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Preface

Among the few totally dedicated reformers active throughout the
Gilded Age (1870-1898) and beyond, Henry Demarest Lloyd was
socially and intellectually the most prominent. A lawyer by training,
a journalist by choice, he became the archetypal American Muck-
raker who attacked the evils of oligopoly in newspaper and magazine
articles, in speeches, and in books. He began his critical role in 1869
with his editorials for the American Free-Trade League, and he
ended it only with his death from pneumonia in 1903 while cam-
paigning in Chicago for immediate municipal ownership of the
street railways. Independently wealthy, he was a stalwart champion
of organized labor and a fluent advocate of applied Socialism at a
time when supporting either one brought social obloquy in most
middle- and upper-class quarters. And, as the principal spokesman
for the urban labor-Populist coalition within the National People’s
Party, he gave that important but ill-starred political movement an
intellectual coherence and force it otherwise sadly lacked. Widely
read and travelled, as well as acquainted with most of the advanced
social thinkers of his time, Lloyd evolved into one of the most
effective reform publicists and intellectual leaders of the early Pro-
gressive Era.

His career as a reformer has evoked two lengthy biographies—
one by his sister Caro[line] Lloyd (1912) and one by Chester M.
Destler (1963)—but neither discusses critically or analytically
Lloyd’s numerous publications. In the earlier biography, Caro re-
gards her brother with uncritical affection and fills her book with
letters, reminiscences, and adulation; and her discussion of his pub-
lished writings is sketchy at best. Destler’s biography, admirably
detailed and documented from manuscript sources, concentrates
upon the history of Lloyd’s intellectual development and influence.
But, unfortunately, this study’s inferences lack perspective; for the
author gives some of Lloyd’s activities more importance than the
evidence warrants. And, while Destler considers the effects of many
of Lloyd’s publications, he does not discuss individual works either
systematically or critically. Yet continuing interest exists in Lloyd’s
publications; for, at the present time, five of his books are available



in reprints, social historians are devoting increased attention to their
influence, and recent collections of significant documents in Ameri-
can history invariably include selections from them.

Consequently, the purpose of this study is to present for the first
time a systematic analysis and critical assessment of Henry Dem-
arest Lloyd’s published works. In doing so, I concentrate on those
publications available in book form—the five monographs published
during his lifetime, the two that were posthumously edited and
published, and the three posthumous collections of his speeches and
magazine articles. I also refer when appropriate to his numerous
uncollected contributions to newspapers and magazines in an at-
tempt to convey the full range of his journalistic activities. After an
introductory chapter that reviews Lloyd’s life and times—a discus-
sion designed to provide a suitable perspective for a critical
analysis—I have arranged my study of his specific works chronologi-
cally, within four major topical categories. Chapters 2 and 3 cover
his various Muckraker activities; Chapter 4 discusses his role as a
spokesman for organized labor in behalf of political reform; Chapter
5 analyzes his various attempts to formulate a social philosophy; and
Chapter 6 reviews his investigative reports about experiments in
social democracy in other countries. In a brief final chapter, I assess
his significance and his contribution to American social, political,
intellectual, and literary history.

My aim throughout this study has been to focus upon Lloyd’s
works, not upon his personal involvements and activities. Yet I have
sought to place those works within a sufficiently specific historical
framework that we may view them from a critical standpoint. An
historical perspective is especially necessary because so much of his
writing was periodical journalism. And, because his collected works
consist of expository prose, either in the form of journal articles or in
that of public addresses, I have found it necessary to summarize and
categorize them more than if I were analyzing belles-lettres, in
which genre and method are scholastically better recognized. As a
result, I have used topical subtitles to make clearer an otherwise
confusing mixture of Lloyd’s prose in two chapters in which I treat
those collections. Likewise, such expository materials have lent
themselves more to explication than to critique; nevertheless, in
each instance 1 have attempted a critical assessment in order to
determine objectively Lloyd's ultimate contribution to his era.



In this study I have relied heavily on the many manuscript
sources available in the Henry Demarest Lloyd Papers at the State
Historical Society of Wisconsin, and I wish to thank Dr. Josephine
Harper, Curator of Manuscripts, for permission to publish citations
from those papers. I wish also to thank William B. Lloyd, Jr., for
permission to quote from the publications originally copyrighted by
his father and for information about his uncle, John B. Lloyd. But
my greatest debt is to Chester M. Destler’'s Henry Demarest Lloyd
and the Empire of Reform (1963), which, because of its detail, is
invaluable to any student of American social history during the
Gilded Age. I am likewise obligated to several of Destler’s other
publications, as my documentation indicates. Here I should like to
express my general appreciation to that scholar for his writings
about Lloyd and the American reform movement.

I am also grateful to my wife, Louise, and to my colleagues, Paul
McGlynn and James Angle, who read the original manuscript of this
study and suggested stylistic changes. And I wish to thank a former
student, Nancy (Gerou) Crawford, who helped with the biblio-
graphical search; Lois Abbott, who cheerfully typed the final manu-
script; Dr. Sylvia Bowman, who offered helpful editorial sugges-
tions; and the regents of Eastern Michigan University, who granted
me the sabbatical term needed to complete this study.

E. JAY JERNIGAN

Ypsilanti, Michigan






1847
1847~
1860
1860

1863
1867
1869
1872
1873
1874
1878

1880
1881

1885

1886
1888

Chronology

Henry Demarest Lloyd, the eldest of five children, born
May 1 in New York City to Aaron and Marie Christie Dem-
arest Lloyd.

As a minister of the Dutch Reformed Church, Aaron Lloyd
moved his family from parish to parish in rural New York and
New Jersey; then in 1857 to a parish in Pekin, Illinois.
Aaron Lloyd surrendered the ministry; returned with his
family to New York City where he moved in with his father-
in-law and became proprietor of a small bookstore.

Henry D. Lloyd enrolled as a scholarship student at Colum-
bia College.

Graduated bachelor of arts from Columbia College; entered
Columbia Law School.

Passed the New York bar examination; employed as assistant
secretary to the American Free-Trade League.

Resigned from the league; moved to Chicago to become
literary editor of the Chicago Tribune.

On December 25, married Jessie, the daughter of William
Bross, a wealthy quarter owner of the Tribune.

Appointed financial editor for the Tribune.

Moved to Winnetka, Illinois, a suburb of Chicago.
Appointed chief editorial writer for the Tribune.

In March issue, the Atlantic Monthly published “The Story
of a Great Monopoly”—the start of Lloyd’s reputation as the
original Muckraker.

Resigned from the Tribune after political differences with its
principal owner, Joseph Medill; travelled in Europe for sev-
eral months; suffered an emotional breakdown from which he
took several years to recover fully.

Participated vigorously in the clemency movement for the
Haymarket Anarchists.

In September issue, the North American Review published
“The New Conscience,” the start of Lloyd’s role as
“prophet-counselor” for social qua moral reform.



1889

1890
1890-
1896

1894

1896

1897
1898

1899
1900

1900~
1902
1901-
1902
1902~
1903

1903

1906-
1910

Built a summer house at Sakonnet Point, Rhode Island;
spoke at labor rallies in Illinois where he committed himself
to publicizing the plight of the American worker.
Publication of A Strike of Millionaires Against Miners, a book
length attack of Illinois coal mine owners’ labor practices.
Worked with Midwestern labor unions to build a political
base for social reform; became the principal organizer of the
Ilinois labor-Populist coalition within the National People’s
Party.

Pu'l;tl);shed Wealth  Against Commonwealth, the first
thoroughly documented exposé of the business practices and
effects of a representative trust, the Standard Oil Company.
Watched the death of his political hopes in the endorsement
of William Jennings Bryan by the People’s Party; turned his
attention thenceforth to investigating industrial co-oper-
atives and functional social reforms in other countries and to
publicizing the results.

Toured co-operatives in Great Britain.

Published Labor Copartnership, a report about the British
co-operative movement.

Toured New Zealand and Australia to investigate applied
Socialism.

Published A Country Without Strikes and Newest England,
both reports about New Zealand's social democracy.

Moved temporarily to Boston for the winter seasons; his wife
became a semi-invalid

Toured Europe twice to gather materials about various social
and political reform programs.

Involved in the anthracite coal strike; served with Clarence
Darrow as counsel to the United Mine Workers and argued
before the special presidential commission appointed to re-
solve that strike.

Died September 28 of pneumonia while leading a Chicago
labor-reform political coalition in a campaign for immediate
municipal ownership of street railways.

Posthumous publication of Man, the Social Creator; A
Sovereign People; Men, the Workers; Mazzini and Other Es-
says; and Lords of Industry.



CHAPTER 1

Life and Times

I New York City and the American Free-Trade League: 1847-1872

HEN RY Demarest Lloyd was born May 1, 1847, at his maternal
grandfather’s home, 56 Sixth Avenue, New York City. Eldest
of the five children of Aaron and Marie Christie Demarest Lloyd, he
inherited a volatile family background. His grandfather Lloyd — a
Belleville, New Jersey, tailor who studied law and served at various
times as justice of the peace, coroner, postmaster, and county
judge—was a cantankerous freethinker who remained a
Copperhead-Locofoco Democrat through the Civil War period and
beyond; his grandfather Demarest, a New York City customs-house
official and housing contractor of Huguenot-Dutch stock, was a
rigorous Calvinist and a staunch member from 1860 on of the Re-
publican party. Stubborn mutual forbearance by all members of the
family, assisted by Marie Lloyd’s sensitive diplomacy, turned such
potentially explosive ideological polarities into a constructive educa-
tional mix of Jacksonian democracy and antimonopolism with Prot-
estant moral fervor and Abolitionism. That amalgam profoundly and
positively affected the moral growth of young Henry, the “first of
the Muckrakers” and the “dean of American reform.” Inherent in
his life from its earliest days, religion and politics, ends and means,
were fundamental areas of conflict that were subject to resolution.

Aaron Lloyd was, during Henry's childhood, an impecunious
minister of the Dutch Reformed Church, who moved from parish to
parish in rural New York and New Jersey and then transferred in
1857 to a frontier parish at Pekin, Illinois, where he remained until
poverty forced him from the ministry in 1860. Returning to New
York City, he settled his family in his father-in-law’s new home on
Washington Square and opened “Ye Olde Book Shoppe” on Nassau
Street in the mercantile section; but he earned only meager profits
from it. At first, Henry attended Public School Number 35, then, a55

1



16 HENRY DEMAREST LLOYD

a scholarship student, he entered Columbia College Grammar
School; and, in September 1863, he enrolled at Columbia College
with a four-year tuition scholarship from Andrew Mills of the Dry
Docks Savings Institution. During this period Henry, together with
his two brothers, David Demarest and John Calvin, worked after
school hours at the Mercantile Library to supplement the family
income. Living in genteel poverty within the austere confines of his
grandfather’s Calvinistic household and next door to his equally
stern uncle’s, Henry was sustained by his mother, whose under-
standing but morally firm spirit enabled her to join her teenage
sons—but prevent a family rupture—when they fled from the
Dutch Reformed to Henry Ward Beecher’s Plymouth Church.

In 1867, Henry graduated bachelor of arts from Columbia Col-
lege as the class poet and as a student in the Second Class of Honor,
He then enterec‘l) Columbia Law School, continuing to work part
time at the Mercantile Library. In the spring of 1869, he passed the
New York bar examination and obtained a job as a field agent for the
American Free-Trade League.! In spite of its theoretical polemics
and its having as presidents such worthies as William Cullen Bryant
and David Dudley Field, the league was in reality a pressure group
formed in 1864 to promote East Coast mercantile interests. En-
thusiastically espousing its antimonopoly and tariff reform policies
while traveling for the league that summer, Lloyd began a series of
letters to the New York Evening Post signed “NO MONOPOLY,”
which attacked Horace Greeley's protectionist essays in the New
York Tribune. Because of the success of the letters, Lloyd was pro-
moted to assistant secretary of the league in September. During the
three years that he held this position, his duties provided him with a
rapid, pragmatic education in political economy: he edited the
monthly Free-Trader, wrote newspaper articles and advertisements,
took to the lecture platform, edited occasional propaganda pam-
phlets, and arranged league-sponsored political conferences and
public meetings.

In addition to these professional duties, Lloyd taught a class in
political economy at the newly formed Evening High School during
the winter terms of 1870-1871, for which he arranged lectures by
such figures as Horace Greeley, Professor Frances Lieber of Co-
lumbia College, and Professor Arthur Perry of Williams College.
And Lloyd plunged into local reform movements, the two most
prominent being library and election reform. In the spring of 1871,
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he and his brother John joined other young New Yorkers in an
attempt to liberalize the policies of the several public libraries, and
the Lloyds led the agitation against the Mercantile Library Associa-
tion. After a year long struggle, they gained their objectives of
Sunday openings, lower dues, and honest elections to the boards of
control. Also early in 1871 Henry joined the Young Men’s Municipal
Reform Association which, together with the more powerful “Com-
mittee of Seventy,” helped overthrow “Boss” Tweed’s Tammany
Hall in the New York City elections that fall. The New York Times
praised Lloyd’s conduct; and one of his contributions to that fight,
the pamphlet “Every Man His Own Voter,” was reprinted in full in
the October 21 issue. At the age of only twenty-four, he had thus
won recognition within the ranks of municipal reformers.

State and national politics occupied many of his working hours.
After the congressional elections of 1870, the directors of the league
focused their efforts upon developing the Liberal Republican bolt
from President U.S. Grant's 1872 campaign. The league directors
were motivated by Grant’s repudiation of civil service and tariff
reform, by his confused monetary policies, and by the corruption of
his administration. To effect this bolt, they joined late in 1871 with
leaders of other Liberal Republican groups to form an umbrella
organization, the Tax-Payer’s Union; and they selected Lloyd to edit
a short-lived monthly, the People’s Pictorial Tax Payer, which was to
publicize their campaign for civil service reform, sound currency,
free trade, and proportional representation. As a result, Lloyd was
closely involvecF in the events surrounding the Liberal Republican
convention in Cincinnati in May 1872. A member of the New York
delegation, he worked strenuously for the presidential candidacy of
free trader Charles Francis Adams; but the convention stampeded to
protectionist Horace Greeley, the yet-to-be-nominated Democratic
candidate. Frustrated by this development, prominent supporters
of the league called for a postconvention conference at New York
City in an attempt to salvage a third party movement which would
endorse free trade. In spite of their youth, Henry and his brother
David, at that time the private secretary to Chief Justice Salmon
Chase, were instrumental in this attempt. But, persuaded by
Senator Carl Schurz that Greeley had the best chance against Grant,
that conference adjourned without results.

To Lloyd, though, those events were educational; for he wrote to
his good friend, the journalist Henry Keenan, that “the convention



18 HENRY DEMAREST LLOYD

and the conference have I think taught me the whole lesson. No
more of these false guides for me; no more thimble-rigging in
politics—I am going in (if at all) for a straight persistent fight, with
homogeneous elements and in utter disregard of political com-
promises.”2 He at once began to cast about for a more independent
professional position, and he decided eventually that journalism
offered the most potential. He told Keenan he wished to enter that
field, though he was reluctant to leave the league in defeat. Keenan
suggested that, while in Chicago on league business, he call upon
Horace White. the Liberal Republican editor of the Chicago
Tribune. who knew Lloyd and his work, and upon William Bross,
one of the publishers of the Tribune, which led to his being offered
the post of night city editor. Returning to New York City and con-
ferring with his brother David, who had just joined the editorial staff
of the New York Tribune, Henry decided to follow the famous ad-
vice of Greeley, his old opponent, to “go West.”

I Chicago and the Tribune: 1872-1885

Chicago in 1872 was just recovering from the apocryphal kick of
Mrs. Patrick O'Leary’s cow. The great fire of October 1871 had
destroyed the business district and most of the central residential
areas and had left approximately one-hundred thousand homeless
out of a total population of three-hundred twenty-five thousand; but
within a year the business district, and within three years the resi-
dential areas, were completely rebuilt. In ten years, the population
had nearly doubled; in twenty, it had more than tripled; for Chicago
had become “Hog Butcher for the World, Tool Maker, Stacker of
Wheat, Player with Railroads and the Nation’s Freight Handler.”3
In this brash, bustling, often violent commercial and industrial
center, Henry Lloyd slowly earned an equivocal reputation among
his contemporaries as a humanitarian critic of the business ethics of
the Gilded Age.

Joining the Tribune staff in September 1872, he immediately
threw himself into his duties as night city editor. But, after he wrote
an editorial for the October 15 issue attacking protectionism, White,
who was supporting Greeley's candidacy, reassigned him to the
literary editor’s chair, a seemingly innocuous post. Over the next
two years, Lloyd developed a very strong literary department,
which, in addition to belles-lettres, reviewed scientific, philosophi-
cal, and religious works from both sides of the Atlantic. His Saturday
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and Sunday literary pages contributed their fair share to the
Tribune’s reputation under Horace White as a liberal, crusading
newspaper.

When Lloyd first visited Chicago, he met Jessie, the only surviv-
ing child of William Bross, a quarter owner of the Tribune and a
wealthy real estate holder. She was a witty and independent young
woman who had remained in the city immediately after the fire to
help in the relief effort. Henry, though not wealthy, was well
groomed, educated, ambitious, and fired with high moral purpose;
having many of the same interests and loyalties, they were im-
mediately attracted to each other. After a year’s courtship, and after
obtaining her father’s consent, they were married on December 25,
1873, in the midst of a spreading financial panic that jeopardized
Bross’s fortune for well over a year. The newly wedded couple
established housekeeping on the ground floor of 6 Ellridge Court,
dubbed “Felicity Flat,” where they entertained an expanding circle
of influential Chicago friends.

While working diligently at the Tribune, Henry also devoted his
energies in 1874-1875 to passing the Illinois bar examination, to
helping found the Chicago Literary Club and the Sunday Lecture
Society, and to establishing an Illinois chapter of the Free-Trade
League. He was also learning the complexities of Chicago’s financial
world under the tutelage of his father-in-law and of a close friend,
William Coolbaugh, the president of the Union National Bank. In
the fall of 1874, Joseph Medill, with financial help from Marshall
Field, a conservative Chicago merchant, increased his ownership in
the Tribune; and he persuaded Alfred Cowles, another part owner,
to join with him to wrest management from White and Bross. Hold-
ing only a five percent interest in the paper, White left to edit the
New York Evening Post; and Medill, when he assumed editorial
control of the Tribune, kept its tariff reform policies but moved it in
general to a much more Conservative Republican stance. He then
promoted Lloyd to the post of financial editor.

But Lloyd felt hampered by Medill's editorial policies: though
Bross was titular president of the Tribune Company and had given
him a hundred shares of its stock, representing a five percent in-
terest, he made several attempts at that time to purchase a news-
paper of his own. When his elaborate negotiations in the spring of
1876 to buy the Chicago Daily News fell through, caused partly by
his father-in-law’s opposition, he was intensely disappointed, par-
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ticularly since Victor Lawson only two weeks after Lloyd dropped
his option bought a half interest in the Daily News and established it
as one of Chicago’s largest newspapers.4 Because Lloyd’s consistent
goal from his youth was to acquire an independent, powerful voice
in the political destinies of the nation, his inability during this
period to find that voice as his own editor contributed to a growing
personal frustration which resulted by 1885 in a temporary nervous
breakdown. Yet, until that happened, he continued working for the
Tribune while, with Bross’s help, he continued to improve his per-
sonal finances. In 1879, he was able to invest wisely enough in
Chicago real estate to become moderately wealthy in his own right.5

Lloyd, who held the post of financial editor for five years, re-
Forted honestly on the Chicago area’s economic interests; and he
ocused particular attention upon market, mercantile, railroad,
financial, and corporation analyses. Consistently, his financial page
campaigned against unethical business methods by pushing for re-
forms on the board of trade and by pointing out the flagrant security
manipulations of this era. With the firm backing of Medill and
Bross, he conducted the Tribune's two year crusade for bimetallism
until that policy was adopted in the Bland-Allison Silver Act of 1878.
Soon after the violent railroad strikes of 1877—during which the
Tribune carried headlines proclaiming “Anarchy,” “Red War,” “In-
cendiarism Run Mad"—Lloyd was asking on his financial page for a
more constructive view; was suggesting rigorous regulation of rail-
roads; and was attacking the railroad magnates’ watered stock, cor-
ruption of legislatures and courts, repressive labor practices,
monopolistic agreements, and secret rebates. Because much of the
prosperity of the Midwest depended upon fair railroad freight rates
and practices, he started a railroad department early in 1878; and,
with Medill's approval, he developed for the Tribune a long-lasting
editorial campaign that called for national railroad regulation and
reform since it was clear that the Granger legislation of some Mid-
western states was either inadequate or rendered inoperative by
various court decisions. On January 2, 1880, Medill promoted Lloyd
to chief editorial writer and head of the special editorial depart-
ments.

In 1875, soon after their first son was born, Jessie and Henry built
a small house at 202 Michigan Avenue. But, sometime after the
birth of their second son, they sold this property and moved to the
suburban village of Winnetka on the North Shore about eighteen
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miles from downtown Chicago. With financial help from Bross, they
bought there a small estate that included a cottage they first called
“Kef Lawn” which over years of remodelling turned into a sizeable
home later known as “The Wayside.” Lloyd served several terms on
the Winnetka Village Council, and he maintained an active interest
in its affairs through the rest of his life. He introduced so many
innovations in local control that ultimately its unique form of munic-
ipal government received wide attention as the “Winnetka-Lloyd
System.”® At this lakefront retreat, two more sons were born.” Yet
the family was not separated from its contacts with Chicago: from
“The Wayside,” the Lloyds continued an active social life in the city,
for their daily commuting was made practicable by the nearby
Northwestern Railroad. In later years, though, they also maintained
Mrs. Bross's apartment in “The Pickwick,” 2001 Michigan Avenue.

As the Tribune’s “minister without portfolio” from 1880-1885,
Lloyd was relatively free to devote his attention to a more analytical
reporting of the commercial, industrial, and financial ethics of the
Robber Barons, the subject in which he continued to be most in-
terested. Particularly, he focused his editorials on railroad manipu-
lation, monopolistic trading practices, and marketing “corners.” As
a political economist, he began to develop for his readers, and for
himself, an answer to the popular Social Darwinism of his day by
grafting upon his antimonopolistic free trade principles, largely de-
rived from John Bright's and Richard Cobden’s Manchester School
of economics, a form of Christian Socialism closely analogous to that
of the later English Fabian Society.

