchant banks built their networks on their reputation and 
through their relationships.12 Because reputations, like trust, took a long 
time to build, private investment banking traditionally had a high barrier to 
entry.13 And like trust, reputations could be lost quickly and at any time. 
The loss of reputation could mean both the end of a firm and catastrophic 
personal ruin.14 Finding partners who could be entrusted with the name 
and reputation of a firm was thus critical to the survival and prosperity of a 
merchant bank.15 

Before the First World War, the House of Morgan chose its partners 
from kinship networks like most merchant banks.16 Family was the tradi-
tional place from which to draw capital, entrepreneurial skill, and human 
resources because it had a built- in basis for trust.17 Given that the partner-
ship was a long- term commitment of a partner’s individual capital, kinship 
ties among partners also ensured the firm’s capital was kept in the family 
and in the firm. For families based in business, kinship ties within the firm 
could also strengthen ties within the family. The closeness of social relations 
between kin also made it possible to monitor one’s partners.18 Business 
organizations identified with kinship groups also had the advantage of 
being able to project strength, unity, and continuity in a way that was reaf-
firmed by the most fundamental organizational unit in society.19

Families are complex and their organization is dependent upon external 
structures, legal, social, and cultural. In other words, they are not simply 
biological; they are social institutions. In general, however, attention to the 
internal organization of merchant banks has focused on their networks as kin 
groups with an emphasis on biological ties. Historically, at least since the 
nineteenth century in the United States and Europe, the family has been 
understood and accepted as the normative and dominant social unit.20 With 
regard to the Morgans, the focus on the family structure has unfortunately 
served to overshadow other organizational elements that became more impor-
tant as the century progressed and the bank became less defined by kin.

Between 1895 and 1900, there were twenty- four partners in the House 
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of Morgan: J. P. Morgan & Co., J. S. Morgan & Co., Morgan, Harjes & 
Co., and Drexel & Co. Twelve, or 50 percent, had kinship ties within the 
firm. Morgan family members among the English partners included Walter 
Hayes Burns, Pierpont’s brother- in- law.21 In Paris, the Harjes family was 
part of the founding members of a firm that was inherited from Drexel.22 In 
the American houses, J. P. Morgan & Co., the New York house, and Drexel 
& Co., the Philadelphia house, there were fourteen partners, seven who 
were bound by kinship ties. Besides Pierpont and Jack Morgan and Pier-
pont’s son- in- law William Pierson Hamilton (a descendant of Alexander 
Hamilton), there were George S. Bowdoin (also a descendant of Alexander 
Hamilton), Bowdoin’s son Temple, and two partners who were related to 
the Drexel family: Anthony Drexel’s son- in- law James W. Paul Jr. and 
J. Hood Wright’s stepson Edward M. Robinson, whose father John M. Rob-
inson had also been a member of the Drexel firm (Wright married Robin-
son’s widow).23 (See Tables 5, 6, and 7.)

During the early period, a majority of American partners also shared a 
common social background. Most were the descendants of early settlers. 
Their wives also came from old American stock, and their fathers had also 
been merchants, bankers, or lawyers. Partners like Arthur E. Newbold, 
Robert Bacon, Charles H. Coster, and Charles Steele were not tied to others 
by kinship, but they were similar to the other senior partners in back-
ground.24 Arthur Newbold’s father was a merchant banker in Philadelphia. 
Newbold’s wife, Harriet Dixon, was the granddaughter of George Mifflin 
Dallas, U.S. vice president under President James Polk and former U.S. 
ambassador to Great Britain under President Franklin Pierce.25 Charles 
Coster’s grandfather, who was Dutch, immigrated in the late eighteenth cen-
tury. His family was involved in merchant trade between New York and the 
East and West Indies and his maternal grandfather, Nathaniel Prime, was 
also a New York banker. Robert Bacon’s “ancestors were among the first set-
tlers of Massachusetts.”26 His father, William B. Bacon, was also a merchant 
banker, “a prominent merchant in the China trade, [and an] agent for the 
London banking firm of Baring Brothers.”27 Charles Steele’s ancestor, Henry 
Steele, immigrated to the American colonies from England in 1730. Steele’s 
father, Isaac Nevett Steele, was also a lawyer and diplomat from Maryland, 
who served as the charge d’affaires to Venezuela, 1849–1853. Steele’s mother, 
Rosa Landonia, was the daughter of John Nelson, the Attorney General of 
the United States.28 (See Table 8.)
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Table 5 The House of Morgan American Partners, 1895–1919 
(Refers to the date of entry into the partnership)

    Date Became 
    Partner in  
    Newly  
    Formed Date Left  
    J. P. Morgan Firm if  
 Main Date Date & Co./Drexel  Before 
Name Affiliation of Birth of Death & Co.* Death

J. P. Morgan Sr. Senior Partner 1837 1913 1895 
J. P. Morgan Jr. Senior Partner 1867 1943 1895 
Robert Bacon JPM & Co. 1860 1919 1895 1902
George S. Bowdoin JPM & Co. 1833 1914 1895 1899
Temple Bowdoin JPM & Co. 1863 1914 1895 
Charles H. Coster JPM & Co. 1852 1900 1895 
Arthur E. Newbold Drexel & Co. 1859 1920 1895 
James W. Paul Jr. Drexel & Co. 1851 1908 1895 
Edward M. Robinson Drexel & Co. 1868 1910 1895 
Edward T. Stotesbury Drexel & Co. 1849 1938 1895 
George C. Thomas Drexel & Co. 1839 1909 1895 1905
W. Pierson Hamilton JPM & Co. 1869 1950 1900 1922
Charles Steele JPM & Co. 1857 1939 1900 
Edward F. Whitney JPM & Co. 1857 1928 1900 1911
George W. Perkins JPM & Co. 1862 1920 1901 1910
Henry P. Davison JPM & Co. 1867 1922 1909 
Thomas W. Lamont JPM & Co. 1870 1948 1911 
William H. Porter JPM & Co. 1861 1926 1911 
Horatio G. Lloyd Drexel & Co. 1867 1937 1912 
Dwight W. Morrow JPM & Co. 1873 1931 1914 1927
Edward R. Stettinius JPM & Co. 1865 1925 1916 
Thomas Cochran JPM & Co. 1871 1936 1917 

* Traditionally a partner’s entry to a firm happened on the last day of the year. For example, 12/31/1899 is 
thus listed as 1900. Also refers to the date entered JPM & Co. (as opposed to only Drexel & Co.).

Source: “Articles of Partnership, 1894–1908” and “Articles of copartnership, J. P. Morgan & Co., 1916–
1939,” Morgan Firm Papers, ARC 1195, Boxes 1 and 5, PML. For sources of biographical information on 
individual partners, see endnotes.
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During the course of the twentieth century, the Morgan firm’s demo-
graphic characteristics began a subtle shift away from those that had given 
the founding partners a social basis for cohesion. It became less and less a 
family- based firm and, while the bank remained solidly Christian, less 
socially homogeneous. This was a pattern evident in all the branches of the 
House of Morgan. Between 1910 and 1915, for example, there were seven-
teen partners in the House of Morgan, twelve in J. P. Morgan & Co. and 
Drexel & Co. Of these twelve men only four had family ties to another 
partner or to a retired partner of the firm.29 Moreover, in the American 
branches, starting at the turn of the century and until the end of the First 
World War, it was more common to see partners enter the firm whose bio-
graphical narratives read more like the model of the self- made man of 
“country birth,” a native- born son from a previously well- to- do family or a 
family of limited means from non- English or non- Dutch background, and 
whose wives may not have been from elite old stock backgrounds but were 
also native born.30

This “populist” trend was best personified by Thomas W. Lamont, whose 
autobiography, My Boyhood in a Parsonage (1946), emphasized his humble, 
pious, and solidly American origins.31 Like most of the new partners, who 
were born after the Civil War and came of age during the Gilded Age, 
Lamont was native born. And like many families of prominent men of his 
calling, Lamont’s family had a background in the church.32 Though his 
family was not wealthy, Lamont’s family did not come from a working class 
or immigrant background. Like his older brother, Hammond, Lamont was 
able to attend Philips Exeter preparatory school and then Harvard Univer-
sity, Jack Morgan’s alma mater. Lamont’s ties to Exeter and Harvard were, 
by his own admission, his first step to becoming a Morgan partner, though 
shared school ties did not become a significant point of commonality among 
Morgan partners until after 1920.33

Like Lamont, newer partners before the First World War—George Per-
kins, Henry P. Davison, Horatio G. Lloyd, William H. Porter, Dwight W. 
Morrow, Edward R. Stettinius, and Thomas Cochran—had nonbanking 
family backgrounds.34 Perkins’s father was an insurance agent and the former 
head of a reformatory.35 Both Lloyd and Porter’s fathers were farmers.36 
Morrow’s father was a math teacher and later the president of a college.37 
Stettinius’s father was a wholesale grocer.38 Davison’s father was a farming 
implements salesman.39 Unlike their senior partner and his son, the newer 
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American partners had little prior exposure to Europe. Their entrée into the 
firm was based in large part on their association with firms connected to the 
Morgan firm like New York Life (Perkins), First National Bank (Davison 
and Lamont), Chemical National Bank (Porter), General Electric Co. via the 
law firm Reed, Simpson, Thacher & Bartlett (Morrow), Diamond Match 
Co., (Stettinius), and Liberty National Bank (Davison and Cochran).

Several key partners came to the attention of the firm through certain 
deals or events that required interfirm cooperation like the Panic of 1907 
(Lamont), the First World War (Stettinius), and, after the war, the recon-
struction of Germany (Gilbert). This is one commonality they shared with 
partners who entered before or in 1900, who were not family members and 
came from firms with whom the Morgans had ties: Robert Bacon (Lee, 
Higginson & Co., E. Rollins Morse & Bros.), Charles Coster (Fabbri & 
Chauncey), and E. F. Whitney (Jacob Rogers & Co.). These examples and 
the fact that new partners generally contributed very little initial capital to 
the Morgans lent credence to the perception that the Morgans were more 
meritocratic than their competitors.40

It is important to recognize that the Morgan firm chose its partners and 
associates from a particular background. In other words, the identity of the 
firm was a goal, not a given. If the Morgan identity was the result of con-
certed efforts and decisions, their cohesion was not the consequence of nat-
ural, inherent, or immutable characteristics. Even their religious affiliation, 
which was such an important sign of one’s rank and class in American 
society, was subject to change. Christian identity was not, in other words, 
monolithic. The vast majority of the Morgan partners were Episcopalian, 
like their senior, which was also consistent with elites in other cities dur-
 ing this time.41 But they were not entirely so, and they were not necessarily 
born into the Episcopalian faith.42 Lamont was raised Methodist as his 
father was a Methodist minister, but he became a member of a Presbyterian 
church.43 Edward Stettinius was raised Catholic, but he converted to Epis-
copalianism, the religion of his wife. Later in his life, he was not able to 
reconcile his beliefs and resigned his position as vestryman in St. James 
Episcopal Church. (When he died, however, he was buried in the cemetery 
of an Episcopal church in Long Island).44

As their individual histories suggest, each partner was part of the world 
outside the firm, with his own interests and past. His behavior and values 
were reflective of his “habitus,” which, while international in scope, was 
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local in practice.45 For all of the Morgan men, becoming a partner, the Holy 
Grail of banking partnerships, became an important part of their identity. 
It was a sign they had arrived at a greater position in the world than the one 
to which they had been born.46 For the same reason, they, like most of the 
future partners of the House of Morgan, would implicitly have to confront 
the issues of authenticity and belonging in ways that were not asked of the 
founding partners. Even though diversification allowed the firm to access 
resources and talent beyond the family, it created other challenges with 
regard to social cohesion.

With the exception of E. F. Whitney, who was a bachelor, each partner 
was also the head of a family unit.47 Because of the personalized structure 
of the firm, a partner’s behavior in the outside world and that of his family 
reflected upon the character of the firm, the degree of his identification with 
the firm, his respect for the senior partner, and his taste, conservatism, and 
judgment. Whatever his background, a Morgan partner had to find a way 
to become part of the group, to take on the mantle of the Morgan partner-
ship. In these matters, they looked for direction to their senior and men of 
his class and social standing. Their choices reinforced their tie to the firm as 
an institution, to the other partners, and to the identity of the firm, which 
they adopted as their own.

tHe domeStiC SPHere

The first indication that the division between social and economic worlds 
does not conform to the reality of investment banking is the fact that being 
a successful private banker involved more than one’s abilities. It also involved 
the projection of an identity that others could respect, an essentially conser-
vative image that signified the stability, decency, and confidence that was 
central to the reputation of the bank. 

The early Morgan partners’ morals and values were similar to those of 
upper- class Victorian England, which influenced the social world in which 
they lived. Within that society, the family was the central unit, one that was 
reinforced and recognized by law and custom, and one that defined separate 
and unequal spheres for men and women based on cultural and historical 
understandings of gender, law, and religious doctrine. The domestic sphere 
was supposedly a private one, but it was reinforced by public and social 
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customs and structures. Within this world of bourgeois relations, a man’s 
domestic life, like his marital status, was a statement of his “standing in the 
community and state.”48 This was the case for the entire period in which the 
firm was a private partnership.

In many ways, in the period before the Second World War, the Morgan 
partnership was structurally similar to the institution of marriage. Partners 
shared the risks and benefits of the firm’s business, contributed to its social 
and economic capital, and were bound by legal ties and kinship. Relation-
ships with partners involved the sharing of information, resources, and 
responsibilities. In 1927, Thomas W. Lamont wrote Jack Carter, one of the 
Paris Morgan partners, that the New York partners were spending a great 
amount of time and thought on who would replace Herman Harjes, the 
senior partner in Paris, who died in a riding accident the year before. “When 
it comes to your choosing a partner,” Lamont wrote, “it is just as difficult 
and just as important as choosing a wife.”49

Like a marriage, a partnership was assumed to be a close, long- term rela-
tionship. As reflected in the rate of attrition, the strength of a Morgan part-
nership was substantial. Historically, major changes in the Morgan firm’s 
partnership were involuntary, instigated by the death of a partner. Of the 
twenty- seven partners in J. P. Morgan & Co. and Drexel & Co. who left the 
firm between 1895 and 1940, fifteen partners died while still a partner. 
Another twelve left while still alive, but included Henry S. Morgan, Wil-
liam Ewing, and Harold Stanley, who left in 1935 to form Morgan Stanley 
& Co. after the passage of the Glass- Steagall Act.50 Not including H. S. 
Morgan, Ewing, and Stanley, approximately 63 percent of the partners who 
left between 1895 and 1940 did so only because they died. Of the remaining 
37 percent (nine partners), two left citing poor health: Robert Bacon in 
1902 and George C. Thomas in 1904.51 Two partners left for prestigious 
opportunities outside the field of banking. Dwight Morrow left in 1927 to 
become ambassador to Mexico under President Calvin Coolidge, who was 
a close friend and had been a classmate at Amherst College. (He later served 
as a senator for New Jersey).52 Thomas S. Gates left in 1930 to become the 
president of the University of Pennsylvania.53

Three partners left for destinations unknown. George Bowdoin, one of 
the original members of J. P. Morgan & Co., left in 1900. Edward F. 
Whitney left in 1910 stating that he “desired to retire from active business.”54 
Thomas Newhall, who left in 1936, died in 1947 of a self- afflicted gunshot 
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wound, in what was reported as an accidental shooting.55 At least in the case 
of Bowdoin, who was the great- great- grandson of Alexander Hamilton, 
and, according to Jack Morgan, “a life- long friend of Father (Pierpont 
Morgan) and a very great gentleman,” it is certain that he did not leave 
because of a rift with Pierpont Morgan. (Bowdoin’s son, Temple, was also a 
Morgan partner at that time).56

The same is probably not true for William Hamilton, Pierpont Morgan’s 
son- in- law and another Alexander Hamilton descendant, who left in 1922. 
In 1924 Hamilton remarried in California, and it was only then that it 
became public that he and Juliet Morgan, Morgan’s daughter, had divorced. 
Though publicly the firm said that Hamilton was leaving the firm to look 
after his “private investments,” Jack Morgan’s cryptic letters to his mother 
speak otherwise.57 In 1923, the year after Hamilton left the firm and the 
year before Hamilton remarried, Morgan wrote to his mother stating that 
“Billy” had gone crazy. He said, “If I did not honestly believe him insane 
there is nothing I could not be willing to do to annoy him. . . .”58

George W. Perkins, who became a partner in 1900 and left in 1910, also 
did not leave the firm on good terms. The fact that Perkins was a bit of a 
rogue and had a healthy sense of ego is readily apparent in his testimony at 
the Pujo Hearings. He was one of the few witnesses, if not the only witness, 
who refused Untermyer’s request to stop talking.59 Perkins had come from 
New York Life, and when he first arrived at the Morgans, he refused to give 
up his formal connections with the insurance company against Morgan’s 
objections. Perkins also had a female secretary, which diverged from Mor-
gan’s practice of excluding women from the bank.60 These incidents demon-
strate Perkins’s desire to conduct business his way, which eventually led to 
conflicts with Morgan. According to Lamont, Perkins was asked to leave 
because Morgan felt he had not handled some deals in a satisfactory manner. 
In any case, Perkins left the House of Morgan under a shadow, but he was 
one of the few to do so.61

Morgan’s London house of J. S. Morgan & Co. (Morgan, Grenfell & Co.) 
followed a similar pattern. Of seven partners/directors, who left between 
1895 and 1940 (not including Pierpont Morgan), four (Robert Gordon, Fred-
erick William Lawrence, Oscar Othon Siegel, and Walter Spencer Morgan 
Burns) retired before they died. If we include Pierpont Morgan, Edward 
Charles Grenfell, who died in 1941, Thomas S. Catto, who left in 1941, and 
Jack Morgan, who died in 1943, the percentage decreases to 36 percent. Of 
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the four houses, Morgan, Harjes & Co. (Morgan et Cie.) was the relative 
exception.62 Of twelve men who were partners between 1895 and 1940 (not 
including Pierpont or Jack Morgan), seven left during that period, approxi-
mately six before they died. (The percentage also increases if we include Harry 
Watkins, who left in 1941. Two are unknown.)

Morgan, Harjes & Co., was the least prestigious of the four houses in 
terms of its relative stature in its respective country as well as its standing in 
the House of Morgan (with the close second of Drexel & Co., which was, 
however, highly regarded in Philadelphia circles). But given the fact that 
most of the partners were American, it is more likely that a partner’s desire 
to return to the United States played an important factor.63 With this excep-
tion, when we look at the Morgan bank as a whole between 1895 and 1940, 
the majority of the American and British partners did not leave “   ‘til death 
do us part.” In other words, the bonds between partners were considerable. 
The Morgan partnership was not exactly like a marriage in the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries, of course, in that it was homosocial. 
The exclusion of women did not imply, however, that they were not impor-
tant. Rather, the social organization of the partners was closely tied to their 
relationships with women but in complicated ways.

Because individual needs, desires, and choices could bring one’s own 
commitments into question, an important characteristic of a successful 
banker was his sense of discretion. History is full of stories of people who 
do not always do what they should do or want to do. Many upstanding 
Victorians in England were known to have lived un- Victorian lifestyles, and 
their American compatriots were no exception.64 Pierpont Morgan, for 
example, was estranged from his wife, Fanny Tracy Morgan (1842–1924), 
for many years.65 Around the 1890s, he began to have affairs with other 
women. His affairs with Mrs. Edith Randolph, whom Fanny referred to in 
her diary as “Mrs. R.,” and Mrs. Adelaide Douglas were hinted at in the 
society pages and were known to those in close proximity to him.66 Though 
he was not “furtive,” he was more open in his behavior when in Europe, or 
away from home (and his wife), and “he surrounded himself with people he 
trusted not to talk.”67

Morgan held his staff and his partners to the same standard.68 Discre-
tion, not monogamy, was the key to a banker’s image, though even the most 
discreet of affairs could have unfortunate and public consequences. In 1915, 
partner Henry P. Davison (1867–1922) was engaged in an extramarital 
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affair with Mrs. Adele Boocock. The Boococks and Davisons had been 
neighbors, and Adele was a good friend of Davison’s wife, Kate. Adele’s 
husband, Howard, was the treasurer of the Astor Trust Co. and a Yale grad-
uate (A.B. 1900). After Howard found out about the affair, he came home 
early from work, dressed for dinner, and read the newspaper in his library. 
Then he went into the drawing room, shot and killed his wife while she was 
playing the piano, and committed suicide. He did not leave a suicide note. 
The New York Times reported that the couple’s relatives said the Boococks 
were “perfectly happy” or “ideally happy” and that no reason could be found 
for his actions. Because Davison’s involvement remained entirely hidden, 
the firm itself was not affected by his actions, though the personal conse-
quences were certainly great.69

The importance of discretion highlights the fact that a private banker’s 
reputation depended on how he was seen by others.70 The appearance of 
Morgan’s commitment to the institution of marriage is an example of how 
he saw his relationships outside the firm and his behavior in the world out-
side of business as being tied to his identity and reputation as a merchant 
banker, one that had to represent stability, reliability, and conservative 
values. Though Morgan was not bound by “bourgeois convention” and 
though “in his attitudes and behavior he had more in common with the 
British aristocracy—and with his father—than with the social arbiters of 
the American drawing room,” he did abide by certain New York society 
rules. Divorce, for example, was out of the question.71

The fact that a banker’s image was tied to that of his family life shows 
that his status affected many others outside the firm. Even though Morgan 
and his wife did not get along, he also never considered divorce because of 
his appreciation for what it would do to Fanny, and how it would affect her 
sense of self and her social standing—how others viewed and treated her. 
His compromise was to respect her position as his wife but to spend as much 
time apart from her as possible. Fanny, while not happy with the arrange-
ments, accepted the state of things.72 She compensated for the lack of love 
in her marriage with her relationship to her children, particularly her only 
son, Jack, with whom she was very close.73

As an individual, Fanny did not have many alternatives.74 Because she 
was a woman, her position in life and her status was intimately united with 
that of her father, her husband, and her son. Jack acknowledged her situa-
tion, writing to her in 1889, “There are certainly some drawbacks to belonging 
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to a busy man no matter how fine he may be as I believe you have sometimes 
found out.”75 Had Fanny tried to divorce Morgan, it would have meant the 
reorganization of her identity and her entire world—emotionally, culturally, 
physically, socially, and financially. Even though her position depended in 
large part on the ways in which her political, cultural, social status was deter-
mined by her gender, she would have suffered the consequences largely on 
her own or as a private individual. Given that she lacked political rights and 
economic self- sufficiency, and knowing what divorce would mean to her 
children, personally and socially, she, like the majority of the women in the 
partners’ families, took Morgan’s interests as her own.

To be sure, not every family member was entirely cooperative. Families 
are complex, and conflict is not uncommon. Pierpont Morgan had a compli-
cated relationship with Anne, his youngest child. Even though she became 
Pierpont’s traveling companion after the marriage of her sister, Louisa, Anne 
was also deeply involved in public activities that did not sit well with her 
father. She never married and she actively developed her own interests and 
passions, such as women’s worker reform and labor movements.76 Lamont’s 
son, Corliss, had similar sentiments about the working class but went further 
by becoming a socialist and a supporter of communist Russia.77

Like other families, elite families were not monolithic, but they were able 
to accommodate what appeared to be largely the quirks and opinions of indi-
viduals as long as conflict within the family remained private. Particularly if 
those individuals continued to be dependent upon the financial and social 
capital of their fathers, heads of families had substantial leverage because of 
the ways in which the social and economic status of the individual family 
member was dependent upon the status of the family in general, for both 
men and women. This was the case with Anne Morgan, who received annual 
income from her father and who was much in demand in women’s and civic 
clubs precisely because she was the daughter of Pierpont Morgan.78

Though elite white women like Fanny Morgan were themselves circum-
scribed by patriarchy, they could gain positions of influence for themselves 
and they closely policed the relations of the family.79 They were equally 
committed to protecting their houses “from bad lots,” a term Jack Morgan 
used when writing to his mother in 1898.80 Both the men and women of the 
house had strong ideas about what kind of people they could interact with, 
where to live, and so on. In general, they did not create these ideas on their 
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photo 6  J. Pierpont Morgan and his wife, Frances Tracy Morgan, with their first 
grandson, Junius Spencer Morgan, and Mr. & Mrs. Henry Sturgis Grew, parents of Jessie 
Morgan (J. P. Morgan Jr.’s wife), 1892 in Cragston, NY (The Pierpont Morgan Library, 
New York)

own. They followed preexisting hierarchies with regard to class, social, and 
economic status, as did the other families of the social and economic elite. 
Thus, families were private, but they were also members of a larger com-
munity. For the Morgan partners, this community was the Anglo- American 
social elite centered in New York City.

new york Society

That the other partners followed Pierpont Morgan’s lead in questions of 
image and taste was also reflected in their places of residence, which were in 
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step with New York’s elite in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centu-
ries. Around the time of the Civil War, New York’s elite social classes lived in 
the areas around Fifth Avenue, Washington Square, Union Square, and 
 Gramercy Park. Having “moved northward from City Hall” or north of 
Houston Street, they continued the steady march uptown.81 Toward the end 
of the nineteenth century, though some elites stayed in traditional areas like 
Gramercy Park, “a bastion of correct society” since the Mexican War, many 
congregated between the Thirties and mid- Fifties between Fifth Avenue and 
Park Avenue, where the Vanderbilts had settled in the 1880s. By the 1920s, 
they moved up into the Sixties and Seventies along the east side of Central 
Park.82 As the city grew and as the technology of transportation expanded, 
the upper classes continued to move northward to neighborhoods that were 
designed to exclude the poor (and by the midcentury, out of the city).83 Dur-
 ing this time, a family’s neighborhood became a sign of its social status.84

In the 1850s, when Pierpont Morgan was still a young man, he travelled 
by omnibus (a “horse- drawn wagon”), which he noted in his personal 
account ledger. The first omnibus appeared in New York City in the 1829, 
followed by the first horse railway (a horse- drawn wagon that ran on iron 
rails) that opened in 1832 and ran between Prince and Fourteenth Street 
along the Bowery.85 By 1856, tracks for the horsecars ran up to Sixtieth 
Street along Second and Third Avenues. In 1860, thirty- six million passen-
gers rode the horse railways in New York.86 As a result of the transportation 
developments, “The northern boundary of the zone of concentrated settle-
ment moved from Houston Street to Forty- Second Street.” In the 1860s, 
the elevated rail lines were introduced to the city. By 1869, they ran from 
Dey Street to Thirteenth Street along Greenwich Street and Ninth Avenue. 
And by the 1880s, elevated trains ran up Second, Third, Sixth, and Ninth 
Avenues to the Harlem River.87

By the time J. P. Morgan & Co. was formally organized in 1895, the city 
had developed a transportation system of omnibuses, horsecarts, and ele-
vated trains allowing for greater geographic expansion on the island and 
across the water. Judge J. H. Reed, who was Andrew Carnegie’s chief counsel, 
recalled riding the “L” or the elevated train with Morgan to Carnegie’s house 
in 1901 in order to obtain from Carnegie a formal letter that Carnegie agreed 
to sell his steel interests to Morgan. Elbert H. Gary also recounted a time 
when he traveled with Morgan on public transport after an important 
meeting  negotiating with John W. Gates over the price for his interests that 
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would also become a part of U.S. Steel.88 Later in his life, Morgan no longer 
used public transport. He traveled by his yacht, the Corsair, and he rented a 
private cab (single- horse drawn carriage) from New York Cab Co. in the late 
nineteenth century. By the turn of the century, Morgan also had an automo-
bile, and after the Panic of 1907, he had a car specially built for him and had 
a private chauffer. His world and that of other elites still depended, however, 
on the growth and development of transportation and city infrastructure.89

By 1904, New York City’s first subway, the Interborough Rapid Transit 
(IRT) subway, was completed, accelerating that trend.90 Kuhn, Loeb & 
Co.’s senior partner Jacob Schiff often walked from his home on the Upper 
East Side to his office in downtown Manhattan, but he was among the first 
chosen riders on the maiden voyage of the subway on October 27, 1904 
that went from City Hall, past the Grand Central Terminal to Ninety- Sixth 
Street along Broadway. Jack Morgan also rode the subway, and George 
Baker also testified at the Pujo Hearings that he “sometimes patronize[d] 
the tunnel” that ran from Forty- Second Street and Madison down to Wall 
Street.91 Several major trunk lines were completed by the early 1920s, when 
the automobile began solidifying its domination above ground.92

In the early 1900s and until the First World War, most of the New York 
Morgan partners lived in a cluster in an area known as Murray Hill, between 
Lexington and Madison Avenues and Thirty- Third and Thirty- Ninth 
Streets, which was an “older” fashionable neighborhood.93 Not only did the 
New York partners live in relatively close geographic proximity to each 
other, they congregated around Pierpont Morgan at 219 Madison Avenue 
between Thirty- Sixth and Thirty- Seventh Streets. Morgan moved there in 
1881 though his home, one of three brownstones on the block, had been 
built in 1853.94 In 1900, with the exception of Charles Steele,95 all of the 
New York partners lived within a four- block radius of Morgan’s house 
between Thirty- Third and Thirty- Ninth Streets and Madison and Lex-
ington Avenues.96 The spatial distribution of residences in 1910 had similar 
patterns.97 (See Figure 1.)

Just as a partner’s family background, marriage and kinship ties, and 
residence spoke volumes about his respectability, identity, and his social 
capital, so did his other ties to society, such as his memberships in elite 
social clubs. According to Morgan’s datebooks for the years 1899 and 
1904–1912, about 10 percent of his activities directly involved club business 
or club activities. This may not appear to be much, but when we consider 



68 G e n t l e m e n  B a n k e r s

that a good percentage of his meetings involved the New York Central and 
Hudson River Railroad and the New Haven Railroad, which combined 
totaled 417 meetings (not including the secondary lines, about 20 percent) 
or the Metropolitan Museum of Art and the American Museum of Natural 
History, which combined totaled 204 meetings (about 10 percent), in com-
parison, his club activities were not insignificant.98

Social club membership was an important structural element that the 
Morgan partners had in common, particularly in the 1910s and 1920s. 
Modeled after the British social clubs, the purpose of the club system was 
to “ascribe status to its members.”99 Club membership has long been a 
mainstay in the organization of elite groups and New York in the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries was no exception.100 Social clubs in the 
nineteenth  century were founded by the city’s merchants and bankers to 
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“encourage  concerted social action as much as to sustain business networks” 
as well as to “[enhance] their solidarity and their distinctiveness.”101 In net-
work terms, club memberships are called affiliation ties; they reflect the way 
in which one’s subjectivity is defined by being a member of a larger net-
work.102 If we were to look at the members of the eighteen banks included 
in the Scudder dataset for the Pujo Committee, we would find that fifty- 
three percent of the bankers represented were listed in the Social Register, 
New York. A small elite group, including George F. Baker, James Stillman, 
 William K. Vanderbit of New York Central, and Henry Clay Frick, had 
more than eight clubs in common with Pierpont Morgan.103

Figure 2 includes a map of the 1910 partners’ residences with nine of Pier-
pont Morgan’s twenty- three clubs listed in the Social Register in that time. 
Though only thirty- nine percent of his clubs are shown, and Morgan belonged 
to more clubs than listed in the register, they include ones that Morgan part-
ners, particularly the senior partners, frequented as members. The aggregate 

photo 7  Madison Avenue South from Corner of Thirty- Seventh Street, ca. 1910 (Homes 
of Pierpont and Jack Morgan), Museum of the City of New York, Photo Archive



70 G e n t l e m e n  B a n k e r s

individual personal ties of the partners created institutional ties to elite social 
clubs, which, like their churches, had settled around their elite patrons 
uptown.104 The location of private clubs and churches highlights the fact that 
the Morgan firm was an institution among other institutions with ties of its 
own. (See Figure 2.)

Social clubs carefully policed the admission of membership, the location 
of their houses, and the rules by which their members’ interaction was gov-
erned. Admission was itself designed to be a remark on a person’s character. 
Clubs were also hierarchical, with membership in the oldest and most exclu-
sive clubs being the more prestigious. Some clubs limited the number of 
members. All of these elements enhanced both the status of being a member 
and the mutual interest created through membership.105 Men, who belonged 
to the same clubs at the same time, were also able to measure the trustwor-
thiness of other members, their adherence to norms, and their commitment 

figure 2  J. P. Morgan & Co. partners’ residences with sample of their social clubs, 1910
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to a wider community through their admission even if they did not interact 
as members of the club or did not have close personal ties. One thing that 
all private men’s clubs had in common was they excluded women as mem-
bers. For this reason, elite women founded clubs of their own. One example 
is the Colony Club, an elite women’s club founded in 1903. (See Figure 2.) 
In 1910, Pierpont Morgan’s wife, his daughters, and daughter-in-law were 
all members of the Colony Club. Anne Morgan was one of the founders and 
she was the first treasurer. (Pierpont Morgan served on the advisory com-
mitee when the club was first organized, but he was not entirely happy 
about the club saying, “a woman’s best and safest club is her home.”)106

All clubs were private, but they were not secret societies.107 Their activi-
ties were regularly reported in the press through club announcements, 
gossip, and the like. The New York Times, for example, had regular columns 
called “Doings in the Club World” and “Club News and Gossip,” and 
society columns called “What is Doing in Society” and “Society News and 
Gossip,” as did other newspapers like the New York Tribune (“Notes of 
Society” and “News of the Resorts”).108 Clubs were very much part of the 
urban landscape. The growth of clubs led to the creation of elite registries, 
such as the Social Register, which was first published in the United States in 
1887 by Louis Keller, who aggregated the “visiting lists” of New York’s elite 
and had been a publisher of a weekly society gossip magazine called Town 
Topics: The Journal of Society.109

Like private social clubs, the Social Register was modeled after British pre-
decessors, such as Who’s Who, first published in 1849.110 Persons had to apply 
to be in the Social Register, and they had to be recommended by persons 
already listed, who were called “members.” In this regard, it was similar to a 
social club itself. (In the Colony Club, non-members were initially referred to 
as “strangers.”) Another registry, Who’s Who in America, began publication in 
1899.111 In both the Social Register and Who’s Who, members  provided the 
information themselves. The combined listings provided a narrative of birth; 
family background, including parents, spouses, and children; race; religion; 
schooling; awards; clubs; domicile; and work. The Social Register was particu-
larly significant in that a member was listed as the head of a family unit. 
Spouses were listed on the same line under the husband’s name with the 
wife’s maiden name in parentheses. Children were also listed in birth order 
with their educational affiliations. Women’s clubs and junior clubs were also 
included. Thus, the Social Register data measured both an individual’s and a 
family’s social status.
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The Social Register acted like a directory for the American elite. In 1900, 
when Pierpont Morgan’s oldest daughter, Louisa, was engaged to marry 
Herbert L. Satterlee, Satterlee wrote his father saying that he was going to 
send a copy of the Social Register, “in which Mrs. Morgan & Louisa have 
checked all names to whom wedding invitations should be sent. . . .” He 
asked his father to go over it with his mother and mark down all the persons 
in blue (church invitations) or red (church and house invitations) whom 
they wanted invited from their side. Two days later, he followed up by 
writing his mother saying that he had express mailed the Social Register with 
a blue and a red pencil. Later, after his mother wrote him that there were 
people she might want to invite who were not in the Social Register, he told 
her to “Jot them down, from time to time, as they occur to you.”112 It had 
not occurred to him at first that there would be people outside the Social 
Register to invite to the wedding.

tHe S iGnifiCanCe of SoCial CluBS

While it is clear that social clubs were important to the personal lives of the 
Morgan partners and their families, it does not answer the question of 
whether or not they had an impact on the structure of the partners’ eco-
nomic networks. It is a common assumption that clubs are important to 
business, but it is notoriously difficult to establish that business takes place 
within the clubs, precisely because the social and economic worlds of 
bankers are kept separate. Of course, certain key moments in the history of 
the Morgans have been tied to events in the club setting. The most impor-
tant is the October 1894 meeting at the Metropolitan Club where the 
 reorganization of the firm was determined, the first time all of the Philadel-
phia and New York partners were present in the same place at the same 
time. At a certain point during the Panic of 1907, as well, Morgan and other 
bankers met every night in a private dining room at the Union League Club 
to go over the events of the day.113

These meetings represent a deliberate usage of club space for the purpose 
of business, but clubs could also play a more subtle role in facilitating face- 
to- face interaction between businessmen. In December 1900, a critical 
moment in the founding of U.S. Steel took place when Charles M. Schwab, 
the president of Carnegie Steel, and Pierpont Morgan attended a dinner at 
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the University Club in New York.114 Their encounter led to a private meeting 
in Morgan’s library after which Schwab arranged an outing at the St. 
Andrews Golf Club alone with Andrew Carnegie upon the suggestion of 
Carnegie’s wife, Louise. In what is a well- known story, after a round of golf 
and lunch, Carnegie agreed to consider the sale of Carnegie Steel to Mor-
gan.115 These kinds of stories speak to the importance that clubs could play 
precisely because they were informal spaces.116

Anecdotal evidence aside, determining whether or not one’s general 
activity at a club was important to one’s business is a much more involved 
task.117 During the Pujo Investigation, Untermyer confronted Henry Davison 
with the rumor that he and “the representatives of half a dozen or more 
banks in New York,” including Francis L. Hine of First National Bank, Ben-
 jamin Strong of Bankers Trust, and Charles Sabin of Guaranty Trust, met 
regularly on Thursday afternoons at four o’clock for meetings at the Metro-
politan Club. Davison categorically denied that any such meetings took place 
though he made a point of repeating the term “meeting” twice.118 

Davison’s testimony reflects how difficult it was to prove a direct rela-
tionship between social clubs and the world of finance precisely because the 
ostensible purpose of the private men’s club was a social (not economic) 
space. Some clubs forbid the overt discussion of business, which was exactly 
the point. Trust between gentlemen was not based on transactions or self- 
interest but on the determination of a person’s character. A club’s admission 
of a member was an indirect affirmation of that character, one that was 
informally monitored by a community. The mention of business actually 
undermined the sanctity of that trust by suggesting that one’s standing or 
one’s relationships were founded on baser purposes.119 

For these reasons, even though social clubs were (and are) assumed to be 
important to the world of business, actually establishing that this is the 
case is very difficult. In the case of the Morgans, to do so required investi-
gating whether clubs were significant to the structure of the firm as an 
economic organization from a fundamentally empirical basis. By gathering 
substantial historical data on partnership capital, syndicate participations, 
interlocking directorates, and social club memberships, we asked the follow-
 ing question: Was a Morgan partner’s social status outside the firm, as a 
measure of his social capital, important to his status within the firm? The 
answer is yes.

During its forty- five year history as a private partnership, the partners in 
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the House of Morgan were strongly affiliated with the social elite regardless 
of the original background of the partners.120 With regard to the American 
partners, if we look at the rate of social status of partners before and after 
they entered the firm, we find that the majority of Morgan partners were 
socially elite before they became partner, but they were even more so after 
they became partners. Sixty- eight percent were listed in the Social Register 
one year before they became partners, and 93 percent (thirty- eight of forty-
 one) of the partners were listed in the Social Register two years after they 
became partners. The only partners who were not listed in the Social Register 
after they became partner were those who became partner in 1939.121

Between 1906 and 1910, there were twenty partners in J. P. Morgan & 
Co., J. S. Morgan & Co. (later Morgan, Grenfell & Co), Drexel & Co., and 
Morgan, Harjes & Co.122 Of these partners, fourteen were listed in the 
Social Register for New York and/or Philadelphia. All of the twelve Amer-
ican partners were listed in the Social Register. (Twelve were based in the 
United States, of which four were based in Philadelphia.) Only four overall 
were listed in Who’s Who (Pierpont Morgan, Perkins, Steele, and Stotes-
bury). If we compare the incidence of social elite status among the Morgan 
partners to a sample of sixteen Morgan staff,123 some who were highly 
regarded and worked at the firm for decades but who never made partner, 
we would find only two staff members were listed in the Social Register and 
only one before the First World War.124

In general, Morgan staff were much harder to identify and thus the sample 
cannot be considered definitive, but among men like Willard D. Straight, 
Frank H. McKnight (Henry P. Davison’s brother- in- law), Leonhard A. 
Keyes, Martin Egan, J. A. M. de Sanchez, and Vernon Munroe, only Straight 
in the 1910s and Munroe in the 1920s and 1930s were listed in the Social 
Register.125 The lack of promotion to partner was not a comment on their 
character. In other words, it did not have to do with the ability, character, 
or the loyalty of the aides. The partnership was just never within their realm 
of possibility.126 The Social Register data suggest that this was most likely 
because the aides did not have the social capital necessary to become 
partner.127

The importance of social capital becomes more apparent when the rela-
tionship between a Morgan partner’s club memberships is correlated with 
his economic capital: the percentage capital of the firm owned by that 
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partner or the percentage of the firm’s profits and losses to which a partner 
was liable. This percentage not only indicated the strength of his tie to the 
firm, it was a measure of his centrality within the firm and his status as a 
partner.128 Private partnerships were hierarchical, like syndicates and pri-
vate clubs. The more a partner was liable for the profits and losses of the 
firm, the more important he was to the firm. When Pierpont Morgan was 
alive, his ownership percentage dwarfed that of any other partner, from a 
“low” of 35 percent in 1894, 1899, and 1901 to a high of 42 percent in 
1904, with an average of 38 percent between 1895 and 1913.129 In com-
parison, the next two senior partners, Charles Steele and Edward T. Stotes-
bury, averaged around 12 to 14 percent at their peak.

Toward the end of a person’s life, it was normal to see a partner cutting 
back on activities, including social clubs or firm activity.130 As a partner’s 
participation in the firm declined for reasons of health or age, so did his 
percentage capital in the firm and vice versa.131 A statistical analysis must 
therefore measure more than the degree of activity of a particular partner 
over his lifetime, something more significant than a relationship with a 
person’s normal life cycle. According to a study conducted by Pak and 
Halgin, a comparison between the average percentage capital of a Morgan 
partner within a five- year period and the partner’s social club ties between 
1895 and 1940 shows that the more clubs a Morgan partner in the Amer-
ican branches belonged to with other Morgan partners, the more likely he 
would become a senior partner in the future, meaning he was more likely to 
increase his percentage of the firm’s capital in the years to come.132

Given that the partnership itself was hierarchical and a partner’s per-
centage of the firm’s capital was a reflection of his centrality within the 
firm, social clubs could thus be considered an indicator of a partner’s future 
centrality within the firm. In other words, a member of the firm had to 
have the appropriate social relations in order to progress within the firm’s 
hierarchy. Thus, clubs were not just about cohesion among the partners 
though strong ties to other partners through social clubs were rewarded. 
Clubs were also indicative of a partner’s status in general and communica-
tion with the outside world.133 Social capital was thus an important factor 
to being a Morgan partner, and aggregated, it was important to the firm’s 
identity. This was in fact implicitly recognized by the world outside the 
firm. By 1926, when the New York Herald Tribune reported, “The biggest 
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New Year’s honor that the financial world has to offer [was] a membership 
in the house of Morgan,” The World reported requirements for the admis-
sion to the Morgan partnership were “exceptional ability and high social 
standing. . . .”134

The degree to which the Morgan partners were socially elite was unusual, 
but the fact that they were socially elite was not. In 1910, if we compare 
the percentage of socially elite members of banks of Morgan & Co.’s equiv-
alent status, we would find that while 100 percent of J. P. Morgan & Co. 
and Drexel & Co. partners were listed in the Social Register, 69 percent 
of First National Bank directors and 68 percent of National City Bank 
directors between 1906 and 1910 were also listed in the Social Register.135 
These findings also hold true for the wider financial community. In 1912, 
eighty- one percent of the bankers in the Pujo dataset were listed in the 
Social Register, Locater, which meant that they were socially elite in their 
respective cities (mostly New York, Chicago, Boston, and Philadelphia). 
Of those 180 men, fifty- three percent were listed in the Social Register, 
New York.136

In order to place the findings in a broader time period, the social club 
memberships of the leading members of the Morgans’ syndicate partici-
pants and associates were also studied. Based on circulars and letters inserted 
in the J.P. Morgan & Co. syndicate books, a list of forty- five firms, which 
included private firms, commercial banks, and trust companies, was created 
for the years 1900 until 1925. An average of twenty- three firms were studied 
for every five- year period. These firms had approximately thirty leading 
partners/presidents/chairmen of the boards during that time. Out of those 
men, an average of twenty- four were found in the Social Register, New York 
or eighty percent of the total for any given five- year period between 1900 
and 1925.137 

The social elite status of bankers seems to confirm the idea that the 
financial community was homogeneous, but this was not the case. In par-
ticular, the Morgans’ social ties were distinct when compared to the 
German Jewish private banks of their economic stature like Kuhn, Loeb & 
Co.138 Only 33 percent of partners in Kuhn, Loeb & Co. (Otto H. Kahn 
and Mortimer L. Schiff), 38 percent of partners in Speyer & Co. (James 
Speyer, Hans Winterfeldt, Charles H. Tweed), and 43 percent of partners in 
J. & W. Seligman & Co. (Henry, Isaac N. and Jefferson Seligman) were 
listed in the Social Register, New York.139 Jacob H. Schiff was notably absent 



t H e  s o c i a l  w o r l d  o f  P r i vat e  B a n k e r s  77

from the Social Register throughout his lifetime despite his stature within 
the financial community. (He was, however, listed in Who’s Who in 
America.)

The Morgans and Kuhn, Loeb partners did have some clubs in common, 
but the type of club was very specific and the overlapping partners were 
extremely limited. Before 1930, only one partner, Mortimer Schiff, Jacob’s 
son, belonged to any social club in which a majority of the Morgan part-
ners were also members, and he only belonged to one: the New York Yacht 
Club. Neither Schiff nor Otto Kahn (who was the only other Kuhn, Loeb 
partner listed in the Social Register before 1935) were members of elite men’s 
private clubs located in residential areas (that were not sports clubs), such 
as the Metropolitan, Union, Union League, or University Clubs. In fact, 
only one Kuhn, Loeb partner between 1895–1940 (Elisha Walker) was a 
member of the Metropolitan or University Clubs (and none in the Union 
or Union League Clubs) and that was not until the mid- 1930s. The same 
applied to the only Kuhn, Loeb partner (Hugh Knowlton), who was a 
member of the Down Town Club (later called Down Town Association), 
the most elite men’s luncheon club located in the business district in which 
senior Morgan partners were members throughout the early twentieth cen-
tury. Both Walker and Knowlton were not Jewish, a point to which I will 
return.

By contrast, between 1895 and 1930, J.P. Morgan & Co. had substantial 
representation in all the top elite men’s private clubs. Most J.P. Morgan & 
Co. partners, for example, were members of the Metropolitan Club and at 
the same time (Pierpont Morgan was one of the founders of the club). The 
only exceptions during any given five- year period between 1895 and 1930 
were usually younger partners, all who eventually became members (with 
the single exception of E.F. Whitney). The percentage of Morgan partners 
in the Metropolitan Club dipped below fifty percent only after 1930. Even 
then, the most senior Morgan partners in the 1930s (Lamont, Jack Morgan, 
Leffingwell, and Steele) remained members in the club. 

