
Finally, it should be the earnest and paramount aim of the military admin
istration to win the confidence, respect, and affection of the inhabitants of the 
Philippines by assuring them in every possible way that full measure of individ
ual rights and liberties which is the heritage of a free people, and by proving to 
them that the mission of the United States is one of benevolent assimilation, 
substituting the mild sway of justice and right for arbitrary rule.
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American Imperialism: 
Aberration or Historical Continuity?

The question of American imperialism has been subject to agonizing debate 
ever since the United States acquired a formal empire at the end of the nine
teenth century. In part, the agony stems from Americas exaggerated sense of 
innocence, produced by a kind of “immaculate conception” view of this coun
try's origins. The first settlers sought to escape the political and social sins of 
Europe, as did subsequent waves of immigrants over the next three centuries; 
they were not likely to reproduce a system from which they had fled in protest. 
In some mysterious manner, therefore, they left behind their old ways, or shed 
them upon arrival in the New World, as one might discard old clothing, and 
fashioned new cultural garments based solely on experiences in a new and 
vastly different environment. At least it is possible to infer as much from the 
school texts and patriotic speeches on which so many Americans have been 
reared. Americas cultural antecedents in western civilization are not stressed 
in these sources, and it is difficult to learn from them that the American Revo
lution was largely an English affair; that the United States Constitution owes its 
structure as much to the ideas of John Calvin and Thomas Hobbes as to the 
experiences of the Founding Fathers; that Jeffersonian thought to a great extent 
paraphrases the ideas of earlier Scottish philosophers; and that even the al
legedly unique experiment of frontier egalitarianism has deep roots in seven
teenth-century English radical traditions.

The notion of such a cultural metamorphosis is entirely romantic, but the 
concept of a totally unique social system fashioned solely by the experiences of 
colonial Americans is in harmony with the prevailing pragmatic style of Amer
ica. It also makes it difficult for many Americans to come to grips with social 
flaws associated with the “Old World,” such as militarism, imperialism, in
equality, and the misuse of power. The tendency of highly patriotic Americans 
is to deny such abuses and even to assert that they could never exist in their
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2 AMERICAN IMPERIALISM

country. At the other end of the scale, overly self-critical Americans tend to 
exaggerate the nation s flaws, failing to place them in historical or worldwide 
contexts. The application of criteria for America different from the rest of the 
world is another expression of this sense of uniqueness, one which has affected 
the American debate over imperialism.

One patriotic school of writers has generally denied that American imperi
alism ever existed. As Albert Beveridge, historian and senator from Indiana, 
once explained, “To have an empire one must have a monarchy.” 1 Americans 
altruistically went to war with Spain to liberate Cubans, Puerto Ricans, and Fil
ipinos from their Ivrannical yoke. If they lingered on too long in the Philip
pines, it was to protect the Filipinos from European^ predators waiting in the 
wings for an American withdrawal and to tutor them in American-style democ
racy. The task was complicated by ethnic and class divisions and the alleged 
need to protect Ilocanos, Visayans, and others against the dominant Tagalogs. If 
the Yankee presence was bloody initially, it was, in the end, ephemeral and 
supposedly most beneficial to the Filipinos, leaving behind better transporta
tion, mosquito control, the work ethic, the seed of Protestantism, and that per
fect symbol of American beneficence, the ubiquitous schoolhouse. In short, 
these writers accept the official version of the American conquest of the Philip
pines, one that is not totally without supportive evidence. The Germans cer
tainly made their intentions clear through aggressive naval maneuvers on Ma
nila Bay as America debated the fate of the Philippines in 1898. American rule 
was short (as compared with the colonial histories of European powers) and did 
leave many benefits behind, but it did not end the internal class, ethnic, and 
religious strife, which persists to this day. Needless to say, this patriotic inter
pretation is no longer heard very often, although a small academic circle is at
tempting to salvage portions of it.2

In the highly self-critical mood of the post-World War II era, the ten
dency has been to exaggerate American imperialism and the injustices created 
by it. Marxist historians and writers of the New Left find it difficult, if not im
possible, to perceive any benefits flowing from American imperialism; it was, 
ipso facto, an unmitigated evil. Moreover, American imperialism, in their view, 
did not begin with the Philippines but with Jefferson’s purchase of the Louisi
ana Territory and continues to this day. American history is one of continuous 
expansion that left behind a long string of nonwhite victims^ The driving force 
behind the expansion across the continent and out into the Pacific was, and still 
is, capitalist greed. Its rationalization was, and still is, the racist creed. For 
these writers, capitalism is the root of all evil, a role similar to that played by 
monarchy for nineteenth-century Americans. Socialist imperialism is to them 
an impossible contradiction in terms.
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Between these two positions, another point of view recognizes American 
expansion overseas as imperialistic but perceives it as a corruption of the tradi
tional American sense of mission to serve as an example to others, a beacon on a 

"hill that would eventually light up a world in political darkness. At the end of 
the nineteenth century, this noble tradition became a more aggressive mission- 
ary impulse to carry the American way of life to others whether they liked it or 
not. But the corruption was short-lived and by the Wilsonian era America had 
rejected a formal empire. In the words of Samuel Flagg Bemis, intellectual 
mentor to a generation of diplomatic historians, this ephemeral imperialistic 
impulse was “a great aberration in American history.”

Pervading all three schools of thought is considerable semantic confusion. 
Expansion across the underpopulated American continent was a less conscious, 
perhaps “natural,” act as settlers climbed the next hill or forded an adjacent 
river until they reached such “natural” boundaries as the Pacific or Caribbean. 
Crossing an ocean, however, was a more conscious act of will to expand beyond 
contiguous areas. Moreover, as Professor A. P. Thornton has pointed out, ex
pansion into the American West was not met with_ftffeotive resistance by the 
sparse and scattered native population and permitted Americans to extend de
mocracy in the process, an option not open to the Dutch in Indonesia or to the 
English in India. It was this link between the extension of democracy and the 
westward march that made it easier for Americans to view innocently their 
bloody conquest of the Philippines as a continuation of the western expansion 
of democracy.3

But “natural” defies precise meaning. John Quincy Adams once argued 
that Cuba and Santo Domingo were “natural appendages” to the United States. 
Some Americans extended the meaning of “natural boundaries” to include a 
“natural defense perimeter,” thus justifying the annexation of Hawaii. One of 
the most effective anti-imperialists during the .war in the Philippines, Senator 
George Frisbee Hoar of Massachusetts, had no qualms over annexing Hawaii 
because it was underpopulated andjgart of America’sjmler_defense network. To 
him, Hawaii differed little from Texas or California.

The term “imperialism” is no more precise, and its overuse and recent 
abuse is making it nearly meaningless as an analytical concept. In a brilliant 
attempt to penetrate this confusion, Professor Thornton concluded that “impe
rialism” is “more often the name of the emotion that reacts to a series of events 
than a definition of the events themselves. Where colonization finds its analysts 
and analogists, imperialism must contend with crusaders for and against.” 
Thus, many scholars of late have used the term pejoratively to cover any social 
injustice, domestic or abroad, and to mean any kind of nefarious influence. In 
1935, W. L. Langer complained that “if imperialism is to mean any vague inter
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ference of traders and bankers in the affairs of other countries, you may well 
extend it to cover any form of influence. You will have to admit cultural imperi
alism, religious imperialism, and what not. Personally, I prefer to stick by a 
measurable, manageable concept.” Little did Langer dream that he had pre
dicted exactly what would happen over the next few decades.4

On the American scene, some scholars have not only refused to differenti
ate between continental and overseas expansion, but also make no distinction 
between formal empire and the more informal one involving indirect, largely 
economic, controls that the United States has long exercised in Latin America 
and over much of the world since the Second World War. There is no little 
irony in this, as some of the more prominent anti-imperialists during the Phil
ippine war proposed just this sort of arrangement as an alternative to formal 
empire. For example, Andrew Carnegie, the leading “angel” for the anti-impe
rialist cause, and Edward Atkinson, the movements most notorious spokes
man, believed that the economic power of the United States would soon bring 
most of the globe under American domination without the burdens of military 
conquest and colonial management.3

If the definition of imperialism is to be broadened to include the informal 
arrangements labeled “neocolonialism,” then its origin for America would be in 
China, rather than in the Louisiana Territory. From the beginning of the China 
trade in 1785, the United States increasingly became England's junior partner, 
lending moral support to gunboat diplomacy and reaping treaty benefits after 
each British assault. Isolationism did not apply to the Pacific, and it was no acci
dent that the first formal American military venture with European allies since 
the Revolutionary War alliance with France was in China during the Boxer Cri
sis of 1900.6 Indeed, all of the early plans for a formal empire focused on the 
China trade. Hawaii, Midway, and Pago Pago were pictured as stepping-stones 
to China. The acquisition of Alaska and the Aleutians was rationalized as pro
viding a northern outpost to tap the elusive wealth of Old Cathay. Once plans 
were discussed for an isthmian canal in the postbellum period, such Caribbean 
isles as the Danish Virgin Islands, Cuba, and Santo Domingo took on new sig
nificance as part of the East Coast s path to the Pacific and China.

Opposition to expansion, continental or overseas, is at least as old as the 
Hartford Convention in 1814. Because the demands for expansion were often 
sounded in the accents of Dixie, Free-Soilers in the North opposed such ac
tivity as a proslavery conspiracy. After the Civil War, some of the strongest 
opposition to overseas expansion came from the South, due to racial fears of 
incorporating Jnto the bod}^politic more “unassimilable” types.. Contrary to 
left-wing theory, it would appear that business leaders were also opposed to the
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creation of a formal empire. They welcomed commercial expansion but took 
their cues from England’s laissez-faire policy in the middle of the nineteenth 
century and viewed colonies as expensive and unnecessary. While the unifica
tion of Germany and Italy led to a more intensive scramble for any unclaimed 
real estate after 1870, forcing England to reverse her colonial policy, American 
businessmen continued to be indifferent, if not opposed, to overseas expansion 
for another three decades. It was this conservative opposition that stymied am
bitious imperialist schemes by President Grant and later by Secretary of State 
James G. Blaine. Nevertheless, some steps toward a formal empire were taken 
during the first three decades after the Civil War. Whereas Alaska and the 
Aleutians could be tied conceptually to the continent, an 1878 treaty strength
ened ties to Samoa with American rights to a coaling station at Pago Pago. 
Blaine followed up a reciprocity treaty with Hawaii with a declaration in 1881 
that these islands were within the “American system,” which may have accom
plished little in a legal sense, but it did put the major powers on notice that this 
archipelago was an American plum to be picked at its own choosing. In renew
ing the treaty in 1887, an amendment was added to give the United States ex
clusive rights to build a naval base at Pearl Harbor.7

An American empire would have made little, sense without a creditable 
global navy, to replace the obsolete one largely of Civil War vintage. In 1883, 
Congress allocated the funds to construct a new navy. With great fanfare, blar
ing headlines, and front-page illustrations, the public over the next decade fol
lowed one fast, lightly armored cruiser after another down the ways, out to sea 
trials, and on to fleet assignments. In 1890, attention shifted to newly built bat
tleships as each in turn became a journalistic celebrity. A Naval War College 
was founded in 1884 at Newport, Rhode Island, to teach naval officers the latest 
in seaborne weaponry and tactics.8

While this modern fleet was being assembled, a rationale to justify impe
rial ambitions was allegedly being put together. The maturing industrial econ
omy needed outlets for surplus goods and capital. A particularly severe depres
sion between 1893 and 1897 may have enhanced the importance of securing 
these outlets. There was also the fear that trade and investment barriers would 
be raised around the world as the major powers intensified their scramble for 
colonies. At the same time, historians have argued, Americans were made un
easy by the official declaration following the 1890 census that the frontier no 
longer existed and by Frederick Jackson Turners contention that “the first pe
riod of American history is over.” For some the new frontier would be an indus
trial one, while others looked beyond the nations boundaries for its replace
ment. “It is to the oceans that our children must look as we once looked to the 
boundless west,” Senator Orville Platt advised.9
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* Some Americans also believed that England's power had peaked and urged 
that the United States pick up the reins of international leadership from her. 
Some reasoned that historical inertia made this inevitable: from the cradle of 
civilization in Mesopotamia to the Nile valley, Crete, Greece, Rome, Spain, 
France, and finally England, the course of imperial power had been relentlessly 
westward. Brooks Adams, however, warned that this course could be halted in 
London, before drifting eastward to Berlin or, worse, to Moscow. Added to 
such romantic notions was a good deakof Anglo-Saxon nonsense that envisioned 
American world leadership as somehow racially inevitable— the nation's “man
ifest destiny,” as Harvard's Professor John Fiske called it in his celebrated lec
ture published in Harpers in 188J5. That same year, the home missionary Josiah 
Strong published a popular book in which he asked rhetorically: “Does it not 
look as if God were not only preparing in our Anglo-Saxon civilization the die 
with which to stamp the peoples of the earth, but as if he were massing behind 
that die the mighty power with which to press it?" Editors of the German and 
Catholic press denounced such “Anglo-Maniacs,” while in Chicago Finley Peter 
Dunne's “Mr. Dooley" poked fun at all the “blarney":

You an' me Hinnissy, has got to bring on this here Anglo-Saxon alliance. 
They're a lot iv Anglo-Saxons in this country, Hinnissy. There must be as 
manny as two in Boston. They se wan up in Maine. Teddy Rosenfelt is an 
Anglo-Saxon. An' I'm an Anglo-Saxon. Th' name iv Dooley has been the 
proudest Anglo-Saxon name in th' county Roscommon f'r manny years. Me 
oY friend Domingo will march at the head of the Eyetalian Anglo-Saxons 
whin th' time comes. There ar-re twinty thousan' Rooshian Jews in th’ Siv- 
inth Ward. They'd be a tum ble thing f'r anny inimy iv th' Anglo-Saxon 
alliance to face. I tell ye, Hinnissy, whin th' Sons iv Sweden, and th' Circle 
Francaize, an' th' Polacky Binivolent Society, an' th* Benny Brith, an' th' 
Afro-Americans an' th' other Anglo-Saxons begin f'r to raise their Anglo- 
Saxon battle cry, it'll be all day with th' eight or nine people in th' wurruld 
that has th' misfortune iv not bein brought up Anglo-Saxons.10

It is, of course, impossible to ascertain how many Americans were affected 
by such rhetoric. Although businessmen were interested in markets, raw mate
rials, and investment opportunities overseas, few seemed to think that a formal 
empire was necessary. As it turned out, most exports and surplus capital went 
to Mexico, Canada* and Europe after the creation of an American empire. Very 
few politicians called for an empire before the war presented America with po
tential colonies. Two anti-imperialist editors did worry as early as 1897 about “a 
growing ‘empire doctrine,' or the doctrine that it is the duty of our country to
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increase its domain/' but it is difficult to find much evidence to support such a 
fear before the war with Spain.11

It is also possible to interpret such writers as Strong or Fiske very dif
ferently, that is, as .calling for no more than an Anglo-Saxon alliance, or for a 
cultural, rather than a military, conquest. Missionaries were fond of using mili
tary metaphors and were forever envisioning themselves as Christs warriors 
storming the ramparts of Satan for worldwide, evangelical victory. More appro
priately perhaps, Americas foremost naval strategist, Captain Alfred Thayer 
Mahan, also used military metaphors to describe commercial expansion, from 
which later historians inferred demands for more sweeping imperialist ventures 
and a preoccupation with social Darwinian survival. “All around us now is 
strife; ‘the struggle of life/ ‘the race of life' are phrases so familiar that we do not 
feel their significance until we stop to think about them /' Mahan wrote. But 
the rest of the article makes it clear that the captain had a very limited imperial 
appetite, calling only for strategically located coaling stations and naval bases to 
support expanded commerce and missionary activity. But he described Ameri
can industry as an “ironclad" that was “mighty for defense, weak for offense" 
and warned: “Within, the home market is secured; but outside, beyond the 
broad seas, there are the markets of the world, that can be entered and con
trolled only by a vigorous contest, to which the habit of trusting to protection 
by statute does not conduce." His emphasis on a large merchant marine, “the 
link that joins the products and the markets," and on the commercial value of 
Hawaii, “the great central station of the Pacific, equidistant from San Francisco, 
Samoa, and the Marquesas, and an important post on our lines of communica
tion with both Australia and China,” indicate that his concern was at least as 
commercial as it was military. Like so many of his contemporaries, he also antic
ipated “conflict between German control and American interests in the islands 
of the Western Pacific,” in which Hawaii would play a decisive role.12

Recently, one historian has taken to task the widely accepted interpreta
tion of American imperialism that maintains that events follow the philosophi
cal and strategic utterances of a handful of spokesmen for imperialism, whose 
influence has never been demonstrated. He argues that this popular view is 
much too rational. Indeed, the nation s almost exclusive focus on the Atlantic 
pnd Europe indicates that the effect of a Pacific “lobby” could not have been 
very great before the war with Spain. Less with five percent of the nation s ex
ports left from Pacific ports, and much of that was grain bound for Europe via 
the Horn. The highly touted new navy was concentrated defensively along the 
Atlantic coast. Potential naval bases at Pearl Harbor and Pago Pago remained 
undeveloped until the twentieth century. The network of submarine cables, 
with all its commercial and military value, was ignored in the Pacific in favor of
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the Atlantic and Caribbean. Even the Protestant missionary movement con
centrated its efforts more in the Near East and India than in China. According 
to this interpretation, the acquisition of a formal empire was essentially a his
torical accident rather than the product of a small cabal of imperialist plotters. 
Not until the destruction of the U.S.S. Maine in Havana and the subsequent 
victory over Spain was there an avalanche of demands for a Pacific empire.13

This revisionist challenge was long overdue, but possibly it is overstated. 
China always loomed larger in America s imagination than it did in the reality of 
the statistics on trade and Protestant conversions. Its huge population offered 
enormous potential in the minds of traders, missionaries, and some statesmen, 
but economic and evangelical success proved to be an elusive phantom for 
more than a century. Yet, China s lure never died in American hopes and antic
ipation. It played into the hands of American imperialists when the war with 
Spain presented an easy opportunity to create a formal empire in the Pacific.14

If calls for an empire were rare and inconsequential before 1898, the bellig
erent cries for a crusade against Spain were not. In part, a crusade may have 
represented a convenient escape from the malaise that seemed to afflict the na
tion during the final decade of the century, induced by the economic crisis and 
by the less desirable results of industrialization (such as corruption, misman
agement, waste, health hazards, slums, and human suffering), exposed by 
muckraking journalists. Cities seemed clogged with disparate groups that 
threatened to convert them into modern Towers of Babel. As Populist Mary 
Lease had once suggested, staple growers were “raising hell,” and Coxey s 
army of broken farmers and unemployed workers marched on Washington. A 
series of bloody strikes and racial riots resembled open warfare before troops 
were called in to restore order. Some Americans went on nativistic rampages 
against Negroes, Mexicans, Chinese, Italians, and Catholics. An oath of alle
giance was created to test the loyalty of “subversives,” while private armies 
drilled in preparation for an anticipated “papist” uprising. Even the sacred gold 
standard was challenged, and many Americans agreed with Secretary of State 
Walter Gresham that “symptoms of revolution” were omnipresent in 1895. The 
bleak pessimism of Brooks Adams, the implied foreboding in Turners essay, 
and the popular anxiety over Americas future were reflected in the works of 
Hamlin Garland, Edward Bellamy, William Dean Howells, Frank Norris, Up
ton Sinclair, and Edgar Watson Howe. Henry Adams beat a quick retreat to a 
more stable medieval civilization.15

It is not surprising that the nation might have sought escape in an orgy of 
jingoism to distract itself from the very real, as well as imagined, problems at 
home. A war might heal the internal divisiveness; it might bring together at last 
the blue and the gray while obfuscating the class antagonisms enhanced by in
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dustrialization and fusing the new ethnoracial and religious divisions wrought 
by shifting immigration patterns. President Grover Clevelands bellicose stance 
against the British in the 1895 Venezuelan boundary dispute only provided a 
temporary elixir for the people, and even then, it offended some Anglo-Saxon 
sensibilities in the ruling elite. That same year another rebellion broke out in 
Cuba against Spanish rule, the specter of a cruel, oppressive, and decadent 
Catholic monarchy primed the nation for a crusade. The yellow press went 
to work, fomenting a state of frenzied moral indignation. As Senator Hoar 
complained, every congressman had two or three newspapers in his district 
“printed in red ink shouting for blood.”16

But Cleveland was jealous of his prerogative to make foreign policy and 
was not going to allow hysterical editors to do it for him. Approaching the end 
of his term and having no intention of seeking reelection, the president could 
better afford to resist popular pressures. Three years earlier he had refused to 
recognize a rebellion in Hawaii engineered by Americans and settled by U.S. 
Marines. Now he warned Congress that, if it allowed the “rascally Cubans” to 
stampede it into declaring war, he would refuse to move the army. Neverthe
less, Cleveland did quietly escalate diplomatic pressure on Madrid to institute 
reforms in Cuba or risk exhausting “American patience.” Ironically, this merely 
encouraged the Spanish to adopt more Draconian measures in the hope of end
ing the rebellion more swiftly. To this end a new commander, General Valeri- 
ano Weyler, instituted concentration camps and began a campaign of systematic 
torture and murder, winning him infamy in American headlines, which re
ferred to him as “the Butcher,” a “Human Hyena,” or a “mad dog.” One editor 
explained that “there is nothing to prevent his carnal animal brain from running 
riot with itself in inventing tortures and infamies of bloody debauchery.” An
other newspaper chanted mindlessly: “Blood on the roadsides, blood on the 
fields, blood on the doorsteps, blood, blood, blood.”17

McKinley essentially continued Clevelands policy of publicly insisting 
that he was opposed to intervention in Cuba, assuring Senator Carl Schurz that 
he would tolerate “no jingoistic nonsense” in his Administration but at the 
same time quietly increasing diplomatic pressure on Spain. He also appointed 
Senator John Sherman secretary of state in order to make room in the Senate 
for his campaign manager, Mark Hanna. Two years earlier, Sherman had vowed 
that “no earthly power” could keep the United States out of Cuba. As chief 
diplomat, he dashed off impulsive, belligerent messages to Madrid. Spain did 
not help matters by comparing Weyler s tactics to those of General William 
Tecumseh Sherman, who happened to have been the secretary’s brother. Mc
Kinley also kept at his post Clevelands consul-general in Havana, Fitzhugh 
Lee. This flamboyant descendant of the Confederate hero not only openly sym
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pathized with the Cuban rebels, but also was instrumental in convincing the 
president that a warship was necessary to protect American nationals in Ha
vana. Because Lee was so partisan, McKinley sent a close friend, William J. 
Calhoun, on a fact-finding mission to Cuba. His bleak report and recommenda
tion of intervention prompted a strongly worded ultimatum from the president 
to Madrid, warning that reforms leading to pacification had to be carried out 
with sufficient speed to avoid a rupture between the two countries.18

Actually, McKinleys warning was not much different from Clevelands 
final message to Madrid, but Spain enhanced its seriousness by delaying an an
swer for two months and then responding in language that was haughty and 
insolent by diplomatic standards. This pushed the two nations to the brink of 
war at the end of the summer of 1897, and only the assassination of Spain's 
Prime Minister Casanovas rescued the situation, by paving the way for a more 
liberal cabinet that removed Weyler and proposed reforms leading to greater 
Cuban autonomy. McKinley was then able to claim a diplomatic victory and 
momentarily allay his jingoistic critics.

McKinley's taciturn style still baffles historians in their attempts to discern 
his real intentions, but even if he genuinely wanted to avoid a war, a series of 
events early in 1898 made this option humanely impossible. In mid-January, 
Spanish colons and former soldiers of Weyler demonstrated against Madrids 
proposed reforms and wrecked the offices of Cuban newspapers and businesses 
that had endorsed the proposals. These incidents convinced McKinley to com
ply with Lees request for a battleship. In the wake of the riots, the Spanish 
minister in Washington, Enrique Dupuy de Lome, wrote privately to a friend 
ridiculing the proposed reforms and describing McKinley as "weak and a bid
der for the admiration of the crowd, besides being a would-be politician who 
tries to leave a door open behind himself while keeping on good terms with the 
jingoes of his own party/' A Cuban secretary sympathetic to the rebels leaked 
the comments to the Cuban junta in Washington, which passed it on to William 
Randolph Hearst. Although de Lome's characterization of McKinley was not all 
that different from domestic criticisms of him, the New York Journal revealed it 
under the headline, "Worst Insult to the United States in Its History.''19

Again, Madrid exacerbated the matter by delaying an apology and finally 
delivering one in insolent language that merely magnified the effect of de 
Lome's original comments. By then, however, Spanish officialdom had much 
more to contend with than the indiscreet remarks of a diplomat. On February 
15, the U.S.S. Maine blew up in Havana Harbor and went to the bottom. Al
though the captain, one of the few survivors, warned against hasty judgments 
before a thorough investigation, the yellow press accused Spain of murdering 
the crew "in cold blood” with "a secret infernal machine.” The president main
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tained a scrupulous silence, but his assistant secretary of the navy, Theodore 
Roosevelt, showed no such restraint, openly accusing Spain of “an act of dirty 
treachery.”20

Almost every segment of American society clamored for intervention. The 
business community had risked jingoistic wrath by counseling the president 
not to be emotionally stampeded into intervening in Cuba. “If popular passion 
is permitted to force the administration into war, what is the conclusion sug
gested to our masses?” asked the Journal o f Commerce in New York. “Simply 
that they may have whatever mad follies they hanker after provided that they 
raise their clamor to the requisite pitch.” Such advice to the president pro
voked the Sacramento Bee to denounce Wall Street as the “colossal and aggre
gate Benedict Arnold of the Union, and the syndicated Judas Iscariot of human
ity.” By March 1898, however, the business community appeared to have joined 
the majority except for one maverick Chicago stockbroker who still argued that 
the Cubans were “nothing but mongrels not fit for self government.” Even 
McKinleys defeated opponent, William Jennings Bryan, declared that “the 
time for intervention has arrived.” Only the German-language and Catholic 
press held steadfast for neutrality.21

In spite of the enormous pressure to intervene, McKinley maintained his 
silence except to plead for “deliberate consideration” on the Cuban issue, 
wllich only fanned the flames of popular moral indignation. Mobs in Virginia 
ancL Colorado burned the president in effigy. Others hissed at his picture in 
theaters or defaced it at other public locations. Republican editors cautioned 
McKinley that “the people want no disgraceful negotiations with Spain.” The 
Chicago Tribune pleaded with him to intervene immediately, warning him that 
“an administration that stains the national honor will never be forgiven.” Mean
while, spectators packed the galleries of Congress— some wrapped in Ameri
can flags—to urge on their favorite jingoistic orators. The French ambassador 
advised his government that a “sort of bellicose fury has seized the American 
nation.” Clearly America wanted its crusade and negotiation was out of the 
question.22

As if McKinley needed another shove into war, Senator Redfield Proctor of 
Vermont, a Republican advocate of peaceful negotiation with Spain, delivered a 
three-hour speech on the horrors of the concentrados and the widespread star
vation in Cuba before concluding that only American intervention could alter 
the situation. Only hours later, McKinley sent his final ultimatum to Madrid, 
demanding Cuban independence by April 15, or “the President, having ex
hausted diplomatic agencies to secure peace in Cuba, will lay the whole matter 
before Congress.” To convince Spain that he meant business, he asked Con
gress for a fifty-million-dollar military appropriation.
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A last-minute papal offer to arbitrate was ignored, and war was declared on 
April 25 as having existed since April 21. Congressmen literally danced through 
the Capitol singing “hang General Weyler to a sour apple tree as we go march
ing on.” Young men stampeded to enlist; lusty cheers emanated from pulpits, 
lecterns, editorial pages, and other public forums. A few feeble protests were 
all but lost in the surge of patriotism. Everyone wanted to get into the act, from 
young Teddy Roosevelt to aging Civil War heroes pleading for an opportunity to 
swish swords in the air one more time and bellow “charge.” General Lees old 
cavalry chief, “Fighting Joe” Wheeler, resigned from Congress to lead dis
mounted cavalry in Cuba. He was an important symbol for the argument that 
the war with Spain would at long last heal the sectional breach (although this 
was lost on one incorrigible soul, who shouted to his men charging a retreating 
Spanish line, “WeVe got the damn Yankees on the run!”).23

John Hay called it “a splendid little war,” but in reality it was not much 
more than the two overly glamorized naval victories at Santiago Bay in Cuba in 
July and at Manila in May. Marines landed at the mouth of Guantanamo~Bay 
and gallantly held off Spanish counterattacks, but the army’s only significant 
land campaign was a disaster that merely demonstrated the ineptness of its 
commander, General William Shafter, and of the War Department in procuring 
and transporting supplies. After some initial victories at El Caney and San Juan 
Hill on the outskirts of Santiago—which produced a couple of heroes in Gen
eral Henry Lawton and Colonel Theodore Roosevelt— Shafter decided to wait 
for Santiago’s surrender; meanwhile, disease began to decimate his army. This 
sorry episode produced a national scapegoat in Secretary of War Russell Alger.

In spite of these military realities, however, the war helped the country to 
forget its domestic troubles and partially alleviated its anxiety over the future. 
The next stage in the nations history, in answer to Professor Turners concern, 
would be that of world power status. For many Americans, the new “frontier” 
would be a formal empire captured from Spain. If many Europeans were sur- 
prised at the easy victory, few Americans were. Senator Chandler had pre
dicted that the war would last anywhere from fifteen minutes to ninety days. It 
lasted one hundred days. Tropical diseases struck down many more Americans 
than did Spanish bullets.24



Enter the Philippines

A tenacious myth, created and nurtured by two generations of historians, is 
that Admiral George Dewey’s victory at Manila Bay in 1898 came as a stunning 
surprise to American political leaders and average citizens alike, none of whom 
had even heard of the Philippines. As Mr. Dooley put it, no one was sure if they 
were “islands or canned goods.” According to legend, President McKinley was 
forced to consult a globe to ascertain the location of those “darned islands.” Yet 
American firms had been engaged in the Philippine abaca trade long before 
Dewey arrived there. Economic intelligence pertaining to the archipelago ap
peared sporadically in the commercial press, and the most valued fiber for 
cordage was Manila hemp. Once the Philippine Insurrection began in 1896, 
one year after the start of Cuba's revolution, there was a dramatic increase in 
the press's coverage of the Philippines. Editors obsessed with Spanish oppres
sion in Cuba found it only natural to turn their attention to additional evidence 
of tyranny in Spain s far-flung empire. No one mentioned the Philippines as a 
potential American colony at that early date, but several editors were aware of 
the interest of Japan and England in these islands should Spain lose control 
over them. Two California editors expressed concern over Spains Asian squad
ron at Manila in the event of war. Weeks before the Battle of Manila, headlines 
predicted that Spain s Pacific fleet based in the Philippines would be Dewey's 
target. It is difficult to believe that many American leaders were much sur
prised by Deweys action or that they were so ignorant of the Philippines.1

Of course, the war had scarcely begun and the country needed a hero 
quickly, so all the hoopla about “America’s Lord Nelson” having “totally 
eclipsed Trafalgar” may reenforce the impression that Dewey caught the press 
and political leadership unprepared. The real surprise was the sudden need to 
make a decision about the fate of the Philippines. American imperialists did not 
wish to repeat England's mistake in India by colonizing a large, densely popu
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lated area. They were interested in pinpoint, strategically located colonies to 
provide communication links and logistic support for commercial and mission
ary enterprises. Dewey himself made it clear that it would be a mistake to keep 
anything except Manila and the naval base at Cavite.2

During the summer of 1898, imperialist expectations for a Philippine base 
escalated to the retention of all of Luzon, and finally to the annexation of the 
entire archipelago. Military reasoning seems to have motivated this change: It 
would be difficult to defend part of the area should an unfriendly power colo
nize another portion of the Philippines. Senator Henry Cabot Lodge set about 
to convert the president to “the large policy” that summer. McKinley, how
ever, was a reluctant imperialist, agreeing with his new secretary of state, John 
Hay, that the islands should be returned to Spain after “ceding a port and the 
necessary appurtenances selected by the United States.” The presidents con
fession that “the truth is I didn’t want the Philippines and when they came to us 
as a gift from the Gods, I did not know what to do with them” has been dis
missed as hypocrisy after the fact. But this quandary was reflected editorially 
across the nation immediately following the news of Deweys victory.3

Before July, very few editors advocated keeping all of the Philippines. The 
influential Republican organ Inter-Ocean recommended that America retain no 
more than a naval base and a coaling station and return the rest of the archi
pelago to Spain. Not until August did this editor change his mind and advise 
the president that to keep only a part of the Philippines would be “a great 
blunder.” Even those editors strongly opposed to any overseas expansion were 
at a loss initially over the ultimate fate of the islands. The Republican in Spring- 
field, Massachusetts, suggested selling the islands to England, or possibly to 
Japan, provided that such a sale did not “disturb the balance of power.” The 
Journal in Boston declared that there was nothing morally reprehensible about 
selling or giving the Philippines to “a friendly colonizing power,” since the Con
stitution would not allow an American colony. One anti-imperialist editor even 
suggested an international auction. “For so rich a prize,” and with “every 
power” viewing “with jealous eyes its acquisition by any other,” the bidding 
would have to be “very lively.” The Boston Herald, however, protested against 
selling Filipinos “like so many serfs,” and insisted that the “only moral course” 
was to return the islands to Spain.4

Such callous reasoning was by no means restricted to anti-imperialists. 
While the nation pondered the fate of the Philippines, imperialist editors in
sisted that any decision should rest on practical considerations alone. “The 
whole surface of the earth has been stolen and restolen . . . and the process will 
be repeated,” observed the Detroit Tribune, “This is not said in cold cynicism. 
It is merely cold fact,” so the president should keep in mind that “profits and
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not prophets” determine "morality.” Military needs must be paramount, the 
Argonaut in San Francisco advised. "Moral force is all very well, but it does not 
check hostile fleets or invading armies.” There was but "one broad, sweeping, 
irrefutable answer” to the growing debate, declared the Baltimore American. 
“It is the same old law of the survival of the fittest. The weak must bend to the 
strong and today the American race is the sturdiest, the noblest on earth.”5 

Only when imperialist editors came out in favor of retaining the entire ar
chipelago did they use higher-sounding justifications related to the "white 
mans burden.” Although the underlying assumption of both (imperialists and 
anti-imperialists) was that the Filipinos were not capable of governing them
selves, the unctuous paternalism of editors favoring annexation lent them the 
appearance of having a moral edge in the debate. The Indianapolis Journal 
scoffed at all the sudden talk of "uplifting savages” and opposed annexation pre
cisely because the "inhabitants resist the civilization of the temperate zones in
stinctively, because they have not the mental and moral fiber to uphold it. 
Therefore why talk of carrying civilization to these islands?” Other anti-imperi
alists catered more frankly to the nations racial fears. An imperial policy would 
bring in via the back door those kept out by the exclusion laws, a mass of "Asi
atic hybrids,” warned the Pilot in Boston. Even the usually loftier Republican 
warned that annexing the Philippines would not only “plunge us head, neck 
and breeches into world affairs, but it would bring into the American system a 
lot of Malays, Chinese Mestizos,” and others of "inferior race.”6

In Congress, the debate over imperialism,began in earnest with the bill to 
annex the Hawaiian Islands. Western congressmen recycled the specter of the 
Asian menace, used to secure passage of the exclusion laws. Once again, steak- 
and-potato-eating American workers would be in "deadly competition with 
those who live on a bowl of rice and a rat a day,” prophesied Nebraska's Senator 
William Allen. California's Representative Johnson, warning over and over 
again of "the immoralities unmentionable” and the "nameless contagions” 
spawned by "Asiatics,” read into the Congressional Record an article entitled 
"Shall We Annex Leprosy?” "Honey Fitz” Fitzgerald, grandfather of John 
Fitzgerald Kennedy, demanded of his fellow congressmen, “Are we to have a 
Mongolian state in this union?” Champ Clark mined the same vein, but with 
more humor, asking the House to imagine a pigtailed senator from Hawaii 
seated in that "august chamber chopping logic” with an erudite Hoar or Lodge. 
The Speaker of the House, Thomas Brackett Reed, tried his hand at logic, us
ing a string on a globe to demonstrate that the Aleutians were closer to China 
than were the Hawaiian Islands. But this debate took place in the midst of the 
war—weeks after the first troops had landed in Cuba— and neither fear, hu
mor, nor logic could stem the emotional tide of a bumptious nationalism. Ha
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waii was formally annexed on June 15, 1898. The big fight would be over the 
Philippines, which was too distant to be part of a “natural” defense perimeter, 
too densely populated, and climatically unsuitable for American settlement.7

McKinley never made public his views on the Hawaiian question. He con
tinued to mask them during the Philippine debate, playing his cards so close to 
his chest that his real intentions continue to baffle historians to this day. His 
enigmatic style once provoked the Washington Post to label him “a Chinese 
statesman.” If McKinley was inscrutable, John Hay was downright deceitful. By 
praising Andrew Carnegie s anti-imperialist articles in the North American Re- 
vietVy Hay gave the steel magnate the distinct impression that he intended to 
keep “the American 'empire' within the continent, especially keeping it out of 
the vortex of militarism,” or so Carnegie reported jubilantly to his friends. Of 
course, Carnegie had a tendency to understand what he wanted to hear. At any 
rate, Hay was at that moment trying to persuade the president to keep more of 
Spains Pacific possessions. He complained to McKinley that “so many men 
among us do not, or cannot believe in the American people and their glorious 
destiny.”8

At what point McKinley altered his position on the Philippines is impossi
ble to say. His authorization of troops to be sent there in early summer does not 
necessarily contradict his public position that he was uninterested in anything 
more than a base, or possibly the city of Manila. He had to land troops to estab
lish a claim to any portion of the Philippines in future peace negotiations with 
Spain. From limited evidence it is possible to infer that not until August did he 
decide to keep all of Luzon, and in October the entire archipelago. These deci
sions may have had more to do with a shift of popular opinion as reflected in the 
press than with the counsel of Lodge or Hay.

The Literary Digest polled 192 editors in September and reported that a 
solid majority favored retention of all the Philippines. One-third of the editors 
preferred to limit American acquisition to a port, base, or, at most, the island of 
Luzon; only one-sixth wanted the president to get out altogether and recom
mended that the islands be either left in Spanish possession or sold to a friendly 
power. Only three editors recommended independence for the Philippines.9

A September editorial in Inter-Ocean noted a commensurate swing in the 
business world, which was just “waking up to the opportunities the war has 
brought at a moment when the immense increase of our manufacturing capacity 
has rendered foreign markets necessary for us.” The Literary Digest corrobo
rated this impression and reported that the fate of the Philippines was the 
“liveliest topic” in commercial circles. “While many leading trade journals en
thusiastically favor a policy of retaining all territory which fortune of war has 
thrown under our control, yet the trade press is not by any means a unit in this 
demand.” For obvious reasons the leaders of businesses requiring heavy capital
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investment, and the financiers likely to underwrite it, favored permanent con
trol. But some manufacturers and traders and all agricultural interests re
mained uneasy over potential competition from cheap labor. Thus the Railway 
Road declared that “one way of opening up a market is to conquer it,” while the 
Call, representing California-Hawaii sugar interests, wanted no competition 
from the Philippines. Moreover, the Calls editor shared his states Sinophobia 
and feared militarism as well. Labor unions and the military were, in his opin
ion, not only economic parasites, but political threats; strikes promised “mob- 
rule,” while colonial adventures would produce a “man-on-horseback” to re
turn and threaten a popular political coup against democracy.10

There was far less discord in the endorsement for keeping all of the Philip
pines from the Protestant religious establishment, particularly from its mission
ary wing. Spain had long banned Protestant missionaries from her possessions, 
and to the missionaries Dewey's victory was nothing other than “Gods ven
geance.” Cast as a Biblical hero, either as David or sometimes as Joshua, 
Dewey arrived off Manila and “the Spanish fleet went down as miraculously as 
the walls of Jericho.” The admirals guns were “Gods own trumpet-tones sum
moning his people out of their isolation into the broad arena of the worlds great 
life.” The Woman*s Evangel rhapsodized, “Manila, Santiago, Puerto Rico— Old 
Glory everywhere afloat . . . the quick tread of armies and the rapid rush of 
hosts and the roar of guns. Prompt obedience . . . prompt action everywhere 
and victory' is shouted all the world around.” Almost in unison, religious edi
tors across the nation immediately following the news of Manila asked what 
God intended “by laying these naked foundlings at our door.” Clearly, to them, 
“the American Republic” was “on the way to a larger ministry in world affairs.” 
Any talk of getting out of the Philippines or elsewhere enraged these editors. 
“What folly to conquer territory and then turn it over to the possession of an
other power.” Worse than folly, it was “utter blasphemy” to another editor:

The acquiring of the Ladrone, the Caroline, and the Philippine islands, 
and even Cuba, Porto Rico, and the Canaries, as a result o f the war in 
which Spain, by her barbarities in Cuba forced us, will be no violation of 
the spirit of isolation. To refuse, for selfish reasons, to assume the duty and 
the responsibility which a gracious Providence has thrust upon it would be 
to render the nation guilty of a great crime in the sight of high Heaven.

Although McKinley had succeeded in making minor inroads into the working- 
class and Catholic vote, his constituency still depended largely on business and 
Protestant groups. He had no choice but to take seriously the warning of the 
Presbyterian Interior that “the churches will stand solidly against abandoning 
the islands.”11

ENTER THE PHILIPPINES
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Religious and missionary spokesmen were not only the first to insist upon 
annexing the Philippines, but, unlike most other advocates of this policy, they 
rarely felt a need to avoid the term ‘‘imperialism.” The Reverend Wallace 
Radcliffe explained:

Imperialism is in the air; but it has new definitions and better inventions. 
It is republicanism “writ large.” It is imperialism, not for domination but 
for civilization; not for absolutism but for self government. American im
perialism is enthusiastic, optimistic and beneficial republicanism. Imperi
alism expresses itself by expansion. I believe in imperialism because I be
lieve in foreign missions. Our Foreign Mission Board can teach Congress 
how to deal with remote dependencies . . . give the President points on 
imperial republicanism. The peal of the trumpet rings out over the Pacific. 
The Church must go where America goes.

Some religious journals went so far as to insist that Jesus had favored imperial
ism. “Has it ever occurred to you that Jesus was the most imperial of the impe
rialists?” asked the Missionary Record. On the other hand, anti-imperialism 
was “the invention of the devil to oppose foreign missions,” readers of the For
eign Missionary Journal were warned.12

Some religious spokesmen felt compelled to stipulate that the annexation 
of the Philippines was not “territorial expansion,” but rather “the expansion of 
civilization.” The Congregationalist explained that “only in carrying out divine 
purpose can we advocate the adoption of a colonial purpose.” Possibly to as
suage a sense of guilt, missionary publications frequently mentioned “freedom” 
or “liberty” for the Filipinos. But it is clear that these terms meant emancipa
tion from the Spanish or the separation of church and state with free, secular, 
public schools. The Baptist Home Missionary Monthly explained that such 
freedom meant “soul-liberty,” as political independence for the Philippines 
could only be realized by long preparation under “military control.” 13

Like secular imperialists, missionaries bristled with an aggressive and 
highly romantic Anglo-Saxonism. Britain and America not only shared the same 
civilization, but also the same “race instincts.” American expansion into the Pa
cific marked the beginning of the “Anglo-American Mission of the Holy Trin
ity.” Indeed, to one missionary it marked the real beginning of the world’s his
tory, and “the English-speaking empires” would “go on expanding.” Infuriated 
by anti-imperialist doubts, a contributor to the Missionary Record asked, 
“What kind of men are we?”

Are we less able than our English and Dutch ancestors to take part in the 
work of the world? Has the rich Anglo-Saxon blood re-enforced by a good
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Celtic strain, grown thin in our veins during the past one hundred years? 
Are we a less virile and resourceful race than the elder branches of our 
family across the sea? And yet we are told that we have no capacity for the 
government of colonies and foreign dependencies!14
Such blatant imperialist demands led to sharp attacks on the Protestant 

clerics, who “preach the gospel of peace” while they “look upon war, and its 
horrors, as of divine origin” and think “the last places touched by the Holy 
Ghost were Manila and Santiago.” Senator Hoar accused them of “preaching 
the new commandment to do evil that good may come.” A colleague demanded 
that Protestant leaders explain “how grand larceny and ‘criminal aggression* 
could become high Christian civilization in the Philippines?** Catholic editors 
were understandably upset by all the “loose talk** by these “preachers on the 
rampage** about “Christianizing** a population that was largely Roman Catholic. 
Rather than export “Christianity” or “morality,** it was more likely that Protes
tant America would bestow on the Filipinos divorce, “atheistic public schools,’* 
a “Godless Constitution,** and “other blessings of a similar nature,” the Catho
lic Review wryly observed. If any “religious reconstruction” was necessary in 
the Philippines, it should be carried out by “good American priests,” Arch
bishop Ireland declared.15

The group most adamant in its opposition to the annexation of the Philip- 
pines was the German-American community^or at least the German-language 
press gives that impression. This opposition was due partially to the suspicion 
that all the talk of Anglo-American world domination was aimed at the “Father- 
land,” which was not without some foundation. Such hallowed members of the 
military elite as Admiral Dewey and General Lawton had both casually opined 
to reporters that America’s next war would be with Germany. Early in 1898, a 
combined Anglo-American fleet did line up in battle formation to intimidate a 
smaller German squadron off Samoa. The confrontation was reported with 
some fanfare in the nation’s press, whose editors invariably blamed it on the 
“arrogant boy emperor” in Berlin. One historian has discerned “an almost 
pathological suspicion of Germany . . . prevalent in American political and dip
lomatic circles” at that time.16

But many Germans had fled the militarism that dominated their native 
country and feared that an American empire would nurture similar conditions 
in their adopted land. Milwaukee’s Freidenker declared that “the coming mili
tarism is already here” and expressed gratitude that “the overwhelming major
ity of our citizens of German descent stand by common sense and high princi
ples” on the issue of imperialism. Newark’s Freie Zeitung warned that the 
Filipinos would resist being colonized again and would have to “be taught with
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powder and lead” that “the Declaration of Independence was only for Ameri
cans.” If the government was truly interested in helping the oppressed, it 
should go to the aid of the “poor Hindus,” this editor taunted. Once it was 
known that annexation was to be part of the “peace with honor,” the Volks- 
Zeitung in New York City scoffed, “And why not? Rascals, thieves, and robbers 
have a code of their own.”17

In the midst of this debate over the Philippines, a peace protocol was 
signed with Spain on August 12 calling for treaty negotiations in Paris. McKin
ley again obfuscated his intentions by sending a shrewdly balanced commission 
to France: two avowed imperialists, Maine's Republican Senator William Frye 
and the New York Tribunes Whitelaw Reid; Delawares Democratic Senator 
George Gray, who was adamantly opposed to expansion overseas; and two lim
ited imperialists of the Mahan stripe, Senator Cushman Davis, Minnesota Re
publican, who chaired the powerful Foreign Relations Committee, and William 
Day, who resigned as secretary of state to chair the commission. Clearly, 
McKinley had no intention of coming away from Paris empty-handed. He in
structed the commission to demand no more than Luzon, Guam, and Puerto 
Rico, possession of which would mean a limited empire of pinpoint colonies to 
support a global fleet and provide communication links. Puerto Rico was close 
enough that Gray might have compromised his position, although it did pose 
“racial” problems. Frye might have limited his appetite, but Reid was bent on 
“converting the Pacific Ocean into an American lake.”18

Once in Paris, the commission was besieged with advice to demand the 
entire Philippine archipelago, particularly from American generals and Euro
pean diplomats. General Wesley Merritt arrived directly from Manila to con
vince the commission that any single island would be militarily indefensible 
should unfriendly powers colonize other ones. He brought corroborative state
ments from other generals and surprisingly from Admiral Dewey, who had pri
vately expressed a very different opinion. Merritt also brought a statement 
from the Belgian envoy in Manila, Edouard Andre, predicting civil war, anar
chy, and European intervention should the Americans not retain control of all 
the islands. These spokesmen totally distorted for the commission the political 
conditions in the Philippines, and depicted Emilio Aguinaldo, the leader of the 
Filipino nationalists, as “a Chinese halfbreed adventurer” with no legitimate 
claim to govern the Philippines or as an opportunist who could easily be “man
aged.” His native troops were even dangled before the commission by one gen; 
eral as potential American sepoys. Only the American consul in Manila, Oscar 
Williams, dissented in writing, and, since he was not present, Merritt was able 
to ridicule his position unopposed. The unanimous recommendation of the self- 
appointed advisors to the commission who had journeyed to Paris was that “it
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would certainly be cheaper and more humane to take the entire Philippines 
than to keep only part of it.” Frye and Reid needed no convincing, and Davis 
quickly capitulated, leaving the majority in favor of this course. Day refused to 
budge from the presidents original instructions, and Gray had been isolated 
from the beginning as a staunch anti-imperialist.19

The major obstacle to an imperialist policy was the nation s political tradi- 
lions of anticolonialism, the Declaration of Independence, Monroe Doctrine, 
"ancTisolationism. Gradually some Republican editors began to attack these tra
ditions as outmoded, fit for the age of sail, not steam. “As a people, we are the 
most practical of races, and care more for conditions, than theories,” the editor 
of the Hawk-Eye in Burlington, Iowa, explained in his endorsement of annexa
tion. “Unexpectedly and through the unseen hand of divine destiny, we have 
the Philippine Islands. Surely the fetish of tradition” will not “stand in the way” 
of all the “compelling moral, military, religious, and commercial reasons for 
keeping them,” he pleaded. In Chicago, the Journal warned against being fet
tered by the past:

Unless the President shall take immediate steps to protect and hold the 
Philippines, generations to be will read the history of this time and curse 
the purblind folly that threw away a world out of Chinese reverence for 
mouldy traditions and dead mens opinions.20
Elections were coming up, and Lodge carefully reported to the president 

that state “Republican conventions are all declaring that where the flag goes up 
ft must never come down.” Senator Orville Platt concurred, informing McKin
ley that ninety percent of the voters in Connecticut favored keeping all territo
ries won in the war and warning him that “if in the negotiations for peace, 
Spain is permitted to retain any portion of the Philippines it will be a failure on 
the part of this nation to discharge the greatest moral obligation which could be 
conceived.” Platt went on to explain, “Those who believe in Providence see, or 
think they see, that God has placed upon this government the solemn duty of 
providing for the people of these islands a government based upon the princi
ple of liberty no matter how many difficulties the problem may present.”21 

Apparently, the issue was touchy enough to convince Democratic leader
ship to ignore it during the midterm congressional campaigns that summer and 
autumn. The Democratic standard-bearer in 1896, William Jennings Bryan, 
flatly refused to comment on the issue until after the election. Although the 
Democratic Campaign Book for 1898 included nothing on the Philippines, it 
did reproduce two letters written by the party’s founder, Thomas Jefferson, that 
called for the annexation of Cuba almost a century earlier, implying that the 
Republicans had no monopoly on overseas expansion. It also praised the Teller

ENTER THE PHILIPPINES



22 ENTER THE PHILIPPINES

Amendment, which forbade Cuban annexation, thereby attempting to be all 
things to all men. A survey of platforms in twenty-five states revealed a similar 
pattern of ambiguity and reticence. In twelve states the Democrats made no 
mention of the Philippines, in five states they opposed annexation, and in three 
favored it. The remaining five platforms mentioned the issue in such an equivo
cal manner that it is impossible to interpret their positions.22

Two youthful Republican candidates received near-hysterical responses to 
their bombastic demands to nail the flag to the mast wherever it was flying as a 
result of the war. In Indiana, Albert Beveridge, a handsome aspirant to the 
United States Senate with a golden voice, thrilled audiences in provincial ham
lets by informing them that they were about to be in “the very center” of “the 
greatest empire known to man.” Beveridge explained that “the rule of liberty” 
was only for people “capable of self government,” and certainly not for the Fili
pinos. In New York, Teddy Roosevelt, fresh from the war in Cuba, delivered a 
similar message in his gubernatorial bid:

The guns of our warships have awakened us to new duties. We are face to 
face with our destiny, and we must meet it with a high and resolute cour
age. For ours is the life of action, of strenuous performance of duty; let us 
live in the harness striving mightily; let us rather run the risk of wearing 
out than rusting out.23
Roosevelt was so sure of the popular appeal of keeping all of the Philip

pines that he pinned the anti-imperialist label on the Democrats and went on to 
equate that position with that of the copperheads during the Civil War. He 
demanded:

Do you wish to keep or throw away the fruits of what we have won in war? 
If you wish to throw them away, then vote against President McKinley; 
vote in favor of his opponents, and give heart . . .  to every Spaniard in 
Spain, to every man in Continental Europe who wishes us ill. Vote that 
way if you please. . . . But if you choose to vote for America, if you choose 
to vote for the flag for which we fought this summer . . . then you will vote 
to sustain the administration of President McKinley.24

Actually, the upstate Democratic boss and former senator, David Hill, had 
joined Roosevelt in calling for the annexation of the Philippines. “American 
valor has easily triumphed on both sea and land, and the American flag floats 
over newly acquired territory—never, as it is fondly hoped, to be lowered 
again,” Hill declared. Roosevelts main opposition in New York came from 
within his own party. Senator Carl Schurz denounced his fellow Republicans for 
sponsoring “a vulgar land grabbing” scheme “glossed over by high-sounding
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cant about destiny and duty and what not.” Likewise, in Massachusetts, Repub
lican Senator Hoar most strongly opposed his party's endorsement of imperial
ism. In Boston, a group of mugwump reformers placed a last-minute news
paper advertisement calling upon the voters to reject this '‘new and dangerous 
policy.”25

Democratic caution on the Philippine issue was not simply a question of
that the “war fever” had not yet subsided and was playing into the hands of 

the imperialists. The party itself was badly divided over the Philippine ques
tion. Crucial spokesmen, such as Adolph Ochs and William Randolph Hearst, 
respectively the publishers of the New York Times and a growing transconti
nental journalistic empire, favored annexation, as did such party intellectuals 
as Walter Hines Page and Woodrow Wilson. Putting aside his initial misgivings 
over constitutional implications, Wilson came out in favor of annexation during 
the summer. On the other hand, labor leaders and the Catholic press and hier
archy for the most part were opposed to keeping the Philippines, while the 
party’s leader refused to state his position.26

Bryan’s concern and Roosevelt’s optimism were fully justified by a land
slide Republican victory in midterm elections, which ordinarily favor the party 
out of power. Of course, the Democrats tried hard to keep imperialism out of 
the campaign, but Roosevelt demagogically made it a key issue and scored an 
awesome victory. The Springfield Republican fatuously interpreted the fact 
that most Republicans in Massachusetts won less handsomely than did the Re
publican governor as an anti-imperialist victory. But only in South Boston could 
the defeat of a Republican be remotely connected to the issue. In fact, the pres
ident broke his silence on October 25 and declared officially that he favored 
keeping all the Philippine islands. Always cautious, McKinley would never 
have done so two weeks before election day if there had been the slightest hint 
that the decision would be unpopular.27

Early in October, McKinley had stumped for candidates in the Midwest 
and noted the thunderous applause evoked by the vaguest reference to retain
ing the Philippines., “Territory sometimes comes to us when we go to war in a 
holy cause, and whenever it does the banner of liberty will float over it and 
bring, I trust, blessings and benefits to all people,” he told an ecstatic audience 
in Chariton, Iowa. Wild cheers followed comments on “America’s moral obliga
tions” overseas and on the necessity “to keep the flag flying” over Spain’s for
mer colonies. It must have been as clear to McKinley as it was to Bryan that 
expansion was immensely popular. Privately, McKinley confided to a friend, 
“You and I don’t want the Philippines, but it is no use disguising the fact that an 
overwhelming majority of the people do.” His close friend, Charles Dawes, 
opined that “whatever the result to our nation, the retention of the Philippines
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was inevitable from the first. No man, no party, could have prevented it.” One 
of the presidents biographers insists that this comment “reflected McKinleys 
own temper.” Other historians, convinced that McKinley was an imperialist all 
along, have dismissed such comments as attempts to color the record and clear 
the presidents conscience. But McKinleys cautious path to his decision that 
fall indicates his reluctance to retain the Philippines. English and French expe
riences in India and Algeria were enough to sober a prudent statesman consid
ering the annexation of a large territory populated by a racially and culturally 
different people.28

Deemed even more hypocritical was McKinley s claim to have gone down 
on his knees “for light and guidance from the ‘ruler of nations/” to perceive 
“plainly written the high command” that it was America s duty “to educate the 
Filipinos, and uplift and Christianize them.” But the president was a devout 
man living in an age of religious revivalism and renewed evangelical mission
ary efforts throughout much of the world, so his actions and perceptions were 
likely to have been sincere.29

After sounding out the people as well as God, McKinley wired the peace 
commission on October 28, 1898 that “cession of Luzon alone, leaving the rest 
of the islands subject to Spanish rule, or to be the subject of future contention, 
cannot be justified on political, commercial, or humanitarian grounds. The ces- 
sion must be of the whole archipelago or none. The latter is wholly inadmissi
ble, and the former must therefore be required.” The majority had already 
reached that conclusion. Senator Gray may have hoped that McKinley would 
have prevented such a course. He wired back a protest that the change would 
lead to entangling alliances, militarism, and financial disaster. Day, too, seemed 
upset over the new plans, but he was not one to protest openly. The Spanish 
negotiators were furious over the “immodest demands of a conqueror.” But 
they had little bargaining power, as Americans held Manila and the Philippine 
nationalists controlled Luzon and were successfully spreading their movement 
to other islands. Only a diplomatic device could assuage the wounded Spanish 
pride. When the commission offered twenty millipiLdollars. for “Spanish im^ 
provements/ to the islands, the Spaniards capitulated and signed the treaty on 
December 10, 1898.

The news was, at first, hailed in the United States. Republican and imperi
alist editors had been insisting that the recent elections had “closed” the issue. 
The “people” had “spoken,” and it was time to give the president s policy bipar
tisan support:

The administration is to be congratulated upon finally taking this vigorous
stand, in which it is backed by the sentiment of the entire country. . . .
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The desire for the retention of the Philippines is not confined to either 
party. It is broad as the continent and is entertained by men of every po
litical faith. It would appear that President McKinley was a little slow to 
discover the breadth and strength of the popular demand that we should 
hold all that Dewey won.30

Such editorial self-satisfaction was highly premature. Once McKinley spelled 
out his intentions and the details of the pending treaty were made public, the 
debate got under way in earnest. Up to that point, the president s vague refer
ences to keeping the flag flying gave his critics little to swing at. Finally, there 
was something concrete to attack, however effectively the president had di
luted the issue by wedding it to the final peace accord.

A few imperialist editors were dismayed over the purchase of territory al
ready conquered: ‘‘Twenty million for what? For Dewey s victory?” But most of 
them used this point to launch self-congratulatory editorials on “America s gen
erosity in victory.” Anti-imperialist editors, particularly those who had held ab
olitionist sympathies, bitterly attacked the purchase of ten million natives at 
two dollars a head. For those whose anti-imperialism was motivated by racial 
fear, the purchase proved the inferiority of Filipinos in that they could be sold 
like cattle. These editors would have had no objection if the Filipinos were to 
remain chattels, but they feared that some muddleheaded Boston reformers, 
backed by the federal government and the Supreme Court, would repeat the 
mistakes of Reconstruction and bestow citizenship and constitutional rights on 
yet another “inferior race.”31

Warily, the president embarked on another speaking tour in December to 
the South, whence came the most virulent congressional opposition to the 
Treaty of Paris. He bypassed the Southern representatives in Washington by 
appealing directly to the people, as he had done in the Midwest two months 
earlier. On this trip he made the startling statement that the Philippines was 
already in American hands and that “it is the duty of the army of occupation to 
announce and proclaim in the most public manner that we have come, not as 
invaders or conquerors, but as friends to protect the natives in their homes, in 
their business, and in their personal or religious liberty.” McKinleys actions 
weeks before the vote on ratification was an extraordinary attempt to hand 
the Senate a fait accompli. He was apparently influenced by his military com
mander, General Elwell S. Otis, who strongly advised him that only the imme
diate and clearest statement of Americas intention to remain in the Philippines 
would nip in the bud Aguinaldos “political pretensions” and prevent imminent 
warfare with the native troops surrounding the American position in Manila.32 

Naturally, McKinley’s maneuver infuriated his critics, who interpreted it
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as “a complete usurpation of the Senates power to ratify treaties.” Missouri's 
Senator Vest opened the new session that December with a resolution that no 
power existed under the Constitution “to acquire territory to be held and gov
erned permanently as colonies.” A holiday recess provided a temporary respite 
before the debate resumed in the new year with a shower of resolutions limit
ing, if not precluding, a policy of imperialism. The Vest Resolution was too 
sweeping for senators opposed to annexing the Philippines but desirous of 
keeping bases there, as well as in Guam and Puerto Rico. Resolutions were 
made ranging from a very general one by Louisiana's Samuel McEnery that the 
nation's goal was to prepare Filipinos for self-government to a more specific 
stipulation by Georgia's Augustus Bacon that independence had to be granted 
as soon as the natives formed a stable, autonomous government. Hoar wanted 
to amend the treaty to recognize the future right of the Filipinos to be free and 
independent. Resolutions by Mississippi's William V. Sullivan, Kentucky's Wil
liam Lindsay, and Nebraska's William V. Allen all stipulated that ratification of 
the peace treaty would neither constitute senatorial approval of a colonial policy 
nor preclude future independence for the Philippines. William E. Mason of Il
linois was one of the few Republicans to question his party's direction, and his 
resolution would have outlawed “forced annexation.” Allen further resolved 
that “any aggressive action” by the military in the Philippines would be “an act 
of war unwarranted on the part of the President and the exercise of Constitu
tional power vested exclusively in Congress.”33

Vest's resolution was the subject of public debate in January, while serious 
discussion of the treaty took place in executive session. Daily leaks to the press, 
however, made mockery of any pretense to secrecy. Opposition to annexation 
ranged from the lofty idealism and humanitarian concerns of Senator Hoar 
to the flagrantly racist fears of his colleagues from the South and West. Filipi
nos were “a heterogeneous compound of inefficient humanity,” thundered 
South Carolina's John McLaurin. He warned that such “a mongrel and semi- 
barbarous population . . . inferior but akin to the Negro in moral and intellec
tual development and capacity for self-government” could spell doom for the 
Republic. South Carolina's junior senator, “Pitchfork Ben” Tillman, who liked 
to bill himself as “the senator from Africa,” insisted that it was absurd to talk 
about teaching people self-government when they were racially unfit to govern 
themselves. Southern Negrophobes and Western Sinophobes in the guise of 
anti-imperialists thought the Filipinos should be left to fend for themselves or 
turned over to a friendly power.34

As in the earlier debate over Hawaii, the opposition, with few exceptions, 
lent to the imperialists an aura of moral self-righteousness that was hardly de
served, but fully exploited. “Providence” and “moral duty” were evoked often 
enough to more than balance the crassly commercial reasoning of a few Repub



ENTER THE PHILIPPINES 27

licans. Of course, the imperialists acknowledged that America stood to gain rich 
profits from these “stepping-stones to China,,, but these profits would be but 
fringe benefits for having done ones duty and followed Gods will. “Providence 
has given the United States the duty of extending Christian civilization, we 
propose to execute it,” declared Minnesota’s Knute Nelson. A former aboli
tionist, Nelson was more sensitive to the charge of wanting to exploit “racial 
inferiors.” We are not there “to enslave or enthrall the Filipinos, but to uplift 
them,” he protested.

The opposition worked hard to lift this cloak of hypocrisy and reveal under
neath “the lust for power and greed for land veneered with the tawdriness of 
false humanity.” Opponents to annexation also tried to bring some reality to the 
expectations of the imperialists. “God almighty help the party that seeks to give 
civilization and Christian liberty hypodermically with thirteen inch guns,” Ma
son warned his fellow Republicans— a warning that was amply vindicated in 
the years to come. With chilling accuracy, Senator Swanson predicted it would 
take 50,000 soldiers, “as a very conservative estimate,” and several years to 
subdue hidden guerrillas in disease-infested jungles. Continued frustration 
would lead to inhuman retaliation and a repetition of the Spanish atrocities. 
Endless warfare would require conscription and a huge standing army would 
drain the economy and vitiate the country morally and politically. It was not 
unreasonable to expect a martial hero to return from the Philippines and cross 
the political Rubicon, imperialists were warned. But historical analogies had 
little appeal. Where Spain had failed, America, of course, would succeed. Fil
ipinos would quickly recognize that America was very different from European 
nations and had come to help and develop, not to conquer and exploit. If force 
was necessary, American soldiers would never resort to the tactics of Euro
peans in similar situations. In short, Swanson’s valuable warning fell on deaf 
ears.35

The severity of the senatorial debate put the administration on notice that 
ratification would be no easy matter. McKinley did have certain strategical ad
vantages. For one, he could avoid a premature vote by keeping the treaty bot
tled up in Davis’s Foreign Relations committee until two-thirds of the Senate 
supported it. For another, a defeat would return it to the committee and bring 
it to a new vote in March, when a new Congress would be more favorably dis
posed to the treaty, thanks to Republican successes at the polls in November. 
Seven avowed opponents were lame-duck senators. But McKinley was under 
pressure from Otis to secure the treaty’s ratification as soon as possible so that 
he could confront the nationalists with a legitimate claim to their islands. With
out it, warfare was likely any day, Otis warned.36

The Administration began to buy key Democratic votes with promises of 
pork-barrel legislation, patronage, and federal judgeships. Arthur Pue Gor
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man, the minority leader from Maryland and a presidential aspirant, com
plained bitterly of the flagrant bribery taking place before his very eyes. “It is 
an outrage the way Hanna and others are working this treaty through the Sen
ate. All the railroad influence, . . .  all the commercial interests and every other 
interest that can be reached are bringing pressure on Senators in the most 
shameful way. Some of the things they are doing transcend the bounds of de
cency.” Senator Richard Pettigrew, a South Dakota Silver Republican, pro
tested “the open purchase of votes to ratify this treaty on the floor of the Sen
ate.” Years later, Tillman and McLaurin exchanged physical blows in the Senate 
when the former accused the latter of having sold his vote for ratification for 
federal patronage in their state.37

Imperialists received help unexpectedly from William Jennings Bryan, 
who broke his silence after the elections and, as expected, opposed annexing 
the Philippines on the grounds that they “were too far away and their people 
too different from ours to be annexed even if they desired it.” Once articulated, 
his position was lampooned in the imperialist press, compared to his attack on 
the gold standard, and contrasted with McKinley s “Americanism” and “sound 
money.” It was “after all not such a long step from the proposition that 460 
worth of silver and 440 of wind are worth as much as a dollar s worth of gold to 
the other and newer proposition that a nation has no rights to the fruits of a 
victorious and honorable war,” one editor observed.38 In January, however, 
Bryan decided that ratification of the treaty would separate the need to end the 
war from the issue of imperialism. The future status of the Philippines could 
then be decided by a simple majority of the Senate by passing a resolution at
tached to the bill appropriating twenty million dollars for Spain or by passing 
the Bacon resolution.

