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For Rosemary:
And you wait, are awaiting the one thing
that will infinitely enhance your life;
the powerful, the uncommon,
the awakening of stones,
depths turning toward you.

—Rilke

Praise for David Traxel’s
CRUSADER NATION
“In an elegant and substantive narrative history, Traxel re-creates  America during the Progressive Era, a time when politicians,  church leaders and ordinary citizens were on fire to reform  society. . . . The book reads seamlessly, and it will serve a scholarly and general audience as a summary of an important era in  U.S. history.” 
—Publishers Weekly  (starred review)
“David Traxel’s compelling Crusader Nation is a beautifully written narrative history of America at the dawn of the twentieth  century. Whether he is writing about Theodore Roosevelt or Big  Bill Haywood or Pancho Villa, he is always on the mark. A truly  smart book.” 
—Douglas Brinkley
“Here, over twenty years, was the stunning rise of the crusader  spirit—muscular, reformist, big-hearted—and its equally sudden  wane. Writing with force, passion, and scope, David Traxel takes  the reader through a fascinating kaleidoscope of events at the  start of twentieth-century America. Bravo for this significant  achievement.” 
—Jay Winik
“Traxel keeps a sharp eye out for historical patterns and luminous  moments.” 
—Kirkus Reviews
“Engaging history. . . . Traxel . . . offers observations that attract  and enlighten.” 
—The Decatur Daily 

Preface
There are few periods in American history filled with such troublesome,  adventurous, and challenging events as the first decades of the American  Century. The United States had undergone enormous economic and social  upheaval in the 1880s and 1890s as a ruthless industrial manufacturing system evolved while millions of impoverished immigrants poured in to work  and suffer in factories and mines. The sins of uncontrolled industrial  development inspired passionate crusades for reform that had many goals:  stop child labor and other exploitive employer practices, extend democracy  through votes for women, rein in irresponsible plutocrats, expel corrupt  big-city machines, and prohibit the social evil of alcohol. Crusaders ranged  from foot soldiers of the Democratic and Republican parties to ardent  Socialists, to members of even more radical organizations such as the  Industrial Workers of the World and antiorganizations such as Emma  Goldman’s anarchists. All had faith in their particular visions for the good  society and fought to establish these with a passionate intensity that often  blinded them to other points of view.
This Age of Progress was also marked by the wide range of articulate  and dedicated people who were both participants and witnesses to the  momentous transformations taking place. There were colorful politicians  such as Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson trying not only to control the giant corporations dominating the new economy but also to contain and direct the forces of reform that had been unleashed. These men,  though once admirers of each other, became bitter enemies over questions  of political philosophy, and their relationship was made even worse by personal jealousy. The radical journalist John Reed is another of the individuals whose lives illuminate the times. A graduate of Harvard, he was one of   the early bohemians of Greenwich Village, enjoying numerous love affairs  and great success in his writing about revolutionaries here and abroad.  Young America was rebelling against the strictures of the Victorians, a  rebellion that was reflected in all aspects of life, from the new sexual  mores, dance crazes, and jazz music to politics. It was a time of old certainties under attack from those who were just as certain about what they  believed.
The outbreak of the European war in August 1914 began to shift the  attention of Americans to international concerns. Most were sure that  their country could avoid becoming involved, and felt morally superior to  the belligerents, though they were grateful for the flood of war orders that  turned a stagnant economy into roaring prosperity. Great Britain, controlling the sea-lanes, benefited most from American productivity, but that was  countered by Germany’s submarine fleet. Woodrow Wilson, recognizing  the dangers of involvement, pleaded in vain with his fellow citizens to stay  neutral, but for a nation of immigrants with ties of blood and culture to the  warring nations, that proved impossible. Social activists such as Jane  Addams organized a peace movement, finding an ally in Henry Ford, who  revolutionized American life during these years through his Model T. The  automaker launched his own crusade to stop the war, financing the Peace  Ship of December 1915 and accompanying it to Europe, naively assuring  the public that he would end the war in a few weeks.
But soon the country was drawn into the war itself by acts that  included the sinking of the Lusitania and a German sabotage campaign  against American industry directed by Franz von Papen, military attaché at  the German embassy, who a couple of decades later would play a role in  the rise of Adolf Hitler. Germany was also involved in fomenting deadly  raids along the Mexican border, so that when the kaiser proposed that  Mexico and Japan join with him to make war on the United States, the  threat was taken very seriously. The country entered on a crusade in 1917  that, typically, was not just to defend the country’s interests, but to “make  the world safe for democracy,” a struggle that would make war impossible  in the future. The results of that great campaign are in some ways both the  culmination and the defeat of progressivism. America relied on many of  the same tactics that had been used to such effect in the reform campaigns, such as morally charged publicity to generate support for the  cause. Progressive goals, including prohibition and votes for women, were  achieved partly because of the war, as is the extraordinary, and brief,  use of government power to contain capitalists accustomed to the freedoms of laissez-faire. Unfortunately, crusades also lead to a moral self-righteousness that makes dissent intolerable, and civil liberties were suppressed for the duration. Such passionate commitment could not last. The  reality of a victory for idealism that later seemed much like a defeat is one  of the factors that brought Warren G. Harding and conservative Republicans back to power through the election of 1920. As H. L. Mencken wrote  that year, people “were weary of hearing highfalutin and meaningless  words; they sicken of an idealism that is oblique, confusing, dishonest and  ferocious.” The American crusades that had been dedicated to changing  first the nation and then the world had been, temporarily, defeated.

CHAPTER ONE
American Renascence
Looking back . . . I have thought of the period in America, including the last few years of the nineteenth century and the early years   of the twentieth, as the American Renascence, even the Great  American Renascence.
Ray Stannard Baker1
You see, getting down to the bottom of things, this is a pretty raw,  crude civilization of ours—pretty wasteful, pretty cruel, which  often comes to the same thing, doesn’t it? And in a lot of respects we  Americans are the rawest and crudest of all. Our production, our   factory laws, our charities, our relations between capital and labor,   our distribution—all wrong, out of gear. We’ve stumbled along for  a while, trying to run a new civilization in old ways, but we’ve got  to start to make this world over.
Thomas Edison, 19122
IN 1898 the United States stepped into the realm of international power  politics for the first time. The country had already become a global economic presence, and was feared as a competitor because of its tremendous  natural resources and industrial efficiency. Militarily, however, it was  viewed with condescension by the Great Powers until it quickly and decisively thrashed Spain in 1898, seizing as the fruits of victory the colonies  remaining in that faded empire: Cuba, which was soon given a limited  independence, Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Philippines. Mixed into this  rather amateurish adventure were motives of economic gain, national prestige, fear of German or other European expansion into the Caribbean,  desire for strategic naval bases, and anger over the blowing up of the battleship Maine. But there was also a strong sense of moral outrage about the  way the Spanish had been mistreating Cuban civilians while suppressing a   revolt on the island. Hundreds of thousands of men, women, and children  had died in concentration camps just ninety miles off the American shore,  and the public demanded that an end be put to such horrors.
America was encouraged to take the path to a world role by Great  Britain, looking for allies against the rising and aggressive strength of Germany. Rudyard Kipling, celebratory poet of the world-circling British  Empire, wrote a widely distributed poem urging Americans to “Take up the  White Man’s burden” of civilizing “sullen peoples, half devil and half  child.”
The challenge was taken up, and yet, in this American assumption of  global responsibilities there was a shyness and uncertainty even among  those such as Theodore Roosevelt who urged a “large” policy on the United  States. The country needed to take a more active role in international  affairs, these men believed, if only to protect itself in a Darwinian world  where the strong devoured the weak. China, one of the countries being  picked apart by stronger nations, provided a negative example for such  Americans. The United States could not, argued Roosevelt’s close friend  and political ally Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, “allow itself to become a  hermit nation hiding a defenseless, feeble body within a huge shell . . .  shut up and kept from its share of the world’s commerce until it was  smothered by a power hostile to it in every conception of justice and liberty.”3 At the same time, the policy of extending the country’s reach across  the seas invited attack on these “hostages to fortune,” as Roosevelt recognized by calling the new Philippine colony “our Achilles’ heel.” A newspaper doggerel writer spoke for many who were unhappy with imperialism:
We’ve taken up the white man’s burden
of ebony and brown;
Now will you tell us, Rudyard
 how we may put it down?4