The Morgans’ membership in the Metropolitan Club was significant not 
only because it tied the partners to each other, but also because it tied them 
to other influential members in the financial community. In every dataset 
noted above (the Pujo dataset of eighteen firms, the forty- five syndicate 
participant firms, the eight Anglo American and German Jewish banks), 
the Metropolitan Club was either the most central in the club network or 
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among the top five clubs (meaning its members were among the most cen-
tral and influential in the network in terms of social ties).140

From 1905 until approximately 1915, Mortimer Schiff and Otto Kahn 
had overlapping memberships with Morgan partners only in sports clubs 
(e.g., yacht, automobile, or whist) or downtown men’s lunch clubs located in 
the business district. Mortimer Schiff and Morgan partner Henry Davison 
were both directors of the Recess Club, a men’s lunch club founded in 1911, 
and the Kuhn, Loeb partners overlapped with several Morgan partners in 
the downtown men’s business clubs, City Midday and India House. These 
ties have been interpreted as evidence of a “downtown meritocracy,” and 
while this was true to a certain extent, there was some evidence of social 
separation even in the financial district. Schiff and Kahn were not, for 
example, members of the most elite businessman’s luncheon club, the Down 
Town Club, while Morgan partners were. Most importantly, as we shall see, 
any perception of a meritocracy felt real largely because of the contrast to 
their lives uptown.141 

Around 1915, Mortimer Schiff and Kahn began to overlap with several 
Morgan partners in civic, political, and country clubs, but again, they never 
overlapped in the most elite men’s clubs in residential areas. And though 
university background became a commonality for the majority of the 
Morgan partners by the 1920s, the firms overlapped in terms of university 
background only by the mid- 1930s when three Kuhn, Loeb partners were 
Yale graduates (including Mortimer’s son, John), as were five Morgan part-
ners. With the exception of Hugh Knowlton, who also went to Harvard 
Law, Kuhn, Loeb partners were not Harvard men, which also distinguished 
them from the Morgans and other elite private banks in New York and 
Boston. Moreover, at no point during the entire 1905–1940 period did any 
Kuhn, Loeb & Co. spouse belong to Colony, the elite women’s club in 
which many Morgan partners’ wives were members.142 

The differences within the elite banking community in New York City 
were not emphasized during the government investigations into economic 
consolidation, such as the Pujo Hearings of 1912, which was more inter-
ested in documenting the collusion of elites. But when we study the diver-
sity of the financial community with regard to social organization, we can 
better understand why it was so difficult to prove a conspiracy because of 
the way in which there were clusters of different groups that were largely 
socially separate. Given that the economic cooperation of different firms has 
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often served as proof of the importance of economic self- interest, the 
assumption has been that social relations outside the financial community 
did not matter even if they were central to the internal organization of banks. 
As the Morgans’ relationship with Kuhn, Loeb & Co. demonstrates, how-
ever, the situation was infinitely more complex. Interfirm relations, not just 
intrafirm relations, involved the close consideration of social interests and 
not the exclusion thereof.



cHaPter tHree

Anti- Semitism in Economic Networks

tHe SoCial SeParation between J. P. Morgan & Co. and Kuhn, Loeb 
& Co. is particularly interesting given the fact that the banks had many 
structural and historical similarities.1 Like J. P. Morgan & Co., Kuhn, Loeb 
& Co. was an unlimited liability private partnership, a merchant bank that 
channeled Europe’s capital into American growth through a strong Euro-
pean network.2 And like J. P. Morgan & Co., in the nineteenth century, 
Kuhn, Loeb & Co. was both subordinate in reputation (and capital) to the 
House of Rothschilds, the European banking family whose prestige and 
position they deeply coveted.3

In the American context, however, both banks held positions at the top 
of the banking hierarchy, and as leaders, they had the common concern of 
maintaining their position against less prestigious firms, who were always 
ready and willing to take their place, akin to their position vis- à- vis the 
Rothschilds and also Barings Brothers, a prestigious British merchant 
bank.4 Both banks were also able to achieve their international and national 
prominence during a time of rapid and unprecedented growth in the Amer-
ican economy and infrastructure when there was little government regula-
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tion and a lack of centralized banking.5 Both had senior partners with a 
strong sense of identity, conviction, and commitment to family, tradition, 
and conservative banking, who were the undisputed patriarchs of a central-
ized and hierarchically organized house.6

Kuhn, Loeb & Co. partner Otto Kahn once wrote, “It is said that as a 
man may be judged by the company he keeps so a company may be judged 
by the men it keeps.”7 Like the Morgans, Kuhn, Loeb were very careful 
about who they entrusted to be their partners. They also chose their part-
ners from kinship networks but even more so because all the partners were 
tied to the same families. In 1895, 100 percent of Schiff’s partners were 
related to another partner. Kuhn, Loeb did not admit a non- family member 
as partner until 1912.8 The bank’s kinship ties were not confined to intra-
firm ties; they also extended to interfirm relations. Close social ties between 
partners and associates outside the firm through kinship offered a similar 
advantage in gaining information and monitoring and leveraging clients 
and collaborators. 

Kuhn, Loeb & Co. shared multiple kinship ties with J. & W. Seligman 
& Co., another prestigious nineteenth- century American merchant banking 
house.9 Isaac Newton Seligman, whom Schiff referred to as “Ike,” was mar-
ried to Guta Loeb, the daughter of Kuhn, Loeb & Co. founder Solomon 
Loeb.10 Paul M. Warburg, another Kuhn, Loeb partner, married Loeb’s 
daughter, Nina, so he, Seligman, and Schiff were all brothers- in- law. Paul’s 
brother, Felix M. Warburg, also a Kuhn, Loeb partner, married Schiff’s 
daughter, Frieda, making Paul Frieda’s uncle and brother- in- law.11

Multiple family marriages were not unusual. Goldman Sachs & Co. did 
not have a non- family member until 1915 and Lehman Brothers not until 
1924. The daughters of partners in Heidelbach & Ickelheimer were also 
married. Four partners in Hallgarten & Co. were connected by intermar-
riage.12 James Stillman, the head of National City Bank, had two daughters 
who were married into the Rockefeller family. In 1895, his daughter Elsie 
married William G. Rockefeller of Standard Oil, the son of William Rock-
efeller and the nephew of John D. Rockefeller Sr., and William G. Rocke-
feller’s brother, Percy A. Rockefeller, married Stillman’s other daughter, 
Isabel, in 1901.13

Kinship was not the only method of creating ties between or within 
firms. Firms also shared ties through partner employment histories. 
J. P. Morgan & Co. recruited from banks with whom the firm had close 
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economic ties. Robert Bacon started at Lee, Higginson & Co., a Boston 
merchant bank. Henry P. Davison and Thomas W. Lamont were directors 
at First National Bank of New York before becoming Morgan partners.14 
Otto H. Kahn, who was married to Adelaide Wolff, the daughter of Kuhn, 
Loeb partner Abraham Wolff, started at Speyer & Co., a frequent Kuhn, 
Loeb & Co. collaborator.15 This pattern of recruiting partners from firms 
with whom the bank had close ties persisted into the 1930s.16

Despite their structural and historical similarities, J. P. Morgan & Co. 
and its affiliated houses did not share kinship or partnership ties with Kuhn, 
Loeb & Co. or, for that matter, with J. & W. Seligman & Co., Speyer & 
Co., or any other German Jewish bank. Two more generations would pass 
before the social spheres of the two banks were connected by kinship ties.17 
As far as can be known, in their history as unlimited liability partnerships, 
J. P. Morgan & Co. and Kuhn, Loeb & Co. had only one direct tie by kin-
ship and that was not until the 1930s.18 They were fundamentally competi-
tors; they performed essentially the same services and offered arguably the 

photo 8  Jacob H. Schiff with family at Far View, Bar Harbor, Mount Desert Island, 
Maine (The Dorot Jewish Division, The New York Public Library, Astor, Lenox, and Tilden 
Foundations)
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same level of service. Though the senior partners had a respectful relation-
ship, they were not friends. Morgan and Schiff did not have, as one would 
call it, a close affective tie.19 

As the social club data demonstrate, before the First World War, Morgan 
and Kuhn, Loeb partners generally did not patronize the same social, reli-
gious, or cultural clubs and associations. This social distance was also 
apparent in the geographic distance between the primary residences of the 
partners.20 By the time J. P. Morgan & Co. was reorganized in 1895, Jacob 
Schiff lived relatively far uptown, some forty blocks away from the Morgan 
clique. [See Figure 3.] Given the significance of social elite affiliations to the 
world of J. P. Morgan and his partners, the exclusion of Jewish bankers and 
their geographic distance offer evidence of separate spheres. It is in this key 
area, that of social networks, that merchant banking networks did not 
overlap.

If relationship between Morgan and Schiff and that of their firms were 
characterized by social separation, social distance referred not just to the 
physical distance between the different banks but also the determination of 
difference itself, which was generally attributed to ethnic and religious 
background.21 J. P. Morgan & Co. partners were all Protestant Christians 
like their senior partner. Founding partners were also from families who 
emigrated from Great Britain before the American Revolution, like Morgan, 
whose ancestor Miles Morgan arrived in 1638 from Wales.22 Because of 
its history, J. P. Morgan & Co. was identified as an Anglo- American or 
Yankee house. Other prominent Yankee banks included Lee, Higginson & 
Co.; Kidder, Peabody & Co.; and Brown Brothers & Co.23 Commercial 
banks First National and National City were also included in this cate-
gory, even though Schiff was a director in National City between 1899 
and 1914.24

Kuhn, Loeb & Co. partners were entirely Jewish. Though Kuhn, Loeb’s 
partners were not equal in their observance, they shared Jewish and German 
origins.25 In general, the partners also communicated with each other in 
German, and they had close ties to German investment houses with whom 
they also shared kinship ties, such as M. & M. Warburg & Co., which was 
led by Paul and Felix’s brother Max Warburg.26 With the exception of a few 
partners, most were also immigrants. For all these reasons, Kuhn, Loeb & 
Co. was referred to as a German Jewish bank. Other German American 
Jewish houses included Speyer & Co.; J. & W. Seligman & Co.; Heidelbach, 
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Ickelheimer & Co.; Ladenburg Thalmann & Co.; Hallgarten & Co.; and 
L. von Hoffman & Co.27

Theoretically, social separation between firms (as compared to social 
separation within firms) could actually encourage interfirm collaboration. 
In network terms, a firm that operated only within a particular social circle 
inevitably limited its access to resources, capital, and information.28 If dif-
ferent firms of equivalent status had access to different clients and sources of 
capital stemming from separate social spheres, collaboration would be an 
efficient use of resources and complement the firms’ financial self- interest 
without the threat of competition. Client- investor- bank relations based on 
allegedly natural differences could also encourage collaboration by offering 
firms access to clients to whom they otherwise would not have ties or even 
the expectation of ties.

As the Morgans’ relationship with Kuhn, Loeb & Co. demonstrates, 
however, history often diverges from theory. In reality, competition did not 
self- regulate. Financial efficiency was not the goal of all economic deci-
sions. And without denying that financial self- interest can be an important 

figure 3  J. P. Morgan & Co. and Kuhn, Loeb & Co. partners’ residences, 1910

BROOKLYN

WILLIAMSBURG

FINANCIAL 
DISTRICT

LOWER 
EAST SIDE

HUDSON 
SQUARE EAST

VILLAGE

WEST
VILLAGE

Central
Park

H
u

d
s o

n
 R

i v
e

r

QUEENS

Ea
st 

   R
ive

r

Battery
Park

FI
FT

H  A
V

BO
W

ER
Y 

BR
O

AD
W

AY
 

BR
O

A
D

W
AY

 

EAST HOUSTON ST 

BR
OADW

AY
 

BR
OADW

AY
 

WEST 14TH  ST

EAST 14 TH STREET 

SI
XT

H    
 A

VE
NUE

TE
NTH

   A
VE

NUE 

CE
NTR

AL
 PA

RK
 W

ES
T 

FI
FT

H    
 A

V

FI
RS

T 
AV

EN
UE 

N

QUEENSBORO      BRIDGE 

EI
GHTH

    
  A

VE
NUE 

EL
EV

EN
TH

    
   A

VE
NUE 

NIN
TH

  A
VE

NUE 

TW
EL

FT
H    

    
  A

VE
NUE 

WEST 
42ND  STREET 

WEST 
72ND    ST 

WEST               57TH             STREET

EAST        57TH             STREET

EAST      90TH             ST

Temple Bowdoin
George Perkins

Charles Steele

Otto H. Kahn

Jacob H. Schiff
Paul M. Warburg

Mortimer L. Schiff

Felix M. Warburg

Henry P. Davison

William P. Hamilton
Edward F. Whitney

Pierpont Morgan
Jack Morgan

J.P. Morgan & Co. partners

Kuhn, Loeb & Co. partners

0 750m

Map 3



a n t i -  s e m i t i s m  i n  e c o n o m i c  n e t w o r k s  85

motivator, social separation represented particular challenges for interfirm 
cooperation given the personal nature of investment banking.29 If economic 
ties were not the primary way the firm communicated with its “friends,” 
how did socially separate firms monitor each other? What kinds of leverage 
did they have? How did they access information about the other? Did they 
have other kinds of ties? Did they have different kinds of economic ties? 
What was the basis of their trust? In order to answer these questions, we 
must first turn to the reasons for why the firms were socially separate to 
begin with. 

anti-  SemitiSm Before tHe firSt World War

Kuhn, Loeb & Co. had a much higher percentage of kinship ties (almost 
double) than J. P. Morgan & Co. within the same time period and less 
diversity in terms of partner background. Thus the necessity of creating a 
common identification and internal cohesion through social clubs was not 
as structurally urgent. That was not, however, the primary reason why the 
incidence of common club membership was so much lower for Kuhn, 
Loeb & Co. and the other German Jewish banks. While not denying the 
significance of familial and cultural affiliations, social separation was not 
just the natural expression of cultural and religious differences. In the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, social separation was also the 
reflection of a negative reality that connected the history of the economic 
elite to that of other important historical trends of the period.30

The primary reason why Jewish and Yankee bankers did not socialize 
after hours and the reason why the incidence of social club membership was 
so much lower for German Jewish partners than their Anglo- American 
counterparts is that starting in the late nineteenth century, Anglo- American 
Protestant social elites and institutions discriminated against persons of 
Jewish background, making them unwelcome in social clubs, hotels and 
resorts, and the Social Register. During this time, Jews of all backgrounds 
and classes, including economic elites, found themselves excluded from 
institutions of higher learning and high society to an extent that had not 
existed before the 1880s. The result was referred to as the “five o’clock 
shadow” or the “nine- to- five relationship, which meant that [Jews] would 
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have had close contact with gentile bankers and upper- class clients during 
the working house, but none afterward.”31

One of the most notorious early incidents of elite anti- Semitism involved 
Joseph Seligman, the founder of the banking house J. & W. Seligman & Co. 
In the mid- nineteenth century, the House of Seligman was by far the most 
prestigious of the Jewish banks, with the possible exception of August Bel-
mont & Co., who despite being the Rothschilds’s American representative, 
did not embrace a Jewish identity.32 The Seligmans were also tied to many if 
not all the prominent German Jewish families by marriage, including “the 
Lewisohns, the Lehmans, Kuhn, Loeb, and the Guggenheims.”33 Like 
Abraham Kuhn, Solomon Loeb, Philip Speyer, and August Belmont, Joseph 
Seligman was part of the earlier wave of German Jewish immigrants to the 
United States before the Civil War.34

Joseph Seligman (1819–1880) emigrated from Bavaria in 1837 and 
worked as a peddler in Pennsylvania before settling in the South. The family 
business eventually extended from San Francisco, New Orleans, and New 
York to the capitals of Europe, with a different brother (there were eight 
Seligman brothers and three sisters) and also their sons and brothers- in- law 
at different branches. (Joseph alone had five sons and four daughters.) The 
main house, J. & W. Seligman, which was founded in 1864, grew as a result 
of Seligman’s efforts during the Civil War on behalf of the Republican 
Party. Joseph participated in a subscription with other merchants “to fit out 
New York’s famous Seventh Regiment for active service” and later placed a 
large amount of U.S. government securities in Europe during the war. 
Through these activities, the firm became closely connected to the Repub-
lican Party and developed many political ties. Joseph’s brother, Jesse 
Seligman, for example, was an old friend of Ulysses S. Grant.35

In 1877, Joseph and his family were refused admittance to the Grand 
Union Hotel in Saratoga, New York, on the grounds that they were Jewish 
or to use the term of the hotel, “Israelites.” The reason given was that the 
hotel was losing business because Christians did not want to stay in the 
same place as Jews. The Seligman incident informally marked the begin-
ning of widespread exclusion of Jews from hotels and resorts throughout the 
late nineteenth and early twentieth century.36 Not only did this discrimina-
tion diminish the social capital of wealthy Jews, it was a clear example of the 
limits of their economic capital, in effect, a statement that there were some 
things that money could not buy because “Your money isn’t welcome here.” 
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For a man like Joseph Seligman, the changes were hard to bear. Some spec-
ulated that the incident led to his death three years later.37 Unfortunately 
for the Seligman family, the Saratoga incident was not the only experience 
of anti- Semitism that they would publicly endure. In 1893, they again 
became the center of controversy when the Union League Club, a presti-
gious private men’s club in New York, rejected Joseph’s nephew, Theodore, 
for membership.

In New York society, different clubs had different reasons for their orga-
nization, and disagreements sometimes led to the formation of new clubs. 
Members of the St. Nicholas Society had to be descendants of settlers before 
the American Revolution. The Manhattan Club was a club for members of 
the Democratic Party and was founded in 1865. The Knickerbocker Club 
was formed in 1871 by members of the Union Club, the oldest private men’s 
club in New York (f. 1836), who had wanted to limit the membership of the 
Union Club to only men “of Knickerbocker descent—from old established 
families of English and Dutch ancestry.”38 Both the Metropolitan Club, of 
which Pierpont Morgan was a founding member, and the Union League 
Club, of which Morgan had been a resident member since 1873, were also 
offshoots of the Union Club.39

The Union League Club was founded during the Civil War (f. 1863) 
because of a controversy around a member who had become a high- ranking 
Confederate official. When the member, Judah P. Benjamin, a former Dem-
ocratic senator from Louisiana, was allowed to resign as opposed to being 
expelled from the club, other members protested by forming the Union 
League.40 The new Articles of Association stated, “The condition of Mem-
bership shall be absolute and unqualified loyalty to the Government of the 
United States, and unwavering support of its efforts for the suppression of 
the Rebellion.”41 As bankers with close ties to the Republican Party, Joseph 
and two of his brothers, Jesse and William Seligman “were among the ear-
liest members of the Union League Club.” At the time of the incident, Jesse 
was a Vice- President of the club, a position he had held since 1879. He had 
been a member of the club since 1868.42

After Joseph died in 1880, Jesse became the head of the family firm. Jesse’s 
son, Theodore, was not a partner in the bank. He was a graduate of Harvard 
University, Columbia Law School, and a member of the bar. He founded a 
law firm in 1888 with his cousins, Eugene and George Seligman.43 When 
Theodore came of age, it was assumed that he would be accepted as a Union 
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League club member, meaning, his name would never have been submitted 
if the expectation were that he would be rejected. The consequences were 
simply too great, not only for the proposed member but also for his family. 
Being blackballed or expelled from a prestigious club meant being rejected 
from “other clubs and societies” and from the general “social life of the city’s 
elite society” and could be “socially devastating.”44

The Seligmans’ assumptions of acceptance were justified given the fact 
that family ties were as common to social clubs as they were to banking 
houses. This was particularly true for those who were either founding mem-
bers, in positions of governance, or had long histories with a club, as the 
Seligmans had. Multiple persons of the Morgan, Harriman, Roosevelt, 
Astor, Vanderbilt, and Rockefeller families were members of the same clubs 
(and at the same time).45 As the Seligmans would discover, family ties could 
not, however, be taken for granted in firms or in clubs. Every generation 
had to affirm itself and decide the makeup of its members and identity. 
Social capital was not, contrary to popular assumption, directly transferable 
between generations or family members. Private clubs were also not synony-
mous with firms or kinship groups; they had their own rules and reg-
ulations, and they alone (or their admissions committees) chose their 
members. Despite the national stature of his family’s firm and his family’s 
history with the club, the Union League Club rejected Theodore for mem-
bership. According to Linton Wells, “When it came time to vote on Theo-
dore’s name, opposition to his election developed among the younger 
element in the club.” The vote was 187 to 136. Wells writes, “Those who 
voted against him said they had nothing against him personally; they 
objected to his race.”46

After Theodore was rejected because of his “race and religion” (in the 
words of Jesse Seligman), his father resigned. Pride, loyalty, and reputation 
dictated that he could not remain a member. The Christian Advocate edito-
rialized, “Because he is a Jew, and for no other reason, Mr. THEODORE 
SELIGMAN was rejected. . . .  There is no question but Mr. THEODORE 
SELIGMAN in every respect is superior in character and ability to a large 
number of those who voted against him, and no motive existed for it except 
the fact that he is a Jew.”47 (Capitalization in the original) When Jesse 
Seligman died the following year, his friends attributed the strain of the 
incident as playing a factor in his death.48 Whether or not anti- Semitism 
had claimed another member of the Seligman family, after Jesse’s death the 



a n t i -  s e m i t i s m  i n  e c o n o m i c  n e t w o r k s  89

only other Jewish member of the Union League Club, Edwin Einstein, 
resigned, citing the club’s policy toward younger Jewish applicants.49

The Seligman/Union League incident was a very public example of the 
rise of anti- Semitism in the American elite during the late Gilded Age, but 
it was not unique. In 1910, the Metropolitan Club of Washington and the 
Union League Club of New York again came under fire again for restrictive 
admissions policies, which in the case of the Union League Club was 
directed against William Loeb Jr. (Loeb denied that he was Jewish. His 
parents were German immigrants.) Loeb was the Collector of the Port of 
New York and had been secretary to Theodore Roosevelt.50 He had been 
recommended by Elihu Root (1845–1937), among others (Root was then a 
New York Senator), but was still rejected. The New York Times reported, 
“For years it has been an unwritten law of the club to exclude Jews.”51

Pierpont Morgan was not immune to the social, cultural, and legal devel-
opments of the dominant society in which he was a prominent member. He 
had been a resident member of the Union League Club since 1873, and 
during the time of the Seligman incident, he did not register any protest. 
This is not because he was not interested in club life or admissions policies. 
Two years before the Seligman incident, he went as far as founding a rival 
club, The Metropolitan Club, in response to the Union Club’s blackballing 
of his friend, John King, the president of the Erie Railroad Company, alleg-
edly for lack of social etiquette.52

As the Union League Club early history demonstrates, however, discrim-
ination against Jews was not consistent or a given. Before the late- nineteenth 
century, as Jesse and Joseph Seligmans’ memberships attest, Jews were not 
thus excluded from prestigious private men’s clubs.53 Judah P. Benjamin, as 
well, the controversial member of the Union Club, was the son of Sephardic 
Jewish émigrés, who moved from the British West Indian colonies to the 
United States in the early nineteenth century.54 The fact that Benjamin’s 
ethno- religious background had not been a barrier to entry and his expul-
sion was due to his political beliefs is one example of how boundaries based 
on race, ethnicity, and religion were subject to change.

It bears repeating that the focus on ethno- racial difference is distinctly a 
story of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, one that is even 
evident when we contrast J. P. Morgan & Co.’s history with that of its pre-
decessor, Drexel, Morgan & Co. In the 1870s and 1880s, one of Morgan’s 
partners was an Italian immigrant named Egisto P. Fabbri. Fabbri’s father 
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was from Florence and his mother was Russian. (His wife was English.) He 
came to the United States in 1854 and eventually founded Fabbri & 
Chauncey, a shipping company that specialized in South American busi-
ness, with his brother Ernesto. Fabbri was known as a merchant with 
“extensive acquaintance and general popularity.” In 1875 Pierpont Morgan 
asked him to join the firm as a partner in Drexel, Morgan & Co. He retired 
in 1881 to Florence and died in 1894.55

Fabbri’s Italian background set him apart from all of the Morgan part-
ners who joined J. P. Morgan & Co. after 1895 and were all native- born 
Americans from Anglo- American backgrounds, with the exception of Ray-
mond Atkin and William Mitchell, who were Canadian. Even though he 
was exceptional in his own time, Fabbri’s story reflects the extent to which 
the Gilded Age could be considered more open with regard to social back-
ground. His presence in Drexel, Morgan & Co. confirms impressions of the 
Morgans as being more meritocratic than its competitors, but more impor-
tantly, it testifies to the way in which criteria for inclusion was historically 
contingent. Religion was not always tied to one’s ethnicity, race, or nation-
ality (Fabbri was Episcopalian).56

The history of the Seligmans and the Union League Club shows how 
much had changed by the late nineteenth century and not for the better, 
despite the time being known as the Progressive era. This is not to say that 
the nineteenth century was a bastion of racial equality. No doubt, the rise of 
anti- Semitism drew on long- standing nativist and racist traditions and ide-
ologies in American society. But the rise of anti- Semitism was also tied to 
changing immigration patterns that were by- products of American industri-
alization specific to the late nineteenth century.57 Set within the larger con-
flict over the boundaries between whiteness and blackness, the diversification 
of American life and society disturbed many Americans, as evident in the 
rise of the science of eugenics, a resurgence of nativism, and an increase of 
violence and exclusionary legislation during this time.58

Between 1886 and 1916, a total of almost nineteen million immigrants 
arrived in the United States from Southern and Eastern Europe.59 In the 
1870s, after Russian Jews began immigrating to the United States in large 
numbers, fleeing the pogroms of Eastern Europe, Jews as a whole became 
increasingly characterized as outsiders, foreign, and different. Russian and 
Polish Jews were also referred to as “Orientals,” which meant they were 
 considered unassimilable. Congress reinforced this view by determining 
through the 1870 Naturalization Act that Asians, who were also referred to 
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as Orientals or Asiatics, did not have the right to naturalize.60 For European 
Jews, Orientalism referred to the Old- World view of Jews as outsiders. Jews, 
like Asians, were seen as stagnant, medieval, and foreign. Like African Amer-
icans and other racial minorities, they were characterized as intrusive and 
disruptive.61

During this time, Jews may have been classified as white insofar as they 
could naturalize as American citizens (though they had another option, 
which was to be classified as black). But the standards of whiteness in elite 
New York society did not directly coincide with the requirements of the 
state.62 As Plessy v. Ferguson (1896) demonstrated so clearly, whiteness, like 
private property, was only meaningful in a structure of exclusion. If, as Noel 
Ignatiev has argued, whiteness is a social relation and not “a physical descrip-
tion,” then in elite New York society, Jews were not white.63

By 1904, Morgan classified his and the British bank Barings’s representa-
tive in the United States as the only “white firms in New York” and he 
declined to participate in an endeavor he thought “a little too Jewish.”64 
This prejudice cannot be taken lightly. It reminds us that he, like other 
financial actors, was a social being, whose choices were historically specific 
and socially contingent. Recognizing this fact means acknowledging that 
economic actors feel and rationalize certain goals and rules as more impor-
tant than financial gain, goals that could even go against their economic 
self- interest. Moreover, it also means that their efforts extend beyond the 
individual actor and involve a larger community.

If it was important for the identity of the Morgan bank to be associated 
with the institutions of the social elite, it was just as important for the iden-
tity of the bank in the twentieth century to be both an Anglo- American 
firm and a non- Jewish firm.65 Even in the middle to late twentieth century, 
and even as the Morgan firm began to hire partners from outside their kin 
networks, they resisted accepting a partner of Jewish background. The 
Morgan bank did not have a Jewish director until 1963 (Lewis W. Bernard), 
and that was technically at Morgan Stanley & Co., a descendant of the 
bank that was formed in 1935. Morgan Guaranty, which was the product 
of the merger between J. P. Morgan & Co. and Guaranty Trust Co. in 
1959, did not have a “high- ranking Jewish officer until the 1980s.”66 Kuhn, 
Loeb & Co., on the other hand, had its first non- Jewish partner, George W. 
Bovenizer, in 1928. Bovenizer, who was Baptist, immigrated to the United 
States from Ireland in 1880 with his family when he was an infant. He 
started with Kuhn, Loeb as an office boy in 1897.67
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If the Morgan partners had ever directly expressed anti- Semitic views to 
the Kuhn, Loeb partners, it would have made it impossible for the firms to 
cooperate. Schiff, for example, would not do business with the Reading 
Railroad because of the public anti- Semitism of August Corbin, Reading’s 
president. Schiff wrote Ernest Cassel, “Our self- respect forbids us to have any-
thing to do with this man, able as he may be.”68 According to Naomi Cohen, 
Schiff also “refused invitations to dine at the University Club, announcing 
openly that he would not enter a place that barred Jews from membership” 
and he “and his friends consistently fought the rampant private discrimina-
tion of the early twentieth century that excluded Jews from business firms, 
hotels, private schools, and clubs.”69 He did not tolerate prejudice against 
Jews as different from and inferior to Christians in business or society. 

Throughout his life, Schiff actively used the power of his social, eco-
nomic, and symbolic capital to confront anti- Semitism in the United States 
and abroad. Kuhn, Loeb & Co.’s support of Japan during the Russo- 
Japanese War in 1904–1905, for example, was the result of Schiff’s deep 
personal passion to undermine the Tsarist regime in Russia and its anti- 
Semitic policies, a fact that others, including the Morgans, readily acknowl-
edged.70 Not only did “Schiff’s devotion to individual Jews and to Jewish 
causes [win] him the loyalty and admiration of the masses of Jews,” his 
leadership in the Jewish communities in Europe and the United States was 
widely acknowledged and enhanced his influence and status at home and 
abroad.71 

Schiff had his own social capital to protect, but it was not based on his 
association with elite Anglo- American social institutions. His social capital 
and reputation were based on his leadership among Jews, and he had a 
social community of his own, the German Jewish social and economic elite 
also referred to as “Our Crowd.”72 The members of “Our Crowd” were 
“wealthy, most were connected with the financial world; they went to the 
same clubs, attended the same synagogues, chose their friends and wives 
from within their own limited circle, were connected with the same philan-
thropic and communal activities, and displayed over their lifetime the same 
interest in German culture.” They were an elite group “within but distinct 
from the larger society of New York City.” Most importantly, they did not 
need to reference Anglo- American social institutions for their own standing 
and social capital. In fact, they would lose much by seeming to acquiesce to 
it in the context of discrimination.73
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Given the nature of upper- class culture, the Morgan partners were not 
wont to be publicly anti- Semitic because the open expression of such views 
was considered crass and untoward.74 Though Pierpont Morgan did not like 
Schiff personally, he respected him. When Morgan interacted with him 
face to face, as was a normal part of their business, he treated Schiff as 
though he was glad to see him.75 That is not to say that the tension and 
threat of rupture ever really disappeared. While Schiff was the senior partner 
of Kuhn, Loeb & Co., however, the likelihood of these direct incidents was 
also considerably lower than for future generations. This is precisely because, 
unlike his son, Mortimer, or his partner, Otto Kahn, Jacob Schiff was not 
the kind of person who sought acceptance in Anglo- American Protestant 
dominated associations. Again, this was not because he feared rejection but 
because, as he wrote in 1914, “Personally I do not believe in the desirability 
of assimilation.”76 

tHe SeParation of tHe SoCial and eConomiC SPHereS

In 1898, Schiff had a series of correspondence with Bishop Henry Codman 
Potter (1835–1908), who was the diocesan bishop of New York and a close 
friend of Pierpont Morgan.77 In the course of writing Schiff with regard to 
some business related to the Montefiore Home (a charity hospital that Schiff 
founded with other Jewish philanthropists to treat persons with chronic ill-
nesses), Potter wrote Schiff a letter where he detailed his views of Jewish 
bankers. In the letter, Potter plainly stated that he had been told on good 
authority that the Jewish race was “the only race in Wall Street whose word 
is not as good as its bond, that is, among business men of recognized rank 
and character.” In the same letter, he wrote Schiff that “the hostility to the 
Hebrew is because, in ordinary business and personal transactions, he is 
tricky and untrustworthy, and, unless held by a written agreement is sure to 
evade it and overreach the person with whom he is dealing.” Potter con-
cluded by writing, “I confess I am sometimes a little surprised at the resent-
ment which Hebrews show to so- called Christian social exclusiveness.”78 
Schiff was so angry that it took him a week to reply.

In his response, Schiff wrote Potter, “I did not trust myself to reply at 
once to your letter of the 11th inst., for its first reading amazed me, and I 
deemed it best not to reply until I should be able to do so in a more calm 
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frame of mind.” His letter to Potter, which has no reply in file, could barely 
maintain a cloak of civility. He wrote, “. . .  What amazed me in your letter 
were the statements, which you so boldly make, as to the apparent reason 
for prejudice existing against our citizens of the Hebrew faith.” After writing 
a long defense of the honor of the Jewish banker on Wall Street, his honesty, 
prestige, and credit, Schiff stated that he did agree with Potter on one point. 
He wrote, “As to your surprise at the resentment which Hebrews show to 
so- called Christian social exclusiveness, I am entirely one with you. That 
Jew and Gentile will socially not thoroughly mix is a natural result of the 
reluctance on the part of both to intermarriage, the uniting of the sexes in 
wedlock being, after all, the main stimulus to all social intercourse.”79

Potter’s correspondence with Schiff offers a sense of how pervasive anti-
Semitic views were at that time. Like the controversies over social club 
membership, it also reflects the extent to which deliberate and sustained 
efforts were involved in preventing the social intercourse between Jews and 
Gentiles. Most importantly, as Schiff himself understood, it reminds us that 
the success of those efforts depended upon controlling the movements not 
just of men but of women as well. Like Pierpont Morgan, Schiff believed 
ardently in the right of patriarchy and closely monitored the lives of his 
children. Schiff’s only daughter, Frieda, could not go out without a chap-
erone and college was never an option for her.80 But as his correspondence 
with Potter suggests, Schiff’s concerns were more than just those of an over-
protective father. He was just as committed as Pierpont Morgan to keeping 
the social spheres of the two firms separate but for different reasons.81 

Schiff did not encourage social intercourse because he felt deeply the 
clear subordination of Jewish culture and religion in American society. In a 
context of prejudice and discrimination, Schiff believed that Jewish and 
non- Jewish women and men had to be kept separate socially because such a 
union could only lead to the decline of Jewish culture and religion, not the 
other way around. In fact, Schiff’s prediction did come true, at least in his 
own family. Despite his efforts, his own children (particularly Mortimer, 
who had a conflicted and difficult relationship with his father in general) 
and his grandchildren progressively became distant “from things Jewish.”82 

In addition to the reasons Schiff gave, there is, however, another possible 
explanation for why Jewish and non- Jewish women and men had to be kept 
separate. The imperative of separation lay not only in the possible future 
decline of Jewish culture and religion among Jewish youth, which so con-
cerned Schiff, but in the more immediate issue of maintaining order in the 
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economic and domestic spheres. It was not just the domestic sphere that was 
in danger; it was also the financial sphere. In other words, controlling the 
movement of women was significant because both heterosexual relations 
and homosocial relations depended upon it. 

Consider that gentlemen bankers had to protect their reputation and 
social capital at all costs. Without their sense of pride and place, they could 
not engage as equals. How could gentlemen bankers do business when their 
social identities so clearly operated in the context of hierarchy and subordi-
nation and given the context of racial discrimination, as anti- Semitism 
against Jews was then defined? Just beneath the surface of civility, negativity 
threatened the bonds of elite bankers. An eruption of conflict would not 
only break these ties and destabilize the alliances that kept order within 
the banking community. Even worse, it would also challenge the authority of 
those men within their domestic sphere over their wives and their children.

In this context, the absence of women is exactly what made them impor-
tant. Without women, social interaction in the financial community did 
not carry the same implications as they did in the domestic sphere. Though 
the financial community did not invent patriarchy, the absence of women 
allowed for personal and social contact in the world of business without 
disturbing the social hierarchies and mores found in the society at large. 
Without the fear of miscegenation and social integration, men could interact 
as men without bringing up other negative issues and potential sources of 
conflict that threatened their masculinity, honor, and pride, and thus 
without disturbing the social distance that defined their identities and social 
capital. In other words, they could be gentlemen bankers. 

As we have shown, women were critical participants in kinship ties and 
inter  marriage in the domestic world of private bankers. In this part of their 
world, women were assumed to be present, and in fact, their cooperation, 
especially that of their wives and daughters, was absolutely necessary to main-
tain the image of a conservative and respectable merchant bank. Kinship and 
marriage ties were also important to the structure of interfirm and intrafirm 
cohesion. Ties involving women also played a role in creating ties between firms. 
Because women were confined to the domestic sphere, however, it has been 
assumed that they did not have anything to do with the world downtown. 

For the Morgans, this impression was supported by the fact that women 
were not even present as staff within the Morgan bank in the early twen-
tieth century. According to Chernow, Morgan “was stoutly opposed to 
women employees, and he didn’t discuss business with women, whom he 
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saw as inhabiting a separate realm.”83 While the exclusion of women was 
not only found in business, it had an important meaning for the financial 
community where Jews were present in relative numbers and more impor-
tantly, in positions of equivalent status. As the social organization of 
 Morgan’s network demonstrates, the presence of Jews did not mean that 
they were completely integrated nor were their differences magically erased. 
And as we shall see, there were clear limits to this “downtown meritocracy” 
even in the evidence of financial cooperation. 

When we look at the relationship between Yankee and Jewish men from 
their different perspectives, it becomes clear that they had different motiva-
tions even though the result was the same. From the perspective of the new 
generation of Morgan partners, segregation had to be established because 
their identities as Morgan partners depended upon it. In other words, their 
claim to an elite identity was not guaranteed. For this reason, it is not sur-
prising that the rejection of Theodore Seligman from the Union League Club 
was blamed on younger members, who probably had more in common with 
men like Seligman than they did his father. If the two domestic and eco-
nomic spheres had to be kept separate, it was precisely because they were in 
fact so closely intertwined—so much so that the separation extended beyond 
the domestic sphere into the realm of social clubs. Even in men’s private 
clubs, where women were excluded completely, the Morgan partners could 
not interact socially with Jewish elite men because these were social spaces 
for men where their identities and status were being created and affirmed.

If we think of Morgan’s network as a whole, with different layers of varying 
degrees of closeness, we can see in the ways that interaction of different groups 
was organized that cooperation was not simply a product of “good business.” 
Social relations also served to organize economic relations and vice versa. 
Cooperation was therefore the result of an uneasy alliance between two com-
munities, economic and social, that functioned as long as other conditions, 
limitations, and traditions supported its hierarchical structure, even though 
the result was to make it appear as if they were separate. What is so inter-
esting is that though these boundaries involved an enormous amount of labor 
to maintain, they were completely taken for granted as the norm.

In light of their social distance, personal views, and the potential for 
conflict, the fact that Schiff and Morgan worked together at all seems a 
remarkable feat. Indeed the opposite is true. They found a way to work 
together in one part of their lives and then ignore each other in another 
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despite the personal nature of investment banking precisely because of that 
separation.84 Yet because the gendered nature of gentleman banking was 
taken for granted and because there was also evidence that Morgan bank 
and Kuhn, Loeb & Co. cooperated economically, it has always been assumed 
that Morgan’s personal beliefs and social ties did not matter and that eco-
nomic self- interest and class unity were the sole basis for their ties. In effect, 
the social and economic spheres were seen as operating under different rules 
and customs.85 

For this reason, we find that their differences were not the focus, for 
example, of state investigations into the Money Trust, which were more 
interested in documenting their collusion or class unity. But while both 
firms accepted that the financial community and the society in which they 
worked were much more diverse than their own circles, they could not com-
pletely ignore the social separation that existed between the partners in the 
United States even within the world of business. This fact was evident in the 
history of their syndicate cooperation to which we now turn.

tHe StruCture of eConomiC CooPeration

In 1957, Barry E. Supple wrote an influential study on German Jewish 
bankers, which remains one of the standards on the subject. Regarding 
ethnic and religious differences, Supple wrote, “In the New York money 
market it was normally the financial standing, not the ethnic background, 
of a house, its credit and expertise, not its religion, which in the long run 
determined whom it would work with or who would engage its services.”86 
In this regard, he was at one with Vincent Carosso, who wrote several decades 
later, “All of the prominent investment banking houses of the post- Civil War 
era, Jewish and non- Jewish alike, owed their position and influence to con-
siderations that had little to do with religion or ethnic orientation.”87

As Supple recognized, however, there was no study of how the social orga-
nization of German Jewish and Yankee bankers affected interfirm as opposed 
to intrafirm relations. We know that German Jewish banks “were not entirely 
insular in [their] business activities is equally clear from a brief study of avail-
able data on underwriting syndicates.”88 The same could be said of the 
Morgan firm. But as the history of the Morgan syndicates demonstrates, the 
Morgans did not cooperate with all of the participants equally in terms of 
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frequency or amount. Within this world, Kuhn, Loeb & Co. was an impor-
tant partner, though with certain limitations: it was important because it was 
a competitor and not in spite of the fact that it was a competitor.

The economic data itself do not indicate whether the two firms were 
socially separate because they were competitors or if they were competitors 
because they were socially separate. For that we must rely on the qualitative 
data above to theorize that given the makeup of both banks, the identity of 
the Morgan bank, and the historical context, the latter is the more likely 
history of origin. What the Morgan bank’s syndicate data do show is that 
syndicate participation did not ignore social separation but accommodated 
for it. The key to understanding their relationship and cooperation is recog-
nizing that Morgan’s financial ties were tied to Kuhn, Loeb & Co. by a 
larger network of financial actors.

Kuhn, Loeb & Co.’s syndicate participation did not come close to that of 
First National Bank and National City Bank, who became and remained 
the Morgan bank’s most important collaborators starting in the early twen-
tieth century. First National and National City were commercial banks 
and distinct from the private investment banks in their greater access to 
funds, particularly for large syndicates. But even they were unique among 
the commercial banks as partners in Morgan’s syndicates. For example, 
Deutsche Bank had a significant number of participations, but most were 
for the same client, the Northern Pacific Railway. This suggested that 
its relationship to Morgan was predicated on its ties to the client. First 
National Bank and National City Bank, in comparison, had regular col-
laborations on every group of the syndicate, offering, purchasing, and 
distributing.

Looking more closely at the banks’ participation shows another subtle 
difference. As an individual, George F. Baker had participations in twenty-
 one syndicates for a personal total of almost $7 million (four were unknown 
because they were valued in shares). James Stillman personally partici-
pated in twenty- five syndicates for a total of almost $15 million (three were 
unknown because they were valued in shares).89 Even though Jacob Schiff 
sat on the National City board, he had no individual participations in any 
of the Morgan firm’s syndicates and neither did any of his partners.90 
Kuhn, Loeb & Co.’s participation increased dramatically after the Panic of 
1907, making it unique among the German Jewish houses, not only with 
regards the Speyers but also J. & W. Seligman & Co. But this increase was 
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not great relative to the participation of the other Yankee private banks (as 
opposed to the commercial banks), such as Kidder, Peabody & Co., a Boston 
based bank, which was an important Morgan collaborator.

Formally organized in 1865 by Henry P. Kidder, Francis H. Peabody, 
and his brother, Oliver W. Peabody, Kidder, Peabody began to reach promi-
nence “during the railroad boom of the late 1870s.” All three men were 
clerks in a Boston- based banking and brokerage house, J. E. Thayer & 
Brother, founded by John E. Thayer, the son of a Unitarian minister from 
Massachusetts and a “descendant of John Cotton, the seventeenth- century 
Massachusetts religious leader.”91 By 1886, the bank became the exclusive 
American agents of Baring Brothers & Co., London, “one of the world’s 
most prestigious and influential private banking houses.” A member of the 
Baring family, Thomas Baring, who was also the American representative 
of his family firm, became a partner that year though he was stationed in 
New York, where a branch had been opened 1868 under the leadership of 
George C. Magoun. (In 1891, the two firms, the Boston and the New York 
branch became two separate partnerships, Kidder, Peabody & Co. in Boston 
and Baring, Magoun & Co. in New York, though ties between the houses 
remained strong.)92

If we compare Kuhn, Loeb & Co.’s participation in J. P. Morgan & Co. 
syndicates only to other private banks, we find that it always ranked below 
Kidder, Peabody & Co., with the exception of 1905–1909, which was the 
period of the Panic of 1907.93 (Baring, Magoun & Co.’s participations were 
counted separately, but a case could be made for aggregating the two.) For 
all other five- year periods up to 1929, Kidder, Peabody & Co. ranked higher 
than Kuhn, Loeb & Co. in terms of the amount of syndicate participation 
it received, and it was lower in terms of the number of participations it 
received. (The number of participations would even out when studied in the 
long term.) The average participation during a single five- year period during 
the entire forty- year period was much higher than for Kuhn, Loeb & Co. as 
well. (The unique number of clients does not seem to follow a consistent 
pattern, but they did not have a large variance.)

The data suggest that while Kuhn, Loeb & Co. was given relatively 
 frequent participations in J. P. Morgan & Co.’s syndicates, the amount was 
not as high as the bank would allocate for one’s “friends,” who were within 
one’s own social sphere and economic cluster. A comparison of the top five 
private firms who participated in Morgan’s syndicates between 1895 and 
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1934, shows that all but Kuhn, Loeb & Co. were Yankee banks. Kuhn, 
Loeb & Co.’s total participation also trailed that of Kidder, Peabody & Co., 
the leader, by about 21 percent even though the number of participations 
and the number of unique clients was about the same. This is particularly 
significant also because Kuhn, Loeb & Co. most likely had more capital 
resources than Kidder, Peabody & Co. throughout this period.94

The hierarchy of J. P. Morgan & Co.’s syndicate network is interesting 
when compared with the firm’s participation in the syndicates of other 
firms. Between 1895 and 1914, the total amount that Morgan’s competitors 
had to divide (at par) was approximately $3.5 billion. J. P. Morgan & Co.’s 
portion was approximately $300 million (8.6 percent). Among the top 
banks, Kuhn, Loeb & Co. was by far the leader with seventy- eight. National 
City Bank gave fifty- seven and First National, thirty- one. Lee, Higginson 
& Co. and Kidder, Peabody & Co., two Yankee banks who ranked among 
the top ten private firms in J. P. Morgan & Co.’s syndicates, gave the bank 
only twenty- one and eleven, respectively. This suggests that their relation-
ship to the Morgan firm was not based on their ability to bring new busi-
ness/clients to the bank. (See Table 9.)

Table 9 Other Banks’ Syndicates, 1894–1914

Name of  
Managing Bank Total*

% of Total  
Given to  

JPM & Co.

# of  
Participations 

Given to  
JPM & Co.**

# of  
Participations 

Amount 
Unknown

Kuhn, Loeb & 
Co.

$1,440,000,000  4% 78 3

National City 
Bank

$694,000,000 10% 57 1

First National 
Bank (NY)

$223,000,000 21% 31 2

Lee, Higginson 
& Co.

$120,000,000 15% 21 0

Kidder, Peabody 
& Co.

 $90,000,000 18% 11 1

Harvey, Fisk  
& Sons

 $88,000,000 21% 19 5

* Rounded to the nearest million
** If the syndicate had co- managers, both were noted as having given a participation
Source: J. P. Morgan & Co. Syndicate Books, ARC 108–ARC 119, Pierpont Morgan Library (PML)
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In addition to being the leader of the firms who gave J. P. Morgan & Co. 
syndicate participations, Kuhn, Loeb & Co. was the leader in terms of the 
total amount that it offered the Morgan bank as well. The percentage of the 
total amount of the syndicate that was offered to J. P. Morgan & Co., how-
ever, was relatively small (4 percent) in comparison to the percentage of the 
syndicates offered by First National Bank; Harvey Fisk & Sons; Lee, Hig-
ginson & Co.; Kidder, Peabody & Co.; and National City Bank. Unfortu-
nately, due to lack of comparable data for Kuhn, Loeb & Co., we do not know 
what the percentage was of all the syndicates that Kuhn, Loeb & Co. offered, 
the percentage that they personally had to offer of the total amount of the 
issue, or how highly the bank ranked J. P. Morgan & Co. in its syndicates.95 

Was J. P. Morgan & Co.’s collaboration with Kuhn, Loeb & Co. signifi-
cant because its syndicates were more profitable and the Morgan bank 
needed to practice quid pro quo in order to enjoy the benefits?96 Out of the 
321 syndicates sponsored by other banks and firms, J. P. Morgan & Co. 
noted the profits and losses (including the commission as a syndicate 
member) for 251 of the deals, or 78 percent. The total profit of the syndicates 
with the information available was approximately $5.1 million, and the 
average profit was $20,472 with a high of $274,161.74 for a $4 million syn-
dicate managed by Graves & Maxwell in 1914 for the Atlas Portland Cement 
Co. (J. P. Morgan & Co.’s portion was $1,934,000) to a loss of $268,313.51 
for a $1.5 million syndicate co- managed by Kuhn, Loeb & Co. in 1912 for 
the Argentine Railway Co. (J. P. Morgan & Co.’s portion was $360,000).97

J. P. Morgan & Co. noted the profits and losses for seventy- one out of the 
seventy- eight syndicate participations it received and accepted from Kuhn, 
Loeb & Co. The total profit was $933,486.71 (18 percent of the total noted 
for all syndicates by others), but the average profit was $13,147, about 35 per-
 cent less than the average profits for the syndicates by other banks overall. 
Kuhn, Loeb’s overall profits may have been below average due to the high- 
quality nature of the securities they underwrote, and the risk involved in 
those securities may have been lower than the average as well. But the data 
suggest that participation in Kuhn, Loeb & Co.’s syndicates was profitable 
primarily due to the frequency with which J. P. Morgan & Co. was invited 
to participate. Thus, frequency and consistency allowed the Morgans to 
share in a portion of the profits of their competitor, keep tabs on the com-
petition, have access to a competitor’s clients, and maintain the quid pro 
quo so essential to their economic relationship.
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The syndicate data indicate that Kuhn, Loeb & Co. was a significant 
player within Morgan’s financial network for several reasons. First, it was a 
formidable and important collaborator because it was a competitor and not 
in spite of the fact that it was a competitor. This fact is apparent in its partici-
pations in comparison to private banks within Morgan’s economic cluster, 
such as Kidder, Peabody. Second, Kuhn, Loeb & Co. occupied a position at 
the highest level within the financial hierarchy for underwriting, making it 
unique among all private banks, which is apparent in the number of partici-
pations given to J. P. Morgan & Co. in comparison to those given by other 
banks. Third, like the Morgans, Kuhn, Loeb did not do business alone.

