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INTRODUCTION

Among all of America's presidents, perhaps 
half a dozen men stand apart because their record, for 
one reason or another, has elicited a profusion of 
literature in sharp contrast with their predecessors 
and successors. One of these select figures is 
Woodrow Wilson. Since his death this scholar-president 
has been the subject of so much discussion and writing 
that he has become an almost legendary figure, an idol, 
a martyr to the cause for which he stood, Wilson was 
an idealist, perhaps too much so, and it is his 
idealism that is remembered---and cherished. For those 
of us who look back upon Wilson's time, it is difficult 
to perceive how there could have been much opposition 
to this man; yet, we are all aware of his vain struggle 
for the League of Nations, This episode of Wilson's 
problems has been explored again and again by scholars 
of eminence. But another of Wilson's battles has been 
all but lost between the New Freedom and the Great War.
In 1916 Wilson was re-elected president in one of 
America's closest elections. This in itself is significant, 
but even more startling is the almost wierd sectional 
alignment which resulted. Despite the wealth of
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written material on Wilson, this election has not as 
yet been closely studied. Most writers mention that 
Wilson was re-elected primarily because he had "kept 
us out of war". Much beyond this is virgin ground. 
Clarity may come when Arthur S. Link, who is now 
writing what promises to be the definitive work on 
Wilson, reaches the campaign of 1916, but for this we 
must wait.

The election of 1916 was the last close 
presidential race in American history. The architect 
of the New Freedom, of the battle against "unrestrained 
individualism" with its "human cost" was returned to the 
presidency by a margin of less than 600,000 popular 
votes out of more than 18,000,000 cast. Even in the 
electoral college, where close races in popular votes 
turn out to be landslides, the Wilson edge was only 
twenty-three out of 531 votes, decided by the single 
state of California, and there by a mere 3,000 popular 
votes.

On the other hand, it was no mean trick for a 
Democrat to be elected president in those days. Since 
Buchanan, in 1856, Grover Cleveland was the only 
Democrat to break through the Republican stronghold 
before Wilson; like Cleveland, Wilson hurdled the 
barriers twice. But there are those who would say,
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with no little justice on their side, that Wilson was 
the choice of America only once, that in 1912 he was a 
political accident, elected through the rupture of the 
Republican party. Wilson fell far short of a majority 
of the popular vote in 1912. William Howard Taft, 
backed by the conservative, or Old Guard, wing of the 
Republican party, polled about one-fourth of the 
popular vote. Theodore Roosevelt, president under 
Republican auspices for seven years, left the party, 
ostensibly because he considered it too conservative; 
approximately one-third of the popular vote went with 
him. Somewhat less than one-half were left to vote 
for Woodrow Wilson.

The purpose of this paper is to determine those 
factors which brought about the re-election of Wilson 
in 1916. But there are necessarily some limits to the 
scope of this study. Numerous issues were present in 
the campaign which are, in themselves, pertinent areas 
for study. However, there is no intent here to explore 
all of the ramifications of the politics of the era, but 
rather to examine how various measures affected the 
election. The Adamson bill, for example, is pertinent 
here only insofar as it may have been a determining 
factor in election results. There are also obvious 
limits to the source material available to the author.
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The papers, public and private, of both candidates 
are secluded in the Library of Congress. Indeed, one 
can obtain access to most of the papers of prominent 
government personages of this period in that institution, 
Postmaster-General Albert S. Burleson, William Jennings 
Bryan, Theodore Roosevelt and William Howard Taft, among 
others. But however helpful a close scrutiny of these 
papers may have been, neither time nor finance would 
permit their use. The loss may not be great. Even the 
most recent scholar^ works on the principals pay little 
heed to the election. In these circumstances, perhaps 
a conclusion that these papers contain nothing startling 
is justifiable.

With these limitations in mind, we can look again 
at the election. Not only was the vote itself close, 
but the total population represented by each side was 
nearly equal. Those states garnered by Hughes contained 
a total population of 45,901,739, while Wilson states 
included a total of 45,737,643 inhabitants. And not 
only was this the last close election, but the sectional 
vote was fascinating. Nearly all of the Northeast was 
Republican in 1916, while the West and South were 
almost solidly Democratic.



CHAPTER I

THE REPUBLICAN NOMINEE

While there was no question as to the Democratic 
candidate, speculation concerning the Republican 
standard bearer in 1916 was rampant. Perhaps foremost 
in the great array of Republican talent, Theodore 
Roosevelt was certainly the noisiest. Roosevelt, whose 
bolt had split the party in 1912 and had permitted the 
election of the "minority president", Wilson, was a 
possibility for two nominations, since both Republicans 
and Progressives were interested in him. As president, 
Roosevelt had been the leader of the liberal wing of 
the Republican party and his administration was re
putedly quite progressive. In 1912 he had left the 
party to run on the Progressive ticket, primarily 
because of his distaste for the Republican Old Guard 
which had renominated William Howard Taft.

The Republican split of 1912 had been disastrous, 
and Roosevelt, apparently realizing this, seemingly had 
a strong desire to reunite the party in 1916. A violent 
critic of Wilson, especially after the German invasion 
of Belgium, Roosevelt concentrated his animosity toward 
Wilson on the latter’s conduct of foreign affairs.
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There may also have been a touch of jealousy on Roosevelt's 
part over the fact that Wilson had become the chief 
vehicle for progressive legislation, but if this was 
true, the Bull Moose was strangely quiet about it in 
1916. Roosevelt summed up his attitude on Wilson on 
the eve of the election as follows:

There can be no greater misfortune for 
a free nation than to find itself under in
capable leadership when confronted by a major 
crisis....The times have needed a Washington 
or a Lincoln. Unfortunately we have been granted only another Buchanan....1 have 
criticised him because I believe he has dragged 
in the dust what was most sacred in our past, 
and he has jeopardized the most vital of our 
hopes of our future....I spoke of him at all 
only because I have felt that in this great 
world crisis he has played a more evil part 
than Buchanan and Pierce ever played in the years that led up to and saw the opening of 
the Civil War. I criticise him because he has 
adroitly and cleverly and with sinister ability 
appealed to all that is weakest and most 
unworthy in the American character; and also 
because he has adroitly and cleverly and with 
sinister ability sought to mislead many men 
and women who are neither weak nor unworthy, 
but who have been misled by a shadow dance 
of words.

Although this was the most violent of Roosevelt's 
attacks on Wilson, most of his utterances concerning 
the author of the New Freedom were of the same character. 
This same attitude was carried by Roosevelt throughout 
the campaign of 1916.

To the Progressives, Roosevelt appeared to be 
the only real possibility since no other Progressive

•̂•New York limes, November 4, 1916, 1.
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had his national reputation. But Roosevelt was 
thinking about the possibility of a reunited Republican 
party, since a repetition of 1912 would only insure 
Wilson another four years in the White House. This 
he indicated in a letter to Gifford Pinchot on 
March 29, 1915, telling Pinchot that the Progressives 
should return to the Republican party in order to 
remove Wilson and Bryan from power.^

Roosevelt, while undecided on his own role at 
this time, was well aware of the Republican Old Guard 
in respect to the possibility of his own candidacy. In 
September of 1915 he wrote to his close friend, and 
Progressive leader, George Perkins, that he knew the 
Republicans would nominate him only if they were sure 
of defeat, thus ridding themselves of both Roosevelt 
and the Progressive party.'5

That Roosevelt finally decided to seek the 
Republican nomination himself was due to his conviction 
that he was the only man who could effectively restore 
the nation's honor. Writing to his friend, Republican 
Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, with whom he maintained a 
close friendship despite the 1912 split, Roosevelt had 
already eliminated a great many possibilities by

pGeorge E. Mowry, Theodore Roosevelt and the 
Progressive Movement, (Madison: The University of 
Wisconsin Press, 1946), 324.

5Ibid.. 325.
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December, 1915. One has only to read this remarkably 
blunt letter to discover Roosevelt's reasoning:

Of course I agree with you about Knox; 
but I am only trying to get somebody whom 
I can induce my people to support. Hadley 
I really believe better than Hughes— ugh. You 
must remember about Root that the leading 
Progressives (and I share their feeling) feel 
that his action at the Chicago Convention was morally exactly as bad as the action for which 
very many Tammany and small Republican politicians 
who have committed election offenses are now 
serving or have served terms in Sing Sing. Under 
these circumstances you can see how very difficult it would be in any case short of a national 
cataclysm to get the Progressives to support him.

As for Hughes, I thoroughly dislike him. He 
got me into the fight against Barnes, and then 
his memory proved conveniently short on the 
subject when the libel suit came up. He was 
very close with the Evening Post people; and 
I am not sure that he is all right about pre
paredness and defense and foreign policies 
generally. He never forgives a man who renders 
him effective support; and when he is in office 
he loathes the politicians who elected him to 
office.4
Everything that Roosevelt was to do in the 

ensuing scramble for selection of a Republican nominee

4Elting E. Morison, The Letters of Theodore 
Roosevelt, (8 ^ols.; Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 
1954), VIII, 995-996. Herbert S. Hadley, Republican 
Governor of Missouri, was one of many Republicans who opposed Taft at the Republican Convention in 1912, but 
not to the extent that he would join a third party 
movement. William Barnes, Jr., sued Roosevelt in 1914 
after the latter referred to him as a "machine politician". 
The original quarrel between the New Yorkers was over Hughes' gubernatorial candidacy in 1910. Roosevelt 
regarded Barnes as the state Republican "boss".
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is forecast in this letter. No one else was really 
fit to do the job; yet he would support anyone who 
could win. Still Roosevelt refused to be drawn out 
until on March 9, 1916 he publicly stated that he was 
a candidate for the Republican nomination because 
"there is nothing to be hoped for from the present 
administration", but he indicated that he would not 
fight for the nomination. If Colonel Roosevelt was 
to be the Republican leader, the Republicans would have 
to come to him.^

On the following day, March 10, 1916, Roosevelt 
made clear the terms on which he would run. It would, 
he said, be a mistake to nominate him unless the 
country was in a "heroic" mood.6 Heroism would be 
the key to Roosevelt's hopes, and would perhaps add 
a fitting conclusion to his chauvinistic life. It 
cannot be said that Roosevelt was bent on war as the 
Democrats would later claim, but certainly he indicated 
that it would take less provocation than the country 
had already endured to engage us in the conflict. 
Wilson's foreign policy was the object of Roosevelt's 5

5Ray Stannard Baker, Woodrow Wilson, Life and 
Letters (8 Vols.; Garden City: Doubleday, Doran and Co., 
1950), VI, 233.

®Mowry, op, cit., 338.



6

constant attacks, as it had been ever since the German 
invasion of Belgium. On this score Roosevelt had 
plenty of ammunition, and, apparently, plenty of 
supporters.

Among the other major Republican aspirants for 
the nomination were Henry Cabot Lodge, Elihu Root and 
General Leonard Wood. All three were respected and 
admired by the Old Guard Republicans. Lodge represented 
Massachusetts in the Senate; Root had the distinction 
of having held two different cabinet positions; Wood 
was still on active duty and was known to favor a 
greatly strengthened army. All of these men favored 
an increase in military preparation; all were equally 
insistent on the assertion of American rights in the 
realm of foreign affairs. The essential difference 
between them at this time was that Roosevelt was the 
candidate of Progressivism; the others were aligned 
with the right wing.

The remaining major figure in the array of 
Republican possibilities was Charles Evans Hughes, 
former Governor of New York and an incumbent Supreme 
Court Justice. Unlike the other candidates, Hughes 
did not actively seek the nomination. His position 
prior to the convention was one of indifference to those 
Republicans who wanted him to become a candidate; he
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Indicated that while he wished to remain on the bench, 
he would comply with the wishes of the people provided 
those wishes were clear.

How early Hughes was considered seriously by 
Republican leaders is hard to determine, but one,
William Howard Taft, thought of him at least as early 
as 1913. Taft, In a letter to W. L. Pisher, January 3, 1814, 
foresaw the difficulties which might occur because of 
Hughes' feeling on the mixing of courts and politics, 
and feared that the Justice would turn aside any attempts 
to induce him to run.7 Hughes' opposition to the nomin
ation was more clearly known on May 20, 1915, when he 
wrote to Governor Edward Stokes of New Jersey requesting 
that no steps be taken to put his name before the 
national convention, indicating that he would refuse 
the nomination even if it were offered.8 In many respects 
Hughes appeared to be an ideal candidate. As Governor 
of New York, he showed himself as a capable administrator; 
his insurance investigations marked him as a man with a 
progressive bent; his position on the court placed him

7Henry P. Pringle, The Life and Times of William 
Howard Taft (2 Vols.; New York: Parrar and Rhinehart,
Inc., 1939), II, 884.

8i.lerlo Pusey, Charles Evans Hughes (2 Vols.;
New York: The MacMillan Co., 1951), I, 316.
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in a position of prestige and honor; and, not the least 
of his qualifications, he had not been involved in any 
political quarrels in recent years. In fact, no one 
knew where he stood on the issues of the day.

But even if Hughes was acceptable to the Republicans, 
there was still the problem of enticing him to throw his 
hat into the ring. Hughes had indicated in a letter to 
Congressman C. Bascom Slemp of Virginia on February 9, 1916 
that he was "totally" opposed to the use of his name as 
a possible candidate.9 In November, 1915, a petition 
had been circulated in Nebraska to put Hughes' name on 
the primary ticket; Hughes requested summarily that it 
be removed, threatening court action if his wishes were 
ignored.-1-0

The draft movement grew, in spite of Hughes' 
determined opposition. The former chairman of the 
Republican National Committee, Frank Hitchcock, appointed 
himself as Hughes' campaign manager. Possibly behind 
Hitchcock, in any event strongly supporting Hughes, was 
William Howard Taft. That Hitchcock had been Taft's 
campaign manager is not necessarily coincidence. Taft

9Dexter Perkins, Charles Evans Hughes and 
American Democratic Statesmanship (Boston: Little, Brown 
and Co., 1956), 52.

■^Pusey, op. clt., I, 317.
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was convinced that Hughes could win the nomination, and 
apparently thought that despite Hughes' reluctance the 
Convention would turn to him after having its fill of 
the "little fellows". Not content with this hope, Taft 
sounded out Chief Justice White, who averred that Hughes 
might be amenable to a draft. The work of these two 
"professionals", the financial backing of Eugene Meyer, 
and Hughes' own reputation concocted a real boom by 
Convention tirne.-̂

The split in Republican ranks showed signs of 
healing in 1916. In January the Progressive National 
Committee decided, in an obvious attempt at reconcilia
tion, to hold their Convention in Chicago at the same 
time that the Republican Convention was to be held, 
also in Chicago. Speaking for the Progressives,
George Perkins declared that he hoped both parties could 
unite on the same candidate. Surprisingly, Perkins 
indicated the candidate would not have to be Theodore 
Roosevelt. The Progressive Committee issued a statement 
to the effect that they would work with the Republicans 
in an effort to choose an identical candidate and 
identical principles, but warned that the Progressives 
would not surrender their own principles for the sake

^Pringle, op. cit., II, 885
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of unity.^ The reasoning behind the Progressive move 
was already clear as National Committeeman William H. 
Hotchkiss told the press the Progressives hoped, by this 
move, to force the Republicans to nominate a candidate 
acceptable to the Progressives

A second major step toward reconciliation was 
taken on March 31, 1916, when Roosevelt, Root and Lodge, 
in the midst of a great deal of publicity, met for lunch 
in New York. Behind the show of cordiality there were 
serious reasons for unity; while differences which 
separated them in 1912 remained, these were no longer 
the primary considerations. The great issues now lay 
in the field of foreign affairs, not in the domestic 
sphere. All three considered Wilson an incredibly weak 
man in foreign relations and this firm belief dictated 
at least an outward show of cooperation. In light of 
the supreme effort that all three knew would be necessary 
to remove the bungling Wilson, all other problems seemed 
remote.

The temper of the new Republican coalition was 
soon made known. Prior to the Convention, Republicans 
concentrated their criticism almost exclusively on the

1%owry, op. olt., 330-331.
•*~'~'New York Times, January 10, 1916, 1.
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Administration’s foreign policy. In May, Taft assailed 
Wilson’s attempt to impose our system of government on 
the Mexicans, eighty per-cent of whom were illiterate, 
and reminded Wilson that in Central America a minority 
which lost an election would frequently rebel whereas 
Wilson, a minority president, had full c o n t r o l . A f t e r  
the New York State Convention in February, Root condemned 
Wilson for not taking a stand when Belgian neutrality 
was violated by Germany. Referring to Wilson’s warning 
to Germany of "strict accountability", he said that 
"no man should draw a pistol who dares not shoot....
The Government shakes its finger and then falls into 
c o n t e m p t . F o r  Root, any one of a number of things 
might make the country "choose between defending 
liberty and independence or becoming subservient to an 
alien country."-*-6

Roosevelt was even more critical than his 
compatriots. On his western tour, which he began on 
May 28, 1916, Roosevelt argued that while Wilson pro
fessed to believe that all small and weak nations should 
have the right to self-determination, he also believed 14 15 16

14Ibid.. May 12, 1916, 2.
15Ibld., February 16, 1916, 1.
16Ibid., May 12, 1916, 5
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that in all cases of conflict the United States should 
remain neutral. Obviously the United States could not 
constructively support both of these policies, and it 
was Roosevelt's contention that we should be the champion 
of the weak and oppressed. For this reason Roosevelt 
believed that America had shirked its duty in not aiding 
Belgium after Germany's unprovoked attack.17 Above all, 
Roosevelt was disturbed by lack of any action and was 
almost nauseated by Wilson's war of words. "Our present 
troubles with Mexico and Germany", Roosevelt said, "are 
the direct result of our utter failure to prepare and 
of our governmental policy of almost unbelievable 
timidity and vacillation."1® He had indicated earlier 
the issues which he considered paramount when he declared 
that all questions of internal reform must stand second 
to the problems of Americanism and preparedness. This 
was another tip to both Republicans and Progressives on 
the changes which were making the Roosevelt of 1916 so 
different from the Roosevelt of 1912.

As the aspirants began the fight for nomination, 
there appeared to be only two major candidates, Hughes 
and Roosevelt. Both were somewhat reticent about

17Ibid., June 1, 1916, 1
18Ibid., May 12, 1916, 5
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declaring their intentions, and to the end, Hughes 
refused to speak; the movement started by Prank Hitchcock 
formed the backbone of the campaign for Hughes. But 
the Bull Moose, although vowing not to fight for the 
nomination, toured the Middle West in May, 1916, 
actively seeking it.

The Colonel's support was strong; certainly the 
Progressives still favored him, and many Republicans 
looked upon him as a sort of "man on horseback” or 
the "man of the hour". Philanthropist Guy Emerson led 
in the formation of a Roosevelt Non-Partisan League 
Which ballyhooed the name Roosevelt all across the 
nation. In April, the New York Tribune came out as a 
Roosevelt booster. From the standpoint of reception, 
his pre-Convention tour of the Middle West was certainly 
successful. A meager gathering of 5,000 who greeted the 
ex-president at Chicago had swelled to 100,000 by the 
time Roosevelt had reached, of all places, Kansas City, 
reputed to be the stronghold of pacifism and German- 
Americanism. Even before he began his western tour, 
Roosevelt felt sure that he had a great deal of support. 
This he indicated in a letter to Charles Washburn on 
May 6, 1918, expressing the belief that he had more rank 
and file support than any other candidate Yet one 19

19Morison, op. cit., VIII, 1037



14

month later a dejected Roosevelt indicated to General 
John Pershing that he felt his nomination was lost 
because the American people were passing through a 
"yellow streak"; and this he attributed to the fact 
that their leaders "are doing everything in their 
power to broaden the yellow streak.

As in 1912, Roosevelt thought that he had popular
support, enough to bring him the nomination in ordinary
circumstances; and, as in 1912, he feared that the
party bosses, the professional politicians, were trying
to keep him from what he considered rightfully his.
But Roosevelt's desire for a strong man in the White
House was ardent enough to overcome his anger at this
injustice in 1916. Time and again he indicated that
his main motive was Wilson's defeat, and therefore he
would support any man he thought capable of winning,
even though he considered himself the epitome of

PIanti-Wilson strength.
All of this led, quite naturally, to a great deal 

of speculation as to whom Roosevelt would support in 
the event he could not secure the nomination himself. 
Jennings Wise maintains that Roosevelt refused to * 2

20Ibid., VIII, 1051.
2 -̂Donald Richberg, Tents of the Mighty (New York: 

Willitt, Clark and Colby, 1930), 17.
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support anyone except General Leonard Wood, a longtime 
friend of the Colonel and a man Roosevelt felt sure 
would maintain a strong foreign policy. Credence is 
lent to this view by the fact that Wood was one of the 
possibilities mentioned by Roosevelt during the Convention 
at the historic Republican-Progressive "peace" Committee.22 
Following the much publicized New York luncheon in March 
of Roosevelt, Root and Lodge, Root's name was also 
discussed with widespread belief that Roosevelt might 
support Root. But, as noted earlier, Roosevelt had 
not completely forgotten 1912, and in no circumstances 
would he lend his support to Root. Judge Albert Norton! 
of the Missouri Court of Appeals, after conferring with 
Roosevelt, vías sure that Root could count on no help 
from the Colonel.23 In view of the bitterness which 
lingered between Root and Roosevelt over the former's 
handling of the 1912 Republican National Convention, 
it is surprising that anyone could seriously consider 
Roosevelt as a possible Root supporter. That some 
did so, demonstrates Roosevelt's acknowledged, un
compromising hatred of Woodrow Wilson.

Roosevelt's co-Progressives certainly had no 
desire to see Root on the Republican ticket. As early

22Jennings Wise, Woodrow 'Wilson: Disciple of 
Revolution, (New York: The Paisley Press, Inc., 1938), 472.

^New York Times, April 29, 1916, 4.
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as February, 1916, George Perkins, Progressive Executive 
Chairman, said that any serious attempt to nominate 
Root would ensure Progressive independence in 1916.2^
In May, William Childs, a member of the Progressive 
National Committee, said that only Hughes and Root were 
in the same "class’1 as Roosevelt. So far as Childs 
was concerned, Root was automatically eliminated from 
consideration; although well-qualified, he was 
unpopular. The Progressives, he thought, would not 
support a candidate who could not win.2^

Adding to the confusion was the quarrel over the 
so-called hyphen vote. The term hyphenate was applied 
to Americans of German or Irish descent who were thought 
to be either pro-Cerman or anti-English. Outspoken in 
his dislike of this group as he was in his condemnation 
of Germany, Roosevelt was bitterly denounced by the 
hyphenates. In May there were rumors that a delegation 
of German-Americans had called on Chairman Hiller of 
the Republican National Committee to "lay down the law" 
on possible candidates. Included in this group were 
Horace Brand, Bernard Ridder and Secretary Timm of the 
German-American Newspaper Publishers* Association. 24 25

24Ibid., February 19, 1916, 1.
25Ibid., May 13, 1916, 1.
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They were reported to have vetoed both Root and Roosevelt. 
Hughes was considered acceptable, perhaps because he had

nc\been quiet.
The reason for the support of Hughes apparently 

lay in the desire of many Republicans to find a man who 
could accomplish three things. Of prime importance was 
the healing of the party split, and Hughes was about 
the only man of national repute who could have been 
considered an answer to this problem. Innocent of any 
involvement in the party split of 1912, he could not 
arouse antagonistic feelings over that wound. The man 
selected would also have to be one who could appeal to 
the progressive element as Wilson had done. Of equal 
importance to the party which had been so critical of 
Wilson's foreign policy was the need for a man who would 
raise America's prestige abroad.