Although his reasoning was sound enough, Bryan was vilified by anti- 
imperialists. Pettigrew attributed his “apostasy” to the need to create an issue 
for the 1900 presidential campaign. “He was seeking political capital and he was 
willing to take it where he found it, without paying too much attention to nice 
questions of principle.” Actually, Bryans error was in not trading his support 
for passage of the Bacon resolution before the vote for ratification, if such a 
trade was possible. Senator Jones of Arkansas had, in fact, warned Bryan that 
the Republicans would promise anything and then renege after ratification. Ei
ther Bryan was overconfident that the majority of the Senate was opposed to 
imperialism, or he was politically naive on this issue.39

By the end of January, both sides were ready for a showdown; both were 
worried that warfare in the islands could adversely affect its own position. Gor
man was sure that a war would patriotically compel some wavering Democrats 
to vote for the treaty, while Lodge was just as certain that it could make annexa
tion much too formidable a proposition for some of the bribed Democratic sen-
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ators. Also, a Supreme Court decision on the sale of liquor in Alaska worried 
the opposition because it implied, at least, that tariffs against colonial competi
tion might be constitutionally permissible. The realization that such tariffs 
were possible would certainly mitigate one crucial fear over annexation. Fi
nally, Gorman had to realize that time was against his side. The president could 
resubmit the treaty in an extra session or in the next Congress when several 
foes, including Gorman, would not be in the Senate. For the opposition, it was 
a question of now or never, so Bacon called for a vote on February 6, after two 
more weeks of debate. In spite of the fact that the Republicans appeared to be 
still three votes shy of victory, Lodge agreed to Bacon s proposal, probably due 
to pressure from General Otis to secure the treaty’s ratification as soon as 
possible.40 *

The leaders of the newly created New England Anti-Imperialist League 
angrily charged Gorman with selling out their cause by bringing the treaty up 
for a vote before they had had sufficient time to educate the public on the dan
gers of annexation. Apparently they had advised Gorman to delay the vote for 
ratification until a more enlightened electorate was able to pressure the Senate 
into rejecting the treaty. But men like Gorman and Bacon were, above all, 
practical politicians who had little faith that a handful of professional reformers 
in Boston, already famous for championing lost causes, could make a difference. 
Both voted against the treaty, though, as a lame-duck senator, Gorman did not 
have to had he had ulterior motives, as charged.

On the last legislative day before the vote, the Kansas Populist William 
Harris swung his vote in favor of the treaty, but the Republicans still needed 
two more. Four vociferous anti-imperialists, Henry Heitfeld, an Idaho Populist, 
McEnery and McLaurin, both Southern Democrats, and John Jones, a Silver 
Republican from Nevada, were being courted. Heitfeld publicly denounced a 
Republican bribe for his vote, but the other three senators succumbed. Most 
shocking was the affirmative vote of Jones, which has been attributed to the 
influence of Bryan rather than Republican bribery. His betrayal, along with 
that of fellow Populists Harris and Allen, embittered Pettigrew, who charged 
Bryan with having upset Democratic calculations by personally influencing 
eighteen votes. Senator Hoar pared this number down to seven, and more re
cent scholarship suggests that Bryan influenced only Jones and Allen. Even so, 
the smaller number does lessen the importance of Bryan’s “apostasy,” as the 
vote was so close that a shift of two positive votes would have defeated the 
treaty. Surprisingly, Gorman, Bryan’s possible rival for the Democratic nomina
tion in 1900, did not exploit his defection. Instead, he attributed his party’s de
feat to Republican wheeling and dealing in the cloakrooms. “The result only 
shows the power of an administration in controlling votes in the Senate.”41

Even more surprisingly, almost no one among the contemporary politi
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cians or subsequent scholars attributed the Administration s success to the out
break of warfare in the Philippines the day before the vote. President McKin
ley alone felt that the war assured ratification. Years later, Senator Patterson 
insisted that ratification would have been impossible without the war. “Sena
tors who had stood against the treaty, incensed by what they were led to believe 
was a wanton, deliberate, and unprovoked assault upon the American Army by 
Aguinaldos forces, changed their purposes and voted for ratification.” Years 
later, Roosevelt attributed ratification “partly to the Senate, partly to Provi
dence, and partly to the Filipinos.” But neither Patterson nor Roosevelt named 
any specific senators who switched their votes at the last minute for patriotic 
reasons. All the late shifts are better explained by Republican bribery and 
Bryan’s influence. Possibly the Republican Mason was affected by the war, but 
even if he had quietly been considered a doubtful vote, party loyalty could just 
as easily explain his support for the treaty. Lodges insistence that he, Hanna, 
and other Republican leaders had carried the day seems accurate, if immodest. 
“We were down in the engine room and did not get the flowers, but we did 
make the ship move,” Lodge contended.42

An even bigger Republican victory occurred two weeks later, after Bacon’s 
endless clamoring for a decision on the pending resolutions. His own proposal 
received a tie vote, and Vice-President Garret Hobart decided against it. The 
imperialists again outmaneuvered the opposition by passing the innocuously 
worded McEnery resolution, which one historian characterized as “little more 
than a pious hope.” Mason had warned Carnegie that his party had made a deal 
“for four votes” in return for “an absolute agreement to pass the McEnery reso
lution.” Bacon vainly tried to put some teeth into this amendment through a 
pledge of ultimate independence for the Philippines, but it was defeated and 
the fate of the islands was simply left open.43

The voting on ratification and the subsequent resolutions was essentially 
partisan. Only two Republicans, Eugene Hale of Maine and George Hoar of 
Massachusetts, broke ranks and voted against the treaty. The real effect of the 
outbreak of war seems to have been that it momentarily stifled senatorial crit
icism of the Administration s Philippine policy, but not that it affected the vot
ing. As Bacon declared when the war was only three weeks old, “the oft- 
repeated expression ‘our country right or wrong* has a vital principle, and upon 
that principle, I stand.” In the early days of stunning American victories in 
Luzon and Panay, the whole country seemed too drunk on the heady wine of 
national power to heed the witty, but astute, observation of Mr. Dooley, who 
explained, “We’ve got th’ Philipeens, Hinnissey; we’ve got thim the way Casey 
got th* bulldog— be th* teeth.”44



The Soldier as Diplomat

American relations with the Filipino nationalists were, from the beginning, left 
to professional military men, who were ill-suited to play diplomatic roles due to 
their training and_ temperaments.. They egregiously mishandled diplomatic 
functions and, more seriously, failed to keep Washington accurately informed of 
the nature and complexity of the insurrection against Spain and on the degree 
of organization of and popular support for General Emilio Aguinaldo’s revolu
tionary government. Significantly, the only two professional American diplo
mats involved, who remained on the periphery of the earliest relations with 
Aguinaldo, made very different assessments of his abilities and political goals. 
Because it was a wartime situation, however, Americas military commander 
had sole authority to deal with the Filinino^

The isolation of the Philippines, long imposed by Spanish policy, began to 
break down with the English invasion and occupation of Manila between 1762 
and 1764. Trade with non-Spanish Europe, initiated by the English, continued 
after their departure, by bribery at first and then officially condoned. By the 
end of the eighteenth century, Philippine exports were permitted to be carried 
in foreign bottoms, and soon thereafter European and American firms estab
lished commercial houses in the islands. It was not long before foreigners domi
nated the export-import trade in the Philippines. The age of steam, opening of 
the Suez Canal, and laying of submarine cables greatly accelerated the process 
of foreign domination, which made westernized portions of Luzon, Panay, and 
Cebu increasingly dependent upon European markets. With traders from Eu
rope came new ideas, particularly the liberalizing philosophies that were 
sweeping capitalist countries in the nineteenth century. In turn, the Filipinos 
who prospered from the expanding trade could afford to send their sons to Eu
ropean universities. The students brought back such ideas as natural philoso
phy, nationalism, secularism, and democracy. Madrid itself contributed to 
these impulses as it oscillated between liberal and conservative moods.

31
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Economic development, along with other worldwide changes, rapidly re
structured society in the Philippines. Those who prospered from the changes— 
mostly hispanicized mestizos, and some indios—formed a new native elite, the 
ilustrados. Armed with increasing wealth and education, they challenged their 
Spanish “betters” and the carefully nurtured colonial myth that the natives 
were incompetent, uneducable “monkeys/’ Lower- and middle-class Filipinos 
began to break out of their provincial isolation, long enforced by Spanish pol
icies, and to challenge the Chinese domination of domestic trade and certain 
types of labor. Anti-Chinese sentiment has a long history in the Philippines, 
but the virulent Sinophobia of the late nineteenth century probably reflected 
and enhanced a new and rising spirit of nationalism among the masses.

With the loss of Spain s colonies in the western hemisphere, the number of 
Spanish-born immigrants to the Philippines, peninsulares, increased dramat
ically. They competed with those Spaniards born in the Philippines, creoles, 
for jobs traditionally reserved for the Spanish. An attempt to give preference to 
peninsulares for such jobs forced some creoles to entertain more revolutionary 
perceptions of Filipino nationalism, which only frightened the conservative 
colons, particularly the friars, into resisting all change, even that emanating 
from Madrid. In short, the seeds for a colonial rebellion were being sown dur
ing the last few decades of the century.

In 1868, liberals came to power in Madrid and proposed so much reform 
that Queen Isabella fled to France. A new constitution guaranteed basic free
doms not only in Spain, but in the colonies as well. A new governor general, 
Carlos Maria de la Torre, enjoyed such a liberal reputation that he was ec
statically greeted in Manila by the ilustrados, well-versed in liberal thought. 
As is so often the case, sudden reform for peoples long oppressed can enhance 
revolutionary fervor. The outbreak of armed rebellion in Cuba, following these 
reforms, contributed to the fall of the liberals in Spain. With the return of the 
conservatives to power in 1870, the short-lived reforms were hastily rescinded, 
and de la Torre was recalled from Manila. These events helped fuel a workers’ 
rebellion at the arsenal at Cavite in 1872. It was brutally suppressed by the 
Spanish, leaving behind a sullen resentment that would be exploited by a later 
revolutionary movement.

Filipino intellectuals reacted more cautiously to this turn of events and 
utilized their persuasion to press for the return of the liberal reforms. Organiz
ing under the label of the “Propaganda Movement,” they never advocated in
dependence, however much the movement may have contributed to the spirit 
of nationalism and to the intellectual foundation of the coming revolution. The 
celebrated surgeon, poet, novelist, and artist, Jose Rizal, was the unofficial 
spokesman for this informal group. While studying in Spain, Rizal had traveled 
to England and Germany to observe political developments. His novel, Noli
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Me Tangere, has been compared to Uncle Toms Cabin, in that it had a similar 
galvanizing effect on Filipino nationalism to that which Harriet Beecher Stowe s 
work had on American abolitionism. Like Stowes book, Rizals novel had more 
political than literary significance.

In spite of the conservative nature of the Propaganda Movement, Spain 
overreacted to it, exiling Rizal in 1892 and executing him four years later. Thus 
Rizal was made a martyr for a revolution in which he was not interested; in fact, 
he was on his way to Cuba to serve as a surgeon for the Spanish Army at the 
time of his execution.1

A more important base for the Insurrection of 1896 than the Propaganda 
Movement was the Katipunan, a secret society founded by Andres Bonifacio, a 
laborer from Manilas Tondq District, on the very day of Rizals banishment in 
1892. Although he had had little formal education, Bonifacio had read the 
works of Rizal and other European-educated ilustrados, as well as books on 
the American and French revolutions. His appeal was largely to urban, lower- 
middle-, and working-classes. Because of the nature of his support, the Katipu
nan has been traditionally likened by later scholars, mostly university-trained 
ilustrados, to secular European revolutionary and nationalistic movements. 
Hence, it has been compared to the Levelers, Jacobins, communists, and even 
Freemasons. Reynaldo Ileto, however, has put the Katipunan in the context of 
Philippine history, in which previous, contemporary, and later revolutionary 
movements were almost all of a religious nature. Such fanatical and heretical 
religiopolitical cults were popularly, and collectively, labeled colorums. Ileto 
has discerned idioms and symbols similar to those of Christs passion and other 
biblical themes in the initiation rites and other rituals of the Katipunan, placing 
it more squarely within this Filipino revolutionary tradition. At least, “the orig
inal Katipunan of Bonifacio conceived of revolution as an experience of pa- 
sion,” Ileto argues convincingly.

After several years of secret existence, the Katipunan was betrayed in the 
confessional by a Spanish priest. In a wave of hysteria, induced partially by the 
history of heretical religiorevolutionary sects, the Spanish rounded up thou
sands of Katipuneros and suspects and incarcerated, tortured, and executed 
many of them. Rizal was one of the victims, although he, like most of his class, 
had rejected the Katipunan. Bonifacio was forced to raise his red flag pre
maturely at Balintawak, on Manilas outskirts, and make a formal declaration of 
independence. After initial skirmishes around Manila, the fighting spread to 
other parts of Luzon and to Panay and Negros. Spanish repression had created 
an uneasy alliance between Katipuneros, ilustrados—conservative rural ones, 
such as Pedro Paterno, and urban radical ones, such as Apolinario Mabini— and 
the provincial gobernadorcillo leadership, symbolized by Emilio Aguinaldo. 
This alliance was actually the first real expression of modern Filipino national
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ism, one that, although partially and only temporarily, managed to transcend 
the very sharp vertical divisions of class and the formidable horizontal, ethnic 
ones. Passionate ideological positions, however, kept the insurgency divided.

The young latecomer to the Katipunan, Emilio Aguinaldo, who had joined 
only after Rizal's execution, quickly distinguished himself as a tactician and 
martial leader with one of the few Filipino victories at the Imus River in his 
own province of Cavite. He soon rose to a position of rivalry with Bonifacio, 
who lacked military skills. The ensuing struggle between them has been seen 
as a result of a struggle for power and of conflicting personalities and class in
terests, but Ileto has discerned an ideological division of religious and secular 
parameters as well. Aguinaldo, as a Chinese mestizo of relative wealth and pro
vincial status as the town mayor of Kawit, had— much more than Bonifacio— 
what Ileto calls “a genteel regard for secular ilustrado ideas of nationalism.” He 
thus attempted to secularize the Katipunan and came into conflict with Bonifa
cio's faction on this point. Bonifacio made the strategic error of shifting his base 
of operations to Cavite, Aguinaldos bailiwick, and a showdown quickly fol
lowed. After the angry confrontation, marked by inflamed rhetoric, Bonifacio 
was charged with treason and sedition when he refused to be demoted. Follow
ing a farcical trial, he was executed. Aguinaldos last-minute commutation to 
exile of the death sentence failed to reach the firing squad in time. As the un
disputed leader of the insurrection, Aguinaldo then outmaneuvered Bonifacio's 
following by transforming the Katipunan into a revolutionary government.2

After nine months of fighting, the revolutionaries were badly mauled 
by the Spanish. Aguinaldo retreated to Biydk-na-bato, a mountain redoubt 
scarcely thirty miles from Manila, from which he directed guerrilla warfare, al
most exclusively in Cavite, and wrote a constitution, modeled after the Ameri
can constitution and that written by Cuban revolutionaries in 1895, for his re
cently declared republic. Realizing that an assault on Aguinaldos headquarters 
would merely force him to relocate elsewhere in the mountains, the Spanish 
wisely decided to negotiate a peace. Aguinaldo had little choice, as his cause 
had been greatly weakened by the understandable desertion of Bonifacio's fol
lowers after their leader's execution and as he had little influence beyond Ca
vite. The death of the ilustrado General Mamerto Natividad of Pampanga, who 
would hear of no compromise with Spain, paved the way for negotiations. Even 
then, some revolutionaries refused to accept Aguinaldos Pact of Biyak-na-bat6 
with Madrid and continued ineffective resistance after their leader went into 
exile.

Many reforms were discussed with the Spanish negotiators, ranging from 
expulsion of the hated friars and dissolution of their monasteries and large land- 
holdings to the restoration of the briefly bestowed liberties of 1868. Also dis
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cussed were tax reform, equality under the law between Spaniards and Fili
pinos, and representation in the Cortes. Amnesty was promised in return for 
the surrender of the rebels' arms to Spanish authorities. The insurgents naively 
accepted a verbal promise for unspecified reforms “deemed wise" by Her Maj
esty's Government. Spain agreed to settle the claims of Filipino noncombatants 
who had suffered damages at the hands of Spanish soldiers for a sum not to ex
ceed a total of $900,000. In addition, Aguinaldo and forty followers would go 
into exile with half of the $800,000 promised to the insurgents. When a stipu
lated number of guns were surrendered, half of which had to be modern, 
Aguinaldo's group in exile would receive the second half of the money, a gen
eral amnesty would be proclaimed, and a final Te Deum would be sung in Ma
nila's cathedral, signaling the encj of the civil war.

Actually, both sides flagrantly violated the terms as well as the spirit of the 
settlement. Aguinaldo, hoarding the $400,000 he had taken from the Spanish in 
order to buy arms, organized a revolutionary junta in Hong Kong to plan the 
next round in the struggle for independence. In the islands, insurgents surren
dered only their oldest arms and secreted the others in the mountains for fu
ture use. Spain, on the other hand, failed to make the second payment to 
Aguinaldo or to honor any civilian claims. None of the discussed reforms were 
forthcoming. Even the amnesty was violated almost immediately following its 
lavish celebration feast. Many Filipinos implicated in the revolution were ar
rested on trumped-up charges by the Spanish police and tortured to reveal the 
locations of hidden arms. By March 1898, unorganized and scattered gunfights 
had again erupted throughout Luzon. If the insurrection had ever ended, it 
began anew with little leadership. Bonifacio's former secretary, Emilio Ja
cinto—long considered the brains behind the Katipunan—began a new re
cruitment drive, and for the first time members of the better-educated classes 
began to join in significant numbers.

More than three months before the revolution revived,.Aguinaldo began 
to make contact with American officials in the hope of gaining American sup
port for the junta in exile and making a formal alliance should the United States^ 
go to war with Spain. To these ends he sent his “Foreign Secretary," Felipe 
Agoncillo, to see the American consul-general in Hong Kong, Rounceville 
Wildman, in November, 1897. When Dewey's squadron arrived in Hong Kong, 
Commander Edward P. Wood, on Dewey's instructions, invited Agoncillo 
aboard the U.S.S. Petrel for serious negotiations. Wood urged members of the 
junta to return to the Philippines as soon as possible in order to join and lead 
the incipient rebellion there. He assured them of American support in the 
event that the United States went to war with Spain, hinting that the latter was 
inevitable. Members of the junta were granted an audience with Dewey him
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self to give the plans the imprimatur of his office, although he made it clear that 
he was not in a position to commit his nation officially.

These conferences were broken off suddenly when Aguinaldo and his en
tourage were forced to flee to Singapore to escape a lawsuit by one member of 
the junta who wanted to divide their treasury for personal use. Aguinaldo s En
glish contact in Singapore, Howard H. Bray, quickly put him in touch with 
E. Spencer Pratt, the American consul-general there, and the secret inter
views continued. During these negotiations the United States declared war on 
Spain, and Dewey cabled Pratt, “Tell Aguinaldo to come as soon as possible/* 
But Dewey was already at sea by the time the junta got to Hong Kong, and the 
Filipino leaders had to wait there for three weeks for the U.S.S. McCullogh to 
return for them. Meanwhile, Aguinaldo gave Wildman $115,000 with which to 
purchase arms for him.

Again Aguinaldo was in the awkward position of not having a written com
mitment. Having learned a painful lesson from his earlier negotiations with the 
Spanish, he agonized over the lack of formal accords. The fast pace of recent 
events made impossible the making of binding agreements approved in Wash
ington, he reasoned. The act of transporting him to the Philippines aboard an 
American warship constituted a de facto alliance, or, at the very least, recogni
tion of his political claims. Americas traditional anticolonial policy and the 
Teller amendment forbidding the colonization of Cuba further assuaged his 
fears. Aguinaldo was more than willing to cede a port and naval bases to the 
United States even before they were demanded. Indeed, he was ready to turn 
foreign policy over to the United States in return for protection against other 
major powers and for complete autonomy over internal affairs. Such details had 
never been discussed, no less committed to paper, and Aguinaldo had only the 
hope that history and geography militated against an American attempt to re
place the Spanish in the Philippines.

Aguinaldo also counted on the continuous encouragement of Dewey, 
Pratt, and Wildman to think in terms of a Philippine Republic. The State De
partment was, in fact, so alarmed over the remarks of diplomats Pratt and Wild
man that it admonished them for acting without authorization. Wildman s 
reprimand read, “If you wrote to Aguinaldo as reported . . . your action is dis
approved, and you are forbidden to make pledges or discuss policy/* Pratt was 
told that his remarks caused “disquietude” in Washington and created “a doubt 
as to whether some of your acts may have borne a significance and produced an 
impression which this government would be compelled to regret.”3 Dewey was 
too revered to be disciplined for his indiscretions, although anti-imperialist edi
tors did publish his conversations with “Don Emilio”—or, at least, Aguinaldo s 
recollection of them—which enraged imperialist editors. The Admiral was re
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peatedly forced to deny Aguinaldos version of their early relationship. “I never 
treated him as an ally, except to assist me in my operations against the Span
ish/* As damning as this explanation was, imperialist editors ecstatically hailed 
it as the “final refutation” of Aguinaldos claims. “Dewey of Manila Bay” had 
“ruthlessly destroyed one of the foundation stones of the anti-imperialist tem
ple of falsehoods and delusions,” crowed the New York Times. The Hartford 
Courant pointed out that “it is the word of a Malay adventurer—a Malay ‘pa
triot' if you please—against the word of an American admiral and gentleman.” 
The popular choice was obvious enough, and even the Springfield Republican 
hesitated to call the hero a liar and advised that it would be wiser “to leave it up 
to future historians” to decide, “when calm statement and the full record” 
would count more than “violent denunciation and concealment.”4

General T. M. Anderson, the first American commander in the Philip
pines, understood better than any other military leader the full diplomatic im
plications of Dewey’s and Wildman's assistance to Aguinaldo. “If an incipient 
rebellion was already in progress, what could be inferred from the fact that 
Aguinaldo and thirteen banished Tagals were brought down on a naval vessel 
and landed at Cavite?” Anderson asked in the North American Review after his 
return from the islands and retirement from the army. Unfortunately, Ander
son's command was all too brief. Although he was patronizing and paternalistic 
in his treatment of Aguinaldo, he at least treated him as a partner, albeit a ju
nior one. If any officer was capable of salvaging the good feeling that Aguinaldo 
had for the United States, it was Anderson.5

Once the United States Navy returned him to his homeland, Aguinaldo 
immediately demonstrated the amazing organizational and military abilities 
that had catapulted him to leadership during the first phase of the revolution. 
Within the first week of his return he had full command of the revolutionary 
forces and insisted on making public his gratitude to the United States for being 
there. The Filipino forces were allied to “the great North American nation, the 
cradle of liberty, and therefore the friend to our people,” he told his troops. At 
every opportunity he sang lavish praises for the United States. “America has 
come to us manifesting a protection as decisive as it is undoubtedly disin
terested toward our inhabitants, considering us as sufficiently civilized and ca
pable of governing for ourselves our unfortunate country,” he declared on May 
24, 1898. Such statements may show that Aguinaldo still believed in America's 
good intentions, that he was trying to convince himself, or that he hoped to stir 
the conscience of America's military commanders.6

While bottling up the Spanish in Manila, directing the conquest of Luzon, 
establishing ties with other insurrectos on the various islands, and creating a 
revolutionary government, Aguinaldo also found time to write a Declaration of
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Independence and even to design a flag for the new republic. On June 12,1898, 
when the only American troops on Luzon were a handful of marines guarding 
naval stores at Cavite and a small army advance party making preparations for 
Andersons arrival still two weeks away, Aguinaldo, along with other Filipino 
leaders, signed the Declaration of Independence with great fanfare. Ironically, 
Aguinaldo asked L. M. Johnson, Colonel of Artillery, United States Army, as 
the highest-ranking American officer on land at the time, to witness the docu
ment; not having been briefed to the contrary, the American colonel obliged. 
The declaration was also “witnessed by the Supreme Judge of the Universe” 
and was “under the protection of the Mighty and Humane North American Na
tion,” Aguinaldo vowed as he unfurled the flag of the Philippine Republic. This 
was significantly not the red flag of the Katipunan, but a red, white and blue 
one symbolizing the special friendship and protection of the United States, as 
well as “courage, independence, and eternal resistance to invaders,” Aguinaldo 
explained. Three stars on the flag symbolized the union of Luzon, the Visayan 
islands, and Mindanao; eight rays of the sun represented the areas placed un
der martial law by the Spanish during the earlier rebellion; and finally a white 
triangle in the middle, symbolizing the blood pact of the Katipunan, acknowl
edged the role played by that society in the revolution against Spain. Interest
ingly enough, Aguinaldo neglected to explain the symbolism of the white tri
angle that day in the presence of Colonel Johnson. The Filipino leaders were 
apparently learning the ideological imperatives of their American “allies” and 
wished to avoid seeming radical or secretive. Similarly, Aguinaldo altered the 
original title of “dictator” that he had assumed upon his return to “president,” 
although this change may have been to placate his Filipino followers as much as 
to satisfy American critics. At any rate, few imperialist editors acknowledged 
the change in order to exploit the draconian implications of the earlier title.

As in all revolutionary movements, there were sharp divisions within the 
ranks, in which the ilustrados were the most unstable element. During Agui
naldo s exile, they had drifted back to the Spanish side. Upon his return, Agui
naldo worked hard to recruit them back and angered Katipuneros by appoint
ing such elitist “collaborators” to key posts in his government. His key advisor 
who ran the cabinet was Apolinario Mabini, an ilustrado of lower-class origins 
with radical ideas of a “simultaneous external and internal revolution.” His 
ideas terrified the elite, which wanted “an oligarchy of intelligence,” not one of 
the Katipunan, the army, and “ignorance.” With the shift of his government 
from Cavite to Malolos, Aguinaldo lost more power and was soon dominated by 
these conservatives, who seemed willing to accept almost any form of govern
ment that would continue to legitimize their dominant position in Philippine 
society. Some were convinced that an American protectorate would best main
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tain their status. Pardo de Tavara, Aguinaldos director of diplomacy, for exam
ple, recommended that President McKinley be asked not to abandon the Phil
ippines. Florentine Torres informed Aguinaldo that educated and propertied 
Filipinos were “convinced that . . . the only possible way of saving these is
lands from anarchy in the interior, from the ambitions of certain powers, or 
from some other colonial system similar to Spain . . . [is] the frank and loyal 
acceptance of the sovereignty of America. ”

Ilustrados dominated the constitutional convention and used their persua
sive powers to shape that document and the legislative branch of government. 
Highly emotional issues—such as the role of friars, the separation of church 
and state or nationalization of the Church, the choice between a loose confed
eration with regional and tribal autonomy and a more centralized authority, or 
the powers and relationships of executive and legislature— merely cloaked the 
real struggle to limit the powers of the Katipunan, and lower classes in general, 
and to diffuse any radical thrusts. The ilustrados emerged victorious. As David 
Joel Steinberg explained it:

The landowning ilustrado community, embodied by Pedro Paterno, Felipe 
Calderon, Benito Legarda, and Felipe Buencamino, established legislative 
hegemony over the executive coalition of Aguinaldo and Mabini. The radi
cal goals disappeared as private property was guaranteed, and as the suf
frage was limited to men of high character, social position, and honorable 
conduct. Eighty of the 136 delegates were trained professionals (43 were 
lawyers). The government as inaugurated on 21 January, 1899, was domi
nated by conservative ilustrados.7
Possibly because he, as a conservative Katipunero, was in the middle of 

the struggle, or more probably at the instigation of Mabini, Aguinaldo did win 
an amendment granting him the power to rule by decree “during the time the 
country may have to struggle for independence.” This limited victory chased a 
few of the most conservative ilustrados to Manila, where they reenforced the 
narrow view of General Otis that Aguinaldo s government represented little 
more than ignorant and self-serving men who could never control the archi
pelago. Many ilustrados remained, however, to provide Aguinaldo with crucial 
civilian and military leadership until the cause seemed militarily hopeless.

In addition to class differences within his following, there were also rival 
revolutionary movements that plagued Aguinaldo, such as the Guardia de 
Honor in the Ilocos region of northwestern Luzon. Created in 1872 to uphold 
orthodox Catholicism, it was transformed over the next few decades, through 
clerical neglect, into a revolutionary, millenarian, and anarchistic sect opposed 
to all authority and preying on its nonbelieving neighbors for supplies. The Ka-
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tipunan courted it unsuccessfully, possibly due to the more secular orientation 
of Aguinaldos faction, or possibly to Ilocano-Tagalog rivalry. At any rate, the 
Guardia de Honor challenged the revolutionary government s authority in the 
fall of 1898, just when General Otis was escalating his diplomatic demands of 
Aguinaldo on another front.8

It was the responsibility of American military leaders in Manila to provide 
Washington with an accurate assessment of these political movements and to 
perceive in Aguinaldo s government the most viable segment of the population 
with which to work. Aguinaldo had not demanded independence of Spain in his 
peace proposal, and possibly he, and certainly the dominant ilustrado wing of 
his government, took this issue far less seriously than did the Katipuneros. A 
face-saving compromise may have been possible. In order to make such a bar
gain, however, Otis had to transcend the class biases being fed to him by for
mer Spanish rulers and those friendly ilustrados in Manila who had either 
rejected or deserted Aguinaldos cause. Above all, he had to refrain from 
assuming that the banditry of offshoot revolutionary sects was Aguinaldos 
responsibility.

To a limited extent, Admiral Dewey and General Anderson did attempt to 
portray Aguinaldo in a realistic manner. At one point, the admiral informed 
Washington that he viewed “the insurgents as friends,” who were “far superior 
in their intelligence and more capable of self government than the natives of 
Cuba.” Anderson also cabled his early impressions of Aguinaldo: “When we 
first landed he seemed very suspicious and not at all friendly, but I have come 
to a better understanding with him and he is much more friendly and seems 
willing to cooperate.” As more American soldiers streamed ashore, however, 
Aguinaldo understandably grew suspicious of Americas real intentions. At one 
point he threatened to cut off* Anderson's food supply until the general threat
ened to “pass over” Aguinaldo and “make requisition directly on the people.” 
The Filipino leader backed down and permitted Filipinos to sell food to the 
Americans.9

In spite of this encounter, however, Anderson continued to challenge 
prevalent shibboleths in Washington regarding the capabilities of Aguinaldo 
and his followers. “I submit with all deference that we have heretofore under
rated the natives,” he pleaded with Washington. “They are not ignorant, savage 
tribes, but have a civilization of their own; and though insignificant in appear
ance are fierce fighters, and for a tropical people are industrious.” Unfortu
nately these assessments, however patronizing, never got past the War Depart
ment, where they languished until congressional critics of the war in the 
Philippines forced the secretary of war to make them public. By then,.however, 
Anderson was already retired and publishing articles on his early relationship 
with the “insurrectionists.” 10
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One other general, Charles King, also disagreed with the official view of 
the situation. Unfortunately, he was a volunteer and had little means of influ
encing Washington. When he returned from the Philippines, the war was al
ready six months old. As an established novelist before his service, however, 
King quickly took up his pen in place of his sword and expressed his views in 
the Milwaukee Journal:

The capability of the Filipinos for self government can not be doubted. 
Such men as Rellano, Aguinaldo, and many others whom I might name are 
highly educated; nine-tenths of the people read and write, all are skilled 
artisans in one way or another; they are industrious, frugal, temperate, 
and given a fair start, could look out for themselves infinitely better than 
our people imagine. In my opinion they rank far higher than the Cubans 
or the uneducated negroes to whom we have given the right of suffrage.11
A report by two lower-ranking naval personnel who made a trip through 

Luzon in the summer of 1898 should also have challenged any doubts about 
Aguinaldo s ability to command popular support. After interviewing many local 
officials, these two Americans reported that “universally . . .  all declare they 
will accept nothing short of independence.0 The officials also desired and ex
pected American protection, but were fearful of “any interference on the land 
and suspicious of American intentions,” the report concluded. Dewey read the 
account and forwarded it to the Navy Department on December 1, 1898, with a 
strong endorsement that insisted it “contains the most complete and reliable 
information obtainable in regard to the present state of the Northern Luzon 
Island.” But the document remained in the Navy Department until the two 
authors returned to the United States and published a popular account of their 
trip.12

Dewey and Anderson were also the only American commanders to main
tain direct communication with Aguinaldo, a practice that was abruptly halted 
when Merritt assumed command. They constantly stipulated that their dealing 
with him did not mean they recognized “his assumption of civil authority.” 
Aguinaldo naturally pressed them on this point. “He asked me at once whether 
the United States of the North either ‘had recognized’ or ‘would recognize’ his 
government— I am not sure as to the form of the question,” but “in either form 
it was embarrassing,” Anderson recounted years later. As if to assuage his con
science, Anderson explained in writing to the Filipino leader on July 23, 1898, 
that “your fine intellect must perceive that, happy as I am to see you fighting so 
bravely and successfully against a common enemy, I cannot without orders rec
ognize your civil authority.” On another occasion Aguinaldo asked Anderson 
more bluntly if the Philippine Islands were to become “dependencies” of the 
United States, to which the American commander responded that in 120 years
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his country had yet to establish any colonies. "I have studied attentively the 
Constitution of the United States and I find in it no authority for colonies, and I 
have no fear,” Aguinaldo concurred.

In order to strengthen the impression that their meetings with the Fil
ipino commander were not official and did not constitute recognition of his gov
ernment and his claim to independence, Dewey and Anderson went to almost 
childish lengths to impart an air of informality. They contrived to forget their 
swords, to show up without tunics, or to leave them carefully unbuttoned. An
derson remained uncomfortable about such subterfuge and the role he had per
sonally played in deceiving Aguinaldo. But the politically ambitious Dewey 
went on to betray further his “friend, Don Emilio,” insisting to reporters and 
congressmen that the junta had been foisted on him by those foolish diplomats, 
Wildman and Pratt. “They seemed to be all very earnest boys,” the Admiral 
recalled: Aguinaldo was childishly preoccupied with selecting an appropriate 
cane for himself, and his lieutenants had declined his invitation to join the ad
miral on his historic dash to Manila because they had not brought their tooth
brushes! However, a cane was an important symbol for Spanish rulers in the 
islands, and unquestionably the junta members did not want to join Dewey in 
the absence of their leader and used what they considered to be the least offen
sive excuse. At any rate, their actions were no more childish than Deweys vis
iting Aguinaldo without his sword or wearing an unbuttoned tunic, or refusing 
to attend Philippine Independence Day ceremonies on the excuse that it was 
“mail day.”13

Years later, Dewey astounded members of a senate committee by insisting 
it never dawned on him that Aguinaldo “wanted independence.” He felt Agui
naldo s declaration was so unimportant that he mailed it, rather than cabled it 
to the Navy Department “for information.” When pressed for his opinion of 
Aguinaldos goals, Dewey answered, “revenge, plunder and pillage.” This re
mark provoked one flabbergasted senator to demand why the navy had trans
ported a “looter” to the Philippines in 1898, whereupon the admiral blithely 
informed him, “you know the old saying that all things are fair in war.” He 
might more accurately have said “politics.”14

With the arrival of General Wesley Merritt on July 25, 1898, to assume 
overall command, the United States was represented by an imperious leader 
devoid of any diplomatic inclinations. His first edict was to forbid any commu
nication with Aguinaldo s headquarters. As one of the Civil Wars boy generals 
who had matured in the Indian wars, Merritt thought he was better equipped 
to deal with “savages” than was a naval leader. All that appears to have held 
Merritt in check were his orders to avoid at all costs “a rupture with insurgents. 
This is imperative.”
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Unable to communicate with Merritt, Aguinaldo turned to Americas top 
civilian, Consul Oscar Williams, asking him, “Why do not the American gener
als operate in conjunction with the Filipino generals? Is it intended to carry out 
the annexation against the wish of the people?” Williams had learned from the 
reprimands of Wildman and Pratt not to commit himself to anything in writing. 
Moreover, as the supreme commander in time of war, Merritt had jurisdiction 
over Williams and included the consuls office in his directive “not to hold any 
direct communication with insurgent leaders.” So Williams was unable to give 
Aguinaldo even the courtesy of a reply.13

Merritt’s dilemma was that he wanted to defeat the Spanish in Manila 
without aid from Aguinaldo, whose army ringed the city and separated the 
Americans at Cavite from their objective. No doubt, Merritt would have pre
ferred simply to drive the native army out of the way, but his orders precluded 
this solution. As Anderson later explained it, “This anomalous state of affairs, 
namely, having a line of quasi-hostile native troops between our forces and the 
Spanish position, was, of course, very objectionable, but it was more difficult to 
deal with owing to the peculiar condition of our relations.” Merritt was forced 
to resort to diplomacy and reopen lines of communication. He turned to 
Dewey, the “liberator and benefactor of the Filipino peoples,” as Aguinaldo 
had once hailed him, to use once more his persuasive powers on his “good 
friend Don Emilio.” This time Aguinaldo risked a mutiny by his angry lieuten
ants by accommodating the Americans to make room for them on his front line 
surrounding Manila.

At the same time, Merritt and Dewey were negotiating with Manila’s com
mander behind Aguinaldo’s back. The Spanish knew it would be futile to fight 
and preferred to surrender to the Americans. All that was needed was a sham 
battle to save the commanders reputation—and rank—in Madrid. Ironically, 
the opera-bouffe assault was planned for August 13, a few hours after a peace 
protocol had been signed. But Dewey had cut the cable to deprive the Spanish 
of its use, and there was no way of advising Manila immediately that the war 
was over. The few casualties on both sides in the phony attack were due to 
some “actors” bungling their “lines,” or possibly to the fact that very few of
ficers were let in on the charade. Even Anderson claimed to have been ignorant 
of the real nature of the “battle.”16

The major problem for the Americans was to prevent the Filipinos from 
joining the attack on Manila. This objective was accomplished by threats and 
some exchange of fire between the two armies. Anderson sent a “most urgent” 
message to Aguinaldo, “Serious trouble threatening between our forces. Try 
and prevent it.” Aguinaldo answered, “My troops are forced by yours by means 
of threats of violence to retire from positions taken.” Anderson explained that
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“if you apparently have been forced to retire it is from military necessity and 
not the want of confidence.” Always more diplomatic than his fellow generals, 
Anderson added, “While we may admit the justice of your insurrection, to pre
vent all possible complications it is thought judicious and necessary to have 
only one army in Manila at once.” Aguinaldo had been bested and could only 
plead for joint occupation of the city. This time Merritt at least answered his 
plea: “The government of the United States, you may be assured, for which as 
its agent I can make no promises, will deal fairly with the Filipinos, but we 
must now insist for the good of all there shall be no joint occupation of Manila.” 
Perhaps sensing that relations between Americans and Filipinos were at a 
breaking point and remembering his strongly worded orders to avoid a rupture, 
Merritt appeased Aguinaldo with the only diplomatic statement of his brief 
command, “For myself and the officers and men under my command, I can say 
that we have conceived a high respect for the abilities and qualities of the Fil
ipinos, and if called upon by the Government to express an opinion, it will be to 
that effect.”17 Within six weeks Merritt journeyed to Paris to deliver a very dif
ferent opinion to the U.S. Peace Commission.

Aguinaldo s only recourse was to occupy the Spanish outer defense net
work, reversing its direction so that the Filipinos had the Americans hemmed 
in on the land side of Manila. This maneuver incensed Merritt, who felt that 
such “impudence” could not go unpunished. As soon as the cable was repaired 
on August 17, Merritt used it to demand from Washington an “urgent” clarifica
tion of his orders:

Since occupation of the town and suburbs the insurgents on outside are 
pressing for occupation of the city. Situation difficult. Inform me how far I 
shall proceed in forcing obedience in this matter and others that may arise. 
Is government willing to use all means to make natives submit to the au
thority of the United States?18

Within hours Merritt received confusing and contradictory instructions in the 
best McKinley style. “The President directs that there must be no joint occupa
tion with insurgents. . . .  Use whatever means in your judgement are neces
sary to this end.” But lest that message unleash Merritt, the cable emphasized 
that he must “preserve the peace.”19

Unable to attack the native army, Merritt tried another ploy. Since his or
ders were to occupy the city in its entirety, he decided to demand the with
drawal of the Philippine Army from two suburbs that were legally part of Ma
nila. Again, Aguinaldo had to bargain for a meager concession to save face in 
front of his own officers. Merritt agreed to assure the Filipino president in writ
ing that the two positions would be returned to him should the Philippines be





46 THE SOLDIER AS DIPLOMAT

left to Spain in the pending peace treaty— not so remote a possibility in August. 
But Merritt departed too hastily for Paris to write the requested stipulation, 
and the Filipinos still occupied the disputed sectors when a new American 
commander arrived on August 22.20

Major General Elwell S. Otis, like Merritt a Civil War hero, was a fastidi
ous, pompous, and fussy man who inspired few of his subordinates. In many 
ways he was a harbinger of todays desk general rather than an example of the 
swashbuckling, hard-riding cavalry type so adored by soldiers of the nineteenth 
century. He was unable to delegate the slightest authority and ensconced him
self in the governors mansion, working late into the night at the Sisyphean task 
of reducing stacks of paperwork. The papal delegate to the Philippines, Arch
bishop Chapelle, described Otis accurately as “of about the right mental caliber 
to command a one-company post in Arizona/’ It was to such a man that the 
United States entrusted the tasks of working out accommodations with Agui- 
naldo and his followers and of supplying Washington with accurate intelligence. 
But Otis rarely ventured from his headquarters and seemed uninterested in 
appeasing the wounded pride of the Filipinos. In the end he supplied the coup 
de grace to any remaining pretense of cooperation between the two nations.

Aguinaldo attempted to outflank the Americans in Manila in two ways. On 
the grounds that his government was not a signatory to the peace protocol, he 
continued to assault successfully Spanish military garrisons outside of Manila. 
And since American leaders in the Philippines had continually insisted they 
were powerless to make any commitments to him, he sent Felipe Agoncillo to 
Washington to represent the Philippine Republic and begin negotiations with 
the American government. As one historian described this attempt: “The Mc
Kinley administration at this time was in a delicate position. . . .  No promise of 
independence could be made because American public opinion would not tol
erate it. But the rebels could not be rebuffed entirely lest they turn against the 
Americans.” McKinley handled the situation in his usual style. He received 
Agoncillo and spent an hour talking to him, but refused to give him any as
surances about the future of the Philippines since that was still being negoti
ated in Paris. Agoncillo then went to France in an attempt to testify before the 
Peace Commission. There he was completely cold-shouldered, and he “re
turned to the Philippines with considerable bitterness toward the American 
government.”21

Meanwhile, Aguinaldo faced the diplomatic aggression of Merritts suc
cessor. Picking up where his predecessor had left off, Otis demanded immedi
ate Filipino withdrawal from the two suburban positions specified by Merritt. 
But whereas Merritt had at least couched his demand in reasonably polite
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lailguage, Otis issued a blunt edict and refused to honor Merritts promised 
face-saving concession. Instead, the general delivered to Aguinaldo and “his so- 
called government” on September 8 one of the most arrogantly worded ulti
matums in the annals of American diplomatic history. Paradoxically Otis had 
informed Washington on September 5 that “our relations [are] friendly but re
quire delicate manipulation.” There was nothing delicate about his first com
munique to the revolutionary government. Otis disavowed “any obligations” 
inherited from Merritt, refused to acknowledge that the Filipinos had aided the 
Americans in any way in the war against Spain, and warned that if the Filipinos 
did not withdraw from the disputed suburbs by September 15 he would be 
“obliged to resort to forcible action” and would hold Aguinaldo personally “re
sponsible for any unfortunatq consequences that may ensue.” He went on to 
remind Aguinaldo of American military might, before assuring him that rather 
than “devastating” the Philippines, he would prefer to advise Washington that 
no more troops were necessary.

The language of this communique was so outrageous that Aguinaldo sent a 
commission of three officers to ask Otis to withdraw it in favor of a simple re
quest to evacuate the positions in question, to which the Filipinos would com
ply. When Otis refused, they begged him to delete his threat of force from the 
original message. Again they were imperiously turned down. Finally Otis 
agreed to issue a second ultimatum in slightly more temperate language with
out withdrawing his first one. Aguinaldo could then pretend he had never re
ceived the American commanders first message, which a senator investigating 
the war was later to characterize as “tantamount to a declaration of war” and to 
which General Anderson attributed the beginning of an irrevocable split be
tween the Filipinos and the Americans. If Otis did not understand what he was 
doing, it was not lost on his young aide, Lieutenant Frederick Sladen. In his 
diary, Sladen expressed both amazement and disgust that the Filipinos did not 
fight in the face of such humiliation.22

Instead, the Filipinos put up a good front, retired from the suburbs in 
question on September 15, and, accompanied by a military band, smartly ren
dered honors to the American troops sent in to relieve them and to Old Glory 
as it was raised to replace the flag of the Philippine Republic. Needless to say, 
Brigadier General R. P. Hughes, provost marshal of Manila, ignored the salute; 
he was not in the habit of returning honors to an “undisciplined mob,” he later 
explained. Otis, however, responded to the Filipino retreat with a note of ap
preciation to Aguinaldo for “the friendly spirit” in “retiring his troops.” But this 
“courtesy” was merely a gambit for the next aggressive move by the American 
commander. It seems that the city’s “exact boundaries,” about which Otis had 
confronted the Filipinos on September 8, were not so “exact” by October 14. A
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“careful search of the city s records and an actual survey” by Otis's engineers 
produced a new boundary, one that included Pandacan, which was “unfor
tunately” occupied by the Philippine army and, incidentally, on strategically 
high ground. He appended a map with the new boundary marked in blue to 
another aggressively worded ultimatum to the Philippine president:

I am therefore compelled, by reason of my instructions which direct me to 
execute faithfully the articles of the Spanish capitulation, because of the 
interests of my government, and, as I sincerely believe, the welfare of your 
own forces, to ask that you withdraw all your troops beyond the lines 
marked in the accompanying blue print which are above described, and I 
must request such withdrawal on or before the 20th instant, else I shall be 
forced into some action looking to that end.23
Again Aguinaldo sent representatives to see Otis about the “mysterious 

blue line” on the map. Pandacan had never been considered part of Manila, the 
Filipino officers protested. This time Otis's demand had more serious military 
consequences for Aguinaldo s army: it meant giving up not only high ground 
that could be used to outflank a large portion of the native line of defense, but 
also some Spanish blockhouses that Aguinaldo needed to shelter his troops in 
the coming wet season. The Filipino officers attempted a compromise and 
pleaded with Otis at least to adjust his blue line to permit their continued use 
of the blockhouses. The latter had no military value except as barracks, cer
tainly not in the face of American artillery. “All concessions refused” was Otis's 
arrogant reply, although he “generously” granted the Filipinos an extra five 
days to clear out of Pandacan.

Aguinaldo followed up this one-sided negotiation with a copy of a letter 
from General Merritt dated August 20 in which he specifically recognized that 
Pandacan was “outside” the boundaries of Manila. The Filipino leader ex
pressed the hope that the American commanders “high sense of justice” would 
cause him to rescind his latest demand in the light of his predecessors state
ment. Gruffly informing the envoy who carried the letter that “the subject had 
been discussed sufficiently and that insurgent troops must retire on the spec
ified date or suffer the consequences,” Otis refused to answer. Not until after 
Aguinaldo backed down once more and withdrew from Pandacan on October 25 
did Otis acknowledge the existence of Merritt's letter, explaining that:

I have referred to General Merritt's letter of August 20th, which you men
tion, and find that it is as you state. Unfortunately, I am bound by the 
terms of capitulation, which recite “the city and defenses of Manila and its 
suburbs.” Pandacan is certainly far within the line of defenses and, from
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information obtained from two weighty sources, I have been led to believe 
that it has, of late, been considered one of the city’s suburbs, although we 
have been unable to find any Spanish decree which fixes its status with 
definiteness.24
This explanation was full of holes. Merritt had been just as bound by the 

terms of capitulation on August 20 when he agreed in writing that Pandacan 
was not part of Manila. Furthermore, Otis failed to specify who or what sources 
had led him to believe that Pandacan was part of the city; the absence of a Span
ish decree on the subject hardly proved his case. But Otis’s real coup de maitre 
was his sudden shift in emphasis from the boundaries of Manila to its “line of 
defense.” Years later, before arsenate committee, Otis made it clear that Ma
nila’s line of defense could be anywhere he wanted it to be and that the concept 
of a defense perimeter authorized him to demand that the Philippine army re
treat from Luzon if necessary. So, while the general’s letter was more concilia
tory in tone than his previous messages to Aguinaldo, it actually opened the 
way for a sharp escalation in demands.25

Otis had another motive for using more reasonable language in his ac
knowledgment of Merritt’s letter. He wanted high ground outside of Manila for 
a convalescent camp for his growing list of sick soldiers. It is hard to believe that 
he had the temerity to include this request in his harsh ultimatum of October 
14 ordering Aguinaldo out of Pandacan. The Filipino leader responded with un
derstandable sarcasm. He conceded that he fully understood Otis’s “humane 
sentiments” in trying to care for his sick soldiers, but he was forced to remind 
the American commander that the joint occupation of Manila had been denied 
by Merritt in order “to prevent friction” between the two armies. Would not 
the establishment of an American hospital behind Filipino lines be similar to 
the joint occupation of the city? And if he granted Otis this request, what would 
it lead to, Aguinaldo wondered bitterly. Would General Otis then begin to de
mand that the native forces retreat further and further away from the hospital 
in the interest of maintaining “the friendship that constitutes the welfare of 
both peoples?” he asked with feigned wonder. Ignoring the sarcasm, Otis re
peated his request for a hospital on high ground. But this time Aguinaldo—or 
possibly his clever advisor, the lawyer Apolinario Mabini— saw in the request 
an opportunity to wring from Otis a formal recognition of the Philippine gov
ernment and its claim to sovereignty over all territory outside of Manila. Agui
naldo told Otis that an agreement in writing would be necessary:

The only solution possible is to completely cede to you the use of this en
campment, and this, as you will understand, requires some fixed basis of 
arrangement more concrete than can result from a verbal one made in a
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conference. It is not a lack of confidence which obliges me to proceed in 
this manner, it is necessity.26

But Otis was also a lawyer by training and knew better than to put in writ
ing anything that could be construed as a formal recognition of “their Malalos 
arrangement.” He promptly informed Aguinaldo that he would be able to care 
for the sick within the confines of Manila, and then pondered a new diplomatic 
offensive against the Filipino nationalists.

The next American demand was that Aguinaldo release all his Spanish pris
oners. It is not that Otis was concerned over the plight of these prisoners, but 
that he hoped that compliance with his directive would demonstrate Aguinal
do s recognition of American control over the internal affairs of the Philippines. 
On this point Aguinaldo remained firm and refused to release the prisoners. 
Except for a pretentious and pedantic lecture from Otis on “the laws of war
fare,” Aguinaldo suffered no serious consequences as a result.27

Otis then embarked on another aggressive maneuver in the hope, appar
ently, that it would drive Aguinaldo over the brink. A Spanish garrison in Iloilo, 
the major city of Panay in the Visayan island group, was still holding out against 
Filipino attacks. The Spanish sent an offer to surrender to the Americans, and 
Otis was very eager simply to accept it and report it to Washington as a fait 
accompli. But Dewey vetoed his plans, and without his ships the army was 
going nowhere outside of Luzon. Lieutenant Sladen was sent to negotiate with 
the admiral, who had already vetoed earlier plans for expeditions to Cebu and 
Samar, where some Europeans had requested American protection when the 
Spanish garrisons left those islands. Sladen warned Dewey that the Germans 
had threatened to intervene if the Americans did not “take hold” of these is
lands. But German threats did not bother Dewey. More than once he had con
fronted the German flotilla on Manila Bay. Dewey simply was uninterested in 
acquiring anything more than Manila and possibly a base or two elsewhere. 
“We should leave everything but this place entirely alone unless ordered by 
Washington,” he told Sladen. “Admiral, don't you think that it would look like a 
display of a white feather and wouldn't it have a bad effect on the insurgents 
around us here? Don't you think it would be better and less trouble to take 
these places now than to do so later on after the insurgents become more firmly 
located?” Sladen pleaded. Dewey's laconic reply was, “Let it appear so. We will 
disapprove [sic] that idea if we are ordered to take these islands.”28

The admiral's refusal to budge without specific orders from Washington 
had nothing to do with respect for the justice of Aguinaldo’s cause. On “his 
bay,” Dewey could be just as aggressive as Otis. Sladen was aboard the Olym
pia when Dewey ordered two gunboats in Aguinaldo’s “mosquito fleet” seized
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for daring to fly their colors. Their flags and guns were removed, and the two 
native skippers were hauled before the admiral, who “told them to ‘git’ ” or he 
would “blow them to pieces.” “And still we are at peace with them,” Sladen 
recorded, wondering what it would take to get the “insolent natives to fight.” 
On another occasion, a group of Filipino captains assembled aboard Dewey s 
flagship to protest his restrictions on their activities. Dewey informed them 
their flag was merely “a piece of bunting” of no more value than “a yacht pen
nant” that he would not allow to be flown from their “boats.” One Filipino mut
tered an angry response, which was interpreted to Dewey as meaning “that he 
will get even with you.” Whereupon the admiral had the man thrown from the 
Olympias main deck into the bay. A flabbergasted Aguinaldo protested that his 
captains had gone to protest pdlitely to the admiral but were not permitted to 
speak and were subjected to “aggressive phrases and other abuses.”29

Otis was forced to request orders from Washington in order to secure 
Dewey’s cooperation for an Iloilo expedition. His request of December 14 was 
not answered for ten days, and then the approval carried the stipulation that he 
was to proceed only if Iloilo could be taken peacefully. Nevertheless, when 
young Sladen deciphered the coded message, he was delighted that nothing 
was said about “coming back if pacific measures failed. ” Sladen interpreted this 
oversight as permission to fight if necessary, and wrote, “The fun begins now. 
Will the Aguinaldo party come off the perch or will they wait for us to take 
them off?”30

Otis lost no time in getting a task force under way led by General Marcus 
Miller, only to discover that the Spanish garrison had abandoned Iloilo and 
sailed for Manila, probably passing the American flotilla under cover of night. 
By the time that Millers contingent arrived, Iloilo was already in the hands of 
insurgents who swore allegiance to Aguinaldo’s government. Presidente Lopez 
of the “Federal Government of Visayas” sent an extraordinary message to Gen
eral Miller, full of standard diplomatic flourishes and the traditional Filipino 
reverence for the obligation of a host to his guest, but also asking as politely as 
possible “the purpose of this unexpected visit.” When Miller more bluntly in
formed Lopez of his intentions, the general was told that “foreign troops” could 
not be landed “without express orders from the central government of Luzon.” 
The next day a group of Iloilo businessmen petitioned Miller not to land his 
troops, protesting that the Filipino troops were maintaining law and order and 
needed no help from the Americans. Miller, eager to fight but wanting specific 
permission from Otis to attack, advised Manila that “the longer they [the insur
gents] remain in possession, collecting customs, and running post offices, the 
more they will be confirmed in the idea they can do it.”31

Perhaps Otis should have sent clippings from the New York Times to con-
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vince the Filipinos that they were far too ignorant and savage to run a city like 
Iloilo. Instead, he sent a copy of President McKinleys recent “Benevolent As
similation” proclamation, which he had just received. Miller passed it on to 
Lopez so that he could learn that the intention of the United States in the Phil
ippines was to “assert its sovereignty, that its purpose is to give them good gov
ernment and security in their personal rights.” Otis neglected to tell Miller that 
he had politically bowdlerized the copy he had sent to Aguinaldo by removing 
the mention of American sovereignty over the Philippines “to stress our benev
olent purpose” and not “offend Filipino sensibilities,” the general later ex
plained. He substituted “free people” for “supremacy of the United States,” 
and deleted “to exercise future domination” in the presidents proclamation, 
because:

After fully considering the President s proclamation, and the temper of the 
Tagalos, with whom I was daily discussing political problems and the 
friendly intention of the U.S. Government toward the.m, I concluded that 
there were certain words and expressions therein such as “sovereignty,” 
“right of cession” and those which directed immediate occupation and so 
forth, which though most admirably employed and tersely expressive of 
actual conditions, might be advantageously used by the Tagalog. The igno
rant classes had been taught to believe that certain words such as “sov
ereignty,” “protection,” and so forth had peculiar meanings disastrous to 
their welfare and significant of future political domination, like that from 
which they had been recently freed.32
Such inferences were hardly unreasonable or as perverse as Otis seemed 

to think. If Aguinaldo was not fully aware of American intentions at this stage, 
Otis’s deceit certainly drove the point home and added Machiavellian propor
tions to the scenario. Possibly Otis fell victim to his own propaganda and did 
not expect the Filipinos to be efficient enough to get the two versions of Mc
Kinley s message together. Even before Aguinaldo received the original and 
observed the “curious changes” in Otis’s doctored copy, he was upset that the 
general had altered his title to “Military Governor o f the Philippines” from “in 
the Philippines.” Aguinaldo did not miss the significance of the alteration, 
which Otis made without authorization from Washington.33

Interestingly, the justification for the Iloilo expedition was “to prevent 
lawlessness” there. Yet McKinley had usurped senatorial power by proclaiming 
American sovereignty over the Philippines before ratification of the treaty, and 
Otis had arbitrarily altered his official title to reflect this premature assumption 
of annexation. The generals lawlessness went even further when he ignored his 
orders of January 1, 1899, to avoid a showdown at Iloilo: “Conflict would be
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most unfortunate, considering the present [treaty debate]/’ Only the day be
fore Otis had cabled Washington, “Am waiting to hear results from Iloilo and 
am meditating action in the islands of Samar, Leyte, and Cebu, in all of which 
Luzon insurgents have been operating for several months.” It was this cable 
that alarmed the administration and elicited strongly worded orders to pre
serve the peace. Yet Otis tried to get Dewey to provide ships to reinforce Mil
ler and confided to his aide, “I still hold to my view that Iloilo must be taken.” 
According to Miller, Otis gave him permission to attack the city on January 3. 
Elements of the Iowa regiment were landed only to be greeted by up to one 
hundred native soldiers ready to open fire. The colonel commanding the am
phibious force protested landing his troops “under such conditions of hostility,” 
but Miller signaled him that it was “better to strike the first blow here.” The 
colonel thought otherwise and returned his men to the transport that had been 
their home since leaving San Francisco sixty-three days earlier. They remained 
aboard for another twenty days in stifling heat, at which point they became too 
sick to fight, and Miller was forced to order them back to Manila.34

On January 9, 1899, Miller decided to ask Lopez again for permission to 
land in order to “enforce the orders of the President of the United States.” 
Lopez answered with a terse historical lesson:

The supposed authority of the United States began with the Treaty of 
Paris, on the 10th of December, 1898. The authority of the Central Gov
ernment of Malolos is founded in the sacred and natural bonds of blood, 
language, uses, customs, ideas, sacrifices.

Miller remained riding anchor off Iloilo until the war began on February 4. The 
insurgent troops then burned the city and fled before his troops could get 
ashore. Even then Miller was cheated of his glory by a contingent of U.S. Ma
rines who dashed ashore and raised the flag over Iloilo before Miller entered 
the city, much to his chagrin and Otis’s outrage.35

The result of the Iloilo fiasco was the birth of a myth, that the failure to 
attack the city immediately upon the arrival of American troops on December 
28 caused the war between the Filipinos and Americans. The correspondent 
J. F. Bass, who had accompanied Miller, returned to Manila in disgust when 
the attack was delayed and labeled it an “exploded bluff” that would be inter
preted as “weakness” by the Filipinos. Otis played on this theme and insisted 
that had he been allowed to take Iloilo there would have been no war. Instead, 
American “magnanimity” was translated into “softness” and “emboldened” the 
natives sufficiently to begin the war. This line of reasoning was, of course, a 
variation of the prevalent myth that “Asiatics” only understood force.

After the Iloilo affair, Aguinaldo took his case to other foreign powers. Out-
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lining the American betrayal of his cause, he explained that he had acceded to 
every outrageous American demand until his back was against the wall. Any 
“violent and aggressive seizure of the Philippines would require an endless 
struggle for the United States, a nation which has arrogated to itself the title 
‘champion of oppressed nations,’” the Philippine president declared. “I de
nounce these acts before the world, in order that the conscience of mankind 
may pronounce its infallible verdict as to who are the true oppressors of nations 
and the tormentors of mankind. ” Otis called this international appeal “a virtual 
declaration of war” and “noticeable proof of Aguinaldo s premeditated intent” 
to begin the war.36

One final act of American duplicity remained to be played, however, be
fore the war was to begin. Aguinaldo was more realistic about the power dif
ferences between his forces and the Americans than were some of his hot
headed lieutenants, such as General Antonio Luna, who had had his fill of 
humiliation at the hands of Otis. He was also aware that the American army 
would be a much more formidable enemy than the Spanish forces, against 
which he had had some success. In addition, he was greatly influenced by 
the more conservative ilustrados, who dominated his government, and thus 
avoided a showdown. To this end, he vainly pleaded with Otis for a conference 
in which to discuss their differences. Suddenly, Otis agreed to a meeting in Jan
uary, 1899. Manila s provost, General Hughes, Colonel James F. Smith, a highly 
successful lawyer commanding the California regiment, and Colonel E. H. 
Crowder, an aide to Otis, met five times between January 11 and January 29 
with General Ambrosio Flores, Lieutenant Colonel Manuel Argiielles, and a 
distinguished civilian lawyer, Florentino Torres. The Filipinos arrived with a 
list of five basic grievances they wished to discuss:

1. Failure to include the Filipino army in the capitulation of Manila
2. American expansion of its territory around Manila beyond the city s 

recognized boundaries
3. Seizure of the Filipino steamer Abbey and several steam launches by 

the U.S. Navy
4. Prohibition to fly the Philippine flag on Manila Bay
5. The American attempt to take Iloilo.37
In contrast, the Americans had no agenda, and seemed unwilling to dis

cuss the Filipino grievances. Several years later, Hughes mocked the native ne
gotiators, telling a senate committee that they thought that independence was 
“something to eat”:

For instance, we asked them: “What are we to understand by your abso
lute independence? Do you mean that you wish the Americans to go
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out . . . ?” “Oh no; for Gods sake, no. No: we will make the laws and you 
will stay here and see that outsiders do not disturb us.” And we never, 
from the day we began until the day we quit, could get the definition of 
what they really wanted. They did not know themselves.

When pressed by a senator as to what the general thought they might have 
wanted at these meetings, Hughes informed the committee that all any Fil
ipino wanted was “to go to cock fights, gamble and whet up their bolos.” Pos
sibly some did want “absolute independence and somebody to take care of 
them,” he conceded, then warned the senators to keep in mind that “we are 
simply fighting children.” In fact, Torres was a European-trained jurist with an 
education and intellect far superior to General Hughess. Moreover, he was a 
conservative, who continued to work for reconciliation after warfare broke out, 
and served the Americans as attorney general and finally as a justice on the 
Philippine Supreme Court. He was interested in independence in name only to 
satisfy such firebrands as Luna. Yet Otis dismissed his position at these meet
ings as “irresponsible.” What was, in fact, truly irresponsible was that the 
United States trusted delicate negotiations to a soldier of such marginal under
standing and limited ability as General Hughes.38

“Finally, the conferences became the object of insurgent suspicion and of 
amusement to those who did not wish beneficial results,” Hughes explained. Of 
course, after five months of refusing to negotiate, the Americans had come to 
the talks with nothing to say or give, at a time when reenforcements were on 
the way from San Francisco. Hughes himself in a comment before the commit
tee vindicated Filipino suspicions:

We were sorry, at least I was, to have the conference stopped because I 
was trying to prolong them until General Lawton s ship could get there 
with four battalions which we needed very much. But we could not stretch 
it out any longer. The papers had begun to attack us and stated absolutely 
in words that we were doing nothing but trying to gain time, and a tele
gram had been received by them from Agoncillo in the United States to 
make the attack before reenforcements got there and it came.39
Agoncillo had kept his government informed of troop movements to the 

Philippines—a legitimate part of the intelligence role played by diplomats— 
but there is no evidence that he advised his countrymen to attack the American 
forces. At best, warfare broke out as a result of overwrought tempers on both 
sides and of the spontaneous combustion resulting from a minor incident, one 
of many during the American presence in the Philippines. At worst, Otis had 
deliberately planned to goad the Filipinos into attacking by skillfully maneuver
ing them to the point at which the slightest incident would touch off a war. Par
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allel to this brinkmanship, the American military commanders had made care
ful plans for the armed showdown they were so eager to have. Of course, given 
the political reality of American annexation, open warfare between the two ar
mies was inevitable, but the specific moment of its beginning appears to have 
been an American decision.40



The Dividends of Brinkmanship

t

Exactly one week after the last meeting of the negotiating teams led by General 
Hughes and Torres, warfare erupted between the two armies. Its immediate 
origin remains as obscure today for the historian as it was eighty years ago for 
the politician, editor, and average American citizen, obfuscated by a mire of 
claims, counterclaims, and recriminations by both sides. Washington quickly 
mounted a propaganda offensive to prove that the Filipino army started the war 
by unsuccessfully assaulting the American lines on the evening of February 4, 
1899.

Angry, jingoistic threats by Filipino officers were fully exploited by Ameri
can apologists. Colonel Cailles once shouted at an American officer, “War! War 
is what we want.” General Otis also produced an intercepted letter from Agui- 
naldo to a friend in Manila advising him to get his family out of the city, “al
though it is not yet the day of the week.” This last phrase was “proof” that a 
“premeditated attack” on Manila was being planned. All that was needed to 
gain world support for Aguinaldo’s cause was an incident to draw American fire 
and make it appear that the Yankees had started the war, Otis reasoned.1

To this end Filipino soldiers were exceedingly rude to their American 
counterparts, Otis reported, shoving them off sidewalks and taunting them 
with aggressive gestures, such as running their fingers across their own throats 
to signify they would soon kill these intruders from the United States. But un
der strict orders from Washington to avoid a rupture, he would not permit 
American soldiers to retaliate in kind. The soldiers were thus forced to grin and 
bear the indignities heaped upon them. One medical officer later recalled:

As an American acquainted with Oriental ways, I was so ashamed of myself 
the last month or two that I hated to leave the house. Our soldiers re
ceived and submitted to untold insults from insurgent troops, and bore
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them patiently, all because of the most stringent orders from headquarters
to avoid trouble if possible, without actual sacrifice of dignity.