For Lloyd was never a dogmatic economist of the “orthodox”
school; instead, he was throughout his career an intellectually eclec-
tic, middle-class social reformer. And as a pragmatic radical, he
recognized in his editorials of this time a growing need for collective
action against business tyranny. For example, he wrote in “A New
Magna Charta” of February 12, 1883, “that the fruits of human labor
are unfairly divided, and that the strong oppress the weak, is an old,
old story. But what is new is that the masses can perhaps by acting
together alleviate these wrongs in the world of capital and labor as in
the reformations of the past they have done in the worlds of politics
and the church. How this is to be done only quacks like Henry
George pretend that they can see. But how to do it is the question to
which those who were born to hate wrong are turning above every
other”(4).
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In 1880, after presenting a paper before the Chicago Literary
Club entitled “A Cure for Vanderbiltism,” Lloyd was urged by
Henry Huntington, a close friend and fellow Tribune editor, to find
a national forum for an exposé of this new and ignominious
phenomenon of interlocking combinations in restraint of trade.
Consequently, in the next four years he wrote four major magazine
articles: “The Story of a Great Monopoly” (1881) and “The Political
Economy of Seventy-Three Million Dollars” (1882), which were
published by the Atlantic Monthly; “Making Bread Dear” (1883)
and “Lords of Industry” (1884), which appeared in the North Ameri-
can Review. Because of the startling impact of these articles, many
historians and literary critics have called Lloyd “the first of the
Muckrakers”; but that title may distort his efforts, for his attempt
was always not only to expose but also to remedy.® Nonetheless,
these articles clearly initiated the national antitrust debate that cul-
minated in the Progressive party of 1912.

In spite of the success of Lloyd’s journal articles, or perhaps partly
because of it, he was increasingly dissatisfied with his position at the
Tribune. As he wrote to his father, “there are always unpleasant
things about being a hired man. I suppose I have the minimum of
them. I never receive blame or praise, I am never directed what to
do—I come and go and work absolutely at my own discretion—but
there is no growth in my work in any direction I specially care to
grow in.”® But his cditorial freedom was soon imperiled. In the 1884
presidential elections, Medill supported the Conservative Republi-
can candidate James G. Blaine, who was an anathema to Lloyd to
whom he personified the corruption and the collusion of American
politics. Though many Liberal Republicans bolted to form the
“Mugwumps” and to support the Democrat Grover Cleveland,
Lloyd did not follow them because of the scandal about Cleveland’s
private life. During the campaign, Medill restricted Lloyd’s edito-
rials to financial subjects, which strained their relationship but al-
lowed for their differences. However, Lloyd’s editorial support after
the election of “legitimate labor activity” and his continued and
strident attacks on “Wall Street nihilism” in the face of Medill’s
move toward an explicit alliance with big business brought the in-
cvitable break. That occurred in February 1885, with Lloyd’s being
granted “a leave of absence, to rest, tour Europe, reflect, and then
to return if he wished” on the implied condition that the Medill-
Cowles majority would determine all editorial policy.!?
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Lloyd was unwell: for the past year, he had suffered from insom-
nia and headaches. But the trip to Europe was no rest because Jessie
contracted typhoid in Venice and was dangerously ill for a month.
She returned home in July while Henry toured the British Isles with
his brother David, where he was exhilarated by the amount and
variety of social reform activity; by conversations with a close friend,
the Socialist journalist William Clarke; and by acquaintance with
such prominent politicians or reformers as William Morris, James
Bryce, Charles Parnell, Thorold Rogers, and Sidney Webb. While
touring the Lake District, Lloyd decided to abandon thirteen years
of work by not returning to the Tribune; for, as he wrote to his wife,
“I think perhaps the time has come for me to devote myself to a
larger constituency—a constituency I already have. I cannot work
for both. That did well enough when I was willing to burn my candle
at both ends in my enthusiasm, but I must now choose one to serve
and follow.”!! But the strain of that decision coupled with previous
stress brought about a serious nervous collapse. After weeks of re-
cuperation in London, he returned to Winnetka “more ill than I
knew.”'2 His fruitless attempt then to purchase the Chicago Journal
occasioned a relapse.

111 Winnetka and a Personal Review: 1886-1888

For the next three years, Lloyd retired from active journalism and
devoted much of his attention to extensive reading and study. His
return to health was but gradual; as he wrote his friend Henry
Huntington in 1888, “the reconquest of fair command of nerves,
sleep, working power has been very slow.”12 For him it was a period
of change and growth during which he restructured his social
philosophy and rededicated himself to social reform. It was also a
time when he affirmed his moral courage in the crucible of class
hatred and self-interest.

In May 1886, he travelled with a friend to Europe but stayed only
six weeks; he returned home unexpectedly in July in time to attend
the closing sessions of the trial of the Haymarket Anarchists. This
trial with its aftermath had a profound effect on his life: it turned
him into a stalwart supporter of labor, it inspired his rededication to
a search for a political answer to economic injustice, and it cost him
the control of an inheritance of five to six million dollars. Recogniz-
ing that he did not know as a “fact” the conditions the Chicago
Anarchists were protesting against, he toured the slums of Chicago
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during the winter of 1886-1887 under the guidance of his friend
Bert Stewart, a member of the Illinois Board of Labor Statistics; and
he began his extensive collection of data relevant to labor issues.!*
Also through Stewart, who was co-editor of the journal Knights of
Labor, Lloyd met local leaders in the eight hour day movement,
which the reaction to the Haymarket riot had stalemated; and Lloyd
began from this contact to perceive “a relation between the anti-
social business management that he had long opposed and the anti-
union drive. 1% At Stewart’s request, he wrote for the spring sup-
plement of Knights of Labor (May 7, 1887) a short article, “The
Political Economy of Child Labor,” his first real journalism since
leaving the Tribune. This attack of laissez-faire ethics contributed to
the development of Lloyd's eventual reputation among labor as one
of its closest friends in the “patrician™ class.

In the fall of 1887, he demonstrated this friendship in a much
more difficult way: in spite of social obloquy within his class, he
participated vigorously in the clemency movement for the con-
demned Haymarket Anarchists. He was appalled by presiding
Judge Joseph Gary’s having acted “as prosecuting attorney on the
bench,” and he was convinced that the Anarchists were convicted
by a kangaroo court despite its being upheld on appeal.1® Lloyd and
his friend William Salter worked privately and publicly to foster
efforts by labor and a growing number of liberals to prevail upon
Governor Richard Oglesby to commute the death sentences. Late in
the afternoon of November 9, after a day of public hearings in which
various labor groups had appealed to the governor for a commuta-
tion, he and Jessie, Salter, and the lawyer S. P. McConnell secured
a private audience with Oglesby, a family friend, to present their
own petition in behalf of the condemned men. Medill had warned
them that to do so would risk disinheritance by Bross, who, growing
more conservative in old age, felt strongly that all seven Anarchists
should hang. When Lloyd’s appeal was printed the next day in the
Tribune, Bross told him flatly he had disgraced the family by his
plea at Springfield and then quietly changed his will.1? Lloyd con-
tinued working for amnesty for the two Haymarket defendents who
had not been executed that November, and he did so until his friend
Governor John Altgeld pardoned them in 1893.

After the hangings, Judge Gary in a speech at a Chicago Bar
Association dinner in his honor attacked labor unions and asserted
that their “tyranny” far exceeded that of the “monopolies of capital”
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which were “so light as to be scarcely felt.” Incensed, Lloyd coun-
tered with a long letter in the Chicago Herald (January 3, 1888)
entitled “Labor and Monopoly,” which even more dramatically than
his clemency petition identified him with trade unionism and
against the alliance of politics with big business. Facing the cynical
conservatism symbolized by Judge Gary, he felt the need of the
business community to be a new moral vision and said so in the
lecture “The New Conscience or the Religion of Labor” before the
Chicago Ethical Culture Society on February 5. Printed in the Sep-
tember issue of the North American Review, it developed an argu-
ment for social reform based on an ethical imperative separate from
any extenuating orthodoxy, an argument which he had implied in
his earlier magazine articles but which he now presented buttressed
by his recent far-ranging reading and his firsthand experiences with
labor movements.

The day the Haymarket Anarchists were hanged, Lloyd wrote a
“Hymn of the Gallows” to be sung to the tune of “Annie Laurie,” a
song one of those executed was reported to have sung repeatedly
the night before. This composition shows how deeply Lloyd was
moved by the hangings, for he quoted from the last words of two of
the condemned, then turned those quotations into an emphatic
VOW:

“Our silence will be stronger than the bodies you strangle today,”
August Spies.
“Let the voice of the people be heard,” A. R. Parsons.
Silenced voices wrong shall shake,
More than those the gallows take,
Let the people’s voice be heard,
The people will be heard,
The people will be heard,
Voices which the gallows wake,
Thousands, where was one, shall make,
The people will be heard.
From the gallows comes the word,
Let the people’s voice be heard,
By the gallow’s echo stirred,
The people shall be heard,
The people shall be heard.
From the gallows comes the cry,
To the gallows we repay,
The people shall be heard.?®
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“The New Conscience” was his public announcement of that vow: in
the midst of the reactionary whirlwind sweeping Chicago, he took
up the mantle of “prophet-counsellor” in the cause of social reform.

His health was returning; in his 1888 letter to Huntington, he
wrote, “for the past year it has been impossible even for me to doubt
that my feet were traveling firm ground again.”'® Though urged by
his brother David and others to immediate action, he was still not
yet prepared: “They are trying to make me write fast, but they will
not do it.”"?° Instead, he continued his study of labor issues, en-
larged his reading, and widened his circle of acquaintances in re-
form movements. And sometime during the year, to keep his finan-
cial data current, he directed his secretary, Caroline Stallbohm, to
set up a clipping service and develop a social issues library that was
to serve as the research foundation for his later works and as an
important reference source for many involved in the reform agita-
tion of the next fifteen years.2! That summer he bought forty acres at
Sakonnet Point, Rhode Island, where in 1889 he built a summer
home, “The Watch House”; during the 1890's, it and “The
Wayside” functioned as rallying points for many reformers and as
“settlement houses” for many in the labor movement. Testifying to
his growing reputation among Chicago labor, the new Union Labor
Party chose him as its candidate for Congress from the Fourth Il-
linois District—he ran from Rhode Island in absentia and lost. But
by summer, 1889, he was ready to do serious battle.

IN'Y Winnetka and Sakonnet Point; Labor and Political Reform:
1889-1896

On February 17, 1889, Lloyd presented the lecture “Mazzini, the
Prophet of Action” before the Chicago Ethical Culture Society and
then repeated it at a March economic conference and elsewhere. It
was a call for a new revolutionary faith in the cause of economic
freedom. Following the example of Mazzini, he addressed a large
American Federation of Labor demonstration for the eight hour day
at a park near Chicago on July Fourth. His speech “The Labor
Movement™ extolled the aims and methods of unionism in seeking
an “industrial democracy”; in contrast “the churches, the political
economists, the colleges, the existing political parties, all stand im-
potent in the face of the great question of the day—the social ques-
tion."?2 Returning from his new summer home in Rhode Island, he
gave this speech again at a Rock Island Labor Day program and
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investigated personally the plight of locked out miners at nearby
Spring Valley. His immediate response to their suffering deter-
mined his own role as a “prophet of action”; for it was as an articulate
middle-class spokesman for the miners at Spring Valley, as a de-
tached publicist bolstered by years in journalism and by an unim-
peachable social position, that he established his credentials as an
intellectual leader of the growing Midwest labor movement.

Chicago’s Mayor Dewitt Cregier and Congressman Frank
Lawler, among others, had started collections of relief supplies for
the miners. Lloyd joined them in their charitable efforts, but he also
probed for the causes of the lockout. Satisfied that William Scott, a
lieutenant of financier Jay Gould and the president of the mining
company involved, was determined to break the miners’ union, he
launched a vigorous campaign to present the miners’ case to the
public and to expose Scott’'s methods as typical of monopolistic capi-
tal. Appealing personally to a number of Chicago newspaper
editors, he convinced them that their reporting of the situation had
presented only the company’s side; and he helped present the min-
ers side in a series of letters and articles that autumn.

Among these articles, “Starvation in Illinois,” “The Crisis at
Spring Valley,” “To Certain Rich Men,” and “Terrorizing the Work-
ing People” reached a wide audience; for they were printed in both
Chicago and New York newspapers. He had hoped his analysis of
the dispute by the standards of the ethical system he had presented
in “The New Conscience,” or public pressure induced by it, would
convince Scott and his associates to bargain in good faith. It did not:
the coal company continued its policies; and Scott publicly attacked
Lloyd’s motives and character. Though Lloyd had expected some
concrete results, he was primarily interested in the abstract moral
and social issues involved; for he was, above all, a social theorist.
Thus, as a representative case study of immoral exploitation of labor,
he wrote a booklength history of the lockout entitled A Strike of
Millionaires Against Miners or the Story of Spring Valley. Published
by the Belford-Clarke Company in May 1890, it received favorable
press notice and reached an audience wide enough to justify a sec-
ond edition.2?

During the next several years, Lloyd devoted part of his time to
publicizing the cause of labor unionism in addresses before various
civic organizations. Such speeches as “The Union Forever” before
the Chicago Nationalist Club (December 11, 1889), “The New In-
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dependence” before the Chicago Sunset Club (November 6, 1890),
and “The Ethics of Private Ownership of Public Highways” before
the Society for Ethical Culture (January 31, 1891) calmly presented
the logic of labor organizations in the context of the new indus-
trialism. Through these talks he reached the middle-class intellec-
tual community in Chicago and vicinity and influenced such men as
John Altgeld, Lyman Gage, Clarence Darrow, and George Schil-
ling. He also reached a national and international audience through
his extensive personal friendships and his correspondence with a
wide spectrum of reformers. He lectured at various summer school
“retreats” (for example, the Ann Arbor Summer School of Ethics
and the Deerfield Summer School of History) along with such schol-
ars as John Dewey, Thomas H. Green, and Henry C. Adams; and he
also travelled widely in the United States and briefly in England
(1891) to investigate reform activity.

And, too, he spent much of his time speaking before Chicago area
labor unions, helping boost their morale and urging that they or-
ganize to work for political change. Several of these speeches
reached a much wider audience through national conventions and
the labor press. For example, his address “The Safety of the Future
Lies in Organized Labor” which he presented at the 1893 conven-
tion of the American Federation of Labor had twenty thousand
pamphlet copies printed; and it was also reprinted in several labor
journals. At the same time, he was closely involved in local labor
agitation; he gave the keynote address at a mass meeting protesting
police violence against unions (December 7, 1891); he spoke at a
garment workers’ mass meeting against sweatshops (May 8, 1892);
and he drafted resolutions for the regulation of factory conditions to
the Illinois legislature which were passed by a huge labor demon-
stration on February 19, 1893. The most significant of his labor
speeches may be found among a selection of his other works in three
posthumous anthologies: Men, the Workers (1909), Manzzini and
Other Essays (1910), and Lords of Industry (1910).

Lloyd was equally active in local political and social reform. He
was a financial supporter of Hull House soon after its founding in
1889 and became a close personal friend of Jane Addams and Ellen
Starr; in fact, when Jane's health broke in 1895, she convalesced for
several months with the Lloyds at the “Watch House.” He enlisted
labor’s support for the successful gubernatorial campaign of John
Altgeld in 1892, and then served as a trusted friend and as an
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occasional advisor during his four year term. Through his friendship
with George Schilling, Altgeld’s secretary of labor statistics, he ob-
tained Mrs. Florence Kelley’s appointment as the state investigator
of child labor. He then worked with her, Governor Altgeld, and
others to push the Illinois Factory Act of 1893 through the legisla-
ture. On his advice, Altgeld appointed Mrs. Kelley state factory
inspector; and she dedicated herself to making that legislation work
until the Illinois Supreme Court nullified any effective enforcement
of the act. As secretary of the program committee for the World’s
Labor, Co-operative, and Single-Tax Congresses of the famous
Chicago World’s Columbian Exposition of 1893, Lloyd planned the
program for the Labor Congress and was closely involved in the
other two. These congresses with their international array of dele-
gates furthered his move toward a modified Socialism and fired his
latent interest in cooperatives.

During 1893, Lloyd also identified with a new party of protest and
reform, the heterogeneous People’s Party founded at St. Louis,
February 1892, by sundry rural Populist groups. The platform it
adopted that July at its first national convention in Omaha included
many of the reforms he had advocated or supported: government
ownership and operation of railroads and telegraph systems, institu-
tion of a graduated income tax, redistribution of excessive land
grants, enforcement of an eight hour day, abolition of Pinkerton
police, adoption of initiative and referendum, and the nullification
of any government subsidies to private corporations. Though this
“Omaha Platform” did not include the full Socialist program he
favored of “collective ownership by the people of all means of pro-
duction and distribution,” he recognized in this People’s Party a
practical vehicle for political reform and soon became acquainted
with its leaders. In the spring of 1893, Governor Altgeld chose him
to head the Illinois delegation to the National Anti-Trust Confer-
ence called by Minnesota Governor Knute Nelson to meet at
Chicago that June. Ignatius Donnelly, a prominent Minnesota
Populist, in concert with Lloyd led a Populist bolt from that confer-
ence when it turned down their call for government ownership of
mines and railroads; this action marked the beginning of Lloyd’s role
as a leader of radical “urban” Populism.

Meanwhile, since 1889 he had been working on a book about
trusts, using the Standard Oil Company as his touchstone. The first
draft was completed by 1891, but he spent the next two years
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gathering more data, revising his text, and scrutinizing all his
sources. Early in 1893, he asked several oil experts and attorneys to
read a third draft for accuracy and possible libel; then, after rebuffs
from several publishers, Lloyd sent it to a close friend, novelist-
editor William D. Howells, who tried to interest Harper & Brothers
in it. After another year of revision and verification and after sub-
mission to several other publishers, Lloyd eventually persuaded
Harper & Brothers to accept it; they published it in October 1894 as
Wealth Against Commonwealth. The first thoroughly documented
exposé of the socially destructive practices and effects of a represen-
tative trust, it was Lloyd’s most important contribution to the re-
form movement and the work for which most remember him.

But the welter of violent events in 1894 muffled the immediate
impact of the book. The financial collapse of 1893 brought a deep
economic depression which motivated the mass march upon
Washington in the spring of 1894 of “General” Jacob Coxey’s motley
“army” of unemployed. Protests and calls for panaceas were the
order of the day; the spectre of a heterodox but popular third party
frightened established politicians. Labor was restive: the soft coal
miners struck unsuccessfully; but Eugene Debs’s American Railway
Union won its strike against the Great Northern. President Cleve-
land worried about the tariff and his gold standard while Attorney
General Olney sent troops to Chicago and smashed the Pullman
strike over the protests of Governor Altgeld.

Henry Lloyd was affected by all these events. He refused to speak
before a Chicago contingent of Coxey's army in April because he
opposed “a physical remedy” of abuses. But he visited the coal
mines of Illinois that spring as an advisor to Governor Altgeld; he
recommended that the governor not send militia unless local au-
thorities were unable to keep order, and he suggested that the
Bureau of Labor Statistics inform the press about the true conditions
of the miners. That summer, he worked for the formation of a new
political coalition at the Illinois Conference of Organized Labor in
Springfield. He was instrumental in the conference’s adopting a
compromise program of modified Populism-Socialism, the
“Springfield Platform.” and in its calling for a national labor-Populist
convention; while there, he was privy to Altgeld's handling of fed-
eral intervention in the Pullman strike. Returning to Chicago, he
followed closely the events that led to Debs’s arrest for aiding the
Pullman strikers in defiance of a court injunction, contributed to the
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defense fund, and publicly supported the American Railway Union’s
cause. In a speech “Strikes and Injunctions” before the Chicago
Sunset Club, he, along with Clarence Darrow, Debs’s attorney,
attacked the double standard prevailing in federal courts.

But Lloyd turned most of his attention the rest of that year to
developing a labor-Populist political alliance.24 Samuel Gompers’s
refusal to commit the American Federation of Labor to partisan
politics did not deter Lloyd and many others within the Chicago
labor movements from organizing a Cook County Labor-Populist
Party. Lloyd, Darrow, and ex-Senator Lyman Trumbull were the
leaders at its convention on October 6, with Debs giving vicarious
support from his prison cell. Lloyd was nominated for Congress
from the Seventh District. Though the party waged a vigorous cam-
paign, every one of its candidates lost in the official count; neverthe-
less, the party tried again in the following municipal elections.?>

The next two years Lloyd devoted largely to politics and to de-
fense of his antitrust analysis in Wealth Against Commonwealth.
Standard Oil immediately tried to discredit the book, not by libel
suits, which would have proved both embarrassing and fruitless, but
by ad hominem attacks from such subsidized journalists as George
Gunton, editor of the Social Economist.26 Lloyd carefully replied in
the press to each of these attacks, supporting his analysis always
with public records and sworn court testimony. He also thwarted
John D. Rockefeller's personal attempt in 1896 to organize a com-
mittee of prominent clergymen to “investigate” the company by
asking the committee to conduct the inquiry in public with the aid of
competent lawyers. Rockefeller dropped his attempt. Standard Oil
soon retreated into stolid silence. But not so Lloyd: he continued for
the rest of his life to ponder the baleful effects of unrestrained
monopoly and to publicize alternative approaches to business or-
ganization.

During 1895, Lloyd worked with the Chicago Labor-Populists in
a municipal campaign advocating city ownership of utilities and pub-
lic works, plus an assortment of other Socialist reforms. However,
the more moderate Civic Federation in its own bid for municipal
reform drew the most effective political support and succeeded in
overthrowing the corrupt city ring, though Lloyd’s “radical”
speeches during the campaign helped point the issues. Splintered
by ideological and methodological differences between the Labor
Socialists and the more orthodox Populists, Lloyd’s coalition foun-
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dered, and its members waited for direction from the People’s Party
convention scheduled for July 1896 in St. Louis. During the inter-
val, Lloyd worked on an elaboration of the humanistic philosophx
that he had presented in his 1888 article “The New Conscience.
Designated the “Manuscript of 1896,” it was edited and published
posthumously at his request as Man, the Social Creator (1906); and
it is of interest insofar as it reveals the intellectual assumptions
behind most of his reform utterances and activity.

Lloyd went to St. Louis that July determined to fight against any
fusion with the Democrats, who had just nominated William Jen-
nings Bryan on a simplistic free silver platform. Lloyd hoped to
unite the party behind a comprehensive platform of social reform
but was forced to sit helpless while Senator William Allen, the
permanent chairman, maneuvered the convention into an endorse-
ment of Bryan and free silver. Indignant, Lloyd watched the suicide
of his party. He reported bitterly to Andrew Adair, an official of the
typographical union: “The Free Silver movement is a fake. Free
Silver is the cow-bird of the Reform movement. It waited until the
nest had been built by the sacrifices and labor of others, and then it
laid its eggs in it, pushing out the others which lie smashed on the
ground.”27 Unable to compromise, he withdrew from national poli-
tics and voted reluctantly for the Socialist Labor Party ticket in 1896
and 1900.