Hughes’ reputation lay in his work as investigator 
of the insurance business in New York. He had also been 
acclaimed as a liberal governor of that state. Although 
he seemed to be the ideal man to reunite the party, in 
international affairs there was no apparent reason to 
support Hughes; he had given no speeches or opinions. 26

26Ibid.. May 31, 1916, 1
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In short, he had made no pronouncements at all. His 
support obviously came from those who believed the 
first two considerations most important.

While Theodore Roosevelt carried his fire and 
brimstone brand of Americanism into the Middle West, 
Justice Hughes remained aloof from the proceedings. 
Although he had repeatedly indicated that he wanted no 
role in the partisan battle that was to come, powerful 
forces were working for him. Chief among these was 
former President William Howard Taft* Taft had urged 
Hughes to make himself available in 1915 and had been 
repulsed, but in April, 1916, still pleading with Hughes, 
he wrote the Justice a letter which may well have 
changed Hughes* thinking. Again urging Hughes to seek 
the nomination, assuring him that if nominated he would 
be elected, Taft then made two rather important sugges
tions. First, he asked Hughes not to make an irrevocable 
decision until after the Republican Convention had acted. 
Taft also presented Hughes with a closely reasoned 
argument as to why Roosevelt, Hughes* chief competitor 
in the popular mind, would support him. The text of 
this letter is as follows:

I do not conceal from myself his influence 
in the election in uniting the party; but 
he has put himself in a position which makes 
it absolutely necessary for him to support you if you are nominated. Moreover, he will, after
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his disappointment, do so with fervor. He 
saves face in supporting you as he does in 
supporting no one else. He is sincerely 
opposed to Wilson. He is really anxious to 
defeat him. He will be sincerely for you.27

Taft was, of course, absolutely correct in his analysis.
Here was a man whom everyone, even Roosevelt, could
support, and all that Hughes had to do was remain
silent until he had been nominated. This he managed
to do.

Taft's support of Hughes was strong; just how 
strong is not clear. Certainly in correspondence with 
the hesitant Justice, Taft gave him his full support 
repeatedly. In addition, it has already been noted 
that Taft's former campaign manager, Frank Hitchcock, 
led the unofficial Hughes' primary fight. Taft 
apparently was swinging all of his gargantuan weight 
behind Hughes as early as 1915, although publicly he 
remained silent.

Public indications of what was ahead came from 
those states which made use of the preferential primary 
and those states in which the state conventions made 
their choices known. In Nebraska, where Hughes had 
refused the use of his name, Senator A. B. Cummins of 
Iowa garnered all the delegates. The following month, 
April, was busier; Henry Ford, a man with pacifist

27Pusey, op. cit., I, 319.
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leanings who ultimately cast his lot with Wilson, carried 
Michigan in a close election; Massachusetts pledged 
four delegates to Roosevelt, but sent the other twenty- 
eight uninstructed; Senator Cummins quite naturally 
pocketed the votes of his own state; Senator Theodore E. 
Burton appeared as Ohio’s favorite son; and New Jersey's 
delegates were to attend the convention unpledged. May 
saw Connecticut pledging all of her fourteen votes to 
Burton; Hughes was the overwhelming choice of Oregon; 
Wisconsin split, eleven for Hughes, fifteen for its 
favorite son, Senator Robert LaPollette; the Washington 
delegation was uninstructed as was the California group. 
Significantly, California, whose Governor Hiram Johnson 
was a Progressive and close friend of Theodore Roosevelt, 
sent a strong Old Guard delegation.

But those delegates who were instructed were 
only a small group among the total number of delegates 
who determined party candidates; consequently, these 
results are frequently misleading. On the eve of the 
Republican National Convention, the New York Times 
reported an unofficial tally which was quite different. *

^%ew York Times results as follows: Nebraska, 
April 19, p. 1; Michigan, April 25, p. 1; Massachusetts, 
Iowa, Ohio and New Jersey, April 26, pp. 1, 3; California, 
May 5, p. 10; Connecticut, Oregon and Washington, May 21, 
p. 3; Wisconsin, May 26, p. 3.
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Based upon those delegates who would acknowledge their 
preference, the Times report showed:

Hughe s
Roosevelt
Root
Weeks
Fairbanks
Burton
Cummins

224
62
90 82 
86 
7291 29

Thus, as the convention opened, Hughes, not 
Roosevelt, was the man to beat. Taft had already 
correctly predicted the result, and, a month before the 
convention Colonel Roosevelt seconded this prediction 
privately. On May 2, 1916, even before his strenuous 
Middle West campaign, Roosevelt had written of Hughes 
in this manner:

But at the present the movement for him is 
primarily a politician’s movement, and therefore 
represents the ideal, so dear to the soul of 
the politician, of the candidate against whom 
no one can say anything, because he has not 
any view on any really vital matter....This 
course of action is very likely to gain him 
the nomination, and it may be that after the 
nomination the men who feel as I do will 
have no alternative but to support him, as 
being the best of not very attractive 
alternatives
On June 7, 1916, both the Republican and 

Progressive National Conventions met in separate 
assemblies in Chicago. With the pre-convention work

29Ibid.t June 7, 1916, 1. 
50Morison, op. oit., VIII, 1036.



22

behind them, an atmosphere of anticipation permeated the 
Republican group. Much less jubilant, the Progressives 
seemed to be hopelessly lost, unable to determine what 
was to be the result of their attempt to reunite with 
the Republicans. More than a few feared that Progressivism, 
as a political movement, had reached the end of the line.

Heading the Republican agenda was the keynote 
address delivered by Ohio's Senator, Warren G. Harding, 
a staunch representative of the Old Guard. Most 
significant in Harding's address was the bumbling 
attempt to offer the Progressives the olive branch.
He said that there had been no fundamental disagreement 
over principle in 1912, but only a difference over 
methods and personalities. The fact that Harding 
failed to understand the Progressives and what they 
represented was deeply resented by them, for they 
determined not to be badgered into a mistaken alliance 
with their former colleagues. This alone could well 
have prevented the much sought r e u n i o n . I n  other 
respects Harding was rather dull and uninspiring, and 
was successful only in dampening the enthusiasm of the 
delegates * 5

^Malcolm Moos, The Republicans (New York: Random 
House, 1956), 286.

5%ew York Times, July 8, 1916, pp. 1, 2.
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Hughes was nominated as a favorite son by 
New York's Governor Charles Whitman who portrayed Hughes 
as a man "...trained for the battle of truth...the man 
of action, the champion of the people, the idol of 
the electorate, the profound thinker on national affairs".5'3 
This last reference should have caused at least a few 
laughs, but the delegates took it all in stride and 
responded with a wild ovation for the Justice. Still 
considered a major contender, Roosevelt was nominated 
by Senator Albert Fall, and, like Hughes, received a 
rousing hand, but this time there was a liberal sprinkling 
of catcalls.

On the first ballot Hughes soared ahead with 
235^ votes to just 105 for Senator ’Weeks, who was 
second. It was clear now that Roosevelt was out of the 
running as he garnered only sixty-five votes on the 
initial test. On the second ballot more of the delegates 
moved toward Hughes, giving him 328g- votes. No other 
candidate had as many as 100 on this ballot.

But the hour was late and at this point the 
Republican Convention adjourned for the day. Hughes

35Pusey, op. cit., I, pp. 376-77.
•^Republican National Committee, Official Report 

of the Proceedings of the Sixteenth Republican National 
Convention~( New York: The Tenny Press, 1915), pp. 181, 184.



24

was, of course, in an enviable position, but was far 
from secure. There were many among the Republicans who 
were skeptical, and there remained the problem of 
placating the Progressives who were holding their 
convention simultaneously. That night, June 9, 1916, 
the so-called "peace” committee met for the first time. 
This group was made up of a few of the leading Progress
ives and Republicans who were to attempt to find a 
candidate suitable to both groups. Since the Republicans 
on this committee were not unanimous in their support 
of Hughes, the Progressives refused to dicker. Apparently 
they wanted a situation whereby they could offer one 
choice, Roosevelt, against the other man. When this 
stalemate occurred it was decided to contact the Bull 
Moose personally to see if he had any suggestions. Those 
who represented the Republicans seem to have understood 
that Roosevelt would suggest someone other than himself. 
Nicholas Murray Butler made the call and reported to the 
committee that Roosevelt had suggested either General 
Leonard Wood or Henry Cabot Lodge. In any event, he 
definitely declined to endorse H u g h e s . As might be 
expected, Roosevelt’s suggestions alienated the 
Progressives on the joint committee. Indeed, it would 
appear that the move was calculated to this effect

3^Pusey, op. cit., I, 328
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although this is hardly in line with the Colonel’s 
known desires. Obviously the suggestion of Wood or 
Lodge was based on Roosevelt’s desire for a strong 
hand in foreign affairs. Of all the possibilities, 
remote as they were, probably Lodge and Wood came 
closest to Roosevelt’s ideas in this regard. But this 
was not what the Progressives had in mind. Both men, 
they felt, were far too reactionary; in fact, John M. 
Parker35was so disgusted that he left the meeting at 
this point. At three in the morning the meeting 
adjourned in failure.

Later that morning both conventions acted.
Completely irked at the stalling tactics of the conven
tion leaders, the Progressives moved for their first 
ballot as the Republicans started their third. George 
Perkins, committed to reunion with the Republicans, 
still tried to stop the Progressive nominations but 
was shouted down by the convention. He received the 
same treatment when he attempted to suggest the name 
of Lodge to the Progressives.37 Finally James R. Garfield33

33Parker, New Orleans cotton broker, had been a 
strong Roosevelt supporter. In 1916 he was the Progressive 
Vice-Presidential candidate. Later he was to be the 
Democratic Governor of Louisiana.

37Mowry, op, cit., 354.
33Garfield headed the Bureau of Corporations in 

the Roosevelt Administration, where he worked closely 
with the Colonel on anti-trust cases. He was one of the 
original anti-Taft men in 1912.

115977
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moved that the business be suspended, first for thirty 
minutes, then until the Republicans had begun voting. 
Both motions passed.39 Vtfhen word came that the third 
Republican ballot was actually underway there was no 
holding the eager delegates; what followed was a 
tremendous tribute to Theodore Roosevelt. In almost 
complete pandemonium Bainbridge Colby nominated 
Roosevelt, and Hiram Johnson rushed to second this 
nomination. When the discouraged, tired chairman, 
Raymond Robins, asked the convention what it wished 
to do, a tremendous "aye" shook the hall as the 
Progressives went on record with a unanimous vote for 
Roosevelt. There had been only one nomination.* 4®

Meanwhile the Republicans had completed voting on 
the third, and last, ballot. Not as spectacular as the 
Progressive conclusion, the result was nevertheless 
just as emphatic. As state after state announced its 
vote there was no question as to the outcome. Weeks, 
Sherman, Burton, Root and Fairbanks all wi thdrew before 
the third ballot began. Then, when Hughes had rolled 
up an impressive total of 949|- votes, Alexander P. More 
requested that the vote be made unanimous.4-*- Thus the

^9New York Times, June 11, 1916, 1.
4®Pusey, op. cit., I, 329.
4-*-Qfficial Proceedings, 202.
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Republicans and Progressives, who began their conventions 
at the same time, finished at the same time also. Hughes 
was acclaimed the Republican standard bearer at 12:44 p.m. 
on June 10, 1916; Roosevelt was accorded the Progressive 
honor three minutes later.4^

There was, at this time, considerable consternation 
among both Republicans and Progressives because the 
attempted merger had apparently failed, but this was 
reckoned without consideration of the wishes of 
Roosevelt. Upon hearing of the results of the two 
conventions, Roosevelt wired the Progressives, clouding 
the issue still more. Unwilling to be counted out 
completely, yet desperately wanting Wilson out, he 
notified the Progressives that he was "conditionally" 
refusing the nomination because he did not know the 
attitude of the Republican candidate on the vital issues 
of the day.42 43 If there was anything behind Roosevelt's 
unusual action, beyond a desire to discover the facts, 
it remains unknown. Certainly Roosevelt's past actions 
and his insatiable desire to be active would not discount 
such a move. In any event he urged the Progressives to 
consider Hughes and indicated that if they were satisfied 
with him they should feel free to join the Republicans.44

42New York Times, June 11, 1916, 2.
45Pusey, op. cit., I, 336.
44Mowry, op. cit., 354.
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Sine© Roosevelt left things up in the air, the 
Progressives would have to determine what course they
would take. The Convention decided to leave the 
decision to the National Committee. Disconsolately, 
the convention adjourned. The Progressive party, or 
as some termed it, the Bull Moose party, was dead.

Hughes’ reaction was quite different. Informed 
by newsmen immediately following the third ballot that 
he was the Republican choice, the man who did not want 
"...the work that is before the next president” talked 
jovially to the press, referring to the newsmen as 
”you boys”.45 The prophecy of Big Bill Taft had, so 
far, come true.

45Pusey, op. cit., I, 336



CHAPTER II

THE ISSUES: DOMESTIC

With the Republican nominee selected, the 
campaign got underway, although the Democratic Convention 
had not yet met. For the Democrats, there was no 
contest; Wilson was a winner.

Perhaps the best method of obtaining an overall 
picture of the domestic issues involved in this election 
is to compare the formal acceptance speeches of the two 
candidates. Hughes spoke first, delivering his acceptance 
on July 31, 1916. In this, one of his more fluent 
addresses, the Republican candidate urged a return to 
a protective tariff, women's suffrage, a rural credit 
system and a Federal Workmen's Compensation law for 
both governmental employees and those employed privately 
in interstate commerce. Then, with sharp tongue and 
little forethought, he also charged the Democratic 
administration with a violation of the merit system, 
wastefulness, unbusinesslike method of budgeting, and 
an attack on business.^-

Ôfficial Report of the Proceedings of the 
Sixteenth Republican National Convention (New York:
The Tammy Press, 1916), 17.
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Due to pressing problems in Washington and the 
fact that Wilson was not yet worried about Hughes, the 
Chief Executive delayed his acceptance speech until 
September 2, 1916, and then delivered it almost 
casually as he vacationed at his home at Shadow Lawn,
New Jersey. As might be expected, Wilson stood squarely 
on his past record. A great deal of legislation in 
1916 permitted Wilson to present an impressive list of 
achievements, primarily progressive in nature. Those 
stressed, of course, were the three main features of 
the New Freedom, the Clayton Anti-Trust Act, the 
Federal Reserve Banking System and the Underwood- 
Simmons Tariff. He also claimed additional credit for 
rural credits legislation, abolition of child labor in 
interstate commerce, regulation of grain futures, and 
Workmen's Compensation for government employees.^

A similarity in the two candidates can be noted 
in that they both favored some progressive legislation, 
although they frequently differed in the degree of such 
enactments. Wilson, for example, favored State action 
on Women's Suffrage, while Hughes believed in Federal 
action. Their more basic differences centered around 
the original parts of Wilson's New Freedom.

^Ray Stannard Baker, The Public Papers of Woodrow 
Wilson, 6 Vols. (New York: Harper and Bros., 1925-1927), 
IV, 278-80.
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Historically, the tariff had been an active 
issue in every election for the past several decades, 
and 1916 was no exception. As he had promised in 1912, 
Wilson secured a downward revision in 1913. This 
measure, the Underwood-Siramons Act, was a constant 
Republican target. Hughes insisted in his acceptance 
speech that the Underwood tariff had not resulted in 
lower prices as the Democrats had claimed, and went on 
record as favoring the protective principle as one 
which protected not only American businessmen, but also 
American working men. Without protection, the New 
Yorker warned, there would be fewer jobs for labor.
The high standard of living enjoyed by the country was 
said to be the result of the protective tariff. Without 
it, Hughes implied, this standard of living, higher than 
anywhere else in the world, would fall. The present 
prosperity enjoyed by America, according to Hughes, was 
caused by the abnormal conditions of war. To prove 
this, he pointed to the slight business recession of 
1914, which he claimed was the result of the Underwood 
tariff under normal conditions.4 At Chicago, speaking 
in the month of August, the Republican candidate charged 
that the Democrats themselves were backing down on their 5

5New York Times, August 1, 1916, 1.
Official Report.... 14.
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tariff position by reversing themselves on the tariff 
commission. Inexplicably, Wilson, who had previously 
objected to the idea of a tariff commission, discovered 
rather suddenly in 1916 that a non-partisan commission 
was just what was needed. This was to be but one of 
many Wilson policy reversals in 1916. But this unity 
in belief of a commission to make tariff adjustments 
hardly altered the differences between the two candidates* 
Even though both endorsed the idea of a tariff commission, 
Hughes still wanted protection, while Wilson wanted 
competition. Hughes, continuing the attack in Seattle, 
charged that the Democrats' anti-dumping proposal, 
disguised to avert a postwar debacle, would be ridiculous 
and totally ineffective. Also campaigning vigorously, 
the Republican vice-presidential candidate, Charles 
Fairbanks, reiterated Hughes' charges and promised 
the Republicans would restore the protective tariff.®

The Democrats relied primarily on statistics in 
order to refute these charges. This was only natural, 
since the nation was enjoying prosperity at this time.
The Democratic handbook pointed out that exports had 
risen ninety-five per cent under Wilson; there had been 
a thirty-nine per cent increase in bank deposits; and *

^New York Times, August 16, 1916, 1.
®Ibid., September 1, 1916, 6.
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farm income had increased to nearly ten billion dollars.^ 
Replying to Republican charges that this prosperity 
was built on war production, William G. McAdoo, Secretary 
of the Treasury, noted that while $930,000,000 of the 
country's $4,272,000,000 foreign trade was in munitions 
or secondary munitions, this figure constituted less 
than one per cent of the total national trade.®

Speaking at Omaha on October 12, Wilson pointed 
out that while exports were up $2,000,000,000 since the 
outbreak of the war, total national wealth increased 
$41,000,000,000 during the same period.®

In analyzing the charges and counter charges 
concerning the effect of the war on American business, 
it appears that both sides were partially right. They 
agreed that less than $1,000,000,000 worth of war goods 
were being exported. On the other hand, the ninety-five 
per cent increase in exports was certainly due to the 
tremendous need in Europe, and while this did not account 
for the total increase in this nation's business since 
1914, it certainly provided the spark. 7

7Democratic National Committee, Campaign Literature, 
(New York: Isaac Goldman Co., 1916), 152-57.

QNew York Times, December 5, 1916, (Magazine) 1.
Baker, Public Papers...,9 IV, 353
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Both parties tied the tariff to the nation'3 

business prosperity. Wilson argued that business was 
good; that Democrats were as interested in business as 
Republicans; and that Democrats, too, liked to make a 
good living. To the Wilsonian mind, imbued with the 
spirit of competitive growth, Republican insistence 
upon protection was archaic. Beginners in business, 
he argued, knew more about current problems in business 
than the so-called "captains” of business. Most of the 
latter, he charged, were looking backward, not forward.-^ 

To the Republican contention that wages were 
dependent on a protective tariff, Wilson replied that 
those industries which received the most protection 
usually paid the lowest wages. In a scathing denun
ciation of these "captains" of business, Wilson charged 
that:

They know that the men and women were ground 
just as low as they could be ground, and that 
these gentlemen who profess American patriotic 
feeling for the American laborer were most 
eager to import laborers from abroad and employ 
those who, because they did not know that America could afford them, were willing to take 
what they could get. They know that the con
ditions of the laboring people in their employ 
were a patent contradiction of all the promises 
they had made to these working people when 
election was on. [sic]0 11

l0Ibid., II, 234-35.
11Ibid., IV, 387
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Unfortunately, on this particular occasion,
Wilson let the cat out of the bag in regard to his labor 
ideas and brought upon himself the charge of insincerity 
by adding that labor judged friends by deeds rather 
than words.

Actually, Wilson exerted great effort to assure 
the commercial community that he was not anti-business.
In 1916 Congress, at Wilson's suggestion, undertook the 
study of possible legislation which would permit American 
business firms to combine in the area of foreign trade. 
Wilson wrote to Samuel M. Hastings, President of the 
Illinois Manufacturing Association, on July 28, 1916, 
that a fundamental thing like fiscal policy should be 
disconnected from duties on imports and party politics.
To correct these abuses, he was recommending a tariff 
commission which should be both non-partisan and

1 ppermanent. ^
There were some Republicans who disapproved of 

the plank adopted by the party at Chicago concerning 
the tariff. Robert M. LaPollette was hardly a staunch 
Republican, but he had returned to the party at this 
time and no doubt he expressed the sentiment of many 
of the liberal Republicans when he charged that react
ionaries were in control of the Republican convention. 12

12Ibid.. II, 258
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Noting that the platforms of 1904 and 1908 contained 
planks stating that duties should not be higher than 
the difference in the cost of the articles produced, he 
decried the fact that the 1916 plank was a throwback 
to the vague, evasive language of earlier Republican 
tariff work and all its "ill repute".^

Republican leaders conceded some prosperity in 
the nation when they charged that it was based on the 
European war, but they also attempted to show that 
there was but minimum prosperity. Railroads, destined 
to play a major role in the campaign, were the Republican's 
favorite crying towel. They noted that nearly 42,000 
miles of railroads, worth $2,264,000,000, were in 
receivership, and that 20,143 miles of roads, valued 
at $1,070,808,628, had gone into receivership in 1915.

But to most Americans, prosperity seemed to be 
obvious, and it is traditional in American history that 
this fact usually settles all disputes on the tariff 
and associated financial arguments. The New Democracy 
won this argument hands down.

On many items, there was substantial agreement 
between the two parties. One of these, the Federal 
Reserve System, was so highly regarded that both sides * *

I'-’Democratic National Committee, op, cit., 27.
•^Official Proceedings..., 386,



37

claimed it. Unfortunately, at the same time, some of 
the Republican orators, who evidently got their signals 
crossed, were industriously belittling the Federal 
Reserve in a literal "comedy of errors".

Leading the attack, Senator John W. Weeks 
CRep. Mass.J charged that it was only from Republican 
changes in the Senate that the Federal Reserve was 
made workable, and that Wilson had opposed even these 
changes. Furthermore, Weeks maintained, it was the 
Aldrich-Vreeland Act of 1908 which had averted a real 
panic in 1914, not the Federal Reserve System, since 
the latter was not yet in effect. ^  Most of Week's 
Republican cohorts were accepting the Federal Reserve 
System as a good thing which had come as a result of 
the Republican investigations during the Taft 
administration.

Wilson believed that the Federal Reserve was 
accepted by business as worthwhile legislation. At 
Detroit, in July, he indicated this while explaining 
the purpose of the system, which was, he said, to take 
the control of credit out of the hands of a few and 
make it available to many. This particular speech of 
Wilson's also admirably demonstrated the 'Wilsonian 
technique of putting the opposition on the defensive 15

15Ibid., 289-91
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by making it appear that they were undemocratic. The 
Democratic leader had gone on to say "I believe in the 
ordinary man. If I did not I would move out of a 
democracy and....find a decent monarchy."

In giving his own formal acceptance speech at 
Shadow Lawn, New Jersey, on September 30, 1916, Wilson 
ran almost the whole gamut of financial legislation 
under the Democrats and summed up the party differences 
by saying that the Republicans would not oppose any of 
the measures if only they could control them. What they 
wanted, he said, was "the good old days of Mark Hanna".