Then suddenly in January Aguinaldo refused to allow American parties “seek
ing health and recreation’’ through his lines. The Filipinos even turned back a 
Royal Navy funeral party, Otis related in a tone of disbelief.2

A much better case can be made for indicting General Otis and the U.S. 
Army for starting the war. It is easy enough to gather evidence that these sol
diers, from privates to generals, were “just itching to get at the ‘niggers.’” The 
outraged innocence with which Otis complained of the decision not to allow 
any more American recreation behind Filipino lines does not jibe with the evi
dence that, rather than “seeking health and recreation,” many of the parties 
were actually spying on native defense networks. Colonel Funston readily ad
mitted to such reconnaissance missions. Three American engineers and the 
correspondent J. F. Bass were arrested for taking measurements and photo
graphs of Filipino military installations. In demanding their release, Otis in
sisted they were making “surveys for the completion of the map of Manila.” 
Possibly Aguinaldo was just as concerned that another “mysterious blue line” 
would appear on the general’s map to expand the city’s boundaries.3

Contrary to official accounts, American soldiers did not grin and bear “the 
insult and abuse heaped” upon them, or respond “with constant submission as 
the only means of avoiding a rupture.” They addressed the Filipinos as “nig
gers” or “gugus.” One, more sensitive, American complained that “almost 
without exception soldiers and also many officers, refer to the natives in their 
presence as ‘niggers’ and the natives are beginning to understand what the 
word ‘nigger’ means.” The English-language Manila Times pleaded for an end 
to this practice, and Otis issued an official order forbidding the use of these 
terms by military personnel.4

But American soldiers went well beyond calling the natives derogatory 
names. As early as October, 1898, Colliers reported that Filipinos crossing the 
American lines on their way to Manila “have been surly, and have not submit
ted to being searched with good grace.” This reaction was understandable, 
since it was common practice to knock down a native with the butt of a Spring- 
field merely for “seeming disrespectful.” One native charged that he was 
robbed rather than searched. Several females complained that searches were 
lecherously improper and humiliating. Sentries also shot at Filipinos on the 
slightest pretext. “We have to kill one or two every night,” Private William 
Christner wrote to his father on January 17,1899, when the war was still weeks 
away. Christner may have exaggerated the case, but the official record indicates 
that a Minnesota sentry killed a civilian for “looking suspicious.” A Filipino cap
tain was gunned down without warning for approaching an American position
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while armed, even though his sidearm was safely secured in its holster. An
other native soldier was killed by a sentry who claimed that, after saluting, the 
Filipino swung a bolo at him. On January 23, Otis reported that a woman and 
child were “accidentally shot.” As Christner explained it, “We killed a few to 
learn them a lesson and you bet they learned it.” During the six months pre
ceding the war, only one American was killed and two wounded in a single inci
dent behind Filipino lines. Aguinaldo explained to his outraged American 
counterpart that the three soldiers had shot each other in a drunken argument 
over cards. Otis apparently accepted this explanation and dropped the matter.5

Roughing up or even shooting natives by American sentries was not part of 
a plan to provoke an incident that could initiate the desired war. It was more 
likely an outgrowth of racist attitudes and of the belief that violence was the 
only way to deal with “Asiatics.” Such activity was usually carried out by volun
teers, who had a reputation for being undisciplined in their use of rifles. Less 
than a year later San Francisco got a taste of this lawlessness, when some Mon
tana volunteers home from the war got drunk at the Presidio and used a 
schooner entering the bay for target practice. Angry city officials successfully 
demanded that all volunteers be disarmed before leaving the Philippines.6

A series of orders and maneuvers by Otis during the final three weeks of 
peace, however, indicate that he may have planned and provoked the war. On 
January 16, he persuaded Dewey to move warships close to the water flanks of 
Aguinaldos semicircular line around Manila. Two days later, he ordered his 
troops into “fighting khaki.” This order overjoyed one private, not just because 
he hated the “dress whites,” but because it indicated that at last some action 
was in the offing. Otis then carried out a most provocative maneuver on Janu
ary 21 by moving part of the Nebraska regiment out to the hitherto unoccupied 
Santa Mesa, a finger of high ground that extended behind and above the en
trenchments newly dug by the Filipinos who had been forced to evacuate Pan- 
dacan months earlier. Aguinaldo protested “one and a thousand times” that un
der no stretch of the imagination could this territory be considered part of 
Manila. But Otis argued, with a dazzling verbal maneuver worthy of his legal 
training, that Aguinaldo s forced withdrawal from Pandacan, which Otis now 
agreed was not part of Manila, was an act of recognition of the American right to 
expand beyond the city’s traditional boundaries. He reassured the Filipino 
commander that the mesa would be used “for sanitary reasons only,” not mili
tary ones, whereupon he immediately transferred elements of the Utah Battery 
there and ordered them to train their artillery on the rear of the vulnerable 
Filipino positions. If pressed, Otis might have assuaged Aguinaldos anxiety 
over this aggressive maneuver by telling him that these big guns had been 
moved to high ground to cut down on rust!7

Otis continued to look for the appropriate sensitive spot to provoke his
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war. General Arthur MacArthur decided that one village occupied by Filipino 
soldiers was actually behind American lines and demanded their immediate 
withdrawal. To avoid a confrontation, Colonel San Miguel complied but only 
with the stipulation that the matter be arbitrated. Instead, MacArthur moved 
his own troops into the disputed village as the Filipinos withdrew. Aguinaldo 
vainly pointed out that his army had occupied the village for five months, that 
San Miguel had no authority to withdraw, and that he had done so with the 
understanding that the position was to be negotiated. Otis ignored this protest, 
as by then he had found the opening for which he had been looking. When the 
Nebraskans posted a sentry at a position on the mesa known as the “pipeline” 
on February 1, they were confronted by angry Filipino officers, who swore at 
them and posted their own sentry at the very same spot. Undisciplined Ameri
can volunteers confronting outraged Filipino officers, driven to the brink by 
months of humiliating capitulations to unreasonable demands by Otis, was an 
ideal combination to set off the desired “incident.”

Since Otis still had a few final preparations to make, he ordered the Ne
braskans not to man the “pipeline post” on February 2 so as to avoid a prema
ture rupture before he was fully ready. That day Otis discharged all native em
ployees on American military installations and placed his troops on “full alert.” 
He notified Dewey that the war could begin at any moment and ordered Gen
eral Miller, anchored off Iloilo, to hang on “until something happened.” He also 
sent an aide to Aguinaldo with an appeal to preserve the peace, a gesture that 
he later cited to demonstrate that he had exhausted every means to avoid a rup
ture. One would assume that the motive behind this appeal for peace was ei
ther to buy some time or to put Aguinaldo off guard, except that it was an 
arrogantly worded ultimatum. But then, Otis seemed incapable of using diplo
matic language.8

Having cleared his decks for action, to use a naval metaphor, the general 
once again turned his attention to the very sensitive and disputed “pipeline 
post.” Colonel John Stotsenburg, commanding the Nebraska volunteers, was 
on hand personally to post a sentry at this volatile spot on February 3. That 
sentry, Private Hermann Dittner, described in a letter home “the trouble with 
the nigs” on that occasion:

It then became apparent that a fight was imminent. So on February 3 we 
posted our sentry at the same old place. The insurgents kicked but without 
avail. Our colonel was down there and an insurgent lieutenant called him a 
s - n — b -h . Of course this made Stotsenburg mad and he gave orders to 
arrest the lieutenant as soon as they could catch him.9
February 4 was the ideal day to begin the war, as the leading officers in the 

Philippine army were scheduled to attend a formal celebration in Malolos, fol
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lowed by a lavish ball that would go on until the early hours of the next day. By 
his own admission, Otis raised the stakes, so to speak, by not only instructing 
Stotsenburg to man the disputed post, but to order his sentries to fire on any 
intruders. Two members of the eight-man detail assigned to guard the “pipe
line” around the clock acknowledged in letters home that they fully understood 
the significance of these orders. Early in the evening, Privates Grayson and 
Miller were on duty when they were approached by four Filipino soldiers, now 
believed to have been drunk and unarmed. According to Grayson:

I challenged with another “Halt.” Then he immediately shouted “Halto” 
to me. Well I thought the best thing to do was to shoot him. He dropped. 
Then two Filipinos sprang out of the gateway about 15 feet from us. I called 
“Halt” and Miller fired and dropped one. I saw that another was left. Well 
I think I got my second Filipino that time. We retreated to where six other 
fellows were and I said “Line up fellows; the niggers are in here all through 
these yards.”10
This was all the overeager volunteers needed. For the next six hours, they 

unleashed fusillade after fusillade at the Filipino positions, long after darkness 
prevented them from seeing what they were firing at. Otis claimed that the 
Filipinos sent up rockets to signal their attack and were repulsed with heavy 
losses by a gallant thin American line. As Secretary of War Elihu Root ex
plained in the official version:

On the night of February 4th, two days before the U.S. Senate approved 
the treaty, an army of Tagalogs, a tribe inhabiting the central part of Lu
zon, under the leadership of Aguinaldo, a Chinese half-breed, attacked, in 
vastly superior numbers, our little army in the possession of Manila, and 
after a desperate and bloody fight was repulsed in every direction.11
Root s version is very different from subsequently written regimental his

tories, which make no mention of Filipino assaults on the regiments' positions 
that evening. Years later, when pressed by Senator Patterson on whether there 
had been “any attempts to advance upon American troops that night or that 
morning,” MacArthur, who commanded the sector that was allegedly under at
tack, answered, “I have no knowledge of that kind and I presume that it was not 
so. . . MacArthur further confessed that his troops did the first firing follow
ing the “pipeline” incident. “Our soldiers were under great provocation, and it 
was getting hard to restrain them,” he explained. Three regular officers who 
had been on the scene made it clear that not only did the American volunteers 
fire*TTfsf7 but they ajso did most of the shooting, as relatively few shots were 
returned by the Filipinos.12

Sladen ana Lieutenant William Connor, an aide to General Wheaton, had
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been friends at “the Point” and compared notes on the action that evening. 
Both officers had armed themselves and galloped off in search of some action 
upon hearing the widespread firing. Privileged as aides to generals, they cov
ered the entire northern sector only to find green volunteers everywhere firing 
wildly into the dark. Hearing that the South Dakota regiment was under heavy 
attack, Connor dashed to its position, but found nothing, except “green Dako
tans” shooting away for dear life at no discernible targets. Sladen returned 
to headquarters to complain of all the “wasted ammunition.” Major William 
Kobbe, who commanded the only regular outfit in the northern sector, the 
Third Artillery, sent an aide to see if the Kansans needed assistance when he 
heard all the furious firing from their positions. The aide returned to report 
with dismay that there had been no attack on the Kansans. Kobbe entered into 
his diary that “it was another false alarm brought about by the excited confusion 
of the volunteers.” 13

If any advances were made during the night, they were by the South Da
kota and Nebraska regiments to be in better positions for the charge planned 
for the next morning. “We hiked out and lay in a skirmish line in front of their 
posts and in the morning charged and chased the niggers across the San Juan 
River,” Dittner wrote to his parents. Such testimony indicates the existence of a 
general plan to attack all along the line as soon as an incident was provoked. 
MacArthur testified several years later:

Yes, we had a prearranged plan . . .  I had instant contact . . . and within 
an instant after the firing at the outpost I received a message from Stotsen- 
burg . . . “the pipe-line outpost has been fired on; I am moving out my 
entire regiment.” His move was in accordance with a prearranged plan.
. . . When I got Colonel Stotsenburg s report I simply wired all comman
ders to carry out prearranged plans.14

In his testimony MacArthur also revealed that the heavy guns that Otis had 
placed on the Santa Mesa began firing as soon as the shots were first heard from 
the “pipeline post.”

Patterson: Did you hear the firing when it commenced?
MacArthur: I heard the guns from Colonel Stotsenburgs position; that is, 

the field artillery.
Patterson: Did you open up with field artillery that n ight. . . the Amer

ican side?
MacArthur: Oh yes. . . . We had a section or a platoon of artillery in a 

very favorable position.15
The initial comments of key officers upon hearing the firing confirm the 

existence of a general plan to attack at the moment the long-desired incident to
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start the war had occurred. “The thing is on,” Hughes shouted ecstatically. 
Sladen confessed to knowing immediately that the long-awaited war was on at 
last. “The ball has begun/* Major Edwin Metcalfe roared at Colonel Funston 
above the delicious noise of gunfire. Apparently Kobbe was one of the few com
manders willing to consider the possibility that it was a false alarm.16

Otis was not about to repeat his mistake in the Iloilo fiasco by asking Wash
ington for permission to launch an attack. He was not dependent on the more 
cautious Dewey this time, and, if the navy refused to cooperate, he could go it 
alone with his own artillery. Had he wished, he could have treated the battle as 
an isolated incident when the firing suddenly stopped around 2 a .m . and simply 
registered a complaint with Aguinaldo. Until then, there had been few casu
alties on either side. Two South Dakotans had been killed around 11p.m., when 
their regiment moved forward to the slope of a hill in preparation for the morn
ing charge. Years later, MacArthur implied that there had been many more 
American casualties, but, when challenged by Senator Patterson, he refused to 
say there had been any “officially/* Otis had even been proffered the services of 
Florentino Torres as a mediator before he had launched his offensive, but, ac
cording to Hughes, he had “sternly replied that the fighting having begun must 
go on to the grim end.” After the Philippine army was routed the next day, Otis 
did permit Torres to slip through the lines to get a Filipino offer. He returned 
with Aguinaldo’s proposal for an immediate armistice and the creation of a neu
tral zone of any width deemed necessary by Otis, but the American com
mander refused to accept anything less than unconditional surrender from “a 
rag tag army** in full retreat, a position he maintained throughout his tenure in 
the Philippines.17

Clearly, Otis, like every other soldier in Manila, wanted the war he had 
been seeking for months. There is no evidence that he ever considered the 
effect that warfare might have on the pending vote to ratify the Treaty of Paris. 
The treaty was rarely if ever mentioned, and if February 4 had any special sig
nificance, it was because the ranking Filipino officers had gone to Malolos, and 
not because the U.S. Senate was going to decide on the fate of the Philippines 
in two days. Otis had no authorization to attack the Filipino lines on the morn
ing of February 5. Even a secret agreement, or plan, with Washington would 
have been leaked to the press a few years later by the army’s chief of staff, Gen
eral Nelson Miles, along with other damaging evidence that he made public to 
serve his own political ambition. Remarks by Otis in 1902 make it clear that he 
considered it well within his prerogative to start the war without consulting 
Washington. “I recognized that the taking of Iloilo meant war throughout the 
country,** he told a group of astonished senators when recounting his motives 
for sending General Miller on his ill-fated mission. When pressed on this, Otis 
declared:
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I not only had the right, but it was my duty, to make them remove beyond 
the city and its defenses; and I had the right to drive them farther away 
from the city, a perfect right; and there is no nation, except for the United 
States, in the world which would have allowed those people to have 
hemmed in that city the way they did.18

An uneasy Senator Albert Beveridge quickly prompted the general at this 
point, asking if the Iloilo expedition had not actually been “in the interests of 
peace in every way at this time?” Otis dutifully agreed that it had been, but in 
the next breath suggested that shooting “savages” was a better means of pre
serving peace. Further evidence that Otis made crucial decisions entirely on 
his own was his response to Senator Rawlins’s challenge as to why he had 
changed his title to “Military Governor o f the Philippines” with no official au
thorization: “Because it occurred to me at the time to do it.” 19

If there was a conspiracy to start a war with the Filipinos, it appears to 
have begun and ended with Otis and his key officers, without any assistance, or 
even knowledge of such a plot, on the part of imperialist leaders in Washington. 
Given the repeated orders to Otis to avoid a rupture, these leaders would more 
than likely have disapproved of such a scheme.

Surprisingly, not until the war began to sour did Otiss role in starting it 
come under close editorial scrutiny. San Francisco's Call, which was to become 
one of the general’s severest critics, initially accepted at face value the official 
version of the war’s origins. “Aguinaldo Growing More Bold,” and “Filipino In
surgents Threatening War” were daily headlines while Otis was arrogantly es
calating his demands. Once the war began the Call's editor agreed with most of 
his colleagues that “Aguinaldo forced the issue.” Two other editors destined to 
be war critics initially concurred that “the Filipinos needed a good lesson” and 
that “coercion will be better than bribery.”20 Not until Otis’s incompetency as a 
military leader became obvious was his role as a diplomat reviewed post hoc 
and sharply criticized in the press.

Two important exceptions were the Springfield Republican in Massachu
setts and City and State in Philadelphia. But, while they criticized America’s 
actions leading up to the war, they focused their editorial attacks on McKinley 
and his Administration and ignored Otis for the most part. In Boston, the Eve
ning Transcript, which ended up in the imperialist camp, seemed more aware 
of the serious error of using military men as diplomats. “The Filipino leaders 
were from almost the first repelled and ignored. Hardly could men have set 
about in a better way to arouse resentment, suspicion, anger, and rebellion 
than the men in charge of the administration of American interests in Manila. ” 
But in the flush of patriotism that followed the outbreak of warfare, most edi
tors overlooked the blunder.21
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Republican and proimperialist editors never acknowledged the error. 
‘The fact is, our government has been far too considerate of Aguinaldo s mer
cenaries/’ announced the editor of Inter-Ocean in Chicago. Aguinaldo was 
nothing but “a lying popinjay,” and the “mischievous influence of this tricky 
little man must be broken,” declared the New York Times. In upstate New York, 
the editor of the Troy Times explained to his readers that “the ‘white mans bur
den’ must be borne with the strength of red blood and not the weakness of a 
white liver.” To these editors, the “real culprits” were those “partners in 
crime,” Hoar, Hale, and that “repudiated political trickster, Gorman,” who had 
encouraged the Filipinos to fight in the first place. “These men have sowed the 
wind for days and now the nation reaps the whirlwind,” Republican editors 
charged. The Call refrained from making recriminations and counseled the 
president to make “the punishment of the ‘half child’ swift and sharp” and to 
then set about establishing a stable government leading to independence along 
the Cuban model.22

Ironically, it was Otis’s own official report, made public in June, that called 
attention to his role in provoking the war. Otis was far too self-righteous to 
cover his tracks, and with great candor he documented each outrageous de
mand that pushed Aguinaldo and his army to the brink. The Call urged its 
readers to take a close look at this report, warning that “the facts of history are 
against us.”23

Imperialist editors, however, read into the report whatever they wished to 
believe. The New York Times declared:

The truth is now made clear by the official report. It is shown that the 
patience and forebearance of our men under insult and indignity were re
markable. General Otis was as considerate of Aguinaldo as one would be of 
a forward child. Our kindness and indulgence were thrown away, for it is 
now made plain that Aguinaldo was resolved to be content with nothing 
short of the recognition of his Malolos government.24
Nothing before or after the war began ever budged Otis from his self- 

deceptions. When his young aide attended a banquet for Aguinaldo in San Fer
nando in October, 1898, he reported back to Otis that the native leader was “a 
small insignificant looking man, very much like a Jap in appearance. He hasn’t 
much to say but the influence he has over the natives and their devotion to him 
impressed me with his power over them. It really surprises me.” Amazingly, 
Otis ignored Sladen’s intelligence and continued to report to Washington that 
Aguinaldo was “a half Chinese adventurer” who demagogically incited the na
tives with “vile aspersions” and the “cry for liberty and independence (really 
license and despotism under their governing methods).” Otis still clung tena
ciously to this myth in 1902, when he informed the Lodge committee that the
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Filipinos "never intended to secure their independence; they proposed to set 
up a government under Aguinaldo possibly,” but only "to loot and kill every 
white man” in the Philippines. Exasperation must have gotten the better of 
Senator Patterson, who vainly tried to disabuse the general of his obsessive 
delusion:

Patterson: When did you learn that the Filipinos wanted independence?
Otis: I do not believe that they ever wanted it.
Patterson: So you never learned it?
Otis: No. They were fighting to control the Philippines so they could

loot them.25
For the rest of his life Otis defended another misconception—his original 

prediction that the Filipinos would not make more than a token, ephemeral 
effort to fight in order to save face. In all fairness, this miscalculation was 
widely shared by the military before the war began. "If we attack them we 
would give them the biggest surprise they ever had. The Spanish never gave 
any fight to speak of and they don’t know what it is. They think that we will 
employ Spanish methods,” Sladen predicted. But Sladen soon realized that he 
had underestimated the Filipinos’ willingness to make enormous sacrifices to 
win independence. His boss never adjusted his opinion; Otis continually in
sisted that the natives had been decisively defeated after three months of war
fare. Isolated bands of "outlaws” continued the struggle only because they re
ceived encouragement from "traitors” in the United States, the general charged. 
His young aide was too perceptive to take refuge in this rationalization.26

Some of Otis’s defenders argued that it was the fault of the Spanish who 
remained in the islands that American predictions failed. Still smarting from 
their own defeat, the Spanish allegedly spread anti-American propaganda 
stressing the racism and anti-Catholicism of the invaders. Actually, a better 
case might have been made for the opposite effect. Sladen’s diary indicated that 
Otis frequently dined with former Spanish officials and the hispanicized upper 
class, who may well have reenforced his misconceptions with their own ethnic 
and class prejudices. Unfortunately, they failed to convince Otis that the Taga- 
log "rabble” was capable of waging protracted guerrilla warfare.

Ultimately, McKinley must be held responsible for giving so much respon
sibility to a man of such limited ability and understanding. Upon Otis’s return 
to Washington, the president effusively thanked him for "having handled a 
thousand and one cases for decision without reference to authorities in Wash
ington, who were ignorant o f . . . conditions in the islands incident to our oc
cupation.”27 McKinley failed to understand that the government’s ignorance of 
conditions in the Philippines was largely the result of the distorted intelligence 
that Washington received from General Otis.
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Once the first light silhouetted the Filipino positions to the east of Deweys 
gunners around 4 A.M. on February 5, the navy opened fire with devastating 
accuracy. Land-based artillery followed suit to soften up the enemy prior to the 
infantry charge scheduled for 8 a . m . Sladen rode behind the skirmish line and 
described how the Americans chafed at the bit waiting for the order to advance. 
Finally it came, and with a ‘‘Montana yell” and a “jayhawk cheer,” the volun
teers took off for the enemy positions, only to discover, to their chagrin, that 
the artillery had done its job too well. The Filipinos had not been prepared for 
heavy artillery salvos and had fled in panic, leaving behind only their dead and 
some wounded. The only Filipino stand was made in a cemetery on high 
ground, where some brave defenders kept the Montana regiment pinned down 
until Pennsylvania volunteers relieved their comrades. “With a good old Penn
sylvania yell we charged up the hill” through “a hail of bullets,” Private Christ- 
ner reported to his parents, reassuring them that “I hardly think I was born to 
be killed by a nigger.” The Fourth U.S. Cavalry pierced the enemy line so fast 
that it crossed the Pasig River well ahead of the retreating Filipinos, and in the 
only boats available. Once the Washington and Idaho regiments reached the 
river, the enemy was trapped at midstream in a murderous crossfire from both 
banks. “From then on the fun was fast and furious,” as dead Filipinos piled up 
“thicker than buffalo chips,” Sladen recorded. Several western lads informed 
their dads that “picking off niggers in the water” was “more fun than a turkey 
shoot.” 1

Most of the exuberantly charging and shouting volunteers, however, found 
little more than dead Filipinos in the trenches that they overran, so they just 
kept on going in pursuit of the fleeing enemy until they were far beyond their 
designated objectives. The rambunctious Colonel Funston led his Kansas outfit 
up the coast so swiftly that he came under fire from the U.S.S. Charleston and 
had to stop. Colonel James Smith dutifully and vainly attempted to halt the Cal
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ifornians when they captured the huge ammunition dump at Santa Ana as
signed to them, but enthusiastic inertia carried them on for two more miles 
along the Pasig to San Pedro Macati. Finally exhaustion was able to do what 
Smith could not. Only the southern end of the American line advanced in or
derly fashion. The Fourteenth Infantry was a more disciplined unit of regulars, 
for one thing, and a half-mile of swamp in front of the eager North Dakotans left 
them no choice but to allow the navy to bombard the retreating foe while they 
inched forward to their assigned objective.2

By the days end, this wild scramble for glory left the American line ‘‘so 
greatly extended that any civilized foe could easily break it,” Sladen, a West 
Point professional, observed with obvious disdain. The major problem caused 
by this undisciplined advance was that it left too many enemy stragglers behind 
the American lines. Reports of heavy sniping from the rear led to a scorched- 
earth tactic to deny concealment for snipers. Otis would later blame the exces
sive burning on the retreating Filipinos, but Sladen s diary makes clear that it 
was ordered by American commanders, if not Otis himself.3

The American command had to have been pleased with some of the results 
of the first days offensive. The Nebraskans had captured the crucial San Juan 
Bridge, which enabled this regiment to take the water system for Manila before 
the enemy had a chance to dismantle the pumps completely. The Filipinos had 
sustained enormously heavy casualties and severe material losses. Their sup
plies had been stockpiled too close to their front lines and so were vulnerable to 
capture by the rapidly advancing Americans. Approximately 3,000 Filipino sol
diers perished that first day, compared to sixty Americans.4

Even more important for domestic consumption was the production of a 
couple of instant heroes. A glowing eulogy for Lieutenant Mitchell of the Four
teenth Infantry was cabled to Washington that described how he had called out 
to his platoon after falling mortally wounded, “Forward men, advance; don't 
mind me.” Lieutenant Charles Kilbourne of the engineers was recommended 
for the Congressional Medal of Honor for having climbed a telegraph pole 
to restore communications in the face of withering fire. Kilbourne probably 
shared the general contempt for Filipino marksmanship. One officer shouted 
from his rearing horse, “These fellows can't shoot! As long as they aim at us, we 
are all right.” In truth, some Filipinos did remove the rear sights from their 
guns in order to concentrate on the front ones. Also, the limited supply of am
munition never permitted much in the way of target practice. Indeed, the dif
ferences in preparation and readiness of the two armies were so vast that one 
English observer noted skeptically:

If the Filipinos were the aggressors, it is very remarkable that the Ameri
can troops should have been so well prepared for an unseen event as to be
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able to immediately and simultaneously attack, in full force, all the native 
outposts for miles around the capital.3
The easy success on the first day of warfare set a naively optimistic tone in 

the nation’s press over the next few months. Teddy Roosevelt had once com
plained of the conflict with Spain that there was not “war enough to go around/’ 
It now appeared that warfare in the Philippines would be of even shorter dura
tion. On the morning of February 6, a carnival atmosphere prevailed at the 
base of La Loma Hill, less than a mile behind the overrun enemy trenches, as 
Americans gathered to witness what was thought to be possibly the last battle of 
the war. Some Filipino survivors of a Pennsylvania charge had begun sniping 
from the hill the evening before. Civilians and soldiers vied for the best vantage 
points as the Pennsylvanians theatrically fixed bayonets and charged the hill a 
second time. The result should have given Otis a clue to what was in store for 
him. The enemy holdouts had evaporated during the night, probably burying 
their arms and slipping through the American lines to fight again. Disap
pointed, Otis reported that they had “skulked back to their homes disguised as 
civilians” and predicted that the shattered remnants of the Philippine army 
would soon do the same. Only Aguinaldo s demoralization kept him from sur
rendering unconditionally, Otis informed Washington on the second day of the 
war. The front page of the Call announced that

Aguinaldo Weeps for His Blunder 
Sits Crying in His Quarters 

Afraid to Surrender to the Americans.6
When Florentino Torres brought an offer of conditional surrender, how

ever, Otis refused it. Instead, he planned a strategy to trap the enemy. General 
Lloyd Wheaton was to lead a thrust to the southeast, along the Pasig River and 
across the narrow isthmus that separated Manila Bay from Laguna de Bay (see 
map, p. 223). However, he soon faced the usual frustrations of pursuing an elu
sive enemy adept at setting up boobytraps and ambushes before vanishing and 
two American companies fell into a trap and suffered many casualties. Wheaton 
then ordered the first American reprisal against civilians—and the war was 
only one month old. Every town within a twelve-mile radius of the site of the 
ambush was burned to the ground. A soldier who participated in the “punitive 
expedition” described the “peoples shrieks and torments” as one village after 
another was put to the torch. His letter home found its way to Boston s Evening 
Transcript, which published it with no editorial comment. Otis denied the inci
dent, although Wheaton detailed it in his own report. A retraction was quickly 
extracted from the letter-writer since he was still in the army, but similar alle
gations became so common over the next few years that it was impossible to
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deny such conduct, or that it was either ordered or condoned by high-ranking 
officers. Ironically, Wheaton would have to preside over the court-martial of a 
general three years later for having employed the same tactics.7

Simultaneous with Wheaton’s probe, MacArthur moved northward along 
the rail line, but he only succeeded in capturing abandoned trenches and vil
lages. Moving swiftly beyond the objective assigned to him by the cautious 
Otis, MacArthur hoped to catch the enemy at Malolos. The general predicted 
"a premeditated battle” there after running into some sharp skirmishes as he 
approached Aguinaldo s capital. But these confrontations were merely staged as 
a delaying tactic to cover Aguinaldo s retreat to San Isidro, some thirty miles to 
the north. When the impulsive Funston made a solo charge into Malolos on 
horseback well ahead of his troops, he found it deserted, with nothing to fight 
but the fires set by the retreating enemy. MacArthur ignored both Aguinaldo 
and the cautious instructions of Otis and dashed five more miles to Calumpit, 
an important railroad junction with the Rio Grande de Pampanga. There, he 
was rewarded with a battle, only because General Antonio Luna was too proud 
to obey his orders to destroy the bridge and retreat. It was here that Funston 
won his first acclaim in the Philippines for a foolhardy maneuver that would 
have been suicidal against a more efficient foe. Nevertheless, the Kansans 
crossed the river and forced Luna to retreat before he could destroy the bridge 
so coveted by MacArthur for his “armored” and supply trains. The jayhawk 
commander was rewarded with a promotion to brigadier general. Always vying 
with Funston for glory, Colonel Stotsenburg was not so lucky. He was killed 
leading a Nebraska charge on Quinqua before his regiment crossed the river. 
Otis translated MacArthur s advance into “brilliant” and “smashing final victo
ries” for Washington, and, of course, the press.8

Meanwhile, a popular hero, Brigadier General Henry W. Lawton, arrived 
as Anderson s replacement, bringing two regular infantry regiments with him. 
In some ways, Lawton was Americas Lord Kitchener. He had had a string of 
successes from the Civil War, in which he won the Congressional Medal of 
Honor, to the Indian Wars, in which he captured the legendary Geronimo, and 
finally in Cuba, where he led the attack on El Caney on the outskirts of San
tiago. The contrast between this tall, dashing, and imaginative leader and the 
fussy, overly cautious Otis was not lost on the correspondents, who gave him 
good copy and even suggested that he should be running the show in the Phil
ippines. Otis kept him cooling his heels in Manila for weeks before allowing 
him to lead a force of 1500 men, collected from fragments of various commands, 
on a lightning strike on Santa Cruz on the southeastern shore of Laguna de Bay, 
where, it was believed, the enemy had regrouped following Wheaton’s cam
paign. This time, gunboats would land marines on one side while Lawton ap
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proached by land on the other. Relying on faulty charts inherited from the 
Spanish, however, the amphibious force got hung up in shallow water too far 
from shore to surprise the enemy, while Lawton got bogged down in swamps 
and dense jungle when a road on a Spanish map proved nonexistent. Neverthe
less, Otis managed to squeeze out of this fiasco headlines proclaiming “The Fil
ipinos Flee Before General Lawton.” But Lawton knew better, and was rapidly 
learning the realities of warfare in the Philippines.9

By then the war had been of longer duration than the conflict with Spain 
had been, and Americans had probed only thirty miles out of Manila to the 
north and to the south. Insufficient troops were left to occupy permanently a 
minuscule portion of this area around the capital. Even if there was a sufficient 
number of men to occupy conquered territory, the cautious Otis always or
dered his commanders to return after each successful advance, much to their 
chagrin. Otis desperately needed a real “brilliant victory” before the rainy sea
son arrived. Wildly, he released details to the press of his imminent “master 
stroke of the war” to force the Filipinos into another “final battle,” as though 
enemy intelligence were unable to pick this information up. Even the presi
dent seemed taken in by Otis’s grandiose plans; he cabled his commander “to 
force the fighting; penetrate far into the interior and capture every warring 
Filipino.” A second glance at that famous globe of his might have warned Mc
Kinley of exactly what that would have involved.10

On June 10, 1899, two columns commanded by Lawton and Wheaton 
moved southward from Manila for Cavite, a hotbed of rebel activity. They were 
accompanied by a naval force steaming down the coast. The first few days were 
not exactly auspicious as the soldiers faced intense heat, impassable swamps or 
jungles, and the inevitable attack at dusk by swarms of mosquitoes. The surviv
ing letters of several officers involved spell out the awesome confusion wrought 
by the elements. In desperate attempts to escape the heat, men jettisoned 
equipment and clothing during the first days march, which only rendered 
them more vulnerable to the mosquitoes when the sun went down. One outfit 
reported 500 stragglers of a force of 750 men. Not a single enemy soldier had 
been so much as sighted and Lawton s army was in disarray and its commander 
was signalling for reinforcements. None of this was reported to the press, how
ever, and Otis would have censored the dispatch of any correspondent intrepid 
enough to describe it. Instead, the press was fed descriptions that produced 
headlines in the United States announcing that “Insurgents Flee as Lawton 
Advances.”11

Finally, Lawton did make contact with the enemy. Headlines described 
this battle as “Success of the Moment Against Filipino Braves.” General Otis 
informed reporters that four Americans were killed while 400 “Indians” per
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ished. The Call also explained that “the insurgents again proved their facility as 
dodgers. Between three and four thousand warriors who seemed destined to 
be captured have disappeared. The majority got away under the cover of the 
night.” Wheaton complained angrily that “the whole country is networked with 
trenches and tunnels and the enemy scurry from shelter to shelter.”12

The Americans engaged “at least 5,000 Southern Tagals” in what Otis 
hailed as “the hottest battle of the war.” Even the realistic Lawton conceded 
that it was “a real battle,” his first in the Philippines. But the enemy was not 
trapped and rapidly retreated along the coast with the U.S.S. Helena in hot 
pursuit, leveling one coastal village after another. When naval intelligence re
ported to Lawton that the enemy had taken refuge in the town of Bacoor far
ther south, the general halted the pursuit while he worked out maneuvers to 
trap the Filipino soldiers there. The navy would land marines south of Bacoor 
while Lawton personally led the Fourth Cavalry on a dramatic gallop down the 
coast from the north. The Ninth and Fourteenth infantry regiments would 
move more slowly through the jungle to cut ofF the western avenues of escape. 
Once these three elements were in position, the navy would move in its war
ships from the east to spring the trap with shore bombardment. It was a good 
plan, but it required precise timing. It seemed that at long last a sizable enemy 
force was trapped and that the “insurrection” in Cavite would be terminated.13

Unfortunately, the naval commander sprung the trap prematurely. Appar
ently, he felt that the publicity-hungry Otis had been grabbing too many head
lines for the army, and in the interest of generating a little glory for himself and 
his own branch of the service, he began to bombard Bacoor before Lawton’s 
cavalry, the infantry, and even the marines were close enough to the town. The 
report in the Call must have sounded to its readers like a broken record:

General Lawton rode five miles along the coast, without discovering the 
enemy, to Bacoor, and found the town full of white flags. But there were no 
soldiers. The women and children, who had fled the bombardment, were 
camping in the ruins of their homes. The shells had almost knocked the 
town to pieces. The big church was wrecked and many buildings were 
ruined. Even the trees and shrubbery were torn as by a hailstorm.14
The Filipino force managed to avoid the two infantry regiments in its re

treat inland to Imus, which was out of range of the naval guns. The mayor of 
Imus was eager to avoid the fate of the coastal towns left in ruins and, inform
ing Lawton that his people had always opposed Aguinaldo s government and 
needed American protection, asked him to take possession of the town. Lawton 
was shrewd enough to know that this request meant that the Filipino soldiers 
had concealed their weapons and blended in with the local peasantry. He re
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ported back to Otis his negotiations with several mayors but warned his com
mander that the enemy had merely “turned ‘amigo*, while peacefully planting 
crops,** and that they were capable of operating in Cavite again as soon as the 
Americans departed. Nevertheless, Otis ballyhooed Lawton’s report as “a 
warm welcome** for American rule. “Inhabitants rejoiced at deliverance and 
welcome with enthusiastic demonstrations arrival of our troops,** he cabled 
Washington. He also ordered Lawton’s army back to Manila, but to reenforce 
his delusion that Cavite had been conquered, Otis allowed Lawton this time to 
leave behind token garrisons in Imus, Bacoor, Las Pinas, and Paranke, or what 
the navy had left standing in the last three towns.15

Otis had anticipated the style of later warfare appropriate to societies with 
more sophisticated mass media, in which impressions back home would be as 
crucial as the reality of the battlefield, and in which a good public relations of
ficer is as important as a good field commander. Press releases full of exagger
ated claims were as essential to Otis as any traditional military strategy. Every 
military probe was launched with great fanfare and the claim that it was to be 
“the last stroke of the war.** Otis invariably called each probe a “complete suc
cess” in press releases to correspondents who were well aware that it had 
failed. Technological innovations were introduced to the press in similar fash
ion. MacArthur’s command featured an “ingenious combination” of Hotchkiss 
cannon, Gatling guns, and borrowed naval batteries mounted on flat cars that 
would follow the rail system deep into the interior to get at enemy sanctuaries. 
A new explosive, “Thorite,” would soon rock the Filipinos “to their senses,” 
Otis bragged to reporters, who knew through more candid officers, such as 
Lawton, that using this explosive would be the equivalent of shooting a mos
quito with a Krag and that “armored trains” lacked the maneuverability to be 
effective against an elusive, fast-moving enemy. At any rate, it was rumored 
that Aguinaldo had destroyed the rail system north of MacArthur’s position. 
One new weapon that Otis did not publicize in such fashion, for reasons of deli
cacy, was a steam fire-fighting engine converted, or more accurately, inverted, 
to spray villages with petroleum to make them burn more rapidly. Since the 
enemy had become increasingly more dispersed, the reporters knew that the 
civilian population had to bear the brunt of the use of such indiscriminate 
weapons.16

By the time Lawton returned from Cavite, Otis was well into his first rainy 
season in the Philippines. Heavy clouds threatened his publicity campaign as 
well as his military one, as more editors suddenly realized that they had been 
hoodwinked by his inflated and fatuous press releases. “Conditions Are Most 
Serious in the Philippines. The Roseate View Not Born Out By A True State
ment of the Facts,” a huge, front-page headline in the Call announced. Other
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dramatic headlines declared: “Otis Has Seriously Blundered” and “Otis To 
Blame For the American Losses.” This last headline referred to news that a bat
talion of the Fourth Infantry had fallen into a trap and had been badly mauled 
before being rescued. “That the news that the ‘hardest battle of the war should 
have been fought just when we were positively assured that the fighting in the 
Philippines was all over cannot overcome the average man like a summer cloud 
without his special wonder,” warned one editor. Even imperialist editors had 
become concerned that the end was still “many months away” in spite of “en
couraging reports from General Otis.” The Salt Lake City Tribune cautioned, 
however, that a longer war should not dishearten America:

The struggle must continue til the misguided creatures there shall have 
their eyes bathed in enough blood to cause their vision to be cleared, and 
to understand that not only is resistance useless, but that those whom they 
are now holding as enemies have no purpose toward them except to conse
crate to liberty and to open for them a way to happiness.17
A long editorial in the Call summed up the disillusionment of many anti

imperialists, who had patriotically held back their criticisms of the war for the 
first four months or so:

The undeclared war in the Philippines has now been nearly twice as long 
as the war with Spain. The Filipinos, without effective artillery and lack of 
military form, have proved their touch and common feeling with all people 
who are fighting for the soil they were born on and for independence and 
self-government against an invading host.
Our superior arms, aim, and formations, our great guns and support of 
warships that with one broadside can destroy a town and leave its men, 
women and children heaped in a mass of torn flesh to spume in the sun 
. . . our inadequate forces have destroyed the country by raiding . . . and 
their hosts have closed in behind advancing columns, as water closes after 
the hand that is drawn through it.
Meanwhile General Otis has been dealing “crushing blows.” He has ended 
the “rebellion” repeatedly. But the “crushing blows” do not crush. We 
have probably killed thousands. There is much mourning in American 
homes where the first born of many a house has died under the blistering 
tropical sun. . . . Our troops have pushed the unavailing butchery of war 
with uncomplaining endurance and dash. Yet the barefooted enemy, re
membering his hut burned and his paddy field destroyed, lurks in the 
jungle and fights.18
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However much the Call challenged the basic assumptions of the war and 
the competency of Otis as a general, the paper did not at this juncture call for a 
halt to the struggle. Instead, it counseled the Administration to remove Otis 
from command and to ship more troops. “War is hell. We have made it hell in 
the Philippines, let us get through with it as soon as possible.” In this case the 
Call's editor reacted the same way his disillusioned imperialist colleagues did. 
In Los Gatos, a small town in California's Santa Clara Valley that boasted more 
churches and fewer saloons than any place in the state, the Mail took time out 
from its daily tirades against booze, whores, and the ungodly in general to won
der what Otis and the Administration were doing in the Philippines:

There is no use dilly-dallying with these uncircumcised, uncivilized, un
thankful and treacherous cutthroats; the sooner soldiers are sent there in 
sufficient numbers to finish up the business, the better it will be for Chris
tianity and human progress. Let sympathizers with the Filipino in this 
country hold their peace, and let the fight go on. . . . Let it not be said at 
the close of the nineteenth century that the hands on Liberty's clock were 
turned back! Let the fight go on.19
In the face of escalating criticism of his leadership, even in the imperialist 

press, Otis desperately tried to salvage his claim to victory. When some Fil
ipino soldiers assassinated General Luna and his aide at Cabanatuan in June, 
Otis seized upon the execution as proof that the war was as good as over. The 
Filipinos were so demoralized that they were fighting among themselves, he 
crowed. Otis argued that Luna, not Aguinaldo, had been the real “evil influ
ence” behind the “insurrection,” and the one who had not allowed Aguinaldo 
and his “pseudo rebels” to surrender. The war had long been over, but its for
mal ending was now at hand, the American commander predicted. “Optimistic 
Dispatches From Otis Cause President to be Hopeful,” the Call headlined this 
story, but its editor observed caustically that “the General does not even have 
enough sense to come in out of the rain.”20

There was some truth to Otiss interpretation of Luna's murder. Luna had 
been adamantly opposed to any compromise on the issue of independence. He 
had had Manuel Argiielles charged with treason for merely suggesting privately 
that Filipinos accept autonomy under American sovereignty. He had also or
dered Pedro Paterno, Felipe Buencamino, and the entire “peace cabinet” ar
rested for having voted to negotiate the terms of autonomy with the Americans. 
Paterno had negotiated the peace with Spain in 1897 and was therefore suspect 
among irreconcilables. But there was also a highly charged personal rivalry be
tween Luna and Aguinaldo, one with striking parallels to the earlier confronta
tion with Bonifacio. This time, however, certain features were reversed. Luna
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had emerged as a superior military leader in the war with the Americans, and 
he had had more status as an ilustrado. He probably looked down on the less 
educated Aguinaldo as his social and intellectual inferior, as well as a less com
petent general. The fact that Luna was an Ilocano added another dimension to 
his conflict with Aguinaldos Tagalog generals, particularly over the issue of dis
cipline, which the Philippine army sadly lacked. In fact, two of Lunas assassins 
had been dismissed by him, only to be reinstated by Aguinaldo. Aguinaldo 
feigned innocent surprise over the news, promising an investigation, but cir
cumstantial evidence points to Aguinaldos culpability. Luna was clearly a 
threat to him and was on his way to confer with Aguinaldo when he was cut 
down by soldiers from Cavite loyal to Aguinaldo. Later, Mabini bitterly accused 
Aguinaldo of having ordered Lunas murder and attributed the defeat of the 
revolution to this despicable act.21

What Otis overlooked, however, was that he, and not Luna, had stymied 
every attempt to negotiate peace during the spring of 1899. He had young 
Sladen inform emissaries from both Aguinaldo and the “peace cabinet” that ei
ther they “lacked proper credentials” or that an audience with Otis might be 
construed as “recognition of their so called political organization.” This expla
nation ignored the fact that he had already met with Torres on February 5, and 
later with General Gregorio del Pilar, who offered Otis peace on any terms that 
would permit the Filipinos to save face. When young del Pilar was arrogantly 
informed by Otis that “complete submission” was the only possible basis for 
peace, he was reported to have “turned red under his brown skin.”22

Not until October, 1899, did Otis agree to another meeting, this time with 
General Jose Alejandrino, carrying a peace proposal from Aguinaldo. The pro
posal to negotiate was sweetened with the offer to release some American pris
oners if the meeting with Otis took place. European-educated and extremely 
urbane, Alejandrino was so conservative that even the Spanish considered him 
“level headed.” But he fared no better than earlier emissaries. Otis curtly in
formed him that he had no authority to negotiate an armistice, which could 
only be done in Washington. He then informed the flabbergasted Filipino gen
eral that he could not even recognize any released Americans as legitimate pris
oners of war. They were “merely stragglers from within our lines captured by 
robbers,” he told Alejandrino. Otis reported to Washington, falsely, that “the 
insurgents never intended to give prisoners up unless they could force money 
payments and recognition in exchange.”23

Aguinaldo attempted to bypass the imperious Otis by sending Argiielles to 
see Jacob Gould Schurman as soon as he arrived to chair the Philippine Com
mission. But Schurman was in a difficult position in that Otis, who had been 
appointed a member of the commission by the president, refused to meet with
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this civilian body and made it clear that he would tolerate no interference on its 
part in military affairs. Schurman *s only choice was to advise gently that “un
conditional surrender” was Aguinaldo s only option. When Argiielles protested 
that that option was “too humiliating,” Schurman argued that there was “no 
humiliation in General Otis treating our brother Filipinos as General Grant 
treated our brother Americans at Appomattox.” At any rate, only Otis had the 
authority to negotiate a settlement, Schurman apologized, unaware that Otis 
had already denied having such authority.24

Aguinaldo also tried once again to deal directly with Washington by send
ing Antonio Regidor from his post in London to sue for peace. But when Otis 
got wind of this maneuver, he frantically cabled warnings that any armistice 
was “unsafe to grant” and would upset “military plans” to destroy Aguinaldo’s 
army. The peace proposal carried by Regidor was “merely a trick” to “gain 
time” now that Otis had “trapped the insurgents.” Officially, Regidor was a 
nonperson representing a government that simply did not exist. Thus he was 
completely ostracized, as earlier Filipino emissaries to Washington had been. 
Senator Hoar denounced such arrogant, imperious, and inhuman responses to 
every Filipino attempt to negotiate a peaceful settlement:

Was it ever heard before that a civilized, humane, and Christian nation 
made war upon a people and refused to tell them what they wanted of 
them? You say you want them to submit. To submit to what? To mere mili
tary force? But for what purpose or for what end is that military force to be 
exerted? You decline to tell them. Not only do you decline to say what you 
want of them, except bare and abject surrender, but you will not even let 
them tell you what they ask of you!23

Otis received a good deal of support in the imperialist press for his intran
sigence. Even the most trivial face-saving compromise was perceived as brib
ery by some jingoistic editors. The natives “had to be whipped into respectful 
submission,” advised the Omaha Bee, insisting that “the Filipinos will love us 
later, for the fullness of the lesson we taught them.” Even the Call agreed at 
this stage that there could be no peace until Aguinaldo understood that “uncon
ditional is a word with no modifiers.” On May 29, the Calls front page an
nounced, “No More Dallying With Belligerent Filipinos.” Only in October, 
1899, did the Calls editor suddenly discover that the Filipinos had been “will
ing to accept a protectorate under the United States” for at least five months 
and that only Otiss demand for “a humiliating unconditional surrender” kept 
going “the cold-blooded butchery of a people who are crying for quarter.” Im
perialist editors ignored this crucial fact and continued to evoke the harsher
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“British model for dealing with alien races” or the belief that Asians only under
stood force.26

A few anti-imperialist editors astutely cautioned the Administration that a 
bloodbath would prove counterproductive to the work of missionaries and 
teachers, who would have to face the bitter residue of hatred caused by the 
destruction and slaughter. The war was not very old when the Criterion in New 
York raised this very point:

W hether we like it or not, we must go on slaughtering the natives in En
glish fashion, and taking what muddy glory lies in the wholesale killing un
til they have learned to respect our arms. The more difficult task of getting 
them to respect our intentions will follow.

But no one, critic or imperialist, considered at this point that the war could 
continue for years. It took a second dry season under Otiss leadership for this 
painful reality to sink in.27

From a military perspective, the worst consequence of the American com
mander's unrealistic assessment was that he left himself woefully short of troops 
in June, 1899. Up to half his force of almost 30,000 soldiers were state volun
teers slated to be repatriated and discharged during that summer. They had 
been recruited to fight the war with Spain, which had officially ended on April 
11, 1899, with the formal exchange of ratified treaties. Technically, these volun
teers had to be discharged within six months of that date. Yet throughout the 
spring, Otis had blithely refused offers of more troops from the secretary of war 
and had insisted that the war was all but over and that he had sufficient troops 
for the mopping-up operation. Several subordinates attempted to disabuse Otis 
of this dangerous notion, but to no avail. Lawton attempted to bypass Otis by 
telling correspondents that 100,000 soldiers were needed to pacify the Philip
pines, a remarkably accurate estimate and the exact number requested by Mac- 
Arthur upon relieving Otis of his command in May of 1900. Lawton's action 
enraged Otis, who forced his subordinate to deny he had ever made such a 
statement to the press. Even the enemy tried to influence Otis with the reality 
of his dilemma. General Alejandrino warned Otis that he needed “ten times as 
many soldiers” and “years not months” to conquer the Filipinos. “We perceive 
what an American requires in this climate. On the other hand a Filipino exists 
on a handful of rice and a pair of linen trousers. . . . We could keep your army 
occupied for years.” This advice turned out to be as painfully accurate as Law- 
ton s prediction. But if Otis refused to listen to his own generals, he was hardly 
going to take advice from the enemy.28

To add to the woes of Otis and the Administration, some state govern
ments pressured Washington to return their volunteer regiments immediately



t h e  g e n e r a l  a s  w a r r i o r 79

after the war ended. The outspoken Populist governor of South Dakota warned 
McKinley that keeping the volunteers any longer would be as “unconstitutional 
as the war itself.” Moreover, his state would never recognize

the present attempt of the government to enforce title with bayonets to a 
nation of brown men purchased from a disgraced and vanquished despot 
and [must] regard the further sacrifice of our soldiers, in a conflict waged 
against liberty and in the interest of exploiting capitalism as totally incom
patible with the spirit of our institutions.29

The president could dismiss Governor Lees statement as being politically 
motivated, but he could not so easily ignore General Reeves’s cable to Gover
nor Lind of Minnesota demanding the recall of his state regiment at once or the 
same demands made in scores of letters from parents and at public meetings in 
Oregon, Washington, Tennessee, and Nebraska. In the end, however, the gov
ernors of these states followed Sacramento’s more restrained policy asking that 
the Californians be returned as soon as they were properly relieved by regu
lars. On this basis, the War Department advised Otis that the volunteers could 
not be kept for more than six months and that by law this retention had to be 
voluntary. Otis assured Washington that these soldiers were eager to remain 
and that six months was more than he needed to wind down the war. The presi
dent foolishly accepted this estimate and turned down offers from states to raise 
new volunteer regiments to serve in the Philippines.30

When it became obvious that more time and troops would be needed, the 
president hastily authorized recruitment for new national volunteer regiments. 
This move was the first sign that Washington was growing wary of Otis’s judg
ment. Because Otis had been so certain that the state volunteers wanted to re
main in the islands, he was instructed to flesh out the new regiments by recruit
ing these veterans. Possibly nowhere else was Otis’s power to deceive himself 
more evident than in his assurance to Washington that these regiments could 
easily be raised in the Philippines. Getting soldiers already in the field six 
months to reenlist would be a signal feat in any war, hence enlistments are usu
ally frozen for the duration. But the refusal to recognize that a “war” was being 
fought in the Philippines precluded that option. On top of this, it was hardly an 
ordinary war, but a “dirty” colonial one being fought in unbearable climate and 
led by a general totally lacking in charisma.

From private to general, Otis was held in near universal contempt by those 
serving under him. Commanders of the Nebraska and Colorado regiments, re
spectively Colonel Stotsenburg and General Irving Hale, not only made their 
disrespect for Otis obvious, but even engaged in shouting matches with him in 
front of their men. On one such occasion, Otis threatened Hale with “official
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action” and was in turn threatened with the charge of “cowardice” by Hale, 
much to the delight of their audience of Colorado soldiers. The Astor Battery 
informed the press that its members refused to reenlist because of the “blun
dering despotism and incompetence of Otis.” In all likelihood, few of these vol
unteers would have remained under any leadership, but Otis certainly contrib
uted to their disillusionment.31

Otis was authorized to offer a five-hundred-dollar bonus for enlisting in the 
national volunteer outfits. One correspondent estimated that only seven per
cent of the volunteers considered enlisting, although Otis reported that a sur
prising 1,229 men had signed up, a figure slightly better than ten percent. Nev
ertheless this number fell far short of Otis’s rosy expectations and represented 
at best the skeletons, not flesh, of the three new regiments that Otis was ex
pected to raise from the state volunteers. But Washington was not informed of 
this shortfall until June 3, when the first state volunteer regiment was already 
on its way back to San Francisco. If the president was not aware that his com
mander had left him in a terrible bind, it was not lost on the press. “The Failure 
of Otis To Grasp the Situation. Despite His Protests It Is Apparent That He 
Needs More Men,” bellowed one front page. “Otis Has Seriously Blundered. 
Many More Troops Needed At Once,” charged another. Momentarily, at least, 
the entire blame for the mess in the Philippines shifted in the public eye from 
Aguinaldo and the anti-imperialist critics to the American commander. The 
New York Heralds editor polled his colleagues across the country that June and 
reported an overwhelming loss of confidence in the general. Virtually every 
editor polled demanded that Otis’s recommendations at least be overridden, if 
he were not to be relieved of his command altogether.32

Almost in panic, the Administration set out to raise ten new volunteer reg
iments in addition to filling out the three being formed in the islands. The sec
retary of war began pushing more cavalry and artillery on Otis over the gen- 
eral’s protests and instructed him to be “fully ready for the fall campaign.” Otis 
refused two regular “colored” regiments because he worried that “racial loy
alties” would conflict with national ones, but they were sent in June anyway. 
General Hughes was ecstatic over using “darky troops” in the Philippines, as he 
agreed with the surgeon generals prediction that they would be less suscepti
ble to the tropical diseases that had already incapacitated one-quarter of the 
white force. Hughes also thought that the racial affinity American Negroes 
might have with the natives would better equip them to play an important dip
lomatic, as well as a military, role. These two regiments were soon followed by 
two black volunteer infantries, with black officers, and the legendary black 
Ninth Cavalry.33

Secretary of War Alger was replaced that summer by a young, energetic,
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and highly successful lawyer, Elihu Root. Alger s replacement had been ex
pected, as he had been made the scapegoat for all the logistical problems in the 
war with Spain. Furthermore, he had naively attached himself to the Republi
can renegade governor of his home state of Michigan in a vain attempt to secure 
a seat in the U.S. Senate. But Root was a political unknown whose appointment 
surprised everyone, including one of his clients, Theodore Roosevelt. Even 
Root protested that he knew nothing of war or the army, but he was one of the 
presidents shrewder choices. The Philippines was still under the jurisdiction of 
the War Department, and McKinley wanted a good legal mind to influence the 
Supreme Court on forthcoming constitutional questions. Root carried out 
sweeping reforms to an archaic system that had changed little since the Civil 
War. (In all fairness, Alger had started such changes, but with far less energy 
and success.) Curtly informing Otis that he would “rather err on the safe side in 
sending too many troops than too few,” the new secretary foisted more soldiers 
on the general. Root also overrode Otis on the issue of recruitment of native 
soldiers.34

Captain Matthew Batson had carried the offer of service from the village of 
Macabebe in Pampanga to Otis. The Macabebes had strong warrior traditions 
and had loyally served Spain in her suppression of the earlier insurrection; they 
had asked Madrid to relocate their village in the Carolines should the Filipinos 
win independence. But Otis was “afraid that they would, if armed, turn trai
tors,” complained Batson, who took the idea to Lawton, who in turn peddled it 
to his very influential friends in Washington. Otis protested to Alger that it was 
“not advisable to call into service in Luzon native organizations of any character 
at present.” Without even consulting Otis, Root ordered the formation of Phil
ippine Scouts to be placed in active service as soon as possible. This order was a 
particularly bitter pill for Otis to swallow as he had to surmise that the im
mensely popular and well-connected Lawton was behind Root s edict. Possibly 
out of spite, he turned the recruited Macabebes over to Lawton, who had Bat
son promoted and placed in command of them.33

The decision to recruit native troops was immensely popular in imperialist 
circles, as it triggered the fantasy that colonialism would produce American 
“sepoys.” Some American editors and statesmen were sensitive to English crit
icism or advice on this score. English editors liked to counsel their “provincial 
cousins” in America on the proper manner of managing colonies in the Euro
pean fashion, since Americans were so new to the game. Hence, a ranking En
glish officer writing in the London Daily Chronicle chided the Americans in 
April, 1899, for bearing the heaviest burden of the fighting with no plans to 
raise local troops and set one tribe against the other in the fashion of the En
glish in India and elsewhere:
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Americans do not seem to understand the game, which is to use one set of 
natives against the other. This would not be a difficult matter in the Philip
pines; the suspicion of some tribes against the dominating Tagals could 
easily be aroused.36

Since American imperialists tended to be unabashed Anglophiles, they 
were eager to win English approval and validate themselves as “efficient” colo
nizers. Of course, America needed no advice on the divide-and-conquer tactic; 
it had long been used against the Indians. However, expectations to “Filipi- 
nize” the war proved to be unrealistic. No more than 5,000 Macabebes were 
recruited, and while they proved to be fierce and effective fighters, they repre
sented a single group and only five or six percent of the forces serving under 
the American flag. Actually the Americans were more successful in enlisting 
the Hispanicized, better-educated Filipinos to serve in nonmilitary capacities, 
once they had wearied of the endless warfare.37

As if Otis did not have enough troubles with the press that summer, the 
correspondents in Manila rebelled against his heavy-handed censorship, a re
volt that appears to have been encouraged by Lawton. Even before the war, 
Otis had subjected every press dispatch sent from Manila to censorship. “Trou
blemakers” were banished or denied access to his press briefings. The latter 
discrimination bothered journalists less and less as they realized that his brief
ings were too divorced from reality to be of much value. But they relied on the 
cable terminal that Otis controlled. Only at a heavy cost of time could they by
pass the censor by mailing dispatches to Hong Kong to be cabled from there. 
Local newspapers were not dependent upon the cable, but any stories critical 
of Otis’s interpretation of the facts prompted Otis to close down the papers that 
ran them for giving the United States “a black eye.” Two English reporters who 
dared ask embarrassing questions were quickly deported, and even President 
McKinleys personal representative was declared persona non grata by the im
perious commander for criticizing his leadership in the Philippines.38

Before making his final decision to annex the Philippines, McKinley had 
sent E. W. Harden in the fall of 1898 to assess the commercial and industrial 
potentials of the islands. Harden made a preliminary report in November, rec
ommending that he return to the Philippines for a more extensive study after 
the first of the year. When Otis got wind of Harden’s plan to return, he wired 
the War Department, “Harden not acceptable here in any capacity. See his 
abusive article published in the San Francisco Chronicle, November 11th.” In 
that article, Harden said nothing critical of imperialism or in favor of indepen
dence for the Philippines. But General Otis, he wrote, was “too weak a man for
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the important office he fills and exhibits his incompetency by struggling with 
little matters of detail to the detriment of matters of graver importance/* This 
view was shared by almost everyone on the scene, and the president should 
have heeded it rather than comply with Otis's objection.39

During the months leading up to the war, there were some complaints of 
the generals treatment of the Fourth Estate and his bald attempts to manipu
late the news emanating from the Philippines. Otis denied this charge, insist
ing that correspondents could cable any “established facts/* There were “trou
ble makers/' such as Robert M. Collins of Associated Press, who tried to wire 
“numerous baseless rumors [which] circulate here tending to excite the outside 
world." What Collins had wanted to report was that Aguinaldo was not an iso
lated “looter," but a popular and effective leader who had defeated the Spanish 
throughout the islands with no help from the Americans. With the exception of 
Collins, “all correspondents here satisfied with present censors,** Otis informed 
the War Department.40

Once warfare broke out, censorship seemed more legitimate as a means of 
denying the enemy military intelligence. The correspondents dutifully submit
ted to the whims of the censor until they became suspicious that censorship 
was being used to cover army mistakes and to support Otis's fictitious reports 
on the war. In March, one correspondent bootlegged a story to his editor via 
the Hong Kong cable that challenged the report that Americans had been en
thusiastically welcomed on Negros. In fact, bitter fighting continued on that 
island. It was this report that opened the eyes of many editors, who demanded 
to be told the function of the general's censorship. Was it to deny Aguinaldo the 
knowledge that fighting was still going on in Negros? Surely he knew this, one 
editor mused. More correspondents followed suit, sacrificing up to a week's de
lay to file more accurate stories. All other generals disagreed that no more 
troops were needed or that the war was anywhere near over. The state volun
teers were not eager to reenlist in the new regiments. Otis angrily demanded 
that Washington outlaw the use of the Hong Kong terminal by correspondents 
in the Philippines as it was the source of all the “detrimental reports alarming 
the country." The ensuing exchange with the War Department makes it clear 
that censorship was, from the beginning, entirely Otis's doing. Alger finally 
suggested that Otis relax the practice and replace the censor, Captain Thom
son, with “a more moderate man." The suggestion, which ignored the fact that 
the general set the criteria for censorship, was followed by the secretary's cus
tomary assurances that Otis was running the show and that the Administration 
did not want “to interfere."41

The general’s protest against the use of the Hong Kong cable was badly 
timed, as it coincided with a growing disillusionment with the war in even the
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imperialist and Republican press. Some of McKinleys strongest editorial sup
porters understood that Otis could not have passed off all “his fiction” without 
censorship. “The people want the truth,” was a common plea in the press. Cen
sorship merely engendered doubts, fears, and suspicion. Anti-imperialist edi
tors used the revelation that censorship was being used to conceal the truth as 
yet another example of the “high handed militarism they had predicted would 
have to accompany imperialistic policies.42

As though encouraged by this editorial support back home, the correspon
dents followed a suggestion by Lawton that they band together to protest the 
military governors autocratic and arbitrary management of the news. Even a 
few of Otis's “favorites” joined in and signed a collective statement charging the 
American commander with deliberately misrepresenting the real situation in 
the Philippines. His “ultra-optimistic view is shared by no one in the islands. 
Even his leading generals disagree with him,” this round robin charged. By 
pleading that “the truth would alarm the people at home, Otis compelled us to 
participate in this misrepresentation by excising or altering uncontroverted 
statements of fact.”43

Knowing that Otis would pigeonhole the statement and punish those who 
had signed it, each correspondent involved mailed a copy to Hong Kong for 
transmission to his editor. It caused something of a sensation as front pages 
headlined the story by inverting some of the general's pet phrases (“Situation 
Not ‘Well in Hand'”). It was too much for the New York Sun, which refused to 
print the protest even though its own correspondent, O. K. Davis, had signed 
it. But the New York Times published the entire statement and editorially 
called for the generals head. Otis should be removed altogether, or his author
ity restricted to civil matters and the military command turned over to Lawton, 
it counseled. The generals worst sin, as far as Whitelaw Reid's Tribune was con
cerned, was the credence that censorship had lent to the charges of anti
imperialists—as though there were really nothing to cover up. Public Opin
ions survey of newspapers revealed heavy criticism of Otiss use of censorship 
to conceal his own failures. A few editorial defenders lashed out at the “incredi
ble folly” of the rebellious correspondents, and the “vanity, effrontery, and im
pertinence of the statement.”44

Collins followed up the collective statement with a personal account to his 
editor spelling out the egregious abuses that had motivated the revolt. He 
pointed out that he and some of his colleagues had covered Cuba during Wey- 
ler's command, and all agreed that the censorship imposed by Otis was “much 
more stringent.” At first the reporters were patriotically compelled to go along 
with Otis. “Every fight became a glorious American victory, even though every 
one in the army knew it to have been substantially a failure, and we were
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drilled into writing, quite mechanically, wholly ridiculous estimates of the 
number of Filipinos killed/* Feeling that it was “hopeless** talking to Otis, the 
correspondents took their case to “leading army officers,** who suggested that 
they “tell the truth** and accused them of “cowardice.** In response to this chal
lenge, they decided to confront the censor with a totally realistic story of the 
Philippine situation. “Of course, we all know that we are in a terrible mess out 
here, but we don’t want the people to get excited about it. If you fellows will 
only keep quiet now we will pull through in time without any fuss at home,** 
the censor told them when he refused to cable the story. The correspondents 
persisted and were ushered in to see Otis one at a time. “When I went in to see 
him, he repeated the same old story about the insurrection going to pieces, and 
hinted so portentously about having wonderful things up his sleeve that I al
most believed him,** Collins recalled. Finally the general told each reporter 
that if he held the story for ten days, he would be “grateful” to Otis, as events 
about to unfold would so contradict the criticism that it would embarrass him.45

The reporters decided to capitulate to Otis’s demand one last time and 
gave him not ten days but a whole month to carry off his promised miracle, after 
which they drew up their round robin. The dumbfounded censor gasped, “This 
is just the sort of matter the censor is intended to suppress,” as he rushed in to 
show Otis the collective statement. Otis tried to interview Davis, one of his 
“favorites,” but this time the reporters refused to see him individually. Instead, 
they formed a committee composed of Collins, Davis, Bass, and McCutcheon 
of the Chicago Record. All save Collins represented staunchly imperialist 
organs and had been' considered “friendlies’* by Otis. The general accused 
them “with some anger” of “espionage” and threatened to make formal charges 
against them:

Gentlemen, you have served an extraordinary paper upon me; you accuse
me of falsehood. This constitutes a conspiracy against the government. I
will have you tried by court-martial and let you choose the judges.46
Collins pointed out that court-martial had been threatened before and that 

he did not believe that Otis could get a ranking officer in the Philippines to vote 
for a conviction on such silly charges. The committee demanded that the gen
eral reply to the specific charges raised in the protest. Otis explained that he 
did not permit them to report the number of sick because it would be mislead
ing, as the hospitals were “full of perfectly well men who were shirking their 
duty and should be turned out.” As for the story that the marines had actually 
taken Iloilo a full three hours before Miller could get his forces ashore, Otis had 
blocked it because “the Navy was so anxious for glory that it disobeyed the in
structions by landing before the proper time, etc., although the correspon-
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dents could not have been permitted to send that explanation had they known 
it and were forced to send in a false account,” Collins wrote. This was not the 
first time that Otis had used his control over the news to gain advantage over 
his adversaries:

The only time Otis has given us any freedom was during his row with 
Schurman over the peace negotiations, when (by insinuations and those 
attempted diplomatic methods which public men seem to think that news
paper men do not see through) he was encouraging us to “roast” Schurman 
and take his side.47
After this disastrous interview, Otis again tried to isolate Davis from the 

others in order to work on him alone, but Davis would only meet the general 
with the committee. Otis again predicted that “final victory” was around the 
corner and promised “greater liberality” in censoring the dispatches if the cor
respondents would only refrain from mailing their protest. The round robin 
went out that very day, Collins reported disdainfully.48

McKinley responded to the protest in characteristic fashion declaring that 
the charges offered “nothing tangible except that the generals conclusions 
were unwarranted” and instructing the secretary of war to pressure Otis into 
relaxing the censorship. Roots instructions to Otis were ambiguous:

In view of the public misconception here, created by the allegations of 
Manila correspondents . . . the Secretary of War inclines to advise most 
liberal treatment, even to the point of practically meeting your expressed 
willingness of July 20 that the censorship be entirely removed, only con
tinue the requirement that all matters be submitted in advance, that you 
may deal, as you deem best, with any liable to affect military operations.
. . . Do it without announcing that you are going to do it.49
Otis responded in predictable fashion. After denying that there was any 

censorship, he appointed a new censor and escalated the practice. Terminating 
censorship for Otis was a bit like ending the war. That is, he periodically an
nounced that for all practical purposes the censorship that never existed had 
been abolished. The Boston Herald was in the awkward position of having con
gratulated Otis twice within the space of two months for having ended the cen
sorship of news. The situation was so bizarre that the editor of the Call began to 
doubt the generals sanity.50

In reality, Otis was so incensed over the action of the correspondents that 
he became increasingly arbitrary following the unfavorable publicity connected 
with their statement. The word “ambush” was scrubbed from dispatches, and 
correspondents could not mention defective ammunition after one reporter
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wrote that up to half of the howitzer shells had failed to explode on impact. 
McCutcheon lost his cable privileges permanently when he filed a story that, 
because there were not enough troops to occupy them, towns frequently 
changed hands. This practice imposed enormous hardships on the civilian pop
ulation. McCutcheon was so peeved that he went back to the Hong Kong cable 
to announce that the “abolished censorship” was very much alive and getting 
worse. Impervious to the public reaction, Otis turned his sights on some un
cooperative local publications. He shut down the Spanish-language La Demo- 
cracia and indicted the American editor of Freedom for “treason and sedition.” 
E. F. O’Brien, a former state volunteer who had elected to be mustered out in 
Manila, had started a newspaper for the growing American colony in that city. 
As a Catholic, O’Brien was offended by General Funston’s well-known anti
papist bigotry and decided to publish a letter from Charles Fox, a former civil
ian teamster for the Kansas regiment, describing how his colonel had helped 
loot and desecrate a church by conducting a mock mass in stolen ecclesiastical 
garb to amuse his men from the Bible Belt. Funston responded to the charges 
in his usual ad hominem style, ignoring the specific accusations and insisting 
that Fox was simply “a worthless camp follower” who never really worked for 
the army. Otis charged O’Brien with libel and sedition without even investigat
ing the validity of Fox’s accusations.31

The Republican Call warned the president that the responsibility for this 
cavalier treatment of the press in the Philippines rested on his shoulders and 
would hamper his bid for reelection a short year away. “The Republican party 
must bear the burden of distrust of the people, and the situation is not helped 
by the continuing repetition that ‘there is nothing to conceal’ while nothing is 
disclosed. The people are not children.”52

During the summer and fall of 1899, Otis came under sharp attack from 
still another quarter— the state volunteers back in San Francisco. Reporters in
vaded the Presidio, where these veterans awaited discharge and transportation 
home. They made good copy, and the headlines alone tell their story: “No 
Friend For Otis Among the Volunteers”; “Soldiers Call Otis A ‘Foolish Old 
Woman’”; and “The True Situation in the Philippines Is Said to be Much Worse 
Than Official Reports Indicate.” Almost in unison, these veterans insisted that 
the war could never be won under Otis and that “the silly old Grandmother” 
should be replaced by Lawton, who could “smash the ‘gugus.’” After that the 
United States should get out of the Philippines. “Few of them have a good word 
to say of the islands, or their future, and not one of them will ever return there 
of his own volition,” one reporter concluded. “Damn Otis and damn the Fil
ipino” seemed to be the overriding sentiment.53

Among these veterans were three generals, who succeeded in getting
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even broader coverage for their criticisms of Otis. General Hale called a press 
conference to denounce the incompetency of the military governor. General 
Charles King, already an established writer and novelist before going off to war, 
lost no time contributing an article to the Call's Sunday Magazine criticizing 
not only Otiss military leadership, but also his diplomatic role in provoking the 
war in the first place. ‘There is no reason in the world why these people should 
not have the self-government which they so passionately desire, so far as their 
ability to carry it on goes,” King wrote. This is rare sentiment for a volunteer, 
although he undermined it elsewhere in the article with a more typical assess
ment of the Filipino, whom he described as “half child, half devil . . .  a most 
accomplished sneak th ie f. . . utterly without conscience and as full of treach
ery as our Arizona Apache.” General Reeves also faulted Otis for treating the 
Filipino leaders “as half civilized savages” on some occasions, while on others 
he “ignored them completely.” Reeves was so eager to make his views public 
that he held a press conference on the dock, while his Minnesota regiment was 
still disembarking. The Call reported it under a banner front-page headline, 
declaring:

There Was No Necessity For War in the Philippines 
General Reeves Says Otis Was Inconsiderate 

Natives Were Ignored and Made Enemies Instead.
But, like King, Reeves went on to criticize Otis for not adopting the tactics 
used against the Indians in the West. In essence, Reeves thought that Otis was 
too tough on the Filipinos during peace and too lenient with them in war.34

There was yet another source of criticism of Otis and the military. From 
almost the beginning of the war, soldiers wrote home describing, and usually 
bragging about, atrocities committed against Filipinos, soldiers and civilians 
alike. Increasingly, such personal letters, or portions of them, reached a na
tional audience as anti-imperialist editors across the nation reproduced them. 
Thus, on May 8, 1899, the citizens of Kingston, New York, shared a letter from 
a homegrown lad in the Philippines to his parents that found its way into the 
local paper. The very next day San Franciscans were reading his description of 
“the nigger fighting business”:

The town of Titatia [sic] was surrendered to us a few days ago, and two 
companies occupy the same. Last night one of our boys was found shot and 
his stomach cut open. Immediately orders were received from General 
Wheaton to burn the town and kill every native in sight; which was done to 
a finish. About 1,000 men, women and children were reported killed. I am 
probably growing hard-hearted, for I am in my glory when I can sight my 
gun on some dark skin and pull the trigger.35
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About the same time a letter from Corporal Sam Gillis of the First Califor
nia Volunteers to his parents appeared in the Salinas paper before traveling 
eastward:

We make everyone get into his house by seven p.m., and we only tell a 
man once. If he refuses we shoot him. We killed over 300 natives the first 
night. They tried to set the town on fire. If they fire a shot from a house we 
burn the house down and every house near it, and shoot the natives, so 
they are pretty quiet in town now.36
Once these accounts were widely reproduced, the War Department was 

forced to demand that General Otis investigate their verity. His idea of an in
vestigation, however, was to forward the press clipping to the writers com
manding officer, who would then convince the soldier to write a retraction. But 
one soldier, Private Charles Brenner of the Kansas regiment, resisted such 
pressure. He insisted that Colonel Funston had ordered that all prisoners be 
shot and that Major Metcalfe and Captain Bishop enforced these orders. Otis 
was obliged to order the sector commander, General MacArthur, to look into 
the charge. Brenner confronted MacArthur s aide with a corroborating witness, 
Private Putnam, who confessed to shooting two prisoners after Bishop or Met
calfe had ordered, “Kill them! Damn it, kill them!” MacArthur sent his aides 
report on to Otis with no comment, and, incredibly, the governor general or
dered Brenner court-martialed “for writing and conniving at the publication of 
an article which . . . contains wilful [sic] falsehoods concerning himself and a 
false charge against Captain Bishop.” The judge advocate in Manila wisely con
vinced Otis that such a trial could open a Pandoras box, as “facts would develop 
implicating many others.” Otis sent the case to Washington with an endorse
ment that indicts him before the court of history for having tolerated atrocities 
under his command:

After mature deliberation, I doubt the wisdom of a court-martial in this 
case, as it would give the insurgent authorities a knowledge of what was 
taking place and they would assert positively that our troops had practised 
inhumanities, whether the charge should be proven or not, as they would 
use it as an excuse to defend their own barbarities; and it is not thought 
that this charge is very grievous under the circumstances then existing, as 
it was very early in the war, and the patience of our men was under great 
strain.57
The press was just getting warmed up on the subject of American atroci

ties at this stage. Initially, anti-imperialist editors approached the subject with 
utmost caution, as though it were tantamount to treason to suggest directly that
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American soldiers were committing such barbarous acts. The best that the Call 
could say straight out was that “the real current history is being published in 
papers all over Iowa, Kansas, Nebraska, and Minnesota.” The New York Times 
busily collected all the retractions elicited by the army from “these spinners of 
tall tales,” gleefully announcing that “another yarn has failed to stand the test of 
time.” The Republican in Springfield declared that “the Times is suffering mor
ally from a case of blind staggers.” Two journals of opinion attempted to gauge 
the editorial reaction to the letters describing American atrocities. The Liter
ary Digest concluded that most editors assumed that where there was “so much 
smoke there had to be a fire.” The more pro-Administration Public Opinion 
insisted that editors overwhelmingly believed that the subject had been grossly 
exaggerated for political purposes. “For every letter describing looting or kill
ing prisoners, ten could be printed which mention nothing of the sort.” The 
latter argument reminded the Republicans editor of the old “joke that the thief 
proved his innocence against two witnesses who saw him steal by producing 
twenty who didn’t see him.”58



The General’s Last Campaign

As 1899 entered its last quarter and another dry season approached, Otis 
seemed far more concerned with repairing his battered public image than with 
confronting military problems. He worked desperately to win new friends 
among the correspondents and bestowed favors on anyone giving him good 
copy. He managed to recruit E. C. Ross of Frank Leslies Weekly and Theodore 
W. Noyes of Washington, D.C.’s Evening Star to help launch his new propa
ganda offensive. Ross wrote paeans to the generals military leadership and in
sisted that all the criticism of Otis had “originated in the United States and not 
Manila for political reasons.” Noyes pointed out that every company in the 
army had its “champion liar” and that all the “purported” American atrocities 
could not have occurred without having been seen by war correspondents. Of 
course, Collins had explained that “everyone” knew of “the perfect orgy of loot
ing and wanton destruction of property and the most outrageous blackmailing 
of the natives and Chinamen in Manila and various incidents like the shooting 
down of several Filipinos for attempting to run from a cock fight,” but “by com
mon consent" these particulars were never reported by correspondents. In any 
case, Noyes contradicted himself by declaring that “the charges that have been 
made, not only by volunteers, but also by the correspondents ‘that our troops 
have shot down and killed in cold blood the poor and innocent Filipino* are a 
pack of lies.” Abandoning any semblance to objective journalism, Noyes angrily 
asserted:

The truth is that these scoundrels [Filipinos] have been treated too well 
and far too leniently by the American authorities. In fact Otis and his of
ficers seem to have been afraid of the criticisms that might have developed 
into charges of cruelty on the part of the missionary and other organiza
tions, who have the “welfare” of the poor nigger at heart.1

91
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Otis also got aid in his public relations counterattack from Father William 
McKinnon, the former chaplain of the California regiment, who remained be
hind to be appointed bishop of Manila. Agoncillo had journeyed to Rome to 
protest his appointment and informed the pope that McKinnon had sanctioned 
the looting and desecration of Catholic churches by Protestant bigots in the 
U.S. Army. (The Call reported that “Agoncillo Lies Like aTagallo.”) The newly 
invested bishop defended Funston and insisted there had been no looting, or 
even disrespect, of churches by American soldiers. The “insurgents,” along 
with “the pagan Chinamen,” had done all the looting and desecrating, McKin
non declared, thereby evoking his own ethnic and Californian prejudices. One 
volunteer had brought back a photograph of a Kansan captain leaning against an 
altar he was using as a telegraph base with his hat on and smoking a cigarette. 
When it appeared in newspapers, Cardinal Gibbons, a strong supporter of the 
presidents Philippine policy, registered a protest. Even the New York Times 
expressed outrage over the officers lack of respect for an altar. McKinnon 
claimed to have investigated this and similar incidents and found no evidence of 
“sacrilege” or “bigotry.” The bishop explained that churches, monasteries, and 
convents were often the only “substantial buildings” available and that they had 
enormous military value that could not be denied to the American army.2

The new propaganda offensive was not confined to Otis’s efforts. In an 
effort to restore public confidence in the army, the Administration wheeled the 
affable and popular General Anderson out of retirement to serve as a spokes
man for the army. Anderson denied that a single atrocity had ever been com
mitted by an American soldier in the Philippines. General Shatter, command
ing the Department of California, denounced the “rantings” of the returned 
volunteers, whom he characterized as “sulkers” and “riff-raff.” Hearst’s Exam- 
iner endorsed Shafter’s opinion and expressed concern over the safety of the 
citys streets with “these idlers” and “despotic characters” who had remained in 
San Francisco to malign their country rather than return to their homes. “We 
have gained more glory as a nation in the space of one short year than we had 
any reason to expect at the beginning of hostilities,” Shatter told reporters. He 
even agreed with Otis that the war was over, “no matter what ten millions of 
niggers think about it.” Finally, the Administration exploited the country’s big
gest hero, Admiral Dewey, who landed at San Francisco that fall and received 
almost hysterical receptions in one city after another as he made his way east
ward. Between ovations, he managed to brand all “the loose talk” about the 
origins and the conduct of the war as “a pack of lies.” But always more realistic 
than Otis, he refused to comment on the war’s end.3

Back in Manila, Otis escalated his own propaganda campaign on Filipino 
atrocities in order to fight fire with fire. “Insurgents” tortured American pris
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oners in “fiendish fashion,” some of whom were buried alive or, worse, up to 
their necks in anthills to be slowly devoured. Others were castrated, had the 
removed parts stuffed into their mouths, and were then left to suffocate or 
bleed to death. It was even charged that some prisoners were deliberately in
fected with leprosy before being released to spread the disease among their 
comrades. Spanish priests were horribly mutilated before their congregations, 
and natives who refused to support Aguinaldo were slaughtered by the thou
sands, according to these accounts. Such press releases won headlines an
nouncing the “Murder and Rapine” by the “Fiendish Filipinos.” Otis was also 
able to capitalize on the fertile imagination of General “Fighting Joe” Wheeler, 
who spun daily yarns for the press about “Aguinaldo s Dusky Demons,” who 
had “No Respect for the Usages of Civilization.” Wheeler went so far as to insist 
that it was the Filipinos who had mutilated their own dead, murdered women 
and children, and burned down villages solely to discredit American soldiers.4

In his tirades against alleged enemy atrocities, Otis invariably made use of 
a captured fragment of a Filipino order signed by Aguinaldo s secretary of state, 
Teodoro Sandiko, ordering Manila to be put to the torch and every American 
man, woman, and child slaughtered in their sleep. Ignoring the fact that the 
order was almost a year old, Otis continued to use it as evidence. One corre
spondent noted wryly that the mere mention of American atrocities sent Otis 
scurrying to his desk for this “infamous order” of February 15, 1899.5

During the closing months of 1899, Aguinaldo attempted to counter Otis’s 
propaganda by suggesting that neutral parties—foreign journalists or represen
tatives of the International Red Cross—inspect his military operations. Otis 
would have none of it, but Aguinaldo managed to smuggle four reporters— two 
English, one Canadian, and a Japanese—through American lines. The corre
spondents returned to Manila to report that American captives were “treated 
more like guests than prisoners,” were “fed the best that the country affords, 
and [that] everything is done to gain their favor.” These efforts were reported 
in the Call under the headline, “Aguinaldo Playing a Very Deep Game. Trying 
To Make Good Treatment of American Prisoners a Card By Which To Gain Out
side Sympathy.” The story also revealed that American prisoners were offered 
commissions in the Philippine army and that three had accepted. “This is not 
believed,” the Call advised. Naturally, the four reporters were banished from 
the Philippines as soon as their bootlegged stories were printed.6

Aguinaldo also released some American prisoners so they could tell their 
own stories. In a Boston Globe article entitled “With the Goo Goos,” Paul 
Spillane described his fair treatment as a prisoner. Aguinaldo had even invited 
American captives to the christening of his baby and had given each a present of 
four dollars, Spillane recounted. Naval Lieutenant J. C. Gilmore, whose re
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lease was forced by American cavalry pursuing Aguinaldo into the mountains, 
insisted that he had received ‘‘considerate treatment” and that he was no more 
starved than were his captors. Gilmore also warned that the enemy would fight 
until “the last Tagalog.” Otis responded to these two articles by ordering that 
the “capture” of the two authors be “investigated,” thereby impugning their 
loyalty.7

When F. A. Blake of the International Red Cross arrived at Aguinaldos 
request, Otis kept him confined to Manila, where the generals staff bombarded 
him with Filipino violations of the laws of civilized warfare. On one occasion, 
however, Blake managed to slip away from his escort and venture into the field. 
He never made it past American lines, but even within them he witnessed 
burned-out villages and “horribly mutilated Filipino bodies, with stomachs slit 
open and occasionally decapitated.” Blake saved his impressions until his re
turn to San Francisco, where he told a reporter that “American soldiers are de
termined to kill every Filipino in sight.” Otis seems to have fared as poorly in 
the propaganda battle as he had in actual combat. One headline declared, 
“General Otis Made 111 By Melancholia. Suffers From Insomnia. The Result of 
Worry Over Criticism of His Campaign.” But if he was stung by criticism, he 
certainly was not enlightened by it. Otis decided to publish his own newspaper 
for army personnel, but the soldiers assigned to it protested that they had not 
come to the Philippines to run a printing press, but if they had to, they wanted 
the pay of typesetters and not of soldiers.8

In the fall o f1899 MacArthur, who had remained loyal to Otis, conceded to 
reporter H. Irving Hancock that:

When I first started in against these rebels, I believed that Aguinaldos 
troops represented only a faction. I did not like to believe that the whole 
population of Luzon— the native population that is—was opposed to us 
and our offers of aid and good government. But after having come this far, 
after having occupied several towns and cities in succession, and having 
been brought much into contact with both insurrectos and amigos, I have 
been reluctantly compelled to believe that the Filipino masses are loyal to 
Aguinaldo and the government which he heads.9
By the end of the year, Otis’s only other supporter in the military hier

archy, General Shatter in California, had joined Otis’s critics in advising the 
military governor that the war was not over and that the only way that it could 
be won was by “more stringent * methods. Shatter explained to reporters in San 
Francisco that it might be necessary to kill half the native population in order to 
bring “perfect justice” to the surviving half. An outspoken veteran of Wounded 
Knee, Colonel Jacob Smith, informed reporters in the Philippines that, be
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cause the natives were “worse than fighting Indians,*’ he had already adopted 
the appropriate tactics that he had learned fighting “savages” in the American 
West, without waiting for orders to do so from General Otis. This interview 
provoked a headline announcing that “Colonel Smith of 12th Orders All In
surgents Shot At Hand,** and the New York Times enthusiastically endorsed 
Smith’s lawlessness as “long overdue.” Jake Smith considered discretion in talk
ing to reporters as much a waste of time as were trials, and two years later he 
won infamy in the world’s press as an American version of Spain’s General 
Weyler.10

Some correspondents in the Philippines were as bloodthirsty as any sol
dier. They, too, attacked Otis for “leniency” and “soft measures,” although they 
attributed these faults to the# general’s fear of the civilians on the Philippine 
Commission, “who have the ‘welfare’ of the poor nigger at heart.” One corre
spondent charged:

To make some show, in view of the commission, Otis has established petty 
courts of justice (or rather a travesty) over which Filipino shyster lawyers 
preside. Fancy a court in the South presided over by a Negro judge and a 
white man as prisoner! What justice would he obtain? And this is the state 
of affairs here.11

Such correspondents served as mouthpieces for the generals who felt that the 
war could not be won unless distinctions betweeen Filipino civilians and sol
diers were erased. Phelps Whitemarsh, a former missionary turned correspon
dent, wrote a blistering attack on Otis and the commission for putting leashes 
on the old Indian fighters. Of course, Senator Hoar was also responsible, not 
only for giving “immense help and confidence” to “our enemies,” but also for 
intimidating the Administration. Contrary to “this misguided nanny and his as
sociates,” there were no “amigos” in the Philippines. “Everywhere one finds 
the same old hatred toward Americans,, the same hope and belief in ultimate 
independence. With the exception of a mere handful, too insignificant, every 
Filipino is an insurrecto and wishes to drive the Americans from the islands.” 
Unless “more stringent measures” are adopted, the war’s end “will be a ques
tion of years, not months,” Whitemarsh warned.12

As the rains showed signs of abating in October, Otis shifted his attention 
to the military campaign in the coming dry season. Despite his own resistance, 
a larger and better-equipped army had been forced on him. Richard Little of 
the Chicago Tribune painted a grim picture of the predicament facing the 
American command. The army occupied no more than 117 square miles of a 
total of 116,000 square miles, he claimed, or about one-tenth of one percent of 
the archipelago. It was virtually impossible for an American to venture out of
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Manila with any degree of safety, Little warned. In effect, Otis was starting 
from scratch in the eyes of this correspondent.13

Actually, Little had exaggerated the picture, as bad as it was. During the 
rainy months, MacArthur had moved northward up the rail line and the Rio 
Grande to occupy most of eastern Pampanga, forcing Aguinaldo to move to Tar- 
lac. Once the rains began to abate, a brilliant pincers movement planned by 
Lawton was executed. MacArthur pushed up the central plain toward Tarlac, 
Bayonbong, and Dagupan, although he was denied the use of the railroad be
yond Angeles. Sealing off each pass into the mountains, Lawton moved up the 
eastern edge of the plain, while Wheaton made an amphibious landing from the 
Gulf of Lingayen to join up with Lawton at Dagupan north of the Filipinos re
treating from MacArthur’s offensive. It was an excellent plan, only frustrated by 
Otis's caution (see map, p. 223).

Otis had refused to allow Lawton to establish advanced supply bases ear
lier, when swollen rivers would have supported supply boats. As a result, Law- 
ton s encircling movement got bogged down as boats were grounded, and he 
could not move much faster than his carabao-drawn carts and Chinese bearers. 
In desperation, he launched his chief of cavalry, General Samuel Young, and a 
“flying column” with very limited supplies, restricted to what each man could 
carry, to close the trap at Dagupan. Otis would never have approved of such a 
risky venture.

Meanwhile, Wheaton landed at San Fabian and, under verbal orders from 
Otis not to venture too far from the coast, took his time making contact with 
Youngs forces. A feeble probe by Wheaton narrowly missed Aguinaldo at Rosa
rio, and still he was reluctant to allocate his fresh troops to Young’s exhausted 
expedition when it, without supplies or even shoes for many of its men and 
horses, started out in pursuit of the Filipino forces. Macabebe scouts provided 
Young with accurate intelligence, and had it not been for the betrayal of a Taga- 
log guide, Aguinaldo would have been trapped at Pozorrubio. As it was, Young 
captured Aguinaldo s hastily buried treasury, his printing press, his young son, 
and secretary of foreign affairs, Filipe Buencamino. Finally Young persuaded 
Wheaton to release Major Peyton March and a battalion to follow Aguinaldo 
fleeing into the mountains. March picked up the Filipino leaders mother and 
twenty-five American and many Spanish prisoners released to hasten the flight. 
At Tirad Pass, he faced General Gregorio del Pilar, the boy idol of the Filipino 
struggle, who fell while fighting a delaying action to cover his leaders retreat 
into the Cordillera. His body was stripped of clothing and possessions by sou
venir hunters as March's battalion moved past him, and only days later did the 
Americans give him the heros burial that he richly deserved.14

Lawton and Young were an excellent team in that they were both compe-
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tent and daring and did not compete with each other for publicity. The eminent 
success of these two generals had to have galled Otis inwardly. Given Lawtons 
coverage in the press, Otis had to have felt threatened by and jealous of him, 
and he hated Young. The latter had the temerity to pen a highly critical evalua
tion of Otis for the War Department, which, foolishly, passed it on to the gover
nor general. Otis vowed to destroy his career, but Young towered over Otis 
both physically and professionally, just as Lawton did. Four years later, Presi
dent Roosevelt would pass over Otis in favor of Young for the army’s chief-of- 
staff.

Otis’s feelings, or his genuine cautiousness, may have motivated his orders 
to Lawton to return to Manila and to leave Wheaton in command of the north
ern sector, even though Lawton had requested permission to cross the moun
tains into the Cagayan Valley before Aguinaldo got settled. But like MacArthur, 
Lawton knew that he could defy Otis with impunity as long as he was success
ful, so he sent Captain Joseph Batchelor and 300 men anyway on a mini version 
of his plan. Batchelor did not find Aguinaldo, but he met with astonishing suc
cess when Colonel Danilo Tirona surrendered to him with 1,100 men, 800 
rifles, and other equipment. Aguinaldo had established a new, secret headquar
ters at Palanan in the mountain jungle of Isabella Province on Luzon’s north
eastern coast, but it was clear that his army in the north was, like Tirona, 
thoroughly demoralized and ready to give up the struggle. It was the most im
pressive American victory in the war, rendered even more so by the fact that 
the dry season had just begun. Otis faced an awesome credibility gap at home, 
however, one that was not helped by his recycling of such shopworn and ridi
culed phrases as “crushing blow” and “last movement of the war” to describe 
Lawton’s victory. The fact that Aguinaldo had not been captured further under
mined the governor general’s claim that his organization had been smashed for 
good.15

Imperialist editors, of course, accepted Otis’s claims at face value and be
gan to discuss the imminent termination of the war with renewed confidence. 
In their eyes, Lawton and Young were seasoned Indian fighters who knew how 
to deal with savages and who would “pursue the rebel Filipinos just as they 
relentlessly pursued the Modocs and Apaches in the triumph of civilization.” 
After all, Lawton had captured Geronimo, and “the puffed-up crack brained 
egoists of Aguinaldo’s had to realize that they were no match for him.” The edi
tor of the New York Times even chided the president for not recruiting a native 
police force to replace the U.S. Army, now that the end of the war was so near. 
“We shall hear very little of ‘imperialism’ as an issue from now on,” another 
editor fatuously predicted.16

In the midst of all this euphoria, Lawton was killed in a minor skirmish
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outside Manila. While waiting for Otis to approve his plans for a major cam
paign in southern Luzon, he led a “scout-in-force,” hardly appropriate for a 
man of his rank, during an unseasonably late downpour on December 18. The 
next morning, he confronted (ironically) General Lucerio Geronimo and 250 
Filipino riflemen. His bright yellow slicker and white British pith helmet made 
him an inviting target, particularly as he paraded upright behind his men, who 
were firing from prone and kneeling positions. The “Pride of Indiana” was hit 
when he returned to the front line after carrying his wounded young aide to the 
rear.

But Lawtons death did not deflate the growing optimism of the imperial
ists. It took months for them to realize that Lawtons signal victory had merely 
ended one phase of the war. Guerrilla warfare began in earnest with the year 
1900. Having lost control over the central organization of the struggle, Agui- 
naldo delegated full authority to local commanders, which lessened the bitter 
internecine and ethnic jealousies and rivalries in many areas. Major cities and 
towns were abandoned in favor of the bush from which to launch guerrilla at
tacks. Local officials were instructed to appear to cooperate with the Americans 
while serving as intelligence sources for local bands. At the same time the U.S. 
Army began to expand its occupation of major cities, and even small hamlets. 
General John C. Bates, who had succeeded Lawton, met only token resistance 
as he carried out his predecessors plans to occupy southern Luzon. The Vis- 
ayan island group was occupied beyond Panay, where General Hughes had 
beaten all formal opposition. The newly promoted Brigadier General William 
Kobbe led detachments to Mindanao and Jolo in the Sulu group. Few editors 
noticed that the army was being spread very thin in isolated garrisons, which 
increased its vulnerability to guerrilla warfare. Station commanders did not 
have to wonder for long what had happened to the armed Filipinos who had 
disappeared upon their arrival. Telegraph lines were cut as fast as they could be 
strung and repaired. Supply wagons were subject to well-planned hit-and-run 
attacks. As soon as pursuing parties became the least bit careless, they fell into 
ingenious ambushes. Soon, American editors became dismayed at the “renewal 
of the war” everywhere, even in areas thought to have been completely 
pacified.

As American frustration escalated, so did the stories of less than civilized 
reprisals on both sides. One “treacherous official,” under the pretense of lead
ing Lieutenant Kohler to a cache of insurgent arms, led his force into the arms 
of bolomen, who butchered the Americans. A soldiers letter bragged that Lieu
tenant Colonel House beat to death the several officials involved in the betrayal 
of Kohler and his men. General Funston announced that to avenge Kohler he 
had summarily executed twenty-four prisoners. Later, amidst rumors that he
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and House were slated for courts-martial, Funston insisted that the twenty-four 
prisoners had been killed while “attempting to escape.” Upon reporting this, 
the Press-Knickerbockers editor observed bitterly, “Meanwhile, the work of 
Mr. McKinleys ‘benevolent assimilation’ goes along.” 17

As the first anniversary of the war passed and another rainy season ap
proached, the euphoric mood produced by Lawton’s victory five months earlier 
soured into one of despair and bitter doubts that the war would ever end. But 
1900 was an election year, and Republicans became alarmed that McKinley 
would have to go to the polls a scant six months away with the war still dragging 
on. “The dullest man must be impressed by the record. Another rainy season is 
at hand and the islands are less pacified than a year ago,” warned the anti
imperialist, but loyally Republican Call. Even imperialist editors conceded 
that the entire archipelago was “a huge hornet’s nest” and that “we merely hold 
a few towns, and that by main force.” It was imperative to the Republicans 
among them that “the President appreciate the danger signals” that the war 
would be “a fearful stumbling block” in November. Generals Young and Bell 
defied Otis and informed the press that they were still desperately short of 
troops in Luzon and could not hold the towns taken. It was obvious to the 
staunchest imperialist that the country had been taken in a second time by 
Otis’s lively imagination and self-serving fictional accounts. There was a bipar
tisan demand for the governor general’s head, but the Call's editor warned his 
colleagues that the war’s end was still years away under any commander.18

For months rumors that Otis was about to be replaced, if not sacked in 
disgrace, necessitated the constant reaffirmation of the president’s confidence 
in his commander. But clearly, some changes, if only cosmetic ones, were 
called for before the election campaign got under way. Finally, in April, it was 
announced that Otis, at his own request, would soon be relieved by Mac- 
Arthur. After twenty-one months in command, and “with the end of the war,” 
the general had “earned a rest,” the president explained. The press had an edi
torial field day with this announcement. “The opinion of the country is, that he 
ought to have taken it [the ‘rest’] before he went to the Philippines,” declared 
the Kansas City Times. The Washington Post suggested that “Otis might well 
have been ‘permitted’ to come home twelve months ago.” Other editors ex
pressed relief that the change in command would at least end “all the fairy 
tales” spun by this “grandmotherly martinet” masquerading as a general. 
“MacArthur may not do better, but the country will be glad that ‘Otis is over,’ if 
the war isn’t,” observed the New York World.™

Although he consistently got bad press, Otis rarely disappointed report
ers. Immediately following the change of command ceremony in Manila on 
May 2, a reporter needled Otis by asking him if he thought that the war was
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over. “I have held that opinion for some time that the thing is entirely over. I 
cannot see where it is possible for the guerrillas to effect any reorganization, 
concentrate any force or accomplish anything serious,” Otis exclaimed. The 
flabbergasted editor of the Call explained to his readers that on May 1, the very 
day before Otis made this insane declaration to the press, elements of the 
Forty-Third Volunteer Infantry had lost nineteen men on Luzon while fighting 
their way out of a trap that their captain described as extremely well-planned 
and well-executed. On May 3 regulars in the Twenty-Sixth Infantry had to bat
tle their way out of yet another clever ambush on Panay. They abandoned their 
dead and severely wounded as they escaped with heavy casualties. “The Fil
ipinos are not conquered. Their spirit is not broken. Their capacity for re
sistance has not begun to be exhausted,” the Call declared as Otis embarked on 
his long sea voyage back to San Francisco.20

With the election only five months away, it was absolutely essential that 
the Republicans convince the public that Otis had won the war. To this end, a 
series of elaborate receptions were planned, and McKinley set the tone by 
sending a cable to Otis on the eve of his departure from Manila congratulating 
him on his “victory over the forces of barbarism in the Philippines.” A monu
mental effort was to be mounted to convert this fiction into a reality for the 
electorate. Gala celebrations nationwide would outstrip the honors rendered to 
Dewey on his triumphal return. In New York, the World described the honors 
that awaited Otis as his transport approached the California coast:

Otis to Return Like a Conquering Hero 
McKinley Plans a Roman Triumph For His Homecoming 

Highest of All Honors
No General of Late War Has Received Any Such Distinctions.21

General Otis played the role to the hilt, pompously strutting down the 
gangplank on June 3 to the tune of “See the Conquering Hero Comes.” After 
exchanging salutes and inspecting the troops with General Shatter, who had 
assembled an honor guard for him, Otis strode over to the waiting press corps 
to announce to them, “not for the first time be it observed— that the war in the 
Philippines was ended,” the New York World reported. No longer able to con
fine the sarcasm to its editorial page, the World pointed out that while the gen
eral was at sea fierce fighting had erupted in the Philippines and his successor 
had already sent off an urgent request to Washington for additional troops:

This only shows how indiscreet it is for a commander who has only just 
come ashore to talk for publication before he has time to consult the news
paper and learn what has been going on since he went abroad. General
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Otis will have discovered by this time that he had scarcely left Manila be
fore his successor General MacArthur felt obliged to cable Washington for 
“more troops”. . . . “The war is ended,” no doubt as far as General Otis is 
concerned—but General MacArthur is eagerly waiting for those “more 
troops.”22

Otis ignored the journalistic jibes as he made his way slowly across the 
nation as guest of honor and “conquering hero” at increasingly elaborate cere
monies. It was as if the country wanted desperately to share the generals self- 
deception as he repeatedly declared in one city after another that “the war in 
the Philippines was over” and that “it had been over for some time.” The only 
references in his speeches to different viewpoints were sporadic attacks on the 
“slanderers,” reporters and editors, who fed on lies to criticize his command 
and to write “about depredations committed by men of our army.” When Otis 
reached Washington, all doubts were washed away in a sea of toasts to his “vic
tory” and in the thunderous applause a jointly convened Congress gave him in 
its standing ovation. The president thanked him again and congratulated him 
on his splendid military achievement in the Philippines. As one headline put it, 
“Otis Is Glorified By Uncle Sam.”23

The culmination of the generals triumphant homecoming was reached in 
his hometown of Rochester, New York. The entire city was decked out in flags 
and red, white, and blue bunting. A parade several miles long honored the na
tive son who had gone off to the Civil War and returned almost forty years later 
the “hero of the Philippines.” Between the blizzards of confetti and the endless 
flattering toasts, Otis found time to write an article for Frank Leslies Weekly, 
whose correspondent in the Philippines, E. C. Ross, was one of the generals 
“favorites.” He simply put into writing what he had been telling the admiring 
crowds for weeks. Apologizing disarmingly for not being able to tell his readers 
when the war would be over, he explained, “That is impossible for the war is 
already over. The insurrection ended some months ago, and all we have to do 
now is to protect the Filipinos against themselves and to give protection to 
those natives who are begging for i t . . . against the wild and savage bands who 
are too lazy to work.” He assured his readers there was no need to worry about 
Aguinaldo, who was “merely the figurehead” for “armed robbers” and who 
could be “safely left skulking about the mountains.” But above all, Otis con
cluded, “there will be no more fighting of any moment.”24

This article produced more editorial hoots and catcalls. Under such head
ings as “The Incorrigible Otis,” “Otis in Wonderland,” and “Otis Through A 
Looking Glass,” anti-imperialist and Democratic editors expressed their suspi
cion that the general had lost his senses altogether. With his unfailing touch for
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the worst possible timing, Otis's article reached the public along with news that 
an American battalion had fallen into a Filipino trap and suffered heavy losses. 
Reports of ambushes on the island of Mindanao accelerated at the same time, 
with ever-increasing American casualty lists. To some editors, these events in
dicated that the war in the Philippines was just beginning. The editor of the 
Call advised his colleagues that Otis actually believed what he was saying and 
was to be pitied. He urged each to turn his editorial gun on the myth-makers 
who knew they were lying. The reception given Otis was transparently a politi
cal act, he declared, aimed at fooling the voters into believing that the war was 
over.25

Teddy Roosevelt, at the New York Republican State Convention, beat ev
eryone to the punch by declaring in April of 1900 that “the insurrection in the 
Philippine Islands has been overcome.” The Republican National Convention 
followed suit two months later, making this fiction the official truth by declaring 
that “the American people have conducted and in victory concluded a war for 
liberty and human rights.” This was one of the rare occasions that the “insur
rection” was acknowledged as a “war” by Republicans. Possibly because it was 
over—by fiat, at least—it was safe to give it this label. The editor of the Phila
delphia Record complained of the misrepresentations being handed out to the 
American people as they prepared to go to the polls to pass judgment on the 
man primarily responsible for the mess:

Evidently a herculean effort is being put forth to make the facts square 
with the frequent announcement that “the war is over.” The situation is 
dreadfully embarrassing for an executive reelection. Our sovereignty does 
not extend beyond our guns.26
One last detail to be handled in June, 1900, was that of an appropriate re

ward for its returned “conquering hero.” Otis must at least be kicked upstairs 
lest anyone suspect he had been removed from command for incompetency. 
There was speculation that he would be made the secretary of war in McKin
ley’s next cabinet if Root became the president's running mate. When Roose
velt instead was given the nod for the vice-presidency, rumors circulated that 
he would become the next chief-of-staff when General Miles was forced to re
tire. Miles enhanced the belief that he would quickly be eased out of his posi
tion by committing an unforgivable offense. Because he was so eager to assume 
command of the army in the Philippines in order to gain more recent martial 
glory as the means of obtaining the presidency, Miles publicly disagreed with 
the official decree that the war was over, or that its end was even “in sight.”27 

Otis was given the Department of Great Lakes and took command of its 
headquarters in Chicago, there presumably to await a more appropriate award.
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But a year later, Roosevelt was in the White House, and it was obvious that 
Otis had reached the end of his military line. He quietly retired and exchanged 
his sword for a pen to write a few more articles, alternately defending his "vic
tory” and attacking the anti-imperialists for encouraging the Filipinos to con
tinue the struggle after he had decisively defeated them.



The American Opposition Organizes

In spite of the long history of opposition to American expansion, both conti
nental and overseas, no formal anti-imperialist organization existed in 1898 
when the news of Deweys victory electrified the nation. A small group of Bos
tonians, most of whom had opposed the war with Spain in the first place, fully 
understood immediately the temptations involved. They feared that tradition 
alone would not deter American leaders from keeping far-flung Spanish colo
nies in the Pacific. They feared even more the militarism that imperialism 
would spawn. Senator Carl Schurz of New York, himself a refugee from German 
militarism, joined a prominent Boston lawyer and reformer, Moorfield Storey, 
in a vain attempt to sober a jubilant population with warnings that the success 
at Manila Bay might lead to a formal American empire. Such foreboding was 
lost, however, in the wave of self-congratulatory hysteria sweeping the nation.

One month later, another Boston reformer, Gamaliel Bradford, placed in 
the Evening Transcript a notice announcing a mass meeting at Faneuil Hall to 
protest the “insane and wicked ambition which is driving the nation to ruin.” 1 
The hour was late, however, as on the very day of the meeting Congress passed 
a joint resolution calling for the annexation of the Hawaiian Islands. If Bradford 
was disappointed over the response to his clarion call, he kept it to himself. 
Between 200 and 400 people showed up, half of them women; virtually all were 
familiar faces associated with other “good causes.” The same rituals used to ini
tiate previous crusades were reenacted at the meeting on June 15: the opening 
diatribe against this new evil, long and erudite, to convince an audience already 
opposed to imperialism; the retelling of Romes fate to illustrate what happens 
to a republic when it embarks on the path to empire; the unanimous passing of 
familiar-sounding resolutions; and the formation of committees, new or re
cycled, to combat imperialism. As habitual political losers (except on the issue 
of abolitionism), these reformers usually concocted conspiracies to explain their
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many failures at the polls. Hence it was only “a few ambitious men in Washing
ton” who were “leading the nation on this new and dangerous course,” not only 
against cherished traditions, but also against the specific wishes of its people, 
Storey informed the gathering. This political cabal was not simply in pursuit of 
power and martial glory, he explained, but it was also attempting to divert the 
nation s attention away from serious domestic problems, such as “a disordered 
currency, unjust system of taxes, the debasing influence of money at elections, 
[and] the uses of offices as spoils.” The ease with which each resolution passed 
helped to resurrect the illusion that once again theirs was a popular cause. Pro
tected by a cloak of self-righteousness, these professional reformers refused to 
face the reality that their causes, however just, were rarely the concern of very 
many of their compatriots.2 *

Shortly after the meeting at Faneuil Hall, Storey s Reform Club, at his urg
ing, appointed a committee to oppose imperialism. In November, it arranged a 
series of meetings of reformers to discuss the formation of an organization to 
fight overseas expansion. These meetings were held in the Boston office of the 
businessman and perennial reformer, Edward Atkinson. Charles Francis Ad
ams, descendant of two presidents and brother of Henry Adams, described 
these meetings as “pretty dreary and discouraging.” But he had always been 
more realistic than the other reformers, and he worried about the public image 
of this group as “a parcel of cranks.” He was certain that his colleagues would 
dilute the main concern in a potpourri of lost causes. Nevertheless, Adams per
mitted his name to be used as a vice-president of the newly formed New En
gland Anti-Imperialist League.3

George Boutwell, ex-governor of Massachusetts and a former member of 
Grants cabinet, was named president of the League, while Erving Winslow 
and Francis Osborne served as secretary and treasurer, respectively. David 
Haskins, Albert Parsons, James Monroe, William Endicott, and James Meyers 
made up the executive committee, which was chaired by Winslow Warren. 
Forty-five vice-presidents held honorary, rather than functional, positions and, 
also, created the illusion of a broader base of support since they were carefully 
selected to include labor leaders and southern politicos whose outlooks were 
very different from those of the Leagues patrician leaders. Almost all of the 
latter were liberal Republicans or mugwumps who had broken once with the 
party over the corruption of the Grant regime, and again in 1884 to support 
Grover Cleveland over James G. Blaine. The exception was Boutwell, who had 
remained loyal throughout the years. Parsons considered himself “a true inde
pendent,” while Endicott, Warren, and Haskins were Democrats.4

Within months of its founding, the League claimed 25,000 members, a 
number that swelled to “more than 70,000” within a year. If accepted at face
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value, this figure probably represents its peak membership. The Leagues con
sistent failure both at the polls and to collect anywhere near the anticipated 
“ten million signatures7’ on a petition protesting the presidents decision to 
keep all of the Philippines belie their claims. The preposterous target for the 
petition represented eighty percent of the total vote cast in 1896, and that the 
group expected to reach it betrays their sublime self-confidence and utter lack 
of realism. In December, Senator Hoar presented the petition to McKinley 
with a mere 2,000 signatures, to which another 3,000 were added ten days 
later— a minuscule fraction of the announced goal. It is small wonder that the 
numerical claims and projections of the Leagues leadership were often consid
ered suspect. More practical anti-imperialists, such as Hoar and Adams, ended 
up having little to do with this organization.5

To enhance the impression that anti-imperialist sentiment was sweeping 
the country, the organization was soon converted into the nation-wide Anti- 
Imperialist League, with offices in Portland, Oregon, Los Angeles, Minneapo
lis, Chicago, Cincinnati, Philadelphia, Washington, D.C., New York, and, of 
course, Boston. Boutwell opened an office in the nations capital for its symbolic 
value, but, significantly, he continued to operate out of the “Hub.” The League 
reverted to its original title in 1904, when it became obvious that it was not a 
national movement. By no means, however, should the Leagues efforts be con
sidered a total failure. The League sponsored mass meetings in various cities 
and promulgated countless pamphlets and broadsides to educate the public on 
the situation in the Philippines. Every publication bore the instruction to pass 
it along “to some person who would give it careful consideration.” The League 
estimated that each piece of literature reached up to one hundred readers. 
When combined with the claim that several hundred pieces had been dis
tributed, the number of persons exposed to the circulars comes to possibly 
thirty million, or forty percent of the population and practically every adult 
American. This claim also appears to be inflated. Besides, the Leagues litera
ture tended to be intellectual, even pedantic, and put forth historical, constitu
tional, economic, and moral arguments that could not have had much mass 
appeal.

Had the League asked two of its vice-presidents, Senator “Pitchfork Ben” 
Tillman and Samuel Gompers, to inveigh against imperialism in the manner of 
their earthy philippics against Negroes and Chinese, its arguments would have 
had greater mass appeal. But these tactics would have offended the fine sen
sibilities of its patrician leadership, which was outraged enough by the Ohio 
Silver Democrat John Lentz calling President McKinley a murderer, and by ex
governor of Illinois John Altgelt leading cheers for Aguinaldo in the middle of a 
speech—both at League-sponsored rallies. Significantly, such speeches were
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not reproduced in League publications as were other, more refined and politi
cally correct, discourses.6

The leaders of the League were concerned not only over the propriety of 
radical statements and actions, but also over lending credence to the dema
gogic charges of their critics, who had characterized them as little more than 
“unhung traitors.” The Inter-Ocean asked, “Why should Chicago tolerate a 
conference of anti-imperialist traitors any more than it should tolerate a con
vention of acknowledged incendiaries or anarchists?” The New York Times sug
gested that the League go one step beyond simply playing host to a Lentz or 
Altgeld and “send rifles, Maxim guns and ammunition to the Filipinos,” so that 
it would, at least, “be more openly and frankly treasonable.” In Philadelphia, 
the Press posed the historical analogy, “What would have happened during the 
Civil War if a public meeting had been held . . .  to cheer Jeff Davis and de
nounce Lincoln as a murderer?” The commander of the New York chapter of 
the Grand Army of the Republic had no doubts about the answer to that ques
tion and demanded that all League members be stripped of their citizenship 
and “denied the protection of the flag they dishonor.”7

In reality, the leaders of the League were extraordinarily cautious and con
servative. The executive committee did not approve of even the milder antics 
of Edward Atkinson, who wrote to the War Department for a list of soldiers 
serving in the Philippines so that he might send to them his privately published 
essays, bearing such titles as “The Cost of the National Crime,” “The Hell of 
War and Its Penalties,” and “Criminal Aggression: By Whom Committed?” 
Failing to receive a reply, Atkinson announced to the press that he was sending 
copies to Generals Otis, Lawton, and Miller, Admiral Dewey, the correspon
dent J. F. Bass, and to Schurman and Dean Worcester on the Philippine Com
mission, “in order to test the right of citizens of the United States to the free 
use of the mail.” Postmaster General Charles Emory Smith foolishly took the 
bait and ordered that the pamphlets be seized in San Francisco. The attorney 
general hinted that he would have Atkinson indicted for treason and sedition. 
Crucified in the press as a “latter-day copperhead,” Atkinson actually enjoyed 
his new role as a national cynosure. He effusively and sarcastically thanked the 
Administration for calling national attention to his essays and increasing the de
mand for them in every state in the union.8

Henceforth, anti-imperialists were denounced as “agitators of the Atkin- 
son-Altgeld stripe” or “supporters of the three As”—Aguinaldo being the 
third A. Boston s Times-Herald concluded that “whatever may be thought of the 
judgement and motives of the Boston school of national slanderers, there can 
be no doubt as to the treasonable nature of their acts.” Arguing that Atkinsons 
stunt was “proof enough” that the League was “responsible for much unneces-
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sary loss of life in the Philippines,” the Times in Minneapolis concluded that 
“almost any other government would have a few Atkinsons in jail by now.”9

Many anti-imperialist editors were uncomfortable with Atkinsons ploy 
and called upon the League “to squelch him” before he further damaged their 
cause. “There is a huge difference between criticizing the policy of the govern
ment and tampering with the soldiers who are fighting its battles,” worried the 
Omaha Bee, which was moving into the imperialist camp and may have finally 
been pushed there by Atkinson. “Whether the practices of Edward Atkinson 
and his anti-expansionist associates are seditious or merely meddlesome, they 
are utterly distasteful to the vast majority of Americans,” cautioned the usually 
neutral New York Herald. Atkinson also had journalistic defenders, who argued 
that the Philippines could not be considered a legitimate war zone since the 
war was “unauthorized by Congress” and even insisted that it was McKinley 
who was lawless. Another editor considered it an “insulting reflection on the 
patriotism and manhood of the volunteers to say that they could be influenced 
to mutiny by having literature placed in their hands.” The soundest advice was 
in the Boston Journal, which warned the government that Atkinson would con
sider a jail sentence “the crowning glory of his life.”10

The League straddled the issue by disapproving of sending propaganda to 
soldiers in combat while denouncing the governments “mailed fist” response 
and making it an issue of freedom of speech. Atkinson was so stung by its disap
proval that he offered to resign as a League vice-president, but Winslow would 
not hear of it. Nevertheless, Atkinson did not abandon the tactic, frantically 
trying to recapture the limelight with a new batch of “seditious essays for the 
Philippines.” He teased Smith that “the demand is not universal, and I write to 
ask if it is practical for you to issue an order forbidding its circulation in the 
mails that go to 'our new possessions/” The postmaster general had recovered 
his poise, however, and refrained from rescuing “this Boston crank” from 
oblivion.11

General Shattuck, an Ohio congressman and retired soldier, was not so 
wise. He returned the essays with instructions “to take my name off your list. I 
am no traitor to my country.” Atkinson parlayed this request into an acri
monious eight-letter exchange that buried Shattuck in words. When the press 
ignored the incident, Atkinson privately published the letters in “A Special 
Edition for Circulation in the First District of Ohio and Other Districts Now 
Misrepresented.” A covering letter promised to take Shattuck’s name not only 
off Atkinsons mailing list, but also off “the list of Congressional candidates for 
1900.” Shattuck replied that “not a precinct in the First Ohio District would 
elect you or one of your kind as a delegate to a convention to nominate a direc
tor for the county poorhouse.” A voluminous letter from Boston in response
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ended the debate, as Shattuck learned that it was wiser to give Atkinson the last 
word.12

Irreverent speeches at League-sponsored rallies evoked embarrassing 
boos, hisses, and cries of treason. Chicago’s Professor J. Lawrence Laughlin was 
even threatened with violence when he called Old Glory “an emblem of tyr
anny and butchery.” Ex-congressman Charles Towne angered students at the 
University of Michigan when he predicted the fall of the United States “within 
a single year . . . from the moral leadership of mankind into the common brig
andage of the robber nations of the world.” The Times, choosing to take literally 
sarcastic suggestions for altering the Statue of Liberty since the “colonial war” 
made it “an awkward object” so visible in the harbor, accused one speaker in 
New York City of inciting hiS audience to vandalism. The speaker had sug
gested extinguishing the torch, lowering the lady’s arm, bowing her head, 
changing the inscription to read “Liberty Conquering the World,” or simply 
shipping the statue back to France. Such rhetorical excess was not wise in an 
era of intense nationalism, which the League’s leaders fully understood.13

Frequently a spectator, rather than the authorized speaker, would demand 
from the audience “three cheers for Aguinaldo,” but the League got the blame 
nevertheless. The Call reported uneasily that far too often the cheers “were 
given with surprising vigor.” Another anti-imperialist editor worried that such 
conduct would discourage loyal Americans who opposed the war from par
ticipating in such rallies. “Cooper Union has been the scene of all sorts of dem
onstrations by all sorts of people in the interest of all sorts of things, but proba
bly never before was a Cooper Union crowd asked to cheer a leader of a people 
with whom this country is at war.”14

The League was also held responsible for other radical acts totally beyond 
the pale of its sponsored activities, acts that could never have been given the 
imprimatur of that organization. Some war protesters, usually passing out 
League literature without having been authorized to do so, stationed them
selves outside recruiting stations to discourage volunteers. For the most part 
they were ignored or denounced as traitors or copperheads. In all probability, 
only the fact that the protesters were mostly women and older men saved them 
from being thrashed. One frustrated group attempted to restrain physically 
some young men about to enter a recruiting station. “Meadville, Pennsylvania, 
seems to be afflicted by the presence of Aguinaldinos even more reckless in act 
and statement than those of Boston,” the New York Times declared of this inci
dent. Another group in Boston embarrassed their cause by collecting refuse in 
an American flag during an anti-war demonstration.15

Montague Leverson, an elderly resident of Fort Hamilton, tried to com
municate with Aguinaldo, to advise him to kidnap and put on trial for “piracy”
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some American officials and name McKinley and Otis as codefendants. “Piracy 
would be shown by conducting a war in violation of the usages of civilized war
fare, and the proof would consist in the fact of the consent to killing defenseless 
prisoners and non-combatants, men, women, and children, in cold blood and in 
robbery by officers and soldiers of non-combatants,” he advised. Carefully 
identifying himself as a member of the Anti-Imperialist League, Leverson de
clared, “If I were not an old man of more than 69 years, I would willingly aid 
you in your just defense.” Ignoring, of course, that membership was open to 
anyone and that Leverson held no policy-making position in the League, which 
had never authorized him to advise Aguinaldo, imperialist editors cited Lever- 
son’s letter as proof that the League was seditious.16

The League was also held accountable for actions by nonmembers, even 
those who held that organization in utter contempt for its cautious attack on the 
war. In Los Angeles, for example, Morris J. Swift, an avowed socialist who per
ceived the war in the Philippines as part of a worldwide capitalist conspiracy, 
formed his own organization, The Filipino Liberation Society. Probably no 
more than a handful of members sent off antiwar petitions to American soldiers 
in the Philippines. The League was blamed in spite of its disavowal of even the 
remotest connection with Swift, of whom the leaders probably had never heard 
before this incident. Nevertheless, the obscure Leversons and Swifts set off the 
imperialist press on a crusade to jail every member of the League—if not to 
string them up to the nearest lamp post. Cooler heads advised, however, that 
“the blathering of such perverse lunatics,” “aunties,” or “little Americans” was 
harmless. To bring them to trial would render their “mad ravings” more signifi
cant than they actually were. “Of course, the scribblings of these professional 
anti-everythings” should “be kept out of the hands of the young, for anything 
more immoral and unpatriotic has yet to be developed, since the days of the 
copperheads,” counseled Harpers Weekly.17

Unfortunately, some of the scorn heaped on anti-imperialists was richly 
deserved. They seemed hopelessly out of touch with political reality at times. 
No individual symbolized this remoteness more effectively than the League’s 
president, George Boutwell. At age 81, he was a relic of the Grant regime, and 
as Grants secretary of the treasury, he had been responsible for some of the 
worst scandals of that Administration. Oblivious to Grants public image, Bout- 
well tried to persuade the ex-president to run again in 1880. If Boutwell’s name 
was remembered at all in 1899, it must have conjured up unpleasant and musty 
associations.18

Another ancient hack recruited as a vice-president of the League was Mc
Kinley s former secretary of state and long-time senator from Ohio, John Sher
man. While his enlistment may have seemed like a great coup at the time, it
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underscores some of the major weaknesses of the anti-imperialist movement. 
Sherman was obviously senile and had been a constant source of embarrass
ment for the Administration during his brief stint as the nations top diplomat. 
He had publicly denounced the Spanish as “barbarous robbers” and called on 
Congress to declare war. His contributions at cabinet meetings became so ram
bling and confused that the president had to bypass him and deal directly with 
his assistants. When McKinley could not keep Sherman away from the press, 
he nudged him into a retirement long overdue. The Nation described the epi
sode as “one of the most discreditable in our political history.” In his confused 
state, Sherman interpreted McKinleys action as a betrayal, and so this leading 
jingoist before the war, who once demanded that Hawaii be made a county of 
the state of California, suddenly became an anti-imperialist. But even in his 
younger, more rational days, Sherman was described by one reporter as “the 
most active wobbler in public life.” 19

While the League seemed indiscriminate, and even opportunistic, in re
cruiting Sherman, Tillman, Gompers, and others as officers, it failed to attract 
other prominent, more genuine and effective anti-imperialists, who preferred 
to function outside its fold. Of these, the most conspicuous was Senator Hoar. 
Although he shared some of the priggishness and intellectual arrogance of the 
professional reformers behind the League, Hoar was too practical to operate 
outside of his party. He certainly was not going to forsake the Republicans to 
join a group of perennial losers. In fact, Hoar and the League leaders had a 
mutual contempt for each other, one that was enhanced by their initial, futile 
efforts to cooperate in opposing imperialism. Hoar had suggested a more nar
row focus for the opposition and warned that the annexation of Hawaii was al
ready a fait accompli and that personal attacks on McKinley would be inap
propriate and counterproductive. But the aging reformers who directed the 
League could not heed such practical suggestions. They insisted on including 
the obviously popular annexation of Hawaii, and the even more popular war 
with Spain, which only served to divide the anti-imperialists. In the end, it 
would appear that the League leaders and Hoar hated each other more than 
they hated the imperialists. Actually, Hoar was a far more effective opponent of 
imperialism and continued to struggle for Philippine independence long after 
men like Atkinson had lost interest. Imperialist editors, in fact, acknowledged 
Hoars effectiveness by casting him as pariah for having betrayed not only his 
country, but his party as well. In political cartoons, Hoar was depicted as Judas, 
or sometimes as Brutus, in a Roman toga, stealing away from a fallen American 
soldier and carrying a bloody knife labeled “treason.”20

Another crucial political leader missed by the League was the powerful 
Speaker of the House, Thomas Brackett Reed, whose influence in that chamber
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was so great he was called “the Czar.” His enormous size and caustic wit en
hanced his power. Once when President Harrison went on a jingoistic ram
page, Reed suggested that he take on the Chileans himself since he was “just 
about their size.” He told Teddy Roosevelt, “Theodore, if there is one thing for 
which I admire you, it is your original discovery of the ten commandments.” 
He bestowed upon President McKinley the perfect accolade: “The Emperor of 
Expediency.” Reed also had exceptional political courage, as evidenced by his 
having held up, against great pressure, the appropriations to prepare the coun
try for war with Spain and the bill annexing Hawaii. Of the annexation of the 
Philippines he complained, “We have about 10,000,000 Malays at $2.00 a head, 
and nobody knows what it will cost to pick them.” When this barb proved to be 
an all too accurate premonition, Reed pushed the point again in a later debate 
over appropriations to run the Philippine war:

I have to hunt all over your figures even to find out how much each yellow 
man costs us in the bush. As I make it out he costs us $30 per Malay and he 
is still in the bush. Why didn't you purchase him of Spain F.O.B. with defi
nite freight rates and insurance paid?21
Reeds humor would have produced doubts about his sincerity in the mor

alistic and deadly serious atmosphere of the League’s headquarters. A splinter 
group of anti-imperialists planning a third party did approach Reed as a possi
ble candidate in 1900, just as he retired from Congress. But Reed was much too 
shrewd to seek the presidency on a single issue, particularly one as unpopular 
as anti-imperialism. At any rate, Reeds pragmatism had to clash with the moral 
absolutism of these reformers. The lack of a sense of compromise doomed the 
cause of anti-imperialism from the beginning, although given the nationalistic 
mood and the inertial effects of the war with Spain, it is unlikely that any 
changes could have salvaged the cause at this time.

Perhaps a bigger mistake was the failure of the League even to attempt to 
court McKinley. By perceiving the world in black and white, the Leagues lead
ers were unable to distinguish between a McKinley and a Roosevelt. Even after 
the presidents decision to keep the Philippines, there were occasions when 
disillusionment over the war was particularly severe and direct persuasion for a 
compromise might have been tried. During the summer of 1899, many doubts 
about the wisdom of annexing the Philippines were expressed by some of 
McKinleys advisors and imperialist politicians. Upon his retirement as chief of 
the Bureau of Statistics, Worthington C. Ford warned that it would be impossi
ble to realize any of the “rosy prophecies that have been made freely as to [the 
islands'] commercial value.” No less an imperialist than Senator Frye blamed 
General Merritt for having misled the peace commission in Paris as to the Fil
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ipino desire for independence and capacity to resist American rule. John Bar
ret, a former diplomat and an advisor to the Administration on Asian affairs, 
conceded that summer that annexation of the islands had been a mistake and 
recommended offering the Filipinos independence under American protec
tion, provided that the military bases could be retained.22

An increasing number of imperialist editors began to express very similar 
doubts, although few ever recommended American withdrawal. “The Philip
pines are pretty costly real estate/* conceded the New York Times, “but the 
abandonment would entail consequences that only the hardiest experts in gov
ernment finance would have the fortitude to figure out.** Senator Carter as
sured the swelling ranks of doubters that “the Republican Party will return the 
Philippines as a matter of profit. This is a practical age. We are going to deal 
with the question on the basis of dollars and cents. Neither religion nor senti
ment will have much influence in determining the verdict. The great question 
is will it pay?* ** The Call let out some editorial hoots over the “crass and igno
ble motives** beginning to show under all “the palaver** about “benevolent as
similation** now that things were not going so well in the war. The Boston Trav
eller wondered editorially who would reap the profits, if any, “the salesman, 
clerk, laborer, muni employee,** who not only “shoulder the costs,** but are fur
ther victimized by “the increased cost of living produced by inflation?**23

If McKinley would have modified his Philippine policy at any time, it 
would have to have been done with sufficient distance from his bid for reelec
tion to avoid the wrath of the electorate. The summer of1900 was both too close 
to the pending presidential election to be politically expedient and too far from 
the beginning of the war to escape the charge that American lives had been 
needlessly sacrificed. By the end of the third summer, McKinley had been as
sassinated and the opponents of the war were faced with a more genuine impe
rialist in the White House. It is most doubtful that the course of this history 
could have been altered at any time during those three years, but less rigid 
critics might have at least kept Senator Hoar company in his almost solitary and 
futile efforts to counter the influences that military leaders, the “young Turks,** 
such as Lodge, Roosevelt, and Beveridge, and possibly even historical inertia, 
exerted on President McKinley.24

Much has been made of the high caliber of the opponents of imperialism in 
the League, whose list of officers reads like a combination of the Social Register 
and Whos Who in America. One historian has calculated that seventy-three 
percent of the League's leaders were college graduates, and that half of these 
went on to earn graduate or professional degrees, at a time when less than one 
percent of the population held college degrees. Most of these officers were 
products of Harvard, Yale, and Princeton, which places them in a very small
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elite. The names Adams, Storey, Bradford, Winslow, Higginson, Wentworth, 
Warren, and Endicott are among the oldest and most prominent in New En
gland’s history. Two college presidents became officers of the League, Henry 
Wade Rogers of Northwestern and David Starr Jordan of Stanford. Some of the 
nations foremost scholars did likewise, such as Columbia's Felix Adler, Yales 
William Graham Sumner, Chicago's Herman von Holst and Edwin Burritt 
Smith, and Cornell s I. J. McGinty. Samuel Bowles and Herbert Welch, pub
lishers of the Springfield Republican and Philadelphia’s City and State, respec
tively, became vice-presidents, as did prominent members of the Protestant 
clergy, such as Leonard Woolsey Bacon, Charles H. Parkhurst, Theodore Cuy- 
ler, and New Yorks Episcopal Bishop Henry Codman Potter. Senator Carl 
Schurz, one of the nation's more erudite politicians in an age that produced 
little brilliance in government, also lent his name to the League. Indeed, if one 
goes beyond the confines of the League to include others who expressed their 
opposition to expansion and the war of conquest, it is possible to add many 
more distinguished names, including four university presidents, another dozen 
leading scholars, and, of course, Senator Hoar. Some, such as Hoar, Chicago's 
Professor J. Lawrence Laughlin, and Harvard philosopher William James, were 
more active critics and were constantly writing or speaking out against the 
course of events in the Philippines. Others made their opposition known less 
stridently, or even privately in some cases, as was true of Presidents Charles W. 
Eliot of Harvard, E. Benjamin Andrews of Brown, Daniel Coit Gilman of Johns 
Hopkins, and James Burrill Angell of Michigan; and of Professors Charles Eliot 
Norton and John Fiske of Harvard, John Burgess and Frederick W. Starr of Co
lumbia, G. Stanley Hall of Clark, George P. Fisher of Yale, David Ames Welles 
of M.I.T., J. Scott Clark of Northwestern, Arthur Latham Perry of Williams, 
and the historian Goldwyn Smith. However one wants to define its member
ship, the anti-imperialist movement adds up to a very impressive group of dis
tinguished Americans. Its leading historian, E. Berkeley Tompkins, concluded, 
"It is doubtful any other organization could boast a more outstanding leader
ship. If the nation could be said to possess an elite, these gentlemen would 
surely qualify.”25

One problem of drawing conclusions from this assessment is that it is 
equally applicable to the leading proponents of imperialism. Henry Cabot 
Lodge, Theodore Roosevelt, or Albert Beveridge could match degrees, pedi
grees or erudition with any anti-imperialist in or out of the Anti-Imperialist 
League. Leading men of the cloth, famous publishers, university presidents 
and scholars also justified and supported the conquest of the Philippines. This 
was true of Presidents Benjamin Ide Wheeler of California, Charles Kendall 
Adams of Wisconsin, David Jayne Hill, who left Rochester to become under
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secretary of state, and Jacob Gould Schurman, who left Cornell to head the first 
Philippine Commission; and such prominent scholars as John Bach McMaster, 
Albert Bushnell Hart, James Ford Rhodes, James Morton Callahan, Franklin 
Henry Giddings, James Harvey Robinson, John Spencer Bassett, Nathaniel 
Southgate Shaler, James Bradley Thayer, David Prescott Barrows, E. A. Ross, 
Charles A. Cooley, Henry Pratt Judson, Abbott Lawrence Lowell, Paul Reinsch, 
William McDougall, Dean Worcester, Theodore Woolsey, Jr., E. Spencer Bal
dwin, and Woodrow Wilson. As was true of the anti-imperialists, some more ac
tively supported their cause than did others. Worcester served on the Philip
pine Commission, and Barrows organized and ran the school system in the 
islands. Some, such as Wilson, Woolsey, and Schurman initially opposed, or 
were uneasy with, the acquisition of colonies, but ended up supporting the 
Philippine venture. When it became impossible to deny that American atroci
ties were being committed, Schurman returned to the opposition in 1902.

