CHAPTER 19
Local, State and National Politics
American Philosophy--The Pragmatic Approach
It would have been remarkable indeed if the intellectual ferment of the late 19th century had not affected contemporary ideas about the meaning of life, the truth of revealed religion, moral values, and similar fundamental issues. In particular, the theory of evolution-so important in altering contemporary views of science, history, and social relations-produced significant changes in American thinking about religious and philosophical questions. 

Evolution posed an immediate challenge to religion: If Darwin was correct, the biblical account of the creation was obviously untrue, and the idea that man had been formed in God's image was highly unlikely. A bitter controversy erupted. While millions continued to believe in the literal truth of the Bible, among intellectuals victory went to the evolutionists because, in addition to the arguments of the geologists and the biologists, scholars were throwing light on the historical development of the Bible, showing it to be of human rather than divine origin. 

Evolution did not undermine the faith of any large percentage of the population. If the account of the creation in Genesis could not be taken literally, the Bible remained a repository of wisdom and inspiration. As the liberal preacher Washington Gladden put it, evolution was "a most impressive demonstration of the presence of God in the world." 

The effects of Darwinism on philosophy were less dramatic but in the end far more significant. Fixed systems and eternal verities were difficult to justify in a world that was constantly evolving. By the early 1870s a few philosophers had begun to reason that ideas and theories mattered little except when applied to specifics. In "How to Make Our Ideas Clear" (1878), Charles S. Peirce argued that concepts could be fairly understood only in terms of their practical effects. Once the mind accepted the truth of evolution, Peirce believed, logic required that it accept the impermanence even of scientific laws. There was, he wrote, "an element of indeterminacy, spontaneity, or absolute chance in nature." 

This startling philosophy, which Peirce called pragmatism, was expressed in less technical language by William James, brother of the novelist. James, one of the most remarkable Americans of his generation, was professor at Harvard successively of comparative anatomy, psychology, and philosophy. His Principles of Psychology (1890) established that discipline as a modern science. His Varieties of Religious Experience (1902), which treated the subject from both psychological and philosophical points of view, helped thousands of readers reconcile their religious faith with their increasing knowledge of psychology and the physical universe. 

Although less rigorous a logician than Peirce, James's wide range and his verve and imagination as a writer made him by far the most influential philosopher of his time. He rejected the deterministic interpretation of Darwinism and all other one-idea explanations of existence. Belief in free will was one of his axioms; environment might influence survival, but so did the desire to survive, which existed independently of surrounding circumstances. Even truth was relative; it did not exist in the abstract but rather happened under particular circumstances. What a person thought helped make that thought occur, or come true. The mind, James wrote in a typically vivid phrase, has "a vote" in determining truth. Religion was true, for example, because people were religious. 

The pragmatic approach inspired much of the reform spirit of the late 19th century and even more of that of the early 20th. James's hammer blows shattered the laissez-faire extremism of Herbert Spencer. In "Great Men and Their Environment" (1880) James argued that social changes were brought about by the actions of geniuses whom society had selected and raised to positions of power, rather than by the impersonal force of the environment. Such reasoning fitted the preconceptions of rugged individualists yet encouraged those dissatisfied with society to work for change. Educational experts like John Dewey, the institutionalist school of economists, settlement house workers, and other reformers adopted pragmatism eagerly. 

Yet pragmatism brought Americans face to face with somber problems. Though relativism made them optimistic, it bred insecurity, for there could be no certainty, no comforting reliance on any eternal value in the absence of absolute truth. Pragmatism also seemed to suggest that the end justified the means, that what worked was more important than what ought to be. By emphasizing practice at the expense of theory, the new philosophy encouraged materialism, anti-intellectualism, and other unlovely aspects of the American character. And what place had conventional morality in such a system? Perhaps pragmatism placed too much reliance on the free will of human beings, ignoring their capacity for selfishness and self-delusion.  The people of the new century found pragmatism a heady wine. They would quaff it freely and enthusiastically-down to the bitter dregs. 

Politics:  Local, State and National
THE MAJOR AMERICAN POLITICAL Parties have nearly always avoided clear-cut stands on controversial questions in order to appeal to as wide a segment of the electorate as possible, but in the last quarter of the 19th century, their equivocations assumed abnormal proportions. This was due in part to the precarious balance of power between them: Neither dared declare itself too clearly on any question lest it drive away more voters than it attracted. 

The rapid pace of social and economic change also militated against political decisiveness. No one in or out of politics had as yet devised effective solutions for many current problems. When party leaders tried to deal with the financial matters, they discovered that the bankers and the professional economists were as confused as the public at large. How could mere politicians act rationally or consistently in such circumstances? 

On tariff questions the parties stumbled badly because in a complex industrial economy tariffs should not be determined by counting noses. Reformers could thunder self-righteously against the spoils system, but how could political parties exist without it? Young economists like Richard T. Ely were insisting that laissez faire was outmoded, but no one had yet devised the techniques and instruments needed if the economy was to be measured and managed effectively by a central authority. If the politicians steered clear of the real issues, they did so as much out of a healthy respect for their own ignorance as out of any desire to avoid controversy. 

Political Decision Making:  Ethnic and Religious Issues
The major parties met in national conventions every four years to select their presidential candidates and draft platforms, but they remained essentially separate state organizations. Professionals spent far more time dealing with local people and local issues than they did thinking about matters of broad national concern. That meant entering a veritable maze of diverse and often conflicting interests. People's ethnic backgrounds, their religious affiliations, whether they lived in cities or on farms, and how they felt about the Civil War had no apparent relationship to national political issues but affected whether they voted Republican or Democratic. 

The politicians were not shy about explaining why people voted the way they did. Senator George Frisbie Hoar of Massachusetts, for example, offered such an analysis in an 1889 magazine article. The Republicans, he wrote, were the men who do the work of piety and charity in our churches ... who administer our school systems . . . who own and till their own farms ... who perform skilled labor... who went to the war... who paid the debt, and kept the currency sound, and saved the nation's honor. 

The Democrats, he went on, were "the old slaveowner and slave-driver, the saloon-keeper, the ballot-box-stuffer, the Kuklux, the criminal class of the great cities, and men who cannot read or write." 

Despite the partisan nature of Hoar's analysis, it contained an element of truth; at least in the North, most of the "best people" were Republicans. But if Hoar had been correct, the Republicans would have swept the northern states at every election, which they assuredly did not. In any case, it was even more difficult to discover why people voted one way or the other. People of Irish descent tended to vote Democratic, but whether they did so because they lived in cities or because they were Roman Catholics or because they believed that most Americans of British descent voted Republican was not always clear. 

Plausible generalizations break down when examined closely. Northerners were Republicans, southerners Democrats; Catholics were Democrats, Protestants Republicans; German-Americans voted Democratic; Americans of Scandinavian descent, Republican. All these statements are subject to a multitude of  exceptions. They offer little guidance for predicting how, for example, a German Lutheran living in Tennessee would vote. 

Local and state issues also interacted with religious and ethnic background to affect political attitudes. On prohibition, public education, and other sectarian matters subject to state and local control, voters split, surprisingly, along religious and ethnic lines. These tangles influenced political leaders' strategies and choice of candidates for office. And how voters felt about local issues almost invariably affected how they voted in national elections. 

City Government

City governments were influenced by the religious and ethnic character of the inhabitants and were further complicated by the special problems of late 19th-century urban fife, including helter-skelter growth, the influx of European immigrants, crime and corruption, and the need to develop costly transportation and public utility systems. The movement to the suburbs of middle-class city people who might have been expected to supply the political leadership needed to deal with these problems created a vacuum that was filled by political bosses, with their informal but powerful "machines." 

The immigrants who flocked into American cities in the 1880s and early 1890s had come from societies unacquainted with the blessings of democracy and thus had no experience with representative government. The tendency of urban workers to move frequently in search of better jobs further lessened the likelihood that they would develop political influence independently. Furthermore, the difficulties of life in the slums bewildered newcomers, both native and foreign-born. They could hardly be expected to take a broad view of social problems when so beset by personal ones. This enabled shrewd urban politicians, most of them in this period of Irish origin, to take command of the city masses and March them in obedient phalanxes to the polls. 

Most city machines were not bureaucracies ruled by a single leader but rather loose-knit neighborhood organizations headed by ward bosses. "Big Tim" Sullivan of New York's Lower East Side was typical of the breed. People like Sullivan performed many useful services for what they liked to think of as their constituents. They found jobs for new arrivals and distributed food and other help to all in bad times. Sullivan provided turkey dinners for 5,000 or more homeless people each Christmas, distributed new shoes to the poor children of his district on his birthday, and arranged summer boat rides and picnics for young and old alike. Informally, probably without consciously intending to do so, the bosses educated the immigrants in the complexities of American civilization. 

The price of such aid-the bosses were not altruists-was unquestioning political support, which the bosses converted into cash. In New York, Sullivan levied tribute on gambling, had a hand in the liquor business, and controlled the issuance of peddlers' licenses. When he died in 1913, he was reputedly worth $1 million. Yet 25,000 grieving constituents followed Big Tim's coffin on its way to the grave. 

The more visible and better-known city bosses played less socially justifiable roles than the ward bosses. Their principal technique for extracting money from the public till was the kickback. To get city contracts, suppliers were made to pad their bills and turn over the excess to the politicians. Similarly, operators of streetcar lines, gas and electricity companies, and other public utilities were compelled to pay huge bribes to obtain favorable franchises. 

The most notorious of the 19th-century city bosses was William Marcy Tweed, whose "Tweed Ring" extracted tens of millions of dollars from New York City during the brief period from 1869 to 1871. Tweed was swiftly jailed. More typical was Richard Croker, who ruled New York's Tammany Hall organization from the mid-1880s to the end of the century. Croker's power rested on his position as chairman of the Tammany Hall finance committee. He accumulated a large fortune and owned a $200,000 mansion and a stable of racehorses, one of which was good enough to win the English Derby. 

Despite their welfare work and their popularity, most bosses were essentially thieves. Efforts to romanticize them as the Robin Hoods of industrial society grossly distort the facts. However, the system developed and survived because too many middle class city dwellers were indifferent to the fate of the poor. 

Honest citizens who had no selfish stake in the system and who were repelled by the sordidness of city government were seldom sufficiently concerned to do anything about it. When the young Theodore Roosevelt decided to seek a political career in 1880, his New York socialite friends laughed in his face. They told him, Roosevelt wrote in his autobiography, "that politics were 'low'; that the organizations were not controlled by 'gentlemen'; that I would find them run by saloon-keepers, horse-car conductors, and the like." A British visitor in Chicago struck at the root of the urban problem of the era. "Everybody is fighting to be rich," he said, "and nobody can attend to making the city fit to live in." 

Republicans and Democrats
As for national politics, with the Democrats invincible in the South and the Republicans predominant in New England and beyond the Mississippi, the outcome of presidential elections was usually determined in a handful of populous states: New York (together with its satellites, New Jersey and Connecticut), Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois. That opinion in these states on important questions such the tariffs and monetary policy was divided and that every imaginable religious and ethnic interest was represented in the electorate go far to explain why the parties hesitated to commit themselves on issues. In every presidential election, Democrats and Republicans concentrated their heaviest guns on these states. Between 1868 and 1900, only three presidential candidates were not from New York, Ohio, Indiana, or Illinois, and all three lost. 

Partisanship was intense in these states; politics was a form of popular entertainment, elections a kind of holiday for hardworking factory workers and farmers. Campaigns were conducted in a carnival atmosphere, amusement being substituted for serious debate. Large sums were spent on brass bands, barbecues, uniforms, and banners. Speakers of national reputation were imported to attract crowds, and spellbinders noted for their leather lungs-this was before the day of the loudspeaker-and their ability to arouse popular emotions were brought in to address mass meetings. 

With success depending on so few swing voters, political morality plummeted. Mudslinging, character assassination, and plain lying were standard practice; bribery was routine. Drifters and other dissolute citizens were paid in cash-or more often in free drinks-to vote the party ticket. The names of persons long dead were solemnly inscribed in voting registers, their votes cast by impostors. During the 1880 campaign the Democratic national chairman, hearing that the Republicans were planning to transport Kentuckians into Indiana to vote illegally in that crucial state, urged Indiana Democrats to "check this outrageous fraud." Then, perhaps seeking an easier solution to the problem, he added: "If necessary . . . keep even with them." Presidents were sometimes made and unmade in this sordid fashion. 

The Men in the White House
The leading statesmen of the period showed as little interest in important contemporary questions as the party hacks who made up the rank and file of their organizations. Consider the presidents. 

Rutherford B. Hayes, president from 1877 to 1881, came to office with a distinguished record. Although he had a family to support, he volunteered for military service within weeks after the first shell fell on Fort Sumter. He was wounded at South Mountain, on the eve of Antietam, and later served under Sheridan in the Shenandoah Valley campaign of 1864. Entering the army as a major, he emerged a major general. In 1864 he was elected to Congress; four years later he became governor of Ohio, serving three terms altogether. The Republicans nominated him for president in 1876 because of his reputation for honesty and moderation, and his election, made possible by the Compromise of 1877, seemed to presage an era of sectional harmony and political probity. 

Hayes saw himself more as a caretaker than a leader and believed that Congress should assume the main responsibility for solving national problems. One historian writes that he showed "no capacity for such large-minded leadership as might have tamed the political hordes and aroused the enthusiasm, or at least the interest, of the public." 

Hayes complained about the South's failure to treat blacks decently after the withdrawal of federal troops, but he took no action. He worked for civil service reform yet failed to achieve the "thorough, rapid and complete" change he had promised. In most matters, he was content to "let the record show that he had made the requests." 

Hayes's successor, James A. Garfield, was assassinated four months after his inauguration, but even in that short time, his ineffectiveness had been demonstrated. His great weakness was indecisiveness, and political patronage proved to be his undoing: The Republican party in 1880 was split into two factions, the "Stalwarts" and the "Half-Breeds." The Stalwarts, led by New York Senator Roscoe Conkling, believed in the blatant pursuit of the spoils of office. The Half-Breeds did not disagree but behaved more circumspectly, hoping to attract the support of independents. Competition for office was the main reason for their rivalry. 

Garfield had been a compromise choice at the 1880 Republican convention. His election precipitated a great battle over patronage, the new president standing in a sort of no-man's-land between the factions. He did stand up to the most grasping politicians, resisting in particular the demands of Senator Conkling. By backing the investigation of a post office scandal and by appointing a Half-Breed collector of the Port of New York, he infuriated the Stalwarts. In July 1881 an unbalanced Stalwart lawyer named Charles J. Guiteau shot Garfield in the Washington railroad station. After lingering for weeks, the president died on September 19. 

The assassination of Garfield elevated Chester A. Arthur to the presidency. Arthur was an early convert to the Republican party and rose rapidly in its local councils. In 1871 Grant gave him the juiciest political plum in the country, the collectorship of the Port of New York, which he held until removed by Hayes in 1878 for refusing to keep his hands out of party politics. The only elective position he ever held was the vice-presidency. 

The tragic circumstances of his elevation to the presidency sobered Arthur considerably. He handled patronage matters with restraint, and he gave at least nominal support to the movement for civil service reform, which had been strengthened by the public indignation following the assassination of Garfield. In 1883 Congress passed the Pendleton Act, "classifying" about 10 percent of all government jobs and creating the bipartisan Civil Service Commission to administer competitive examinations for these positions. The law made it illegal to force officeholders to make political contributions and empowered the president to expand the list of classified positions at his discretion. 

Many politicians resented the new system one senator denounced it as "un-American"-but the Pendleton Act opened a new era in government administration. The results have been summed up by the historian Ari Hoogenboom: 'An unprofessional civil service becalm more professionalized. Better educated civil servants were recruited and society accorded them a higher place... Local political considerations gave way in civil servants' minds to the national concerns of a federal office. Business influence and ideals replaced those of the politician. 

Arthur urged the appointment of a nonpartisan commission to study tariff rates and to suggest rational reductions. When the commission was created, he urged Congress to adopt its recommendations. He came out for federal regulation of railroads several years before the passage of the Interstate Commerce Act. As an administrator he was systematic, thoughtful, businesslike, and at the same time cheerful and considerate; nevertheless, he was a political failure. He made no real attempt to push his program through Congress, instead devoting most of his energies to a futile effort to build up his personal following in the Republican party by distributing favors. But the Stalwarts would not forgive his "desertion," and the reform element could not forget his past. At the 1884 convention the politicos shunted him aside. 

The election of 1884 brought the Democrat Grover Cleveland to the White House. Elected governor of New York in 1882, his no-nonsense attitude toward public administration endeared him to civil service reformers at the same time that his basic conservatism pleased businessmen. When he vetoed a popular bill to force a reduction in the fares charged by the New York City elevated railway on the grounds that it was an unconstitutional violation of the company's franchise, his stock soared, and the Democrats nominated him for president in 1884. 

The election revolved around personal issues, for the platforms of the parties were almost identical. On the one hand, the Republican candidate, the dynamic James G. Blaine, had an immense following, but his reputation had been soiled by the publication of the "Mulligan letters," which connected him with the corrupt granting of congressional favors to the Little Rock and Fort Smith Railroad. On the other hand, it came out during the campaign that Cleveland, a bachelor, had fathered an illegitimate child. 