V  Boston, Australasia, and Europe;
Co-operatives and Experimental Socialism: 1897-1902

For some time, influenced in part by personal contacts with en-
thusiasts, by Edward Bellamy's Nationalist movement, and by
Laurence Gronlund's analysis in The Codperative Commonwealth,
Lloyd had been interested in co-operatives and in Utopian com-
munitarianism. While at the St. Louis convention, he also attended
the synchronous National Co-operative Congress and was elected to
the board of directors of the newly formed American Co-operative
Union. At that congress he became better acquainted with N. O.
Nelson—a St. Louis industrialist, whose co-operative factory he
visited—and James Rhodes, editor of the American Cooperative
News; both impressed upon him the theoretical possibilities of co-
operation. Discouraged in his attempt to inject meaningful social
reform into the national political forum, he turned to an investiga-
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tion of co-operative movements as a means of generating beneficial
change in the social fabric.

That winter he worked with the Brotherhood of the Co-operative
Commonwealth, an affiliate of the American Co-operative Union, in
a projected federation of communitarian colonies; but he was pri-
vately skeptical about that project’s chances for success. He sup-
ported Eugene Debs’s efforts to merge his tottering American Rail-
way Union with that organization in a visionary attempt to build a
political base from a series of union-backed Socialist colonies
planted in Washington state. The leaders of the American Railway
Union did indeed endorse that project at its last convention in June
1897; but they then voted to dissolve their own moribund organiza-
tion to form instead a new, comprehensive Socialist party, the Social
Democracy of America, with themselves as its officers. Lloyd once
again sensed the specter of machine politics and withdrew his sup-
port from any such federation.2® Still, he retained his interest in
communitarianism, for at this time he contributed financially to
several colonies and visited a number, such as the new Ruskin
Colony at Cave Mills, Tennessee. Convinced that the co-operative
movement in the United States had potential but lacked direction,
he attended the Third International Co-operative Congress in Delft,
Holland, in September 1897, seeking guidance from European
examples. After the congress adjourned, he accepted an invitation
from an English delegate to attend a regional conference in Britain
and to explore various co-operative enterprises there.

That visit turned into a six weeks tour of British co-operative
experiments that influenced him profoundly. On his return to Win-
netka, he quickly cast his impressions in simple travel book form
with illustrations and an appendix of statistics. Published by Harper
& Brothers in August 1898, the book had a clearly descriptive title:
Labor Copartnership. Notes of a Visit to Co-operative Workshops,
Factories, and Farms in Great Britain and Ireland, in which
Employer, Employé, and Consumer Share in Ownership, Manage-
ment, and Results. It found a ready audience in a United States that
was just emerging from a long financial depression, and it helped
spread a contemporaneous interest in the co-operative movement.
Its success greatly encouraged Lloyd to continue his mission as a
reform leader qua publicist.

During 1897-1898, he lectured widely in the United States be-
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fore civic clubs, reform meetings, economic conferences, and sum-
mer schools in support of a variety of progressive movements. He
continued his attacks on current business ethics in his analyses of
irresponsible trusts; he encouraged a resurgent municipal reform
movement by supporting the Direct Legislation League and by
advocating municipal ownership of utilities and public works; he
championed Theodore Gilman’s proposal of a national clearinghouse
currency; and he enthusiastically publicized the success of coopera-
tives in Great Britain. Financially, he aided individual reformers in
distress or under attack (Laurence Gronlund and Professor Edward
Bemis, for example); and he advised Samuel “Golden Rule” Jones in
his successful campaign for mayor of Toledo, Ohio, on a municipal
reform ticket.

Though very much an Emersonian Transcendentalist in theory,
Lloyd was nevertheless a utilitarian in practice: in working for the
reform of industrial democracy, he focused on the pragmatics of
change. Therefore, he decided in the winter of 1898 to visit New
Zealand and Australia to investigate their controversial experiments
in national Socialism, which had been inspired partially by the ideas
of Henry George and Edward Bellamy. Accompanied by his eldest
son, he started for Australasia early in January 1899, with an assort-
ment of letters of introduction from British and American labor
leaders, journalists, and reformers—and an official commission from
the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics to collect “labor facts.”
Lloyd and his son toured North and South New Zealand for several
months, then sailed to Australia where they spent a month. In both
countries Lloyd discovered a variety of successful Socialist pro-
grams: compulsory labor arbitration, state-owned-and-operated rail-
roads, progressive taxation systems, extensive state welfare and
pension systems, and state-sponsored land settlement projects. He
also studied a number of government subsidized co-operative and
communitarian settlements, but their notable lack of success
dimmed his enthusiasm for co-operation in that form.

Returned to the “Watch House” that summer, he wrote several
magazine articles about New Zealand, and then he composed a
small monograph about its compulsory arbitration system entitled A
Country Without Strikes. It was published in May 1900, with an
introduction by William Reeves, the minister of labor in New Zea-
land who had drafted the original arbitration law. But Lloyd had
purposely limited its scope, and he began that winter a much more
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comprehensive report about his impressions of New Zealand and
Australian social democracy and published it in October 1900 as
Newest England. Both books proved topical and met ready audi-
ences.

Upon his return from Australia, he found Jessie ill. Her continued
frail health plus the fact that three of their four sons were attending
undergraduate or professional school at Harvard University caused
them to settle in Boston for the next three winters (1900-1902) with
only an occasional trip to their home in Winnetka. During that time,
Henry continued his activities as reform leader qua publicist; but
family matters occupied more of his attention than usual because of
Jessie’s irregular health. He quickly became involved with Boston
civic functions and clubs (the Round Table Club and the Twentieth
Century Club, for example), and he spoke before various local
economic and reform groups (such as the Workingmen’s Political
League and the Union for Industrial Progress), which demonstrated
again his unusual ability to move in two quite different social worlds
and to affect each. When Jessie was able, they entertained a miscel-
lany of local reform leaders (for instance, Louis Brandeis and Edwin
Mead) together with members of the local university-intellectual
community (such as William James and Edward Everett Hale).
Lloyd continued his interest in New Zealand, writing and lecturing
in defense of its Socialist policies.

When Jessie’s health permitted his absence, he travelled exten-
sively throughout the United States to speak about reform and the
“new democracy.” In the fall of 1901, for example, under the aus-
pices of the University Association of Chicago he lectured about
“Newest England” before chapters of the Economic League in the
major cities of the West Coast. But to some extent his activity was
diminished during this period by occasional attacks of melancholy.
From January through April 1901, he and Jessie toured Europe,
where he renewed his many contacts with scholars and reformers
and studied the progress of Socialism and co-operatives in Switzer-
land, Germany, Belgium, and Great Britain. However, he cancelled
some of his itinerary because of his wife’s continued ill health. From
March through July 1902, he was again in Europe, but this time
alone; for he had returned there to do a thorough study of Swiss
democracy which he regarded as the most advanced in the world.
He started a book length analysis of Switzerland’s successful, demo-

cratic control of the forces of industrialization after his return from
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that trip, but that work was interrupted by his involvement in the
anthracite coal strike of 1902. Finished posthumously by his close
friend, the English economist John Hobson, it was published in
1907 under the title A Sovereign People.

VI Pennsylvania and Chicago; The Anthracite Coal Strike
and Municipal Ownership: 1902-1903

In May 1902, organized by the United Mine Workers, the anthra-
cite miners struck the Pennsylvania coal trust. George Baer, presi-
dent of the Reading Railway, acted as the official head of that trust,
which was in fact controlled by the financier J. P. Morgan. As sum-
mer wore on and as a lack of hard coal supplies for winter
threatened, Baer's refusal to negotiate with the United Mine Work-
ers precipitated a national crisis. His haughty announcement in July
(in a letter to a concerned citizen that was immediately made public)
that “the rights and interests of the laboring man will be protected
and cared for—not by the labor agitators, but by the Christian men
to whom God in His infinite wisdom has given the control of the
property interests of the country” helped focus growing national
resentment against the trust’s intransigence.?? But it was impervi-
ous to public pressure: Baer rejected categorically on September 16
all union demands and pronounced that the trust would hire only
nonunion men.

Lloyd had followed the strike closely since his return from
Europe, and he had reacted so angrily to Baer’s July announcement
that he travelled to Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania, to interview of-
ficials on both sides to find out for himself which of the many
conflicting statements about the situation were true. William Ran-
dolph Hearst commissioned him to report his observations in the
New York Journal, which he did on August 23. Because of the
strike, public interest in compulsory arbitration had greatly inten-
sified; as its leading American proponent, he urged its merits during
September and October in several newspaper accounts and in the
article “Australasia Cures for Coal Wars” published in the
November issue of the Atlantic Monthly. Under mounting political
pressure, President Theodore Roosevelt in an attempt to resolve the
strike invited the coal operators and the union officials to the White
House on October 3; but Baer and his associates refused even to
speak to the union leaders. Roosevelt then sent his secretary of war,
Elihu Root, to meet privately with J. P. Morgan, whom Root per-
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suaded to bring the dispute before a seven man commission ap-
pointed by the president. Roosevelt virtually turned this “commis-
sion” into an arbitration panel to investigate the issues and arrive at
an award. The miners quickly returned to work, accepting the au-
thority of the commission.

Hearings began early in November 1902 and lasted to the middle
of February 1903, with Lloyd as a principal participant. For he had
volunteered his services to John Mitchell, president of the United
Mine Workers on October 14, and he was immediately involved in
planning the union’s presentation of evidence.3® Through Lloyd’s
influence, Mitchell secured Clarence Darrow as the union’s chief
counsel. These three—Mitchell, Darrow, and Lloyd—with the help
of a nine man staff headed by Walter Weyl, designed and presented
the United Mine Workers’' case, while a combined trust taskforce of
twenty-four attorneys supported by groups of staff opposed them.
Exhilarated by the challenge, Lloyd dedicated himself to the strug-
gle; he helped devise strategy with Mitchell and Darrow, and he
personally collected, organized, and publicized much of the infor-
mation that was to support the miners’ cause. Most of the four
months occupied by the commission’s investigation he spent away
from home in Scranton and Philadelphia where the commission sat,
or in travels, speaking on behalf of the miners or assembling wit-
nesses and collecting data for their case. He was present at all the
formal hearings, advising Mitchell and, under Darrow’s direction,
arguing part of the case; he was especially flattered when Darrow
asked him to make the strategic opening argument in their final
presentation. Two days after the hearings were over, the three were
honored in Chicago by organized labor in a crowded Auditorium
Theater reception attended by over five thousand. The award that
the commissioners announced on March 21, though only a partial
victory for the miners, gratified Lloyd, particularly since it set a
precedent for compulsory arbitration and established a series of
rulings favorable to labor.

Lloyd’s wife’s health had been quite frail again that fall; after the
family spent Christmas together at Winnetka, Henry sent her to a
health spa at Pass Christian, Mississippi, but late that spring she
joined him at Winnetka where they held a large reception for their
eldest son and his recent bride. They then made their annual trip to
the “Watch House”-at Sakonnet Point; there in early summer he
began again to work on his book about Switzerland, but he applied
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himself only intermittently to this task because of other commit-
ments. During the coal hearings, he had become an associate editor
of a new Chicago labor newspaper Boyce’s Weekly; thus he had
secured a forum for publicizing his immediate cause and, more
importantly, had insured that he could continue to publish his
knowledge of and views about social reform. He wrote twenty-four
articles for that weekly, starting with the January 7, 1903, issue. In
March, he appeared before committees of the Maine and Mas-
sachusetts legislatures to speak in favor of Socialist party petitions to
nationalize coal mines. He wrote several magazine articles that
spring about railroad regulation and one about New Zealand’s wel-
fare program; and he continued to lecture before reform clubs and
labor symposiums.

Then that summer his attention was attracted to two interrelated
reform possibilities: one, the opportunity to exercise leadership in
the growing Socialist party and, two, the chance to effect municipal
ownership of public transportation in Chicago. Several times in the
past Lloyd had toyed with the idea of joining the Socialist party but
had demurred because of its doctrinaire adherence to a Marxist class
analysis of the social struggle, for he was essentially a Fabian in
theory. Now, convinced he “must find some political remedy,” he
again considered joining in the hope that he could broaden its
policies and enlist it in “practical work.” While consulting friends
and pondering that decision, he drafted a tentative statement “Why
I Join the Socialists,” but most whom he consulted advised him he
could serve the reform movement best from outside party ranks.
Meanwhile, he had embarked on a campaign for municipal owner-
ship of Chicago’s public transportation; and; when the Socialists’
leaders, Eugene Debs and Thomas Morgan, refused to aid him in
“practical work,” he dropped his plans to join that party.

Chicago’s Mayor Carter Harrison, Jr., supported by a progressive
city council, was fighting the ninety-nine year franchises of the
Union Traction Company, formerly Charles Yerkes’s property but
now controlled by a syndicate financed in part by J. P. Morgan and
John D. Rockefeller. Harrison followed a moderate, pragmatic re-
form policy of limited franchises and eventual municipal ownership.
In contrast, Lloyd felt the time was ripe for a sweeping reform
program of immediate municipal ownership; and he helped bring
influential unions and reform groups into a coalition to fight for this
program when in Chicago in June. He researched the municipal
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transportation issue back at Sakonnet Point in midsummer; wrote a
campaign pamphlet, “The Chicago Traction Question”; then re-
turned to Chicago to assume leadership of the coalition and rally
support for his program. He persuaded the Municipal Ownership
Delegates’ Convention to inaugurate a petition drive on Labor Day
for a local referendum on the issue; and he worked strenuously
during the first part of September to increase public support for his
program, hoping to pressure the mayor and council into accepting
his more radical approach. On September 20, though suffering from
a bad bronchial cold, he appeared before a convention of the
Chicago Federation of Labor to secure adoption of a “Traction
Emergency Call” to be presented by a mass delegation at the next
city council meeting, September 28. That week his cold turned into
pneumonia: he died the day the council met. The news of his death
elicited a flood of press notices and public resolutions commending
his life and work. But, following his wishes, the family arranged only
a small private ceremony before cremation. In lieu of a public fu-
neral, a memorial service was held the next month at the Au-
ditorium Theater sponsored by most of Chicago’s labor and reform
groups and attended by five thousand ticketholders.



CHAPTER 2

The First of the Muckrakers: The
Chicago Tribune and Lords
of Industry

HENRY Lloyd earned his place in American history essentially

as “the first of the Muckrakers,” that group of magazine writ-
ers who exposed, often sensationally, dishonesty in business and in
government from roughly 1902 to 1912. The term itself was first
used as a descriptive epithet in 1906, three years after Lloyd's
death, by President Theodore Roosevelt in his speech at the laying
of a cornerstone for the office building of the House of Representa-
tives. At that ceremony, he said that those of his contemporaries
who were so concerned with attacking abuses that they refused to
see the good reminded him of the Man with the Muckrake in John
Bunyan'’s Pilgrim’s Progress “who could look no way but downward
with the muck-rake in his hands; who was offered a celestial crown
for his muck-rake, but who would neither look up nor regard the
crown he was offered, but continued to rake to himself the filth of
the floor.” _

Yet Roosevelt immediately qualified the derogatory tenor of his
remark by asserting "I hail as a benefactor every writer or speaker,
every man who, on the platform, or in book, magazine, or news-
paper, with merciless severity makes such an attack, provided al-
ways that he in turn remembers that the attack is of use only if it is
absolutely truthful.”! Subsequently, “Muckraker” has continued as
an ambivalent label conveying both blame and praise. It is in the
latter image, as benefactor, that posterity has generally viewed
Lloyd. He himself would have rejected Bunyan’s purblind Muck-
raker; indeed, while working on Wealth Against Commonwealth, he
wrote his mother: “It keeps me poking about and scavenging in piles
of filthy human greed and cruelty almost too nauseous to handle.
Nothing but the sternest sense of duty, and the conviction that men

40
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must understand the vices of our present system before they will be
able to rise to a better, drives me back to my desk every day.”2

I  Prelude

Lloyd’s first public pronouncement about the moral conse-
quences of the new industrialism dates from his graduation address
“Soda and Society” at the Columbia College commencement cere-
mony of 1867. In it, he viewed the coalition of commerce and sci-
ence as essentially a beneficent civilizing force, but its motivation
was clearly “on the specie basis of a safe return of 05 per cent.” And
his praise of its political economy was certainly not that of adulatory
cant: “When the materials for soap-making were found to be
exhausted in England and known to be abundant in Africa, then,
when Capital saw profit in African civilization it invested largely in
African missions, it paid and equipped such noble men as
Livingstone to go forth and explore the country in the double
character of missionaries and commercial agents with a Bible in one
hand and a contract for fat in the other.”® But it wasn’t until fourteen
years later, in 1881, when he addressed a national audience as a
free-lance contributor to the Atlantic Monthly, that he established
his right to the title “first of the Muckrakers.”

Hired by the American Free-Trade League in 1869, he wrote and
spoke for its campaign policy of a “revenue tariff and no monopolies”
for three years as its press agent-secretary. Although a paid agent of
a pressure group, Lloyd worked in harmony with his moral and
intellectual principles at promoting a political policy he viewed as
melioristic. Writing anonymously as a “promotional” journalist, he
published during 1869-1870 a series of letters signed “NO
MONOPOLY" in the New York Evening Post, a semiweekly edited
by William Cullen Bryant, the past president of the Free-Trade
League. The “NO MONOPOLY” series was a direct attack upon
Horace Greeley's protectionist editorials in the New York Tribune;
and, by citing a wide range of business and labor statistics, Lloyd
refuted Greeley’s claim that protection produced full employment,
demonstrated the injurious effects of tariff-induced monopolies, and
advanced arguments for Richard Cobden’s utilitarian doctrine of
free trade. He also edited the league’s monthly Free-Trader; drafted
news releases and prepared antiprotectionist campaign tracts, such
as the People’s Pictorial Tax Payer; lectured on free-trade principles,
as in his formal reply before the New York Liberal Club to a speech
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by Horace Greeley; and answered O. ]. Bliss's contention that polit-
ical economy was futile in an article advocating the principles of the
Manchester school in the Phrenological Journal.® But, since most of
this output was topical journalism in specialized or local publica-
tions, it is today of limited intrinsic interest.

II Tribune Commentaries

When Joseph Medill had shifted Lloyd from literary to financial
editor of the Chicago Tribune in 1874, he had once again turned his
professional attention to the ethics and principles motivating the
new industrial-commercial colossus destined to affect so profoundly
the future of the United States. But his daily columns reporting
financial news and his frequent articles and editorials were without
bylines because of the journalistic tradition relative to anonymity of
the newspaper’s “Finance and Commerce” page or its “Railroads”
section or its editorial page; for, to the general public, it was the
Tribune speaking. And that was true to a large extent, for Lloyd
necessarily worked within the loose framework of Medill's overall
editorial policy, though he was much more of a free agent than most
of the staff because he represented Bross's minority ownership. It
was also true in that he necessarily focused his selection of financial
news and editorial commentary upon the regional interests of the
newspaper’s audience, although it was a region of great commercial
importance.

Yet for the six years that Lloyd was its editor, the Tribune’s finan-
cial page was personal in that it was honest: Robert Patterson, who
later succeeded Medill as editor in chief, wrote Lloyd in 1895 that
he had been “almost the solitary exception” to the rule that financial
editors were generally considered crooked.® And such news was
personal in that it was his; for Lloyd acknowledged in a melancholy
letter to his friend Henry Keenan in 1878 “365 columns a year
written of financial slush.”” While we cannot with certainty identify
the commentaries that he wrote for the editorial page during this
period, we can assume with some certainty that, as financial editor,
he selected the subjects and wrote the interpretive articles on the
financial page.

A glance at that page provides us with some indication of Lloyd’s
daily journalistic efforts during those years. The “Finance and
Commerce” section at that time actually occupied a page and a half
on the average (nine to ten columns). Much of it, of course, con-
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sisted of market quotations as compiled by reporters directly from
local sources or from telegraph citations, but these were prefaced by
separate commentaries that totalled several columns of print and
were Lloyd’s work or were written under his direct supervision. The
focus of this commentary was to report and interpret business
statistics—to provide market, mercantile, railroad, financial, and
corporation analyses. A resumé of market quotations from a typical
issue, say that of Wednesday, October 15, 1879, provides these
categories: New York Stock and Security Exchange, daily real estate
transactions, mining news, board of trade transactions, general mar-
kets (mostly produce and hardware), lumber, livestock, petroleum,
and cotton quotations plus a brief survey of representative United
States and foreign markets. For a daily report, that was very
thorough indeed.

From a general survey of Lloyd’s page, Chester M. Destler ob-
serves a consistent editorial pattern: “Lloyd analyzed the economy,
as it burst geographic boundaries, realistically in the light of public
interests, the need for effective business ethics, and the threat of
promoter-speculator ‘Caesarism.” “® As a market analyst, he had
established his reputation so well by 1879 that he was asked to write
the article “Clearing and Clearing Houses” for John Lalor’s Cy-
clopedia of Political Science.® Destler also reports that Lloyd con-
ducted on the editorial page two extensive money and commerce
campaigns, both starting in 1877—one was for bimetallism, which
espoused free silver as against a Midwestern crusade for green-
backism and culminated with passage of the Bland-Allison Act; the
other campaign was against railroad abuses that ended only with his
resignation in 1885 after the Tribune’s move farther to the political
right. “In both Lloyd bore the heat of the battle, although policy was
undoubtedly determined in conclave with Medill."1?

After Lloyd was promoted to chief editorial writer for the Tribune
in 1880, a position he held for a little over five years, we can identify
with certainty fifty-four of his editorials; but we can do so only
because he collected and marked them, and they are manifestly a
minute selection, largely from his work of 1882 and 1883. Also,
because they are signed by his name or initials, we can identify as
his twenty-three other contributions from 1881 and 1883. Though
they originally reached a wide audience through the pages of one of
the most influential daily newspapers of the Midwest, none is read-
ily accessible to today’s reader since the papers are buried in nearly
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century-old files available in very few libraries. Since the purpose in
examining them in this study is to determine what they reveal about
Lloyd’s right to the title “first of the Muckrakers,” we only need to
note their several recurrent themes as they chart his development
as an economist-reformer.

Inherent in his editorials was the ethical touchstone of
Utilitarianism—the test of general welfare with its emphasis on
laissez-faire—and the empirical criterion of Positivism—the test of
experience. Those attitudes could be predicted from his earlier
career as an agent of the Benthamite Free-Trade League and his
favorable reviews while he was the Tribune’s literary editor of books
by such figures as Charles Darwin, Herbert Spencer, and George
H. Lewes. But modifying this morally stern texture of rationalistic
ideas was his reading of the “new economists” and the Romantics
Ralph Waldo Emerson and Thomas Carlyle, whose emphasis upon
the human mind and the spirit as the creating and controlling forces
in our existence had great impact on Lloyd. The strident intellectual
clashes between adherents of the diverse philosophical views in-
herent in Rationalism and Romanticism were to constitute that era’s
Zeitgeist. Lloyd’s eventual accommodation of those paradoxical
ideas was apparent in his editorials as an inchoate Christian
Socialism (in contrast to Social Darwinism, a popular accommoda-
tion he opposed) which, under the influence of William Morris,
Joseph Mazzini, and John Ruskin, among others, he developed into
the moderate, middle-class program of morally inspired Fabian
Socialism apparent in his later works.

