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Thesis Introduction
In 1899, three years after their most significant electoral defeat, the Populist movement appeared to be past its prime. American intellectuals started to look back at the movement and identify its influences, origins and the impact that it could have on the future of the American political system. Kansas Populist Carl Vrooman wrote on all three of these notions in an article in the Populist magazine The Arena entitled “Twentieth Century Democracy.” Vrooman dedicated his article to a general analysis of the movement while particularly focusing on what Populists read, what they did and what their example meant for the upcoming century. In one section, he devotes a considerable amount of space to the role of Populist thought not only in the United States but around the world.[footnoteRef:1] This idea appeared once again in another work by Vrooman where he wrote, “Many of the principles advocated by the Populists have had as their champions such statesmen as Bismarck, Gladstone, Chamberlain…”[footnoteRef:2] Such a statement made by a well-connected Populist leader, one whose works gained inclusion into the Congressional Record on one occasion, challenges one of the dominant assumptions of Populist historiography: its American roots in terms of argument and rhetoric for policies. Historians of Populism over the past century focused almost exclusively on the American basis of Populist rhetoric.[footnoteRef:3] This appeal to Europe, however, is supported by a number of different appeals to European leaders found in the works of Populist intellectual and political leaders. Such appeals to Europe are key to understanding the intellectual framework of Populism and hint at the reasoning behind Populist policies and rhetoric.  [1:  Carl Vrooman. "Twentieth Century Democracy." The Arena Magazine: Volume 22, 1899, 585]  [2:  Thomas Frank. "The Leviathan with Tentacles of Steel: Railroads in the Minds of Kansas Populists." The Western Historical Quarterly, February 1989.]  [3:  In a roundtable on Populism and trends in the study of Populism, historian Michael Magliari wrote that, “Populist scholars so far have displayed a near-total lack of interest in the international dimension of their subject.” Robert C. McMath et al. ""Agricultural History" Roundtable on Populism: Robert C. McMath Jr., Peter H. Argersinger, Connie L. Lester, Michael F. Magliari, and Walter Nugent." Agricultural History. no. 1 (2008), 18] 

	In order to better understand the place of Europe within this framework, one must begin at the early days of the Populist movement (by which I mean the late-19th and early-20th century reform movement led mostly by farmers under the leadership of the People’s Party). How did these leaders articulate the grievances that they professed against the political, social and economic systems of their day? What models of social protest from American history could they draw from and were those models sufficient? Then, once the Populists became a more coherent movement, how did they play on capturing power and what did they want to do when they did capture power? Finally, how did they cope with the losses that led to the eventual collapse of their movement? I believe that the many references and appeals to European leaders found in Populist works, especially the three cited by Vrooman, help to answer these questions and also better classify the place of the movement in its historical and political context.
	Appeals to Europe in the works of the Populist movement served different roles as the Populist movement changed. They began in the early 1880s as the predecessor to the Populist Party, the Farmer’s Alliance, formed and started to articulate its views. They made their impact by partially replacing the intellectual references to the traditions of Thomas Jefferson and Alexander Hamilton that dominated American political discourse in the preceding decades. Appeals to British leaders like Liberal Prime Minister William Ewart Gladstone, informed by personal connections with those leaders and the works of those leaders that made it across the Atlantic, helped to fill the gaps where the Jeffersonian/Hamiltonian traditions proved inadequate. While the Populist leaders at this time did not hold major office and did not have long-standing reputations in most cases, the European figures they appealed to did and those figures could be used to strengthen the arguments Populists made to support their policies and win over converts. Ideas like expanded government programs for poor farmers and new approaches to taxation could be more successfully argued for when one cited or discussed the work of a famous British leader who held a powerful position in government and already enacted similar changes. These appeals and the influence that they suggest helped at least some, if not most, of the Populists craft many of their proposals and the stance that they took on many issues in the early years of the movement.
	Later on, appeals turned towards other figures and other notions as the 1890s went on and the Populists began to win a limited representation in Congress and state houses. Beginning earlier on in the movement, the idea of a union between urban labor and the rural poor received greater strength and legitimacy when authors appealed to figures like British MP Joseph Chamberlain. Populists focused on other topics like municipal government and imperialism could also turn to the British leader for legitimacy and intellectual guidance, especially after his views became more well-known following a trip to the United States. Intellectual references to Chamberlain and the ideas that he represented, combined with personal connections that Populists maintained with the British leader, helped part of the movement argue for particular strategies, rhetoric and policy positions as the party grew and matured.
	Appeals to Europe also help to explain a period that could be considered the waning years of the Populist movement. In those years after the election of 1896, a group of Populists took a number of positions that supported increases in executive power. These positions included support of executive action on controlling monopolies and the support of Republican and formerly anti-Populist President Theodore Roosevelt. This support of a more “authoritarian” approach parallels a number of earlier appeals to European authoritarians like Otto von Bismarck and Napoleon Bonaparte earlier in the 1890s. Such appeals point to an authoritarian tendency that emerged from the trauma of repeated political defeat and could not be supported by intellectual references to any famous figures from American history. These appeals to European autocrats help to answer not why the Populist movement failed (a common question in Populist historiography) but how some of them coped with their failure and attempted to enact Populist-friendly policies without a member of their party in control of the White House.
	My argument does not suggest that the Populists received direct influence for their policies from Britain or Germany. To do so would presuppose a coherent, comprehensive transfer of ideas from Europe to the United States as outlined for the Progressive movement by Daniel Rodgers in his book, Atlantic Crossings.[footnoteRef:4] I also reject the argument made by the consensus school of historians that the Populists, worried over status anxieties and their role in the modern world, focused much more on xenophobia, Anglophobia and conspiratorial fears in their rhetoric and political policies in order to appeal to these anxieties and win elections.[footnoteRef:5] The consensus school, a school of historiography active in the 1950s, downplayed the notion that economic exploitation (or “class interests”) led to the Populist movement.[footnoteRef:6] While I do not deny that some Populists did act in a disparaging way towards immigrants and those in other countries, my argument suggests a more chaotic and ad hoc approach to the transfer of ideas during the era of the Populist movement than during the Progressive movement, but one centered on class or interest anxieties.  [4:  Daniel T. Rodgers. Atlantic Crossings : Social Politics in a Progressive Age. Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1998, 1-7]  [5:  Norman Pollack. "Hofstadter on Populism: A Critique of ‘The Age of Reform’." The Journal of Southern History. no. 4 (1960), 491.]  [6:  C, Vann Woodward. The Burden of Southern History. Updated 3rd ed. Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 2008, 152-153] 

My work basically argues that the Populists suffered real economic and social grievances that made them anxious about their farms and their economic well-being. During the late 19th century, the two major parties and their two guiding philosophies proved ill-equipped to solve such problems. The Populists responded by forming a new party and what historians like Lawrence Goodwyn call a “movement culture”. This term refers to the pamphlets, newspaper articles, speeches and other tools that a movement uses to articulate its views and propagate them through society.[footnoteRef:7] As part of their movement culture, the Populists in their rhetoric turned to any quote, historical figure or foreign movement that they could reference in order to win legitimacy and find a program that they could muster public support for. These intellectual references to the work of political figures in political magazines, speeches or newspapers make up the appeals that I focus on throughout this work. Often, this appeal turned towards the three figures cited in Vrooman’s article, but at other times, a Populist could be heard making a disparaging remark about the British or immigrants in general. I believe that the notion of limited Anglophobia or xenophobia in the Populist movement, a concept supported by the works of scholars like Walter Nugent and Norman Pollack, supports the conclusion of an ad hoc Populist agenda and leaves room open for appeals to foreign leaders like the ones I describe.[footnoteRef:8] My argument does not deny that such feelings existed amongst the Populists and it also does not suppose that every Populist turned to England or Germany when he or she wanted to make an argument. Even when Populists appealed to Europe, these appeals often did not present a deep analysis of European works and quotes taken from European figures did not always appear alongside their full context. Rather than classifying the Populists as a movement fully in touch with the rest of Europe in every way, my argument simply suggests that in certain situations, appeals to English and German leaders played an important role in winning legitimacy for Populist ideas and support for new Populist arguments or political approaches. [7:  Lawrence Goodwyn. Democratic Promise : the Populist Moment in America. New York: Oxford University Press, 1976, xii-xvi. Goodwyn’s analysis focused sharply on the role of the Farmer’s Alliance in the crafting of the Populist movement culture. For a more broad application and discussion of this topic, see Robert C. McMath. American Populism : a Social History, 1877-1898. 1st ed. New York: Hill and Wang, 1993, 15-16]  [8:  Norman Pollack. "Fear of Man: Populism, Authoritarianism, and the Historian." Agricultural History. no. 2 (1965), 59-61; Walter T. Nugent. The Tolerant Populists : Kansas Populism and Nativism. Second ed. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2013, 30-31, 116] 


Chapter 1: The Beginnings of Populism and Appeals to William Ewart Gladstone
Introduction
	In the United States, Populism refers to both an appeal to the people and a particular third-party movement that emerged in the 1880s. Major ideals of this movement included rhetoric directed towards the common person, the curbing of corrupt political influences and the emergence of an activist federal government designed to help the common person. To achieve their goal of a more just and equitable society, Populists sought out appeals to important figures in order to guide their political programs and rhetoric. The common sources of appeals in the United States proved to be old and outdated, so they turned to prominent figures in countries such as the United Kingdom. British Liberal and long-time Prime Minister William Ewart Gladstone proved to be one of those figures the Populists looked towards for intellectual appeals in both overt and covert ways. After showing the inadequacies of earlier American influences, I will show how Gladstonian appeals had the most impact in the fields of imperialism, taxation, free silver and land reform, and made the most significant impact both in areas where Gladstone made a significant impact and where the American intellectual tradition was lacking. 



American Background
The two schools of thought known as the Jeffersonian democracy and the Hamiltonian system defined the American intellectual tradition at the time of the Populist movement. Jeffersonian democracy stood on the notions of laissez-faire government, free trade, low general taxation and individualism.[footnoteRef:9] Hamiltonian thought revolved around a protectionist trade policy, pro-business inklings and an interventionist federal government which often took action in support of businesses through programs such as railroad construction. During the Gilded Age, the growth of industrialism and post-Civil War changes in agriculture resulted in the growing irrelevancy of both concepts to the average farmer. In Main Currents in American Thought, Vernon L. Parrington describes the hodgepodge of ideas that emerged around this time at length. He defines the age as one dominated by “the hopes of millions who cast their votes for huge governmental appropriations that would insure prosperity’s reaching certain post-office addresses.”[footnoteRef:10] People turned to government spending to help them solve their problems. Programs such as massive and corrupt Civil War pensions, government subsidies to railroads and the granting of federal lands to private companies were all examples of these appropriations.[footnoteRef:11] This inherently “Whiggish” or Hamiltonian approach was coupled with a Jeffersonian-inspired, laissez-faire set of policies aimed towards the lives of farmers and the urban poor. The Jeffersonian approach failed to provide for their needs and left them in debt and squalor; as a result, people looked for an alternative approach. [9:  Charles Postel. The Populist Vision. Oxford ;New York: Oxford University Press, 2007, 142]  [10:  Vernon Louis Parrington. Main Currents in American Thought : an Interpretation of American Literature from the Beginnings to 1920: Volume III. New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1958, 20]  [11:  Thomas E. Watson. The People’s Party Campaign Book, 1892. New York: Arno Press, 1975, 33-38] 

Parrington describes this situation using the metaphor of the “Great Barbecue.” This image described the benefits of government patronage and appropriations as part of a “huge barbecue [that] was spread” to all of the “important persons, leading bankers and promoters and business men…”[footnoteRef:12] Then, when it came time for the workers and the poor to arrive to the “barbecue” of federal support, “they learned that they were no match at a barbecue for more voracious guests, and as they went home unsatisfied, a sullen anger burned in their hearts that expressed itself later in fierce agrarian revolts.”[footnoteRef:13] The barbecue in Parrington’s metaphor stood for the policy of government spending to solve problems, but that spending only benefitted the upper classes. While the lower classes still paid taxes to cover the cost of the barbecue, they did not reap its benefits and this angered them to the point of revolt. This policy defined the administration of Democratic President Grover Cleveland as much as it did the administration of Republican President Benjamin Harrison. The massive Civil War pension system may have been introduced by a Republican Congress, but it won support from Cleveland and the Democrats in two of their party platforms.[footnoteRef:14] For those industrial workers and disaffected farmers who desired the fundamental change of their living conditions, the inadequate “Great Barbecue” proved to be all that the leadership of both major parties could give them.  [12:  Vernon Louis Parrington, Main Currents in American Thought., 23]  [13:  Ibid., 24]  [14:  Thomas E. Watson, The People’s Party Campaign Book, 34] 

The void left by the Gilded Age intellectual tradition did not mean that Populists completely abandoned attempts to identify with Jeffersonian democracy. Both Tom Watson and James “Cyclone” Davis tried to argue that their movement stayed true to the tenets of Jeffersonian policy.[footnoteRef:15] “Every plank in the People’s Party Platform that came from Thomas Jefferson was true Democracy,” Davis argued in one of his speeches.[footnoteRef:16] However, even contemporaries disputed that assertion. Thomas Nugent argued that Jeffersonian democracy proved much too simplistic for the world of the late 19th century. The introduction of the “railroad, telegraph, and corporation…,” along with a number of other changes resulted in the need for “dispatching Thomas Jefferson to the historical dustbin…”[footnoteRef:17] It seemed inherently paradoxical for a party which supported large increases in the size and power of the federal government to help the poor to argue that they followed a small government tradition.[footnoteRef:18]  [15:  Ibid., 9-12]  [16:  Charles Postel, The Populist Vision, 160]  [17:  Ibid., 163]  [18:  Ibid., 142, 161] 