Roosevelt had been the Man of the Year in 1898, and also for the  decade that followed, the ideal spokesman for his generation and a worthy  representative of their ambitions. These were roles for which he was both  born, in 1858, and self-made. His father was a member of a wealthy old  New York “Dutch” family, his mother came from plantation-owning stock  in Georgia, and young “Teedie” had grown up during the Civil War in a  household reflecting the regional differences. He had enjoyed a childhood  replete with all the good things money could buy, but marred by ill health  and poor eyesight, his own weak body making him defenseless against bullies until he overcame these physical disabilities through exercise and will.  Some of that exercise had come from long expeditions running through  Long Island fields and woods with butterfly net and rifle to collect natural-history specimens, and some through steady work with dumbbells and  other such instruments of torture taken up at the urging of his father, who  told him, “You have the mind but not the body, and without the help of the  body the mind cannot go as far as it should. You must make your body. It is  hard drudgery to make one’s body, but I know you will do it.” 5 He did, and  kept doing so all his life. He also worked at making his mind; in adulthood  he could speak three languages besides English with some facility, and  could read seven, while he continued his intense, if rather bloodstained,  study of birds, animals, and nature, and became a prolific historian and  writer as well.
After graduating from Harvard and after an early marriage, Roosevelt  entered politics, much to the dismay of friends and family, who regarded  that line of work as appropriate only for saloon keepers, corrupt hacks, and  Irishmen. “I answered that if this were so it merely meant that the people I  knew did not belong to the governing class, and that the other people did—  and that I intended to be one of the governing class; that if they proved too  hard-bit for me I supposed I would have to quit, but that I certainly would  not quit until I had made the effort and found out whether I really was too  weak to hold my own in the rough and tumble.” 6 He more than held his  own, serving three terms in the New York assembly, where he became an  important part of the reform element in the Republican Party. But then  both his beloved wife, Alice, and his mother died within hours of each  other on February 14, 1884, and he fled to the frontier West to raise cattle,  shoot big game, and mourn. A few years later, Roosevelt remarried and  returned to politics, running unsuccessfully for mayor of New York, then  serving as U.S. civil service commissioner before winning public attention  as the aggressive president of New York’s police commission. His intelligence, honesty, and energy had gained him many admiring allies, but his  combative temperament and impatient self-righteousness had also bred  enemies. President Benjamin Harrison observed about his civil service  commissioner that he “wanted to put an end to all the evil in the world  between sunrise and sunset.”7
It looked for a while as if the firebrand’s career would go no further. He  had campaigned strenuously for William McKinley in the hard-fought and  divisive election of 1896, but, even so, after the victory McKinley was hesitant to appoint him assistant secretary of the navy. “I want peace,” the new  president told one of Roosevelt’s supporters, “and I am told that your friend   Theodore—whom I know only slightly—is always getting into rows with  everybody. I am afraid he is too pugnacious.” 8 These doubts were overcome, allowing Roosevelt to perform superbly in preparing the navy for the  war with Spain. As soon as he felt he had done all he could for that service,  he resigned to organize the First Volunteer Cavalry, popularly known as  Roosevelt’s Rough Riders, which he dashingly led to victory in Cuba.
The young politician had a genius for publicity. He knew how to charm  and manipulate the press, while journalists appreciated his glamour, outspokenness, and charismatic flair for action. Coming back from the war as  one of the most famous men in the country, he was able to mount a winning campaign for governor of New York in that fall of 1898. Two years later,  having alienated state Republican bosses with his modest attempts at regulating business and protecting New York’s natural resources, he was  kicked upstairs to join William McKinley’s ticket as vice-presidential candidate. They won the election easily against William Jennings Bryan and  Adlai Stevenson, but on September 6, 1901, McKinley was shot twice in  the stomach by an anarchist named Leon Czolgosz, and died eight days  later from the resulting infection. Theodore Roosevelt became president;  at just forty-two years old he was the youngest before or since to hold that  office.
Men and women of the new president’s generation had been waiting  impatiently for their turn at the levers of power. They had grown up both  inspired and burdened by their fathers’ glory, a glory won first on the battlefields of the Civil War and then enhanced by their own part in the prodigious growth of the American economy and American industrial might in  the decades after that struggle. But social disruptions and suffering on the  same enormous scale had accompanied that growth: abject poverty, especially in the burgeoning cities; women and children working long hours at  dangerous tasks; fathers who could not earn enough even when laboring  thirteen- or fourteen-hour days in mines and factories to support their families. In the middle of the nineteenth century there had been only a few  millionaires; now there were thousands. Such were the disparities in  wealth that while children went unfed, the rich would spend tens of thousands of dollars on dinner parties where guests dined off solid-gold plates  or, as at one given by Caroline Astor, would use sterling-silver trowels to dig  through heaps of sand arranged on the table to find buried treasure troves  of diamonds and rubies.
Sometimes these galas were presented as benefits for the poor. In the  winter of 1896, during the depths of the worst economic depression up to  that time in American history, Mr. and Mrs. Bradley Bradley-Martin, perturbed by what they were reading in newspapers about the misery of the  unemployed, decided to give a costume ball to help them find work. Mrs.  Bradley-Martin reportedly exclaimed, “It would give such impetus to  trade!”
The couple was wealthy enough to enjoy an elaborate mansion in New  York, a town house in London, and a shooting estate in Scotland; a notable  social coup had been achieved in marrying their sixteen-year-old daughter  to an English aristocrat, Lord Craven. Louis XIV’s glittering eighteenth-century court provided the theme for their costume ball, and the luxurious  Waldorf-Astoria hotel was the chosen venue, its Grand Ballroom transformed into the Great Hall of Mirrors at Versailles. Employment was  undoubtedly provided for hairdressers, jewelers, musicians, couturieres,  and even some historians of fashion as the seven hundred guests arrived on  February 10, 1897, dressed as Renaissance, Elizabethan, French, and a few  American historical figures. European royalty were particular favorites,  though Anne Morgan, youngest daughter of the powerful financier J.P.,  came as Pocahontas in a beautifully beaded costume reportedly made by  “real Indians.” August Belmont, financier and star of New York society,  wore a full suit of steel armor inlaid with gold that cost him $10,000. Mrs.  Theodore Roosevelt attended, while her husband, police commissioner at  the time, oversaw 250 of New York’s finest as they ensured that anarchists  and other unruly elements did not intrude. The overall expenses were paid  for by the Bradley-Martins, and amounted to a stunning $369,000. 9 This at  a time when the average workman, if he could find work, earned $500 a  year. It is no wonder that just two years later, in 1899, the sociologist  Thorstein Veblen would write about “conspicuous consumption” in his  book The Theory of the Leisure Class, noting, “To gain and to hold the  esteem of men, it is not sufficient merely to possess wealth or power. The  wealth or power must be put in evidence.”
Such a vulgar display, covered in great detail in contemporary newspapers, called down upon the Bradley-Martins a storm of criticism from both  press and pulpit alike. While there were few public defenders of the hosts,  who ended up fleeing to a more understanding Europe for refuge, there  were certainly those who supported the inequality brought about by the  raw capitalism of the time. Two such were the English philosopher Herbert Spencer and the American sociologist William Graham Sumner, who  argued that society was just like the wilderness of nature where Darwinian  evolution took place, and that only those who were strong and adaptable,  those who were “fittest,” should survive, flourish, and grow rich—or at  least comfortable. This philosophy of social Darwinism was used as a scientific basis for arguing against laws to ameliorate the conditions of poverty  or restrain competition. Any attempt to interfere would be against “natural  law.”