Clearly, exposure and reform were the two aims knitting his iden-
tified Tribune editorials of the 1880’s. Most of these fit into two
major campaigns: one was against unethical financial speculation
and commercial manipulation through the agency of “corners” or
monopolies; the other, against railroad chicanery and abuses. As
remedies, he began to call for a new Humanism, for honesty in
government, and for national regulation of public services. His
editorial “American Pashas” of December 30, 1881 (4), is an exam-
ple of the unethical and manipulated financial affairs campaign; in it,
he compared Cobden’s eyewitness account in 1836 of the tyrannous
monopoly of the Egyptian pasha “Mehemet Ali” to the current ten-
dency in the United States: “All our business interests are drifting to
monopoly, and each monopoly has its pasha.” After a rapid survey of
the development of oligopoly in many commercial fields, Lloyd
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concluded that “wealth acquired by labor is an honor to a man and a
benefit to society, but great fortunes of tens of millions, acquired by
bribing Legislatures, corrupting courts, betraying corporate trusts,
and crushing the weak with the sheer force of accumulated wealth
are a menace to the people individually and as a society.”

His editorial “Railroad Annexation” of April 12, 1884 (4), is an
example of the second campaign; in it, he remarked upon the new
willingness of several railroad officials to accept government recog-
nition and regulation of rate pools because they had tardily acknowl-
edged that they and the public needed protection. And he ad-
monished those who argued differently: “Railroad wars bring intol-
erable evils; railroad pools are to be submitted to only when they are
part of the government itself. In absorbing the railroad government
into the political government of the country is the greatest oppor-
tunity the people of the United States will ever have for regaining
full control of the corporations which have taken so insurgent a
position for so many years.”

In 1881 and again in 1883 Lloyd represented the Chicago Tribune
on promotional tours of Henry Villard's Northern Pacific Railroad;
and he also toured in 1883, on his own initiative and at his own
expense, Collis Huntington’s Southern Pacific Railroad. That trip
enlarged his firsthand experience of railway operations and resulted
in signed editorial essays attacking railroad “land monopoly,” such
as the two page feature “Our Land, the Story of the Dissipation of
Our Great National Inheritance” (March 17, 1883 [12-13]) and the
two part “California Cornered” (October 8 [3] and October 13 [12]).
Destler designates them “masterpieces” in the literature of expo-
sure “that would have been a credit to McClure’s twenty years
later.”1! But, whether masterpieces or not, they were printed in the
ephemeral pages of a Chicago daily and soon forgotten. Only when
Lloyd turned to a national audience through the medium of a sub-
stantial monthly was his voice widely heard and his message re-
membered.!?

In the spring of 1880, he read a paper entitled “A Cure for Van-
derbiltism” before the Chicago Literary Club. It made such a strong
impression upon his friend Henry Huntington that he warmly en-
couraged Lloyd to send a revision of it to Allen Rice, the editor of
the North American Review. Rice rejected it against the advice of his
reader; but William D. Howells, editor of the Atlantic Monthly,
accepted it in December 1880, and published it as the feature article
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“The Story of a Great Monopoly” in the March 1881 issue .(pp.
317-34). Its remarkable success inspired Lloyd to write in addltl.on
to his newspaper contributions a total of 105 subsequent magazine
or journal articles during his lifetime, along with innumerable
speeches and lectures and six books. After his death, and as re-
quested by his will, Anne Withington, a Boston settlement house
worker and friend, and Caroline Stallbohm, his secretary for many
years, edited several book length collections of the most significant
or representative of the articles and speeches. Since these formats
provide today the most readily accessible writings by Lloyd, these
collections are used for an analysis of his efforts as a speaker and as a
periodical journalist; and the work we most rely upon is the an-
timonopoly anthology, Lords of Industry (1910).

III Lords of Industry: Four Early Magazine Articles

A. “The Story of a Great Monopoly”

Lloyd’s first purpose in “The Story of a Great Monopoly” was to
demonstrate a relationship between the widespread violence of the
great railroad strikes of 1877 and the more insidiously violent collu-
sion of prominent railroad financiers with officers of corporate com-
binations. To document that collusion he chose the business connec-
tions of the Standard Oil Company with the Northeastern trunk
lines, particularly with the Pennsylvania Railroad. His second pur-
pose was to use that demonstration to call for federal regulation of
common carriers to ensure equity in the American marketplace and
verity in American democracy. He emphasized that a national rem-
edy was needed: “The movement of the railroad trains of this coun-
try is literally the circulation of its blood. Evidently, . . . the States
cannot prevent its arrest by the struggle between these giant forces
within society, outside the law”(9).

He began his article with the acknowledgment that railroads were
the vital force in the rapid growth of American industry. Yet in
recognizing their contribution, he cautioned, we should not ignore
railroad corporate practices that bode evil to the republic, such as
blatant evasion of taxes, fraudulent manipulation of securities, cor-
ruption of legislatures and courts, and the imposition of arbitrarily
inequitable freight rates: “More than any other class, our railroad
men have developed the country, and tried its institutions”(2). Be-
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cause of railroad officials’ unethical practices and their unfair treat-
ment of labor, the common people, who were unable to obtain
redress by other means, erupted into anarchy and near revolution
during the notorious strikes of 1876-1877. Therefore, “our treat-
ment of ‘the railroad problem’ will show the quality and calibre of
our political sense”(3). The body of the article was a survey of the
moves by the Standard Oil Company to monopolize the petroleum
industry through manipulation of railroad freight rates and facilities.
The survey was documented sufficiently to establish his thesis; all
evidence used was a matter of public record. Some of the testimony
he cited was necessarily fragmentary and his interpretation of statis-
tics was sometimes hindered by incomplete data, yet he presented,
in general, an honest, coherent exposé of monopoly in action.

He first cited the importance of kerosene to the nation’s economy;
then pointed out that very few “know that its production, manufac-
ture, and export, its price at home and abroad, have been controlled
for years by a single corporation—the Standard Oil Company” (10).
He acknowledged the ability of Rockefeller and his associates, but
he charged them with dishonesty: “Their great business capacity
would have insured the managers of the Standard a success, but the
means by which they achieved monopoly was by conspiracy with the
railroads”(13). Foremost among these means was the oil company’s
securing of preferential freight rates and rebates from the Pennsyl-
vania, the New York Central, the Erie, and the Atlantic and Great
Western railroads through secret contracts that were obtained,
Lloyd implied, by bribes of stock in “the Acme Oil Company, a
partner in the Standard combination, on which heavy monthly div-
idends are paid”(15). Also, the oil company would join with one or
two railroads in the ruinous rate wars of the 1870’s to force another
railroad to give it special treatment or grant it control of its oil cars,
oil holdings, pipelines, and terminal facilities. In general terms,
Lloyd was alluding to what was the most successful strategy of Stan-
dard Oil, the best-known instance of which was its war in 1877 with
the Pennsylvania Railroad and its affiliate, the Empire Transporta-
tion Company. Consequently, Standard managed to close alternate
routes of transportation to most of its competitors.

Standard Oil kept its efforts free from meaningful public investi-
gation and regulation by the blatant refusal of all concerned to reveal
their business arrangements and, Lloyd charged, by wholesale cor-
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ruption of government officials. When Cornelius Vanderbilt, first
vice-president of the New York Central, was questioned before th,e
New York Railroad Investigating Committee about his company's
rate policies, his answers were

“I don’t know,” “I forget,” “1 don’t remember,” to 116 questions out of 249
by actual count. At a time when the Standard Oil Company through its
other self, the American Transfer Company, was receiving from the New
York Central thirty-five cents a barrel on all oil shipped by itself or its
competitors, and was getting other rebates which cost the New York Cen-
tral over $2,000,000 from October 17, 1877 to March 31, 1879 Mr. Vander-
bilt testified positively before the New York Investigating Committee that
he knew nothing whatever about the American Transfer Company, its
officers or the payments to it. (18-19).

Moreover, government investigations were often buried in legisla-
tive committees controlled by Standard Oil; as Lloyd phrased it,
“the Standard has done everything with the Pennsylvania Legisla-
ture except refine it” (14). As a result, Standard Oil was able to buy
out or control most refineries and to dictate to the public the price of
both crude and refined oil and decide where, when, and how it was
to be handled and marketed.

But Lloyd’s primary target was not Standard Oil, for its monopoly
was but symptomatic of the real problem, control of the nation’s
railroads: “It is the railroads that have bred the millionaires who are
now buying newspapers, and getting up corners in wheat, corn, and
cotton, and are making railroad consolidations that stretch across the
continent. By the same tactics that the railroads have used to build
up the Standard, they can give other combinations of capitalists the
control of the wheat, lumber, cotton, or any other product of the
United States” (37-38). At the present time, he reported, a plan to
form a great railroad pool under the title “Trunk Line Executive
Committee” threatened to extinguish all competition. He con-
cluded with a plea that the nation recognize the new industrial
forces that were menacing its freedom and initiate effective regula-
tion of the common carriers for the common good:

In less than the ordinary span of a lifetime, our railroads have brought upon
us the worst labor disturbance, the greatest of monopolies, and the most
formidable combination of money and brains that ever overshadowed a
state. The time has come to face the fact that the forces of capital and
industry have outgrown the forces of our government. . . . The nation is
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the engine of the people. They must use it for their industrial life, as they
used it in 1861 for their political life. The States have failed. The United
States must succeed, or the people will perish. (45-46)

“The Story of a Great Monopoly” created such an immediate stir
that an unprecedented seven printings of the Atlantic’s March issue
were necessary. Medill reprinted the entire article in the Tribune; it
was reprinted also in The Oil, Paint and Drug Reporter and in the
London Railway News. Many other newspapers gave it favorable
editorial attention and quoted from it extensively. Charles Edward
Russell—the New York journalist and, later, Socialist Muckraker—
reported its initial impact upon him, which must have been typical
of many:

Once launched upon that historic article, like all others that encountered it,
I was swept by an increasing and irresistible interest to the end, arising
thence with an entirely new sense and conception of the forces at work in
my country and the first glimpse of an American’s duty thereto. Yet I had
been reared in an old-time Abolitionist family where opposition to the
corporations was held to be the next great work after the destruction of
slavery, and my father had carried on a lifelong struggle against the growing
power of the railroad companies. I knew then, in a general way, something
of the menace of accumulated wealth, but it had never been made clear,
vital, and personal to me until I read that article, and from that time I could
never question the author’s own conception of what lay before us.13

John Clarke in The Federal Trust Policy said that the article also had
a lasting impact: “for the next twenty-five years [it] afforded the
starting point for every public investigation of industry and the
climax for every orator endeavoring to describe the sins of the
trusts.”'14

Lloyd did err, though, in some details of his analysis of the Stan-
dard Oil monopoly. His inference that Acme Oil Company stock was
used to bribe railroad officials was wrong, but his theory of joint
managerial investment was correct. Because of occasionally vague or
inaccurate chronology, he also fell into several nonsequiturs; and he
ignored the production glut of 1878 as a factor in the shipment crisis
of 1879 which Standard Oil was able to use to its advantage.
Nevertheless, historians have accepted the general truth of his pre-
sentation and the validity of his thesis, with the notable exception of
Allan Nevins. In his second biography of John D. Rockefeller, Study
in Power, Nevins attacked both Lloyd’s interpretation of data and
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his intellectual integrity in this article and in Wealth Against Com-
monwealth. Nevins claimed that in 1881 Lloyd’s “acquaintance with
finance was elementary; he knew nothing of economics; he was
credulous and cocksure.”1® Then he pointed to Lloyd’s mistakes and
concluded that the article was flagrantly inaccurate and biased; un-
fortunately, in his ad hominem attack and in his concentration upon
Lloyd’s several errors in his analysis of the then little-known busi-
ness history of Standard Oil, Nevins distorted the larger purport of
the article: the grave danger of preferential freight rates. On that
subject Lloyd had studied and written as financial editor of the
Tribune since 1874; he had been interested in the syndrome of
monopoly even before obtaining his job with the Free-Trade
League in 1869. Thus Russel Nye's acknowledgment in Midwestern
Progressive Politics that this article “marked a deciding turning
point in journalistic history, since it was the first documented and
authoritative study of industrial concentration to appear in the jour-
nals” seems a more valid evaluation.6

Because W. D. Howells severed his connection with the Atlantic
and left for Europe while the March issue was being typeset,
Lloyd’s revised proof containing new information and minor correc-
tions reached the editor’s desk too late to be used. Though an errata
slip bound with the issue announced that fact, Lloyd was dissatisfied
with the printed version and acted on his brother David’s suggestion
that he “make a supplementary article embodying your new facts”
by systematically collecting more data about Standard Oil; and, after
Lloyd did so, he eventually used this data in his book Wealth
Against Commonwealth. 7 But he turned his immediate attention to
writing about railroad abuses and economic philosophy in three
more magazine articles which focused national attention upon cat-
aclysmic contemporary financial trends.

B. “The Political Economy of Seventy-Three Million Dollars”

The next article, developed also from a paper Lloyd read before
the Chicago Literary Club, was sent by Lloyd to Thomas Aldrich,
the new and more conservative editor of the Atlantic, who pub-
lished it as “The Political Economy of $73,000,000” in the July 1882
issue (69-81), but only after he had secured legal advice and had
requested several revisions. In it, Lloyd hit two targets with one
aim: the first was the orthodox laissez-faire school of political
economy; the second was the disreputable financier, Jay Gould.
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Each explained the other; both were fraudulent and inimical to the
common good.

Lloyd began by decrying the pretension of orthodox economics.
Many prominent current political thinkers—Walter Bagehot, Wil-
liam Jevons, John Caimes, Henry Maine, Ruskin, Carlyle,
Emerson—pointed to the bankruptey of its claim to a universal
authority based on a scientific method. Yet “never more than now
have we needed such a help as this political economy has pretended
to be,” for we are “caught in the whirl of new forces, and flung
forward every day a step farther into a future dim with the portents
of struggle between Titans reared on steam, electricity and credit”
(51). His examination of the structure of orthodox theory revealed it
to be an “apostolic science” built upon Adam Smith, David Ricardo,
and Thomas Malthus as interpreted by John Stuart Mill—a syllogis-
tic fabric of a priori dogma, simplistic definitions, and abstract con-
clusions: “If the critic looks with distrust on a science of human
conduct founded on assumptions, and doubts the stability of a struc-
ture reared with syllogistic brick on imaginary foundations, to what
a dead stop he must come before the unscientific vagueness of the
term ‘wealth™”(54).

Patently false for an industrial nation was the orthodox school’s
central assumption that true value is determined by individual self-
interest that functions in a freely competitive market place. These
“abstract economists” by reasoning from their major premise of com-
petition ignored the “gravest problems of the day, which are ques-
tions of combination and not of competition”(57). To substitute the
stipulative term “profit” for the metaphoric concept “wealth,” as
they did, was to shift “responsibility for injustice and legal selfish-
ness from human shoulders upon the back of Nature.” Hence politi-
cal economists had to abandon the assumptions of the orthodox
school and work toward a new and realistic analysis of economic facts
in the context of a more humanistic assessment of value:

Laissez-faire theories of politics and political economy are useless in the
treatment of the labor question, in the regulation of railroads, sanitary and
educational government, and a multitude of similar questions. It is not to be
denied that competition is an industrial force, and a mighty one, but it is
only one. By neglecting the other forces, from sympathy to monopoly, the
abstract political economist deduces principles which fit no realities and has
to neglect those realities for which we need principles most. When combi-
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nation comes in at the door, this political economy of competition flies out of
the window. It is a political economy of persons, not of the people. (64-65).

Lloyd then turned to the career of a boy who came from the
country to New York City to market an improved mouse trap but
remained to manufacture other kinds of traps. In the transparent
guise of this metaphor, he traced the four notorious swindles by Jay
Gould to illustrate “what may be accomplished by a scientific devo-
tion to the principles of competition, laissez-faire, desire of wealth,
and self interest, if not the harmony of interests”(65). The first was
Gould’s looting of the assets of the Erie Railroad while he was
president of the line from 1868-1872; in that he was helped by
James Fisk, Daniel Drew, and Tammany’s “Boss” Tweed. Lloyd
described that manipulation of securities, politicians, and judges as
“an orgy of fiduciary harlotry.” The second was Gould’s and Fisk’s
attempt, with the connivance of high government officials, to corner
the market in gold, which culminated in the infamous “Black Fri-
day” of September 24, 1869: “there are men proud to tell you that in
that moment of frenzy and horror they hunted, rope in hand, for
this disciple of self-interest”(72).

The third trap was Gould’s organizing of the American Union
Telegraph Company in 1879 to oppose Western Union—not to
compete honestly but to force that monopoly to buy his company.
Then, under cover of a slanderous campaign attacking the credit
structure of Western Union, he quietly acquired control of its stock
during December 1880; thus “the public found that the ex-trustee of
the Erie, the ally of the Tammany ring, the corrupter of justice and
the artificer of panic was master of the rapid transit news and
confidence within the United States, and between them and the rest
of the world”(74). The fourth trap was still set while Lloyd wrote
about it: Gould’s acquisition of the Manhattan and Metropolitan
Elevated Railroads, the franchized traction of New York City, by the
same methods used in his manipulation of the Erie. Through these
several means Gould had amassed a fortune of at least seventy-three
million dollars by 1882, in marked contrast to the poverty of his
employees and the impoverishment of the commonwealth. This
success for Gould, Lloyd concluded, raised inescapable questions
about a political economy to which the orthodox school had no
answers. “A philosopher of the commune said, ‘Property is theft.’
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American self-government must have a philosophy to say, Theft
shall not be property”(80).

Today, Lloyd's extended metaphor of a mousetrap seems sarcastic
and coy, but no one quarrelled then with his attack of Gould since
the facts were common knowledge and since his caustic tone fit the
journalistic style of the age. His prophetic attack of laissez-faire
economics did evoke considerable discussion because it was the
popular harbinger of a new approach to economic analysis in Ameri-
can universities that was led by his friend Professor Richard Ely and
that was based upon the German historical school. Lloyd’s humanis-
tic insistence that governmental regulation of the economy was im-
perative in light of the new commercial and industrial forces menac-
ing the state had wide appeal to Atlantic readers, for Lloyd’s view
was within the American democratic tradition and was also consid-
erably more realistic than Henry George’'s simplistic rent tax rem-
edy in his contemporaneous Progress and Poverty. But several
prominent voices, particularly that of Edwin Godkin in the Nation,
rejected the thesis that combination was the dominent trend in
business and suggested instead that the “bad man” hypothesis best
explained Gould's career.!® Lloyd replied in a letter to the Nation
that “a deeper cause than the depravity of individuals must account
for the most dangerous fact of our social condition, the sudden
development of a caste of overgrown wealth and power.”!® And he
persisted in his search for that cause and its remedy by gathering
and publishing the facts of industrial growth and by insisting that the
rights of the commonwealth were above those of individual wealth.

C. “Making Bread Dear”

During the summer of 1882, Henry Alden, editor of Harper's
Monthly, invited Lloyd to write about George Pullman’s new
“model” community for workers at his sleeping car company. Alden
tentatively accepted the article, then assigned a member of his staff
to revise it to be much more laudatory of Pullman; Lloyd refused to
sign the galley proofs and the article was never published.?® But the
following vear Allen Rice of the North American Review published
Lloyd’s article about the deleterious effects of corners in the com-
modity exchanges; entitled “Making Bread Dear,” it appeared in
the August issue (118-36).

In this essay, he continued to accuse laissez-faire economists of
incompetency because they ignored the realities of modern com-
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merce; in this case, he cited the growth of ill-regulated commodity
exchanges: “While the text-books of the science of exchange are
describing in infantile prattle the imaginary trade of p}'ehistoric
trout for pre-Adamite venison between the ‘first hunter’ and the
‘first fisherman,” the industry of the cotton plantation, the oil fields,
and the farm is being overlaid by an apparatus of Exchanges which
will prove an extremely interesting study to the Ricardo of, say, the
twenty-fifth century” (85). These exchanges were falling under the
rule of syndicates and bosses who were able to corner major commodi-
ties and dictate their prices because of the rapid evolutionary changes
in communication and transportation, and because ofthe development
of the corporation and the emergence of huge private fortunes held
by men following a “lupine standard of business morality.” The fault
was not inherent in the institution itself, which was in fact a much
improved system of marketing, but in its control. By cornering a
commodity through unscrupulous manipulation of transport and
capital, the “wealthy criminal classes” were arbitrarily rigging prices
all over the world; and they were, for this reason, contributing to
strikes and social unrest: “The ‘strong man’ now builds corners in-
stead of castles, and collects tribute at the end of a telegraph wire
instead of a chain stretched across the Rhine” (86). These manipula-
tions of supply and demand were impairing the normal channels of
trade: “Transportation, overtasked at one time and at another idle,
is hopelessly deranged; and all the banking and other business that
must attend the movement of crops goes by fits and starts” (96).

To document his contentions, Lloyd turned to the Chicago Board
of Trade and traced several corners in pork and wheat that had
developed since the crop shortages of 1879. Through price compari-
sons over those several years, he confirmed his assertion that “as
wheat rises, flour rises; and when flour becomes dear, through man-
ipulation, it is the blood of the poor that flows into the treasury of
the syndicate” (112). Because the Illinois Supreme Court had con-
tinued to exempt that exchange from state regulation, the only re-
course traders in future deliveries had when caught “short” was to
the board itself; but its members were far from impartial judges of
their own actions. Hence national regulation of exchanges was
necessary to establish a proper judicial procedure and to restore the
legitimate functioning of trade: “When capitalists combine irresisti-
bly against the people, the government, which is the people’s com-
bination, must take them in hand” (111-12).
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In several respects, “Making Bread Dear” is much weaker than
Lloyd’s two earlier articles because its organization is more discur-
sive, its presentation of data is limited, and its hypothesis that re-
cent strikes were “traceable directly” to corners is forced. Yet the
thesis of the essay elicited so much favorable press comment, both
in the United States and in England, that Rice, influenced by the
public discussion, published a reply by Van Buren Denslow, an
orthodox economist and journalist, which had originally been com-
missioned as a companion piece to Lloyd’s article but which had not
been published because the subject was thought to be of limited
interest.2! Denslow’s long, reactionary article, which appeared as
“Board of Trade Morality” in the October issue (372-87), was highly
critical of Lloyd’s vagueness. And Lloyd found that many of his
acquaintances in Chicago’s business circles who had commended
him for his attack on Gould were critical of “Making Bread Dear”
because he had struck, perhaps, so close to home or because he had
relied too much on exhortation rather than on demonstration. But
his exposure of exchange abuses was consistent with his overall
development of a public welfare theory of economic analysis, the
logic of which was soon confirmed when the Illinois Supreme Court
reversed itself to place the board of trade under statutory control
and later by congressional passage of the Securities and Exchange
Act.