Correspondence and Influence
The failures of the Gilded Age phase of Hamiltonian governance, combined with the antiquated nature of Jeffersonian democracy led to a place to be filled in which appeals to leaders from other countries, such as Great Britain could take hold. Beginning in the early 1880s, the sharing of letters, articles and political works between leaders of both countries helped to result in these appeals. John Bright served as an example of one of these liberal figures. He lived his entire life in Britain but despite this, he also gained a strong following in the United States late in his career. Bright, a famous British Liberal, led a long career in public life stretching from the 1830s to his death in 1889. He organized the Anti-Corn Law League that successfully agitated for the repeal of British food tariffs (also known as the Corn Laws) in the 1840s.[footnoteRef:19] Bright also became famous as one of the few prominent British leaders of either party to oppose the Crimean War.[footnoteRef:20]  [19:  John Bright. The Public Letters of the Right Hon. John Bright. 2d ed. with additions and a memoir. London, S. Low, Marston, 1895. Kraus Reprint Co., 1969, xxiii]  [20:  Ibid., xxxiii] 

Due to these factors and his overall image as a Liberal reformer, Bright became an influential and beloved Liberal figure. His public letters indicate several instances of adoration from commercial, political and civic groups throughout the United States as well as Britain. These include the sculpting of a marble bust in Providence, an invitation to speak at a commercial convention in Detroit, official recognition by the State Chamber of Commerce of New York and an invitation to attend a celebration of the centennial anniversary of the framing of the Constitution.[footnoteRef:21] Such commemorations and invitations show not only a knowledge of, but an admiration for, a prominent British Liberal and one of William Ewart Gladstone’s major predecessors in the Liberal Party. Gladstone received admiration as well once the Prime Minister became a key face of liberal reform in Britain in the 1870s and 1880s. [21:  Ibid., 167-173] 

Gladstone himself corresponded with Ignatius Donnelly, a Populist writer and author of the Omaha Platform, the original platform of the People’s Party for the elections of 1892.[footnoteRef:22] An article of his highlighting the connections between the American and British people, “Kin Beyond the Sea,” was published in The North American Review in 1878 and republished in The New York Times in the same year. It provoked a strong response in the pages of Popular Science Monthly where later that same year, an article entitled “American Facts and Gladstone Fallacies” ran that heaped a considerable amount of criticism on the elder British statesman.[footnoteRef:23] The response also shows the familiarity that Americans had with Gladstone’s policies some ten years before the genesis of the People’s Party in the late 1880s. Not only Americans in general, but Populists specifically read these periodicals. Ignatius Donnelly, Populist-leaning Democrat Daniel Voorhees and William Jennings Bryan all wrote for the North American Review and supporters wrote a number of contemporary articles on Populism within the pages of Popular Science Monthly.[footnoteRef:24] More importantly, familiarity with these principles and their success in the formative early years of the movement show the influence that they had. Populist reformers who fought for political goals and were underwhelmed by Jeffersonian and Hamiltonian traditions read about similar goals being achieved in England. It is reasonable to suppose that such circumstances led to intellectual appeals to Britain, even when the influence behind those appeals continued to be subtle. [22:  William Gladstone. The Gladstone Diaries: Volume 10: January 1881- July 1883. Clarendon Press, 1968, 220]  [23:  "American Facts and Gladstone Fallacies." The Popular Science Monthly: Supplement. Dec (1878), 181]  [24:  Ignatius Donnelly, "Delia Bacon's Unhappy Story," The North American Review, 148, no. 388 (1889); William Jennings Bryan, "Has the election settled the money question?," The North American Review, 163, no. 481 (1896); Clarence N. Ouslet., " A Lesson in Co-operation," Popular Science Monthly, 36, (April, 1890); William Youmans, "Populist Logic," Popular Science Monthly, 46 (1895),] 

Reform without Socialism
 One of these areas of appeal focused on the nature of reform. Many foreign reformers and possible reform movements that the Populists appealed to throughout the 1880s appeared radical or socialist in one way or another. But earlier, radical British reform movements in the United States had been greatly moderated by their experiences in this country, so the eventual, non-socialist attributes that Populist reform took on often appealed more to Gladstone’s moderate approach to reform. It seemed clear from the prior experience of American reform movements that a socialist or radical approach could not gain mass appeal, as the Chartist example show. Earlier British reformers who came to the United States arrived as part of the British reform movement known as Chartism, which derived its name from the People’s Charter. This document listed a number of grievances from the lower classes. Representatives from the masses wrote the charter in 1838 and presented to Parliament in 1842 and 1848. While the charter focused on overturning suffrage restrictions, the movement also galvanized labor organizers, socialist-leaning radicals and those who agitated over the ownership of land.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  Owen R. Ashton. The Chartist Legacy. England: Merlin Press, 1999, 1-11] 

When the second presentation of the Charter failed in 1848, many Chartist leaders immigrated to the United States. Thomas Devyr, a former Chartist who had a presence in American politics in the 1840s and 1850s received vehement opposition by many forces and figures that had been sympathetic to other reform movements and figures.[footnoteRef:26] Other Chartists such as Daniel Weaver made more of an impact through assimilation with American movements that sought reform in a much more moderate way than the Chartists in England did. As Chartism historian Ray Boston notes, failure to achieve their goals in England led to former Chartists pursuing a more moderate approach to reform that did not involve violent or radical agitation.[footnoteRef:27]Along the same lines, Gladstone proved able to advocate a number of moderate reforms that benefitted the working and agrarian classes without appealing to radicalism or socialism.  [26:  Ray Boston. British Chartists in America, 1839-1900. Manchester University Press;, 1971, 49]  [27:  Ibid., 45] 

In fact, like many Populists he fought as a strong critic of socialist policies and approaches. One of his secretaries, Lord Kilbracken asserted that Gladstone’s “conception of Liberalism was the negation of socialism.”[footnoteRef:28] Gladstone also wrote in support of laissez-faire economist Herbert Spencer’s introduction to A Plea for Liberty, a collection of anti-socialist essays published in 1891.[footnoteRef:29] This approach of reform without socialism became popular in the rhetoric of a number of Populists. Texas Populist James “Cyclone” Davis, in his 1894 work A Political Revelation writes that, “We [the Populists] favor a Democracy and stand by the principal that governments are organized to perform for the whole people at cost...” This is in opposition to socialism, which, “recognizes no private right to property, but forms the government into one vast partnership…”[footnoteRef:30] Davis makes clear his support of a strong government that will take action to protect the poor and disaffected, but will not embrace the collectivist nature of socialism. The need to abandon private property, which Davis attributes to his definition of socialism, is a bridge too far. [28:  Arthur Kilbracken. Reminiscences of Lord Kilbracken. Madison: MacMillan and Co., 1931, 84]  [29:  David Duncan. Life and Letters of Herbert Spencer,. Methuen, 1908, 302]  [30:  Norman Pollack. The Populist Mind. Bobbs-Merrill, 1967, 214] 

In “Individualism versus Socialism,” William Jennings Bryan argues for the impracticality of socialism and that the strengths of socialism are “due to the condemnation of abuses which, while existing under individualism, are not at all necessary to individualism-- abuses which the individualists are as anxious as the socialists to remedy.”[footnoteRef:31] He also argues that socialism supports monopoly, an anathema to his belief in free competition and the individual.[footnoteRef:32] The simultaneous rejection of socialism and support of interventionist reform inherent in these figures and their works was pioneered successfully by Gladstone at least a decade before many of these works reached the public. Thus, these later Populists most likely wrote under the influence of this prominent politician whose work they were certainly familiar with, an influence that informed appeals they made to the British leader. [31:  William Jennings Bryan. William Jennings Bryan; Selections. Bobbs-Merrill, 1967, 84]  [32:  Ibid., 88] 

Imperialism and the Populist Response
	Once the severity of changes and rejection of socialism had been established, there appeared a need to define the positions that the People’s Party planned to take. On the issue of imperialist growth, the opinions of Gladstone certainly held sway. His approach became successful, prominent and held relevance at a time and on a subject where older intellectual traditions did not hold sway, since imperialism emerged as a relatively new phenomenon in the 1880s and 1890s for the isolationist United States. When applied to the notion of national expansion, the Jeffersonian/Hamiltonian traditions focused much more on issues of Manifest Destiny like the future of Texas and Oregon. Such arguments had not focused on expansion past the North American continent.[footnoteRef:33] Earlier expansion such as the Alaska purchase often focused on immediate questions and not on the philosophical differences that characterized fundamental, Jeffersonian/Hamiltonian debate. In the case of the 1867 purchase of Alaska, the issues debated mostly consisted of worries over the defense of such a large territory and personal feelings regarding Seward and President Andrew Johnson, both polarizing figures at the time.[footnoteRef:34] But with the pressures to expand brought about by the rise of imperialist politicians and the situation in Hawaii, the debate raged to the forefront of American politics and served as campaign fodder for the People’s Party. [33:  Thomas E. Watson, The People’s Party Campaign Book, 28]  [34:  Richard H. Immerman. Empire for Liberty : a History of American Imperialism from Benjamin Franklin to Paul Wolfowitz. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2010, 125.] 

Meanwhile, there had been decades of debate over the imperial question in Britain, where it had been a major part of the rivalry between Gladstone and Conservative leader Benjamin Disraeli. At this time, a particular argument against imperial expansion began to emerge that would later prove vital to the American Populist movement. The argument centered around the notion that it was irresponsible for the government to be so deeply focused on the concerns and affairs of the Empire and not as concerned for aiding the people at home in one way or another. Money that went to foreign garrisons, wars and aid to the colonies could have better been spent at home aiding the poor or reducing their tax burden. 
An example occurred in the third speech of the Midlothian Campaigns of 1879-1880, a famous set of campaigns for the 1880 U.K. General Election where Gladstone pioneered the modern political campaign. During this particular speech, Gladstone argued that in order to foster a successful foreign policy, an empire must enact, “just legislation and economy at home, thereby producing two of the great elements of national power namely, wealth, which is a physical element, and union and contentment, which are moral elements…”[footnoteRef:35] Gladstone suggests here that the foreign empire cannot be strong if spending on maintaining it makes the home country weak. In the early 1880s, a key part of this argument centered on an appeal to expanding the franchise made by Gladstone and the Liberals.[footnoteRef:36] Other issues such as reducing taxation on the poor and helping provide for local services would be part of this argument at other times throughout the century.[footnoteRef:37] All of these issues (suffrage, taxation, local services) became areas that politicians could pay attention to instead of focusing on foreign affairs. [35:  William Gladstone. Political Speeches in Scotland, November and December 1879. Edinburgh: A. Elliot, 1879, 115.]  [36:  E. Spencer Wellhofer. Democracy, Capitalism, and Empire in Late Victorian Britain, 1885-1910. Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Macmillan Press ;, 1996, 45]  [37:  William Gladstone. The Speeches and Public Addresses of the Right Hon. W. E. Gladstone: With Notes and Introductions. London: Methuen and Company, 1894, 277] 

Such arguments appealed to a segment of influential Populist leaders. Certainly some members of the movement, such as Mary Elizabeth Lease of Kansas supported imperialism and the rhetoric of American imperialists such as Alfred T. Mahan and William McKinley.[footnoteRef:38] However, key Populists such as Tom Watson and William Jennings Bryan had serious reservations. Tom Watson argued that imperialism helped to fuel social problems in Germany, where so much of the country’s wealth went to arms that the people were going hungry and revolting. He added, “Strengthening our Navy; building Forts, Arsenals, and Dock Yards has a deep meaning luring underneath.”[footnoteRef:39] Such spending undermines money that could otherwise be spent on the poor and also creates a force that could be used to crush the poor when they revolt over their circumstances.  [38:  Charles Postel, The Populist Vision, 99-100]  [39:  Thomas E. Watson, The People’s Party Campaign Book, 218] 

Bryan’s arguments focused on another aspect which implicitly relates to Gladstone’s example: the so-called “moralistic” aspect of Gladstone’s critique of imperialism. In works such as The Credo of the Commoner, Bryan issues strong denunciations of imperialistic paternalism that are similar to earlier denunciations by Gladstone.[footnoteRef:40] Though without a direct reference to an individual it is impossible to state for certain where one received inspiration, since Populists such as Bryan both read and contributed to circulations including works by Gladstone, it is likely that the British reformer’s thoughts influenced those of the American reformer. Although Bryan did not appeal to Gladstone directly, the influence on his rhetoric help to show his intellectual impact and this impact led to intellectual appeals by other Populist figures. [40:  William Jennings Bryan. The Credo of the Commoner. Printed at Occidental College, 1968, 79] 

A More Equitable Form of Taxation
In addition to a non-socialist approach to reform and foreign policy, aspects of Gladstone’s domestic policy appeared intriguing to many Populists as well. One of these was the particular set of policies that he used to push for more equitable taxation. The shift in the burden of taxation, necessary for the Populists to both relieve pressure on the poor and pay for their programs, had been successfully embraced earlier under different circumstances by Gladstone and influenced appeals to Gladstone in their policies and rhetoric. Gladstone had taken many steps throughout his career to reduce the taxes that had to be paid by the lower classes. Perhaps the most famous of these was a reduction of the taxes that the government levied on sugar and tea, so that the common person could have a much cheaper breakfast.[footnoteRef:41] This approach resulted both from an outgrowth of the classical liberal argument for reduced government interference and a focus on the middle class that characterized Gladstone’s body of work.  [41:  William Gladstone, The Speeches and Public Addresses…, 276-279] 

While the political context was different, Gladstone’s arguments appear similar to the reasoning Populists gave in support of a progressive income tax. The United States did have an income tax during the Civil War, but it had been introduced along with paper currency as emergency measures to pay for the war.[footnoteRef:42] But with an income tax imposed in the late 1880s, there would be less pressure on the collection of tariffs, a tax that Populists believed went directly into the coffers of the industrialists while raising the prices on necessities for the common people. It would allow the movement to be able to pay for the expansions in government expenditure and control (public ownership of the railways, the subtreasury plan, etc.) without placing the burden squarely on the shoulders of the lower classes.[footnoteRef:43]  [42:  Thomas E. Watson, The People’s Party Campaign Book, 40-43]  [43:  James L. Hunt. Marion Butler and American Populism. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2003, 138.] 