Actually, few academicians left any record of their sentiments on the issue 
of imperialism. Very limited evidence would suggest a rather even division 
among those professors who did record their opinions on the issue, however 
much the contemporary press distorted their activities. Turn-of-the-century 
editors greatly exaggerated the criticism to be found in universities. The ‘‘pro
fessor” was a favorite target of the New York Sun for behaving as though he 
were “a creature of special illumination and inspiration,” whereas he was actu
ally “a narrow minded prig, habitually regarding himself as superior to the ‘un
sheep-skinned man.’” Indeed, this “professor” was “little more than a mere 
pedagogue and his intellectual equipment and acquired knowledge are not 
such to make his ‘thought' trustworthy or valuable or to prevent its being falla
cious, immature and unsound,” the editor assured his readers. Probably due to 
this bias, he launched a series of attacks on the tenure system which “protected 
these cranky and shallow reasoners,” concluding that “no professor holds his 
chair by divine right.” Ironically, it was an advocate of imperialism in the aca
demic community, E. A. Ross, who would prove this proposition, although his 
firing in one of the nation's first tests of tenure rights had nothing to do with the 
issue of expansion. (Professor Ross had the temerity to impugn the reputation 
of his university's benefactor while Mrs. Leland Stanford was still alive and able 
to exert pressure on Stanfords anti-imperialist president to get rid of him.) In 
fact, the resignation of Henry Wade Rogers at Northwestern may have had 
more to do with the issue, as his opposition to the Methodist McKinleys war 
may have offended the Republican trustees at this Methodist school.26

The Sun was not alone in attacking professors for being the leading con
tributors to the cause of anti-imperialism. New Yorks Journal o f Commerce re
minded its readers that professors were, more often than not, “Socialists,” and



116 THE AMERICAN OPPOSITION ORGANIZES

even “Populists,” so that it should not be “surprising” that they would also be 
“sympathizers with a public enemy.” The Times in New York gleefully endorsed 
this observation and expressed outrage over a petition urging Philippine inde
pendence from Harvard’s faculty to President McKinley in May of1899. Yet, by 
the editor’s own account, the petition bore only seventeen signatures, at a time 
when Harvard’s faculty numbered 134 teachers of professorial grade, 277 teach
ers and research fellows, and fifty-five officers. As though he were aware that 
his initial outrage may have been out of proportion, the editor added that 
“many friends of that institution will think that it would have been better if the 
number had been smaller.” Likewise, imperialist editors in Chicago railed 
against the subversive influence of their new, but already prestigious, univer
sity, whereas very few of its professors were active in the antiwar protest. A 
Chicago petition to the president in 1900, similar to the one from Harvard a 
year earlier, attracted the signatures of thirty-six of the 130 who held pro
fessorial rank that year, plus many more from the lower categories. Often, anti
imperialist editors would distort the number of dissenters in order to claim near 
unanimous support in the universities for their position. One exception to this 
view was the Call, whose editor angrily denounced the apologies for imperial
ism emanating from leading universities. “It is difficult to keep ones patience 
in reading such utterances from a professor,” he declared. The political car
toons in the imperialist press depicted professors indoctrinating students to be 
ashamed of their country, or deliberately falsifying the facts to serve their own 
political ends. Anti-imperialist cartoons showed them as the latest victims of 
the nation s first colonial war, being gagged by President McKinley personally 
while seated next to an already gagged correspondent from Manila. Actually, 
the University of Chicago’s ruling “Congregation” publicly reaffirmed its com
mitment to freedom of speech for its faculty in response to editorial demands 
that the war critics on campus be fired or silenced.27

If students had been indoctrinated at all, it appears more likely that it was 
to support expansion, if the wildly enthusiastic receptions that Roosevelt re
ceived on college campuses, including the University of Chicago, in 1900 is any 
gauge. Addressing a gathering of Harvard alumni and students, Professor 
Charles Eliot Norton was rudely hissed at when he criticized the government’s 
handling of the Philippines. For every Professor James at Harvard, there was a 
Professor Giddings at Columbia who countered academic criticism of the war 
with intellectual justification of American conquest. It is impossible to guess 
even which position represented the faculty majority. If one looks closely at the 
university presidents and scholars already cited, however, it is possible to dis
cern an important generational difference. Of the twenty-three mentioned as 
opponents of imperialism, only five were born after 1850, whereas eight were
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born before 1840, and five of the latter, before 1830. In contrast, the twenty- 
four cited as apologists for expansion were, on the whole, much younger. All 
but five of them were born after 1850, only two before 1840, and none before 
1830. Six of them were born after 1860, and two of these after 1870. In 1900, the 
average age of these campus critics of the war was slightly under 58, while that 
of the imperialists cited was between 43 and 44. This difference reflects per
fectly the gap in the average ages between nonacademic advocates and critics of 
expansion. Boutwell was well into his eighties at the turn of the century, Brad
ford was 69, and Schurz, 71. The average age of the officers of the League in 
1900 was well over 60. In contrast, Roosevelt turned 42 that year, Beveridge, 
38, and, at 50, Lodge was the old man of the group. Basically, most of the war s 
critics had reached manhood before, or during, the Civil War, when most im
perialists were still infants. Any casual sample turns up an average 15-year dif
ference between the two groups, not quite a generation, but sufficiently great 
for Roosevelt to be able to characterize anti-imperialists as “men of a bygone 
age having to deal with facts of the present.”

Oddly enough, this age differential does not hold up when one examines 
the positions taken by intellectuals— novelists, poets, playwrights, and humor
ists—working outside of campus confines. But then, this group as a whole ap
pears to have been overwhelmingly opposed to expansion and the war in the 
Philippines. Such writers as Thomas Bailey Aldrich, George W. Cable, Henry 
Blake Fuller, Edgar Lee Masters, Hamlin Garland, Edwin Arlington Robinson, 
Bliss Perry, William Vaughn Moody, John Jay Chapman, Lincoln Steffens, Fin
ley Peter Dunne, and George Ade made clear their opposition to imperialism 
and the war. Only one of them was over forty. William Dean Howells, Charles 
Dudley Warner, Ambrose Bierce, and Joaquin Miller, pushing, or over, 60, 
were the old men of this group, except for Warner, who was 71 in 1900. Mark 
Twain, at 65, was the most famous— or, at least, his caustically critical essay, 
“To the Person Sitting in Darkness,” has better survived in our historical imag
ination. But Twain got into the act very late in 1900, when the atrocities, both 
in China and in the Philippines, seemed to have gotten to him before any moral 
concerns over imperialism in general. Then, too, missionaries looting in China 
and the antics of General Funston were perfect targets for his brand of humor. 
Some intellectuals also provided support for the imperialist persuasion, such as 
Brooks Adams, Julian Hawthorne, Gertrude Atherton, Richard Hovey, Wil
liam Bliss Carman, Walter Hines Page, and Julia Ward Howe. Surprisingly, 
many of the imperialists were women and, even more unexpectedly, Miss 
Howe was both 81 in 1900 and a social reformer, a combination that typically 
was found in anti-imperialists.28

The imperialists were no less successful than their critics in attracting
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prominent men of the cloth to support their cause. Once McKinley made it 
clear that he did not intend to interfere with the established Catholic church in 
the islands, ex cathedra approval from Rome lined up the Catholic hierarchy 
behind him. Perhaps his biggest coup was the weaning away of Bishop Potter 
from the ranks of anti-imperialism. This League vice-president returned from 
an army-sponsored tour of the islands a convert to imperialism in 1900. Potter 
explained in Century Magazine that the leaders of the “rebellion” were “un
scrupulous and ambitious men.” Espousing the “white mans burden,” Potter 
declared:

Time alone can demonstrate how far we may be able to persuade a fickle, 
restless, impulsive, unreasoning people, embittered by many wrongs at 
the hands of those we have expelled, or ought to expel [friars, probably], to 
trust us, to learn from us, and under our tutelage to grow into the status of 
competent citizens in a self-governing state.29
Needless to say, this article infuriated his former friends, who carried on a 

running debate with him. “I think it ill-advised and unfortunate that we origi
nally held the Philippines. But I think also that to abandon them now would be 
to abandon them to internal warfare of rival leaders and rival tribes. At present 
they are no more fit to lead themselves, or organize a government, than a par
cel of children,” the prelate wrote in defense of his change of heart. When it 
was suggested that his army-sponsored tour may have been rigged, Potter 
angrily answered, “It does not follow that because you think otherwise per
sons who differ from you are frauds and time servers. They have seen the 
Philippines.”30

During the Boxer crisis, Potter carried his apostasy further by praising 
McKinley's contribution of American troops to the European invasion of China. 
“She has been guilty of the gravest crimes against international rights and com
munities. Let her be punished as she deserves,” the bishop wrote of China 
in Century Magazine. Not until 1901, when reports of western excesses in pun
ishing China and of increased American atrocities in the Philippines became 
impossible to deny, did Potter revert to his original opposition to imperial
ism. Meanwhile, throughout his political vagaries, he remained listed on the 
Leagues masthead as a vice-president.31

Not only did the imperialists and their critics draw from the same social 
strata for the most part, but more surprisingly, there was even some ideological 
overlapping. Of course, the terms “imperialism” and “anti-imperialism” are se
mantically and historically confusing. There were enormous intragroup dif
ferences between McKinley, Taft, and Roosevelt on one hand, and between 
Atkinson, Storey, and Tillman on the other. Some anti-imperialists not only had
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uneven personal histories on the issue of overseas expansion, but a number ad
vocated the more subtle forms of imperialism that were to evolve in the twen
tieth century. Thus, Carnegie had cabled McKinley during the war with Spain 
to keep Puerto Rico—and possibly Cuba, the Teller amendment forbidding the 
latter notwithstanding. He also advised the president to swap the Philippines 
for the British West Indies, nearer to home. But essentially, he argued that for
mal empires were obsolete because economic penetration could achieve con
trol over foreign lands without the cost of conquest and administration. Atkin
son argued along the same lines and, on the pages of his Anti-Imperialist, of all 
places, that the English economic controls over Egypt could be the basic model 
for the United States, rather than her military conquest of India. “Lord Cromer 
administers the affairs of Egypft under a khedive,” he wrote with obvious admi
ration for the resultant reduction in overhead costs. Schurz, Jordan, and Wil
liam Graham Sumner advanced similar alternatives to the military conquest of 
“backward” people. What he called “the peaceful conquest of Mexico” was, in 
Jordans eyes, “a perfectly legitimate form of expansion.” He recommended 
that the “Mexican experience” be expanded on a global scale. “We could fill all 
of the tropical countries with consular agents, men trained to stand for good 
order and to work for American interests, for less than it costs to subdue a sin
gle tropical island,” Jordan enthused. To classify this “peaceful penetration,” he 
coined the term “permeation.” Professor Sumner endorsed a similar idea and 
argued that it would be at long last a cure for the “earth hunger” that had 
caused so much war.32

One historian of the anti-imperialist movement, Robert Beisner, con
cluded that only “in their advocacy of free trade and opposition to direct control 
over foreign territories” can these critics of the annexation of the Philippines 
accurately be labeled “anti-imperialists”:

They favored subtle forms of American domination and looked on the 
world as a society in which some nations were more equal than others, in 
which American commercial agents were granted special privileges, Amer
ican government officials were treated with special deference, and the 
American navy was allowed special access to harbors and coaling stations.33
Indeed, some Marxist historians have suggested that the anti-imperialist 

movement was a clever cover for the more sophisticated indirect control and 
exploitation of the nonwestern world that evolved over the next five decades. 
But this interpretation, with its conspiratorial overtones, smacks of reading his
tory backwards. Other historians have done likewise in their attempts to read 
into anti-imperialism some of the humanistic concerns and liberal policies asso
ciated with opposition to neocolonialism later in the twentieth century. Pro
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fessor Christopher Lasch warns us that this anti-imperialist movement “did not 
foreshadow the liberalism of the Good Neighbor. It was in fact no more liberal 
than that of the expansionists.”34

Both sides tended to be contemptuous of the common man, to whom they 
attributed responsibility for such social ills as corruption in politics and yellow 
journalism. As patricians, both groups were uncomfortable with the “new im
migration” that was emptying the “sewers” of eastern and southern Europe 
after 1870 and flooding America’s industrial cities with culturally disparate, and 
allegedly inferior, types. The men on either side of the issue of imperialism 
perceived themselves as the heirs to the Jeffersonian tradition, particularly its 
emphasis on a “natural” aristocracy, individualism, and laissez-faire economics. 
Indeed, the economist Laughlins opposition to imperialism appears to have 
had as much to do with the ideas of Adam Smith as it did with those of John 
Locke. Neither the imperialist nor his critic was happy with such collectivistic 
responses to industrialization as trusts, unions, and urban, largely ethnoreli
gious, political machines. The leading advocates of imperialism were very often 
the young Progressives, such as Roosevelt and Beveridge, who saw overseas 
expansion as essentially an extension of domestic reforms, and they brought to 
it the same crusading zeal with which they fought slums, trusts, unions, child 
labor abuse, poor health and safety standards, and urban political corruption. 
As Professor William Leuchtenberg explained it, “The Progressives, contrary 
to orthodox accounts, did not oppose imperialism, but with few exceptions, ar
dently supported the imperialist surge, or at the very least, proved agreeably 
acquiescent.”35

The elitist bias of anti-imperialists is easily discerned in the diatribes 
against mass democracy and the leveling effects of egalitarianism written by 
E. L. Godkin, Charles Eliot Norton, William James, and Charles Francis Ad
ams. “Ignorance” elected the likes of a McKinley, who in turn catered to “sav
age instincts” and the “fighting mob hysteria” of “common men.” The “vulgar” 
daily tabloids enjoyed a similar symbiotic relationship with the uneducated and 
the unwashed, a combination that had launched the war with Spain and set the 
country on the road to empire, as far as C. F. Adams was concerned. Unlike 
some anti-imperialists, Adams did not fool himself that his cause was a popular 
one. He proposed at one point a scheme for weighting votes to give dispro
portionate electoral power to the “better elements,” whom he considered intel
lectually and biologically superior. Without such a reform, the nation was in 
danger of sinking into “a European and especially a Celtic proletariat of the 
Atlantic coast, an African proletariat on the shores of the gulf, and a Chinese 
proletariat on the Pacific,” Adams warned.36

Perhaps nowhere else is this elitism more evident than in the cavalier atti
tudes expressed by some anti-imperialists toward poverty and working condi
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tions. Bread and circuses contributed as heavily to the destruction of the Ro
man republic as did imperialism, they insisted. It was “natural” to have poverty 
and inequality, and no matter what schemes were devised to alleviate them, 
“the intelligent and thoughtful of the race shall inherit the earth,” Godkin ar
gued. “Natural laws” as revealed by Adam Smith should not be tampered with, 
and Edward Atkinson vigorously opposed the Interstate Commerce Act of 1887 
and all attempts to abolish child labor, raise wages, and reduce working hours. 
Atkinson personally designed a cooking device he called “Aladdins Stove,” 
which “the fourteen-hour wives of eight-hour husbands” should use to prepare 
“more appetizing food from the shinbone of beef and the scrag of mutton,” in
stead of demanding higher wages. He had the audacity to justify the use of 
scabs at a Knights of Labor meeting. Immensely egotistical, highly opinion
ated, and invariably armed with reams of statistics that rarely proved his point, 
Atkinson was never shy about pontificating to any audience and remained im
pervious to the hoots and catcalls of “shinbone” from workers. But even Atkin
son never went as far as Godkin, who once advised the government to deal with 
the strikers at Homestead in “the old fashioned way,” that is to shoot them 
down. When Carnegie protested that shooting Filipinos would destroy the Re
public, Secretary of State John Hay was able to observe, “He does not seem to 
reflect that the government is in a somewhat robust condition even after shoot
ing down several American workers in his interest at Homestead.” It is small 
wonder that the anti-imperialists failed to win the support of workers, beyond 
the token gestures of a few labor leaders in lending their names as vice- 
presidents of the League.37

Another shared characteristic of the two groups was a highly romantic An- 
glo-Saxonism. The Boston Brahmins and the Southern anti-imperialists were 
unabashed Anglophiles, who repeatedly made it clear that their attacks on im
perialism should in no way be construed as criticism of “our mother country.” 
Senator Augustus Bacon emphasized:

I am proud of the English race: I am proud of the grand civilization given 
to the world by England. I am proud of her history; I am proud of her 
achievements; and if the time came that the great powers leagued them
selves together to destroy her, I would be willing to go to her side . . .  in 
her defense.38

Likewise Atkinson stipulated that he admired the British imperial system, 
however much he did not want the United States to emulate it. English expan
sion had brought free trade, human rights, and other Anglo-Saxon ideals where 
none had existed before. Indeed, Atkinson’s hysterical letter to Cleveland over 
the Venezuela boundary dispute in 1895 was more related to the target of the 
president’s jingoism than to any pacifistic concerns. Atkinson suggested that,
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instead of attacking England’s aggressive moves against Venezuela, Cleveland 
propose “a British protectorate” for “the whole of South America”:

What a boon it would be to the world if systems corresponding to English 
law, English administration, and the English regard for personal rights, 
could be extended over the continent of South America.39
Carnegie, too, defended British imperialism as beneficial to the world and 

even wanted to reunite the “two leading Anglo-Saxon nations,” a process he 
called “race imperialism.” A flag of his design, combining Old Glory and the 
Union Jack, flew from the Scottish castle of this “star spangled Scotch man,” as 
he was labeled in the press. Another anti-imperialist, Clevelands secretary of 
state, Richard Olney, justified his devotion to England as “a patriotism of race,” 
which was, he averred, as important as “patriotism of country,” and added that 
“the Anglo American is as little likely to be indifferent to one as to the other.”40 

This romantic Anglo-Saxonism rested firmly on the belief in racial inequal
ity as an established fact of life. Because American imperialism coincided with 
racist extremism at the end of the nineteenth century, some historians have 
linked the two together in a causal relationship. As evidence, one historian 
noted that McKinley had never spoken out against lynching or the mushroom
ing Jim Crow laws in the South. But there are obvious flaws in this interpreta
tion. For one thing, more ardent imperialists than McKinley, such as Roosevelt 
and Lodge, did protest racist developments. Lodge was the author of the 1890 
“Force Bill,” designed to end the growing disenfranchisement of blacks. When 
Roosevelt denounced lynching and Jim Crow, he was attacked as “a narrow 
minded bigot,” a “modern Judas,” and “a prostitutor who smites the South.” 
What kind of a white man would defend “negroes who outrage our woman
hood”? asked one Southern editor. “Burning and hanging negro rapists is a ter
rible crime in the eyes of this would-be Caesar. This is the low estimate Presi
dent Roosevelt places on the virtue of our women.” Roosevelt also outraged the 
“lily white” faction of his party in the South by making Negro appointments 
there, and Lodge lectured Southerners that they had to “learn and broaden.”41 

In direct contrast, anti-imperialist Thomas Wentworth Higginson, a for
mer abolitionist who once supported John Brown, counseled a hands-off federal 
policy for the South as a result of disillusionment over the frustrations of the 
Reconstruction experiment. This policy would have meant abandoning the 
Negro to the mercy of white extremists. Carnegie even defended lynching, ex
plaining to a Scottish audience that “ ‘Judge Lynch’ is rarely, if ever, accused of 
punishing the innocent— undue haste or excessive ‘efficiency’ is his fault. The 
number who suffer, not from injustice, but undue haste, is not very great.”42 

If racism was related to America’s imperialistic venture in the Philippines, 
the two were connected in an unexpected way. The imperialists were paternal
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racists while their opponents, at least in the South and West, were almost in
variably race haters. The young progressives who supported imperialism were 
politically tied to moderates in the South, not to the extremists, who were usu
ally anti-imperialist. The moderates were, in the words of one historian, “white 
Washingtonians,” who believed that with patience and careful tutoring the 
Negro could become the equal of the white man. They were clearly indebted to 
Booker T. Washington for their ideas, and John Spencer Bassett was almost 
fired from Trinity College (later Duke University) for declaring that this black 
leader was “the greatest man save General Lee, born in the South in a hundred 
years.” It was no accident that Bassett’s good friend and confidant, Teddy Roo
sevelt, invited Washington to the White House in 1901. The invitation angered 
William Jennings Bryan, ther defeated anti-imperialist Democratic candidate, 
who protested, “When Mr. Roosevelt sits down with a negro he declares that 
the negro is a social equal of the white man.”43

Once these moderates, or “accommodationists,” were hounded from the 
South, they established close and influential relations with Northern progres
sives, who invariably were imperialists. Walter Hines Page and Nathaniel 
Southgate Shaler became personal advisors to President Roosevelt on racial 
policies in the South. A major outlet for their views was Lyman Abbott’s pro
imperialist Outlook. These Southern advisors not only supported imperialism, 
but argued that the experience gained in the South best equipped Americans to 
assume a “new missionary and pedagogical spirit” that will “uplift the child 
races everywhere.” The South would continue to serve as an ideal training and 
testing ground for “this characteristic problem of the world.” To them, domes
tic blacks were but a small part of the “white man’s burden.”44

These ideas were lent academic respectability by the relatively new field 
of sociology expounded in the works of Professors Ross, Cooley, and Giddings. 
The latter argued that although the nonwhite races lacked “intelligence and in
ventive genius,” they were “capable of imitation and improvement.” By virtue 
of their experience in dealing with “racially inferior types,” it was the responsi
bility of Anglo-Saxons to ensure “orderly development” for such “unfortu
nates,” Giddings reasoned. The British Empire had already extended “English 
sacredness of life” and the “requirement of social order” to “less able races,” a 
system based on what he called “ethical homogeneity,” due to the propagation 
of English morality. To explain the lack of traditional democratic institutions in 
this “democratic empire,” Giddings coined the marvelous contradiction “con
sent without consent” to epitomize his conclusion that “if in later years, they 
[the colonized] see and admit that the disputed relation was for the highest in
terest, it may be reasonably held that authority has been imposed with the con
sent of the governed.”45

While the progressive and imperialist view of nonwhite races at home and
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abroad was rife with paternalism, the racist fears of the anti-imperialists were 
closer to traditional racism. This is clear enough in the Southern opposition to 
imperialism. “We understand what it is to have two races side by side that can
not mix or mingle, without deterioration and injury to both and the ultimate 
destruction of the civilization of the higher,” “Pitchfork Ben” Tillman, senator 
and vice-president of the League, explained his opposition to imperialism. His 
colleague from Virginia, Senator Daniels, hypnotically inveighed against the 
“mess of Asiatic pottage” that would be created by expansion—“a witchs caul
dron” of “black spirits and white, red, gray spirits . . . spotted peoples with 
Zebra signs on them.” Writing about “the White Man’s Problem,” Mrs. Jeffer
son Davis made clear that she was opposed to keeping the Philippines “because 
three quarters of the population is made up of negroes” and, worse, “hybrids,” 
and “everyone knows the trouble mulattoes cause in the South.” Western anti
imperialists portrayed Malays as Mongolians and simply recycled earlier pleas 
not to “open the doors” to the “yellow hordes.” Senator Rawlins's frequent 
tirades against imperialism were invariably studded with references to an “Asi
atic pottage.”46

Much more surprising is that well-educated anti-imperialists in the North
east were not above expressing such racial fears. E. L. Godkin warned earlier 
in the Nation that the annexation of Hawaii would admit “alien, inferior, and 
mongrel races to our nationality.” Senator Schurz warned that immigrants 
would come from the Philippines and that it was not possible to assimilate 
“Spanish-Americans, with all the mixture of Indian and Negro blood, and Ma
lays and other unspeakable Asiatics by the tens of millions!” C. F. Adams 
contended that “protection against race mingling” had long been an American 
policy. He justified the “harsh treatment” of Indians, blacks, Chinese, and 
Mexicans because it had “saved the Anglo Saxons from being a nation of half 
breeds” and argued that imperialism would reverse that historic policy. William 
Larrabee, former governor of Iowa, and a League officer, countered the pater
nalistic arguments of the imperialists by insisting that the Filipinos were the 
“worst and most unmanageable savages” who could not possibly be taught “the 
first principle of American citizenship in a thousand years.” It is in this spirit 
that the quip of one anti-imperialist hero and League vice-president, Grover 
Cleveland, must be understood: “Cuba ought to be submerged for a while be
fore it will make an American state or territory of which we will be particularly 
proud.”47

Possibly more shocking is that similar racist anxieties can be discovered in 
the anti-imperialist objections of academicians. Stanford’s President Jordan de
clared that “the degenerate and alien races within our borders today constitute 
a menace to peace and welfare,” without adding more from possessions over
seas. Harvard's Professor Norton echoed this sentiment and insisted that “mix
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ing races of varying ability within an institutional framework must lead to the 
irreparable impairment of that institution.” Even the erudite Storey and Hoar 
on rare occasions inserted the phrase “aliens in blood” into their attacks on im
perialism. When Senator Knute Nelson of Minnesota quickly pointed out to 
Hoar that he had voted for the annexation of Hawaii, where “ninety-five per 
cent of [its] people are of inferior race,” the senator from Massachusetts ex
plained that within fifty years those islands would have “a Northern, largely 
New England population.”48

Indeed, the most effective anti-imperialist tactic was to exploit such racial 
fears by threatening to insist that full citizenship be extended to Filipinos un
less this foolish venture in imperialism was abandoned. “Are you ready to grant 
citizenship to those whom your laws exclude from coming into this coun
try?” taunted Henry Johnson, Indiana congressman and vice-president of the 
League. The Honorable Champ Clark warned that very soon “Almond-eyed, 
brown-skinned United States Senators” would destroy the very Constitution 
that had granted them the rights of citizenship. His ringing peroration drew 
heavy applause from his fellow anti-imperialists in the House, “No matter 
whether they are fit to govern themselves or not, they are not fit to govern 
us!”49

Whitelaw Reid recognized that “the chief aversion to the vast accessions of 
territory . . . springs from the fear that they must be admitted into the union as 
states.’’"McKinleys rationalization that imperialism was merely continental ex
pansion overseas did little to assuage such fears. Imperialist spokesmen were 
increasingly flushed out of their earlier, more humanitarian position to argue, 
as did Undersecretary of State David Jayne Hill, that it was never intended to 
bestow American citizenship on “half civilized peoples” who were “so adverse 
to social order.” To bolster this position, imperialists were able to line up a 
number of prominent law professors, such as Theodore Woolsey of Yale, E. W. 
Cutting of Cornell, Abbott Lawrence Lowell, and Christopher Columbus 
Langdell, both of Harvard, to outline just how ridiculous would be such a prop
osition. Woolsey informed the august American Academy of Political and Social 
Sciences that Filipinos “are incapable of gratitude, profligate, undependable, 
improvident, cruel, impertinent, superstitious, and treacherous . . .  all are 
liars even in the confessional.” Granting such people constitutional rights 
would be “a reductio ad absurdum,” and military rule was the only possibil
ity, he concluded. How could anyone expect Filipinos to have the intellect, 
instinct, and morality “developed in the Anglo Saxon fiber through all the 
centuries since Runnymede,” protested Reid in the face of this subtle anti
imperialist blackmail. “We have full power and are absolutely free to do with 
these islands as we please,” Senator Lodge reassured America.50

Actually, the McEnery resolution, passed after the ratification of the



126 THE AMERICAN OPPOSITION ORGANIZES

Treaty of Paris in 1899, precluded making Filipinos citizens or their islands “an 
integral part of the United States.” There was, however, a nagging fear that the 
Supreme Court might rule this provision unconstitutional in the near or distant 
future. Already an anti-imperialist challenge was in the lower courts. There was 
also the possibility that “wooly-headed reformers from the ‘Hub* ” would start 
another crusade to bestow constitutional privileges upon Filipinos as they had 
once done for African slaves. How seriously such inferred threats were taken is 
impossible to calculate, but as a people culturally committed to rationalism, 
Americans seem to have been uncomfortable, at least, with logical inconsisten
cies. As a result, some imperialists actually felt compelled to attack the very 
sacred document on which their nation was founded. “It is time to begin teach
ing the American people the absurdity of that clause in the Declaration of Inde
pendence which derives all the just powers of government from the consent of 
the governed,” Whitelaw Reid declared. But very few expansionists went quite 
so far as the Reverend Henderson, who, in his zeal to defend the conquest of 
the Philippines, branded from his pulpit the Declaration of Independence “the 
most damnable lie as the devil ever invented.” Since Senator Beveridge was 
more dependent on public support, he explained more cautiously that the Dec
laration of Independence applied only to “self governing races” before explod
ing in outrage, “How dare any man prostitute this expression of the very elect 
of self governing people to a race of Malay children of barbarism?”51

Such admissions delighted senators from the South, particularly when 
made by young progressives who had been so critical of racially motivated po
litical restrictions in their states. The staunchly anti-imperialist Senator Mc- 
Laurin of South Carolina taunted:

It is passing strange that Senators who favored universal suffrage and the 
full enfranchisement of the negro should now advocate imperialism. If 
they are sincere . . . they should propose an amendment to the Constitu
tion which will put the inferior races in this country and the inhabitants of 
the Philippines upon an equality as to their civil and political rights, and 
thus forever settle the vexed race and suffrage questions.

The junior senator from South Carolina, Ben Tillman, even wrung an apology 
for the “dead past” from Senator Nelson, a former abolitionist turned imperial
ist, on which he refused to elaborate to avoid making “the South s burden that 
much heavier.”52

Anti-imperialist spokesmen in the North attempted to exploit this incon
sistency in the imperialist position in order to pin the racist label on them and 
win black support for their cause. Archibald Grimke of the famous abolitionist 
family declared:
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Scratch the back of Republican leaders like Hanna, Lodge, Roosevelt, and 
McKinley, and you will find race prejudice underneath, an invincible be
lief on their part in the divine right of the Anglo Saxon to govern the Re
public and subjugate the darker races.

William Lloyd Garrison rather foolishly declared that black Americans would 
refuse to fight in this racist war. In fact, two “colored” regiments already 
had distinguished themselves in the Philippines by the time he made this 
statement.53

Although considerable anti-imperialist sentiment had been expressed 
in the Negro press, the League was not successful in enlisting organized sup
port from this quarter. One'black minister in the Boston area, the Reverend 
William H. Scott, did address anti-imperialist rallies as a self-appointed black 
spokesman, and was later made the only Negro vice-president of the League. 
Professor Kelly Miller of Howard, Clifford Plummer, a Boston lawyer and sec
retary of the National Colored Protective League, and other black leaders con
tributed strong anti-imperialist statements to the cause. Negroes were just as 
divided on this issue as were whites, and other black leaders, particularly min
isters, endorsed the conquest of the Philippines. The scholar W. S. Scarbor
ough was enthusiastic over projected opportunities for his fellow blacks in 
these islands.54

A group of Boston blacks held a meeting at Faneuil Hall in 1900 to con
demn imperialism and endorse Bryans candidacy. Erving Winslow urged 
Plummer to create a “Colored Auxiliary” to the League, in keeping with the 
“separate but equal” doctrine of the day, although it pales in comparison with 
the acts of some imperialists, such as President Roosevelts appointment of 
black Republicans to federal offices in the South a year later. At any rate, 
the auxiliary never materialized. The National Negro Anti-Expansion, Anti- 
Imperialist, Anti-Trust and Anti-Lynching League was formed in 1899 at Cairo, 
Illinois, but it disappeared after the election of 1900.55

It seemed that most blacks were not yet ready to abandon the party of Lin
coln. They would have been uncomfortable with the leaders of the League, 
many of whom had advocated letting the South work out its racial problems on 
its own. On the other hand, young progressive Republicans still wanted to use 
federal leverage to affect the outcome. Of course, at that time most blacks still 
lived in the South, where the imperialists were more likely to be moderates on 
the race question and where anti-imperialists were often extremists. There 
were exceptions, naturally. George W. Cable was both an anti-imperialist and a 
racial moderate. Thomas Dixon, whose protagonist in The Clansman is por
trayed as a dedicated knight in the racist organization, was an imperialist. One
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of the South s leading imperialists, Senator John Tyler Morgan of Alabama, sub
stituted the Philippines for Africa as an ideal destination for American blacks, 
but his reasoning was closer to moderate thinking. He accepted black capacity 
for progress with careful tutelage, but he feared that the educational and voca
tional successes of Negroes would escalate the hostility and demands for a caste 
system on the part of less successful whites. Therefore, Morgan saw emigration 
as the only hope for American blacks. In contrast, the anti-imperialist publisher 
of the Louisville Courier-Journal, General A. G. Greenwood, wanted to kill 
two birds with one stone by shipping the blacks to the Philippines before grant
ing those islands independence. In essence, many anti-imperialists resembled 
“little Englanders”—to whom Roosevelt compared them—who opposed Brit
ish imperialism more out of fear that it would inundate their island with alien 
races than out of any humanistic concern for the colonized.56
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Armageddon, 1900

Both sides of the Philippine question girded themselves for a final showdown in 
the election year of 1900. Each was certain that the people would overwhelm
ingly endorse its position. Anti-imperialists rationalized their earlier political 
defeats: They had not been organized in 1898 and had fared no better a year 
later because the truth about the Philippines had not yet transcended Otis’s 
censorship and the Administration’s propaganda. But the election of 1900 
would be a different story. It was obvious to all that the war was going badly. Its 
cost was staggering, and there were too many stories of American atrocities to 
deny all of them. Even imperialist politicians and editors were losing heart, the 
war critics convinced themselves. But on the other hand, Governor Roosevelt 
exuded confidence and was eager to meet his opponents in the political arena, 
particularly if the Democrats were going to add to their advocacy of the free 
coinage of silver the issue of anti-imperialism.

Congress adjourned near the end of 1899 in a sour mood, after Senator 
Pettigrew’s last-minute protest that once again the Administration had deliber
ately withheld evidence of the real conditions in the islands, this time in a re
port made by Assistant Secretary of State Micklejohn. Believing that his tour of 
the islands was supposed to have been a genuine fact-finding mission, Mickle
john had submitted a report that challenged official views of the war and be
rated Otis’s leadership. Root had quickly pigeonholed the report, but someone 
in the War Department had leaked it to the press. In a fury, Pettigrew rose 
dramatically in the Senate, brandishing a newspaper with a headline that an
nounced “Startling Disclosures,” and demanded to know why he, a senator, 
had to learn of Micklejohn’s report in this manner. His resolution requiring the 
Administration to release to the Senate every scrap of information it held on 
the Philippines was tabled until after the holiday recess.1

As soon as Congress reconvened in January, apologists for the Administra
129
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tion took the offensive by impugning Pettigrews patriotism and warning that 
such a resolution would jeopardize American soldiers. Senator Walcott angrily 
pointed his finger at Pettigrews empty seat and declared that it might as well 
be occupied by Aguinaldo “to represent the people of South Dakota who sent 
their sons to the Philippines/* Once again, as had happened so often in the de
bate over the islands, each side shifted its definition of the conflict. Anti
imperialists railed against “peacetime** restrictions on information, implying at 
least what imperialists had long contended—that there was no “war** in the 
Philippines, merely an “insurrection.** Imperialists, on the other hand, now 
evoked the historical excuse of withholding information “in time of war.’’ Angry 
over the defeat of Pettigrew s resolution, the Call conveniently overlooked its 
own inconsistencies on this score and complained of the Administration’s se
mantic opportunism:

Though not said officially, it is in the air that nothing can ever be whis
pered about the Philippines, because there we are at war! . . .  As Con
gress has no control over that war which it never declared, its technical 
prolongation may be indefinite and no fact concerning it, including the 
cost, will ever reach the people.2
The Administration discovered a new weapon in this election year—the 

freshman senator from Indiana, Albert Jeremiah Beveridge, who took a promi
nent part in the verbal fray that continued right down to the wire in November. 
This “golden orator” was unintimidated by seniority, and at the slightest hint 
that all was not well in the Philippines, he was on his feet to invoke God, patrio
tism, and “national destiny” and to chastise those who “shirk” their duty and 
“foul the nation’s honor.” The Hoosier senator was forever being “forced to say” 
that the “so-called anti-imperialists” had “started the war” and were now “the 
chief factor in prolonging it.” When Hoar merely suggested that the time had 
come to negotiate with Aguinaldo, Beveridge demanded:

What shall history say of us? Shall it say that we renounced that holy trust, 
left the savage to his base condition, the wilderness to the reign of waste; 
deserted duty, abandoned glory, forgot our sordid profit even, because we 
feared our strength and read the charter of our powers with the doubter’s 
eye and the quibbler’s mind? Shall it say that called by events to captain 
and command the proudest, ablest, purest race of history’s noblest work, 
we declined that great commission?3
It was virtually impossible to respond to such bombast, particularly when 

it elicited thunderous applause from galleries packed with spectators who 
wanted to see and hear this young marvel, who was handsome enough to be a
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matinee idol. The Call expressed wonder over the ease with which Beveridge 
thrilled an audience with banal and repetitive nonsense about “Gods prepara
tion of the English speaking and Teutonic people for 1,000 years,” not for “vain 
and idle contemplation and self admiration,” but for the “mission of our race, 
trustee under God, of the civilization of the world.” Beveridge neither recoiled 
from the word “imperialism” nor felt any need to invent euphemisms. “If this 
be imperialism, the final end will be the empire of the Son of Man.” If his Dem
ocratic colleagues refused to heed Gods will, those in the galleries would not, 
he warned. Pointing to his audience, Beveridge swore that

we will move forward to our work, not howling out regrets, like slaves 
whipped to their burdens, but with gratitude for a task worthy of our 
strength and thanksgiving to Almighty God that he has marked us as his 
chosen people, henceforth to lead in the regeneration of the world.4
What the Calls editor failed to appreciate was that this combination of pa

triotic and religious appeals struck deep into the heart of a populace in a highly 
nationalistic mood and in the midst of an evangelical revival. But Beveridge 
also enjoyed a practical advantage in these debates. He had toured the Philip
pines to see the war at close quarters, something that his critics had not done, 
or perhaps been able to do. The shrewd Hoosier milked his special experience 
for all it was worth by studding his speeches with personal observations of 
Americas brave boys in blue in the thick of battle against an unseen and treach
erous foe. When critics raised the objection that the islands would never return 
a profit, Beveridge dramatically produced from his pocket a golden nugget he 
had brought back to symbolize their untapped wealth. Differences of opinion 
were settled by the “insiders” curt comment, “I was there.” In the American 
cultural context there could be little doubt that direct experience was the best 
source of reality. A Boston editor pressed this advantage when he observed of 
the freshman senators presumptuous duel with the venerable Senator Hoar, 
“Beveridge has travelled to and seen the Philippines whereas Hoar has studied 
the Filipinos through books, documents, and reports. One man has seen, the 
other has heard.” Of course, Secretary Micklejohn had also seen first hand, but 
after the initial furor over the suppression of his report, its contents were 
quickly forgotten.5

McKinley used the testimony of another eyewitness to bolster his position 
on the Philippines as the election approached. It had been rumored that Jacob 
Gould Schurman of the Philippine Commission would break with the official 
view in a dissenting report, particularly after some comments by him shortly 
after his return from the islands. In a magazine article Schurman had praised 
the sincerity and honesty of Aguinaldos quest for self-government, and was



132 ARM AGEDDON,1900

critical of the drunken and lawless conduct of American troops. On two other 
occasions he had mentioned publicly ultimate independence for the islands. 
Such rumors of Schurman’s pending heresy proved unrealistic, however, and 
the chairman concurred with the commission’s total whitewash of the mess in 
the Philippines. Indeed, once it was determined that Schurman would not dis
sent, the Administration rushed into print a preliminary report by the Philip
pine Commission two months before the final one was ready.6

General Otis was the only member of the commission who refused to sign 
the report, either the preliminary or the final version. He had been hostile to 
Schurman s group since its arrival and viewed the commission as an infringe
ment on his authority. The breach widened when the civilians on the commis
sion recommended local self-government for areas already declared “pacified.” 
They also recommended civilian control for Manila, which Otis interpreted as a 
slap in the face, even though the proposal allowed that he would retain veto 
power over the city government. Otis could not even get along with Dean 
Worcester and Charles Denby, both of whom consistently stipulated that they 
would tolerate no civilian interference with military operations. Both were avid 
imperialists, and Denby had been a career army officer before becoming a dip
lomat. Denbys proposal to allow a few municipal governments to function on a 
limited and trial basis was viewed by Otis as a betrayal. Denby complained to 
Secretary of State Hay that “a civil board” to run Manila would relieve Otis of 
all the hours “taken up by him in the determination of matters which scarcely 
deserve his personal attention.” He warned Hay that the current situation 
“pleases nobody.” But Denbys concerns were omitted from the commissions 
report, understandably so in an election year.7

Imperialist editors were delighted with the findings and recommendations 
of the commission, which they hailed as the definitive account of the conflict. 
“If this report is not to be believed, then we may as well abandon scholarship, 
renounce reason and grant that judgement is 'fled to brutish beasts/” crowed 
the New York Tribune. The Times in that city hailed it as “proof of our unselfish 
intent: It must carry conviction to every reasonable mind.” The editor of the 
Evening Transcript in Boston, who, like Schurman himself, had been hesitant 
initially to endorse imperialism, confessed to “a great relief” that the report 
had at last “put an end to the swarm of rumors which have confused public 
judgement of the Philippine question.”8

Anti-imperialist editors dismissed both reports as “campaign documents” 
having more to do with McKinley s reelection than the situation in the Philip
pines. The Springfield Republican countered by publishing Aguinaldos “au
thentic version” of the war. Pettigrew had once tried to read this article on the 
floor of the Senate but was shouted down with cries of “treason.” Another inter
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pretation by Apolinario Mabini was published in the North American Review. 
The San Francisco Call and New York Herald printed a letter from Mabini to 
“friendly editors.” The charges raised in these accounts were hardly new, but 
once again Dewey was forced to deny that he had ever betrayed an alliance 
with Aguinaldo. “The statement of Emilio as recently published in the Spring- 
field Republican as far as it relates to me is a tissue of falsehoods,” the hero 
of Manila Bay declared to the press, a denial that Lodge read into the Congres
sional Record. Imperialist editors thanked the admiral for having “set the rec
ord straight,” as though this were the first time that Dewey had carried out this 
ritual. The New York Times followed Dewey’s denial with its own repeated an
nouncement that “Admiral Dewey has ruthlessly destroyed one of the founda
tion stones of the anti-imperialist temple of falsehoods and delusions,” along 
with a familiar warning: “Any politician or editor who so much as peeps about a 
‘broken alliance' or ‘broken promise’ will be saying in effect that the Admiral of 
the Navy is a liar. That will be inadvisable. To put the matter mildly, it will 
displease the American people. Who knows more about the matter— George 
Dewey or the ‘anti-imperialist’ spouters and ink splashers?”9

Dean Worcester took to the stump to defend the commissions report 
against anti-imperialist charges that the commissioners had “prostituted them
selves” to produce “campaign literature” for McKinley’s reelection. As a former 
scholar at the University of Michigan, Worcester thought it fair to concede that 
the war critics “may be sincere in their convictions, but by freely giving voice 
to them they are encouraging the ambitious Tagalo leader to prolong a hopeless 
struggle . . . costing us millions of dollars, and what is far worse, good Ameri
can blood.” He insisted that if such encouragement ended so would the war, 
and American “benevolence” could get under way in earnest. The Call ex
pressed amazement that even a scholar could “so totally miss the point— ’til we 
give them self government, there can be no good will.” Why is “Professor 
Worcester so certain that that ‘benevolence’ will follow conquest,” when “simi
lar British takeovers elsewhere have failed to produce beneficial results?” this 
editor demanded.10

McKinley shrewdly seized upon one recommendation in the report—to 
appoint a second commission with the power to implement limited local self- 
government, independent of the military. For this task, the president ap
pointed a highly distinguished group: Professor Worcester was retained, this 
time joined by Professor Bernard Moses, a political economist at the University 
of California and author of a book on Spain s former colonies in South America; 
Judge Henry Clay Ide, former chief justice of the United States court in Samoa; 
and Luke Wright, lawyer, former general and vice-governor of Tennessee, and 
a Democratic expansionist. McKinley’s biggest coup was getting the brilliant
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young jurist, William Howard Taft, to serve as chairman. Like his predecessor, 
Schurman, Taft was a Republican suspected of harboring anti-imperialist sym
pathies. The president gained further advantage by announcing that the new 
commission would immediately assume legislative powers for the islands and 
begin preparations for a complete transfer to civilian rule as soon as feasible.11

Anti-imperialist editors were left sputtering over this development and for 
the most part could only praise the quality of the appointees and the power and 
intent of the commission. Indeed, some imperialist editors worried that the 
president was moving much too fast in order to placate his critics in an election 
year and was possibly jeopardizing military operations in the process. If Fil
ipinos were going to be given the right to vote in local elections, cautioned the 
New York Sun, there should be educational and property qualifications.12

The Second Philippine Commission was still en route when MacArthur 
relieved Otis as military governor, and it was thought that one potential obsta
cle to Taft s success had been removed. The new commander enhanced this be
lief by immediately cabling Taft at Hong Kong, his first port of call, that “cordial 
greetings and warm welcome await the commission.” If this message had dis
armed Taft, he should have been alerted by the petty slights he received upon 
his arrival at Manila. Instead of personally meeting the ship, MacArthur sent a 
junior officer to escort the commission to his headquarters, although the gen
eral did pay a visit to the ship the next day. It would not take Taft long to realize 
that he was expected to court America s first “proconsul,” rather than cooperate 
with a mere general.13

MacArthur s announcement in June of a general amnesty helped to allay 
some of Tafts suspicions. The amnesty pledged “complete immunity for the 
past and liberty for the future,” along with a bounty of thirty pesos for each 
surrendered rifle. This excellent ploy in the midst of McKinley s campaign for 
reelection permitted the Republicans to grossly exaggerate the Filipino re
sponse to the “generous offer.” By the end of the summer, they even claimed “a 
final victory by amnesty.” Taft added to the euphoria with glowing reports full 
of such phrases as “the Philippines for the Filipinos,” although he shared Roo
sevelts paternalistic racism and assured President McKinley that “our little 
brown brothers” would need “fifty or one hundred years” of close supervision 
“to develop anything resembling Anglo-Saxon political principles and skills.” 
Nevertheless, such sentiment won Taft few friends among the military, which 
greeted his assertions that “Filipinos are moved by similar considerations to 
those which move other men” with utter scorn. It was clear to the generals that 
McKinley’s choice to head the second commission knew even less about “Ori
ental character” than did Schurman.14

The first real rift between Taft and MacArthur was over a “catch-22” provi
sion in the amnesty offer. Filipinos who had violated the “rules of civilized war
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fare” were not eligible for amnesty and could be tried and punished for their 
crimes after having laid down their arms and signed a loyalty oath in good faith. 
As one Boston editor explained approvingly, “insurgents who murdered or tor
tured prisoners or inflicted outrages on friendly natives need not apply.” But 
MacArthur used the provision to keep surrendered native leaders in line. Thus 
Pedro Paterno was arrested merely for privately expressing that he favored in
dependence under American protection. Taft protested that the amnesty had 
carefully stipulated “liberty for the future” and to his wife expressed the opin
ion that such arrests had effectively wrecked the amnesty. Worse, the censor
ship and harassment of local editors continued under MacArthur s command, 
which Taft deemed “revolting,” “unnecessary,” and “unAmerican.” By the end 
of the summer, Taft complained directly to Secretary Root and warned him that 
MacArthur had never taken the amnesty seriously and that he “regards all the 
people as opposed to the American forces and looks at his task as one of con
quering eight millions of recalcitrant, treacherous and sullen people.” This 
ever-widening breach between Taft and MacArthur was carefuly kept under 
wraps until after the election.15

Several external developments across the globe played into the presi
dents hands that election year. In February, he was able to claim success for his 
open door policy for China when Britain, France, Germany, Russia, and Japan 
agreed to maintain equal commercial rights in all Chinese territories. William 
Rockhill, who played a crucial role in the formation of this policy, attributed its 
success to the American presence nearby in the Philippines.16 This conclusion 
was enhanced four months later when Chinese Boxers attacked western mis
sions and embassies, and the United States was able to send troops from the 
Philippines to join the Allied Expeditionary Force. Editors and missionaries 
demanding “rapid and utter annihilation of the Chinese government” for its 
collusion with the Boxers thanked the Lord for a base nearby from which to 
deliver “timely justice.” The imperialists also reasoned that the presence of 
American troops, alone, had prevented the great powers from carving up China 
during this crisis. One editor advocated a joint Anglo-American administration 
of China, but his imperialist colleagues warned that the problems inherent in 
such a scheme would be greater than those faced by England in India. A watch
dog role from the Philippines was the cheapest and most effective means of 
keeping the Germans and Russians at bay and guaranteeing an open, indepen
dent China. It was a persuasive line that added immensely to the value of the 
islands just when anti-imperialists and some candidates were arguing to the 
contrary during the campaign. John Barrett crowed in Harpers Weekly that 
“any doubts over the strategic and political value of the Philippines were washed 
away in the Boxer Crisis.” 17

The reality of the situation was that few troops could be spared from the
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Philippines, and MacArthur was unhappy about having to send any at a time 
when he was urgently requesting reinforcements himself. As it was, the Ameri
can troops did not remain in China long and were quickly returned to combat in 
the Philippines. The war critics tended to remain respectfully silent as long as 
the fate of the besieged Americans in Peking remained in doubt. After their 
rescue, criticism for McKinleys “latest caper” was more noticeable in the anti
imperialist press, which denounced the decision to commit troops as “yet an
other declaration of war by the executive without the authority of Congress.” 
Such illegal interventions “are the very worst phase of imperialism,” and more 
could be expected if McKinley were not rejected at the polls in November, 
warned one editor.18

Another foreign development that affected the election of 1900 was the 
Boer War. Oddly enough, McKinley and the imperialists seem to have bene
fited from the war in South Africa in that it divided the opposition. The Anglo
philes in the Anti-Imperialist League were uncomfortable in criticizing their 
beloved England, which embittered the German-Americans with strong sym
pathies for the Boers and for anti-imperialism. While it is impossible to say how 
solidly Negroes and the Irish supported anti-imperialism—whatever the 
League claimed— they lined up on opposite sides of this issue. The Irish com
pared South Africa to Ireland and became much more concerned over the 
“rape of the Boers” than they ever were over the plight of the Filipinos. Blacks 
focused on the issue of slavery, which was still practiced by the Boers, and were 
certain that the England that had pioneered in the abolition of slavery would 
end that practice in South Africa.19

The war in South Africa had no such divisive effect on the imperialists, 
who soundly cheered England for extending her “civilizing Anglo Saxon hand” 
to the Boer Republic. Long after the election, the revelation of British atroci
ties against the Boers did make imperialists uncomfortable, particularly when 
they invited comparison with similar American tactics in the Philippines. Some 
Democratic imperialists, such as San Franciscos Mayor James D. Phelan, 
seemed unconcerned over the inconsistency of denouncing England for using 
techniques in South Africa that had been perfected in Ireland while praising 
the war in the Philippines as “the most sacred in history.” But then the likes of 
Phelan would not have voted for McKinley on any account.20

Quite possibly, McKinleys biggest boost for reelection was the Demo
cratic nomination, for a second time, of William Jennings Bryan. His anti- 
Eastern, antiurban, and fundamentalist, evangelical Protestant biases put a 
strain on the Democratic coalition. His followers* stress on moralistic issues, 
such as strict Sabbath laws and prohibition, might attract midwestern Republi
cans, particularly the Scandinavians, but it could also repel Germans and Cath
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olics who might have voted against “McKinleys war.” In essence, Bryans can
didacy represented what one historian has dubbed an “imperialistic pietism,” 
an attempt to apply age-old moral codes to the complexities of a twentieth- 
century industrialized, urbanized, and pluralistic America. Worse, Bryan’s 
brand of class conflict would have less appeal this time around in the more pros
perous year of 1900.

One of Bryans first campaign declarations was that “imperialism” was the 
“paramount issue,” made, possibly, to attract the German and Catholic vote or 
to deter the formation of a third party on this issue. At any rate, Bryans anti
imperialism was never very convincing, and as the campaign unfolded, the is
sue was increasingly ignored. “Of all men in this country, Bryan is the least 
entitled to a hearing against imperialism.” His party was even “less deserving, 
with Hearst in its vanguard, the same Hearst who once demanded that the flag 
be nailed to the Philippines, not hoisted, but nailed!” And as for “the Irish 
Catholics who run that party, [their] version of anti-imperialism [is that] if we 
must expand, we should take Canada,” ridiculed the Call.21

This “bogus anti-imperialism of Colonel Bryan” was also evident in the 
Democratic platform, which ignored the war but did pledge a stable gov
ernment for the Philippines and eventual independence under American pro
tection in some vague future. It failed to mention Hawaii, Guam, and Puerto 
Rico and was not that much different from the Republican pledge “to put down 
the insurrection” and “to grant the Filipinos the largest measure of self- 
government consistent with their welfare and our duties.” This position was 
strengthened in September with the publication of the presidents instructions 
to Taft, which granted to the Filipinos the Bill of Rights, except trial by jury and 
the right to bear arms, and replaced military rule for civil control in those areas 
already pacified. Actually, most Democratic speakers, including Bryan, tried 
to avoid the issue, but Teddy Roosevelt kept it alive, if only to lump war crit
ics, silverites, and Populists together as “irresponsible,” “anarchistic,” and 
“treasonable.”22

Some anti-imperialists either refused to forgive Bryan for his “apostasy” in 
the treaty fight or were skeptical of his dedication to their cause. They at
tempted to form a third party but were unable to get much support, or even to 
convince anyone prominent to run on the ticket. Gompers had long refused to 
endorse political candidates for president, and Carnegie withdrew an earlier 
offer to finance a third-party ticket. Pettigrew charged him with capitulating to 
John Pierpont Morgans threat to leave him out of a pending steel merger if he 
backed a third party, but it is hard to believe that Morgan would have been so 
concerned over an effort that could only have hurt Bryan, not McKinley. Gold 
Democrats, and less “pietistic” ones, were wooed, but they scorned such a na
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ive effort in favor of McKinley. The list of solicited candidates, alone, symbol
izes the bankruptcy of the idea: eighty-year-old General William Birney, son of 
the Liberty Party’s candidate in 1840; retired Senator John B. Henderson, one 
of the “Recusant Seven” who had refused to vote for the impeachment of Presi
dent Andrew Johnson several decades earlier; and Lew Wallace, retired gen
eral and author of the novel Ben-Hur, who was a youngster by comparison at 
seventy-three. Ex-President Cleveland and former Speaker of the House 
Thomas Reed also declined to run. Senator Donelson Caffery of Louisiana fi
nally accepted the nomination only to reverse himself on second thought. A 
“Liberty Congress” held in Indianapolis by anti-imperialists that August killed 
all hopes for a third party by endorsing Bryan. This action so offended some 
anti-imperialists that they collectively announced they would not vote in the 
coming election. But then, scarcely three hundred had attended the “Liberty 
Congress,” and it should have been apparent that they were politically irrele
vant, however justifiable and righteous their cause.23

While such labor leaders as Henry Demerest Lloyd and George McNeil 
did stump for Bryan, the more powerful Gompers maintained his policy of not 
endorsing any candidate. Most local labor councils followed suit and refused to 
comment on the war, imperialism, or even on the election. In Cleveland, the 
American Federation of Labor refused to allow Bryan to address its members, 
while in Chicago, labor leaders agreed to hear Bryan only if Roosevelt appeared 
to present the other side. Labor leaders in Indianapolis and San Francisco de
fied tradition by endorsing the Republican candidate.24

The Roman Catholic hierarchy further splintered the Democratic coalition 
by endorsing McKinley s Philippine policy. With the election only weeks away, 
Archbishop Ireland declared upon his return from the Vatican:

As a plain matter of fact the only safety which the Catholic Church has at 
the present time in the Philippines for the possession of her properties and 
for the lives of our priests is the protection of the American flag and all this 
is fully recognized in Rome.

Bishop Keene corroborated this position and brought from Rome the popes ex 
cathedra blessings for the American conquest of the Philippines. “His Holiness 
is determined that the priests in the islands shall support the American govern
ment in all things. On this subject the Pope is very firm.” Cardinal Gibbons 
added his voice to the chorus. “I believe it wise and proper to retain the Philip
pines. I think the government we enjoy in the United States is the best govern
ment for us in the Philippines.” Archbishop Chappelle concurred. “The Philip
pines should be ours on moral, legal, commercial, sociological, and religious 
grounds.” He even denounced anti-imperialists as being “devoid of the concep
tion of national ‘honor,’” and insisted that “to retire under fire is unAmerican.”23



ARM AGED DON,1900 139

Ordinarily one would expect an uproar in the Protestant press over such 
flagrant electioneering by the Catholic hierarchy, but on this issue there ap
pears to have been a tacit agreement that transcended the historical enmity be
tween the two groups. Indeed, the strongest reaction was in the Catholic 
Monitor. “It still remains to be said that there are many millions of American 
citizens whose sentiments do not concur with those of His Holiness in that 
matter.”26

McKinley’s success in winning the popes endorsement of his Philippine 
policy was partially the result of his retreat on the friar question. Initially, the 
Americans were no more willing to compromise on this issue than were the 
insurgents and seemed intent on confiscating the vast landholdings of the friars. 
But an understanding with Rome was McKinleys only practical option. The 
Aglipayan Church of native priests was inextricably woven into the insurrec
tion, and converting the natives to Protestantism was unrealistic, at least in the 
short run—all the prattle about “Christianizing” the Filipinos notwithstanding. 
Rapprochement began with the Vatican's appointment of Father McKinnon as 
bishop of Manila, while McKinley made Archbishop Chappelle an unofficial ad
visor on the Philippines, or, as the press dubbed him, “the Presidents agent to 
rehabilitate the friars.” Funston was incapable of compromise and continued to 
make such idiotic statements as “If Congress would drive out the friars and con
fiscate every piece of Church property, the bottom would drop out of the insur
rection in one week.” In spite of Bishop McKinnons protest to the press that 
Funston was “not of the class of bigots that hate the name Catholic and all that 
it means,” that description fit him well. General Otis, too, threatened the 
evolving alliance by turning over 160,000 acres of friar land to a British syndi
cate and reporting it to Washington on February 19, 1900, as a fait accompli. 
One of the priority tasks given to the Taft Commission was to work out a com
promise on the friar question that would be acceptable to Rome.27

It is impressive that McKinley’s overtures to the papacy did not fragment 
his Protestant support in this era of intense anti-Catholic feeling. A few reli
gious editors continued to rant on about the “priest-ridden, defrauded, revolt
ing adherents of a formal religion” in the Philippines who needed to be “saved” 
from the friars by “the plain, simple gospel message,” but they refrained from 
attacking McKinleys new tack. The Reverend Lyman Abbott even turned over 
space in Outlook to Bishop Ireland for a defense of the friars, an act that would 
have been unthinkable a year earlier. McKinley continued to enjoy the status of 
an evangelical hero in the Protestant establishment. He was wildly cheered at a 
missionary conference in New York just before the election, as he and clerical 
speakers exchanged effusive kudos. As far away as England, the London Mis
sionary Society hailed McKinley as the answer to the prayers of all evangelists 
around the world. Dean Ferrar penned a well-timed theological justification of
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the war, one that was denounced by anti-imperialist editors as “profoundly un
christian/’ The Springfield Republican lamented bitterly that “the religious 
press is as a unit for McKinley/’ and a Jewish publication complained that 
Christ, Mammon, and the dogs of war were running “shoulder to shoulder with 
imperialism in the name of religion and civilization/’28

The League leaders attempted to counter the impression of clerical una
nimity behind the war, if not necessarily in favor of McKinley’s reelection, with 
their own list of prominent clerical dissenters. If not long, it was impressive in 
terms of quality, but significantly, there was not a single Catholic priest among 
them. Since the influential Catholic World had featured attacks on the “preach
ers on the rampage” advocating the need to bring the benefits of Protestantism 
to the Philippines, the League did attempt to enlist the support of Bryan 
Clinche, a leading writer, and Father A. P. Doyle, the editor. Both declined 
abruptly, and Doyle informed the League that “I consider that while my coun
try is at war and American soldiers are being shot down in the Philippines, to 
institute any such league as you propose is constructive [sic] treason.”29

Bryan’s candidacy not only threatened to sway the loyalty of the labor- 
Catholic-immigrant-urban constituency of the Democratic Party, but it also di
vided the small band of anti-imperialists. Atkinson had already lost interest in 
anti-imperialism and all but gave his blessings to McKinley. The Call, along 
with C. F. Adams, Carnegie, and Hoar, supported the incumbent, albeit reluc
tantly. Grover Cleveland’s reaction was not atypical. “Bryanism and McKinley- 
ism! What a choice for a patriotic American.” His former secretary of agricul
ture advised the ex-president of how he intended to solve the dilemma. “It is a 
choice between evils, and I am going to shut my eyes, hold my nose, vote, go 
home and disinfect myself.” Even the League’s support for Bryan was not en
thusiastic. He was “the least objectionable of the two candidates to whom our 
choice is limited.” His anti-imperialist supporters became bitter when Bryan 
simply ignored the Philippine issue after July. Schurz complained that Bryan 
had “strangely ignored” what was to him the main issue and instead “indulged 
in all sorts of loose talk which sounded far more dangerous than it was, bringing 
various other things, especially the money question into the foreground.”30 

If Bryan had difficulty getting Cleveland’s support, McKinley fared lit
tle better with the only living ex-president in his party, whose silence led to 
Democratic jibes about Benjamin Harrison’s “masterly inactivity” for the Re
publicans. When party leaders did finally coax a statement from him, it was 
enigmatic enough to produce a headline announcing “Harrison’s Statement. 
Brilliant Flashes of Silence.” As Mr. Dooley explained it to a friend:

No wan is going to vote th’ way he believes. Says me friend Binjamin Har
rison: “Th’ condict iv th’ administhration has been short iv hellish. Th’ idee
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that this gover’mint shud sind out throops to murdher an’ pillage an* elope 
with th’ sthrugglin’ races iv th’ boochoos Ph’lipeens, makes me blood bile 
almost to th’ dew pint. I indorse ivrything Willum J. Bryan says on th’ sub
ject an’ though it goes hard f ’r me to say it, lifelong Raypublican that I am, 
I exhort ivry follower iv mine to put inmities aside, f’rget his prejudices an’ 
cast his vote f’r William McKinley.”31
When Democratic campaigners did raise the issue of imperialism, they 

sometimes chose words that became double-edged swords. Bryan asked one 
audience if it wanted its country to be “a bully and braggart” in the interna
tional arena. Governor William Amos Poynter of Nebraska complained of the 
militarism spawned by imperialism that would lead to swollen federal budgets 
to support more “idlers” and “hirelings” in an ever-expanding army. Such 
words were tailor-made for Roosevelt’s demagogic talents. Did the people of 
Nebraska want men with such low opinions of their country and of its fallen 
heroes to occupy the White House or Lincoln’s governor’s mansion? he de
manded while campaigning in the cornhusker state. “I fought next to these 
‘hirelings,’” he reminded listeners:

I saw them . . . shed their blood for the honor of the flag . . . and the re
ward is that these men should be sneered at as “hirelings” and “idlers.” 
Colonel Stotsenburg, General Lawton no longer walk about in idleness, 
nor does Liscum nor Reilly who died at Tientsin. They have found rest 
where their comrades from 1861 to 1865 who gave their lives have found 
their rest. Woe to the country that has lost its capacity to appreciate the 
sacrifice of the gallant souls who do and dare and die for its honor and 
glory.32
With enormous showmanship, Roosevelt asked audiences across the coun

try to stamp their feet if they disapproved of the Democratic slander against 
Lawton, Stotsenburg, and the heroic dead “when the mould is fresh on the 
graves o f‘hirelings,’” who had made “the ultimate sacrifice for their country.” 
Reporters invariably likened the response to a stampeding herd of buffaloes. 
Conveniently forgetting that it was Poynter, not Bryan, who had allegedly 
made the remark, in Cheyenne Roosevelt introduced veterans of the Wyoming 
regiment as “Bryan’s idlers.” All these “gallant lads” ask is that the comrades 
left behind in Philippine soil “at least be spared the slights and sneers of our 
own people,” Teddy pleaded. In Detroit, he invited veterans and “boys in 
blue” to share the stage with him. When the tumultuous applause for those 
assembled died down, Roosevelt dramatically pointed at them, and bellowed, 
“Behold your tyrants! ”33

As if the hapless Democrats needed to give the opposition another oppor
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tunity to impugn their patriotism, a group of naive anti-imperialists supporting 
Bryan made public their own direct negotiations with Aguinaldo, who allegedly 
had agreed to end the guerrilla warfare if Bryan were elected. Aside from the 
implied blackmail, corresponding with the enemy in time of war could only be 
regarded as treasonable. Democratic leaders understood this and tried desper
ately to keep the matter secret. Already, they had been embarrassed by a 
League announcement that Aguinaldo supported the Democratic Party of 
America. Party leaders assured the people that this endorsement was un
wanted, unsolicited, “ill timed and ill advised.” Now they had to deny that any 
party official had corresponded with the enemy. Hearst suggested that his party 
had brought this calamity on itself by allowing to go unchecked “the appearance 
of an alliance with a group of traitors”:

Is there not material here for some pretty solemn reflections? What do 
Democrats think of the sort of management that has enabled the enemies 
of their country to greet their party as an ally . . . ? The Democratic Party 
is as patriotic a party as ever existed. Its only trouble is indiscreet leader
ship. Aguinaldo’s proclamation is a cold shower bath that ought to bring 
the inebriated leaders to their senses.34
The Republican Campaign Book for 1900 had already noted that Bryan was 

toasted at insurrecto banquets. The publication of Aguinaldo’s offer in the mid
dle of the campaign was conclusive proof of the treasonable nature of Bryan 
Democrats. “The distinguished sign of Democracy today is not a flag, but a 
flagstaff, from which Bryan, the friend of Aguinaldo and the enemy of American 
sovereignty in the territory won from Spain, has hauled the national banner 
down.” Political cartoons often placed Aguinaldo on Bryans right, cheering 
Bryan on with bloody hands or standing on the bodies of slain American sol
diers to make himself as tall as his Nebraskan ally. Bryans shadow cabinet al
ways included the “three traitorous As,” Aguinaldo, Atkinson, and Altgeld, 
along with the ghosts of Benedict Arnold and Charles Vallandigham and, of 
course, assorted Tammany types, incendiaries, and wild-eyed Populists to plan 
“the country’s destruction.” But the real nadir in this scurrilous campaign was 
reached by a New York magazine, Judge, one issue of which featured a sinister- 
looking Aguinaldo standing on the body of an American soldier. The caption 
asked, “What is behind Aguinaldo?” By raising a flap superimposed on the 
cover on which Aguinaldo was depicted, the reader exposed Bryan’s picture.35

The naivete of the anti-imperialists supporting Bryan succeeded in de
stroying the single advantage enjoyed by Democrats that summer. Guerrilla 
warfare had greatly intensified in many areas by August, possibly to undermine 
Republican claims for the success of the amnesty program. Operating in small
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bands, Filipino soldiers were able to wreak havoc on American communication 
and supply lines and on occasion to inflict serious losses on a careless patrol. 
Headlines announced with horror that Captain Shields and fifty-one men had 
fallen into a trap and were badly mauled before the enemy disappeared as a 
relief column approached. It was a familiar story, but in the wake of the alleged 
'victory by amnesty” it caused an editorial uproar. “This disaster to American 
arms is considered the worst since the outbreak of the war,” the Call lamented. 
Even the cocky General Funston conceded that he had underestimated the dif
ficulties in “exterminating the enemy” because of the fact that “when pursued 
too closely they hide their rifles and scatter to their homes, and no longer wear 
uniforms or any distinctive insignia but use the dress of noncombatants of the 
country.”36

Such setbacks undermined official claims that the war was winding down 
and that its end was in sight. The revelation that some Bryan supporters had 
communicated with Aguinaldo merely lent credence to Republican charges 
that the new enemy offensive was the result of “false hopes” given them by 
Bryan s candidacy and a form of blackmail to force the electorate to vote for 
Bryan. That “Aguinaldo s bandits will stop killing our soldiers very soon after he 
becomes convinced that he will receive no aid in the effort from the party of 
which Mr. Bryan is chief” was a typical assertion in the Republican press. In
toxicated on this theme, the Republicans recklessly pledged that the fighting in 
the Philippines would die of its own accord within sixty days of McKinleys re- 
election. Secretary Root, at least, had to have known that this guarantee was a 
deliberate deception, for he was sitting on MacArthurs more realistic assess
ment, which he did not release until after the election.37

The Democrats bungled another highly charged campaign issue, that of 
“law and order.” Roosevelt and others insisted that Bryan stood for disorder; 
that domestically he supported “labor violence,” Irish “hooliganism,” and a 
“frightful, panic inducing monetary system,” while abroad he advocated aban
donment of the Philippines, which would lead to an international scramble for 
the islands and set off global warfare. Holding up a newspaper that was already 
a year old, Roosevelt would launch his pet topic by flashing a banner headline 
reading, “Rowdyism Reigns at Democratic Convention.” The fact that the 
headline referred to a much earlier attempt by followers of Eugene Debs to 
disrupt a Democratic convention did not bother Roosevelt. Invariably, mem
bers of the audience chose this moment to disrupt Roosevelt’s speech by hurl
ing debris at him and shouting vulgar epithets or chanting, “Teddy, Teddy, who 
shot a Spaniard in the back?” Roosevelt would then apologize to the audience 
that he had with him “neither cane nor umbrella” with which “to teach these 
Bryanites’ a lesson.” But, inevitably, there were some less patrician Republi
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can heavies on hand, always identified as “veterans,” to eject the “rascals” with 
their hands. The hecklers were never removed, however, before their perfor
mances were sufficiently noted to produce appropriate headlines on “The Foul 
Mouthed Hirelings of Hearst” and “The Desperate Democrats Sowing Seeds of 
Anarchy, License, and Mob Rule.”38

These interruptions occurred with such perfect timing that it is difficult to 
avoid the suspicion that they may have been staged. In Elizabethtown, Ken
tucky, debris and shouts filled the air in the middle of Teddys diatribe against 
the “enemies of order” who supported Bryan and opposed the “ordered lib
erty” of McKinley. As the “veterans” began to throw out “the rowdies and anar
chists,” Roosevelt was able to shout after them, “I call your attention to the 
attitudes of Bryan’s friends on the subject of law and order.” Sometimes this 
charade varied, and the vice-presidential candidate verbally took on the heck
lers. “Teddy’s Repartee Causes Confusion to Bold Bryanites. Shouts for the 
Nebraskan Promptly Met With Query, ‘Why Don’t You Hurrah For Altgeld or 
Aguinaldo?’” one headline reported.39

From the very beginning of the campaign, Roosevelt’s energy and enthu
siasm were overwhelming. He arrived at the Republican convention in his 
Rough Rider campaign hat and took the place by storm. From then until elec
tion day he never stopped, crisscrossing the nation and making speeches at a 
frenetic pace, while McKinley hibernated on his front porch in Ohio. The in
cumbent remained above the fray, solemnly announcing, “This is an age of pa
triotism, my friends,” as he unveiled a veterans’ memorial or exchanged ba
nalities with groups of missionaries. It was as though Roosevelt, rather than 
McKinley, were the presidential candidate.40

Reporters described wildly ecstatic crowds heaping adoration on Roose
velt during his campaign marathon. In Chicago, “crowds had been waiting 
around the hotel entrance for hours to catch a glimpse of the governor, and 
when he finally made his appearance he was greeted enthusiastically. He was 
repeatedly cheered during his ride to the university, and was greeted with a 
storm of cheers and college yells when he appeared before the students.” Back 
in his home state during the final week before the election, Roosevelt was given 
receptions in Elmira and Rochester that approached mass hysteria. “Never Has 
A Political Candidate Received Such Honors,” conceded a headline in the Cally 
whose editor was no fan of what he called “Rooseveltism.” Long before his 
nomination, this editor worried that such a “boorish adolescent” would be 
placed on the ticket with McKinley. When Roosevelt told the National Conven
tion of Mothers that they must raise their sons “to fight” and “to die” for their 
country, the Call's editor labeled him “an American Boulanger.” Throughout 
the campaign he insisted that “the frenzied utterances of Governor Roosevelt,”
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who had “all the youthful enthusiasm of a freshman at a college rush, or the 
unthinking muscular zeal of an amateur at football,*’ did not represent the 
Grand Old Party. But the Call had to acknowledge that he was an awesome 
campaigner in headlines such as “Roosevelt Completes One of the Most Re
markable Campaigns Ever Made. In 8 Weeks Visits 24 States Makes 673 
Speeches.” Even the Democratic press admitted that he was met everywhere 
by “a sensational greeting,” given by “wildly cheering crowds,** however much 
it railed editorially against Roosevelt’s whirlwind of demagoguery.41

Roosevelt was not the only Republican pinning the label of treason on the 
opposition. Beveridge, Root, Lodge, Platt, and a host of imperialists pitched in 
to convince the electorate that Bryan represented Aguinaldo. “I will not say 
that the men who are encouraging the Filipino soldiers here are traitors to their 
country,” Root declared with feigned magnanimity, “but I will say, and I think 
with justice, that the men who are shooting from ambush there are allies in the 
same cause, and both are enemies to the interest and credit of our country.” 
Bryanism was the main cause of “our dead soldiers, the vacant chair, flag 
draped, in the homes of the Republic,” Indiana’s “golden boy” declared. Bev
eridge went on to ask his audience:

What said Lawton— Lawton, Indiana’s pride? “If I am shot down by a Fil
ipino bullet it might as well come from one of my own men . . . because 
the continuance of the fighting is chiefly due to reports that are sent out 
from America.” Who will wear this on his forehead, the everlasting brand 
which Lawton’s words burn?