John D. Rockefeller, one of the richest of all Americans, wrote that all  “failures which a man makes in his life are due almost always to some  defect in his personality, some weakness of body, or mind, or character,  will, or temperament.”10 And there were spiritual authorities who argued  that this was the way God wanted the world. Russell H. Conwell, Baptist  minister and founder of Temple University, had an acclaimed speech, or  sermon, entitled “Acres of Diamonds,” that he recited more than five thousand times in the years at the end of the nineteenth century. In the course  of two hours, he would exhort his listeners to “get rich, and it is your duty  to get rich . . . to make money honestly is to preach the gospel. . . . If you  can honestly attain unto riches . . . it is your Christian and godly duty to do  so.” Those who suffered poverty deserved their lot. “To sympathize with a  man whom God has punished for his sins, thus to help him when God  would still continue a just punishment, is to do wrong, no doubt about it.”  All should remember that “there is not a poor person in the United States  who has not been made poor by his own shortcomings, or by the shortcomings of some one else.”11
But many of Roosevelt’s generation, born around the time of the Civil  War, worried by and feeling guilty over the great contrast between wealth  and poverty that had become so obvious in American cities, were determined to tame social and economic chaos and restore a sense of justice to  the system. The name usually given to the general movement to reform  and realign American society is progressivism. Though there were different  hopes and expectations, as well as contradictions, in the various groups  called progressive, they all shared the optimistic belief that society not only  could be improved through peaceful, reasoned action, but might actually  be made perfect—though definition of that perfection varied greatly. This  desire to better the world was also reflected in the arts: in literature, where  writers such as Theodore Dreiser, Frank Norris, and Upton Sinclair  revealed the sordid side of urban and industrial life; in painting, where  Robert Henri’s “Ashcan” school also depicted factories, grimy allies, and  slums; even in the new art of motion pictures, which joined the fight with  films that exposed the misuse of prison labor or the evils of the white slave  traffic. The reform city government of Cleveland, Ohio, financed a semi-documentary to raise money for its battle against the diseases of the slums.
For many, one of the principal motivations of this crusade for improvement was religious, but not the old-time fundamentalist religion of their  ancestors, though that was still strong and growing stronger in rural parts of  the country. The Social Gospel aspect of the progressive movement hoped  to return to American life an emphasis on Protestant morals that had been  lost in an economic system that worshipped mammon more than Christ.  Charles M. Sheldon’s 1896 novel In His Steps told the edifying story of a  group of people who pledge to make all important decisions in their lives  by asking what Jesus would have done in the same situation; the editor of  the town’s daily newspaper wonders if Jesus would print a story about a  prizefight, while a novelist realizes that his success is empty because it is  based only on an ability to amuse rather than spread the Word of Christ.  The most daring of the characters, a young girl, takes a drunken prostitute  home to convert her to the path of virtue. Millions of copies of the uplifting tale were sold, making it the most popular book published in the  United States between 1880 and 1935.12 This and other imaginative tracts  such as William T. Stead’s If Christ Came to Chicago inspired young people  to take up a life of service in the hope that perhaps God’s Kingdom could  be established here on earth. Progressivism for such people became a mission, a holy war, a crusade for virtue and the betterment of mankind.
Women were particularly well represented among these activists, since  they not only were strongly moved by the moral and ethical dilemmas of  their time, but also found an outlet for their talents working among the  poor that the broader society denied them. In contrast to social Darwinism’s belief that inherited qualities determined success or failure, the  Social Gospel argued that environment was the important factor; consequently, effort was put into improving the living conditions of immigrants  in slums and ghettos.
Jane Addams was one of the earliest pioneers here, as she was in many  things, starting Hull House in Chicago with her friend and Rockford College classmate Ellen Gates Starr in the fall of 1889, a settlement house that  grew into a complex of thirteen buildings with a staff of more than fifty and  a yearly budget of $100,000 by the first decade of the twentieth century. Hull  House, Addams wrote in 1910, was “an experimental effort to aid in the  solution of the social and industrial problems which are engendered by the  modern conditions of life in a great city.”13 She went on to explain why she  and Starr had taken up their burden: “First, the desire to interpret democracy in social terms; secondly, the impulse . . . urging us to aid in the race  progress; and, thirdly, the Christian movement toward humanitarianism.”
Hull House provided a model for others concerned with improving the   lives of immigrants and poor people, and in making them an important part  of the democratic system. Unmarried working women were provided with  housing, as well as child care, a kindergarten, and a safe playground. There  were classes for adults in how to become American citizens and about  other practical aspects of their new life, but they could also study bookbinding, painting, and music, and put on plays and ethnic festivals. By the  beginning of the Great War, there were more than four hundred settlement  houses in cities and towns around the country, trying to bring reform to  local government and improve the lives of slum dwellers. Their greatest  successes came as social centers for women and children; men preferred  their traditional saloons.
Restoring and extending a working democracy was an important goal  for activists such as Addams. They saw evidence all around them that the  growth of giant corporations and large, impersonal cities had limited the  people’s access to power, and that both local and national political reforms,  such as the direct election of U.S. senators, were necessary so that laws  could be passed eradicating child labor and requiring children to attend  school, and reduce the number of hours their mothers worked. Women’s  suffrage was part of the campaign because reformers were confident that  women, the great moral force in American life, would provide the votes  necessary to pass progressive legislation to protect vulnerable citizens,  including the prohibition of alcohol, a substance that was viewed as the  cause of much of the misery of the poor.
Another great driving force behind the progressive movement was the  desire to organize society along rational and efficient “scientific” lines, a  belief that experts could bring order to the complex chaos of industrial  society. Thorstein Veblen best articulated this vision. Contemptuously  amused by the excesses of the newly rich and the way the rising middle  class was aping their conspicuously profligate ways, he satirized them in A   Theory of the Leisure Class. Veblen believed that the role of technology in  shaping human values was little appreciated. In later books he argued that  instead of leaving the direction of the new technological society to scientifically ignorant and status-hungry businessmen, it would be better if trained  engineers, the practical designers and makers of things, served as guides to  modern life, for they understood machines and thus could rationally organize their use.
Frederick Winslow Taylor provides a good example of the practical  kind of expertise that knew machines and their uses. He was both an engineer and an inventor who held a hundred patents. One of the processes he   developed, high speed steel, enabled cutting tools in lathes to keep their  edge longer and operate three times faster, tripling the output of machine  shops. But his greatest contribution to the new industrial economy came  through his studies of the workplace.
The fast new machines being built would never be used to full potential unless their operators also worked efficiently, and he argued that if  properly trained and managed, fewer men could produce more than ever  before. He began his studies in 1898 at the Bethlehem Steel Company by  using stopwatches to time crews of ten to fifteen men as they performed  their labors. By eliminating, he argued, “all false movements, slow movements, and useless movements” and training the men to make “the quickest and best movements” while equipped with the best tools for the job,  the same amount of work could be done by 140 men that had previously  taken 600. True, many workers had lost their jobs, but those remaining had  received a 60 percent increase in pay.
“In the past,” Taylor wrote in The Principles of Scientific Management,  “the man has been first; in the future the system must be first.” This system  would bring, he was sure, a golden age as efficient production washed away  all social tensions and hatreds between races, creeds, classes, and sections  of the country, the material abundance allowing every American to find  happiness, for he felt that his principles “applied with equal force to all   our social activities; to the management of our homes; the management   of our farms; the management of the business of our tradesmen, . . . of our  churches, our philanthropic institutions, our universities, and our governmental departments.”14