Land and the Irish Question
The latter part of Gladstone’s career after the Midlothian Campaign and the early 1880s focused much more on the situation in Ireland than the earlier part of his career. As a result, the impact that this period had on the Populists differed from his earlier appeal. Influences regarding government spending, imperialism and support of the common man were combined with the growing impact of the Irish question. Gladstone became a beloved figure by the Irish over the questions of Home Rule and Irish immigrants, knowledgeable of his actions on Home Rule and land reform brought this particular form of guidance to the Populist movement.
Populists found common cause with the Irish primarily on the question of land tenure and focused their attention on Irish leaders such as Charles Parnell, a long-time agitator and leader of the Irish Parliamentary Party. Walter T.K. Nugent, a historian of Kansas Populism specifically asserted that from the 1880s through the early 1890s, “agrarians frequently praised Parnell, Irish attempts to throw off the yoke of landlordism and rack-renting, and in general such putative Irish virtues as frugality, industriousness, bravery in battle, and fortitude in economic distress.”[footnoteRef:44] This work shows the appeal that the Irish had to the Populists and the familiarity that Populists had with Irish problems and concerns, since Populists faced their own versions of these problems at home on a daily basis. [44:  Walter T. Nugent. The Tolerant Populists, 117] 

This intellectual and experiential influence became conflated with personal influence through the presence of Irish immigrants in the American Populist movement. Mary Elizabeth Lease, one of the major organizers in the People’s Party, was the daughter of Irish immigrants along with the aforementioned Ignatius Donnelly. Nugent remarks that Lease’s family had been victims of political exile and so she was in touch with the problems facing Ireland at this time, while Donnelly’s connection to Gladstone in the early 1880s, a prime period for legislation concerning Ireland, has already been established.[footnoteRef:45] [45:  Ibid.] 

Individual Irish leaders had their own views on the question of Irish Home Rule, but they were also key in establishing the Populist connection to Gladstone from this part of his career. In order to better understand his connection to this question, however, one must at least discuss the frame of Anglophobia that often went alongside questions over the situation in Ireland and also for the English poor. A number of Populist writers, including 1892 People’s Party presidential candidate James Weaver remark upon the concentration of wealth in England as a warning to what may happen in the United States if their programs are not enacted.[footnoteRef:46] The example of England is supposed to galvanize Weaver’s audience into voting for Populist candidates who will fight to prevent such an unequal society from emerging in the United States. Others have a more practical concern for this animosity rooted in their real-life experience with British companies.  [46:  James B. Weaver. A Call to Action. Arno Press, 1974, 220] 

Understanding the place of British companies in the Populist worldview can help one better understand the complex attitude that Populists had towards the British. Throughout the 19th century, the South attracted North companies primarily with her low wages and business-friendly government policies. These companies either took part in large, exploitative monopolies or worked alongside monopolies to adversely affect the economic affairs of the lower classes.[footnoteRef:47] However, Northeastern companies were not the only ones active in the South. English bankers and landowners had bought land, industry and railroads throughout the country. Their purchases drove up land prices, crowded out Populist workers and business and led to higher railroad charges for Populists wishing to transport their goods. They became some of the most important reasons for the oppressive circumstances that the Populists were facing at this time. These activities of British companies, not individual British citizens or leaders provoked the fear that England seemed poised to economically dominate the South in a colonial fashion.[footnoteRef:48]  [47:  C. Vann Woodward. Origins of the New South, 1877-1913,. Louisiana State University Press, 1971, 118-119]  [48:  Ibid.] 

Through this accusation of renewed colonialism, it appears as though Populism had a profoundly Anglophobic strain. This strain often appeared alongside references to the British/Jewish banking family the Rothschilds, a reference that connects Anglophobia with anti-Semitic attributes.[footnoteRef:49] The name “Rothschild” typically held connotations of anti-Semitism and fed the stereotype of Jews all being greedy and in charge of banks. Historian William Nugent, however, points out that the viewpoint of general prejudice and animosity towards the British did not fully encapsulate the Populist approach to the British. They did not use the actions of British landlords and bankers to curse all of England or all of the English leadership, for that matter. Populist writers avoid general, blanket renunciations of every British person or every Jewish person. Nugent argues that in the case of the Jews, “they [the Populists] have been accused of anti-Semitism, both personal and ideological; instead they consistently got along well with their Jewish neighbors and consistently refrained from extending their dislike of certain financiers, who happened to be Jewish to Jews in particular.”[footnoteRef:50] The focus fell less on the “Jewish race” or on the “English person” and more on particular names and actions. Populists in this time period would have known who their enemies were in England and would not have ignored the works of an English leader simply because of where they came from. [49:  James B. Weaver, A Call to Action, 291; Walter T. Nugent, The Tolerant Populists, 111-114]  [50:  Walter T. Nugent, The Tolerant Populists, 231] 

Gladstone came across as different from the other Britons that the Populists despised for a number of reasons, most notably his image as a man of the people and his record for opposing all of the elements of the particular Britons that the Populists hated. His well-known opposition to the bankers and landowners, and his support of Home Rule made him an example that the Populists could follow. This Populist support arose due to the importance of land to both the Irish question and the Populists and the members of the Populist movement with Irish backgrounds. Gladstone made a public and well-known shift in 1886 which helped to tie him with the cause of the Irish. In that year, he abandoned his opposition to Ireland having a separate parliament and began to support the Government of Ireland Bill. The bill would have provided self-government to the Irish people and achieved a major aim of Irish nationalists that had been agitated for ever since the Act of Union did away with the Kingdom of Ireland in 1801.[footnoteRef:51] With this move, Gladstone established himself as a prominent supporter of the rights of the Irish people and had gained a place of high regard amongst them. A prominent Irish-American writer and Irish nationalist, Margaret Sullivan summed up this attitude when she wrote in The Fact of Home Rule that, “He [Gladstone] has found a Fact as powerful as a law; it is that communities are contended in proportion to their share of political self-government, if the form be sufficiently elastic to prove self-correcting.”[footnoteRef:52] This quote shows how Gladstone gained prominence to Irish immigrants and how they could bring this appreciation for Gladstone into appeals in favor of Populist policies. [51:  Duncan Brack. Great Liberal Speeches. London: Politico’s Pub., 2001, 182-189]  [52:  Margaret Sullivan. "The Fact of Home Rule." Catholic World. no. 214 (1883), 564] 

The question of Home Rule served as a prominent issue to Irish immigrants and those descended from Irish immigrants. Home Rule more or less melded with the questions over land and rent-holding that the Populists felt more strongly about, since both were necessary for the success of Ireland and served as deeply held convictions for Irish immigrants. As T.F. Galwey asserts in Ireland in the Future, “The land question is evidently on the way to a satisfactory solution. Still, the fact is, no industrial or social improvement of great consequence can take place until Ireland has been brought to some certain political status.”[footnoteRef:53] Home Rule achieved perhaps the greatest goal of Irish nationalism and could not have been separated from the land question, both of which played a key role in Gladstone’s image and influence. [53:  T.F. Galwey. "The Future of Ireland." Catholic World. no. 208 (1882), 435] 

This image became coupled with the fact Gladstone had also passed a land rent bill earlier in his career that he discussed in his speeches.[footnoteRef:54] The bill increased the number of landholders in Ireland, allowed for petitions to reduce rents and provided money for land improvement. It was bolstered by another bill that reduced the amounts tenants had to pay in arrears, a term for a system of mortgage where payments came due at the end of the mortgage period.[footnoteRef:55] Gladstone’s prominence on Home Rule helped his more Populist-friendly views on land gain a wider acceptance and they may have helped to influence the many references to land and land reform inherent in Populist speeches and rhetoric, as well as the many references to Gladstone himself. [54:  Duncan Brack. Great Liberal Speeches, 190]  [55:  John Morley. The Life of William Ewart Gladstone,. [New ed.]. Macmillan, 1905, 64-66] 


Image and Influence
These economic and political attributes helped to build a particular character and image around Gladstone that became almost as influential to the Populists in their appeals to him as his actual ideas. D.A. Hamer highlights this point rather poignantly in “Gladstone: The Making of a Political Myth.” Hamer focuses this work on how a certain disconnect emerges when one analyzes the view that society had of a person while they were alive and active versus the view that scholarship can come to a consensus over after that person is no longer active in their field.[footnoteRef:56] Contemporaries viewed Gladstone as the hero of the masses as an extraordinary and exceptional leader of the people, which conflicts with what one can find throughout scholarly research. The disconnect between man and myth served an important role during Gladstone’s life in the land where he held power, but the gap widened considerably when one considers his impact in a country as far away as the United States. More of the myth and less of the man himself are received by Americans who know most of what they know about Gladstone through periodicals and his occasional writings that gain some level of acceptance in the United States. The sources on Gladstone that did reach the United States would not have contained information that would have helped Americans learn about “the man himself” and would have been much more focused on aspects of the myth. [56:  D.A. Hamer.. "Gladstone: The Making of a Political Myth." Victorian Studies. no. 1 (1978). http://www.jstor.org/stable/3826927 (accessed October 26, 2013), 29, 44] 

This general image of Gladstone that came to this country allowed him to be used as an influence in many different situations, even on issues where his views did not necessarily align with those of the Populists. One example of this is the silver question. The question of using silver to inflate a nation’s currency proved much less important or contentious in England as it did in the United States, especially in the latter part of the 19th century. No proposals for free silver appeared in the debates between Disraeli and Gladstone and Gladstone had no well-known opinions on the matter, but he also did not vehemently come out against an inflationary measure to help the common people.
Even with this being the case, a quote by the Liberal leader still appears in “A Lea for Free Silver” by Daniel Voorhees. Representative Voorhees did not join the Populist Party, but he supported the coinage of the free silver which galvanized many of their members. In this work, he makes a long and passionate plea for the introduction of silver as an accepted currency pegged at a fixed rate to gold, an inflationary action that would have eased debts on farmers throughout the country. At one point in his article, he turns to Gladstone to support his views. Voorhees writes, “Gladstone, in pointing out the dangers which beset England, says: ‘We are in danger of engendering both a gerontocracy and a plutocracy.’[footnoteRef:57] The author acknowledges the loose use of his citation by immediately pointing out that the notion of gerontocracy (or rule of old families) did not persist as a problem for the United States as it did for England. He then goes about rhetorically connecting Gladstone’s view on English concerns linked to plutocracy (or rule by the rich) to what he saw as the gold problem and the solution of free silver. Voorhees writes that, “the power of money, pure and simple, in the hands of a very small percentage of our population, who are without ability except in money-getting… casts its threatening and baleful shadow over the present and future of the American people.[footnoteRef:58] The fact that Gladstone did not focus on the coinage of silver to alleviate farmer debts when he formulated that statement does not seem to concern Voorhees. Such a disconnect reflects the imperfect nature of Populist appeals to Europe; a more cohesive system of international connections may not have associated Gladstone with a specific policy position that Gladstone did not hold. [57:  Daniel Voorhees. "The Lea of Free Silver." The North American Review. no. 420 (1891), 530]  [58:  Ibid.] 

William Ewart Gladstone’s significance to the Populist movement is not always obvious. When it came to their political works, Populists focused much more on facts, circumstances and their proposed actions than on ideological influences. Still, Populists did reference British figures and appealed to them and their policies in an ad hoc manner. They stayed in contact with British Liberals such as Gladstone and knew of the success that they had achieving goals that were similar to Populist goals. While they captured the spirit of Gladstone’s liberalism, these intellectual arguments referencing Gladstone did not always reflect the entirety of his views or their context. This does not, however, diminish the power that they had for Populist rhetoric. Although one cannot say with absolute certainty regarding Gladstone’s impact on the Populists, in fields such as taxation and the silver question, it would be quite reasonable to assert that the Populist appeals to the man shed some light on the role that he played in the movement and on the nature of Populist rhetoric in general.




Chapter 2: Joseph Chamberlain, Producerism and Populism
Introduction
	Similar to the influence of William Ewart Gladstone, appeals to Joseph Chamberlain by members of the Populist movement touches upon a number of different dynamics and contradictions inherent in American Populism. Chamberlain’s viewpoints helped to bring clarity, clout and a visible path forward for different members of the movement by providing them with a popular and successful model to follow. The changes and contradictions of his career also help to illustrate some of the shifting and contradictory impulses held by many Populists as the movement progressed through the 1880s and 1890s. While some Populists embraced liberalism without socialism in the vein of Gladstone, others found Chamberlain’s more socialist-friendly stances more appealing, especially considering municipal socialism. This further supports the description of Populist appeals to Europe as an ad hoc process not shared by every member of the movement. In addition to the question of socialism, both the figure of Chamberlain and the ideals surrounding him influenced the Populist projects of uniting with labor (in particular, the Populist alliance with the Knights of Labor), articulating the theory of producerism and embracing a new form of imperialist expansion. Appeals to his works, speeches and overall image, combined with the works of British leaders that he influenced, gave Populists guidance while they attempted to launch new political projects and articulated their views on key political questions.