Kuhn, Loeb & Co.’s network, like the Morgans’ network, involved a 
much larger community than Yankees and Jews, and they did not confine 
their relationships to other German Jews.98 This fact is apparent through a 
brief look at the Kuhn, Loeb & Co.’s co- managers. Twenty- six of Kuhn, 
Loeb & Co.’s syndicates that Morgan & Co. were invited to participate in 
had co- managers, and an additional nine involved an international syndi-
cate of banks, in which Kuhn, Loeb & Co. and J. P. Morgan & Co. were 
both members. Out of the twenty- six co- managed syndicates, two were 
with First National Bank and eleven were with National City Bank. The 
overlapping ties to National City Bank, which was more diverse in makeup 
than either firm, were also important given that this tie was a direct tie and 
to an important collaborator for both firms.

Yet while the syndicate data and the qualitative data on social separation 
between Kuhn, Loeb & Co. and J. P. Morgan & Co. before the First World 
War indicate that doing business did not require close social ties or kinship 
ties, that did not mean that it excluded the consideration of social con-
cerns. Kuhn, Loeb & Co. and J. P. Morgan & Co.’s relationship was not 
predicated on kinship or close affective ties but on a different kind of prox-
imity by being at the top of the banking hierarchy. The nature of Morgan 
and Kuhn’s syndicate participation shows that the firms’ relationship was 
based on a deep understanding of their social organization, not the exclu-
sion thereof.

Studying the complexity of J. P. Morgan & Co. and Kuhn, Loeb & Co.’s 
relationship helps to explain in part how firms monitored one another and 
accessed information about each other even when in different communities. 
Given that their cooperation also shows the replication of social clusters 
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within the financial community, however, it does not explain the origin of 
their trust. In other words, the presence of economic ties alone cannot 
explain how the banks could have come to a consensus to ignore their social 
differences outside the financial community given the personal nature of 
investment banking and the contradictory personal views of the senior part-
ners; it only shows that they did.

uPtoWn and doWntoWn: tHe imPortanCe of Gender

The key to understanding Morgan’s network thus lies in looking at it not 
only from the perspective of individual bankers or from the perspective of 
the financial community and their adherence to the gentlemen banker’s 
code. Rather, what is necessary is the study of the syndicate community 
from a perspective of two communities, one uptown and one downtown. 
[See Figures 4 and 5.] It is not just that the residences of Jewish and Yankee 
bankers were separate uptown or that they were so closely situated down-
town. The point is that the domestic space uptown was also completely 
separated from the world of business downtown. Looking at the map and 
the separation between their domestic and financial spaces asks us to think 
critically about why the informal code of conduct was referred to as a gentle-
men’s code.

The gender organization of the banks or the separation of the domestic 
world from the economic world of business was a critical structural factor 
that allowed for economic cooperation. But because it was so normative and 
because it seemed so stable, it has been completely ignored. Over the course 
of the early twentieth century, the increasing assimilation of American Jews 
of elite backgrounds and changes in women’s position in society put pres-
sure on these existing networks, but they did not dramatically alter social 
and economic hierarchies because they did not undermine the separation of 
a domestic and social sphere even when greater numbers of women began to 
move into the public sphere. 

Thus, despite the fact that women gained greater political rights during 
the Progressive period, the presence of women in the public sphere did not 
greatly affect the organization of the Morgans’ economic network. As we 
shall see in the case of women’s peace groups in the postwar, this also had 
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to do with the fact that any critique of gender segregation was complicated 
by the commitment of elite Jewish and Yankee women of Pierpont Morgan 
and Jacob Schiff’s generation to social, racial, and class hierarchies.

Even those “who belong to someone else” had property of their own that 
they were also committed to protecting. Anglo- American elite women like 

figure 4  J. P. Morgan & Co. and Kuhn, Loeb & Co. partners’ residences in 1910 with 
sample of downtown offices of J. P. Morgan & Co.’s syndicate participants, pre- 1914
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Fanny Morgan were just as deeply committed to retaining their social cap-
ital and preserving their own forms of social distance in the world uptown 
as were the men of their families. German Jewish elite women like Therese 
Schiff were just as invested to maintaining social and class boundaries, 
partly because their claims to an elite bourgeois status were always consid-
ered to be somewhat suspect in the context of anti- Semitism. Questions of 
difference and equality between the genders remained unresolved for 
women as a group, as did racial hierarchies between women.99

It is in this regard that the story of Belle Greene is most instructive. Her 
experience of passing as white reminds us that in the organization of the 
Morgan network, the gendered nature of the domestic and economic spheres 

figure 5  J. P. Morgan & Co. syndicate participant sample, pre- 1914 (Different #’s reflect 
multiple office locations)
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was inseparable from American race relations, of which Yankee- Jewish rela-
tions were just one part. As we shall see later in the text, the boundaries 
within the Morgans’ social sphere would be breached by the greater assimi-
lation of Jews in the postwar period, but the boundary between the social 
and financial sphere remained firm, as did the prohibition against integra-
tion within the social sphere for racialized minorities like Belle Greene. 
Because this structure is not obvious, we need to look further away from the 
center of the network to the fringes where relations were kept deliberately 
distant.

Again, that is not to say that keeping stable and cordial relations was 
easy. It took an enormous amount of effort and there were constant threats. 
Economic elites in the late nineteenth century may have worked within a 
cooperative structure, but they also lived at a time of increasing discord 
along ethnic, religious, and racial lines, and the Morgan bank and the 
financial community were not immune to these historical trends. In the 
nineteenth century and early twentieth century, however, social separation 
between members of the financial community did not completely under-
mine the creation of trust between economic elites because conditions and 
the leadership existed through which to facilitate both cooperation and 
separation. By the interwar period, the networks and the historical condi-
tions that encouraged consolidation and cooperation would come under 
enormous stress threatening this balance. The first major challenge to the 
stability of the banking community after Pierpont Morgan’s death was the 
First World War.



cHaPter foUr

Disrupting the Balance: 
The Great War

tHouGH SuBtle CHanGeS in the makeup and organization of the 
Morgan bank began before the First World War, they did not emerge as sig-
nificant until after Pierpont Morgan’s death. Like his father, Jack Morgan 
was a private man with a strong sense of responsibility and patrician values. 
He was raised in the same merchant banking traditions and his death in 
1943, above all, signified the passing of that generation.1 But during the 
interwar period, the Morgan firm began to move toward a more mana-
gerial model, which had much to do with Morgan’s character, personality, 
and style. 

The change in the senior leadership of the Morgan bank was apparent in 
the fact that the other partners addressed him as Jack while his father had 
only been called “Mr. Morgan” and was referred to as “J. P. M.” or “The 
Senior.” (Jack also referred to his father thusly when corresponding with his 
partners).2 Even the new Morgan building, completed the year after Pier-
pont’s death, made a statement of the bank’s movement toward a modern 
era. With its clean lines and smaller size, it was a dramatic contrast to the 
Gilded Age style of the older Drexel building.
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photo 9  Drexel Building, J. P. Morgan & Co. offices, Broad and Wall Streets, New York 
City, ca. 1900–1906 (Library of Congress, Prints & Photographs Division, [reproduction number 
LC- D4–19583])
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Jack Morgan recognized his privileged status as his father and grand-
father’s heir, but being Pierpont Morgan’s only son did not eliminate the 
necessity of his having to prove himself worthy of the title of “The Senior.”3 
The pressure of being the heir to the House of Morgan was compounded by 
the fact that he did not have a close relationship with his father. Even after 
he became a partner, he was kept in the dark about key aspects of the busi-
ness.4 Before his marriage, Jack’s closest relationship was with his mother, 
Fanny. Louisa, Jack’s older sister, was their father’s favorite child, and she 
remained Pierpont’s companion until her marriage to Herbert Satterlee in 
1900 at the relatively late age of thirty- four.5

Jack’s sense of insecurity and melancholia faded somewhat after he got 
married in 1890 and started his own family. He met his wife, Jane Norton 
Grew (called Jessie), the daughter of a Boston merchant, while a student at 
Harvard. Jack Morgan’s marriage differed dramatically from that of his 
parents. He and his wife were very close, and their relationship gave him a 

photo 10  J. P. Morgan & Co. Building, Broad and Wall Streets, New York City, 1914 
(Library of Congress, Prints & Photographs Division, [reproduction number LC- USZ62–124435])
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sense of confidence, security, and acceptance.6 Despite his father’s domi-
nant shadow, Morgan came into his own as a family man, a partner in the 
firm, and an economic leader. Morgan had to lead the firm at a time, how-
ever, when the expectations that the firm be responsive to the needs of the 
country were much higher and when the firm was less able to take on the 
leadership role internationally without the state’s cooperation.7 His greatest 
challenge came in the form of the First World War.

If Pierpont Morgan’s time as senior partner marked the height of private 
banking at the Morgans, Jack Morgan’s tenure told the story of private 
banking at a time of transition. The Great War was not just the starting 
point; it was also the driving force. The war changed everything from 
America’s place in the world hierarchy of nation- states to the growth of 
American state power to the society at large, creating new expectations with 

photo 11  Miss Elizabeth Haldane (wearing hat with white plume; sister of Viscount 
Haldane, Lord Chancellor and former British secretary of state for war), Judge (Jacob M.) 
Dickinson (carrying umbrella; former American secretary of war), and Jack Morgan at 
the Columbia Yacht Club, located at the foot of Eighty- Sixth Street, New York City, 
August 25, 1913 (Library of Congress, Prints & Photographs Division, [reproduction number 
LC- DIG- ggbain- 14052])
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regard to the moral and practical obligations of financial organizations and 
actors. Private banking was no exception.

Given the centrality of social relations to the economic network of the 
bank, the war created challenges for the Morgans in ways that were not 
entirely coherent. On the one hand, the experience and violence of the war 
and the fact that the war had been fueled by ethno- national differences 
made it more difficult to claim moral authority and social and economic 
leadership without an acknowledgment of democratic values, such as the 
“fundamental principle of equal opportunity” and the principle of indi-
vidual freedom. On the other hand, a nationalist patriotism heightened by 
the strain of the war experience also gave less incentive for the partners to 
hide their preexisting prejudices specifically at a time when the bank was 
going through a generational transition.

Looking at the changes from the perspective of firms within the financial 
community, with the major economies of Europe in deep trouble, Anglo- 
American banks were less beholden to their European counterparts, even 
as they may still have deferred to them. German Jewish bankers were not 
completely abandoned by their friends and associates, and they were needed 
by their European associates more than ever given their American capital 
networks. But with Germany defeated, certain ties that had previously 
given German Jewish banks advantages became a liability. In the new world 
order, as the community and the structures that enabled the prominence of 
nineteenth century merchant banking traditions began to fade, Kuhn, Loeb 
& Co. partners lost substantial leverage because of the way in which ethno-
 cultural tensions in the United States characterized them as potential allies 
to the enemy.

Even though the Morgan partners did not cut their ties with German 
Jewish banks from the prewar period, they were already socially separate, 
and now they had more emotional and personal animosity toward their 
German Jewish counterparts, whom they resented for not being as fully 
committed to the Allied cause.8 During and after the war, particularly in 
the 1920s, the Morgan partners, both in New York and in Europe, began to 
be more open and intense about establishing their differences and distance 
from Jews. Though their anti- Semitic attitudes have largely been attributed 
to the experience of the war with Germany, this is only part of the story.

By looking at the changes in the financial community in the context of 
internal changes within the Morgan bank, we will see how the rise of 
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 anti- German sentiment cannot entirely account for the rise of anti- Semitism 
among the partners, whose growth was also a response to the growing assim-
ilation of Jews in the United States. In other words, the rise of intolerance, 
while clearly related to the anti- German and postwar fervor, is particularly 
interesting given the fact that the generation of partners who led the firms of 
Kuhn, Loeb & Co. and J. P. Morgan & Co. after the war had much more in 
common than any previous generation, socially and culturally. 

tHe Great War

Given its English identity and history and its ties to French and British 
networks, the House of Morgan was deeply committed to an Allied victory 
well before the United States entered the war. Though the majority of the 
American population was overwhelmingly isolationist,9 for Jack Morgan, 
who had family in England, had lived there between 1898 and 1905, and 
spent months at his London home every year, “the war was a holy cause as 
well as a business opportunity.”10 In December 1914, the House of Morgan 
became the buying agent for the British and French governments, essen-
tially “coordinating the vast and growing war purchases both countries 
were making in the United States. . . .” The effort was organized by Henry 
P. Davison and managed by Edward R. Stettinius, whom Thomas Lamont 
had recruited from the Diamond Match Company. In 1915, J. P. Morgan & 
Co. “offered the $500 million Anglo- French loan . . .  the first of a total of 
$1.05 billion of such securities marketed between then and Jan. 1917.”11 
While the Morgans had done considerable business with German banks 
before the war, those relations were put on hold.

Over the course of the War, the Morgan partners became extremely anti-
 German, a sentiment that was exacerbated by the fact that they were tar-
geted for their pro- Ally activities, personally and as a firm.12 One of the 
most dramatic and frightening incidents took place early on in the war. In 
1915, a man named Frank Holt (a.k.a. Erich Muenter), an American of 
German descent who once taught German at Harvard and Cornell, tried to 
assassinate Jack Morgan at his home in Long Island. In front of the British 
ambassador, Sir Cecil Spring- Rice, the ambassador’s wife, his wife Jessie, 
and with their children at home, Morgan was shot twice but survived.

According to Spring- Rice, Holt entered the home with two revolvers and 
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a stick of dynamite and went searching for Morgan in a room where Mor-
gan’s children were playing. Holt was confronted by Jessie and the Morgans’ 
butler, Henry Physick, before being seized and pummeled by Jack Morgan, 
who was shot in the ensuing struggle, once in the abdomen and once in the 
thigh. After being subdued by Morgan and his servants, Holt was arrested.13 
Holt told the police that his “motive was to try and influence Mr. Morgan 
to use his influence in the manufacture of ammunition in the United States 
and among millionaires who are financing the war loans, to have an embargo 
put on shipments of ammunition so as to relieve the American people from 
complicity in the deaths of the thousands of our European brothers.”14 He 
later committed suicide in prison.15

During and even after the war, the firm and the Morgan family con-
tinued to be a target of violence. In 1917, two German men were arrested for 
intending to bomb J. P. Morgan & Co.16 In April 1920, Thomas W. Simpkin, 
a London- born printer, shot Dr. James Markoe, a close friend of the Morgan 
family, during services at St. George’s Protestant Episcopal Church in 
Stuyvesant Square, where Pierpont Morgan had been a senior warden of the 
church (1885–1913) and a member of the vestry from 1868 until his death.17 
Simpkin, who had escaped from an asylum, had traveled to the United 
States to shoot Pierpont Morgan, who was of course already dead. He fired 
several shots, one that killed Markoe, and another, which almost hit Her-
bert Satterlee, Louisa Morgan’s husband.18 Dr. Karl Reiland, the rector of 
St. George’s, who had been giving a sermon at the time, said in his account 
of the shooting that Markoe had been shot above the left eye. When it was 
determined that Markoe was dead, Reiland said, “Then I felt like killing the 
man because I thought he was some Bolshevik. I was relieved to learn that 
he was an insane and irresponsible person.”19

If those events were not traumatic enough, the worst was yet to come. At 
noon on September 16, 1920, a bomb went off outside the Morgan offices, 
killing thirty- eight people including one Morgan employee (William Joyce, 
the son of Thomas Joyce, who was the clerk in charge of securities and 
had been with the firm for thirty- five years). Hundreds were wounded, 
including Jack Morgan’s oldest son, Junius. It was never discovered who was 
responsible, though it was later determined that the bomb had been hidden in 
a horse- drawn wagon.20 This torrent of unprecedented violence against the 
firm created an environment where the partners became even more inward 
facing, more suspicious of outsiders and the outside world, and increasingly 
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more protective of Jack Morgan. After his home invasion, Morgan traveled 
with bodyguards, who were former marines, and had any persons of German 
or Austrian descent fired from Camp Uncas, his retreat in the Adirondacks.21

For Kuhn, Loeb & Co. and other German Jewish firms, the war was a 
time of terrible uncertainty and personal crisis. Emotionally and culturally 
tied to the country of their birth, Schiff and his partners were enormously 
conflicted about their proper relationship to Germany, and the partners’ dif-
ferences with regard to the war also created tension within the family part-
nership. Though American public sentiment leaned toward the Allied cause, 
Schiff could not. He did not hide his feelings from the public though he was 
much more open in his personal correspondence. In November 1914, he was 
quoted in the New York Times stating, “For many reasons my personal sym-
pathies are with Germany. I cannot feel convinced that she has been the real 
aggressor. . . .  Although I left Germany half a century ago, I would think as 
little of arraying myself against her, the country of my birth, in this, the 
moment of her struggle for existence, as of arraying myself against my 
parents.”22 He later wrote to Louis Wiley of The Times, “Germany, and least 
the Kaiser, are not the real instigators of this terrible conflict.”23

Particularly in the first two years of the war, Schiff clearly wished for and 
expected to see a German victory. In 1914, he wrote to a colleague, “I have 
no fear that German civilization, German culture and German manhood 
cannot be downed.”24 Schiff also tried to warn Baron Korekiyo Takahashi, 
a close associate and the Minister of Finance for Japan, that if Japan got 
involved in the war, it could bankrupt them.25 Later when Japan entered the 
war on the side of the Allies, it led to a “suspension” of formal relations 
between the bank and Japan. In December 1914, the New York Times 
reported that Schiff resigned from the Japan Society, “an organization of 
Americans and Japanese who endeavor to encourage friendly relations 
between the United States and Japan.”26 Schiff wrote Takahashi:

I am sure you will readily understand that while a state of war exists between 
Japan and Germany, my friendly relations with Japan as a whole must be 
suspended, but I have no desire whatsoever to interrupt the good, and in 
some instances, intimate relations I hold with you and other individual Japa-
nese. As a native German, though I have been an American citizen for almost 
half a century, my sympathies are naturally with the country I have been 
born in and in which my forefathers have lived for many centuries.27
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In 1915, Schiff repeated the sentiments that were quoted in the New York 
Times, when he wrote Lucien Wolf, the English journalist, “I would just as 
little think of turning against [Germany] in this hour of its struggle and 
peril, as I would turn against my own parents were their existence endan-
gered” even though he also stated he had “no anti- English feeling” and that 
England had done more for the liberty of Jews than Germany.28 While 
other partners, such as Jacob’s son Mortimer and Otto Kahn, participated 
in loans made to the Allies as individuals (against his wishes), Schiff 
abstained, as did Kuhn, Loeb & Co. as a firm.29

Schiff’s refusal to support the Allied cause did not only have to do with 
his attachment to Germany. It was also the consequence of his deep hatred 
for the Russian tsar, whom Schiff had “declared was the enemy of all 
mankind.”30 As long as Russia remained an ally to Great Britain and France, 
and as long as Russia persecuted Jews, Schiff could not bring himself to see 
the outcome of the war differently. When the House of Morgan gave Russia 
a $12 million credit, Schiff registered his protest with Jack Morgan as he 
had during the Russo- Japanese War when he “argued with the Morgans, 
albeit in vain, that doing business with Russia was financially as well as 
morally unsound.”31

Throughout the war, the relations between Kuhn, Loeb and Morgan 
partners became increasingly fragile and tense. In May 1915, German sub-
marines sank the British liner the Lusitania, which was traveling from New 
York to Liverpool. The ship was owned by the Cunard shipping company, 
the major rival of the International Merchant Marine (IMM), a giant ship-
ping combination of British origin that Pierpont Morgan reorganized in 
1902. The attack led to the deaths of more than a thousand people. In 
shock, Schiff went to see Jack Morgan at the Morgan offices to express his 
regrets and “apologize for his compatriots’ behavior.”32 It was an unusual 
gesture for Schiff, not just because of the circumstances, but because most 
of the face- to- face correspondence between the two banks appears to have 
taken place between Mortimer or Otto Kahn and Jack Morgan or one of 
the other senior Morgan partners, as a sign of seniority and rank.33 In what 
is a well- known story, Morgan rebuffed Schiff to his face, and Schiff left the 
office. Morgan’s partners urged Morgan to rethink his actions, and he went 
to Kuhn, Loeb’s office to apologize.34 This pattern of a break and tense rec-
onciliation was repeated throughout the war, testing the limits of the gen-
tlemen’s code.35
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In 1916, the Morgans excluded Kuhn, Loeb & Co. from a syndicate for 
the Erie Railroad. Kuhn, Loeb partners retaliated by excluding the Mor-
gans from a syndicate they were managing. Schiff wrote his partners, “. . .  
as far as Morgans are concerned to whom, with all friendship for them, we 
cannot offer participation in view the way they have ignored us in the Erie 
com. syndicate, without loosing (sic) our self- respect.” Schiff was not entirely 
decided on whether or not to exclude Guaranty Trust Co. and Lee, Hig-
ginson & Co., who were allied with Morgan on the issue. But he suggested 
to his partners that they would have to strengthen their ties elsewhere.36 
Eventually, Mortimer met with Jack Morgan, who apologized and claimed 
he had known nothing about it. Relationships were restored but they 
remained fragile.37

That year, Jack Morgan told his grand- nephew, Henry Fairfield Osborn, 
who was the president of the American Museum of Natural History 
(AMNH),38 that he would not attend any board meetings as long as Kuhn, 
Loeb partner Felix Warburg, who was Jacob Schiff’s son- in- law and the first 
Jewish board member of the AMNH, was there. Morgan and his father had 
a long history with the AMNH, and they were major supporters of the 
museum, so his refusal to attend the board meetings was quite serious. He 
wrote Osborn, “I cannot stand the German Jews and will not see them or 
have anything to do with them. . . .  In my opinion they have made them-
selves impossible as associates for any white people for all time. I am sorry 
to bother you but there it is.” Morgan’s characterization of German Jews as 
non- white people is indicative of the ways in which his prejudice against 
them was not merely ethno- national but also racial.39

If the hatred for Germany brought Anglo- American houses closer 
together, the war also created tensions within the German Jewish houses. 
Henry Goldman of Goldman Sachs, for example, was openly and publicly 
supportive of Germany, which created such a crisis for his firm that he was 
forced to resign in 1917.40 Within Kuhn, Loeb & Co., the tension brought 
on by the war came to a head in 1916 when the firm received an invitation 
from M. & M. Warburg, a prestigious German investment house based in 
Hamburg, to sponsor an issue of German municipal bonds (also called the 
German Cities Loan). This offer would spark a huge crisis in the firm, such 
that Otto Kahn would write to his partners, “In the present instance our 
house is strongly and deeply divided.”
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tHe German CitieS loan

Of Schiff’s partners, Otto Hermann Kahn (1867–1934) was the most gre-
garious and colorful. Similar in temperament to Morgan partner Thomas W. 
Lamont, Kahn was outgoing, social, and ambitious. Born in Mannheim, 
Germany, Kahn was the son of a banker, who had immigrated to the United 
States in 1848 to escape political persecution. Bernhard Kahn, his father, 
naturalized as an American citizen but eventually returned to Germany 
where he married and raised a family. Otto Kahn was apprenticed in Ger-
many and then later at Deutsche Bank in London, when he became a British 
subject. He moved to the United States in 1893 to take a position at Speyer 
& Co. and married Kuhn, Loeb partner Abraham Wolff’s daughter, Adelaide 
(Addie), in 1896. The following year, he became a partner in Kuhn, Loeb & 
Co. His trajectory into the firm was thus similar to Schiff’s, who joined the 
firm the year after he married Therese Loeb. Schiff did not like Kahn person-
ally but accepted him as Wolff’s son- in- law. Part of Schiff’s impression of 
Kahn stemmed from their substantial differences in style and inclination.41

Kahn’s lifestyle reflected the fact that he saw himself as a cosmopolitan 
person and a man of society. Kahn was one of the only two members of the 
firm listed in the Social Register. Kahn was proud to be Jewish, but he was 
also secular, and he spent much more time as a patron of the arts than he 
did observing religious customs.42 (Kahn served on the Metropolitan Opera 
House board with Pierpont Morgan, whom Kahn regarded as being a bit 
prudish in his artistic tastes, limited by “inappropriate religiosity.”)43 When 
Mortimer Schiff was in Paris as an envoy for the YMCA, Mortimer wrote 
his wife, “Strictly entre nous, I am drawing as much as possible out of the 
purely Y.M.C.A. situation and devoting myself more particularly to 
‘schmoozing’ with the more or less important people, as that is really more 
worth while. In other words, I am acting á la Kahn, which you always rec-
ommended.” (Underline in original)44 While Kahn’s social ties and gre-
garious nature were no doubt assets to the firm in certain ways, they also 
meant that Kahn felt more deeply than Jacob Schiff the social exclusion 
against Jews by the Anglo- American elite. He did not believe in or desire 
social segregation, and he had more to lose socially and personally by 
appearing to assist Germany against the Allies.

The difficulty with the German Cities Loan had largely to do with the 



photo 12  Otto H. Kahn with his daughter, Margaret Kahn (center), and Beatrice Byrne, 
most likely daughter of lawyer James Byrne, first Catholic member of Harvard Corpora-
tion, date unknown (Library of Congress, Prints & Photographs Division, [reproduction number 
LC- DIG- ggbain- 27736]) NOTE: Identification in original photo is labeled in the wrong 
order for Margaret Kahn and Beatrice Byrne.
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source of the invitation. M. & M. Warburg, founded in 1798, was the 
family firm of Kuhn, Loeb & Co. partners Felix and Paul Warburg. (Paul, 
who was an economic adviser to Wilson, left the firm to join the Board of 
the Federal Reserve in 1913). Felix and Paul’s brother, Max was the head of 
the bank, which had affiliates in Holland. The brothers (there were two 
other brothers, Fritz and Aby) were very close.45 While Felix naturalized as 
an American citizen in 1900 and Paul naturalized in 1911, Max and their 
mother remained German subjects.46 These ties and the fact that the busi-
ness proposal had come from the Warburgs made the German loan a diffi-
cult one.47 While Schiff and his son- in- law, Felix, were more inclined to 
take the business, Kahn and Mortimer were against it.48

In the fall of 1916, Kahn wrote the partners a long letter about the pro-
posed German Cities Loan that illustrated the difficulties brought on by the 
war. The conflict combined many different social and economic issues: a 
consideration of public opinion with regard to the war, competition with 
the Morgans, long- term business strategy, and their responsibilities as a 
Jewish house. Kahn was deeply afraid of alienating their friends and associ-
ates, of becoming isolated, and even being labeled as seditious, but he was 
also aware of the ways in which the organization of the firm obligated him 
to act with the group or else retire from the firm, which he did not want to 
do. Kahn was enormously proud to be a member of the bank, which he felt 
was equal, if not superior to, the House of Morgan.49 His objection to the 
German Cities Loan reflected the delicacy with which the consideration of 
any business involved the maintenance of networks, image, reputation, 
national loyalty, and self- respect.

In the letter, Kahn wrote that the “best public opinion” was against Ger-
many and that all of their friends in the financial community (except 
Goldman Sachs) were also “against the militarist classes whose rule has 
brought Germany to her present plight . . .” He asked his partners, “Are we 
really called upon to be the one and only important financial house to put 
ourselves in conflict with the best prevailing public opinion in the land in 
which we live, a public opinion which is based upon no unworthy consider-
ations, but upon the belief, rightly or wrongly, that the cause of France and 
England is the cause of justice, liberty, civilization and humanity?” Kahn 
argued that if the firm took on the proposed German loan, it would place 
them on the British Government’s blacklist, which was of some concern 
given that he was still a British citizen at the time. (He naturalized as an 
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American citizen in 1917 during the war.) He also stated that being black-
listed would “be damaging to our international relations for years to come” 
and also “have a certain measure of effect even upon relations here.” He also 
tried to persuade the partners that by aiding Germany, they would “throw 
France . . .  back into the hands of Morgans,” meaning that alienating the 
Allies would allow the Morgans to monopolize business with the French 
after the war.

Kahn wrote that “if our duty and self- respect require it,” they should not 
“shrink from this or any sacrifice,” but he did not think that was the case in 
this instance. Moreover, he wrote, “Is it in the interest of the Jews in the 
allied countries that the only large house to finance a German loan abroad 
should be a Jewish house?” He was also afraid should “some submarine or 
other incident . . .  in the course of the war lead to a breach between America 
and Germany,” referring to the sinking of the Lusitania the year before. 
Kahn concluded by writing:

I have no right to base an appeal on the personal ground that the conclusion 
of the German Cities loan would place me in the painful dilemma of either 
committing what is under the laws of the country which still has jurisdiction 
over me, a crime, an act which would probably make it impossible for me to 
set foot in England for years to come, or of retiring from a firm and associa-
tions in which I take great pride and great satisfaction, and to which I have 
contributed twenty years of work, whatever it may be worth.50

Kahn wrote directly to Schiff and made many of the same points, though 
he did not repeat the suggestion that he would leave the firm. He wrote, “If, 
however, the business is to be considered cold- bloodedly like any ordinary 
proposition,” then the most important condition was that they “find one 
first- rate concern like the City Bank or the Guaranty Trust Company, or an 
influential house, like Kidder, Peabody & Co. or Lee, Higginson to under-
take the business jointly. . . .”51 Kahn understood that isolation would mean 
the end of the firm’s predominance. Diversification of their networks and 
creation of alliances, specifically with top- tier Anglo- American banks, was 
critical if they were to survive the war and maintain their position.

Schiff’s remarks were equally frank, writing Kahn, “Man merkt die 
Absicht und wird verstimmt,” or “One understands the intention and is 
displeased.”52 First, he wondered why Kahn had written him and in Eng-
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lish, “notwithstanding the fact that our intercourse, both verbal and in cor-
respondence, is most always in German.” Schiff wrote Kahn, “As I see it, the 
partners are grouped thus: Mortimer’s and [Jerome] Hanauer’s views are 
about identical with your own; Felix, for motives which I am sure we all can 
understand, would much like to have a way found in which the proposition 
which has been made to us could be accepted and carried into effect.” Schiff 
told Kahn he agreed with many of his views but that he felt that they had 
to “show Warburgs our good will.” He argued that if they were going to 
continue in the line of “very strict neutrality,” that the firm should also not 
consider engaging in “non- governmental French or English financing of 
magnitude.” He ended the letter, “Ci je suis, ci je reste,” or “Here I am, Here 
I stay.”53 In the end, Schiff prevailed and he and Felix carried forward with 
their plans though the issue was eventually dropped because of opposition 
by the Federal Reserve Board against war financing.54

In the face of Schiff’s opposition, Kahn’s small compensation was a suc-
cessful loan to French cities that he and Mortimer had been pursuing for 
the city of Paris since the summer of 1916, the French financing to which 
Schiff referred in his letter. The protocol observed in the course of com-
pleting the Paris issue is also an example of how the bank continued to 
adhere to the rules of the gentlemen’s banker’s code during the war. Kahn 
and Mortimer recognized the Morgans’ prominent place in France, given 
the firm’s role as the buying agent for the government. They wanted to keep 
relations with the Morgans cordial, and they did not take their relations 
lightly, but they also did not want to concede the whole of the country’s 
business to the Morgans during or after the war.

Mortimer met with Jack Morgan to tell him that he had been in talks 
“with some French friends” about placing a loan in New York for Paris. Mor-
timer told Kahn that Jack Morgan “replied that he was much gratified and 
greatly appreciated that we should have come to him frankly about this,” 
and said that the Morgans had not heard nor contemplated a loan for Paris.55 
To this news, Kahn replied, “I am delighted to learn that you have tackled 
the Paris loan idea, and that after your tactful interview with Jack Morgan, 
the road seems to be open.”56 Despite Schiff’s request to maintain “strict 
neutrality,” the Paris loan was already in the works. By October 2, 1916, only 
five days after Schiff sent Kahn his letter, Kahn wrote Mortimer a letter of 
congratulations “on the Paris business.” Kahn was glad to do the Paris deal 
for the exact reasons he did not want to do the German Cities Loan. Kahn 



122 G e n t l e m e n  B a n k e r s

also claimed that the praise for the Paris loan was also “of satisfaction and 
relief that we have entered the field” and because “there was noticeable an 
undertone of resentment against the Morgan monopoly. . . .”57

The internal conflict within Kuhn, Loeb & Co. over the war was only 
resolved by external events: the overthrow of Tsar Nicholas II in Russia in 
February and March 1917 (the tsar abdicated on March 15, 1917) and the 
entry of the United States on the side of the Allies in April. For Schiff, the 
fall of the tsar was a monumental event.58 He wrote his brother Philip that 
the Revolution was “almost greater than the freeing of our forefathers from 
Egyptian slavery.”59 After the February Revolution, Schiff wrote former 
Harvard president Charles Eliot a letter where he continued to express his 
love for Germany, but he distinguished the German people from the German 
government, whom he said had perpetrated “ruthless and inhuman acts.”60

By June 1917, Kuhn, Loeb & Co., like other German Jewish firms, 
“threw their financial weight,” not just emotional and ideological support, 
behind the United States, joining hands with a wide diversity of groups and 
individuals in the American war effort.61 Whether or not they felt more 
pressure to demonstrate their patriotism, they embraced the American cause 
as Americans. They participated in a Red Cross Fund campaign, led by 
Morgan partner Henry P. Davison, to raise $110,000,000, an effort that 
was organized into teams with the amounts raised reported in the press.62 
Former Pujo counsel Samuel Untermyer was on the Executive Committee 
Team. Schiff was captain of Team 13, which included firms like Kuhn, 
Loeb, the Guggenheim Bros., Heidelbach Ickelheimer & Co., Hallgarten 
& Co., Goldman, Sachs & Co., and Lehman Bros. Jack Morgan was cap-
tain of Team 9, which was largely made up of individuals. Frank A. Vanderlip 
of National City was captain of Team 18.63

On October 25, 1917, a Liberty Loan parade took place in New York 
City. Starting at Washington Square Arch in Greenwich Village, a cadre of 
bankers with Jack Morgan at the center marched up Fifth Avenue to Cen-
tral Park. Though Jacob Schiff was there, he did not walk in the front line. 
That place was taken by his son, Mortimer, who walked to Morgan’s right, 
separated by Allen B. Forbes, president of Harris, Forbes & Co., a leading 
bond house.64 Another Red Cross drive in May 1918 with a goal of 
$25,000,000 raised $4,500,000 on the first day from thirty- one teams, 
however, and it was led by captains such as Jacob Schiff, Jack Morgan, 
John D. Rockefeller Jr., Mrs. George F. Baker Jr., Daniel Guggenheim, 
Mrs. E. H. Harriman, and Mrs. W. K. Vanderbilt Jr.65
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The Red Cross drives and other patriotic and charitable efforts were 
important ways for the financial community to create a sense of purpose 
and cohesion around the national cause. For members of the elite and upper 
classes it offered a way to reaffirm their leadership, but it also cemented their 
ties to the nation- state, which was already heightened by the experience of 
the war. Several of the Morgan partners had sons who served in the war, as 
did their associates, and they also suffered losses that were personal and 
devastating.66 Morgan partner William Henry Porter lost his only son, 
Lieutenant James J. Porter; First National’s George Baker lost a grandson, 
Avenel St. George, who was a lieutenant in the British First Life Guards; 
and Jacob Schiff lost a nephew, Mortimer H. Schiff, who was a captain in 
the British Army.67 The devastation of war changed them and their families, 
as it did the world around them.

As the Red Cross team structure demonstrated, however, even national-
istic activities were still done within existing boundaries, and the competi-
tive environment forecast that the tension between firms would persist after 
the war. Schiff did not live to see how much the war would change his firm, 
the world he knew, and the Germany he loved. He died in 1920, the year 

photo 13  Bankers at Liberty Loan Parade, October 25, 1917, Washington Square Park, 
New York City (Library of Congress, Prints & Photographs Division, [reproduction number 
LC- DIG- ggbain- 25574])
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after the signing of the Treaty of Versailles. Schiff’s death created an enor-
mous void. Like Pierpont Morgan, Schiff had a critical, even domineering, 
presence in his house. The deaths of the seniors not only foretold changes in 
their firms’ ability to act as leaders within a nation that had been changed 
by the experience of the war, a more pressing and immediate concern was 
the inevitable change in leadership within the banks themselves.

tHe next Generation

The First World War was a watershed moment, not only for how it changed 
the world but also because it marked a generational transition within the 
financial community. In 1912, the year of the Pujo Investigation, Pierpont 
Morgan was seventy- five years old. He died the following year, a month 
before his seventy- sixth birthday and a year before the start of the First 
World War. Schiff, who was ten years younger, died at the age of seventy- 
three in 1920. Thus, the senior partners of J. P. Morgan & Co. and Kuhn, 
Loeb & Co. died within a year or two of the start and end of the First World 
War, and they were not the only ones.

Like Morgan, George S. Bowdoin, Morgan’s close friend and former 
partner, died in 1913. Associates and major financial leaders like Gardiner 
Martin Lane of Lee, Higginson & Co. died in 1914; Baron Nathan M. 
Rothschild of N. M. Rothschilds & Sons died in 1915 as did DeWitt Clinton 
Blair of Blair & Co.; James J. Hill of the Great Northern Railway and James 
Seligman of J. & W. Seligman & Co. died in 1916; Isaac Newton Seligman 
of J. & W. Seligman & Co. died in 1917; James Stillman of National City 
Bank and Luther Kountze of Kountze Bros. died in 1918; Morgan’s former 
partner, Robert Bacon, Lee, Higginson & Co.’s senior partner, Henry Lee 
Higginson, and George C. Clark of Clark, Dodge & Co. all died in 1919; 
Levi P. Morton of Morton, Bliss & Co. died in 1920; and E. C. Converse 
of Bankers Trust died in 1921. Other notable financial and political figures 
also died in this period, including Andrew Carnegie, Henry Clay Frick, and 
Theodore Roosevelt, who all passed in 1919.68

The fact that J. P. Morgan & Co. and Kuhn, Loeb & Co. shared their 
loss of leadership with the community at large did not make it any easier. 
For J. P. Morgan & Co. and the Morgan houses in Philadelphia, London, 
and Paris, Pierpont Morgan’s death came at a critical moment. Even though 
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Morgan had an heir of the same name, several factors made the leadership 
change particularly difficult. In the United States, the most obvious chal-
lenge was the war and the way in which the war led to the increased con-
nectivity of the nation as a whole and the growth of national infrastructure. 
The state became a more forceful leader through the experience of man-
aging the war, which created different circumstances for the Morgan bank 
in the postwar period.69 This transformation was complicated by an inter-
national shift in power as the United States replaced Great Britain as the 
capital- lending nation of the world. International borders were realigned in 
the wake of the war, and Europe was in need of much assistance to recon-
struct. These changes meant new opportunities but also new challenges for 
the Morgans.

For Kuhn, Loeb & Co., with Schiff gone, the spirit of the firm’s accep-
tance of social separation began to fade as the leadership of the bank was 
assumed by partners with different inclinations. This was particularly true 
for Jacob’s son and heir, Mortimer. For all of his life, Mortimer had lived 
under the domineering presence of his father with whom he had a close but 
conflicted relationship. According to his sister, Frieda, Mortimer was regu-
larly “punished for various misdemeanors” as a child by his father, who was 
extremely autocratic in his parental style.70 Frieda’s memories evidence a 
measure of pathos for Mortimer, who appears to have accepted many of 
Jacob’s decisions, trying vainly to live up to his father’s standards, expecta-
tions, and achievements. Like Jack Morgan, who was under similar pres-
sures, Mortimer did not shirk what he considered to be his responsibilities, 
including the preservation of his father’s legacy, and he became well- 
respected as a financial leader in his own right. But unlike Jack Morgan, 
Mortimer did not find solace in his marriage. In 1900, he married Adele 
Neustadt, the daughter of Sigmund Neustadt, a partner in Hallgarten & 
Co., who was a close friend of Jacob and Therese Schiff. Mortimer and his 
wife had two children, but lived largely separate lives.71

Mortimer was close to his mother to whom he was devoted, but his father 
was the dominating figure in his life. Mortimer and Jacob Schiff clearly had 
elements of the classic cultural clash of immigrant families, however non- 
typical an immigrant Jacob Schiff was. Mortimer was American born and 
raised, and his attitudes toward the Allied loans and German Cities Loan 
clearly indicate that he did not have strong attachments to Germany, 
though he was apprenticed there for a time. Like his father, however, 
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 Mortimer did not see a conflict between his Jewish religion and American 
identity. In his will, the two largest bequests were to the Federation for the 
Support of Jewish Philanthropic Societies in the City of New York and the 
Boy Scouts of America. After he died, Therese Schiff donated funds to 
the Boy Scouts to establish a training center for scout leaders in a memorial 
to her son.72

Mortimer had a different experience compared to Felix Warburg, who 
was his brother- in- law and partner. Growing up in Germany, Felix was the 
fourth son of five brothers and two sisters. By nature, he was outgoing and 
upbeat.73 He and Frieda had fallen in love at a young age, and they married 
only after strenuous efforts to separate them. For one year, Jacob Schiff had 
Frieda and Felix correspond through letters, which he read, interpreted, and 
responded to. If not for the efforts of Ernest Cassel, who convinced him that 
Felix was a good match, Schiff may not have relented to the marriage. Felix 
had to leave Germany in order to marry Frieda, but he was never cowed by 
Schiff in the same way as Mortimer. Schiff, was, after all, not his father. 
Felix had many interests, but unlike his brother, Paul, who also married 

photo 14  Mortimer Schiff and his wife, Adele Neustadt Schiff, date unknown (Library 
of Congress, Prints & Photographs Division, [reproduction number LC- B2–1412–7])
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into the Kuhn, Loeb family and joined the firm, banking was not one of 
them. He did not devote much of his time to business affairs, though he 
became a senior partner at Kuhn, Loeb.74

With regard to their involvement in Jewish philanthropic works, how-
ever, the Schiffs and Warburgs had much in common. Felix and Mortimer 
continued to be heavily involved in Jewish philanthropic works after Jacob’s 
death, but they differed with Jacob in their interpretation of Jewish integra-
tion.75 They did not consider social assimilation to be necessarily contrary 
to their Jewish roots or religion, a view that was reflected in their choice of 
partners. By the 1920s, Kuhn, Loeb started to include partners, who were 
not Jewish, such as George W. Bovenizer, who was of Irish and Baptist 
background.76 This change continued to the post- World War II period and 
reflected a larger trend for German Jewish banks in general.77

During the 1920s, the children of Kuhn, Loeb’s senior partners also began 
to marry non- Jews. Paul M. Warburg’s son, James, who graduated from 
 Harvard in 1916, was the first of the third generation in the United States to 
marry someone who was not Jewish. He married Katherine Swift, the daughter 

photo 15  Felix Warburg, Frieda Schiff Warburg, S. W. Rosendale (U.S. Attorney 
 General), and Edward Warburg (the Warburgs’ youngest son), date unknown (Library of 
Congress, Prints & Photographs Division, [reproduction number LC- DIG- ggbain- 38909])
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of Samuel Swift, a music critic. All of Otto Kahn’s children, who were bap-
tized in the Episcopal Church, did not marry persons of Jewish faith. His 
daughter, Maud, married Major General Sir John  Marriott of  England in 
1920. (She became Lady Marriott.) His son, Gilbert, married Anne Elizabeth 
Whelan in 1924. In 1928, his daughter, Margaret, married John Barry Ryan, 
the grandson of Thomas F. Ryan, the financier, who was Irish Roman Cath-
olic. Kahn’s son, Roger, married Hannah Williams in 1931.78

In 1923, Mortimer’s daughter, Dorothy Schiff (1903–1989), converted 
to Episcopalianism after her first marriage to Richard Hall, who was not 
Jewish.79 Though her “parents were not pleased” with Hall as a catch, they 
went along with the marriage. Dorothy was quoted as saying, “I don’t know 
what would have happened if Grandpa Schiff had still been alive.”80 In 
1934, Mortimer’s son, John (1904–1987), who joined Kuhn, Loeb & Co. in 
1929, married the granddaughter of George F. Baker of First National, 
Edith Baker. Theirs was the first significant link between the social circles 
of Kuhn, Loeb and the Morgans, a direct tie between George F. Baker and 
Jacob Schiff’s families.

The fact that Dorothy met her first husband “at a dance in the Plaza 
Hotel” during her debut season, and the fact that John and Edith had been 
introduced through friends, indicated a much higher rate of social interac-
tion between elite Jewish and non- Jewish men and women than had been 
possible in Jacob Schiff’s generation or even Mortimer and Frieda’s genera-
tion.81 In 1918, when Paul Warburg’s son was engaged to be married, Felix 
Warburg wrote, “Paul and Nina are very fond of the girl, as we all are, and 
while my father naturally would have strongly objected to his grandchild 
marrying a girl of the Christian faith, nowadays these things will happen.”82 
By 1937, Warburg wrote to Stephen Wise, the rabbi and Jewish community 
leader, “I feel somewhat as my father felt in his time, when one of my 
brothers married out of his faith, and as I felt when the same thing hap-
pened to one of my boys—we objected and fought the decision and tried to 
prevent it, but once vis- à- vis of the fait accompli we made the best of it to 
achieve happiness for the parties most directly involved.”83

In the 1920s, as Jews began to intermarry with Gentiles and with greater 
frequency, they stopped referring to themselves as a “race” as had once been 
the norm.84 In the late nineteenth century, Jews did not classify themselves, 
for example, on their birth certificates or immigration forms as anything but 
white. For Jacob Schiff or Felix Warburg, who were naturalized Americans, 
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whiteness was a necessary identity to gain American citizenship. But like 
Jacob Schiff, Jews in the late nineteenth century did not see this classification 
as contrary to calling themselves a Jewish race. This was not the case twenty 
years later.85 By their grandchildren’s generation, Jewish men and women 
were not inclined to use the word “race” to describe their differences from 
non- Jews, which they preferred to express as religious differences.86 This was 
a significant shift; but while the definition of whiteness was expanded, the 
racial divide between whiteness and blackness remained firmly entrenched.

The greater assimilation of Jewish banking families can be observed in 
their spatial organization. [See Figure 6.] Between 1910 and 1940, the part-
ners of J. P. Morgan & Co. and Kuhn, Loeb & Co. began to move increas-
ingly uptown, with the exception of Jack Morgan and his son, Junius, whose 
city residences remained in their traditional family home in Murray Hill.87 

figure 6  J. P. Morgan & Co. and Kuhn, Loeb & Co. partners’ residences, 1925
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In general, the geographic distribution of the bankers, including commer-
cial bankers from First National and National City, became more similar 
not only because they moved closer together, concentrating in the Upper 
East Side, but also because they moved farther away, leaving the city as 
transportation and communication technology developed to allow greater 
movement. Many of the National City directors lived outside the city by 
the Second World War, and others had residences in Long Island like the 
Morgans, who had second homes in the suburbs.88

By the 1930s, the incoming generation of Kuhn, Loeb & Co. partners 
would have much more in common with their competitors than their pre-
decessors, a change that was accelerated by a catastrophic loss of partners 
when almost all of Kuhn, Loeb & Co.’s senior partners died from illness 
within a period of seven years. Like their counterparts in the Morgan firm, 
the second and third generations of Jewish American bankers were largely 
native born and university educated. What is important to note, however, is 
that during the 1920s, despite the subtle changes in the makeup of the 
banks, the greater similarities did not translate into more affective ties 
between the firms. In fact, it led to a period of intense negativity.

anti-  SemitiSm in tHe interWar

The world that the second generation of Morgan partners inherited was one 
of increasing diversity and rancor, of hardening lines against ethnic groups. 
In the 1920s, the Morgan partners in general were more willing to embrace 
their identity in ethno- racial terms and worked harder to differentiate 
 themselves socially from Jews and other groups, which may also have had to 
do with the fact that the work they did with elite Jewish banks actually 
increased in the first five years after the end of the First World War. In the 
post- World War I period, the partners of both Kuhn, Loeb & Co. and 
J. P. Morgan & Co. were from more varied backgrounds, they were not kin-
 related, and they were mostly university educated.