Many of his contemporaries agreed with him, seeing, as Thomas Edison indicated in the quote at the beginning of this chapter, that much  social cruelty came out of inefficiency. Only unions, whose members  rightly feared being held to machinelike standards, some political radicals,  and the new “bohemians” would rebel against such standardization and  mechanization of society. The scientific management, or “time and  motion,” approach spread across the country in the young century as businessmen hired scientists and engineers to develop new tools and design  innovative products in company laboratories. Henry Ford would be the  great pioneer in applying these developments, along with the revolutionary  power of electricity, to achieve true mass production, though he would also  provide a good example of how a narrow engineering point of view could  lead to social dangers as well as economic efficiencies. The whole industrial establishment was picking up speed. Between 1899 and 1914, American productivity increased by 75 percent while the workforce grew by only  36 percent. The cornucopia was beginning its flow; the question to be  determined was who would most benefit.
There were obvious parallels between the ideas of Veblen and Taylor  about how to bring the industrial forces that had so disrupted modern life  under control, and “Taylorism” also affected how intellectuals formed their  critiques of modern society. When the political writer Herbert Croly,  author of The Promise of American Life and Progressive Democracy,  helped  found The New Republic magazine in 1914, one of his goals was to make  politics more rational by applying Taylor’s ideas about expertise and organization to the American system of government.
Progressives believed that government at every level—local, state, and  federal—had to be enrolled in the fight through the direct participation of  the people. “In the people,” they were sure, in spite of evidence to the contrary, resided all political virtue. Legislation was necessary to protect  woman and child workers, to clean up slums, improve housing, and control  the great corporations, but first government itself had to be reformed. And  to do that it was necessary to rescue the democratic process from interest  groups whose only concern was in increasing their power and profits.
It was municipal government that had the greatest immediate power  over people’s lives, and yet was the most obviously corrupt. Cities, therefore,  became the earliest target of reformers, and they were aided by a new breed  of crusading journalists who began exposing the sins of the political  machines controlling American local governments. Technological revolutions had reduced the costs of printing during the 1890s, and geniuses of  mass circulation such as Joseph Pulitzer and William Randolph Hearst built  great newspaper empires on sensationalist exploitation of the tragedies of  urban life; after the turn of the century, they, especially Hearst, turned their  energies to informing their working-class readers about the scandalous  activities of city bosses.
At the same time, American magazines entered their golden age, gaining unprecedented power. S. S. McClure was the pioneering innovator in  low-priced, intellectually respectable mass-circulation magazines. With  his formula of light fiction and well-written articles on travel, contemporary history, and the latest scientific discoveries, he had won an educated  middle-class readership that was national in scope; by 1907, McClure’s had  a circulation of nearly half a million. Publishers of other magazines including Cosmopolitan , Everybody’s, and Collier’s quickly copied the pattern he  had designed, and they also followed him in the series of exposés he  allowed his talented reporters to investigate and write: Lincoln Steffens   first on “The Shame of the Cities,” which delved into the combination of  dishonest interests that led to tainted government, then a second series  about state corruption; Ida Tarbell on the sordid history of John D. Rockefeller’s Standard Oil Company, which made the plutocrat one of the most  hated men in the nation; Ray Stannard Baker on the misery of life in Pennsylvania’s coal regions. Baker thought of himself as a “maker of understanding,” believing that if the people knew of the evil deeds being perpetrated  in business and politics they would rise up and smite the sinners.15 This  was a view widely shared by the other investigative journalists, soon to be  labeled muckrakers by someone they had regarded as an ally, and also by  the active political reformers themselves. Robert “Battling Bob” La Follette, the insurgent Republican governor of Wisconsin who became a  national hero thanks to Steffens’s series on state governments, edited and  published his own magazine, whose motto was the biblical “Ye shall know  the truth and the truth shall make you free.” And, to some extent, their  faith was rewarded. The middle class, which throughout the latter part of  the nineteenth century had scorned politics as vulgar and debased, reentered the arena.
William Allen White, editor of the Emporia Gazette of Kansas, was an  acute observer of as well as an activist in the progressive movement;  decades later he wrote,
We and all the world in those days were deeply stirred. Our sympathies  were responding excitedly to a sense of injustice that had become a part  of the new glittering, gaudy machine age. Machines of steel and copper  and wood and stone, and bookkeeping and managerial talent, were creating a new order. It looked glamorous. It seemed permanent; yet, because  someway the masses of the world, not the proletariat but the middle  class, had qualms and squeamish doubts about the way things were  going, discontent rose in the hearts of the people and appeared in world  politics.16
The world to be changed eventually, but first the local bosses had to be  tamed. Progressives found that the bosses’ “machine” rule in the cities  often proved difficult if not impossible to dislodge, for though they were  corrupt they were also intelligent, dynamic, and flexible and actually provided important services to their immigrant and poor constituents, while  the “goo-goos,” or good-government reformers, were too often naive or  lacked any real concern for the day-to-day needs of lower-class urban  dwellers. Theodore Roosevelt had learned these political lessons in the   tough school of practical experience and noted that many reform leaders  “excited almost as much derision among the plain people as the machine  itself excited anger or dislike” because of the unqualified candidates they  often ran: “some rather inefficient, well-meaning person, who bathed every  day, and didn’t steal, but whose only good point was ‘respectability.’ ” These  leaders also lacked the “slightest understanding of the needs, interests,  ways of thought, and convictions of the average small man,” and they “did  not offer him anything materially better from his point of view than the  machine.”17  In other words, he recognized that “bread and butter” issues  were at least as important as moral ones for most voters.
However, many of the clean-government campaigns were for a while  victorious when they did broaden their concerns. Samuel “Golden Rule”  Jones and Brand Whitlock had been successful in cleaning up Toledo; Tom  Johnson and Newton D. Baker had earned Cleveland the reputation as the  best-governed city in the nation.18
But state governments offered even greater prizes. Here was the seat of  power capable of passing laws against child labor and the exploitation of  women in the workplace. State legislatures were often incompetent or subject to bribery or pressure from corporations, especially railroads, so ways  around them were devised to put power directly into the hands of the people through direct democracy. The primary and the initiative were two  innovations that were designed to raise the quality of elected officials. The  primary system was an attempt to avoid the power of the machines in  selecting candidates; the recall allowed voters to remove corrupt or incompetent officials at a special election. But if the houses of representative  government could not be fully cleansed, there were two other measures to  restore democracy. The initiative allowed voters to pass legislation on their  own, while the referendum let them repeal bad laws. Oregon in 1902  became the first state to enact these latter reforms, and nineteen others  had followed suit by 1918. Two issues that were quickly put to state voters  were suffrage for women and the sometimes related campaign to ban alcoholic beverages. These proposals enjoyed occasional success, women winning the vote in California, Kansas, Oregon, and other states, while losing  in Michigan and Wisconsin due to the strong opposition of brewers, who  feared with good reason that women would support prohibition. That  cause also made headway in individual states, especially in those that  allowed counties to declare themselves dry, but increasingly leaders in both  crusades felt that what were needed were national laws, that the federal  government should be the true field of battle.
Theodore Roosevelt had made no secret of his reform instincts, and his   rise to the presidency after the assassination of McKinley in 1901 was welcomed by men and women of liberal thought, just as it had been opposed  by the pro-business wing of the Republican Party. Senator Mark Hanna,  millionaire industrialist and leader of the conservatives, had fought ferociously against Roosevelt’s nomination as vice president, shouting, “Don’t  any of you realize that there’s only one life between this madman and the  White House?”19 After that life was taken, Hanna remembered his earlier  warnings and was said to have lamented, “I told William McKinley that it  was a mistake to nominate that wild man. . . . Now look, that damned cowboy is President of the United States.”