Blaine lost more heavily in the mudslinging than Cleveland, whose quiet courage telling the truth when his past was brought to light contrasted favorably with Blaine's unconvincing denials. A significant group of eastern Republicans, known as Mugwumps, campaigned for the Democrats.* However, Blaine ran a strong race against a general pro-Democratic trend; Cleveland won the election by fewer than 25,000 votes. The change of 600 ballots in New York would have given that state, and the presidency, to his opponent. 

Civil service reformers overestimated Cleveland's commitment to their cause, for he believed in rotation in office, being as convinced as Andrew Jackson that anyone of "reasonable intelligence" could handle most government jobs. He did, however, insist on honesty and efficiency; as a result, he made few poor appointments. However, Cleveland had little imagination and too narrow a conception of his powers and duties to be a successful president. He could defend a position against heavy odds, yet he lacked flexibility. He took a fairly broad view of the powers of the federal government, but he thought it unseemly to put pressure on Congress, believing in "the entire independence of the executive and legislative branches." 

Toward the end of his term Cleveland bestirred himself and tried to provide constructive leadership on the tariff question. The government was embarrassed by a large surplus revenue, which Cleveland hoped to reduce by cutting the duties on necessities and on raw materials used in manufacturing. He devoted his entire annual message of December 1887 to the tariff, thereby focusing public attention on the subject. 

The House of Representatives, dominated by southern Democrats, passed a bill reducing many duties, but the measure, known as the Mills bill, was flagrantly partisan: It slashed rates on iron products, glass, wool, and other items made in the North but left those on southern goods almost untouched. The Republican-controlled Senate rejected the Mills bill, and the issue was left to be settled by the voters at the 1888 election. 

In that contest, Cleveland obtained a plurality of the popular vote, but his opponent, Benjamin Harrison, grandson of President William Henry Harrison, carried most of the key northeastern industrial states by narrow margins, thereby obtaining a comfortable majority in the electoral college, 233 to 168. 

Although intelligent and able, Harrison was too reserved to make a good politician. He did not suffer fools gladly and kept even his most important advisers at arm's length. One observer called him a "human iceberg." He believed ardently in protective tariffs, stating firmly, if illogically, that he was against "cheaper coats" because cheaper coats seemed "necessarily to involve a cheaper man and woman under the coat." 

Harrison professed to favor civil service reform. He appointed the vigorous young reformer Theodore Roosevelt to the Civil Service Commission and then proceeded to undercut him systematically. Before long the frustrated Roosevelt was calling the president a "cold blooded, narrow minded, prejudiced, obstinate, timid old psalm singing Indianapolis politician." 

Under Harrison, Congress distinguished itself by expending, for the first time in a period of peace, more than $1 billion in a single session. It raised tariffs to an all-time high. The Sherman Antitrust Act was passed; so was the Silver Purchase Act, authorizing the government to coin large amounts of that metal, a measure much desired by mining interests and advocates of inflation. A "force" bill providing for federal control of elections as a means of protecting the right of southern blacks to vote-a right increasingly under attack-passed the House only to be filibustered to death in the Senate. 

Harrison had little to do with these measures. By and large he failed, as one historian has said, to give the people "magnetic and responsive leadership." The Republicans lost control of Congress in 1890, and two years later Grover Cleveland swept back into power, defeating Harrison by more than 350,000 votes. 

Congressional Leaders
Among the lesser politicians of the period, the most outstanding was unquestionably James G. Blaine of Maine, who served in Congress from 1863 to 1881, first in the House and then in the Senate. Blaine had many of the qualities that mark a great leader: personal dynamism, imagination, political intuition, oratorical ability, and a broad view of the national interest. He was basically a reasonable man. He favored sound money without inflexibly opposing every suggestion for increasing the volume of the currency. He supported the protective tariff system -yet advocated reciprocity agreements to increase foreign trade. He adopted a tolerant attitude toward the South. Almost alone among the politicians of his generation, he was deeply interested in foreign affairs. His personal warmth captivated thousands. 

That Blaine, though perennially an aspirant, never became president was in part a reflection of his abilities and his participation in so many controversial affairs. Naturally, he aroused jealousies and made many enemies. But some inexplicable flaw marred his character. He had a streak of recklessness entirely out of keeping with his reasonable position on most issues. The scandal of the Mulligan letters made a dark blot on his record. Blaine moved through history amid cheers and won a host of spectacular if petty triumphs, yet his career was barren, essentially tragic. 

Roscoe Conkling's was another remarkable but empty career. Conkling served in Congress almost continually from 1859 to 1881 and was a great power, yet no measure of importance was attached to his name. He squandered his energies in acrimonious personal quarrels, caring only for partisan advantage. 

Dozens of other figures might be mentioned. Congressman William McKinley of Ohio was the most personally attractive. A man of simple honesty, nobility of character, and quiet warmth, he was a politician to the core. The tariff was McKinley's special competence, the principle of protection his guiding star. In the early 1890s, the pinnacle of his career still lay in the future. 

Another Ohioan, John Sherman, brother of the famous Civil War general, accomplished the remarkable feat of holding national office continuously for nearly half a century, from 1855 to 1898. However, he was colorless and stiff and altogether too willing to compromise his beliefs for political advantage. Sherman gave his name (and not much else) to the Antitrust Act of 1890 and to other important legislation, but in retrospect he left little mark on the history of the country despite his long service. 

Thomas B. Reed, Republican congressman from Maine, was elected Speaker of the House in 1890 and quickly won the nickname "Czar" because of his autocratic way of expediting business. His control became so absolute that Washington jokesters said that representatives dared not breathe without his permission. Reed had large ambitions and the courage of his convictions, but his vindictiveness kept him from exercising a constructive influence on his times. 

Agricultural Discontent
The vacuity of American politics may well have stemmed from the complacency of the middle-class majority. The country was growing, no foreign enemy threatened it, and the poor were mostly recent immigrants, blacks, and others with little influence, easily ignored by those in comfortable circumstances. However, one important group in society suffered increasingly as the years rolled by: the farmers. Out of their travail came the force that finally, in the 1890s, brought American politics face to face with the problems of the age. 

Immediately after the Civil War, wheat sold for nearly $1.50 a bushel, and in the early 1870s it was still worth well over a dollar. By the mid-1890s the average price stood in the neighborhood of 60 cents. Cotton, the great southern staple, which sold for more than 30 cents a pound in 1866 and 15 cents in the early 1870s, at times in the 1890s fell below 6 cents. 

The tariff on manufactured goods appeared to aggravate the farmers' predicament, and so did the domestic marketing system, which enabled a multitude of middlemen to gobble up a large share of the profits of agriculture. The shortage of credit, particularly in the South, was an additional burden. Furthermore, the improvements in transportation that made it practicable for farmers in Australia, Canada, Russia, and Argentina to sell their produce in western European markets increased the competition faced by Americans seeking to dispose of surplus produce abroad. 

Throughout the mid-1880s farmers on the plains had experienced boom conditions. Adequate rainfall produced bountiful harvests, credit was available, and property values rose rapidly. In the 1880s the population of Kansas increased by 43 percent, that of Nebraska by 134 percent, that of the Dakotas by 278 percent. This agricultural expansion contributed to the destruction of open-range cattle raising and changed the economy of cattle towns Eke Dodge City, which came to depend more on farmers than on cowboys and ranchers for business. 

Speculative booms occur periodically in every frontier district; like all others, this one collapsed when settlers and investors took a more realistic look at the prospects of the region. In this case special circumstances turned the slump into a catastrophe. A succession of dry years shattered the hopes of the farmers. The downward swing of the business cycle in the early 1890s completed the devastation. Settlers who had paid more for their lands than they were worth and borrowed money at high interest rates to do so found themselves squeezed relentlessly. Thousands lost their farms and returned eastward, penniless and dispirited. The population of Nebraska increased by fewer than 4,000 persons in the entire decade of the 1890s. 

The Populist Movement
The agricultural depression triggered a new outburst of farm radicalism, the alliance movement. Alliances were organizations of farmers' clubs, most of which had sprung up during the bad times of the late 1870s. The first Knights of Reliance group was founded in 1877 in Lampasas County, Texas. As the Farmers Alliance, this organization expanded in northeastern Texas, and after 1885 it spread rapidly throughout the cotton states. Alliance leaders stressed cooperation. Their co-ops bought fertilizer and other supplies in bulk and sold them at fair prices to members. They sought to market their crops cooperatively but could not raise the necessary capital from banks-with the result that some of them began to question the workings of the American financial and monetary system. They became economic and social radicals in the process. In the northern regions a similar though less influential alliance movement developed. 

The alliances adopted somewhat differing policies, but all agreed that agricultural prices were too low, that transportation costs were too high, and that something was radically wrong with the nation's financial system. All agreed, too, on the need for political action if the lot of the agriculturalist was to be improved. 

Although the state alliances of the Dakotas and Kansas joined the Southern Alliance in 1889, for a time local prejudices and conflicting interests prevented the formation of a single national organization. Northern farmers mostly voted Republican, southerners Democratic, and resentments dating back to the Civil War lingered in all sections. Cotton producing southerners opposed the protective tariff; most northerners, fearing the competition of foreign grain producers, favored it. Railroad regulation and federal land policy seemed vital questions to northerners; financial reform loomed largest in southern eyes. Northerners were receptive to the idea of forming a third party, while southerners, wedded to the one-party system, preferred working to capture local Democratic machines. 

The farm groups entered local politics in the 1890 elections. Convinced of the righteousness of their cause, they campaigned with tremendous fervor. The results were encouraging. In the South, Alliance-sponsored gubernatorial candidates won in Georgia, Tennessee, South Carolina, and Texas; 8 southern legislatures fell under Alliance control, 44 congressmen and 3 senators committed to Alliance objectives were sent to Washington. In the West, Alliance candidates swept Kansas and captured a majority in the Nebraska legislature. In Minnesota and South Dakota they won enough offices to hold the balance of power between the major parties. 

Such success, coupled with the reluctance of the Republicans and Democrats to make concessions to their demands, encouraged Alliance leaders to create a new national party. By uniting southern and western farmers, they broke the sectional barrier erected by the Civil War. If they could recruit industrial workers, perhaps a real political revolution could be accomplished. In February 1892 farm leaders, representatives of the Knights of Labor, and various professional reformers organized the People's, or Populist, party and issued a call for a national convention to meet at Omaha in July. 

That convention nominated General James B. Weaver of Iowa for president and drafted a platform that called for a graduated income tax and national ownership of the railroads and the telegraph and telephone systems. It also proposed "subtreasury" plan that would permit farmers to hold nonperishable crops off the market when prices were low. To combat deflation further, the platform demanded the unlimited coinage of silver and an increase in the money supply "to no less than $50 per capita." 

To make the government more responsive to public opinion, the Populists urged the adoption of the initiative and referendum procedures and the election of United States senators by popular vote. To win the support of industrial workers, the platform denounced the use of Pinkerton detectives in labor disputes and backed the eight-hour day and the restriction of "undesirable" immigration. 

The Populists created what the historian Lawrence Goodwyn has called "a multi-sectional institution of reform." They were not, however, revolutionaries. They saw themselves not as a persecuted minority but as a victimized majority betrayed by what would now be called the establishment. They were ambivalent about the free enterprise system, and they tended to attribute social and economic injustices not to built-in inequities in the system but to nefarious conspiracies organized by selfish interests in order to subvert the system. 

The appearance of the new party was the most exciting and significant aspect of the presidential campaign of 1892, which saw Harrison and Cleveland refighting the election of 1888. The Populists put forth a host of colorful spellbinders: Tom Watson, a hot-tempered Georgia congressman; William A. Peffer, a senator from Kansas whose long beard and grave demeanor gave him the look of a Hebrew prophet; "Sockless Jerry" Simpson of Kansas, unlettered but full of grass-roots shrewdness and wit; Ignatius Donnelly, who claimed to be an authority on science, Shakespeare, and economics and whose widely read novel, Caesar's Column (1891), pictured an America of the future wherein a handful of plutocrats tyrannized masses of downtrodden workers and serfs. 

In the one-party South, Populist strategists sought to wean black farmers away from the ruling Democratic organization. Their competition forced the "subsidies" paid for black votes up to as much as a dollar-two days' wages. Southern black farmers had their own Colored Alliance, and even before 1892 their leaders had worked closely with the white alliances. Of course, the blacks would be useless if they could not vote; therefore, white Populist leaders opposed the southern trend toward disfranchising blacks and called for full civil rights for all. In the Northwest the Populists assailed the "bankers' conspiracy" in unbridled terms. Ignatius Donnelly, running for governor of Minnesota, made 150 speeches, vowing to make the campaign "the liveliest ever seen" in the state. 

The results proved disappointing. Tom Watson lost his seat in Congress, and Donnelly ran a poor third in the Minnesota gubernatorial race. The Populists did sweep Kansas. They elected local officials in other western states and cast over a million votes for General Weaver. But the effort to unite white and black farmers in the South failed miserably. Conservative Democrats, while continuing with considerable success to attract black voters, played on racial fears cruelly, insisting that the Populists sought to undermine white supremacy. Since most white Populists saw the alliance with blacks as at best a marriage of convenience, this argument had a deadly effect. Elsewhere, the party made no significant impression. Urban workers remained aloof. 

By standing firmly for conservative financial policies, Cleveland attracted considerable Republican support and won a solid victory over Harrison in the electoral college, 277 to 145. Weaver's electoral vote was 22. 

Showdown on Silver
One conclusion that politicians reached after analyzing the 1892 returns was that the money question was of paramount interest to the voters. By the early 1890s, discussion of federal monetary policy revolved around the coinage of silver. Traditionally, the United States had been on a bimetallic standard: Both gold and silver were coined, the number of grains of each in the dollar being adjusted periodically to reflect the commercial value of the two metals. An act of 1792 established a 15-to-1 ratio 371.25 grains of silver and 24.75 grains of gold were each worth one dollar at the Mint. In 1834 the ratio was changed to 16 to 1, and in 1853 to 14.8 to I to reflect the new discoveries of gold in California. This ratio slightly undervalued silver; in 1861, for example, the amount of silver bullion in a dollar was worth $1.03 on the open market, so no one took silver to the Mint for coinage. However, an avalanche of silver from the mines of Nevada and Colorado gradually depressed the price until, around 1874, it again became profitable for miners to coin their bullion. Alas, when they tried to do so, they discovered that the Coinage Act of 1873, taking account of the fact that no silver had been presented to the Mint in years, had demonetized the metal. 

The silver miners denounced this "Crime of '73," and inflationists, who wanted more money put into circulation regardless of its base, joined them in demanding a return to bimetallism. Conservatives, still fighting the battle against greenback paper money, resisted strongly. The result was a series of compromises. In 1878 the Bland-Allison Act authorized the purchase of $2 to $4 million of silver a month at the market price, but this had little inflationary effect because the government consistently purchased the minimum amount. In 1890 the Sherman Silver Purchase Act required the government to buy 4.5 million ounces of silver monthly, but in the face of increasing supplies, the price of silver fell still further. The ratio reached 26 to 1 in 1893 and 32 to 1 in 1894 a year later. 

The compromises satisfied no one. Silver miners grumbled because their bullion brought in only half what it had in the early 1870s. Debtors noted angrily that because of the general decline in prices, the dollars they used to meet their obligations were worth more than twice as much as in 1865. Advocates of the gold standard feared that unlimited silver coinage would be authorized, "destroying the value of the dollar." When a financial panic brought on by the collapse of the London banking house of Baring Brothers ushered in a severe industrial depression, the confidence of both silverites and "gold bugs" was further eroded. 

President Cleveland believed that the controversy over silver had caused the depression by shaking the confidence of the business community. He summoned a special session of Congress, and by exerting immense political pressure, he obtained the repeal of the Sherman Silver Purchase Act in October 1893. All that this accomplished was to split the Democratic party, its southern and western wings deserting him almost to a man. 

During 1894 and 1895, while the nation floundered in the worst depression it had ever experienced, a series of events further undermined public confidence. In the spring of 1894 several "armies" of the unemployed, the most imposing led by Jacob S. Coxey, an eccentric Ohio businessman, marched on Washington to demand relief. Coxey wanted the government to undertake a program of federal public works and to authorize local communities to exchange non-interest-bearing bonds with the Treasury for $500 million in paper money, the funds to be used to hire unemployed workers to build roads. 

The scheme, Coxey claimed, would pump money into the economy, provide work for the jobless, and benefit the entire nation by improving transportation facilities. When Coxey's group of demonstrators, perhaps 500 in all, reached Washington, he and two other leaders were arrested for trespassing on the grounds of the Capitol. Their followers were dispersed by club-wielding policemen. This callous treatment convinced many Americans that the government had little interest in the suffering of the people, an opinion strengthened when Cleveland, in July 1894, used federal troops to crush the Pullman strike. 

The next year the Supreme Court handed down several reactionary decisions. In United States v. E. C. Knight Company it refused to employ the Sherman Antitrust Act to break up the Sugar Trust. In Pollock v. Farmers' Loan and Trust Company it invalidated a federal income tax law. Finally, the Court denied a writ of habeas corpus to Eugene V. Debs of the American Railway Union, who was languishing in prison for disobeying a federal injunction during the Pullman strike. 