Admist the bewildering barrage of verbal cannon
balls, there was partial agreement on the very issues 
which were contested. In January, Wilson instructed 
Claude Kitchin, Democratic House leader, to bring 
tariff commission measures to the floor. Hughes agreed 
with this Idea, although he felt Wilson was more 
Interested in votes than the tariff. For the most part, 
both parties were happy with the Federal Reserve System; 
the Republicans claimed paternity, the Democrats mater
nity. In the area of business organization there was 
also some agreement. Both candidates espoused a desire 
to help business; Hughes would free it from the hands * 17

•^Baker, Public Papers.,., II, 236-37.
17Ibid., 335.
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of the Clayton Act; Wilson would, through this Act, 
insure free competition. Yet 'Wilson supported the 
Webb Bill to permit American manufacturing to combine 
in order to compete in foreign trade as well as anti
dumping legislation which is, after all, protection.‘L8 
In effect, Hughes attempted to argue the old Republican 
line that what was good for business was good for 
America, Wilson's argument was what was good for 
America [the common man} was good for business. These 
were chiefly disagreements in degree, rather than in 
kind.

But the two most controversial domestic issues 
of the campaign, the government shipping bill and the 
Adamson Act regulating wages and hours for railroad 
workers, were disagreements in kind. The shipping bill 
was the administration's answer to the charge that we 
were not prepared for war in the field of merchant 
shipping. Specifically, the bill authorized the 
government to build merchant ships In government ship
yards. In Congress, the issue was purely partisan. The 
House voted for it by 211-161 with all the negative 
votes cast by Republicans and only eight Republicans 
favoring it. In the Senate, the vote was thirty-eight

T QArthur S. Link, Woodrow Wilson and the Progressive 
Era, 1910-1917, The New American Nation Series. (New York: 
Harper and Brothers, 1954), 228-29.
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in favor and twenty-one opposed with the favorable votes 
all Democratic and the negative all Republican.^®

The shipping bill introduced into the campaign 
a really violent issue; government versus private 
industry, an issue which still rages today. To the 
Republicans, it was not only unwarranted, but positively 
evil in principle. Strangely, the Democrats did not 
argue the matter of principle at all; it was a simple 
matter of expedience, or, more correctly, necessity.
Both sides granted that the commercial shipbuilders 
apparently had more business than they could handle, 
but Republicans, although they howled unmercifully at 
Wilson for failing to prepare for the possibility of 
war, could not consent to a measure so patently soc
ialistic. Besides, they feared that this would not be 
the only government business if it proved successful, 
since there were already scattered complaints about the 
prices of war materials. Hughes summed up the opposition 
stand remarkably well at Milwaukee in September:

It unjustifiably introduces the Government 
into the shipbuilding business. At this time 
it may be practicable in operation because of 
the extraordinary conditions, which preclude 
the purchase of ships at normal prices or the 
building of ships in yards already overworked.

■^United States Congressional Record, 64th Cong., 
1st Seas., 12825.
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But It remains a menace to the shipping industry, 
and the sooner that ’aid to business’ is removed 
as a menace of that great industry of the 
country the better it will be for the shipping 
interests of the United States. 0
The weakness in the Republican stand was that

they offered no solution to the problem if the shipping
bill were revoked, yet they demanded a larger merchant
marine. Their position on this issue was similar to
their position on many others; throughout the campaign
Republican criticism was usually negative and only
sporadically constructive.

Perhaps the most explosive single domestic issue
of the campaign was over the Adamson Act. This act was
the culmination of a tedious period during which there
was constant fear on the part of the administration that
the nation’s railways would cease operation due to a
strike. The problem began in the spring of 1916 when
the railroad brotherhoods demanded an eight hour working
day with no reduction in wages. To enforce this, the
unions demanded that time and a half be paid for work
time over eight hours per day. The railroads flatly
refused to accede to the union demands, and the dispute
was then sent to the United States Board of Mediation
for settlement. The Board announced on August 12, 1916

2^Hew York Times, September 21, 1916, 2.
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that it had failed in efforts to arrange an agreement. 
Following this, ninety-four per cent of the brotherhood's 
400,000 members voted to strike on September 4, 1916.̂ -*-

The situation was a critical one, for while the 
United States was nominally at peace there was the 
urgent problem of supplying troops on the Mexican 
border and General Pershing's men, who were actually 
in Mexico. Wilson was determined to avoid a strike 
which would cripple rail service. Consequently, on 
August 16, he invited both the heads of the brotherhoods 
and the heads of all railroads involved to the White 
House for a conference. Evidently, Wilson thought that 
a public, personal appeal from the President at such a 
crucial hour could not be ignored, but he misjudged the 
temper of both sides.

Wilson first intervened in the threatened strike 
on August 13, 1916, just as the campaign was getting 
underway, reminding both the unions and companies of 
the possible results of a general strike. On the next 
day the Chief Executive appealed for a compromise in the 
national interest; both sides refused. At this juncture, 
Wilson proposed by telegram to the parties concerned 
that 1) the eight hour day be accepted; 2) there be no 
punitive overtime; 3) a federal commission be appointed

2^Link, op. cit., 235.
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to study the problem. These proposals were presented 
as a temporary solution until the proposed commission 
could report to Congress. Much to Wilson's dismay, the 
managers rejected his proposals the following day. The 
unions, however, agreed on August 18 to accept the 
President's proposals.22 23

With union concurrence, Wilson began to apply 
pressure on management, first calling thirty-one 
railroad presidents to the White House for a conference; 
on that same day, August 18, he also set Congressional 
leaders to work on legislation to avert the strike.
Secure in the belief that they could overcome the unions, 
the railroad presidents flatly rejected Wilson's 
arguments. Determined to find a solution to the problem 
and hoping for management's support, Wilson then turned 
to the heads of twelve other smaller railroads. When 
this group also rejected his proposals, a disconsolate

p*XWilson replied, "I pray God forgive you. I never can.” 
Woodrow Wilson had done his utmost without 

legislation; if a strike was to be averted, legislation 
was necessary. After discussing the situation with 
Democratic leaders, Wilson requested on August 28 that 
Congress: 1) provide for an eight hour day for railroad

22Baker, Public Papers...,
23Link, op. clt., 236.

II, 264-66
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workers in interstate commerce; 2) prohibit railroad 
strikes pending a federal investigation; 3) enlarge 
the Interstate Commerce Commission and direct it to 
study railroad costs; 4) compel management and workers 
to operate trains for military purposes. Then, 
fearing that Congress would not, or could not, act 
quickly enough, he recalled 15,000 troops from the 
Mexican border to preserve order in the event a strike 
did occur on September 4. The Act itself was prepared 
by Representative William C. Adamson, Chairman of the 
House Interior Committee, and House majority leader 
Claude Kitchin. It imposed the eight hour day beginning 
on January 1, 1917, and all other presidential requests 
were incorporated into the bill. With an alacrity which 
would not be seen again in peacetime until Roosevelt's
Hundred Days, the measure was rammed through the House

»
on September 1, 1916 by a whopping 239-56 vote, and the 
Senate approved it on the following day, 43-28.2  ̂
Wilson's unparalleled action averted the threatened 
strike, but in accomplishing this he provided the 
Republicans with their biggest domestic campaign target. 24 25

24Baker, Public Papers.... IV, 273.
25United States Congressional Record, 64th Cong., 

1st Sess., 13608.
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A great deal of pressure had been brought to 
bear in order to avert government action on Wilson's 
proposals to Congress. The Mew York Times, later to 
support Wilson for re-election, carried, on September 1, 
1916, a special section of editorial comments on the 
pending legislation. Most of these opposed the 
measure as put before Congress. What the results of 
a real summary of all papers would show cannot be 
determined, but those in opposition were widespread and 
influential. The Philadelphia Public Ledger said that 
"The only thing the President could do was appeal to 
Congress to help him out of the pit he had dug for 
himself. In the circumstances Congress had little 
choice of tools for the operation." The New York 
Tribune objected to the increase of cost on top of the 
prevalent high prices, and warned that Congress would 
have to face the wrath of the people if they acceded 
to the demands of the "greedy unionists." The Salt Lake 
Tribune objected that the principle of arbitration was 
damaged by the action. The Chattanooga Times argued that 
passage of the bill would set a bad precedent.

The reaction after passage of the measure was 
strong, since it created a new and burning issue for

New York Times, September 1, 1916, 3
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the Republicans. Here was a case of bowing to the 
demands of labor in what certainly appeared to be an 
effort to lure votes. Hughes argued that the important 
issue was whether the government should yield to force, 
and charged that Wilson did yield to political expediency. 
Hughes favored arbitration of labor disputes, and in 
any event, swore that he would not yield to force or

0*7act without factual knowledge as Wilson had done.
The Republican standard bearer also charged that the

p Oreal result of the bill was not to set wages, but hours. 
This was obviously true in one sense, but actually the 
bill affected both, increasing wages and cutting hours. 
Yielding to force was the part that the Republicans hit 
hardest, and Hughes repeated this charge in speech after 
speech from early September until election day. But 
perhaps the most outspoken on the issue was Wilson's 
antagonist on foreign affairs, Theodore Roosevelt.
Speaking at Battle Creek, Michigan, the Colonel charged 
that "He was cowed by the big labor leaders exactly as 
he had already been cowed by Germany and Mexico. He 
himself acknowledged the evil when he said: 'It must 27

27Ray Stannard Baker, Woodrow Wilson: Life and 
Letters, 8 Vols. (New York: Doubleday, Page; Doubleday 
Doran, 1927-1939), VI, 277-78.

^New York Times, September 21, 1916, 2.
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never be allowed again*• By his actions he has 
guaranteed that it will arise again, whenever there is 
in the White House a man too timid to face the threat
of....danger."29 30

Wilson argued that the principle of an eight 
hour working day had received the sanction of the 
American people, and deplored the "legalistic" inclin
ations of some in labor disputes. Nor was the measure 
strictly partisan, said Wilson, since seventy of the 
124 Republicans in the House had voted for it. v But 
for the most part, Wilson simply did not bother to 
answer Republican charges on this issue since he felt 
they were unreasonable. Virtually all of the talk came 
from the Republican side; the Democrats apparently were 
content to let the bill speak for itself on election day.

Since the Progressives were neither definitely 
in nor out of the Republican party, yet had no real 
candidate either, both parties strove mightily to 
capture the some 4,000,000 votes which were Roosevelt’s 
in 1912. There can be no doubt that Hughes owed his 
nomination to this cause alone. Had Republicans been 
united he could have expected at best a favorite son's

29Ibid., October 1, 1916, 1.
30United States Congressional Record, 64th Cong., 

1st Sess., 13608.
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role, and considering his reluctance to re-engage in 
politics it is doubtful that even this would have been 
his. Conservatives looked upon him as a liberal, and it 
was as a liberal that he had been chosen. Throughout 
the campaign, Republican orators sang of his more 
progressive attributes. With pride, they pointed out 
that Hughes had approved fifty-six labor laws while 
Governor of New York, one-third of all the labor laws 
passed during that state’s history.

Wilson answered those who had paraded Hughes as 
a friend of labor with a Federal Workman’s Compensation 
law,' a child labor law, LaFollette’s measure for the 
protection of seamen, and crowned his achievements with 
the Adamson bill. These were in addition to his first 
big labor stand, which was on the Clayton bill, a 
measure that largely exempted unions from anti-trust 
laws. Certainly as damaging in the eyes of union men 
was the pointed reminder that Hughes, when on the bench, 
had voted to impose treble damages against the Danbury

•Z.OHatters for that union's use of a boycott.
Unable to show a positive liberal approach on 

the national level, Republicans attempted to do so on * 5

5^Official Report..., 2.
5%lalcolm Moos, The Republicans (New York: Random 

House, 1956), 295.
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the state level. Not only was Hughes’ record In New 
York ballyhooed, but Republican orators could turn to an 
impressive array of progressive state legislation. Using 
the party of the governor in states involved as the 
criterion for apportioning credit, they could show that 
twenty-two Republican states had laws limiting working 
hours of young people. Only eighteen Democratic states 
could boast such humanitarian laws. Maximum working 
hours for women were set in twenty Republican states as 
opposed to four Democratic. Similarily, eleven Republi
can states protected workers who wished to join unions; 
seven Democratic states had such laws. A brief list of 
these would appear as follows:

Republican Democrat
Regulation of minors in 21

hazardous work
Prohibition of minor 11

employment in bar3 
Prohibition of young people 21

in night workFactory sanitation laws 18
Factory fire escapes 24
Laws requiring stated paydays 20

18
4
18

8
16
8 33.

It is one of the peculiarities of politics in
this country that parties may have different policies 
on the state and national levels, and this same truth 
holds even when the same area is concerned. The
Democratic South is generally very conservative on

33
•  •  •  *Official Report 258-50
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both state and national issues, but the same men who 
disliked state progressivism grudgingly backed Wilson 
on the national scene as they did Franklin Roosevelt 
twenty years later. Southern Democrats nearly always 
followed Wilson's lead, even when they were rather 
obviously opposed in principle. It is one of the 
wonders of Wilson's personal prestige and the power of 
party politics that these men were almost unanimous in 
support of the Adamson Act while the states they repres
ented composed the most conservative section of the 
country and had, as a section, the poorest record in the 
dountry on progressive labor legislation.34

From this tack, Republicans turned to financial 
matters in an effort to show that the Administration 
was discriminating in the levy of taxes. It was charac
teristic of Republican handling of the campaign that, 
while in the act of making this charge, they carefully 
stressed that they intended no implication of deliberate 
purpose, thus disavowing what they were doing. The 
target of the attack was the recently authorized income 
tax which, following ratification of the sixteenth 
amendment, had been incorporated in the Underwood- 
Simmons tariff of 1913. Taking the wealthiest '’normally’1 5

5%). W. Grantham, Jr., "Southern Congressional 
Leaders and the New Freedom", Journal of Southern 
History, XIII, (November, 19471^ 457.
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Republican states as examples on one side, the Republican 
party compared these to the relatively poor states of 
the ’’Solid South”. Naturally, the results shown below 
were striking.
Republican States Tax Paid Democratic States Tax Paid'*

Alabama 
Arizona 
Florida 
Arkansas Georgia Louisiana 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
Oklahoma 
New Mexico 
South Carolina 
Tennessee Texas
Virginia _________

Total: $6,894,953
Whether this shows more than the relative poverty 

of Democratic areas is a matter of conjecture. The 
Republicans wanted to convey the idea that the Adminis
tration had designed the tax to make Republicans pay 
it. On the other hand, the awkward charge probably 
alienated many Progressives to whom the ’’ability to pay” 
tax concept was very dear.

Hughes’ attacks on government waste, made in a 
typical politician's vocabulary which included such terms * 55

New York 
Massachusetts 
Ohio Illinois Pennsylvania 

Total:

$45,230,685
6,862,018
6,063,918
10,745,84013,105.434

$82,005,895

*Tax paid by individual Democratic states is 
not available.

550fficial Report..., 385.
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as "reckless”, "extravagant", "shameful" and "incompetent", 
may have further alienated Progressives. As a group, 
these people represented conservation and a humanitarian 
regard for the weaker members of society. Yet, the 
Republican candidate attacked harbor and river appropria
tions as "pork bills" framed by logrolling Democrats; 
to this he added "We do not want to maintain a political 
almshouse; we do not want to maintain a place of 
refuge." But refuge was a cardinal principle of the 
Progressive spirit. The men of Robert LaPollette's 
stamp wanted pensions, labor protection, trust curbs 
and unemployment compensation. In this respect, Hughes 
was the very antithesis of the Progressive goal.

36New York Times, August 11, 1916, 1



CHAPTER III

THE ISSUES: FOREIGN

Towering over almost all other considerations 
involved in the Hughes-Wilson struggle was the great 
problem of the European war. Officially the United 
States had no connection with it, and Wilson had 
dutifully proclaimed American neutrality at the out
break of the holocaust in Europe, Unfortunately, as 
^11 Americans were to learn, a neutrality proclamation 
was not sacrosanct.

The embattled nations of Europe viewed the 
struggle as one of life or death. Consequently, they 
quite naturally left no possibility unturned which might 
further their cause. The result of this was infringe
ment of the traditional rights of neutrals by both 
sides; each tried desperately to cut off all outside 
aid from the enemy. In this effort the British appeared 
to have the advantage, at least so far as American 
trade was concerned, since they commanded the seas*
But the British, and for that matter the rest of the 
world, reckoned without the submarine, then a new 
weapon in naval warfare. The real problem of American 
rights lay in the fact that it was a new weapon and
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was not covered by the rules of the game. Ordinary 
procedures allowed warships to stop merchant vessels 
for search before any attack, and this posed no problem. 
But ordinary rules also permitted merchantmen to carry 
"defensive” armaments, which made it extremely hazardous 
for the submarine while not compromising the surface 
warship. This problem, which ultimately drew the United 
States into the war, was the crux of the 1916 campaign.

So far as this campaign was concerned, the 
question at hand was what the reaction of the United 
States should be to the violations of all the combatants 
in regard to neutral shipping. Citizens of the United 
States had lost their lives because of the sinking of 
unarmed ships by submarines. American shipping had 
been halted unduly and goods confiscated by the Entente 
powers. Both sides violated neutral rights; both 
insisted that their continued existence depended, in 
effect, on these violations.

There were, in general, three main opinions as 
to what course the United States should take. If we 
assume the actual course of the administration to be 
the middle one, then the other two lay on either side.
On one hand there were those who would have the United 
States avoid anything which would in any way possibly 
cause trouble with either side. At the other extreme



55

were those who would have the United States take a 
stronger position toward the problem, especially where 
Germany was involved.

To the popular mind William Jennings Bryan, 
three time Democratic standard bearer, probably best 
represented the isolationist view. While Theodore 
Roosevelt raged at Wilson’s lack of firmness, Bryan 
resigned as Secretary of State because he felt Wilson's 
strong notes would lead us into war. The strength of 
the Great Commoner's feelings was clearly expressed in 
a letter to the Secretary of the Navy, Josephus Daniels, 
on February 16, 1316.

I have been amazed at the slush he CwilsonJ 
has been pouring out upon the West....It is 
disturbing to see our party's chances of success destroyed and the country's peace 
menaced by one in whom we had such great hope.
If I find that his purpose is to drag this 
nation into this war I may feel it my duty 
to oppose his nomination.1
While we deal with probabilities with Bryan, 

there is no question as to the man who represented the 
firm point of view. This was Theodore Roosevelt: man 
of action. Of Roosevelt's frequently aired criticisms, 
one of clarity was made on October 15, 1916 when he

■^Arthur S. Link, Woodrow Wilson and the Progressive 
Era, 1910-1917 (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1954), 223.
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objected that the “Pontius Pilate - like construction 
which President Wilson has put on neutrality...,” has 
led to a “complete breakdown of the code of international 
rights.“

President Wilson’s ignoble shirking of 
responsibility has been misclothed in an 
utterly misleading phrase, the phrase of a 
coward ’He kept us out of war'....In actual 
reality, war has been creeping nearer and 
nearer until it stares at us from just beyond 
our three-mile limit, and we face it without 
policy, plan, purpose or preparation.^
Although violations occurred on both sides, the

majority of Americans apparently felt that Germany was
the principal offender. Undoubtedly this was true, in
part, because England and America were much closer
ethnically. In addition, this country had always been
closely tied to England commercially and the war made
this tie even stronger. But had these conditions been
non-existent, American sympathies still would have been
with the Entente simply because of the different nature
of violations. Wilson spoke for most Americans when
he noted that “property rights can be vindicated by
claims for damages when the war is over, and no modern
nation can decline to arbitrate such claims; but the
fundamental rights of humanity cannot be. The loss of
life is irreparable.”’-’ * 3

°New York Times, October 15, 1916, 1.
3Harley Notter, The Origins of the Foreign Policy 

of Woodrow Wilson, (Baltimore: John Hopkins Press, 1957), 546.
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Unquestionably Germany caused the most publicized 
trouble and even a partial list of sunken merchant ships 
carrying American passengers is impressive. On March 28, 
1915, the British passenger steamer "Falaba" was des
troyed; an American ship, the ’’Gulf light”, was 
torpedoed on April 1, 1915. On May 7, 1915, the most 
notorious of all sinkings in the eyes of America occurred 
when the huge passenger liner, the "Lusitania", on a 
voyage from New York to England, was torpedoed without 
warning off the Irish coast. After three months of 
relative peace, the "Arabic" was sent to the bottom in 
August, 1915. She was followed by the "Ancona" in 
November, and the "Persia" in December. In March, 1916, 
the German [presumably} submarine commanders had a field 
day, sinking the "Berwindvale" on the eleventh, the 
"Englishman" on the twenty-first, the "Sussex" on the 
twenty-fourth, the "Manchester Engineer" on the twenty- 
seventh, and the "Eagle Point" on the twenty-eighth.
By no means does this represent all of the submarine 
victories, only those which carried passengers including 
American citizens. They were not all British ships, but 
represented Canada, Prance, Italy and the United States 
as well. Their common plight was the fact that they were 
in the war zone which Germany had declared around England. 
This was the German answer to the British blockade.



58

On the other side of the ledger, England’s 
blockade grew tighter as the war grew longer, and 
contraband, once defined by the international rules of 
war, was now defined differently by every country. 
Eventually England declared that practically anything 
sent to the enemy was contraband. British ships forced 
American merchantmen into British ports, confiscated 
cargoes and deliberately delayed voyages.

How was this country to handle these violations? 
For the most part, Wilson sent polite objections to 
England along with demands for damages in many cases. 
With Germany, the messages were more forceful, although 
by no means as forceful as some would have them. The 
temper of the American messages to Germany can be seen 
from an extract of the American note of July 21, 1915: 
"Illegal and inhuman acts, however justifiable they may 
be thought to be against an enemy, who is believed to 
have acted in contravention of laws and humanity, are 
manifestly indefensible when they deprive neutrals of 
their acknowledged rights, particularly when they violate 
the right to life itself."^

Above all else, Wilson wanted to avoid war, but 
this appeared impossible at times, and proved to be

^Robert Lansing, War Memoirs of Robert Lansing 
(Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill Co., 1935), 34.
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impossible in reality. His efforts suffered a very 
rude jolt with the "Lusitania” incident. This frightful 
loss of life [more than 1,000 persons, including 124 
Americans} shocked most of the world and drew from 
Wilson his policy of "strict accountability". Over 
the years this phrase has become famous; in 1915-1916 
it was the butt of Republican punsters. What did 
"strict accountability" mean? Neither Germany, to whom 
it was addressed, nor America, from whom it came, ever 
knew. In all probability Wilson used the term in an 
effort to take a strong position in negotiations which 
would still leave him a way out. Taken in this sense, 
it meant nothing, and as noted above, it failed to 
stop submarine warfare.

Knowing the obvious handicap that submarines 
would be under if the ordinary rules of war were 
followed, Wilson tried diligently to reach some sort 
of agreement to alter them. In January, 1916, Secretary 
of State Robert Lansing proposed that the arming of 
merchantmen be abandoned since this was the real bone 
of contention. Germany had argued that she was forced 
to torpedo ships without warning because British merchant
men fired their "defensive" guns if the submarines 
surfaced to give such warning. Lansing’s proposal was 
immediately accepted by Germany; that is, she agreed
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to give warning and permit crews and passengers to leave 
non-combat ships. Great Britain refused, quite naturally, 
to give up this right.5

By the end of 1915, all of the submarine cases 
had been settled except the "Lusitania" sinking; 
responsibility had in each case been accepted by the 
Central Powers and payments or promises of payments 
for indemnities had been offered.5 But in each case 
there was an interminable wrangling and profusive ex
change of notes between this country and the Central 
Power involved before even these arrangements were made. 
With dogged insistence Wilson deplored the surprise 
attacks; equally determined, the Central Powers, usually 
Germany, explained they had no other choice. Germany 
had either to attack without warning or give up the 
submarine as a weapon of war. This exchange of notes 
seemed never-ending, and evoked sarcasm from Roosevelt.
In conversation with his daughter regarding the latest 
Wilson message shortly after the "Lusitania" incident, 
he asked her, "Did you notice what its serial number 
was? I fear I have lost track myself; but I am inclined 
to think it is number 11,765, Series B."^

Ray Stannard Baker, The Public Papers of JWqpdrow 
Wilj3pn, 6 Vols. (New York: Harper and "Brothers, 1925-27)", 
V, 159•

5Notter, op. olt., 435.
''Henry F. Pringle, The Life and Times of William 

Howard Taft, 2 Vols. (New York: Farrar and Rinehart, Inc., 
19397', I, 584.
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But while the Colonel longed to wave the "Big 
Stick” in Germany’s face, others, fearful of provocation, 
cringed at the sharpness of the Wilson notes. Bryan 
had already left the Wilson camp, and the Congressional 
session that began in December, 1915, brought a strong 
pacifist assault on Wilson’s position. Worse yet, this 
attack was led by, and comprised of, Democrats.