But the mad cowboy was not really as wild as feared, and he had the  wit to recognize that his position was not strong. No previous vice president assuming the presidency upon the death of the incumbent had ever  then won the office; he dearly wanted to break that tradition, so it was necessary to build a power base of his own. Both the Senate and the House of  Representatives were controlled by the conservative wing of his party, who  saw themselves as guardians of corporate interests, and they might put  their support behind Hanna or some other more amenable politician as the  Republican candidate in 1904. Roosevelt, in spite of the fear he inspired,  was himself a man of conservative instincts, but he understood that times  were changing and that the people were demanding that government take  a more active role in controlling big business and ameliorating the burdens  of modern life. Keeping the party united while attracting the allegiance of  progressives was a delicate balancing act that called on all his formidable  political skills.
Caution was the watchword during his first term, but Roosevelt did  fight some notable battles, two of which took place in 1902. “Trusts” and  holding companies were tight combinations of businesses in a particular  industry controlled by a central board of trustees that determined production quotas and prices for all. This arrangement produced efficiencies by  cutting overhead and duplication, and great profits through the elimination  of competition. Rockefeller’s Standard Oil Company was one of the earliest and most effective of these arrangements. By the turn of the century,  such combinations were being formed at an alarming rate, and they were  of a size to dominate the whole economy; in 1899 alone more than 1,200  companies were absorbed in mergers. In 1901, J. P. Morgan organized the  United States Steel Corporation, capitalized at an astounding $1.4 billion  and controlling 80 percent of the nation’s steel production.
Governmental tools for controlling the formation of such behemoths  were limited. The Sherman Antitrust Act became law in 1890, but had   been poorly written, never clearly defining a trust. When the American  Sugar Refining Company managed to control 98 percent of sugar production in 1895, and was prosecuted under the Sherman Act, the Supreme  Court, strong defender of laissez-faire business practices, in U.S. v. E. C.   Knight declared that the law applied strictly to commerce, not manufacture or production. The act fell into disuse.
But in early 1902, J. P. Morgan combined two railroad lines into the  Northern Securities Company, a giant that would have given the financier  and his partners monopoly control over transportation between Chicago  and the Pacific coast. Nothing mattered more to the economy than the railroads, the only effective means of taking goods to market and therefore  touching everyone’s lives: farmers and grain dealers, miners and manufacturers, consumers and merchants, lumber barons as well as lumberjacks,  and the chambers of commerce of every village, town, and city in the land.  Roosevelt ordered his attorney general to use the Sherman Act to stop the  combination.
Morgan was shocked by the unfriendly action, and came quickly to the  White House, accompanied by two powerful senators, to plead his case  the old-fashioned way. “If we have done anything wrong,” he told Roosevelt, “send your man to my man and they can fix it up.” 20 The president,  unmoved, responded, “That can’t be done.” He had the Justice Department continue to prosecute the case, and in 1904 the Supreme Court  decided in the government’s favor.
Coal mining also affected every part of the economy, since that potent  material powered the steam engines that did the work of the nation, fired  the furnaces that made steel for rails and skyscrapers, and heated homes  and cooking stoves. It was even more troubled by labor problems than  other industries, which is saying a lot. In 1902, the United Mine Workers,  under the leadership of thirty-two-year-old John Mitchell, struck the  anthracite, or hard coal, mines for better wages, an eight-hour day, and  recognition of the union. The mine operators, even more arrogant than  other industrial chieftains, which is also saying a lot, refused to negotiate;  their position, and that of their peers in other businesses, is best expressed  by a quote from George F. Baer, railroad multimillionaire, mine owner, and  their spokesman: “The rights and interests of the laboring man will be protected and cared for—not by the labor agitators, but by the Christian men  to whom God in His infinite wisdom has given the control of the property  interests of this country.” 21
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Breaker boys at mine head in South Pittson, Pennsylvania. Photographed    by Lewis Hine for the National Child Labor Committee sometime   between 1907 and 1913.
The coming of fall and the threat of a winter without coal brought Roosevelt into the struggle. He asked for a meeting in Washington with both   sides, though the White House was torn up during remodeling, and he was  confined to a wheelchair due to an accident involving his carriage and a  trolley that had killed the Secret Service agent sitting next to him. Mitchell  willingly came, but Baer and his fellows showed up only after pressure was  exerted by J. P. Morgan. The mine owners still refused to negotiate, one  complaining that there were many young children working in his mines,  and that their youthful innocence would be corrupted if they were exposed  to the radical ranting of Mitchell and the United Mine Workers. Baer, on  the defensive, seemed to argue that the miners were merely brutes: they  “don’t suffer, why, they can’t even speak English.”22
The first modern president, Roosevelt saw himself as an active mediator representing the public, and an equal to the lords of both labor and  industry. He was impressed with Mitchell, whom he thought a true gentleman, and furious with what he saw as the self-defeating stupidity of the  men who owned the mines. By threatening to seize and operate the coal  works with army troops, and with further aid from Morgan, who had  financed many of these enterprises, Roosevelt was able to bring the owners   to arbitration. The strikers won increased wages and a nine-hour day, but  not what they had wanted most: union recognition.23 Still, it was seen as a  breakthrough victory for labor. Never before had a president refused to  actively support the capitalist side in such a dispute; in fact, they had usually backed that side with federal troops, as the Democrat Grover Cleveland had in the Pullman strike of 1894.
Roosevelt was a progressive, but a moderate one, and a major motivation in his challenging of the corporations was to prevent more radical programs from gaining strength; the growing socialist movement, under the  leadership of the dynamic Eugene Debs, took 3 percent of the vote in 1904.  TR also respected the economic efficiency of the giants. “I am in no sense  hostile to corporations,” he said in his State of the Union message to Congress in 1905. “This is an age of combination, and any effort to prevent all  combination will be not only useless, but in the end vicious.” Democratic  Party candidates, for example, publisher William Randolph Hearst and  William Jennings Bryan, were seen as irresponsible demagogues, and even  Republican “insurgents” such as Robert La Follette could be dangerous.  “An insurgent,” Roosevelt remarked somewhat anxiously, “is a Progressive  who is exceeding the speed limit.”24 By 1906 he had also grown annoyed  with the increasing press criticism of political and business life and  attacked reporters for concentrating only on the negative. “Muckrakers” he  called them in 1906, referring to the character in John Bunyan’s Pilgrim’s   Progress who never lifted his eyes from the vile and debasing to admire the  good.
As far as Roosevelt was concerned, there was nothing inherently wrong  with bigness or concentration of power in a business enterprise, as long as  it did nothing illegal and was subject to reasonable government supervision. The sage Irish American saloon keeper Mr. Dooley, the brilliant   creation of Finley Peter Dunne and voice of the people, caught the contradictions in the president’s position. “ ‘The trusts,’ says he, ‘are . . . monsthers built up be the inlightened intherprise iv th’ men that have done so  much to advance progress in our beloved country,’ he says. ‘On wan hand I  wud stamp thim undher fut; on th’ ohter hand not so fast.’ ”25
Roosevelt, in a campaign promising the American people a “Square  Deal,” won overwhelming election on his own in 1904, receiving more than  57 percent of the popular vote while beating the dull, conservative Democrat Alton B. Parker. Part of his appeal was personal, due to his vigor, outspokenness, and personal toughness, and part came from his program for  reining in the trusts; he pushed for strong regulatory legislation and prosecuted more than forty antitrust cases in his second term, but his greater   militancy in two additional areas, conservation and international affairs,  also added to his popularity among the general public.