D. “Lords of Industn”

Lloyd published the article “Lords of Industry” which gave its
title to the collection in the June 1884 issue of the North American
Review (535-53). Perhaps he was responding to Denslow’s criticism
of “Making Bread Dear” for its vagueness because he presented in
this article a thoroughly documented, carefully controlled, induc-
tive demonstration before drawing any conclusions. As a result, the
essay was a forceful argument for his contention that the United
States was experiencing such a dramatic change in its political
economy that it required new views and new remedies; and he
established his thesis immediately. The free trade laws of supply
and demand, restricted a century ago by mercantile “conspiracies”
but generally active in the United States for years past, were no
longer valid because of the rapid growth of trade combinations:
“Adam Smith said in 1776: ‘People of the same trade hardly meet
together even for merriment and diversion but the conversation
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ends in a conspiracy against the public or in some contrivance to
raise prices.” The expansive ferment of the New Industry, coming
with the new science, the new land, and the new liberties of our era,
broke up these ‘conspiracies,” and for a century we have heard
nothing of them; but the race to over-run is being succeeded by the
struggle to divide, and combinations are reappearing on all sides”
LIT):
( Ll)oyd then enumerated a total of fifty-eight industrial or trade
monopolies, discussing the development and nature of principal
ones, such as lumber, meat packing, coal, stoves, matches, paper,
coffins, steel, whiskey, and school books. In the hardcoal industry,
for example, six railroads directly controlled 195,000 of the esti-
mated total of 270,000 acres of anthracite coal land, and the rest was
held by individuals and firms “necessarily tributary” to the railway
lines. Since profits had to be shown by these railroads on watered
stock representing “three or four times the real cost” of the lines,
their desire was to combine to inflate prices by forcibly reducing
production. This combination in turn pushed labor into combina-
tions, which led inevitably to the stalemate of strikes at the expense
of the consumer. Some of the more voluntary combinations did, of
course, break apart—such as that in the match industry— but, after
?i quick price war, the pools regrouped to set price and production
gures.

The need for governmental regulation, the immediate political
conclusion Lloyd drew from this massing of data, was pragmatically
logical: “Society is letting these combinations become institutions
without compelling them to adjust their charges to the cost of pro-
duction, which used to be the universal rule of price. Our laws and
commissions to regulate the railroads are but toddling steps in a
path in which we need to walk like men”(143). But Lloyd was never
content with pragmatics alone; he was also a theorist, and from this
demonstration he drew another conclusion startlingly prophetic. He
anticipated by ten years Frederick Jackson Turner’s thesis about the
impact on American society of the closing of the frontier:

Our young men can no longer go West; they must go up or down. Not new
land, but new virtue must be the outlet for the future. OQur halt at the shore
of the Pacific is a much more serious affair than that which brought our
ancestors to a pause before the barriers of the Atlantic, and compelled them
to practise living together for a few hundred years. We cannot hereafter, as



The First of the Muckrakers 57

in the past, recover freedom by going to the prairies; we must find it in the
society of the good. In the presence of great combinations in all depart-
ments of life, the moralist and patriot have work to do of a significance never
before approached during the itinerant phases of our civilization. It may be
that the coming age of combination will issue in a nobler and fuller liberty
for the individual than has yet been seen, but that consummation will be
possible, not in a day of competitive trade, but in one of competitive mor-

als.(147)

That a new morality must govern a new school of economic analysis
and regulation was the crux of Lloyd’s message in all four of his early
journal articles.

IV Lords of Industry: Six Later Works

The other six works in Lords of Industry are quite miscellaneous,
but they do furnish a representative chronological sample of Lloyd’s
commentaries over the next twenty years. He continued in them to
reiterate his thesis about the revolutionary growth of oligopolies and
the social necessity of their control. “Servitudes Not Contracts,” a
previously unpublished manuscript dated 1889; “What Washington
Would Do To-Day,” an address delivered February 22, 1890; “Uses
and Abuses of Corporations,” a speech first read on December 20,
1894; “The Sugar Trust and the Tariff,” a short article published in
September 1897; “The National Ownership of Anthracite Coal
Mines,” an argument supporting petitions presented to two state
legislatures, March 12 and 13, 1903; and “The Failure of Railroad
Regulation,” an address delivered on May 15, 1903—these trace his
gradual development of a morally inspired Fabian Socialism, much
like that inherent in the programs of the ruling British Labour
Party, 1945-1951.

From Lloyd's friend William Clarke, one of the contributors to
the germinal Fabian Essays in Socialism (1889), Lloyd learned about
the aims of Fabianism as they evolved step by step during the
1880’s. They were essentially his own since the Fabians were eclec-
tic, democratic, and optimistic gradualists. With few exceptions
they were nondoctrinaire, middle-class intellectuals who believed
in “permeating” the existing political structure with Socialist ideas;
for they were convinced that “no reasonable person who knows the

facts can fail to become a Socialist.”?2 Rule Two of the present
“Basis” of the Fabian Society expresses the essence of that principle:
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Fabianism “aims at the establishment of a society in which equality
of opportunity will be assured and the economic power and
privileges of individuals and classes abolished through the collective
ownership and democratic control of the economic resources of the
community. It seeks to secure these ends by the methods of political
democracy.”?3 So too did Lloyd, in theory and in program.

Both the Atlantic and the Forum rejected “Servitudes Not Con-
tracts,” Lloyd’s first major journal submission about monopolies
since his resignation from the Tribune and after his breakdown in
1885. Those rejections were significant in that they marked his di-
vergence from an attitude acceptable to the rather conservative
monthlies. As the result, more than a decade before such popular
magazines as McClure’s and Collier's embraced muckraking, Lloyd
had to move perforce to the alternate forums of the platform, the
book, and the special interest periodical.24 The manuscript itself
reflected his awakened interest in the labor movement, for he de-
plored in it the use by the Reading Railroad, contrary to the sworn
testimony of its president, of “yellow dog contracts”—agreements
signed by laborers not to belong to a union. Therefore, Lloyd de-
veloped the British scholar Thorold Roger's point that “the unor-
ganized laborer cannot make free contracts” with highly organized
monopolies; and he rejected as a catchword the phrase “freedom of
contract,” that was to be evoked by a conservative judiciary for years
to come.

At Chicago’s Central Music Hall, as the principal speaker at the
1890 Washington Birthday celebration of the Personal Rights
League, an influential Midwest reform organization, Lloyd pre-
sented “What Washington Would Do To-Day.” With oratorical flair
he attacked the “rotten-ripe prosperity of America” through which
the wealthy few had undermined the liberties of the many to estab-
lish new forms of tyranny that Washington would deplore. In con-
trast to George 111, these men of wealth were homegrown oppres-
sors whose corruption of legislatures, courts, and commerce gave
the lie to the new Know-Nothing witchhunt of “foreigners” as the
provocateurs of social unrest: “To-day the discontent mingling with
the hum of toil in field and shop gives notice that the growing people
find themselves shut in on all sides by class laws which make our
currency, roads, lands, franchises, labor, like the Roman provinces
which were put at the mercy of a few proconsuls”(172). Therefore,
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in the tradition of Washington, “we must put an end to the abuse of
government by classes.”

In 1894, before the Liberal Club of Buffalo and in a formal debate
with William Gratwick, a proponent of Social Darwinism, Lloyd
read “Uses and Abuses of Corporations,” probably his most
eloquent brief analysis of the American economic revolution and its
social consequences. He began by commending the corporation as
an institution—"the individual writ large”—because only through it
had modern industry and trade become possible. But, as an institu-
tion, it was amoral; and it could function as the instrument for either
private or public good; but, unfortunately, years of accummulated
facts demonstrated that it was used by “the most active and aggres-
sive of our industrial leaders” to engender monopolies and to im-
pose a fraudulent value-added tax upon the very necessities of life.
But, in the name of the “scientific’ method, we are told that “we
must get ‘more facts’ before proceeding to the work of ‘reform’ ”;
and this demand came from “political economists of the pigeon-
hole,” Social Darwinists “who will neither use nor interpret the facts
they have” (190). Those who argued that such monopolies made
products cheaper were guilty of fallacies in fact and in logic:

To praise a seller as the giver of “cheapness,” to hold up his achievements to
the admiration of mankind and the emulation of the oncoming generation of
business men, and at the same time to ignore the libraries of evidence that
this market power, in not one alone but in almost all cases, has been largely
gained and is maintained by perverting legislative, judicial, executive, and
social functions from the service of the public to that of privilege, and
sometimes even by grosser crime,—is this economic? Would a true political
economist have to wait for the moralist to learn that a nation does not buy its
fuel, transportation, light, etc., cheap at any price when it has to throw in
the virtue of its government, the independence of its citizenship, and the
market freedom of the people? (192-93)

Besides, it was an error, Lloyd asserted, to assume things were
cheaper; cheapness did not produce “ten-ply millionaires.” Just as
in the past the Parliament of Elizabeth I had asserted its collective
will to repeal her many grants of personal monopolies, so too must
the American people unite now in common action for common pur-
poses. Reform, therefore, was not to be feared because it was but
the logic of the public spirit: “Our task is not to destroy the indi-
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vidual or his self-interest, both of which are sacred, but to set over
against it, in the composition of forces, society and a social self-
interest”'(209).

“The Sugar Trust and the Tariff” was a short, caustic exposé in the
Progressive Review of London in September, 1897 (551-55), of the
corrupt political clout of the United States Sugar Trust. Lloyd ex-
coriated the Republican leadership in both houses of Congress for
their criminal manipulation of the legislative process to facilitate
stock speculation by some legislators and to allow huge surreptitious
imports by managers of the sugar trust before passage of the highly
protective Dingley Tariff in 1897. The article was in the tradition of
his earlier editorial protests in the Tribune and demonstrated that
his sense of outrage was unimpaired by years of experience.

Entitled “National Ownership of Anthracite Coal Mines” when
the article was published in Lords of Industry, Lloyd delivered this
speech during March 1903, before the investigative committees of
the Maine and Massachusetts legislatures. After Lloyd’s support of
the United Mine Workers during the Anthracite Strike Commission
hearings of 1902-1903, the Socialist parties of Maine and Mas-
sachusetts asked him to give a formal argument in support of their
petitions to nationalize the coal mines before their respective state
legislatures. Drawing upon the documentary history of the coal trust
that he had prepared for the Strike Commission and using verbatim
most of Chapter Two from Wealth Against Commonwealth, he
drafted a long, detailed survey of the scope and methods of that
trust, presented a thorough diagnosis of its pathological effects on
American society, and supported a prognosis of cure through
nationalization. His argument received immediate public attention
because of wide press coverage and because the Massachusetts
committee unanimously reported for national ownership, if regula-
tion failed. This speech also had personal significance for Lloyd
because it marked his open advocacy of the Socialist party.

Besides presenting a circumstantial history of the trust as it was
formed by eight interlocking railroads, his argument developed four
trenchant points. First, the railroad tycoons achieved much of their
control illegally and immorally by imposing arbitrary freight prac-
tices and exorbitant charges upon independent producers or by
buying their most aggressive competitors through fraudulent expan-
sion of their own capitalization, the costs of which were passed to
the consumer as “reasonable” profits on watered stock. Second, not
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only were those “corporation consolidators” ruthless, they were
manifestly incompetent: unable to run their railways or mine their
coal efficiently, they were at best “corporation jugglers and stock-
exchange ‘athletes,” experts in the manufacture of Wall Street val-
ues, out of hot air, water, and ink”(256).

Third, the financial result of the continuation of the coal trust
would be the destruction of the very concept of free contracts for
both business and labor. The political result would be the destruc-
tion of liberty and democracy: “no government can be free, no
society can be free, in which any power whatever over the citizens is
greater than, or different from, the powers existing in them, and
voluntarily delegated by them to the centre”(283). Fourth, the two
forms of relief tried so far—competition and regulation—had failed;
therefore. “ownership by the people is the only agency which the
people can use to restore their market rights and all their other
rights”(225), and still be well within the letter and spirit of the law.

During May 1903, two months after his appearances on behalf of
the Socialists™ petitions, Lloyd spoke for nationalization of railroads
in front of the Massachusetts Reform Club in a debate against John
Brooks, who upheld regulation, and Gamaliel Bradford, who advo-
cated laissez faire.?> His address, a well-focused and systematically
documented one, was based partly upon his research for the Strike
Commission hearings and partly upon data from Interstate Com-
merce Commission reports and hearings. Entitled “The Failure of
Railroad Regulation,” its thrust was just that—all attempts by the
people through state or federal legislation or by appeal to the courts
had met with universal rebuff: “The result of sixteen years of legisla-
tion by Congress, of investigations and effort on the part of the
Interstate Commerce Commission, and of litigation in the courts is
that ‘today, with respect to interstate transportation, that is, the
great body of transportation, the public has no safeguard’ "(317).
The recently passed Elkins Act would prove equally chimerical:
“purporting to be designed to put an end to rebates, it withholds the
power by which alone that purpose could be achieved” (324). Any
impartial review of the railroad kings™ history—their false capitaliza-
tions, their preferential rates and rebates, their flagrant scofflaw
tactics, their inevitable consolidation—could point to but one con-
clusion, public ownership: “the only way to regulate these owners of
our highways is to make each one of us an owner of the highways, as
the Swiss have done”(344).



62 HENRY DEMAREST LLOYD

As Lloyd’s last public call upon the nation to control its railroads
in order to control its monopolies and its destiny, this speech served
as the appropriate final example in Lords of Industry of his career as
a prophet-Muckraker. The following year President Theodore
Roosevelt announced that railroad regulation was the “paramount
issue” of his second administration. Three years later Congress
passed the Hepburn Act, which made effective railway rate regula-
tion possible for the first time.



CHAPTER 3

The Furst of the Muckrakers:
Wealth Against Commonwealth

PUBLISHED in October 1894, Wealth Against Commonwealth
became Henry Lloyd’s magnum opus. An earlier manuscript
version had been rejected by several major publishing firms as too
moralistic, as too controversial, or as too long when William D.
Howells offered in May 1893 to submit it personally to his pub-
lisher, Harper & Brothers. But, when that firm declined to publish
it in that version, Lloyd tried two other companies. Then, after he
had cut and reworked the manuscript to meet readers’ objections
and had secured favorable legal opinion against libel, Harper &
Brothers reconsidered and offered to publish it on a commission
basis; thus he had to pay for the typesetting, a common practice of
the time for polemical works (Henry George had to set Progress and
Poverty himself before Appleton & Company would issue it). Within
Lloyd’s lifetime the book attained a modest trade success, with a
total printing of twelve thousand copies, which included the hun-
dreds he circulated himself.! But that was far from achieving the
extraordinary popularity of George’s Progress and Poverty or Bel-
lamy's Looking Backward, and by 1906 one of the characters in
Upton Sinclair's The Jungle was to remark: “Ten years ago Henry D.
Llovd told all the truth about the Standard Oil Company in his
Wealth versus Commonwealth; and the book was allowed to die, and
you hardly ever hear of it.”? The book did have a secondary
influence, however, far beyond its circulation figures and its own
life, for it found an audience not within the masses but among the
intellectuals, the molders of public opinion—scholars, journalists,
political reformers, clergymen—and they translated its message into
the Progressive movement of the next two decades.

I Method and Purpose

A large part of the diminished immediate appeal of Lloyd’s work

was due to its format, one that thwarted the expectations of many
63
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readers because it was not a dramatic narrative of personal criminal-
ity, as might have been suggested by Lloyd’s dissection of Jay Gould
in “The Political Economy of $73,000,000,” nor a straightforward,
chronological history of corporate malfeasance as in his “The Story of
a Great Monopoly.” Yet it was the logical result of that earlier
antimonopoly crusade as reshaped over the intervening years by his
increased sympathy for labor and by his articulation of an ethical
social philosophy. The title suggests the true nature of the book: it
was an indictment of the criminally rich for conspiring to steal the
very commonwealth itself. Framing it as a criminal indictment,
Lloyd presented a classical legal case against conspiracy that was
based on enough relevant circumstantial evidence to prove beyond
the requisite legal “reasonable doubt” that most American monop-
olists were simply thieves.

His purpose, he wrote a friend, was to “lay bare the realities of
the Standard Oil methods, and the evils of the results so clearly that
the public will all be driven, irresistibly, to see and confess that
modern business is still piracy and theft and lying.”3 In a letter to
Harper & Brothers, he explained his method:

I could easily tell the story in one quarter the space and . . . tell it better.
But then the story would be only told; it would not be proved. The story is
not new, the public ear has been dulled into innocuous desuetude by the
cloquence and wit and indignation which “monopoly” has had poured upon
it. The only string left to play that I can see was this of the Fact-Official
adjudicated, massed in avalanche. I realise thoroughly that I sacrifice liter-
ary effect by the method I have pursued. My object necessitated this sac-
rifice. 1 have aimed to collate the materials from which others will produce
literary effects.?

If justice were honestly administered and if the polity were active
in upholding its rights and duties, Lloyd was certain that the great
business magnates of the age would find themselves in a peniten-
tiary, not in a mansion. But Wealth Against Commonwealth was not
just an arraignment of certain rich men—it was much more than
that—it was an indictment of the moral assumptions underlying the
entire Gilded Age. This intent was explicit in the structure of the
book: it consisted of thirty-five chapters; the first four and final two
comprised a framework for the others, which were in no readily
discernible logical order, though they did bunch up in separate
units moving sequentially in a line of incidents from “local to na-
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tional and from national to international” (4). To enhance their col-
lective effect, Lloyd omitted wherever possible the names of those
he attacked, not as a defense against libel as several critics
suggested—libel law is quite clear that such anonymity is no
defense—but because he wanted his readers to concentrate on the
gist of his argument. He explained this in answer to an inquiry by
Henry C. Bascom, an author and a Prohibitionist:

I wrote not to attack or expose certain men but to unfold a realistic picture
of modern business. It so happened that the oil trust afforded in all ways the
very best illustration for my purpose, but owing to the fact that it is the
creation of but two or three men, if I had mentioned them they would have
appeared on almost every page, and the book would have taken on the
appearance to being a personal assault. No matter how much the assault was
deserved, to have given the work that aspect would have been fatal to the
usefulness which I hope for it.3

II Subject and Structure

Lloyd was by education a lawyer; though he never made law his
profession, he fully utilized his training when he was compiling this
book.€ Indeed, he alerted his readers in the first chapter that all the
evidence they would encounter was adjudicated. Monopoly was on
trial in the high court of “The New Conscience”: “Decisions of
courts and of special tribunals like the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, verdicts of juries in civil and criminal cases, reports of
committees of the State Legislatures and of Congress, oath-sworn
testimony given in legal proceedings and in official inquiries, cor-
rected by rebutting testimony and by cross-examination—such are
the sources of information”(7). While the principle of monopoly
itself was under challenge, the charge was against one specific de-
fendant, the Standard Oil trust, because “it is the most successful of
all the attempts to put gifts of nature, entire industries, and world
markets under one hat. Its originators claim this precedence. It was,
one of its spokesmen says, “the parent of the trust system.” It is the
best illustration of a movement which is itself but an illustration of
the spirit of the age”(8).

Although the book’s unusual legal structure may have caused his
sister Caro’s somewhat bemused report that “to lawyers it was par-
ticularly convincing,”” Lloyd aimed its appeal at all the people,
hence his proclamation:
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The men and women who do the work of the world have the right to the
floor. Everywhere they are rising to “a point of information.” They want to
know how our labor and the gifts of nature are being ordered by those
whom our ideals and consent have made Captains of Industry over us; how
it is that we, who profess the religion of the Golden Rule and the political
economy of service for service, come to divide our produce into incalculable
power and pleasure for a few, and partial existence for the many who are the
fountains of these powers and pleasures. This book is an attempt to help the
people answer these questions.(6-7)

For he was convinced that the political economy of the United
States had dissolved into an internecine war of the few against the
many.

Af}iler introducing his working hypothesis and method in the first
chapter, he surveyed in the next three several well-established
American monopolies to demonstrate the extent of the problem
before presenting his case in full against just one. This survey com-
prised the coal trust, the whiskey trust, and the wheat and meat
trusts. As he had explained repeatedly in his journal articles, their
methods were similar—to remove competition in order to control
the trade and to impose an artificial scarcity to achieve inordinately
profitable prices—and the results too were the same: the loss of
wealth and liberty to the people, “the wiping out of the middle
classes.” Common to these trusts were two stratagems to secure an
advantage: one, to pervert the political processes of democracy to
escape any legal consequences of their acts; two, to secure preferen-
tial treatment from transportation lines to the exclusion of all com-
petitors. Then, in the following chapters, he developed step by step
his bill of particulars against the Standard Oil Company.

The first and most important contention in his case was that Stan-
dard Oil acquired most of its market advantages through unethical
and illegal control of the common carriers—railroads, pipelines,
canal and river boats, steamships. This point, of course, was the
major premise of his “The Story of a Great Monopoly,” but it was
much more thoroughly documented in this book. Relying heavily on
testimony elicited by the New York Assembly “Hepburn” Report of
1879 and by the Congressional Trust Report of 1888, he recounted
the rise and presumed demise of the scheme symbolized by the
South Improvement Company. That company was formed in 1872
by thirteen oil men, ten of whom were members of Standard Oil,
expressly to negotiate a contract with the railway trunk lines in the
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Pennsylvania oil region to attain rebates to themselves on their own
and on their competitors’ freight charges. This contract was almost
immediately cancelled because of public outcry and a producers’
boycott, but Lloyd proceeded to demonstrate that the people had
only “grasped the shell of victory to find within the kernel of de-
feat”(57). For such rebates had in fact been granted to the Standard
Oil group ever since that time, though “the facts were hidden in
secret contracts with the railroads”(70). Referring to manifold tes-
timony elicited over the more than twenty years since the South
Improvement contract, he established that point and another—that
many railroad and Standard Oil officials were contemptuous liars.