The Beliefs and Views of Joseph Chamberlain

	Chamberlain’s rhetoric changed substantially over the course of his public life. This long and illustrious career began in earnest with his position as the Liberal mayor of the British city of Birmingham, a post he won in 1873. In Birmingham, he became known for "municipal socialism,” an ideology where the city becomes responsible for providing services such as gas, water and streetlights instead of private corporations.[footnoteRef:59] Once Chamberlain won election to Parliament in 1876, he became the leader of the Radical wing of the Liberal Party. The Radical Programme of 1885 later solidified the views of the Radicals into a single document. This platform contained a number of policy proposals supported by both agrarian and labor leaders. Many aspects of the program, such as free schools and the establishment of the English Church would not have been particularly pertinent to American Populists. The Programme did include some proposals that the Populists would have read and found relevant, such as: reformed local governance; slum clearance powers for local governments; the local subsidizing of land for the rural poor, and a more progressive income tax.[footnoteRef:60] In addition to this, Chamberlain both embraced socialism and rejected tenets of communism as he saw them (doing away with all private property, removing the wage system, etc.). The views expressed in these pages helped to establish a particular public image of Chamberlain as a protector of the rights of the poor, particularly through the mechanism of state action. [59:  Travis L. Crosby. Joseph Chamberlain : a Most Radical Imperialist. London ;New York: I.B. Tauris, 2011, 16-22]  [60:  Joseph Chamberlain. The Radical Programme. London: Chapman and Hall, 1885. https://archive.org/stream/radicalprogramme00chamiala, 10, 12, 13, 15, 62-70, 90, 207] 

	Government support for the destitute continued to be a part of Chamberlain’s image throughout the 1880s and 1890s. But during this time period, his commitment towards reform became subsumed by his focus on the Irish question, the long and contentious debate over who would administer government in Ireland. The desire to fight against Home Rule led Chamberlain in 1886 to bolt from the Liberal Party and join the Conservatives in a coalition government. While the focus of his speeches shifted towards Ireland and away from social and agricultural reform, he did not abandoned these views.[footnoteRef:61] Instead, those views gained wider acceptance and were adopted and propagated by other radicals in England. Chamberlain also returned to a focus on radical positions starting with the Conservative victory in 1892, when he proposed the eight-hour day and a law providing old age pensions.[footnoteRef:62] After this period, his interests shifted once again support for the Boer War and raising tariffs in the British Empire. This background is key to understanding the complexity of appeals to this figure and accounting for the lack of explicit references to specific ideas held by Chamberlain in the works of Populist authors. Populist authors discuss ideas which have much in common with the ideas of Chamberlain, but rarely do they mention his name. Appealing by name to such an erratic leader may have inflamed the passions of those who disagreed vehemently with some of the myriad positions that he took during his career. This lack of explicit reference does not mean that his influence was at all diminished. Instead, it means that one must dig deeply to see more implicit references to phrases that Chamberlain used, policies that he introduced and approaches that he took to the political and economic problems of the day. [61:  Ibid., 55-7, 130]  [62:  Travis L. Crosby, Joseph Chamberlain…, 101-102] 

Exposure to American Audiences
Chamberlain’s viewpoints on socialism, labor and imperialism had an impact on the American Populists partially because of the exposure that these ideas received in this country. As with Gladstone, the pages of the North American Review show a number of references and articles regarding Chamberlain’s views. In “Some Aspects of Democracy in England,” written in the Review in 1884, prominent constitutional law professor Albert Vann Dicey paints a positive portrait of the radical British liberal for the American and Populist readers of the publication. He writes that in the Conservative press, the ascendancy of Chamberlain caused, “a good deal more horror than would be aroused in France by the nomination as premier of the reddest Republican who sits in the French Assembly.”[footnoteRef:63] Dicey goes on to denounce this horror as “factitious” and defines Chamberlain as a man driven by Populist-friendly attributes like “unaristocratic antecedents and… revolutionary schemes.”[footnoteRef:64] This work helped to bring the image of Chamberlain to American readers of this magazine, an audience that likely included some Populists since a number of Populists also wrote articles in that magazine. [63:  Albert Dicey. "Some Aspects of Democracy in England." The North American Review. no. 323 (1883): 317-327, 319]  [64:  Ibid.] 

Another article in The North American Review that described Chamberlain came from H.M. Hyndman, a leading British Radical and socialist who toured the United States early in his career. In 1886, Hyndman wrote an article entitled Socialism and England on Chamberlain’s arguments regarding, “the advantage to be derived from ‘socialistic’ legislation…”[footnoteRef:65] These articles suggest that some American readers knew of Chamberlain, his views and his radical approach. These articles also reached the public during the formative years of the Populist movement before the Populists organized the People’s Party. The groups that later comprised the People’s Party were most receptive to influence and the making of rhetorical appeals at this time because they were still forming the policy approaches that they would eventually fight for on the campaign trail. [65:  Henry Hyndman. "Socialism in England ." The North American Review. no. 358 (1886): 225-237, 235] 

Chamberlain’s name also appears on numerous occasions in the Populist magazine The Arena. British writer and activist Reverend George Walters wrote a supportive piece on him in the August 1900 edition of the magazine entitled “British Movements and Leaders.” In the piece, Walters describes Chamberlain as “the savior of the British Empire” and the hero of a struggle on the side of “the spirit of liberty [when it] comes into collision with the spirit of bigotry or of autocracy.”[footnoteRef:66] This article suggests the appeal that Chamberlain had at least to the editors of the paper, since they introduced a pro-Chamberlain viewpoint to Populist leaders. General support of Chamberlain in this magazine came from Populist writers as well. Albert Watkins, a Populist from Nebraska implied in a 1900 issue that Chamberlain stood as a reformer willing to support policies considered socialist by some, policies that he supported.[footnoteRef:67] [66:  George Walters. "British Movements and Leaders." The Arena Magazine: Volume 24. (1900), 116, 118]  [67:  Albert Watkins. "Is Socialism an Element of “Bryanism"?."The Arena Magazine: Volume 24. (1900), 229] 

Populist leaders also supported some of Chamberlain’s particular policy proposals in their magazine. Municipal socialism became the primary example of this support. Reverend Leighton Williams, a Progressive thinker with connections to the Populist movement, wrote favorably of Chamberlain’s municipal socialism in The Arena in 1894. He labeled Chamberlain’s approach a “great success” compared to municipal reform programs in other cities like New York.[footnoteRef:68] In “Anticipating the Unearned Increment,” a Populist figure from Idaho named I.W. Hart touted the success of Chamberlain’s municipal reforms.[footnoteRef:69] A much more influential force for American Populism, utopian author and activist Edward Bellamy wrote his own emphatic article supporting Chamberlain and his approach to municipal politics.[footnoteRef:70] He argued that, “the extension of municipal powers [in the way pioneered by Chamberlain] is itself a force to drive out corruption and purify politics…”[footnoteRef:71] These articles show how Populists supported not just the general reformer that Chamberlain’s symbolized, but also specific reforms which he became well-known for. This explicit support in The Arena, a magazine that Populists would read for intellectual influence, also shows the influence of appeals to Chamberlain in Populist policy. [68:  Leighton WIlliams. "Municipal Reform: The Need of a Positive Program." The Arena Magazine: Volume 9. (1894), 647]  [69:  I.W. Hart. "Anticipating the Unearned Increment." The Arena Magazine: Volume 18. (1897).]  [70:  Historian Worth Robert Miller once wrote in a discussion of Marxist thought in Populism that, “Most [Populists]… were followers of the American Utopian novelist Edward Bellamy, not Karl Marx.” Worth Robert Miller. “A Centennial Historiography of Populism.” Retrieved from http://clio.missouristate.edu/wrmiller/Populism/Texts/historiography.htm]  [71:  Edward Bellamy. "The Tyranny of All the People." The Arena Magazine: Volume 4. (1891), 183-184] 

	Joseph Chamberlain himself did a considerable amount to publicize his views within the United States. Part of this publicizing came in the pages of The North American Review. Chamberlain wrote an 1891 article entitled Favorable Aspects of State Socialism which presents an important intellectual and theoretical model that the Populists would soon follow in many ways. He begins his article by giving an overview of socialism (as an ideology focused on state intervention in the economy to help the poor and workers) and the alternative to socialism held by groups such as the conservatives in England. The article then shifts to the case of Birmingham in particular. Chamberlain describes Birmingham before his takeover as a “town in which scarcely anything had been done either for the instruction, for the health, for the recreation, for the comfort, or for the convenience of the artisan population…”[footnoteRef:72] He uses this quote to juxtapose Birmingham before his takeover with Birmingham after the introduction of municipal socialism. The city provided many new services at this time, usually with Chamberlain using his own fortune to help facilitate their purchase. During his tenure as mayor, the city provided cheaper gas, water and lighting for its citizens; cleaned up the sewage system; introduced a scholarship system; funded an infectious-diseases hospital, and repaved roads amongst other reforms.[footnoteRef:73] The successful nature of these programs, combined with the timing of the article’s publishing show a model for successful state intervention that Populists could follow. [72:  Joseph Chamberlain. "Favorable Aspects of State Socialism ."The North American Review. no. 414 (1891): 534-549., 537]  [73:  Ibid.] 


The First American Visit
	These relatively small examples of appeals in Populist works shrank in comparison to the exposure Chamberlain received when he visited the United States in November and December 1887. The scope of Chamberlain’s trip, the interest that it created and his numerous speeches did a considerable amount to popularize his views, particularly amongst American intellectual leaders who read newspapers and attended speeches. This visit did not emanate from the administration of then-Prime Minister Lord Salisbury for the purpose of spreading Chamberlain’s views, however, but instead resulted from a dispute between Canada and the United States over fisheries. Chamberlain had joined the Conservative government of Lord Salisbury after the Conservative victory in 1885 and settled for an appointment to the head of the Fisheries Commission. It was in this capacity that he arrived in New York in early November 1887. But Chamberlain soon made it clear to a reporter writing for the St. Louis Globe-Democrat that he intended, “to spend a couple of months studying the institutions of your country.”[footnoteRef:74] The fisheries question often fell by the wayside once American newspapers looked at Chamberlain’s record. The New York Times reported shortly after his arrival that, “his strong personality and undoubted ability lifted him over the heads of hundreds of others who were ancients in public life when he entered it.”[footnoteRef:75] The buzz created by the arrival of this prominent figure led to his ideas and biography being disseminated across the country where they certainly would have been read by Populist authors and thinkers. [74:  St. Louis Globe-Democrat, (St. Louis, MO) Tuesday, November 08, 1887; pg. 6; Issue 167; col G ]  [75:  "An American Englishman: Joseph Chamberlain’s Mission Here. The Appearance of the Member from Birmingham and His Views on Various Public Questions” The New York Times, , sec. Editorial, November 8, 1887, 2] 

Instead of being about fisheries, Chamberlain’s trip became an opportunity for him to travel across the country, giving speeches and garnering mention in local newspapers. In Baltimore, Chamberlain spoke to a group of graduate students on land reform and filled the room with his relatively short speech.[footnoteRef:76] The newspaper reports did not unilaterally support these speeches, but their inclusion in different papers still allowed Americans to learn of Chamberlain’s views. Historically Democratic newspapers like the Raleigh, North Carolina News and Observer lambasted Chamberlain for paranoid statements he made about possibly being attacked on his trip.[footnoteRef:77] No matter their take on his statements, Populists could still access these rival newspapers and learn the ideas that their enemies vigorously opposed. [76:  "Mr. Joseph Chamberlain in Baltimore." The Baltimore Sun, , sec. Editorial, December 17, 1887. http://search.proquest.com/docview/535020064/1421CE10949174C5DD1/1?accountid=14244 (accessed December 3, 2013).]  [77:  "The Right Honorable Joseph Chamberlain." The News and Observer, , sec. Editorial, January 8, 1888.] 