His lifelong love of natural history and hunting, and his experiences in  the West, gave him insight into the rapacious looting of the timber, mineral, and soil resources of the nation. Soon after becoming president, he  had camped in the Sierra Nevada Mountains of California with John Muir,  founder of the Sierra Club and eloquent and mystical defender of wilderness. Roosevelt loved the challenge of wilderness, but he also was convinced that the riches of nature needed to be exploited, though rationally  and efficiently rather than with the traditional greedy chaos. Here was  another area of American life that would be improved through scientific  expertise. With the help of men such as James R. Garfield, secretary of the  interior, and Gifford Pinchot, wealthy progressive and the first trained  forester in America, Roosevelt was able to protect vast stretches of the  West through executive action, bypassing the congressional old guard. By  1907, though, the Republican conservatives were fully aroused, and passed  legislation to take such power away from him; Roosevelt held off signing  the measure, and he, Garfield, and Pinchot, working around the clock,  managed to protect even more of the forests and rivers just hours before  the law took effect. They hoped that through government regulation the  common people, not just the rich, would have access to natural resources  and that the power that came with the concentration of wealth would not  grow so strong that it excluded all other values. “No man,” wrote Pinchot,  “can make his life what it ought to be by living it merely on a business  basis. There are things higher than business.” 26 By the time he left the  presidency in 1909, Roosevelt had added almost fifty million acres to the  national forest system, extended tighter federal control over mineral  resources, founded fifty-one wildlife refuges, created sixteen national monuments, and added five new national parks to the system.
Roosevelt believed it was America’s destiny to rise to be one of the  Great Powers of the world, and that it was his task to lead it there. Weaknesses like sectionalism and the evils of class warfare had to be overcome,  but appropriate instruments of strength also had to be built. Elihu Root,  his secretary of war, made attempts at reforming the army, but a far more  important instrument was a strong navy, which Roosevelt had argued for  even while a Harvard undergraduate; by 1906, the American navy was second only to Great Britain’s, and in December 1907, Roosevelt dispatched it  on a voyage around the world, a “big stick” to impress foreign nations.
As part of this strategy to increase American power, he pushed ahead  on construction of the canal through Panama, which would not only facilitate commerce but also allow naval squadrons to concentrate quickly in  either the Pacific or Atlantic, a need that had also become evident in 1898  during the Spanish-American War. He was convinced that the only way for  the country to survive and flourish was to be so strong that no other nation  would dare attack her. Part of this strategy demanded that European  nations not be allowed to extend their influence to Latin America, especially the Caribbean. After Germany threatened naval action to collect  debts from Venezuela, the president issued the “Roosevelt Corollary” to the  Monroe Doctrine, warning that the United States was ready to become an  “international police power” to keep the countries of the Western Hemisphere well behaved and “civilized” so that the Europeans could not use  debt or other misbehavior as grounds for intervention or seizing territory in  the hemisphere.
The long, though increasingly fragile, peace of Europe had been maintained by complex arrangements balancing the powers against one another,  a system that Roosevelt supported. In 1905–6, he helped defuse a crisis  involving Great Britain, France, and Germany over imperialist aims in  northern Africa: “The Kaiser’s pipe dream this week takes the form of  Morocco,” he wrote William Howard Taft. “I do not care to take sides  between France and Germany in the matter. At the same time if I can find  out what Germany wants I shall be glad to oblige her if possible, and I am  sincerely anxious to bring about a better state of feeling between England  and Germany.” 27 He also tried to establish some sort of balance in the  Pacific since that region was growing ever more unstable as the powers jostled for position and colonies. Japan and Russia went to war in 1904 over  who would control Manchuria and Korea, Japan striking first with a surprise attack on Russian ships at Port Arthur, Manchuria, then sinking the  Russian fleet that had been sent from Europe to exact revenge. The land  campaign fell into a stalemate, and Roosevelt was able to bring both sides  to negotiations at Portsmouth, New Hampshire, that ended the conflict.  For these efforts, he was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1906.
He loved being president; wielding power in the fight for The Good  was what he had been born to do, he was convinced, and the power of  words was a respected part of his arsenal. From the “bully pulpit” he would  hector, harangue, and inspire his people, not allowing them to relax into  complacency. But he also had a respect for words as literature, and a love  of the other lively arts and sciences. Days were spent working with politicians and bureaucrats, who were often more narrowly focused, so in the  evenings, and other free moments, scholars, scientists, writers, artists, and  musicians were his guests. “Distinguished civilized men and charming civilized women came as a habit to the White House while Roosevelt was  there,” noted Owen Wister, his friend and the author of The Virginian. “For  that once in our history, we had an American salon.”28 His manner was to  become intensely absorbed in conversation with an expert in any of the  wide range of fields of interest to him, pulling the man or woman off to a  corner and temporarily ignoring his other guests. “So much of his time was  spent among the bookless that many people never suspected either the  range of his literary culture or his learned interest in the natural sciences,”  wrote another admiring friend, the novelist Edith Wharton, remembering  that “he was so alive at all points, and so gifted with the rare faculty of living intensely and entirely in every moment as it passed, that each of those  encounters glows in me like a tiny morsel of radium.”29
In spite of the power and of the access to the great minds of his age  that the presidency afforded him, in the flush of good feeling and responsibility following his victory in 1904, he had announced that he would not  seek reelection in 1908. The American tradition, established by George  Washington, had always limited presidents to two terms, and TR considered this a “wise custom.” As the end of his time in office drew near, Roosevelt, only fifty years old, probably realized he was being overfastidious; he  had, after all, not really served his own full two terms, but he felt bound to  live up to his word. Besides, during the second term he had grown increasingly radical in the eyes of conservative Republicans—arguing for, among  other progressive proposals, an eight-hour workday, regulation of the stock  market, downward revision of the tariff, and graduated inheritance and  income taxes—and they would have fought hard against his renomination.  Ironically, his support for these propositions sprang from his conservatism.  “I am a radical,” he wrote later, “who most earnestly desires the radical programme to be carried out by conservatives. I wish to see industrial and  social reforms of a far-reaching nature accomplished in this country, . . . but  I want to see that movement take place under sober and responsible men,  not under demagogues.” 30 He saw himself as advocate of a middle way  between the “Robespierre type” and the “Bourbon type.”
Some satisfaction came from using his political skills and control of  the party apparatus to engineer the nomination of William Howard Taft,  the man he selected as worthy of being his successor. Conservatives such  as Senator Nelson Aldrich did not stand in the way, for they read this candidate better than TR did. Taft had considerable experience, having served  as solicitor general, a federal circuit court judge, first civilian governor of  the Philippines, and secretary of war. Though he also had considerable  physical presence, standing over six feet tall and weighing more than three   hundred pounds, he was not a riveting speaker or charismatic campaigner  like his patron. Nor was he comfortable playing the “game” of politics; all his  previous governmental positions had been appointive, and he was more a  judge than a wheeling, dealing politician. Still, there was public affection  for him, as indicated by a popular joke of the time that pointed out that  Taft was a model gentleman, having given up his seat in a streetcar to three  women.
William Jennings Bryan, running for the third and last time as the  Democratic hopeful, was Taft’s major opponent. Bryan, who crisscrossed  the country on a chartered train, just as he had in 1896 and 1900, set the  pattern in these elections for later twentieth-century candidates by his tireless, wide-ranging campaigning. A brilliant orator who held even the baggage handlers on his “special” in thrall (they would rush through the  loading and unloading so they could then listen to his speech, perhaps for  the twelfth or thirteenth time that day), Bryan was not able to improve  much on previous Democratic showings: the lethargic but well-financed  Taft won almost 52 percent of the total vote. This, however, was 5 percent  less than Roosevelt had achieved in 1904, a fact noted by enemies and  friends alike, as well as by the new president himself. Just after taking  office, Taft wrote to TR:
When I am addressed as, “Mr. President,” I turn to see whether you are  not at my elbow. . . . I have not the facility for educating the public as you  had, . . . and so I fear that a large part of the public will feel as if I had  fallen away from your ideals; but you know me better and will understand  that I am still working away on the same old plan. 31
Roosevelt responded, “Everything will surely turn out all right, old  man,” then departed for an extended safari in Africa, taking along his  twenty-year-old son, Kermit, numerous rifles and books, and nine pairs of  glasses. He was followed by his enemies’ jokes about “may every lion do his  duty.”32 Those who knew the man, however, worried more for the lions’  sake.