Then Lloyd traced with abundant detail the Standard Oil
takeover of rival pipelines and terminal facilities through such
affiliates as United Pipe Lines, the National Transit Company, and
the American Transfer Company. He concentrated especially on the
clouded events marking the construction of the independent Tide-
water Pipe Line during and after the “immediate shipment” crisis of
1878 that was caused by the controlled pipelines managers’ refusals
to carry crude oil for storage and to transport only that already sold
to a refiner—invariably a member of the trust. Completed in 1879,
this pipeline was acquired by the National Transit Company in
1883. According to Lloyd, that acquisition was but one more exam-
ple of the tenacious hold Standard Oil maintained on the producers
and was typical of its tactics because the Tidewater's managers were
defeated by the combination’s “corrupting their officers, slandering
their credit, buying up their customers, stealing their elections,
garroting them with lawsuits founded on falsehoods, shutting them
off the railroads, and plugging up their pipe in the dark”(112).

By using the same tactics, Lloyd insisted, Standard Oil also ob-
tained control over the years of many patents and most refineries;
and it had scrapped some and allocated the production of the rest.
To make this point poignant, he focused upon the histories of sev-
eral individuals. The first was the Widow Backus, who assumed
management of the Backus Oil Company in 1874 when her husband
died. After a visit from John D. Rockefeller and several negotiations
with his agents, she sold the company in 1878 for seventy-nine
thousand dollars. Later, in a lawsuit against Standard Oil, she
charged that she had been high-pressured into signing a sales con-
tract: that, if allowed to function in a free market, her company
would have been worth much more; and that a provision prohibiting
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her from ever again engaging in a petroleum business was invalid. A
second account concerned Samuel Van Syckel, an inventor and
early petroleum refiner who built the first successful pipeline in
1865. In a suit against the Acme Oil Company in 1888, he charged
that firm with abrogating its contract to build a refinery based upon
his patented continuous distilling process. He also charged its par-
ent company, Standard Oil, with systematically obstructing any
further attempts he made to utilize the process.

A third and more significant narrative was that of George Rice,
the irrepressible independent of Marietta, Ohio, who had been in
the petroleum trade since 1865. Devoting three chapters to Rice’s
carcer, Lloyd related his many encounters with Standard Oil-
directed freight discrimination and cutthroat competition, with in-
equitable municipal and state laws governing oil storage and inspec-
tion, with ineffectual legislative and Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion hearings, and with such devious corporate practices as the
renumbering of all three thousand trust-owned tank cars within a
several week span to thwart a court-ordered investigation of railroad
“blind-billing”"—the computing of charges to a favored shipper at an
unrealistically low, uniform car weight. Countering all such frustra-
tions, Rice was still able to retain a small southern market—through
the means of an efficient family-run refinery and local crude oil
supplics—and to remain a troublesome gadfly to the trust by vigor-
ously petitioning the various branches of government for redress.
But he did so at an unnatural cost; for, Lloyd exclaimed, “It is this
dancing attendance upon State legislatures, courts, attorney-
generals, Congress, the Interstate Commerce Commission, as
shown in this recital, which the modern American business man
must add to Thrift, Industry, and Sobriety as a condition of survi-
val”(242).

Another dimension to Lloyd's case was provided by the charge
that the trust deliberately sabotaged rivals’ property to get rid of.
them. In 1886, four top Standard Oil officials—H. H. Rogers, J. D.
Rockefeller, A. McGregor and J. D. Archbold—were arraigned in a
Buffalo court for conspiring with Hiram Everest and his son, mana-
gers and quarter owners of the affiliated Vacuum Oil Company, to
persuade a distillery workman, Albert Miller, to blow up the
refinery of the Buffalo Lubricating Oil Company, owned by a former
cmployee, Charles Matthews, who was using some of the Vacuum
Oil Company processes. Since this provided the only adjudicated



Wealth Against Commonwealth 69

evidence for the accusation that Standard Oil itself criminally de-
stroyed property, Lloyd allocated four chapters to the events cov-
ered by this trial. Matthews had also instituted previously a civil suit
for damages against Vacuum Oil in answer to earlier suits by that
firm against him for patent infringement, ones that were found to be
without grounds. Matthews won an award of twenty thousand dol-
lars, then filed a second suit for $250,000; but, before that was
resolved, his company was put in the hands of a receiver who settled
out of court for eighty-five thousand dollars. In the criminal case,
the judge dismissed the charges against the Standard Oil officials;
the jury found the Everests guilty; and, after a stay of two years, the
judge fined them $250 each and remitted the usual jail sentences.
Matthews lost not only his refinery during the litigation but also,
Lloyd maintained, his claim to justice.

Moving from the attacks of Standard Oil against individuals,
Lloyd next surveyed an assault by several trust-affiliated natural gas
companies, principally the Northwestern Ohio Natural Gas Com-
pany, against the determined attempts by the city of Toledo from
1889 on to form a municipally owned gas company. Comprising four
chapters, his report of Toledo's experiences revealed a tale that was
fast becoming familiar of the companies’ use of disruptive litigation,
false financial statistics, high-pressured legislative lobbying, slander
and libel directed against the credit of individuals and the munici-
pality. spying, threats, and even a Sunday coup d’etat against one of
their own pipelines in massive efforts to defeat municipal owner-
ship. Particularly outrageous was a scurrilous press campaign by a
hack journalist (Patrick C. Boyle, former editor of the Oil City Der-
rick) brought in by Standard Oil interests, Lloyd claimed, to edit the
Toledo Commercial in support of the gas companies. Yet, in spite of
these harassing tactics, the people persevered and succeeded in
establishing their own company; thus their struggle was a good
omen, “a warmning and an encouragement to people everywhere who
wish to lead the life of the commonwealth”(367).

From Lloyd’s account of that battle he advanced to the state level
to retrace the charges of fraud submitted to the United States Sen-
ate Committee on Elections by the 1886 legislature of Ohio against
Senator Henry B. Payne. From the evidence supporting those
charges—though the majority report of the Committee on Elections
recommended no official investigation—and from Payne’s voting
record, Lloyd surmised that Standard Oil had bribed the 1884 Ohio
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legislature to secure a senator friendly to its interests. Then, in a
far-ranging discussion of the political power of the trust that covers
six chapters, he demonstrated Standard Oil’s ability at the local and
state levels of government to secure special legislation, such as low
legal flash tests (the temperature at which an oil distillate will ignite)
and loose inspection laws. And he pointed to the ease with which
the trust could obtain federal legislation to protect its multifarious
companies, such as favorable tariff provisions or jingoistic subsidies,
as in the exemption granted the International Steamship Line, a
trust affiliate, in the Postal Subsidy Law of 1892. On the interna-
tional scene too—in Britain, France, Germany, Russia—Standard
Oil manifested its overwhelming power to secure what it wanted,;
but the data for that inference, Lloyd admitted, was not from legal
records and was, in contrast to previous proofs, less conclusive. All
in all, after twenty-nine chapters of circumstantial evidence, Lloyd’s
case had indeed become impressive; but, to bring it into sharper
focus, he then presented a fourteen point summation (464-65), and
each point was substantiated by footnote references to previous
pages.

But Lloyd was not content to rest his case without suggesting the
means toward a solution—the object of his last two chapters. For he
pictured the rise of Standard Qil (the reality) within the much larger
framework of public welfare (the ideal). Essential to the integrity of
that welfare was a recognition by the people that the principles of
Social Darwinism used by apologists to defend the evolution of
monopoly capitalists were fundamentally wrong: “The man who
should apply in his family or his citizenship this ‘survival of the
fittest’ theory as it is practically professed and operated in business
would be a monster, and would be speedily made extinct, as we do
with monsters. . . . The true law of business is that all must pursue
the interest of all. In the law, the highest product of civilization, this
has long been a commonplace”(495). Until the people rejected that
theory of self-interest, they would be treating the symptoms, not
the disease: “the corporation is merely a cover, the combination of
corporations an advantage, the private ownership of public high-
ways an opportunity, and the rebate its perfect tool. The real actors
are men; the real instrument, the control of their fellows by wealth,
and the mainspring of the evil is the morals and economics which
cipher that brothers produce wealth when they are only cheating
each other out of birthrights”(492). With regard to such cheating,
Lloyd was very sardonic throughout; he scourged officials of Stan-
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dard Oil for a hypocrisy that permeated their every act, such as, for
example, their philanthropy, through which, he insisted, they per-
verted the church and the university to their own self-interest.

From the larger perspective of history, Lloyd viewed the new
industrial state as ripe for reform or revolution. And that was the
crux: reform could bring W. D. Howell’s Altruria; revolution would
only bring a new face to tyranny. But reform must be fundamental,
based on the moral imperative of brotherhood in which the ethical
freedom of the individual would function within the constitution of
the community; to do otherwise would but license the “moral insan-
ity” of the monopolists. Only on terms of love and justice could the
delicate social machinery survive: “History has taught us nothing if
not that men can continue to associate only by the laws of associa-
tion. The golden rule is the first and last of these, but the first and
last of the golden rule is that it can be operated only through laws,
habits, forms, and institutions”(522).

Change had to be social to insure no private use of public power
or public property; such an objective could only be produced by
common ownership, not by the half measure of regulation: “We
must either regulate, or own, or destroy, perishing by the sword we
take. The possibility of regulation is a dream. As long as this control
of the necessaries of life and this wealth remain private with individu-
als, it is they who will regulate, not we. The policy of regulation,
disguise it as we may, is but moving to a compromise and equilib-
rium with the evil all complain of ’(532-33). The social change that
Lloyd envisioned was popular acceptance of fellowship in a new
industrial democracy, “nothing so narrow as the mere govermen-
talizing of the means and process of production,” but the higher
patriotism of Christian Socialism. To that end, he had written the
book: for, “When it comes to know the facts[,] the human heart can
no more endure monopoly than American slavery or Roman empire.
The first step to a remedy is that the people care. If they know, they
will care. To help them to know and care; to stimulate new hatred of
evil, new love of the good, new sympathy for the victims of power(;]
and, by enlarging its science, to quicken the old into a new consci-
ence, this compilation of fact has been made”(535).

III Assessment

Lloyd was vaguely disappointed by the reception given Wealth
Against Commonuwealth; a year after publication, he wrote a friend,
“although the book has sold and is selling well I must confess myself
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mystified, on the whole, by the equanimity with which the public
submit to the facts disclosed by such a résumé.”® His book did meet
an enthusiastic audience within middle-class reform circles in which
Edward Everett Hule's endorsement, “as much an epoch-making
book as Uncle Tom's Cabin,” carried much weight. And it was
reviewed widely, though sometimes critically, by newspapers and
journals in the United States and in England (to its later “cheap
edition,” Harper & Brothers added a ten page supplement contain-
ing excerpts from sixty-three favorable press notices). But it did not
create the universal spontaneous outcry nor usher in the immediate
age of social reform that Lloyd had called for. Some indeed were
roused to instant action: John Burroughs, the naturalist, wrote
Llovd that, after an hour's reading, he was so angry he “had to go
out and kick stumps.”™ But most seemed stunned by its implica-
tions; for, as Howells wrote Lloyd while reading the published ver-
sion, “the truth is so repulsive that one almost wishes the Standard
might come to one's relief with a lie of the sort which has made it
irresistible everywhere but in your pages.”°

Part of the reaction was undoubtedly short-circuited by protests
arising from the widespread business panic of 1893. Coxey’s Army;
the Populist revolt; and the coal, American Railway Union, and
Pullman strikes—all called stridently for immediate attention. And,
too, Lloyd's message had to compete with such organized en-
thusiasms as the single tax school (from George’s Progress and Pov-
erty) and the free silver movement (given new impetus by William
“Coin” Harvey's Coin’s Financial School). But much of the irreso-
lute response on the part of readers was due to the book itself; for, in
delivering his indictment, Lloyd had committed the tactical error of
overkill. He was psychologically unable to let the facts speak for
themselves; he spoke for them through editorializing chapter titles
and page headings and through intrusive textual commentary. Such
titles as "You Are A—Senator,” “For ‘Old Glory’ And An—
Appropriation,” “Crime Cheaper than Competition,” and such
headings as “Kings Incognito,” “Silence is Golden,” “Book-keepers
Who Keep No Books” placed his case within a constant judgmental
context yet provided the reader with a variety of ironic asides.
Rhetorical outbursts within the text also directed the reader’s re-
sponse in no uncertain terms; one good example is his description of
the consternation among independent refiners as they charted
Standard Oil's destruction of competitors: “Fox six years word had
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been passing from one frightened lip to another that they were all
destined for the maw or the morgue, and the fulfilment of the word
had been appalling” (74). Lloyd’s decision not to name names was
also self-defeating, for to some that gave the book the undeserved
aura of either a yellow journal or a scandalous roman a clef.1* Thus
his prevailing tone of high moral outrage—punctuated by clever
epigrams, apt biblical and literary allusions, tart sarcasms, startling
antitheses, and sensationally dramatic narration—created an effect
sensed sympathetically by Albert Shaw, the editor of Review of
Reviews: the book was “too overwhelming in its assault to com-
mand” the greatest influence. Antagonistically, W. T. Scheide, a
Standard Oil executive writing anonymously in the Nation, stated
that the work was “over 500 octavo pages of the wildest rant.”12

Such reactions to Lloyd’s rhetorical stance are inherent in some of
the later comments about Wealth Against Commonwealth and thus
demonstrate, in varying degrees, a fundamental misunderstanding
of both its structure and purpose.!® Thomas Cochran in an introduc-
tion to a modern edition of the book acknowledges its “structural
ambiguity . . . that has misled so many reviewers” and remarks that
“it is not a satisfactory or coherent study of either railroad rebates or
the oil industry, but rather a dramatically presented warning of the
menace to public rights and democratic government inherent in a
business society of big, monopolistic corporations,” a warning in
which “the reader sometimes loses the basic argument amid exciting
details.”'4 Likewise, Daniel Aaron in Men of Good Hope insists that
Lloyd's book “must be read as a prophet’s cry to a sinful people as
much as an attack on Standard Oil.”*% Instead of true prophecy,
though, it has seemed to some commentators, especially to mem-
bers of the “business revisionism” school of history, as primarily a
false, discursive, stridently critical analysis of big business. That, for
example, is the gist of Ralph and Muriel Hidy’s characterization of
Lloyd’s book in their “revisionist™ history of Standard Oil, Pioneer-
ing in Big Business, 1882-1911: “Wealth against Commonwealth
was a polemical treatise containing a mixture of inconsistencies,
truth, half-truth, and unconscious misrepresentation of the truth.”16
But, of course, Lloyd wrote it as a polemic, as a hard-hitting, cir-
cumstantial indictment of the prevailing ethical, political, and
economic philosophies of big business during the Gilded Age.

As such, Lloyd’s work has commanded wide and profound respect
over the years. Older historians—Charles and Mary Beard, John
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Chamberlain, John Flynn, Matthew Josephson—have acclaimed the
book as the first great assault against the trusts and have also praised
its documentation and reliability.!” More recent commentators—
Daniel Aaron, Ray Ginger, David Noble, Paul Boller, Jr. —have
stressed its germinal influence upon the Progressive Era and the
significance of its social welfare theory of government.'® The most
notable exception to those favorable assessments, as mentioned in
Chapter 2, was that by Allan Nevins, who in his first biography of
John D. Rockefeller (1940) reversed his own earlier commendation
of Lloyd’s book and proclaimed it “full of prejudice, distortion and
misinterpretation.”1?

Questioning Nevins's impeachment of the book, Chester Destler
tested the accuracy of Wealth Against Commonwealth by checking
420 of its 648 documentary footnotes against their sources and by
tracing 241 unsupported statements back to their origins; al-
together, of the 661 references checked he found inaccurate only
fourteen—"none of any great import.” Destler then published an
article in the American Historical Review of October 1944 (49-72),
in which he defended Lloyd’s integrity and his use of evidence, to
which Nevins replied in April 1945 (676-89) that Lloyd was “a sig-
nally untrustworthy historian” who was “too biased, too limited of
view, too abusive, [and] too prone to suppress facts adverse to his
side of controversial cases.” He then repeated his charges more
vehemently in his second biography of Rockefeller (1953)—"mali-
ciously false,” “intellectually dishonest”—but none outside the “re-
visionist” school has supported his attack. 2° Instead , the standard
critical view, cpitomized in the Literary History of the United
States, grants Lloyd's book “a distinguished place in the literature of
ideas of the last quarter of the nineteenth century” where it “re-
mains the classic in ‘the literature of exposure.” "2 And Harold
Faulkner in his study Politics, Reform and Expansion presents the
majority view of historians when he describes it as “perhaps the
most bitter and telling attack ever made on monopoly in this coun-
try. 22 Of course, the eflectiveness of that attack has to be measured
against the larger context of time; only then does its stature become
clear.

What was remarkable about Lloyd’s message in Wealth Against
Commonwealth was his perception of how much the basic dilemma
of government—to what extent the rights of the state transcend the
libeerties of the individual—was intensified for the American people
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by the rapid growth of trusts during the Gilded Age. He saw tre-
mendous power go to individual financiers as they welded the new
industrial forces of the age into vertical business organizations con-
trolling entire industries. He saw that power used ruthlessly to
exploit the public for selfish or purposeless gain. And he saw beyond
the shibboleths of laissez-faire to the far-reaching implications of
that power for the future of American democracy. For he warned
against the regulators themselves being regulated by multi-national
corporations unresponsive to public policy; and he posed with preci-
sion the still moot question—in spite of subsequent Square Deal,
New Deal, Fair Deal, and post-Watergate legislation:—of how the
people can best control big business.

A letter Lloyd wrote to Congressman Frederick Gillette of Mas-
sachusetts, in reply to his inquiry about new regulatory legislation
occasioned by having read Wealth Against Commonwealth, vividly
demonstrates just how perceptive Lloyd’s insight was into the sym-
biotic problems afflicting American industry, government, and soci-
ety. It is revealing enough to quote in full:

Winnetka, Illinois
November 30, 1896

My dear Mr. Gillette,

I have not yet attempted to form any bill with regard to trust legislation.
The problem involved in the trusts can be understood and handled only by
always keeping separate, it seems to me, the question of combination and
the question of arbitrary power in the market. The men who are combining
are only pioneers in our commercial evolution. Combination cannot possi-
bly be prevented; nor do I see any reason why the attempt to prevent it
should be made. But combination which obtains the power to crush com-
petition and manipulate prices is combination which has reached the point
at which something must be done; but I no more think that the thing to be
done is to forbid combination than I believe the reform of the currency calls
for the remonetization of silver. Either step would be reactionary. The only
remedy that I can see is for the public to adopt the policy of the public
expropriation of such monopolies as they are created. This we are already
beginning to do very freely in England by the public ownership of the
tramways, markets, water-docks, railroads, telegraphs, and, in many
municipalities of Great Britain, by the public construction and renting of
workingmen's dwellings, in opposition to the monopoly of the ground-
landlords. The development in this direction is so inchoate in this country
that there is as yet no field for national legislation.
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All this, of course, has nothing to do with another aspect of the trust
business which is of the highest importance: that is, the fact that the power
of the present trusts has been almost without exception obtained by the
grossest and most palpable violations of law, and even by criminal acts.
These have. so far, in every case, gone unpunished. As I understand the
law, no legislation is needed to bring these men to justice; but for some
mysterious reason, neither the public opinion of the people nor the public
virtue of our public officials seems able to grapple with their offenses. I
deliberately say that I believe that every important man in the oil, coal and
many other trusts ought today to be in some one of our penitentiaries. All
that is needed to put them there is no new laws but simply a prosecuting
attorney, judge and jury.

The evolution of the power of modern wealth has gone so far that it is
hardly necessary now for its holders to combine through any legal form.
Recent developments[,] for instance, in the gas business of the cities of New
York, Brooklyn and Boston[,] indicate that the control of the gas in each of
those cities has been obtained by a few men. It is not necessary for these
men to form a New York gas trust, a Brooklyn gas trust or a Boston gas trust.
They can keep each one of the separate companies in existence and the only
combination will be that effected by the junction of the dividend from each
Company in their own pockets. The papers have made a great parade of
recent denials of these men, who are our old friends, the Oil Trust men,
that they were going to effect any consolidation of the New York Gas Com-
pany. Of course not. No consolidation is necessary and to make one would
be simply an unnecessary irritation of the public mind. We have reached an
estraordinary condition in our economic development, threatening the
most portentous political and social consequences. The medieval system of
regulating prices by custom and by law has disappeared. Its modern succes-
sor, our system of regulating prices by competition, has disappeared, lat-
terly, in hundreds of the markets and is going to disappear in thousands.
Weare left, as consumers, in the markets, absolutely without protection, by
cither the old or the new method. This state of affairs is not to be explained
as due to anybody's total depravity, nor to the greed of any special individu-
als. It is the expression of the universal greed of the entire community. A
revolution that should break up all these properties and redistribute them
among the poeple, and leave our present motives in operation, would only
end, ultimately, in reestablishing all the monopolies again. I do not see
what we can expect from any new laws, when we cannot even enforce the
criminal laws against those men, who have built up their monopolies by the
use of criminal means, from rebates to explosion. The existing laws ought to
be enforced from the Interstate Commerce law down; but I cannot think of
any remedial measure to which I would attach the slightest importance
except agitation to awaken the public to the necessity of themselves becom-
ing the owners of every monopoly. Municipal agitation for municipal own-
ership, and national agitation for the ownership, as an entering wedge, of
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the railways. telegraphs, and all the monopolies involving a monopoly of
land like that of the coal mines and the oil wells, are the only direction in
which I can look for profitable effort.

Let me say, finally, that I wrote my book not with any desire to create
such a feeling against combinations as to lead the public back upon their
path to reestablish competition, but only to draw such a realistic picture of
the ruin and wickedness which attended our present commerical methods
as to revolt the people into passing on to a better system.

Faithfully yours,
H. D. Lloyd??

But he was done with active Muckraking. After reading Wealth
Against Commonuwealth, the publisher D. C. Heath wrote Lloyd to
ask that he expose the schoolbook trust; and Lloyd replied, “I would
prefer now that someone else should handle it. This kind of writing
is extremely disagreeable to me. I have had to drive myself to it,
because it seemed an imperative duty. But surely the way has been
opened sufficiently, as far as I am concerned. My mind is turning to
more constructive work. 24

But others continued his work; for, when the young British jour-
nalist Henry W. Steed, who was in Paris in 1894, persuaded Ida
Tarbell to read Wealth Against Commonuwealth, it inspired her to
write later her famous series of articles in McClure’s (1903) which
were published in book form as The History of the Standard Oil
Company (1904).25 Perhaps then the time was right, or perhaps her
straightforward chronological account of one corporation was more
practical; for she seemed to achieve what Lloyd did not—action—
though they both used many of the same documents and covered
much the same ground. But her achievement was in large part his:
she followed where he led. One result of that leadership was the
eventual partitioning of Standard Oil. In 1911, the United States
Supreme Court upheld the government’s case against that
monopoly, an outgrowth of the moderate antitrust drive pursued by
the Presidents Theodore Roosevelt and William H. Taft who had
public support that was generated by the Muckrakers. Yet such
antitrust action was but a palliative, as Lloyd foresaw, because it did
not alter the real power of the major oil companies to organize
far-flung “communities of interest” among themselves. It was his
contention in Wealth Against Commonwealth that only govern-
ment ownership of monopolistic industries could usher in a true
community of interest and true public welfare.