Chamberlain and the Labor-Agrarian Union
	The influence reflected in this visit and the pages of the North American Review also became known through the actions of particular American leaders. Many of these leaders helped to engineer the union between labor groups and agrarian organizations which defined the Populist period. A key American labor leader during this period, Samuel Gompers spread many of the ideas present in the Radical Programme throughout the labor movement. His correspondence reveals British influence, most prominently with a British labor leader, Ben Tillet.[footnoteRef:78] Tillet grew to notoriety following the London Dock Workers Strike of 1889. The policies which he supported during and after the strike mirrored earlier views of Chamberlain and the view that he expressed in the aftermath of the strike, where Chamberlain spoke openly in favor of the dock workers.[footnoteRef:79] This connection indicates some level of influence from the earlier and contemporary views of Chamberlain to Tillet, influence that fueled the appeals made by Populists to the British MP. Chamberlain’s influence passed through Tillet, onto Gompers and then through to the rest of the American labor movement at this time.  [78:  Will Chasan. Samuel Gompers: Leader of American Labor. Praeger Publishers, 1971, 90]  [79:  Peter T. Marsh. Joseph Chamberlain : Entrepreneur in Politics. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1994, 327-328] 

Even though many of his followers supported Populism, Gompers did not actually believe in a political alliance with the Populist movement.[footnoteRef:80] He insisted that labor unions needed to be trade organizations for the workers in different industries. Knights of Labor founder Terence V. Powderly had more of an impact when it came to intellectual appeals and a labor-Populist alliance. Powderly combined the earlier policies of Chamberlain with the idea of agrarian-industrial union that defined both Chamberlain’s work and that of the Populists. In speeches and works such as the Radical Programme, Chamberlain devotes considerable space both to the protection of farmers and of workers in the cities.[footnoteRef:81] While the specifics of labor reform did not appear in the Programme, they did become evident later in his career. As noted above, in the 1890s when Chamberlain came to power along with the Conservative government of Lord Salisbury, he introduced specifics of labor reform such as the eight-hour day and old age pensions.[footnoteRef:82] His earlier rhetoric in favor of workers, however, indicated to earlier American leaders his support of such policies.  [80:  Will Chasan. Samuel Gompers: Leader of American Labor, 89-91]  [81:  Joseph Chamberlain, The Radical Programme, 1-50]  [82:  Travis L. Crosby, Joseph Chamberlain…, 101-102] 

Powderly wrote extensively in favor of the eight-hour day and acted in favor of an urban-agrarian union.[footnoteRef:83] From the earliest years of the Populist movement, the Knights of Labor played a pivotal role. They contributed to the St. Louis Conference of 1889, the first declaration of political aims from the Farmer’s Alliance, the organization usually considered the forerunner to the Populist movement,.[footnoteRef:84] Before 1889, the Alliance concentrated on collective efforts to solve the problems of rural poverty and inequality. Solutions included storehouses, mills and even foundries owned and run by members of the Alliance.[footnoteRef:85] When these efforts began to fail, they turned towards political organization and met with the Knights in St. Louis to better articulate their demands. This conference resulted in a platform which begins, “Agreement made this day by and between the committee representing the National Farmers Alliance… on the one part and the… Knights of Labor on the other part…”[footnoteRef:86] Farmers recognized union labor as a strong political ally almost immediately after they embraced a political solution to solving their problems. [83:  Terence V. Powderly. "The Plea for Eight Hours." The North American Review. (1890), 464]  [84:  Norman Pollack. The Populist Response to Industrial America; Midwestern Populist Thought. Harvard University Press, 1962, 66-67]  [85:  C. Vann Woodward. Origins of the New South, 194-198]  [86:  Thomas E. Watson. The People’s Party Campaign Book, 110] 

The Knights also played a role in the next two major meetings of the Populists: the Ocala Conference of 1890 and the People’s Party convention in Omaha in 1892. This union resulted in the addition of labor-friendly policies in these latter two programs including support for the eight-hour day and the reform of onerous contract labor laws.[footnoteRef:87] It also resulted in legislative actions taken by some of the prominent Populists in Congress.[footnoteRef:88] While Tom Watson did not come from a district with industrial workers, he devoted at least part of his career to agitating Congress on their behalf. He introduced a bill condemning the Pinkerton Detective Agency in 1886 and devoted part of the People’s Party Campaign Book to railing against them.[footnoteRef:89] Watson also spoke out against the brutal suppression of the Homestead Strike of 1886.[footnoteRef:90] These actions and others contributed to the fulfillment of the alliance between the industrial and agrarian poor cultivated in the United States after 1889, an alliance that reflected Chamberlain’s role in the movement and reached the public in appeals to him made by Populist leaders. [87:  "The Omaha Platform." The National Economist, July 9, 1892.]  [88:  Ibid., 110-116]  [89:  Ibid., 128-156]  [90:  C. Vann Woodward. Tom Watson, Agrarian Rebel. [2d ed.]. Beehive Press, 1973., 206-207] 

Producerism
All of these actions and examples of rhetoric point to a major overarching theme: producerism. Producerism is the belief that those in the lower and middle classes (those who “produce”) need more of a say in society than those who finance business or move money around in one way or another. The notion of producerism becomes apparent on the first page of Henry Demarest Lloyd’s Wealth and Commonwealth when Lloyd writes, “They [syndicates and financiers] assert the right, for their private profit, to regulate the consumption by the people of the necessaries of life, and to control production, not by the needs of humanity, but by the desires of a few for dividends.”[footnoteRef:91] It underlines James Weaver’s Call to Action when he writes, “such persons [bankers and financial managers] are not likely to be deeply in love with the doctrine of human equality or to be especially interested in systems of political economy… designed to bring up the power and the independence of the industrial classes.”[footnoteRef:92] This ethos of producerism also helped contribute to the chronic distrust of bankers and, by extension the English in Populist literature. Banks and companies that swept in and bought up land in Populist communities did not directly produce anything and fell prey to these attacks.[footnoteRef:93]  [91:  Henry Demarest Lloyd. Wealth Against Commonwealth. Prentice-Hall, 1963. 9]  [92:  James B. Weaver. A Call to Action, 220]  [93:  Ibid.] 

While producerism had American roots, Chamberlain also articulated the major tenets of producerism in his speeches. A famous instance of this occurred in 1884 after Lord Salisbury rejected one of Chamberlain’s proposals for land reform and rent reduction in Ireland. Chamberlain gave a speech in Denbigh where he articulate the tenets of producerism a year before introducing his Radical Programme. He asserted in his speech that, “Lord Salisbury constitutes himself the spokesman of a class-of the class to which he himself belongs- ‘who toil not, neither do they spin.’”[footnoteRef:94] This quote, “who toil not, neither do they spin” also referred to the nobility in William Bysshe Shelley’s play Charles the First and became the central piece of this speech. The context of the comment in Shelley’s play, a literary work, held much less significance than the context when Chamberlain used it, for Chamberlain used it as a famous and public attack in the heat of a political speech. This becomes clear when one considers the backlash and name-calling that resulted from the speech (Salisbury himself called Chamberlain a “Sicilian bandit”). Chamberlain further articulated producerism when he argued that Salisbury’s fortunes, “originated in grants made long ago… and have since grown and increased while their owners slept, by the levy of an unearned share on all that other men have done by toil and labor…”[footnoteRef:95] The basic articulation of producerism became part of Chamberlain’s general body of work and ideas which gained exposure with the Populists over the next decade.  [94:  Joseph Chamberlain. Speeches of the Right Honorable Joseph Chamberlain. London: G. Routledge and Sons, 1885, 41]  [95:  Ibid.] 

Producerism and the Greenback Movement
While Chamberlain did play a key role in American producerism, it would be wrong to assume that the American tradition of producerism only came from the work of Joseph Chamberlain. Indeed, producerism did play a role in a number of American movements before the Populists or the ascendancy of Chamberlain. One prominent example of this was the Greenback movement. The Greenbackers gained their name from their support of an inflationary currency not backed by gold (the “greenback” dollars that once helped pay for the Civil War). This party fielded three presidential candidates in 1876, 1880 and 1884.[footnoteRef:96] After 1877, it even united with labor organizations and adapted pro-labor policies such as the eight hour day into its platform. At least two prominent Greenbackers, James Weaver and Daniel Russell later played a role in the Populist movement. Weaver ran for president on the Greenback ticket in 1880 and then the Populists nominated him in 1892. The Greenback movement clearly indicates an American precedent for a party based on producerism and a union between urban and agrarian labor, concepts that the Populist movement embodied. [96:  Robert C. McMath. American Populism : a Social History, 94-96] 

But this continuity can easily be overstated. One could emphasize British influence by challenging the notion of the Populist movement as a direct successor to the Greenback movement. A major reason for this centers on the different regions where the Populists held power compared to the Greenback movement, particularly in the South. Of the 28 elections that sent Greenback Party candidates to Congress, only five of them came from the South. The presidential candidates fielded by the Greenbackers all either came from the Northeast or the Midwest, with only one vice presidential candidate coming from the South (Benjamin Chambers of Texas).[footnoteRef:97] During the height of the Populist movement, the South sent a much higher percentage of representatives to Congress. The region also provided the party with its vice presidential candidates in the elections of 1892 and 1896 (James Field of Virginia and Tom Watson of Georgia, respectively) and its presidential candidates in 1904 and 1908 (Tom Watson).[footnoteRef:98] The South also considered different points and political questions during the time of the Greenback movement than it did with the Populist movement. Watson’s commitment to union labor and the wider points of the Omaha platform has already been established, but with the Greenback movement the greater questions of producerism and a pact with industrial labor played a less important role. C. Vann Woodward explains this in the context of Southern politics in the period. He writes, “The economic issues that divided Southern whites in this period were predominately local. Struggles over taxation, interest rates, and the lien law… over public schools, fence laws, fertilizer inspection… and railroad regulation raged on the hustings and in the legislatures of a dozen states.”[footnoteRef:99] Woodward also downplays the impact of the Greenback movement in the South in general, and national aspects in particular by placing the movement in a larger context of “insurgency.” In the context of late 1870s and early 1880s Southern insurgency, the issue of the repayment of Southern debt from the Civil War played a much more important role.[footnoteRef:100] This appears to be the main reason why Woodward signifies the Greenback movement not as a precursor to Populism, but as a “warning” to the conservative establishment regarding the later divisions that would eventually occur.[footnoteRef:101] Since the Greenbacks did not directly evolve into the Populists, other ideologies and influenced played a part and this leaves room for appeals to figures including Chamberlain. [97:  John Lalor. Cyclopædia of Political Science, Political Economy, and the Political History of the United States, "Greenback-Labor." Last modified 2004. Accessed December 4, 2013. http://www.econlib.org/library/YPDBooks/Lalor/llCy515.html.]  [98:  Infoplease, "Presidential Elections, 1789-2012." Last modified 2007. Accessed December 3, 2013. http://www.infoplease.com/ipa/A0781450.html.]  [99:  C. Vann Woodward. Origins of the New South, 85]  [100:  Ibid., 86]  [101:  Ibid., 84] 

Populist Imperialism and Chamberlain
The complicated history of imperialism in the Populist movement also echoed Chamberlain as one of many influences and a source of intellectual appeals. A number of different views on how Populists believed they should approach overseas expansion and for what reasons. I have already mentioned the anti-imperialist strain in the Populist movement, rooted in the views of Tom Watson and influenced by the career of William Ewart Gladstone. But this notion of anti-imperialism never took over the entire movement. Charles Postel writes that, “the Populists enjoyed no special immunity from the imperialist virus circulating through late nineteenth-century America and Europe.”[footnoteRef:102] While issues like the subtreasury plan and the protection of labor unions were mostly settled in the movement by the early 1890s, the debate over the role and nature of imperialism that the United States should pursue continued to divide the party. But at least one position on imperialism, held at one time or another by leading Populists like William Jennings Bryan, did follow a framework set by Chamberlain several years before. [102:  Charles Postel. The Populist Vision, 240-41] 

Throughout the 1890s, Chamberlain modified his public reputation and took on a new position within the role of Salisbury’s Conservative government. He did not waver from his commitment to social legislation and introduced a number of different reforms into Parliament, particularly in the first half of the 1890s.[footnoteRef:103] Unfortunately for his radical allies, these domestic issues became subsumed by his more public and official role as head of the Colonial Office. Chamberlain took this position in 1895 and soon began to pursue a particular form of imperialism. If imperial wars had to be fought, what would be the reasoning behind the campaigns? In the case of Chamberlain, his form of imperialism revolved around protecting oppressed groups and aiding the areas in which British control would be extended to. Chamberlain showed this in the early years of his secretariat by introducing programs to treat tropical diseases and invest in the less developed regions of the empire in the Indies and West Africa.[footnoteRef:104] These actions showed that he would not be a bellicose, opportunistic imperialist in the vein of Mary Lease and earlier imperialists such as Benjamin Disraeli.  [103:  Travis L. Crosby, Joseph Chamberlain…, 129-130]  [104:  Ibid., 114-117] 

The most important example of Chamberlain’s approach to foreign policy, however, became the issue of the Boer War. This war against the South African Transvaal republics directly resulted from the machinations of Cecil Rhodes, a prominent imperialist and Governor of the Cape Colony.[footnoteRef:105] Rhodes gained the support of Chamberlain and much of England for his plans by arguing that the Boer republics acted in an oppressive manner towards a minority group known as the Uitlanders. Instead of mentioning Rhodes’ involvement or his machinations (and publicly distancing himself from Rhodes), Chamberlain took up the cause of the Uitlanders and secured increased military expenditures in preparation for a possible war.[footnoteRef:106] He criticized the Boers for their “rigid and archaic Transvaal government” and affirmed that “All Britain asked was common justice and reasonable reforms.”[footnoteRef:107] When the First Boer War finally did break out in October 1899, Chamberlain’s reputation regarding imperialism in support of oppressed peoples had been long established.  [105:  Ibid., 132]  [106:  Ibid, 142-145]  [107:  Ibid., 145] 

These sentiments reached the United States in the years of the Populist revolt. In an 1897 article, The Baltimore Sun quotes Chamberlain saying at a dinner that, “our rule over the territories dependent upon us is justified only as it adds to the happiness of the people contained.”[footnoteRef:108] This quote represents the general mood and purpose of British imperialism with Chamberlain at the helm. While published late in the Populist movement, the October 25th, 1900 edition of The Washington Post discusses another speech by Chamberlain which also adequately presents his brand of “new imperialism” to the American public. Chamberlain optimistically asserts in this speech that, “’The new imperialism means the recognition of the fact that all British colonies are entitled to the same rights as England herself… Imperial federation will enable the empire to continue its mission of justice and civilization, its mission of peace.’”[footnoteRef:109] This quote represents the view of Chamberlain’s imperialism that Americans received ever since 1895 and the beginning of the Boer crisis. The crisis and the cause of the Uitlanders proved particularly significant for Americans since it occurred only a few short years before the largest American imperialist conflict of the 1890s. [108:  "BRITISH COLONIAL POLICY: Mr. Joseph Chamberlain Believes in the Practicability of the Federation of the British Race." The Baltimore Sun, April 1, 1897, 1]  [109:  "Britain’s New Imperialism.: Chamberlain Voices the Sentiment of England and Her Colonies." The Washington Post, October 25, 1900, 3] 