The first serious move made by the pacifist 
group came with the introduction on January 5, 1916, 
of a resolution offered by Democratic Senator Thomas P. 
Gore of Oklahoma. In this measure he called upon the 
Administration to prohibit issuance of passports to any 
American citizen who planned to travel on a belligerent

Qship. As the Gore resolution was making its way through 
the legislative labyrinth, Representative Jeff McLemore 
of Texas introduced, on February 17, the first of 
several resolutions of pacifist intent. More inclusive 
than Gore’s resolution, McLemore would prohibit not 
only travel on belligerent ships, but credit to 
belligerent nations and the arming of merchant ships.9

When rumors reached Wilson that the Gore-McLemore 
resolutions were receiving strong support, he called

8Ray Stannard Baker, Woodrow Wilson; Life and 
Letters, 8 Vols. (New York: Doubleday, Page; Doubleday 
Doran, 1927-1939), VI, 157.

9Ibid., 164.
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his Congressional leaders, Senators John W. Kern,
Majority Leader; William J. Stone, Chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee; and Representative Hal D. 
Flood, Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee, to a 
conference at the White House on February 21, 1916.1° 
Exactly what Wilson expected of this conference is not 
known, but obviously he failed to attain it as the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee gave unanimous approval 
to McLemore's resolution.H

At this point Wilson clarified his firm conviction 
in a letter to Stone, who favored the resolutions, which 
Stone made public on February 24.

You are right in assuming that I shall do 
everything in my power to keep the United States 
out of war. I think the country will feel no 
uneasiness about my course in that respect. For 
my own part, I cannot consent to any abridgement 
of the rights of American citizens in any 
respect. The honor and self-respect of the 
Nation is involved. We covet peace and shall 
preserve it at any cost but the loss of honor.12
Early the following morning the President met

with House Speaker Champ Clark, House Floor Leader
Claude Kitchin and Flood to see what could be done.

l°Notter, op. clt., 489.
ULink, op. cit., 211-12.
James Brown Scott, President Wilson’s Foreign 

Policy» (New York: Oxford University Press, 19187 
176-77. y
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Despite Clark's warning that the House resolution 
would pass by two to one, Wilson decided to force the 
issue. He then wrote Edward Pou, Chairman of the House 
Rules Committee, and requested full debate on the 
McLemore resolution in order to clarify America's 
policy.13

On February 26, Wilson deliberately expressed 
his views publicly at the Gridiron Dinner in Washington. 
The problem, he said, was that "to forbid people to 
exercise their rights would be to give them up. One 
abatement of rights would open the way to others." 
Perhaps as an answer to Theodore Roosevelt, he added,
"I would be just as much ashamed to be rash as I would 
to be a coward. Valor is self-respecting. Valor is 
circumspect. Valor strikes only when it is right to 
strike."14

With the pressure on, both houses of Congress 
went swinging into full debate. Wilson received con
siderably more support than Congressional leaders 
expected, some of it quite dubious. For instance, 
Germany's Ambassador Count von Bernstorff took this 
occasion to announce publicly that Germany's previous

13New York Times, March 1, 1916, 1.
14Baker, Public Papers..., IV, 123-27.
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pledge, made October 1, 1915, would still be followed; 
that is, Germany would not attack enemy liners unless 
they were armed.-*-5 Former President William H. Taft 
told the press that in such international cases, the 
President should always be supported, and Republican 
Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, later to become Wilson’s 
cross, bitterly opposed the resolution.-*-5 Gore argued, 
in vain, that he had only humanitarian Interests, but he 
plainly saw the outcome. In a final, bitter flourish,
Gore amended his own resolution so that it was unrecogniz
able. In its amended form it read, "The sinking by any 
submarine without notice or warning of an armed merchant 
vessel of her public enemy, resulting in the death of 
a citizen of the United States, would constitute a just 
and sufficient cause for war between the United States 
and the German Empire." Then, contemptously, Gore moved 
that the resolution be tabled; this was done without 
debate by a vote of 68-14.-*-̂  Four days later, March 7, 1916, 
the McLemore resolution suffered a similar defeat. Most 
of the Democratic leadership in Congress, including Clark, 
Stone and Kitchin, deserted Wilson, but the rank and * 17

l5Notter, op, cit., 490.
-*-5Baker, ...Life and Letters, VI, 172-74.
17Josephus Daniels, The Life of Woodrow Wilson 

(Philadelphia: The John C. Winston CoTT 1924)~ 257-58.
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file stood by him. On the motion to table the Gore 
resolution, forty-nine Democrats and nineteen Republicans 
supported the President, while two Democrats and nineteen 
Republicans opposed him. In the House, 182 Democrats 
and ninety-three Republicans voted for the tabling, as 
thirty-three Democrats and 102 Republicans opposed 
this move.I®

Unquestionably, the most important result of 
the Congressional revolt was the concept of peace which 
it afforded the public. The phrase "He kept us out of 
war" had not yet been coined, but the party already 
Showed strong inclinations along these lines. Wilson 
was more fortunate than he knew.

The problem of neutrality became even more 
serious with the sinking, in March, 1916, of the French 
steamer "Sussex", on which several Americans were in
jured but none killed. Reaction in this country was 
vociferous. The Republicans again took up the cry that 
the United States would have to take more effective 
action; that Wilson's notes were simply ignored by 
Germany since the Germans knew that Wilson would do 
nothing. But on this occasion the note to Germany was 
a little stronger than usual. Wilson notified Germany 
that unless she immediately agreed to follow the

^ Current Opinion, LX. No. 4, 256-37.



66

customary rules of visit and search, the United States 
would have no choice but to sever diplomatic relations.
On the following day, April 19, 1916, Wilson made 
another of his frequent appearances before Congress, 
where he reviewed the entire history of German submarine 
warfare, reminding Congress of the repeated promises 
that Germany had made and then broken and that the toll 
of American dead had reached into the hundreds. Con
cluding that submarine warfare was incompatible with the 
principles of humanity, Wilson then informed Congress of 
his threat to sever diplomatic relations with Germany if 
the latter did not end its program of unrestricted 
submarine warfare.2®

Pour factors appear to have moved Wilson to this 
decision to stand firm despite all the pressures bearing 
on him. One point which certainly helped form the 
decision was the collapse of pacifist agitation in 
Congress over shipping. Wilson considered this a clear 
vindication of his position; that we must insist upon 
all our rights, and, if necessary, refuse diplomatic 
recognition to a nation which failed to honor these rights.

-^Charles Seymour (ed.), The Intimate Papers of 
Colonel House, 4 Vols., (Boston: Houghton-Mifflin Co., 
rS2S7," II, "238.

20Scott, op. cit.. 181-187.
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A second factor, perhaps the most Important, 
was the shadowy influence of Colonel Edward M. House.
The relationship between this Texan and the Princeton 
intellectual was one of the strongest, and least clear, 
in the history of the American presidency. Indeed, the 
strength of this friendship is difficult to assess.
House held no office or position, yet was a frequent 
visitor, confidante and unofficial minister with wide 
discretionary authority to speak for Wilson. While 
Wilson struggled with the pacifist element in Congress 
early in 1916, House went to Europe ostensibly to 
effect a truce between the combatants, or at least to 
discover what each side wanted.

But there seems to have been some chicanery 
involved. The upshot of House's mission was that both 
sides wanted too much to consider an early truce, and 
House, who was pro-British, seemed to be bent upon 
bringing America into the war as an Entente ally. House 
warned Wilson on February 2, 1916, that effective action 
against the German submarine blockade was necessary; 
that without it the German military element would gain 
ascendency within the government.^1 In his talks with 
the French and British, House worked out a proposal to 21

21-Seymour, op. cit., II, 147.
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present the "minimum" Entente demands for a negotiated 
peace. If Germany refused to meet these, or at least 
bargain from that point, the United States would support 
the Entente effort openly. Furthermore, House was sure 
Germany would refuse, and pointed out that this would be 
better than going to war over the submarine issue.22 
Wilson's agreement to this farce, which would permit the 
Entente virtually to insure American participation in 
the oonflict by demanding more than Germany would grant, 
is indicative of his own sentiments, however carefully 
he guarded them publicly. Actually, he was still 
somewhat reticent, and insisted that the word "probably" 
be inserted about the United States going to war.^

Nor was House Wilson's only pro-British adviser. 
Secretary of State Robert Lansing also favored the 
Entente cause and always softened protest notes to 
England while recommending strong language in notes to 
Germany. Lansing was so obvious that Secretary of the 
Navy, Josephus Daniels, accused him of deliberately 
dragging out negotiations over submarine warfare in the 
hope that American public opinion would become anti- 
German.* 24 And American Ambassador to Great Britain,

22Ibid., 171. 25Ibld., 202.
24Josephus Daniels, The Wilson Era: Years of Peace

(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press", 1944) , 
440.
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Walter H. Page, was continually irked with Wilson’s 
refusal to see the problem through Page's eyes. Page 
was so furious with the idea of favoring Germany with 
a conference before committing America to the conflict, 
that he refused to take part.^5

Even if the influence of those around him were 
not enough, the continuous barbs of foreign policy 
critics, mostly but not entirely Republican, tended to 
pressure Wilson into sterner measures. These policies 
had been under incessant attack since the "Lusitania” 
sinking in 1915, and as the number of sinkings increased, 
so did the criticism. As usual, the irrepressible 
Theodore Roosevelt led the pack; while one is sometimes 
inclined to ignore the preachings of extremists, Roosevelt 
was an ever popular public image, a man who got things 
done. It was only natural that his loud, uncompromising 
verbal sallies were dreaded. Wilson could only hope 
that a bold stroke might bring diplomatic success in 
the submarine struggle and thus silence the critic who 
had deplored Wilson's "weasel" words. In any event, It 
appeared that the opposition party would make foreign 
policy the key issue in 1916 and Wilson, so far, had 2 * *

2^Burton J. Hendrick, Life and Letters of WalterHines Page, 5 Vols. (New York: Doubleday Page and Co.,
1923-1925), III, 254.



little to show for his efforts. Approving Wilson’s 
belated use of a "big stick” argument, Roosevelt still 
could not bring himself to approve 'Wilson. If Germany- 
should agree to American demands and forego the use of 
submarines outside the international rules, this would 
prove, thought Roosevelt, only that the same result could 
have been achieved earlier if Wilson had had any backbone. 
Nor could Roosevelt sanction Wilson’s methods. Referring 
to Wilson's venture before the Joint Session of Congress 
as a "town meeting", the Colonel charged that Wilson 
was evading his own clear duty. The responsibility of 
handling such a situation belonged solely to the Chief 
Executive, according to Roosevelt. But then with 
Roosevelt, whose hatred of Wilson knew no bounds, nothing 
would have been acceptable.

Wilson's own feelings had undergone a change 
since the outbreak of the war. He had attempted to 
carry out a policy of impartial neutrality, but of 
course neither side permitted this. By 1916, Wilson 
was tentatively taking sides; as previously noted, 
he sent House to Europe with a conditional pledge of 
assistance to the Entente. Lansing was speaking for the 
Administration when he said:

The violation of the natural right of life is a much more serious offense against an 
individual and his nation than the violation
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of the legal right of property. There is not 
and cannot be adequate recompense for the 
wrongful destruction of life, but property 
losses can be satisfied by the payment of 
indemnities. 6
This, for Wilson, was the heart of the matter.

No matter what the violations of the Entente, they fell 
short of taking human life. Perhaps it would be incorrect 
to say that Wilson favored England; but certainly it 
can be said that he opposed Germany.

Fourth among the considerations which moved 
Wilson to dramatic action over the sinking of the 
"Sussex” was the preparedness campaign undertaken 
shortly before this vessel was lost. The intricacies 
of this problem will be treated later; it need only 
be pointed out now that preparedness meant American
readiness for war. War-- against whom? Americans in
1916 understood that only submarine warfare could involve 
the nation in the European conflagration. Obviously, 
then, if war came, Germany would be the opponent. Of 
all the problems of neutrality, the submarine stood as 
the greatest offender. Everyone, even Bryan, condemned 
its unrestricted use, and while opinions differed as to 
means of curtailing or skirting the problem, this 
remained the threat to security and peace. The problem

op.Democratic National Committee, Campaign Handbook (New York: Isaac Goldman and Co~ 1916), 103.



72

had already had a great deal of publicity; In the 
preparedness campaign it was intensified. Germany, 
always the ogre, became even more a villain. Difficult, 
indeed, would it be for any man to campaign for pre
paration for war against a country without increasing 
his own dislike for, and perhaps fear of, that nation. 
Wilson's fears were clearly indicated when he noted that 
any little submarine lieutenant could engulf us in war.87

Exchanging diplomatic notes, especially those of 
a serious nature, is a slow process and delays sometimes 
seem interminable. America waited anxiously. The 
threat of broken diplomatic relations, just one step 
from war, was Wilson'3 trump card. If Germany acquiesced, 
peace seemed assured; if not, war seemed equally certain. 
Wilson's note was sent April 14; the German reply came 
on May 4. Most of America breathed a sigh of relief 
when Germany's reply was published. Announcing that she 
was ready to do her "utmost to confine the operations of 
the war for the rest of its duration to the fighting 
forces of the belligerents", Germany agreed to follow all 
international rules of visit and search and to provide 
for the safety of persons aboard ships.* 8® But behind

27Ruth Cranston, The Story of Woodrow Wilson,
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1945), 205.

8®Seymour, op. cit., 241.
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Germany’s acceptance of the Wilson ultimatum lay a 
possible condition, a point Republicans, especially 
Roosevelt, quickly publicized, for the note also ex
pressed confidence that the United States would force *
Great Britain to follow accepted international rules.^9

It was not immediately apparent whether this was 
a condition or an expression of hope; only time, of 
course, would tell the answer since Germany chose not 
to clarify it. But, in the face of critical jibes,
Lansing made clear immediately the American position 
with a rather terse note informing the Imperial Government 
that German respect of American rights had nothing to 
do with other countries. "Responsibility in such 
matters is single, not joint," he said, "absolute, not 
relative" .3<9

Germany’s acceptance of America's demands, and, 
moreover, her adherence to international procedures in 
submarine warfare until early 1917, was a brilliant 
victory for Wilson, not only internationally, but also 
politically. Pacifists like Bryan and automobile 
magnate, Henry Ford, who had feared the results of what they 
considered Wilson's brash behavior, ultimately sided 29

29Joseph C. Grew, Turbulent Era, 2 Vols. (Boston: 
Houghton-Mifflin Go., 1952), T~, 241.

^Baker, Public Papers..., IV, 166.
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with Wilson in the election. With Germany’s U-boats 
somewhat silenced, Republican orators were limited to 
earlier "mistakes" such as the "Lusitania". Wilson's 
success in this venture was a big step toward re-election.

Quite obviously the cessation of submarine 
warfare was not due to Wilson's efforts alone. Even 
within the German government there was opposition, 
especially when it appeared that Wilson would seek to 
end the war by negotiation. Germany's Ambassador to 
the United States, Count von Bernstorff, had previously 
attempted to convince his government that suspension 
of submarine warfare, at least as practiced, would be 
to Germany's advantage, temporarily. Von Bernstorff 
repeated this suggestion to his government by cable on 
April 26, 1916, just eight days prior to America's 
receipt of the Sussex pledge.^ This cable could well 
have been the deciding factor. Considering the events 
of 1917, Wilson, indeed, had a strange ally.

As previously mentioned, his earlier preparedness 
campaign was an important factor in Wilson's decision 
to make an issue of the "Sussex" attack. Even as 
Congress and the public debated the Gore-McLemore 
resolutions, preparedness was a burning controversy; 
indeed, the point had been quite alive for months. The 31

31Hendrick, op. cit., II, 149-50
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problem was, of course, one of degree-- not whether we
should be prepared, but to what extent♦ The extremes 
varied from Theodore Roosevelt who demanded, In 
December, 1915, a conscripted reserve force of 2,000,000 
men, to George Frifeld, Grand Master of the Masonic 
Grand Lodge of New York State, who thought that well 
enough should be left alone, and who criticized pre
paredness backers as ’’intemperate advocates of militarism",3^

Wilson was obstinately opposed to any preparedness 
program until July, 1915, long after most of his ad
visers fHouse, Secretary Joseph Tumulty and Secretary 
of War Lindley GarrisonJ favored it. When the President 
did publicly advocate an increase in the military force, 
in November, 1915, he was loath to make a substantial 
increase in the regular army; thus he proposed a

rZ fZ400,000 man citizen army, a sort of reserve force.
As might be expected, differences of opinion 

arose even within the official family as to the adequacy 
of Wilson's proposals. House majority leader, Claude 
Kitchin, objected to any increase, while Secretary 
Garrison thought it inadequate, and the House of 
Representatives took still another tack. It was finally 32 33

32New York Times, December 6, 1915, 1; and 
April 17, 1916, 1.

33John M. Blum, Woodrow Wilson and the Politics 
of Morality, (Boston: Little, Brown and Co.j 1956), 120-21.
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agreed between Wilson and Garrison that the President's 
original proposal with an addition to the regular Army, 
the Navy and more permanent National Guard would be 
pushed. This was what Wilson proposed to Congress on 
December 7, 1 9 1 5 . But faced with House opposition and 
taunts of militarism from the pacifists who were strong 
within his own party, Wilson backed away from his 
Continental Army plan and agreed to what the House 
wanted, i.e., a regular army modestly increased to 
186,000 men and a federalized National Guard of 425,000 
men.35 36 Sensing that Wilson was wavering, Garrison wrote 
the President on January 12, 1916, demanding his support 
of their original plan in opposition to anything else.
This Wilson refused to do. Paced with the rejection,

*Garrison became the second cabinet officer to resign as 
a result of displeasure with Wilson's policies, and 
joined Bryan in the ranks of the dissenters.35 Between 
the Bryan and Garrison resignations lay one clear fact-- 
a highly significant one in Wilson's successful campaign 
for re-election. While both men disagreed with Wilson, 
they differed even more violently with one another.

3%>avid F. Houston, Eight Years with Wilson's 
Cabinet, 2 Vols. (Garden City: Doubleday Page and Co., 
1926), I, 159.

55Ibid., 162.
36Ibid., 177-78.



Bryan represented pacifism; Garrison represented, if 
not militarism, at least a strong military position. 
Wilson, therefore, must be somewhere in between. That 
he was not an extremist stood him in good stead in 
November.

Attacked on both sides, Wilson was urged to take 
his case to the people; thus, on January 27, 1916, he 
began his preparedness campaign.37 Coming as it did in 
an election year, it became an essential part of his 
re-election campaign, although there is no evidence to 
suggest that Wilson intended it to be so. Wilson's 
tour carried him first to New York, then to Pittsburg, 
Cleveland, Milwaukee, Chicago, Des Moines, Kansas City 
and Topeka. In a short period he delivered seven 
speeches, usually two a day in different cities. At 
the outset, in New York,. Wilson emphasized that pre
paredness was not a question of war or peace, but of 
preparation for any eventuality. To emphasize the 
possibility, he added at Pittsburg,

It amazes me to hear men speak as if America 
stood alone in the world and could follow her 
own life as she pleased. We are in the midst 
of a world that we did not make and cannot alter;

"'John M. Blum, Joe Tumulty and the Wilson Bra. 
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1951), 103. Blum credits 
Tumulty with the suggestion to pressure Congress with a preparedness campaign.
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its atmospheric and physical conditions are the 
conditions of our own life also, and therefore, 
as your responsible servant, I must tell you that 
the dangers are infinite and constant.'-8
Repeatedly Wilson stressed that we must be

militarily prepared for a war which could be thrust upon
us at any time, yet must not permit militarist ascendency
in our democratic government. An increase was badly
needed, he said, because our present forces were unable,
adequately, to patrol even the Mexican border, and this
prior to the Paneho Villa - John Pershing game of hide
and seek. Most of the increase should be allotted to
reserve forces simply as a matter of economy and a
method of keeping the military in its proper place. A
reserve force, Wilson felt, would relieve us of the
necessity of sending untrained men to war. Probably,
it would also prevent the appalling loss of life through
illness which the country had experienced in the Spanish-
American War.

That Wilson was somewhat inconsistent is readily 
recognizable. Oswald Villard, writing in Nation, 
pointed out that on January 29, Wilson said Congress 
needed time to work out the problem; six days later he 
told a St. Louis audience that there was not a day to 
be lost.^ Somewhat later Hughes, who was not in the 38

38Baker, Public Papers..., IV, 25.
590swald G. Villard, "The Shifting Administration", 

Nation, February 17, 1916.
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picture at this time, was to argue that "adequate 
preparedness is not militarism; it is the essential 
assurance of security. Weakness breeds insult, insult 
breeds war; honest, firm, consistent, determined 
defense of rights establishes peace and respect through
out the world."40 Roosevelt assailed the Wilson plan 
as a policy of "milk and water" and argued that this 
could only encourage a policy of "blood and iron" in 
another country; he demanded universal military 
training.* 4-*-

Meanwhile, Garrison's resignation had brought a 
short lived, but furious storm. The faction, mostly 
Republican, which favored a stronger national defense 
accused 'Wilson of "selling out", apparently forgetting 
in the heat of partisan politics that Wilson was the
leader-- Garrison the follower. The furor petered out
quickly, simply because it was a sham issue which only 
obscured the real meat. Senator Ollie James pDem. Ky.J 
hurried the Garrison episode to a bitter conclusion with 
a story about Assistant Secretary Henry Breckenridge, who 
resigned with Garrison. James told Jonathan Daniels 
that Breckenridge had caught cold by hanging his head

40Merlo J. Pusey, Charles Evans Hughes, 2 Vols. 
(New York: The MacMillan Co., 1951), I, 353.

4-*-New York Times, January 51, 1916, 1.
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out of the window all night, expecting to hear the 
newsboy shouting, "Henry Breckenridge has resigned as 
Assistant Secretary of War. The Government is in 
peril."4^

Considering the circumstances surrounding 
Garrison's resignation, any successor would be met 
with criticism. When Wilson named to the post Newton D.
Baker, a relative stranger to national politics, the 
barrage began. William D. Brewster, head of the 
National Security League, not only called Baker a 
pacifist, but also announced that Baker had admitted it 
to him.* 43 Quite naturally, Baker denied this charge, 
but obviously if Wilson chose him, he would be something 
less than an ardent militarist. Like Wilson, Baker 
kept to the middle of the road. Prior to his nomination 
as Secretary of War, he had spent three months traveling 
about the country when, of course, preparedness was a 
lively topic of discussion. His conclusion was that 
preparedness was considered desirable in the East but 
not in the West where, as he put it, a more "genuine" 
neutrality existed.44

^Jonathan Daniels, The End of Innocence (Philadelphia: 
J. B. Lippincott Co., 1954), 184.