CHAPTER TWO
The Battle
The New Nationalism regards the executive power as the steward  of the public welfare.
Theodore Roosevelt1
We do not want big-brother government. . . . I do not want a government that will take care of me. I want a government that will  make other men take their hands off so I can take care of myself.
Woodrow Wilson2
UNFORTUNATELY, despite Roosevelt’s assurances, things did not turn  out all right. William Howard Taft’s judicial temperament, his dislike of  campaigning and “politicking,” limited his effectiveness as chief executive.  He did prosecute twice as many antitrust cases as Roosevelt, but was not  very agile in defending his legislative proposals before Congress. The first  test came early in 1909 when Taft summoned Congress into a special session to revise and lower the tariff, called the “mother of trusts” because  high rates protected the monopoly power of businesses. This was particularly timely because the cost of living was rising. Taft found himself outmaneuvered by Speaker of the House “Uncle Joe” Cannon and Senator  Aldrich, then, to the anger of the insurgent Republicans who had looked to  him for help, he acquiesced all too readily with the resulting Payne-Aldrich  bill, which contained a tariff schedule that actually raised some rates. The  disillusionment of the reformers became complete when Taft, in an address  in Winona, Minnesota, that fall, called it “on the whole . . . the best [tariff]  bill that the Republican Party ever passed.”3 It seemed obvious to them  that his allegiance had been captured by the eastern conservatives. But  western conservatives also had their influence on the president, and the  trouble he fell into trying to please their demands for immediate economic   development with little regard for conservation was going to be the greatest  cause of his unhappy split with Theodore Roosevelt.
As a lawyer, Taft had been discomforted by what he regarded as TR’s  cavalier disregard for legal niceties in pursuing his aggressive policies in  conservation. He surprised Roosevelt, and set about changing some of  those policies, by replacing James R. Garfield as secretary of the interior  with the Seattle corporate lawyer Richard Ballinger. Further alarm among  conservationists was raised when Ballinger quickly reversed some of Roosevelt’s decisions about public lands, reopening almost a million acres to  private development, saying he preferred doing so rather than follow the  “socialist” policies that had been established under Garfield. Gifford Pinchot, still serving as head of the National Forest Service, protested vigorously, but Taft remained unmoved. The chief forester then helped found  the National Conservation Association to encourage public support for the  policies he and Roosevelt had pursued. This did not charm Taft, who  regarded Pinchot as “too much the radical and the crank,” and who still  had strong doubts about the legality of those policies.4 “Pinchot is not a  lawyer,” the president complained, “and I am afraid he is quite willing to  camp outside the law to accomplish his beneficent purposes.” 5 The chief  forester had his own complaints, writing later: “After TR came Taft. It was  as though a sharp sword had been succeeded by a roll of paper, legal size.”6
However, Pinchot himself thought he had sighted something lurking  outside the law when Louis R. Glavis, an employee of the Department of  the Interior, came to him with charges that Ballinger, when earlier serving  as commissioner of the General Land Office, had colluded with a syndicate put together by J. P. Morgan and Daniel Guggenheim to illegally claim  rich coal lands in Alaska. Pinchot presented the evidence to Taft, who,  deciding that it had been distorted, fired Glavis. Pinchot, who was almost  as adept as TR at using the press, then leaked the information to Collier’s,  one of the most active of the muckraking magazines, which published a  long article by Glavis casting doubt on Ballinger’s integrity. The case  became a national affair, and Taft ended up firing Pinchot for insubordination. A congressional investigation followed; Ballinger was more or less  cleared, but Republican insurgents and Democrats decried the process as  a whitewash, while newspaper editors across the country called for Pinchot’s nomination for president in 1912.7
Roosevelt, in his hunting camp in Africa, had trouble at first understanding Taft’s motivations, and was made “most uneasy” by the developments in Washington. When he returned to Europe in April 1910, Pinchot  met him at Porto Maurizio in Italy and explained his side of the controversy, buttressed with letters from other progressives in the Republican  Party. It became clear to TR that the “Taft-Aldrich-Cannon regime” had  “twisted around the policies I advocated and acted upon.” TR had attended  law school briefly, but dropped out because he felt that he was being  trained only to defend unfair privilege and corporate interests. Now he  thought that part of the problem was that Taft’s was “an Administration  which is primarily a lawyers’ Administration” and as such was “totally unfit”  to lead the nation. What the country needed were not the fine points of law  but an aggressive fight for justice. If the right kind of leadership was not  given, then the country would turn to demagogues and extremists. “I might  be able to guide this movement, but I should be wholly unable to stop it,  even if I were to try.”8
Europe gave the ex-president an uproarious welcome, and his return to  civilization resembled the tour of a conquering hero; Oxford awarded him  an honorary degree, the Sorbonne invited him to lecture, and Kaiser Wilhelm II had him attend German military maneuvers, where the monarch  signed a photograph of the two, “President Roosevelt shows the Emperor  of Germany how to command an attack.”9 TR was not very impressed with  the royalty he met: “A king is a kind of cross between a vice-president and  a leader of the Four Hundred.”10 New York seemed determined to match  the European honors; fireboats in full fountain greeted his ocean liner, and  he was smothered in ticker tape in a parade through the city streets.