When we compare the partners of the two firms, they actually had more 
in common than the earlier generation of partners. Yet at a time when there 
was less to distinguish them and when there was greater diversity in their 
economic, political, and social networks, the firms retained separate and 
distinct identities. As time passed, the Morgans also passed down a history 
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of themselves where the many similarities during Morgan and Schiff’s time 
were not as well remembered and when their separation was taken for 
granted. In that narrative, the historical separation between Anglo- American 
and German Jewish existed because it was a natural reflection of a biological 
or cultural difference on the basis of race, religion, and ethnicity.89

In the immediate period following the First World War, Kuhn, Loeb & 
Co.’s percentage participation in J. P. Morgan & Co.’s syndicates actually 
increased relative to its previous participation and in comparison to other 
private banks (though not relative to the leaders, who remained First 
National Bank, National City Bank, and National City Co., National City 
Bank’s securities affiliate). In the first few years after the Crash of 1929, 
Kuhn, Loeb’s position within the Morgan syndicates was ranked even 
higher relative to other banks, though clearly external circumstances were 
involved. Significantly, this increase in participation was not due to a quid 
pro quo of receiving syndicate participations from Kuhn, Loeb & Co. 
Between 1920 and 1934, the total amount of syndicates offered by Kuhn, 
Loeb & Co. was about $262 million, about half of what it was even during 
the war ($498.6 million).

J. P. Morgan & Co.’s participation in Kuhn, Loeb & Co.’s syndicates 
totaled about $29.5 million during the war, while Schiff was still alive, with 
a total profit of about $322,000 and was about $14.4 million between 1920 
and 1934, with a total profit of about $173,000. In comparison, between 
1920 and 1924, Kuhn, Loeb & Co. received and accepted forty- one dif-
ferent participations from J. P. Morgan & Co. for a total of $158.85 million 
for sixteen different clients; 50 percent were major utilities, four, or 25 per-
cent, were international governments, and three were railroads. Kuhn, Loeb 
& Co.’s participation in Morgan syndicates also reflected the change in the 
nature of Morgan’s syndicates, where increasingly, the bank was doing busi-
ness for industrial clients, utilities, and nation- states.90

As J. P. Morgan & Co. began to take on a greater role in representing 
American interests abroad, including in Germany, the Morgans also felt 
great pressure to put on a united front by including Kuhn, Loeb & Co., still 
the leading German American Jewish bank. Having also established a 
working relationship over a period of decades, Jack Morgan was enormously 
conflicted about respecting the traditions of the private banking commu-
nity in the face of rising antipathies.91 Major challenges included the rise of 
American nationalism and the United State’s changing role in the new 
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world order after the First World War. Both created new circumstances for 
both banks, forcing them to contend with the language of national unity 
and idealism that the sacrifices of the war demanded.

In 1924, for example, when J. P. Morgan & Co. was preparing to present 
a significant German bond issue also known as the Dawes Loan, American 
loans made to Germany that partially enabled German payments of World 
War I repa rations,92 the firm had to make a decision of who to include in 
the purchasing group and how to rank the syndicate members, who were 
organized in hierarchical tiers representing their reputation and influence. 
After Mortimer Schiff met with Lamont, telling him that he felt Kuhn, 
Loeb & Co. should be ranked in the first tier, Jack Morgan agreed to do so.93 
The continued participation of Kuhn, Loeb & Co. reflects the depth to which 
the existing separation of the social and economic spheres of the banks (as 
opposed to the separation within the social sphere) remained stable.94

Kuhn, Loeb would never be chosen to lead an “American” loan of great 
importance; that much was clear.95 Their ethnic and religious identity and 
history also relegated them to a secondary status behind the Yankee bankers 
for reasons quite outside their control. The stories of how much business the 
bank lost as a result of the war should not be, however, exaggerated. Again, 
that is not to say that the process by which this stability was maintained was 
easy or simple. In 1927, Kuhn, Loeb & Co. offered J. P. Morgan & Co. a 
participation in a syndicate for the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad (B & O). The 
syndicate was with Speyer & Co. and National City Co. The offer was 10,000 
shares out of 632,425 possible shares. J. P. Morgan & Co. declined to partici-
pate, but the way in which they did so was important. In a telephone conver-
sation, Lamont and Mortimer Schiff agreed that the Morgans would not 
formally decline the invitation but that the letter “without being entered in 
[the Morgans’] correspondence register was returned to Mr. Lewis Strauss of 
Kuhn, Loeb & Co. in its original envelope just as received by us.”96

The B & O episode demonstrates that the Morgans themselves had 
developed a relationship over the years with Kuhn, Loeb & Co., and they 
were committed to maintaining stability and the appearance of stability in 
the financial community, particularly at the apex level.97 Both firms were 
tied to a larger community of financial collaborators, and they did not act 
unilaterally. Though Kuhn, Loeb & Co. received criticism from both sides 
of the Atlantic for their conflicted positions on the war, it was not aban-
doned by its clients or its associates, which in many ways speaks to the 
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diversity of its network and the importance of establishing long- term rela-
tionships with clients and collaborators.98

Particularly in the realm of international financing, Kuhn, Loeb & Co. 
was able to leverage its past experience and relationships. It remained, for 
example, a member of an elite group of banks involved with the Morgans in 
South American financing (called informally the “South American Group”). 
It also remained a member of the American group of international banks 
led by the Morgans in East Asian (Chinese and Japanese) financing along 
with banks like Lee, Higginson & Co., known as the International Banking 
Consortium to China (IBC). Membership in these organizations, which, as 
we shall see, gained new meaning for the Morgans during the 1920s, also 
helped to mitigate Kuhn, Loeb’s loss of social capital in the postwar.99

The biggest difference in the firms’ relations was in the qualitative nature 
of the way in which the Morgans talked about Jews in the postwar period. 
While the growth in the expression and vehemence of anti- Semitic expression 
within the firm has been largely interpreted as a natural extension of the 
Morgan partners’ anti- German prejudices stemming from the war or the late 
postwar hysteria over foreigners, immigrants, and Bolsheviks, this is only part 
of the story.100 If it was the critics of capitalism and foreigners that the Morgan 
partners feared, this would not explain why they turned their prejudices 
against their German Jewish counterparts, who were becoming more similar, 
more “Americanized,” less “foreign,” and were certainly not anticapitalist.

In the ten years following the First World War, as Kuhn, Loeb partners 
became more assimilated and as the banks’ economic cooperation increased, 
the Morgan partners also became more and not less expressive of anti- Semitic 
prejudices. That German Jewish bankers continued to be seen as different 
and inferior was not a comment on their ideology or their nationality. Most 
of the second and third generation was American born. It was specifically 
because they were Jewish and because they were becoming less separate 
socially. It is important to note that while the critical separation between the 
financial and social sphere remained intact, the decline in the separation 
within the social or domestic sphere so disturbed the Morgans that anti- 
Semitism also colored the Morgan partners’ views of business outcomes, 
which were now combined with anti- German antipathies.

Throughout the 1920s, the partners made negative comments about 
doing business with Jews in ways that indicated they saw Jews as different, 
inferior, and adversarial. For example, in May 1922, Herman Harjes told 
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Lamont that he had heard Otto Kahn was upset that Jack Morgan had been 
appointed to the Committee of Bankers, which was put together by the 
Reparation Commission to study the possibility of a loan to Germany. He 
wrote, “I continue to hear reports from different sides of the activity of the 
tribe in New York, which is trying to do all it can to hurt Jack and the 
firm.”101 He repeated the term “the tribe” in a followup letter to Lamont.102 
Lamont wrote him, “I am more than interested in all that you say in regard 
to the campaign of the Chosen People against the Christians and I can 
readily believe that it is all true.”103

Later that month, Lamont wrote a letter to his partner George Whitney 
regarding business with Mortimer Schiff and other German Jewish bankers. 
Lamont told Whitney that he was upset that Mortimer, along with James 
Speyer and another banker, Rosen, pulled out of a pledge, possibly regarding 
Mexican business. Lamont wrote, “Now in my absence Schiff, Rosen and 
Speyer seem to have struck hands together and to be having a regular Old 
Testament love feast. You might show this to Jack Morgan, who I am afraid 
won’t be a bit surprised, and in fact will be a little bit pleased as to his 
powers as a prophet.”104 Speyer apparently came around, but Jack Morgan 
wrote Lamont, “Do not, however, for any reason, let yourself be persuaded 
into the error of mistaking a change of mood for a change of character! The 
Ethiopian does not change his skin, although sometimes he makes a good 
servant; and a leopard does not change his spots, although he is in some 
places used for hunting. Undoubtedly the person in question saw that it 
would be to his advantage to behave decently to decent people in the hope 
of re- habilitating himself somewhat in the eyes of the world.”105

It seems that Speyer’s alleged efforts to rehabilitate himself did not work 
because later that year Morgan also referred to Speyer as a “Jewish- Hittite, 
German descended so- called American.”106 Morgan had had problems with 
James Speyer since the early twentieth century, when the Speyers were alleged 
to have poached on a deal with Cuba, among others. But his antipathies 
grew over time, were expressed in racialized language, and clearly became 
articulated with the more open expression of anti- Semitism within the 
firm.107 In 1927, Lamont wrote Vivian H. Smith, a partner of Morgan 
Grenfell & Co., that J. P. Morgan & Co. advised Morgan, Harjes & Co. to 
refrain from doing business with a particular firm, “not because [the] insti-
tution was untrustworthy but because of generally third class make up. Its 
directorate almost wholly Jewish.”108
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Anti- Semitic views did not preclude the Morgan partners, even Jack 
Morgan, from interacting with persons of Jewish background, but close rela-
tionships were few and far between, more the exception than the rule, and 
usually with British Jews in positions of importance.109 Perhaps it would be 
more accurate to say that interaction with individual Jews, such as Lord 
Reading (Rufus Daniel Isaacs, Viceroy of India, Special Ambassador the 
United States, and British Foreign Secretary [1860–1935]) or American jour-
nalist Walter Lippmann, did not prevent them from being anti- Semitic.110 
Now that the generation of Jacob Schiff had passed and the age of separation 
was beginning to wane, the greatest threat was to the undoing of the separate 
spheres, not between the world of finance and society, which remained intact, 
but within society where transgressions were negatively perceived as an implicit 
challenge to the exclusive identity upon which their social capital was built. 
For this reason we find that the partners made specific notations about inter-
acting socially with people of Jewish background, particularly in places where 
they could not completely avoid social integration, such as on transatlantic 
passages.111 Many of the references to Jews can be found on ship stationery.

In 1922, Jack Morgan wrote his mother on the way to Europe, “Fellow 
passengers are not very interesting as they are in very considerable part Jews 
and actress folk.”112 In 1924, he wrote her on another voyage, “This is only 
a line to tell you we are all right and having a really delightful voyage with 
no Jews and no one on board travelling with anyone else’s wife.” [Underline 
in the original]113 Lest we think that Jack Morgan was alone in his senti-
ments, in 1925, Charles F. Whigham, a Morgan Grenfell & Co. partner, 
wrote to Lamont from the S.S. Olympic on the way back to London, “So far 
we have had an uneventful trip but calm and cooler than New York. Not 
many people on board I know and the Jewish persuasion predominant. 
However the time has passed pleasantly enough. . . .”114

As their correspondence indicates, not only did the partners exhibit 
strong anti- Semitic attitudes, these sentiments emerged precisely when the 
social separation of the past was not observed. The correspondence also 
shows that there were some places where the Morgan partners could not 
completely exclude Jews. If anything, the exclusion of Jews was actually 
becoming more difficult to achieve despite the increase of prejudice, or 
rather, prejudice was increasing precisely because Jews were becoming more 
assimilated and also possibly because the numbers of assimilated and pros-
perous Jews had increased relative to the early twentieth century.115
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In 1929 when Teddy Grenfell was up for reelection as a Member of Par-
liament, Jack Morgan wrote him, “How horrible that a Danish Jew should 
think that he could be a Member for the City while you are still willing to 
do it! If you need any funds for your election, draw on me for any amount 
you deem necessary.”116 By the late twentieth century, quite significantly, 
these attitudes took on an ahistorical, predetermined, normative quality, 
what contemporary observers would call “normal for their time.” In 1979, 
Henry S. Morgan told Vincent Carosso that the “partners didn’t like to do 
business with Ge- Jew houses, didn’t like the way they did business; didn’t 
like their Ge. Associations; also probably simply because were Jews.” (Abbre-
viations in the original)117

The ways in which German Jews were coded as different and foreign is 
indicative of the particular challenges created after the war. During the 
interwar period, patriotic fervor combined with preexisting prejudices in a 
nativist movement called “Americanization” and gained support from the 
rise of the eugenics movement, a pseudo- scientific racism later embraced by 
Nazi Germany.118 The sacrifices and experiences of the war created a stronger 
national identity, one that was ostensibly more inclusive and democratic, 
but one that was equally as exclusive, intolerant, and suspicious of differ-
ences, immigrants, and people referred to as “hyphenated Americans.” 
What began to emerge was a different kind of American narrative, one that 
appeared to expand the definition of who could be an American yet also 
narrowed the definition of what belonging entailed. These changes paral-
leled those taking place in the House of Morgan.

In the 1920s, the presence of Jews and other minorities was considered a 
serious threat by the largely white male Protestant leadership to their social 
capital in another kind of private association, the university. By studying the 
Morgan partners’ ties to institutions outside the world of finance like Har-
vard, we can observe the extent of their efforts to monitor the membership 
of institutions from which they gained their identity as individuals and as a 
firm. These non-economic ties demonstrate the extent to which they were 
part of a larger world, one that was at a time of transition. And in that space, 
as we shall see, they would have to contend with the new world order the war 
had made, one where the open expression of racism and anti- Semitism was 
determined to be incompatible with the assumption of national and interna-
tional leadership.



cHaPter five

The Significance of Social Ties: 
Harvard

tHe firSt deCade after the First World War was a period of enormous 
growth for the Morgan bank, both in terms of the size and the scope of its 
organization. Between 1920 and 1929 the House of Morgan’s American 
branches admitted more partners (fourteen) than they had during any ten- 
year period in the twentieth century before the Second World War. Three 
were admitted in 1920 alone, including Jack Morgan’s son, Junius Spencer 
Morgan Jr., who represented the first of the third generation of the Morgan 
family in the firm.1 In 1929, Junius was joined by his brother, Henry Sturgis 
Morgan, and four other partners, who were the sons or nephews of current 
or former partners. Eight of the new partners, however, had no prior kin-
ship ties to the firm.2 (See Table 10.)

During the early twentieth century, the Morgan bank began to adapt to 
the “process of transformation from the proprietary to the corporate form 
of capitalist property in the United States.” Like other firms, the bank’s 
American branches continued promoting men with family ties “while at the 
same time opening avenues to higher eminence and income to new families 
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Table 10 The House of Morgan American Partners, 1920–1940 
(Refers to the date of entry into the partnership)

Name
Main  

Affiliation
Date of  
Birth

Date of  
Death

Date Became 
Partner in 

Newly Formed 
J. P. Morgan  

& Co./ 
Drexel & Co.*

Date Left  
Firm if  

Before Death

Elliot C. 
Bacon

JPM & Co. 1888 1924 1920

Junius Spencer 
Morgan Jr.

JPM & Co. 1892 1960 1920

George 
Whitney

JPM & Co. 1885 1963 1920

Thomas S. Gates Drexel & Co. 1893 1948 1921 1930
Russell C. 

Leffingwell
JPM & Co. 1878 1960 1923

Arthur M. 
Anderson

JPM & Co. 1880 1966 1927

Francis D. 
Bartow

JPM & Co. 1881 1945 1927

William Ewing JPM & Co. 1880 1965 1927 1935
Harold Stanley JPM & Co. 1885 1963 1928 1935
Henry P. 

Davison Jr.
JPM & Co. 1898 1961 1929

Thomas Stilwell 
Lamont

JPM & Co. 1899 1967 1929

Henry Sturgis 
Morgan

JPM & Co. 1900 1982 1929 1935

Edward Hop-
kinson Jr.

Drexel & Co. 1885 1966 1929

Thomas Newhall Drexel & Co. 1876 1947 1929 1936
S. Parker 

Gilbert
JPM & Co. 1892 1938 1931

Charles D. 
Dickey

Drexel & Co. 1893 1976 1932

Henry C. 
Alexander

JPM & Co. 1902 1969 1939

I. C. Raymond 
Atkin

JPM & Co. 1892 1957 1939

William Arthur 
Mitchell

JPM & Co. 1892 1980 1939

*Traditionally a partner’s entry to a firm happened on the last day of the year. For example, 12/31/1899 is 
thus listed as 1900. Also refers to the date entered JPM & Co. (as opposed to only Drexel & Co.).

Source: “Articles of Partnership, 1894–1908” and “Articles of copartnership, J. P. Morgan & Co., 1916–
1939,” Morgan Firm Papers, ARC 1195, Boxes 1 and 5, PML. For sources of biographical information on 
individual partners, see Chapter 5 endnotes.



t H e  s i G n i f i c a n c e  o f  s o c i a l  t i e s :  H a r va r d  139

of middle and lower rank.”3 The new partners who entered the firm after the 
war came of age in the twentieth century, not in the late nineteenth century, 
and they carried with them different kinds of training and social expecta-
tions. Like the partners who joined in the 1910s, they were all native born 
and Christian, and they did not all come from socially elite backgrounds.4 
But most had little or no business experience before joining the firm, a 
marked contrast to partners who joined before the war. 

What the younger generation of Morgan partners did have in common 
with each other, unlike the older Morgan partners, was their university 
education. Between 1895 and 1919, the House of Morgan’s American 
branches, J. P. Morgan & Co. and Drexel & Co., had twenty- one different 
partners. Only seven were university graduates, or 33 percent.5 Between 
1920 and 1929, of fourteen new partners who entered the firm, eleven held 
a university degree (79 percent). Of the eleven, eight went to either Harvard 
or Yale (four to each school).6 In 1920 alone, there were fifteen partners in 
the American branches and twelve (80 percent) were university graduates. 
In essence, a university education from an elite university became an 
informal requirement for partnership.7 (See Table 11.)

Technically, the emphasis on education rather than kinship meant that 
men, who were not born of high social status, had a greater opportunity to 
enter the firm’s partnership than previous generations, a path that was 
ostensibly based on individual abilities rather than familial or social con-
nections.8 Universities were hierarchical, but they were also supposedly 
“democratic,” i.e., based on merit and not inheritance. Families could not 
guarantee the ascendance of ability or of public- minded heirs, but they did 
not have to because universities played that role. Like the corporation, which 
“   ‘democratized’ and nationalized previously segmented and hierarchic 
layers of the capitalist class” and “offered opportunities of social mobility for 
middle class people,” the university represented a critical shift in the stan-
dardization and nationalization of social and economic mobility. It also 
represented the possibility of democratic self- realization that was so central 
to the narrative of American individualism.9 For the Morgans, this change 
in the background of the partners confirmed their more outward- facing 
attitude, one that reflected the strength of American nationalism in the 
postwar.

While the Morgan bank began to move beyond the family- dominated 
model, there were important limitations.10 Any democratization of the 
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Morgan bank had to contend with the identity and history that the partners 
had inherited. Every partner, including newer partners who benefited from 
having a more meritocratic path to partnership, was also deeply committed 
to perpetuating the firm’s exclusive identity. If the Morgans were anxious 
about the increasing assimilation of previously segregated communities, 
their concern extended to the membership of the universities they attended, 
where their sons and future partners were now in attendance. Universities 
were spaces through which they, and by extension their firm, gained a sense 
of identity and social status, and universities were used as a way to indirectly 
vet new partners and create a basis for future cohesion. Thus, the Morgans 
had much at stake in the makeup and policies of those institutions.11 For 
this reason, their desire to maintain and protect their networks from out-
siders was strongly evident in these seemingly non- economic spaces beyond 
the immediate circles of their financial network.

Ties to universities posed a unique challenge, however, because unlike 
private clubs they had an educational mandate and national even inter-
national reputations to protect. When there were conflicts between the 
 university’s mission and the desire for exclusivity, problems could and 
did arise. That was the case in the early 1920s, when Jack Morgan and 
Thomas Lamont served on the Board of Overseers, a governing board of 
Harvard University. During that time, Harvard went through a public 
crisis over its discriminatory policies against black freshmen and Jewish 
applicants.12 

The Harvard case demonstrates why the increase of prejudice against 
German Jews during the interwar period could not be explained by anti- 
German sentiment. It is also an example of new conditions the Morgans 
faced in the postwar. During this time, the Morgans were forced to con-
front a new nationalist rhetoric that challenged their exclusive tendencies, 
one that built on the values central to the American narrative of equal 
opportunity that was also heightened by the experience of the war. In 
response, the Morgans turned to the same networks, traditions, and ideals 
that formed the basis of their social capital and their elite identity in the 
world of finance. 
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CrimSon

Jack Morgan was the first of his family to attend Harvard (Class of 1889).13 
His sons, Junius (Class of 1914) and Henry (Class of 1923), were also 
 Harvard graduates. He was an active supporter of his alma mater as was 
Thomas W. Lamont (Class of 1892). Lamont was also emotionally identi-
fied with Harvard, though for slightly different reasons than Morgan. 
Before Lamont made his career as a partner at J. P. Morgan & Co., he was 
a humble minister’s child growing up in the hills of New York State. His 
family’s resources contrasted sharply with that of the “rich Presbyterians” in 
their Hudson Valley town. Lamont’s social and economic origins were even 
more modest when compared to that of Morgan, who was a senior when 
Lamont was a freshman.14

Though the ministry had been the traditional position of prestige within 
American society, the relative standing of ministers declined as the country 
became more secular and the economy industrialized. Despite their lack of 
abundant monetary resources, however, the Lamonts were able to send 
Thomas’s older brother, Hammond, to Phillips Exeter Academy and then to 
Harvard. Hammond, who became an editor of The Nation and died prema-
turely at the age of 45, was the first of the Lamont family to go to Harvard 
(Class of 1886). (Their father went to Union College.)15

Following in Hammond’s footsteps, Lamont attended Exeter and then 
Harvard, where he began to accrue the social capital necessary to reach the 
apex of the financial world. Lamont worked as a tutor at Harvard, however, 
and he did not run in the same circles as Jack Morgan.16 Much more than 
Morgan, Lamont personally understood what a Harvard education could 
mean for his future.17 Phillips Exeter and Harvard represented Lamont’s 
doorway to a world beyond the parsonage. During his lifetime, Lamont 
remained grateful and nurtured a strong attachment to both Exeter and 
Harvard, and he showed his appreciation by contributing financially and 
personally.18 His three sons, Thomas S. Lamont (Class of 1921), Corliss 
Lamont (Class of 1924), and Austin Lamont (Class of 1927) were all Phil-
lips Exeter and Harvard graduates.19

In the 1910s into the mid-1920s, Lamont and Jack Morgan served 
on the Board of Overseers, while their sons were students at the univer-
sity. The Board of Overseers was an elected body of alumni, who counsel 
and advise the university on policy and teaching. Service on the board 



144 G e n t l e m e n  B a n k e r s

was an honor and a sign of great prestige and it brought together men 
from different areas of national life including finance, politics, and the arts. 
Other members of the board at that time included diplomat and banker 
William Cameron Forbes, Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt, Governor- General of the Philippines Leonard Wood, jour-
nalist Ellery Sedgwick, Robert Bacon, and Lee, Higginson & Co. partners 
Jerome D. Greene and Francis Lee Higginson Jr., Henry Lee Higginson’s 
nephew.20

Most of the older Morgan partners who attended Harvard, such as 
Robert Bacon, Jack Morgan, and Thomas Lamont, did so during the presi-
dency of Charles W. Eliot (1834–1926; president, 1869–1909), who was a 
pioneer in the field of higher education and liberal arts.21 Eliot defined a 
liberal education as freedom from the past and introduced the elective 
system to Harvard.22 As a professor of chemistry and a scientist, Eliot was 
also one of the few Harvard presidents not trained in the ministry.23 He was 
widely respected as an intellectual, and he cultivated a wide circle of friends 
and associates, including Jacob Schiff, with whom he had a friendly and 
respectful relationship.

Among the early generations of Kuhn, Loeb & Co. partners, university 
education was not common, but cases did exist. Therese Schiff’s brother, 
James Loeb, for example, was a Harvard graduate (Class of 1888).24 Mor-
timer Schiff had wanted to go to Harvard, but Jacob refused to send him, 
being wary of its “many temptations.”25 (Mortimer’s son, John, went to Yale 
[Class of 1925].)26 Three out of four of Felix and Frieda Warburg’s male 
children, Jacob Schiff’s grandchildren, however, did go to Harvard: Fred-
erick M. Warburg, Class of 1919, who later joined Kuhn, Loeb & Co. in 
1931; Gerald F. Warburg, Class of 1923; and Edward M. M. Warburg, 
Class of 1930.27

Even though Jacob Schiff refused to send Mortimer to Harvard, Eliot’s 
views on religious tolerance particularly endeared him to Schiff. Compul-
sory religious worship was one of the reasons why Schiff did not send Mor-
timer to Groton, an Episcopalian school founded in 1884 by Rev. Endicott 
Peabody, whose father, Samuel, had been a partner at J. S. Morgan & Co., 
the House of Morgan’s London branch. (Peabody’s daughter married Morgan 
partner Henry P. Davison’s son, F. Trubee.)28 Schiff had asked Peabody to 
exempt Mortimer from attending Christian services, should Mortimer 
attend the school, and Peabody refused.29 Given that Peabody was an Epis-
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copal priest and founded the school to foster “manly Christian character,”30 
it would appear that Peabody’s decision was a foregone conclusion, but Schiff 
did not believe that religion or education should be interpreted so narrowly. 
More importantly, he did not see that placing limits on religion was a refuta-
tion of religion. As evidence of his confidence in Eliot, whose ideas were 
more similar to his own, Schiff donated $250,000 to Harvard to found the 
Semitic Museum in 1899. He also sponsored an undergraduate essay prize 
“on the work and achievements of the Jewish people” by the Menorah 
Society, an undergraduate club at Harvard.31

When Eliot retired in 1909, he was succeeded by Abbot Lawrence Lowell 
(1856–1943; president, 1909–1933; a graduate of Harvard, Class of 1877, 
and Harvard Law School, Class of 1880), who was quite different in inclina-
tion and style from his predecessor.32 Lowell was the son of a financier and 
the descendant of a prominent Boston Brahmin family. Trained as a lawyer, 
Lowell practiced for many years before becoming a professor of government 
at Harvard in 1897. When he became president of Harvard in 1909, one of 
his priorities was to reduce social class segregation at the university. In 
theory, Lowell’s goal was to further the ideals of Harvard in keeping with 
the changing expectations to democratize national leadership and training. 
In order to accomplish his goal, Lowell instituted a policy that required all 
freshmen to reside in the same dormitories after 1915.33 His plan was sim-
ilar to one proposed by Woodrow Wilson at Princeton University and based 
on the models of Oxford and Cambridge Universities in England.34

Lowell’s decision to require freshmen to reside in the same dormitories 
had one important exception, which would become the centerpiece of a 
larger crisis at Harvard in the early 1920s. All freshmen were required to 
live in the dorms except African American freshmen, who were excluded.35 
Lowell’s actions instigated a flurry of criticism, and the case received a con-
siderable amount of attention in the American press and abroad.36 In the 
contemporary historical record, the segregation of black freshmen has been 
called “the most notorious single example of racism at Harvard.”37 Critics at 
the time compared Harvard’s policies to the actions of German militarists 
and the Ku Klux Klan.38 If Harvard had been a school for the Ku Klux 
Klan, its segregation policy would probably not have received much notice. 
The contradiction between Harvard’s reputation as a place of liberal and 
higher education and its support of racial segregation made its policies 
extremely controversial.39
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Because Harvard was so prominent a university, the segregation case 
attracted national and international attention. In 1922, the British Foreign 
Office noted in its annual report for the United States that Harvard Uni-
versity was continuing “to study the much- vexed question of the desirability 
of admitting negroes as undergraduates.” The report observed “the subject 
has aroused heated comment in the press” and that the issue was also com-
plicated by concurrent “allegations of anti- Semitic as well as anti- negro 
discrimination on the part of the university authorities.”40 The Foreign 
Office was referring to the fact that Lowell added further fuel to the fire in 
1922 by attempting to limit the number of Jewish students accepted at 
Harvard.

Jewish freshmen made up 21.5 percent of Harvard’s incoming class, or 
150 of 658 students, that year. This was compared to 7 percent, or 36 of 511 
students, in 1900.41 Like black students, Jewish students who made it to 
Harvard were excluded from social, athletic, and cultural organizations. For 
many non- Jewish alumni, this segregation was thought to be the natural 
outcome of the individual freedom of students to choose their own com-
panions and social partners, social associations and preferences that could 
not be dictated. Lowell argued that Jews should be excluded because they 
were too insular even though he also argued that they should be excluded 
because Harvard alumni clubs could not recruit members due to the pres-
ence of relatively large numbers of Jews.42

At the time, supporters of Jewish students and black students at Harvard 
did not link their struggles. Black segregation at Harvard was seen as 
becoming a controversy, “despite their small numbers . . .” in contrast to the 
anxiety created by large numbers of Jewish students.43 The relatively small 
number of black freshmen was one reason why several key members of the 
Board of Overseers, including Lamont, were critical of Lowell. They believed 
black segregation should not have been an issue since they assumed that 
those African Americans who could academically merit a Harvard education 
would be naturally small. But they also supported a quota to exclude Jewish 
students, who by their academic merit could have gained admittance to 
Harvard if not for a policy of discrimination.44 Theoretically, politically, and 
morally, the Jewish quota and black segregation together demonstrate a pre-
vailing assumption that Harvard as an institution should be led by and pop-
ulated with white, Anglo- Saxon, Protestant men, a belief that was echoed in 
the policies of other elite institutions like Cornell, Yale, and Princeton.45
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As we have seen, the Morgan partners implicitly understood that they 
were part of a larger world from which they drew their social capital. In both 
the economic and social spheres and in both the private and public spheres 
of their world, they supported exclusive policies on the basis of ethnic, racial, 
and religious identity. Changes in the postwar challenged these hierarchies 
which, like President Lowell, they did not take well. In March 1920, Jack 
Morgan personally wrote Lowell that he wanted the membership of Harvard 
Corporation, the main governing body of the university, to be restricted to 
“Protestant Christians.”46 Morgan wrote Lowell, “I think I ought to say that 
I believe there is a strong feeling among the Overseers that the nominee 
should by no means be a Jew or a Roman Catholic, although, naturally, the 
feeling in regard to the latter is less than regard to the former. . . .  The Jew is 
always a Jew first and an American second, and the Roman Catholic, I fear, 
too often a Papist first and an American second.”47 

Morgan’s reference to Jews may have been influenced by the fact that the 
Board of Overseers (presumably also without his support) elected its first 
Jewish Board of Overseers member, Judge Julian Mack, in 1919.48 With 
regard to the reference of the “Roman Catholic,” most likely Morgan was 
writing about the vacancy in the Harvard Corporation created by the death 
of Henry Lee Higginson the year before. In April 1920, despite Morgan’s 
protests, Harvard Corporation elected its first Roman Catholic member, 
James Byrne (1857–1942; Class of 1877; Harvard Law Class of 1882), a 
New York lawyer.49 When these kinds of views were privately held, either 
personally or within Harvard’s governing bodies, there was little outsiders 
could do, partly because they had no direct knowledge of the internal events 
of private institutions. The problem arose when the issues became more 
publicly known because of the way these beliefs contradicted other tradi-
tions that were identified as central to the memory and identity of the uni-
versity by many of its alumni and by a wider public.

SeGreGation at Harvard

In 1921, Professor Albert Bushnell Hart, a professor of history and govern-
ment at Harvard, and Harvard alumni from The Nation began to write 
letters to President Lowell questioning “the freshman dormitory color bar 
and the possibility of total exclusion of black men from Harvard College.”50 
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Hart came from an antislavery family and had a history of championing the 
rights of African Americans. He was a trustee of Howard University, which 
was founded in 1867 to train black clergymen and teachers.51 Hart was 
similar to another Harvard alum who was deeply critical of Lowell’s poli-
cies, Moorfield Storey (Class of 1866, Harvard Law Class of 1869). Storey 
was a highly respected Boston lawyer and a former member of the Board of 
Overseers. He started his career as the private secretary to Charles Sumner 
(Class of 1830), the antislavery and abolitionist Republican senator.52 Like 
Hart, Storey had a history of working for civil rights for African Americans. 
He was the first president of the National Association for the Advancement 
of Colored People (NAACP), which was established in 1909.53

The NAACP’s members had ties to other progressive organizations, 
whose members were involved with the Harvard segregation case, including 
the Nation, which became another cluster in the network of anti- Lowell 
alumni.54 At the time of the Harvard crisis, the Nation was owned by 
Oswald Garrison Villard, the grandson of famed abolitionist, William 
Lloyd Garrison, the publisher of the antislavery newspaper, the Liberator. 
Villard was also one of the NAACP’s founders.55 Both the NAACP staff 
and the Nation staff would play an important role in putting the pressure on 
Lowell and organizing alumni against his segregation policy.

In 1922, Moorfield Storey and William Channing Gannett, the Uni-
tarian Minister and abolitionist, organized a petition or “Memorial” to 
send to Lowell and Harvard Corporation protesting the exclusion and treat-
ment of African American students.56 Gannett’s son, Lewis S. Gannett,57 
was an associate editor at the Nation. He and other editors, such as Ernest 
Gruening,58 worked on the petition. It was eventually signed by 143 alumni 
and included a range of graduates from the Class of 1850 to the Class of 
1920.59 They included: Edward Waldo Emerson (Class of 1866), the son of 
Ralph Waldo Emerson, and Rev. Francis G. Peabody (Class of 1869), who 
was also Charles Eliot’s brother- in- law and the son of Rev. Ephraim Pea-
body (the Unitarian minister; no direct relation to Groton’s Rev. Endicott 
Peabody).60

Writing to the petitioners, supportive Harvard alumni voiced a number 
of consistent themes.61 They included the history of New England or Mas-
sachusetts with regard to the Civil War, their own personal experiences and 
personal family history with regard to African Americans, the reputation of 



t H e  s i G n i f i c a n c e  o f  s o c i a l  t i e s :  H a r va r d  149

Harvard as an institution of higher learning, Harvard’s reputation as a liberal 
American institution, and the general appeal to both progressive and nation-
alist sentiment. The persistent mention of New England and the Civil War 
demonstrated how important the memory of the Civil War was to the self- 
representation of Harvard, which was reflected in the antislavery background 
of many of the most ardent protesters. As with the war and the fight against 
slavery, the struggle against segregation and discrimination at Harvard could 
not avoid the moral question, what the graduates called “justice.”62

Until 1923, much of this conversation took place within Harvard com-
munities. Then, in January 1923, Lowell personally rejected the request of 
Roscoe Conkling Bruce (Class of 1902) to place his son Roscoe Conkling 
Bruce Jr. in the freshman dormitory.63 The son of Blanche K. Bruce, the 
first black United States Senator (Mississippi), Bruce had a distinguished 
career at Harvard.64 He was elected to Phi Beta Kappa, was class orator, and 
graduated magna cum laude. He went on to be the head of the academic 
department of the Tuskegee Institute and then had a long tenure as super-
intendent of schools for African Americans in Washington.65

Lowell wrote Bruce, “. . .  ‘In the Freshman Halls, where residence is 
compulsory, we have felt from the beginning the necessity of not includ-
 ing colored men. . . .  .I am sure you will understand why, from the begin-
ning, we have not thought it possible to compel men of different races to 
reside together.’   ”66 After Bruce received Lowell’s negative reply, he wrote 
Lowell:

I have lived and labored in the South so long since my graduation from Har-
vard College over twenty years ago, that despite the newspapers, I had fondly 
cherished the illusion that, step by step with the unquestionable growth of 
liberal sentiment in the Southern States as a whole, New England was 
enriching rather than impoverishing her heritage. The policy of compulsory 
residence in the Freshman Halls is costly indeed if it is the thing that con-
strains Harvard to enter open- eyed and brusque upon a policy of racial dis-
crimination. . . .  67

W. E. B. Du Bois, the editor of the NAACP’s the Crisis, would later write, 
“Imagine, my masters, six decades after emancipation, a slave’s grandson 
[Bruce] teaching the ABC of democracy to the Puritan head of Harvard!”68
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Bruce took Lowell’s letter to the press, making the case public for the 
first time. A torrent of negative press began against Harvard. Newspapers 
carried the issue on the front page.69 Lambasting Harvard for duplicity, the 
Boston Herald editorialized on January 15, 1923: “Once more Harvard 
learns the disadvantage of a reputation for equality of right higher than she 
really wishes to maintain. . . .  Why not face this question honestly and 
squarely, and either keep all negroes out of Harvard, admitting we have 
discarded our principles and have drawn the color lines, or allow them to 
come and, at least officially, treat them without discrimination.”70 The 
media also connected Harvard’s case to German militarism and lynching. 
Other letters to newspapers referenced the Ku Klux Klan.71

Numerous and passionate, Lowell’s critics had the moral high ground, 
but significantly, they were not organized as a cohesive network. Though 
members of different progressive organizations and publications, such as the 
Nation and the NAACP, overlapped in terms of personnel and ideological 
commonalities, structurally and institutionally, they acted as largely sepa-
rate organizations. More importantly, the Harvard alumni attached to these 
organizations did not have key support on the governing bodies of the uni-
versity even though several members of the Board of Overseers were not 
happy with Lowell. Franklin Delano Roosevelt, who was an Overseer at the 
time, wrote to colleague R. S. Wallace, “   ‘It seems a pity that the matter ever 
came up in this way. There were certainly many colored students in Cam-
bridge when we were there and no question ever arose.’   ”72 Roosevelt may 
have been critical of Lowell, but the board as a whole was not eager to chal-
lenge Lowell directly. One exception was Julian Mack, the first Jewish person 
to serve on the board in Harvard’s history.

Julian W. Mack was a judge in the United States Circuit Court in New 
York. He was also “past president of the first American Jewish Congress 
(1918–19)” and “former head of the Zionist Organization of America.”73 
Like Jacob Schiff, Mack was not only Jewish, he identified his interests as a 
Jew and he was friends with many prominent Jews of similar mindset and 
inclination. He had a close ideological ally in the form of Felix Frankfurter, 
the Harvard Law professor, whom Lowell disliked immensely.

In June 1922, former Harvard president Charles W. Eliot wrote to 
Jerome D. Greene (1874–1959; Class of 1896), another Board of Overseers 
member, about a meeting he had with Frankfurter and Mack at his home. 
Eliot said that Mack believed that the Board of Overseers sympathized with 
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his views regarding the treatment and exclusion of Jews. Eliot wanted to 
know if Greene felt the same. Greene wrote Eliot that members of the Board 
of Overseers had racial antagonisms but that they understood after Judge 
Mack had made statements to the board, “the great seriousness and delicacy 
of adopting any course which the Jews would have a right to complain of 
on grounds of racial or religious discrimination.”74 As a dissenting Board 
of Overseers member, Greene, like Mack, was also an exception on the 
board, but for different reasons. He represented many Harvard alumni who 
believed that President Lowell’s policies damaged Harvard’s reputation and 
went against Harvard’s creed.

Jerome D. Greene was a partner of Lee, Higginson & Co., the Boston 
Brahmin merchant house founded in 1848,75 whose namesake George 
Cabot Lee was the father- in- law to Theodore Roosevelt. Lee, Higginson’s 
senior partner before the war, Henry Lee Higginson, was close friends with 
Pierpont Morgan.76 Lee, Higginson & Co. was not as strong a banking 
house as the Morgans, but it was considered a prestigious, old- stock Anglo-
 American house, and it did a considerable amount of business with the 
Morgans. Though it was largely a regional (Boston) firm, Lee, Higginson 
opened a New York office in 1906 where Greene was based.77

Morgan partner Thomas Lamont and Greene were acquaintances, not 
close friends, but they had certain similarities. Like Lamont, Greene was 
the son of a clergyman though he had much more experience abroad. 
Greene’s parents, Rev. Daniel Crosby Greene and Mary Jane Forbes Greene, 
were Christian missionaries in Japan under the auspices of the American 
Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions of the Congregational 
Church. Greene was born in Japan and lived there until he was thirteen 
years old. He moved to the United States to attend high school, after which 
he entered Harvard.78 Though their father went to Dartmouth, Greene’s 
brothers, Evarts (who became a professor of history at Columbia Univer-
sity) and Roger (who joined the U.S. diplomatic corps), were also Harvard 
graduates.79 Like Lamont and Jack Morgan, Greene had a son, Jerome 
Crosby Greene, who was also a student at Harvard at the time of the 
controversy.80

Like Lamont, Greene also began his career outside of business and then 
eventually became an investment banker. Greene’s earliest positions were 
actually with Harvard. Having served as Charles W. Eliot’s secretary, 
Greene’s strong personal and professional ties to Harvard and to Eliot 
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explain in part why he was so disturbed by Lowell’s actions. In 1910, he 
entered the world of philanthropy and administration, a relatively new field, 
when he joined the Rockefeller Institute and the Rockefeller Foundation. 
Greene and Lamont had a lot of social and professional interests in common 
given their positions in investment banking, including relationships to orga-
nizations involved in U.S.- Japan relations.81

Greene had written to Lamont to ask if he would support a special 
meeting of the board. He wrote, “This is the second time this year that 
[Lowell] has in the eyes of the public committed the University to a definite 
position on a matter of policy gravely affecting the responsibility of the 
Governing Boards.”82 Greene’s views on segregation were specific to Har-
vard’s reputation and to the rules and procedures of the university. He 
believed that Lowell had exceeded his institutional authority at the expense 
of the board.83 Greene also believed, unlike Lowell, that negative publicity 
had already begun to affect the university and could not be avoided.84

Lamont had been well aware of the antisegregation petition that had 
been circulating among the alumni, but he did not become engaged until 
after the issue went public some months later. He was also aware of the 
controversy regarding Jewish applicants and had correspondence directly 
with Lowell about the subject. In September 1922, Lowell had written 
Lamont saying that there was no important business for the Board of Over-
seers meetings “unless Judge Mack starts a discussion on the question of the 
Jews.”85 His correspondence with Greene on the Harvard case is particu-
larly interesting because it offers a rare view of what he thought about the 
segregation crisis.

Though Lamont had definite views on Jews, he took little to no interest 
in issues pertaining to African Americans. References to persons of African 
descent are infrequent and scattered throughout correspondence in his vast 
archive, unlike, for example, the views of Morgan staff member Martin 
Egan, who worked closely with Lamont and whose private correspondence 
with friends inside and outside the firm contains significant examples of 
derogatory language with regard to persons of African (and Asian) descent.86 
Lamont’s references to persons of African descent are far from frequent, but 
those that remain suggest that he did not disagree with Egan’s views.

In 1927, Lamont went to Haiti, and he took the time to characterize the 
people by their color, even in limited diary entries, comparing “dingy little 
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town of darkies” with “friendly and light colored natives.”87 In 1942, he was 
asked to comment on a special issue of the magazine Survey Graphic, titled 
Color: Unfinished Business of Democracy: the New World, Negroes U.S.A., the 
Old World, and he wrote Morgan staff member Vernon Munroe, “Do you 
want to glance through this copy of the Survey Graphic, which I used to 
support rather liberally, and tell me whether all this darkey business is justi-
fied, or whether Paul Kellogg [the editor of Survey Graphic] has gone off the 
deep end on it?”88

The fact that Lamont used the word “darkey” to describe a series of doc-
uments and articles on equality between the races indicates that he did not 
believe in racial equality or social integration.89 Though both references 
post- date the Harvard case, it is not unreasonable to assume that he held 
similar views during his lifetime, particularly given that he made the latter 
comment during the Second World War when the Nazis had made overt 
racism extremely unpopular, if not a completely untenable. That Lamont 
did not use this language as a Board of Overseers member to address the 
issue of black segregation suggests he already understood this to be the case 
in the early 1920s. His strategy offers further evidence that he understood 
maintaining his reputation, and by extension that of the Morgan firm, 
required a specific kind of discourse in the postwar. 

When Greene wrote to Lamont to ask him about his views of Lowell’s 
actions, Lamont’s response consisted of two main points. He believed that 
the principle of equality had to be upheld when things were made public. 
However, he did not agree that there should be or would have been a problem 
due to the small numbers of black students at Harvard. He wrote Greene 
that he thought “the whole episode as most unfortunate,” but he did not 
support the special board meeting. He suggested that they take no action 
and wait for newspaper talk to die out. He agreed with Greene that Lowell 
had overstepped his boundaries writing, “Now that the question has been 
raised, it must of course come before the governing boards for their consid-
eration, and unless I receive far more light than I have at present, I should 
certainly vote against any formal discrimination in the freshman dormito-
ries against negroes.”

But Lamont’s primary concern was that “question that need never have 
come up at all, and I am vexed that it should have come up.” He wrote 
Greene:
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It would appear that out of the seven or eight hundred freshman entering 
college each year, two or three hundred must room outside the freshman 
dormitories. It would appear to me, therefore, quite natural that generally 
the one or two negroes that are in every freshman class would find them-
selves in the outside crowd, which would mean no discrimination directed 
against the negro personally and the adoption of no principle discriminating 
against him.

Lamont denied that this was a “camouflage,” saying that it was not his 
intention. He wrote, “If the matter ever came down to one principle, I think 
that we would have to take a stand.”90 Lamont thus appreciated the way in 
which the principle of equality had to be upheld, but he also felt that it did 
not have to actually be practiced; given the assumption that the numbers of 
black freshmen would remain minimal, social segregation could be prac-
ticed informally and individually without the university having to make a 
formal statement. The entire episode could be avoided by giving black 
freshmen reasons other than their race, such as the lack of space, thereby 
achieving the same result without the unpleasant controversy. 

The position of African American students and alumni at Harvard as 
part of the “outside crowd,” to use Lamont’s words, demonstrates what was 
really at stake during the segregation controversy. It also shows why it is 
important to analyze the Morgan network broadly and to look beyond the 
Morgans’ closest circles. Without a consideration of the larger networks at 
play, we cannot understand the limits of a policy of equal opportunity based 
on the principle of individual merit. In other words, equal opportunity was 
not just about individuals, it was also about communities and networks. 