43New York Times, March 7, 1916, 1.
44Prederick Palmer, Newton D. Baker, 2 Vols.

(New York: Dodd, Mead and Co., 1951), T~, 42-3.



81

But the issue was not settled until the end of 
summer in 1916. Meantime, the battle raged, sometimes 
overshadowed by submarine warfare, Villa’s raids from 
Mexico and the like, but still remembered. Most of the 
war news only served to make the matter more pertinent, 
with advocates of preparedness arguing that this proved 
our need, while opponents saw in these problems an even 
greater stimulus to stay out of foreign conflicts.
Roosevelt, taking exception to Wilson’s request for 
"voluntary" universal training instead of compulsory, 
mocked the President’s "weasel" words.* 46 While Roosevelt 
was an extremist in the sense that he wanted more pre
paredness than others, his associates were not far 
behind. Roosevelt wanted a 2,000,000 man reserve force; 
Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, who was to bring Wilson much 
grief later, considered 1,000,000 an absolute minimum and 
thought that it was possible this could be accomplished 
since, he assured Roosevelt, no Republican would support 
the Administration's position.46

As the Mexican situation worsened, Roosevelt 
commented that all of America's Armed Forces were unable

46Joseph B. Bishop, Theodore Roosevelt and His Times,
2 Vols. (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1920), iTJ 410.

46Henry Cabot Lodge, Selections from the Correspondence 
of Theodore Roosevelt and Henry Cabot Lodge, 1884-1918,
2 Vols. (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1925), II, 475.
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to capture Villa in six weeks, while Germany swept 
clear through Belgium to the Marne River in that time.
What would happen, he wondered, if we became involved 
in a major war?47 And while others pondered this 
problem, General Leonard 'Wood, close friend of Roosevelt, 
Lodge and Root and a disciple of the ultimate in pre
paredness, was going about it in his own way by setting 
up military schools in some colleges without benefit of 
authority to do so. Wood came in for some minor 
criticism for this action as well as his speechmaking, 
but Wilson apparently preferred not to make an issue 
over Wood's activities although he was clearly displeased.* 42

Despite Lodge's assurance that Republicans would
not support the Administration bill, many of them did.
While the Republican platform called for a major increase
in preparedness, as did the Democratic for that matter,
universal military training was avoided; only the
Progressive Party openly advocated compulsory military

49service in 1916. When Navy and military appropriations 
were finally passed in August, 'Wilson had his way. The 
measures called for the construction of sixteen new

47New York Times, April 17, 1916, 1.
42William E. Dodd, Woodrow Wilson and His Works 

(Garden City, Doubleday, Page and Co., 1926), 177.
4®Arthur A. Ekirch, Jr., The Decline of American Liberalism (New York: Longman, Green and Co., 1955), ¿12.
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capital ships within three years. The National Guard 
was to be reorganized under partial Federal control, 
with a maximum strength of 450,000. The peacetime army 
was set at 187,000 men capable of expansion to 220,000. 
Total military appropriations for all phases of the 
preparedness program was $661,000,000850 In addition, 
the Army Appropriation bill authorized, at Wilson's 
request, a council consisting of the Secretaries of War, 
Navy, Interior, Agriculture and Labor, set up to name 
an advisory commission for war preparations. Specifically, 
the commission was to advise on matters of coordinating 
military, industrial and commercial purposes in location 
of highways, waterways and increased domestic production. 
All but one of the appointees to the commission were 
Republicans, and all were outstanding leaders in their 
own right. Walter S. Gifford of the American Telephone 
and Telegraph Company was named Director; Daniel Willard, 
President of the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad, for trans
portation and communications; Howard E. Coffin, Vice- 
President of the Hudson Motor Company, for munitions, 
manufacturing and industrial relations; Julius Rosenwald, 
President of Sears, Roebuck and Company, for supplies; 
investment banker, Bernard M. Baruch, for raw materials, 
minerals and metals; Hollis Godfrey, President of the

^ New York Times, August 16, 1916, 1.
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Drexel Institute, for engineering and education; Samuel 
Gompers, President of the American Federation of Labor, 
for conservation of health and welfare of workers; and 
Franklin Martin, Secretary of the American College of 
Surgeons of Chicago, for medicine and s u r g e r y , T h u s  
America girded for possible conflict.

Even as these preparations were being made,
American troops were on foreign soil. While Congressmen 
waged their battle of words over military might, Brigadier 
General John Pershing was leading an expeditionary force 
deep into Mexico. Most Americans thought of Europe in 
connection with preparedness, but the necessity of 
modification was brought home with stark realism by 
America's neighbor on the South. Mexico and the United 
States were not at war and did not go to war, but 
American military forces were nonetheless employed in 
that nation, primarily because there was no stable 
government there.

Wilson inherited the Mexican problem from his 
Republican predecessor, William Howard Taft, although 
critics of the Wilson administration considered most of 
the awkward situation one of the President's own making. 
The border crisis of 1916 was not a sudden nova bursting 
unsuspectingly upon the scene, but the result of the

^Houston, op. clt., I, 182-84.
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smouldering internal strife that had raged in Mexico 
since 1910. Mexico was a bacltward, economically poor 
country-- its population largely illiterate, its govern
ment dictatorial. In 1910 Porfirio Diaz was overthrown 
by a liberal group headed by Francisco Madero. The new 
group began to democratize the country, but Madero was 
destroyed by a coup d'etat in 1913; his successor, 
Victoriano Huerta, was a man of the Diaz stamp. Wilson 
was inaugurated the month after Madero's execution. 
America had recognized the Madero government; now 
Huerta requested recognition.

Ordinarily, recognition would have been a matter 
of course, since, historically, the United States 
granted recognition to virtually any de facto government, 
i.e., a government which could and did govern. But 
Wilson changed the course of American diplomacy.
Although he never questioned Huerta's ability to govern, 
Wilson protested the new dictator's methods and stead
fastly refused to recognize the de facto regime. For 
the first time in history, the United States demanded 
the existence of a de .jure government, i.e., one which 
achieved power by some legal means. He adopted, instead, 
what he called a program of "watchful waiting". As time 
passed and Mexico's internal strife continued, pressure 
increased for recognition. But Wilson was adamant.
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"So long as the power of recognition rests with me", 
he said, "the government of the United States will 
refuse to extend the hand of welcome to anyone who 
obtains power in a sister republic by treachery and 
violence .'*52

Pledging that America would not interfere in 
Mexico did not mean, of course, that others would not 
intrude, but Wilson, buttressed by some rather dubious 
logic, felt that this country's position was binding 
on the rest of the world, too. For this reason, after 
the pledge of non-interference, Wilson felt obliged to 
interfere. The intricacies of the Mexican situation 
were awesome. While Wilson waited, American business
men with staggering investments in Mexico fretted, as 
did many of their ilk in European countries. These men 
felt, not unreasonably, that their government should 
protect capital investments; this had, after all, been 
America's policy in the past. Unfortunately for this 
capitalist group, American policy was undergoing a 
drastic transformation with Wilson. The day of forced 
debt collection was on its way out. Ultimately investors 
in foreign lands would have to recognize that their 
investments were under foreign, not American, laws, and

^2Scott, op. cit., 231.
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that, as foreigners, they had no real rights. Businessmen 
are more acutely aware of this today, but the idea was 
relatively novel in Wilson’s time. This economic sit
uation was, as a matter of fact, one of the principal 
reasons why de facto governments were normally recognized 
the world over. In Mexico's case, the major European 
powers with investments there, Germany, England and 
France, quickly recognized the Huerta regime. The 
United States stood alone in this respect.

Diplomatic recognition is Important to all nations, 
particularly recognition from neighboring states. America's 
failure to acknowledge Huerta encouraged others to attempt 
to unseat him; hence, the Villas, Zapatas and Carranzas 
who rose against the shaky Huerta government. Wilson 
slapped an arms embargo on Mexico so that this nation 
could remain neutral. But others were interested in 
supporting the Huerta regime, and when It was rumored 
in April, 1914, that a German ship, the "Ypirango", 
was enroute to Vera Cruz with arms for the Huerta govern
ment, Wilson, who wanted no imported arms, ordered 
Admiral Mayo to occupy this port. The occupation was 
carried out, but Mexican troops resisted the American 
intrusion and in the resulting battle twenty-one 
Americans and two hundred Mexicans were killed. It soon 
became clear to all observers that Wilson was bent upon
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the overthrow of Huerta, for the Vera Cruz affair 
occurred after Wilson had lifted the arms embargo on 
February 13, 1914. Originally installed in August, 1913, 
the embargo apparently was lifted so that arms could be 
shipped to Huerta opponents, but not to Huerta. 
steamer "Antilla", carrying weapons for Venustiano 
Carranza, was permitted to leave New York after the Vera 
Cruz incident. Wilson’s catch phrase, "watchful waiting", 
could perhaps have been better called, "helpful waiting".

Of all charges which could be laid at the
Administration’s door, this handling-- or mishandling---
of the Mexican situation was the most serious. Even 
before Pancho Villa burst into American territory in 
1916, opponents bitterly denounced Wilson’s obvious 
insincerity on the arms embargo question and, conse
quently, the entire handling of the issue. Villa’s 
raids only made the situation worse. The violation of 
American territory occurred on March 9, 1916, when a 
Villa-led horde of marauders, or soldiers, raided 
Columbus, New Mexico, which resulted in the death of 
nineteen Americans. Already notorious in American eyes 
because of the murder in Mexico of a group of Americans 
seized from a train, the Villa raid was a kind of "last 
straw" so far as the United States was concerned. Under

^%obert E. Annin, Woodrow Wilson: A Character 
Study (New York: Dodd, Mead and Co., 1924), 151.
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heavy pressure to protect American property and lives, 
Wilson felt that he could no longer stand by. There 
followed a rapid, confused exchange of notes between 
Carranza and Wilson, which each interpreted differently. 
Carranza offered to chase Villa, even across the border 
into the United States. This was agreeable to Wilson, 
who thought that reciprocity was understood. Consequently, 
Wilson ordered an American force under General Pershing 
to cross the border and seek out Villa.0’

With intervention a reality, the storm broke.
Senator Lodge chided Wilson for making matters worse; 
for destroying Mexico's only stable government, Huerta, 
and thereby bringing on the continued internal strife 
which was spilling American blood.* 55 On the other hand, 
Wilson protested the rumors purposely spread "in the 
interest of certain American owners of Mexican property" 
to force intervention.56 While the Washington protagon
ists fumed, Pershing plodded on into Mexico, hampered 
by the fact that he was denied the use of trains.
Mexicans were opposed to the intervention and at Parral 
fired on Pershing's forces. This prompted Carranza to 
demand the removal of the American Army and once more

5%otter, op. cit., 495.
55New York Times, March 17, 1916, 1.
56Ibid., March 26, 1916, 1



90

brought matters to a head.57 58 Throughout the spring and 
summer of 1916, the dispute continued. Pershing had 
5,000 men under his command, there were more regulars 
on the American side of the border, and Wilson called 
out the National Guard. Ultimately, when Pershing was 
unable to capture Villa, American forces were withdrawn 
on Carranza’s promise to capture Villa and protect the 
American border, but this was done only after months of 
haggling.

Not only the ineptness in handling the Mexican 
problem, but also its motive, was assailed. In a 
major speech, certainly one of his best during the 
campaign, Hughes argued that,

We have not helped Mexico. She lies prostrate, 
impoverished, famine-stricken, overwhelmed with 
the woes and outrages of internecine strife, the 
helpless victim of a condition of anarchy which 
the course of the Administration only served to 
promote. We have made enemies, not friends. 
Instead of commanding respect and deserving 
good-will by sincerity, firmness and consistency, we provoked misapprehension and deep resentment... 
We have resorted to physical invasion only to 
retire without gaining the professed object. It 
is a record which cannot be examined without 
a profound sense of humiliation.55
Lodge was more specific and came still closer

to the truth when he charged that ’’personal animosity’’

57Notter, op. cit., 505.
58'Pusey, op. cit., I, 554
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dictated Wilson's actions in regard to Mexico; that as 
a result Mexico was forced to suffer continued civil war. 
"The man whose adherents proclaim him to have kept the 
peace", he said, "has had a peace with Mexico marked by 
recurrent bloodshed and by intermittent acts of war."* 60 
The absurdity of the Pershing expedition was pointed out 
by William R. Willcox, chairman of the Republican National 
Committee, who wondered why the entire United States Army 
had been engaged for seven weeks Cat that time} in a 
futile effort to capture one bandit.60 But the Mexican 
fiasco had hardly begun. Some American troops were to 
remain in Mexico until early 1917.

Wilson's replies and statements of the situation 
were always couched in idealistic terms. When critics 
decried the expropriation of American owned property, 
Wilson replied, "I am more interested in the fortunes 
of oppressed men and pitiful women and children than in 
any property rights whatsoever. Mistakes I have no doubt 
made in this perplexing business, but not in purpose or 
object."6-*- To those who argued that Wilson should have 
recognized the Huerta dictatorship, he replied,

60John A. Garraty, Woodrow Wilson: A Great Life 
in Brief (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1956), 328.

60New York Times. July 2, 1916, 1.
61Scott, op. clt., 252
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referring to an earlier dictatorship, that such
stability was purchased at a "terrible price".

One group which was insistent upon some action
was not primarily interested in property rights. As
with most modern revolutions, the attack on the political
and financial structure of Mexico was accompanied by
a secular movement which sometimes became violent.
Even under Maaero, steps for separating Church and
State were begun. With the anarchy that followed, the
Roman Catholic Church, associated in the minds of many
with previous regimes, was given little protection.
Papers were filled with stories, apparently mostly
rumors, of attacks on priests and nuns and desecration
of churches. The Catholic press in this country urged
government action, but like others, got no results.
In despair, the New York Catholic News editorialized:

After all that has happened in Mexico, we may 
as well make up our minds that Washington is not 
the place for us to look for redress. A govern
ment that has permitted hundreds of Americans to 
be murdered in Mexico, and has made no vigorous 
protest will hardly bother about the complaints of outrages on mere Mexican Catholics. ^

Most of these reports were unconfirmed and the Administration's
position was that there was nothing which could be done.
Replying to a letter from one James McGuire, who had

62New York Times, September 20, 1916, 1.
^ Literary Digest, 51:1482, December 25, 1915,
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urged the United States to intervene, Wilson’s Secretary, 
Joseph P. Tumulty, quoted the Very Reverend Antonio J. 
Paredo, Roman Catholic Vicar General of the Archdiocese 
of Mexico City, who had reported in January, 1915, that 
he had heard of no outrages on nuns. The only violence 
the Prelate reported was done by Zapatistas, who had 
shot two priests and beaten another.54

As the Mexican stalemate continued, much to 
Wilson’s discredit, Republicans brought all their 
artillery to bear on him. In September, 1916, the 
Smith and Thomson Company published a small book by 
Manuel Calero, entitled The Mexican Policy, in which 
the former Ambassador to the United States funder Madero) 
strongly criticized the Administration. Calero, who 
disliked Huerta, still considered him better than civil 
war. He also upheld the property rights of the con
cessionaries because he considered them vital to Mexico’s 
economic prosperity.55

Never really settled, the Mexican issue seemed 
simply to dangle, and many years had passed before all 
of its associated problems were resolved. Yet a kind 
of peace was restored and a somewhat amicable rapport

54Baker, Public Papers..., Ill, 396.
65Manuel Calero, The Mexican Policy (New York: 

Smith and Thomson, 1916).
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was established between America and the Carranza regime. 
The fact that Pershing was withdrawn and the National 
Guard sent home was good news for many Americans. 
Republican orators continued their criticism, arguing 
that nothing had been settled, but the country nonetheless 
relaxed.

In assessing the relative positions of the two 
contending political parties on this situation, an 
obvious difference in attitude can be detected. Repub
licans stressed the violation of property rights and the 
lack of a stable government. Democrats emphasized 
Mexico’s right to determine her own affairs. If Wilson 
salvaged anything from Mexico, it was probably due to 
this emphasis on democratic procedures. And, as in 
other phases of the campaign, Hughes was unable to 
explain with precision what he either would have done, 
or would do, if elected. This remained the Justice’s 
most important flaw.

Rounding out America's foreign problems during 
1916, although regarded by both candidates as a relatively 
minor dilemma, was Britain's repeated violations of 
America's, indeed all neutrals', rights in shipping 
intercourse. Although previously alluded to in reference 
to the submarine question, it deserves separate atten
tion. At the outbreak of the European strife, Great 
3ritain announced a blockade of Germany and the
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world-renowned Royal Navy went to work. As the struggle 
became more desperate, Britain, like Germany, took 
stronger steps to stop assistance to the enemy. Britain 
generally followed a definition of contraband which was 
widely accepted in 1914, but soon thereafter began to 
redefine the term. More and more goods were ordered 
confiscated. Further harrassment included the repeated 
requirement that ships stopped on the high seas go to 
an English port to be searched. This process sometimes 
meant a delay of two weeks. In vain, Lansing protested 
these high-handed tactics, but, as with Germany, only 
notes were sent. But this issue also came to a head in 
1916. On July IS of that year, Great Britain announced 
a blacklist of eighty-five American firms whose goods 
would be confiscated on the high seas because they had 
dealt with the enemy. In America the reaction was 
electrifying. Wilson, as usual, protested; England, 
as usual, agreed to several changes in "individual" 
cases.6® But elsewhere there was action. An aroused 
Congressional group determined to pass legislation 
which would be retaliatory. In general, this was the 
same group whose pacifist measures had failed earlier 
in the year. This move failed also. Not only was

66'Notter, op. cit., 543-46
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Wilson opposed to retaliation, but Hughes was also.
Even Roosevelt agreed with his adversary on this occasion.

Nevertheless, publicity accorded the topic 
served to point up once again the difference between 
English and German violations of neutral rights and the 
Administration’s position in regard to these violations. 
Probably most Americans were no longer neutral anyway.
The tragic sensationalism involved in German submarine 
attacks, the pro-British press, Entente propaganda, 
ethnic affinity, and economic interests all worked to 
sway sentiment to the British side. There was, of 
course, a strong pro-German press, but these were German 
language papers and their views were ignored and dis
trusted by many and were unknown by most. One of the 
most startling anomalies of this campaign was the German 
papers' oppositon to Wilson and their support of Hughes. 
Perhaps Hughes' position was not entirely clear due to 
his apparent inability to be specific, but it certainly 
should have been obvious to all that he thought Wilson 
failed repeatedly to act when action was necessary. And 
if the Justice was not positive in his stand, his fiery 
shadow, Colonel Roosevelt, spoke in unmistakable language. 
On the other hand, there was a strong group of pacifists 
in the country who deplored even Wilson's assertions.
The President, then, was in the middle; on the one side



97

there was pacifism, on the other, it seemed, militarism,
Wilson counseled patience; Hughes-- action, Hughes
talked of property rights; Wilson-- human suffering.
Therein lay the difference.



CHAPTER IV

CONDUCT OP THE CAMPAIGN

As noted previously, the selection of Hughes by 
the Republican Convention was a move designed to fuse 
the Republican-Progressive element into one party. But 
such unification as did take place was, at best, only 
skin deep. As in 1912, the Republican Old Guard was in 
rather firm command, both at the Convention and state 
levels, although Hughes had, of course, a relatively 
free hand personally. Despite its outward appearances, 
the Old Guard, as a group, disliked and distrusted the 
Progressives. There can be no question but that these 
feelings were mutual. Many Progressives considered 
Roosevelt a traitor to their cause; this was particularly 
true of Amos Pinchot and Hiram Johnson. Pinchot, who 
nominated Roosevelt at the Republican convention in 1912, 
turned openly to Wilson in 1916 and acted as chairman of 
the Wilson Volunteers of New York State. Charging that 
”Colonel-Sit-By-the-Fire” Roosevelt was never a true 
Progressive at any time, Pinchot stumped the state in 
support of Wilson, whose war views concurred with his 
own. Roosevelt, Pinchot complained, had become "the 
bell-hop of Wall Street”. Pinchot's attacks were strong
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enough to warrant a cold, nasty reply from Roosevelt who, 
in a letter to Pinchot, concluded with, "when I spoke of 
the Progressive Party as having a lunatic fringe, I 
specifically had you in mind."-*-

For Hiram Johnson, a more spectacular role was 
reserved, although there was apparently no deliberate 
malice aforethought. The groundwork of the California 
"rift" between Johnson and Hughes had been laid at 
Chicago. What actually occurred in Long Beach, California, 
only served to confirm the former’s recently acquired 
opinion of the latter. The unfortunate Justice was but 
a pawn in the hands of two bitterly feuding state party 
factions. This was an old fight. It was the Johnson-led 
Progressives who had destroyed the power of the Republican 
Old Guard in California and swept state offices, install
ing Johnson as governor. Now Johnson was running for 
the United States Senate and a bitter primary battle had 
taken shape between the Johnson and Crocker wings of the 
now united Republican party. At this time most state 
party positions were held by the Old Guard, and they 
were making strenuous efforts to oust the former Progress
ives. With the battle lines thus drawn, Hughes moved into 
California to campaign.

^Amos Pinchot, History of the Progressive Party, 1912-1916, H. M. Hooker, Ed. (New York: New York University 
Press, 1958), 69.
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Neither of the California factions wanted Hughes 
in that state until after the primary election, but 
Hughes declined to alter his itinerary because he wanted 
to do all of his later campaigning in the East, Beginning 
in San Francisco, the Republican candidate was in trouble 
almost immediately. The committee set up to handle the 
California tour was made up of Republican National 
Committeeman William H. Crocker, Republican State Chair
man Francis B. Keesling, and Progressive National 
Committeeman Chester H. Rowell, but Rowell was not 
consulted about anything. The first blunder of this 
group was its failure to invite Johnson to the opening 
rally in San Francisco on August 18.2 * 4 Then, in his 
first California address, Hughes disavowed any interest 
in the California factional fight, explaining, "With 
local issues I have no concern."^

From this point the grand tour became a rather 
tragic comedy of errors. It was belatedly discovered 
that no arrangements had been made for Hughes and 
Johnson to meet personally, and at this late date 
Johnson was unwilling to go out of his way to accommodate 
Hughes.^ When Hughes arrived in Sacramento, Johnson

2Merlo J. Pusey, Charles Evans Hughes, 2 Vols.
(New York: The MacMillan Co., 1951), 343.

^New York Times, August 19, 1916, 1.
4Pusey, op. cit., I, 344.
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was out of the city. While in the state capital, the 
Hughes party blundered again, this time alienating labor 
groups by dining at the Commercial Club which was in the 
midst of a labor dispute. There are indications that 
this move may have been deliberate since Crocker was a 
member of the club and refused to ask the management to 
remove its "open shop" sign. When Hughes’ manager made 
the request personally, he was admonished, "Take down 
those placards? Not on your life. We have got those 
labor bastards in this town where we want them at last, 
and we are not going to let up on them at all."* 5

But it was the misadventure at the Virginia 
Hotel in Long Beach, where both Hughes and Johnson 
headquartered on the same day, which sealed Hughes’ 
doom in California. Johnson was aware of Hughes’ 
presence and waited, quite naturally, for the presiden
tial candidate to make the first move. But Crocker and 
Keesling kept Hughes on the move all day and failed to 
inform him that Johnson was even in the area.5 When, 
that night, Hughes discovered this blunder, he tried to 
make amends, but sent Keesling, of all people, to help

5Malcolm Moos, The Republicans (New York: Random 
House, 1956), 300.