CHAPTER 4

A Spokesman for Labor and for
Political Reform: A Strike of
Millionaires Against Miners and
Men, the Workers

APPARENTLY. Lloyd’s attitude toward labor organizations was
one of ambivalence until after he had resigned from the
Tribune. Though he sympathized with the plight of workers during
those years, he seemed to regard labor unionism as having the
potential of another noxious trade combination. For example, in
“The Political Economy of $73,000,000,” he included labor unions
in his general condemnation of market pools; and, while he com-
mended the “knights of labor” for their motto “injustice to one is
injustice to all,” he was apprehensive about strike-related social
disruption: “Rumors are in the air of a general strike this summer. It
will include the telegraph operators and the railroad men. Com-
munication by wire is to be cut as well as communication by rail.
Civilization, at the lifting of the finger of some Knight of Labor, is to
be disintegrated” (63). Yet in his Tribune editorial “Why Coal is
Dear” of January 6, 1883 (4), he referred sympathetically to the
poverty of the Pennsylvania coal miners and suggested that their
violence during the Molly Maguire riots of 1876-1877 was under-
standable: “The fierce passions of the Molly Maguires were but the
flames from a crater of consuming want.” And in another editorial,
“The Hocking Valley Conspiracy” of December 6, 1884 (4), in which
he criticized a railroad boycott of several coal mine owners who had
settled individually with striking miners, he acknowledged the
workers right to strike: they “have a right to accept or refuse the
wages offered, to be idle or industrious as they choose.” But that
statement was hardly an endorsement of labor unionism.

In all Lloyd's utterances, he was adamantly against violence,
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against any Anarchist program of resistance; still, that stance did not
prevent his unpopular support in 1887 of the condemned Haymar-
ket “rioters.” In fact, his involvement in their calamity sparked his
increasing interest in the conditions of labor. As he read and pon-
dered about social issues during that period of public excitement
and of his own personal soul searching, he developed an ethical
philosophy incorporating the very ideals of labor unionism that he
first announced in his 1888 lecture “The New Conscience or the
Religion of Labor.” Through his many contacts with individual
workers during this period, he also developed an emotional iden-
tification with their plight that prodded him toward some practical
application of that social philosophy. Convinced that a peaceable
remedy for society’s ills could be achieved only through political
action, he began to preach that message. As his health returned and
as he became surer of his mission, he devoted much of his energy to
building a labor-liberal-radical political coalition through which he
hoped to implement a program of broad social reform. This objec-
tive culminated in his four year campaign (1893-1896) to unite Il-
linois labor with Populism by means of the comprehensive Spring-
field Platform of 1894, a modified version of the Omaha Platform
drafted by the national People’s Party in 1892. But first he had to
establish a prolabor reputation.

He had won labor's respect by his moral courage during the
Haymarket affair; now he had to earn its trust in his ability as a
spokesman and as a political leader. He made his first major step
toward this goal in 1889 when he addressed a large labor demonstra-
tion on July 4 at an amusement park south of Chicago in support of
the drive by the American Federation of Labor for an eight hour
day. His speech made such a favorable impression that trade
unionists from Rock Island, Illinois, asked him to present it at their
Labor Day convention. In fact, he soon was in demand as an “inspir-
ational” speaker at major labor meetings throughout the Chicago
area.

After presenting his speech at Rock Island that Labor Day, he
visited the locked out miners at nearby Spring Valley to check the
press reports about their plight. Shocked by the conditions at that
mining town, he wrote a public appeal on behalf of the miners
entitled “Starvation in Illinois,” which was published on September
5 by four leading Chicago dailies. He followed that article in the
next two months with several Associated Press dispatches and with
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two long public letters, “The Crisis at Spring Valley” and “To Cer-
tain Rich Men,” in which he castigated the owners of the Spring
Valley Coal Company for their treatment of the miners. These let-
ters were also circulated by the Associated Press and portions were
reprinted widely. Stung by the editorials generated from this press
campaign, W. L. Scott, the president of the coal company, sent a
public letter to leading metropolitan newspapers rebutting Lloyd’s
charges. Only the then very conservative New York Times printed it
because parts of it were clearly libelous: “This man Lloyd is a con-
scienceless liar and is responsible for most of the falsehoods that
have been published concerning the state of affairs at Spring Val-
ley.”t Lloyd replied to that libel in an open letter to several New
York newspapers, but he was so incensed by the scurrilous nature of
Scott’s attack that he also decided to write a book length exposé of
the coal company’s antilabor methods. Published early in May 1890,
under the title A Strike of Millionaires Against Miners, this book
greatly enhanced his standing with labor; for it was both a cutting
attack on big business ethics and a persuasive demonstration of the
need for labor unions.

I A Strike of Millionaires Against Miners

Lloyd gave A Strike of Millionaires Against Miners two subtitles,
“The Story of Spring Valley” and “An Open Letter to the Mil-
lionaires™; and both were ostensible indicators of his methods and
purposes. On one hand, he wished to present to the public a factual
history of labor-management relations in the five year old coal min-
ing town of Spring Valley, Illinois; for he believed that an en-
lightened public would champion the miners’ cause and assuage
their sufferings. On the other, he hoped to convince the stockhold-
ers of the four interlocking corporations involved—the Chicago &
Northwestern Railroad, the Spring Valley Coal Company, the
Spring Valley Town Site Company, and the Northwest Fuel Com-
pany of St. Paul—that, just as they shared in the profits, they also
shared in the guilt and thus were morally obligated to change their
companies policies.

To a large extent, Lloyd was simply expanding in this book the
articles he had written for his newspaper campaign of the previous
fall; and he especially used the technique implicit in his open letter
“To Certain Rich Men" originally published in the Chicago Herald. 2
He also had a less apparent yet much more universal purpose in
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writing the book. Since Spring Valley was but “one case out of a
multitude,” he wished to present through its story a particularized
account of the antilabor tactics of renegade wealth: its unprincipled
use of advertising puffs to induce independent workers and small
tradesmen to buy lots in a company town and then to entice an
oversupply of labor to that town; its use of deceptive press releases,
the lockout, the state militia, the blacklist and the yellow dog con-
tract to break the workers’ union and render labor cowed and cheap;
and its use of a company store and company houses to keep laborers

indebted and immobile.

A. Resume of Lloyd's “Story”

Above the Illinois River several miles north of Spring Valley rises
a bluff known locally as Starved Rock. There the Iroquois Indians,
forced from their own hunting grounds by European settlers, had
successfully beseiged the remnants of the Illinois tribe. Using that
attack as an introductory and recurrent analogy, Lloyd accused
modern business of following the same savage ethics: “At starved
Spring Valley, near by, the story of a victory of Business is printed in
the same ghostly figures as that in which the Iroquois found their
success recorded the morning, when, no one opposing, they gained
the top of Starved Rock” (8).2 He traced the mutual ownership of the
four corporations involved in that seige to the Chicago & North-
western Railroad to demonstrate once again the collusion of rail-
roads with favored businesses. Then he named the principal officers
of the companies involved and accused them of using the “easy
machinery of the corporation,” their kind of labor union, to organize
a lockout, their kind of strike, against the miners of Spring Valley for
no apparent reason other than to dictate a wage scale far below that
paid by any competitor. Since the president of the Coal Company
had issued deceitful appeals to the public to uphold his actions,
Lloyd felt obliged to act as the spokesman for the miners and to
present a true account of events.

As Lloyd described it, the founding of the town was typical of
much nineteenth century land speculation. In 1884, an agent for
unknown investors purchased several farms in Bureau County, II-
linois, while another agent bought mineral rights to thousands of
adjacent acres, and officials of the Chicago & Northwestern Railroad
planned a track extension to the area. Soon the Town Site Company
and the Spring Valley Coal Company circulated newspaper and
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pamphlet advertisements throughout the country and “boomed” the
excellent investment possibilities of a new coal town. Lloyd
explained that such speculative ventures were a common but very
questionable practice on the part of “public” railway officials:

Town site companies are a familiar device in the development of the
money-making possibilities of the modem railroad man. They are all about
the same thing. They are made up by insiders in railroad management.
These insiders take advantage of their knowledge as to where new lines are
to be built and where the railroads mean to stop their trains, or they use
their power to say where these shall stop. Knowing the one or commanding
the other, they buy up the land of the farmers who do not know it, at prices
far below their prospective value. These farms, converted into cities, on
paper. and sliced up into diminutive metropolitan lots, are then sold to
credulous people at fictitious prices created by every artifice of advertising,
of wash sales, of mushroom prosperity produced by all the means within the
power of railroad manipulations. (22-23)

Those miners who came to Spring Valley and who bought lots on the
strength of the coal company’s promises of steady employment and
good wages were, in Lloyd’s judgment, the most enterprising of
their class. Within four years, the town had a population of five
thousand. However, the company’s promises were false: the mine
did not operate continuously or at capacity; thus wages did not
average more than $31.62 a month instead of the expected $60.00 or
more. Nonetheless, an active advertising campaign by the coal
company continued to draw laborers to the town, though there was
not enough work for those already there. That, Lloyd asserted, was
intentional:

The “supply” of labor is in this way made to over-run the “demand,” and the
sacred character of the “immutable law of supply and demand” is given an
illustration which working-men understand, even if political economists do
not. The “unchanging” law, when worked in this way, increases the number
of the customers who buy goods at the “pluck-me” stores kept by the
company, makes wages low by the underbidding of the unemployed against
the employcd; it keeps the men poor, humble, and submissive to all your
regulations and c¢xactions. This method of regulating “supply and demand”
is not a native product of Illinois. It is an importation from Pennsylvania.”
(32)

In December 1888, the coal company laid off one-third of its work
force, nearly one thousand men, without notice but with assur-
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ances that unemployment was only temporary. Those still employed
voted to share their work with those laid off, and the miners scraped
by until April 29, 1889, when all the miners were laid off, with the
exception of fifty workers in the machine-dug central vein: “In one
afternoon, again without previous notice, all the miners of the town
were deprived of their livelihood. They had not struck; they had not
asked for any increase in wages; they had made no new demands of
any kind upon their employers. Simultaneously with the closing of
the mines, the company’s store was closed” (51). Because the coal
company refused for four months even to make an offer, Lloyd
charged that this refusal was but another move by the company in a
carefully planned scheme to doom its own boom for further profit.
Soon the town’s newspapers carried dozens of local items testifying
to many store closings and to a mass exodus by the miners to look for
jobs elsewhere while their families waited at Spring Valley for news
of their success. But many could not find work that summer because
of wage reductions and strikes throughout the soft coal fields. Their
reserves decimated by the partial lockout, the miners and their
families were soon near starvation.

Three weeks after the shutdown, the workers formed a relief
committee under the auspices of the National Progressive Union of
Miners to seek aid from nearby communities. As the weeks passed
without an offer from the coal company, their situation grew more
desperate. By June 24, the Chicago Tribune reported that five
hundred miners” families were at least partially dependent on char-
ity obtained by the relief committee and that those supplies were at
best meager. The only response from the coal company immediately
after the lockout was to send Pinkerton police to guard its property
and then, on the strength of false reports of impending violence, to
organize a sheriff’s posse and secure a company of state militia to
patrol the town. But other than minor rock throwing, there was no
violence; “and when the militia went home, they sent back con-
tributions for the relief of the people they had been summoned to
shoot” (153). Fortunately, the miners were sustained in their strug-
gle by the local Roman Catholic priest, the Reverend John Power,
who made public appeals for charity throughout the diocese,
thereby ignoring suggestions made to his superiors by W. L. Scott
that he stop.

Early that summer Governor Joseph Fifer appointed special
commissioners to investigate conditions in the troubled Illinois coal
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fields. They reported that the sufferings of the striking and locked
out miners were real and implied that the proposed industrywide
wage reductions were unfair. Governor Fifer took no official action,
but many private citizens acted—with charity. Since the Spring
Valley miners were locked out, they evoked general sympathy: the
people of Peoria sent several railroad cars of supplies, and Chicago
politicians and labor unions organized subscriptions and sent money
and food stuffs. But Scott criticized these efforts as “interference.”
Late in July, the coal company served eviction notices on all of its
tenants, but then its own superintendent, C. J. Devlin, a part
owner, rebelled and refused to process the notices. Soon the coal
company attracted unfavorable press attention; both Chicago and
New York newspapers carried items critical of its actions.

Early in August, representatives of the Illinois miners’ unions and
the coal operators met in Chicago to try to reach an areawide set-
tlement. Scott broke up that conference by refusing to join any
agreement, saying to reporters that he would settle with his own
men and would pay them at a higher scale than that fixed by any
conference. On August 22, the coal company tendered its “higher”
offer: seventy-five cents per ton with thirty inches of brushing (the
amount of unrequited maintenance work required), three men in a
room, and individual contracts. An analysis of that offer published
by the miners revealed it represented in reality a reduction of “over
one-half our former wages™ and abolishment of the union. The men
proposed a union contract of ninety cents a ton, sixteen inches of
brushing, and two men in a room as fair wages, comparable to those
paid by similar mines in the area. Scott claimed such a settlement
wis economically impossible and offered to let the workers run the
mine if they would pay a royalty of fifteen cents a ton. Superinten-
dent Devlin then offered to operate the mine and give that royalty.
Scott refused. Devlin resigned, and the lockout became a strike.

Immediately, the coal company discharged its office force and
announced a complete shutdown for an indeterminate period of six
months to a year. But only a month later, in a public letter to
Governor Fifer, Scott repeated his wage offer and provided a long
explanation to justify the company’s position; the union replied in
kind (Lloyd reproduced both letters and relevant press commentary
in a lengthy appendix). The governor sent his adjutant-general to
review the situation; his report proved inconclusive—Lloyd ex-
coriated it as superficial and imperceptive. During October, the
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workers’ plight became even more desperate; the strikes at all other
area mines had been settled; and charity sources were drying up in
the belief that the Spring Valley miners were back at work or were
needlessly recalcitrant. On October 28, the coal company made a
new offer of eighty-two and one-half cents per ton, twenty-four
inches of brushing, and two men in a room; but it also insisted on
individual contracts. By this time, the men were willing to accept
the terms that were lower than any in the area, but they would not
abandon their union organization. The coal company then adver-
tised for workers throughout the Pennsylvania coal fields and
threatened to fill the mines with outsiders. Two weeks later, the
miners voted to accept the offer and “apply for work as
‘individuals.” 7 Scott had achieved his twin objectives of undercut-
ting competition and of destroying the union.

B. Lloyd’s Analysis of the Implications

At this point, Lloyd turned from narration to exposition: the rest
of the book (Chapters 8 through 16) is an analytical commentary,
with much documentation, about the effects of the coal company’s
contract and about the implications for labor and the public of the
methods used to obtain that contract. One result was immediate;
for, despite Scott’s promises to the contrary, union officials and
members of the relief committee were blacklisted by the company.
Another result would be felt by all the miners on May 1, 1890, when
the contract expired at the beginning of the slack season when a
strike or a lockout would be much less costly to the company. But
Lloyd's close examination of the contract, clause by clause, revealed
a much more ubiquitous and debilitating effect: without a union to
act as an intermediary. the men had no recourse but to accept the
company’s interpretation of each provision. Thus a miner’s place
and his condition of work were determined quite arbitrarily, depen-
dent often upon the whim of a despotic pit boss, and his wages were
docked for any number of incontestable reasons. “The bald truth,”
Lloyd declared, “is that this yearly contract is slavery. It is slavery in
yearly installments. Put together, year by year, it is slavery for
life”(121).

From his point of view. the real defect in this contract was the
method by which it was reached because it represented an uncondi-
tional surrender in a war of capital against labor. To use the term
“free” contracts in such instances was a mockery: “to be free, they
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must be the voluntary agreements of equal parties, made without
duress, and with a full understanding of all the obligations assumed
and unpaid” (107). The story of Spring Valley demonstrated how
involuntary and unequal such agreements were. Lloyd suggested
that only in the context of industrial warfare could the actions of
Scott be understood and the eagerness of government officials to
serve capital be explained: “It is safe in America for ‘rulers’ to treat
the people with contempt; it is not safe for them to thwart the plans
of the money-power, not even if they are plans to rob and murder
the poor’(142). Scott himself was a congressman from Pennsylvania
and, Lloyd claimed, used his wealth and political power to grind
down his workers mercilessly. But the fundamental public issue
involved, as Lloyd was to repeat again and again, was the nation’s
philosophy of political economy, Social Darwinism versus social
democracy:

The differing attitudes of the workingmen and the employers show the
difference in their philosophy produced by the difference in their cir-
cumstances. The workingman represents the multitude—the people. He
knows by a sure instinct that war is fatal to his welfare. The business man
represents the few who aspire to supremacy over the many by war. He
welcomes the struggle. with all its chances, for one of these chances is that
he may win great wealth, and be elevated above all his associates. The
workingman stands for the democratic principle in business; the capitalist
for the oligarchic.(204)

Ironically, Lloyd pointed out, the struggle was itself a sham since
victory was predestined to a favored few—not by “survival of the
fittest” but by “the malign influence of the railroads” whose manag-
ers easily decreed the success or failure of a business.

In A Strike of Millionaires Against Miners, Lloyd made another
step in his own logical move toward a program of Fabian Socialism.
To his carlier antimonopolism and ethical humanism, he now added
a firm belief in labor unionism. For he was fearful that an industrial
war would produce a class war at the expense of democracy: “Mod-
em business under the leadership of the Captains of Industry has
developed into an unnatural fanaticism of greed, producing a sediti-
ous wealth and a morbid poverty.” By exacerbating class hatred,
such warfare was “leading our business civilization to destruc-
tion”(244). Only recognition of a mutual social interest by all classes
could save the nation and that recognition was the goal of organized
labor: “The working man knows that solitary prosperity and the
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good of the people are compatible only by being made one”(92).
With such a prophecy of apocalypse, yet with such faith in the
saving grace of accommodation, Lloyd established his position in
1890 as a staunchly non-Marxian, middle-class social reformer.

C. Assessment

Lloyd wrote A Strike of Millionaires Against Miners as a tract for
the times; it was number one in a projected series about “Our Bad
Wealth” to be issued by Belford-Clarke Company—a series doomed
bv that firm’s bankruptcy late in 1891 and by Lloyd’s failure to elicit
other authors. The structure of the book reveals its topicality: it was
a polemic addressed to “You Captains of Industry” and was but-
tressed throughout by numerous and lengthy citations of news re-
leases, editorials, public statements, pamphlets, contracts, letters,
and wage slips—all set in small point type—plus an appendix of such
items. From the title page on, it was written from a manifest bias: he
clearly championed the inarticulate laborer against the glib
capitalist. And it was designed to be personal, for he believed re-
pentance and redress could be secured only by stripping corporate
masks from the faces of the guilty. The necessity of that tactic was
justified by Lloyd by quoting John Ruskin’s statement, “although
many of my discreet friends cry out upon me for allowing ‘per-
sonalities,” it is my firm conviction that only by justly personal direc-
tion of blame can any abuse be vigorously dealt with”(243).

At the time of publication, Lloyd called it his “first and worst
book.” “First” is undeniable, but “worst” should be qualified by a
recognition of its format and purpose. An effective evangelical social
tract, it was hastily written, sometimes disorganized, and often rep-
etitious; but it commanded conviction through its rhetorical fervor
and its massive documentation. Yet in terms of its achieving its
immediate objective—the reformation of W. L. Scott—it was a dis-
mal failure, as Lloyd ruefully admitted in a chapter added to his
second edition: “No answer has been made in words, but deeds
which speak louder than words have been done at Spring Valley
which mean nothing if not that revenge, not reply, is the only
response you mean to give’(224). Several years later, Lloyd re-
peated his admission of failure even more emphatically in a letter to
Moritz Pinner, an elderly Abolitionist:

When 1 wrote the story of Spring Valley, I really believed that its revela-
tions would have some effect upon the directors of the Railroad and the Coal
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Company, 1 brought it out first as an open letter in one of the Chicago
papers. I was younger then than I am now. It produced upon these men no
effect whatever. There must be something about the possession of power—
industrial power as well as any other—which makes it impossible for its
possessor to believe or even sec the truth as to its effect upon others. Things
at Spring Valley have ever since gone on from bad to worse; and recently an
appeal went out through the country for food and clothing for the people
there. as they were starving. This experience makes me understand what
Ruskin meant when he said: “I am done with preaching to the rich.”

Not until John Mitchell, who in 1889 was a young miner at Spring
Valley, had organized the United Mine Workers in Illinois and had
helped win the widespread bituminous coal strikes of 1897-1898 did
the Spring Valley miners achieve wage parity and union recognition
from Scott’s company.® But the book did have an immediate effect
upon Lloyd himself: it committed him emotionally, intellectually,
and publicly to the support of labor.

II Men, the Workers

The anthology put together in 1909 to represent Lloyd’s attitudes
toward labor issues—Men. the Workers—is a miscellany of nine
speeches and three articles; and most of them date from the period
1889-1595. When the collection was issued, one reviewer re-
marked, “its worth is to him who would understand the ideals of the
labor movement as set forth by one of its most clear-sighted lead-
ers.”” But, to be fully understood, those ideals and the way they
were expressed should be viewed against the background of Lloyd's
political activitics, for his aim through the last fifteen years of his life
wits to transform ideals into reality through a viable political coali-
tion of labor unionists and middle-class reformers. His early hopes
for that coalition were summarily frustrated by the fusion of the
People’s Party with the Free-Silver Democrats in 1896; neverthe-
less, he was theorctically committed to the concept of political ac-
tion and in fact died leading just such a coalition of labor and reform.

By the early 1890's, Lloyd had become in theory a middle-class,
progressive Socialist—a Fabian in spirit. In 1895, he wrote George
Gates, the president of lowa College (now Grinnell): “I have never
identified myself with the Socialists as an organization. If I were in
Fngland I should certainly have affiliated with the Fabian society. 1
have been revolted, here, by the hard tone of the German
Socialists, who are about all we have, and by the practical falsity of
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the doctrine they constantly reiterate that this crisis must be met by
a class struggle, and that the working people alone are to be
trusted.” The Fabians believed in constitutional and peaceful
change effected through the processes of education and democ-
racy—the “inevitability of gradualness,” to use Sidney Webb'’s
phrase. Thus, Lloyd wrote Gates, “instead of joining the Socialists
as an organization, I have joined the People’s Party.”® Within the
Illinois contingent of that party he performed the role of a respected
and influential mediator between the heterogeneous forces of urban
labor and rural Populism. And, as a mediator, he was very busy.