Like Lowell’s other critics, Harvard’s African American alumni were not 
an entirely cohesive group, institutionally or individually. Among them, 
they had many personal differences.91 Given the fact, however, that the 
African American community was entirely united in their opposition to the 
substance and the method of Harvard’s segregation policy, what was more 
significant with regard to African American alumni was their lack of repre-
sentation on the Board of Overseers and the lack of close ties to board 
members and influential alumni. These included lack of ties to alumni who 
were critical of Lowell’s plans like Greene, who wrote Charles Eliot that he 
did not want to associate with Moorefield Storey or the NAACP, “the negro-
phile group with which Mr. Storey is associated.”92 
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The social distance between African American alumni and the decision-
 making alumni of the university was a structural issue, one that was the 
result of racial segregation during and after Harvard. In their own experi-
ence, African American alumni knew that it was not enough to have the 
opportunity to attend Harvard. The benefit of a Harvard education was 
measured by the potential it held for an individual in his life after the uni-
versity, one that could tie him to social and economic networks beyond 
what he might have inherited personally. Thus, the greatest benefit of a 
Harvard education would accrue to those who had complete access to the 
social benefits of Harvard education, without which “the most complete 
opportunity for education,” of which Lowell spoke, was not attainable. This 
was what the segregation case at Harvard meant, and W. E. B. Du Bois 
offers an instructive example.

tHe imPortanCe of SoCial tieS

As the first African American Ph.D. graduate from Harvard and the editor 
of the Crisis, William Edward Burghardt Du Bois (1868–1963; AB 1890; 
AM 1891; PhD 1895) had a national reputation as a leading intellectual 
voice on American race relations. Born in Massachusetts, Du Bois distin-
guished himself academically at a young age. He attended Fisk University, 
graduating in 1888, and then entered Harvard as a junior. After completing 
his undergraduate and master’s degree at Harvard, Du Bois spent two years 
at the University of Berlin and returned to Harvard to complete his doc-
torate. His thesis was on the African slave trade in America. Du Bois taught 
at various universities, eventually settling at Atlanta University before he 
joined the staff of the NAACP in 1909–1910. By the time of the Harvard 
segregation crisis, Du Bois had authored several books, including Souls of 
Black Folk (1903), his study on African Americans in American society and 
on race in America, where he famously declared “. . .  the problem of the 
Twentieth Century is the problem of the color line.”93

Despite Du Bois’s prominence as a Harvard alumnus and as an African 
American scholar and intellectual, his name was not on the original petition 
organized by Storey and others.94 In fact, the petitioners’ initial letter to Du 
Bois was originally misdirected to a Dr. Eugene F. Du Bois (Class of 1903), 
an alum who was in favor of the exclusion. In the initial letter, Du Bois was 
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not asked to sign but to make suggestions on three enclosed letters to Lowell; 
to general graduates; and to Norwood Penrose Hallowell (Class of 1897), a 
Board of Overseers member, who was also a partner in Lee, Higginson & 
Co. and whose father had served as a colonel in the Massachusetts 54th 
Regiment during the Civil War. The fact that several of the original peti-
tioners did not initially know Du Bois’s first name or his graduation year is 
significant. It explains in part the way in which the university would even-
tually “resolve” the issue through rhetorical proclamations of equality and 
tolerance.95

Du Bois’s distance from the center of decision- making power in the case 
is an indication that the personal views and concerns of African American 
alumni were not central to the outcomes or discussions of the segregation 
case at Harvard. That Du Bois had merited admittance to Harvard was not 
in question. What was at stake was the extent to which he had the same 
opportunities to which Greene referred. Du Bois’s relationship to other non-
 African American alumni involved in the segregation case was one defined 
by marginalization, which started when he was a student at Harvard, an 
experience he himself described as being “in Harvard but not of it.”96 His 
interaction with other classmates at Harvard was confined to the classroom, 
which he described as “merely civil in the lecture hall.”97 In other words, Du 
Bois was clearly in the “outside crowd,” to use Lamont’s term.

Du Bois actually attended Harvard at the same time as Lamont 
(AB 1892), and they took one class together in 1890–1891: “English 
12–Composition.”98 Members of Lamont’s social circle, such as Jeremiah 
Smith Jr. (Class of 1892; Harvard Law 1895),99 a diplomat and lawyer who 
had been Lamont’s classmate at Exeter, and Norman Hapgood (Class of 
1890; Harvard Law 1893),100 who wrote on the Crimson with Lamont, also 
took some of the same courses with Du Bois while students at Harvard.101 
Du Bois must have stood out in class. He was one of the very few African 
American students, who had been admitted to Harvard by that time.102

Whether or not they noticed Du Bois, there is no indication that Lamont 
or other men in his social circle interacted with him during or after their 
time at school.103 The common educational link was not enough to create a 
tie, affective or otherwise. Harvard’s education afforded different kinds of 
benefits depending on the ties and connections one could make, ties that 
were not determined by individual freedom, even though they appeared 
to be the result of individual choice. It is understandable, therefore, why 
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Lamont believed a formal policy of segregation was unnecessary. The same 
results could have been carried out by the informal practices of administra-
tors and students as was done during his time at Harvard.

This context explains in part why Du Bois was not able to take a leader-
ship role in the university’s decision- making process on the issue of segrega-
tion.104 Without an institutional presence and with limited ties to white 
alumni, Du Bois, like other African American alumni, had to rely on the 
leadership of others to make the case on behalf of African Americans.105 
Though the petitioners considered the possibility in early February 1923 of 
nominating Roscoe Bruce to the Board of Overseers, even Storey did not 
think it was a good idea.106 While Storey believed that “in the near future 
the colored people should have a representative on the board,” he thought it 
would only increase a negative response.107 Du Bois wrote, “I suppose that 
we are practically compelled to follow Mr. Storey’s advice since we should 
sorely need his support in any such movement.”108 Ultimately, the Board of 
Overseers did not have a member of African American descent until 1959, 
and Harvard Corporation did not until 2001.109

As Greene predicted, however, the issue did not go away until a decision 
was made by the governing bodies of the university. By the spring of 1923, 
the university community and the public attention moved the board closer 
to having a vote on Lowell’s policies. The Committee on Methods of Sifting 
Candidates for Admission concluded its investigation, and in its final report, 
recommended “. . .  that in the administration of rules for admission Har-
vard College maintain its traditional policy of freedom from discrimination 
on grounds of race or religion.”110 The faculty voted to adopt the report. The 
outcome of the segregation case was very similar.

In March 1923, Harvard Corporation voted to undo the segregation 
policy of the freshman dormitories. In April 1923, the Board of Overseers 
voted unanimously to “comply with the faculty committee’s report recom-
mending the abandonment of Harvard’s exclusionary policies.”111 The 
board’s executive committee, which included Lamont, submitted a report 
to the board that stated: “The following acts of the Board are deserving of 
note. . . .  Votes that the rules as to residence in the Freshman Dormitories 
and admission to the College be applied without discrimination on grounds 
of race or religion. . . .”112 The same year, Jack Morgan received an honorary 
degree from Harvard.
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Private aSSoCiationS and inequality

While the conclusion of the segregation case appeared to be a success for the 
petitioners and for African American and Jewish students, the reality was 
much more complicated. The Harvard Crimson reported that in addition to 
the fact that the board voted “negroes will not be excluded from the 
Freshman Halls by reason of their color,” the board also voted “that men of 
the white and colored races not be compelled to live and eat in the same 
dormitory if they object to members of the other race.”113 In other words, 
the board did not uphold the ideal of racial equality as much as it upheld the 
right of the individual, including the right of the individual to discriminate 
on the basis of assumed racial inferiority. By the right of individual freedom, 
they meant that black students would be free to apply to live in the dorm 
(without any guarantee of being granted a space) and white students would 
be free to choose to discriminate against them.

As in business and society, the justification for maintaining inequalities 
based on racial differences at Harvard was the right of private association. In 
effect, the position of the university was to not interfere in private behavior, 
which remained distinct from the public or institutional policies of the col-
lege. The same structure of private versus public associations and the right to 
private property that was so important to the outcome of the Money Trust 
Investigation also enabled the continuation of the status quo at Harvard. The 
significance is clear. Institutions like Harvard, which practiced segregation 
but did not want to admit to doing so overtly, offered implicit support for the 
structure of separate spheres that was so important to elite bankers like the 
Morgans and in ways were also tied to the individual’s ability to practice his 
right to private association. The outcome of the Harvard case demonstrated 
the limits of making community through ideology or publicity alone. Unless 
the issue of social segregation was directly addressed, African American and 
Jewish American alumni would continue to find themselves separate and 
unequal. Without changing the structure of social networks, ideological 
rhetoric served to hide or evade discriminatory policies and intentions and to 
maintain pre- existing hierarchies.

Despite pronouncements of Harvard’s commitment to equality, the 
institutionalization of discrimination at Harvard was not deterred. With 
regard to Jewish applicants, in January 1926, the Board of Overseers 
amended admission standards that could be selectively used to exclude Jews 
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without naming them, such as requiring photo identification, a practice 
that often led to excluding non- Jews.114 Starting in 1930, Lowell’s adminis-
tration also began a quota system against Jews, which reduced their enroll-
ment to about 10 to 15 percent of the incoming class from 25 to 27 percent.115 
The fear that the expectation of merit would not be enough to keep Har-
vard’s student body white and Protestant was addressed through methods 
and standards seemingly unrelated to race, which made them that much 
more difficult to identify and publicly criticize.116

The policies at Harvard, including the informal policies of the universi-
ty’s social clubs and the like, did not change much until after the Second 
World War and then much later in the twentieth century.117 Between 1890 
and 1940, only about 160 African American students matriculated from 
Harvard College.118 African American students at Harvard numbered about 
five or six per year until the 1960s.119 Ultimately, the Harvard case demon-
strates that the actualization of democratic principles, such as individual 
merit and equal opportunity, was greatly limited by the structure of existing 
networks inherited from the pre- World War I period and by the ways in 
which rights and opportunities were seen as the property of individuals. 
These exclusive policies were not limited to Harvard and also applied to 
elite schools such as Princeton and Yale.120 As Jerome Greene told Abby 
Rockefeller (Mrs. John D. Rockefeller Jr.), albeit in an effort to show that 
Harvard was not unique, “No negro can get into Prince  ton and no negro 
can live in a Yale dormitory or play on a Yale team.”121

Lamont remained on the Board of Overseers until 1925, and he con-
tinued to be an active and prominent alumnus. He was deeply committed 
to Harvard, an institution that had been his entrée to his position in society. 
He also remained committed to keeping Harvard closed to those whose 
association and proximity threatened his social capital. But the fact that he 
could not do so openly was a testament to the changes in the conditions and 
expectations of his world. Lamont also knew that the controversy over social 
equality was not confined to Harvard. As we shall see, the same structure of 
separate spheres had a particular significance in the area of foreign and dip-
lomatic policy and affected the Morgans’ work as international bankers. 
That is because the Morgans’ relationship with the empire of Japan, an 
important client, gave the issue of racial equality greater urgency and made 
it a diplomatic concern during the interwar period.



cHaPter six

Complex International Alliances: 
Japan

aS HiS role in the Harvard segregation case demonstrated, Thomas 
Lamont was adept at dealing with unpleasant contradictions. In the 1920s, 
during the same time as the Harvard case, his skills were also put to the test 
on the international stage as the Morgan firm became more deeply involved 
in American foreign policy interests in the aftermath of the First World 
War. Lamont was not only exceptionally well suited for the postwar world, 
he embraced his role as the bank’s most public face. More than a journalist 
or a banker, Lamont was truly a “diplomat” at heart. When he died in 1948, 
the New York Times reported, “Associates remember Mr. Lamont best as a 
man with a gift for friendship.”1

Lamont’s prominent position as the public face of the Morgan firm was 
made possible by two interrelated factors. The first was the character and 
style of his senior partner. Jack Morgan considered his participation in the 
politics of international finance an enormous burden, a necessary responsi-
bility that he would not shirk but did not relish.2 While Morgan remained 
the undisputed senior partner during his lifetime, his experience during 
and after the First World War further deepened his sense of isolation from 
the outside world, which was compounded by the death of his mother in 
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1924 and his wife in 1925. By nature shy and aloof, Morgan remained a 
private person known intimately only by his children, partners, and close 
circle of friends and family, shunning publicity and social interaction with 
outsiders.

Morgan’s personal style accelerated changes in the organization and 
makeup of the firm in the postwar period. As the firm embraced a broader 
definition of belonging, partners did not have to be of the manor born but 
could assume the mantle of Morgan through identification with elite insti-
tutions. In effect there was a greater opportunity for men of a different class 
to become partners as long as the criteria for partners remained exclusive 
along the lines of religion, race, and gender. This newfound democratic 
spirit also had other important limitations. Despite the fact that Lamont’s 
percentage ownership of the partnership was second only to Jack Morgan, 
he was not the heir to the throne, so to speak, which was Morgan’s place as 
the namesake of the firm. He was the “ambassador,” or Morgan’s represen-
tative, a sign of the firm’s transition to a more managerial model.3

Though Lamont celebrated his humble beginnings, he was deeply ambi-
tious and coveted a greater role for himself in national and international 
affairs. His first autobiography was titled My Boyhood in a Parsonage (1946), 
but his second (posthumous) autobiography was titled Across World Fron-
tiers (1951).4 If Lamont embraced his role as Morgan’s ambassador, it was 
not only because he respected and cared for his senior partner. It was also 
because he believed his position in the firm and his relationship to the 
Morgan name could provide him and his heirs an entrée to a world of power 
and importance far beyond that of the parsonage, and unlike Morgan, he 
welcomed all its possibilities. In this regard, he was similar to other mem-
bers of the Morgan bank, whether staff members like Martin Egan, who 
had unfulfilled aspirations to become the governor general of the Philip-
pines, or partners like Dwight Morrow, who left the firm in 1927 to become 
the American ambassador to Mexico.5 

America’s place in the changing international context enabled men like 
Lamont to imagine a role far beyond the borders of the United States. His 
international work on behalf of the bank involved him in negotiations with 
many different countries from Germany to Mexico to China. During the 
1920s, Lamont also became the Morgan bank’s primary representative with 
Japan, a relationship that gave him enormous personal prestige and  conferred 
upon him “expert” status on Far Eastern affairs.6 Lamont respected Japan 
as a serious political and economic player, and he was enamored with the 
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esteem afforded by being an international diplomat of sorts. His “expert” 
status on Asia is particularly interesting, however, given that Lamont had 
very limited experience with Asian affairs and even less contact with Asian 
people. Like Jews and African Americans, Lamont saw Japanese as inher-
ently different and foreign. He and his partners frequently used the term 
“Japs” in private correspondence, which was not something they did in the 
presence of Japanese.7

The issues related to German Jewish bankers, whom the Morgans sup-
planted as Japan’s primary banker, are echoed in the narrative of the Mor-
gans’ ties with Japan, but they also speak to the ways in which private 
banking at the Morgan firm were changing in the postwar period. Their 
relationship with Japan, in particular, demonstrates how the conditions 
under which the Morgans pursued their work were affected by America’s 
rise to world power and the rise of state power. They also resonate with the 
issues raised by the Harvard case, such as the need to publicly acknowledge 
the pressure for national unity and also to claim the moral high ground as 
leaders in an international context and in the area of race relations. 

As the leading international bankers of the world’s leading power and 
with Japan as their client, the Morgans could not openly espouse racial 
discrimination and segregation even though they were deeply committed to 
those structures in their own communities. How they managed this con-
flict was an important statement about how much the conditions of their 
business had changed as national and international circumstances shifted 
the balance of power.

unSeatinG kuHn, loeB

As an international bank, the Morgan firm’s client base had always been 
diverse, but before the First World War, the scope of its business with Japan 
was limited by the strong and proprietary relationship that Kuhn, Loeb & 
Co. had as Japan’s American banker. In 1904 alone, Kuhn, Loeb & Co.’s 
sales for the Japanese government amounted to £11,000,000 or approxi-
mately $53,460,000.8 In total, Kuhn, Loeb & Co. made five loans for Japan 
during the Russo- Japanese War, of which “the American share of the five 
loans combined amounted to over $196 million, a sum that was said to set 
a record for large- volume financing before World War I.”9
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Jacob Schiff had such close ties with Baron Korekiyo Takahashi (1854–
1936),10 the vice- governor of the Bank of Japan and later the Japanese min-
ister of finance and premier, that Takahashi’s fifteen- year- old daughter, 
Wakiko, lived with Schiff and his wife in New York for three years (1906–
1909).11 Takahashi met Schiff at a dinner in London in 1904 after he had 
been sent abroad as Japan’s financial commissioner. He spent the better part 
of three years in Europe and the United States in order to raise money for 
the Japanese war effort. His life- long friendship with Schiff started as a 
union of common interests against Russia.12

Takahashi had initially hoped to enlist Pierpont Morgan to Japan’s cause, 
but he found Morgan to be unfriendly and rude.13 Pierpont’s seeming disre-
gard for and disinterest in Japan’s business left open the field for his rival. 
While in New York in 1905, Takahashi told his associate Kentaro Kaneko, 
the brother- in- law of Takuma Dan, a financier and representative of the 
Mitsui industrial conglomerate, “Kuhn, Loeb is strong enough to prevent any 
mischief that might come from Morgan.”14 In 1906, after the Russo- Japanese 
War, Schiff was invited by the Japanese government to visit Japan, where he 
met central financial and political leaders, including the Japanese emperor, 
who “presented [him] with the Order of the Rising Sun.” It was at the conclu-
sion of that trip that Wakiko accompanied Schiff, whom she later referred to 
as “Uncle,” and his wife, Therese, to New York to live and study in the United 
States.15 After she returned to Japan, Wakiko stayed in touch with the Schiffs 
and she eventually moved to London with her husband, Toshikata Ōkubo, a 
member of the Yokohama Specie Bank and the son of Toshimichi Ōkubo, 
a Japanese statesman, who was one of the founders of modern Japan.16

As long as Kuhn, Loeb & Co. retained their proprietary right as Japan’s 
bank, J. P. Morgan & Co. could not poach Kuhn, Loeb’s client without 
violating their informal code of conduct.17 Kuhn, Loeb & Co.’s break with 
Japan over its alliance with Russia and Jacob Schiff’s death in 1920 offered 
the Morgans the opportunity to begin anew with Japan, now the dominant 
power in East Asia.18 By the early 1920s, the Morgans made critical steps 
toward replacing Kuhn, Loeb & Co. as Japan’s leading foreign bank, which 
also served as an example of how the German Jewish bank had lost some of 
its prestige during the First World War. In effect, the Morgans were able to 
leverage not only their position as the Allies’ banker, they were also able to 
leverage their social status as Anglo- American elite bankers in order to sup-
plant Kuhn, Loeb’s proprietary rights.
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Morgan’s first major offering ($150 million) for Japan took place in 1924 
after the Great Tokyo Earthquake of 1923.19 Kuhn, Loeb was invited to 
participate on the loan as a syndicate manager along with National City 
and First National Bank to “soothe ruffled feelings,” but Lamont told Teddy 
Grenfell that he had suggested to the Japanese that they inform Kuhn, Loeb 
& Co. that they had chosen the Morgans to take on the loan in order to 
secure “co- operation throughout the entire American investment public.” 
The implication, of course, was that Kuhn, Loeb & Co. could not.20 On all 
of the Japanese syndicates, which included loans to the cities of Yokohama 
and Tokyo, Kuhn, Loeb & Co. remained a co- manager, listed before 
National City Bank and First National Bank, but always second to 
J. P. Morgan & Co. Between 1924 and 1931, J. P. Morgan & Co. “floated 
bond issues totaling $263 million for Japanese borrowers . . .  the largest 
amount for any country outside Europe.”21

By depriving Kuhn, Loeb of its special status with Japan, the Morgans, 
led by Lamont, added immeasurably to their reputation, but the new alli-
ance also brought them into an unfamiliar territory. Unlike Schiff, who had 
allied with Japan to defeat Russia during the Russo- Japanese War because 
of the anti- Semitic policies of the Russian Tsar, the Morgans did not have 

photo 16  Viscount Korekiyo Takahashi, 
date and place unknown (Library of Con-
gress, Prints & Photographs Division, [repro-
duction number LC- DIG- ggbain- 34576])
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an ideological basis for comprehending the particular interests of its client 
with regard to race politics. If anything, their personal commitment to 
racial and social exclusivity worked against their understanding the inter-
ests of their client. Through their relationship with Japan, they learned 
quickly that their international ties required as much fluency in progressive 
racial rhetoric as did domestic relations in the postwar period. The Morgans 
had to modify their views if they wanted to do business with Japan because 
the priorities of their client extended far beyond the profit motive.

JaPan and raCial equality

Japan’s need for capital stemmed from a long history of nation- building. 
Before 1868, Japan was a preindustrial country and subordinated to the 
United States and Western European powers in a manner to which China, 
its primary competitor in East Asia, had also been subjected.22 Starting 
in the late nineteenth century, Japan sought to establish its own empire 
in East Asia, which it saw as the only way of undoing unequal treaties 
with the other powers.23 Japan’s expansion was pursued and justified in the 
 context of American and European imperialism. Its rationale was that 
Japan had to secure the East Asian region to protect the area from western 
imperialists.

In 1904, Japan went to war with Russia over territory in Manchuria and 
Korea. The outcome of the Russo- Japanese War, which was widely seen as a 
race war between a white and non- white nation, shocked the world. Japan’s 
defeat of Russia made it the world’s only non- white imperial nation. Fol-
lowing the war, the other imperial powers, including the United States, 
agreed to recognize Japan’s claims to Korea. In 1905, Korea was made a 
protectorate of Japan. In 1910, it was formally annexed as a Japanese colony. 
That same year, Japan gained tariff autonomy from the imperial powers.24

After the Russo- Japanese War, the American government became sensi-
tive to the way in which anti- Asian discrimination in the United States 
strained U.S.- Japanese relations. Since the late nineteenth- century, Japan had 
been unhappy with American discriminatory policies based on race, particu-
larly with regard to immigration. In 1907, President Theodore Roosevelt and 
Elihu Root, his secretary of state, also convinced the San Francisco Board of 
Education that it would not be in the national interest to segregate Japanese 



166 G e n t l e m e n  B a n k e r s

American children in public schools.25 The same year, Roosevelt reached an 
important informal agreement with Japan where the United States agreed 
not to pass exclusionary legislation barring the immigration of Japanese to 
the United States and the Japanese government agreed to restrict emigra-
tion to the United States. This pact became known as “the Gentleman’s 
Agreement.”26

As is becoming more and more apparent, the definition of “gentlemen” 
appears to have meant the observance of separate spheres of influence. As 
was the case with the social and economic spheres of private bankers, how-
ever, the divisions between the separate spheres of influence in the national 
and international spheres were also subject to change and could be dis-
turbed. Despite Roosevelt’s efforts, which the Japanese government watched 
closely, the executive branch of the American government was not suc-
cessful in stemming anti- Asian legislation and agitation in the United States 
at the local and state levels.27 In the post- World War I period, Japan’s unhap-
piness grew as nativist groups in the United States rallied the legislative 
bodies against Asian immigration using the term “aliens ineligible for citi-
zenship,” which was essentially a code for persons of Asian descent.28

After the First World War, Japan felt it was in a stronger position to 
negotiate for its interests, having sided with the Allies early on in the war.29 
During the Paris Peace conference, the Japanese delegation led by Baron 
Nobuaki Makino and Sutemi Chinda, the Japanese ambassador to London, 
twice attempted to pass an amendment to be included in the League of 
Nations covenant on the issue of racial equality.30 At the conference, Makino 
stated that Japan could not join the League of Nations if it was not an 
equal party with the other nations. He stated, “No Asiatic nation could be 
happy in the League of Nations in which sharp racial discrimination is 
maintained.”31

By bringing up the issue of the existence of racial discrimination, Japan 
had created a difficult situation. The French delegation representative Léon 
Bourgeois called the racial equality clause an “indispensable principle of jus-
tice.” Prime Minister Vittorio Orlando of Italy argued that the issue should 
not have been raised at all but that it had to be supported because it had been 
made public.32 Postwar era nationalism could not openly advocate racial 
discrimination even if it was widely practiced. Ultimately, though the racial 
equality clause was passed by a majority of league representatives, it was not 
included in the covenant. President Wilson, who was not a progressive on 
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race issues, wanted to shelve the issue and was able to defeat the proposal by 
requiring the ruling to be unanimous.33

Though the Japanese were unsuccessful in their immediate goal, they 
managed to place the issue of racial equality on an international stage. They 
used this pulpit to critique American and European imperialism in Asia and 
racial discrimination in the United States and the British colonies. In a 
reversal of roles, Japan appeared to capture the moral high ground and 
gained many allies by presenting itself as the champion of the colored 
races.34 W. E. B. Du Bois, for example, became an ardent “apologist for 
Japan.”35 African American views of Japan were not completely supportive, 
however. Prominent African American critics included A. Philip Randolph 
and Adam Clayton Powell Sr., who argued that Japan, like the other impe-
rial nations, was capitalist and working together at the expense of nations 
like India, China, and Egypt.36

tHe 1924 immiGration aCt

Japan’s push for an international racial equality clause, while clearly self- 
serving, is an important example of how the conditions under which the 
Morgans pursued their work had changed in the aftermath of the First 
World War and how the bank was pushed to become more public- facing 
and acknowledge outside interests. The fact that the new conditions dealt 
with the issue of race was also very unusual for the Morgans, but these con-
cerns had to be addressed if they were to maintain good relations with their 
client. It also meant some compromise and skill given the Morgans’ own 
views on racial inequality.

Japan’s push for a racial equality clause was the context in which the 
showdown over the United States’s 1924 Immigration Act took place. 
American opposition centered on arguments that Japan’s proposal was 
purely strategic. Opponents argued that Japan’s clause was an attack on 
American sovereignty. “Racial equality,” they argued, meant “the right to 
immigrate,” and thus was contrary to the right of a nation- state to deter-
mine its own immigration laws.37 Coming five years after the failure of the 
racial equality clause at the Paris Peace Conference, and after numerous 
other incidents like the passage of the Alien Land Law, the proposal for an 
exclusionary immigration act deliberately aimed at Japanese became a 
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serious domestic and foreign policy issue.38 The fact that American immi-
gration policies were an enormously contentious issue between the United 
States and Japan was not lost on the House of Morgan.

Between 1923 and 1924, Lamont made “considerable efforts” to per-
suade Congress not to pass legislation excluding Japanese immigration.39 
Like most supporters of the Japanese quota, Lamont did not believe in 
increasing Japanese immigration to the United States. His basic argument 
was that an exclusion act was unnecessary because the Japanese government 
would follow the Gentleman’s Agreement to restrict immigration on its 
own.40 He believed that the desired results could be achieved through pri-
vate actions and agreements rather than public policy statements. The paral-
lels to his strategy in the Harvard segregation case, and to the organization 
of separate spheres in the banking community, are particular striking.

In October 1922, Viscount Eiichi Shibusawa, a leading Japanese finan-
cier and diplomat, wrote Lamont he was “deeply concerned” about the issue 
of Japanese immigration to Hawai’i and California. He wrote, “To me the 
Japanese American friendship can never be firmly established unless the 
question is definitely solved for the mutual satisfaction.” Lamont told 
 Shibusawa that he would do what he could to further “friendly relations” 
between the United States and Japan. Shibusawa wrote, “To enlist the inter-
ests of gentlemen like your good self for this important and grave subject is 
a might upset to the forces, which have been in the operation thus far. I 
shall certainly count you as one of our foremost friends.”41

Like Lamont, other bankers and diplomats proposed throughout the 
interwar period that the Japanese government and Japanese public opinion 
could be placated by the utilization of a quota. Jerome Greene of Lee, 
 Higginson & Co. had the same opinion as did members of the diplomatic 
service who served in Japan, including Roland S. Morris, Cyrus E. Woods, 
and W. Cameron Forbes, who were the U.S. ambassadors to Japan in the 
1920s and 1930s. Members of the U.S. State Department were also wary of 
both domestic and foreign policy fallout from any action by Congress. They 
classified the issue of Japanese immigration to the United States and the 
status of Japanese nationals and their American children in the United States 
as foreign policy concerns.42

Lamont, Greene, Forbes, and others argued that Japan’s negative “feel-
ings” generated by exclusionary acts would damage foreign relations. They 
were afraid of the clear statement of racial discrimination, which they felt 
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could only serve to antagonize Japan.43 They were not, however, interested in 
increasing Japanese immigration to the United States. Their goal was to find 
a way to prevent Japanese immigration and avoid insulting the Japanese gov-
ernment.44 In essence, the debate revolved around the method of exclusion 
rather than a critique of exclusion itself. Neither side wanted to see a large 
influx of Japanese immigration to the United States. They shared the same 
opinion voiced by Theodore Roosevelt, who wrote then- president Taft in 
1910, “Our vital interest is to keep the Japanese out of our country, and at 
the same time to preserve the goodwill of Japan.”45 The question was how to 
keep the spheres separate and maintain a compromise given that Congress 
seemed determined to insult Japan by waving the flag of white supremacy 
under the veneer of self- sovereignty and congressional jurisdiction.46

Lamont’s involvement in the 1924 act demonstrated his continuing adap-
tation to the international circumstances and, in particular, his learning 
curve regarding the significance of race relations in the world of interna-
tional finance. It also displays the diversity of the actors putting pressure 
on him and the bank. In addition to the barriers created by the long his-
tory of anti- Asian agitation in the United States, J. P. Morgan & Co. had 
little influence with the congressional members on the House Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization and the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, most of whom were from midwestern and western states and had 
constituencies historically hostile to eastern money interests. It is impor-
tant to  recognize, however, that the Morgans did not want to increase 
 Japanese immigration to the United States any more than the Senate and 
House committee members. Their differences were in how to handle the 
exclusion.

Despite their efforts and those of other interested parties, bankers, mis-
sionaries, and the State Department, the Immigration Act was passed on 
May 26, 1924.47 Also called the Johnson- Reed Act, the law placed a quota 
on the number of people who could enter the United States based on a 2 
percent calculation of the number of people already residing in the United 
States of that ethnicity or country of origin. The law also specified that 
countries with “aliens ineligible for citizenship” were not even eligible for 
the 2 percent quota. Because Asians were the only group specifically deter-
mined to be ineligible for citizenship, the 1924 act excluded them entirely. 
Given that Chinese had already been excluded by the 1882 Chinese Exclu-
sion Act, the 1924 act was clearly designed specifically to exclude Japanese. 
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The 1924 act put Japan on par with China, something Japan had actively 
tried to avoid with the Gentleman’s Agreement of 1907.48

The reaction of Japan and the Japanese was immediate and severe. The 
Japanese press, for example, “predicted an inevitable race war.”49 Lamont 
wrote Dr. Takuma Dan, “Of course we have all been much distressed here 
over the unfortunate outcome of affairs at Washington, but we hope that you 
and other men of like position in Japan will not misunderstand the situation. 
It would be a great mistake to assume that the discourteous manner adopted 
by Congress in handling the immigration matter reflects the feelings of a 
great majority of the American people.”50 Dr. Dan responded to Lamont, “I 
confess . . .  that there exist among our people keen disappointment and wide 
spread feelings of recentment [sic].”51 Lamont and Jerome Greene signed a 
cable with the International Society to the American- Japanese Society in 
Tokyo, which was published in the New York Times that stated, “We deeply 
deplore any such expressions, and we give assurances that in our opinion they 
do not represent the real feeling of the American people.”52

Conversations about the effect of the Immigration Act would continue 
for the next decade.53 And Lamont would continue to advocate on behalf of 
the Japanese government into the 1930s.54 In December 1930, W. Cameron 
Forbes, then the ambassador to Japan, wrote to Lamont, “If the wording of 
that law (exclusion) could be changed in a way that would not affect very 
much the number of people coming in, it could still be done in such a way 
as to soothe the wounded sentiments of the Japanese people and hurt no 
one.”55 Lamont answered, “It would end the last real difficulty in our rela-
tions if the Japanese could be put upon the quota for even a minimum 
number annually.”56

By the late 1930s, as Japan began increasing military actions in China, 
Lamont and the other supporters of the Japanese quota were forced to dis-
avow their ties to Japan, but they argued that American immigration policy 
had been a major factor in straining Japanese- American relations, implying 
that the path to war could have been avoided.57 Whether or not a quota 
would have changed the tenor of Japanese- American relations in the 1920s, 
the primary reason why Japan went to war against China in the 1930s was 
its firm commitment to empire building in China. In that effort, the House 
of Morgan was also Japan’s willing ally. And surprisingly, with regard to 
those particular endeavors, they also had active and broad support within 
multiple branches of the American government.
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tHe money truSt and ameriCan foreiGn PoliCy

While the Morgans had distant and often antagonistic relationships with 
congressional leaders, they received support from the legislative as well as 
the executive and federal branches of the American government in one 
important area of their business—loans that furthered American interests 
and expansion abroad. Their relations with the American nation- state were, 
in other words, extremely complex. Starting in the 1910s, institutional sup-
port took the form of legislation that exempted businesses from existing 
antitrust procedures and legislation in the context of foreign trade. Signifi-
cantly, this support crossed party lines.58 Even the passage of the Federal 
Reserve Act in 1913, a major reform, allowed American commercial banks, 
such as National City Bank, a strong Morgan ally, to set up bank branches 
abroad and was a pre- World War I indicator of the consensus to exempt 
overseas expansion from antitrust legislation.

In 1919, after the American government discontinued any government- 
to- government loans, Congress passed the Edge Act, whose purpose was to 
provide easier access to long- term capital for financing projects in the recon-
struction of Europe. Other institutional efforts to encourage overseas expan-
sion for the purpose of competing globally with other imperial powers 
included the passage of the Webb- Pomerene Act (1918) which “primarily 
exempted export trade associations from those provisions of the Sherman 
Anti- Trust Act that forbid combinations in restraint of trade; it also relaxed 
the Clayton Act’s (1914) strictures on acquiring part or all of the stock of 
another corporation.”59 Legislation also gave the State Department methods 
to circumvent congressional oversight and control of international loans 
through the use of contracts whereby the chief justice of the Supreme Court 
or the secretary of state was named arbiter in the case of loan default.60

As early as 1912, policies were already in place through which the U.S. 
government sanctioned “private” contracts, while the contractual nature of 
the agreement allowed loans to remain private and out of public view. 
Building on the foundation created by Taft and others, the Wilson, Harding, 
Coolidge, and Hoover administrations of the postwar period threw their 
support behind private business interests abroad. Constrained by the liberal 
ideals of limited government but wanting to promote free enterprise and the 
expansion of American interests, this alliance between private capital and 
American state interests was called “dollar diplomacy.” 
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Despite the lack of overt support for military aggression, dollar diplomacy 
was no less assertive in pushing American interests abroad. Its practice was 
also closely entangled with an ideology of “modern, commercial civilization” 
through which the debtor nation would learn “modern” and “scientific” poli-
cies that included “gold- standard currency stabilization, central banking, 
strict accounting practices, and administrative rationalization.”61 Fundamen-
tally, it meant that the United States used debt as a way to force its interests 
on less powerful countries in Asia, Latin America, and the Caribbean. A 
central part of the “cooperative ethic of the 1920s,” dollar diplomacy also 
fundamentally affirmed the structure and values of private relations that were 
at the heart of the business community. In 1919, Charles Evans Hughes, who 
later became Harding and Coolidge’s secretary of state (1921–1925), stated at 
the Union League Club in New York that he believed private informal ties 
based on shared interests and “firm friendships” were the best way to create 
cooperation in international relations.62 Four years later, while he was secre-
tary of state, Hughes stated, “It is not the policy of our Government to make 
loans to other governments, and the needed capital, if it is to be supplied at 
all, must be supplied by private organizations.”63

By the 1920s, the relationship between private business and government 
was not only well established, it could draw from a community of men, who 
were personally inclined and institutionally situated to realize its coopera-
tive vision. Though mapping the ties between capital and state institutions 
is a project that must be considered in greater detail elsewhere, even a gen-
eral overview of the Morgans’ formal social club ties with state actors before 
the Second World War shows that though the majority of American gov-
ernment officials were not members of the same social clubs as the Morgans 
and other private bankers, certain positions consistently drew from a com-
munity of men with whom leading private bankers had greater similarity 
in terms of social background and elite identification. This was particu-
larly true for positions dealing with American foreign policy, such as the 
Department of State and the diplomatic service.64 Without an appreciation 
of the larger ideological and empirical networks in play, it would be difficult 
to understand how the Morgans could have cooperative relations with the 
American state in the realm of foreign policy given the hostility it faced by 
certain sectors and members of the American government. One example of 
this cooperative alliance was the Morgans’ quasi- governmental role with 
regard to U.S.- Japan and U.S.- China relations. 
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During the interwar period, the Morgans served as the leading American 
bank of the American group of the International Banking Consortium to 
China (IBC) at the behest of the American government.65 In many ways the 
IBC’s collaborative and hierarchical structure mimicked that of the banking 
syndicate. What made the IBC unique was that its private structure had the 
backing of the state. In 1909, Jacob Schiff wrote to railroad magnate Edward 
Harriman regarding the First Chinese Consortium (there were two consor-
tium, one in 1909 and one in 1919), “I feel it but right for those who, like 
you and me and Morgans, who occupy prominent positions, [to] do some-
thing to vouchsafe American preponderance and influence in the Far 
East.”66 Having a structure of cooperation already in place within the finan-
cial community, banks that shared similar ideological attitudes with the 
Morgan firm regarding the necessity and benefits of imperial expansion 
were able to combine their efforts.

Though the ostensible purpose of the IBC was to lend money to China 
for development of its national infrastructure (in particular, its railways), 
the Morgans believed, as did German Jewish American bankers and the 
leading British bankers and policy- makers, that their interests could only be 
protected in China by a strong Japanese power amenable to American and 
British interests.67 (The Morgans’ British branch, Morgan, Grenfell & Co., 
was a member of the British banking group of the IBC, which was led by 
the Hongkong Shanghai Banking Corporation.)68 Within the American 
group, banks, who were Morgan competitors, including those outside of 
New York, such as Chicago Continental and Commercial Trust and Sav-
ings bank,69 were willing to work within the reality of spheres of interest 
under Morgan’s leadership. Given the Morgans’ ties to Japan, this also 
meant working with Japan.70 Thus, for most of its history, the IBC did not 
lend money to China. Instead, it gave substantial support for the expansion 
of Japanese empire in China by refusing to lend money to China until the 
nationalist government paid loans that China had received under its prede-
cessor, the Manchu dynasty, which had been overthrown in 1911.71

The importance of this banking alliance centers on the fact that the 
banks and the practices so deeply criticized during the Pujo Hearings in the 
United States were encouraged if and when they were used to expand Amer-
ican corporate and political interests abroad, even if it meant undermining 
the sovereignty of other countries like China. Thus, even though the Amer-
ican government was highly antagonistic to the Japanese government with 
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photo 17  Official Representatives at Organization Meeting, International Consortium 
for China, October 15, 1920, the New York Chamber of Commerce (Sitting at the head 
of the table: Mortimer Schiff, Thomas W. Lamont, Sir Charles Addis, head of the British 
Group), Thomas W. Lamont Collection. Baker Library Historical Collections, Harvard Business 
School (HBS)

Full list in order starting from left, front row first:

 1. Frederick W. Stevens, new American Group Representative at Peking
 2. Frederick W. Allen, Lee, Higginson & Co.
 3. Georges Picot, French delegate
 4. Charles E. Mitchell, Pres., National City Bank
 5. Rene Thion de la Chaume, French delegate
 6. John Jay Abbott, Vice Pres., Continental & Commercial Trust and Savings 

Bank
 7. Burnett Walker, Vice Pres., Guaranty Company (for Guaranty Trust Co. of 

NY)
 8. Henri Mazot, French Group
 9. Mortimer L. Schiff, Kuhn, Loeb & Co.
 10. Thomas W. Lamont, Chairman, American Group, J. P. Morgan & Co.
 11. Sir Charles Addis, Chairman, British Group, Hongkong Shanghai Banking 

Corporation
 12. Kimpei Takeuchi, Japanese delegate
 13. W. E. Leveson, British Secretary of Conference
 14. Sydney F. Mayers, British delegate
 15. R. Ichinomiya, Japanese delegate
 16. R. C. Witt, British Group
 17. Albert H. Wiggin, Chairman, Chase National Bank of NY
 18. Malcolm D. Simpson, Secretary, American Group
 19. J. Ross Tilford, American Secretary of Conference
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regard to the issue of immigration, they were willing to look the other way 
in the case of China, implicitly sanctioning the Morgans’ relationship to the 
Japanese empire. 

In 1921, Lamont, President Warren G. Harding, Secretary of State 
Charles Evans Hughes, Secretary of the Treasury Andrew W. Mellon, Sec-
retary of Commerce Herbert Hoover, and other banking representatives 
reached an agreement that private bankers would consult with the State 
Department on any future loans so that the government could “express 
itself regarding them.” Jack Morgan wrote President Harding in June 1921 
to confirm this agreement.72 The Morgans remained the head of the IBC 
until the Second World War, and in the post- World War I period, Lamont 
was the bank’s main representative in East Asian finance. Their relationship 
with Japan was pursued in the context of this informal alliance with Amer-
ican state interests.

As the United States’s position changed among the world powers, the 
boundaries between private and public spheres took on greater meaning 
because of the ways in which the state’s ties to private capital supported 
American imperial interests abroad. But with Japan as a client, the Morgans 
also had other interests with which they had to contend. Over time, Japan 
became increasingly less amenable to American interests, particularly in 
China. By the 1930s, Japan’s interests in China became so all encompassing 
that its rejection of the separate spheres of influence would destroy the 
structure of compromise with the United States it had cultivated since the 
turn of the century. But before that catastrophe could realign the Morgans’ 
ties to Japan, the firm’s proximity to its client would put them in conflict 
with other interests in the United States, ones that would emerge from 
within their own social sphere.

tHe SoutH manCHurian railWay loan of 1927

The Morgans’ relationships with American, British, and Japanese state inter-
ests did not escape the notice of a wider public. During the interwar period, 
the Morgans were severely criticized by groups within the society at large for 
their role in supporting Japanese empire in China. Utilizing the language of 
national sovereignty, numerous individuals and organizations challenged 
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both the practice of American dollar diplomacy and the Morgans’ right to 
conduct business for foreign governments. As these critics tried to insert 
themselves in the Morgans’ sphere through the realm of politics, a unique 
voice emerged among the detractors, that of women.

Though women were excluded from the financial world, their political 
activities and ties to peace and reform organizations posed a singular chal-
lenge and were further evidence of the changing conditions of private 
banking in the interwar period. Not only did these constituencies put pres-
sure on the Morgans to be more responsive to American public interests, 
they called attention to the fact that the Morgans’ work could not be defined 
only in economic terms. A clear example is the controversy over an attempted 
loan to Japan’s South Manchurian Railway (SMR).

The SMR was part of the spoils that Japan won in the Russo- Japanese 
War, along with the Liaotung peninsula.73 It was not just a railroad. It was 
an enterprise that included warehouses, schools, hospitals, public utility 
companies, hotels, stores, restaurants, a research branch, revenue collection, 
importation of Japanese civilian labor, and a military branch.74 In short, the 
SMR was a Japanese government owned and operated “corporation” and 
the material embodiment of the Japanese government’s colonial enterprise 
in China.75 In 1910 Theodore Roosevelt wrote Taft, “How vital Manchuria 
is to Japan, and how impossible that she should submit to much outside 
interference therein, may be gathered from the fact . . .  that she is laying 
down triple lines of track from her coast bases to Mukden.”76

In 1927, the Morgan firm entered into negotiations with the Japanese 
government to refinance the maturing obligations on the SMR and to 
finance improvements for the railway, something that the firm had been 
asked to undertake by the Bank of Japan since 1922.77 The proposed Morgan 
SMR issue was for “$30,000,000 approximately . . .  the bonds to be guar-
anteed, principal and interest, by the Imperial Japanese Government. . . .  
Proceeds of the loan were to be devoted about 60% to refunding purposes 
and 40% to improvements.”78 The amount was eventually increased to $40 
million.79 The co- managers of the loan syndicate were First National Bank, 
National City Bank, and Kuhn, Loeb & Co.

Lamont’s main contact in Japan was Junnosuke Inouye (1869–1932, 
General Director, Bank of Japan, 1919–1923, 1927–1928, Japan’s Minister 
of Finance, 1923, 1929–1931).80 Inouye (also spelled Inoue) was a graduate 
of the law faculty of the Imperial University in Tokyo (1895). In 1896 he 
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joined the Bank of Japan and was sent abroad to study, living in London 
from 1908 to 1911. He became the president of the Yokohama Specie Bank, 
which he joined in 1911, and became governor of the Bank of Japan in 
1919.81 He served as finance minister three different terms in his career, the 
first starting in 1923. In 1927, when the SMR negotiations began, he was 
governor of the Bank of Japan under Korekiyo Takahashi, then the finance 
minister.82 Lamont wrote to his partners during his trip, “Inouye speaks the 
same financial language as . . .  all of us. I have never found him to deviate 
from a straight line. I have confidence in his statements.”83

If Japan and Inouye also counted on Lamont and J. P. Morgan & Co. to 
identify with their interests, Lamont did not disappoint them.84 In January 
1928, even after the uproar over the SMR loan was in full swing, Lamont 
wrote to Inouye, “I am not exaggerating when I say that from start to finish 
we have desired to serve the legitimate purposes of our good client, the Japa-
nese government.”85 Lamont had much at stake with regard to the loan 
both inside and outside his firm. In 1921, Lamont wrote, “When any one of 
us partners in J.P.M & Co. goes abroad he is under the instructions of the 
House [of Morgan], that is to say, all the partners at home. Very likely his 
partners never send him one word of instructions; they give him the widest 
possible discretion.”86 This also meant that the partners depended entirely 
upon him, and his own personal stature within the firm was at stake. “None 
of us is independent,” he said.87

The Morgan bank wanted to do business with Japan and the partners 
relied on Lamont to make it work.88 For the other partners, the financial 
guarantee was one of the most attractive aspects of working with the 
Japanese. Cabling Lamont in Tokyo, they wrote, “As a matter of fact in 
considering this loan we have given very little thought to the Manchurian 
political questions involved, relying as we do on the [Japanese government] 
guarantee.”89 Lamont knew, however, the loan to Japan would be contro-
versial such that he consistently denied that he had gone to Japan with the 
purpose or intention of making a loan to the Japanese government.90 As he 
himself said, “Capital is timid and most investors are not free from the 
influence of a statement that a proposed operation is likely to produce inter-
national misunderstandings.”91 Despite the risks, Lamont was anxious to 
work with Japan not just because of the potential for profit but because of 
the prestige it offered the bank and him personally.

When Lamont went to Japan to negotiate the SMR loan, he was accom-
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panied by Morgan staff member Martin Egan and Jeremiah Smith Jr., his 
former classmate at Harvard. Both had also accompanied him to the Paris 
Conference and on his first trip to Japan in 1920. In addition to being one 
of his closest friends, Smith was also Lamont’s legal adviser in Japan.92 In 
mid- August 1927, Lamont wrote Smith:

Kengo Mori tells me, whether justified or not, that in Japan I have come 
gradually to be looked upon as their country’s best friend in America, and he 
thinks it advantageous from both Japan’s and America’s points of view that 
I should make this brief visit there. In like manner you would come to be 
regarded, I feel sure, from the further contacts that you would form in addi-
tion to those you have already formed in Japan, as a friend, fair and well 
disposed toward Japan.

Lamont claimed that Smith’s work for the League of Nations would be 
greatly enhanced by the contacts that he could develop in Japan. He wrote, 
“You would be in a position to handle the Japanese as no one else would.”93 
Lamont kept his personal observations about the potential gain from Japa-
nese business in close confidence. In a draft of a letter to Oswald Garrison 
Villard, Lamont wrote that Jeremiah Smith went with him to Tokyo because 
he “was in bad health” and his “doctor had recommended a sea trip.”94

Throughout his negotiations with Japan, Lamont believed that he could 
somehow control Japanese foreign policy. High- ranking Japanese officials, 
American merchants and representatives, and J. P. Morgan & Co. staff and 
executives encouraged this perception.95 Lamont was not entirely unique in 
having great confidence in his cultural understanding of Asian people and 
in his ability to influence Japanese foreign policy, but he continued to have 
great confidence in his abilities to influence Japan well into the 1930s despite 
the fact that most of the advice he gave the Japanese was ignored.96 He was 
unable to grasp that Japan had a history of which he was mostly ignorant, 
one that had demonstrated an absolute dedication to empire that emerged 
from a critique of western colonialism and racism.