5Pusey, op. clt., I, 344-45.
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patch things up. By this time Johnson, furious at the 
whole group, refused even to send his greetings unless 
Hughes publicly acknowledged him.’7 8

The effect of the mishandling of Hughes' tour 
will be made more evident in the concluding chapter.
We need only realize that Johnson was hardly an ardent 
supporter of Hughes, and remember that Hughes would 
lose California by a meagre 3,000 votes. Most of the 
blame for this "rift" belongs, perhaps, on the shoulders 
of Crocker's group, but Hughes could undoubtedly have 
saved the day had he asserted himself a little instead 
of permitting Crocker to lead him around by the nose.
The handwriting was clearly on the wall after San 
Francisco when Chester Rowell left the committee and 
publicly called that meeting "a frost". No Progressive 
was named to replace him.®

While Johnson, at least outwardly, still supported 
Hughes, many others, like Pinchot, openly deserted him 
for the Democratic camp. This exodus of Progressives 
was more permanent than in previous times. In 1884 
the Mugwumps had deserted the Republican party because 
of their distaste for the party nominee, James G. Blaine, 
and their respect for the Democratic nominee, Grover

7Ibid., 346-47.
8Ibid., 343.
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Cleveland. In this election the issue was personal 
integrity, in so far as these liberals were concerned.
In 1900 another such switch occurred; this time over 
imperialism. In 1912 this liberal element had tried, 
and failed, to stand alone. In 1916 a great many took 
the last step. Prom the Civil War to 1912, the Democratic 
party was the party of disorganized dissent. With 
Wilson, it became the party of progrèssivism and, 
generally speaking, continued this role at least through 
the second Roosevelt.

No single reason can suffice for this change in 
1916; motives varied greatly. Some, like Amos Pinchot, 
supported Wilson because of the Hughes-Roosevelt attitude 
on the war. Yet, other Progressives agreed with 
Roosevelt on this issue. Of the three parties, only 
the Progressive platform of 1916 called for military 
conscription. Others supported Wilson simply because 
they felt a keen sense of betrayal in Roosevelt's actions 
at the Convention. Still others supported Wilson for 
the mere reason that he was more progressive than Hughes. 
Bainbridge Colby, who toured the West as a Wilson 
supporter, expressed views which many Progressives felt 
when he charged:

The record of the President is a veritable 
claim upon all sincere Progressives which the 
latter cannot consistently ignore or deny. 
Particularly is this true since the opposition
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to the President proceeds from an unregenerate 
Republicanism which has now weathered the danger 
of reform, reabsorbed its most vociferous critic, 
and abandoned itself again to rancid reaction.

They CRepublicans} are the pickets and mentors 
of privilege. Hughes is only their decoy and 
retriever. If he were elected they would rope 
him and tie him as they did when he was Governor at Albany, reducing him to a pliant futility.
A few days before the election, eleven of the 

nineteen members of the 1912 Progressive platform 
committee publicly endorsed Wilson on grounds that under 
his administration twenty-two of the thirty-three planks 
of that 1912 platform and more than eighty per cent of 
its propositions became law.^0 As the election neared, 
the 'Wilson ranks were enlarged publicly by such im
pressive names as Jane Addams of Hull House, Victor 
Murdock, muckraker Ida Tarbell and former Harvard
University President Charles Eliot. Educator John Dewey

• _argued that "for the last four years (Wilson) has given 
us a statesmanlike, progressive, constructive administra
tion, and it would be more or less of a gamble to change. 
President Wilson, by his able leadership, has really 
made the Democratic Party the progressive party of the

é * 8 *

^Ruth Cranston, The Story of Woodrow Wilson,
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1945), 207-08.

10Ray S. Baker, Woodrow Wilson: Life and Letters,
8 Vols. (New York: Page, Doubleday and Co., 1927-1939),
VI, 263.
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country.”11 John M. Parker, who had been nominated for 
Vice-President on the Progressive ticket, accepted, but 
said tie would stump for Wilson. Parker was particularly 
angry over Roosevelt's desertion and George Perkins' 
handling of the Convention.1  ̂ Even businessmen could 
see the nature of Wilson's progressivism. P. P. Underwood, 
President of the Erie Railroad, cast his lot with Wilson, 
explaining that he considered the eight hour law an 
impartial decision on Wilson's part and in the best 
interests of the country.13 Union Pacific Railroad 
President Robert S. Lovett also considered Wilson 
impartial. ”He has given us business peace and an open 
field for a fair fight”, ran Lovett's argument.14 IS Others 
in the business field deserted what was purportedly their 
party to back the incumbent. Henry Ford, a favorite 
son candidate in the Republican primary, not only 
endorsed Wilson, but just prior to the election ran a 
full page advertisement in metropolitan dailies across 
the nation urging Wilson's re-election.13 Another 
of the great entrepreneurs of this period, Thomas Edison,

t

11New York Times, October 21, 1916, 2.
12Ibid., October 15, 1916, 1.
15Ibid., October 16, 1916, 2.
14Ibid., October 9, 1916, 1.
ISJosephus Daniels, The Wilson Era; Years of Peace, 

(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1944), 462.
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also joined the pro-Wilson group. "They say he has 
blundered", said Edison. "Perhaps he has. But I 
notice that he usually blunders forward."-1-®

Many of these people made their decisions to 
support Wilson because reasonable clear-cut issues had 
been formed; others because of the Old Guard attitude 
toward progressivism. But many also shifted their 
allegiance because of the confusion in Republican ranks. 
Perhaps the Grand Old Party was so unaccustomed to it3 
position on the outside, that its leaders had forgotten 
how to campaign effectively from such a situation. But 
whatever the reason, the most serious defect in the 
Republican campaign lay in their inability to offer 
constructive criticism. Lodge, in a letter to Hughes 
on August 5, 1916, emphasized this attitude forcefully.

It is not our business, as the opposition 
party out of power, to construct bills and frame 
policies...Our one business is to drive from 
power the present Administration, and that must 
be done by attack. You gave the lead admirably 
in this direction and I hope you will impress on 
all our people the necessity of following the 
policy of steady attack with thorough opposition 
to the shortcomings of the Administration, which 
is vulnerable everywhere...You should not only 
continue the critic isms...but...you should make 
them even stronger and sharper, for I am sure 
that this is what the campaign requires. * 17

^®Baker, ...Life and Letters, VI, 282.
17John A. Garraty, Henry Cabot Lodge (New York: 

Alfred A. Knopf, 1953), 326.
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With such a philosophy uppermost in his mind, 
the Republican candidate toured the country denouncing, 
in no uncertain terms, the errors of Woodrow Wilson 
while continuously avoiding any concrete indication as 
to what he would do, if elected. Fearful of antagon
izing anyone, dreading the possibility of alienating 
some faction, Hughes spoke in generalities which all too 
often had little reasonable application to the issue 
at hand. A classic example of this inept campaigning 
occurred at Louisville, Kentucky on October 12. Asked 
by someone in the audience what he would have done had 
he been president when the "Lusitania” was sunk, Hughes 
offered this explanation:

I have said that I would have had the State 
Department equipped so as to command the respect 
of the world at the outset of the Administration; 
and next I would have so conducted affairs in 
Mexico as to show our good-will, the protection, 
at all events, of the lives and property ofAmerican citizens; and next-- and next---when
I said 'strict accountability' every nation 
would have known that that was meant; and 
further when notice was published with respect 
to the action ["the action threatenedj I would 
have made it known, in terms unequivocal and unmistakable that we should not tolerate a 
continuance of friendly relations through the 
ordinary diplomatic channels if that action were 
taken, and the "Lusitania" would never have 
been sunk.-*-8

^ e w  York Times, October 13, 191S, 1. This notice 
referred to was ~a small advertisement in the New York 
Times to the effect that the "Lusitania" was British and 
Americans who traveled on her were doing so at some risk. 
No one paid any attention to it at the time.
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While Lodge repeatedly urged the Justice not to 
commit himself too deeply on current issues, Hughes' 
shadow in the East, Colonel Roosevelt, who was campaign
ing like a live bull moose, constantly pleaded with the 
Republican candidate to speak unequivocally. Probably 
never before had a man, whose views differed so sharply 
with the candidate he supported, worked so hard for 
success at the polls. Relegated to the East, because it 
was feared that his intense militarism would have an 
adverse effect on the West, Roosevelt stumped tirelessly. 
As he had predicted himself, there was no choice left
him if he wished to remove Wilson-- and Wilson was
anathema. But the candidate and his most spectacular 
supporter were poles apart. Even as rumors circulated 
that Hughes was dickering with the German-American 
element, a wildly anti-Wilson group, Roosevelt hurled 
fire and brimstone at them. This divergence ultimately 
became so acute that Roosevelt was requested to send 
his speeches to National Republican Chairman William R. 
Willcox for approval.-1-9 Roosevelt finally cautiously 
approached Hughes on the subject, reporting that he had 
heard that Hughes promised a pro-German group that there

l^Elting E. Morison, The Letters of Theodore 
Roosevelt, 8 Vols. (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 
1954), VIII, 1101.
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would be no objection to Germany attacking ships other 
than American. Roosevelt's same source, Edward Sanford, 
Hughes' former law partner and now counsel for German 
steamship companies, told the Colonel that Hughes had 
also reportedly agreed to stop the shipment of munitions 
to Great Britain. Quite pointedly, Roosevelt assured 
Hughes that he told Sanford none of this was true and 
that Hughes would certainly clear up the matter publicly 
soon. In order to impress Hughes with the gravity of 
this situation, Roosevelt intimated that many in the 
East would turn to Wilson if Hughes did not speak out.20

Roosevelt might as well have saved his postage, 
for the Colonel's attitude seemed to embarass Hughes.
The picture of Hughes cautiously advocating the main
tenance of American rights at sea and a major supporter 
damning everything German as bestial was indeed incongruous. 
And while Roosevelt was muted, if not muzzled, he remained 
a staunch schismatic to the bitter end.

Meanwhile, Hughes wandered on; at times he was 
seemingly lost in the intricacies of current issues.
He attacked Wilson's use of patronage; accused him of 
circumventing the Civil Service Commission, indeed of 
flouting it; charged the President, a native Virginian,

20Ibid.. VIII, 1108



with racial prejudice. Yet on major issues he was 
unbelievably ineffective. Only on the tariff and the 
abominable Adamson Act could Hughes muster really 
effective argument. The Hew York World commented that 
"no other candidate for president within the memory of 
living man ever ran downhill so rapidly".21 On August 19, 
Wilson wrote to investment broker Bernard M. Baruch,
"I am inclined to follow the course suggested by a friend 
of mine who says that he always has followed the rule 
never to murder a man who is committing suicide slowly 
and surely."22 In despair, Hughes confided to 
William Allen White, in late August, that he had been 
out of politics so long he did not know the progressive 
issues. "Just how should I express my sympathy with the 
Progressive movement", he questioned.2  ̂ Apparently, he 
received no answer.

Although neither as spectacular nor as well 
publicized as the dissension within Republican ranks, 
the Democrats also had their internal problems. The 
first Democratic problem occurred when Wilson's 1912 
campaign manager, William F. McCombs, was replaced by

21Arthur S. Link, Woodrow Wilson and the Progressive 
Era, 1910-1917 (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1954), 238.

22Arthur Walworth, 'Woodrow Wilson. 2 Vols. (New 
York: Longmans, Green and Co., 1958), IT, 56.

2^Mo o s, op. cit., 294.
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Vance D. McCormick. McCombs, who considered his efforts 
the primary reason for Wilson's success in 1912, was 
quite naturally incensed. The key to this shift was 
Wilson's somewhat shadowy confidant, Edward M. House, 
who complained that McCombs had let local organization 
wither on the vine; that he was too complacent .^4 
McCormick was chosen as a successor because he repre
sented a normally Republican state, and because he was 
a former Progressive whom even Theodore Roosevelt had 
once endorsed as a gubernatorial candidate Not all
Democrats were satisfied with the selection of McCormick. 
Patronage minded politicians felt that the Rational 
Chairman should come from a good Democratic state, and 
the party stalwarts looked askance at the idea of an 
erstwhile Progressive in this position. But House, 
through Wilson, prevailed.

A second Democratic problem was ironed out at 
the Convention. While Wilson, of course, determined 
practically the entire platform, there was lack of 
agreement as to where the emphasis should be. Wilson

t
personally was loathe to use the war issue, but in this

^Charles Seymour, ed., The Intimate Papers of 
Colonel House, 4 Vols. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 
1926-1928), II, 358.

^Arthur D. H. Smith, The Real Colonel House 
(New York: George H. Doran CoT^ 1918), 212
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case, he was swamped by the Convention. The key issue, 
so far as Democrats were concerned, was decided by the 
Convention in one of those, now rare, spontaneous out
bursts. At Viilson’s request, Martin H. Glynn, former 
governor of New York, agreed to make the keynote address. 
No one, of course, could have foreseen the electrifying 
results of Glynn’s oratory, and these results, oddly, 
were very disconcerting to Wilson, who feared, perhaps 
more than anything else, the charge of pacifism. Yet 
he apparently knew of the content of Glynn’s speech, 
since Glynn had sent it to Secretary of State Lansing 
for a p p r o v a l . Possibly changes had been made in this 
speech, but if so, Glynn chose to ignore them once he 
realized the Convention attitude. Glynn did, at one 
point, start to change the subject in the midst of his 
speech, but the excited,Conventioneers objected loudly.
On paper, his speech was not particularly explosive.
Glynn was rather methodically demonstrating that Wilson’s 
refusal to enter the European war was sanctioned by 
presidential precedent, and thus, was traditional.
After noting previous crises in American history, Glynn 
pointed out that we did not go to war. It was at this 
point that Glynn moved to another issue when the 2

2®Robert Lansing, War Memoirs of Robert Lansing (Indianapolis, The Bobbs-Merrill Co., 1935), 159.
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delegates yelled, "No. No. Go on." Needless to say, 
Glynn continued. From that point on, after each 
example, Glynn would ask the Convention, "What did we 
do?" "We didn't go to war", choroused the delegates, 
as they shouted, cheered and waved flags. Obviously 
spontaneous, this display made a deep impression on all 
who witnessed it.^7

Nor was the fervor lost on the next speaker, 
Kentucky's Senator Ollie James. If James had anything 
in his speech other than war, he excluded it and plunged 
on from where Glynn had left off. In the heat of a 
highly emotional atmosphere, James shouted,

Without orphaning a single American child, 
without widowing a single American mother, 
without firing a single gun or shedding a drop 
of blood, he wrung from the most militant spirit that ever brooded over a battlefield the con
cession of American demands and American rights... 
I can see the accusing picture of Christ on the 
battlefield, with the dead and dying all around 
Him, with the scream of shrapnel and the roll of 
cannon, and I can hear the Master say to Woodrow 
Wilson, 'Blessed are the peacemakers, for they 
shall be called the children of God.'
At this juncture James was interrupted by twenty

minutes of near riotous cheering. All that followed,
which was most of the Convention, was anti-climatic.
The Democrats had an issue. * 2

^7Link, op. cit., 234.
2*%ew York Times, June 16, 1916, 1.
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Reluctantly, Wilson gave approval for this 
emphasis on keeping the country out of war, and his own 
fear of the pacifist charge was ultimately realized.
On October 26, Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, Republican 
of Massachusetts, made headlines nationwide when he 
charged Wilson with duplicity in the "Lusitania" note 
exchange. Already much abused, Wilson's publicized 
assertion that Germany would be held to "strict account
ability" for American lives lost was further undermined
by the new charge-- that a postscript to that note had
been sent to Germany assuring them that Wilson would 
take no action. A stunned nation waited for Wilson's 
reply; but Wilson himself remained silent.29

Wilson's hesitation in denying Lodge's charge was 
due to the circumstances surrounding the note. There 
had been, among the cabinet, an argument of sorts over 
the sincerity of the note. Two possible avenues of 
limiting the note's strong language were contemplated 
at this time. One was for Wilson to hint, in a public 
utterance, that he was sure all could be settled amicably; 
the other was to send to Germany an offer of arbitration. 
Actually, neither was done; the note was left as sent.

29James Kerney, The Political Education of 
Woodrow Wilson (New York: The Century Co., 1926), 376-77.
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On the day following Lodge’s charge, W. C. Redfield, 
Secretary of Interior, and Attorney General Gregory 
denied that any postscript to the "Lusitania” note was 
sent. On the 28th Lodge reiterated his charge in Boston, 
indicating that his roundabout source was former Assistant 
Secretary of the Army, Henry C. Breckenridge. Breckenridge, 
blinded by his own importance, had resigned in a huff with 
his chief, Lindley Garrison, during the preparedness 
controversy earlier in the year. That Breckenridge was 
Lodge's source of information concerning the alleged 
postscript did not enhance its chance of acceptance; 
that his information was second hand through Dr. Charles 
Bailey of Tufts College, made it less palatable. Lodge 
reported at Boston that the scheme was a Wilson-Bryan 
secret, and that Garrison discovered the plan; that 
Garrison and the other cabinet members then forced 
Wilson to drop the scheme; and that this was the reason 
for Bryan's resignation.^

On October 30, all the principals entered the 
lists. Bryan denied the charge; Breckenridge claimed 
never to have written such a letter; Bailey, he said, 
was a "sneak and falsifier". In a very reserved tone, 
considering the circumstances, Wilson only said that *

^®New York Times, October 28, 1916, 1; and 
October 2W, 1916, TT
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the public possessed everything that was said to Germany, 
and that, although an arbitration proposal was mentioned, 
it was never discussed.5-*- In the circumstances, Lodge 
publicly retracted the charge on October 31, because, 
as a citizen, he was bound to accept the President’s 
denial.

It appears that Wilson was somewhat less than 
honest in his public statement. Arbitration was dis
cussed by the cabinet, and Wilson, in a letter to 
Walter Lippman of the New Republic, claimed to have 
decided personally to drop the arbitration idea because 
it was inconsistent with the tenor of the note.5  ̂ The 
best that can be said for Wilson is that he sinned by 
omission in his public statement, but the net effect 
was in his favor since, with the disavowal of everyone 
concerned, Lodge’s original charge appeared to be 
political license.

One of the strangest partnerships of the campaign, 
indeed in any campaign, concerned the feelings of German- 
Americans in this election. Hyphenated Americanism 
flickered in and out of the press throughout the campaign. 
Although primarily directed at American citizens of 31 32

31Ibid., October 31, 1916, 1.
32Ray Stannard Baker, The Public Papers of Woodrow Wilson, 6 Vols. (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1925-1927), 

IV, 383.



117

German descent, the term Hyphenate was also frequently 
applied to those of Irish descent, apparently because 
while perhaps both did not favor Germany, neither wished 
Britain any success.

German-American dissatisfaction with Wilson began 
almost immediately after the first submarine controversy.
Not unnaturally, many German-Amerleans viewed the ensuing 
struggle over neutral rights as a one-sided affair with 
Germany always the loser, because the rest of the world 
refused to admit submarines into the game of honorable 
warfare. Wilson, they felt, could have exerted more 
pressure on Britain to force her modification of merchant 
shipping so that submarines could follow rules of visit 
and search. The only logical conclusion that these 
people could arrive at was that Wilson must be pro- 
British. The extent of this feeling cannot be accurately 
measured, but if one can judge by the German language 
press, it appeared to be nearly unanimous. The Hastings, 
Nebraska Daily Tribune reported In September, 1916, that 
out of twenty-eight daily and 238 weekly German language 
papers in the country, not one supported Wilson for 
re-election.

33paily Tribune, Hastings, Nebraska, Sept. 20, 1916, 6.
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In their respective party platforms, a distinct 
difference in approach to the hyphen situation can be 
seen. Republicans adopted a positive attitude:

As it stood for the Union of States, it now 
stands for a united people, true to American 
ideals, loyal to American traditions, knowing 
no allegiance except to the Constitution, to the Government and to the flag of the United 
States...We appeal to all Americans, whether 
naturalized or native born, to prove to the 
world that we are Americans in thought and in 
deed, with one loyalty, one hope, one aspiration."5̂
But Wilson wanted stronger language. The German-

American vote was apparently already considered pro-
Republican; thus Wilson wired Secretary of War Baker
just before the Convention insisting that a definite
repudiation of the hyphen vote be a part of the platform.36
Hence, the Democrats, although not saying anything much
different from the Republicans, did so in a negative
manner:

We condemn all alliances and combinations 
of individuals in this country...who agree and 
conspire together for the purpose of embarassing 
or weakening our Government or of improperly 
influencing or coercing our public represen
tatives in dealing or negotiating with any 
foreign power.36 * 35

3^Josephus Daniels, The Life of Woodrow Wilson, 
(Philadelphia: The John C. Winston CoT^ 1924), 268.

35Joseph P. Tumulty, Woodrow Wilson as I Knew Him, 
(Garden City: Doubleday, Page and Co., 19217^ 190.

36Daniels, Life of Woodrow Wilson..., 269.
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This difference in attitude toward hyphenated Americans 
persisted throughout the campaign. In short, Hughes 
sought loyal hyphen support; Wilson feared it.

In an effort to obtain hyphen support, Hughes 
met with leaders of various hyphen groups, a move which 
was immediately publicized by the opposition. One such 
meeting, in September, was the object of severe Democratic 
criticism. On this occasion, Hughes was visited by 
Carl E. Schmidt, Prank Seiberlich, William R. MacDonald 
of the Embargo Conference, and Jeremiah O'Leary of the 
American Truth Society. The Democratic National Committee 
accused Hughes of making a deal with these groups, which, 
of course, Hughes hotly denied. Hughes went on later to 
protest, in a speech to a large German group at Schentzer 
Park in Queens, that he did not want the vote of anyone 
who would not instantly, champion America against any 
country.37

But Hughes would not, or could not, speak with 
the force that Wilson used. The hyphenates had antagon
ized Wilson earlier and he was already firing at them. 
This, too, was a cause of continued German-American 
opposition to him. As early as December, 1915, in his 
third annual message, Wilson urged laws regulating the

37Pusey, op. cit., I, 355.
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activities of "disloyal” Americans. In very blunt 
language, typical of him when discussing hyphenated 
Americans, the Chief Executive charged that "They have 
formed plots to destroy property, they have ventured into 
conspiracies against the neutrality of the Government, 
they have sought to pry into every confidential trans
action of the Government in order to serve interests 
alien to our own."38

As in many cases throughout the campaign, the 
differences between Wilson and Hughes were really very 
slight. When Hughes spoke of hyphenated Americans, he
referred to them as loyal citizens-- except for a few.
Wilson, on the same topic, acted as if they were disloyal, 
and, as an aftermath, Indicated that naturally he was 
speaking about a small minority. It was the emphasis 
that was different, not their basic beliefs.

Meanwhile, the self-appointed leadership of 
German-Americanism continued their vocal support of 
Hughes. On October 21 the German-American Central Bund 
leveled a particularly bitter attack on the President, 
which had in it virtually all of their arguments against 
Wilson. This group included J. B. Mayer, editor of the 
Philadelphia Demokrat; Joseph Prey, President of the

III, 423-24.38Baker, Public Papers
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German-American Catholic Bund; Horace L. Brand of 
Chicago; S. G. von Bosse of Wilmington, Delaware;
A. Timm of Philadelphia; and Ferdinand Walther of 
Chicago. The last four were all officers of the German- 
American Bund. All of these men had for many years been 
considered spokesmen for their nationals; they were, as 
a group, highly respected. In their report, they made 
four basic charges. First, that Wilson was determined 
to drag the United States into the war and, had it not 
been for Congress, Bryan and the German government, he 
would have been successful. Second, that contrary to 
keeping us out of war, the President had involved 
America in war with Mexico. Third, that Wilson was 
not a neutral at all; that he had permitted the United 
States to become an Entente supply base. Fourth and 
lastly, that he persecuted Americans of German birth 
if their beliefs happened to differ with his own.39

From the vantage point of hindsight, it is 
difficult to understand the German-American attitude 
during this election. At the time, it was conceded that 
the hyphen vote was Hughes’, but in view of the relative 
positions of the two candidates, this conclusion seems 
illogical. On foreign affairs, Hughes nearly always 
criticized Wilson’s lack of action and publicly said

39New York Times, October 21, 1916, 1
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that, had he been President when the ’’Lusitania” was 
torpedoed, he would have broken off diplomatic relations 
with Germany. Certainly his alter ego, Colonel Roosevelt, 
threatened harsh action against Germany. But the 
hyphenates were convinced that Wilson was partial to 
Britain, and hoped that Hughes would be more truly 
neutral. In any event, since they so thoroughly dis
approved of Wilson, they could only hope for the best 
from Hughes. They could, after all, choose from only 
two possibilities.