On top of these indications of official conservatism came a desperate financial crisis. Throughout 1894 the Treasury's supply of gold dwindled as worried citizens exchanged greenbacks (now convertible into gold) for hard money and foreign investors cashed in large amounts of American securities. Early in 1895 the gold reserve touched a low point of $41 million. 

At this juncture a syndicate of bankers headed by J. P. Morgan turned the tide by underwriting a $62 million bond issue, guaranteeing that half the gold would come from Europe. This caused a great public outcry; the spectacle of the nation being saved from bankruptcy by a private banker infuriated millions. 

As the presidential election of 1896 approached, with the Populists demanding unlimited coinage of silver at a ratio of 16 to 1, the major parties found it impossible to continue straddling the money question. The Populist vote had increased by 42 percent in the 1894 congressional elections. After a generation of political equivocation, the major parties had to face an important issue squarely. 

The Republicans, meeting to choose a candidate at St. Louis in June 1896, came out in favor of the gold standard and nominated Ohio's William McKinley for president. The Democratic convention met in July at Chicago. The pro-gold Cleveland element made a hard fight, but the silverites swept them aside. The high point came when a youthful Nebraskan named William Jennings Bryan spoke for silver against gold, for western farmers against the industrial East. His every sentence provoked ear-shattering applause. "Burn down your cities and leave our farms," he said, "and your cities will spring up again as if by magic; but destroy our farms and the grass will grow in the streets of every city in the country." He ended with a marvelous figure of speech that set the tone for the coming campaign. "You shall not press down upon the brow of labor this crown of thorns," he warned, bringing his hands down suggestively to his temples. "You shall not crucify mankind upon a cross of gold!" Dramatically, he extended his arms to the side, the very figure of the crucified Christ. The convention promptly adopted a platform calling for "the free and unlimited coinage of both silver and gold at the present legal ratio of 16 to 1" and went on to nominate Bryan, who was barely 36, for president. 

This action put tremendous pressure on the Populists. If they supported Bryan, they risked losing their party identity; if they nominated another candidate, they would ensure McKinley's election. Those more concerned with immediate political advantage, especially incumbent and potential officeholders, took the former position. Others (mostly old Alliance members raised in the cooperative movement) who considered free silver a minor issue and a poor substitute for the subtreasury plan as an approach to the deflation problem, rejected "fusion" with the Democrats. In part because the delegates could not find a person of stature willing to become a candidate against him, the Populist convention nominated Bryan, seeking to preserve the party identity by substituting Tom Watson for the Democratic vice-presidential nominee, Arthur Sewall of Maine. 

The Election of 1896
Never did a presidential campaign arouse such intense emotions. The Republicans from the silver mining states swung solidly behind Bryan. The gold Democrats refused to accept the decision of the Chicago convention and nominated a candidate of their own, 79-year-old Senator John M. Palmer of Illinois. Palmer ran only to injure Bryan. "Fellow Democrats," he announced, "I will not consider it any great fault if you decide to cast your vote for William McKinley." 

At the start the Republicans seemed to have everything in their favor. Bryan's youth and relative lack of political experience-two terms in the House--contrasted unfavorably with McKinley's long service in Congress and as governor of Ohio and with his reputation for honesty and good judgment. The severe depression operated in favor of the party out of power. Furthermore, the newspapers came out almost unanimously for the Republicans. The Democrats had very little money and few well-known speakers to fight the campaign. 

But Bryan proved to be a formidable opponent. Casting aside tradition, he took to the stump personally, traveling 18,000 miles and making over 600 speeches. He was one of the great orators, projecting an image of absolute sincerity without appearing fanatical or argumentative. At every major stop on his tour, huge crowds assembled. Everywhere he hammered away at the money question. Yet he  did not neglect other issues. He was defending, he said, "all the people who suffer from the operations of trusts, syndicates, and combines." 

McKinley's campaign was managed by a new type of politician, Marcus Alonzo Hanna, an Ohio businessman. In a sense Hanna was a product of the Pendleton Civil Service Act. When deprived of the contributions of officeholders, the parties turned to business for funds, and Hanna had one foot in each camp. He spent about $100,000 of his own money on the preconvention campaign. Before most Republicans realized how effective Bryan was on the stump, Hanna perceived the danger and sprang into action. Since the late 1880s the character of political organization had been changing. The Civil Service Act was also cutting down on the number of jobs available to reward campaign workers. At the same time, the new mass-circulation newspapers and the nationwide press associations were increasing the pressure on candidates to speak openly and often on national issues. This trend put a premium on party organization and consistency-the political trick of speaking out of one side of the mouth to one audience and out of the other to another no longer worked very well. The old military metaphors of political discourse, the terms campaign and spoils and standard bearer, remained, but others more businesslike became popular: boss, machine, lobbyist. 

As the federal government became more involved in economic issues, business interests found more reason to be concerned about national elections and were more willing to spend money on behalf of candidates whose views they approved. In the campaign of 1888 the Republicans had set up a businessmen's "advisory board" to raise money and stir up enthusiasm for Benjamin Harrison. 

Hanna understood what was happening to politics. Certain that money was the key to political power, he raised an enormous campaign fund. When businessmen hesitated to contribute, he pried open their purses by a combination of persuasion and intimidation. Banks and insurance companies were 

"assessed" a percentage of their assets, big corporations a share of their receipts, until some $3.5 million had been collected. 

Hanna disbursed these funds with efficiency and imagination. He sent 1,500 speakers into the doubtful districts and blanketed the land with 250 million pieces of campaign literature, printed in a dozen languages. "He has advertised McKinley as if he were a patent medicine," Theodore Roosevelt exclaimed. 

McKinley conducted a "front-porch campaign," making the proceedings seem delightfully informal. From every comer of the land, groups representing various regions, occupations, and interests descended on McKinley's unpretentious frame house in Canton, Ohio. Gathering on the lawn-the grass was soon reduced to mud, the fence stripped of pickets by souvenir hunters-the visitors paid their compliments to the candidate and heard him deliver a brief speech, while beside him on the porch his aged mother and adoring invalid wife listened with rapt attention. Then there was a small reception, during which the delegates were given an opportunity to shake their host's hand. 

Despite the air of informality, these performances were carefully staged. The delegations arrived on a tightly coordinated schedule worked out by McKinley's staff and the railroads, which operated cut-rate excursion trains to Canton from all over the nation. McKinley was fully briefed on the special interests and attitudes of each group and on occasion even wrote the visitors' speeches himself. His own talks were carefully prepared, each calculated to make a particular point. All were reported fully in the newspapers. Thus without moving from his doorstep, McKinley met thousands of people from every section of the country. 

These tactics worked admirably. On election day McKinley carried the East; the Middle West, including even Iowa, Minnesota, and North Dakota; and the Pacific Coast states of Oregon and California. Bryan won in the South, the plains states, and the Rocky Mountain region. McKinley collected 271 electoral votes to Bryan's 176, the popular vote being 7,036,000 to 6,468,000.

The Meaning of the Election
The sharp sectional division marked the failure of the Populist effort to unite northern and southern farmers and also the triumph of the industrial part of the country over the agricultural. Business and financial interests voted solidly for the Republicans, but other groups were far from united. Many thousands of farmers voted for McKinley, and a preponderance of the labor vote went to him as well. The Republicans carried nearly all the large cities, and in closely contested states like Illinois and Ohio this made the difference between victory and defeat. 

During the campaign some frightened Republicans had laid plans for fleeing the country if Bryan were elected, and belligerent ones, such as Theodore Roosevelt, at the time police commissioner of New York City, readied themselves to meet the "social revolutionaries" on the battlefield. Victory sent such people into transports of joy. Most conservatives concluded happily that the way of life they so fervently admired had been saved for all time. However heartfelt, such sentiments were not founded on fact. With workers standing beside capitalists and with the farm vote split, it cannot be said that the election divided the nation class against class or that McKinley's victory saved the country from revolution. 

Far from representing a triumph for the status quo, the election marked the coming of age of modem America. The battle between gold and silver, which everyone had considered so vital, had little real significance. The inflationists seemed to have been beaten, but new gold discoveries in Alaska and South Africa and improved methods of extracting gold from low-grade ores soon led to a great expansion of the money supply. Within two decades the system of basing the volume of currency on bullion had been abandoned. 

Bryan and the "political" Populists who supported him, supposedly the advance agents of revolution, were oriented more toward the past than the future. Their ideal was the rural America of Jefferson and Jackson. McKinley, for all his innate conservatism, was capable of looking ahead toward the new century. His approach was national where Bryan's was basically parochial. Though never daring and seldom imaginative, McKinley was able to deal pragmatically with current problems. Before long, as the United States became increasingly an exporter of manufactures, he would even modify his position on the tariff. And no one better reflected the spirit of the age than Mark Hanna, the outstanding political realist of his generation. Far from preventing change, the outcome of the election of 1896 made possible still greater changes when the United States moved into the 20th century.

CHAPTER 20

From Isolation to Empire

AMERICANS HAVE ALWAYS BEEN somewhat ambivalent in their attitudes toward other nations. At no time was this more clearly the case than in the decades following the Civil War. Occupied with the task of exploiting the West and building their great industrial machine, they gave little thought to foreign affairs. 

America's Divided View of the World 
Late-19th-century Americans never ignored world affairs entirely. They had little direct concern for what went on in Europe, but their interest in Latin America was great and growing, in the Far East only somewhat less so. Economic developments, especially certain shifts in foreign commerce resulting from industrialization, were strengthening this interest with every passing year. 

The disdain of the people of the United States for Europe was based on faith in the unique character of American civilization-and the opposite of that belief, suspicion of Europe's aristocratic and supposedly decadent society. When occasional conflicts with one or another of the great powers erupted, the United States pressed its claims hard. It insisted, for example, that Great Britain pay for the loss of some 100,000 tons of American shipping sunk by Confederate cruisers that had been built in British yards during the Civil War. In 1871 the two nations signed the Treaty of Washington, agreeing to arbitrate these so-called Alabama claims. The next year the judges awarded the United States $15.5 million for the ships and cargoes that had been destroyed. 

In the 1880s a squabble developed with Germany, France, and a number of other countries over their banning of American pork products, ostensibly because some uninspected American pork was discovered to be diseased. The affair produced a great deal of windy oratory denouncing European autocracy and led to threats of economic retaliation. Congress eventually provided for the inspection of meat destined for export, and in 1891 the European nations lifted the ban. Similarly, there were repeated alarms and outbursts of anti-British feeling in the United States in connection with Great Britain's treatment of Ireland, motivated chiefly by the desire of politicians to appeal to Irish-American voters. 

Origins of the Large Policy
The nation's interests elsewhere in the world gradually increased. During the Civil War, France had established a protectorate over Mexico, installing Archduke Maximilian of Austria as emperor. In 1866 Secretary of State William H. Seward demanded that the French withdraw, and the government moved 50,000 soldiers to the Rio Grande. Fearing American intervention, among other reasons, the French did pull their troops out of Mexico during the winter of 1866-1867. Shortly thereafter, at Seward's instigation, the United States purchased Alaska from Russia for $7.2 million, thereby ridding the continent of another foreign power. 

That same year, 1867, the aggressive Seward acquired the Midway Islands in the western Pacific, which had been discovered in 1859 by an American naval officer, N. C. Brooks. Seward also made overtures toward annexing the Hawaiian Islands, and he looked longingly at Cuba. But the nation was unready for such grandiose schemes; Seward had to admit that there was no significant support in the country for his expansionist plans. 

Americans' preoccupation with internal growth eventually led them to look outward. In the late 1880s the country was exporting a steadily increasing share of its agricultural and industrial output. The character of foreign trade was also changing: Manufactures loomed ever more important among exports. When American industrialists became conscious of their ability to compete with Europeans in far-off markets, they took more interest in world affairs, particularly during periods of depression, when domestic consumption fell. 

Shifting intellectual currents further altered attitudes. Darwin's theories, applicable by analogy to international relations, gave the concept of manifest destiny a new plausibility. Darwinists like the historian John Fiske argued that the American democratic system of government was so clearly the world's "fittest" that it was destined to spread peacefully over "every land on the earth's surface." In Our Country (1885), Josiah Strong found racist and religious justifications for American expansionism, again based on the theory of evolution. 

The completion of the conquest of the West encouraged Americans to consider expansion beyond the seas. "For nearly 300 years the dominant fact in American life has been expansion," declared Frederick Jackson Turner, propounder of the frontier thesis. "That these energies of expansion will no longer operate would be a rash prediction." 

Military and strategic arguments were advanced to justify adopting a "large" policy. Although no foreign power menaced the country, the army commanders were much concerned with developing and maintaining a professional officer corps. The decrepit state of the navy vexed many of its officers and led one of them, Captain Alfred Thayer Mahan, to develop a startling theory about the importance of sea power, which he explained to the public in two important books, The Influence of Sea Power upon History (1890) and The Influence of Sea Power upon the French Revolution and Empire (1892). According to Mahan, history proved, that a nation with a powerful navy and the overseas bases necessary to maintain it would be invulnerable in war and prosperous in time of peace. Applied to the current American situation, this meant that in addition to building a modern fleet, the United States should obtain a string of coaling stations and bases in the Caribbean, annex the Hawaiian Islands, and cut a canal across Central America. Writing at a time when the imperialist-minded European nations were showing signs of extending their influence in South America and the Pacific, Mahan attracted many influential disciples who helped persuade Congress to increase naval appropriations. 

The Course of Empire in the Pacific 
The interest of the United States in the Pacific and the Far East began in the late 18th century, when the first American merchant ship dropped anchor in Canton harbor. The Hawaiian Islands were an important way station on the route to China, and by 1820 merchants and missionaries were making contacts there. As early as 1854 a movement to annex the islands existed, though this foundered because Hawaii insisted on being admitted to the Union as a state. Commodore Perry's expedition to Japan led to the signing of a commercial treaty (1858) that opened several Japanese ports to American traders. 

The United States pursued a policy of cooperating with the European powers in expanding commercial opportunities in the Far East. This policy did not change radically after the Civil War. Despite Chinese protests over the exclusion of their nationals from the United States after 1882, American commercial privileges in China were not disturbed. American influence in Hawaii increased; the descendants of missionary families most of them engaged in raising sugar, dominated the Hawaiian monarchy. In 1875 a reciprocity treaty admitted Hawaiian sugar to the United States free of duty in return for a promise to yield no territory to a foreign power. When this treaty was renewed in 1887, the United States obtained the right to establish a naval base at Pearl Harbor. In addition to occupying Midway Island, America obtained a foothold in the Samoan Islands in the South Pacific. 

During the 1890s American interest in the Pacific area steadily intensified. Conditions in Hawaii had much to do with this. The McKinley Tariff Act of 1890, discontinuing the duty on raw sugar and compensating American producers of cane and beet sugar by granting them a bounty of 2 cents a pound, struck Hawaiian sugar growers hard, for it destroyed the advantage they had gained in the reciprocity treaty. The following year the death of the complaisant King Kalakaua brought Queen Lihuokalani, a determined nationalist, to the throne. Placing herself at the head of a "Hawaii for the Hawaiians" movement, she abolished the existing constitution under which the white minority had pretty much controlled the islands and attempted to rule as an absolute monarch. 

The resident Americans then staged a coup. In January 1893, with the connivance of the United States minister, John L. Stevens, who ordered 150 marines from the cruiser Boston into Honolulu, they deposed Queen Liliuokalani and set up a provisional government. Stevens recognized the regime at once, and the new government promptly sent a delegation to Washington to seek a treaty of annexation. 

In the closing days of the Harrison administration such a treaty was negotiated and sent to the Senate, but when Cleveland took office in March, he withdrew it, dismissed Stevens, and attempted to restore Queen Liliuokalani. Since the provisional government was by that time firmly entrenched, this could not be accomplished peacefully, and Cleveland was unwilling to use force against the Americans in the islands, however much he objected to their actions. The revolutionary government of Hawaii remained in power, independent yet eager to be annexed. 

The Hawaiian debate continued sporadically over the next four years. It provided a thorough airing of the question of overseas expansion. Fears that another power-Great Britain or perhaps Japan-might step into the void created by Cleveland's refusal to act alarmed advocates of annexation. When the Republicans returned to power in 1897, a new annexation treaty was negotiated, but domestic sugar producers now threw their weight against it, and the McKinley administration could not obtain the necessary two-thirds majority in the Senate. Finally, in July 1898, after the outbreak of the Spanish-American Mr, Congress annexed the islands by joint resolution, a procedure requiring only a simple majority vote. 

The Course of Empire in Latin America 
Most of the arguments for extending American influence in the Pacific applied more strongly to Central and South America, where the United States had much larger economic interests and where the strategic importance of the region was clear. Furthermore, the Monroe Doctrine had long conditioned the American people to the idea of acting to protect national interests in the Western Hemisphere. 

As early as 1869 President Grant had come out for an American-owned canal across the isthmus of Panama, in spite of the fact that the United States had agreed in the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty with Great Britain (1850) that neither nation would "obtain or maintain for itself any exclusive control" over an interoceanic canal. In 1880, when the French engineer Ferdinand de Lesseps organized a company to build a canal across the isthmus, President Hayes announced that the United States would not permit a European power to control such a waterway. "The policy of the country is a canal under American control," he announced, again blithely disregarding of the Clayton-Bulwer agreement. 