	The Spanish-American War received the tacit support of Populists, but more along the lines established by Chamberlain than those used to argue for war by President William McKinley. According to Richard Hofstadter, McKinley’s rhetoric war hinged on the arguments in favor of “realistic plans for the conquest of markets and the annexation of territory” made by Alfred T. Mahan, Albert Beveridge, Theodore Roosevelt and others.[footnoteRef:110] Populists, on the other hand supported the Chamberlain-inspired argument in favor of the liberation of Cuba and the Philippines. Like Chamberlain with the Uitlanders, Populists believed that the American role in the war and in imperialism revolved around the freedom of the oppressed. Hofstadter argues that, “the situation of the oppressed Cubans was one with which the Populist elements in the country could readily identify themselves, and they added their voice to the general cry… for an active policy of intervention.”[footnoteRef:111]  [110:  Richard Hofstadter. The Age of Reform; from Bryan to F. D. R. [1st ed.]. Knopf, 1955, 92]  [111:  Ibid., 90] 

William Jennings Bryan articulated this “new imperialism” rather well. He focused on the question of American imperialism in a 1900 retrospective on the war and its aftermath in The Outlook magazine. In the article, Bryan argued that he supported the war because, “I thought it safer to trust the American people to give independence to the Filipinos than to trust the accomplishment of that purpose to diplomacy with an unfriendly nation…”[footnoteRef:112] When referring to the imperialist views of the Administration, he asserts that, “the forcible annexation of territory to be governed by arbitrary power differs as much from the acquisition of territory to be built up into States as a monarchy differs form a democracy.”[footnoteRef:113] This juxtaposition between views on imperialism shows the key role that a policy from Britain had on the development of one of many strains of Populist imperialist thought throughout the most important years of the movement. [112:  William Jennings Bryan. William Jennings Bryan; Selections, 60]  [113:  Ibid.] 

	The role that Joseph Chamberlain played in the intellectual development of the Populist movement can easily be overlooked. Chamberlain’s shifting focus throughout his career, most famously with the waging of the Boer War (which Populists heavily criticized him for) and the failed project of tariff reform sometimes mask his key earlier influence. With that being said, his ideas still played a role in the shaping of Populist policy and rhetoric. As their appeals to him show, the notions of urban-agrarian union, producerism and a new, more benevolent form of imperial influence may not have taken root in the Populist movement without the popular, tenacious and ever-present figure of Joseph Chamberlain constantly pushing these ideas throughout his career.

Chapter 3: Bismarck, Napoleon and Authoritarian Tendencies of American Populism
Introduction
	The Populist movement’s appeals to Britain had considerable impact during the most active years of the movement, usually considered to stretch from the founding of the movement (around 1883) up until the election of 1896. The presidential election of that year proved to be the last election in which the third party of the Populists, the People’s Party, played a major role. Despite the traumatic defeat of William Jennings Bryan in that election, the Populist movement did not end. The movement continued to evolve and change, eventually moving away from its democratic ideals in response to electoral defeat abetted by electoral sabotage. One of the definitive historians of Populism, John Hicks reported that even at the height of the movement’s electoral success in 1894, “Ballot boxes were stuffed, unfavorable returns were falsified, and whole precincts were thrown out on the flimsiest technicalities.”[footnoteRef:114] Such sabotage prevented Populists from ever gaining a majority of the seats in the nation’s legislature, a power necessary for them to enact some of their most important policies. This disappointment helped result in a shift away from a pure belief in democracy towards democratic beliefs colored by authoritarian leanings.  [114:  John Donald Hicks. The Populist Revolt : a History of the Farmers’ Alliance and the People's Party. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1931, 234] 

The authoritarian turn emerged with full force after the electoral defeat of 1896 and culminated in the early 1900s support of Republican Theodore Roosevelt by a subset of Populists. While this tendency reached its zenith as the fortunes of the Populist Party waned, I argue that its roots originated in the 1890s with the Populist admiration of the actions of European figures Otto von Bismarck and Napoleon Bonaparte. This admiration translated into appeals that served to vent the frustrations of Populists more than look to them for rhetorical support and the direction of their movement. The appeal to an authoritarian figure who would “save” Populist reform from the corrupting influence of party politics found its origins in this early admiration, but it did not come to the forefront until those party politics failed to achieve their objectives. 


A Word on “Authoritarianism”
Before delving fully into the reasons and constructs behind this shift, it would be helpful to explore just what I mean by use of the term “authoritarianism.” What I mean by authoritarian in this situation describes a tendency to support the executive branch of American government and executive decision-making over the power of the clumsier, inefficient legislative branch. I do not mean an overthrowing of the American system of government due to xenophobic or the desire to overthrow a global monetary conspiracy.[footnoteRef:115] That argument, developed by historians like Richard Hofstadter and Victor Ferkiss uses other evidence and arguments than I use to suggest (or outright state, in the case of Ferkiss) that Populism formed a prototype for American fascism.[footnoteRef:116] While their work argues for authoritarianism in the Populist movement, it often reads into authoritarian tendencies out of works by Populists that did not concretely focus on pieces of legislation or the impacts of foreigners like Napoleon. Neither of them make more than a passing reference to Populist support for Theodore Roosevelt or antitrust legislation in their works on Populism. I do not directly confront the question of whether or not Populism served as the prototype for American fascism or whether or not the entire ideology of Populism had an authoritarian basis. My work is much more narrowly focused and reflects the study of a particular tendency shown by a small subset of the movement in a fixed span of time, not a more general basis for the entire movement.  [115:  An argument along these lines is elaborated in Richard Hofstadter. The Age of Reform, 19-23]  [116:  Victor Ferkiss. "Populist Influences on American Fascism." The Western Political Quarterly. no. 2 (1957), 350] 

Early History and Support of Democracy
	Populism did not have an authoritarian tradition in its early years. The movement believed in popular politics and before it organized its own party, its members needed to at first influence candidates to support their policies. Their pro-farmer policies yielded the slate of congressional candidates in the elections of 1890 that the Farmer’s Alliances supported. The Farmer’s Alliance, a cooperative organization of farmers throughout the South and Midwest held the same beliefs and supported many of the same policies that the Populist Party would later hold. While they achieved some success working within the Democratic and Republican parties, the Alliance could not enact their policies before the emergence of the People’s Party.[footnoteRef:117] Once that party formed out of the structure of the old Farmer’s Alliance, they began running candidates to win elections and enact change. Populist politicians attacked and overturned policies like appointed county governments, an approach in vogue in states like North Carolina since Redemption. At the same time, they supported proposals such as the referendum and the initiative which would grant more power to the individual voter by allowing direct votes by the people on existing laws or the introduction of new laws. In their role as the new third party, they fought diligently to preserve the integrity of elections and to investigate voter irregularity, particularly in the South. No matter the problems they faced in elections, Populists stayed true to the tenets of Jeffersonian and American democracy in their early years, which meant the movement had to go through significant trauma to go from Jeffersonian to more authoritarian ideals. [117:  John D. Hicks, The Populist Revolt, 153-157] 

	But following their poor performance in the elections of 1896, especially the defeat of Bryan, Populist rhetoric began to shift towards more authoritarian ideals and topics. A new admiration of certain absolutist figures in Europe began to emerge in the writings of Populist thinkers and politicians. Populist intellectual and former Kansas Secretary of Agriculture Carl Vrooman showed an admiration in his writings of Otto von Bismarck, longtime German chancellor and famed European strongman amongst the Populists. He argues that, “in Germany… much has already been done to improve social conditions…” Vrooman attributes this improvement to actions “brought about by the Emperor himself as a compromise with democracy…” and although he disagrees with the approach of social reform through “fear,” he does concede that the government “has already achieved… splendid control of natural and artificial monopolies…”[footnoteRef:118] Through this statement, Vrooman gives tacit support to this approach as a tendency that Populists looked towards in order to enact reform. A wide swath of Populist readers read The Arena and most likely saw Vrooman’s article, since many of them also wrote for the long-established publication. Other Populists absorbed his viewpoints and they certainly appealed to many of those Populist leaders in the same situation as Vrooman after 1896. The work also indicates the support of a more authoritarian approach (the heavy-handedness of Bismarck admired by Vrooman) amongst Populists stemming from not an American figure but a European one. [118:  Carl Vrooman. "Twentieth Century Democracy,” 591] 

While evidence of an embrace of his authoritarian character does not seem to appear amongst the writings of many Populist leaders, they definitely knew of him and supported some of his policies, like old-age pensions and social reform without socialism. Thomas Nugent points out the role of German-Americans in the Populist movement in Kansas, noting that they supported every issue the Populists stood for with the exception of prohibition.[footnoteRef:119] During the 1890s, Populists also supported the old-age pension reforms and social insurance policies that originated from Bismarck’s Germany. Daniel Rodgers analyzed these ties between American Progressives and German social reform in detail in Atlantic Crossings: Social Politics in a Progressive Age, but many of the Progressives that he profiled (Ida M. Tarbell, Henry Demarest Lloyd and William Jennings Bryan amongst others) played a role in the Populist Party as well.[footnoteRef:120] These figures familiar with the German approach to welfare also had a familiarity with Bismarck’s heavy-handed approach to enacting his policies and his approach would have appeared more and more viable in the later years of the movement. [119:  Walter T. Nugent. The Tolerant Populists, 71-72]  [120:  Daniel T. Rodgers. Atlantic Crossings, 54-57] 

While Bismarck played a role in this more aristocratic turn, he did not fulfill the role of an appealing aristocrat that the Populists could follow. Populists who suffered electoral defeat and wanted to find an aristocratic leader who would impose their policies by fiat did not directly appeal to Bismarck. They also did not look towards any of the presidents or leaders from American history. Appeals made to American leaders like Thomas Jefferson or Abraham Lincoln never focused on the possibility of these figures taking power outside of the democratic system. One historical figure that did have such appeal for Populist leaders, however, was Napoleon Bonaparte. Napoleon became an object of veneration for the movement and represented an authoritarian tendency that would later become critical for the actions of Populists in the waning years of the People’s Party.
The Napoleonic Revival
Grassroots fascination with the famous French emperor fell in line with a Napoleon revival during the mid-1890s led mostly by Populist intellectuals. The revival of intellectual interest and admiration in the French Emperor indicates the willingness of Populists to sacrifice some of their democratic principles in order to support a leader that could step above the democratic process and bring them what they needed. Historian Charles Postel identifies a number of biographies and speeches on Napoleon written before the climactic election of 1896. The most famous early biographer of Napoleon, Ida M. Tarbell became well-known in the 1900s as a Progressive muckraking journalist. Her career began much earlier in the 1880s involvement writing textbooks for the Chautauqua movement, an adult education movement that held revivals in tents across the country.[footnoteRef:121] While the movement did not explicitly present itself as Populist, it courted prominent Populists like William Jennings Bryan to speak at its events.[footnoteRef:122] After leaving her position with Chautauqua, Tarbell started to write for the muckraking McClure’s Magazine. In 1894, she published several articles that would later appear in book form as A Short Life of Napoleon. This work presents a number of comments and opinions on Napoleon that seem contradictory when compared to the ideals of the Populist movement. When considering Napoleon’s ascendancy to the position of Emperor, Tarbell does not excoriate the move as a major miscarriage of justice or an illegal power grab. Rather, she deems it necessary for the man to keep power in light of recent attempts on his life.[footnoteRef:123] While it preceded the 1896 electoral defeat by two years, this work by an influential, Populist-leaning intellectual shows the first indications that Populist writers may have been able to support to a leader that shunned the impact and influence of democracy when that democratic system proved inadequate. [121:  "Ida M. Tarbell, 86, Dies in Bridgeport." The New York Times, , sec. Obituary, January 7, 1944. http://www.nytimes.com/learning/general/onthisday/bday/1105.html (accessed January 27, 2014).]  [122:  William Jennings Bryan. William Jennings Bryan; Selections, xxxv]  [123:  Ida M. Tarbell. A Short Life of Napoleon Bonaparte,. The S. S. McClure co., 1896, 88-89, 94-95] 

Tarbell ended up not being the only Populist to embrace Napoleon. A number of Populist intellectuals appealed to the precedent of Napoleon and his authoritarian method on substantive policy issues. In an 1893 edition of The Arena magazine, Populist/Progressive reformer Barton Hall appealed to Napoleon’s treatment of charities and the poor in order to argue for his own plans for poor relief.[footnoteRef:124] Another writer from the 1903 edition of that same magazine argued that the United States should follow Napoleon’s lead on subsidizing the sugar industry.[footnoteRef:125] Ironically, a quotation from Napoleon even found its way into a Populist piece supporting direct government and the referendum.[footnoteRef:126] While not always articulated in the clearest fashion, Populists admired both Napoleon’s specific reforms and the authoritarian means that he used to achieve them. [124:  Barton Hall. "The New Charity." The Arena Magazine: Volume 16, 1896, 972]  [125:  A.C. Fisk. "Some Important Problems for Congress to Deal with in Its Next Session." The Arena Magazine: Volume 8, 1903, 338]  [126:  An excerpt from the quotation of Napoleon: “Free nations have never allowed the direct exercise of their sovereign power to be taken from them…” W.D. McCracken. "The Initiative in Switzerland." The Arena Magazine: Volume 7, 1893, 553] 

Specific policy proposals played a key role in the Populist relationship with Napoleon. But more general appeals to the image of the great, heroic French emperor also played a role in the works of Populist intellectuals. Writers appealed to the need for their leaders to embrace Napoleon’s godliness or his shrewdness in political dealings.[footnoteRef:127] One argued that if the president took on a greater role in agricultural and land redistribution, he would, “rank throughout time with Lycurgus, Solon, Napoleon and Marshall.”[footnoteRef:128] Even avoiding a discussion of specific policy proposals, Populist figures still found a reason to include him as a symbol of aspiration which shows the level to which they adopted him. [127:  C.A. Bartol. "Faith in God as a Personal Equation." The Arena Magazine: Volume 5, December 1891, 50; Henry M., Whitney. "The Civic Efficiency of the Educated Class." The Arena Magazine: Volume 35, June 1906, 567.]  [128:  William Hemstreet. "Agrarian Revival." The Arena Magazine: Volume 29, January 1903, 151.] 