Taft’s unpopularity had now reached national proportions, and the split  between Republican factions grew worse. Delegations of insurgents and  other progressive-minded folk came calling on Roosevelt, hoping that he  could be convinced to enter the lists for the Republican presidential nomination in 1912. He resisted at first, in spite of resenting the continued bull-headed fighting by the party’s old guard against needed reforms. “Our own  party leaders,” he wrote his friend Henry Cabot Lodge, “did not realize that  I was able to hold the Republican party in power only because I insisted on  a steady advance, and dragged them along with me. Now the advance has  been stopped.”11 On a speaking tour of the West late in the summer of  1910, he was greeted by crowds of enthusiastic farmers and workers at  every city, small town, and station stop, and he responded with some of his  most fiery rhetoric, deliberately attacking the Supreme Court as reactionary for its decisions overturning federal and state efforts to regulate  working conditions and control giant corporations.
This attack on judicial review and against property rights in favor of  human rights drove the old guard to distraction, but he followed it with an  even stronger plea at a ceremony honoring the antislavery radical John   Brown at Osawatomie, Kansas, on August 31. “The essence of any struggle  for liberty has always been, and must always be, to take from some one  man or class of men the right to enjoy power, or wealth, or position, or  immunity, which has not been earned by service to his or their fellows.” As  support for his position, he quoted a previous president: “Labor is prior to,  and independent of, capital. Capital is only the fruit of labor. . . . Labor is  the superior of capital, and deserves much the higher consideration.” And  TR explained, “If that remark was original with me, I should be even more  strongly denounced as a Communist agitator than I shall be anyhow. It is  Lincoln’s. I am only quoting it.”12 He was, of course, not a communist agitator, but a moderate progressive, arguing that the country needed to  “destroy privilege, and give to the life and citizenship of every individual  the highest possible value both to himself and to the commonwealth.” This  must be done, however, without going to the extremes that the socialists  and La Follette–type reformers proposed, which would destroy the economic engines that had brought such prosperity to the country. It was time  for a “New Nationalism,” he argued, that would put the common interest  before sectional, class, or individual ambitions. “The New Nationalism  regards the executive power as the steward of the public welfare.”
Many in the western United States were convinced after this tour that  Theodore Roosevelt would be the Republican candidate for president in  1912; the man himself still was not. He continued to try to mend the breach  between insurgents and regulars in the party, but with decreasing ardor.  When the congressional elections of 1910 returned a humiliating defeat for  Taft and the old guard, who had deliberately set out to battle the progressive wing in primaries and the general election, TR seemed resigned to Taft  losing the 1912 contest. The Democrats, offering their own progressive candidates, won control of the House of Representatives for the first time  since 1892 with a majority of sixty-six seats, and also took important Senate  and state elections, including the governorship of New Jersey, which was  won by the president of Princeton University, a historian named Woodrow  Wilson who had never before run for office. After such a miserable failure,  Roosevelt probably expected the conservatives to see the political sense in  his positions, to recognize that they had to change, and then to support his  presidential nomination as the only candidate who could bring both wings  of the party back together in 1916. He would still be only fifty-eight years  old that year.
But this was not to be. The mutual alienation between Roosevelt and  Taft grew more bitter during the next year and a half as the new president  continued to reverse policies Roosevelt had established. In January 1911,   the insurgents formed the National Progressive Republican League to fight  for their program of reform. They approached Roosevelt about the 1912  nomination; he demurred, but did not make an outright refusal. Robert La  Follette, now a senator from Wisconsin and a founder of the league,  stepped forward and actually began to campaign for the nomination in the  spring of 1911. La Follette, however, was seen as too much a provincial as  well as a radical, tied to his region of the upper Midwest and its problems,  and so fierce in attacking the sins of corporations and the wealthy that it  was unlikely that he could wrest the nomination away from Taft. Then, in  early February 1912, La Follette himself put it far beyond his own reach.
La Follette had been invited to address the Periodical Publishers Association in Philadelphia along with Woodrow Wilson, a candidate for the  Democratic nomination. Both men were known as gifted speakers; Wilson  lived up to his reputation, speaking briefly and urbanely of his ideas on progressivism and what it offered the nation. “Never was he in better form,”  wrote the liberal editor Oswald Garrison Villard. “He made one of his great  speeches, and swept everything before him. The audience, largely composed of Republican reactionaries, was thrilled by him.”13
Unfortunately, La Follette, whom Wilson respected as a champion of  progressive ideas, at this moment cracked under the strain of overwork and  the frustrations of his campaign. There were rumors later that he was suffering from ptomaine poisoning, or that he, ordinarily a teetotaler, had taken  a few nips. Whatever the cause, he rose, and, unusual for him, pulled out a  typescript of his speech, then proceeded to read the same pages over and  over again for more than two hours, crudely denouncing the daily press for  mendacity, irresponsibility, and lack of concern for society’s needy. Shouts  from the audience of “Sit down” finally penetrated, and he sank weakly  into his

OPS/images/Trax_9780307425416_epub_002_r1.jpg
CRUSADER NATION
The United States in Peace and the Great War, 18981920

DAVID TRAXEL






OPS/images/Trax_9780307425416_epub_003_r1.jpg





OPS/images/Trax_9780307425416_epub_cvi_r1.jpg
I N T A G E

eBooks

"

CRUSADER NATION

THE UNITED STATES IN PEACE AND
THE GREAT WAR: 1898-1920

DAVID TRAXEL