The remaining hyphen segment, the Irish-Americans, 
made much less fuss, publicly, than the Germans. For 
one thing, they had no elaborate press system. Nor did 
they have a "fatherland” to defend; they were not pro- 
anything, but rather anti-British. Along with many 
other Catholics, they were disturbed over Wilson’s 
interference, or really lack of effective interference, 
in Mexico. But the real public clash occurred over the 
aftermath of the Irish Easter Rebellion of 1916. One 
of the leaders of that abortive attempt to free Ireland 
from British rule, Sir Roger Casement, was subsequently 
tried for treason and condemned to death. John Devoy, 
editor of the Gaelic American, charged that the United 
States informed Britain of Casement's plans. This, of 
course, Secretary of State Lansing immediately denied.
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Following this, Irish groups in America urged that the 
United States formally ask Britain to show mercy to 
Casement. Ultimately, the Senate did pass a resolution, 
four days prior to Casement’s execution, asking clemency, 
but Britain was not officially informed until after the 
execution. The Irish blamed Wilson for this delay.4® 

President Wilson, as usual, had little patience 
with these groups. Obviously he feared the charge of 
pacifism, or favoritism, but he also considered most of 
the hyphen leaders disloyal radicals. Perhaps his 
sharpest rebuke was to an Irishman, Jeremiah A. O’Leary, 
President of the American Truth Society, who wrote 
Wilson, in a somewhat antagonistic style, inquiring 
about his views toward Irish freedom, with the hint that 
a correct answer would gain O'Leary’s vote. Wilson's 
reply was acrid. "I would feel deeply mortified", fired 
Wilson, "to have you or anybody like you vote for me.
Since you have access to so many disloyal Americans and 
I have not, I will ask you to convey this message to 
them."4-*- After publishing Wilson's reply Twhich was 
all that O'Leary hoped it would bej O'Leary pointed out 
to the press that three of his own kin had died In defense 
of the Union while those of Wilson fought to destroy it.42

4®John M. Blum, Joe Tumulty and the Wilson Era 
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1951), 107-09.

41 42•Link, op. cit., 247 ’Kerney, op. cit., 379
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As the opposition party chose an attitude of 
negative criticism, the Democrats were also cautious.
The issue which was to be paramount was decided at the 
National Nominating Convention, but the strategic program 
was the work of Colonel House. In the firm belief that 
eighty per-cent of America’s voters were stand-patters, 
House urged that emphasis should be concentrated on the 
remaining twenty per-cent. Under the direction of House 
and National Chairman McCormick, a county organization 
was set up under Daniel C. Roper. And it was at the 
local level, House thought, that the issue must be 
decided. "We must run Wilson", he said, "for Justice 
of the Peace and not for President; we need not con
sider the disposition of sixteen or seventeen million 
votes, but the disposition of votes in individual 
precincts." States which were surely Republican could 
be Ignored so that real campaigning could be done in 
the uncertain areas.43

While the politicians worked at the "grass-roots" 
level, Wilson remained in Washington doing business as 
usual. He gave speeches, to be sure, but not at any 
great distance from the capital. Not since the whirlwind 
preparedness campaign had Wilson ventured out into the

43Seymour, op. cit., II, 358.
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country. Claiming he was too busy to leave Washington, 
Wilson seemed content to leave the politicking up to 
others. Senator Stone, with whom Wilson had clashed 
over neutral rights, finally shocked the presidential 
inertia by remarking to Tumulty, "Dignity is all right, 
but it will not...compensate for defeat."44 Stone's 
remark was made on October 1; the President spoke twice 
at Omaha on the fifth, three times in Indianapolis on the 
twelfth, thrice in Chicago on the nineteenth, and four 
times in Cincinnati on October 26.

With Wilson finally on the move in earnest, his
supporters backed the campaign with some of the most
skillful, albeit somewhat misleading, advertising in
the history of electioneering. Two posters appeared in
windows throughout the country, one dealing with Mexico,
the other with war. The first, headlined "Mexico" and
subcaptioned "Wilson" went on:

Fight for the Just 
Rights and the 
Liberty of an 
Oppressed and 

Helpless People--
A G A I N S T  B I L L I O N S  O F  M O N E Y

More to the point, and perhaps more honest, 
was the second poster:

44Baker, ...Life and Letters, VI, 280.
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Wilson kept us our of war
What would Roosevelt's Candidate do?
Do YOU want universal 

military service?
Do YOU want a belligerent 

foreign policy?
Do YOU want yourself to 

be made cannon fodder 
to conquer Mexico for 
the benefit of Wall 
Street?

Do YOU want war?
N 0

Then Vote for 
W I L S O N 45

In his speeches, Wilson himself had questioned 
where his opponent might lead the country. Since he was
trying to keep the country out of war, and Hughes wanted

\to change his program, what other direction was there,
except toward war? This point was brought "home*’
effectively on election day, November 4, by full page
advertisements In the leading metropolitan papers.
Sponsored by the Wilson Business Men's League, they said:

You Are Working-- Not Fighting l
Alive and Happy-- Not Cannon Fodder l
Wilson and Peace with Honor? 

or
Hughes with Roosevelt and War?

Roosevelt says we should hang our heads In shame 
because we are not at war with Germany in 
behalf of Belgiumi Roosevelt says that following 
the sinking of the "Lusitania” he would have 
forgone diplomacy and seized every ship in our 
ports flying the German Flag. That would 
have meant war l

4^Maurice F . Lyons 
The Bancroft Co., 1944),

, The Turn of the Tide 
16-17. (Cincinnati:



127

Hughes Says He and Roosevelt are in Complete Accord i
The Lesson is Plain:If You Want WAR, vote for HIJCHES l 

If You Want Peace with Honor 
V O T E  F O R  W I L S O N  l4b

46Link, op. cit., 244



CHAPTER V

ELECTION RESULTS

As election day approached, both parties became 
apprehensive, although their respective campaign head
quarters exuded a confident optimism. Of the two, Wilson 
was the less 3ure of success. Hounded for four years by 
the epithet, minority president, the scholarly politician 
wanted desperately to prove that he could win against a 
united opposition as well as in a three cornered conflict. 
Wilson felt no real respect for Hughes, but he did have 
a genuine fear of Republican vote getting power, and was, 
in addition, worried about his own impression. A 
sensitive man, he did not brush off criticism lightly.

Indeed, Wilson had reason to be apprehensive.
Only one other man, Grover Cleveland, had broken the 
Republican presidential monopoly since 1861. Nor could 
that precedent, if it was one, contain much solace for 
Wilson; although Cleveland served two terms, he was 
defeated the first time he attempted re-election.

But aside from this consideration, there were 
more concrete reasons for Wilson’s concern. In the 
Congressional elections in 1914, the Democratic party
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had lost considerable ground, although the party still 
commanded a majority in both houses. The 1912 election 
had not only put Wilson in the 'White House, but had 
given the Democrats fifty-one of ninety-six Senate seats 
and 290 of 400 House seats.^ In 1914 the Democratic 
majority in the Senate was increased by three, but in 
the House it was pared from 145 to thirty-one.2 Even 
though the off year elections represent a rather unsure 
barometer, the spectacular inroads which Republican 
candidates had made in the House could hardly be overlooked.

Early in 1916, Wilson found that not all was going 
his way within Democratic ranks either. Democratic 
Senator James Martine had been a particular thorn in 
Wilson’s side, especially where foreign relations were 
concerned. Even more embarrassing was the-fact that 
Martine represented Wilson’3 home state, New Jersey. 
Consequently, an effort was made to unseat him in the 
1916 primary. Sent into the lists against Martine was 
a close personal friend of the President, and the man 
who had nominated him for President at the Convention in 
1912. Judge Wescott was also an influential man in New

Cenry L. Stoddard, Presidential Sweepstakes,
(New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1948), 212.

Congressional Directory, 64th Cong., 1st Sess.,
127-135.
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Jersey in his own right. His crafty opponent, Martine, 
who was suspected of pro-German leanings, remarked 
publicly during the campaign that he was "Tired of going 
to the White House for orders."3 Wilson*s dismay was 
nearly boundless when Martine emerged victor in the 
heated Democratic primary.

A third factor in making the Democratic hierarchy 
uneasy was the Republican sweep of the Maine election.
In Maine, which alone of the forty-eight states votes 
before the November general elections, the Republican 
voting was nothing short of spectacular. In addition 
to a Republican governor, both Senators, all four 
Congressmen and the state legislature came out Republi
can.4 Understandably, the elated Republicans predicted 
a November victory while their opponents fretted. Even 
more significant, it was thought, was the faot that 
Oakly Curtis, incumbent Democratic governor of Maine, 
elected In a three party race in 1914 fas was Wilson 
in 1912} lost by a margin of 13,800 votes. The Pro
gressive vote in Maine ffor governor} in 1914 had been

Ray S. Baker, Woodrow Wilson: Life and Letters,
8 Vols. (New York: Doubleday, iage: Doubleday Doran, 
1927-1939), VI, 279.

4New York Times, September 12, 1915, 1. The 
spectacle of two Senatorial races occurred because death 
vacated one. Colonel Frederick Hale won the regular six year term; former governor Bert M. Fernald was elected 
to a four year term.
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16,000 votes. Equally ominous was the defeat of Daniel J. 
McGilliddy, seeking his fourth consecutive term in the 
Second Congressional District.5 Shortly after the Maine 
election, a jubilant Hughes was given a tremendous 
reception at the Trenton [New JerseyJ Inter-State Pair.6

As the contestants feverishly worked for a last 
minute advantage, the floor of the New York Stock 
Exchange was the scene of sporting wagers on the outcome. 
Even with modern methods of polling, the prediction of 
election results is an uncertain business, yet there were 
those whose gaming spirit included election betting.
The New York Times reported wagering at the Exchange at 
a ten to seven figure for Hughes when November arrived.
But election day saw a Wilson surge-- to even money. As
it turned out, this was right.^

When the day of decision arrived, Tuesday,
November 7, both candidates waited nervously for news 
of the outcome. They were to wait a long time. As 
the results began to trickle in from the East, at first 
state after state appeared to be safe for Hughes. Late

5Ibid., September 13, 1916, 8.
6James Kerney, The Political Education of Woodrow 

Wilson (New York: The Century Co., 1926), 379-80.
^New York Times, November 5, 1916, 5.
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on the evening of the seventh, Hughes appeared to be 
acquiring such a ponderous lead that the New York Times
determined to banner its 1:00 A. M. edition with the 
announcement of his election. At this moment, the Times 
reported that Hughes had ”at least” 290 electoral votes, 
more than enough for election.® On the day following the 
election, the Hughes landslide stopped, and as results 
from the West poured in, Wilson seemed to be having his 
own landslide. Twenty-four hours after announcing that 
Hughes had won, the Times was obliged to report that the 
issue was in doubt. At this stage, Wilson surely had 
251 electoral votes to Hughes’ 247, with California’s 
thirteen votes the obvious solution to the puzzle. At 
this point, thirty-three electoral votes from five states 
held the answer to the election. Of these five, California, 
the largest and most westerly, was the last to report. It 
was not until 11:25 P. M., Thursday, November 9, that 
Chester H. Rowell, California Republican State Chairman, 
conceded that Wilson had carried California, and hence, 
the nation.* 9

®Ibld., November 8, 1915, 1.
9Ibld., November 10, 1916, 1. The states in question, 

besides California, were New Hampshire, which cast four 
votes for Wilson; North Dakota, five for Wilson; New 
Mexico, three for Wilson; and West Virginia, which provided 
a rare split, seven for Hughes, one for Wilson.



For Hughes, it was a bitter pill. One story 
making the rounds after election, while apparently 
fictitious, was pointed enough to be true. Charles
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Evans Hughes, Jr., reportedly told newsmen on the 
morning of the eighth that they could not talk to his 
father because Mthe President" was still asleep. Accord
ing to one version, a journalist replied, "When he wakes 
up tell him he's no longer President." Merlo J. Pusey 
insists that the younger Hughes was not with his father 
at that time.-*-® Whether true or not, the sudden change 
must have been a great shock. Actually, no one could 
speak with any kind of certainty about the outcome until 
the ninth, although Chester H. Rowell, who officially 
conceded the California defeat on the ninth had already 
wired his congratulations to Hughes on the seventh. 
Probably no presidential aspirant had faced such a 
reversal of form since Samuel J. Tilden in 1876.

Many American elections have had peculiarities 
about them, and the election of 1916 stands out as one 
which was almost unique. Out of a total of nearly 
18,000,000 votes cast, less than 600,000 separated the 
two candidates. In the electoral college, where the 
margin is usually much wider than in popular vote, the 10

10Merlo J. Pusey, Charles Evans Hughes, 2 Vols. 
(New York: The MacMillan Co., 1951), I, 361.“
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the closeness of the result was also spectacular, with 
Wilson amassing 277 votes to Hughes« 254. Determining 
the deciding factors in such a close election is a 
nebulous thing, but in this case it becomes somewhat 
easier due to the unusual sectional division. Hughes 
was triumphant in the entire Northeast section of the 
country, except for Ohio and New Hampshire, while Wilson 
swept the Great Plains, the West and the South, except 
for South Dakota and Washington. The problem, then, is 
to determine what made these sections respond as they did.

A great deal of attention has been given to the 
fact that California, the last state to report because 
of the distance and the closeness of the race there, 
seemingly awarded the New Democracy another four year lease 
on the White House. Most of this publicity was heaped on 
California only because of the spectacular manner in which 
the results of her vote became known. But since it has 
been regarded as the key to the 1916 presidential 
election, its importance should be examined.

The California vote appears less important if one 
considers the seven other states in which the vote was 
even closer. Of the seven, four were won by Wilson 
£New Hampshire by sixty-seven votes, New Mexico by 2,994 
votes, Nevada by 2,606 votes and North Dakota by 1,125 
votes}; three turned to Hughes [be laware by 1,379 votes,
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Minnesota by 298 votes and West Virginia by 2,027 votes} .1:L 
These seven states had a total of thirty-eight electoral 
votes, Minnesota alone accounting for twelve. Yet a 
change of 150 votes would have put Minnesota into the 
Democratic column. The possibility of small changes in 
any of these states makes one clearly aware of the 
danger of putting too much importance on one state.

But even if California had provided the key to 
the election, it does not necessarily follow that the 
reason California voted Democratic was because of the 
Hughes-Johnson split. Granting that this rift could 
h£ve been responsible for the small change in voting 
necessary for Wilson's success, too much emphasis has 
been put on the celebrated near meeting between these 
two in Long Beach. Clearly, Johnson had a great deal 
more in common with Wilson than with Hughes. In an 
effort to swing the Progressive vote into the Republican 
column, the Republicans attempted to prove by Hughes* 
record as Governor of New York that he was quite a 
liberal. As indicated earlier, this was by no means 
conclusively proven. In addition, although Hughes 
favored some of the Progressive program, the only 
domestic plank for which he conscientiously stumped was 
the protective tariff, hardly conducive to Progressive 
support•

•'■%ew York Times, November 12, 1916, 6*
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Thus California was Democratic for two reasons: 
first, because of the Hughes-Johnson rift and the 
bitter Old Guard-Progressive struggle for state office 
nomination; secondly, because of the Progressive 
leanings, not only of Johnson, but the entire state.

Nor was Progressivism limited to California.
In 1912, under the leadership of Theodore Roosevelt, 
Progressives had appeared to be a strong national party. 
But much of the success of the 1912 movement was due to 
the personal appeal of the highly controversial figure 
with the "big stick". Roosevelt, always dashing, was 
certainly one of America's most exciting presidents.
In fact, Progressivism as a party movement was never 
strong, and in 1914 only seven men running as Progress
ives were elected to Congress; none were elected to 
serve in the Senate.

Yet Roosevelt's personal magnetism was strong 
and, undoubtedly, when he returned to the Republican 
fold a great many of his personal following did likewise.

Relying on earlier indications of party strength, 
Hughes appears to have the better of the argument over 
Progressivism. In 1912, eight states sent a total of 
eighteen Progressive Congressmen to Washington. Of 
these eight states, five turned to Hughes in 1916; of 
the eighteen Congressmen represented, states accounting
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for thirteen of them in 1912, voted Republican in 1915, 
The picture appears to be about the same with reference 
to the states that voted for Roosevelt in 1912, when 
the Bull Moose carried six states for a total of 
eighty-eight electoral votes. In 1912 Hughes carried 
four of these states, the more populous ones, with a 
total of seventy electoral votes* Only five states 
sent Progressives to the House of Representatives in 
1914, and Hughes obtained a majority in three of those 
five states in 1916, although these three accounted for 
only three of seven Representatives involved. But 
three of these Representatives, in Wilson territory, 
were from California and the fourth was from Alabama.

To sum up the whole Progressive vote, all ten 
states involved in the above analysis can be considered. 
Pour of these states, Alabama, California, Kansas and 
Washington, were Wilson's in 1916. Combined, these 
states meant a total of forty-two electoral votes for 
Wilson. But the remaining six, Illinois, Michigan, 
Minnesota, Oregon, Pennsylvania and South Dakota, 
returned 104 electoral votes for Hughes. Nor were these 
victories battles which could have gone either way. 
Actually, the opposite was true. California was a close 
Wilson victory and Alabama would have been Democratic 
in any event. Only in Kansas and Washington were the
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Wilson forces victorious by substantial margins. In 
Minnesota Hughes had an extremely narrow edge, and 
Republicans won South Dakota and Oregon by less than
6,000 votes each; but the remaining three were Hughes 
landslides; Michigan by more than 40,000 votes, 
Pennsylvania by nearly 200,000 votes and Illinois by 
the same margin. The battle of the Progressives was 
clearly Hughes’.

No better, for Wilson, were the Democratic 
attempts to win the vote of labor. The Wilson adminis
tration certainly had an enviable record on labor 
problems, when the position of labor at that time is 
considered. The Clayton Act had banned court injunctions 
against labor for anti-trust violation, and in the midst 
of the campaign Wilson capped his labor program by 
ramming through Congress the Adamson Act, which pro
vided a federally enforced eight hour day. Presumably, 
these moves made the Democrats the champions of the 
laboring man. But, on the other hand, the Adamson Act 
was an example of government interference in business- 
labor relations almost unparalled in American history.
Not since the days when another Democrat, Grover Cleveland, 
used Federal troops to break up strikes, had the govern
ment been so arbitrary. Significantly, Wilson used 
Federal power for the labor side in 1916, whereas
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Cleveland intervened on the aide of management in 1894. 
But Cleveland also upheld private property; Wilson 
seemed to be tearing it down.

Unfortunately for Wilson, despite the joy of 
the railroad union leaders over the Adamson Act, 
workers in general were apparently somewhat less im
pressed. The sacrosanct character of private property 
had been well taught to most Americans, and the Adamson 
Act took on the character of a political mistake. A 
great many working men agreed with Hughes when he said,

I stand for two things: first, for the principle of fair, impartial, thorough, candid 
arbitration; and, second, for legislation 
on facts according to the necessities of the case. And I am opposed to being dictated to, 
either in the executive department or in 
Congress, by any power on earth before the 
facts are known. ̂
Republican charges of haste and arbitrariness

had a reasonable ring to them, and Wilson’s actions are 
hard to justify on any grounds other than political 
expediency. Not even the Mexican emergency could be 
rationally considered as a plausible excuse. Practically 
no investigation was made of conditions, wages or ability 
of the roads to pay. Wilson insisted the people accepted 
the eight hour day so the railroads must also. Trifles 
such as cost were to be relegated to later study after 12

12New York Times, September 5, 1915, 1.
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which ad just merit 3 could be made, if necessary. Had 
Wilson shown such alacrity in other fields, such as 
over the sinking of the "Lusitania", his case would not 
appear so tainted.

In any event, the results were apparent in the 
election returns. Only one industrial state turned to 
the new champion of labor, and although Ohio was 
Democratic by a substantial margin [nearly 90,000 votes] 
in view of the results in other industrial areas it 
would be rash, indeed, to ascribe success’ in Ohio to the 
labor vote. Remaining industrial states fell into the 
Republican camp with nomotonous regularity; Connecticut 
by 6,000 votes, Delaware by over 1,000, Illinois by more 
than 200,000, Indiana by 7,000, Massachusetts by 21,000, 
Michigan by 39,000, New Jersey JWilson's home state] by 
a whopping 58,000, New York by 110,000, Pennsylvania 
by 180,000 and Rhode Island by 2,500.

A more historic issue of the campaign of 1916 
was the bitter argument over the tariff, business and 
general prosperity. Wilson's challenger had made the 
tariff one of his two major criticisms of the Wilson 
Administration, and in nearly every speech Hughes 
repeatedly charged that the Underwood Tariff had seriously 
injured the American economy. Only the European war, 
Republicans orated, had saved the country from still 
greater economic difficulties.
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Unquestionably, the American economy had suffered 
a relapse in 1914 which lasted until well after the 
Great War began. Thus commenced the argument as to 
whether the Underwood Tariff or the European conflagra
tion had been responsible for the prosperity which 
returned in 1915. Both parties displayed figures; the 
one showing the earlier decline followed by wartime 
business increases, the other purporting that this 
prosperity was not closely tied to the war. Obviously, 
though, American exports greatly increased as a result 
of war trade, although only a small part of this was 
in munitions.

Both candidates agreed that the tariff ought to 
be handled by a tariff commission, but it was obvious 
that the politicians who would be on the tariff comm
ission would have radically different views, depending 
upon who won the election. In short, Hughes wanted 
protection; Wilson favored a sort of tariff equality.

In the tariff controversy there is a clue to 
the election results. Although Democrats attempted 
to refute Republican charges that the Underwood Tariff 
had hurt our prosperity, and that post war dumping 
would ruin us, their array of figures and logic was 
unimpressive. Moreover, Wilson seemed to be avoiding



the Issue. He mentioned it occasionally, but never 
dwelt on the subject at length, while, for Hughes, it 
was a cardinal issue.

Historically, the tariff benefitted the industrial 
Northeast at the expense of the rest of the country; 
at least this is what the rest of the country claimed.
And labor had never objected to protection for the 
simple reason that they were well aware that their 
livelihood depended upon continuous production. In this 
case, what was good for business was good for labor.
Only a glance at the map showing election results is 
necessary to demonstrate that this point must have 
been impressed upon the voters. As indicated earlier, 
every industrial state in the Union, save Ohio, voted 
Republican, and virtually all of the non-industrial 
states voted Democratic. It would be difficult to say 
that the West was Democratic out of opposition to the 
tariff, but, conversely, the conclusion that one of the 
main reasons the East was Republican was due to a desire 
for a higher tariff can hardly be avoided. Tariff 
problems were secondary issues in the West; in the East, 
many felt they were most vital. Thus the East quite 
naturally supported Hughes' high tariff views, while the 
West and South, just as naturally, voted for Wilson's
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low tariff policies. Wilson, trying to woo the labor 
vote, seemed to have stubbed his toe over the tariff.