Aside from minor incidents, no trouble developed in Latin America until 1895. Then, quite suddenly, the United States found itself on the verge of war as a result of a crisis in Venezuela. Before this issue was settled Cleveland had proclaimed the most powerful statement of American hegemony in the hemisphere ever uttered. 

The tangled borderland between Venezuela and British Guiana had long been in dispute, Venezuela demanding more of the region than it was entitled to and Great Britain submitting exaggerated claims and imperiously refusing to submit the question to arbitration. What made a crisis of the controversy was the political situation in the United States. With his party rapidly deserting him because of his stand on the silver question, and with the election of 1896 approaching, President Cleveland desperately needed a popular issue. 

There was considerable latent anti-British feeling in the United States. By taking the Venezuelan side in the boundary dispute, Cleveland would be defending a weak neighbor against a great power, a position certain to evoke a popular response. 

Cleveland did not resist the temptation to intervene. In July 1895 he ordered Secretary of State Richard Olney to send a near-ultimatum to the British. By occupying the disputed territory, Olney insisted, Great Britain was invading Venezuela and violating the Monroe Doctrine. Quite gratuitously, he went on to boast: "To-day the United States is practically sovereign on this continent, and its fiat is law upon the subjects to which it confines its interposition." Unless Great Britain responded promptly by agreeing to arbitration, the president would call the question to the attention of Congress. 

The note threatened war, but the British ignored it for months. They did not take the United States seriously as a world power. When Lord Salisbury, the prime minister and foreign secretary, finally replied, he rejected outright the argument that the Monroe Doctrine had any status under international law and refused to arbitrate what he called the exaggerated pretensions" of the Venezuelans. 

If Olney's note had been belligerent, this reply was supercilious and sharp to the point of asperity. Cleveland was furious. On December 17, 1895, he asked Congress for authority to appoint an American commission to determine the correct line between British Guiana and Venezuela. When that had been done, he added, the United States should "resist by every means in its power" the appropriation by Great Britain of any territory "we have determined of right belongs to Venezuela." Congress responded at once, unanimously appropriating $100,000 for the boundary commission. Popular approval was almost universal. 

In Great Britain, government and people suddenly awoke to the seriousness of the situation. No one wanted a war with the United States over a remote patch of tropical real estate. Canada would be terribly vulnerable to American attack. The immense potential strength of the United States could no longer be ignored. Why make an enemy of a nation of 70 million, already the richest industrial power in the world? To fight with the United States, the British now realized, "would be an absurdity as well as a crime.  

Great Britain agreed to arbitrate the boundary. The war scare subsided. When the arbitrators awarded nearly all the disputed region to Great Britain, whatever ill feeling the surrender may have occasioned in that country faded away. Instead of leading to war, the affair marked the beginning of an era of Anglo-American friendship. It had the unfortunate effect, however, of adding to the long-held American conviction that the nation could get what it wanted in international affairs by threat and bluster-a dangerous illusion. 

The Cuban Revolution
On February 10, 1896, scarcely a week after Venezuela and Great Britain signed the treaty ending their dispute, General Valeriano Weyler arrived in Havana from Spain to take up his duties as governor of Cuba. His assignment to this post was occasioned by the guerrilla war that Cuban nationalist rebels had been waging for almost a year. Weyler began herding the rural population into wretched "reconcentration" camps in order to deprive the rebels of food and recruits. Resistance in Cuba hardened. 

Public sympathy went to the Cubans, who seemed to be fighting for liberty and democracy against an autocratic Old World power. Most American newspapers supported the rebels; labor unions, veterans' organizations, many Protestant clergymen, and important politicians in both major parties demanded that the United States aid their cause. Rapidly increasing American investments in Cuban sugar plantations, now approaching $50 million, were endangered by the fighting and by the social chaos sweeping the island. Cuban propagandists in the United States played on American sentiments cleverly. When reports, often exaggerated, of the cruelty of "Butcher" Weyler and the horrors of his reconcentration camps began to filter into America, the cries for action intensified. 

In April 1896, Congress adopted a resolution suggesting that the revolutionaries be granted the rights of belligerents. Since it would have been akin to formal recognition, Cleveland would not go that far, but he did exert diplomatic pressure on Spain to remove the causes of the rebels' complaints, and he offered the services of his government as mediator. The Spanish rejected the suggestion. 

For a time the issue subsided. The election of 1896 deflected American attention from Cuba, and then McKinley refused to take any action that might disturb Spanish-American relations. Business interests-except those with holdings in Cuba-backed McKinley because they feared that a crisis would upset the economy, which was just beginning to pick up after the depression. In Cuba, General Weyler made some progress toward stifling rebel resistance. 

American expansionists, however, continued to demand intervention, and the "Yellow Press," (known for its hyperbolic reporting) especially Joseph Pulitzer's New York World and William Randolph Hearst's New York journal, competing fiercely to increase circulation, kept resentment alive with tales of Spanish atrocities. McKinley remained adamant. In a message to Congress in December 1897, he urged that Spain be given "a reasonable chance to realize her expectations" in the island. 

Spain, however, failed to "realize her expectations." The fighting in Cuba continued. When riots broke out in Havana in January 1898, McKinley ordered the battleship Maine to Havana harbor to protect American citizens. Shortly thereafter, Hearst's journal printed a letter written to a friend in Cuba by the Spanish minister in Washington, Depuy de Lome. The letter had been stolen by a spy. De Lome, an experienced but arrogant diplomat, failed to appreciate McKinley's efforts to avoid intervening in Cuba. In the letter he characterized the president as a Politicastro, or "small-time politician," which was a gross error, and a "bidder for the admiration of the crowd," which was equally insulting, though somewhat closer to the truth. Americans were outraged, and de Lome's hasty resignation did little to soothe their feelings. 

Then, on February 15, the Maine exploded and sank in Havana harbor, 260 of its crew perishing in the disaster. Interventionists in the United States accused Spain of having destroyed the ship and clamored for war. The willingness of Americans to blame Spain indicates the extent of anti-Spanish opinion in the United States by 1898. No one has ever discovered what actually happened. A naval court of inquiry decided that the vessel had indeed been sunk by a submarine mine, but it now seems more likely that an internal explosion destroyed the Maine. The Spanish government could hardly have been so foolish as to commit an act so likely to bring American troops into Cuba. 

With admirable courage, McKinley refused to panic, but he could not resist the urging of millions of citizens that something be done to stop the fighting and allow the Cubans to determine their own fate. The president faced a dilemma. Most of the business interests of the country, to which he was particularly sensitive, opposed intervention. His personal feelings were equally firm. "I have been through one war," he told a friend. "I have seen the dead piled up, and I do not want to see another." Congress, however, seemed determined to act, and should Congress declare war on its own, the administration would be discredited. In April the president drafted a message asking for authority to use the armed forces "to secure a full and final termination of hostilities" in Cuba. 

The "Splendid Little"--Spanish-American War
On April 20 Congress, by joint resolution, recognized the independence of Cuba and authorized the use of the armed forces to drive the Spanish out. An amendment proposed by Senator Henry M. Teller disclaiming any intention of adding Cuban territory to the United States passed without opposition. Four days later Spain declared war on the United States. 

The Spanish-American War was fought to free Cuba, but the first action took place on the other side of the globe, in the Philippine Islands. Weeks earlier, Assistant Secretary of the Navy Theodore Roosevelt had alerted Commodore George Dewey, who was in command of the United States Asiatic Squadron located at Hong Kong, to move against the Spanish base at Manila if war came. When word of the declaration of war reached Dewey, he steamed from Hong Kong across the South China Sea with four cruisers and two gunboats. On the night of April 30 he entered Manila Bay, and at daybreak his warships opened fire on the Spanish fleet at 5,000 yards. All ten of Admiral Montojo's ships were destroyed. Not a single American was killed in the engagement. McKinley took the fateful step of dispatching some 11,000 soldiers and additional naval support. On August 13 these forces, assisted by Filipino irregulars under the nationalist leader Emilio Aguinaldo, captured Manila. 

Meanwhile, in the main theater of operations, the United States had won a swift and total victory. Since a Spanish fleet under Admiral Pascual Cervera was known to be in Caribbean waters, no invading army could safely embark until the fleet could be located. On May 29, American ships found Cervera at Santiago harbor, on the eastern end of Cuba, and established a blockade. In June a 17,000-man expeditionary force commanded by General William Shafter landed at Daiquiri, east of Santiago, and pressed quickly toward the city, handicapped more by its own poor staff work than by the enemy, though the Spanish troops resisted bravely. On July 1 the Americans broke through undermanned Spanish defenses and stormed San Juan Hill, the intrepid Theodore Roosevelt, now a lieutenant colonel in the regiment of "Rough Riders," in the vanguard. 

With Santiago harbor in range of American artillery, Admiral Cervera had to run the blockade. On July 3 his black-hulled ships, flags proudly flying, steamed forth from the harbor and fled westward along the coast. Like hounds after rabbits, five American battleships and two cruisers, commanded by Rear Admiral William T. Sampson and Commodore Winfield Scott Schley, ran them down. In four hours the entire Spanish force was destroyed by a hail of 8-inch and 13-inch projectiles. Damage to the American ships was superficial; only one seaman lost his life in the engagement. 

The end came abruptly. Santiago surrendered on July 17. A few days later, other United States troops completed the occupation of Puerto Rico. On August 12, one day before the fall of Manila, Spain agreed to get out of Cuba and to cede Puerto Rico and the island of Guam in the Marianas to the United States. The future of the Philippines was to be settled at a formal peace conference, convening in Paris on October 1. 

Developing a Colonial Policy
Although the Spanish resisted surrendering the Philippines at Paris, they had been so thoroughly defeated that they had no choice. The decision hung rather on the outcome of a conflict over policy within the United States. The war, won at so little cost militarily, produced problems far larger than those it solved. The nation had become a great power in the world's eyes. European leaders had been impressed by the forcefulness of Cleveland's diplomacy in the Venezuela boundary dispute and by the efficiency displayed by the navy in the war. The annexation of Hawaii and other overseas bases intensified their conviction that the United States was determined to become a major force in international affairs. 

But were the American people willing to exercise that force? The debate over taking the Philippine Islands throws much light on their attitudes. The imagination of Americans had been captured by the trappings of empire, not by its essence. It was titillating to think of a world map liberally sprinkled with American flags and of the economic benefits that colonies might bring, but most citizens were not prepared to join in a worldwide struggle for power and influence. They entered blithely upon adventures in far-off regions without facing the implications. 

Since the United States (in the Teller Amendment) had foresworn any claim to Cuba, logic dictated that a similar policy be applied to the Philippines. But now expansionists were eager to annex the entire archipelago. President McKinley adopted a cautious stance, but he too favored "the general principle of holding on to what we can get." A speaking tour of the Middle West in October 1898, during which he experimented with varying degrees of commitment to expansionism, convinced him that the public wanted the islands. Business opinion had shifted dramatically during the war. Business leaders were now calling the Philippines the gateway to the markets of the Far East. 

The Anti-Imperialists
An important minority objected strongly to the United States' acquiring overseas possessions. These anti-imperialists insisted that since no one would consider statehood for the Philippines, it would be unconstitutional to annex them. It was a violation of the spirit of the Declaration of Independence to govern a foreign territory without the consent of its inhabitants, Senator George Frisbie Hoar of Massachusetts argued. By taking over "vassal states" in "barbarous archipelagoes," the United States was "trampling ... on our own great Charter, which recognizes alike the liberty and the dignity of individual manhood." 

McKinley was sensitive to this appeal to idealism and tradition, which was the heart of the anti imperialist argument, but he rejected it for several reasons. Many people who opposed Philippine annexation were neither idealists nor constitutional purists. Partisanship led numbers of Democrats to object. Other anti-imperialists were governed by racial and ethnic prejudices, as Senator Hoar's statement indicates. They opposed not expansion as such but expansion that brought under the American flag people whom they believed unfit for American citizenship. Labor leaders particularly feared the competition of "the Chinese, the Negritos, and the Malays" who would presumably flood into the United States if the Philippines were taken. 

More compelling to McKinley was the absence of any practical alternative to annexation. Public opinion would not sanction restoring Spanish authority in the Philippines or allowing some other power to have them. That the Filipinos were sufficiently advanced and united socially to form a stable government if granted independence seemed unlikely. Senator Hoar believed that "for years and for generations, and perhaps for centuries, there would have been turbulence, disorder and revolution" in the islands if left to their own devices. 

Strangely-for he was a kind and gentle man Hoar faced this possibility with equanimity. McKinley was unable to do so. The president searched the depths of his soul and could find no solution but annexation. Of course, the state of public feeling made the decision easier. And he probably found the idea of presiding over an empire appealing. Certainly the commercial possibilities did not escape him- In the end it was with a heavy sense of responsibility that he ordered the American peace commissioners to insist on acquiring the Philippines. To salve the feelings of the Spanish, the United States agreed to pay $20 million for the archipelago, but it was a forced sale, accepted by Spain under duress. 

The peace treaty faced a hard battle in the U.S. Senate, where a combination of partisan politics and anti colonialism. made it difficult to amass the two thirds majority necessary for ratification. McKinley had shrewdly appointed three senators, including one Democrat, to the peace commission. This predisposed many members of the upper house to approve the treaty, but the vote was close. William Jennings Bryan, titular head of the Democratic party, could probably have prevented ratification. Although he was personally opposed to taking the Philippines, he did not do so. To reject the treaty would leave the United States technically at war with Spain and the fate of the Philippines undetermined; better to accept the islands and then grant them independence. The question should be decided, Bryan said, in the forthcoming presidential election. Perplexed by Bryan's stand, a number of Democrats allowed themselves to be persuaded by the expansionists' arguments and by McKinley's judicious use of patronage; the treaty was ratified in February 1899 by a vote of 57 to 27. 

The Philippine Rebellion
The national referendum that Bryan had hoped for never materialized. Bryan himself confused the issue in 1900 by making free silver a major plank in his platform, thereby driving conservative anti-imperialists into McKinley's arms. Moreover, early in 1899, the Filipino nationalists under Aguinaldo, furious because the United States would not withdraw, rose in rebellion. A savage guerrilla war resulted, one that cost far more in fives and money than the Spanish American conflict. 

Typical of combat waged in tangled country chiefly by small, isolated units surrounded by a hostile civilian population, neither side displayed much regard for the "rules" of war. Horrible tales of rape, arson, and murder by American troops began to filter back home, providing ammunition for the anti imperialists. A commission that McKinley had sent to the Philippines in 1899 attributed the revolt to the ambitions of the nationalist leaders and recommended that the Philippines be granted independence at some indefinite future date. In 1900 McKinley sent a federal judge, William Howard Taft, to establish a government. Taft's policy of encouraging Filipinos to participate in a territorial government attracted many converts, but the rebellion went on. 

Actually, McKinley's reelection in 1900 settled the Philippine question so far as most Americans were concerned. Anti-imperialists still claimed that it was unconstitutional to take over territories without the consent of the local population. Their reasoning, no matter how genuine, was naive: No American government had seriously considered the wishes of the American Indians, the French and Spanish settlers in Louisiana, the Eskimos of Alaska, or the people of Hawaii when it had seemed in the national interest to annex their lands. 

Cuba and the United States
Grave constitutional questions arose as a result of the acquisitions that followed the Spanish-American War. McKinley had acted with remarkable independence in handling the problems involved in expansion. He set up military governments, for example, in Cuba, Puerto Rico, and the Philippines without specific congressional authority. But eventually both Congress and the Supreme Court took a hand in shaping colonial policy. In 1900 Congress passed the Foraker Act, establishing a civil government for Puerto Rico. It did not give the Puerto Ricans either American citizenship or full local self-government, and it placed tariffs on Puerto Rican products imported into the United States. 

The tariff provision was promptly challenged in the courts on the grounds that Puerto Rico was part of the United States, but in Downes v. Bidwell (1901) the Supreme Court upheld the legality of the duties. In this and other "insular cases" the reasoning of the judges was more than ordinarily difficult to follow. The effect, however, was clear: The Constitution did not follow the flag; Congress could act toward the colonies almost as it pleased. A colony, one dissenting justice said, could be kept "like a disembodied shade, in an indeterminate state of ambiguous existence for an indefinite period." 

The most heated arguments raged over Philippine policy, but the most difficult colonial problems concerned the relationship between the United States and Cuba, for there idealism and self-interest clashed painfully. Despite the desire of most Americans to free Cuba, an independent government could not easily be created. The insurgent government was feeble, corrupt, and oligarchic, the Cuban economy in a state of collapse, life chaotic. The first Americans entering Havana found the streets littered with garbage and the corpses of horses and dogs. All public services were at a standstill; it seemed essential for the United States, as McKinley said, to give "aid and direction" until "tranquillity" could be restored. 

As soon as American troops landed in Cuba, trouble broke out between them and the populace. Most American soldiers viewed the ragged, half starved insurgents as "thieving dagoes" and displayed an unfortunate race prejudice against their dark-skinned allies. General Shafter did not help matters. He believed the Cubans "no more fit for self government than gun-powder is for hell," and he used the insurgents chiefly as labor troops. After the fall of Santiago, he refused to let rebel leaders participate in the formal surrender of the city. This infuriated the proud and idealistic Cuban commander, General Calixto Garcia. 