Populist politicians appealed to the image and myth of Napoleon as well. Marion Cannon, Populist leaning Representative from California appealed to Napoleon in an 1893 speech when he admired the general’s charisma and patriotism. Mary Lease also spoke favorably of Napoleon in her book, The Problem of Civilization Solved: “We need a Napoleon in the industrial world who… will lead the people to a realizing sense of their condition and the remedies…”[footnoteRef:129]   [129:  Mary Elizabeth Lease. The Problem of Civilization Solved . Chicago: Laird & Lee, 1895.] 

Charles Postel offers an intriguing but unsatisfying interpretation of this attachment to Napoleon. He mentions that there may be something in this Napoleonic revival that points to, “that strain of Populist opinion that desired the liberation of politics from the burdens of electoral partisanship and legislative deal making.”[footnoteRef:130] He then asserts that to the Populists, an authoritarian leader would “bring singleness of purpose to the business of state—to energize and modernize government administration.”[footnoteRef:131] But except for these comments, he avoids further discussion on any deep, practical significance behind support of Napoleon for the movement as a whole. Citing Lease and Cannon as exceptionally ambitious individuals, he also argues that these works reflect aspects of the personal character and egos of their authors and not of the entire movement. Postel then goes on to cite another author, two-term Populist Congressman John Davis who excoriated the revival in Napoleon and indicted him for his crimes against democracy.[footnoteRef:132] His analysis of Napoleon’s appeal to the Populists does not take into account the nature of the circumstances behind the Napoleonic revival and therefore does not give it a proper level of significance for later on in the Populist movement. [130:  Charles Postel. The Populist Vision, 165]  [131:  Ibid.]  [132:  Ibid., 166] 

Cannon, Lease and Watson (who will be treated in full later) all suffered their own frustrations with the democratic system, and their struggles may explain both the Napoleonic revival and later appeals to authoritarianism. Cannon served in Congress at the head of the Populist Party for one term before being ousted for his cooperation with Democrats in his district. It seems clear that this abandonment after his term in Congress, combined with Cannon’s disagreements with the party over the silver question, factored into his rhetoric on Napoleon.[footnoteRef:133] In addition to being unable to hold public office, the impact Lease had on the democratic system suffered a setback in 1896 when the Populists nominated Democratic candidate William Jennings Bryan instead of their own third-party candidate. Lease supported the running of a separate People’s Party candidate (a position known as the “middle-of-the-road” or “midroader” position) and the eventual fusion with the Democrats diminished whatever political influence she could have had.[footnoteRef:134] Since democracy did not work for either of these figures, they turned to support the autocratic approach of Napoleon in order to enact the policies that they believed in. [133:  Donald Walker. Cannon-Walker Family Collection, 1891-1930, "Cannon-Walker Biographical History." Last modified August 2, 2012. Accessed January 26, 2014. http://socialarchive.iath.virginia.edu/xtf/view?docId=walker-donald-b-cr.xml.]  [134:  Peter H Argersinger. The Limits of Agrarian Radicalism : Western Populism and American Politics. Lawrence, Kan.: University Press of Kansas, 1995, 3, 15-16] 

Watson and Napoleon
While Lease, Cannon and other pro-Napoleon Populists certainly played a role, the impact of their speeches and biographies proved insignificant in comparison to the impact of Tom Watson’s biography of Napoleon. After the defeat in 1896 when Watson lost as Bryan’s running mate, Watson went into self-imposed exile to write a lengthy history of France and a detailed work on the French Emperor.[footnoteRef:135] C. Vann Woodward writes that his fascination with Napoleon predated 1896. In his early works, however, he identified Napoleon as an “unprincipled tyrant” who “’devoted Frenchmen to wars of selfish ambition…’”[footnoteRef:136] With his later biography, this apprehension could no longer be found. Following his electoral defeat, Watson praises Napoleon’s efficiency, his ability to accomplish great things and use his military prowess to extend enlightened government throughout Europe. Woodward writes how Watson, “seems reconciled with remarkable ease to the collapse of a republic, and the rise of an emperor…” and points out that the Populist leader created a paradoxical “union of Caesarism and democracy…”[footnoteRef:137] The reconciliation that Woodward mentions here occurred between the Populist ideals of democracy, the triumph of the producing classes and government reform, and the authoritarian figure. To Watson and others like Cannon and Lease Woodward’s paradox does not exist: they believe in the same policies that they did in the early 1890s but now believe in a new way of achieving them.  [135:  C. Vann Woodward. Tom Watson, Agrarian Rebel, 332-340]  [136:  Ibid., 341]  [137:  Ibid., 342] 

The Authoritarian Shift
The forces that attracted Populists to Napoleon did not disappear but took different forms after Populist politicians started facing electoral defeat. In order to better understand the role that Napoleon played in the latter part of the Populist movement, one must better understand what happened to the Populists in the years following the electoral defeat of 1896 (the “climax” of Populism according to historian Robert Durden) and the last presidential election in which the People’s Party polled over 100,000 votes, the election of 1904.[footnoteRef:138] Following the 1896 defeat, the party splintered into a number of different factions. One faction stayed in a political alliance with the Democratic Party, stayed loyal to democratic principles and continued to support Democratic candidates who began to adopt Populist-friendly policies. The most prominent member of this faction, William Jennings Bryan became the party stalwart for the elections of 1900 and 1908. In a 1912 resolution denouncing monopolies, Bryan echoed his earlier Populist sympathies when he declared that, “the party of Jefferson and of Jackson is still the champion of popular government and equality before the law.”[footnoteRef:139] This quote shows how Bryan kept his Populist sympathies long after the death of the Populist Party and into the Progressive era. Another example of this dedication to democracy came from states particularly in the Midwest and West like South Dakota, Montana and Oklahoma. While their hopes for national rule mostly vanished, the Populists in those states still came together with their Democratic allies to pass bills allowing for the citizen-driven initiative and referendum.[footnoteRef:140] The experience of national and state defeat did not cause these Populists to lose faith in the democratic process; instead, it pushed them to work together with sympathetic politicians from one of the major parties to enact their policies into law.  [138:  Robert Franklin Durden. The Climax of Populism : the Election of 1896. Lexington: University of Kentucky Press, 1966, ix.]  [139:  William Jennings Bryan, William Jennings Bryan…, 130]  [140:  David D. Schmidt. Citizen Lawmakers : the Ballot Initiative Revolution. Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1989, 8] 

The other faction of Populists to emerge from the election of 1896 branched off from the rest of the movement a few months before Bryan’s defeat. These Populists, known as “middle-of-the-roaders” disapproved of their colleagues’ decision not to run their own candidate in the election of that year. Many hated the two major parties and the sacrifices that they needed to make in their platform in order to support Bryan’s candidacy, like the abandonment of labor reforms or a plan to nationalize the railroads.[footnoteRef:141] Disputes over fusion typified by this split, coupled with the disastrous results of the election helped push some Populists away from democratic politics and towards new approaches to achieving their goals. [141:  Peter Argersinger, The Limits of Agrarian Radicalism, 3-5] 

After the election, this faction split again. Some Populist politicians and intellectuals joined the Socialist Party. They realized the similarities between the two party platforms: both supported increased government intervention in the economy, public ownership of railroads and changes to the electoral system.[footnoteRef:142] In addition, many Populists believed in the presidential candidacy of Socialist Party candidate Eugene V. Debs in 1900. A Nebraskan Populist newspaper editor summed up his peers’ support of Debs when he wrote that, “Debs stands higher today in the hearts of the masses than any labor leader in America. All friends of humanity and justice delight to do him honor.”[footnoteRef:143] Due to support for both socialist policies and the socialist leader, the socialists became allies of many former Populists following their devastating defeat in 1896. [142:  W. Fitzhugh Brundage. A Socialist Utopia in the New South : the Ruskin Colonies in Tennessee and Georgia, 1894-1901. Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1996, 169]  [143:  Norman Pollack. The Populist Mind, 456] 

Some Populists, however, proved unwilling to support the Democrats in fusion or join the Democratic Party. These politicians supported greater power for the president over Congress or direct citizen action. This “authoritarian” persuasion had its origins in the Napoleonic revival of the 1890s and applied similar rhetoric and arguments in order to push a Populist agenda into the 20th century. 
The first example of the post-1896 authoritarian trend centered on an amendment to the Sherman Antitrust Act which won unexpected Populist support. The original 1890 law banning trusts did not contain functional enforcement measures and could easily be hijacked by monopolies to serve their own interests.[footnoteRef:144] One rejected part of the original bill gave the President of the United States the authority to enforce the act through his power over the tariff. This amendment allowed the President to deny tariff protections to any company that engaged in monopolistic behavior against foreign competitors.[footnoteRef:145] A similar amendment failed to gain any traction in 1892, but when reintroduced in 1897 it received the support of Senator Marion Butler. Butler, the chairman of the Populist Party at the time seemed to be one of the most unlikely candidates to support such a bill. His history of supporting change and reform through elections, acts of Congress and the direct actions of citizens appeared to put him squarely at odds with a bill granting the president unilateral authority to step in and essentially break up monopolies.[footnoteRef:146] In addition, the president at the time, William McKinley, was the same president who defeated the Populists in 1896. None of these apparent conflicts of interest received mention in Butler’s floor speech in support of the amendment. Instead, Butler focused squarely on the trust problem and how the amendment would remedy that problem. He said, “In the face of the great and pressing wrongs [of trusts], to be righted and crying for relief, it [the Sherman Antitrust Act] seems exceedingly narrow, limited and insufficient.”[footnoteRef:147] Even though he did not hold a mid-roader position and supported fusion in 1896, Butler continued to be so disillusioned with the democratic process that he proved willing to cede congressional power to a hated president in order to help solve one of the country’s biggest problems. [144:  William Alfred Peffer. Populism, Its Rise and Fall. Lawrence, Kan.: University Press of Kansas, 1992, 197-199]  [145:  United States. Congress. Bills and Debates in Congress Relating to Trusts : Fiftieth Congress to Fifty-seventh Congress, First Session, Inclusive. Washington: Govt. Print. Off., 1903, 267, 450]  [146:  For Butler on direct legislation, see Marion Butler. "The Initiative and Referendum." The Home Magazine, October 1897; on elections and fusion, see John D. Hicks, The Populist Revolt, 336.]  [147:  Marion Butler. “Senate Speech.” 13 April 1987. Marion Butler Papers, Subseries 2.1, Folder 641. Southern Historical Collection, Wilson Library, Chapel Hill, North Carolina.] 