Lamont’s trip was widely reported and caused great speculation as to its 
purpose.97 By 1927, the SMR’s significance was already being debated in 
the American public.98 In November 1927, the New York Times reported 
that Lamont had begun negotiations for a $40 million loan to the SMR 
with a Japanese government guarantee.99 For weeks, the Times and other 



photo 18  Thomas W. Lamont and Jeremiah Smith Jr. at the Meiji Shrine, Japan, 
October 4, 1927, The Queens Borough Public Library, Archives, New York Herald- 
Tribune Photo Morgue. (Image courtesy of Thomas W. Lamont Collection. Baker Library His-
torical Collections, Harvard Business School)
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newspapers reported on the Chinese protests against the loan and published 
editorials denouncing the loan. For example, an article stated:

Persistent rumors since the recent visit to Japan of Thomas W. Lamont of 
J. P. Morgan & Co. concerning the alleged intention of Morgan interests to 
advance large loans to the South Manchuria Railway resulted today in a 
group of influential Chinese financiers and business men sending a cable to 
the Chinese Minister at Washington [Alfred Sze] requesting him to present 
their resolution opposing such loans to Secretary [of State Frank] Kellogg 
and the American people. The resolution asserts that the South Manchuria 
Railway is an ‘imperialistic Japanese political and economic instrument,’ 
and declares that the line is not a commercial enterprise but one used by 
Japan to promote her aggressive policy in Manchuria and Mongolia.100

On December 1, 1927, the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs telegraphed 
the U.S. State Department to declare its opposition to the SMR loan. The 
State Department’s commercial attaché in China, Julean Arnold, called the 
telegram “an excellent, comprehensive statement of the feelings of the Chi-
nese on this subject.” It stated that the Chinese people were deeply alarmed 
about reports of the loan and thought it to have the complete backing of the 
U.S. government. It also stated:

It is well known to the world and to none better than the American Govern-
ment that that Railway is not a mere industrial enterprise but the symbol and 
instrument of alien domination over a large and rich portion of Chinese 
 territory. . . .  101

Other newspaper reports also connected the SMR loan to Japan’s imperial-
istic policy and implied that the State Department had approved the Morgan 
loan.102 Even articles critical of China announced, “It is hard to divorce 
finance from politics in the Far East.”103 These reports were not confined to 
the Chinese government or American newspapers.104 

After Lamont returned from Japan, his friend Mrs. Julia Ellsworth Ford 
(1859–1950) contacted his wife, Florence, to say that she had read about the 
Morgan loan. Lamont had been friends and business associates with Mrs. 
Ford’s husband, Simeon Ford,105 a hotel proprietor and financier. (Mr. Ford 
had also been a director of Columbia Bank and Manhattan Life Insurance 
Company.) Julia Ford was a “socialite, arts collector and patron, and author 
of children’s books,” who “presided over a salon” in New York. Like the 
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 Lamonts, who had strong personal interests in the arts, Ford had a wide circle 
of friends in the literary world. She was close enough to Lamont that they had 
together written the introduction of a book by the artist George Frederick 
Watts at the turn of the century.106 Ford also had ties to Lamont’s wife, 
 Florence, with whom she served on the board of directors of the China Society 
of America, an organization founded in 1911 to “promote friendly relations 
between the United States and China” and to encourage “a correct knowledge 
of the ideals, culture, and progress of the two nations.” One of the society’s 
principles was the “undivided territorial and political sovereignty of China.”107

Ford was a member of a larger American peace movement, which “led by 
women, clergymen, and students disillusioned by the experience of World 
War I . . .  boasted twelve million adherents and an audience of between 
forty five and sixty million people” in the 1930s.108 She exemplified the 
position of peace progressives and pro- China sympathizers, who argued 
that the SMR loan violated Chinese national unity and sovereignty and 
allied U.S. finance and policy with British and Japanese imperialism.109 
Ford was also associated with the American Committee for Justice in China, 
an organization in which Harvard president A. Lawrence Lowell was a 
prominent member. The organization was extremely critical of Japanese 
imperialism in China.110 Around the same time as Ford’s correspondence 
with Lamont and his wife, the committee sent out a newsletter headlined 
“The Manchurian Loan.” It stated:

A new issue has arisen to disturb our relations with China through press 
reports that J. P. Morgan & Co. are considering a loan to the Southern Man-
churian Railway. . . .  Newspaper reports have announced a conference on 
this matter between one of the partners of the Morgan firm and officials of 
the State Department. . . .  The Morgan firm refuses either to confirm or 
deny the reports. There is no doubt, however, that there is under consider-
ation a possible loan of 30 million dollars . . .  the loan being guaranteed by 
the Imperial Government of Japan.111

The committee’s official position as stated in a letter to the State Depart-
ment was that the SMR loan “cannot be divorced from political conse-
quences.” The attack on the opacity of private business by groups like the 
committee echoed the critique of the Pujo Hearings, but the force of their 
argument derived from the experience of the First World War and the value 
placed on national sovereignty.
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In many ways, Ford’s role in pushing the issue of Chinese sovereignty is 
an example of the ways in which the conditions of private banking had 
changed and were changing in the interwar period. Under the mantle of 
self-determination, numerous individuals and groups found a voice to speak 
on the Morgans’ private deals and relationships. A significant portion of 
this group was made up of white women. Though women, even elite white 
women, continued to be excluded from the financial world, their work 
within the political arena threatened to disturb the boundaries between the 
domestic and business spheres of private bankers so essential to the struc-
ture and balance of their community. In other words, their critique directly 
challenged bankers in the world outside of finance, in the society from 
which they gained their social capital and where their closest personal ties, 
that of their family members, were also made and sustained.

For this reason, it is significant that Ford wrote directly to Florence Lamont. 
In her letter, Ford wrote Florence, “I hear that through Morgan & Company 
Tom has arranged for a loan of $40,000,000 to the Japanese government to 
help strengthen the Japanese hold of the Manchurian railway, and a news-
paper report confirms it.” Asking Florence if the report was true, she said, 
“It will make the ultimate recovery of Manchuria by a United China the 
more difficult, won’t it, and American finance will be lined up with British 
and Japanese imperialism to defeat Chinese aspirations. Poor China!”112 

As a member of the China Society board, Florence must have been aware 
of the political controversies with regard to Chinese sovereignty. While 
China lacked the political power of Japan, it had long held an important 
place in the American imagination as an ancient civilization and a potential 
marketplace for the surplus of American industrialization. Ford’s letter 
implied that the Morgans were undermining official American policy in 
China, which theoretically rejected the idea of separate spheres of influence 
(also called the Open Door). Even worse, it insinuated that these choices 
were morally indefensible, which threatened the Lamonts’ social capital. 
The controversy put Florence in a difficult situation and she referred Ford to 
her husband, but she also implied that Ford was ignorant of many aspects 
of the loan. In a more explicit tone, Ford replied to Florence’s letter stating, 
“An extension of the Manchurian Railway by Japan in China’s land against 
the will of the Chinese people, as far as I can learn, can only lead to trouble 
between China and the United States (through the loan) and China and 
Japan, as China has threatened.”113
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Even before he received Ford’s letter from Florence, Lamont had started 
a private letter- writing campaign to influential individuals in the State Depart-
 ment and the media to press his case.114 Not wanting to seem as if the firm 
of which he was leading partner was supporting the Japanese empire in China 
and potential violence in East Asia, Lamont wrote Ford, “I did not go out 
to Japan on any loan or any other business whatsoever.” In a letter marked 
“strictly personal,” Lamont wrote Ford, “I think all you people are getting 
unduly excited about South Manchuria.” He consistently held to this line of 
defense, despite the fact that internal documents from J. P. Morgan & Co. 
and correspondence with Japanese officials said otherwise.115 Lamont defended 
the supposedly nonexistent loan by arguing that any loan, if there were one, 
would be perfectly appropriate under the existing lease of the SMR. Mobi-
lizing a nationalistic argument, Lamont later wrote Ford:

Suppose, for instance, that the Railway desires to buy some American steel 
rails. I don’t suppose that for a minute you would say it was the province of 
the steel companies in the United States to refuse to steel the rails for cash. 
Yet you do say that bankers ought not to arrange so that the road can buy the 
rails on time instead of for cash. To tell the truth, I can’t see very much dif-
ference between the two,—can you?116

In effect, Lamont tried to appeal to a nationalistic populist sentiment of 
jobs for Americans, greater American prosperity based on an international 
market for American goods, which he saw as a way to justify the SMR loan. 
Lamont also told Ford that the Chinese were better off having Japan in 
Manchuria because the Chinese were incapable of ruling themselves. He 
said that any opposition to a possible SMR loan was the result of Chinese 
propaganda “so as to attract sympathy to themselves and cover up the fact 
that they are utterly failing to show the slightest capacity for organized 
government,” a persistent accusation he made against the Chinese.117 In a 
letter to Undersecretary of State R. E. Olds, Lamont also accused the Chi-
nese of instigating the tension with the Japanese by building competing 
railway lines with the SMR, actions that were allegedly prohibited by pre-
vious treaties signed by the two countries. Though the Chinese rejected the 
validity of those treaties, their views were ignored.118

In response to Lamont’s arguments, Ford wrote him, “The financial 
affairs of the South Manchurian Railway cannot be divorced from the 
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 Japanese government policies in Manchuria. (The 50% government owner-
ship and the official status of the railway chief executives are two of many 
reasons for such a statement.)” Ford’s concern was that American ownership 
of SMR bonds would be an “American endorsement of the Japanese aims 
and aspirations in Manchuria.” According to Ford, “Such endorsement may 
be worth far more to the Japanese than the proceeds of the loan. The wide-
spread ownership of such bonds throughout the United States would 
unquestionably be of material assistance to the Japanese in influencing 
American opinion regarding any controversy as to Manchuria.”119

The implication was clear. If a private bank like the Morgans lent money 
to the Japanese government, it would become in effect an American endorse-
ment of Japanese imperial policies in Asia and a threat to American inter-
ests. If lending money to the SMR was lending money to Japan to further 
their empire in China against the will of the Chinese people, this could only 
lead to war. War with China and Japan could involve the United States at a 
later date, possibly dragging the United States into another war at the cost 
of American lives.120 By invoking the specter of the Great War and by utiliz-
 ing the language of national security, Ford like other peace progressives had 
created a space in the public sphere to speak on the affairs of private bankers 
and she was not alone with regard to her concerns or strategies. 

In January 1928, the Women’s International League wrote a letter to 
Lamont stating that they were very concerned about the “rumors of a pro-
jected loan to Japan in connection with the Manchurian railway.” Dorothy 
Detzer, the executive secretary, wrote Lamont, “It is because such a finan-
cial transaction, while in a sense private business, affects more or less directly 
the whole people of the United States that we venture to lay our point of 
view before you.”121 The Women’s International League for Peace and 
Freedom (WILPF) was founded after the First World War by Jane Addams 
and other leaders, including Emily Balch Greene (1867–1961), a former pro-
fessor at Wellesley, who had been a staff member of the Nation since 1919.122 
Though Addams was criticized during the war for her pacifism, she was 
connected to many influential individuals and groups and continued to be 
revered in certain circles.123

In 1924, the Women’s International League and other anti- imperialists 
launched a campaign to prevent the participation of U.S. government agen-
cies in what they characterized as private financial arrangements between 
American citizens and foreign sovereign governments, including supervi-
sion of such arrangements.124 The Women’s International League argued 
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that private loans had to be more transparent because of their potential 
impact on the nation as a whole. Like Ford, their strategy specifically chal-
lenged the legitimacy and boundaries of private business.

The spring before Lamont went to Japan, the Women’s International 
League had actually started a campaign on Chinese women and the polit-
ical situation in China. In March 1927, the Women’s International League 
proposed a “strong resolution” on China to be sent internationally. It stated:

Believing that China has the right to be considered a sovereign state, the 
Executive Committee of the W.I.L. urges the governments concerned: 1) to 
continue conciliatory methods for settlement of all points of difference 
between China and other countries with a view to concluding treaties based 
on justice and equality. 2) to oppose in every way the use or threat of military 
or naval intervention.125

Addams stated that the executive committee found that the resolution was 
not strong enough and hoped for something “more drastic” to create further 
discussion and public opinion regarding China.126 The Women’s Interna-
tional League was interested not only in the “question of national sover-
eignty” but also in China itself.127

The national board of the league met in January 1928, after which they 
sent a letter to Lamont stating that they were concerned about the “rumors 
of a projected loan to Japan in connection with the Manchurian railway.” 
They told Lamont “their feeling for the Japanese government and the people 
of Japan is most cordial and their regret to see such a loan of American funds 
is based on their conviction that it will complicate the relations of Japan as 
well as of the United States with the people of China.” The league said that 
“regardless of the real character and purpose of such a loan,” it could only 
lead to conflict and misunderstanding.128 The league was careful to state that 
the SMR loan, while ostensibly a private business matter, reflected on the 
American financial policy in China.

Ford had already written to Addams, among others, about the SMR loan 
and asked her to sign a petition against the loan while informing Addams 
that she had written to Lamont, “who is a dear friend of mine.” She hoped, 
“dear Jane Addams you will stand by me.” Addams also knew Lamont per-
sonally through other organizations related to international affairs; they 
both served on the executive committee of the China Famine Relief Fund 
to which Lamont had been appointed by Woodrow Wilson as chairman. 



186 G e n t l e m e n  B a n k e r s

Lamont and Addams had also served on the national council executive 
committee of the Foreign Policy Association (FPA), an organization founded 
in 1918 to “consider the role that the United States might play in the 
post-war world.” (Lamont and his wife, Florence, were active in the FPA). 
Though the FPA had also held a meeting earlier in the month where leading 
members spoke out against the Manchurian Loan, Addams felt uncomfort-
able about signing the petition, and she wrote Ford, “I have a great deal of 
confidence in Mr. Lamont and his attitude towards International Affairs.” 
She said she “would like to have a few days to go into the matter . . .”129 

After receiving Ford’s letter, Addams then contacted Lamont’s sister, 
Lucy Lamont Gavit (1867–1941), who was married to John Palmer Gavit 
(1868–1954), a journalist, who served as associate editor and was vice- 
president of Survey Associates, the publisher of Survey Graphic.130 (Addams 
was also a cooperating member of Survey Associates). Repeating the senti-
ments she wrote Ford, Addams told Lucy that she had not signed the peti-
tion “because of my confidence in Mr. Lamont,” but she asked Lucy if she 
could send her some material on the issue. Addams enclosed not only Ford’s 
letter, but also a letter from Emily Balch, who had said she would be pleased 
if Addams would sign the petition. Lucy sent the Ford letter to Addams as 
well as Miss Balch’s letter to Lamont.131

After receiving Lucy’s letters, Lamont wrote his son, Thomas S. Lamont, 
who also worked at J. P. Morgan & Co., “Jane Addams has quite a wide 
circle of influence . . .  and I would like to have something said to her.”132 
Lucy urged him to do so as soon as possible, writing him that Addams was 
an important person “worth setting straight about this matter.”133 Like his 
sister and wife, Lamont did not want it to appear as if J. P. Morgan & Co. 
was supporting Japanese empire in China, potential violence in East Asia, 
and the loss of American lives.134 The fact that he received these letters 
through his sister and wife was even more disturbing because it threatened 
his and his family’s standing in the personal and private sphere that was 
normally kept separate from the Morgans’ business. 

In a strategy that echoed the tactics of the Harvard segregation case, 
Lamont acted upon the belief that the public appearance of the loan could 
be separated from its private intention. Thus he proposed to Inouye to delay 
the loan until the publicity around it died down. He cabled Inouye, “We 
think the best course for both you and us to adopt at this moment would be 
to say absolutely nothing, either in the negative or the affirmative, as to our 
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plans for this loan, letting the newspapers and the Chinese blow off steam, 
and the matter would soon die down. . . .  For your information National 
City Bank, Kuhn, Loeb & Company and First National all join us in this 
recommendation.”135 

Lamont also suggested reducing the loan to $20 million to cover only the 
refunding of the loan, as opposed to refunding and expansion of the railway. 
He wrote that it would “enable us to state publicly that the proceeds of this 
particular issue are purely for refunding purposes.”136 Lamont’s strategy 
echoed the spirit of Jack Morgan’s decision to abandon interlocking direc-
torates before the passage of the Clayton Anti-Trust Act. As they did then, 
the Morgans were willing to make concessions about the public nature of 
their work in order to protect their private ability to conduct their business 
as they saw fit. Thus, though the SMR loan did not go through in the 
planned manner, efforts to support Japan were not abandoned.137 During 
the same period, the Morgans also co- managed a $20,640,000 loan to the 
City of Tokio in 1927 with Kuhn, Loeb & Co., National City Bank, First 
National Bank, and Yokohama Specie Bank. In 1930, the same syndicate 
managers led a $71 million loan to the Imperial Japanese Government.138 

Lamont’s response to outside criticism around the SMR loan demon-
strates that they were enough to warrant a response to safeguard the firm’s 
image, but they were not enough to change the firm’s actual policies.139 Like 
Harvard African American alumni, peace progressives could claim the 
moral high ground, but they did not have the necessary networks or infor-
mation to uncover or confront the strategy of evasion directly.140 Thus, they 
were unable to challenge Lamont’s tactics within the private economic 
sphere of international bankers. While numerous and passionate, their posi-
tion in the network of international and national politics and finance deter-
mined that their protests would be made and would remain in the public 
sphere of politics as opposed to the private sphere of finance.

Though women peace progressives were not exactly members of the “out-
side crowd,” their ties to the networks of private bankers were also limited by 
the fact that they were to women were both segregated from that business 
and closely aligned with the interests of their family members.141 And as Jane 
Addams’ letter to Ford demonstrated, they were not able, nor did they neces-
sarily want to undermine the social capital of their friends, either the men or 
women, in the private domestic or social spheres either. In mid- January 
1928, Julia Ellsworth Ford also informed Addams, “There has been so much 
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opposition to and protest against the Manchurian loan from Chinese and 
Americans that every indication points to its not going through. As Mr. and 
Mrs. Lamont are very old friends of mind, I am very happy about it person-
ally, as it makes the open letter unnecessary.”142 

In the long run, the interaction with peace progressives did push the 
Morgans to recognize the extent to which their work created broader inter-
ested constituencies. But one has to consider the possibility that the reformers 
were also successful in making the activities of private bankers more diffi-
cult to detect. In essence, they affirmed the division between public and 
private spheres of activity, and as long as the public activities of the firm 
appeared to conform to national interests, the private activities of the firm 
remained hidden and unchallenged. In the case of Japan, only Japan’s own 
actions would force the Morgans to disavow their client, but for the exact 
reasons that peace progressives feared.

tHe Break WitH JaPan

Soon after the SMR loan debacle, the Japanese government began an even 
greater penetration into mainland China. In April 1928, the Japanese govern-
ment dispatched troops to Shantung, calling it “self- protection” for  Japanese 
residents in China.143 China’s nationalist government saw the activities as a 
violation of their territorial sovereignty and a “hostile position against the 
whole Chinese race which position is also against the dictates of justice and 
humanity.”144 In September 1931, the Japanese government invaded Man-
churia, claiming that the Chinese troops provoked an attack on the SMR 
and put “hundreds of thousands of Japanese residents . . .  in jeopardy” and 
that they had the right to self- defense.145 In fact, the Japanese military 
themselves provoked the SMR incident and in 1932 established the state of 
Manchukuo with a puppet ruler, Pu- yi (1906–1967), the heir to the Manchu 
dynasty.146

During this period, the Morgans continued to lend money to Japan. In 
1930, the firm made “a loan to the Imperial Government for debt refunding 
in 1930 and a guaranteed loan in June 1931 to the Taiwan Electric Com-
pany. Morgan had also organized a $25 million bank credit to the Yoko-
hama Specie Bank for currency stabilization as Japan prepared to return to 
the gold standard in 1930.”147 In 1932, J. P. Morgan & Co. advanced ¥127 
million to the Yokohama Specie Bank for a short- term loan. That loan was 
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made in November 1931 after the September invasion of China.148 The 
degree to which Lamont and the Morgans believed their relationship to 
Japan was important is evident in the fact that Lamont continued his cam-
paign of persuasion of key officials and persons in the United States into the 
1930s, producing propaganda for Japan. His main concession was that he 
avoided doing so publicly.149

In 1929, according to an internal Morgan memorandum written by 
Martin Egan, Japanese Consul General Renzo Sawada asked Lamont “if he 
might feel free to rely on the firm for information and counsel and Mr. 
Lamont assured him that he could.”150 In 1931, Lamont told the Japanese 
government that he could not be a direct publicity agent for the Japanese. 
Instead he edited material regarding the SMR for the Japanese and sug-
gested that they issue the statement with Lamont’s changes, while he 
arranged for it to get publicity in the United States.151 In this manner, 
Lamont tried to maintain the bank’s support for Japan but keep it from 
being in the public eye and therefore from provoking the kind of negative 
attention of the SMR loan.152

As American relations with Japan deteriorated, however, the bank’s sup-
port for Japan continued to be a publicity problem.153 In December 1934, 
Egan sent a letter to Ambassador Hiroshi Saito (1887–1939) from Lamont 
asking Saito to review a June 30, 1934, article called “Morgan & Company 
and the Japanese ‘Hands- Off’ Doctrine” published in the China Weekly 
Review. The article called “the New York banking house of Morgan and 
Company . . .  the silent partner in Japan’s ‘hands- off ’ declaration.” The article 
singled out Lamont, saying that the Japanese newspapers quoted him as not 
only supporting Japanese militarism in China but also declaring “that any 
future investments in China must rest on the necessary condition that the 
 Nanking Government will honor all its existing loans.” (Italics in the original) 
Lamont had in fact made these arguments repeatedly through the IBC.154

Though there is some speculation about exactly when Lamont’s “love 
affair” with Japan ended, when it did, Lamont came to deeply regret the 
relationship.155 After right- wing nationalists assassinated Junnosuke Inouye 
in February 1932, Baron Takuma Dan in March 1932, and Viscount Kore-
kiyo Takahashi in 1936, the Morgans’ ties with Japan began to come com-
pletely undone.156 By September 1937, Japan invaded China with great 
brutality, bloodshed, and violence.157 Two weeks later, President Roosevelt 
made a speech where he talked about “the epidemic of world lawlessness” 
that was spreading like a disease.158 Having supported Japan in its imperial 
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endeavors for more than two decades, the Morgans were forced to disavow 
their ties. They understood their reputation could not survive affiliation with 
a state that clearly rejected democratic ideals in ways that were so contrary to 
American interests in Asia. This break with Japan reminds us that not all 
relationships are good ones, and that they are also subject to change.

The ways in which Lamont and the other Morgan partners responded to 
the events in Japan demonstrate that they took seriously how these associa-
tions could affect their reputation. In September 1937, Thomas S. Lamont, 
Lamont’s son, wrote a letter for Junius Spencer Morgan, Jack Morgan’s son, 
to send to E. J. M. Dickson, a doctor and a Presbyterian missionary who 
had worked in China and was affiliated with the Chinese Medical Board of 
the Rockefeller Foundation. The letter said, “You and I and all my associates 
evidently feel probably the same way about the horror of the character of 
warfare waged by Japan. So far as we are concerned in this office, we are of 
course a purely private firm. We are lending no money to any phase of Japa-
nese activity, nor have we done so for some years past.”159

That month, Lamont wrote E. Araki of the Bank of Japan that he could 
not attend a luncheon to welcome Araki’s successor. Lamont said, “. . .  quite 
without reference to whether the Chinese have been on their side at fault or 
not in many particulars, nevertheless, as you know, the whole civilized 
world is aghast at these bombings by the Japanese military of innocent non-
 combatants.”160 Lamont forwarded his correspondence to Martin Egan 
saying that he had “attempted to spank the Japs a bit.”161 Egan replied, “It 
seems to me that if they get enough of this stuff it must make an impression 
upon them.”162

In December 1937, Lamont also wrote personally to Abby Rockefeller to 
deny that the Morgan firm was financing the Japanese government. Calling 
rumors “that fantastic tale,” he wrote, “I hardly have to tell you there is not 
the slightest foundation for it. We have not loaned a dollar to the Japanese 
Government for years.” Lamont went on to blame the military for the Japa-
nese government’s aggression in China, saying he felt sorry for the “Liberal 
element in Japan.”163 Given the importance of the SMR to Japan’s foreign 
policy, and given the high- ranking nature of figures like Inouye, it is diffi-
cult to see how it was possible to separate Inouye and others from Japan’s 
imperialistic policies. But given the manner in which Inouye died, it made 
it easier for the Morgans to convince themselves that they had not been 
aiding and abetting war in Asia.164
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Perhaps because the Morgans knew that they had previously professed 
great friendship with Japan and, more importantly, as Leffingwell had 
written to Lamont, that they had been a “banker for Japan with heavy 
responsibility to the holders of Japanese bonds which we sold,” the partners 
remained hopeful that the United States would not go to war with Japan.165 
On November 13, 1941, Lamont wrote Walter Lippmann, “Will you for-
give me if I do not altogether agree with your statement this morning that a 
crisis had been reached in the relations between our country and Japan? . . .  
Only I wish to God Frank Knox [secretary of the Navy] would let [Cordell] 
Hull [secretary of state] make the speeches on our foreign relations and 
not continue quite needlessly and uselessly to bait Japan with provocative 
statements.”166 Three weeks later, on December 7, 1941, Japan attacked 
Pearl Harbor, and on December 8 the United States entered the Second 
World War. On Christmas Eve Lamont wrote Leffingwell that he hesitated 
“even to mention the subject of the Far East after my fatuous confidence 
that the Japs would not dare attack us.”167

For the Morgan firm, the road leading up the war was one that was 
fraught with tension, not only because of its relationship to Japan, but also 
because by the mid- 1930s, the partners were forced to testify again to 
 Congress in what became known as the Nye Investigation, or the Senate 
Munitions inquiry, which was spearheaded by the Women’s International 
League. Though the League and other Morgan critics had not been suc-
cessful in directly preventing the Morgans from financing Japan’s empire in 
China, they were able to provoke a response from the bank by challenging 
the legitimacy and boundaries of the Morgans’ private business by appealing 
to national interests. And though they were mostly successful in reaffirming 
the limits of public intervention, external circumstances would feed new life 
into their critique of private banking. Unfortunately for the Morgans, the 
national spectacle of the Nye Investigation was only one of the many chal-
lenges the bank would face in the 1930s, not the least of which was the 
partial collapse of world capitalism, the onset of the Great Depression, and 
another politician named Roosevelt.



cHaPter seven

The End of Private 
Banking at the Morgans

in 1938 , JaCk Morgan wrote to his youngest son, Henry, about a night-
mare he had that was so vivid he had to write it down. Morgan “saw and 
heard [President Franklin Roosevelt] giving a fireside chat. [Roosevelt] said 
he had determined to pay no more attention to Congress but to tell the 
people in fireside chats what he had decided on as legislation. These state-
ments would thereafter have the force of law.” In the nightmare, “the ques-
tion of monopolies had had intensive study by [Roosevelt] when off on his 
fishing holiday. . . .  He had solved it by this plan:—Any business which did 
more than 4% of the business of its sort should hereafter be required to take 
out a Federal license. A condition of this license would be that the President 
should appoint a director.” Morgan dreamed that Roosevelt’s director would 
be given final control over every decision made by the board of that busi-
ness. He ended his letter, “Please do not let this idea get public or it might 
give [Roosevelt] a suggestion for something he hasn’t yet thought of, and so 
prove to be prophetic!”1

By the time Jack Morgan was writing to his son, Henry was no longer a 
partner of J. P. Morgan & Co. Three years earlier, he left the firm to become 
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a partner in a new investment bank, Morgan Stanley & Co., with Harold 
Stanley and William Ewing, who had also been Morgan partners.2 This 
break from the family firm was made not by choice but by necessity in the 
new political climate that had given rise to Roosevelt’s administration and 
was giving Jack Morgan his nightmares. In 1933 Congress passed the Glass-
 Steagall Act, which mandated the separation of commercial and investment 
banking. By choosing to remain a commercial bank, J. P. Morgan & Co. 
was forced to stop their investment bank activities. Because Henry was only 
thirty- five years old at the time and the younger of the two Morgan sons, it 
was reasonable to assume that Morgan, Stanley would act as an investment 
proxy for J. P. Morgan & Co. Other investment houses like Kuhn, Loeb & 
Co., which gave up its deposit business entirely, saw the formation of 
Morgan Stanley as a subterfuge to circumvent the law.

At the time, the creation of Morgan Stanley may have appeared to be a 
largely cosmetic one, but it was nevertheless an important sign of how the 
conditions of private banking had changed and also the most dramatic 
example of the depth of the external pressures facing the banking commu-
nity during the 1930s. Fueled by the Crash of 1929 and the suffering of the 
Great Depression, the popular perception of integrated power and privilege 
found new life. With confidence in the business community at its nadir, 
political momentum brought about increased legislative scrutiny on the 
banking community. In 1932, the Senate began an investigation into the 
practices of the securities business and stock exchanges called the Gray- 
Pecora Investigation or the Pecora Hearings. Once again, the banking com-
munity was at the center of the inquiries.

The return of the Money Trust issue accelerated the realization of a 
 transition at the Morgans, which had started after the First World War but 
was hastened by the enormous pressures that attacked them from all sides. 
Immediately following the Pecora Hearings was a Senate investigation 
on the munitions industry called the Nye investigation (1934–1936).3 The 
munitions industry hearings serve as a key example of how the controversy 
over the existence of the Money Trust was different from that which pre-
dated the First World War because of the international dimensions. During 
the Nye investigation, the Morgans were accused of consolidating economic 
power and undermining the economic stability of the nation. They were 
also accused of involving the United States in international conflicts for 
their own economic benefit, a particularly inflammatory accusation given 
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the rise of fascism in Europe and Asia. If the experience of the First World 
War served as a constant reminder of the potential consequences of the 
actions of the banking community, the context of political and economic 
stability in Europe and Asia gave them greater meaning and a sense of 
urgency.

In the wake of the Crash of 1929, Roosevelt’s New Deal also created 
significant changes in the expectations of government at a time when the 
reputation of the banking community was severely damaged and the 
banks themselves were under siege from external and internal pressures. 
During this time, the Morgan bank went through major formal struc-
tural changes that reflected an ideological shift with regard to its rela-
tionship to American national interests and its views on anti- Semitism. 
Together these changes required not only new relationships and alliances, 
they also necessitated a re-interpretation of the separate spheres that defined 
their business structure and would mark the end of private banking at the 
Morgans.

tHe CraSH

Part of the reason why the Great Depression was such a shock was because 
it followed a period of rapid economic and social change. It is either ironic 
or logical that a time symbolized by “easy living” and “booze and money” 
was also a period when Prohibition was the law.4 The 1920s also hid the 
terrible “gap between the ideal and the reality” of American capitalism and 
American prosperity.5 By October 1929, business had already begun to slow 
down. Overall, the economy evidenced a structural weakness: insufficient 
demand, i.e., not the lack of desire to consume but the lack of ability to pay, 
or a dramatic economic inequality.6

As the economy began to contract and banks began to fail, the vast 
majority of Americans had no savings and little safety net, which caused 
great suffering. In September 1931, Great Britain went off the gold stan-
dard, the centerpiece of the ideology of sound money. By this time, the signs 
that the Depression was more serious were inescapable.7 In 1933, conserva-
tive estimates reckoned that 25 percent of the workforce was unemployed, 
though the number was probably as high as one- third of the labor force.8 By 
the time Franklin Delano Roosevelt (1882–1945) began his first term as 



t H e  e n d  o f  P r i vat e  B a n k i n G  at  t H e  m o r G a n s  195

president, more than one- third of all American banks had either gone out 
of business or were absorbed by other banking institutions.9

The lines within the financial community were also being reorganized as 
firms merged and others disappeared under the weight of the Depression. 
Harvey Fisk & Sons, which had once been one of the Morgan’s largest allies 
in the distribution of bonds, ceased to be listed in the banking directorates 
after 1930.10 Other syndicate participants, such as Kountze Brothers, sus-
pended in 1931.11 P.J. Goodhart & Co. closed in 1933.12 Perhaps the most 
dramatic suspension was the dissolution of Lee, Higginson & Co., which 
had been a major syndicate partner for the Morgans, ranking seventh for 
1895–1934 among all syndicate participants and third among private 
bankers. (See Table 4.) In 1932, Lee, Higginson & Co. went bankrupt in a 
scandal involving one of their clients, Ivar Kreuger, also known as the 
Swedish Match king.

Raised near Kalmar, Sweden, Ivar Kreuger was the son of a factory man-
ager. His family business was match production, which the Swedes had 
revolutionized in terms of safety and efficiency. Trained as a civil engineer 
in Stockholm, Kreuger worked in the United States and in South Africa. In 
1907, he founded the Swedish Match Company. By the early 1920s, Sweden 
was the world’s “leading exporter of matches” and Kreuger’s company 
“made two- thirds of all matches used in the world.”13 With the assistance of 
American capital and the banking house of Lee, Higginson & Co., Kreuger 
tried to secure a worldwide monopoly on the production and distribution of 
matches through “a series of highly speculative financial operations.” Unfor-
tunately for Lee, Higginson & Co., “the assets and profits recorded for the 
business were largely fictitious.”14

In 1932, Kreuger, who once said, “Everything in life is founded on confi-
dence,” committed suicide in Paris. After his death, Lee, Higginson & Co. 
admitted that the firm had taken his word with regard to his holdings and 
had not investigated the actual state of affairs of his company because of 
their confidence in his reputation and integrity.15 Having put its own reputa-
tion on the line, the Kreuger scandal destroyed the venerable bank.16 As 
Higginson partner Jerome Greene searched for another job, he wrote a series 
of letters to his associates trying to explain the Kreuger scandal and his and 
his partners’ involvement in it.17 He left banking permanently and took a 
teaching job abroad (in international relations) in Wales, eventually returning 
to the United States to become secretary of Harvard Corporation.
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Lee, Higginson & Co. was not the only elite Yankee bank to be shaken 
to its core. Kidder, Peabody & Co., the Morgans’ number one private 
banking syndicate partner, found itself on the brink of bankruptcy in 1930, 
and its survival was due largely to the Morgans. On top of the stock market 
crash, Kidder, Peabody & Co. was destabilized by the death and retirement 
of five partners in the late 1920s and lack of effective leadership. Because of 
their strong personal and professional ties to the bank, the Morgans decided 
to come to the bank’s rescue by organizing “a revolving credit of $10 mil-
lion” from New York and Boston banks. Kidder, Peabody itself raised $5 
million in loans from friends, banks and individuals, who included Kuhn, 
Loeb & Co.’s Mortimer Schiff.

Even though Kidder, Peabody continued to lose money and was soon in 
need of more funds, the Morgan bank did not abandon it. The bank’s name 
and reputation being “its greatest assets,” the Morgans guided the sale of 
Kidder, Peabody to other Boston banking families, who included Edwin S. 
Webster Sr.; Edwin S. Webster Jr., Webster Sr.’s son, of Stone & Webster; 
Chandler Hovey, Webster Sr.’s brother- in- law, of Chandler Hovey & Co.; 
and Albert H. Gordon, who was a staff member at Goldman, Sachs.18 
Kidder, Peabody’s personal ties to the Morgans proved to be their greatest 
assets, as they were given a lifeline that others were denied. The fact that the 
association with the Morgans enhanced their social capital was not lost on 
the new owners. During the negotiations, Gordon wrote to Webster Sr., 
“Incidentally, we are slowly making the grade socially. Yesterday for the first 
time [Jack] Morgan invited us to tea on our way out of the almost daily 
conference.”19 

In 1931, the new Kidder, Peabody entered into negotiations to merge with 
Kissell, Kinnicutt & Co., a firm founded in 1906, which was also on the 
verge of bankruptcy. While Kissell, Kinnicutt was not one of the Morgans’ 
top syndicate partners in terms of overall total amount, it had a respectable 
standing with the firm.20 G. Herman Kinnicutt, who was the senior partner 
of the bank, was a graduate of Harvard (Class of 1898) and started his bank-
 ing career at J. P. Morgan & Co. before leaving to strike out on his own. 
Upon the suggestion of Morgan partner George Whitney (Robert Bacon’s 
son- in- law and E. F. Whitney’s nephew), the two banks merged in 1932.21

Kidder, Peabody & Co. and Kissel, Kinnicutt & Co. were not the only 
banks to merge during the Depression. Other Morgan syndicate participants 
went through a series of mergers, such as National Bank of Commerce and 
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Guaranty Trust in 1929.22 Equitable Trust Co. of New York merged with 
Chase National Bank and Interstate Trust Company in 1930.23 E.A. Har-
riman & Co. merged with Brown Brothers & Co. in 1931.24 While a certain 
amount of business change was to be expected, this was an unusual time of 
uncertainty and scandal as the banking community anxiously observed the 
solvency of their competitors and collaborators. For Kuhn, Loeb & Co., in 
particular, the 1930s were an extremely difficult time, a period of devastating 
generational change that effectively ended their participation in the story of 
the Morgan network before the Second World War.

anti-  SemitiSm in tHe 1930S

If the pressures of the Great Depression were not enough, Kuhn, Loeb & 
Co. lost all of its senior partners in the 1930s, mostly due to sudden illness. 
The first to pass was Mortimer Schiff, who died suddenly at his home from 
heart disease in 1931. Mortimer was only fifty- four years old, almost twenty 
years younger than his father at the time of his death.25 Felix Warburg 
wrote to his brother Max with the news and details of Mortimer’s death, “As 
the lines grow thinner, the remaining partners have to fill in the holes left 
by predecessors and carry on, but at the moment I feel naturally as if, during 
my connection with the firm, we have lost too many partners through 
death, two Messrs. Wolff, Solomon Loeb, Louis Heinsheimer and now 
father Schiff and son.”26 The following year, their brother Paul Warburg 
also died from illness.27 Only Jerome Hanauer, who was the first non- family 
member to join the firm, left voluntarily in 1933. (He died in 1938). To the 
great regret of the partners, Hanauer left while Otto Kahn was also ill.28 
The following year, in 1934, Kahn died of a heart attack at the age of sixty-
 seven in his office. The New York Times reported in the byline, “Wall Street 
is Shocked- Morgan and Lamont Hurry to Office.”29

The Morgan partners were concerned about what the deaths of the part-
ners would mean to the future of Kuhn, Loeb & Co.30 In 1932, Thomas 
Lamont wrote Jack Morgan that he had met with Elisha Walker, who had 
accepted an invitation to join Kuhn, Loeb & Co. Lamont wrote, “With the 
death of Mortimer L. Schiff a little over a year ago, with the continued ill- 
health of Otto Kahn who is reported as stating that he never expects to be 
very active in the firm’s affairs again, with the withdrawal on 31st December 
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of Jerome Hanaeur who has for twenty years been the wheel horse of the 
firm the juniors are left almost completely in charge with the exception of 
Felix Warburg who has never been over active.”31 Between 1925 and 1935, 
Kuhn, Loeb & Co. added nine new partners, only three of whom repre-
sented the third generation of family members: Gilbert H. Kahn (Otto’s 
son), John M. Schiff (Mortimer’s son), and Frederick M. Warburg (Felix’s 
son). Kuhn, Loeb & Co. was becoming less of a family - dominated firm, 
but that was not unusual. What was disturbing was the lack of senior lead-
ership at Kuhn, Loeb at a critical time. The same factors had almost led to 
the demise of Kidder, Peabody.32

Lamont and Morgan worried that Kuhn, Loeb & Co.’s decline would 
undermine the hierarchy and the organization of the financial community, 
which had remained relatively stable for the last four decades and was now 
under enormous stress from multiple external challenges including the 
Depression, an extremely hostile Congress, and the ascension of Franklin 
Roosevelt. Lamont wrote, “From our point of view it is important that 
Kuhn Loeb & Co should not drop to the status of a third- rate power so 
to speak.” Lamont did not put much stock into Elisha Walker as being 
able to make a bold statement about the firm’s future. He wrote, “[Walker] 
is competent but not a great pillar of strength.” Still, he told Morgan in a 
cable, “We hope that the loss in personnel which the firm is apparently 
suffering will not give you undue concern (Stop) We are informed on 
excellent authority that the financial position of the firm continues 
unquestioned.”33

Felix Warburg was the only remaining senior partner at Kuhn, Loeb 
from the pre- World War I period, but he did not live long enough to prove 
his ability to take the firm through a difficult transition. He died three years 
after Kahn in 1937. Some of Warburg’s associates believed that his death 
was caused by the strain of his many endeavors, which he freely admitted 
took up more of his time and interest than banking. He had been deeply 
involved in a number of Jewish and non- Jewish charities and philanthropic 
efforts.34 Starting in 1933, Warburg had been put under doctor’s orders for 
“spasms in the heart region” to cut back on work, including his activities on 
behalf of Jews in Germany under the Nazi regime.35

Warburg’s work demonstrated that he had serious concerns, ones that 
other German Jewish banks shared in the 1930s. He, like many of his asso-
ciates, was deeply troubled by the ominous signs in Germany and the 
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 devastating rise of the Nazi Party and Hitler, whom Otto Kahn called “the 
enemy of humanity.”36 Unfortunately for Warburg and others concerned 
about the Jewish refugee situation in Europe, the same immigration laws 
that had exacerbated tension between the United States and Japan during 
the 1920s made it difficult if not impossible to relieve Jewish suffering as 
thousands attempted to flee Nazi Germany’s advance across Europe.37 A 
year after Felix Warburg’s death, the Nazi regime forced Max Warburg to 
leave his family’s firm, M. & M. Warburg & Co., and he fled to the United 
States. The firm became Brinckmann, Wirtz & Co. in 1941.38

If the rise of the Nazis was a sign of the terrible devastation that would 
befall Europe’s Jewish communities and Europe in general, it was also a 
gamechanger for the Morgan partners, if not in their actual sentiment 
toward Jews (because they continued to have negative attitudes toward Jews), 
but in the way in which they publicly addressed anti- Semitism.39 During the 
1930s, it became increasingly less acceptable to express racist and anti- 
Semitic views. This had to do in part with the fact that to express those views 
in public violated the private/public divide that allowed for these views to go 
unchecked in private life, but it was also a result of the way in which the 
Nazis’ ardent support for white supremacy delegitimized their claims to 
moral superiority. By the late 1930s, the Morgans’ conversion to the public 
espousal of support for racial tolerance was more or less complete.

In December 1938, Lamont wrote to his son Thomas S. Lamont about a 
letter his son was going to write to Theodore Roosevelt Jr. about the issue of 
anti- Semitism.40 Lamont suggested his son write the following:

We—all of us—are strongly against any intolerance in this or in any other 
country, especially in our own country. But there are certain instances of 
intolerance that are sporadic and are derived from special causes. Anti- 
Semitism at the present moment is one of them. I, TSL, want to do every-
thing I can to offset even casual and sporadic instances of intolerance, but I 
think that the more we get together and the more hullabaloo we raise about 
anti- Semitism the more we create in the minds of the public the idea that 
there must indeed be something behind the whole situation that causes anti-
 Semitism and they begin to exaggerate the dangers of Jewry and do an injus-
tice to the very cause that they want to help.41

Lamont’s response is entirely consistent with his position on Harvard’s 
discriminatory policies, and he would make the same argument later about 
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how talking about racial inequality only made things worse for African 
Americans.42 But his overt recognition of the existence of discrimination 
against Jews was a marked departure for him, and he was not the only 
member of the firm to take on the mantle of tolerance. Morgan partner 
Russell Leffingwell was even more extreme in his rhetoric, linking tolerance 
to Christianity, liberty, and American nationalism.

In 1939, Leffingwell wrote Lamont suggestions for a speech or letter on 
anti- Semitism that stated the United States had to be a “land of liberty” for 
Jews as much as Christians and cautioned “we Protestants” from becoming 
“arrogant, intolerant, unfriendly and unhelpful to our fellow men and 
fellow citizens of a different race.” He wrote:

If there is any such thing among us as anti- Semitism let us pluck it out. . . .  
Let us remember that we, or our ancestors, came over three hundred years 
ago or more . . .  to escape religious or social or economic disadvantages in 
Europe. We, or our ancestors, found here a land of opportunity and of lib-
erty. What shall it profit us if we seek to deny the enjoyment of this land of 
liberty and opportunity to our fellow men of any race?

Leffingwell even suggested that Lamont use a quote from First Corinthians 
chapter 13, verse 3: “And though I bestow all my goods to feed the poor, 
and though I give my body to be burned, and have not charity (which is 
love), it profiteth me nothing.”43

Meanwhile, Leffingwell had written just two years earlier to Jack Morgan 
that he went on a “dull leisurely and extremely restful Caribbean cruise” 
and that “the company was largely oriental and we were consequently spared 
all social effort, which was just what we wanted.” [NOTE: ‘Oriental’ 
meaning Jewish not Asian.]44 Lest we think Leffingwell had quickly changed 
his mind in two years time, in January 1942, he also wrote Lamont:

Like France we have been softened and sapped by the Jews, the pacifists, the 
Communists and by incompetence in high places. When I say Jews I mean 
those brilliantly able people who are instinctively and constitutionally 
destructive in their relation with Government. They never could create or 
govern or defend a country of their own for themselves. Their brilliant minds 
are essentially sadistic and destructive.45
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Leffingwell clearly had strong prejudices, but he was just as strategic and 
self- righteous about his rhetoric on tolerance as Lamont. In December 1940, 
he wrote an extremely effusive letter to Franklin Delano Roosevelt advising 
him to sway public opinion by announcing “that you conceive yourself to 
be President of the whole people, and that as such you recognize no differ-
ences of race, creed, color or party; no difference between capital, labor and 
management; no difference between your friends and your opponents. That 
you are the leader of the whole people, and that you dedicate yourself anew 
to the cause of democracy against autocracy, or freedom against despotism, 
of the peaceful and law- abiding against the aggressors.” Leffingwell added 
as a postscript, “Tom [Lamont] has read this and suggests adding a word of 
aid to China, very popular cause.”46 

Generational CHanGe: neW and old CHallenGeS

Whether the particular stress of the plight of Jews hastened the deaths of 
Kuhn, Loeb & Co.’s partners, the House of Morgan was not immune to 
changes either. During the 1930s, both internal and external pressures cre-
ated pressures on the House of Morgan’s leadership. By the mid- 1930s, Jack 
Morgan was getting older and had already started to reduce his load at the 
firm. In 1937, soon after George F. Baker of First National Bank died, 
Morgan suffered a heart attack, which prevented him from attending the 
coronation of King George in England. (It was actually probably the only 
thing that would have prevented him from going. He had anxiously pro-
cured an invitation through the Morgan London partners and had ordered 
a new suit and shoes to be made for the occasion).47 Edward Stotesbury, the 
senior Morgan partner in Philadelphia, who had been a partner in the orig-
inal reorganization of the Morgan firm in 1895, passed away in May 1938. 
Charles Whigham, a senior Morgan Grenfell partner in London, died in a 
riding accident in February of that year.48

Other partner losses included Thomas Cochran, who died in 1936 after 
not being active for about four years. Horatio Lloyd, another Philadelphia 
senior partner, died in 1937.49 S. Parker Gilbert, a New York partner, died 
in 1938.50 Benjamin Joy, a partner at Morgan et. Cie., withdrew from the 
firm in 1934.51 Teddy Grenfell, the senior partner in London, had also 
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 suffered some health- related reverses, and his involvement declined after 
1935. (He died in 1941).52 Charles Steele, who was such a senior partner in 
the early part of the twentieth century that he alone shared an office space 
with Pierpont Morgan, had started to reduce his activity in 1923 and more 
so in 1932 after the death of his wife, Nannie. He died in 1939.53

Partnership changes were to some extent to be expected given the natural 
cycle of life. During the 1930s, J. P. Morgan & Co. and Drexel & Co. also 
accepted or promoted five new partners, Morgan, Grenfell & Co., Ltd. four 
new partner/directors, and Morgan, Harjes & Co. three new partners.54 So 
while the deaths and retirements of the 1930s began a transfer of leadership 
within the firm and were a drain on the firm’s capital, they were not the 
only reason the 1930s was a period of great challenge for the Morgan bank. 
During this time, they were faced with new challenges and revisited by old 
ones, which would continue to change the conditions of their business. As 
Morgan’s nightmare intimated, great external pressure also came from the 
return of the Money Trust.