When McKinley established a military government for Cuba late in 1898, it was soon embroiled with local leaders. Then an eager horde of American promoters descended on Cuba in search of profitable franchises and concessions. 

The problems were indeed knotty, for no strong local leader capable of uniting Cuba appeared. European observers expected that the United States would eventually annex Cuba, and many Americans, including General Leonard Wood, who became military governor in December 1899, considered this the best solution. The desperate state of the people, the heavy economic stake of Americans in the region, and its strategic importance militated against withdrawal. 

In the end the United States did withdraw, after doing a great deal to modernize sugar production, improve sanitary conditions, establish schools, and restore orderly administration. In November 1900 a Cuban constitutional convention met at Havana and proceeded without substantial American interference or direction to draft a frame of government. The chief restrictions imposed on Cuba's freedom concerned foreign relations; it authorized American intervention whenever necessary "for the preservation of Cuban independence" and "the maintenance of a government adequate for the protection of life, property, and individual liberty." Cuba had to grant naval bases on its soil to the United States. 

This arrangement, known as the Platt Amendment, was accepted, after some grumbling, by the Cubans. It also had the support of most American opponents of imperialism. In May 1902 the United States turned over the reins of government to the new republic. The next year the two countries signed a reciprocity treaty tightening the economic bonds between them. 

True friendship did not result. Although American troops occupied Cuba only once more, in 1906, at the specific request of Cuban authorities, the United States repeatedly used the threat of intervention to coerce the Cuban government. American economic penetration proceeded rapidly and without regard for the well-being of the Cuban peasants, many of whom lived in a state of peonage on great sugar plantations. Nor did their good intentions make up for the tendency of Americans to consider themselves innately superior to the Cubans and to overlook the fact that Cubans did not always wish to adopt American customs and culture. 

The United States in the Caribbean 
If the purpose of the Spanish-American War had been to bring peace and order to Cuba, the Platt Amendment was a logical step. The same purpose soon necessitated a further extension of the principle, for once the United States accepted the role of protector and stabilizer in part of the Caribbean, it seemed desirable, for the same economic, strategic, and humanitarian reasons, to supervise the entire region. 

The Caribbean countries were economically underdeveloped, socially backward, politically unstable, and desperately poor. Everywhere a few families owned most of the land and dominated social and political life. The mass of the people were uneducated peasants, many of them little better off than slaves. Rival cliques of wealthy families struggled for power, force being the usual method of effecting a change in government. Most of the meager income of the average Caribbean state was swallowed up by the military or diverted into the pockets of the current rulers. 

Cynicism and fraud poisoned the relations of most of these nations with the great powers. European merchants and bankers systematically cheated their Latin American customers, who in turn frequently refused to honor their obligations. Foreign bankers floated Caribbean bond issues on outrageous terms, while revolutionary Caribbean governments annulled concessions and repudiated debts with equal disdain for honest business dealing. Because these countries were weak, the powers tended to intervene whenever their nationals were cheated or when chaotic conditions endangered the fives and property of foreigners. 

In 1902, shortly after the United States had pulled out of Cuba, trouble erupted in Venezuela, where a dictator, Cipriano Castro, was refusing to honor debts owed the citizens of European nations. To force him to pay up, Germany and Great Britain established a blockade of Venezuelan ports and destroyed a number of Venezuelan gunboats and harbor defenses. Under American pressure the Europeans agreed to arbitrate the dispute. For the first time, European powers had accepted the broad implications of the Monroe Doctrine. 

By this time Theodore Roosevelt had become president of the United States, and he quickly capitalized on the new European attitude. In 1903 the Dominican Republic defaulted on bonds totaling some $40 million. When European investors urged their governments to intervene, Roosevelt announced that under the Monroe Doctrine the United States could not permit foreign nations to intervene in Latin America. But, he added, Latin American nations should not be allowed to escape their obligations. The president therefore arranged for the United States to take charge of the Dominican customs service-the one reliable source of revenue in that poverty-stricken country. Fifty-five percent of the customs duties would be devoted to debt payment, the remainder turned over to the Dominican government for its internal needs. Roosevelt defined his policy, known as the Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine, in a message to Congress in December 1904. "Chronic wrongdoing" in Latin America, he stated with his typical disregard for the subtleties of complex affairs, might require outside intervention. Since, under the Monroe Doctrine, no other nation could step in, the United States must "exercise ... an international police power." 

In the short run this policy worked admirably. Dominican customs duties were collected honestly for the first time, and the country's finances were put in order. The presence of American warships in the area provided a needed measure of political stability. In the long run, however, the Roosevelt Corollary caused resentment in Latin America, for it added to nationalist fears that the United States sought to exploit the region for its own benefit. 

The Open Door Policy
The insular cases, the Platt Amendment, and the Roosevelt Corollary established the framework for American policy both in Latin America and east Asia. Coincidental with the Cuban rebellion of the 1890s, a far greater upheaval had convulsed the ancient empire of China. In 1894 and 1895 Japan had easily defeated China in a war over Korea. Alarmed by Japan's aggressiveness, the European powers hastened to carve out for themselves new spheres of influence along China's coast. After the annexation of the Philippines, McKinley's secretary of state, John Hay, urged on by businessmen fearful of losing out in the scramble to exploit the Chinese market, tried to prevent the further absorption of China by the great powers. For the United States to join in the dismemberment of China was politically impossible because of anti-imperialist feeling, so Hay sought to protect American interests by clever diplomacy. In a series of "Open Door" notes in 1899, he asked the powers to agree to respect the trading rights of all countries and to impose no discriminatory duties within their spheres of influence. 

The replies to the Open Door notes were at best noncommittal, yet Hay blandly announced in March 1900 that the powers had "accepted" his suggestions! Thus he could claim to have prevented the breakup of the empire and protected the right of Americans to do business freely in its territories. In reality nothing had been accomplished; the imperialist nations did not extend their political control of China only because they feared that by doing so they might precipitate a major war among themselves. Nevertheless, Hay's action marked a bold advance into the complicated and dangerous world of international power politics. 

Within a few months of Hay's announcement, the Open Door policy was put to the test. Chinese nationalists launched the so-called Boxer Rebellion. They swarmed into Peking and drove foreigners within the walls of their legations, which were placed under siege. For weeks, until an international rescue expedition broke through to free them, the fate of the foreigners was unknown. Fearing that the Europeans would use the rebellion as a pretext for further expropriations, Hay sent off another round of Open Door notes announcing that the United States believed in the preservation of "Chinese territorial and administrative entity" and in "the principle of equal and impartial trade with all parts of the Chinese Empire." This broadened the Open Door policy to include all China, not merely the European spheres of influence. 

Hay's diplomacy was superficially successful. Though the United States maintained no important military force in the Far East, American business and commercial interests there were free to develop and to compete with Europeans. But once again European jealousies and fears rather than American cleverness were responsible. The United States was being caught up in the power struggle in the Far East without having faced the implications of its actions. 

Eventually the country would pay a heavy price for this unrealistic attitude, but in the decade following 1900 its policy of diplomatic meddling unbacked by bayonets worked fairly well. Japan attacked Russia in a quarrel over Manchuria, smashing the Russian fleet in 1905 and winning a series of battles on the mainland. Eager to preserve the balance in the Far East, which enabled the United States to exert influence without any significant commitment of force, Roosevelt invited the belligerents to a conference at Portsmouth, New Hampshire. At the conference the Japanese won title to Russia's sphere around Port Arthur, a free hand in Korea, and part of Sakhalin Island. But the Japanese people had expected more and blamed Roosevelt for forcing a compromise. Ill feeling against Americans increased in 1906 when the San Francisco school board, responding to local opposition to the influx of cheap labor from Japan, instituted a policy of segregating Asian children in a special school. Japan protested, and President Roosevelt persuaded the San Franciscans to abandon segregation in exchange for his pledge to cut off further Japanese immigration. He accomplished this through a "Gentlemen's Agreement" (1907) in which the Japanese promised not to issue passports to laborers seeking to come to America. Discriminatory legislation based specifically on race was thus avoided. However, the atmosphere between the two countries remained charged. Japanese resentment at American race prejudice was great; many Americans talked fearfully of the "Yellow peril." 

Theodore Roosevelt was preeminently a realist in foreign relations. "Don't bluster," he once said. "Don't flourish a revolver, and never draw unless you intend to shoot." In the Far East, however, he failed to follow his own advice. He considered the situation in that part of the world fraught with peril. The Philippines, he eventually concluded, were "our heel of Achilles," indefensible in case of a Japanese attack. But even though he did not appreciably increase American naval and military strength in the Orient, neither did he stop trying to influence the course of events in the area. "The 'Open Door' policy," he advised his successor, "completely disappears as soon as a powerful nation determines to disregard it." Nevertheless, he allowed the belief to persist in the United States that the nation could influence the course of Far Eastern history without risk or real involvement. 

The Panama Canal
In the Caribbean region, American policy centered on building an interoceanic canal across Central America. The first step was to get rid of the old-Bulwer Treaty with Great Britain, which barred the United States from building a canal on its own. In 1901 Lord Pauncefote, the British ambassador, and Secretary of State John Hay negotiated an agreement abrogating the Clayton-Bulwer pact and giving America the right to build, and by implication fortify, a transisthmian waterway. The United States agreed in turn to maintain any such canal "free and open to the vessels of commerce and of war of all nations." 

One possible canal route lay across the Colombian province of Panama, where the French controlled New Panama Canal Company had taken over the franchise of the old De Lesseps company. Only 50 miles separated the oceans in Panama, but the terrain was rugged and unhealthy. Though the French company had sunk much money into the project, it had little to show for its efforts aside from some rough excavations. A second possible route ran across Nicaragua. This route was about 200 miles long but was relatively easy since much of it traversed Lake Nicaragua and other natural waterways. 

President McKinley appointed a commission to study the alternatives. It reported that the Panamanian route was technically superior but recommended building in Nicaragua because the New Panama Canal Company was asking $109 million for its assets, which the commission valued at only $40 million. Lacking another purchaser, the French company quickly lowered its price to $40 million, and Roosevelt settled on the Panamanian route. 

In January 1903, Secretary of State Hay negotiated a treaty with Colombia. In return for a 99-year lease on a zone across Panama 6 miles wide, the United States agreed to pay Colombia $10 million and an annual rent of $250,000. The Colombian senate, however, unanimously rejected this treaty, demanding $15 million directly from the United States, plus $10 million of the New Panama Canal Company's share. 

A little more patience might have produced a mutually satisfactory settlement, but Roosevelt regarded the Colombians as highwaymen who were 11 mad to get hold of the $40,000,000 of the Frenchmen." When Panamanians, egged on by the French company, staged a revolution in November 1903, Roosevelt ordered the cruiser Nashville to Panama. Colombian government forces found themselves looking down the barrels of the guns of the Nashville and, shortly thereafter, eight other American warships. The revolution succeeded. Roosevelt instantly recognized the new Republic of Panama and negotiated a treaty granting the United States a zone 10 miles wide in perpetuity, on the same terms as those rejected by Colombia.

Historians have condemned Roosevelt for his actions in this shabby affair, and with good reason. It was not that he fomented the revolution, for he did not. Nor was it that he prevented Colombia from suppressing the revolution. He sinned, rather, in his disregard of Latin American sensibilities. He referred to the Colombians as "dagoes" and insisted smugly that he was defending "the interests of collective civilization" when he overrode their opposition to his plans. "Have I defended myself?" Roosevelt asked Secretary of War Elihu Root. "You certainly have, Mr. President," Root retorted. "You were accused of seduction and you have conclusively proved that you were guilty of rape." Throughout Latin America, especially as nationalist sentiments grew stronger, Roosevelt's intolerance and aggressiveness in the canal incident bred resentment and fear. 

The canal was built-the first vessels passed through its locks in 1914-and American hegemony in the Caribbean expanded. Yet even in that strategically vital area there was more show than substance to American strength. The navy ruled Caribbean waters largely by default. Panama was independent in name only because of American control of the canal. In 1978 the United States and Panama agreed to a treaty turning the entire Canal Zone over to Panama in the year 2000. 

The tendency was to try to influence outlying areas without actually controlling them. Roosevelt's successor, William Howard Taft, called this policy "dollar diplomacy," his reasoning being that economic penetration would bring stability to underdeveloped areas and power and profit to the United States without having to commit American troops or spend public funds. 

Under Taft the State Department won a place for American bankers in an international syndicate engaged in financing railroads in Manchuria. When Nicaragua defaulted on its foreign debt in 1911, the department arranged for American bankers to reorganize Nicaraguan finances and manage the customs service. Although the government truthfully insisted that it did not "covet an inch of territory south of the Rio Grande," dollar diplomacy provoked further apprehension in Latin America. 

Economic penetration proceeded briskly. American investments in Cuba reached $500 million by 1920, and smaller but significant investments were made in the Dominican Republic and in Haiti. In Central America the United Fruit Company accumulated large holdings in banana plantations, railroads, and other ventures, and some U.S. firms plunged heavily into Mexico's rich mineral resources. 

Noncolonial Imperial Expansion 
The United States deserves fair marks for effort in its foreign relations following the Spanish-American War, barely passable marks for performance, and failing marks for results. If one defines imperialism narrowly as a policy of occupying and governing foreign lands, American imperialism lasted for an extremely short time. With trivial exceptions, all the American colonies-Hawaii, the Philippines, Guam, Puerto Rico, the Guantanamo base in Cuba, and the Canal Zone-were obtained between 1898 and 1903. In retrospect it seems clear that the urge to own colonies was only fleeting; the questions raised by anti-imperialists and the headaches connected with the management of overseas possessions soon produced a change of policy. 

Hay's Open Door notes (which anti-imperialists praised) marked the beginning of the retreat from imperialism as thus defined, and the Roosevelt Corollary and dollar diplomacy signaled the consolidation of a new policy. Elihu Root summarized this policy toward underdeveloped countries in 1905: "We do not want to take them for ourselves. We do not want any foreign nations to take them for themselves. We want to help them." 

Yet imperialism can be given a broader definition. The historian William Appleman Williams, a sharp critic, described 20th-century American foreign policy as one of "noncolonial imperial expansion." Its object was to obtain profitable American economic penetration of underdeveloped areas without the trouble of owning and controlling them. Its subsidiary aim was to encourage these countries to modernize," that is, to remake themselves in the image of the United States. 

Williams criticizes American policy not because it failed to work or because it led to trouble with the powers but because of its harmful effects on underdeveloped countries. Its creators were not evil; they merely lacked vision. They did not recognize the contradictions in their ideas and values. They saw American expansion as beneficial to all concerned and not exclusively in materialistic terms. They genuinely believed that they were exporting democracy along with capitalism and industrialization. 

Williams probably goes too far in arguing that American statesmen consciously planned their foreign policy in these terms. Yet he is correct in pointing out that western economic penetration has had many unfortunate results for the nonindustrial nations. It is also true that Americans were unimpressed by the different social and cultural patterns of people in far-off lands and insensitive to the wishes of these people to develop in their own ways. 

The primary objectives of dollar diplomacy were the avoidance of violence and the economic development of Latin America; small heed was paid to the maintenance of peace or the distribution of the fruits of development. The policy, was therefore self-defeating, for long-run stability depended on the support of the people, and this was seldom forthcoming. 

By the eve of World War 1, the United States had become a world power and had assumed what it saw as a duty to guide the development of many countries with traditions far different from its own. The American people, however, did not really understand what this involved. They stood ready to extend their influence into distant lands with little awareness of the implications of their behavior for themselves or for other peoples. The national psychology remained fundamentally isolationist. Americans understood that their wealth and numbers made their nation strong and that geography made it practically invulnerable. They proceeded, then, to do as they pleased in foreign affairs, limited more by conscience than by rational analysis of probable consequences. This policy seemed safe enough-in 1914. 
CHAPTER 21

Progressivism:  Age of Reform

THE PERIOD BOUNDED ROUGHLY BY the end of the Spanish-American War and American entry into World War I is usually called the Progressive Era, though that is a great simplification. Whether progressive is taken to mean "tending toward change or improvement or is merely used to suggest an attitude of mind, it was neither a unique nor a universal characteristic of the early years of the 20th century. Progressive elements had existed in earlier periods and did not disappear when the first American soldiers shipped out for France. In important ways the progressivism of the time was a continuation of the response to industrialism that began after the Civil War. 

Roots of Progressivism
The progressives were never a single group seeking a single objective. The movement sprang from many sources. One of them was the fight against corruption and inefficiency in government, which began with the Liberal Republicans of the Grant era and was continued by the Mugwumps of the 1880s. The continuing power of corrupt big-city political machines and the growing influence of large corporations outraged thousands of citizens and led them to seek ways of purifying politics and making the machinery of government at all levels responsive to the majority rather than to special-interest groups. 

Progressivism also had roots in the effort to regulate and control big business, which characterized the Granger and Populist agitation of the late 19th century. The failure of the Interstate Commerce Act to end railroad abuses and of the Sherman Antitrust Act to check the growth of monopolies became increasingly apparent after 1900. Between 1897 and 1904 the trend toward concentration in industry accelerated. Such new giants as U.S. Steel (1901) and International Harvester (1902) attracted most of the attention, but in a single year, 1899, more than 1,200 firms were absorbed in mergers, the resulting combinations being capitalized at $2.2 billion. By 1904 there were 318 industrial combinations in the country, with an aggregate capital of $7.5 billion. People who considered bigness inherently evil demanded that the huge new "trusts" be broken up or at least strictly controlled. 