But Beveridge cautioned that he was “appealing to no passions” as his party 
stood for “law and order,” and the matter had to be settled by ballots, not fists 
or bullets. He was “merely stating the truth. . . .  I state the facts. The defeat of 
the opposition to the government here is the defeat of the opposition to the 
govenment there.”42

Senator Platt stooped so low as to attack Bryan’s military record and asked 
one audience to compare it with Roosevelt’s. Bryan “deserted his regiment to 
run for office,” whereas Roosevelt left his office “to rush into battle.” This senti
ment was echoed in the New York Sun, whose editor continually asserted that 
the country needed “selfless” leaders like Teddy, who “left office to be in the 
thick of the fight and not the other way around.” Implicit, of course, was that 
Bryan’s motivation was cowardice.43

From the Philippines, General Funston tried to get into the act by writing 
a letter to Charles F. Scott, who was running for the congressional seat once 
held by the general’s father. He told Scott that he held captured Filipino docu
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ments “that would make fine Republican campaign matter.” One consisted of 
“instructions transmitted by Aguinaldo to his subordinates to keep up the fight 
hoping that it may bring about the defeat of McKinley.” Funstons interference 
infuriated the Republican editor of the Call, who predicted that more elec
tioneering from generals in the field would go hand in hand with imperialism. 
He cited the fact that so few Americans were outraged by Funstons action as 
evidence that the feared militarism had already arrived. Actually, Funston s of
fer was late. The Administration had already released a captured letter from 
Aguinaldo praying to “God that he may grant the triumph of the Democratic 
Party in the United States” and praising such “illustrious North Americans” as 
Bryan and Atkinson.44

Not all Republican oratory was demagogic. Along with humanitarian ap
peals and evangelical arguments, there was an attempt to create a tradition of 
expansionism built on actions of past Democratic leaders. Jefferson and Jackson 
had seen no contradictions in controlling the Louisiana and Florida territories, 
inhabited by people “as yet incapable of self government as China” and who 
were also “bitterly opposed to the transfer of sovereignty,” Roosevelt lectured 
to an audience at Pocatello, Idaho. Yet no one then demanded “referendums for 
self determination” or accused Jefferson of “imperialism” or “militarism.” Why 
not? “Because our ancestors were of finer mettle,” he explained. “Imperialism 
you hear talked of. What does it mean?” he asked rhetorically:

It means nothing. There is not an imperialist in the country that I have yet 
met. Expansion? Yes; playing the part of a great nation. . . . Expansion has 
been the law of our national growth. Our fathers worked, we rest; our fa
thers toiled, endured, dared, and we stay at home to avoid trouble; our 
fathers conquered the West, but we are a feeble folk and we cannot hold 
the Philippines.45
Roosevelt dismissed the accusation of militarism as “the most shadowy 

ghost that ever was raised to frighten political children.” Anyone who loves his 
country is a “militarist” to Bryan and his supporters, who ask Americans “to 
dishonor their flag” to prove they are not militarists, he charged. “Slander” of 
this sort is to be expected from “the political heirs of the copperheads,” who 
once accused “the patient and kindly Lincoln” of militarism and of imperial am
bitions. Harpers Weekly joined Roosevelt in arguing that such terms as “impe
rialism” and “militarism” were “the empty wind of rhetoric” and “bogies con
structed to frighten the timid” by “a party which stands for everything which is 
essentially subversive of good government, as a cloak under which its leaders 
may creep into power and put their pernicious doctrines into an operation.”46 

Other Republicans felt no obligation to provide any justification for the
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war other than realpolitik. Lodge set the tone for this argument at the June 
convention:

We make no hypocritical pretense of being interested in the Philippines 
solely on account of others. While we regard the welfare of these people as 
a sacred trust, we regard the welfare of the American people first. We see 
our duty to ourselves as well as to others. We believe in trade expansion.47

In his endorsement speech for Roosevelts candidacy, Chauncey Depew em
phasized the importance of power and commercial gain to justify the conquest 
of the Philippines and the invasion of China. Deweys guns did not just speak at 
Manila, but “echoed through the palace at Peking and brought to the Oriental 
mind a new and potent force among western nations . . . striving to enter the 
limitless markets of the east. These people respect nothing but power,” Depew 
declared. The Sun in New York had always felt more comfortable with this 
straightforward argument, based on self-interest alone, and attributed the hesi
tancy with which it was used to the “snobbery” of “college doctrinaires” whose 
“sole occupation is minding other folks’ business and issuing commands to the 
country.” They were the ones who invented “the anti-imperialist prattle about 
commercialism.’” There was nothing wrong with the profit motive, advised 
the Sun, and gain should be the only reason for American expansion into the 
Pacific.48

This trend toward economic justification of the Philippine situation was 
forced on Republican campaigners by the Democrats, whose best argument 
was that the islands could never return a profit large enough to cover the cost of 
conquest. The war had cost “thus far $186,678,000, a war tax, and 2,394 Ameri
can lives. All this is more than the Philippines are worth,” announced the Saint 
Louis Republic. “Feeble attempts are being made to show that our trade with 
the islands is improving, but it would seem that as a cold-blooded business 
proposition, we are engaged in a very bad speculation,” observed the New York 
Herald in the middle of the campaign. Political cartoonists depicted Uncle Sam 
throwing money bags into the Pacific Ocean or shoveling gold coins endlessly 
down “the Philippine rat hole.” Indeed, the Chattanooga Times expressed 
utter astonishment at the end of that summer over the “unanimity of the coun
try in support of the govern men t’s policy to permanently retain all we got out of 
the war with Spain,” in view of the fact that the war in the Philippines was such 
“a bad business proposition.”49

At least this last editor had no illusions over the outcome of the pending 
election. Possibly others anticipated a bitter defeat when, on election eve, they 
began to protest the distortion of Bryan’s position on the Philippines, as well as 
all the “garbling, misrepresentation, perversion, and apology which have ema
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nated from the administration s defenders, beginning even with the President 
himself during the Presidential campaign.” The Democratic Party advocated 
neither “surrender” nor “immediate withdrawal,” nor “anarchy,” the editor of 
the Springfield Republican pointed out. The alternative was not American rule 
in the Philippines, at any rate, but “the hideous spectacle” of continuous war
fare, he protested. Contending that only one in twenty Filipinos surrendering 
under MacArthur’s amnesty program that summer carried a rifle with him, the 
Nation charged the Administration with hiding from the voters the possibility 
of continuous warfare. In order to give the impression that the war was winding 
down, the Administration also made misleading claims of reductions in the 
number of American troops on the islands. As one lieutenant explained in a 
letter to his wife, “It looks good on paper, but there really has been no reduc
tion of the force here. These ‘battalions’ [being sent home] are made up of men 
. . . about to be discharged.” By November it was clear to many Democratic 
editors that they had been outmaneuvered by Republican deceit and distor
tion. Mark Sullivan recorded in his chronicle of the times how the “rancor grew 
with debate.” “Dissension at home became more disagreeable than fighting the 
Filipinos. The spirit of America became sour.”50

“Once the people spoke” that November, as Bryan had repeatedly warned 
that they would, the message was vastly different from what he had had in 
mind. It was the greatest Republican victory since 1872. McKinley not only 
kept all the states that he had won four years earlier, but also added Washing
ton, South Dakota, Kansas, Wyoming, and even Bryan s Nebraska. One cannot 
isolate the issue of imperialism from the others, and, unquestionably, it was far 
less important than the monetary, trust, and labor issues. The people voted for 
McKinley’s “full dinner pail,” rather than for his Philippine policy.

Nevertheless, the fate of those few candidates who did tackle the issue 
rather vigorously indicates that anti-imperialism had little popular appeal. Gov
ernor Poynter failed to win reelection in Nebraska, and Pettigrew lost his sup
port in South Dakota for another term in the Senate. On the other hand, Roo
sevelt and Beveridge, whose spread-eagle nationalism featured overseas 
expansion, were joyously received wherever they spoke. As though taking cues 
from the style of General Otis, however, the anti-imperialists rationalized their 
egregious defeat by stressing that McKinleys plurality was off* slightly from 
1896. In its second annual report, the Anti-Imperialist League stated that “we 
dare not and cannot recognize that the question of anti-imperialism was settled 
by that election.” The Call informed its readers that only Bryanism was de
feated and that any “good and able Democrat of higher character” could “have 
beaten McKinley on the anti-imperialist issue.” Boutwell interpreted the elec
tion as an indication that the “masses” were somehow “losing faith” in the pres
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ident and his Philippine policy! The New York Sun ridiculed such fatuous state
ments and counseled its readers:

The rabid anti-imperialists are not to learn anything. Their monomania 
must be permitted to wear itself out. Their impotence to affect public 
opinion was shown by the election. Their impotence any longer to help 
the enemies of the United States in the Philippines is also evident. They 
will not cease to be noisy, but practically, they have become a negative 
quantity.51

Unfortunately there was at least a germ of truth in this.
Teddy Roosevelt, on the other hand, saw in McKinley s smashing victory a 

resounding endorsement of “ordered liberty” at home and expansion overseas. 
Although he had oversimplified the results, Roosevelt understood that anti
imperialism was an Achilles' heel for the Democrats, even more so than the 
silver issue, and advised that it be kept “to the fore in the Congressional cam
paigns, for if it is made the main issue we can certainly beat the Democrats out 
of their boots.”52 The Republicans had won an easy political victory in 1900, but 
winning the war would not be so easy. It certainly was not about to end within 
sixty days as pledged during the campaign.



R91Els

The War under MacArthur, 1900-1901:
Deja Vu

One of the new commanders virtues was that he was a realist who, unlike his 
predecessor, refused to delude himself about the course of the war in the Phil
ippines. His first report in September, 1900, after four months in command, 
warned Washington that the war was not winding down and that the end was 
not even in sight. On the contrary, MacArthur believed that the guerrilla stage 
of the war was just beginning and that the Filipinos were refining their tech
niques with experience. Aguinaldo’s strategy, moreover, had to rest on popular 
support, MacArthur cautioned:

The success of this unique system of war depends upon almost complete 
unity of action of the entire population. That such unity is a fact is too ob
vious to admit of discussion; how it is brought about and maintained is not 
so plain. Intimidation has undoubtedly accomplished much to this end, 
but fear as the only motive is hardly sufficient to account for the united and 
apparently spontaneous action of several millions of people. One traitor in 
each town would eventually destroy such a complex organization. It is 
more probable that the adhesive principle comes from ethnological homo
geneity, which induces men to respond for a time to the appeals of con- 
sanguinous leadership even when such action is opposed to their interests 
and convictions of expediency.1
MacArthur’s report was just what was needed to rescue the anti-imperial

ists from postelection gloom. Why did all this “truth-telling become available 
only after the election?,, demanded Sam Bowles of the Springfield Republican. 
It was just such “cruel and stupid ignoring of facts” in the past that “plunged us 
into the horrible mire in which we have now been floundering,” opined the 
Baltimore News. By refusing to recognize the national feeling and aspirations of 
the Filipinos, our policy was bound to fail whatever our intentions, the New
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York World concluded from the generals report. “Is it not plain now that the 
whole policy of pacification by force of arms is as unpracticable as it is un- 
American?” a chorus of anti-imperialist editors asked after reading the report. 
If MacArthurs assessment did not “sober the people,” the latest “bill of over 
$100,000,000 a year to be presented indefinitely” for “McKinley s gems and glo
ries of the tropic seas” would, advised the Evening Post in New York. Almost to 
a man, anti-imperialist editors insisted that the report would have changed the 
results of the election had it been released before the people went to the polls.2

The anti-imperialists should have been sobered by the reaction of their 
opponents. Almost no expression of surprise or any real acknowledgment of 
fundamental errors in the official interpretation of the Philippine situation was 
to be found in the imperialist press following MacArthurs report. Quite to the 
contrary, the editor of the New York Sun went so far as to hail the report as “one 
of the most illuminating documents on the subject that have as yet emanated 
from the Philippines.” He went on to cite it as irrefutable proof of the sound
ness of the presidents policy. “Now that the November election in the United 
States has dispelled one hope of the conspirators, it may be assumed that even 
the irreconcilables will give up their piratical warfare,” the Inter-Ocean de
clared. It was as though these editors had not bothered to read the report at all. 
It is next to impossible to conceive of the editor of the Philadelphia Press con
cluding his discussion of the generals report with the recommendation that “a 
native police force with white officers” would be more effective against “scat
tered bands of guerrillas”—when MacArthur himself had reached very dif
ferent conclusions. The Evening Telegraph argued that:

No candid reader can peruse the report without arriving at the conclusion, 
already reached by all impartial observers, that the native tribes of the 
Philippine Islands are totally unprepared for self government, and that 
chaos and anarchy would be the inevitable result of abandonment by the 
United States. Under the circumstances, the people and Government of 
the country have no choice of alternatives; they must go forward without 
hesitation and without flinching, in the assumption of the onerous duties 
and responsibilities laid upon them by the fortune of war.3

Paradoxically, it was the editor of the Army and Navy Journal who seemed 
most affected by MacArthurs report. He reluctantly reached the opinion that 
the Philippine problem was “not altogether a military one” and cautioned his 
readers that “there is something required beside the rifle.” The editor of the 
Boston Herald vainly expressed the hope that the report would at least compel 
Teddy Roosevelt to temper his language on the subject of the Filipinos:
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The next Vice President has been in the habit of denouncing them in gross 
as “savages” and the example has been widely imitated. More than once in 
the course of a speech, he has compared them to the Apaches, a tribe for
merly noted for their excessive barbarity of disposition and cruelty in war. 
General MacArthur gives no support to such representations of their 
nature.4
Meanwhile, the war continued with one discouraging report after another 

emanating from the Philippines. New Years Eve revelers awoke to a new head
ache in 1901; the first editions of the year carried reports of “unprecedented 
activity everywhere around 477 American posts. Scouting parties and small ex
peditions strike day and night.” January 5, the sixtieth day since McKinleys 
reelection, was greeted with irreverent hoots in the anti-imperialist press. Sam 
Bowles gloated as much as he dared in the face of American setbacks and re
minded the victorious Republicans that they had scheduled the war to end by 
that day:

Never was a prediction more completely and ignominiously falsified by 
events as this one. . . . Bryan was licked and the traitorous anti-imperial
ists were sternly rebuked and the election did “confirm Presidential pol
icy.” But what has followed? By the admission of a leading administration 
senator [Republican William J. Sewell of New Jersey] military conditions 
in the Philippines have occupied themselves these sixty days in getting 
worse and worse. It seems to us that conditions which show no more re
spect than that for the honorable Philippine Commission and our sacro
sanct President are too ungentlemanly to be noticed in polite society.3
Not even imperialist editors let the day go by entirely unnoticed. The New 

York Times conceded that the war was not going as expected:
The American people are plainly tired of the Philippine War. The admin
istration must be aware that the case of its enemies is not weakened nor 
the confidence of its friends augmented by the daily reading about all this 
cost and killing. To kill rebellion by inches and trust to patience and slow 
time to bring back peace and contentment is not a humane or wise policy. 
It cannot be the lack of money. Is it the lack of troops, supplies, transporta
tion, ammunition, artillery? Is it the lack of a competent commander? The 
public simply does not know where the trouble lies. It does know that 
there is trouble somewhere. Where is it? How long is this Philippine War 
going to last?6
Another staunchly imperialist editor admitted to being greatly confused by 

the conflict:
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The United States at the present moment is not, technically, engaged in 
any war. But it is engaged in the warlike enterprise of putting down what is 
technically an insurrection—a large and baffling one. It seems strange to 
Americans that the Filipinos—or so many of them—are bitterly opposed 
to our sovereignty. They must know it is likely to be a great improvement 
over former conditions. . . . Nevertheless they fight on. The situation is a 
depressing one from every point of view. Good men are perplexed. Ques
tions of right and wrong, of consistency with American ideals and princi
ples, of stifling the “passion for independence,” of national responsibility, 
of prudence—all are hard to decide.7
Each anti-imperialist editor kept his own tally of what he perceived to be 

defections from the cause of imperialism. It was impossible to resist the temp
tation to twit a Republican colleague or two with reminders of their earlier pre
dictions and anticipations of glory and wealth that would inevitably follow 
McKinleys decision to keep the Philippines. The editor of New Yorks Evening 
Post gloated over the conversions:

It ill becomes a preacher to ask converts why they have been so long in 
coming to a knowledge of the truth, and so we shall not put any unpleasant 
queries to the New York Times, Boston Herald and Indianapolis Journal 
and other newspapers which are now making the belated discovery that 
everything Philippine is not for the best in the best possible of worlds. All 
that we care to note is that they are at last under conviction of sin, and 
crying out, “what must we do to be saved?” Is it not time to confess the 
whole policy a hideous blunder?8
But a careful reading of editorials in the imperialist press questions 

whether there had been many genuine conversions to the anti-imperialist 
cause. What these editors wanted was a greater military effort to speed up the 
end of the war, not a reconsideration of the policy that sent American troops to 
the Philippines in the first place. The New York Times angrily advised that 
whatever was necessary to conquer the Filipinos quickly must be carried out 
immediately. There was “neither economy, humanity, nor statesmanship in 
dallying with the present situation,” advised the Portland (Oregon) Journal, 
warning that the war must be ended swiftly “at whatever cost.” The Oregonian 
in the same city concurred, “The Philippine situation is not good from our 
standpoint, and it is not satisfactory to us; but it is as good as the Spanish had it 
for 300 years. We shall not be content with it, however. We shall make it better 
by the double method offeree— arms and persuasion.” By this time imperialist 
editors were aware of the hard line taken by Generals Young, Wheaton, Fun-
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ston, and the outspoken Colonel Jacob Smith, and they urged McKinley and 
MacArthur to follow their counsel.9

Some of the presidents strongest apologists, while fewer in number but 
more significant in terms of reputation, began to advise the opposite course in 
the first few months of 1901. The Englishman John Foreman, who had been so 
often cited by imperialists as the leading authority on the Philippines and who 
had personally advised the peace commission in Paris to keep all the Philippine 
islands, now decided that the conduct of American troops there made the con
tinuation of such a policy impossible without heavy costs well beyond the value 
of the archipelago. The highly respected journalist George Kennan reached the 
same conclusion a few weeks later. Like Foreman, Kennan was by no means 
converted to the cause of anti-imperialism. He simply realized that the “deep- 
seated and implacable resentment” of American rule made the proposition un
economical. He warned that:

We have offered them many verbal assurances of benevolent intentions; 
but at the same time, we have killed their unresisting wounded; we hold 
1,500 to 2,000 of them in prison . . . and we are resorting directly or indi
rectly to the Spanish inquisitional methods . . . that the present genera
tion of Filipinos will forget these things is hardly to be expected.10
In theory, crucial defections of this sort from the cause of imperialism 

should have aroused greater opposition to the war, but the people seemed in
stead to be growing as weary of anti-imperialist demonstrations as they were of 
the conflict itself. A call went out for “mass protests” on February 4 to mark the 
second anniversary of the war, but the turnout was anything but massive. With 
few exceptions, the anti-imperialist press acknowledged this dubious rite of 
passage with bitter stoicism. More radical anti-imperialists then called for mas
sive disruptions of the president s inauguration in March, an activity that could 
not have won the approval of the conservative Anti-Imperialist League. The 
New York Evening Post encouraged the scheme, if only to let McKinley know 
that no one had been “hoodwinked” by the phony Republican campaign pledge 
that the war would end within sixty days following his reelection. “We are 
aware, of course, that the role of patriotic Americans is to stand mute before 
the wisdom and goodness of their government in all that relates to policy in the 
Philippines,” the editorial concluded, tongue in cheek. Some imperialist edi
tors gleefully responded to the suggested “disorder” with ridicule. “Will the 
foes of the despot McKinley allow him to ride unrebuked along Pennsylvania 
Avenue? Will there be no protest of outraged freeborn men against him and 
other murderers of the heroic rebels in the Philippines?” taunted the New York 
Sun. The Suns editor proposed a ludicrous scenario for the event, in which a
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counterparade would be led by the vanquished Bryan, ringing a liberty bell 
amidst thirteen shackled Filipinos “hired for the occasion in the Bowery” and 
followed by “professors of the University of Chicago in a six-ass drag.” But 
McKinley marched up Pennsylvania Avenue without incident.11

A better index of war-weariness than poor protest turnouts might have 
been the low enlistment rate for a third wave of volunteers as the second one 
approached its eighteenth month of service. The rate was low enough to foster 
rumors of pending conscription. Forgetting that he had long contended that 
there was a war and not an insurrection in the Philippines, the Reverend 
Adolph A. Berle, a pacifist and anti-imperialist, actively spread the alarm of a 
peacetime draft that would destroy American democracy. General Leonard 
Wood lent credence to such rumors when he told the Economic Club of New 
York, “Of course we want a volunteer service, just as we want volunteer moral
ity . . . but none but the fool expects to get it.” The alternative to a draft, he 
warned, would be “the murder of our sons and the dishonor of our women,” a 
proposition that ignored the fact that most of the army was in the Philippines, 
rather than guarding our shores.12

By 1901, senatorial debate over the size of the regular army had become an 
annual affair, and the debate inevitably spilled over to the conduct of the war in 
the Philippines. Senator Teller used the occasion to present the Senate with a 
petition signed by two thousand of Manila s most prominent citizens, who had 
taken no part in the struggle and were presumed to favor American rule. The 
petition demanded the same degree of autonomy enjoyed by Canada within 
the British Empire, praised Aguinaldo as a worthy leader, and carried a warn
ing that “for every insurgent killed another thousand will spring up.” Invoking 
the names of Washington, Jefferson, Lincoln, and God, in that order, the peti
tion appealed to the conscience of Americans, “as a people who once struggled 
for independence” themselves, to reconsider their position in the Philippines. 
Filipinos were struggling “against greater odds and greater wrongs than those 
which inspired the Republic,” it averred. Senator Hawley was on his feet im
mediately following Teller’s reading of the statement, shouting “flat treason”: 
“It is an attack upon the United States, its authority, and its troops, and a pas
sionate appeal to Filipinos to continue to kill our men. If Jefferson Davis had 
brought forth a similar appeal after the Battle of Gettysburg . . .  it would have 
been a mild crime in comparison.”13

But Sentor Hoar angered his fellow Republicans even more during the de
bate when he raised the question of American atrocities in the Philippines, a 
topic “more inadmissible,” in the eyes of his colleagues and imperialist editors, 
than that of greater autonomy for the Filipinos. “Mr. Hoar should be grateful to 
Massachusetts for his re-election and ashamed of himself for coddling rebel



156 THE WAR UNDER MACARTHUR, 1900-1901

lion/' the editor of the New York Sun observed icily. In a rare concession to the 
fact that “things are not going weir’ in the Philippines, the Suns imperialist 
editor argued that at such a time criticism of the army could not be tolerated— 
even though he had been intolerant of any criticism when General Otis was 
allegedly winning the war two years earlier. It was the duty of every patriotic 
American to stand by his country in this moment of trial, he insisted, denounc
ing the country's detractors, such as Hoar:

Instead, some Senators have chosen to besmirch American honor. To rep
resent American soldiers as murderers, ravishers, drunkards and licen
tious reprobates has been the habit of the curious citizens who shudder at 
imperialism and the facts. To bring reproach upon the annexation of the 
Philippines, it has been deemed necessary to foul the honor and character 
of the American army. The most extravagant and nauseating assertions 
have been made; and some worthy folks have been bamboozled by the 
dealers in lies, wholesale and retail, into believing that Americans in the 
Philippines had suffered sea change [turning] into brutes.14
The Evening Post responded to the Suns editorial by complaining that 

“the chief fact about the Philippines appears to be that if you lay any disagree
able truth before the administration you are a liar and a traitor.” But while im
perialist editors reacted defensively to the charges raised in the debate, Presi
dent McKinley, according to one reporter in Washington, was deeply disturbed 
by Hoar s comments, as well as by other damaging concessions made by Repub
lican leaders in the Senate:

The frank acknowledgements made in the Senate by leading Republicans, 
in the debate over the army organization bill, that the military situation in 
the Philippines is extremely bad, are causing a good deal of comment as to 
the future purposes of the administration. President McKinley has several 
times lost heart to some extent, if the reports of certain private conversa
tions are to be believed, in the effort to enforce American sovereignty with 
the bayonet.15
The same reporter advised that the president was waiting for a pending 

Supreme Court decision on whether the United States Constitution had to fol
low the flag. If the Court ruled affirmatively— and the rights of American cit
izenship had to be conferred upon the Filipinos and tariff barriers could not be 
raised against goods from the islands— then McKinley would greatly alter his 
policy and even consider backing out of the archipelago gracefully, this reporter 
predicted. After interviewing aides in the White House, he reported that the 
president was profoundly influenced by the example of France, which had
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taken seventeen years to subdue Algeria, and wanted to avoid a similar fate for 
the United States in the Philippines.16

The Supreme Court partially buoyed the foundering president when it 
ruled that spring not only that the possession of colonies was constitutional, but 
also that not all the guarantees in the Constitution need apply to such posses
sions. The legal reasoning behind the decisions of the “Insular Cases” was so 
tortured that four of the five concurring justices could not agree on a single 
rationale to justify each one of them. Secretary Root, an extremely capable cor
porate lawyer, was at a loss to explain the exact meaning of the rulings. “Ye-es as 
near as I can make out the Constitution follows the flag—but doesn’t quite catch 
up with it.” In his own inimitable style, Mr. Dooley had a better explanation:

“Some say it laves the flag up in th’ air an’ some say that’s where it laves th’ 
Constitution. Annyhow, somethings in th’ air. But there’s wan thing I’m 
sure about.”
“What’s that?” asked Mr. Hennessy.
“That is,” said Mr. Dooley, “no matter whither th’ Constitution follows th’ 
flag or not, th’ Supreme Court follows th’ illiction returns.” 17
The Administration struggled during 1901 to counter the deteriorating im

age of the Philippine situation. A new political organization, the Partido Fed
eral, had been formed late in 1900 by former insurgent leaders and moderately 
conservative members of the propertied class, who had grown weary of the 
struggle and hoped to work out a compromise. They bombarded Washington 
with petitions asking for “American protection” against “Aguinaldo’s outlaws” 
and suggested that a civil government replace the military one and that self- 
governing experiments on local levels be allowed. Such demands followed the 
recommendations of the Schurman Report, as well as Republican campaign 
promises. When this party sent the names of thousands of Filipinos who had 
joined, clamoring for “peace under American sovereignty,” McKinley was able 
to announce a turning point in American-Filipino relations.18

If the Administration exaggerated the significance and size of the constitu
ency of the Partido Federal, the opposition press was even more deceitful in 
misrepresenting it. The Evening Post attempted to deflate the president’s 
“latest propaganda balloon” by reporting, quite inaccurately, that only four 
members of the seven-man “Directory” of this “pro-American party” were “na
tives” and that these four were employed by the Philippine Commission. Anti
imperialist editors picked up this false charge and attempted to establish its va
lidity through repetition—a trick they may have learned from their imperialist 
counterparts. Thus, the Evening Post went on to express outrage over this cha
rade that was of its own making:
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For cool effrontery the attempt of a cooked-up “Directory of the Federal 
Party” in Manila to impose on the American public has been rarely equaled. 
It has struck the imperialist newspapers dumb. . . . They even think the 
Philippine Commission takes them for ninnies to send such humbug 
“petitions.”19

Another curious organization that raised anti-imperialist suspicions was 
the Philippine Information Society, also formed at the end of 1900, which 
turned out position papers in 1901. It appears to have been the brainchild of 
moderate anti-imperialists such as Fiske Warren and C. F. Adams and imperi
alists such as Harvard’s historian Albert Bushnell Hart, whose purpose was al
legedly to avoid propaganda from both sides in order to uncover the truth. The 
New York Sun was satisfied that “Aguinaldos friends are not connected with it,” 
and well might this imperialist organ have been content, as the society’s first 
report was a complete whitewash of the army and its role in provoking the war. 
Aguinaldo was depicted as little more than a terrorist who started the conflict to 
gain native support. Once this assessment was published, several prominent 
Americans protested the use of their names as supporters of the society. The 
report and later ones corroborating the official view were fully exploited by the 
imperialist press. “If any doubt has existed in the minds of unprejudiced ob
servers and students of affairs in our Far Eastern archipelago, regarding the 
blame for the outbreak of hostilities,” let them read the report of the Philippine 
Information Society, crowed the Evening Transcript in Boston.20

It is possible to infer from the contents of these reports that this group was 
fronting for the Administration. Schurz had warned Warren to stay “entirely 
clear of administration influences which are very insidious” and then protested 
the “misleading presentation of facts” in the Society’s reports. Months before 
its formation, the New York Times cited “special information” that the Admin
istration was attempting to form a private organization to counter the propa
ganda of the Anti-Imperialist League. James LeRoy, who had served as an aide 
to the Philippine Commission, was suspicious of some of the documents sup
plied to the Society but saw no direct link to the government. It is unlikely that 
Warren or Adams—or the highly respected scholar Hart—would have gone 
along with subterfuge. At any rate, it was easy to exaggerate the efficacy of such 
propaganda. Like the League, it is doubtful that the Philippine Information So
ciety influenced many conversions.21

The Army Bill was passed in February with appropriations that raised edi
torial eyebrows and produced such headlines as “Our Staggering Military Bud
get For Militarism, $400,000,000 a Year.” The World in New York demanded to 
know why “the more ‘pacified’ the Filipinos become, the more soldiers are nec
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essary to keep them so.” As soon as the money was appropriated, the reports 
from the Philippines became increasingly favorable. Several editors asked 
whether the bad news had been allowed to filter through in order to pass the 
biggest peacetime military budget in the nation's history. The World observed 
that:

A truly heroic optimism now pervades the Philippine dispatches. Every
thing has suddenly become the best possible in the best possible of archi
pelagos. . . . The best of it is that the inhabitants are now giving us “truth
ful information” about affairs. We know it is truthful because it is the kind 
we want to hear.22
The Administration was even able to cajole a more optimistic report from 

MacArthur. His second report was so vastly different from his first that the edi
tor of the Evening Post paused to wonder if, in view of the generals reputation 
for realistic assessments, conditions had actually improved:

Everyone must hope that General MacArthur s sanguine dispatch really 
foretokens the speedy ending of hostilities in the Philippines. He has not 
so long a line of unfulfilled predictions to his credit as General Otis and 
has, in general, shown less disposition . . .  to take the thing he would have 
as the thing that is.23
Early in 1900, the powerful Republican senator from Wisconsin, John C. 

Spooner, had proposed a bill authorizing the president to create a government 
for the Philippines once the Filipinos were subdued. Anti-imperialists opposed 
such a step because it suggested permanent American retention of the islands 
following the insurrection. Rather than risk a Democratic filibuster, the Re
publican leadership never brought Spooner s bill to the floor. But Taft was eager 
to begin the economic development of the Philippines, and he argued that 
building permits for railroads, mining concessions, and bank charters could not 
be granted until a government was formed. “It is this which we need now to 
assist us in the development of this country and make these people understand 
what it is to have American civilization about them,” Taft wrote to Spooner. In 
1901, Lodge shrewdly attached Spooners bill to the army appropriation bill as 
an amendment. To placate the opposition, however, he made some crucial 
changes at Root's urging. Although the bill would authorize the president to 
institute civil government in the Philippines, it stipulated that this was a tem
porary step pending final action by Congress. Changes also put severe limits on 
the disposition of public lands and the granting of franchises that would be sub
ject to amendment or even repeal by Congress. Indeed, leases and concessions 
were only to be made when “great public mischief” would result from postpon
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ing them. In any case, all such franchises would be terminated one year after 
the establishment of a permanent civil government.24

Spooner had never been a very enthusiastic imperialist and preferred to 
label himself a “commercial expansionist.” As such, he consistently supported 
naval expansion and the acquisition of coaling stations and bases overseas, 
along with the plans to construct an isthmian canal. But he just as consistently 
opposed the annexation of larger territories “inhabited by people alien to us” 
and voted against the annexation of Hawaii on these grounds. He was most re* 
luctant, for the same reasons, to vote for the treaty of Paris and did so largely 
out of party loyalty. He called the annexation of the Philippines “one of the 
bitterest fruits of the war.”25 But once the islands were in American hands, he 
was not above exploiting them commercially. More ardent expansionists, like 
Roosevelt and Root, actually feared unchecked economic exploitation by Amer
ican corporations.

The severity of the attack on the Spooner amendment by some anti
imperialists is difficult to understand, since it accelerated the transfer from mil
itary to civilian control and provided a legislative check on the presidents 
power over the islands, while limiting rather severely the degree of commercial 
exploitation. One historian writes that “Roots changes struck a responsive 
chord in Congress. Anti-imperialists and most Democrats approved them in 
principle.”26 But this appears not to have been the case in the anti-imperialist 
press, in which editors, parroting Senator Hoars attack on the Spooner provi
sion, insisted that it would “confer absolute monarchical powers over twelve 
millions of human beings.” Hoar called it “pure, simple, undiluted, unchecked 
despotism.” Possibly the Spooner amendment, coming on the heels of the Su
preme Courts decisions on the “Insular Cases,” destroyed the last, illusionary 
hope of the anti-imperialists that the United States would withdraw from the 
Philippines “with honor” after suppressing the “insurrection.”27

Meanwhile the war in the islands went on in earnest. MacArthur s leader
ship differed from that of his predecessor in some respects. Unlike Otis, Mac
Arthur did make sincere—or what he felt were sincere— attempts to negotiate 
with the Filipino patriots. He had been privately critical of Otis on this score, 
particularly once he recognized Aguinaldo s popular appeal.

Although MacArthur s amnesty program was ridiculed by anti-imperialist 
editors as a “grandstand play” aimed at the presidential election in the United 
States, he intended it as a genuine step toward reconciliation and negotiation. 
He lost no time in initiating discussions with Filipino leaders who were re
leased from jail under the program. MacArthur s problem was that he was far 
too imperious to permit anything resembling a free and open exchange of view
points. He refused flatly “even to discuss” an eight-point program of Pedro
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Paternos that included civil government, constitutional rights, and the ac
knowledgment of military ranks in the Philippine army. In fact, the American 
military commander had the audacity to lecture the highly-educated Apolinario 
Mabini during one such discussion and subsequently recounted his own soph- 
omoric platitudes:

Mabini was expatiating to me on the desire of himself for independence. 
He said independence was absolutely essential to good government. “No,” 
said I, “Mabini you have a confusion of ideas, I think. Tell me what govern
ment on earth you think is the worst.” Well, he mentioned a number. . . . 
Said I, “Mabini, they are all independent nations. A nation to be entirely 
bad has to be absolutely independent, and,” said I, “your desire is for per
sonal liberty such as is enjoyed under the American Constitution. The in
dependence of a nation does not insure good government.” Said he, “that 
is very true; that precise idea had never entered my head.” “Reflect on it,” 
said I. . . . Said he, “that is a new idea, and I will think it out.” What he 
accomplished in thinking it out I do not know because I never had another 
conversation on the point with him.28

Mabini s reaction was never recorded, but one can assume he must have been 
either too polite or too flabbergasted to pursue the matter.

Because MacArthur chose to believe that he was negotiating genuinely 
with the Filipinos, he would become enraged over what he felt were betrayals 
of his good faith. On one occasion he granted permission to Pedro Paterno to 
host a huge banquet and fiesta to express Filipino gratitude for the amnesty, 
with careful stipulations that politics be avoided in the celebrations. Instead, 
Paterno decorated the banquet hall with pictures of Aguinaldo draped with the 
flag of the Philippine Republic over cleverly worded double entendres and 
thinly veiled pleas for autonomy. As soon as MacArthur got wind of the decor, 
he and the members of the Philippine Commission refused to attend the ban
quet as honored guests unless the decorations were removed under supervi
sion of the U.S. provost marshal of Manila and Paterno s planned speech politi
cally bowdlerized. When the atmosphere was rendered properly antiseptic, 
Taft and Luke Wright of the commission arrived two hours late, and MacArthur 
failed to show up at all. Taft wrote to Root that the affair was a “fiasco.”29

By the end of the summer, MacArthur s ninety-day limit on his amnesty 
offer expired. The results were disappointing after the initial flurry of surren
ders had tapered off, and even then it was suspected that many of the natives 
surrendering were merely opportunists collecting bounty for obsolete weap
ons. Once MacArthur felt that it was time to change tack, the new commander 
began to listen seriously to the advice that Otis had so long rejected: that
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harsher methods be employed, similar to those used against the Indians in the 
American West, Actually, the leading advocate of such tactics, General Samuel 
Young, preferred to call them “European methods” developed specifically for 
“rebellious Asiatics.” The French had published theories about colonial warfare 
based on their experiences in Indochina and Algeria, which Young had recom
mended as required reading at West Point.30

Young returned to the United States that fall and began to accustom Amer
ican audiences to the idea that harsher measures had to be adopted if the insur
rection were not to go on forever. As keynote speaker at a Grand Army of the 
Republic celebration honoring Ulysses S. Grants birthdate, Young portrayed 
the war as a racial, rather than a political, struggle:

The keynote of the insurrection among the Filipinos past, present and fu
ture is not tyranny, for we are not tyrants. It is race. This then, gentlemen, 
is the whole thing in a nutshell. If you ask me the quickest and easiest way 
to bring peace and good order to the Filipino, I can only say that, like a 
chameleon, we must put him on such a background that he can change his 
color.

Young insisted that “the Filipino is happiest when most unhappy. He is born 
that way. He revels in wrongs and can’t get along without them.” According to a 
reporter on the spot, this nonsense received a standing ovation from a distin
guished audience that included several congressmen, governors, and a bevy of 
senior army officers. In other speeches in 1901, Young praised Kitchener and 
hailed British techniques in South Africa as the model for America. “The Anglo 
Saxon has been gaining wide experience simultaneously fighting enemies full of 
wile and cunning,” Young declared, insisting that future wars of conquest 
would be that much easier.31

Young was hardly alone in advocating harsher treatment of the Filipinos. .It 
appeared that the entire American army, from private to general, demanded 
severe retaliation for the constant sniping, small ambushes, and clever booby 
traps that claimed the lives of their comrades one or two at a time. The corre
spondent for the Evening Post warned that an angry mood was pressuring Mac- 
Arthur to wage “unrestricted warfare”:

A spirit of bitterness has crept into the rank and file of the army in the 
Philippines because of the policy which permits the American soldiers to 
be murdered in the most dastardly manner and the murderers remain at 
large. . . . Official reports to the contrary, officers and men who know the 
situation and natives are all agreed that the Filipino hates us as he never 
hated the Spaniard; that every Filipino is an insurrecto; and that the pres
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ent guerrilla warfare will continue for years unless some strong policy be 
inaugurated. Fear is the only force that the Tagal savage recognizes, and he 
is not much afraid of the American as he was of the Spaniard. In plain lan
guage the Filipino thinks the American a fool because he does not use his 
power or retaliate.32
MacArthur himself tried to prepare the American public for the possibility 

of unconventional methods. He decreed that henceforth captured Filipino 
guerrillas would no longer be treated as soldiers but as "criminals” and "mur
derers,” for

men who participate in hostilities without being part of a regular organized 
force, and without sharing continuously in its operations, but who do so 
with intermittent returns to their homes and vocations, divest themselves 
of the character of soldiers and if captured are not entitled to privileges of 
prisoners of war.33

General Otis had threatened such action but had refrained from carrying it out. 
Anti-imperialist editors protested vigorously that such a step would remove any 
difference between American and Spanish rule in the Philippines. Executing 
prisoners on the pretense that they were murderers would serve no earthly 
purpose, warned the Call, as "there is no instance in history proving that such 
aspirations [nationalism] can be eradicated by any cruelty or slaughter that 
stops short of extermination.” It reminded MacArthur that Spain had taken the 
same first step in Cuba on the path to tyranny. "It is worthwhile to remember 
that she [Spain] began with moderation and finally was compelled to do whole
sale murder.” But MacArthur went ahead with his plans and had several Fil
ipino prisoners of war executed for the "murder” of American prisoners. Such 
"inhuman conduct” had removed these Filipino prisoners "from the pale of 
law,” he declared.34

Other directives made it clear that MacArthur had capitulated to the hard
liners. Headlines announced, "MacArthur tells Filipinos ‘Be Good or Be Shot'” 
and "Forbearance Has Ceased To Be a Virtue in the Philippines.” The front
page headline in the Boston Herald declared of the new strategy:

Will Show No Mercy 
Real Warfare Ahead For Filipino Rebels 

Kitchener Plan Adopted
The Administration Weary of Protracted Hostilities.3,5

The reference to Kitchener made eminently clear MacArthur s intent, as the 
British generals tactics in South Africa had already earned him comparison to
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“Butcher Weyler” in Cuba. Like Otis, Kitchener would consider only uncondi
tional surrender, an attitude that served to stiffen Boer resistance. Kitchener 
then constructed concentration camps and executed prisoners and hostages. 
He defended these measures by accusing the Boers of savagery and of dis
regarding the laws of civilized warfare. Several English journalists smugly sug
gested that Kitchener would soon teach the Americans how to quell colonial 
rebellion. One young English journalist by the name of Winston Spencer 
Churchill lectured New Yorkers on the subject after his tour in South Africa. A 
graduate of Sandhurst and imbued with high professional standards, the young 
Churchill assured his American audience that he personally deplored such tac
tics but accepted that they were absolutely necessary in South Africa and in the 
Philippines simply because the Boers, like the Filipinos, did “not know when 
they are whipped.”36

South Africa and the Philippines were not the only sites of brutal slaughter 
at the time. Reports from around the globe tended to mitigate MacArthurs 
plans for harsher methods. Newspapers were full of incredible tales of atrocities 
in the Belgian Congo, and it appeared that the Mexican government was bent 
on exterminating the troublesome Yaqui Indians. British and French naval com
manders were constantly shelling coastal villages in Africa as though for target 
practice. In the Pacific an American squadron under Admiral Kautz teamed up 
with the Royal Navy to shell villages in Samoa, and the skipper of H.M.S. Por
poise told a reporter that shore bombardment relieved the boredom of tedi
ous patrols in the middle of nowhere. “We are out here in this beastly, God
forsaken country and we had to have some fun to keep alive,” he explained. 
American Consul Osborne did not appreciate the recreational firing, however, 
when a shell from the U.S.S. Philadelphia narrowly missed his house and killed 
an American Marine sentry. Osborne protested to Washington that Kautz was 
firing on villages “in which there were only inoffensive old men, women and 
children.”37

Although MacArthur in his own mind was sure that the new and harsher 
tactics were justified, he nevertheless tightened the censorship that he had in
herited from Otis and forbade correspondents to spell out any new methods 
being used. Those who refused to comply were repatriated to the United 
States; native editors were exiled to Guam. Ironically, the revelation of this 
censorship, supposedly ended by Otis, did not involve a war critic at all, but a 
veteran of the Minnesota volunteers, George T. Rice, who had remained in Ma
nila to edit the Daily Bulletin, a maritime journal that focused on the port of 
Manila. Like most veterans, Rice was critical of Otis for not having pursued the 
war more vigorously. He was equally critical of civilian controls over the mili
tary and attacked the Philippine Commission for being too soft on the natives.
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In short, Rice’s views on the war and on imperialism in general were not too 
different from those of Fred Funston. But Rice ran afoul of MacArthur when he 
exposed corruption along the waterfront. He accused Lieutenant Commander 
William Braunereuther, the captain of the port of Manila, of charging excessive 
piloting and mooring fees and pocketing the surplus. Rather than ascertain the 
validity of the published charges, however, MacArthur immediately banished 
Rice from the Philippines as “a dangerous incendiary and a menace to the mili
tary situation.”38

Such front-page headlines as “Muzzling the Press,” “Militarism in Opera
tion,” and “MacArthur and George III” heralded the Rice affair in the anti
imperialist press. Once again editorials complained that “the knowledge of facts 
about the Philippines has been limited at all times by the most insolent censor
ship. . . . Now they deport reporters for doing their job.” Just how long, “God, 
how long,” would the American people continue to tolerate “the arrogant de
mands of these military martinets?” asked one exasperated editor in Chicago.39

In the wake of the sensationalized revelation of MacArthur s cavalier treat
ment of Rice, Clemencia Lopez arrived in the United States to secure the ser
vices of the famed jurist and future Supreme Court Justice, Louis Brandeis, to 
aid her brothers fight against deportation to Guam. Miss Lopez told reporters 
that her brother, General Sixto Lopez, and many others who had surrendered 
in good faith, had been arbitrarily deported by MacArthur. The general simply 
ignored the terms of his own amnesty agreement when it suited him and allied 
himself with Filipinos “of evil life and conduct who have no sense of honor,” she 
complained. Reminding his colleagues that arbitrary deportation of this sort 
had been a key grievance of the American colonists against George III, Senator 
Hoar took up Miss Lopez’s cause on the senate floor.40

Unsurprisingly, imperialist newspapers such as the New York Sun, insist
ing that those banished and deported were “war traitors,” defended Mac- 
Arthur’s actions. In some way, Rice had given “comfort and aid to the enemy,” 
the Sun declared; moreover, criticism of MacArthur was “ignorant, much of it 
malicious, and all of it ill-advised.” It was obvious to most people that “a war
time commander has police power of the highest order,” observed the Suns 
editor, conveniently forgetting that he himself on other occasions had insisted 
the activity in the Philippines was merely an “insurrection.” Indeed, at the 
very moment the Sun was justifying censorship and deportation as wartime 
measures, the War Department, in order to avoid combat pay, reasserted its 
position that there was no “war” in the islands. McKinley s spokesman, Senator 
Hanna, also declared that “there is no war in the Philippines.” In the very same 
speech Hanna stated “there are no trusts,” as though ex cathedra denials elimi
nated the existence of such evils. The Suns editor ignored these official pro



nouncements, however, in order to deny the historical analogy between Mac- 
Arthur and George III:

Some persons have pretended to find a parallel between MacArthur and 
George III, the latter of whom was charged in the Declaration of Indepen
dence with “transporting colonists beyond the seas to be tried for pre
tended offences,” but there is no parallel actually because . . .  [it was 
done] in times of peace.41

Actually the analogy may have been unfair to the English monarch, who had 
been far less arrogant, arbitrary, and imperious than MacArthur in many ways.

MacArthurs most serious obstacle to carrying out his plans was not the 
press, however, but William Howard Taft, who had become uncomfortable over 
the legality of the generals action and used the increased powers of the Philip
pine Commission to challenge the military leadership. In order to bypass the 
obstinate Taft, MacArthur went to Commissioner Wright, a lawyer and former 
general himself, and induced him to write the Treason Laws used to deport 
people and to put prisoners of war on trial for “murder.” In these laws, Wright 
defined treason as joining any secret political organization or even as “the ad
vocacy of independence or separation of the islands from the United States by 
forcible or peaceful means”; taking up arms against American authority was a 
“criminal act,” and any death resulting from such an act was “murder.” As one 
of the nation s outstanding constitutional lawyers, Taft conceded that the legal
ity of these laws was highly questionable, except as emergency wartime mea
sures, although he later warned a senate committee that such laws would have 
to be retained after peace was restored and “well into the foreseeable future.”42 

Taft s differences with MacArthur were personal as well as legal. When Taft 
broached the subject of the constitutionality of the Treason Laws, as well as 
some of the military commanders arbitrary acts, MacArthur lectured Taft on 
constitutional law! The civilian governor was astounded, not only by Mac
Arthurs unorthodox interpretation of the Constitution, but by the generals 
presumption that with no formal training whatsoever he was the more expert in 
Tafts professional field. MacArthur advised the astonished Taft that the presi
dent s instructions to the Second Philippine Commission constituted “an un
constitutional interference with his prerogative as military commander in these 
islands.” Taft quickly relayed MacArthurs thoughts to Secretary Root, another 
professional lawyer with a national reputation, and added in a tone of utter 
disbelief:

The Constitution has not often been used to maintain undiminished the 
absolute legislative, executive, and judicial power of a subordinate military 
commander as against the express orders of his commander-in-chief.43
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It would appear that MacArthur actually perceived his role as that of 
Americas first “proconsul,” with absolute power in the Philippines. A bit of a 
peacock to begin with, he deliberately played the part of an emperor in the 
belief that it would impress the “Oriental mentality,” and to Taft’s chagrin, he 
got away with his presumptions. The feistier Teddy Roosevelt might have been 
able to cut him down to size, but MacArthur left the Philippines almost three 
months before McKinley was assassinated.

It is not that Taft considered the Filipinos capable of governing them
selves. He later informed the Lodge committee investigating conditions in the 
islands that “unquestionably chaos would' follow self government” and that 
“even the educated Filipinos are below par.” They were “glib,” able “to run off 
phrases,” but rarely could they “understand concepts.” This inability was the 
basic problem in discussing politics with them, Taft informed the committee. 
The Filipinos became “intoxicated” on words, particularly by the “oratorical 
use” of terms such as “independencia,” without understanding their meanings. 
But Taft angered the military by discussing politics with them at all and by char
acterizing the Filipino as “our little brown brother” who needed to be uplifted 
through kindness and gentle understanding. The soldiers retorted in song that 
“he may be a brother of William H. Taft, but he ain’t no friend of mine.”44 Once 
MacArthur began formulating and announcing plans for reprisals and for the 
treatment of civilians as the enemy (until proven otherwise), the rift between 
the military and Taft grew wider. When MacArthur failed to end the war with 
such measures, Taft became a convenient scapegoat.

MacArthur s one break in the spring of 1901 was the capture of Aguinaldo. 
When Otis departed from the islands, he claimed that Aguinaldo was “probably 
dead” and that he was “merely a figurehead” at any rate, “too unimportant to 
worry about.” His capture changed that story, of course, land provided Mac
Arthur with the illusion he had won the war. According to the imperialist press, 
the capture broke the back of the rebellion, particularly when Aguinaldo swore 
allegiance to the United States and urged his followers to surrender.

Aguinaldo s capture was brilliantly masterminded by General Funston 
when a message requesting more troops from the Filipino leader to his brother, 
Baldermo, was intercepted by the Americans. The courier was made to reveal 
the location of Aguinaldo s headquarters—with the help of the “water cure,” no 
doubt— and General Funston planned to send into the camp Tagalog-speaking 
Macabebe scouts in enemy uniforms posing as the reinforcements from Bal
dermo. These eighty-one scouts, along with the captured courier, a renegade 
Tagalog insurgent officer, and a former Spanish secret service officer posing as 
the leaders, and Funston and four other American officers in the guise of pris
oners, were dropped off at Casiguran Bay on Luzon’s northeastern coast by the 
U.S. Navy (see map, p. 223). From there they followed jungle trails for more
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than fifty miles to Palanan. To allay suspicions in villages along the way, as well as 
in Aguinaldo s headquarters, Funston sent messages ahead bearing the forged 
signature of General Lacuna. The only hitch occurred when Aguinaldo sent back 
a message ordering that the American prisoners be left under guard several miles 
from Palanan and informing them that he was sending out his own detachment 
to take them over. Instead, the Americans plus some of the Macabebes hid in 
the bush and circumvented the enemy soldiers, who had been misinformed 
that the “prisoners” had been left behind in Casiguran under guard.

The disguised Macabebes entered Palanan in the middle of a birthday cele
bration for Aguinaldo. They were saluted by his honor guard and personally 
congratulated by the Philippine president for their capture of American sol
diers along the way. Appearing to return the salute, the Macabebes opened 
fire, while Funston s group rushed the village in such a way as to give the im
pression that many more enemy soldiers were involved. The defenders fled in 
panic, leaving behind their leader. Funston dashed to the coast and a prear
ranged rendezvous with the U. S.S. Vicksburg before it was discovered how few 
men he actually had.45

Washington directed MacArthur to impose total secrecy on the mission, 
and under no conditions to make public any propositions or comments by the 
prisoner, “particularly any references to earlier claims or promises by American 
officers,” without obtaining prior clearance from the War Department. But 
Funston s publicity-hungry staff had already leaked the details to the press be
fore the mission was even completed. On the day that the navy picked him up, 
March 25, 1901, the Boston Herald ran a front-page story on “Funston s Plan to 
Capture Aguinaldo by Ruse.” The Call ran that story a day earlier. Most edi
tors, however, ignored it until Washington officially acknowledged the capture 
several days later. No doubt the many public plans of Otiss to trap Aguinaldo 
had made them cautious. Much earlier, a Japanese editor had warned accu
rately enough that:

It will amount to this, that when Aguinaldo is taken—if he ever is—and 
when the Philippine army is smashed, people will not believe it. Most 
people will wink the other eye and say the Americans must be getting 
badly cornered again.46
Once the reality of the feat sank in, Funston became the hero of the hour, 

basking in a glory that almost rivaled the nation s reaction to Dewey s victory at 
Manila three years earlier, at least in the imperialist press. Any doubts and ugly 
rumors about Funston s past military conduct were momentarily erased. Roose
velt wired his personal congratulations for this “crowning exploit of a career 
filled with cool courage” and “iron endurance.” President McKinley awarded 
Funston the Congressional Medal of Honor and a regular commission as a brig
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adier general, the youngest in the army at the time. Funston even won over 
some of his soldier critics in the field. “What do you think of Funstons capture 
of Aggie? Out of sight, wasn’t it? I used to think he was a trifle too spectacular 
and inclined to talk too much, but wherever he is things move/* Sergeant Daley 
confessed to his brother back home. The cocky little Kansan was far less suc
cessful in winning over other critics in the states. Adjutant General Henry Cor
bin, calling Funston “a boss scout— thats all,” publicly protested his reward. 
Corbin had plenty of company in the War Department, where one reporter 
recorded that the general reaction to the news was “anybody but Funston.”47

It was a rare instance when senior army officers agreed with anti-imperial
ist editors on any subject, but they agreed that anyone but Funston should have 
carried off this spectacular capture. Sam Bowles gloomily predicted in the 
Springfield Republican the “militaristic nightmare” of a Roosevelt-Funston 
ticket in 1904. The Call worried about this possibility as well and labored 
to debunk the myth of the generals earlier heroics making the rounds of the 
imperialist press. That heroic swim across the Calumpit under fire had long 
ago been proven to be one of Funstons own inventions, the editor reminded 
his readers. And he called those “Death Valley explorations” being bandied 
about “a laugh, and now ‘Munchausened’ in the press—a summer geological- 
botanical survey sponsored by the University of Kansas!”48

A more serious criticism of Funstons exploit focused on the legality of the 
means used to capture Aguinaldo. The opposition characterized the successful 
scheme as the “basest treachery,” “unbecoming a civilized military power or a 
United States soldier and a violation of the accepted laws of war.” The Call and 
the Republican, on opposite coasts, perceived Funstons ruse as nothing more 
than a part of the lawless warfare being carried out under MacArthur’s com
mand. The Administration felt pressed enough on this charge to enlist the aid 
of Yales expert on international law, Theodore Woolsey. This professor had 
gone through as dramatic a transformation on the subject of imperialism as 
Bishop Potter had done, albeit in the opposite direction. After initially oppos
ing expansion, he became one of the leading academic defenders of the war to 
subjugate the Filipinos. Thus Woolsey’s justification of Funstons tactics came 
as no surprise, although he went beyond purely legal reasoning to offer a curi
ous end-justifies-the-means argument that further clouded the legality of Fun
stons actions.49

Writing in Outlook, Woolsey argued that funstons plan was “well within 
the traditional ‘ruses of war*” that are “as old as warfare itself.” As long as the 
general “did not break faith,” the forged documents and letters were accept
able, the professor decreed. The use of enemy uniforms, however, was not 
so easily explained, so Woolsey had to resort to the reasoning that since the 
United States was not at war “with a civilized power,” and “since the Aguinaldo
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party was not a signatory of the Hague Convention . . . there was no obligation 
on the part of the United States Army to refrain from using the enemy’s uni
forms for the enemy’s deception.” On the other hand, one must infer, the Fil
ipinos were obligated to follow the rules of the Hague Convention since they 
were fighting a civilized power and signatory of that agreement. As if this rea
soning were not devious enough, Woolsey further declared that “it was not a 
question of either law or ethics, but of common sense.” Thus he asked his read
ers to “contrast the good likely to flow from the hastening of the end of the 
insurrection by means of it, with the offense of the use of enemy uniforms—a 
stratagem illegal in war only with a lawful belligerent—and you have the mea
sure of the justice of the criticism.”30

Having captured Aguinaldo, the government faced the problem of what to 
do with him. After all the propaganda depicting Filipino atrocities against 
American prisoners, it would be difficult to avoid some sort of punishment, and 
yet any harsh treatment of him could backfire. The Administration was eager 
not to make Aguinaldo a martyr and repeat Spain s error in its handling of the 
Filipino patriot, Jose Rizal, in 1895. Some imperialist editors clamored for 
Aguinaldo s head. “It is impossible to forget even now that he directed the 
burning of Manila and the assassination of all Americans, without distinction of 
sex,” the Philadelphia Press reminded its readers and added that “any power 
but England and the United States would execute him in a few hours.” How 
could it be overlooked that Aguinaldo was a “vain, deceitful, cruel, tyrannical 
adventurer, who has betrayed all who trusted him, and who sought to aggran
dize himself by means of systematic murder and arson,” demanded the New 
York Tribune. Admiral Dewey completed the betrayal of his “good friend, Don 
Emilio,” by recommending to reporters that he be shot, a good way to silence 
those tenaciously nagging charges that the admiral had betrayed an earlier al
liance with the insurrectionists. Root knew better, however, and cabled Mac- 
Arthur to prefer charges “only if it should appear that he had violated laws of 
war.” Listing specific charges presented a major obstacle to bringing Aguinaldo 
to trial. As a New York World editorial asked sarcastically, “Of course he should 
be punished for his crime, but what was his crime? Was it his refusal to ac
knowledge Spain’s right to sell him for $2.50 on the hoof?”31

Aguinaldo settled the question abruptly by swearing allegiance to the 
United States and appealing to his followers to surrender and follow suit. His 
image was dramatically reversed in the American press. Suddenly, anti-imperi
alist editors were borrowing Roosevelt’s epithets to label Aguinaldo “a Filipino 
Benedict Arnold.” The shocked editor of the Philadelphia Record observed 
with disgust that “few professional traders in patriotism have more successfully 
marketed their wares.” The Baltimore American quickly shelved the enco
miums it once showered on Aguinaldo and denounced his plea for surrender as
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“the bombastic, puerile, fawning, insincere statement of an opportunist in bad 
plight/’32

Imperialist editors were, of course, delighted with this sudden turn of 
events and twitted the war critics over the confusion in their ranks caused by 
Aguinaldo s action, which left them “with nothing to abuse the administration 
about.” This “Patrick Henry, Nathan Hale and George Washington of the Phil
ippines” had, in the end, “nothing about him that suggests Hoars ideal hero,” 
teased one editor. Imperialist editors overlooked their own short memories and 
abruptly began to eulogize the man they had vilified for years. The New York 
Times, long in the habit of calling Aguinaldo everything from a "lying popinjay” 
to a thief and a looter, now described him as a “warm, friendly, intelligent, 
trustworthy, and reasonable person—a man of honor with the best interests of 
his countrymen at heart.”33

Over the next few months, an impressive array of Filipino leaders an
swered Aguinaldo s appeal, which had removed the stigma of treason from the 
act of surrender. Generals Alejandrino, Tinio, Mescardo, Lucon, and Cailles 
turned in their swords and the armed men in their commands. Sandiko, Father 
Aglipay, and Aguinaldo s brother Balder mo and cousin Pedro soon joined Emi
lio in Manila. It appeared, at long last, that the bottom had dropped out of Fil
ipino armed resistance to American rule by the summer of 1901. The mood in 
the United States became self-congratulatory, and even conciliatory on the part 
of imperialists, who advised burying the past in order to build for the future. 
“In good truth, a whole host of Filipino insurgents richly deserve drastic pun
ishment,” one editor observed. “They had a right, of course, to make war upon 
us . . . [but] no right to wage it according to the rule of uncivilized peoples.” 
But punishing them now that the war was over would be counterproductive, he 
decided. “We should remember that, after all, the Filipinos are much like chil
dren, requiring to be petted and pampered, else they become stubborn and 
rebellious.” It was even time “to forgive and forget” the “more despicable and 
traitorous acts” of the anti-imperialists at home, he advised, with presumptu
ous magnanimity. One editor argued that the war, in the end, was a valuable 
learning experience for America.