The tariff approach turned out not to be the only uncharacteristic action that Butler took after 1896. After that election, he faced a number of defeats which caused him to support circumvention of congressional power. Butler headed the branch of the Populists who supported William Jennings Bryan in his 1900 run for the presidency. In that election, Bryan lost by twice as many votes as he did in 1896.[footnoteRef:148] Butler also became embroiled in the campaigns for white supremacy launched against Republicans and Populists in his home state of North Carolina. These campaigns, run in 1898 and 1900 utilized violence, intimidation and even a coup d’état in the city of Wilmington to win power for the conservative Democratic Party.[footnoteRef:149] Once in power, the Democrats introduced a number of laws and constitutional amendments designed to prevent African Americans from voting. African Americans made up one of Butler’s largest voting blocs in his home state and in the election of 1900 their vote totals for the legislature were almost nonexistent.[footnoteRef:150] Butler even tried to organize another Republican ticket in 1902, but that attempt proved even less successful than the 1900 election. His views on democracy after the triumphs of white supremacy were best summed up in an editorial that he wrote following his 1900 defeat. In this editorial, Butler argued that the Constitution had “certainly departed from North Carolina” and that, “Unconstitutional regulations [voter disenfranchisement laws] have taken the place of the guaranteed right of suffrage and representation…”[footnoteRef:151] While disillusioned by the 1896 defeat, Butler lost almost all hope in the democratic process by 1900 and responded by supporting a leader who became famous specifically through his executive, extra-congressional actions. [148:  Donald Richard Deskins. Presidential Elections, 1789-2008 : County, State, and National Mapping of Election Data. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2010, 270]  [149:  Jeffrey J. Crow. Maverick Republican in the Old North State : a Political Biography of Daniel L. Russell. Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1977, 129-134]  [150:  James L. Hunt. Marion Butler and American Populism, 179]  [151:  Ibid., 180, 191] 

Populism and Roosevelt
In 1904, Marion Butler became a Republican and supported the actions and candidacy of Theodore Roosevelt. For the Populists who did not turn into socialists and did not support fusion with the Democrats, Roosevelt became the figure who would overcome the flaws of the democratic process and do what it took to put Populist ideals into practice. Defeat for Butler must have been profound in order for him to overlook a number of significant problems with Roosevelt that one with a traditional Populist perspective might have. Roosevelt came from an elite New York family and while a reformer at heart, he showed open hostility towards Populism prior to becoming president. He once remarked that the disturbance caused by Populists could easily be solved by taking a dozen or so Populists, “’standing them against a wall, and shooting them dead.’”[footnoteRef:152] Roosevelt also acted during his presidency in ways that did not conform to the Populist approach to governance. His approach to trust-busting centered on the power of the president and began with a presidential lawsuit launched against the Northern Securities Company in early 1902. Historian Peri Arnold has argued that this action added the element of “executive discretion” to existing anti-trust policy.[footnoteRef:153] Such executive discretion outside of any congressional or popular controls won Populist support for Roosevelt, precisely because of the pro-Populist nature of Roosevelt’s actions. [152:  Norman K. Risjord. Populists and Progressives. Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield, 2005, 90]  [153:  Serge Ricard. A Companion to Theodore Roosevelt. Chichester, West Sussex ;Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2011, Chapter I] 

Besides Butler, other Populists rallied to the executive approach of the Roosevelt administration in an attempt to enact Populist-leaning policies after electoral defeat. Populists who supported the Roosevelt administration included former congressman Harry Skinner of North Carolina, former governor William Peffer of Kansas and Mary Lease.[footnoteRef:154] Their influence after 1900 paled in comparison, however, to that of Tom Watson. Watson, one of the most influential and long-lasting Populist leaders rallied to Roosevelt in much the same way that Butler did. Watson suffered two major political defeats following his return from self-imposed exile in 1902. He polled a disappointing 117,813 at the head of the Populist ticket for president in 1904. Watson then grew even more disillusioned with the electoral process when his hand-picked choice for governor of Georgia, Hoke Smith betrayed him by not pardoning a former Watson supporter convicted of murder. In Watson’s mind, this constituted a betrayal of Populist principles and of everything that he supported. While his electoral failures occurred later than those of Butler, they still devastated Watson and resulted in a new turn towards Roosevelt’s executive approach.[footnoteRef:155] [154:  James L. Hunt, Marion Butler and American Populism, 187]  [155:  C. Vann Woodward, Tom Watson: Agrarian Rebel, 362, 386-389] 

Watson’s views on Roosevelt changed fundamentally following his electoral defeats, a change reflecting his continuing desire to see the policies of his party put into practice. Prior to his 1904 defeat, he criticized Roosevelt for supporting, “’imperialism, extravagance, class legislation, militarism, Hamiltonism of the rankest sort.’”[footnoteRef:156] But after the defeat in 1904 and the Hoke Smith debacle, his tone on Roosevelt changed considerably. In a letter to Roosevelt in 1908 urging him to run, Watson promised that he would support a Roosevelt candidacy, “openly, boldly, aggressively and to the finish.”[footnoteRef:157] Watson then supported Roosevelt again in 1912, even after officially returning to the Democratic Party.[footnoteRef:158] Roosevelt did not change his policies or his public image between 1904 and 1908, merely continuing to pursue policies emanating more from the executive than the legislative branch or the states. Instead, Watson changed his opinions and his approach to a more executive-based, authoritarian stance that prioritized the enactment of his policies more than his democratic ideals. [156:  Ibid., 355]  [157:  Ibid., 397]  [158:  Ibid., 408, 430] 

The authoritarian trend in Populism following the elections of 1896 did not emanate from Progressive desires for efficiency or the mechanization of government. Rather, this shift resulted from a strand in the Populist Party that desired its reforms to be enacted in any way, shape or form possible. Populists believed the democratic approach should be the preferred way of achieving these aims and ran campaigns for over a decade in accordance with that principle. At the same time, they wrote and dreamt of a great, authoritarian ruler who could enact widespread change with the stroke of a pen. No American presidents from the past century of American history could fill this role (Andrew Jackson did not gain the reputation of a bullying executive until later on), but European leaders like Napoleon and Bismarck definitely could.[footnoteRef:159] They were successful leaders that both enacted and symbolized policies similar to those that the Populists wanted to see enacted, and their approach overcame the electoral hurdles that so often prevented Populists from gaining electoral victories. When those campaigns turned out to be ultimately unsuccessful, Populist leaders took their emotions and beliefs regarding Napoleon and applied them to certain leaders and pieces of legislation, all of which gave more power to the presidency at the expense of the legislature. In their waning days of influence, a certain subsection of the Populists proved willing to give up many of their deeply-held beliefs about popular government and the immorality of boss-like Republican governance in order to enact the policies they felt were right. [159:  Richard Hofstadter. The Age of Reform, 235-236] 



Thesis Conclusion
This paper does not dispute many previous works on Populism that focused on influence or appeals that the Populists made. It focuses mainly on appeals to the three major political figures cited in Vrooman’s book, Taming the Trusts. Appeals to Europe in the early days of the movement mostly revolved around the person of William Ewart Gladstone, a successful figure whose image helped the Populists figure out their approach to reform in their early years. They also focused on Joseph Chamberlain once the movement matured and began to seek out new allies and bold policy positions. Finally, appeals to Napoleon in the 1890s helped to presage a later trend towards authoritarianism that reappeared after the devastating political losses of the late 1890s into the 1900s. By giving these appeals primacy, I do not suggest that these served as the only appeals that the Populists ever used. Many intellectual histories of Populism mention or focus upon the nature of appeals to Jefferson, Jackson and other American figures. Some draw lines from Jefferson all the way through the Granger movement of the 1870s and to the Populist movement. My work does not deny that these connections existed and that they did not play a pivotal role in the movement. One can only look at the frequent appeals to Jefferson made by numerous leaders in the party to know his importance.[footnoteRef:160] Rather, this piece argues that appeals to Jefferson did not do prove adequate for conditions in the late 19th century like they may have earlier during that century. The need for new government involvement in the economy, combined with the new industrial sector and the growth of commercial agriculture, created circumstances and proposed reforms that could not be explained with traditional Jeffersonian or Hamiltonian logic. Populists needed these appeals to famous European appeals in order to win legitimacy for such relatively new and novel ideas. [160:  For appeals to Jefferson by Bryan, see William Jennings Bryan. William Jennings Bryan; Selections, 84; by Weaver, see James Weaver. A Call to Action, 75-79, 131; by Donnelly, see Ignatius Donnelly. The American People’s Money. Chicago: Laird & Lee, 1895, xviii, xix, 56. For a greater discussion on these appeals, see Bruce Palmer. “Man over Money” : the Southern Populist Critique of American Capitalism. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1980, 12-16, 39-48] 

My work also does not hope to analyze every appeal to or connection with Europe made by every figure tangentially associated with the movement. Henry George, a theorist and economist connected to the Populist movement, stayed in contact with European leaders and even once visited the European continent.[footnoteRef:161] But his works did not reflect appeals to Europe or any sort of acknowledgment of European political leaders. Vernon Parrington sums up George best when he writes that the economist, “owed little to Europe and nothing to academic American economists. From the first he was a free-lance, returning to the origin of things… and thinking ‘as if he were the first man who ever thought.’”[footnoteRef:162] There proved not to be any room for European acknowledgments in this sort of economic approach. [161:  John L. Thomas. Alternative America : Henry George, Edward Bellamy, Henry Demarest Lloyd, and the Adversary Tradition. Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press, 1983, 182]  [162:  Vernon Louis Parrington. Main Currents in American Thought, 126] 

Appeals to other countries also found their way into Populist literature. The works of Carl Vrooman and writers in The Arena discuss the Swiss approach to referendum and the constitutionally limited monarchy of the Belgians. There even exist references to medieval Germany and mentions of the Japanese and Australian governments of the late 19th century, with connections to Populist rhetoric and policies. While such appeals did exist among Populist writers and did contribute to the ad hoc nature of Populist appeal, they appeared in such a sporadic and disconnected manner that I did not choose to include them as a significant part of my analysis.
When looking at the appeals to Europe made during the Populist movement, one may be tempted to try and find the impact that Populism made on Progressivism and the 20th century. The roots and legacy of Progressivism can much more easily be seen in reform movements from the New Deal and beyond, but the connections of Populism to the modern world appear to be much more of a subject of debate.[footnoteRef:163] Some scholars, such as Victor Ferkiss, believe that the Populist movement did not impact the American intellectual tradition in the slightest and that its tendencies led almost directly to fascism.[footnoteRef:164] I would fundamentally disagree with both of these notions. When discussing Populism and fascism, I agree with Worth Robert Miller who argues that Ferkiss’s definition of fascism proves to be too broad to make a strong case regarding Populist origins. Miller remarks that, “[Ferkiss’s definition of fascism] suffered from its equal applicability to previous American egalitarian figures, such as Jefferson and Jackson.”[footnoteRef:165] Such a flaw (that of implying Thomas Jefferson as a fascist) invalidates Ferkiss’s definition of fascism, his entire argument connecting Populism to fascism begins to break down. [163:  John Miller. "Progressivism and the New Deal: The Wisconsin Works Bill of 1935." The Wisconsin Magazine of History. no. 1 (1978), 25. For more on the historiographical place of Progressivism, the New Deal and reform, see Morton Keller. "The New Deal: A New Look." Polity. no. 4 (1999), 658-661]  [164:  Victor Ferkiss. "Populist Influences on American Fascism," 357]  [165:  Worth Robert Miller. "A Centennial Historiography of American Populism.”] 

I also reject the notion of Populism not having an impact on the American intellectual scene due to the considerable overlap between many Populist and Progressive ideas Progressives ended up enacting into law or strongly supporting such Populist proposals as the eight-hour day, the income tax, child labor legislation and warehouses for surplus crops. Populist or Populist-leaning leaders like Claude Kitchin, William Jennings Bryan and Henry Demarest Lloyd all played important roles in the Progressive movement. Richard Hofstadter does point out that the Progressives appealed more to an urban middle class and focused on moral and individualist arguments in favor of reform.[footnoteRef:166] But instead of being considered a completely different movement, the Progressive movement should be looked at as one which desired many of the same goals as the Populists but led by different figures and under a different framework. This applies both to the movement in general and appeals to Europe, where the ad hoc approach of the Populists was replaced by a standardized system based on professional researchers, students and intellectuals. Scholars like Richard Ely and Leo S. Rowe both traveled to, and kept in close contact with, European reformers as they crafted policies that applied to the pressing social and economic problems of all countries involved.[footnoteRef:167] The personal connections within the two movements, combined with the fact that Populists introduced many policies before Progressives did, help one to draw a line of influence between the two movements with appeals to Europe playing a role. [166:  Richard Hofstadter. The Age of Reform, 9-11]  [167:  Axel R. Schafer American Progressives and German Social Reform, 1875-1920 : Social Ethics, Moral Control, and the Regulatory State in a Transatlantic Context. Stuttgart: F. Steiner Verlag, 2000, 94, 114, 127] 

	This explanation of Populist appeals to Europe also sheds light on the place of American Populism in the context of global reform movements during the late-19th century. A direct, transatlantic connection like the one that existed between the American Progressive movement and Britain or Germany led to a sort of “shared” notion of reform.[footnoteRef:168] A system of social research which led to professionally crafted reforms defined the reform policies of Imperial Germany, Britain under Prime Minister Henry Campbell-Bannerman and the Progressive developments of reformers and politicians like those part of a group known as the Wisconsin School.[footnoteRef:169] Such connections required a coherent program guided by a central philosophy of reform, neither of which the Populists maintained. Instead of having the occasional dissenter like Theodore Roosevelt or Herbert Croly for Progressivism, Populism fractured much more often.[footnoteRef:170] While some Populists advocated for the policies of Bismarck’s Germany or the reform approach of British Liberals, others focused on Anglophobic attacks and maintained that their policies emanated straight from the works of Thomas Jefferson with no other mediating influences. Populist appeals to Europe do suggest a connection between a fragment of the Populist movement and reform traditions in Europe, but the connection hardly suggests significant, consistent influences from across the Atlantic.  [168:  Daniel T. Rodgers. Atlantic Crossings, 7]  [169:  Daniel Rodgers, Atlantic Crossings, 233, 312]  [170:  Richard Hofstadter, The Age of Reform, 6-7] 

In addition, I hope that my argument refutes the view of the Populists as uncouth radicals that did not fully understand the social circumstances of their day. Such a stereotype began even before the election of 1896 when Frank McVey, the first academic to write a study of Populism, wrote that the Populists did not follow any “reputable economist” or believe in concrete principles but only in “the destruction of the causes of [their discontent].”[footnoteRef:171] While I suggest that their connection with Europe did not constitute a direct relationship of influence, Populist leaders still knew about the most advanced theories and figures from Europe and had enough of a grasp on those policies to articulate them in their works. I hope that an argument like mine may further support the key notion that these historical figures, no matter their flaws, responded to real problems in a more enlightened way than those in the past once believed. [171:  Frank McVey. "The Rise and Progress of Populism." The Independent ... Devoted to the Consideration of Politics, Social and Economic Tendencies, History, Literature, and the Arts. no. 2493 (1896), 5] 
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