Settlement house workers and other reformers concerned about the welfare of the urban poor made up a third battalion in the progressive army. This was the area in which women made the most important contributions. The working and living conditions of slum dwellers remained abominable, and the child labor problem was particularly acute; in 1900 about 1.7 million children under the age of 16 were working full-time-more than the membership of the American Federation of Labor. In addition, laws regulating the hours and working conditions of women in industry were far from adequate, and almost nothing had been done to enforce safety rules or to provide compensation or insurance for workers injured on the job. As the number of professionally competent social workers grew, the movement for social welfare legislation gained momentum. 

All.these tendencies may be summed up in Robert H. Wiebe's phrase "the search for order." America was becoming more urban, more industrial, more mechanized, more centralized-in short, more complex. This trend put a premium on efficiency and cooperation. It seemed obvious to the progressives that people must become more socially minded, the economy more carefully organized. 

By attracting additional thousands of sympathizers to the general cause of reform, the return of prosperity after 1896 fueled the progressive movement. Good times made the average person more tolerant and more generous. Middle-class Americans became conscience-stricken when they compared their own comfortable circumstances with those of the "huddled masses" of immigrants and native poor. 

Giant corporations threatened not so much the economic well-being as the ambitions and sense of importance of the middle class. What owner of a small mill or shop could now hope to rise to the heights attained by Carnegie or by merchants like John Wanamaker and Marshall Field? The growth of large labor organizations worried such types. In general, character and moral values seemed less influential; organizations--cold, impersonal, heartless were coming to control business, politics, and too many other aspects of fife. 

The historian Richard Hofstadter suggested still another explanation of the progressive movement: the status revolution. Moderately prosperous businessmen, members of the professions, and other educated persons felt threatened by the increasing power and status of the new tycoons, many of them coarse, domineering, and fond of vulgar display. The antics of machine politicians, who made a mockery of the traditions of duty, service, and patriotism associated with statesmanship, also troubled them. 

Protestant pastors accustomed to the respect and deference of their flocks found their moral leadership challenged by materialistic vestrymen who did not even pay them decent salaries. College professors worried about their institutions falling under the sway of wealthy trustees who had little interest in or respect for learning. Lawyers, once "the aristocracy of the United States," had become the servants of industrial and financial capitalists. 

All these vaguely alienated people could support reform measures without feeling radical because they were resisting change and because the intellectual currents of the time harmonized with their ideas of social improvement and the welfare state. The new doctrines of the social scientists, the Social Gospel religious leaders, and the philosophers of pragmatism provided a favorable climate for progressivism. Many of the thinkers who formulated these doctrines in the 1880s and 1890s turned to the task of putting them into practice in the new century. 

The Muckrakers
As the diffuse progressive army gradually formed its battalions, a new journalistic fad suddenly brought the movement into focus. For many years magazines had been publishing articles on current political, social, and economic problems. The tempo and forcefulness of this type of literature increased steadily. Then, in the fall of 1902, McClure's began publishing two particularly hard-hitting series of articles, one on Standard Oil by Ida Tarbell, the other on big-city political machines by Lincoln Steffens. These articles provoked much comment. When the editor, S. S. McClure, decided to include in the January 1903 issue an attack on labor gangsterism in the coal fields along with installments of the Tarbell and Steffens series, he called attention to the circumstance in a striking editorial. 

Something was radically wrong with the "American character," McClure wrote. These articles showed that large numbers of American employers, workers, and politicians were fundamentally immoral. Lawyers were becoming tools of big business, judges were permitting evildoers to escape justice, the churches were materialistic, educators were incapable of understanding what was happening. "There is no one left; none but all of us," McClure concluded. "We have to pay in the end." This editorial loosed a chain reaction. Thousands of readers found their own vague apprehensions brought into focus, some becoming active in progressive movements, more lending passive support. 

Other editors jumped to adopt the McClure formula. A small army of professional writers was soon flooding the periodical press with denunciations of the insurance business, the drug business, college athletics, prostitution, sweatshop labor, political corruption, and dozens of other subjects. 

Theodore Roosevelt, with his gift for vivid language, compared these journalists to "the Man with the Muck-Rake" in John Bunyan's Pilgrim's Progress, whose attention was so fixed on the filth at his feet that he could not notice the "celestial crown" that was offered him in exchange. Roosevelt's characterization misrepresented the literature of exposure, but the label muckraking was thereafter affixed to the type. Despite the connotations, muckraker became a term of honor. 

The Progressive Mind
Progressives sought to arouse the conscience of "the people" in order to "purify" American life. They were convinced that human beings were by nature decent, well intentioned, and kind. More deeply than earlier reformers they believed that the source of society's evils lay in the structure of its institutions, not in the weaknesses or sinfulness of individuals. 

Therefore, local, state, and national government must be made more responsive to the will of decent citizens who stood for the traditional virtues. Then the government must act; laissez-faire was obsolete. Businessmen, especially big businessmen, must be compelled to behave fairly, their acquisitive drives curbed in the interests of justice and equal opportunity for all. The weaker elements in society women, children, the poor, the infirm-must be protected against unscrupulous power. 

Despite its fervid and democratic rhetoric, progressivism was paternalistic, moderate, and often soft headed. Typical reformers of the period oversimplified complicated issues and treated their personal values as absolute standards of truth and morality. Many progressives who genuinely wanted to improve the living standards of industrial workers rejected the proposition that workers could help themselves best by organizing powerful national unions. Union leaders favored government action to outlaw child labor and restrict immigration but adopted a laissez-faire attitude toward wages-and-hours legislation; they preferred to win these objectives through collective bargaining, thereby justifying their own existence. Progressives stressed individual freedom yet gave strong backing to the drive to deprive the public of its right to drink alcoholic beverages. 

The progressives never challenged the fundamental principles of capitalism, nor did they attempt a basic reorganization of society. They would have little to do with the socialist brand of reform, they were anti-immigrant, and only a handful had anything to offer blacks, surely the most exploited group in American society. 

A good example of the limited radicalism of most progressives was offered by the experiences of progressive artists. Early in the century a number of painters turned to city streets and the people of the slums for their models. These "Ashcan school" artists supported political and social reform and were caught up in the progressive movement. Most saw themselves as rebels. But artistically, the Ashcan painters were not very advanced. They were uninfluenced by the outburst of post impressionist activity then taking place in Europe. To their dismay, when they included canvases by such European painters as Matisse and Picasso in a show of their own works at the 69th Regiment Armory in New York City in 1913, the "advanced" Europeans got all the attention. 

"Radical" Progressives: The Wave of the Future 
There were, of course, some Americans whose views were more fundamentally radical. In 1900 the labor leader Eugene V. Debs ran for president on the Socialist ticket. He polled fewer than 100,000 votes. When he ran again four years later he got more than 400,000. Labor leaders hoping to organize unskilled workers in heavy industry were frustrated by the craft orientation of the American Federation of Labor, and some saw in socialism a way to win rank-and-file backing. 

In 1905 Debs, William "Big Bill" Haywood, of the Western Federation of Miners, Mary Harris "Mother" Jones, a former organizer for the United Mine Workers; and a few others organized a new union, the Industrial Workers of the World. The IWW was openly anticapitalist. The preamble to its constitution began: "The working class and the employing class have nothing in common." 

Other "advanced" European ideas affected the thinking and behavior of progressive intellectuals. Sigmund Freud's psychoanalytical theories attracted numbers of Americans, especially after Freud lectured at Clark University in 1909. Not many progressives actually read any of Freud's works, none of which was translated into English before 1909, but many picked up enough of the vocabulary of psychoanalysis to discourse impressively about the significance of slips of the tongue, sublimation, and infant sexuality. 

Some saw in Freud's ideas reason to effect a revolution of manners and morals" that would have shocked (or at least embarrassed) Freud, who was personally quite conventional. They advocated easy divorce, trial marriage, the legalization of contraception, and an end to the double standard in all matters relating to sex. 

Most large cities boasted groups of these "bohemian" thinkers, the most famous centered in New York City's Greenwich Village. The dancer Isadora Duncan, the photographer Alfred Stieglitz, several of the Ashcan artists, and the playwright Eugene O'Neill rubbed shoulders with Big Bill Haywood of the IWW, the anarchist Emma Goldman, and the militant feminist advocate of birth control, Margaret Sanger. Most Greenwich Village intellectuals displayed what their historian Leslie Fishbein calls "a highly personalistic concern" for their own interests, but Goldman, Haywood, Sanger, and a few others were genuine radicals who sought basic changes in bourgeois society. 

The creative writers of the era, applying the spirit of progressivism to the realism they had inherited from Howells and the naturalists, tended to adopt an optimistic tone. Ezra Pound talked grandly of an American Renaissance and fashioned a new kind of poetry called imagism, which, while not appearing to be realistic, abjured all abstract generalizations and concentrated on concrete word pictures to convey meaning. The poet Carl Sandburg, the best-known representative of the "Chicago school," denounced the local plutocrats but sang the praises of the city they had made: "Hog Butcher for the World ... .. City of the Big Shoulders." 

Most progressive writers took Freud's teachings to mean that they should cast off the restrictions of Victorian prudery; they ignored his essentially dark view of human nature. Theirs was an "innocent rebellion," exuberant and rather muddle-headed. 

Political Reform: Cities First
To ordinary progressives, political corruption and inefficiency lay at the root of the evils plaguing American cities. Despite the efforts of the 19th century urban reformers, corruption and inefficiency persisted into the Progressive Era. As the cities grew, their boss-ridden administrations became more and more disgraceful. In San Francisco, for example, Abe Ruef ruled one of the most powerful and dissolute political machines in the nation. When the gas company sought a rate increase, Ruef, who was already collecting a $1,000-a-month "retainer" from the company, demanded and got a bribe of $20,000. Prostitution flourished, with the Ruef machine sharing in the profits. There was a brisk illegal trade in liquor licenses and other favors. 

Similar conditions existed in dozens of communities. For his famous muckraking series for McClure's, Lincoln Steffens visited St. Louis, Minneapolis, Pittsburgh, New York, Chicago, and Philadelphia and found them all riddled with corruption. 

Beginning in the late 1890s, progressives mounted a massive assault on dishonest and inefficient urban governments. In San Francisco a group headed by the newspaperman Fremont Older and Rudolph Spreckels, a wealthy sugar manufacturer, broke the machine and lodged Ruef in jail. In Toledo, Ohio, Samuel M. "Golden Rule" Jones won election as mayor in 1897 and succeeded in arousing the local citizenry against the corruptionists. Other important progressive mayors were Tom L. Johnson of Cleveland, whose administration Lincoln Steffens called the best in the United States; Seth Low and later John P. Mitchell of New York; and Hazen S. Pingree of Detroit. 

City reformers could seldom destroy the machines without changing urban political institutions. Some cities obtained "home rule" charters that gave them greater freedom from state control in dealing with local matters. Many created research bureaus that investigated government problems in a scientific and nonpartisan manner. A number of middle sized communities (Galveston, Texas, was the prototype) experimented with a system that integrated executive and legislative powers in the hands of a small elected commission, thereby concentrating responsibility and making it easier to coordinate complex activities. Out of this experiment came the city manager system, under which the commissioners appointed a professional manager to administer city affairs on a nonpartisan basis. 

Political Reform: The States
To carry out this kind of change required the support of state legislatures, since all municipal government depends on the authority of a sovereign state. Such approval was often difficult to obtain-local bosses were usually entrenched in powerful state machines, and most legislatures were controlled by rural majorities insensitive to urban needs. Therefore, the progressives had to strike at inefficiency and corruption at the state level too. 

During the first decade of the new century, Wisconsin, the progressive state par excellence, was transformed by Robert M. La Follette, one of the most remarkable figures of the age. La Follette had served three terms as a Republican congressman (1885-1891) and developed a reputation as an uncompromising foe of corruption before being elected governor in 1900. That the people would always do the right thing if properly informed and inspired was the fundamental article of his political faith. 

Despite the opposition of railroad and lumbering interests, Governor La Follette implemented a direct primary system for nominating candidates, a corrupt practices act, and laws limiting campaign expenditures and lobbying activities. In power he became something of a boss himself. He made ruthless use of patronage, demanded absolute loyalty of his subordinates, and often stretched, or at least oversimplified, the truth when presenting complex issues to the voters. 

La Follette was a consummate showman, and he never rose entirely above rural prejudices, being prone to scent a nefarious "conspiracy" organized by "the interests" behind even the mildest opposition to his proposals. But he was devoted to the cause of honest government. Realizing that some state functions called for specialized technical knowledge, he used commissions and agencies to handle such matters as railroad regulation, tax assessment, conservation, and highway construction. 

The success of what became known as the Wisconsin idea led other states to adopt similar programs. Reform administrations swept into office in Iowa and Arkansas (1901), Oregon (1902), Minnesota, Kansas, and Mississippi (1904), New York and Georgia (1906), Nebraska (1909), and New Jersey and Colorado (1910). In some cases the reformers were Republicans, in others Democrats, but in all these states and in many others, the example of Wisconsin was influential. 

State Social Legislation

The first state laws aimed at social problems long antedated the Progressive Era. In 1874 Massachusetts restricted the working hours of women to ten per day, and by the 1890s, many other states, mostly in the East and the Middle West, had followed suit. Illinois passed an eight-hour law for women workers in 1893. A New York law of 1882 struck at the sweatshops of the slums by prohibiting the manufacture of cigars in premises "occupied as a house or residence." 

As part of this trend, some states established special rules for workers in hazardous industries. In the 1890s several states limited the hours of railroad workers on the grounds that fatigue sometimes caused railroad accidents. Utah restricted miners to eight hours in 1896. Before 1900 the impact of these laws was not impressive. Powerful manufacturers and landlords often succeeded in defeating the bills or rendering them innocuous. The federal system further complicated the task of obtaining effective legislation. 

The Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution, although enacted to protect the civil rights of blacks, imposed a revolutionary restriction on the states by forbidding them to "deprive any person of life, liberty, or property without due process of law." Since much state social legislation represented new uses of police power that conservative judges considered dangerous and unwise, the Fourteenth Amendment gave them an excuse to overturn the laws on the grounds that they deprived someone of liberty or property. 

As stricter and more far-reaching laws were enacted, many judges, sensing what they took to be a trend toward socialism and regimentation, adopted an increasingly narrow interpretation of state police power. The United States Supreme Court upheld the Utah mining law of 1896 (Holden v. Hardy, 1898), but in 1905 it declared in the case of Lochner v. New York that New York's ten-hour limit for bakers deprived those workers of the liberty of working as long as they wished and thus violated the Fourteenth Amendment. 

Nevertheless, the progressives continued to battle for legislation based on police power. Women played a particularly important part in these struggles. Sparked by the National Child Labor Committee, organized in 1904, reformers over the next ten years obtained laws in nearly every state banning the employment of young children and limiting the hours of older ones. Many of these laws were poorly enforced, yet when Congress passed a federal child labor law in 1916, the Supreme Court, in Hammer v. Dagenhart (1918), declared it unconstitutional.

By 1917 nearly all the states had placed limitations on the hours of women industrial workers, and about ten had set minimum wage standards for women. But once again federal action that would have extended such regulation to the entire country did not materialize. 

Laws protecting workers against on-the-job accidents were also enacted by many states. Disasters like the 1911 fire in New York City, in which nearly 150 women perished because the Triangle shirtwaist factory had no fire escapes, led to the passage of stricter municipal building codes and factory inspection acts. By 1910 most states had modified the common-law principle that a worker accepted the risk of accident as a condition of employment and was not entitled to compensation if injured unless it could be proved that the employer had been negligent. Gradually, the states adopted accident insurance plans, and some began to grant pensions to widows with small children. Most manufacturers favored these measures, if for no other reason than that they regularized procedures and avoided costly lawsuits. 

The passage of so much state social legislation sent conservatives scurrying to the Supreme Court for redress. Such persons believed that no government had the power to deprive either workers or employers of the right to negotiate any kind of labor contract they wished. When an Oregon law limiting women laundry workers to ten hours a day was challenged in Muller v. Oregon (1908), Florence Kelley and Josephine Goldmark of the Consumers' League persuaded Louis D. Brandeis to defend the statute before the Court. 

The Consumers' League, whose slogan was "investigate, agitate, legislate," was probably the most effective of the many women's reform organizations of the period. With the aid of League researchers, Brandeis prepared a remarkable brief stuffed with economic and sociological evidence indicating that long hours damaged both the health of individual women and the health of society. This nonlegal evidence greatly impressed the justices. After 1908 the right of states to protect the weaker members of society by special legislation was widely accepted. The use of the "Brandeis brief' technique to demonstrate the need for legislation became standard practice. 