Now that the war is over . . . the experience that the Philippine problem 
has given us is among the most helpful chapters in our whole national his
tory. We showed again the character of American manhood . . . that when 
men of English stock set out to do a new task, hysterical critics cannot de
ter them. The race has found its development by doing things.54
Amidst this unctuous self-congratulation, two crucial realities were being 

ignored. First, and foremost, the war was not over. Two important pockets of 
resistance to American rule still existed: in Batangas, led by General Malvar,
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and in Samar under General Lukban. Smaller bands fought sporadically else
where in the archipelago and, much more serious, the Moros were becoming 
increasingly restive on Mindanao and Jolo. Secondly, little was being said about 
the escalation of unrestricted warfare being waged to hasten the end of the con
flict. Only the atrocities committed by enemy “diehards” were mentioned. It 
was charged that, on assuming overall command after Aguinaldos capture, 
General Cailles ordered the execution of eight American prisoners. But Cailles 
had long enjoyed a good reputation with American field commanders. A Colo
nel Cheatham once praised him for returning American dead with all their per
sonal property. At any rate, when Cailles surrendered a few months later, no 
charges were made against him, indicating that this widely reported execution 
of prisoners probably had been invented for purposes of propaganda.55

Once Cailles had surrendered, even the more realistic MacArthur was cer
tain the war was over. Of course, he was about to be relieved after thirteen 
months in command and close to three years of service in the Philippines, so he 
had a special interest in claiming victory. His final month in command was 
flawed, however, by the exposure of commissary frauds. Rumors of the misuse 
of commissary funds had been chronic during the war. One veteran had charged 
that “high class wines were being purchased as hospital supplies,” and another 
outlined how commissary personnel received kickbacks from civilian suppliers. 
Even Otis had once conceded “that men in high positions in Manila are getting 
rich too quickly.” He had vowed “stern punishment for offenders,” but nothing 
ever came of it, and Otis ended up reporting that there was no basis to the 
charges of kickbacks. One reporter charged Otis with selling favors and claimed 
to have seen personally a letter from Otis to John D. Rockefeller offering oil 
concessions for a percentage of the profits. Lieutenant Colonel J. W. Pope, the 
chief quartermaster under Otis, confessed that his former boss had granted 
special favors to businessmen, but the matter was dropped until headlines re
vived it in May of 1901. MacArthur scoffed at the “exaggerated charges” in the 
press and responded to worried inquiries from the War Department with the 
assurance there was little to them:

Commissary frauds being investigated; not sufficient gravity to cause con
cern: apparently irregularities due sales savings. Press reports inexact,
misleading as all have been since removal censorship.56
MacArthur faced damning evidence uncovered by an enterprising re

porter: The lavish house of Colonel Woodruff had been expensively furnished 
by contractors, and the captain and seven sergeants who ran the commissary 
had huge personal accounts in a Manila bank. Once this was reported, Mac
Arthur was forced to indict the eight men, two of whom, Captain Reed and
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Sergeant Meston, were convicted. In spite of their convictions, however, the 
inspector general sent from Washington to investigate commissary corruption 
returned to San Francisco to announce incongruously that “the frauds that are 
supposed to have occurred in Manila are not known officially in Washington and 
no official reports were made of them. I think it was a great stir over nothing.” 
The Call reminded its readers that “officially there is no war, no censorship, 
and now no corruption in the Philippines.”57

Following Aguinaldo’s capture, the Administration speeded up the “be
nevolent” programs that had been for so long ridiculed as “soft” by some mili
tary leaders. The army was ordered to supervise the scrubbing of towns and 
their inhabitants. Since the natives did not share the antiseptic obsession of 
their conquerors, delousing was invariably carried out at gunpoint, as were 
other sanitary measures. “They certainly are an irritating people,” Lyon de
clared after describing the resistance he encountered while spreading “benev
olence.” Work gangs were impressed by American soldiers, who were then 
shocked that these people wanted to be paid for cleaning up their own dirt. The 
Filipino worked little under any circumstances, Funs ton explained, because:

A Filipino is chronically tired. He is born tired; he stays tired and he dies 
tired. If you hire him he will labor a few days, and then he goes out of the 
work business for about a week, while he attends a fiesta or two. It doesn’t 
matter how much you pay him; a Filipino will work as hard for 500 a week 
as he will for 500 a day.

Because of this reputed laziness, many officers impressed Chinese workers 
whenever available, but also refused to pay them. “Rounded up all the China
men I could find and set them to work cleaning up the town which was very 
dirty. They wanted pay which I would not give them and I had great difficulty 
keeping them together,” Major Kobbe recorded in his diary.58

No American basked more proudly in the warm glow of “victory” and the 
smug self-righteousness of paternalistic benevolence than did President Mc
Kinley. He embarked on a tour of the nation “to heal the sharp divisions” cre
ated by the conflict. Starting in New England, he visited the nation’s sacred 
monuments at Lexington and Concord with his anti-imperialist critic, Senator 
Hoar, at his side. At Harvard University, he called upon Americans to forget 
their past differences over the Philippines and unite in peace to carry out the 
task assigned to them by Providence: to bring the benefits of American civiliza
tion to the Filipinos. Not all anti-imperialists were as conciliatory as George 
Hoar, however. The editor of the Boston Globe suggested that the erudite sen
ator might lecture his companion at Lexington on the “true relationship of the 
‘embattled farmers’ who fired the shot ‘heard round the world’ to the cause of
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imperialism.” At Harvard, war critics on the board of overseers bitterly op
posed Hoar s attempt to have an honorary degree conferred upon the president 
at the next commencement. In the end, they supported Hoars motion twenty 
to three, but President McKinley diplomatically declined with the excuse that 
he would not be able to return in a month to receive it.39

The presidents tour ended in San Francisco with a visit to the Presidio to 
thank personally soldiers who had just returned from the Philippines (although 
one editor maliciously claimed that the assembled troops were in reality on 
their way to the islands to continue the war that had not yet ended). McKinley 
told the soldiers that there was “no imperialism but that of the sovereign power 
of the American people” who knew the “arts of peace” better than “those of 
war.” Climbing a nearby sand dune, McKinley gazed at the Pacific in the man
ner of the conquistador Balboa and claimed that vast ocean for “American free
dom.” A front-page headline in the Call caught the bathos of the moment, 
“President Journeys Within Sound of Breaking Waves of the Pacific, and Look
ing Out Over Its Broad Expanse, Declares For Extension of Our Liberty to 
Philippines.”60

MacArthur carried out his final act as governor-general of the Philippines 
on July 4, 1901, by transferring his authority over civilian affairs to William H. 
Taft and his military responsibility to Major General Adna Chaffee. MacArthur 
warned that “the very gratifying conditions herein briefly recapitulated have 
not been brought about by Providence,” but by military might, which was still 
needed. He was, however, optimistic that eventually the natives would be 
“warmly attached to the United States by a sense of self interest and gratitude.” 
But “in the meantime,” he warned, “the moulding force in the islands must be 
a well-organized army and navy.” The Administration agreed with him and ex
plained that the new government under Taft would be “military in name but 
conducted by civilians.”61

In sharp contrast to the elaborate festivities honoring Otis a year earlier, 
MacArthur’s return was greeted with surprisingly little pomp and ceremony. 
Possibly the Administration felt less need to create the impression that Mac
Arthur was “a conquering hero,” since the claim to victory seemed so much 
more legitimate. It may also have been thought that an austere reception would 
be the best means of forgetting the follies associated with Otis’s return. The 
Administration may possibly have wanted to keep MacArthur away from re
porters as much as possible because of his tendency to make pessimistic assess
ments. For whatever reasons, the honors rendered to MacArthur that August 
were decisively low key.

Maintaining the optimistic view that he had adopted six months earlier, 
however, MacArthur informed reporters that the surrender of General Cailles,
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along with 650 men and 500 rifles, made it impossible to doubt that the war was 
at last over. "The more they see us the better they like us,” he claimed. "And 
Aguinaldo is a better man than we gave him credit for.” Still, MacArthur be
trayed a note of reservation by declaring that "excessive humanitarianism” by 
civilians might upset "the self regeneration by process of natural but rapid evo
lution.” MacArthur explained the "danger” in his matchless style:

If the stages of primary tuition, under the guidance and control of con
structive statesmanship, are conserved by such freedom of action as is es
sential to spontaneous growth, there can scarcely be a doubt as to the ulti
mate result. Such procedure would, of course, contemplate sustained 
effort through a considerable period, and in that light would be somewhat 
in opposition to the spirit of the age, which demands quick and visible re
sults. In this instance, however, the receptive mass consists of many mil
lions of people, from which enormous friction may arise as a consequence 
of the efforts to carry into successful operation unwise or exceptionally un
acceptable laws. One of the great dangers, therefore, is the tendency to 
excessive experimental legislation, much of which must inevitably operate 
to smother initiative, rather than to inspire confidence and hope.62
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The Soldier and the War

From the beginning of the Philippine conflict, anti-imperialists fully expected a 
mutiny of some sort by American soldiers, who were allegedly being forced to 
fight a dirty colonial war in direct contradiction to their own political princi
ples. When this rebellion failed to happen, war critics imagined an acute dis
comfort, even a tacit sympathy, in the rank and file for the enemy cause and for 
anti-imperialism. Low enlistment rates, excessive drinking, insanity, and de
sertion to the enemy were indices of low morale, war critics contended, and 
the price the country had to pay for asking its soldiers to deny another people 
by force of arms the sacred American right of self-determination.

A surprising number of private comments by soldiers, in the form of let
ters, diaries, marching songs, and some unpublished literary efforts, has been 
preserved. Although these writings are not a representative sample in any 
technical sense, there is sufficient evidence to test the anti-imperialist thesis. 
Even before warfare began, there was an abundance of complaints about life in 
the army and in the Philippines. The food was considered barely edible, and 
the heat was rendered even less bearable by the required wearing of dress 
whites. There were difficulties in establishing relationships with Filipinas, and 
constant insults from Filipino soldiers had to be endured. But above all, the 
soldiers complained about the lack of any combat. They had enlisted to fight, 
had missed the action in Cuba, and were standing garrison duty in Manila. If 
Uncle Sam had no intention of taking on the “insolent” Filipinos, then they 
wanted to be relieved by regulars and returned home in time for spring plant
ing. Contrary to the expectations of anti-imperialists at home, the most com
mon assertion of the volunteers in the months preceding the war was that they 
were “just itching to get at the niggers.” 1

After the fighting had erupted, these soldiers wrote jubilant letters home 
describing their easy victories. The war was but six days old when Hugh Clapp
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wrote back to Nebraska, “Well I guess the niggers are whipped at last.” The 
initial battles offered much glory and little risk, and all the complaints evapo
rated as the mood became one of exhilaration. Noting the obvious boost in mo
rale, Lieutenant William Connor wrote that “the American soldier is a mighty 
poor ‘peace soldier/ but more than a mighty good ‘war soldier/”2

It was not long before the Americans realized that they had won battles but 
not the war. Soon there were no conventional battles to be fought as the bat
tered Philippine Army resorted to hit-and-run tactics. By April a distinctive 
note of despair had crept into Clapps letters. “You have niggers you can’t see 
shoot at you until you get close enough to shoot at them and then Mr. Nigger 
tears off to another good place and shoots again.” Between volleys, Americans 
frequently had to march on the double, often dragging cumbersome field 
pieces over muddy terrain when the more sensible mules refused to budge. 
The effort would have been worth it to men like Clapp had it resulted in a good 
firefight, but, prepared for traditional, pitched battles, they were too slow to 
catch up with the lightly equipped Filipinos. At any rate, the enemy could al
ways conceal his weapons and blend in with the local peasantry if escape were 
cut off—a ploy deemed “cowardly” by the overeager volunteers. Despite these 
tactics, the men dreamed of a final battle that would win the war, which kept 
them going to the limits of their endurance. When a snipers bullet broke 
Clapp’s leg in April, it also shattered this dream for him. He would end his tour 
in a Manila hospital. He had not covered himself sufficiently with glory, he felt, 
but above all he had wanted to take home the claim of victory.3

The traditional complaints about food, climate, officers, and army life in 
general were revived by the frustrations of guerrilla warfare. But such com
plaints are endemic to all wars, and were heard no doubt by Leonidas at Ther
mopylae. On the whole, these soldiers expressed a spirit that by today’s stan
dards would be considered embarrassingly gung ho. While the realities of 
warfare dulled their romantic illusions about combat, the Americans’ ardent, 
eflusive patriotism never diminished. Indeed, the most common complaint of 
the volunteers concerned the alleged restrictions that the cautious General 
Otis had placed on their mode of warfare. This allegation was also a convenient 
rationalization for their failure to reach victory. If Otis had only “unleashed” 
them, the war would have been won. Precious few expressed any concern over 
the principles of the Declaration of Independence.

In June, the first state volunteer regiment sailed for San Francisco, fol
lowed by others during the course of the summer. Anti-imperialist editors were 
eager to gather from these veterans signs of resentment over having fought a 
colonial war of conquest. A reporter from the Pittsburgh Post was at hand to 
greet the Tenth Pennsylvania Volunteers at the Presidio and ambitiously inter
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viewed 600 men. His editor was able to glean from his notes sufficient evidence 
that these veterans overwhelmingly agreed with their late commander, Colonel 
Alexander Hawkins, that “any attempt to hold these islands as a colony is a 
menace to American institutions and not worth the cost of conquest/’ Editors, 
however, were incredibly selective in choosing the parts of the soldiers’ com
mentaries they would publish in order to support a particular bias. Thus, the 
anti-imperialist Call abstracted from a Wyoming volunteers letter only his 
sharp criticism of General Otis and his doubts about the potential value of the 
islands after the war. On the other hand, the New York Sun reproduced from 
this very same letter by Sergeant Charles Burrett his bitter tirade against the 
war’s critics back home:

Every soldier in the Eighth Army Corps understands that the responsibil
ity of the blood of our boys rests on the heads of Hoar, Gorman & Co. . . . 
I don’t like to call these fanatics by the ugly name of traitor but when I 
think of the four brave boys of my company, whose lives have been lost by 
this disloyalty in the U.S., it is hard indeed, to be charitable toward these 
men for their mistakes if they are mistakes. The soldiers in this army call 
them crimes.4
Unwittingly, Edward Atkinson undermined the anti-imperialist effect of 

the Post's survey by publishing a less severely edited version for the League. 
This rendition indicated far less support for testimony like that of one officer 
who insisted that the Pennsylvania “regiment sympathizes with the native 
fighting for a liberty as dear to him as an American’s is to him.” While sixty-two 
percent of the officers and ninety-three percent of the men were highly critical 
of the war, they were nearly unanimous in opposing American withdrawal un
less the Filipinos were “whipped first’’ or “made to knuckle.” Even the few self- 
professed “anti-expansionists”* were careful to make this stipulation. “I have al
ways been opposed to this expansion idea. While I, in common with nearly all 
the regiment, believe that the Filipino must be whipped now,. I also believe 
that the United States will do well to get rid of the islands as soon as possible 
with honor,” Lieutenant George Gordon averred. Corporal John Findley 
agreed with him. “The country should get out as soon as it can with honor,” but 
“only after we’ve beaten [the Filipinos] into submission.” Sergeant James 
Stickel testified that “most of the men think the natives must be whipped 
before there is talk of withdrawal.” Corporal Moses Smith added, “Now I 
don’t believe there is a soldier or American but believes the Filipinos must be 
whipped thoroughly. After that we can give them independence under an 
American protectorate.” Only Private John Kenney’s opinion that “if the United 
States can drop the hot chestnut without burning its fingers, it should” implied
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that withdrawal short of victory should be considered. Kenney seemed to un
derstand that he was in a minuscule minority, however, and rationalized that "if 
blood had not been shed, . . .  if their comrades hadn’t been killed, the men 
of the volunteers would have been ready to withdraw and let the Filipinos 
try their hand at governing themselves. Now they believe the job must be 
finished.”0

But few of Kenneys comrades thought that the Filipinos were capable of 
governing themselves. Most were certain they were not fit to be American cit
izens. Almost to a man they agreed with Private Samuel Hays that "we have 
negroes enough in the country without hunting more trouble.” Possibly Private 
Edward McKnight came closest to expressing the consensus of his regiment 
when he angrily informed the reporter, "You can put me down as despising a 
Filipino and opposed to any annexation of them or their islands.” If these state
ments were expressions of anti-imperialist sentiment, it was of the sort ex
pressed by Senator "Pitchfork Ben” Tillman or Samuel Gompers. A popular 
marching song summed it up:

Damn, damn, damn the Filipinos!
Cut-throat Khakiac ladrones!

Underneath the starry flag 
Civilize them with a Krag 

And return us to our beloved home.6
Even the criticism of the conduct of the war uncovered by the Post's re

porter can be misleading, as it was directed almost exclusively at General Otis 
and his alleged "semi-conciliatory policy.” A more aggressive leader was ur
gently needed "to soundly thrash the natives,” the volunteers insisted almost in 
unison. Private Loman Tucker explained that:

This thing of letting "amigos,” really insurgent soldiers pretending friend
liness, through our lines has resulted in the deaths of many Americans. As 
long as Otis is allowed to carry on his grandmotherish system, I can see no 
end to the war.

But Tucker was being coy. Calls to end the "half-hearted tactics” of "coddling 
‘amigos’” were in reality thinly disguised demands to drop all civilized re
straints and to wage war against the entire native population. In short, these 
veterans believed that "Injun warfare” was necessary against such "savages.” 
One Kansas veteran stated this sentiment quite directly to a reporter polling 
his regiment as it awaited discharge. "The country won’t be pacified until the 
niggers are killed offlike the Indians.” Howard McFarlane agreed it was neces
sary "to blow every nigger into a nigger heaven.” Adapting an old frontier
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adage, another veteran explained that “the only good Filipino is a dead one. 
Take no prisoners; lead is cheaper than rice/77

After the Filipino, the veterans most despised General Otis for his cau
tious tactics. To demonstrate their contempt for their former leader, some sol
diers even sang for one reporter a favorite ditty that mocked the commanding 
general in the mode of H.Af.S. Pinafore:

Am I a man 
or am I a mouse?

Am I a governor general or a hobo?
This I would like to know 

Who is boss of this show—
Is it me or Emilio Aguinaldo?8

The Kansas City Times also polled its state volunteers upon their return, 
and the Call attempted to cover each volunteer regiment as it was billeted 
briefly at the Presidio nearby. Although no subsequent survey was nearly as 
ambitious as that conducted by the Post, each produced remarkably similar re
sults. The Call's editor was certainly justified in exclaiming, “Ask the volun
teers who stood the first brunt of the fighting in the Philippines if they want the 
Filipinos as fellow citizens, and their practically unanimous decision is against 
it.” There was almost a total absence of sympathy among veterans for the plight 
of the Filipinos or for the political justification of their struggle.9

Given the egalitarian nature of American society, it is understandable that 
these soldiers were scornful of officers, but some were singled out for criticism 
far more than others. Surprisingly, such heroes as Fred Funston and J. Franklin 
Bell were favorite targets of ridicule. They were accused of staging histrionics 
designed more to impress a correspondent at hand than the enemy. Bell earned 
the derision of his men when he leaped out of a rowboat to reconnoiter enemy 
defenses. “The newspapers featured this, ignoring the fact that from the level 
of the water his view wasn’t nearly as good as it would have been with a good 
glass on one of the ships or even in the rowboat,” Lieutenant Lyon explained to 
his wife. On other occasions, “Bell would pick out some small and inoffensive 
village, ride into it waving his sword and calling on the town to surrender, 
which it immediately did,” Lyon wrote, insisting that such “heroics” took place 
only in the presence of reporters. Captain Batson also noted the wars “phony 
heroes” in a letter to his wife and complained that “brevets and medals are 
being liberally thrown around” for acts “of little military merit.” But no officer 
was as much an actor or so skilled a self-publicist as “Fighting Fred” Funston. A 
junior officer listed the complaints about Funston after the Kansas regiment 
had been disbanded:
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Since the regiment was mustered out numerous officers and men of the 
regiment have stated that this man Funs ton was a humbug, who never 
crossed a river under fire in the Philippine Islands . . . that he was a fraud 
who advertised himself as the performer of exploits that were accom
plished by other men; that he used his official position to secure the pub
lication in the newspapers of a series of fabulous accounts of his own imagi
nary deeds and to decry the actual achievement of better men who did not 
happen to be his partisans; that he maintained and supported an advertis
ing bureau to build up himself and tear down other men; that he com
manded, condoned, and rewarded rapine and murder simply because they 
sprung from his own partisans and associates.10

An enlisted mans newspaper, the Soldiers Banner, stated that “publicity is not 
always the best test of heroism /'11 Nevertheless, it paid off in rapid promotions. 
Bell, who had spent most of his career struggling to achieve his majority before 
the Philippine War, moved from that rank to brigadier general in little over a 
year.

General Lawton was less obsessed with publicity but was not above includ
ing in his operations a favorite correspondent, usually John Bass or O. K. 
Davis, who gave him good copy in the United States. The action would begin, 
typically, aboard a bombarding gunboat with an elegant lunch for the general, 
Bass or Davis, and Mrs. Lawton. Then Lawton and the correspondent would go 
ashore to join the troops on the firing line, where Lawton would parade among 
his troops fully exposed to enemy fire. His tall frame, elongated by a white Brit
ish pith helmet, made an inviting target as he paced back and forth imme
diately behind his forward firing line. Such bravado, however, seemed de
signed much less to win favorable press coverage for him than to fulfill Lawtons 
perception of the proper role of a gallant, English gentleman officer in combat. 
Moreover, Lawton was scrupulously accurate in describing a battle, never at
tempting to inflate it or himself and always quick to praise the courage of oth
ers. Both reporters and troops adored Lawton and were ready to follow him 
anywhere.12

The soldiers in the Philippines were even more cynical about the press 
coverage of the war in general. Clippings mailed to them from home were fre
quently the cause of both amusement and contempt. “I do hope the idiotic 
newspapers haven't had you worried to death about the heavy engagements at 
Calocoon," Lyon warned his wife. “ ‘Battles' out here are greatly exaggerated. 
This rebel is like a flea you can't see." Above all, he advised her to ignore the 
preposterous claims of General Otis that were played up in the press. “Every 
paper brings us the information that the ‘backbone of the revolution is broken,'
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that ‘Aguinaldo is suing for peace/ etc., etc., whereas we are no nearer a con
clusion of hostilities than we were three months ago,” Batson told his wife. A 
ridiculous proclamation by Otis that there were no rebels left in the Philip
pines, only “bandits,” provoked a private guffaw from Lyon, who cautioned his 
wife that “there will be lots of ‘outlaws’ in Luzon for years to come,” and “a 
strong force must be kept here—that means me.”13

If a soldier arrived in the islands without a degree of racial hatred for the 
Filipinos, he was not very long in acquiring it. Private Walter Cutter, Lieuten
ant Samuel Powell Lyon, and Captain Matthew A. Batson best illustrate the 
process. Not only were these three soldiers prolific writers, but their more hu
manistic views of the Filipinos made them exceptions among their comrades. 
They were not long in the Philippines before they were hounded by their com
rades, who branded them “nigger lovers.” But in each case, sympathy for the 
Filipinos and their cause expressed early in their tours gave way to increasing 
contempt for the natives the longer they remained in the islands. Very early in 
the war, Captain Batson complained to his wife about the conduct of American 
soldiers, particularly the volunteers:

The conduct of the regulars is not so bad, but 1 am sorry to say that it has 
not been as good as it should be. However their bad conduct has generally 
been stopped at killing some chickens and taking what they wanted to eat, 
and they have not gone so far as to desecrate churches and burial places in 
search of loot.
The volunteer outposts will see some natives—hear a shot and they turn 
loose and fire on everything they see—man, woman and child. They then 
report that they have been attacked by the insurgents and have driven 
them off with great loss to the insurgents.
I now believe that if we had well disciplined regular troops we could soon 
pacify the natives here, but the conduct of the volunteers has been such 
that it could only irritate the inhabitants.14

A few weeks later, Batson expressed horror over the senseless destruction of an 
innocent village as part of a reprisal ordered by General Lloyd Wheaton after 
two companies under his command had been caught in an ambush:

One of the prettiest little towns we have passed through is Apolit. A beau
tiful river— the Rio Grande de Pampanga—passes alongside it. A nice 
drive runs along the river for miles and on this drive were picturesque 
houses set off by the tropical plants and trees. I may add that most of the 
people living in Apolit desire peace and are friendly to Los Americanos.
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When we came along this road, the natives that had remained stood along 
the side of the road, took off their hats, touched their foreheads with their 
hands. “Buenos Dias, Senors” (means good morning) or “Aldo ming de- 
spu” (Pampangan). The 17th Infantry came into this place the other night 
and literally destroyed it—looted, ransacked, burned it— and we propose 
to civilize, Christianize, these people. . . . We come as a Christian people 
to relieve them from the Spanish yoke and bear ourselves like barbarians. 
Well I have said enough.13
Batsons early letters also praised the natives as “exceedingly interesting 

people.” He even suggested that “when you hear of our people sending mis
sionaries here, tell them they had better put their missionaries to work in New 
York.” He expressed sympathy for Aguinaldo’s political claims and was favora
bly impressed by the Filipino treatment of American prisoners, even those who 
had been captured while looting, whom Batson would have treated as common 
thieves.16

Yet, as commander of the newly formed Philippine Scouts six months later, 
Major Batson had greatly changed his tune:

The time has come when it is necessary to conduct this warfare with the 
utmost rigour. “With fire and sword” as it were. But the numerous, self 
styled, humane societies and poisonous press make it difficult to follow this 
policy if reported to the world, so what I write to you regarding these mat
ters is not to fall into the hands of newspaper men.

Batson certainly had no qualms about sending his Filipino troops, recruited 
largely from the Macabebes, archenemies of the Tagalogs, out on reprisal mis
sions similar to the one that had once so upset him:

I am king of the Maccabebes and they are terrors. Word reaches a place 
that the Maccabebes are coming and every Tagalo hunts his hole. At pres
ent we are destroying this district, everything before us. I have three col
umns out, and their course is easily traced by the smoke from burning 
houses. Of course, no official report will be made of everything.

When a close friend was killed in an ambush, Batson ordered the nearest town 
annihilated, explaining that “it helped revenge Boutelle.” 17

Quite possibly Batson was unduly influenced by the hatred felt by Maca
bebes for the Tagalogs. But Lyon went through a similar metamorphosis, and 
he commanded black troops, who were allegedly more sympathetic to the na
tives. Early in his tour Lieutenant Lyon expressed wonder that such ignorant 
and bigoted boors as some of his fellow officers could ever have won com
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missions in the army. He also obtained a copy of the English translation of 
Aguinaldo s history of the rebellion, which he shared with his wife, along with 
his doubts about the wisdom and legitimacy of the war that he was being asked 
to fight:

Between you and me Molly, I think we (the U.S.) are making a big mistake 
in taking the Philippines. I believe it would be a mistake to annex them if 
they wanted, and I think the mistake becomes a national crime when we 
force them by superior strength in numbers, enormous financial advan
tages and mental supremacy, to become subjects of our republic. . . . 
There is no saying where the new policy of “expansion” (which really 
means “conquest”) will end—what internal dissensions and what external 
entanglements may result. It is all very well to say as the exponents of ex
pansion all do, that “it is our duty to elevate the people of the Philippines,” 
etc., but the first duty of a nation is to our people. While the trade of these 
islands may be, and probably will be, a commercial benefit, to restrain 
them can only be a source of national weakness.
I don't know perhaps that I should have inflicted all this on you, and of 
course I have never said such things to anyone else—I am an officer of the 
United States and the politics of the government is no affair of mine but I 
cannot help thinking. I don’t know that you ever told me how you stand on 
this expansion business. I should like to know. I would like to make a 
speech in the House or Senate on my side of the question (that is after the 
war is over, before then no one ought to attack).
I am disappointed in the United States, but it is still my country. I am sure 
the American people will see the right thing to do sooner or later. I only 
hope they see it in time.18
Lyon did have one experience in which he felt his trust had been violated 

by a native. His “muchacho,” whom the lieutenant treated as a son, attempted 
to assassinate him as he slept. The boy claimed that he was cleaning the officer s 
gun when it discharged accidentally. Lyon was in the Philippines less than a 
year when he began to dismiss all the natives as “treacherous gugus.” He con
fessed to torturing prisoners for information. “I fear that I will have to give the 
insurgent officer a touch of high life by means of a little water properly applied. 
The problem of the water cure’ is in knowing ho\v to apply it,” he explained to 
his wife.19

Cutter s transformation is more difficult to explain in that he appears not to 
have experienced combat in the islands. His literary talent relegated him to a 
desk, to edit the Soldiers Banner. But only months after his arrival, he jet
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tisoned his initial sympathies for the natives and their national aspirations. He 
explained this change of heart in his diary:

I am forced to conclude that my first estimation of them was not justified. 
They are not to be trusted in public positions, no matter how much we 
might like them in private life. The agitation for independence is fomented 
by the educated class, who want to cut the melon of public graft; while the 
poor and uneducated classes are led to support their specious claims under 
pretext of patriotism.20
The final step in Cutters conversion is evidenced by his insistence that 

counterterrorism had to be directed at the entire native population, because 
“knowing the Malay character7 was to understand that any “humane” distinc
tion between “insurrectos” and civilians would be “worthless.” He compiled a 
lexicon for green replacements and newly arrived regiments that carried a simi
lar message. “Amigo” was “a ‘friend,’ sarcastically applied to natives who wear 
white clothes and conceal guns and bolos beneath them for the benefit of Amer
icans.” Such commands as “siggie, siggie” and “vamose” kept “amigos” at a safe 
distance, particularly when accompanied by the thrust of a bayonet. But, Cut
ter advised, “nothing is better than a well placed shot while the ‘gugu’ is still 
200 yards away to keep from being bushwacked by him.” A young lad in a skit 
written by Cutter ignored such advice while standing guard for the first time. 
He offers a cigarette to a “brown brother,” whom he had befriended, and even 
lays down his rifle in order to give him a light. The play ends with the an
guished cries of the corporal of the guard kneeling over the slashed body of the 
young sentry: “Amigo be damned! I hate the very sight of their black hides.”21 

Possibly Batson, Lyon, and Cutter simply capitulated to enormous peer 
pressure to accept the military’s conventional wisdom about the natives and 
their political aspirations. It is also possible that the paternalism implicit in 
their earlier attitudes had to sour sooner or later. But it is clear that their earlier 
assessments of Filipinos were not influenced by antiwar propaganda. Only ten 
days after expressing anti-imperialist sympathies, Lyon wrote:

The Filipinos just now are keeping things stirred up as much as they can, 
in the hopes that the “anti-expansionists” will win out. It would surprise 
you what a close watch these people keep on American politics— every 
disloyal sentiment uttered by a man of any prominence in the United 
States is repeatedly broadcast through the islands and greatly magnified. 
While Congress is on the fence [debating over the Philippine Bill] there 
ought to be some way of muzzling these traitors. If Congress comes out 
decidedly for holding the Philippines—the insurgents will perhaps accept 
the hopelessness of further struggling.22
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In his unpublished war novel, Cutter caricatured the anti-imperialists. His 
hero, Hank Harkins, rips down a poster informing soldiers that they “are en
gaged in the task of enslaving a helpless race, whose only crime is a love of 
liberty They are brothers and this work must stop.” Searching for the “descen
dant of copperheads,” who was responsible for this “despicable treason,” the 
hero spots “a professional looking man in linen duster, broad brimmed hat and 
sporting a beard,” surrounded by angry soldiers. Spotting the shiny, new 
stripes on the sleeve of Corporal Harkins, this fussy, bookish, and pedantic “ag
itator” appeals for protection against the “uncouth language and menacing ges
tures” of his audience. Feigning anger, Hank lectures the men on the necessity 
of showing respect for their “superiors,” then directs them “to escort this well 
meaning gentleman” to the railroad station and “see that he gets a good start 
for the next town!” Delighted, the soldiers lead their naive victim toward a de
serted back street, while Hank laments that his recent promotion precludes his 
“joining in the fun.” Cutter also made it clear in his diary that he was con
temptuous of the war critics, “who in the security of their homes, have set 
themselves up as judges.”23

Comments on anti-imperialism by other soldiers were invariably scornful. 
“I wish Bryan and his friends would come over here and talk to the soldiers. I 
think that they would last just as long as a snowball in h----- . I would like noth
ing better than to string them up,” Private Hambleton wrote. It was not lost on 
him that Senator Albert Beveridge toured the islands, whereas no one in the 
opposition came to find out what was happening firsthand. According to Ham
bleton, the bombastic Beveridge was wildly cheered by soldiers in the combat 
zones. Responding to Beveridges speech in the Senate upon his return, Ham
bleton told his father, “I have read it carefully and I think from what I have seen 
and heard since I have been here that he is right.”24

War critics were also vilified in song. In one ditty, a soldier from Dixie con
fesses that all the “argufyin*” was “confusin’”:

McKinley is our President 
An’ as far as I can see

The old flags jist as sacred 
As it wuz in ’63

An’ his soldiers in the Philyppines 
—True an’ loyal men—

Deserve the same encouragement 
That Lincoln s boys did then.

So if Davis, Lee an* Johnson 
An* we who wore the grey
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Were traitors to our country then 
Will someone kindly say 

What Bryan, Hoar and Atkinson 
An* others of such fame 

Expect to find in history 
Writ opposite their names?25

Any mention of the election of1900 in the soldiers’ letters and diaries indi
cated overwhelming support for the Republican ticket of McKinley and Roo
sevelt. Presumably most southern and western soldiers should have favored 
Bryan, but, according to Sergeant Beverly Daley, even the “howling Demo
crats” favored McKinley. “Of course, there are some boys who think Bryan is 
the whole cheese, but they don’t say too much,” Hambleton explained. Batson 
testified that McKinley s reelection was “a great satisfaction to most of the men, 
as Bryan’s election would have been disastrous to us here.” Such sentiment 
helps to explain the wildly enthusiastic receptions McKinley and particularly 
Roosevelt received from soldiers and veterans. The Call acknowledged the 
raucous cheering for these two “imperialists,” but its editor insisted, somewhat 
bitterly, that it “only seems to be a unanimous endorsement of imperialism” by 
the men who fought in the Philippines.26

The most shocking characteristic of the American soldier in the Philip
pines was his penchant for lawlessness. Military spokesmen tried to pass off 
widespread looting and senseless destruction of property as “souvenir hunt
ing.” Since officers, sometimes ranking ones, were involved, maintaining disci
pline in the ranks was out of the question. Colonel Funston was accused of 
helping to loot a Catholic church and of personally desecrating its sacred pre
cincts by leading a mock mass in ecclesiastic garb. Indeed, Funston may have 
set the tone for his regiment before it ever arrived in the Philippines. While 
leading his men down Market Street in a parade on July 4, 1898, Funston, by 
his own admission, charged and narrowly missed decapitating with his sword a 
San Franciscan who had thrown a firecracker under his horse.27

A few soldiers did complain about the conduct of their comrades. D. M. 
Mickle of the Tennessee outfit wrote, “You have no idea what a mania for de
struction the average man has when the fear of the law is removed. I have seen 
them . . . knock chandeliers and plate glass mirrors to pieces just because they 
couldn’t carry them. It is such a pity.” Another soldier observed of his regi
ment, “Talk of the natives plundering towns: I don’t think they are in it with the 
Fiftieth [Fifty-First] Iowa.” But many others bragged of their plunder. E. D. 
Furnam of the Washington State Regiment wrote that “some of the boys made 
good hauls of jewelry and clothing. Nearly every man has at least two suits of
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clothing, and our quarters are furnished in style.” Captain Albert Otis boasted 
that he “had enough plunder for a family of six. The house I had at Santa Ana 
had five pianos. I couldn’t take them, so I put a big grand piano out of a second- 
story window. You can guess its finish.” The citizens of San Francisco got a taste 
of this lawlessness when some drunken Wyoming volunteers at the Presidio 
used a schooner entering the bay for target practice. Thereafter, the returning 
volunteers were forced to leave their rifles in the Philippines.28

This lawless spirit made it that much easier to commit atrocities against the 
Filipinos, who had already been dehumanized by racial hatred. In addition, 
widespread stories of native mutilation of American captives helped raise the
soldiers blood lust. “They cut th e ir---------off and put them in their mouths.
That is the kind of people they have here,” Hambleton reported to his brother. 
“No more prisoners. They take none, and they torture our men, so we will kill 
wounded and all of them,” a Washington volunteer testified. For every soldier 
who protested that “we came here to help, not to slaughter, these natives,” or 
who complained that he had “seen enough to almost make me ashamed to call 
myself an American,” there were dozens who saw nothing wrong with shooting 
prisoners, enemy wounded, and native women and children. Some even pro
fessed to enjoy it, although most seemed to accept the slaughter stoically, as a 
necessary but onerous task. Anthony Michea of the Third Artillery wrote, “We 
bombarded a place called Malabon, and then we went in and killed every na
tive we met, men, women, and children. It was a dreadful sight, the killing of 
the poor creatures. The natives captured some of the Americans and literally 
hacked them to pieces, so we got orders to spare no one.” On the other hand, 
A. A. Barnes of the same regiment, describing the destruction of Titatia and 
the slaughter of one thousand men, women, and children, added, “I am proba
bly growing hard-hearted, for I am in my glory when I can sight my gun on 
some dark-skin and pull the trigger. . . . Tell all my inquiring friends that I am 
doing everything I can for Old Glory and for America I love so well.” Another 
soldier described the killing frenzy that developed in his Washington regiment:

Soon we had orders to advance, and we . . . started across the creek in 
mud and water up to our waists. However, we did not mind it a bit, our 
fighting blood was up, and we all wanted to kill “niggers.” This shooting 
human beings is a “hot game,” and beats rabbit hunting all to pieces. We 
charged them and such a slaughter you never saw. We killed them like rab
bits; hundreds, yes thousands of them. Every one was crazy.29
Clearly these soldiers had been ordered to take no prisoners and to kill the 

wounded, and again ranking officers set the example. Funston not only ordered 
his regiment to take no prisoners, but he bragged to reporters that he had per
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sonally strung up thirty-five civilians suspected of being insurrectos. Major Ed
win Glenn did not even deny the charge that he made forty-seven prisoners 
kneel and “repent of their sins” before ordering them bayoneted and clubbed 
to death. Private Fred Hinchman recorded with some scorn seeing “a platoon 
of the Washingtons, with about fifty prisoners, who had been taken before they 
learned how not to take them.” But it would be an error to believe that most, or 
even many, American soldiers only reluctantly obeyed unlawful orders. One 
soldier declared, almost joyously, that “when we find one that is not dead, we 
have our bayonets.” Sergeant Leman reasoned that because a Filipino “is so 
treacherous,” even “when badly wounded,” he has to be killed. It was consid
ered an uproarious joke when “some Tennessee boys” were ordered to escort 
“thirty niggers” to a hospital in the rear and “got there with about a hundred 
chickens and no prisoners.” A private in the Utah Battery, reporting on “the 
progress of this ‘goo goo’ hunt” to the “home folks,” explained that

the old boys will say that no cruelty is too severe for these brainless 
monkeys, who can appreciate no sense of honor, kindness or justice. . . . 
With an enemy like this to fight, it is not surprising that the boys should 
soon adopt “no quarter” as a motto, and fill the blacks full of lead before 
finding out whether they are friends or enemies.30
The most damning evidence that the enemy wounded were being mur

dered came from the official reports of both Otis and MacArthur that claimed 
fifteen Filipinos killed for every one wounded. In the American Civil War five 
soldiers had been wounded for every one killed, which is close to the historical 
norm. Otis attempted to explain this anomaly by citing both the superior 
marksmanship of the Americans, largely rural Westerners and Southerners 
who had hunted all their lives, and the tendency of the Filipinos to drag off 
their wounded with them. MacArthur, under cross-examination by a senate 
committee, added a racial twist by asserting that men of Anglo-Saxon stock do 
not succumb as easily to wounds as do men of the “inferior races.”31

War critics insisted that a high price in troop morale had to be paid for 
forcing Americans to fight in this manner, which was at such variance with their 
principles. Anti-imperialist editors contended that this low morale was the rea
son that Otis was able to persuade only ten percent of the state volunteers to 
reenlist in the new national units, in spite of the offer of a five-hundred-dollar 
bonus for doing so. They also charged that Otis had ignored a unanimous vote 
by the Pennsylvania volunteers not to remain in the islands following the formal 
exchange of treaties that officially ended the war with Spain in April, when 
the Philippine war was but two months old. According to Private William 
Christner, however, the men of that regiment had refused to vote on this sensi
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tive issue: “We did not want to vote either way, nor do we intend to. We are 
ready to come home when they are ready to relieve us,” a contention more 
consistent with the fervent patriotism expressed by the volunteers. Besides, 
these soldiers were enormously confident early in the war that it would be all 
over in a matter of months, if not weeks. Thus Christner vowed that “we will be 
returned as soon as we maul the Philippinos and if they let us go at them it 
won't take long to do it.” As late as April 9, he wrote, “I am willing to stay as 
long as Uncle Sam needs me in the Philippines.” Christner s mind was changed 
not by a distaste for fighting a war of subjugation, but the belief that the war 
would continue as long as Otis was in command. There had to have been, how
ever, a realization that the Filipino ability to resist American power had been 
underestimated all around and not just by Otis. At any rate, another rainy sea
son was at hand in June, and few volunteers were eager to remain. Since all of 
the nation's other wars have been waged with armies that were either con
scripted or volunteered for the duration, with the exception of those in Korea 
and Vietnam, it is difficult to make historical comparisons. One can only wonder 
how many veterans of six months of combat in any war would elect to remain in 
the field for another two years. Few of the glamorized fliers in the more popular 
World War II volunteered to stay on after their fiftieth mission. Indeed, given 
the contempt for Otis, the climate, sickness, and boredom of remote barrios, 
along with the persistent belief that the volunteers had been deliberately kept 
in the field until the last minute to saVe the regulars languishing in Manila, it is 
difficult to believe that ten percent actually did reenlist in the new volunteer 
regiments.32

As for the other ninety percent, few wanted to depart before being “prop* 
erly relieved.” It was one thing to leave the despised Otis in the lurch, but 
quite another to do the same to Uncle Sam or to the comrades left behind. 
They felt simply that they had done their duty and that it was a question of 
another lad replacing them to carry on. In song, they apologized:

I came and did my best, sir,
And, General, taint no harm,
I'm intending when I ask, sir,
Can I go back to “Marm”?
And so, General, as my duty's done,
Don't think I mean any harm,
When I tells yer I've a duty 
ter perform for Dad and “Marm.”

They also made it clear that it would be their last war:
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Ah, all may sing the glory great of being a volunteer 
But when again the country calls, we’ll all be deaf, I fear 
We’ll climb up on the street car roof the suckers for to see 
And as they pass we too will yell: “Just give them hell for me.”

Such sentiments pertain to any war and are not peculiarly a product of the con
flict in the Philippines; they are produced by the disillusionment that occurs 
when expected glamor fails to materialize and the dreary restrictions of army 
life become a reality. Over and over again the soldiers warned younger brothers 
to ignore the appeal for more volunteers. Even A. A. Barnes, who professed to 
enjoy shooting Filipinos, advised his brother that “should a call for volunteers 
be made for this place, do not be so patriotic as to come here.” No doubt, such 
advice fell on deaf pars, however. Most of the volunteers joined to escape the 
boredom and isolation of life on the farm, as well as for patriotic reasons, and 
the discovery that garrison duty in a remote part of the Philippines was no im
provement was seldom learned vicariously.33

Drunkenness was a serious problem among American soldiers in the Phil
ippines, although Christner makes it clear that it existed long before the out
break of warfare. Excessive drinking was not confined to Manila's red-light dis
trict, but also occurred in the field under combat conditions, although one 
scholar has recently argued that intoxication just before battle may be as old as 
warfare itself. Nevertheless, a young shavetail fresh out of West Point and the 
son of a general, Guy Henry, Jr., was profoundly shocked to discover sentries 
hopelessly drunk on duty. He invented what he called “Henry’s Keeley Cure,” 
which was to sneak up on the befuddled culprit and fire several rounds over his 
head before stationing him in the most forward and exposed post. “Most of the 
men were fairly well cured after about three weeks there and did not need a 
second tour,” he testified. But the best description of the problem in the Phil
ippines was a fictional one in the Soldiers Banner. It described the fruitless 
chase of an unseen enemy by an exhausted and mud-splattered American com
pany. The captain decided to bunk his men one night in a friendly barrio for a 
hot meal and a much-needed rest. The men bargained for chickens, which na
tive women dressed and cooked. As soon as the meal was consumed, a Chinese 
peddler entered under cover of darkness to sell liquor. What follows, the au
thor assured his readers, would be familiar to every soldier who had ever 
served in the field:

That night there were several strange scenes that must have given the na
tives a strange idea of the civilization we wish to foist on them. Drunken 
men struck at each other in frenzy and smashed each others heads on the



ground, with sickening oaths, for no reason whatsoever, except their own
distorted imagination.

The ensuing events took a familiar course. A drunken soldier raped a girl, and 
her boyfriend slit the American’s throat as he slept off the booze. “With the 
natives, down there, their justice is ‘an eye for an eye.’ Indeed, amongst a civi
lized mob it is not much further advanced,” the author explained needlessly. 
When they discovered their dead comrade the next morning, the soldiers 
burned the already deserted village and, during the next day’s march, gunned 
down any native foolish enough to get caught in their gunsights.34

Rates of insanity and self-inflicted wounds appear to have been deliber
ately inflated by anti-imperialist editors for propaganda purposes. The 1900 re
port of the surgeon general listed 347 cases of mental breakdowns in a period 
during which approximately 100,000 soldiers had served in the Philippines, a 
figure that makes the rate of insanity infinitesimal. Nevertheless, this report 
provoked misleading headlines on the “Awful Rate of Lunacy.” Victimized by 
his own editors propaganda, a Call reporter was on hand to greet the “thou
sands of insane soldiers in chains” rumored to be aboard a transport arriving in 
San Francisco. To his chagrin, he discovered only sixty-four unmanacled mental 
patients.35

The Call also reported that “self-inflicted wounds are so frequent. . . that 
General Otis has been compelled to issue instructions directing that a strong 
investigation be made in each case of this character.” These instructions have 
not been documented, although Otis did at one point protest that most of the 
sick filling the hospitals were “malingerers shirking their duty” whom he des
perately needed in the field. Wounding oneself and feigning illness are age-old 
means of escaping from combat, and undoubtedly they were resorted to in the 
Philippines. But since there was so little real combat, in the sense of pitched 
battle, in this war, these ruses may also have been the path back to the excite
ment of Manila, or some other city, from the boredom and isolation of a godfor
saken post in the boondocks.36

A much more serious indication that American soldiers were unhappy 
fighting a war of subjugation and actually sympathized with the political aspira
tions of the enemy might have been the number of desertions to Aguinaldo’s 
army. But switching sides has also been a fact of life in every war, and the moti
vations in these cases were not necessarily political. Some deserted to escape 
disciplinary action in their own outfits. Others may have been attracted by the 
commissions offered in the Philippine army. At any rate, no more than fifteen 
American soldiers switched sides, out of close to 200,000 who served between 
1899 and 1902. Nine of these were black, out of the 5,000 Negroes who fought
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in the war. Given racist extremism at home, it is a small wonder that there were 
not more. “Colored” regiments left for the Philippines amidst race riots in Chi
cago, San Antonio, rural Georgia, and Tennessee. Headlines warned that a 
“War of the Races Is Threatened,” and the anti-imperialist Call featured insen
sitive cartoons depicting “black depravity” and lampooning “Negro Insou
ciance.” When the black Forty-Ninth Volunteer Infantry embarked at San Fran
cisco for the Philippines, a huge minstrel-style, front-page caricature had the 
Negro soldiers cakewalking up the gangplank. One soldier with ludicrously dis
tended lips and bulging eyes begged of his equally distorted girlfriend, “Jes* 
one mo’ smack at dem cherub lips.” Each black officer had “at least two ladies 
there to bid goodbye,” the caption explained, and “when dat coon ban* played 
de cakewalk,” the men “used their guns as walking sticks and their file man as a 
partner” and “danced away for dear life.”37

Once in the Philippines, whites refused to salute black officers and jeered 
instead, “What are you coons doing here?” At higher levels, Otis protested 
sending black troops, whose loyalty, he felt, would be suspect in fighting other 
nonwhites. Governor Taft complained to Washington that black soldiers got 
along “too well with the native women,” leading to the latter’s “demoraliza
tion.” He recommended that the “colored” regiments be returned to the 
United States as soon as it was militarily feasible. The secretary of war ordered 
that black soldiers who married natives be discharged from the army and sent 
home.38

Apparently “Los Negritos Americanos” did get along better with the na
tive population because, as one black soldier explained it, “they do not push 
them off the streets, spit at them, [or] call them damn ‘niggers.’” Some blacks 
did confess to feeling uneasy over fighting men of “our own hue and color,” but 
others adopted white prejudices against the “gugus” and insisted that they 
were “savages” and only “half civilized.” Chaplain George W. Prioleau of the 
Ninth Cavalry accused them of “untruthfulness, idolatry, stealing, and every 
crime in the decalogue” and vowed that “the indolence and laziness of the Fil
ipino must not and will not retard American progress.” Other black soldiers, 
like so many of their white comrades, felt that the Philippine question was not 
“for the soldier to decide.” As Sergeant M. W. Sadler explained it, his oath of 
allegiance was colorblind. Another black, Sergeant Michael Robinson, was dis
mayed that there was not greater enthusiasm for the war back home. In the 
end, four black infantry and two black cavalry regiments fought in the war with 
distinction, except for the handful of deserters. These men were both racially 
and culturally very different from Filipinos, and to assume a mutual attraction 
based on racial affinity is utterly romantic, possibly even racist.39

Contrary to the anti-imperialist argument, it was the lack of combat to in
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terrupt the incessant boredom of garrison duty in remote villages that contrib
uted decisively to low morale. '‘We haven't done anything but ‘wait around.' I 
don't like it. The 25th is getting in bad shape,” Lyon reported to his wife. He 
began almost every letter with the observation that there was “nothing new in 
the ‘war' today” and closed with the complaint that “another long stupid day is 
gone.” He catalogued a serious increase in breaches of discipline as the tedium 
took its toll on his company's morale: fistfights, drunkenness, sleeping on post, 
and pickets imagining attacks and “firing hundreds of rounds at nothing.” The 
only casualty for months was Lyon's bugler, who suffered a heart attack while 
sounding “another false alarm.” Above all, Lyon could not stand the constant 
“whining” of his bored charges, and was sure that regular soldiers would have 
behaved differently under similar circumstances. “I wish you could see these 
‘volunteers’— the worst yet. I never saw such an undisciplined mob.”40

A real battle was just the elixir needed for sagging morale. When Lyon's 
platoon finally did surround an enemy force and, after a genuine firefight, cap
ture twenty-six Filipinos with their rifles and stockpiles of ammunition and 
rice, the men joked, sang, and shouted “Rah for the 25th all the way back” to 
their base. Lyon observed that he had never seen them so jubilant and happy. 
That evening the heavy drinking was distinctly more festive than escapist. The 
lieutenant discreetly retired early and wrote to his wife, “They are kicking up 
an awful row. Scared the natives half to death about eight o'clock tonight by 
sending up a couple of big rockets from the plaza.” Other officers also com
mented on the galvanic effect that combat had had on the men. It was rehashed 
for weeks to come, and suddenly their sojourn in the Philippines took on some 
meaning. At least they would be able to bring back some genuine war stories to 
tell their grandchildren on some distant winter evening.41

Enlisted men also described the boost a real battle was for them. Burr 
Ellis of the Californians risked a court-martial by escaping from his hospital bed 
to join his regiment fighting in nearby Cavite. “I had lots of fun that morning,” 
he explained. Charles Wyland of the.Washington Regiment was disturbed over 
the degree to which his comrades had grown bloodthirsy and actually enjoyed 
the slaughter that they witnessed:

You see sights you could hardly believe, and life is hardly worth a thought. 
I have seen a shell from our artillery strike a bunch of Filipinos, and then 
they would go scattering through the air, legs, arms, heads, all discon
nected. And such sights actually make our boys laugh and yell, “that shot 
was a peach.” A white man seems to forget that he is human.42
But nowhere is the gung ho spirit of these soldiers revealed more clearly 

than in their marching songs, which belie the belief that the Eighth Army
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Corps in the Philippines was badly demoralized. In song they immortalized 
“the raggedy man from Kansas,” who achieved “jayhawk glory” with his 
“Yankee yell” and “fearless charge.” Their songs turned maudlin over the flag, 
mother back on the farm, and “the fallen sons who would never return.” They 
sang the official creed that they were “fighting side by side in the burning Tor
rid Zone against the right to loot and slaughter burning through the Malay 
creed” and to bring “liberty and justice . . . leading savage minds to light.” 
Often their songs ended with a lusty “three cheers for the red, white and 
blue.”43

In the final analysis, the American soldier who fought in the Philippines 
differed little from his British counterpart in South Africa or India. It was for 
both, of course, an era of intense nationalism. But possibly there is another, 
peculiarly American, explanation for the behavior of the soldiers in the Philip
pines. Proponents of expansion had hailed the islands as Americas “new fron
tier,” and appropriately enough, the men who conquered the Philippines, par
ticularly the volunteers, brought with them a frontier spirit steeped in an 
individualism that easily degenerated into lawlessness. Virtually every member 
of the high command had spent most of his career terrorizing Apaches, Co- 
manches, Kiowas, and the Sioux. Some had taken part in the massacre at 
Wounded Knee. It was easy for such commanders to order similar tactics in the 
Philippines, particularly when faced with the frustrations of guerrilla warfare. 
And the men in their command, many of whom were themselves descendants 
of old Indian fighters, carried out these orders with amazing, if not surprising, 
alacrity.



★ __ ★  ★  ★  ★  ■ 'ki

“ Injun Warfare” under Chaffee and 
Roosevelt

General Adna Chaffee was above all a soldiers soldier, an old, hard-riding cav
alryman, who felt more comfortable on a horse than at a desk. He had come up 
through the ranks in the Civil War and had spent most of his career chasing 
Indians across the American West. He had commanded the American con
tingent of an allied expeditionary force in China during the Boxer crisis before 
being sent to the Philippines as MacArthurs replacement. In his command 
there would be no mollycoddling of anyone— the enemy, the press, or, least of 
all, the civilian governor and his commission, with whom the new military 
commander was ostensibly to share power. Chaffee had little use for civilians 
and was reported to have pronounced that despised word with an exaggerated 
initial sibilant. If Otis was a precursor of the modern desk-ridden, publicity
conscious military commander, Chaffee was a throwback to the robust, mud- 
splattered leader of an earlier era.

At this time, the cavalry was the elite corps of the army, very much the 
equivalent of todays paratroopers. As soon as he assumed command, Chaffee 
began to place cavalry officers in key positions. J. Franklin Bell was promoted 
to brigadier general and given the troublesome southern Luzon province of 
Batangas to pacify. Chaffee’s old buddy from the “Sixth Cav” and the Indian 
wars, Colonel Jacob Smith, was assigned as Bells chief of staff. The new com
mander knew that he could count on this pair for an Indian-style campaign in 
Batangas, and not the “humanitarian warfare” allegedly conducted prior to his 
arrival in the Philippines. During one of his rare comments to the press, 
Chaffee cautioned Joseph Ohl, correspondent for the Atlanta Constitution, 
that “if you should hear of a few Filipinos more or less being put away don’t 
grow too sentimental over it.” He curtly informed Governor Taft that he could 
not trust the commissions native appointments and that it was his intention to 
give the Filipinos “bayonet rule” for years to come.1
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Chaffee had been in his new post only two months when President Mc
Kinley was assassinated. As a former Rough Rider, the new commander-in- 
chief would have no difficulty seeing eye to eye with a cavalryman. In fact, 
Roosevelt was an unabashed admirer of Chaffee and had urged McKinley to 
give him command in the Philippines. A few years later, he would reward his 
martial hero with the army s top post. But Roosevelt was also close to Taft at 
this time and soon became very upset over the rumors of a sharp rift between 
the military and civilian governors, which had become impossible to conceal 
from reporters. On October 8, 1901, he instructed Chaffee:

I am deeply chagrined, to use the mildest possible term, over the trouble 
between yourself and Taft. I wish you to see him personally, and spare no 
effort to secure prompt and friendly agreement in regard to the differences 
between you. Have cabled him also. It is most unfortunate to have any 
action which produces and which may have a serious effect both in the 
Philippines and here at home. I trust implicitly that you and Taft will come 
to an agreement.2

Chaffees response, if any, is not recorded, but apparently he did manage to 
conceal or, at least, control his contempt for Taft and the commission, which not 
only was comprised of those despised civilians but, even worse, would soon 
have a few token Filipinos on it.

As for the military situation, Chaffee did not share the optimism of his 
predecessor. From his point of view, the war was far from over and was not even 
winding down. Although most of the archipelago was pacified, and even under 
local self-rule, there were serious trouble spots, particularly in southern Luzon 
and on some other islands. More ominous was the trouble brewing with the 
Moros in the Sulu group. The term “Moro,” imported by the Spanish from 
North Africa, blurred the distinctions between about ten different ethnic 
groups that shared little more than the Islamic faith and a dislike of Christians 
and Tagalogs. The Moros had always rejected Aguinaldos claim to sovereignty 
over their islands, and when insurrectos from Luzon began to recruit suc
cessfully among Christian minorities on these islands, Moslem leaders struck 
up an alliance of convenience with the Americans. In return for nominal rule, 
the U.S. Army agreed to continue the Spanish system of governance over their 
islands, including payoffs to sultans and lesser rulers, and assured the Moros 
that outside rule would be minimal and in no way interfere with their customs. 
Actually, the Americans had little choice in the matter as there were too few 
soldiers to occupy these islands. Hence, only token garrisons under the com
mand of Colonel Sweet were maintained on Jolo and Mindanao.

While this arrangement looked good on paper, the realities of the fierce
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rivalries among the Moros themselves, and between them and Christian and 
pagan minorities, meant that the Sulus were a constant irritant for the Ameri
cans. Above all, Sweet had to contend with the centuries-old practice of piracy, 
of which American garrisons proved to be lucrative targets. Each complaint by 
Sweet elicited little more than polite assurances from Moslem leaders that the 
piracy would be terminated, but it never was. In May of 1901, Sweet reported 
to MacArthur that while “relations with the Sultans and Chiefs remain friendly, 
they will promise anything in the shape of reforms, but these will never be 
carried out.” Finally, he warned MacArthur that there could be “no hope of 
progress until the United States takes complete control of these islands” and 
recommended a show of force on Jolo or Mindanao to impress the Moslems that 
the United States meant business.3 MacArthur was not about to open up an
other front on the eve of his departure from the Philippines, however, so he 
simply left the Moro problem for Chaffee to worry about.

Failure to respond in force merely emboldened the natives, Sweet pleaded 
with Chaffee. Troops returning to their base on Jolo following training exercises 
in the summer of 1901 discovered that the natives had taken everything, even 
the gates to an American cemetery. Sweet s protest to the local sultan produced 
a charming reply from “your son the Sultan Hadji Mohammed Jamalul, Kirain, 
to my father the Governor of Tiange” (Jolo):

Your letter of the 23rd instant received and I understand its contents. I am 
very sorry indeed that the gates to the cemetery were stolen. It would 
have been better if the thief had robbed the property belonging to the liv
ing, because they have a chance to earn more but the dead have not. 
Therefore aid me to think how to get rid of stealing in this country. Let us 
inquire at all places where there are blacksmiths. There are no blacksmiths 
in Maibun. Above all you must closely examine the blacksmiths in Buz Buz 
and Moubu as these gates were too heavy to be carried a long distance. 
Very likely they are in these two places. . . .  If we find the thief, let us 
bury him alive. . . . You are an old man . . . perhaps you have pity on me. 
As for me I detest thieves.4

Chaffee was not amused by the sultans charm, and when several Americans 
were killed in a subsequent raid, he dispatched the Twenty-Seventh Infantry 
Regiment and a battery of mountain artillery to Jolo to keep the natives in line 
and set an example for other Moslem groups.

At the same time Chaffee further broadened the war by moving one of his 
favorite regiments, the Ninth Infantry, which had served under him in China, 
to the islands of Leyte and Samar. The Ninth Infantry had begun its second 
Philippine tour with two months of drinking and whoring in Manila. Now it was
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given a dreadful assignment in the backwaters of the Philippine archipelago. 
Samar, the third largest island after Luzon and Mindanao, had such a rugged 
interior that only its littoral rim was inhabited to any great extent. The men of 
the Ninth Regiment labeled it “the heart of googooland.” Although the Sa- 
marenos were ferocious warriors, they had given Spain surprisingly little trou
ble, except for two minor uprisings that were largely protests against labor and 
military conscriptions that had taken their men off the island rather than quests 
for independence. Their main concern up to the m id-nineteenth century was 
with Moro raids for rice, women, and slaves. Spanish priests with western skills 
doubled as military advisers and even leaders, building and organizing defenses 
against the Moslem pirates, which helped to cement the islands ties to Spain. 
The defenses also enhanced the isolation and autonomy of each pueblo as a be
sieged entity, so that Samar never became an integrated community. Possibly 
the terrain would have militated against such a development, as the best means 
of transportation between pueblos was by pirate-infested water.

The gradual abatement of Moro raids by the middle of the nineteenth cen
tury, along with the boom in the abaca trade for which Samar was an important 
source, brought the island a little bit closer to the mainstream of Philippine 
society. But, essentially, it was still primitive and remote when General Vin
cente Lukban arrived on December 31, 1899, with one hundred riflemen to 
proclaim that he was the governor of Samar under the Philippine Republic. 
This Chinese mestizo, scion of a wealthy Luzon family, met with surprisingly 
little resistance. In part, his success may have been due to Lukbans pragmatic 
decision to ally himself with a heretical Christian sect, the Dios-Dios, or, be
cause of their red garments, the Pulahanes. Lukban had a year of grace before 
elements of the First Infantry landed in January, 1901, under General William 
Kobbe. They were greeted on the beaches with suicidal bolo charges by 
Pulahanes, who refused to believe that they could be harmed by flaming rifles. 
Their conviction gave the Samarenos the reputation in American Army circles 
of being ferocious, fanatical, and treacherous. Actually, Lukban did not contest 
the American invasion, but quietly retreated into the interior, leaving behind a 
well-organized network of Filipino priests and officials loyal to him and to the 
Republic. Any Samareno suspected of collaborating with the Americans was ex
ecuted in dramatic fashion as a lesson to others that Lukban still controlled the 
island. The head of one official who cooperated with the invaders was wrapped 
in a kerosene-soaked American flag and set on fire.

Shortly before he was succeeded by Chaffee, MacArthur sent Lukban s 
brother to Samar with an offer of amnesty in return for the surrender of the 
insurrectos. Lukban turned him down and vowed to fight the Americans to the 
end. On the eve of his departure, MacArthur recommended “more energetic
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measures” for Samar, and before the retired commander had landed in San 
Francisco, Chaffee had the Ninth Infantry on its way to Samar aboard the trans
port Liscum, appropriately named after that regiments late commander, who 
had fallen leading his men to the walls of Tientsin. Companies were garrisoned 
in the principal towns along the coast of Samar. The mayor of one of them, Bal- 
angiga, containing about 200 nipa huts and the usual solid monuments to Span
ish rule— church, convent, and town hall—had requested of Chaffee American 
troops to protect his town from “Moro pirates.” Had army intelligence done its 
homework, the troops might have been suspicious, as such raids had become 
practically nonexistent over the past half-century. The mayor, Presidente Pedro 
Abayan, warmly greeted Captain Thomas W. Connell and the men of Company 
C, although it was noted that the other Samarenos seemed very surly. Abayan 
urged the Americans to use the substantial buildings, and the tribunal became 
a barracks and arsenal while an empty convent housed the officers and a 
dispensary.

Connell was a young West Pointer and devout Irish Catholic with a pu
ritanical streak that irritated both his men and the Filipinos. He immediately 
set about cleaning up Balangiga and working on the morals of its inhabitants. 
Unable to muster enough volunteers to collect the omnipresent “garbage” and 
to trim the jungle growth under the huts, which could conceal insurrectos, the 
captain impressed a work force, forcing them to clean up the “mess” at gun
point. Abayan suggested that men from the environs could work off back taxes 
by cleaning up the town. Connell naively agreed, and soon Lukban had inside 
Balangiga one hundred of his best bolomen disguised as laborers.

Connell then set to work on the local priest and demanded that he ban the 
immodest clothing and provocative demeanor of the women and the raucous 
Sunday cockfights. When all he could get out of this priest was a stoic shrug, 
Connell forbade his men to fraternize with females or attend the cockfights. He 
decreed that so much as a lewd glance would be a punishable offense. But he 
could not prevent the inevitable, and soon some drunken soldiers were lured 
into the bush by seductive females and never seen again. The men learned 
from this blunder, and the next decoy was dragged under a hut and repeatedly 
raped. The first woman to complain to Connell of such a gang rape was 65 years 
old, so he refused to believe her. Then three young girls showed up at his quar
ters and mortified him by lifting up their skirts to reveal their bruises. Connell 
seemed as angry over this immodest display as he was over the conduct of his 
soldiers. He ordered the company into formation and marched the three vic
tims past each soldier standing at attention. When the girls were unable to 
identify their assailants, he marched them past each sentry on duty, but with 
no luck. Furious, he issued stricter orders: even touching a native female would 
be considered the equivalent of rape.
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Captain Connell also took seriously his role as diplomat and was concerned 
that a good impression be made in the colony. To this end, he outlawed the use 
of such terms as “gugu” and “nigger” by his troops, even when conversing 
among themselves. To foster a more peaceful atmosphere, he banned the carry
ing of firearms except while on sentry duty or during official functions. Such 
rules earned him the title “nigger lover” from his men, his executive officer, 
Lieutenant E. C. Bumpus, and the surgeon, Major Richard S. Griswold. No 
one but Connell trusted the natives, least of all those who played “amigo,” and 
with good reason. All of Connells rules and routines were dutifully reported to 
Lukban by the mayor of Balangiga, and careful plans were laid to surprise the 
American garrison there.