In the early 1930s, Brandeis was still a force to be reckoned with, per-
haps more so given his status on the Supreme Court. In 1932, he republished 
his book, Other People’s Money, which summarized his arguments from 
twenty years previous about the existence of the Money Trust. Ever vigilant, 
Lamont wrote to Norman Hapgood arguing that the book was based on 
statistics put together by the Pujo Committee in 1912, which he said were inac-
curate. In a more generous portrayal, most likely given  Brandeis’s elevated 
position of power, Lamont told Hapgood that Brandeis had been duped.55 
Leffingwell had a less generous reading of Brandeis. He later wrote Lamont 
that Brandeis and Felix Frankfurter were “responsible for the clauses in the 
Glass Bill directed against private bankers, as well as for the [1934] Securities 
Act.” He told Lamont, “The Jews do not forget. They are relentless.”56

The 1930s put Lamont’s publicity skills to the test as he dealt with old 
and new challenges. As was his usual refrain, Lamont said a money trust, 
“in my own view never existed and does not exist today.” Lamont argued 
that the public needed experts to translate the value of securities for them 
and bankers were “the most convenient expert.”57 At the same time that 
Lamont was writing to Hapgood, the whole question of the banker’s expert 
status and his supposedly dispassionate and professional knowledge and 
advice was being put under an unfriendly microscope. The previous month, 
the Senate had begun an investigation into the securities business. 
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The purpose of the Senate hearings, which were initiated during the 
Hoover administration, was to understand the origins of the Crash of 1929. 
After the prosecutors began to uncover significant evidence of spectacular 
malfeasance, the hearings became part of a much larger reform movement 
that eventually led to the creation of the Securities Exchange Commission 
(1934). The hearings also gave rise to another Morgan adversary for whom 
they were named. After Samuel Untermyer turned down the job, the posi-
tion of the bank’s nemesis was occupied by Ferdinand Pecora, the lead 
counsel.58

tHe money truSt returnS: tHe PeCora HearinGS

Like Samuel Untermyer, Ferdinand Pecora (1882–1971) was a progressive 
Democrat, a New Yorker, and a graduate of City College. Sicilian by birth, 
Pecora immigrated to the United States with his family at the age of five. He 
graduated from New York Law School in 1906 and served as the assistant 
district attorney of New York (1918–1930).59 In 1912, he became friends 
with Bainbridge Colby, who later served as Secretary of State under 
Woodrow Wilson. Pecora began his job as lead prosecutor in 1933 after 
Colby and others recommended him to Senator Peter Norbeck (R- SD), 
who was the chairman of the Senate Banking and Currency Committee.60 
Initially, President Hoover, Congress, and later President Roosevelt saw the 
investigation as limited in scope. Pecora’s investigation changed all that.61 
The hearings made Pecora famous, and in 1939 he published a book about 
his experience titled, Wall Street Under Oath: The Story of Our Modern 
Money Changers.62 Like Untermyer, Pecora was no favorite of the Morgan 
firm. Jack Morgan referred to him as a “dirty little wop.”63

Pecora’s investigation was dramatically effective because it uncovered sig-
nificant examples of malfeasance in the financial community involving some 
of its most prestigious names. The first firm to come under fire was Halsey, 
Stuart & Co., who had been the principal bankers for businessman and 
industrialist Samuel Insull. Insull was born in London, the son of a cler-
gyman. He immigrated to the United States in 1881. Insull worked as 
Thomas Edison’s personal assistant and later became vice- president of 
 General Electric, Edison’s company, which J. P. Morgan & Co. reorganized 
in 1892. That year Insull also became president of Chicago Edison  Company, 
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which he expanded into a major public utility provider in the Midwest 
through a complicated structure of holding companies. By 1932, Insull had 
distributed in excess of $2.6 billion worth of securities in his various holding 
companies. After the Crash, Insull’s companies went into bankruptcy.

During the hearings, Pecora questioned Harold L. Stuart, the head of 
Halsey, Stuart, about how they had marketed Insull’s bonds. The revelations 
were astounding. Stuart revealed that the firm had written radio broadcasts 
and hired a professor at the University of Chicago to deliver them as invest-
ment education on an hour- long radio program that the firm had also secretly 
financed. The firm’s partners had also sold securities in Insull’s companies to 
clients without letting their clients know that the firm had a large invest-
ment in those companies or that the firm’s partners were also members of 
that corporation. While their actions were not illegal, they were clearly 
unethical and represented a conflict of interest. For his part, Insull tried to 
escape prosecution by going to Europe. He was found off the coast of Turkey 
and faced trial for mail fraud and embezzlement, among other charges, but 
was acquitted. He left the United States and died in Paris in 1938.64

The next bank to come under fire during the Pecora Hearings was 
National City Co., the security affiliate of National City Bank of New York, 
one of the Morgan firm’s strongest and most important collaborators. 
National City Co. was at the time “the nation’s largest investment banking 
house.”65 Though it was only founded in 1911, National City Co. was the 
second top syndicate partner for J. P. Morgan & Co. between 1895 and 
1934. Its total of over $1.6 billion with 391 participations for 110 unique 
clients was only surpassed by First National Bank of New York, which had 
a total participation of $2.17 billion and 709 participations. (First National 
had 189 unique clients.) (See Table 4.)

If we think of National City Bank and National City Co. as basically acting 
in concert, which the hearings found they did do, and sum their participa-
tions in the Morgans’ syndicates, their total (more than $2.5 billion) exceeds 
that of First National Bank and for approximately the same number of partici-
pations (737).66 Between 1920 and 1934, National City Co. outpaced First 
National Bank in Morgan’s syndicates in total amount and number of partici-
pations. In other words, it was Morgan’s top syndicate partner, which made 
the revelations against the affiliate extremely problematic.

National City Co.’s abuses were so excessive that Charles E. Mitchell, 
who was the chairman of the board for National City Bank and National 
City Co., was not only forced to resign from the bank, he narrowly avoided 
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going to jail for income tax evasion and had to pay a large fine. During the 
investigation it was revealed that not only had National City Co. sold secu-
rities and bonds without informing investors about the “pertinent facts con-
cerning the qualities of the securities recommended,” it had done so knowing 
that the quality in some cases was extremely poor. Not only did National 
City Bank use its affiliate to evade the law and participate in stock specula-
tion and stock pools, National City Co. had also traded on the stock of its 
parent company to manipulate its stock price. National City also used its 
affiliate to keep National City Bank’s losses off their books and hide it from 
their stockholders.67

If those abuses were not shocking enough, it was also revealed that Mitchell 
and other executives “voted themselves huge annual bonuses, not reported in 
annual statements” and that they saw themselves as, in Mitchell’s own words, 
“   ‘partners in a private banking or investment firm’,” and not as the “employees 
of a corporation and responsible to its stockholders” they really were. Then 
came the revelation that Mitchell and other executives practiced accounting 
deceptions in order to avoid paying income taxes. In 1929, Mitchell sold tens 
of thousands of shares in National City Bank to his wife. On paper, he 
incurred a loss about $2.8 million, which he counted against his income 
though the shares and the money had clearly been kept within the family.68

Two days after National City Bank’s actions were brought to the light 
of day, Franklin Delano Roosevelt assumed the U.S. presidency. Invoking 
the language of the New Testament, Roosevelt declared in his inaugural 
address:

Practices of the unscrupulous money changers stand indicted in the court of 
public opinion, rejected by the hearts and minds of men. . . .  Faced by failure 
of credit they have proposed only the lending of more money. Stripped of the 
lure of profit by which to induce our people to follow their false leadership, 
they have resorted to exhortations, pleading tearfully for restored  confidence. 
They know only the rules of a generation of self- seekers. They have no vision, 
and when there is no vision the people perish. The money changers have fled 
their high seats in the temple of our civilization. We may now restore that 
temple to the ancient truths.69

Because of the revelations, the Pecora Hearings were extended. About two 
months later, the second phase of the Pecora Investigation began. The first 
person called to testify on the world of private banking was Jack Morgan as 
the head of J. P. Morgan & Co.70
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Given the stature of the Morgan bank and the previous testimony of 
their associates, Pecora later noted, “Public interest in [Morgan’s] appear-
ance was almost hysterically intense.” He stated, “Not for a generation, not 
since the elder Morgan had been examined in the Pujo Committee investi-
gation of 1912, had the public been permitted a clear view of the man whom 
everybody acknowledged as a world figure.”71 Reporters rushed in and out 
of the courtroom to post their stories, and the senators of the subcommittee 
would hardly let Pecora get a question in edgewise. They argued not only 
with Pecora but also amongst themselves, also taking it upon themselves to 
question Morgan directly.72 As a result, as the hearings progressed, they had 
little of the control and order that characterized the Pujo Investigation.

During the course of the hearings, Jack Morgan, who was by all accounts 
a sensitive person, was subjected to some of the worst public humiliations of 
his life, including a moment when a press agent for Ringling Brothers Circus 
brought a dwarf, Lya Graf, into the court room while Morgan was giving 
testimony. During a break, the agent had Ms. Graf put on Morgan’s lap to 
his great surprise (he at first thought she was a child) and to the excitement 
and glee of the court reporters. In the midst of this “circus,” as Senator Glass 
had called it, the inner workings of the bank were again exposed to the 
harsh light of public condemnation.73

The Morgans were not found to have engaged in the same kinds of abuses 
as National City Co., but their association with National City did not 
encourage confidence in their judgment or friendships. The committee was 
especially interested in the fact that Morgan and his partners were shown to 
have offered stocks to a special list of friends or a “preferred list” at special 
prices that included former president Calvin Coolidge. The most harmful 
publicity to the firm, however, was the revelation that the partners had not 
paid any income tax during 1931 and 1932. In 1930, they claimed a more 
than $20 million loss on capital after having reevaluated their securities 
holdings on the occasion of the entry of two new partners.74 

As his father had done during the Pujo Hearings, Jack Morgan defended 
his firm’s practices and testified that the values of the firm were held to a 
higher standard than the pursuit of economic profit. He told the committee 
that private bankers were ruled by the ancient code of conduct that was not 
determined by laws but by a strong tradition based on character and integ-
rity. Referring to the private banker as a “national asset,” he spoke of credit 
as “a private banker’s ‘most valuable possession . . .  the result of years of fair 
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and honorable dealing and, while it may be quickly lost, once lost cannot be 
restored for a long time, if ever.’   ”75 

To many observers, Jack Morgan’s testimony seemed just as self- serving 
as his father’s, perhaps even more so because it was made during the depths 
of the Depression after significant malfeasance had been exposed within the 
banking community. Even though the Morgans were a private unlimited 
liability partnership, “risking their own money and doing their own work” 
as Morgan called it, they were frequent collaborators with commercial 
banks and trust companies that did receive deposits from the general public. 
These connections made them vulnerable to the charge that they were in 
fact playing with “other people’s money,” not just their own.76

Critics also portrayed Morgan and the firm as living in the nineteenth 
century, with outdated modes of doing business, both secretive and aristo-
cratic.77 The partners took great offense at any portrayal of Jack Morgan 
and the bank as out of touch at a time of great national suffering. They 
understood that respect and confidence for the banking community was 
badly damaged by the many scandals brought to light by the Pecora Hear-
ings, but they believed that economic crises were the handiwork of unscru-
pulous individuals with low morals and poor character, who were unable to 
“self- regulate” (to use a contemporary term) or “second, third, and fourth 
class bankers.”78 Unfortunately for the Morgans, some of those unscrupu-
lous individuals were found to be members of their own inner circle. 

In 1938, George Whitney’s younger brother Richard Whitney (1888–
1974), the former head of the New York Stock Exchange, was convicted of 
embezzlement and sent to Sing Sing prison.79 The Morgans were somewhat 
tarnished by the association, having loaned substantial sums of money to 
Whitney since 1931. They had also made their own investigation of his 
finances as early as 1934. By 1937, Richard admitted his embezzlement to 
his brother, George, who in turn turned to Lamont for assistance. Not 
reporting Richard implicated them in his crimes, but they tried to deal with 
it privately. When their efforts failed, Whitney was exposed and George 
Whitney and Lamont had to testify to their role at a Securities and Exchange 
Commission hearing, where their primary defense was that they had only 
done what a brother or friend would do.80 

Given examples like Mitchell, Insull, Kreuger, and Whitney, the Mor-
gans were not completely against some regulation of the securities industry, 
which was inevitable considering the kinds of abuses that were revealed. 
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They were not as understanding, however, about the direct attacks on the 
firm’s reputation that continued throughout the 1930s. In the decade before 
the Second World War, and as conflicts began to heat up in Asia, Europe, 
and Africa, the critique of money power became intertwined with an intense 
public scrutiny of private banking loans to foreign countries. Soon after the 
senate hearings, Jack Morgan and the firm faced an even more serious threat 
from critics that labeled them “merchants of death.”

tHe SPeCter of War

In 1934, H. C. Engelbrecht, the former editor of the World Tomorrow and 
F. C. Hanighen, a journalist, published a book called Merchants of Death: A 
Study of the International Armament Industry.81 Born in Chicago, Engelbrecht 
was a graduate of the University of Chicago (B.A./M.A.) and Columbia 
University (Ph.D., history).82 Hanighen was born in Nebraska, graduated 
from Harvard University, and worked as a foreign correspondent for the 
New York Evening Post and the New York Times. Their book, Merchants of 
Death, was a history of armaments- making and profiteering. It was a best-
seller and a Book- of- the- Month Club choice in 1934.83

At several key points in their book, Engelbrecht and Hanighen singled 
out the Morgan bank for dealing in and profiting from the sale of arms. 
Starting with a story about Pierpont Morgan having sold (defective) arms 
during the Civil War, they wrote with regard to the First World War, “It is 
the Morgan group of corporation clients and banks which dominates the 
American arms industry.”84 Merchants of Death was basically a publicity 
nightmare for the Morgans—a direct challenge to their reputation and 
character—and it foretold more serious things to come.

Soon after the Pecora Hearings, the Senate began the Senate Munitions 
Hearings, which were later named after Republican Senator Gerald P. Nye 
(1892–1971). Born in Wisconsin, Nye graduated from high school at the 
age of nineteen and embarked on a career in journalism in the footsteps of 
his father, who was a newspaper publisher. Both Nye and his father were 
deeply influenced by Robert M. LaFollette, the progressive governor of 
Wisconsin. In 1926, Nye was elected to the U.S. Senate after having served 
one year as a replacement for Senator Edwin F. Ladd, who had died in 
office. Nye’s constituent base was rural western farmers. As a champion of 
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agrarian interests, Nye was particularly critical of “urban business inter-
ests.” His interest in American policy started during the First World War 
when he became convinced “that foreign ventures were designed more to 
line the pockets of eastern business and financial interests than to guard 
American freedom.”85

Nye had been asked to initiate the munitions investigation by Dorothy 
Detzer, the executive secretary of the Women’s International League, which 
had been lobbying with other peace groups for an official government inquiry 
since 1932. Though she was turned down by the Senate Committee on 
Banking and Currency and the National Recovery Administration, Detzer 
was able to create an alliance with Nye. Her success spoke to the networks 
of women reformers and peace groups within the world of politics and also to 
the broad appeal of their ideological stance.86 The purpose of the Nye inves-
tigation was to show that special interests including “munitions manufac-
turers, shipbuilders, and financiers” were responsible for pushing the United 
States into the First World War for the purpose of making money at the 
expense of the lives of American soldiers.87 The investigation, which President 
Roosevelt endorsed, is the clearest example of how the international context 
changed the debate over financial reform in the post- World War I period.

The Nye investigation claimed that if the economic self- interest of those 
who might profit from war were reduced, a greater consideration of moral 
interest would be made in domestic and foreign affairs.88 Because the Morgan 
firm had been the buying agent for Great Britain and France during the First 
World War and because they had been a marketer of British bonds to the 
American public prior to the war, critics singled them out for having created 
an implicit commitment between American investors and the  outcome of 
the war. Under this logic, America’s best interest was to see the Allies win 
and see American military power put to that purpose. In addition to being 
accused of unpatriotic actions, the partners were also charged with mor-
ally reprehensible behavior, the encouragement of war for the purpose of 
profiteering.89

The Morgan partners were extremely unhappy with the tenor and the 
objective of the Nye Hearings. Their character was at stake, and after 
the Pecora Hearings, they were already on the defensive. At the start of the 
 investigation, the bank’s lawyers “demanded certificates of good character” 
of the investigators of the Munitions Committee before they testified. 
In response, Stephen Raushenbush, the leading prosecutor of the Nye 
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 investigation, suggested that the Morgan partners be asked to provide cer-
tificates of character as well.90 Things only got worse when Nye was quoted 
as saying, “If the Morgans and other bankers must go in for their share of 
another war, then, for heaven’s sake, let them join the Foreign Legion.” The 
Morgan partners were horrified at the rhetoric used. They responded, “To 
what lengths is it permissible for a United States senator, about to preside at 
a semi- judicial inquiry . . .  to go? How far will public opinion endorse his 
endeavor to prejudice opinion beforehand, to declare that the case is already 
closed? Such procedure, we submit, is unfair, un- American, indecent.”91

In 1935, Jack Morgan suggested to Lamont that the firm sue both Sen-
ator Nye and Oswald Garrison Villard, the editor of the Nation, for libel. 
Morgan wrote Lamont: 

The fact is that I am so tired of letting attacks on our character and on the 
morality of our conduct go without any reply that I am beginning to think 
it is unwise not to say something that would indicate to the public that there 
is something to be said on the other side and that they had better wait and 
hear both sides before making up their own minds. I fear that the public 
will get the diea [sic] that we have no answer and that therefore the facts 
are true.92 

The partners were particularly angry with Villard’s review of former Sec-
retary of State Robert Lansing’s book, War Memoirs. Villard had written 
that Lansing and the Morgan firm pushed the United States into war to 
retrieve money loaned abroad. He referred to the Morgans as the “American 
traitors.”93

The fact that these attacks were taken seriously is reflected in the efforts 
of the partners’ family members, who were most likely questioned about the 
firm’s activities as they had been during the SMR controversy and also felt 
compelled to defend the firm. Florence, Lamont’s wife, wrote to Robert 
Nichols, the British poet, “I don’t pretend to know very much about the 
business of Tom’s firm, either in America nor in England, but I do know 
this: that they are absolutely and irrevocably opposed to having any interest 
in a business that might be construed as having to do with munitions or 
armament. They have been subject to a very unjust attack along this very 
line without any basis for the attack.”94

Ultimately, the Nye committee could not prove a direct cause and effect 
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between munitions makers and the United States’s entry into the First 
World War, but “Nye and his associates were persuaded nonetheless that 
opportunities for economic gain had encouraged armament races and agita-
tion that led to war.” Though the investigation did not result in any direct 
legislation, the widespread isolationist sentiment, heightened by fears stem-
ming from the Italo- Ethiopian War, was reflected in the passage of the 
Neutrality Acts, 1935–1937, one of whose sponsors was Senator Nye.95 

tneC and tHe limitS of Government reGulation

After the munitions investigation concluded in 1936, the Morgan bank had 
little time to catch its breath before talk started of another government 
investigation on the concentration of economic power. In April 1938, after 
the economy suffered a setback in the recession of 1937, President Roosevelt 
proposed to Congress the Temporary National Economic Committee 
(TNEC), an investigation on monopoly. When Roosevelt first proposed the 
commission, he was particularly concerned with “banker control of 
industry,” believing “interlocking financial controls . . .  have not given the 
stability they promised.”96 During his fireside chat on June 24, 1938, he 
presented the TNEC to the American people as “a fact- finding commis-
sion . . .  to find the necessary facts for any intelligent legislation on 
monopoly, on price- fixing, and on the relationship between big business 
and medium- sized business and little business.”97

The TNEC Hearings were chaired by “an antimonopoly New Dealer, 
the Senator Joseph O’Mahoney of Wyoming.”98 The hearings lasted from 
December 1938 until March 1941.99 It produced a mountain of informa-
tion, and during the hearings it was revealed that between “January 1, 1934, 
to June 30, 1939, the country’s thirty- eight leading investment houses man-
aged $7.3 billion of bond issues, of which $1.3 billion received top- quality 
rating. Not a single investment house outside of New York City managed 
one of these first- grade issues. . . .  One firm alone, Morgan Stanley, accounted 
for 65 percent of the entire amount.”100

If taken into consideration that Morgan Stanley actually started business 
little “more than eighteen months after the beginning of [this period], its 
share of the top- quality managements would have been 81 percent.” A 
 similar study was done with regard to syndicate participations, and it was 
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found that in the same period, “the country’s eight leading investment 
houses, all but one located in New York City, retained for themselves under-
writing participations averaging 86 percent of the group’s total originations.” 
Because they were able to demonstrate serious evidence of economic con-
centration, the hearings did little to dispel the popular perception of eco-
nomic collusion. But significantly, they did not end with concrete results 
outside of recommendations for the “enforcement of antitrust laws.”101 

Scholars argue that the TNEC represented a shift in New Deal policy for 
Roosevelt, who was facing extensive push back on his domestic policies 
after the 1937 economic slowdown and the Supreme Court packing debacle. 
Though Roosevelt was certainly constrained to act on TNEC’s findings by 
domestic politics, the outcome of the hearings was also an example of how 
money power investigations had changed in the post- World War I period 
and how they were limited both by existing business- government relations 
and by forces outside their control. The most ominous were the developing 
international crises, which cast a shadow over the TNEC Hearings even 
before they started.102

By March 1936, Germany had already occupied the Rhineland, and 
by May of that year, Italy had sent Emperor Haile Selaissie into exile. In 
July 1937, the Sino- Japanese War had begun and by December 1937, 
Japan had perpetrated a massacre in Nanking, China. The spring before the 
start of the hearings, Germany had annexed Austria, and in Novem  ber 
1938, thousands of Jewish businesses and synagogues were burned and 
attacked in Germany. While the TNEC Hearings were still taking place, 
Britain and France declared war on Germany. The final report was sub-
mitted only about nine months before Japan attacked Pearl Harbor. Its anti-
trust recommendations were largely forgotten as the United States prepared 
for war.103

Ironically, though the Morgans’ international ties made them a target 
of mistrust, the same ties also protected them somewhat from direct inter-
vention. Having fostered the activities of private American bankers in the 
international sphere, the American government had an implicit stake in 
protecting their interests, even while the money trust investigations con-
tinued. There is no question that the Nye and TNEC Investigations were 
deeply unpleasant for the Morgans, who, as we shall see, were forced to 
adapt to their circumstances to safeguard their reputation and capital. But 
in the long term, their position in larger institutional networks, which was 
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not entirely of their own making, meant they were supported by interests 
even they considered to be hostile. This included President Roosevelt, who 
was himself very critical of the Morgans’ activities abroad. In December 
1934, Roosevelt had written Henry Morgenthau, “China has been the 
Mecca of the people whom I have called the ‘money changers in the 
Temple’ . . .  They are still in absolute control. It will take many years and 
possibly several revolutions to eliminate them.”104 

While the war effort certainly made the critique of big business less likely, 
Roosevelt’s support for private enterprise, capitalism, and individualism was 
not new or politically expedient. The son of a “wealthy upstate New York 
landowner,” whose family had its roots in mercantile trade, Roosevelt had 
more in common with Jack Morgan in terms of family background than 
any other president, save Theodore Roosevelt, his distant relative.105 He was 
not anti- capitalist or even anti- imperialist. During Wilson’s administration, 
when he served as assistant secretary of the navy, Roosevelt had been a big 
supporter of American intervention in Latin America and the Caribbean.106 
In a fireside chat in 1937, Roosevelt stated, “We are already studying how to 
strengthen our antitrust laws in order to end monopoly—not to hurt but to 
free the legitimate business of the nation.” Like Brandeis, he was concerned 
about the right to “individual enterprise,” which he did see as confined to 
the borders of the United States.107

As Jack Morgan’s letter to Henry suggests, the similarities in their back-
ground did not endear Roosevelt to the Morgan family or the firm. The 
Morgans certainly did not approve of his New Deal for the American people, 
and they were unhappy with the imposition of government power in gen-
eral. In the same letter Jack Morgan wrote about his Roosevelt nightmare, 
he also wrote regarding Morgan Stanley’s placing of an issue, “But what a 
nuisance to have to wait for governmental authorizations all the time!”108 
Complain as they did, over the two decades since the Pujo Hearings, the 
Morgans had also been developing strategies and relationships to adapt to 
these pressures and changing national circumstances. Even before the 
 outbreak of the Second World War, their efforts focused on challenging the 
idea that private bankers could not be trusted to serve the interests of 
others.
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tHe Banker aS PuBliC Servant

When Jack Morgan testified at the Pecora Hearings about the traditions 
and values of private bankers, he was not being evasive when he said there 
were things more important to him and his firm than money. Though the 
partners’ request for character references by the Nye committee was extreme, 
it reflected their determination to protect their reputation and their pres-
tige. As we have seen, the definitions and meaning of that reputation were 
not exactly as they portrayed them to be and the relationships that it entailed 
were also much broader than they themselves acknowledged, but a bank’s 
reputation remained the source of all things.

Over the course of the interwar period, through their experiences inside 
and outside the financial world, the Morgans came to understand that their 
reputation also depended upon their adherence to the norms of national 
discourse. By June 1934, Lamont wrote a confidential memorandum to his 
partners on “J. P. Morgan & Co. and Their Relations to the Public.” In it he 
stated, “We are a private firm of merchants. . . .  And as private merchants 
there is no theoretical reason why we should have public relations.” But 
Lamont went on to say, “. . .  practically we have such relations, and they are 
inevitable and proper because of the nature and importance of the firm’s 
transactions.” The Morgans could no longer protect themselves simply by 
claiming their legal status as private bankers. Nor, as Lamont’s memo-
randum indicated, would they try. 

Instead, the Morgans made a concerted decision to advertise their public 
service and charitable work believing that the “individual activities of firm 
members in certain conspicuous directions” proved the firm’s patriotism 
and sense of civic duty. Lamont detailed the partners’ activities he felt should 
be highlighted:

The repute gained by the Morgans, senior and junior, as magnificent patrons 
of the arts, letters, charities, etc. The service of Robert Bacon as Assistant 
Secretary and for a brief period as Secretary of State. The public service 
of R.C.L. [Leffingwell] in the Treasury and of S.P.G. [S. Parker Gilbert] in 
the Treasury and in Germany—even though these services preceded their 
entry into the firm. H.P.D.’s [Henry P. Davison] work in the American Red 
Cross during the war. J.P.M.’s [Jack Morgan] service on the Bankers’ 
 Committee re. Reparations in 1922. His service on the Young Committee in 
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1929. T.W.L.’s [Thomas W. Lamont] ditto and in other lesser capacities. 
Activity of many firm members on educational boards and charitable foun-
dations.109

The Morgans’ embrace of an identity of the private banker as a public 
servant was a significant shift from its nineteenth- century past. Ironically, 
it was also made possible by the American nationalism to which the firm 
was now resigned and even embraced. In other words, by the postwar 
period, the Morgans realized that concessions to national discourse did not 
fundamentally challenge the separate spheres model that was so impor-
tant to the traditions and practices of gentlemen banking. To the con-
trary, accepting the nationalism of their time, particularly given America’s 
changing position in the world, was actually essential if the Morgans 
wanted to protect the private nature of their work and associations. From 
the 1930s and into the postwar period, this shift in identity was clearly 
articulated by the younger generation of Morgan partners such as Russell C. 
Leffingwell. 

Russell Cornell Leffingwell (1878–1960) was born and raised in New 
York. His father was an executive in his mother’s family’s iron business. He 
attended Yonkers Military School, Halsey School (both private schools), 
and Yale University (BA, 1899). After college, he went to law school at 
Columbia Law School (L.L.B., 1902), where he was editor of the Columbia 
Law Review. His first job after law school was at Guthrie, Cravath & 
 Henderson (1902). He made partner in 1907. When the First World War 
broke out, Leffingwell volunteered for military service, but his senior 
partner, Paul Cravath, recommended him to then Secretary of Treasury 
William McAdoo. Leffingwell was the Assistant Secretary of Treasury from 
1917 to 1920 under Secretaries of Treasury McAdoo and Carter Glass. After 
the war,  Leffingwell returned to his former law firm, which was renamed 
Cravath,  Henderson,  Leffingwell, & de Gersdorff (1920). He left the firm to 
become a Morgan partner in 1923.110 

Leffingwell was one of the few partners in the Morgan firm, if not the 
only partner, who was not an avowed Republican Party supporter. He had 
known Franklin D. Roosevelt for several decades, and though they did not 
always agree, they were friends.111 These ties, and his government experi-
ence, distinguished him from previous generations of Morgan partners, 
which did not go unnoticed.112 When he became a partner, the New York 
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Times reported, “Newest Morgan Partner Won Fame in War Loans: Leffing-
well, as Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, Virtually in Charge of the 
Floating of the Government’s Vast Bond Issues.”113 Other partners, who 
represented this important shift in the background and training of Morgan 
partners in the postwar, included S. Parker Gilbert, who had been Leffing-
well’s colleague at the Department of Treasury. 

The son of a New Jersey politician, Seymour Parker Gilbert (1892–1938) 
was a graduate of Rutgers University (B.A., 1912) and Harvard Law School 
(L.L. B., 1915). Before he joined the Department of the Treasury, Gilbert 
had also been a member of Leffingwell’s firm (then called Cravath & Hen-
derson). Like Leffingwell, he served at the Department of Treasury during 
the Wilson years. Gilbert had an even more extensive and prominent career 
as a government man and was considered something of a prodigy. In 1924, 
at the age of thirty two, Gilbert was appointed the agent general for repara-
tion payments under the Dawes Plan, and his work brought him recogni-
tion that led to the Morgan partnership in 1931. (Gilbert was only with the 
firm for seven years. He died while still a partner at the age of forty- five 
from cardio- nephritis).114 

The Morgans were not the only bank to recognize the utility of recruiting 
partners with government experience and contacts. In 1921, Kuhn, Loeb & 
Co. invited Sir William Wiseman, a British national with considerable gov-
ernment experience (covert and overt) to join the firm. Wiseman made 
partner in 1929.115 That year Kuhn, Loeb also promoted Lewis Strauss, 
Jerome Hanauer’s son- in- law, who had been with the firm since 1919 and 
had worked as secretary for Herbert Hoover, who was a close friend.116 Like 
the Morgans, these partners were important resources for the bank and 
their ties to the government represented potential lines of communication 
between the banks and the state.117 

Within the context of the Morgan bank’s history, Leffingwell is particu-
larly significant because he ascended to the most senior position of the 
Morgan bank after Lamont’s death in 1948, a rise in the firm’s hierarchy 
that itself reflected the firm’s willingness to embrace the identity of the 
banker as public servant. Like Lamont, Leffingwell became deeply invested 
in the history of the bank and in protecting the reputation of the firm and 
its founders.118 Most importantly, he helped to articulate what would 
become the postwar identity for the bank: the idea of the Morgans as the 
bastion of “social order.” 
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Time and again, Leffingwell argued that any attack on the Morgan firm 
was “an attack on our social order . . .  because [J. P. Morgan & Co. was] the 
best and most conspicuous exponents of the social order.” After the Pecora 
Hearings, he stated, “The more serious people behind the attack are only 
against J. P. Morgan & Co. because they conceive it to be necessary in order 
to destroy the social order and substitute their own, to destroy also the 
power and repute of J. P. Morgan & Co. precisely because they (J.P.M. & 
Co.) are good, able, wise, and admired and envied.” [Cross out in the 
original]119 Leffingwell repeated these arguments well into the war years. 

In 1940, he wrote to lawyer Morris Ernst that “the foundation of such 
power of influence as J. P. Morgan & Co. had and have . . .  is not in wealth, 
but in the personal distinction of the Morgans themselves and of the part-
ners they have associated with them from time to time. It is character, 
ability, diligence, and hard work, not bigness that have made and do make 
the Morgans.” Echoing the arguments made by Pierpont and Jack Morgan 
at the Pujo and Pecora Hearings, he argued that power “based on char-
acter and the personal distinction of the partners and the confidence of the 
community . . .  need not be feared. It has not a proprietary right. It is not 
something people own. Reputation, character, good will, confidence, these 
things vanish like a dream if the men who had had them cease to be worthy 
of them.”120 

Like Lamont, Leffingwell wanted others to know “how many of the 
Morgan partners during or after the period of membership in the firm took 
an active part in public life.”121 He placed great emphasis on how the firm 
was presented and how the history of the firm was remembered. In 1944, he 
discussed with Lamont how to defend  Pierpont Morgan’s memory from 
critics stating, “I do not think [an article written by Professor Gras] ade-
quately appreciates the immense value to this country of the elder Morgan’s 
job in reorganizing the railroads after the disaster of the ‘Nineties, in ratio-
nalizing our industrial organization at the end of the ‘Nineties and the 
beginning of the twentieth century, and in saving us from disaster in 
1907. . . .  Morgan’s leadership was constructive and indispensable.”122 In 
the modern version of the Morgan’s firm history as told by Leffingwell and 
other partners, the bank and its founder had always been guided by a desire 
to greater the public good. 

While Pierpont Morgan knew that the fortunes of his firm were closely 
tied to that of the American nation- state, the narrative of the private banker 



218 G e n t l e m e n  B a n k e r s

as public servant was a marked departure from the way in which he would 
have expressed the purpose and responsibilities of private banking in his 
time. That is not to say that Morgan did not think of himself as patriotic or 
that he did not think of himself as an American with duties beyond his firm 
to city and country. Rather, it is a comment on the context in which he 
worked as a private banker and the traditions and networks to which he felt 
obligated. In his world, the idea of the private banker as a public servant 
would have implied a relationship with the American state that did not yet 
exist. Moreover, it would have assumed a relationship to an American 
society and to a nation not subordinate to European political and economic 
networks. 

In the modern narrative of the bank, however, those historical differ-
ences were largely forgotten. In death, Pierpont Morgan could play a role 
irrespective of his views or choices as an individual. Freed from the bound-
aries of a certain time and place, Morgan became the embodiment of the 
bank as representative of economic stability and social order.123 Over the 
course of the twentieth century, the Morgan partners repeated this story so 
persistently that it became a dominant narrative of the firm’s own history: 
the history that it told to itself about itself. An internal Morgan bank memo 
stated on the eve of the Second World War, “There is no conflict between 
our duty to the public and our duty to investors. . . .  The firm’s record as 
bankers is also measure of our service to the public.”124

The bank’s identity as public servant is significant because it demon-
strated that by the Second World War, the Morgans realized that they did 
not have to remain a private bank in order to protect the fundamental 
nature of their work. In a world characterized by the growth of American 
state power and nationalism, they found that that they could continue their 
traditions and practices and “the free and automatic conduct of business.”125 
In fact, private bankers had much to gain by having the formal backing of 
their government and their network could be made that much more formi-
dable by their willingness to embrace nation- state interests as their own.



conclUsion

Writing the History of Networks

in feBruary 1940, Jack Morgan announced that J. P. Morgan & Co. was 
leaving the private unlimited liability partnership structure to become a 
limited liability corporation. Though Morgan told his friends that the deci-
sion was made in order to safeguard the bank’s capital from taxes and the 
death of senior partners, this was only part of the story.1 Without denying 
that economic considerations were important, J. P. Morgan & Co.’s formal 
break with its nineteenth- century merchant banking roots was of enormous 
practical and symbolic significance. While the bank had abandoned invest-
ment banking in 1935 in direct response to federal legislation, the decision 
to become a corporation was made independently of government mandate. 
The question is how and why the Morgans came to that decision given that 
it meant they would no longer be able to claim their business was beyond 
the scope of public scrutiny.

If the decision to incorporate was the result of a long history of changes 
in the field of private banking that stemmed largely from the growth of state 
power and American nationalism, the irony is that the Morgans’ willingness 
to concede national interests was also enabled by the American state. In 
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other words, over time, the Morgans had been forced to acknowledge that 
private business had public consequences, but they were also able to reaffirm 
the boundaries of outside intervention. Key structures remained in place with-
 out which their business would not have been able to function. The most 
important of these were the distinction between private versus public spheres 
of activity and the separation of the economic and social spheres of bankers.

The Morgans’ power did not stem from having the exact same interests 
as other powerful actors, such as the state or their competitors. As we saw, 
there were many times when their interests diverged and to such an extent 
that they produced serious consequences for the firm. While certain areas 
of government were closer to the center of the Morgans’ network, important 
sectors of the state were also beholden to other constituencies, who were 
able to use the politics of national interests to intervene in their business or 
at least make it more difficult. The realm of politics was a particularly 
fraught area of uncertainty for the Morgans, enough so that they tried to 
adapt in ways that affected their choice of new partners.

If the state assisted the Morgans in maintaining or growing their influ-
ence over time, it was not because they were involved in a conspiracy. In 
fact, their cooperation was much more complex and much stronger than 
any alliance that they could have deliberately designed. The history of the 
bank demonstrates that even when their interests were not the same and 
even if their personnel did not directly overlap, state- business relations were 
not necessarily at odds. That is because the state had an invested interest 
and commitment to a society in which the Morgans were also deeply 
embedded and from whose hierarchies they gained meaning and social 
status. If the transition of the firm to a more public identity was part of an 
internal evolution that led to the end of private banking at the Morgans, the 
Morgans were willing and able to allow more transparency and public 
accommodation in their business world precisely because the most impor-
tant structural boundaries remained intact. 

It is important to remember that in the late nineteenth century, Pierpont 
Morgan and his partners considered their personal relationships and those 
of the bank in the economic sphere to be entirely private, but even they took 
for granted that the most private of relations, such as marriage and other con-
tractual relations, were sanctioned by or monitored by state institutions. In 
other words, they were concerned about the degree and character of the state’s 
regulation of individual rights, but they did not assume that individual 



w r i t i n G  t H e  H i s t o ry  o f  n e t w o r k s  221

rights and freedoms meant the absence of state power. Even in the world of 
business, though the Morgans were unhappy with certain kinds of state 
regulation, they did not imagine or desire a world guided only by the “free 
market.” 

During the Pujo Hearings, the Morgans did not claim that as private 
individuals they were not beholden to the laws of the nation. To the con-
trary, they often cited the law as their protection for keeping their work 
private. Their main concern was that their right to conduct business be 
respected not only in the public spaces of business, politics, and the market, 
but also in the private spaces of the firm, the club, the school, and the home. 
They argued that transparency was unnecessary because their character as 
men of honor assured the nation and the American people of their honesty 
as private merchants. And they claimed the bonds of their community and 
the desire to protect their reputation were greater enforcers of conduct than 
any formal regulation could bring to bear. 

In the early twentieth century, this desire to keep their business private 
was so paramount that the Morgans abandoned ties they thought were con-
troversial in order to avoid public scrutiny. As we saw, early on in his tenure 
as the bank’s senior partner, Jack Morgan sacrificed formal economic ties, 
such as interlocking directorates or stockholding interests, rather than 
accept public examination of the firm’s business and associations. Then, by 
mid- century, Morgan and his partners were not only willing to make their 
business dealings more transparent, they were willing to sacrifice the very 
structure of private banking itself. In order to understand this, we must 
look not only at what changed; we must look at what stayed the same.

By the Second World War, the Morgans abandoned private banking 
because they did not need to remain a private bank to safeguard the founda-
tions of their business. Even though the balance of power had clearly shifted 
in the state’s favor, they found that their associations were protected from 
state inquiry in ways that did not even require the active participation of 
private bankers. Over the course of the twentieth century, private bankers 
became more willing to acknowledge that the economic sphere was a public 
place in which consequences were created beyond the boundaries of private 
firms. But as the state succeeded in expanding their power within the eco-
nomic and public spheres, it also reaffirmed the existence of separate social 
and private spheres even within the world of finance. 

Thus when Jack Morgan testified at the Pecora Hearings stating, “No 
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law could prevent anyone from discussing problems with, and seeking 
advice from, friends in whose judgment he has a confidence which is the 
result of years of experience and cooperation,”2 he had almost uncondi-
tional support on this point. Even during the Great Depression, when con-
ditions were exponentially worse and the reputation of bankers was at its 
nadir, these relationships remained beyond the scope of government regula-
tion.3 Unless private associations, which were viewed as part of an individ-
ual’s private property, involved economic transactions used for illegitimate 
business activities like the evasion of taxable income, they were seen outside 
the purview of the state and protected by the right to privacy. Not surpris-
ingly, the legislation that emerged from government hearings was subject to 
the same limitations. While transparency did increase in certain areas like 
the issuance of securities, American business remained quite opaque with 
regard to personal relationships, which were considered to be protected by 
one’s individual rights.4 

The value placed on the right to private property and the right to privacy 
was significant, not because the law had the final say or because it had his-
torical precedent, but because it was part of an ongoing negotiation over the 
values and structures that defined economic interaction in American society 
at that time.5 As this book has tried to demonstrate, these values were not 
determined only by economic factors; the role of non- economic relations 
must be studied in order to understand the structure of economic networks. 
The point is not to make an argument for why the state should or should not 
have monitored personal associations of private bankers in either the eco-
nomic or social, public or private spheres. The point is to question the origin 
of the separation itself. The consensus around it has volumes to say about 
the society in which private bankers lived and what the source of their power 
could be, but unfortunately, that is not the way the history of the Morgans 
has been told.

Contemporary studies of the Morgans’ economic power have made much 
use of the data generated by the Pujo and Pecora Hearings, but like their 
predecessors, they largely focus on economic ties and view their personal 
and social ties as immaterial. As this book demonstrates, it is critical to have 
a broader understanding of the bank’s relationships, without which these 
kinds of differences and connections would be extremely difficult to iden-
tify, if only because they were so normalized. By aggregating and studying 
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the larger structure of the Morgans’ network, we can see the Morgans as 
dynamic and complex historical actors, who had a particular place in a net-
work of national and international relations and who were not exempt from 
the social and economic inequalities that divided their society. In fact they 
were deeply committed to them because of the way in which social hierar-
chies were central to their own identity and elite status. And they were tied 
to them because social relationships, culture, and context had a profound 
influence on the workings of business enterprise in their time.

While the focus on the social organization of private bankers, in partic-
ular their gendered and racialized nature, distinguishes this book from 
other texts on the Morgan bank and other studies on investment banking, 
the point is not to increase the number of relationships studied as if to say 
that a complete understanding of the Morgan network would be more accu-
rate by simply studying more of their ties. In other words, the text does not 
argue that the Morgans’ story is missing a consideration of race, gender, or 
empire, which if added to existing studies would make them complete. Even 
though new stories certainly provide a different perspective on the bank’s 
history, the larger point is that studying history as connections and relation-
ships goes beyond the traditional contribution of social history of illumi-
nating the motivation or intention of historical actors. It does not ignore the 
importance of studying cause and effect nor does it simply increase the 
volume of historical evidence. Rather, it changes the ways in which that 
evidence is interpreted and linked.

Historians have traditionally been limited by the desire to find direct 
causes, and therefore, ignore chains of evidence whose connections are indi-
rect, weak, or absent. In particular, the historical profession has had diffi-
culty dealing with the issue of absence and has had to draw on the insight of 
other fields to understand that even in an empirical discipline, what is not 
there can often be as important as what is there. History, which only studies 
actors and not their connections, implicitly mobilizes a set of values and 
beliefs that speaks to the persistence of an older model of history as a 
rational, linear development, one that unfortunately focuses on the conclu-
sions and separates historical questions into discrete spheres of study.

If economics is not driven by some natural law or market mechanism 
and is rather the outcome of human agency, the practice of separating the 
study of economic and social spheres is highly problematic even if the 
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historical actors themselves saw this separation as natural and inevitable, 
which was exactly the point.6 When studied together, economic relation-
ships and social ties often contradict the expectations of how relationships 
are generally assumed to work. They are not all positive, productive, direct, 
or present. They do not conform to direct causal relationships or develop in 
a rational manner. They evolve such that actors cannot predict the conse-
quences of their actions even when they provide unambiguous accounts of 
their intentions and desires. In other words, the choices individual historical 
actors make involve and affect the multiple networks of which they are 
members even if they themselves treat and see those networks as separate.

As we saw in the case of the Morgans, the diversity and complexity of 
their relationships attest to the fact that the separation between their eco-
nomic and the social worlds was not natural but historical. By highlighting 
the importance of relationships, the book has endeavored to demonstrate 
that the Morgans’ power, their name and reputation, was created not by an 
individual or a family but by a community, that it was not just economic 
but social, and that it was possible, not in spite of the diversity of its network 
but because of it. In the case of the Morgans, this meant studying relation-
ships that they themselves did not acknowledged, which again was exactly 
the point. Thus, one goal of the book has been to focus on studying the 
origin and history of that separation, to situate it within its historical con-
text, and to understand its significance.

With regard to the Morgans’ relationship to other banks within the 
financial community, such as Kuhn, Loeb & Co., the unspoken agreement 
to maintain separate social spheres and avoid open conflict was critical. 
Without the common commitment to separate the domestic sphere of the 
home from the public sphere of business, economic cooperation between 
the firms, which required personal interaction, would have been extremely 
difficult if not impossible. Because of their record of economic cooperation, 
however, the narrative of the social conflict within the financial community 
has largely been ignored, as have the details of the specific nature of their 
economic ties. The significance of their social relations remains suppressed 
by the assumption that the end result, which tells a narrative of economic 
self- interest, is the most important aspect of their story. Knowing how a 
story ends, however, is not the same as knowing the story.

Having been defined by a private and cooperative structure of gentlemen 
banking for four decades, questions remained as to how the Morgans would 
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meet internal and external challenges under the public model. In 1943, 
three years after J. P. Morgan & Co. was incorporated, Jack Morgan died. 
As the only partner to have been a member of the bank during the entire 
period it was a private partnership, his death, as much as the formal conver-
sion to a public corporation, signaled the end of an era for gentlemen 
banking at the Morgans. For the first time in its history, the House of 
Morgan proceeded without a J. P. Morgan at the helm, an identifiable leader 
and figure, who served as the physical link with the firm’s foundation.

Yet even in death, J. P. Morgan continued to play an important role in 
the identity of the Morgan bank, which had come to be defined by a narra-
tive of two modern institutions, the individual and the nation- state. His 
personal history became an important counter- narrative to the portrayal of 
the Morgans as a threat to American individualism, equal opportunity, and 
democracy. Separated from the physical body of a living person (both father 
and son), Morgan came to represent the highest level of individual and 
national achievement. His history became the story of a great man, whose 
legacy set the foundations for the growth of American finance and the 
American nation. As this book has demonstrated, the creation of this iden-
tity and narrative was actually the consequence of a long history and sub-
stantial effort of many historical actors, including those far removed from 
the world of private bankers.