Progressives also launched a massive if, ill-coordinated, attack on problems related to monopoly. The variety of regulatory legislation passed by the states between 1900 and 1917 was almost infinite. Wisconsin set up a powerful railroad commission staffed with nonpartisan experts; it enacted a graduated income tax and strengthened the state tax commission, which then proceeded to force corporations to bear a larger share of the cost of government; it overhauled the laws regulating insurance companies and established a small state-owned life insurance company to serve as a yardstick for evaluating the rates of private companies. In 1911, besides creating an industrial commission to enforce the state's labor and factory legislation, Wisconsin progressives appointed a conservation commission, headed by Charles R. Van Hise, president of the University of Wisconsin. 

A similar spate of legislation characterized the brief reign of Woodrow Wilson as governor of New Jersey (1911-1913). Economic reforms in other states were less spectacular but impressive in the mass. In New York an investigation of the big life insurance companies led to comprehensive changes in the insurance laws. In Iowa stiff laws regulating railroads were passed in 1906. In Nebraska the legislature created a system of bank deposit insurance in 1909. Minnesota levied an inheritance tax and built a harvesting machine factory to compete with the harvester trust. Georgia raised the taxes on corporations. 

Political Reform in Washington
On the national level the Progressive Era saw the culmination of the struggle for women's suffrage. The shock occasioned by the failure of the Fourteenth and Fifteenth amendments to give women the vote resulted in a split among feminists. One group, the American Women's Suffrage Association, focused on the vote question alone. The more radical National Women's Suffrage Association (NWSA), led by Elizabeth Cady Stanton and Susan B. Anthony, concerned itself with many issues of importance to women as well as the suffrage. The NWSA put the immediate interests of women ahead of everything else. It was deeply involved in efforts to unionize women workers, yet it urged women to be strikebreakers if they could get better jobs by doing so. 

Aside from their lack of unity, the feminists were handicapped by Victorian sexual inhibitions, which most of their leaders shared. Even under the best of circumstances, dislike of male-dominated society is hard enough to separate from dislike of men. At a time when sexual feelings were often deeply repressed, some of the advocates of women's rights probably did not understand themselves. Most feminists, for example, opposed contraception, insisting that birth control by any means other than continence would encourage what they called masculine lust. The Victorian idealization of female "purity" and the popular image of women as the revered guardians of home and family further confused many reformers. 

These ideas and prejudices enticed feminists into a logical trap. If women were morally superior to men-a tempting conclusion-giving women the vote would improve the electorate. Politics would become less corrupt, and war would be a thing of the past. "City housekeeping has failed," said Jane Addams of Hull House in arguing for the reform of municipal government, "partly because women, the traditional housekeepers, have not been consulted." 

The trouble with this argument (aside from the fact that opponents could easily demonstrate that in states where women did vote, governments were no better or worse than elsewhere) was that it surrendered the principle of equality. In the long run this was to have serious consequences for the women's movement, though the immediate effect of the "purity" argument probably was to advance the suffragists' cause. 

In 1890 the two major women's groups combined as the National American Women's Suffrage Association (NAWSA). New leaders were emerging, the most notable being Carrie Chapman Catt, a woman who combined superb organizing abilities and political skills with commitment to broad social reform. The NAWSA made winning the right to vote its main objective and concentrated on a state-by-state approach. By 1896 Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, and Idaho had been won over to women's suffrage. 

The burgeoning of the progressive movement helped as middle-class recruits of both sexes adopted the cause. California voted for women's suffrage in 1911, and then several other states fell into line. Large numbers of working-class women began to agitate for the vote. 

The suffragists then shifted the campaign back to the national level, the lead taken by a militant new organization, the Congressional Union, headed by Alice Paul. After some hesitation the NAWSA began to campaign for a constitutional amendment. By 1920 the necessary three-fourths of the states had ratified the Nineteenth Amendment; the long fight was over. 

The progressive drive for political democracy also found expression in the Seventeenth Amendment to the Constitution, ratified in 1913, which required the popular election of senators. And a group of "insurgent" congressmen managed to reform the House of Representatives by limiting the power of the Speaker. Thereafter, appointments to committees were determined by the whole membership, acting through party caucuses. This change was thoroughly progressive. "We want the House to be representative of the people and each individual member to have his ideas presented and passed on," explained George W. Norris, who had led the insurgents. 

Theodore Roosevelt: Cowboy in the White House 
In September 1901 an anarchist named Leon Czolgosz assassinated President McKinley, and Theodore Roosevelt became president of the United States. His ascension to the presidency marked the beginning of a new era in national politics. 

Although only 42, by far the youngest president in the nation's history up to that time, Roosevelt brought solid qualifications to the office. In addition to political experience gained during three terms in the New York Assembly, six years on the United States Civil Service Commission, two years as police commissioner of New York City, another as assistant secretary of the navy, and a term as governor of New York, he had been a rancher in Dakota Territory and a soldier in the Spanish-American War. Politically, he had always been a loyal Republican. He rejected the Mugwump heresy in 1884, despite his distaste for Blaine, and during the tempestuous 1890s he vigorously denounced populism, Bryanism, and "labor agitators." 

Nevertheless, Roosevelt's elevation to the presidency alarmed many conservatives, and not without reason. He did not fit their conception, based on a composite image of the chief executives from Hayes to McKinley, of what a president should be like. He seemed too undignified, too energetic, too outspoken, too unconventional. It was one thing to have operated a cattle ranch, another to have captured a gang of rustlers at gunpoint; one thing to have run a metropolitan police force, another to have roamed New York slums in the small hours to catch patrolmen fraternizing with thieves and prostitutes; one thing to have commanded a regiment, another to have killed a Spaniard personally. 

Roosevelt had been a sickly child plagued by asthma and poor eyesight, and he seems to have spent much of his adult life compensating for the sense of inadequacy that these troubles bred in him. He worshiped aggressiveness and was extremely sensitive to any threat to his honor as a gentleman. When another young man showed some slight interest in Roosevelt's fiancee, he sent for a set of French dueling pistols. His teachers found him an interesting student, intelligent and imaginative if rather annoyingly argumentative. "Now look here, Roosevelt," one Harvard professor finally said to him, "let me talk. I'm running this course." 

Few individuals have rationalized or sublimated their feelings of inferiority as effectively as Roosevelt or to such good purpose. And few have been more genuinely warmhearted, more full of spontaneity, more committed to the ideals of public service and national greatness. As a political leader he was energetic and hard-driving. Conservatives and timid souls, sensing his aggressiveness even when he held it in check, distrusted Roosevelt's judgment, fearing he might go off half-cocked in some crisis. In fact, his judgment was nearly always sound; responsibility usually tempered his aggressiveness. 

Above all Roosevelt believed in action. It would have been unthinkable for him to preside over a mere caretaker administration devoted to maintaining the status quo. However, the reigning Republican politicos, basking in the sunshine of the prosperity that had contributed so much to their victory in 1900, distrusted anything suggestive of change. 

Had Roosevelt been the impetuous hothead that conservatives feared, he would have plunged ahead without regard for their feelings and influence. Instead he moved slowly and often got what he wanted by using his executive power rather than by persuading Congress to pass new laws. His domestic program included some measure of control of big corporations, more power for the Interstate Commerce Commission, and the conservation of natural resources. By consulting congressional leaders and following their advice not to bring up controversial matters like the tariff and currency reform, he obtained a modest budget of new laws. 

The Newlands Act (1902) funneled the proceeds from land sales in the West into federal irrigation projects. A 1903 law created the Department of Commerce and Labor, which was to include a Bureau of Corporations with authority to investigate industrial combines and issue reports. The Elkins Railroad Act of 1903 strengthened the Interstate Commerce Commission's hand against the railroads by making receiving or granting of rebates illegal and by forbidding the roads to deviate in any way from their published rates. 

Roosevelt and Big Business

Roosevelt soon became known as a trustbuster, and in the sense that he considered the monopoly problem the most pressing issue of the times, this was accurate to an extent. But he did not believe in breaking up big corporations indiscriminately. Regulation seemed the best way to deal with them. 

With Congress unwilling to pass a stiff regulatory law, Roosevelt resorted to the Sherman Act to get at the problem. Although the Supreme Court decision in the Sugar Trust case seemed to have emasculated that law, in 1902 the president ordered the Justice Department to bring suit against the Northern Securities Company. 

The Northern Securities Company controlled the Great Northern, the Northern Pacific, and the Chicago, Burlington and Quincy railroads. It had been created in 1901 after a titanic battle on the New York Stock Exchange between the forces of J. P. Morgan and James J. Hill and those of E. H. Harriman, who was associated with the Rockefeller interests. Neither side could win a clear-cut victory, so they decided to put the stock of all three railroads into a holding company owned by the two groups. Since Harriman already controlled the Union Pacific and the Southern Pacific, a virtual monopoly of western railroads was effected. 

The announcement of the suit caused consternation in the business world. Attorney General Philander C. Knox pressed the case vigorously, and in 1904 the Supreme Court ordered the dissolution of the Northern Securities Company. Roosevelt then ordered suits against the meat packers, the Standard Oil Trust, and the American Tobacco Company. His stock among progressives rose, yet he had not embarrassed the conservatives in Congress by demanding new antitrust legislation. 

The president went out of his way to assure cooperative corporation magnates that he was not against size per se. At a White House conference in 1905, he and Elbert H. Gary, chairman of the board of U.S. Steel, reached a "gentlemen's agreement" whereby Gary promised to cooperate with the government "in every possible way." The Bureau of Corporations would conduct an investigation of U.S. Steel, Gary allowing it full access to company records. Roosevelt in turn promised that if the investigation revealed any corporate malpractices, he would allow Gary to set matters right voluntarily, thereby avoiding an antitrust suit. A similar agreement was struck with the International Harvester Company two years later. 

There were limits to the effectiveness of such arrangements; Standard Oil, for example, agreed to a similar detente and then reneged, refusing to turn over vital records to the bureau. The Justice Department brought suit against the company under the Sherman Act, and eventually it was broken up at the order of the Supreme Court. Roosevelt would have preferred a more binding kind of regulation, but when he asked for laws giving the government supervisory authority over big combinations, Congress refused to act. 

Square Dealing:  Roosevelt and the Coal Strike
Roosevelt made remarkable use of his executive power during the anthracite coal strike of 1902. In June the United Mine Workers, led by John Mitchell, laid down their picks and demanded higher wages, an eight-hour day, and recognition of the union. The coal companies were dead set against concessions; when the men walked out, they shut down their properties and prepared to starve the strikers into submission. 

The strike dragged on through summer and early fall. The miners conducted themselves with great restraint, avoiding violence and offering to submit their claims to arbitration. As the price of anthracite soared with the approach of winter, sentiment in their behalf mounted. 

Roosevelt shared the public's sympathy for the miners, and the threat of a coal shortage alarmed him. Early in October he summoned both sides to a conference in Washington and urged them to sacrifice any "personal consideration" for the "general good." His action enraged the coal operators, for they believed he was trying to force them to recognize the union. Mitchell, aware of the immense prestige that Roosevelt had conferred on the union by calling the conference, cooperated fully with the president. 

Encouraged by this state of affairs, Roosevelt took a bold step: He announced that unless a settlement was reached promptly, he would order federal troops into the anthracite regions, not to break the strike but to seize and operate the mines. The threat of government intervention brought the owners to terms. The miners went back to the pits, and all issues between them and the coal companies were submitted for settlement to a commission appointed by Roosevelt. In March 1903 the commission granted the miners a 10 percent wage increase and a nine-hour day. 

To the public the incident seemed a perfect illustration of the progressive spirit-in Roosevelt's words, everyone had received a "square deal." In fact the results were by no means so clear-cut. The miners gained relatively little, and the companies lost still less, for they were not required to recognize the union and the commission recommended a 10 percent increase in the price of coal, ample compensation for the increased wage costs. The president was the main winner. The public acclaimed him as a fearless, imaginative, public-spirited leader. Without calling on Congress for support, he had expanded his own authority and hence that of the federal government. His action marked a major step forward in the evolution of the modem presidency. 

T.R: President in His Own Right 
By reviving the Sherman Act, settling the coal strike, and pushing moderate reforms through Congress, Roosevelt ensured that he would be reelected president in 1904. Progressives, if not yet captivated, were at least pleased by his performance. Conservative Republicans offered no serious objection. Sensing that Roosevelt had won over the liberals, the Democrats nominated a conservative, Judge Alton B. Parker of New York, and bid for the support of eastern industrialists. This strategy failed, for businessmen continued to eye the party of Bryan with intense suspicion. Roosevelt swept the country, piling up a majority of more than 2.5 million votes. 

Encouraged by this landslide and by the increasing militancy of progressives, Roosevelt pressed for more reform legislation. The Elkins Railroad Act had proved a disappointment, for the courts continued to favor the railroads in most cases. Rebating remained a serious problem. With progressive state governors demanding federal action and with farmers and manufacturers, especially in the Middle West, clamoring for relief against discriminatory rates, Roosevelt was ready by 1905 to make railroad legislation his major objective. The Interstate Commerce Commission should be empowered to fix rates, not merely to challenge unreasonable ones. It should have the right to inspect the private records of the railroads, since fair rates could not be determined unless the true financial condition of the roads was known. 

Because these proposals struck at rights that businessmen considered sacrosanct, many congressmen balked. But Roosevelt applied presidential pressure, and in June 1906 the Hepburn bill became law. It gave the commission the power to inspect the books of railroad companies, to set maximum rates (once a complaint had been filed by a shipper), and to control sleeping car companies, owners of oil pipelines, and other firms engaged in transportation. Railroads could no longer issue passes freely-an important check on their political influence. The Hepburn Act made the ICC a more powerful and more active body. Though it did not outlaw judicial review of ICC decisions, thereafter those decisions were seldom overturned by the courts. 

Congress also passed meat inspection and pure food and drug legislation. In 1906 Upton Sinclair published The jungle, a devastating expose of the filthy conditions in the Chicago slaughterhouses. Sinclair was more interested in writing a socialist tract than in meat inspection, but his book, a best-seller, raised a storm against the packers. After Roosevelt read The jungle, he sent two officials to Chicago to investigate. Their report was so shocking, he said, that its publication would "be well-nigh ruinous to our export trade in meat." He threatened to release the report, however, unless Congress acted. After a hot fight, the meat inspection bill passed. The Pure Food and Drug Act, forbidding the manufacture and sale of adulterated or fraudulently labeled products, rode through Congress on the coattails of this measure. 

To liberals Roosevelt's achievements seemed limited when placed beside his professed objectives and his smug evaluations of what he had done. How could he be a reformer and a defender of established interests at the same time? Roosevelt found no difficulty in holding such a position. As one historian has said, "He stood close to the center and bared his teeth at the conservatives of the right and the liberals of the extreme left." 

Tilting Left
As the progressive movement advanced, Roosevelt advanced with it. He never accepted all the ideas of what he called its "lunatic fringe," but he took steadily more liberal positions. He always insisted that he was not hostile to business interests, but when these interests sought to exploit the national domain, they had no more implacable foe. 

Conservation of natural resources was probably Roosevelt's most significant achievement as president. He placed some 150 million acres of forest lands in federal reserves, and he strictly enforced the laws governing grazing, mining, and lumbering. In 1908 he organized the National Conservation Conference, attended by 44 governors and 500 other persons, to discuss conservation matters. As a result of this meeting, most of the states created conservation commissions. 

As Roosevelt became more liberal, conservative Republicans began to balk at following his lead. The sudden panic that struck the financial world in October 1907 speeded the trend. Government policies had no direct bearing on the panic, which began with a run on several important New York trust companies and spread to the Stock Exchange when speculators found themselves unable to borrow money to meet their obligations. In this emergency, Roosevelt authorized the deposit of large amounts of government cash in New York banks. He informally agreed to the acquisition of the Tennessee Coal and Iron Company by U.S. Steel when the bankers told him that the purchase was necessary to end the panic. In spite of his efforts, conservatives referred to the financial collapse as "Roosevelt's panic" and blamed the president for the depression that followed. 

Roosevelt, however, turned left rather than right. In 1908 he came out for federal income and inheritance taxes, stricter regulation of interstate corporations, and reforms designed to help industrial workers. He denounced "the speculative folly and the flagrant dishonesty" of "malefactors of great wealth," further alienating conservative, or Old Guard, Republicans, who resented the attacks on their integrity implicit in many of Roosevelt's statements. When the president began criticizing the courts, the last bastion of conservatism, he lost all chance of obtaining further reform legislation. 

William Howard Taft: The Listless Progressive 
Roosevelt remained popular and politically powerful; before his term ended, he chose William Howard Taft, his secretary of war, to succeed him and easily obtained Taft's nomination. William Jennings Bryan was again the Democratic candidate. Campaigning on Roosevelt's record, Taft carried the country by well over a million votes, defeating Bryan 321 to 162 in the electoral college. 

Taft was intelligent, experienced, and public spirited; he seemed ideally suited to carry out Roosevelt's policies. He supported the Square Deal loyally. This, together with his mentor's ardent endorsement, won him the backing of most progressive Republicans. Yet the Old Guard liked him too; although outgoing, he had none of Roosevelt's impetuosity and aggressiveness. His genial personality and his obvious desire to avoid conflict appealed to moderates. 

However, Taft lacked the physical and mental stamina required of a modern chief executive. Though not lazy, he weighed over 300 pounds and needed to rest this vast bulk more than the job allowed. Campaigning bored him, speech making seemed a useless chore. He was too reasonable to control a coalition and not ambitious enough to impose his will on others. Extremists he found irritating and persistent people (including his wife) difficult to resist. He supported many progressive measures, but he never absorbed the progressive spirit. 