During the 1890’s, labor unionism nearly foundered upon the is-
sues inherent in political action. From 1892-1894 Samual Gompers,
president of the American Federation of Labor, fought vehemently
and successfully against committing that organization to a political
identity. Conversely, labor “skates”—corrupt local labor leaders,
such as Chicago’s powerful William Pomeroy—cynically manipu-
lated the votes of their men, not for policy but for personal power.
In fact, the very term “unionism” was a misnomer politically; for
organized labor embraced a wide and fragmented spectrum of polit-
ical reform groups that were squabbling among themselves—
Bellamyite Nationalists, Christian Socialists, Utopian communitar-
ians, Georgite single-taxers, German Anarchists, old Knights of
Labor conservatives, and Marxian Labor Socialists, to name the
most prominent.

As a People’s Party leader qua mediator, Lloyd found that his first
Herculean task was to obtain a platform wide enough to include
such disparate groups from the rolls of labor yet be within the limits
tolerable to the Populists; for they too had their own jumble of
disparate elements, which ranged from Southern Alliance farmers to
“General” Jacob Coxey's “Commonweal” of the unemployed. Since
Lloyd had to explain and defend that platform in terms acceptable to
all, we are not surprised to find him writing morosely to Andrew
Adair after the People’s Party’s self-destruction: that “The People’s
party is a fortuitous collection of the dissatisfied. If it had been
organized around a clear-cut principle, of which its practical propos-
als were merely external expressions, it could never have been
seduced into fusion, nor induced even to consider the nomination of
a man like Bryan who rejects its bottom doctrine.”

The platform supporting the Illinois labor-Populist alliance was
forged at Springfield during the cataclysmic events of the Pullman
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strike, which helped serve as catalyst for the combination of some
very unusual elements. There, delegates representing every facet of
labor and reform politics in Illinois tenuously welded the Populists’
Omabha Platform to a modified version of the 1893 American Federa-
tion of Labor political program by a majority of a single vote.
Neither plan was much different from the other, except for Plank 10
of the federation’s program, which demanded “the collective owner-
ship by the people of all means of production and distribution.” That
demand was crucial to Chicago’s Labor Socialists led by the in-
domitable Thomas Morgan, but it was antipathetic to the downstate
agrarian Populists. With the convention moving toward a donny-
brook, Lloyd effected a compromise—after delivering an hour long
plea for moderation and unity—by substituting for Plank 10 a resol-
ution that candidates would “pledge themselves to the principle of
the collective ownership by the people of all such means of produc-
tion and distribution as the people elect for the commonwealth,”1°
With this platform “uniting” them, the Chicago contingent waged a
quarrelsome but vigorous campaign that culminated on November 3
in a mammoth torchlight parade through the Loop. But that cam-
paign was marred by large-scale defections of single-taxers after
Henry George's pointed refusal to endorse the ticket, by well-
organized opposition from the conservative Chicago trade unions
led by William Pomeroy, and by attempts on the part of both major
parties to wreck the coalition’s organization from within. The Illinois
marriage of labor to Populism was shaky at best.

As its candidate for Congress from the Seventh District, Lloyd
gave one of the three major speeches at the People’s Party’s second
mass rally in Chicago on October 6, along with Clarence Darrow
and the highly respected Lyman Trumbull. Though this speech was
widely distributed in pamphlet form at the time (perhaps as many as
one-hundred-thousand copies), it was not included in any of the
posthumous collections of Lloyd’s works; however, it was repub-
lished by Chester Destler in American Radicalism 1865-1901 be-
cause he regarded it as a document of major significance to an
understanding of the urban Populist movement. Entitled “The Rev-
olution Is Here,” it provides us with a convenient touchstone for
judging Lloyd's collected speeches to and about labor, for they too
were political oratory to a large extent. It also demonstrates the
unity underlying his many reform activities because he skillfully
blended Jeffersonian democratic principles with antimonopolism
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with non-Marxian Socialism with a Transcendental belief in an ethi-
cal revolution in social values. '

Above all else, his speech was inspirational and hortatory: the
time for revolutionary political reform had come, and the message
must be broadcast and action taken. In the speech, Lloyd en-
visioned the Springfield Platform as the basis for a nationwide,
labor-Populist coalition that could possibly capture the presidential
elections by 1896; and, as Destler points out, Lloyd saw “the Cook
County Populist campaign as the spearhead of the movement to
transform the People’s party into the American counterpart” of the
recently formed British Independent Labour Party. For, Lloyd de-
clared, “the great political fact of our time” was the formation of new
reform parties “all over the world wherever popular government
exists"—England, France, Germany, Australia—and that was due
primarily to unionism: “In organizing against modern capitalism the
workingmen set the example which all the people are now driven by
self-preservation to follow. The trades union of the workingmen was
the precursor of the farmers’ alliance, the grange, and the people’s
party”(217).

He saw in the political fusion of those groups a true union of the
interests of a democratic people, a harmonizing of the limited collec-
tivism of the rural Populists with the native Socialism of the
middle-class Nationalists and the urban laborers. Thus he preferred
the non-Marxian connotations of Laurence Gronlund’s phrase “the
cooperative commonwealth” when describing the Socialist program
of the People’s Party, a program that sought to “democratize collec-
tive industry”: “The co-operative commonwealth is the legitimate
offspring and lawful successor of the republic. Our liberties and our
wealth are from the people and by the people and both must be for
the people. Wealth, like government, is the product of the co-
operation of all, and, like government, must be the property of all its
creators, not of a privileged few alone. The principles of liberty,
equality, union, which rule in the industries we call government
must rule in all industries”(218). Appealing to his audience’s patrio-
tic faith in constitutional government and in the rights of all men,
Lloyd based his political abstractions upon the Lockean principles of
the nation’s founding fathers and shaped his rhetoric to the concrete
diction and colloquial rhythms of Abraham Lincoln and Ralph
Waldo Emerson. It is that same oratorical blend of the practical, the
theoretical, and the inspirational that we find in his labor speeches.
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And it is in a Fabian’s dogged faith in political meliorism that we
discover their overall purpose.

A. The Philosophy of Labor: “The Labor Movement”

The first selection, “The Labor Movement,” is the speech Lloyd
gave July 4, 1889, at a huge American Federation of Labor-
sponsored demonstration for the eight hour day. The eight hour day
had been a national goal of organized labor for several decades: in
1866, it was endorsed by the National Labor Union, the first effec-
tive general federation of labor in the United States; and, by 1870, it
was applied to most job categories within the federal government.
In 1886, the large but loose Federation of Organized Trades and
Labor Unions called a long-planned general strike for the eight hour
day in transportation and industry, a strike defeated by opposition
from Terence Powderly of the Knights of Labor and by adverse
public reaction caused by press hysteria over the Haymarket “riot.”
Two years later, the recently formed American Federation of Labor
started a new, more limited drive for the eight hour day, which
culminated successfully in 1890 in a series of strikes by the building
tradesmen. In support of that drive, Lloyd was invited to speak at
that Independence Day rally by the Chicago Trades and Labor
Assembly. But he did not limit his remarks to the topic of the day;
instead, he reviewed the demands of labor from the broader, more
philosophical perspective of a detached political scientist. And be-
cause of that perspective, this speech marks his emergence as the
leading intellectual of the Chicago labor movement during the
1890's.

After an introduction developing the almost mandatory analogy of
the “spirit of 76" to the spirit of labor, Lloyd moved quickly to
establish his thesis that the eight hour day should be viewed as but
one step in the much more significant quest by labor for universal
social justice: “Whoever does not understand this, that the dem-
onstrations of to-day are but the effort to realize in a single detail one
aspiration of a new politics, a new industry, which, in their full
development, will be of world-wide sweep—whoever does not un-
derstand this has not the faintest conception of what the labor
movement is” (9). For labor recognized that the only way to achieve
an equitable industrial society was to follow the humanistic
philosophy of the Golden Rule.

And once again he attacked the doctrine of Social Darwinism as



A Spokesman for Labor and for Political Reform 93

specious, as “the old theological doctrine of total depravity applied
to industry” to be used by the elect, the wealthy, to prove that
poverty is the fault of the poor. But labor recognized that doctrine as
intrinsically false inasmuch as, under its banner of “free competi-
tion,” monopoly marched in to pervert the commonwealth and to
create class conflict. Therefore, Lloyd observed, it was not labor
who sought to pit one class against another, nor was it the new
“foreigners” arriving daily to accept the American promise, it was
instead the established citizens of great wealth, the monopolists who
“have gotten great riches by the labor of their fellows, and . . . are
using these riches to impoverish their fellows by the legerdemain of
the markets. We see them using the wealth which only the freedom
of their native land enabled them to win to destroy that freedom,
and before high heaven we solemnly declare that these men are the
real foreigners, the real strangers, the real aliens of America!” (29).
Labor, in contrast, sought to readjust society for the common good:
“The labor movement is not one of self-seekers demanding to get
their rights. but of brothers seeking to put things to rights”(23).

In pursuing that line of reasoning, Lloyd established two points
fundamental to his attitude toward the labor movement. First, labor
was a positive force for social evolution; it offered the only viable
approach toward solving the problems of an industrial world be-
cause its emphasis was on brotherhood, on the common good rather
than on individual self-interest. Second, the rank and file in Ameri-
can labor organizations were wise, patient, honest seekers of that
common good; they would not allow their struggle to be sidetracked
by Marxian appeals to class-conscious goals, nor by the solipsisms of
violence, the enticements of panaceas, or the bigotry of endemic
Know-Nothings. To give authority to that analysis, he quoted from
such contemporary thinkers as Emerson, Ruskin, Carlyle, Benjamin
Disraeli, J.S. Mill, Thorold Rogers, and John Morley. Moreover,
Lloyd also placed that analysis firmly within a patriotic context of
American history and political philosophy. Thus he translated a July
4 speech supporting the demand for an eight hour day into a heady
appeal for universal social betterment.

Lloyd contended that labor had answers to the diverse problems
created by industry, but to find them it needed the leisure gained
from the eight hour day: “In the midst of this babel of warnings,
Labor only says quietly: ‘Give us a little of our time every day to
think. You have made us citizens and partners in the Govern-
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ment—the greatest co-operative institution society has yet pro-
duced. It is our votes must decide war or peace, the tenure of land,
the issue of money, the control of trade, the maintenance of justice,
the general welfare, the course of society through the threatening
future. Give us a little of our time every day to think. Let us have
the eight-hour day”(42-43).

B. Labor's Right to Organize: “The Union Forever,” “The New
Independence,” and “The Safety of the Future Lies in Organized
Labor”

Both “The Union Forever,” a lecture Lloyd gave originally before
the Chicago Nationalist Club in 1889, and “The New Indepen-
dence,” an address he first read before the Chicago Sunset Club in
1890, were oratorical arguments that supported the rights and
duties of labor unions. He tailored both speeches to a middle-class
audience, and he repeated them frequently through 1896 in his
efforts to defend labor and to explain its political aims.1! In them, he
presented four similar points. First, the exigencies of modern indus-
try had brought capital into powerful combinations; therefore, labor
too had to organize to secure its just claim to the production of
wealth. Second, the labor movement was but the logical extension
of the principles of freedom fought for in the American Revolution
and Civil War. Third, in contrast to the destructiveness of the creed
of wealth, Social Darwinism, labor’s belief in a Christlike doctrine of
brotherhood offered the only practicable possibility of achieving
Utopia. Fourth, the key to progress for mankind, therefore, lay in
the sympathetic support of labor unions.

The first and second points were interrelated. Though America
had abolished Negro slavery, it had not and would not abolish wage
slavery until its executive, legislative, and judicial branches
sanctioned the rights of labor unions: “It was the essence of slavery
that the master made both sides of all contracts in which the slave
was interested. The present attempt of the employer to make both
sides of the workingmen’s contract is an attempt to send him back to
his old status of servitude” (139). And that, Lloyd noted, was recog-
nized toward the end of the Civil War by Lincoln, who warned the
American people “that class laws placing capital above labor are
more dangerous to the Republic at this hour than chattel slavery in
the days of its haughtiest supremacy” (70).

The third point, that about Social Darwinism, was newly topical,
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but it did echo Lloyd’s previous attacks on laissez-faire ethics. An-
drew Carnegie had just published in the North American Review an
eflective apologia for the doctrine of Social Darwinism, as qualified
by private charity, which became well-known as the “Gospel of
Wealth.”2 To Lloyd, the inordinate power of wealth made that
concept of “free” competition a fraud; and such charity, dictated by
wealth, made a mockery of American institutions. It was the labor
movement which provided the true means to a better society:
“another brotherhood has been born out of the nearness of man to
man made possible by modern civilization—this brotherhood is the
Labor Movement. It is humble, poor, till yesterday almost inarticu-
late, with few friends in high places. To all the haughty pretensions
of the Money Power it says, No, and it backs up its No as the first
Christians back up their No to Roman power, by the sacrifice and
m om of the lives of its men, women, and children” (54-55).
Thus Lloyd’s message in these two speeches was his fourth point—
that labor’s struggle against the moneyed few should be heartily
seconded by the middle class because, “when these few thousands
have achieved the power they are now reaching for, of making both
sides of all the bargains made in this country, for workingmen,
farmers, and the clerks and middlemen, what will become of us?”
(147). Such a question was expressly aimed at the middle-class
Nationalists, whom he was similar to in theory but more radical than
in action.3

At the invitation of Samuel Gompers, Lloyd delivered the address
“The Safety of the Future Lies in Organized Labor” before the
thirteenth annual convention of the American Federation of Labor
in Chicago on December 12, 1893. This speech was quickly issued
in pamphlet form by authority of the convention at the request of
the Labor Socialist contingent, and it was also widely reprinted in
labor journals because it gave philosophical support to the call by
the rank and file for political action—a call strenuously opposed by
Gompers himself. For in the July 1892 issue of the North American
Review, Gompers had published a short article that publicly pro-
claimed his reluctance to commit the federation to a partisan posi-
tion; to do so, he argued, would destroy its primary function as an
economic force.14 But the question of political action was rendered
more immediate by the major economic panic of 1893. Lloyd had
appealed to Gompers by letter and in person during that year trying
to win his endorsement of the People’s Party; still, Gompers con-
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tinued to resist labor’s entry into party politics, though he was will-
ing to endorse specific moderate political issues. His position was
clearly contrary to the current wishes of the membership; for the
convention, as part of a series of parliamentary battles, passed a
far-reaching political reform program proposed by Chicago’s So-
cialist labor leader, Thomas Morgan; and many locals formed politi-
cal alliances before the 1894 elections.

Amidst that conflict of wills, then, Lloyd presented his address
which upheld one main premise: labor unions must organize for
political action to achieve a “new democracy of human welfare.” He
introduced that premise through a rhetorical question: “Work-
ingmen have the undoubted right of organization. The question of
the day is: "What are they going to do with it?” ” His answer was that
“the liberty of union can be preserved only by using the union to get
more liberty” (77); and the rest of his speech was a development of
that principle. He suggested that American labor should take its cue
from the successful struggle being waged by British labor. Through
the newly formed Independent Labour Party led by Keir Hardie, a
friend of Lloyd's, “organized workingmen of London have com-
pelled its government to adopt trades-union principles as an
emplover”(82). And the national government was beginning to re-
spond to the aspirations of the workers, but only because “they used
their power of organized labor as a stepping-stone to the greater
power of organized citizenship”(88). In the United States, it was
axiomatic that labor had a right to share in the produce of its work,
but that right was denied daily by an oligopoly-controlled gov-
ermmental system that was contrary to the most basic principles of
its Founding Fathers. Therefore, Lloyd argued, “all cannot remain
politically free if all are not economically free. Political freedom is
but the first installment of economic freedom. The trade-union,
even the federation, is but the initial step in the organization of
labor.” Then he appealed to the convention, “shall we go on?”(97).

C. In re Debs: “Strikes and Injunctions,” “Speech at the Recep-
tion to Eugene V. Debs,” “Boomerang Law,” and “Lessons of the
Debs Case”

The summer of 1894 witnessed events that would stalemate for
nearly a decade efforts by labor leaders to win effective bargaining
power for industrial workers. On May 1, the eleven month old
American Railway Union, under the leadership of Eugene Debs and
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through a favorable arbitration award, settled its three week old
strike against the Great Northern Railroad in protest of three suc-
cessive pay cuts. Elated by this victory, the delegates to the Ameri-
can Railway Union convention in Chicago early in June voted,
against Debs’s advice, for a sympathetic boycott of Pullman sleeping
cars in support of a month long strike by workers at the Pullman
Palace Car Company. That boycott, set for June 26, precipitated the
inevitable and crucial confrontation between the railway union and
the powerful General Managers' Association, a pool representing
twenty-four railroads that served Chicago and the Midwest. Ignor-
ing hostility to the boycott by the leadership of the brotherhood
unions, many operating and yard crews refused to work trains con-
taining Pullman cars. To force the issue, the association refused to
run trains without Pullman cars. By July 2, the strike appeared
successful: enough railroad workers had rallied to the support of the
railway union that traffic throughout the Midwest had come to a
standstill in spite of strenuous efforts by the Managers’ Association
to break the strike.

But the Managers’ Association had a major ally in United States
Attorney General Richard Olney, a former corporation lawyer and
railroad director of extraordinarily limited social vision. At the re-
quest of the Managers’ Association, Olney appointed a Chicago rail-
road lawver to the post of ad hoc federal attorney with the under-
standing he would confront the railway union with “a force which is
overwhelming and prevents any attempt at resistance.”*5 On July 2,
this attorey secured from two federal judges a sweeping injunction
that they themselves helped write that prohibited any act or speech
in support of the boycott. The leaders of the railway union decided
to ignore the injunction and to face possible contempt of court pro-
ceedings. But, during the next two days, widespread enforcement of
that writ began to jeopardize the railway union’s organization. Then,
aided by overwrought newspaper reports and resulting public ap-
prehension, Olney used a misleading appeal for military interven-
tion from federal officials in Chicago to persuade President Grover
Cleveland to order contingents of the United States Army sent the
night of July 3 to “protect the mails” in Chicago and at other Mid-
west railroad terminals without consulting any local or state officials.
Immediately, federal attorneys in Chicago added five thousand spe-
cially appointed deputy marshals to police the city; and the reaction
was quick and hot. Illinois Governor John Altgeld and the governors



98 HENRY DEMAREST LLOYD

of four other states sent vigorous protests to President Cleveland;
Chicago, which under local control had remained relatively calm,
erupted into three days of mob riots against railroad property; but
much of the violence, it now appears, was caused by the hastily
deputized marshals.®

In the middle of this chaos, Debs tried to keep his organization
intact and maintain the boycott; but his arrest on July 7, along with
three other top railway union officials, on new charges of conspiracy
to interfere with interstate commerce heralded the failure of his
efforts. Released on ten thousand dollars bond each, the railway
union leaders appealed to Samuel Gompers and the American Fed-
eration of Labor to call a general sympathy strike in support of the
flagging boycott; but, after much deliberation, the federation turned
down their request. On July 17, the Debs group was again arrested,
this time for contempt of court with reference to the July 2 injunc-
tion; and, refusing to post bail, they were jailed. The General Man-
agers Association had won. In the judicial aftermath, the four in-
dicted union leaders were not convicted on the broad conspiracy
count because their jury trial was suspended on a technicality by the
presiding judge, who was one of the two who had issued the July 2
injunction; the government never reinitiated proceedings. But jail
sentences imposed upon them by that judge for contempt of court
were upheld on appeal, in spite of arguments by Clarence Darrow
and Lyman Trumbull that the injunction they ignored was grossly
unconstitutional and set a precedent for judicial despotism.

Lloyd was very much interested in these events, but he saw them
as but picces in a larger pattern of oligopoly-directed governmental
tyranny—a pattern that in Chicago included the earlier Haymarket
convictions and the contemporary police harassment of labor as-
semblies. He had spent the evening of July 3 with Governor Altgeld
in his executive office in Springfield and had observed his prepara-
tions to deploy state militia whenever local authorities called for
help. Lloyd was thus astonished when he learned that President
Cleveland had unilaterally ordered federal troops into Chicago that
very evening.!7 After the railway union leaders were jailed, he con-
tributed to their defense fund, initiated a correspondence with
Debs to offer him advice and encouragement, and conferred about
their case with his friends Darrow and Trumbull. Over the next
vear, he also contributed his voice to publicizing the social issues
that he felt were inherent in these events. His point of view was that
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of a social activist who was convinced that such events only paved
the way for a labor-Populist political revolution, a view he explained
in a letter to Darrow on November 23, 1894:

The conviction of the A. R. U. men I have expected from the beginning.
Our judges register the ruling opinion, as judges always do, and that means
at all hazards to put a stop to the strike. They will pretend that they are
punishing for violence, but that is a pretence. Their real purpose is, and has
been, to stop the strike. . . . They will probably send Debs to jail—Olney’s
recent pronunciamento was intended to pave the way, putting the au-
thorities in the attitude of friends of labor unions, to strengthen their com-
ing claim that they are condemning not labor but violence—and nothing
more destructive to themselves could they do. It is only by the aggressions
of the enemy that the people can be united. Events must be our leaders,
and we will have them. I am not discouraged. The radicalism of the fanatics
of wealth fills me with hope. They are likely to do for us what the South did
for the North in 1861.18

In his speech “Strikes and Injunctions,” delivered October 24,
1894, as part of a formal debate before an audience at the Sunset
Club that included one of the judges who had issued the July 2 writ,
Lloyd hammered at one major point: “philosophically and practi-
cally, law and right are not the same”(156). Constitutionally, the
determination of that right resided in the people, he pointed out;
and, insofar as the judiciary did not reflect the will of the people, it
had perverted its principal trust. The previously unprecedented
power of injunctions now issued by corporation attorneys turned
judges, to be used unchecked by other agents of the people in the
service of wealth, augured ill for the future of the republic because
“power is always progressive—for power’(162). But, more than
that, Lloyd argued, the real harbinger of danger was the president’s
resort to armed force in order to maintain industrial relations:

This discontent of the people is more righteous than the spirit which would
repress it without remedying the causes. Monopoly has made the army
necessary. The more armies you have the more armies you will need and
the more monopoly you will get. There is only one way in which the
American public in the nineteenth century of Christian civilization, and the
one hundred and eighteenth year of the declaration of the equal rights of
man, can save its legal or moral right to be served by even one worker, no
matter how humble. That sole way is to render equal service for service,
and to make it so pleasant and profitable, so safe in love and justice to serve,
that all hands and hearts will flow freely into deeds of reciprocal brotherli-
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ness. A nation that has to send Gatling guns and bayonets, parks of artillery
and major-generals, to drive men to serve each other, and has to use force
through the medium of injunctions, however legal they <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>