Though the postwar history of the Morgan bank is beyond the scope of 
the present book, one thing is clear. That trust is so important to the func-
tioning of business is the first clue that a bank, whether a private partner-
ship or a public corporation, is a part of a broader social, political, and 
cultural world from which it gains its meaning and purpose. A bank’s his-
tory is not an anonymous story of the movement of capital. It is not the 
genealogy of a person or a family. It is more than a story of formal economic 
relations. A history of a bank tells a story of a community that speaks to 
social, political, and cultural values and structures of a time. Any study of 
the financial world would do well to look at its relationships, define them 
broadly, and listen to the story that they tell.
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Out of 734 unique events for these 50 railroads, 665 were consulted or 91 percent. 
Out of these 665 unique events, Morgan was present at 414 meetings or 62 percent.
 In addition, Jim Moske, Managing Archivist at the Metropolitan Museum of Art, 
very generously had the 105 Metropolitan Museum of Art meetings listed in Mor-
gan’s datebooks checked to see if Morgan actually attended and where they took 
place, if known. (Moske also found additional meetings and could not identify two 
for a final total of 107.) Out of these meetings, Morgan attended seventy meetings, 
did not attend twenty- five, and twelve could not be found. Of those meetings, 
Morgan attended 74 percent. Thus, out of the 1955 events listed in Morgan’s date-
books between 1899, 1904–1912, the organizations related to the New York Central, 
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the New Haven Road, and the Metropolitan Museum of Art constituted 839 or 
roughly 43 percent of all the events. Having checked 760 events out of 839, we know 
that Morgan attended 64 percent. The combined railroad and museum findings were 
used to confirm that the datebooks were a reliable source of Morgan’s activities.
 In the process of checking the events, a number of meetings were found that 
Morgan did attend but were not listed in his datebooks. These meetings were noted 
and added to another file. Morgan also spent several months a year abroad, and 
during those months, very few or no meetings are listed. Meetings were also some-
times listed during a time when Morgan was known to be out of the city. And finally, 
notes were made on meetings that stated Morgan declined an invitation or could not 
go. These were eliminated from the edited file. The edited file has 2,060 events, or 
105 additional events compared to the original list based on the datebooks alone. 
Comparing the two files, there was little difference in the results of the two, so the 
edited file was used. The findings do not contradict other sources as to the organiza-
tions that he was known to have been committed. 
 99. James M. Mayo, The American Country Club: The Origins and Development 
(New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1998): 11–12. See also Porzelt, Met-
ropolitan Club, 1 and Jackson, Crabgrass Frontier, 97–99.
 100. See G. William Domhoff, Who Rules America? Power, Politics & Social 
Change, 5th edition (New York: McGraw Hill, 2006): 49.
 According to Clifton Hood, The New York Times reported that there were 350 
private men’s clubs in New York in 1890, twenty- five to thirty of which were “socially 
prestigious.” The select clubs “had an aggregate membership of about 25,000” though 
the total number considering overlap between members “was probably no more than 
15,000.” Clifton Hood, “A Collision of Aspirations: Elite Men’s Clubs and Social 
Competition in Gilded Age New York City,” paper presented at 2011 Business His-
tory Conference, St. Louis. Special thanks to Clifton Hood for permission to cite 
this paper. See also Ingham, Iron Barons, 96–98.
 101. Beckert, Monied Metropolis, 56, 58.
 102. Mark Granovetter, “The Impact of Social Structure on Economic Out-
comes,” Journal of Economic Perspectives, vol. 19, no. 1 (Winter 2005): 34.
 103. Susie J. Pak and Daniel S. Halgin, “The Significance of Social Clubs,” March 
2012.
 104. Mayo, American Country Club, 16–17; Beckert, Monied Metropolis, 60. One 
exception was the Down Town Club, which was a businessmen’s club in the business 
district.
 105. Mayo, American Country Club, 27–29. The membership of the Century Club, 
which was founded in 1847, was limited to 100, though it was eventually expanded. 
Mayo, American Country Club, 14.
 In 1895, the number of club members in the Union League Club was limited to 
1600. The Union League Club of New York (New York: The Union League Club of 
New York, 1896): 47.
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 106. As quoted in Chernow, House of Morgan, 140. Thomas W. Lamont served on 
the advisory board of the Colony Club as early as 1915 and remained on the advisory 
board until at least 1940. For a full list of members and organizers in the first year as 
reported in the press, see “The Colony Club Has First Birthday,” NYT, April 17, 
1908. See also “Colony Club Formed By Woman A Very Exclusive Organization,” 
NYT, May 7, 1905. For an official register, see Officers, Members, Constitution & By-
Laws of the Colony Club (New York: The Club, 1908); Officers, Members, Constitution 
& By-Laws of the Colony Club (New York: Press of George Harjes Company, 1915, 
1916, 1920); Officers, Members, Constitution & By-Laws of the Colony Club (New 
York: The Knickerbocker Press, 1926, 1930); Officers, Members, Constitution & By-
Laws of the Colony Club (New York, 1933, 1938, 1940). Note that in general, women 
were listed by their husbands’ names (not their own first names) unless they were not 
married. See also Anne F. Cox, The History of the Colony Club, 1903–1984 (New 
York: The Colony Club, 1984): 85–96.
 107. Morgan was, however, a member of a secret society called the Zodiac Club. 
(Chernow, House of Morgan, 254). His son, Jack, was also a member. See Datebooks, 
Pierpont Morgan papers, ARC 1196, Boxes 28–29, PML.
 108. Porzelt, Metropolitan Club, 107; Guy St. Clair, A Venerable and Cherished 
Institution: The University Club of New York, 1865–1990 (New York: The University 
Club, 1991): 254.
 109. “The Social Register: Just a Circle of Friends,” NYT, Dec. 21, 1997; Andy 
Logan, “That was New York, ‘Town Topics,’   ” New Yorker, Aug. 14, 1965: 78.
 110. Who’s Who was more like an almanac of important national positions, such 
as members of the British royal family and parliament. http://www.acblack.com 
/whoswho/whoswho.asp?page=default.asp (Jan. 27, 2010).
 111. E. Digby Baltzell, Philadelphia Gentlemen: The Making of a National Upper 
Class (Piscataway, NJ: Transaction Publishers, 1997): 8, 19–30; Cox, The History of 
the Colony Club, 53.
 112. Letter from Herbert L. Satterlee (Hereafter: HLS) to his father, Aug. 15, 
1900; letter from HLS to his mother, Aug. 17, 1900; letter from HLS to his mother, 
Aug. 23, 1900, Satterlee Family papers, ARC 1220, Part 3, Folder 6, PML. Thanks 
to Atiba Pertilla for this reference.
 113. “An extract from the notes made by Benjamin Strong concerning his friend-
ship and relations with Henry P. Davison. These notes loaned to H.L.S. by T.W.L., 
Feb. 1, 1929.” HLS papers, ARC 1219, Box 12, Folder 2, PML.
 114. Some accounts place this meeting at Delmonico’s, a restaurant in downtown 
Manhattan, but according to U.S. Steel’s centennial history and Schwab’s biography, 
the dinner took place at the University Club. Robert Hessen, Steel Titan: The Life of 
Charles Schwab (Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1990): 114–118. 
Hessen writes that Schwab was also reluctant at first to meet Morgan in a pre- planned 
meeting because he did not want to give the impression to Carnegie that he was being 
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disloyal. Meeting Morgan in these social spaces helped to mitigate that impression. 
Carnegie was also at the dinner but left early to go to another engagement. See 
also W. Ross Yates, “Schwab, Charles Michael”; http://www.anb.org/articles/10/10 
–01469.html; American National Biography Online, Feb. 2000. 
 115. Carosso, The Morgans, 303–304, 467–469.
 116. See also for Willard Straight’s diary description of his lunch meeting with 
Jacob Schiff at the Lawyer’s Club as a key moment in the history of the American 
private banking alliance in China. Cyrus Adler, Jacob H. Schiff: His Life and Letters, 
vol. 1 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, Doran and Co., 1928): 252.
 117. For example, George Perkins reported that during the Panic of 1907, rumors 
of the insolvency of certain banks were circulating in “the Clubs” though the direct 
impact of those rumors is difficult, if not impossible, to pin down. “Copy of memo-
randum the Panic of 1907 written by George W. Perkins and sent to Henry P. 
Davison. Sent to H.L.S. and sent to G.W.P. Jr. Jan. 4, 1921,” HLS papers, ARC 1219, 
Box 12, Folder 2, PML.
 See also for meetings that took place for the Chinese Consortium at private clubs 
“that is to say no reporters present,” letter from Sir Charles Addis to his wife, Eba 
McIsaac Addis, Oct. 13, 1920, Sir Charles Addis papers, PPMS14/267–277, Box 30, 
School of Oriental and African Studies Special Collections, University of London 
(Hereafter: SOAS).
 118. Money Trust Investigation, Part 25, 1841–1842.
 119. Thanks to Alan Dye and the Columbia Economic History Seminar and 
Robert E. Wright and other Business History Conference members for their ques-
tions, which helped me to clarify this point. 
 120. The Morgan partners’ social club membership, and that of other banks, such 
as National City Bank, First National Bank, Lee, Higginson & Co., Kidder, Peabody 
& Co., Kuhn, Loeb & Co., J. & W. Seligman & Co., and Speyer & Co., were ana-
lyzed by using direct population data from their self- described affiliations, which 
included, for the most part, private men’s clubs, political and social organizations, 
boards of companies, and universities. While not strictly a membership tie (as in the 
partners were members of the same organization at the same time), cases of self- 
identified educational affiliations (including honorary recognitions) were also included 
as organization affiliations. The partners’ ties were analyzed for every five- year period 
of the firm’s history, 1895–1940. Direct population data was found in the Social Reg-
ister, New York published by the Social Register Association for the years 1897, 1900, 
1905, 1910, 1915, 1920, 1925, 1930, 1935, and 1940 and for comparable years for the 
Social Register, Philadelphia and the Social Register, Boston. In addition, personal infor-
mation was inputted for Who’s Who in America published by Albert N. Marquis & 
Co. for the years 1899–1900, 1903–1905, 1910–1911, 1914–1915, 1920–1921, 1924–
1925, 1928–1929, 1934–1935, and 1938–1939; and Who’s Who (UK) published by 
AC Black for 1900, 1905, 1910, 1915, 1920, 1925, 1930, 1935, and 1940.
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 According to E. Digby Baltzell, Who’s Who in America was more of a listing of 
“leading individuals in contemporary American life,” who were an elite class, and the 
Social Register was “a listing of families of high social class position,” who were the 
upper class. For this reason, the two registries have been analyzed separately, with a 
listing in Who’s Who representing an identification as nationally elite but not neces-
sarily socially elite. Here, I refer to what Baltzell called “upper class” as socially elite. 
Baltzell, Philadelphia Gentlemen: The Making of a National Upper Class, 8, 19–30.
 With regard to the British social registry Who’s Who (UK), though several of the 
European partners were listed in the American registries, the only American partner 
listed in Who’s Who (UK) was the senior partner, Pierpont Morgan. In fact between 
1895 and 1910, Pierpont Morgan was the only House of Morgan partner listed in 
Who’s Who (UK), with the exception of Clinton E. Dawkins, who was in the civil 
service before he joined J. S. Morgan & Co. (Burk, Morgan, Grenfell, 57–59). Given 
the fact that the Who’s Who (UK) data is negligible, the findings indicate that the 
British registry was either organized differently in terms of admission of members 
and/or that membership in British clubs was not as important for the House of 
Morgan overall. There is also the possibility that club membership was important for 
the cohesion and status of the British partners, specifically, but that this information 
cannot be found in the Who’s Who (UK) directory until later. The presence of an 
established aristocracy and a constitutional monarchy in Britain as a dominant model 
suggests that we should not expect to find the non- British partners and instead we 
must rely on more qualitative data to analyze their social cohesion.
 In general, the qualitative data suggest that the Morgan American partners and 
the Morgan London partners were deeply embedded in their own national contexts 
but not in the other, with the exception of the senior partner, Pierpont or Jack Morgan.
 121. They were I. C. Raymond Atkin, Henry C. Alexander, and William A. 
Mitchell. Atkin and Mitchell both worked at the Royal Bank of Canada before 
joining the firm. Alexander was a member of the law firm of Davis, Polk, Wardwell 
& Gardiner, which was the Morgan bank’s law firm.
 Biographical sources on new partners: “William Mitchell Dead; Officer of Morgan 
& Co.,” NYT, Mar. 5, 1980; “George Brown,” Year: 1900; Census Place: Cleveland 
Ward 32, Cuyahoga, Ohio; Roll: 1258; Page: 7B; Enumeration District: 158; FHL 
microfilm: 1241258. United States of America, Bureau of the Census. Twelfth 
Census of the United States, 1900. Washington, DC, NARA; “Raymond Atkin, 
Banker, 65, Dies,” NYT, Jan. 26, 1957; “Atkin, Isaac Cubitt Raymond,” Who Was 
Who in America, vol. 3 (Chicago: Marquis Who’s Who, 1966): 35; “Alexander, Henry 
Clay,” The National Cyclopaedia of American Biography, vol. 60 (New York: James T. 
White & Co., 1981): 149–150; “Henry C. Alexander, First Head of Morgan Guar-
anty, Dies at 67,” NYT, Dec. 15, 1969; “Ely C. Hutchinson, Engineer, Is Dead,” 
NYT, Nov. 15, 1955.
 122. Between 1895 and 1940, the House of Morgan had sixty- seven partners. 
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Forty- one were partners in the American branches of JPM & Co. and Drexel & Co., 
or 61 percent of the total.
 123. Thanks to Chris McKenna and members of the Oxford University Said 
School of Business seminar, particularly David Chambers, who made the suggestion 
to study the staff.
 124. Of the aides, Willard D. Straight (1880–1918), who worked for the Morgan 
firm from 1909 to 1915, probably had the most in common with the newer partners 
in terms of social background. He was not from a wealthy family and his father 
passed away when he was still very young. He was unusual, however, in that his 
mother was a missionary and taught English in Japan. He spent his early years in 
Asia. His mother also died when he was still young and he was orphaned by the 
age of 10. He was able to graduate, however, from Cornell University (1901) and 
later entered the American diplomatic service. In 1911, Straight married Dorothy 
Payne Whitney, an heiress and the daughter of William C. Whitney, former secre-
tary of the Navy, who married Morgan’s former mistress. “Guide to the Willard 
Dickerman Straight papers, 1825–1925,” Division of Rare and Manuscript Collec-
tions, Cornell University. http://rmc.library.cornell.edu/ead/htmldocs/RMM01260 
.html (November 14, 2012) Straight was not listed in the Social Register in 1910, the 
year before he married Whitney. He was clearly of a different social class than the 
Whitneys. But after 1911, his marriage to Whitney and their joint membership was 
listed in the Social Register.
 125. Martin Egan was a journalist and a friend of Willard Straight. He was intro-
duced to the Morgan firm through Straight, whom he met in East Asia at the turn of 
the century while working as a reporter for the Associated Press. Frank McKnight’s 
first wife was Henrietta Davison. He was also close friends with Willard Straight and 
his wife, Dorothy. See letter to W. Cameron Forbes from Martin Egan, May 16, 
1922, Egan papers, ARC 1222, Box 46, PML. Martin Egan left extensive papers to 
the PML. See also “Martin Egan Dies,” NYT, Dec. 8, 1938.
 126. Carosso, “The Morgan Houses: The Seniors, Their Partners, and Their Aides,” 
28. The sample of the aides was taken from Carosso’s article, which contains brief 
biographical backgrounds of some of the aides, a list of J. P. Morgan employees in 
1913, and a telephone list in the Morgan Firm papers in 1918. Only those aides after 
1895 were included in the Social Register sample, and for 1913, only those who were at 
the top salary level in the employee lists ($10,000 in 1913). Note that in this period, 
Keyes was at the lower end of the salary scale ($2,000), the lowest being ($1,100). 
“Employees of J. P. Morgan & Co.,” Mar. 1913, JPM Jr. papers, ARC 1216, Box 220, 
Folder 391. For 1918, only those persons listed as “Staff” were included. See Records 
of the Morgan Firms, Box 3, Folder: Telephone List: 1918 July, PML. The sample 
included: Christian T. Christensen, Henry G. Currier, Leonhard A. Keyes, Frank H. 
McKnight, Frederick W. Stevens, Willard D. Straight, Martin Egan, Thomas W. 
Joyce, Edwin S. Pegram, Charles H. Pond, Edward T. Sanders, Ernest Tuppen, J. A. M. 
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de Sanchez, Vernon Munroe, R. C. C. St. George, Walter H. Wilson. See also “Mem-
ories Persist at the House of Morgan,” NYT, Feb. 16, 1964; “Robert C. C. St. George,” 
NYT, Dec. 12, 1948; “Vernon Munroe, Banker, 82, Dead,” NYT, July 16, 1957; 
“Frederick W. Stevens, Financier, Dies at 61,” NYT, Nov. 3, 1926.
 127. Again, this does not mean that the partners had to come from an elite back-
ground to have social capital, because they did not. Social club data are highly cor-
related, but do not prove causality. With the exception of some clear racial criteria, 
which are discussed below, the social club data do not answer the question of 
how some were able to become socially elite and others were not. It acts more like a 
prediction. To answer the question about how one becomes a member of socially elite 
clubs, we would need not only more data about the admissions policies of the clubs, 
which are difficult to come by because they remain “private,” but also the social net-
works of individual partners beyond the scope discussed above. It would also require 
looking more closely at the unique international contexts. For example, British part-
ners also had evidence of high social status but were slightly different from the Amer-
ican partners in the fact that they simultaneously maintained positions in the highest 
levels of British government. See, for example, the history of E. C. Grenfell, who 
had been the director of the Bank of England since 1905 and became a member of 
parliament in 1922. Kathleen Burk, “The House of Morgan in Financial Diplo-
macy, 1920–30,” in Anglo- American Relations in 1920s: The Struggle for Supremacy, 
ed. B. J. C. McKercher (Edmonton: University of Alberta, 1990): 127–129.
 128. The percentage capital of a partner in the firm is distinguished from indi-
vidual partner accounts and balances with the firm or capital invested in the firm in 
excess of the partnership requirements. Only the former was included, as per the 
partnership agreement. For example, individual partners also took portions of syndi-
cates for their own account. Between 1894 and 1934, the partner with the greatest 
amount of syndicate participations (in total) was TWL with approximately $44 mil-
lion (four had amounts unknown). Dwight Morrow was second with $39 million 
(two had amounts unknown). The only person, who had more than both Lamont 
and Morrow as an individual was not a partner of the firm (John D. Rockefeller with 
$109 million [one was unknown]). George F. Baker Sr. came in fourth with $26 mil-
lion (four were unknown).
 129. The percentage capital allotted to an individual partner was determined 
entirely by Pierpont Morgan, and it could be different from the actual percentage of 
the capital of the bank. For example, Pierpont Morgan was allotted 35 percent 
between 1895 and 1899, but in 1895 when the firm was first organized, his “personal 
share” of the capital was 65 percent of the total ($4.6 million of $7.1 million). 
Carosso, The Morgans, 307.
 130. A representative example of the relationship between club centrality and 
activity within the partnership is the history of Charles Steele. Steele was a railroad 
lawyer before he joined the firm and he quickly became an important adviser to 
Pierpont Morgan. Steele’s club membership indicated a high level of centrality 
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between 1900 and 1925, meaning that he was in the same clubs at the same time with 
other partners who had the most number of connections to the most highly con-
nected clubs. Starting in 1925 to 1930, however, Steele’s centrality in the firm began 
to change. While still an important member of the firm, he no longer had the stron-
gest ties to the other core members. Between 1930 and 1935, Steele’s centrality in the 
firm decreased. In 1935 to 1940, Steele’s connection to other core members of the 
firm dropped even further relative to the other core partners’ strength of ties to each 
other. Steele, who was born in 1857, was less active in the firm from 1923 onward. 
(Steele was then sixty- six years old). When Steele’s wife died in 1932, Leffingwell, 
wrote, “[Steele] took less interest in business, although he continued to be a partner 
in J. P. Morgan & Co.” R. C. Leffingwell, “Memorial of Charles Steele” in the Year-
book of the Association of the Bar of the City of New York (New York: The Association 
of the Bar of the City of New York, 1940). Records of the Morgan Firm, Box 3, 
Folder: Correspondence: Charles Steele, 1920–1927, 1940, PML Archive. 
 Note: The specific measure of centrality used was eigenvector centrality, which 
looks not only at the number of connections that an individual or club has, it also 
weights that sum according to the ties they have to other well- connected nodes. See 
also Stephen P. Borgatti, “Centrality and Network Flow,” Social Networks, vol. 27 
(2005): 55–71; See also Robert A. Hanneman and Mark Riddle, Introduction to 
Social Network Methods (Riverside, CA: University of California, Riverside) (http://
faculty.ucr.edu/~hanneman/).
 The study of the partners’ centrality using their club ties was created through a 
social network analysis of their club ties using UCINET. S.P. Borgatti, M.G. Everett, 
and L.C. Freeman, Ucinet for Windows: Software for Social Network Analysis (Har-
vard, MA: Analytic Technologies, 2002). The two- mode dataset of a person to club 
matrix was transformed into a one- mode dataset of persons to persons with their 
clubs in common. For more on two- mode networks, also called affiliation networks, 
see Stanley Wasserman and Katherine Faust, Social Network Analysis: Methods and 
Applications (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1994): 291–343. See also Ste-
phen P. Borgatti and Martin G. Everett, “Network Analysis of 2–mode Data,” Social 
Networks 19 (1997): 245; Allison Davis, Burleigh Bradford Gardner, and Mary R. 
Gardner, Deep South: A Social Anthropological Study of Class and Caste (Los Angeles: 
CAAS Publications, 1988).
 131. Chernow, House of Morgan, 70; Carosso, The Morgans, 439.
 132. Pak and Halgin used a longitudinal fixed effect time series analysis to investi-
gate changes in percentage capital among Morgan partners in five- year periods 
between 1895 and 1940. Their findings indicate, “Morgan partners active in core 
social club circles with other partners obtained greater increases in capital ownership 
in the firm over time than others (Model 1, ß = 3.59).” They also found “a direct nega-
tive relationship between volume of clubs and change in ownership suggesting that 
not all clubs provided value. In other words, partners who were members of multiple 
social clubs did not reap the same benefits as those who were members in clubs with 
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other Morgan partners. In tandem this indicates that partners were rewarded for stra-
tegic social club memberships and certain core clubs were especially important.” Susie 
J. Pak and Daniel S. Halgin, “The Significance of Social Clubs: Syndicates, Inter-
locking Directorates, and the Network of J. P. Morgan,” March 2012.
 133. Club ties also suggest that partners’ individual differences and preferences 
were reflected in their function within the firm. Some partners were more inclined to 
be clubmen than others, and some were more involved in sports clubs, for example, 
or civic clubs. For notes on different partner functions, see Interview with TWL by 
FLA, July 22, 1947, Box 13, FLA papers, LOC.
 134. “Morgan to Announce New Partners Soon,” The World, Dec. 29, 1926; 
“A. M. Anderson Expected to Be Morgan Partner,” New York Herald Tribune, 
Dec. 29, 1926, Egan papers, ARC 1222, Box 2, PML. See also “Sons of Three Part-
ners Enter Morgan Firm,” NYT, Jan. 1, 1929.
 135. The Social Register, Philadelphia was also included as a source. In this period, 
Henry Davison and Pierpont Morgan were directors in First National, and Jack 
Morgan and George W. Perkins were directors in National City, so there is some 
overlap in the data.
 To compare different five- year periods for the Social Register, New York only: 
Between 1895 and 1900, 56 percent of First National and 68 percent of National 
City directors were listed; between 1901 and 1905, 80 percent of First National and 
75 percent of National City directors were listed; between 1906 and 1910, 69 percent 
of First National and 68 percent of National City directors were listed; between 1911 
and 1915, 79 percent of First National and 72 percent of National City directors were 
listed. Director lists for First National and National City Bank were taken from 
Harold van B. Cleveland and Thomas F. Huertas, Citibank, 1812–1970 (Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard University Press, 1985): 311–318 and Sheridan A. Logan, George F. 
Baker and His Bank: 1840–1955: A Double Biography (New York: The George F. 
Baker Trust, 1981): 402–405.
 Social Register data for Boston was analyzed for Lee, Higginson & Co. and Kidder, 
Peabody & Co. to verify social elite (albeit regional) status. Partnership lists for those 
firms were determined by New York Stock Exchange Co- Partnership Records, v. 1 
(1875–1903) and v. 2 (1904–1930), and New York Stock Exchange Directory (1931–
1940), New York Stock Exchanges Archives. Sources were: Social Register, Boston 
(New York: Social Register Association, 1901, 1905, 1910, 1915, 1920, 1925, 1930, 
1935, and 1940). In 1901, 100 percent of Lee, Higginson and 80 percent of Kidder, 
Peabody partners were listed. In 1905, 100 percent of Lee, Higginson and 83 percent 
of Kidder, Peabody partners were listed. In 1910, 55 percent of Lee, Higginson and 
80 percent of Kidder, Peabody partners were listed. Starting around 1920, the per-
centage dips below 50 percent for both banks, but notably, the number of partners 
listed in the Social Register, New York also began to increase. (Lee, Higginson estab-
lished an office in new York in 1906 and Kidder, Peabody had had a representative 
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there since the late nineteenth century). Between 1920 and 1940, Kidder, Peabody 
partners had an average 65 percent of partners listed in the Social Register, New York 
or Social Register, Boston. Between 1920 and 1930, the average for Lee, Higginson 
was 57 percent of partners (the bank was dissolved after the Crash of 1929). 
 136. The eighteen firms were: J.P. Morgan & Co. with Drexel & Co., First 
National Bank of New York, Guaranty Trust Co., Bankers Trust Co., National City 
Bank, Chase National Bank, Astor Trust Co., Blair & Co., Speyer & Co., Conti-
nental & Commercial National Bank, Chicago, First National Bank, Chicago, Illi-
nois Trust & Savings Bank, Chicago, Kidder Peabody & Co., and Lee, Higginson & 
Co. See Money Trust Investigation, Part 14, 980–1003. Club memberships were 
located in the Social Register, New York (New York: Social Register Association, 1912) 
and the Social Register Locater (New York: Social Register Association, 1912). Special 
thanks to Leslie Hannah for the suggestion to look at the Locater.
 137. Twenty were private firms: August Belmont & Co., Baring Magoun & Co., 
Blair & Co., Brown Bros. & Co., Clark Dodge & Co., Hallgarten & Co., Harris 
Forbes & Co., Harvey Fisk & Sons, Hayden Stone & Co., Kidder Peabody & Co., 
Kissel Kinnicutt & Co., Kountze Brothers, Kuhn, Loeb & Co., Lazard Freres, N.W. 
Harris & Co., P.J. Goodhart & Co., Redmond Kerr & Co., Speyer & Co., W.S. 
Fanshawe & Co., and Winslow, Lanier & Co. Twelve were commercial banks: 
American Exchange National Bank, Chase National Bank, Corn Exchange Bank, 
First National Bank of New York, Grace National Bank, Hanover National Bank, 
Liberty National Bank, Mechanics & Metals National Bank, National Bank of 
Commerce, National City Bank, and National Park Bank. Nine were trust compa-
nies: Central Trust Co. of New York, Equitable Trust Co. of New York, Fifth Avenue 
Trust Co., Guaranty Trust Co., Mercantile Trust Co., New York Trust Co., Stan-
dard Trust Co. of New York, and United States Mortgage & Trust Co. Four were 
associated firms: The Federal Reserve Bank of New York and the New York Clearing 
House (which overlapped in terms of the leadership of the above banks), Standard 
Oil Co. of New York, and Cravath, Henderson, Leffingwell & De Gersdorff (and its 
predecessors), a key New York law firm. The leading members of these firms were 
identified from Rand McNally International Bankers Director: The Bankers Blue Book 
(Chicago: Rand McNally & Co.), the Directory of Directors in the City of New York 
(New York: Directory of Directors Company), or newspaper accounts. An effort was 
made to broaden the pool of banks in terms of time period and type, but all three 
datasets studied had some overlap because the leading national banks and J.P. 
Morgan & Co.’s syndicate participants overlapped. 
 138. Kuhn, Loeb & Co. partners, 1895–1940 (In order of entry into the firm): 
Solomon Loeb, Jacob H. Schiff, Abraham Wolff, Louis A. Heinsheimer, James Loeb, 
Felix M. Warburg, Otto H. Kahn, Mortimer L. Schiff, Paul M. Warburg, Jerome J. 
Hanauer, Gordon Leith, George W. Bovenizer, Lewis L. Strauss, William Wiseman, 
Frederick M. Warburg, Gilbert H. Kahn, John M. Schiff, Benjamin J. Buttenwieser, 
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Hugh Knowlton, Elisha Walker, Percy M. Stewart, Robert F. Brown. See “Kuhn, 
Loeb & Co. Partnership Agreements,” Lehman Brothers Records, Boxes 517 and 
518, HBS.
 To compare different five- year periods for the Social Register, New York only for 
JPM & Co. and Kuhn, Loeb & Co.: Between 1895 and 1900, 88 percent of JPM & 
Co. and 0 percent of Kuhn, Loeb & Co. partners were listed; between 1901 and 
1905, 100 percent of JPM & Co. and 17 percent of Kuhn, Loeb & Co. partners were 
listed; between 1906 and 1910, 100 percent of JPM & Co. and 33 percent of Kuhn, 
Loeb & Co. partners were listed; between 1911 and 1915, 89 percent of JPM & Co. 
partners (Pierpont Morgan was the only exception because he died in 1913) and 33 
percent of Kuhn, Loeb & Co. partners were listed.
 139. Partners in Kuhn, Loeb & Co., 1906–1910: Louis A. Heinsheimer, Otto H. 
Kahn, Jacob H. Schiff, Mortimer L. Schiff, Felix M. Warburg, and Paul M. War-
burg; Partners in Speyer & Co.: Eduard Beit, Ferdinand Hermann, Gordon Mac-
Donald, Henry Ruhlender, Richard Schuster, James Speyer, Charles H. Tweed, and 
Hans Winterfeldt; Partners in J. & W. Seligman & Co.: Emil Carlebach, Henry 
Seligman, Isaac Newton Seligman, James Seligman, Jefferson Seligman, Albert 
Strauss, and Frederick Strauss.
 Partnership lists for Speyer & Co. and J. & W. Seligman & Co. were based on 
New York Stock Exchange Co- Partnership Records, v. 1 (1875–1903) and v. 2 (1904–
1930), and New York Stock Exchange Directory (1931–1940), New York Stock 
Exchanges Archives. Other sources include: Linton Wells, The House of Seligman, 
unpublished, 1931, in Seligman family papers, New York Historical Society, James 
Speyer papers, 1896–1972, NYPL, and obituaries in the New York Times.
 The club memberships of Jewish (as opposed to non- Jewish) partners in Speyer & 
Co. and J. & W. Seligman & Co. listed in the Social Register were similar to that of 
the two Kuhn, Loeb partners listed in the Social Register in that they did not include 
the top elite men’s clubs in residential areas, such as the Metropolitan, Union, or 
Union League Clubs.
 140. For the eight banks dataset, the club with the highest eigenvector centrality 
for 1900, 1905, 1915, and 1920 was the Metropolitan Club. It had the second highest 
centrality for 1910, 1925 and 1930. For the Pujo dataset of the eighteen top financial 
institutions in 1912, the Metropolitan club also had highest centrality. Similar find-
ings apply to the population of the leading partners in forty- five firms, who were 
Morgan participants between 1900–1925. The Metropolitan Club was among the 
top five clubs for every five- year period (and the top club in 1910, 1915, 1920, and 
1925). 
 It is also important to note that for all three datasets used to study overlapping 
social ties (eighteen leading national financial institutions in 1912, forty- five finan-
cial firms and associated firms in the Morgan syndicates between 1900–1925, eight 
key Anglo- American and German Jewish banks between 1900–1940), the individual 
with the highest centrality was (with few exceptions) the senior Morgan partner of 
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that time. For the eight key banks between 1900–1910, it was Pierpont Morgan. 
Immediately after he died, it was Charles Steele. Then by 1920, it was Jack Morgan. 
By 1935 until 1940, it was Thomas Lamont. The one exception was 1930 when 
George Baker’s son, George Baker, Jr., had the highest score. Jack Morgan was, how-
ever, a close second. For the dataset of forty- five firms, the most central person was 
James Stillman in 1900 and 1915 (closely followed by Pierpont Morgan in 1900 and 
Jack Morgan in 1915), Pierpont Morgan in 1905 and 1910, and Jack Morgan in 1920 
and 1925. For the eighteen financial institutions in 1912, the most central and con-
nected person with regard to social ties was also Pierpont Morgan. 
 Note that partnerships of private banks were usually much smaller in size than the 
directorships of national commercial banks like National City, i.e, the Morgans did 
not have the highest eigenvector centrality simply because it was the largest compo-
nent in the network. The fact that the Morgan partners were socially elite and had 
many club ties in common would play a role in their centrality, but one that would 
not contradict their social position in the network. The size of a bank might affect a 
bank’s centrality measure if a bank were as small as Kuhn, Loeb & Co., for example, 
which was about a third of the size of the Morgan partnership. But Kuhn, Loeb & 
Co. also had very limited representation in the Social Register, so the results are in 
part confirmation of their general social position in the network. Again, the cen-
trality measure indicates how connected an actor or club was to another actor or club 
through these social ties. A tie, at whatever the strength, shows the potential for com-
munication and identification but it does not actually tell us what flowed through 
that link. In order to know what was actually transferred, we would have to turn to 
the qualitative data.
 141. James L. Grant, Bernard M. Baruch: Adventures of a Wall Street Legend (New 
York: John Wiley & Sons, 1997): 93–96. See also “New Club for Financiers,” NYT, 
May 4, 1911. Grant writes that no Schiffs or Seligmans were listed in the Social Reg-
ister before 1920, and though that was not the case, Bernard Baruch’s experiences in 
the club world did resonate with that of Kuhn, Loeb partners.
 142. Like their male counterparts, the Colony Club had an informal bar against 
Jewish women. However, a Gentile wife of an elite German Jewish banker could be 
a member. For example, Eleanor Robson, who was the wife of August Belmont Jr., 
was a member, as was Ellen Prince Lowery, the wife of James Speyer. Both were not 
Jewish. (Speyer and his wife were married by Bishop Potter in an Episcopalian 
 ceremony in 1897). Mrs. Speyer had been one of the original members and Mrs. 
Belmont joined in 1913. “The Colony Club Has First Birthday,” NYT, April 17, 
1908; “Speyer-Lowery Nuptials,” NYT, Nov. 12, 1897; Officers, Members, Constitu-
tion &  By-Laws of the Colony Club (New York: The Knickerbocker Press, 1930): 9. 
 Anne Morgan did not support the bar against women on the basis of their religion, 
but even she could not guarantee a candidate’s admission. In 1914 she proposed a 
candidate, who was Jewish, and was told that it was not desirable. She wrote a stern 
rebuttal that stated in part, “It is impossible for me to endorse your attitude about 
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Jews. . . .” Letter to Eunice (Mrs. Walter Maynard) from Anne T. Morgan, Dec. 29, 
1914, ARC 1215, Box 27:1, PML. Eventually Morgan was forced to drop the issue 
because she was told there were no vacancies on the non-resident membership list. 
She withdrew the name of her candidate and asked the club to destroy the letters of 
endorsement and not to file them, presumably to protect the reputation of her candi-
date from having on record that she was “rejected.” Morgan remained a member of 
the club. Letter to Mrs. J. S. Cushman from Anne T. Morgan, Jan. 14, 1915; Letter 
to Miss Ruth Twombly from Anne T. Morgan, Feb. 6 and Feb. 25, 1915, Anne Tracy 
Morgan papers, ARC 1215, Box 27:1, PML.
 The Colony Club had the highest centrality status by 1940 among clubs that con-
nected the leading members of a dataset made up of partners of the eight Anglo 
American and German Jewish houses. Over time, it became more important as an 
indicator of a partner’s status and influence within that network with regard to his 
social ties.

3. anti-  semitism in economic networks

 1. Vincent P. Carosso, “A Financial Elite: New York’s German- Jewish Invest-
ment Bankers,” American Jewish Historical Quarterly (1961–1978), vol. 66, no. 1–4 
(Sept. 1976–1977): 80.
 2. Carosso, “A Financial Elite,” 20; See also Stephen Birmingham, ‘Our Crowd’: 
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Merchant Bankers at Work, 1763–1861 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 
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Pickering and Chatto Publishers, 2007).
 5. Vincent Carosso, Investment Banking in America: A History (Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard University Press, 1970): 29.
 6. According to their partnership agreements, Pierpont Morgan and Jacob 
Schiff had absolute authority to make the final decisions for their firms, held the 
majority stake in the firms’ capital, and were responsible for the majority of its profits 
and losses. They also decided how the capital of the firm was allocated after a partner 
died or left. Morgan also “had the right to dissolve the partnership” without the 
consent of the other partners. The partnership agreement also stipulated that a part-
ner’s capital could not be withdrawn unless all the parties consented to it.
 7. Cable to Mortimer L. Schiff (Hereafter: MLS) from Otto H. Kahn, Apr. 17, 
1931, Otto H. Kahn (Hereafter: OHK) papers, Box 238–15, Department of Rare 
Books and Special Collections, Princeton University Library (Hereafter PUL).
 8. That partner was Jerome Hanauer, who worked as an office boy in Kuhn, 
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Loeb from the age of sixteen starting in 1891. It took him about twenty years to 
become a partner. “Bankers Take in Partners,” NYT, Dec. 31, 1911. Hanauer’s 
daughter, Alice, married Lewis Strauss, who also became a Kuhn, Loeb & Co. 
partner. “Jerome Hanauer, Financier, is Dead,” NYT, Sept. 4, 1938; Naomi W. 
Cohen, Jacob H. Schiff: A Study in American Jewish Leadership (Hanover: Brandeis 
University Press, 1999): 7.
 9. For example, Mortimer Schiff married Adele Neustadt, the daughter of Sig-
mund Neustadt, a partner in Hallgarten & Co., another private bank. “Mrs. Schiff 
Willed $95,000 to Charity,” NYT, July 19, 1932.
 10. “Mrs. Isaac Seligman, 91,” NYT, June 15, 1956. See letter to Isaac N. 
Seligman from JHS, June 12, 1917, JHS, MS 456, 450/5, American Jewish Archives 
(Hereafter: AJA).
 11. “F. M. Warburg Dies at 66 in Home Here,” NYT, Oct. 21, 1937. The Loeb 
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 12. Barry E. Supple, “A Business Elite: German- Jewish Financiers in Nineteenth-
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 15. Mary Jane Matz, The Many Lives of Otto Kahn: A Biography (New York: The 
Macmillan Company, 1963): 18–19; Kobler, Otto the Magnificent, 14. In 1928, 
Gordon Leith became a London- based partner. He also started with the Speyers, the 
London branch of Speyer Brothers (1900, partner 1911–1919). “Gordon Leith, 62, 
Banker of London,” NYT, Apr. 3, 1941.
 Kuhn, Loeb also, however, had a conflicted relationship with Speyer. In the early 
1900s, Schiff spoke favorably about working together with Speyer & Co. In 1904, he 
referred to the banks as “joining hands” [his words were “to join hands”] in working 
together. He also wrote Robert Fleming, his friend and a prominent British banker, 
that the combined “prestige” of Kuhn, Loeb & Co. and Speyer & Co. could “assure 
the necessary deposits of all classes of securities.” Letter to Robert Fleming from JHS, 
Mar. 29, 1904, JHS papers, MS 456, 437/11, AJA. This feeling of joining hands with 
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saying that if they absolutely had to, maybe they should “in this one instance under-
take the business officially with Speyers.” Letter to MLS from JHS, Apr. 8, 1915, JHS 
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University of North Carolina Press, 2002): 48–51.
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partner in the law firm of Cravath, Henderson, Leffingwell & de Gersdorff. S. Parker 
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firm, see Robert T. Swaine, The Cravath Firm and Its Predecessors, 1819–1948, vols. I 
& II (New York: Ad Press, Ltd., 1946 and 1948).
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 Though the Morgans recruited from the Cravath firm, their primary counsel was 
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“John M. Schiff Marries Josephine L. Fell on L.I.,” NYT, Mar. 1, 1976.
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Cohen, Jacob H. Schiff, 203.
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Began as Cabin Boy,” NYT, Dec. 31, 1935; “Lady Reading, the First Woman in the 
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about the other passengers. Letter to Charles F. Whigham from TWL, July 9, 1925, 
TWL papers, Box 111–15, HBS.
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also be found, such as when Henry Davison wrote Teddy Grenfell in 1914, “. . .  [I] 
fully appreciate the many annoying incidents for which our ‘Jewish- American’ trav-
elers are responsible.” Letter from Henry Davison to E. C. Grenfell, Sept. 15, 1914, 
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 115. See Dinnerstein, Antisemitism in America, 78–104.
 116. Letter to Edward Grenfell from JPM Jr., May 17, 1929, Records of Morgan 
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1214, Box 8, Folder 2, PML.
 118. Ellis W. Hawley, The Great War and the Search for a Modern Order: A History 
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5. tHe siGnificance of social ties: Harvard

 1. Between 1900 and 1909, JPM & Co. and Drexel & Co. admitted five part-
ners. Between 1910 and 1919, the firms admitted six partners. Between 1920 and 
1929, the firms admitted fourteen partners. Between 1930 and 1939, the firms 
admitted five partners.
 London branch: Between 1900 and 1909, J. S. Morgan & Co. admitted two part-
ners. Between 1910 and 1919, Morgan, Grenfell & Co. admitted one partner. Between 
1920 and 1929, Morgan, Grenfell & Co. admitted two partners. Between 1930 and 
1939, the firm admitted two new partners and two new managing directors.
 Paris branch: Between 1900 and 1909, Morgan, Harjes & Co. admitted no new 
partners. Between 1910 and 1919, Morgan, Harjes & Co. admitted one new partner. 
Between 1920 and 1929, Morgan, Harjes & Co./Morgan et. Cie. admitted three new 
partners. Between 1930 and 1939, Morgan et. Cie. admitted three new partners.
 2. American partners in 1920: Elliot C. Bacon (Robert Bacon’s son), Junius 
Spencer Morgan Jr. (Jack Morgan’s son), George Whitney (Robert Bacon’s son- in- law 
and Edward F. Whitney’s nephew); Partners between 1921 and 1925: Thomas S. Gates 
and Russell C. Leffingwell; Partners between 1926 and 1930: Arthur M. Ander  son, 
Francis Bartow, William Ewing, Harold Stanley, Henry P. Davison Jr. (Henry P. 
Davison’s son), Edward Hopkinson Jr., Thomas Stillwell Lamont (Thomas W. Lamont’s 
son), Henry Sturgis Morgan (Jack Morgan’s son), Thomas Newhall.
 Sources: “Elliot C. Bacon Marries,” NYT, June 6, 1915; “E. C. Bacon’s Will Filed,” 
NYT, Oct. 9, 1924; “Bacon, Elliot Cowdin,” Who’s Who in New York, ed. Frank R. 
Holmes, 8th edition (New York: Who’s Who Publications, 1924): 50; “Lieut. Guy 
Norman Dead,” NYT, June 4, 1918; “F. S. Converse Dies; A Leader in Music,” NYT, 
June 9, 1940 (Junius S. Morgan’s father- in- law); “Henry S. Morgan Is Dead at 81, 
Member of the Banking Family,” NYT, Feb. 8, 1982; “George Whitney, Banker, 77, 
Dies,” NYT, July 23, 1963; “Mrs. George Whitney Dies; Widow of J. P. Morgan 
Head,” NYT, Oct. 16, 1967; “Whitney, George,” The National Cyclopaedia of Amer-
ican Biography, vol. 50 (New York: James T. White & Co., 1968): 167–168.
 3. Martin J. Sklar, The Corporate Reconstruction of American Capitalism, 1890–
1916: The Market, The Law, and Politics (New York: Cambridge University Press, 
1988): 28.
 4. There were exceptions, of course. Edward Hopkinson Jr., who became the 
leading partner in Drexel & Co. after Edward Stotesbury, was the “great- great- 
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grandson of Francis Hopkinson, one of the signers of the Declaration of Indepen-
dence.” “E. Hopkinson, Jr., Dies at 85, Financier and Former City Official,” 
Philadelphia Inquirer, Apr. 7, 1966. See also “Edward Hopkinson Jr., 80, Dies; Phila-
delphia Investment Banker,” NYT, Apr. 8, 1966; “Edward Hopkinson, Attorney, 85, 
Dies,” NYT, Dec. 25, 1935; “William F. Hopkinson Dead of Heart Disease,” NYT, 
Jan. 28, 1932; Hopkinson Family papers, 1736–1941, Collection 1978, The Histor-
ical Society of Pennsylvania; “E. Hopkinson Jr. to Wed,” NYT, Mar. 4, 1928; “James 
Sullivan,” Year: 1920; Census Place: Philadelphia Ward 8, Philadelphia, Pennsyl-
vania; Roll: T625_1629; Page: 8B; Enumeration District: 183; Image: 205. Four-
teenth Census of the United States, 1920. Records of the Bureau of the Census, RG 
29, NARA.
 5. Four of the seven, Jack Morgan, Robert Bacon, Edward Whitney, and 
Thomas W. Lamont, went to Harvard. One, William P. Hamilton, Pierpont Mor-
gan’s son- in- law, went to Yale. Two others, both lawyers, Charles Steele and Temple 
Bowdoin, went to Columbia. In the post-war period, those who did not go to college 
include Arthur M. Anderson, Francis D. Bartow, and Thomas Newhall.
 For Arthur Anderson: “A. M. Anderson Expected to be Morgan Partner,” New 
York Herald Tribune, Dec. 29, 1926; “Morgan to Announce New Partners Soon,” 
World, Dec. 29, 1926; “A. M. Anderson, 85, Morgan Partner,” NYT, Aug. 11, 1966; 
“Anderson, Arthur Marvin,” The National Cyclopaedia of American Biography, vol. 54 
(New York: James T. White & Co., 1973): 111; “Anderson, Arthur Marvin,” Who 
Was Who in America, vol. 4 (Chicago: A.N. Marquis Co., 1968): 28; “Frederick 
Anderson,” Year: 1880; Census Place: East Orange, Essex, New Jersey; Roll: 780; 
Family History Film: 1254780; Page: 496A; Enumeration District: 098; Image: 
0253. Tenth Census of the United States, 1880. (NARA microfilm publication T9, 
1,454 rolls). Records of the Bureau of the Census, RG 29, NARA; “Frederick W. 
Anderson,” Year: 1900; Census Place: East Orange Ward 3, Essex, New Jersey; Roll: 
968; Page: 9B; Enumeration District: 175; FHL microfilm: 1240968. United States 
of America, Bureau of the Census. Twelfth Census of the United States, 1900. Wash-
ington, DC, NARA.
 In the 1930s, two of the three partners who did not go to college were Canadian, 
William Mitchell and Raymond Atkin.
 6. Elliot C. Bacon, Junius S. Morgan Jr., Thomas S. Lamont, and Henry S. 
Morgan all went to Harvard. Russell C. Leffingwell, Harold Stanley, William Ewing, 
and Henry P. Davison Jr. went to Yale. With the exception of Davison, all the mem-
bers who went to Yale were not related to other Morgan partners. All of those who 
graduated from Harvard were related to senior partners. Two others went to the 
University of Pennsylvania, with which Drexel partners had been traditionally affili-
ated (Thomas S. Gates and Edward Hopkinson Jr.) and one went to Amherst (Dwight 
Morrow).
 7. See Wyndham Robertson, “Inside Morgan, Stanley,” Fortune, Feb. 27, 1978, 
Vincent P. Carosso papers, ARC 1214, Box 29, PML.
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 8. This trend was reflective of a change in the national leadership of the country. 
See findings of Mabel Newcomer, The Big Business Executive: The Factors that Made 
Him, 1900–1950 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1955); Walter A. Friedman 
and Richard S. Tedlow, “Statistical Portraits of American Business Elites: A Review 
Essay,” Business History, vol. 45, no. 4 (Oct. 2003): 100.
 9. Sklar, Corporate Reconstruction, 26.
 10. With regard to the J. S. Morgan & Co./Morgan, Grenfell & Co. partners, the 
educational background of the partners differs somewhat in the chronology. Partners 
with kinship ties on both sides of the Atlantic made partner much earlier than those 
without those ties and the appropriate pedigree or university background. But by the 
time Jack Morgan and his cousin, both family members, entered the London partner-
ship, the London partners were mostly British and not American (which was not the 
case during the early JSM period or the George Peabody period) and they were also 
educated at the elite British public schools like Eton, Harrow, and Cheltenham, and 
then Cambridge or Oxford. In particular, for the London firm, the 1900s were a time 
of introducing British partners with elite backgrounds and education while the 1930s 
were a time of introducing the next generation of kinship members, who were also 
educated at the most elite schools. The 1900–1929 period in contrast saw the entry of 
three partners who did not have either of those kinds of ties as far as we know. For 
more on British public schools and British leaders, see Rupert Wilkinson, Gentle-
manly Power: British Leadership and the Public School Tradition: A Comparative Study 
in the Making of Rulers (New York: Oxford University Press, 1964).
 The Paris house was a much smaller operation and it was different from the London 
house in that most of the partners were American. Like the American branches, it 
does not appear that the partners, who were with the firm at the beginning of the 
reorganization in 1895, had a university background, but this is not definitive. In 
general, information on the older partners is harder to come by, but the educational 
pattern of the younger partners followed the pattern of the American branches. Seven 
partners entered the firm between the start of the First World War and the start of 
the Second World War. Six of those partners were college graduates, or 86 percent. 
Of those six, two were Harvard graduates, one was a Williams College graduate, one 
was a Northwestern University graduate, one was a Knox College graduate, and one 
was a Trinity College (CT) graduate.
 11. Over the course of the early twentieth century, Harvard’s importance as a 
social connection between financiers steadily increased. For the dataset that included 
the partners/directors of the House of Morgan, First National Bank of New York, 
National City Bank, Kuhn, Loeb & Co., Speyer & Co., J. & W. Seligman & Co., 
Lee, Higginson & co., and Kidder, Peabody & Co., it was the third most central 
“club” by 1940. 
 Ties to Harvard were also a major point of commonality between New York banks 
and Boston Brahmin banks though elite Boston banks had much stronger (and older) 
ties starting earlier in the century. In this regard, the Boston Brahmin bank of Lee, 
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Higginson & Co. was more similar to the Morgans’ English partners. For example, 
by 1900, 67 percent of Lee, Higginson partners had gone to Harvard. By 1905, 100 
percent had gone to Harvard. By 1910, 78 percent had gone to Harvard. Between 
1915 and 1940, the percentage remained at about the 48 percent range. 
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