Taft honestly desired to carry out most of Roosevelt's policies. He enforced the Sherman Act vigorously and continued to expand the national forest reserves. He signed the Mann-Elkins Act of 1910, which empowered the Interstate Commerce Commission to suspend rate increases without waiting for a shipper to complain and established the Commerce Court to speed the settlement of railroad rate cases. An eight-hour day for all persons engaged in work on government contracts, mine safety legislation, and several other reform measures received his approval. He even summoned Congress into special session specifically to reduce tariff duties something that Roosevelt had not dared to attempt. 

But Taft had been disturbed by Roosevelt's sweeping use of executive power. Whereas Roosevelt had excelled at finding ways to accomplish his objectives without waiting for Congress to act, Taft adamantly refused to use such tactics. His restraint was in many ways admirable, but it reduced his effectiveness. 

In case after case, Taft's lack of vigor and political ineptness led to trouble. In the matter of the tariff, he favored downward revision. When the special session met in 1909, the House promptly passed a bill that was roughly in line with his desires. But Senate protectionists restored the high rates of the 1897 act on most items. A group of insurgent senators opposed these changes. They were fighting the president's battle, yet Taft did little to help them. He signed the final Payne-Aldrich measure and called it "the best [tariff] bill that the Republican party ever passed." His attitude dumbfounded the progressives. 

In 1910 Taft got into difficulty with the conservationists. The issue concerned the integrity of his secretary of the interior, Richard A. Ballinger. A less than ardent conservationist, Ballinger returned to the public domain certain water power sites that the Roosevelt administration had withdrawn. Ballinger's action alarmed Chief Forester Gifford Pinchot, the darling of the conservationists. When Pinchot teamed that Ballinger intended to validate the shaky claim of powerful mining interests to a large tract of coal-rich land in Alaska, he launched an intemperate attack on the secretary. In the controversy, Taft felt obliged to support his own man. When Pinchot persisted in criticizing Ballinger, Taft dismissed him, bringing down upon himself the wrath of the conservationists. 

Breakup of the Republican Party 
One ominous aspect of the Ballinger-Pinchot affair was that Pinchot was a close friend of Theodore Roosevelt. After Taft's inauguration, Roosevelt had gone off to hunt big game in Africa. When he emerged from the wilderness in March 1910, bearing more than 3,000 trophies, including 9 lions, 5 elephants, and 13 rhinos, he was caught up in the squabble between the progressive members of his party and its titular head. Roosevelt hoped to steer a middle course, but the progressives' complaints impressed him. No immediate break took place, but Taft sensed the former president's coolness and was offended by it. 

Perhaps the resulting rupture was inevitable. The Republican party was dividing into two factions, the progressives and the Old Guard. Forced to choose between them, Taft threw in his lot with the Old Guard. Roosevelt backed the progressives. Speaking at Osawatomie, Kansas, in August 1911, he came out for a comprehensive program of social legislation, which he called the New Nationalism. Besides attacking "special privilege" and the "unfair money-getting" practices of "lawbreakers of great wealth," he called for a broad expansion of federal power. 

The final break came in October 1911, when President Taft ordered an antitrust suit against U.S. Steel. Roosevelt, of course, opposed breaking up large corporations. "The effort at prohibiting all combinations has substantially failed," he said in his New Nationalism speech. What angered Roosevelt, however, was Taft's emphasis in the suit on U.S. Steel's absorption of the Tennessee Coal and Iron Company, which Roosevelt had unofficially authorized during the panic of 1907. He began to criticize Taft publicly, and early in 1912 he declared himself a candidate for the Republican presidential nomination. 

Roosevelt plunged into the preconvention campaign with typical energy. He was almost uniformly victorious in the states that held presidential primaries, carrying even Ohio, Taft's home state. However, the president controlled the party machinery and at the national convention won easily on the first ballot. 

Had Roosevelt had swallowed his resentment and bided his time, Taft would almost certainly have been defeated in the election, and the 1916 Republican nomination would have been Roosevelt's for the asking. But when his leading supporters urged him to organize a third party, he agreed to make the race. In August, amid scenes of hysterical enthusiasm, the first convention of the Progressive party met at Chicago and nominated him for president. Announcing that he felt "as strong as a bull moose," Roosevelt delivered a stirring "confession of faith," calling for strict regulation of corporations, a tariff commission, national presidential primaries, minimum wage and workers' compensation laws, the elimination of child labor, and many other reforms. 

The Election of 1912
The Democrats made the most of the Republican schism. They nominated Woodrow Wilson, who had achieved a remarkable liberal record as governor of New Jersey. Wilson called his program the New Freedom. The federal government could best advance the cause of social justice, he reasoned, by eradicating the special privileges that had enabled the "interests" to flourish. Where Roosevelt had lost faith in competition as a way of protecting the public against monopolies, Wilson insisted that competition could be restored. "If America is not to have free enterprise, then she can have freedom of no sort whatever," he said. This vague argument appealed to thousands of voters who found the growing power of corporations disturbing but hesitated to make the thoroughgoing commitment to government control of business that Roosevelt was advocating. 

Roosevelt's reasoning was perhaps theoretically sound. Laissez-faire made less sense than it had in earlier times. The complexities of the modem world called for a positive approach, a plan, the close application of human intelligence to current social and economic problems. As Herbert Croly pointed out in The Promise of American Life (1909), the time had come to employ Hamiltonian means to achieve Jeffersonian ends. 

Roosevelt dismissed Wilson's New Freedom as "rural toryism," but being less drastic and more in fine with American experience than the New Nationalism, it had much to recommend it. The danger that selfish individuals would use the power of the state for their own ends had certainly not disappeared, despite the efforts of progressives to make government more responsive to popular opinion. Any considerable expansion of national power would increase the danger and probably create new difficulties. Managing so complicated an enterprise as an industrialized nation was sure to be a formidable task. Furthermore, individual freedom of opportunity merited the toleration of a certain amount of inefficiency. 

To choose between the New Nationalism and the New Freedom, between the dynamic Roosevelt and the idealistic Wilson, was indeed difficult. Thousands grappled with this problem before going to the polls, but partisan politics determined the outcome of the election. Taft got the hard-core Republican vote and lost the progressive wing of the GOP to Roosevelt. Wilson had the solid support of both conservative and liberal Democrats. As a result, Wilson won an easy victory in the electoral college, receiving 435 votes to Roosevelt's 88 and Taft's 8. The popular vote was Wilson, 6,286,000; Roosevelt, 4,126,000; and Taft, 3,484,000. But if partisan politics had determined the winner, the election was nonetheless an overwhelming endorsement of progressivism. Wilson was a minority president, but he took office with a clear mandate to press forward with further reforms. 

Wilson: The New Freedom
No man ever rose more suddenly or spectacularly in American politics than Woodrow Wilson. In the spring of 1910 he was president of Princeton University; in the fall of 1912 he was president-elect of the United States. Yet if his rise was meteoric, in a sense he had devoted his life to preparing for it. While still in college he dreamed of representing his state in the Senate. He studied law solely because he thought it the best avenue to public office, and when he discovered that he did not like legal work, he took a doctorate at Johns Hopkins in political science. He wrote several influential books, among them Congressional Government and The State, and achieved an outstanding reputation as a teacher and lecturer. In 1902 he was chosen president of Princeton and soon won a place among the nation's leading educators. 

Wilson was an immediate success as president. Since Roosevelt's last year in office, Congress had been almost continually at war with the executive branch and with itself. Legislative achievements had been few. Now a small avalanche of important measures received the approval of the lawmakers. In October 1913 the Underwood Tariff brought the first significant reduction of duties since before the Civil War. To compensate for the expected loss of revenue, the act provided for a graduated tax on personal incomes.

Two months later the Federal Reserve Act gave the country a central banking system for the first time since Jackson destroyed the Bank of the United States. The measure divided the nation into 12 banking districts, each under the supervision of a Federal Reserve bank, a sort of bank for bankers. All national banks in each district and any state banks that wished to participate had to invest 6 percent of their capital and surplus in the reserve bank, which was empowered to exchange (the technical term is rediscount) paper money, called Federal Reserve notes, for the commercial and agricultural paper that member banks took in as security from borrowers. The volume of currency was no longer at the mercy of the supply of gold or any other particular commodity. 

The nerve center of the system was the Federal Reserve Board in Washington, which appointed a majority of the directors of the Federal Reserve banks and had some control over rediscount rates (the commission charged by the reserve banks for performing the rediscounting function). The board exercised some public control over the banks, but the great New York banks remained strong. Nevertheless, a true central banking system was created. 

When inflation threatened, the reserve banks could raise the rediscount rate, discouraging borrowing and thus reducing the amount of money in circulation. In bad times it could lower the rate, making it easier to borrow and injecting new dollars into the economy. The nation finally had a flexible yet safe currency. 

In 1914 Congress passed two important laws affecting corporations. One created the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) to replace Roosevelt's Bureau of Corporations. In addition to investigating corporations and publishing reports, this nonpartisan board could issue cease and desist orders against 11 unfair" trade practices brought to light through its research. The law did not define unfair, and the commission's rulings could be appealed in the federal courts, but the FTC was nonetheless a powerful instrument for protecting the public against the trusts. 

The second measure, the Clayton Antitrust Act, made certain specific business practices illegal, including price discrimination that tended to foster monopoly; "tying" agreements, which forbade retailers from handling the products of a firm's competitors; and the creation of interlocking directorates as a means of controlling competing companies. The act exempted labor unions and agricultural organizations from the antitrust laws and curtailed the use of injunctions in labor disputes. The officers of corporations could be held individually responsible if their companies violated the antitrust laws. 

Although Wilson was not in sympathy with all the terms of these laws, they reflected his desires, and his imaginative and aggressive use of presidential power was decisive. He called the legislators into special session in April 1913 to lay out his program. He followed the course of administration bills closely. When lobbyists tried to frustrate his plans for tariff reform by bringing pressure to bear on key senators, Wilson made a dramatic appeal to the people. "The public ought to know the extraordinary exertions being made by the lobby in Washington," he told reporters. "Only public opinion can check and destroy it." The voters responded so strongly that the Senate passed the tariff bill substantially as Wilson desired it. 

Wilson explained his success by saying, only half humorously, that running the government was child's play for anyone who had managed the faculty of a university. Despite his career as a political theorist, he was not doctrinaire. In practice the differences between his New Freedom and Roosevelt's New Nationalism tended to disappear. The Underwood Tariff and the Clayton Antitrust Act fitted the philosophy Wilson had expounded during the campaign, but the Federal Trade Commission and the Federal Reserve system represented steps toward the kind of regulated economy that Roosevelt advocated. 

There were limits to Wilson's progressivism, imposed partly by his temperament and partly by his philosophy. He objected as strenuously to laws granting special favors to farmers and workers as to those benefiting the tycoons. When a bill was introduced in 1914 making low-interest loans available to farmers, he refused to support it. He considered the provision exempting unions from the antitrust laws equally unsound. Nor would he push for a federal law prohibiting child labor. He also refused to back the constitutional amendment giving the vote to women. 

By the end of 1914 the Wilsonian record, on balance, was positive but distinctly limited. The president believed that the major progressive goals had been achieved; he had no plans for further reform. Many other progressives thought that a great deal remained to be done. 

The Progressives and Minority Rights 

On the issue of race relations, Wilson was distinctly reactionary. With a handful of exceptions the progressives exhibited strong prejudices against nonwhite people and against certain categories of whites as well. Many were as unsympathetic to immigrants from Asia and eastern and southern Europe as any of the "conservative" opponents of immigration in the 1880s and 1890s. American Indians were also affected by the progressives' racial attitudes. Where sponsors of the Dawes Act had assumed that Indians were capable of adopting the ways of "civilized" people, progressives tended to write Indians off as fundamentally inferior, second-class citizens at best. Theodore Roosevelt knew from personal experience that some Indians were as energetic and capable as whites, but he considered these "exceptional." It would be many generations before most Indians could "move forward" enough to become "ordinary citizens," Roosevelt believed. 

Blacks did not fare well at the hands of progressives either. In the South, segregation became more rigid, white opposition to black voting more monolithic. Elsewhere, many progressive women, eager to attract southern support for their campaign for the vote, adopted racist arguments. They contrasted the supposed corruption and incompetence of black voters with their own "purity" and intelligence. Southern progressives of both sexes argued that disfranchising blacks would reduce corruption by removing from unscrupulous white politicians the temptation to purchase black votes! 

The typical southern attitude toward the education of blacks was summed up in a folk proverb: "When you educate a Negro, you spoil a good field hand." In 1910, only about 8,000 black children in the entire South were attending high schools. Despite the almost total suppression of black rights, lynchings continued to occur. 

Booker T. Washington was shaken by this trend, but he could find no way to combat it. The times were passing him by. He appealed to his white southern "friends" for help but got nowhere. By the turn of the century a number of young, well-educated blacks, most of them northerners, were breaking away from his accommodationist leadership. 

Black Militancy
William E. B. Du Bois was the most prominent of the militants. Du Bois was born in Great Barrington, Massachusetts, in 1868. He showed such brilliance in school that his future education was assured by scholarships: to Fisk University, then to Harvard, then to the University of Berlin. In 1895 he became the first American black to earn a Ph.D. from Harvard; his dissertation, The Suppression of the African Slave Trade (1896), remains a standard reference. 

Personal success and "acceptance" by whites did not make Du Bois complacent. Outraged by white racism and by the willingness of many blacks to settle for second-class citizenship, he set out to make American blacks proud of their color"Beauty is black," he said-and of their African origins and culture. American blacks must organize themselves. They must establish their own businesses, run their own newspapers and colleges, write their own literature; they must preserve their identity rather than seek to amalgamate themselves into a society that offered them only contempt. 

Du Bois rejected Washington's limited goals and his accommodating approach to white prejudices. Washington "apologizes for injustice," Du Bois charged. "He belittles the emasculating effects of caste distinctions, and opposes the higher training and ambitions of our brightest minds." Du Bois deemed this was totally wrong. "The way for a people to gain their reasonable rights is not by voluntarily throwing them away." 

Du Bois was not an uncritical admirer of the ordinary American black. He believed that "immorality, crime, and laziness" were common vices. Quite properly, he blamed the weaknesses of blacks on the treatment afforded them by whites, but his approach to the solution of racial problems was frankly elitist. "The Negro race," he wrote, "is going to be saved by its exceptional men," what he called the "talented tenth" of the black population. 

Du Bois exposed both the weaknesses of Washington's strategy and the callousness of white American attitudes. Accommodation was not working. Washington was praised, even lionized by prominent southern whites, yet when Theodore Roosevelt invited him to a meal at the White House they exploded with indignation, and Roosevelt, though not personally prejudiced, meekly backtracked, never repeating his "mistake." He defended his record by saying, "I have stood as valiantly for the rights of the negro as any president since Lincoln," which, alas, was true. 

Not mere impatience but despair led Du Bois and a few like-minded blacks to meet at Niagara Falls in July 1905 and issue a list of demands: the unrestricted right to vote; an end to every kind of segregation; equality of economic opportunity; higher education for the talented; equal justice in the courts; and an end to trade-union discrimination. This Niagara Movement did not attract mass support, but it did stir the consciences of some whites, many of them the descendants of abolitionists, who were also becoming disenchanted by the failure of accommodation to provide blacks with real opportunity. 

In 1909, the centennial of the birth of Abraham Lincoln, a group of these liberals founded the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP). The organization was dedicated to the eradication of racial discrimination. Its leadership was predominantly white in the early years, but Du Bois became a national officer and the editor of its journal, The Crisis.  A turning point had been reached. After 1909 virtually every important leader, white and black alike, rejected the Washington approach. More and more, blacks turned to the study of their past in an effort to stimulate pride in their heritage. In 1915 Carter G. Woodson founded the Association for the Study of Negro Life and History; the following year he began editing the Journal of Negro History, which became the major organ for the publishing of scholarly studies of the subject. 

This militancy produced few results in the Progressive Era. Theodore Roosevelt behaved no differently from earlier Republican presidents; he courted blacks when he thought it advantageous, turned his back when he did not. Wilson, southern born, was actively antipathetic toward blacks. During the 1912 campaign he appealed to them for support and promised to "assist in advancing the interest of their race." Once elected, he refused even to appoint a privately financed commission to study the race problem. Southerners dominated his administration and Congress; as a result, blacks were further degraded. In Washington employees in many government offices were rigidly segregated, and those who objected were summarily discharged. These actions stirred such a storm that Wilson backtracked a little, but he never abandoned his belief that segregation was in the best interests of both races. 

Du Bois, who had supported Wilson in 1912, attacked administration policy in The Crisis. In November 1914 the militant editor of the Boston Guardian, William Monroe Trotter, led a delegation to the White House to protest the segregation policy of the government. When Wilson accused him of blackmail, Trotter lost his temper and an ugly confrontation resulted. The mood of black leaders had changed completely. By this time the Great War had broken out in Europe. Soon its effects would be felt by every American, by blacks perhaps more than by any other group. In November 1915, a year almost to the day after Trotter's clash with Wilson, Booker T. Washington died. One era had ended; a new one was beginning. 