It would appear, then, that business interests 
favored a Republican victory. Business, as such, 
perhaps had no reason to love Wilson. He had refused 
to intervene on their behalf in Mexico, he had success
fully lowered the tariff over strenuous commercial 
objections, he had exempted labor unions from prosecu
tion under the Clayton Anti-trust Act, and he had rammed 
the Adamson eight-hour railway bill through Congress 
almost on the eve of the election. Henry Ford, Thomas 
Edison and a good many other men commonly associated 
with business actively supported Wilson, but the bulk 
of the nation's business interests were centered in those 
areas which supported Hughes. New York state, capital 
of the business world fas.well as Hughes’ home statej 
gave the Republican candidate a substantial 110,000 vote 
plurality. New Jersey (Wilson’s home state] was 
Republican by 58,000, Pennsylvania by 180,000 and 
Illinois by 200,000. Apathy may have hurt Wilson in 
New York. Illinois, with twenty-nine electoral votes, 
had a popular vote of over 2,000,000 while New York, 
with forty-five electoral votes, could muster a popular 
vote of only 1,700,000. Even Tammany Hall territory 
was not sacrosanct. Wilson carried New York City by only
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40,000 votes, not nearly enough to offset the traditionally 
Republican up-state regions, and the Queens borough voted 
against the Chief Executive.-*-'5

The effect of Wilson’s farm legislation is 
partially discernable in this remarkably seotional 
election, although it can hardly be conclusive. Farm 
legislation had been a part of the original New Freedom 
and, as with labor unions, the Clayton Act specifically 
exempted farm organizations from its anti-trust pro
visions. Nor were the rural areas forgotten in that 
mad stampede of progressive legislation in 1916. Wilson 
had once opposed the prospect of a rural credits act; 
in 1916 he pushed it enthusiastically. If the amount 
of legislation passed dealing with farm problems is a 
criterion for swaying the farm states’ vote, then 
Wilson's victory should have been more deoisive. Most 
of the historic agrarian complaints were partially 
answered in Wilson’s first term. Decentralization of 
banking, rural credit, monopoly restrictions and 
agricultural research were all legislative fait accompli 
by November, 1916. Probably no other President before 
Wilson had achieved such an enviable record in this 
respect. Yet South Dakota, Minnesota, Wisconsin,

15Ibid., November 8, 1916, 1.



145

Michigan, Illinois, Indiana and Iowa all resisted the 
bait. Certainly thousands of individual votes were 
influenced by this legislation, but the solution to 
the strange sectional array of voting lies elsewhere.

Hughes had claimed that the tariff and the 
handling of foreign affairs were the issues to be 
settled by the election in 1916. The New Yorker clearly 
won on the domestic issues, but lost the race in foreign 
affairs because he misjudged America's opposition to 
involvement in war.

The strength of Amerioan sentiment should have 
been apparent during the fight over the Gore-McLemore 
resolutions earlier in 1916, and in opposition to the 
preparedness campaign. Long before they had chosen 
their candidate for president, the Republicans marked 
themselves as the party of preparedness, consistently 
urging more than the President asked in the way of 
military size and appropriations. On the other side, 
it was a group of pacifist Democrats who wished to 
"give up cherished American rights" by barring travel 
on belligerent ships. And the tremendous response of 
the Democrats to the speeches of New York's Martin H. 
Glynn and Kentucky's Senator Ollie James eulogizing the 
President for avoiding war was a further manifestation of 
American sentiment. But Republicans were not the only 
people surprised by the Convention response; even Glynn 
was amazed.
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Only In connection with the attitude of the 
Hyphen, the German-Americans, is there a strange quirk 
In the alignment of the parties of war and peace, as 
the Democrats termed them, or the parties of peace 
and pacifism as regarded by the Republicans. Long 
before the Convention, the Hyphenates had almost 
unanimously condemned Wilson's policies In foreign 
affairs as too one sided in favor of the Allies. As 
a result their interest turned to the Republicans, and, 
after announcing strenuous opposition to Roosevelt and 
Root, they wholeheartedly applauded the selection of 
Justice Hughes as the Republican presidential nominee. 
Strangely, the German-American press was unmoved by 
the war party tag hung on the Republicans by the 
incumbent party. Even when Hughes indicated that he 
would be more forceful than Wilson in dealing with 
violators of American rights, and the Bull Moose 
thundered against German atrocities all over the East, 
the German-American press remained adamantly Republican.

Apparently not all German-Americans read the 
Hyphen newspapers. In any event, they did not vote 
the way their press wrote. The table below Indicates 
election results in a number of cities where the 
German population was heavy.
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TABLE I
VOTE IN CITIES OP HEAVY GERMAN POPULATION

City German
Population Population Wilson Hughes

Chicago 421,443 2,701,705 351,175 377,201
St. Louis 149,331 772,896 74,057 83,798
Oshkosh, 12,184 33,162 2,792 2,875

Wise.
Sheboygan 13,096 30,995 1,605 2,363
Detroit 148,747 993,678 51,628 59,346
Albany 13,663 113,344 11,057 16,602
New York 111,182 469,042 31,230 34,188

Queens
St. Paul 38,273 234,164 22,291 13,317
Bay City, 9,637 47,554 4,322 4,077

Mich.
Rac ine, 11,047 58,593 3,417 2,932

Wise.
Toledo 43,578 243,164 27,639 14,467
Saginaw,

Mich.
12,962 61,903 5,277 4,985

Cleveland 102,441 796,841 61,243 40,680
Erie, Pa. 16,439 93,372 5,842 4,219
Buffalo 114,250 506,775 36,695 40,638a
Milwaukee 187,933 457,147 b

aAlthough this shows a lead for Hughes, the ninth 
through the fifteenth wards have the heaviest German vote. 
In these wards, Wilson led 8,507 to 7,880.

Election results furnished by the public libraries 
in the cities included in this survey. Population 
statistics are from the 1920 Federal Census.

^Although no reply was received from Milwaukee, the 
New York Times. November 12, 1916, p. 6, reported Wilson 
carried that city by 7,000 votes.
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No Hughes landslide is apparent here. In fact, 
since all but two of the states represented ultimately 
became Hughes territory, the results are really sur
prisingly anti-Hughes. The obvious conclusion is that 
a great many German-Amerleans regarded Wilson as the 
best choice for avoiding war with the homeland. Certainly, 
there is not enough Hughes strength in these areas to 
swing the election.

Differing little from the German-American vote, 
the Irish vote was even a little more pro-Wilson except 
for the Hughes margin in Philadelphia. Of the seventeen 
cities of heavy Irish population [at least ten per-centj 
listed below, ten went to Wilson, seven to Hughes. And, 
as with the German vote, most of these results are from 
states which were ultimately Hughes*.

When the question, why Wilson won, is boiled 
down to causes, the paramount reason is single. As 
pointed out earlier, Wilson did not earn the Progressive 
vote as such, nor did labor generally support him. The 
hyphenated vote, on the other hand, was not, after all, 
pro-Hughes. Business interest perhaps lay with Hughes; 
certainly he carried the section of the country with 
whioh we normally associate business, but, as previously 
noted, a great many businessmen supported Wilson. 
Agricultural regions did not vote as a group, but rather
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TABLE II
VOTE IN CITIES OP HEAVY IRISH POPULATION

City Irish
Population Population Wilson Hughes

Albany 15,254 113,344 11,057 16,602
Boston 174,883 748,060 56,089 37,147
Troy 15,757 72,013 8,817 7,840
Philadelphia 222,246 1,823,779 89,134 192,078
Pawtucket 10,022 64,248 4,546 5,080
Portland, Me. 8,423 69,272 4,820 6,202
Somerville, 18,489 93,091 5,275 6,920Mass.
New Haven 24,862 162,537 12,195 11,108
Lowell, Mas3. 23,595 112,759 7,357 6,213
San Francisco 63,299 506,676 78,180 63,071
Holyoke, 13,325 60,203 4,208 3,315

Mass.
Bayonne 10,806 76,754 4,683 4,096
Providence 41,551 237,595 15,358 14,991
Jersey City 46,664 298,103 22,694 18,835
Syracuse 17,334 171,717 13,880 18,327
Hartford 20,930 138,036 13,375 8,375
Elizabeth 10,507 95,783 5,308 6,869a

Population figures are from the 1920 Census. 
Election results were obtained through correspondence 
with the libraries in the cities involved.
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divided their strength, so this cannot be the definitive 
reason for Wilson's victory. Only the Democratic slogan 
that Wilson "kept us out of war" fits this peculiar 
sectional result.14 Both parties conceded that the 
West was pacifist and the East militarist; both based 
their campaigns on that assumption. The strength of 
the Congressional paoifist movement came from the West, 
and particularly the South; and, equally important, 
none of it came from the East. Hughes' strongest speeches 
on foreign affairs were made in the East; in the West, 
his attitude was deliberately toned down. And Roosevelt, 
busy waving the "bloody shirt", was not even permitted 
to think about going into the West. Both sides recognized 
that, relatively speaking, the West and South were more 
pacifistic; both parties campaigned accordingly. In 
the South, not unnaturally, there was hardly any cam
paigning at all. The result proved both parties right.

14Added to the other peculiarities of this election 
is the obvious fact that while Wilson won, his victory did 
not come as he had desired. As noted earlier, Wilson did 
not want his campaign based on this issue, but was left no 
choice in the matter. His two-time running mate, Thomas R. 
Marshall, confirms Wilson's lack of authorship as he later 
reminisced over the election. "Still, war was abhorrent 
to the great mass of Americans, and the campaign of 1916 
passed off, based largely on the fact that the president 
had kept us out of war. Nobody is able to trace to him 
any statement of that kind. Many have charged that he 
was not acting in good faith. But I have never had any 
doubt that he was as much a protagonist of peace before 
as after we entered the war." Thomas R. Marshall, 
Recollections of Thomas R. Marshall (Indianapolis: The 
Bobbs-Merrill Co., 1925), 336.
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Farmers, workers, businessmen, hyphenated Americans, all 
split their vote. But not one pacifist supported Hughes, 
and no militarist called for Wilson. It was the West 
which made the decision, and here, peace, even without 
"honor” was preferable to war. The West chose the man 
who "kept us out of war".





APPENDIX B

ELECTION RESULTS

STATE
POPULAR VOTE ELECTORAL VOTE

Rep* Dem* Rep* Dem*
Alabama 22,809 99,409 • • 12
Arizona 20,524 33,170 • • 3
Arkansas 47,148 112,148 • • 9
California 462,394 466,200 • • 13
Colorado 102,308 178,816 • • 6
Connecticut 106,514 99,786 7 • •

Delaware 26,011 24,753 3 • •

Florida 14,611 55,984 • • 6
Georgia 11,225 125,845 • • 14
Idaho 55,368 70,054 • • 4
Illinois 1,152,549 950,229 29 ♦ •

Indiana 341,005 334,063 15 • •

Iowa 280,449 221,699 13 ♦ •

Kansas 277,658 314,588 • • 10
Kentucky 241,854 269,990 • • 13
Louisiana 6,466 79,875 • • 10
Maine 69,506 64,127 6 « •
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STATE
POPULAR VOTE ELECTORAL VOTE

Rep. Dem. Rep. Dem.
Maryland 117,347 138,359 • • 8
Massachusetts 268,784 247,885 18 • •
Michigan 339,097 285,151 15 • •
Minnesota 179,544 179,152 12 • •
Mississippi 4,253 80,422 • • 10
Missouri 369,339 398,025 • • 18
Montana 66,750 101,063 • • 4
Nebraska 117,257 158,827 • • 8
Nevada 12,127 17,776 • • 3
New Hampshire 43,723 43,779 • • 4
New Jersey 269,352 211,645 14 • •
New Mexico 31,163 33,693 • « 3
New York 869,115 759,426 45 • •
No. Carolina 120,988 168,383 • • 12
North Dakota 53,471 55,206 • • 5
Ohio 514,753 604,161 • • 24
Oklahoma 97,233 148,113 • • 10
Oregon 126,813 120,087 5 • •
Pennsylvania 703,734 521,784 38 • •
Rhode Island 44,858 40,394 5 • •
So. Carolina 1,550 61,846 • • 9
South Dakota 64,217 59,191 5 • •
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STATE POPULAR VOTE ELECTORAL VOTE
Rep. Dem. Rep. Dem.

Tennessee 116,223 153,282 • • 12
Texas 64,999 286,514 • • 20
Utah 54,137 84,025 • • 4
Vermont 40,250 22,708 4 • •
Virginia 49,356 102,824 • • 12
Washington 167,244 183,388 • • 7
W, Virginia 143,124 140,403 7 1
Wisconsin 221,323 193,042 13 • «
Wyoming 21,698 28,316 • • 3

Total 8,538,221 9,129,606 254 277 *

aNew York: Times, November 12, 1916, 7.
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from Wilson. Part of the Great Lives In Brief, 
published by the Alfred A. Knopf Co., it was 
written for the general public.

George, Alexander L. and George, Juliette L. Woodrow 
Wilson and Colonel House. New York: The John 
Day Co., 1956.

This book throws more light on the relationship 
between House and Wilson than any other published 
work. It makes especially clear House's pro- 
British influence on Wilson.

Hendrick, Burton J. The Life and Letters of Walter H.Page. 3 Vols. New York: Doubleday, Tage and Co., 
1925.

Very little biography is included here. This 
is primarily a collection of the letters of Wilson's 
Ambassador to England in the critical period before 
the war. Page was violently pro-British, a point 
which makes these letters less useful than they 
could have been.

Jessup, Philip Co. Ellhu Root. 2 Vols. New York:
Dodd, Mead and Co., 1938.

Probably the best work on Root, it is somewhat 
partial. Almost exclusively concerned with 
public life, little attention is given to this election except to point out that Root was not 
interested in the nomination personally.

Josephson, Matthew. The President Makers. New York: 
Harcourt, Brace and Co., 1940.

This volume is concerned only with the period 
from 1896 to 1919. Especially good for its 
treatment of Wilson's attitude toward the war in 
1915 and 1916.

Kerney, James. The Political Education of Woodrow Wilson. 
New York: The Century Co., 1926.

Written shortly after Wilson's death, Kerney 
has nonetheless created a substantial, objective 
resume of Wilson's problems in living a political 
role. Similar in many respects to Blum's Woodrow 
Wilson and the Politics of Morality, but not as 
penetrating.
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LaFollette, Belle Cas and LaFollette, Fola, Robert M .
LaFollette. 2 Vole* New York: The MacMillan Co.,
1953.

While these volumes are most partial, they are 
still crammed with much pertinent, factual data.
This makes clear LaFollette's reticent endorsement 
of the Hughes' candidacy in 1916.

Link, Arthur S. Wilson the Diplomatist. Baltimorei 
The John Hopkins Press, 1957.

Link affords a very thorough resume of the 
neutrality problems that ultimately were to 
involve the United States in war.

________• Woodrow Wilson and the Progressive Era.
1910-»1917. The New American Nation Series.
New Yorks Harper and Brothers, 1954.

This book contains the most penetrating analysis 
yet written on the 1916 campaign. Link dwells 
at length on Wilson's efforts to snare the Pro
gressive vote, but concludes that the war issue re-elected him. Yet the author's strenuous efforts 
to justify Wilson's activities in this sphere 
fall short of a logical explanation.

Loth, David. Woodrow Wilson: the Fifteenth Point.P hi lad elphia: J. B. Lippincott Co., 1941.
There is little that can be found in Loth's 

book that is new, but it does cover the essential 
points of Wilson's life. Loth is primarily interested in Wilson's foreigh policy, especially 
during and after the war. The reader is immediately impressed with the fact that the author is an 
ardent admirer of Wilson.

Lyons, Maurice J. The Turn of the Tide. Cincinnati!
The Bancroft Co., 1944.

A very short book. Lyons, a party officer from 
1911 to 1934, is mostly concerned with publicity 
and discusses the Democratic strategy of 1916 and the party internal fight which centered over 
the replacement of William F. McCombs as Chairman 
of the party's national organization.



168

Mason, Alpheus T. Brandéis: A Free Man*3 Life,
New York: The Viking Press, 1946.

A very scholarly work, Mason has included a 
good deal of Brandéis' communications. Especially 
good regarding Wilson's appointment of Brandéis 
to the Supreme Court. The latter attempted to 
direct the battle against Senatorial opposition 
from a distance. For a biography, it is remarkably 
objective.

Moos, Malcolm. The Republicans. New York: Random House, 
1956.

A concise history of the party centered around 
presidential elections. Moos is a keen observer, 
but his analysis of the election, although in 
more detail than can be found elsewhere, is not 
illuminating. Much of the book is spent on the 
personalities involved.

Morían, Robert L. Political Prairie Fire: The Non-partisan 
League, 1915-1922« Minneapolis: University of 
Minnesota Press, 1955.

The Non-partisan was separate from, but closely 
associated with, the Progressive Movement. This 
book is concerned almost exclusively with the 
politics of the times in the Dakotas. It tends 
to show that Wilson's success here was dependent 
upon his progressivism.

Mowry, George E. Theodore Roosevelt and the Progressive 
Movement. Madison: The University of Wisconsin 
Press, 1946.

Unquestionably one of the finest volumes on 
Roosevelt, it is not a biography but a critical 
analysis of the frequently strained relationship 
between the Progressives and their beloved leader. 
Mowry casts some doubt on Roosevelt's progressiv
ism except where conservation was concerned.

Myers, William S. The Republican Party. New York:
The Century Co., 1928.

A history of the party from 1856 to 1920, it 
is concerned not only with elections, but also policies. The chapter on the Progressive Movement
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is excellent. Little attention, however, is given 
to either Wilson or the campaign of 1916; both, 
apparently, disagreeable subjects.

Notter, Harley. The Origins of the Foreign Policy of 
Woodrow Wilson. Baltimore: The John Hopkins 
Press, 1937.

This work contains excellent source material 
on all of the foreign issues of the Wilson administration. It is indispensible for deciph
ering the interminable three cornered bickering 
over neutral trade from 1914 to 1917*

Palmer, Frederick. Newton D. Baker. 2 Vols. New York: 
Dodd, Mead and Co., 1931.

Not a biography in the strict sense, Palmer 
portrays, in great detail, the activities of 
Wilson's second Secretary of War, appointed 
early in 1916. The preparedness problem is 
covered rather thoroughly, although the bulk 
of these volumes is concerned with the war itself.

Perkins, Dexter. Charles Evans Hughes and AmericanDemocratic Statesmanship. Boston: Little, Brown 
and Co., 1956.

One of the two most important sources for 
determining Hughes' attitude during 1916. 
Unfortunately, the author lacks a critical approach to his subject, and, consequently, 
gives the campaign rather brief treatment.

Pinehot, Amos. History of the Progressive Party,1912-1916. Edited by H. M. Hooker. New York:
New York University Press, 1958.

Since Pinchot was one of the principals of 
the Progressive Movement and a close associate 
of many of the prominent political figures of 
this period, his view point is indispensible. 
Especially good for an explanation of the variety 
of thought within the Progressives in 1916 and 
surprisingly bitter toward Roosevelt.



170

Pringle, Henry F. Theodore Roosevelt« New York:
Harcourt, Brace and Go., 1931.

A very substantial one volume work, It Is 
necessarily limited in its treatment of Roosevelt’s 
later years. Yet, Pringle clearly states the case 
which Roosevelt felt toward Wilson's failure in 
the European war.

________. The Life and Times of William Howard Taft.
2 Vols. New York: Farrar and Rinehart, Inc., 1939.

Probably the definitive work on Taft. I have 
relied heavily on Pringle for Taft's interest and 
influence on Hughes in this election. The books 
contain much of Taft's pertinent correspondence.

Pusey, Merlo J* Charles Evan3 Hughes. 2 Vols. New York: 
The MacMillan Co., 1951.

Perhaps the best study on Hughes, it lacks 
the objectivity of the works of Link and Pringle. 
Pusey is inclined to apologize for his subject 
when something goes amiss. Obviously, his treat
ment of the election is very apologetic. Pusey's 
conclusion is that Hughes simply was not himself; 
a condition which the author cannot explain.
It is still pertinent for the primary source 
material it contains.

Richberg, Donald. Tents of the Mighty. New York:
Willett, Clark and Colby, 1930.

A personal account of the author’s association with principal figures of progressive-liberal 
tinge in the 1910-1930 period. Its usefulness is hampered by Richberg'3 egomania.

Schriftgiesser, Karl. The Gentleman From Massachusetts: 
Henry Cabot Lodge. Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 
1944.

Interesting for his account of Lodge's 
embarrassing moments during the campaign, but 
otherwise too eulogic to be really dependable.
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Scott, James Brown. President Wilson's Foreign Policy. 
New York: Oxford University Press, 1918.

An authority on international law, Scott 
carefully analyzes America's problems with 
Mexico and Europe; this analysis is probably 
the best available. Scott forsaw that, ultimately, 
the rules of war would have to be changed to 
accommodate the submarine rather than vice versa.

Smith, Arthur D. H. The Real Colonel House. New York: 
George H. Doran Co., 1918.

Written too near the events to be a completely reliable source, it was still useful for campaign 
strategy, and, in this, Smith is substantiated 
by House's papers.

Stanwood, Edward. A History of the Presidency from
1897 to 1916. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1928.

A very thorough treatment of the tariff during 
this period. Used mainly for Stanwood's inter
pretation of the Underwood-Simmons tariff and 
his conjectures regarding the tariff in the 1916 
campaign.

Stoddard, Henry L. Presidential Sweepstakes. New York:
G. P. Putnam's Sons, 1948.

A collection of articles of some of the more 
interesting election campaigns, including a rather 
brief treatment of 1915. Of more use, perhaps, 
is the Appendix which includes election results 
both for President and Congress from 1789 through 
1944.

Sullivan, Mark. Our Times. 6 Vols. New York: Charles 
Scribner's Sons, 1927-1955.

Only volume five of this remarkable series was used in this study, but it was particularly 
interesting for its accounts of newspaper articles and cartoons relating to the campaign and 
associated issues.
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Viereck, George S. The Strangest Friendship In History. 
New York: Liverigh, Inc., 1932.

Viereck*a interpretation of the Wilson-House 
comradeship is provocative and extremely helpful 
In understanding the relationship between these 
two. But, like others, Viereck falls short of a 
clear explanation. This is a critical book which shows but one side of the results of House’s 
influence.

Walworth, Arthur. Woodrow Wilson. 2 Vols. Vol. I: 
American Prophet. Vol. II: World Prophet.
New York: Longmans, Green and Co., 1958.

Although this is a very substantial study, 
Walworth does not give Wilson the same scholarly 
treatment one finds in Link. It is especially 
helpful for an understanding of Wilson's foreign 
policy, particularly where Mexico was concerned. 
Here, Walworth shows, with real feeling, the 
humanitarian Ideas which dictated the sometimes 
inconsistent directives of the Chief Executive.

White, William Allen. Woodrow Wilson: the Man, His 
Times and His Task. Boston: Houghton Mifflin 
Co., 1924.

A liberal himself, White ascribes Wilson's 
re-election to his progressivism. Not a critical 
work, but an accolade from an admirer.

Wise, Jennings C. Woodrow Wilson: Disciple of Revolution. 
New York: The Paisley Press, Inc., 1938.

In an eminently interesting book, the author stresses the Innovations of Wilson's policies, 
the reasoning behind them, and their relative 
success•
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