Had Connell been kept abreast of what was happening elsewhere on the 
island of Samar, he might not have left his outpost so vulnerable to attack from 
within. Before the Ninth Infantry arrived, elements of the First Infantry, land
ing from Leyte, probed the island. One patrol had stumbled into Lukbans 
headquarters and captured his family, treasury, supplies, and records. Among 
the captured documents was a letter from Presidente Abayan of Balangiga in
forming Lukban that he had petitioned for American troops and would pretend 
friendship until they let down their guard. The letter was translated into En
glish at the headquarters of General Hughes on Leyte and turned over to Major 
Edwin F. Glenn, who was in charge of intelligence for the sector. But Hughes 
interpreted the capture of Lukbans headquarters as the end of the insurrection 
on Samar and assumed that the Ninth Infantry would have little to do beyond 
occupying the place. Hughes, in fact, transferred his headquarters from Leyte 
to Cebu on September 24, 1901, to begin the pacification of that island, and 
with him went Glenn with Abayan s letter to Lukban safely packed away in his 
files.

Two days later, on September 26, a mail boat from Manila arrived off Bal
angiga while making the rounds of the garrisons on Samar. Connell and his men 
learned for the first time of McKinleys assassination and that Roosevelt was 
their new president. The captain set about immediately to secure a supply of 
black crepe and ordered the men into formation as dusk approached to give 
them instructions on sewing mourning bands on their sleeves. He ordered the 
flag to be flown at half-mast. Although it was Saturday evening, Connell in
sisted that the armbands be part of the men’s uniform for the eight-o’clock for
mation the next morning, at which an appropriate eulogy would be read, fol
lowed by a memorial mass in the local church.

The planned formation never took place, however, and by Sunday morn
ing the surviving members of Company C had much to mourn about more di
rectly than the death of their president half-way around the globe. The men 
had broken formation Saturday grumbling over having to use whatever light
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remained to perform their assigned sartorial task rather than to reread the 
newly arrived mail. Meanwhile, Connell searched frantically for the local priest 
to arrange the mass for his late president s Protestant soul. No one had seen the 
priest all day. He seemed to have vanished. Connell, expecting little from 
Spanish-trained priests, returned in darkness to his quarters. He decided to 
retire early in order to get up in time to prepare a substitute service, if neces
sary, and a eulogy for McKinley.

Unbeknownst to Connell, the church was the scene of unusual activity that 
night. Beginning about midnight, women carrying small coffins arrived in Bal- 
angiga and made their way to the church. Suspicious of this activity, the sentry 
summoned the sergeant of the guard, who inquired about their purpose. He 
was told that a cholera epidemic had claimed a great many children in the sur
rounding area and that the bodies were being brought into the church, where 
prayers would be said throughout the night. Not satisfied, the sergeant de
manded that one coffin be opened, but he quickly ordered it closed and apolo
gized when he spotted a child’s body inside. Had he lifted the body he would 
have discovered bolos hidden underneath, and possibly a living child feigning 
death. The sergeant was also suspicious of the heavy clothing worn by the 
women on such a hot night, but he was not going to risk the captain s wrath by 
taking too close a look. Had he been less cautious he would have uncovered 
more hidden weapons and discovered that most of the “women” were men. He 
decided he would report these mysterious proceedings to Lieutenant Bumpus 
in the morning.

Most of the men were up before reveille that sultry Sunday morning, re
reading their mail with the first light while the cooks prepared breakfast. Con
nell also was up, reading his prayer book and fretting over the missing priest, 
while the two Protestant officers slept in. The Filipino police chief stopped for a 
friendly chat with the armed sentry and suddenly seized the soldier s rifle and 
shot him with it. The church bell immediately pealed and, on that signal, bolo- 
men raced out of their sanctuary; Lukban s planted work crew, armed during 
the night with the smuggled weapons, charged from another direction, cutting 
down the remaining sentries before they could get off a shot. Connells orders 
had left everyone else unarmed, except for the officers, who kept .45-caliber 
automatics in their quarters. But bolomen disguised as women had been loung
ing, waiting for the signal, just outside the old convent. Hearing it, they threw 
off their disguises, burst into the officers’ quarters, murdered Bumpus and the 
surgeon, Griswold, in their beds and seized their weapons. Connell was sur
prised while sitting by his window. Armed only with his prayer book, he leaped 
into the street below and was cut down in full view of his men. With Yankee 
ingenuity, the remaining men of Company C improvised weapons out of base



“ INJUN WARFARE” UNDER CHAFFEE AND ROOSEVELT 203

ball bats, canned goods, tent poles, shovels, and even the water being boiled 
for their morning coffee. Luckily for them, the natives were confused by the 
double safety levers on the Krag-Jorgensen rifles and the automatic handguns 
and were unable to fire them. Nevertheless, the enemy inflicted heavy losses 
on the Americans with their bolos as the soldiers fought their way to the arse
nal. Only a handful reached it and were able to arm themselves.

Since the officers were dead, Sergeant Breton took charge and began to 
regroup the men and work out a strategy. In addition to the three officers, 
forty-two men had been slain. Breton had thirty-eight men remaining, eight of 
whom were too seriously wounded to fight. Formed in a British square, the 
men cut down hundreds of charging bolomen. But this strategy seriously de
pleted their supply of ammunition, and Breton knew that their only chance was 
to escape by water. Continuously moving his square toward the water, the ser
geant was able to reach three barotos—crude native dugouts— pulled up on 
shore. Only then did the Americans remember their flag, raised appropriately 
to half-mast moments before the bloody battle had begun. Six men volunteered 
to go back for it, but only four returned with the colors. The natives either had 
been instructed by the police chief or had figured out for themselves how to 
work the safety system of the Krags. Not without design, the police chief had so 
ingratiated himself with the Americans that some sentries had taught him the 
difference between the Krag and the more familiar Springfield.

For an hour and a half the survivors slowly made their way along the shore 
to Basey, garrisoned by Company G. All the way they were harassed by rifle 
fire, particularly in the narrow San Juanico Strait that divides Samar and Leyte. 
Before reaching their destination another seven men were either killed or had 
succumbed to wounds received in Balangiga. Eight more died in Basey s infir
mary. In all, fifty-nine members of Company C were killed and twenty-three 
wounded. Only six members emerged from the ordeal unscathed.

Captain Bookmiller, the commander at Basey, had little trouble securing 
fifty-five volunteers to return immediately to Balangiga and avenge their fallen 
comrades. Indeed, the difficulty was in deciding who would remain behind to 
guard Basey and the wounded survivors. Virtually every man in his company 
clamored to go— even the six fit survivors from Company C. Unlike Connell, 
Bookmiller was adored by his men and not considered a “nigger lover/' Book- 
miller despised Filipinos and trusted none of them. Those selected to return to 
Balangiga, including the six men of Company C, expected a good show and 
Bookmiller did not disappoint them.

The retaliatory force steamed back on the gunboat Pittsburgh, whose Gat
ling guns and Hotchkiss cannon announced their mission and raked the shore
line at any sign of movement. With fixed bayonets, the men charged ashore.
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The few Filipinos foolish enough to have remained in Balangiga were cut down 
immediately with no questions asked. But then the men were stopped in their 
tracks by the sight of the mutilated bodies of their dead comrades. Connells 
head had been chopped off and set on fire; his finger and a West Point ring were 
missing. Other bodies were slit open and stuffed with flour, jam, coffee, and 
molasses from the company’s mess hall. Even the company’s mascot, a dog 
brought back from China, had not been spared. His eyes had been gouged out 
and replaced with rocks. “All the dead were mutilated and treated with inde
scribable indignities,” Root later informed the president.

Bookmiller had interrupted a funeral in progress for 250 natives who had 
lost their lives in Balangiga earlier in the day. Their bodies had been laid out 
neatly in trenches but had not yet been covered. One of the patrols that Book- 
miller had sent to probe the immediate area caught twenty men in hiding, pos
sibly the gravediggers for the occasion. The captain put them to work replacing 
the dead Filipinos with the mutilated American cadavers. After reading from 
the Scriptures, Bookmiller ordered the American bodies covered and an appro
priate salute fired. In tears of sadness and rage following the sounding of taps by 
his bugler, Bookmiller ordered the dead natives stacked up and soaked with 
kerosene. The pleas of two old women, who had emerged from hiding, to "give 
the dead “a Christian burial” were dismissed. As the flames shot up from the 
funeral pyre, the captain again read from his Bible, “They have sown the wind 
and they shall reap the whirlwind.” Bookmiller himself initiated the whirlwind 
by turning the twenty prisoners over to the six survivors of Company C. While 
they were gunning them down, the men of Company G set fire to the town. 
Back in Basey, Bookmiller reported directly to Manila in language as succinct as 
Chaffee might have used, “Buried dead, burned town, returned Basey.”5

No single event in the Philippine war shocked the American people as did 
the massacre at Balangiga. It was, as so many editors claimed, the worst disas
ter for the United States Army since Custer’s fate at Little Big Horn. Headlines 
anguished over the “despicable” and “treacherous savagery” of the natives of 
Samar. The disaster thrust the island of Samar into the American consciousness 
as dramatically as Dewey’s victory at Manila had made Americans conscious of 
the existence of the Philippine archipelago two and a half years earlier. The 
effect was intensified by further setbacks on the allegedly pacified islands of 
Leyte and Luzon. Headlines gave the erroneous impression that subsequent 
ambushes were on a scale with the Balangiga massacre. “Another Fresh Disas
ter to American Troops,” blared a huge, front-page headline in the Call, al
though only three Americans were killed and five wounded in that ambush on 
Luzon.6

MacArthur became the target of editorial attacks, even in the imperialist
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press. No better than Otis, he also had “hoodwinked'' the American people into 
believing the war was all but over. MacArthur tried to defend himself, insisting 
that Balangiga was an isolated incident. Some imperialist editors argued that 
McKinley's assassination had encouraged already pacified natives to take up 
arms again. A lengthy, grim headline in the Call made it seem that America had 
returned to square one in the Philippines:

Warlike Spirit Revives Throughout the Philippines 
And American Troops Face Hard Fighting 

Tribes Regarded As Pacified Taking Up Arms.
A Call editorial that day explained that the past “victories” of Otis and Mac
Arthur were nothing more than breathing spells for the natives. Spain had ex
perienced similar lulls, and Americans simply had to learn that “a conquered 
people” never remain conquered for very long.7

General Chaffee was the first to agree with this statement. It was “utterly 
foolish to pretend that the war was over, or even that the end is in sight,” he 
declared in a rare press conference following the massacre. “The whole Philip
pine people are now engaged in making war in a manner not in accordance with 
the recognized laws of war,” he warned before making his point that the army 
was “not to blame for Balangiga.” The “murdered men of Company C” were 
victims of “false humanitarianism” and “the soft mollycoddling of treacherous 
natives” by Governor Taft and his commission. Who appointed Presidente 
Abayan, the plot's “mastermind”? Chaffee demanded rhetorically before growl
ing the answer, “the Commission.” “The silly talk of benevolence and civilian 
rule” is interpreted as “weakness.” But it would be different from now on, 
Chaffee assured the press. “The situation calls for shot, shells and bayonets as 
the natives are not to be trusted.”8

The press further rationalized the disaster at Balangiga by attributing its 
success to the scheming of American deserters, who were so familiar with army 
routines. No one was specifically identified in this case, but the name of David 
Fagen, “a black renegade from the Colored 24th Infantry,” was frequently ban
died about as a convenient scapegoat for every American setback, from Law
ton's death to the Balangiga massacre. The incidents were much too far apart 
geographically and chronologically for Fagen to have been involved in all, if any, 
of them. Indeed, it is unlikely that he ever strayed much beyond the Mount 
Arayat area, where he had accepted a commission in the Philippine army in 
November, 1899. Nevertheless, his military exploits and infamy continued to 
grow in editorial fantasies. When the last of the armed resistance to American 
rule in Nueva Ecija finally collapsed in the spring of 1901, Captain Fagen fled 
to the mountains and on to Luzon’s east coast with his Filipino wife and a six-
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hundred-dollar price on his head. In December, a hunter, Anastacio Bar- 
tolome, surprised him on a beach with Negrito companions and carried Fagens 
head, finger (sporting a West Point ring), and commission to American au
thorities to claim the reward. The ring was not Connells, as many editors con
tinued to claim it was, but belonged to Lieutenant Frederick Alstaetter, once 
Fagens prisoner. Army intelligence even suspected that Fagen may have plot
ted with Bartolome, a former “insurrectionist” himself, to fake his death with 
the head and finger of a Negrito.9

Rather than blaming Tafts “false humanitarianism” for encouraging Fil
ipinos to renew the struggle in some areas, as it was often charged, a better case 
might be made for citing the harsh overreaction to often minor incidents by 
hotheaded junior officers as the leading cause of the armed revival. Communi
cation with Manila was usually poor, and frequently sabotaged, giving the very 
young commanders of small, remote garrisons awesome power in making local 
decisions. A case in point is the island of Bohol, where Captain Andrew Rowan 
had such a command. Because of his fame for having carried “the message to 
Garcia,” the rebel commander in Cuba, years earlier, his action was noted by 
the press. The New York Times buried the story of Rowans egregious abuse of 
power, which had caused the war to be resuscitated on Bohol, in a small column 
on page six:

Captain Andrew S. Rowan of the 19th Infantry is under investigation for 
the destruction of a town and thereby causing an active renewal of the in
surrection in the island of Bohol. A native who had assassinated a corporal 
was caught and killed. Captain Rowan then burned an adjacent town and 
the people, inflamed with rage, rejoined the insurgent chief, Sampson.10

What the Times omitted from this story was that the corporal had been mur
dered by the boyfriend of a Filipina he had raped, and that Rowan had actually 
destroyed two towns. The adjacent town was her village, so that Rowan had 
punished both her people and those of her boyfriend, as though she were re
sponsible for her own rape! There is no record of any investigation of Rowan, 
and by then, similar acts of reprisal elsewhere had revived the war on Cebu and 
Marinduque during the summer of 1901.11

The reactions of these junior officers were mild, however, compared with 
what Chaffee was planning for rebellious areas following the massacre at Bal- 
angiga. Actually, President Roosevelt had set the tone by ordering Chaffee to 
adopt, “in no unmistakable terms,” “the most stern measures to pacify Samar.” 
But the general had no intentions of confining such measures to Samar alone. 
The public outrage over Balangiga seemed to him to be the perfect opportunity 
to apply extreme tactics to other trouble spots, like the province of Batangas,
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which continued to struggle under the leadership of General Miguel Malvar 
when the rest of Luzon was essentially pacified and already under civilian con
trol. Indeed, Chaffee was so sure that the national mood had given him carte 
blanche that he forsook such traditional bureaucratic safeguards as inventing 
euphemisms to mask his real intentions or relying solely on verbal orders. 
Hence Chaffee sanctioned orders for Batangas drawn up by General J. Franklin 
Bell that should never have appeared in writing. Dated December 7,1901, Bell 
began with the standard preamble of the day, asserting that

the United States Government, disregarding many provocations to do oth
erwise, has for three years exercised an extraordinary forbearance and pa
tiently adhered to a magnanimous and benevolent policy toward the in
habitants of the territory occupied by this brigade.

Bell followed this disclaimer with a long list of Filipino transgressions against 
the laws of civilized warfare, which read much like a lawyers brief and related 
each alleged violation to specific sections of “the well known law and usages of 
war as announced in General Orders No. 100, Adjutant-Generals Office, 1863 
(signed by Lincoln),” as though Filipinos could possibly have known of this doc
ument. Thus, the general pointed out that the acceptance of offices and the 
swearing of allegiance to the United States “solely for the purpose of improving 
their opportunities and facilities for deceiving American officials and treach
erously aiding and assisting the cause of the insurrection” clearly violated sec
tion 26 of General Orders No. 100. The wearing of civilian clothes with no spe
cial markings by the ordinary peasant violated section 63, as did returning 
home between battles and “divesting themselves of the character and ap
pearance of soldiers . . . concealing their arms . . . posing as peaceful citizens.” 
Bells orders ticked off scores of such violations by the Filipinos. “They have 
improvised and secreted in the vicinity of roads and trails rudely constructed 
infernal machines propelling poisoned arrows or darts.” Even the destruction 
of telegraph wires and bridges violated, in Bells opinion, some section of Lin- 
colns General Orders. But the time had come to fight fire with fire, he de
clared, making clear his intention to “severely punish, in the same or lesser 
degree, the commission of acts denounced in the aforementioned articles.” 
That is, Bell himself went on record as planning to violate General Orders No. 
100 and the accepted tactics of civilized warfare.12

Bell elaborated on these orders in a series of circulars, which specifically 
bestowed on his station commanders the right of retaliation. When an Ameri
can was “murdered,” they were instructed to “by lot select a P.O. W.—prefera
bly one from the village in which the assassination took place—and execute 
him.” Another circular rationalized that “it is an inevitable consequence of war
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that the innocent must generally suffer with the guilty” and that “a short and 
severe war creates in the aggregate less loss and suffering than a benevolent 
war indefinitely prolonged.” He warned his commanders that young officers 
should not be restrained or discouraged without excellent reason. “It is not nec
essary to seek or wait for authority from headquarters to do anything or take 
any action which will contribute to the end in view.” Since Chaffee received 
copies of Bells directive, it had to have been apparent to him that Bell was 
launching a war of extermination. Indeed, Bell reasoned that since all natives 
were treacherous, it was impossible to recognize “the actively bad from only 
the passively so.”13

The entire population outside of the major cities in Batangas was herded 
into concentration camps, which were bordered by what Bell called “dead 
lines.” Everything outside of the camps was systematically destroyed—hu
mans, crops, food stores, domestic animals, houses, and boats. Actually, a simi
lar policy had been quietly initiated on the island of Marinduque some months 
before. When one editor got wind of it, the War Department anxiously in
quired of MacArthur if Major Fred A. Smith had ordered the natives into the 
five principal towns on Marinduque. MacArthur wired back:

His action effectively suppressing insurrection there which past three 
months has presented obstinate resistance. Exclusively a military measure 
carried out without objectionable or offensive features and effected end in 
view.14

Apparently, army officers were unable to perceive anything “objectionable” or 
“offensive” about being ordered out of ones home while American soldiers 
burned it to the ground and destroyed ones crops and any food or animal that 
could not be transported and stored in the larger towns or camps. General 
Hughes, under whom Bell and Major Smith served, later justified such actions 
on the grounds that the average native house cost no more than four dollars to 
build. In the cold parlance of cost-benefit analysis, these tactics were the 
cheapest means of producing a demoralized and obedient population.13

Because Bells main target was the wealthier and better-educated classes, 
he singled them out to be impressed into work gangs and particularly chose 
“the respectable men” who had been appointed to official posts by the commis
sion. Adding insult to injury, Bell made these people carry the petrol used to 
burn their own country homes. He compared such tactics to those of General 
Sherman in Georgia during the War Between the States and theorized that 
once the better elements were miserable enough they would persuade the oth
ers to stop fighting.16

When Bells infamous orders were leaked to editors, a shock wave traveled 
through the anti-imperialist press. The parallels with the notorious Spanish
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General Weyler and with Kitchener in South Africa were obvious enough. 
“Who would have supposed . . . that the same policy would be, only four years 
later, adopted and pursued as the policy of the United States in the Philip
pines? Time does truly work wonders; but when or where has it worked a 
greater wonder than this?” asked the Philadelphia Ledger. The editor of the 
Baltimore American declared:

With what astonishment do we read that a general of our army in the far-off 
Philippines has actually aped Weyler and Kitchener? Here in this country 
where we have held our heads so high and so prized the encomiums show
ered upon us for our ministrations to a suffering humanity, we have actu
ally come to do a thing we went to war to banish. Our good name is dearer 
than all the islands of the sea.17
The editor of the Detroit Journal cautioned his readers not to be taken in 

by any sudden success in the Philippines as a result of these new tactics of Bell 
and Chaffee. The Spanish had tried them too, with success that proved ephem
eral and illusionary in the long run. “When, in short, is the policy of force to 
win us the respect and affection of a people who are saying almost unanimously 
that they do not like us and our ways and that they wish to be left to them
selves?” he asked.18

Imperialist editors responded in predictable fashion. To them, comparing 
the American army to the Spanish army was inconceivable, if not blasphemous. 
“General Bell does not propose to starve these people as Weyler did in the 
Cuban reconcentrados. To suppose that he does is an insult to a brave and 
honorable American soldier,” the Pittsburgh Times advised angrily. Such criti
cism of Bell and Chaffee stemmed from pure ignorance, the imperialist editors 
insisted. “The things which the civilian critics in the United States don’t know 
about military affairs in the Philippines would make a whole library of war his
tory,” the Army and Navy Journal explained. The editor of the Boston Journal 
saw the problem as essentially a semantic one and predicted that the Filipinos 
would probably benefit from Bells plans for them. “The word *reconcentrado 
has had an ugly sound in American ears,” he reasoned. He urged his readers to 
bear in mind that “the hardship to the Filipinos of Batangas is not the mere 
leaving of their homes, which are structures of straw and branches, only a little 

^ more elaborate than Indian wigwams. They can endure that, and perhaps profit 
by compulsory removal from abodes that long use and neglect have made 
unwholesome.”19

Surprisingly, Bell had the support of correspondents in the Philippines, or, 
at least, the more conservative ones. The New York Herald’s Stephen Bonsai 
cabled his editor that Bells camps represented a sanitary improvement over 
the burned-out barrios and were superior to anything these natives had ever
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experienced before. At the worst these camps were “a temporary inconve
nience.” Theodore Noyes of the Washington Evening Star agreed, while Phelps 
Whitmarsh was downright enthusiastic over Bells tactics. For years Whitmarsh 
had denounced the allegedly “humane tactics” of the army in the Philippines 
and insisted that the war would go on “until every man caught red-handed” was 
summarily “executed in the plaza of the nearest town.” At long last it appeared 
America had a general with the stomach to do just this. The silver lining in the 
Balangiga disaster, Whitmarsh reasoned, was that it had become the catalyst 
that brought this change about.20

Charles Ballantine of the Associated Press came out with a book on the 
Philippine war that was so bloodthirsty that he published it under a nom de 
plume. “With the firm conviction that the views of the large majority are ex
pressed in this volume,” Ballantine dedicated the book to the soldiers serving 
in the war and in it denounced the “humanitarians” who never understood the 
Filipino national character:

Our “little brown brother,” the Filipino pure and simple, whom we are so 
anxious to uplift to his proper plane upon earth and relieve from the bur
den cast upon him by heredity and a few hundred years of Spanish domin
ion, is without doubt unreliable, untrustworthy, ignorant, vicious, im
moral, and lazy . . . tricky, and, as a race more dishonest than any known 
race on the face of the earth.

Once these facts were fully understood in the United States, the proper meth
ods of dealing with the Filipinos would become “all too apparent,” Ballantine 
explained. If Otis had fathomed the implications of this reasoning, he had been 
too much “a silly old woman” to act on them; in MacArthur, America had had a 
military leader who understood what had to be done, but who had feared that 
public opinion back home would not permit “what was necessary.” Chaffee was 
a general who didn’t give a damn about public opinion but was hog-tied by the 
Taft Commission, “whose haughty arrogance and insufferable conceit fre
quently antagonize the natives against the army,” Ballantine averred. Indeed, 
Taft was, in the authors opinion, the real culprit in the drama— even more so 
than Hoar or any of the anti-imperialists. Tafts opposition to Bells tactics lent 
official credence to the propaganda and distortions of the war critics, he 
charged. In reality, the concentration camps in Batangas were “models of 
health and sanitation,” so much so that the real problem would be getting the 
people to return to their homes once the area was pacified. Officers such as 
Chaffee and Bell were ending the war at last, Ballantine exclaimed, and for do
ing so they were vilified in the press and in Congress:
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What is the armys reward? A Congressional investigation! Lives have 
been cheerfully given up for America s honor and out of chaos and black
ness has appeared the dawn of a new era in Philippine history. The result 
for [sic] this has been national ingratitude, partly expressed in the press of 
the country, but more so in the halls of Congress.21
More damning than Bell s orders were the  endorsements of them by 

higher-ranking officers. General Wheaton was a bit more circumspect than 
Chaffee. Although one of the original hardline generals who conducted the first 
slaughter of civilians in the Philippines, Wheaton displayed a better instinct for 
evading any future blame for Bells tactics by declaring in his endorsement that 
concentration camps and retaliatory methods were necessary “for the purpose 
of protecting the natives from guerrilla bands.” But Chaffee wrote that “per
sonal contact with the people, a knowledge of their methods and sentiments 
make [Bells tactics] necessary,” a statement that puts the American military 
governor on record as fully understanding and approving of the implications of 
Bells orders.22 Chaffee, like Bell, felt no need to cover up or gloss over the new 
tactics; both believed that Balangiga justified them and that their president and 
the American people demanded them. As a result, Chaffee permitted stories to 
go out over the cable that Otis and MacArthur would most certainly have cen
sored. A correspondent covering Bells campaign filed a story for the front page 
of the Philadelphia Ledger that must have made the citizens of that Quaker city 
uneasy:

The present war is no bloodless, fake, opera bouffe engagement. Our men 
have been relentless; have killed to exterminate men, women, children, 
prisoners and captives, active insurgents and suspected people, from lads 
of ten and up, an idea prevailing that the Filipino, as such, was little better 
than a dog, a noisome reptile in some instances, whose best disposition 
was the rubbish heap. Our soldiers have pumped salt water into men to 
“make them talk,” have taken prisoner people who held up their hands 
and peacefully surrendered, and an hour later, without an atom of evi
dence to show that they were even insurrectos, stood them on a bridge 
and shot them down one by one, to drop into the water below and float 
down as an example to those who found their bullet riddled corpses.

This correspondent was not being critical. On the contrary, he stipulated in the 
article that such tactics were necessary and long overdue. “It is not civilized 
warfare,” he confessed, “but we are not dealing with a civilized people. The 
only thing they know and fear is force, violence, and brutality, and we give it to 
them,” he concluded approvingly.23
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The ever-mounting evidence that the army was waging unorthodox war
fare made it impossible for the Administration to continue to ignore congres
sional demands for a thorough investigation. Ironically, it was a casual remark 
to a reporter by General Jacob Smith that triggered the official inquiry that ulti
mately led to Smith s own court-martial and conviction. The newly promoted 
brigadier general told a reporter at the end of 1901 that he intended to set the 
entire island of Samar ablaze and would probably wipe out most of its popula
tion. Hoar picked up the comment and called on the Senate to form a commit
tee for the sole purpose of investigating the war. Forced to respond, the presi
dent s apologists countered with the insistence that the standing committee on 
the Philippines was the legitimate vehicle to conduct such an investigation. 
This committee was chaired by Senator Lodge, and the anti-imperialists justi
fiably feared a whitewash. Lodge had been dragging his feet for months on the 
issue of investigating the war, to the extent that his committee had become in
active. Offering a mock apology for having overlooked Lodges committee 
in the first place, Hoar surprised friend and foe alike by agreeing that it 
should conduct the investigation. For this strategy Hoar was vilified by anti
imperialists, who compared it to Bryan's defection in the treaty fight of 1899. 
The anticipated travesty would be worse than no investigation at all, they 
insisted.24

In the end, Hoar proved wiser than his critics. Lodge had no choice but to 
begin the investigation immediately after the recess, in January of 1902. And as 
Hoar knew, there were too many war critics on Lodges committee to permit an 
easy whitewash. Thomas Patterson of Colorado, Edward Carmack of Ten
nessee, Charles Culbertson of Texas, and crusty Joseph Lafayette Rawlins of 
Utah were outspoken opponents of the policy of imperialism. Also on the com
mittee was Eugene Hale of Maine, the only Republican who had voted with 
Hoar against the Treaty of Paris. They would hold their own against any cosme
tic efforts by Republicans Lodge, Beveridge, Iowa's William Allison, Nebraska's 
Charles Dietrich, Vermont's Redfield Proctor, Maryland's Louis McComas, and 
Michigan’s Julius Caesar Burrows.

As was to be expected, Senator Lodge and his Republican colleagues 
stacked the inquiry with a string of friendly witnesses, men whose conduct in 
the Philippines itself might have been the subject of the committee's investiga
tion. The war critics on the committee countered by forming a subcommittee 
that held additional, parallel hearings for witnesses that were less appreciative 
of the official view of the situation in the Philippines, for the most part veterans 
of the war. But even before the Democrats and Populists on the committee 
were able to pressure Lodge to call upon some of their witnesses to testify in 
the main arena, they were able to wring from the chair’s handpicked ones some
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damaging concessions that proved embarrassing to the Administration. When 
harmful testimony was elicited, each side jockeyed rather clumsily to introduce 
leading and loaded questions in order to enhance or to mitigate the damage. 
Sometimes the hearings degenerated into shouting matches between the com
mittee members. The proceedings might have been more laughable had not 
the subject been so grim.25

Governor Taft occupied the witness stand for almost the entire first month 
of hearings. As a highly skilled lawyer, Taft should have been a safe witness for 
the Administration, but he carelessly conceded under questioning that the “so 
called water cure” had been used “on some occasions to extract information.” 
As though he sensed immediately the enormity of his error, Taft attempted to 
make light of it by insisting that “there are some amusing instances of Filipinos 
who came in and said they would not say anything unless tortured; that they 
must have an excuse for saying what they proposed to say.” The opposition on 
the committee, however, was not amused, and anti-imperialist editors played 
up Taft s acknowledgment for all it was worth— as though the water cure had 
never been disclosed before this. Tafts statement was “a most humiliating ad
mission that should strike horror in the mind of every American,” declared the 
Arena. The blunder was also poorly timed, in that it almost coincided with the 
publication of a soldiers letter boasting that the writer had used the water cure 
on 160 Filipinos, all of whom save twenty-six had died from the ordeal. The 
army quickly extracted denials from the writer and his superiors. Although the 
war’s critics would never be convinced of it, very few died from this very mild 
form of torture. Now, however, its widespread use could no longer be denied, 
thanks to the cheerful concession of Taft and the growing testimony of soldiers 
and veterans.26

Availing themselves of Taft s candor, anti-imperialist senators pressed the 
witness on other points. Patterson asked him if he thought any war between 
“superior” and “inferior” races “almost involuntarily” led to “inhuman con
duct.” Taft agreed that “there is much greater danger in such cases than in deal
ing with whites.” Realizing again that his meaning might be misconstrued, he 
added that “there never was a war conducted, whether against inferior races or 
qot, in which there were more compassion and more restraint and more gener
osity” than in this war against the Filipinos. Culbertson promptly asked how he 
could make such an assertion after reading General Bell’s orders. Taft beat a 
retreat, explaining incongruously that he was talking about war, whereas “war 
has ended in all these islands except in Batangas and Samar. That which re
mains is a crime against civilization. It is a crime against the Filipino people to 
keep up that war under the circumstances.” Now Patterson was on his feet, an
grily demanding of Taft:
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Do you mean by that statement that the army fighting for inde
pendence has become so small by captures, by battles, by sur
renders, that those who remain fighting for independence are 
guilty of a crime? Is it a crime because the prospective inde
pendence is more remote now than it was two or three years 
ago?

Taft: It is a crime if they are subjecting their own people in whose
interests they profess to be carrying on the war to the greatest 
privation and suffering.

Patterson: At the hands of the American Army?27
Realizing that his testimony often contradicted the Administrations view, 

Taft at one point pleaded in desperation that “I am here to give my own views.” 
That he was speaking for himself was particularly evident when the Democrats 
and Populists began to probe into the obvious differences between Tafts assess
ment of the situation in the Philippines and those of the generals directing the 
war. "I approach the question from a somewhat different standpoint from the 
military commanders,” he admitted. Carmack pressed on, quoting Chaffees re
mark that “history affords us no parallel of a whole people thus practically turn
ing against us and in the genius of no other people was ever found such master
ful powers of secrecy and dissimulation.” Did the governor agree with this 
statement? “The charge of treachery against them is unjust I think, in this re
spect,” Taft responded. “They are an Oriental people, and the Oriental believes 
in saying to the person with whom he is talking what the person would like to 
hear. That is the tendency of the race,” he explained. Carmack then asked if he 
felt that all the speeches by American leaders declaring the Filipinos to be little 
better than “treacherous savages” impeded pacification. Taft quietly agreed, 
despite the fact that Carmack could easily have had President Roosevelt in 
mind. Lodge understood the possible insinuation and barged into the ex
change, shouting, “In this connection, what is the effect of speeches and arti
cles and pamphlets, which have appeared in this country encouraging the Fil
ipinos to resist the authority of the United States?” Naturally, Taft followed 
Lodges lead and explained that “all such anti-imperialist utterances were a 
great obstacle to the success of our efforts there.” Rawlins then joined the fray, 
asking the governor how propaganda that merely asked the American people 
“to accord the Filipinos justice and gratify their aspirations under proper con
ditions” could in any way incite them to insurrection. Taft squirmed a bit, con
ceding that it couldn't, “not put just that way,” which provoked Patterson to 
hold up a speech by Senator Hoar as a perfect example of what Rawlins was
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talking about. Taft was ignored in the partisan bickering that followed. Armed 
with the gavel, Lodge restored order and ruled that Taft did not have to com
ment on Hoars speech. When Patterson ignored the ruling and continued to 
press the point, however, Lodge was unable to maintain his own silence and 
asked Taft, “If anybody circulated that speech in the Philippines, would he not 
be subject to arrest and imprisonment?” If Taft attempted to answer Lodge, it 
was lost in the squabble that ensued.28

General R. P. Hughes, a key figure who had served under all three mili
tary commanders in the Philippine war, followed Taft on the witness stand. He 
casually conceded that houses were burned indiscriminately as both a deter
rent and a tactic to eliminate shelters and hiding places for guerrillas. Senator 
Dietrich immediately attempted to mitigate the importance of this concession 
by asking Hughes to estimate the value of these houses. Not assuaged by the 
generals contention that they cost between $1.50 and $4.00 and took only a few 
days to construct, Rawlins pressed Hughes on the human consequences of such 
action and wrung from theSvitness another damaging admission:

Rawlins: If these shacks were of no consequence what was the utility of 
their destruction?

Hughes: The destruction was a punishment. They permitted these peo
ple to come in there and conceal themselves and they gave no 
sign. It is always—

Rawlins: The punishment in that case would fall, not upon the men, who 
could go elsewhere, but mainly upon the women and little 
children.

Hughes: The women and children are part of the family, and where you 
wish to inflict a punishment you can punish the man probably 
worse in that way than in any other.

Rawlins: But is that within the ordinary rules of civilized warfare? Of 
course you could exterminate the family which would be still 
worse punishment.

Hughes: These people are not civilized.
Rawlins: But is that within the ordinary rules of civilized warfare?
Hughes: No; I think it is not.
Dietrich: In order to carry on civilized warfare both sides have to engage 

in such warfare.
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Hughes: Yes sir; certainly that is the point. I think that if I am allowed to 
go on I will come to a place where I shall have something to say 
that will bear directly on this subject.

Hale then observed that the war had become less and less civilized with each 
successive commander, and Hughes agreed that “from summer to summer, the 
conduct of the war was sterner, stiffer, as you call it.*’29

After two weeks of testimony by Hughes, David P. Barrows was sworn in 
as the third witness. He had organized and directed the school system in the 
Philippines. As a former university professor, however, he was too accustomed 
to delivering lectures to submit to a legalistic style of cross examination. 
Hence, he ignored the questions and simply pontificated on a wide range of 
topics. Since he supported the official view of conditions in the islands, he was 
not disciplined by the chair. The anti-imperialist press had grossly distorted the 
situation, he informed the committee. The water cure and concentration camps 
were made to seem “more terrible than they are.” The former “injured no 
one,” and the natives in the camps were “there of their own volition,” for they 
“are pleased with it, because they are permitted to lead an easier life— much 
easier than at home.” In fact, he said, the natives had, paradoxically, benefitted 
from the war. Anticipating Democratic protests, Barrows demurred, “Of 
course, I do not wish to assent to the proposition that war is a good thing . . . 
but where you have a war existing, it is, I think, better to go ahead and pursue 
it rigorously and finish it.”30

Barrows lasted only three days before General Otis arrived to assert, like a 
broken record, that there had been no warfare in the Philippines for the past 
two years. “There have been a good many fights since,” Senator Hale pro
tested. “By the robbers,” Otis shot back. As for American atrocities, “We were 
laughed at by Spaniards and European officers for the humanity we exercised,” 
Otis contended. The Call hooted that once again Otis could have saved himself 
some embarrassment by simply glancing at the newspapers before testifying. 
Another successful Filipino ambush had been reported that very morning, and 
yet another letter from a soldier bragging of torturing and shooting prisoners 
was making the journalistic rounds. As though they had little stomach for con
fronting the generals delusions, anti-imperialist senators asked Otis few ques
tions, and he was dismissed after a few days of testimony.31

Meanwhile a worried Secretary Root decided to rush into print a docu
ment entitled “Charges of Cruelty, Etc., To the Natives of the Philippines,”32 
which his staff had compiled to demonstrate that in those “rare instances” when 
cruelty had actually been perpetrated by Americans, it did not go unpunished. 
Root should have taken time to edit the document more carefully and delete 
some painful disclosures, but the secretary had previously indicated a talent for



“ INJUN WARFARE” UNDER CHAFFEE AND ROOSEVELT 217

damaging his own cause with misguided public relations efforts. In a covering 
letter, Root insisted that “in substantially every case the report [of cruelty] has 
proved to be either unfounded or grossly exaggerated” after it had been “thor
oughly investigated.” However, forty-four cases of documented cruelties 
against the Filipinos were included along with the punishments meted out. 
Even then, Root felt compelled to rationalize. “That the soldiers fighting 
against such an enemy with their own eyes witnessing such deeds, should occa
sionally be regardless of their orders and retaliate by unjustifiable severities is 
not incredible,” he reasoned. But such reasoning hardly lessened the heinous
ness of the most common crimes listed, rape and looting.33

Roots document was not in editorial hands for very long before chortles 
appeared in the anti-imperialist press over the secretary's conception of “a thor
ough investigation.” In one case, Private T. W. Jones had complained that his 
company in the Eleventh Cavalry had been ordered to open fire on a native 
wedding party. When his commanding officer, Captain Scott, was unable to 
convince Jones to change his story in the initial phase of the “investigation,” 
General Bates sent his inspector general, Major Miller, to look into the matter. 
The major did not bother to interview Jones, but spoke instead to Scott, who 
unwittingly added details to Joness account. A house had been fingered by a 
native guide as General Cailles’s headquarters, and his troopers had been fired 
on by fleeing Filipinos as they rode up to it. Scott insisted that he had never 
given an order to fire and that his men only ceased firing at the house after he 
had threatened them with his pistol. Inside they found two men and one 
woman killed and three children wounded. But ammunition and twenty “war 
bolos” were also discovered. Some kind of feast had been in progress, which 
might have been a wedding party, Scott conceded. On the basis of this inter
view, Miller dismissed Jones's charges, and Bates in his endorsement com
mented, “The harrowing account of the killing of a bride and bridegroom seems 
to be pure fiction.” Few reporters reading Root's document could agree with 
that conclusion.34

Another incident documented by Root betrayed the ridiculousness of his 
claim that careful investigations were made of all charges of cruelty. Peter 
Pearl, a black civilian working for the Thirty-Eighth Volunteer Infantry, had 
written directly to President McKinley complaining that the soldiers had mur
dered prisoners of war and had raped and looted with abandon. By the time an 
investigation got under way the regiment had already been disbanded. A for
mer officer, however, was still serving in the Philippines, and he was sought out 
by the investigating officer. Major Anderson’s ad hominem response to the 
charges was to insist that all four Negroes who had worked for his former regi
ment had been “unreliable.” “Pete had been sent to prison for stealing from the 
Colonel,” and “Snowball” for striking native women. The major called “Sam” “a
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crazy preacher type” and could not remember the name of the fourth black, but 
he was sure it was not “Peter Pearl.” But Anderson did agree with Pearls com
plaint “that the word ‘nigger was very often used as applied to the natives, 
probably correctly.” He hastened to add, however, that “I never use the word 
myself.”35

The ludicrously light sentences given to Americans, particularly to of
ficers, whose crimes could not easily be whitewashed, further damaged Roots 
claim that justice had been served. Six officers received nothing more than rep
rimands for shooting and torturing prisoners, assaulting civilians, and looting. 
In bringing charges of “assaulting prisoners and cruelty” against Lieutenant 
Bissel Thomas, his commanding officer noted, “Punishment inflicted by Lt. 
Thomas was Very severe and amounted to acute torture/ and his actions ‘can
not be too much deplored nor too emphatically denounced.’” He was sen
tenced to pay a three-hundred-dollar fine. But it was the case of Lieutenant 
Preston Brown- that attracted the most editorial attention. Brown had been 
given a more appropriate punishment of dismissal from the service and five 
years at hard labor for killing a prisoner. President Roosevelt, however, com
muted the sentence to the loss of half his pay for nine months and the forfeiture 
of thirty-five places on the promotion list. To anti-imperialist editors nothing 
symbolized better the American contempt for the life of a Filipino than the 
president’s action in the Brown case.36

Roots problems did not wane, however, following the editorial uproar that 
greeted the release of this ill-advised publication. For one thing, the critics on 
Lodges committee made clear that they would no longer endure the stream of 
friendly witnesses without having some of their preferred witnesses called to 
testify before the whole committee. A subpoena went out to Charles Riley of 
Northampton, Massachusetts, the first of the famous letter-writing soldiers, 
just as an embattled Root received word from Chaffee that a major commanding 
a marine battalion on Samar had executed eleven prisoners without benefit of 
trial. The case seemed a perfect opportunity for the secretary to demonstrate 
that wanton killing of natives was not tolerated. A well-publicized trial, convic
tion, and stiff sentence might displace the embarrassing name of Preston 
Brown in the anti-imperialist press. Better yet, because the culprit had only 
been on temporary duty with the army and really belonged to navy, attention 
might shift from Root’s department to the rival Department of the Navy. Root 
would have been wiser to follow his customary course of pigeonholing such re
ports. But how could he have anticipated that the court-martial of a Marine 
Corps officer would open up a horrendous Pandoras box of new embarrass
ments for his own department?



The Last Campaign: Samar Challenges 
American Innocence

Samar was given first priority by Chaffee following the Balangiga massacre. The 
victims had served under him in China, and he was eager to avenge them. He 
created a new military sector that joined Leyte and Samar under a general who 
would report directly to him. He turned it over to Jacob Smith, along with a 
shining new brigadier s star. Smith had last served under Bell in Batangas and 
was directly responsible for much of the slaughter there. His intemperate re
marks to the press made clear his disdain for civilized restrictions on the con
duct of warfare against “savages.” A veteran of the Wounded Knee massacre 
and well known among Indian campaigners, Smith had been nicknamed “Hell 
Roaring Jake,” allegedly by his men because his voice, disproportionately loud 
in comparison with his short and slight stature, could be heard all over the bat
tlefield and for decades had filled Indians with fear, as they knew it meant they 
faced a man who gave no quarter.

Admiral Rodgers, commander of the naval forces in the Philippines, of
fered Chaffee a battalion of marines for the Samar campaign. To Chaffee, ma
rines were almost as tough as cavalrymen, and he quickly accepted the offer. In 
the tradition of the Corps, 300 marines, commanded by Major Littleton “Tony” 
Waller, were under way aboard the U.S.S. New York within twenty-four hours. 
As dapper an officer as ever wore marine green, Waller already boasted a distin
guished military career. His latest exploits had been at Tientsin, where he had 
been breveted a lieutenant colonel. He seemed a sure bet to be a future com
mandant of the Marine Corps. On reaching Samar, Wallers battalion was tem
porarily detached from the navy and placed under Smiths command.

Waller was no stranger to human slaughter. As a young officer, he had 
served in Egypt during the Arabian pashas rebellion against the khedive and 
witnessed the display of the heads of captured Bengal Lancers mounted on 
Arab spears. Following that exhibition, it was ordered that no quarter be given
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to Arab horsemen, and none was given. In China, Waller saw the brutal and 
wanton slaughter of the Chinese, largely by German and Russian troops. At one 
point, steamboat captains complained they could no longer make it up the river 
with supplies and reinforcements because the floating corpses had clogged the 
river around Tientsin. But Waller seemed unprepared for the orders he re
ceived from General Smith: “I want no prisoners. I wish you to kill and burn, 
the more you kill and burn the better it will please me. I want all persons killed 
who are capable of bearing arms in actual hostilities against the United States.” 
Since it was a popular belief among the Americans serving in the Philippines 
that native males were born with bolos in their hands, Waller demanded “to 
know the limit of age to respect.0 He was told “ten years of age.” Seeking fur
ther clarification, the marine commander asked the general if he really meant 
that males of ten years and older were to be “designated as capable of bearing 
arms.” Smith confirmed his instructions a second time.1

Waller had planned to relieve Bookmiller s Company G of the Ninth Infan
try and to make his own headquarters at Basey. Two more companies of marines 
were to be stationed at Balangiga under Captain Porter. Admiral Rodgers and 
General Smith accompanied Porter, Waller, and the two companies to Bal
angiga to witness personally the site of the massacre. There a grim display 
greeted them. Hogs had dug up the bodies of the American victims that Book- 
miller had had buried. The scene proved too much for Smith, who turned to 
Waller and shouted in an almost uncontrollable rage, “Kill and burn! The more 
you kill and burn the better you will please me.” Waller was a scrupulously 
professional soldier who disapproved of the slaughter of noncombatants, 
whether in Egypt, China, or the Philippines. Before taking his departure, he 
cautioned Porter on Smith s bizarre behavior:

Porter, I’ve had instructions to kill everyone over ten years old. But we are
not making war on women and children, only on men capable of bearing
arms. Keep that in mind no matter what other orders you receive.2
One of Waller s first orders was that all native males in the vicinity of Basey 

and Balangiga report to the marines by October 25, 1901, or “be regarded and 
treated as enemies.” He also warned his men to “place no confidence in the 
natives and punish treachery immediately with death.” For all his professional
ism, however, Waller was not above looking for vengeance. The conclusion of 
his orders set the tone for Wallers operation. “We have also to avenge our late 
comrades in North China, the murdered men of the Ninth U.S. Infantry.”3 
Hence when the marines came across any souvenirs from the Balangiga mas
sacre, such as American foodstuffs, uniforms, or equipment, while on patrol, 
they gunned down every native in the vicinity regardless of age or sex. Appar
ently Waller considered such conduct legitimate retaliation.
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At first the marines patrolled the more easily traversed coastal border, 
where they found much evidence of insurgent activity, but no Filipinos. Travel
ing by the coastal routes denied the marines the element of surprise and gave 
Filipino soldiers ample time to flee the advancing patrols. Waller began to lead 
his men deeper and deeper into the never-conquered interior of Samar. Still, 
success eluded the major until two native prisoners were persuaded to reveal 
the location of Lukbans headquarters on the Sohoton cliffs along the Caducan 
River, in the interior. But they warned the Americans that the mountain re
doubt was impregnable. Waller had already learned that Spanish maps were 
woefully inadequate, so he decided to make preliminary probes. Assisted by 
the navy, the marines constructed a raft to float a three-inch gun and towed it 
up the river toward Lukbans stronghold. Waller lost two marines to snipers and 
a gunners mate on loan from the navy when the raft capsized on the return 
trip, but he picked up enough intelligence to plan his strategy.

The major led an amphibious assault team up the river with a more stable 
raft than the first, while Captain Bearss led a group by land from Basey that was 
to join up with more marines out of Balangiga under Porter s command. The 
plan was to soften up enemy defenses with the cannon so that a coordinated 
land- and water-borne assault could trap the insurgents. However, Wallers ini
tial probe had already tipped his hand, and Lukban had rigged cages of huge 
rocks high above the water approaches to his fort, which kept Waller well out of 
range. Once Porter realized that Wallers troops could not get past Lukbans 
trap, he decided to go it alone, without the preliminary barrage and diversion
ary amphibious attack. Having assigned Sergeant John Quick, already a legend 
for his heroism in Cuba, to a Colt machine gun on a tripod, Porter and Bearss 
led a charge on Lukbans headquarters. Lukbans defenders fled the lethal 
bursts of the machine gun before the charging marines reached the cliffs and, in 
their haste, left behind scaling ladders for the attacking force. Once they gained 
the top, the marines slaughtered the fleeing enemy and raised Old Glory to let 
the frustrated Waller know the redoubt had been taken.

It was a major victory for the marines, who had killed thirty insurgents 
without suffering a single casualty. If Waller was chagrined that Porter had not 
waited for him, he did not show it; he recommended brevets or Congressional 
Medals of Honor for Porter and Bearss and citations for others, including Ser
geant Quick, who had already won the nation s highest honors at Guantanamo. 
General Smith expanded the majors terse report into a glowing eulogy for 
these “gallant marines,” whom he compared to “those barefooted Americans at 
Valley Forge.” More in keeping with the tradition of the Corps, which prefers 
to consider acts of heroism as routine duty, was the simpler signal from Admiral 
Rodgers, “Well done, Marines.” Root effusively thanked the Secretary of the 
Navy for the loan of these “brave marines.”4
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More than anyone else, Waller was aware that he had won only a battle and 
not the island of Samar, whatever Smith and imperialist editors tried to claim. 
To conquer the island he would have to control its rugged interior. Everywhere 
there was evidence that Lukban’s organization was still active. Waller was un
able to prevent his communication line to Porter in Balangiga from being cut. 
As soon as the marines repaired the line, it was cut again, which so enraged the 
major that he ordered his men to shoot on the spot any native so much as in its 
vicinity. Patrols discovered recently evacuated enemy camps and a munitions 
factory in which the forge was still hot. In one camp they came across mail to 
the ill-fated members of Connells company and other mementos of the Bal
angiga massacre, which spurred them on.

Waller was considering a march across the island in search of a rumored 
Spanish trail when one of his junior officers, Lieutenant H. A. Day, delivered 
an unsigned, handwritten message from General Smith declaring that “the in
terior of Samar must be made a howling wilderness.” Whether this bizarre or
der decided Waller to strike out across the island is impossible to say, but a 
week later he set out along the coast for the army base at Lanang, on the other 
side of the island, from which he planned to cross the interior back to Basey. A 
naval gunboat followed the marines along the coast, and every barrio, hut, and 
boat they came across was destroyed. The army commander at Lanang, who 
was junior to Waller, tried politely to dissuade the marine commander from this 
foolhardy scheme and informed Waller that Bookmiller had tried it but turned 
back when he was unable to find the trail. But to Waller, Bookmiller’s had been 
simple soldiers, not leathernecks. To make matters worse, the army was short 
of supplies at Lanang and could provide Waller with no more than four days’ 
worth of field rations. Nevertheless, Waller set out at the end of 1901 after dis
patching the gunboat back to Basey with instructions that Captain Dunlop set 
up a supply base near Lukban’s old headquarters on the Sohoton cliffs.

The rivers, heavily swollen by the incessant rain, slowed Waller’s march 
drastically as he had to cross them repeatedly to maintain anything resembling 
a steady course. The terrain was far steeper than the major had anticipated, the 
jungle was almost impenetrable, and the leeches kept up a steady assault on the 
men, which left their faces so swollen their vision was impaired. In addition, 
the torrential rain returned on the third day out. Unable to meet his scheduled 
pace under these conditions, Waller was forced to cut the rations in half and 
then to halve them again. Only the major seemed undaunted by all these hard
ships. He was in far better shape than his men, most of whom were twenty-five 
years younger than he. When some of them grew too weak to continue, Waller 
made the fatal decision of splitting up the group. He would press on to Dun
lop’s camp with the stronger men, while Porter and Quick would float the 
weaker ones back to Lanang on rafts.
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Once Waller and the stronger men left, the native bearers remaining with 
Porters group became less cooperative. They insisted they could not fell the 
trees that were needed to construct rafts with bolos. Sergeant Quick grabbed a 
bolo from one and promptly cut down a tree with it. For good measure he then 
felled the native with his fist. But the marines were unfamiliar with the vegeta
tion, and the trees that they cut down would not float. Porter suspected that 
the bearers had known all along that the trees would be useless and were not 
going to help his group if they could avoid it. His judgment impaired by fever, 
Porter decided to return to Lanang on foot instead of proceeding to Dunlop s 
camp in Wallers wake. Floating back to the Pacific side of the island was one 
thing, but walking back in the condition his men were in was a horrendous 
proposition. When two messengers from Porter reached Waller with news of 
the captain's decision, he saw the dangers involved and immediately sent his 
most trusted guide, Victor, to turn them around. In so doing, the major vio
lated his own dictum never to trust a Filipino. Victor justified Wallers theory 
by returning to camp with the unlikely story that he had been unable to reach 
Porter due to heavy insurgent activity. Waller was suspicious, but it was too late 
to rectify the mistake. His rest site was a clearing planted with sweet potatoes, 
bananas, and coconuts, which they had discovered not long after leaving Por
ters group. He was sure Porter would turn around when he realized that, trav
eling by foot, he was closer to Dunlop’s camp than to Lanang. Porter, too, 
would discover the planted clearing and rest his men there until they regained 
their strength. Waller was so sure that Porter would reconsider that he con
tinued his own westward trek toward the Sohoton cliffs rather than wait for 
Porter.

It was Waller's policy to collect all the bolos from the native bearers at the 
end of each day. The first night of Victor's return from his abortive attempt to 
reach Porters group, the major decided to test the guide and feigned sleep. 
Sure enough, Victor stole Waller's own bolo that night, and the major had to get 
it back at gunpoint. Victor was placed under arrest and Waller s men continued. 
Reaching Dunlops camp the next day, they returned to Basey by boat. Despite 
his own high fever, Waller set out immediately with a fresh contingent of ma
rines in search of Porters group.

Meanwhile Porter struggled to retrace the arduous march from Lanang as 
the weather worsened and his men grew weaker. The native bearers seemed to 
fare much better living off the land, but would impart nothing about survival 
techniques in the terrain so unfamiliar to the Americans. In desperation, Porter 
split the group again, taking the seven healthiest marines and six natives with 
him and leaving thirty-three men and eighteen bearers with Lieutenant Wil
liams to follow at a slower pace. Before reaching Lanang, Porter had to leave 
another four marines along the way. On January 11, 1902, Porter reached his
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destination and collapsed with a raging fever. The army sent a relief column in 
search of the remaining marines, but it could do little more than inch its way 
westward in heavy rains that sent the rivers roaring over their banks. At last the 
column reached the four marines abandoned by Porter and sent them back to 
Lanang by boat. But there was no sign yet of the others.

Williams had had his hands full with surly native bearers who would do 
nothing except at gunpoint. He had trouble collecting the bolos each evening 
and was aware at one point that three were missing. When he threatened the 
natives with his pistol for refusing to cut firewood, three bearers attacked him 
with the missing bolos, took his gun, and fled into the jungle. The other Fili
pinos had done nothing to intervene on behalf of the young officer, although 
they did not join in the attack. Even Slim, the one guide who had remained 
cooperative throughout the march, seemed to acquiesce in the attack on Wil
liams. The wounded officer decided that all the bearers would have to be shot 
the next morning, while the marines still had sufficient strength to defend 
themselves. But the army relief column found them before then. As he was 
being carried out with his men, William directed the army to nine men whom 
he had been forced to abandon along the line of march after he had split from 
Porter. These marines had not been so lucky; all were dead by the time the 
relief column reached them. A tenth marine had gone insane and run into the 
jungle, never to be seen again. The rescuers managed to carry the survivors 
to boats that would bring them to Lanang. From there they were taken 
to Smiths headquarters on Leyte, where a convalescent Porter greeted the 
group, noting that the natives were in better physical condition than the ma
rines. When told of the attack on Williams, the captain ordered all the bearers 
arrested.5

While Waller was in the field, Major Edwin Glenn had arrived in Basey. 
He and Lieutenant Day, Waller’s provost, discovered, through generous use of 
the water cure, a plot to massacre the marines who had remained in the camp, 
most of whom were weakened with fever. The plan was identical to the earlier 
massacre at Balangiga. The church at Basey was to be filled one evening with 
bolomen disguised as women. The next morning the presidente and padre 
were to surprise the sentry guarding the camp s three-inch gun and turn it on 
the barracks and dispensary while the bolomen rushed the other sentries. Day 
was particularly horrified by this disclosure as he had been so sure of the 
mayors loyalty that he had taught him how to operate the artillery piece by 
inserting the firing pin kept in the sentry's breast pocket. A native merchant 
who had befriended the Americans was also implicated and after some torture 
revealed a cache of rifles, most of them Krags taken from Connells arsenal at 
Balangiga.

Glenn convened a court-martial, and the mayor and merchant were sen-
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tenced to death and the padre to life imprisonment. The condemned were ex
ecuted that day in the town square by a marine firing squad. Glenn returned to 
Cebu and Day, using the torture techniques he had perfected under Glenn s 
supervision, continued the search for more conspirators on his own. He fer
reted out one more native allegedly involved in the plot and locked him up to 
await Wallers return. To the marines who had remained in Basey, the whole 
town seemed to be seething with treachery, an impression aggravated by the 
fever that afflicted most of them. Their anger was further roused by a rumor 
that at least a score of their weakened comrades had been hacked to pieces by 
native bearers. To this setting, Waller returned from his futile search for Por
ters group and collapsed. In a delirium, the bedridden Waller gave Day per
mission to execute the imprisoned “conspirator” along with Victor, the guide 
who had plotted to take the marine commanders life. Day and two marines shot 
the pair and let their bodies lie in the public square as an example to others. 
The lieutenant was heard to swear that he would like “to kill every Goddam goo 
goo in town.”

To this emotionally charged atmosphere in Basey, the ten arrested bearers 
arrived in chains, along with Porters recommendation that they be executed. 
Day immediately released Slim, his personal protege in charge of the native 
constabulary. He then relayed Porters advice to Waller, who concurred and or
dered that all of them be shot, including Slim for not having come to the aid of 
Williams when he was attacked. It was a bad move. None of these natives had 
taken part in that attack. Neither had they abandoned the weary, sick, and 
starved marines on the march back to the camp. While the guilty bearers had 
fled into the jungle, these ten had returned voluntarily to Lanang in a separate 
boat provided by the army. An even more serious matter was that the still fe
verish commander had them executed without benefit of trial. Glenn had at 
least covered himself with a sham court-martial before executing his prisoners.

Wallers provost lost no time in carrying out his orders. Men hobbled out 
of sick bay to demand a place on the firing squad to avenge their “murdered” 
comrades. The ten natives were shot in groups of three (one had been gunned 
down in the water attempting to make a run for it). Again the bodies were left 
in the square as an example until one evening, under cover of darkness, some 
townspeople carried them off for a Christian burial. Waller reported the execu
tions to Smith, as he had scrupulously reported every other event. “It became 
necessary to expend eleven prisoners. Ten who were implicated in the attack on 
Lt. Williams and one who plotted against me.” Waller had been either too de
lirious to remember the twelfth native executed, the one that Day had alleged 
was a conspirator in the plot against Camp Basey, or had never given permis
sion to have him shot. As usual, Smith passed Wallers report on to Chaffee.6
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For some reason Chaffee decided to investigate these executions. Either 
he instinctively knew that the political climate back home had been profoundly 
altered by Root s misfired report, the Senate hearings, and numerous damaging 
leaks to the press from the War Department, or else he had developed a self- 
protective reflex. Months earlier, Bell and Smith had carried out similar execu
tions on a much larger scale with no subsequent investigations. But this time 
Chaffee queried his old comrade in arms, “Smith, have you been having any 
promiscuous killing in Samar for fun?” His question was probably induced by 
rumors that Day had had the prisoners shot in stages, wounding them on suc
cessive days until they succumbed (possibly a distortion of the lieutenant’s de
cision to let the bodies lie where they fell). Despite Smith s denial, Chaffee de
cided to pursue the matter. Possibly he expected his “confidential” report to 
remain safely in Roots desk, but his timing was wrong, and poor Waller, a much 
more honorable warrior than Generals Wheaton, Young, Bell, Funston, Smith, 
or Chaffee himself, became a convenient scapegoat. At least Root was eager to 
cast Waller in that role if the major would only cooperate and play the sacrificial 
victim.7

Waller’s outfit on Samar was relieved by army units on February 26, 1902. 
As they departed for the naval base at Cavite, Smith sent his final signal to 
them, “You are as fine a group of soldiers as has ever served under my com
mand and I have been an officer for forty years.” All the way back to Manila 
Bay, naval vessels dipped their colors to the transport Lawton in honor of the 
marines on board. Waller led his men ashore amidst formal salutes and wild 
cheering so loud that even the Marine Corps band could not drown it out. The 
legend of the Samar battalion was born. For decades to come, marines of any 
rank would stand when a veteran of the Samar campaign entered a room.

Waller could not have suspected what was in store for him. Reporting 
smartly to his commanding officer, Marine Corps Colonel James Forney, he was 
informed that he was under arrest on charges of murder and asked to surrender 
his sword. A court-martial, composed of both army and Marine Corps officers, 
convened on March 17,1902, for Waller’s trial. Actually the defendant had more 
to fear from the officers of his own branch of service, which was then undergo
ing a fierce internal struggle to name a replacement for the retiring comman
dant, Major General Charles Heywood. There was the traditional jockeying be
tween staff and line factions for the coveted post, and by the time of Waller’s 
trial it had become a rather nasty intrigue. The leading staff candidate, Colonel 
C. L. Denny, had raised charges of drunkenness against the top line contender, 
Colonel Robert Meade. Although he was acquitted, the cloud left by Meades 
trial effectively eliminated his candidacy. The line choice had then shifted to 
Waller as a result of his sensational exploits on Samar. But Waller’s conviction
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would unquestionably remove him from the contest, so Waller was relieved to 
discover only one staff officer on the court, an old rival, Major William P. Bid
dle, who had been sent as his replacement when he was arrested. The other 
two marines, Colonel Forney and Lieutenant Mancell C. Goodrill, were line 
officers and champions of Wallers candidacy for the post of commandant.

The army officers on the court were strangers to Waller, but in an astute 
maneuver to win them over he chose as his defense counsel an army officer, 
Major Edwin Glenn, a West Pointer who had also earned a law degree from the 
University of Minnesota. Glenn briefed Waller on the army officers sitting in 
judgment of him. The president of the court was Major General William H. 
Bisbee, who, as an old Indian-fighter, was deemed friendly, as were Major 
Edgar B. Robertson, a close friend of the martyred Connell, and three cavalry 
officers. Waller needed a simple majority for acquittal; he anticipated that Bid
dle would cast the only vote against him. For this reason, Waller refused to 
challenge Biddle s position on the court. Biddle’s well-known jealousy of Wal
ler, and the professional rivalry between the two officers, would have made 
such a challenge merely routine; but the accused did not want to create any 
impression that the court was rigged, since he felt acquittal was a foregone 
conclusion.

Although Waller lacked formal legal training, he had had considerable ex
perience defending other marines in court-martial proceedings and had once 
earned the praise of the solicitor general for a brilliant appeal he argued before 
a circuit court. Indeed, his considerable legal talent did not sit well with Wal
ler s superiors, who rarely appreciate the “sea lawyers” in their outfits. Waller 
found it necessary to redeem himself on the field of battle in order to save his 
career. Thus, he fully intended to run his own defense in Manila and to use the 
formally trained Glenn more as an advisor than as his defense counsel.8

For weeks before the trial started, Waller was tried in the press back 
home, particularly in his adopted city of Philadelphia, whose editors consis
tently referred to him as the “Butcher of Samar.” Anti-imperialist editors 
sternly warned the Administration that the American people would not tolerate 
“another Preston Brown.” Waller would have to sacrifice a good deal more than 
half his pay and thirty-five places on a promotion list to satisfy the American 
public for “such dastardly crimes.” Many editors demanded a firing squad, and 
one even suggested saving the expense of a trial by “hanging the culprit” from 
the nearest tree, which would, of course, have repeated the crime for which 
Waller had been indicted.9

Anti-imperialist editors refused to give up the rumor that Waller’s victims 
had been shot in stages “for revenge and sport.” The Call ran this item on its 
front page for several days, and some editors published artists’ conceptions of
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this fictitious event to lend credence to the lie. So heinous were Wallers al
leged actions in the eyes of such editors that he was compared daily to Weyler 
in Cuba, Kitchener in South Africa, and even to Torquemada in the Spanish 
Inquisition. William Jennings Bryan insisted that the true analogy was with 
Adams consumption of the apple. Instead of the fall of man, however, Wallers 
vicious acts would bring about the fall of the Grand Old Party, the defeated 
Democratic candidate predicted. Thus, before he ever stepped into the dock to 
defend himself, one of the country’s finest military officers had become a sym
bol of infamy and, of course, the goat needed to absolve other Americans of 
collusion in the slaughter of Filipinos.10

Waller was persuaded by Glenn to open his case with a shrewd legal ma
neuver that caught the judge advocate, Major Henry P. Kingsbury, by surprise. 
He simply challenged the jurisdiction of the court. Wallers initial orders had 
stipulated that “you will not regard yourself detached from the First Brigade, 
Marines.” A second set of orders had made clear that Waller would no longer be 
part of the army’s Sixth Separate Brigade commanded by Smith once he re
turned to Luzon from Samar. Yet it was not until after he had landed at Cavite 
that he had been informed verbally of the charges against him, and another four 
days before written ones were preferred. Hence the army, and therefore the 
court convened by General Chaffee, had no jurisdiction over him. Kingsbury 
was left sputtering; the best argument he could come up with was that Wallers 
assertion was correct, but that now “the court had jurisdiction over him simply 
because he was in its custody at the moment.” This argument failed to satisfy 
General Bisbee, who from the very beginning could scarcely conceal his con
tempt for Major Kingsbury. Bisbee recessed the court for forty-five minutes in 
order to ponder Waller s challenge; he returned in complete agreement with it.

The buck was thus passed back to Chaffee as the reviewing authority for 
Bisbee s decision. He could, of course, pass it on to Root or overturn the deci
sion and order Waller to stand trial. Glenn was positive that Chaffee would be 
delighted to get rid of this hot potato by sending it off to Washington, where it 
might bounce from desk to desk until the public forgot the incident or shifted 
its interest elsewhere. Had Chaffee any inkling of the consequences a trial 
would produce, he might have done just that. But there was too much pressure 
from Root not only for a trial, but also for a conviction and severe sentence. 
Since there had to be a sacrifice, Chaffee, as well as Root, preferred that it be a 
marine and not an army officer. At any rate, Chaffee ordered Bisbee to recon
vene the court and try Waller for murder. Actually, Waller preferred it this way, 
as a clear acquittal was more desirable to him than escape via a legal tech
nicality, and he had not been happy with Glenns ploy. Once the trial resumed 
he rejected Glenn s next suggestion to challenge the prosecutor Kingsbury as a
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South Carolina Democrat eager to discredit a Republican Administration. Wal
ler understood that Kingsbury's ineptness, along with the friction between the 
prosecutor and the president of the court, were in his favor. In Bisbee's eyes, 
Kingsbury and Biddle, for pushing for the conviction of a gallant fellow officer 
simply for shooting a few worthless and treacherous natives, were nothing less 
than traitors.11

Waller had intended to base his defense on General Orders No. 100, much 
in the same manner that Bell had justified his controversial directives months 
earlier. It was a good legal strategy. This bible for the army, and basic text at 
West Point, had even been recognized internationally and adopted as the basic 
code for warfare by the Hague Conference in 1899. Waller was too honorable 
and too loyal to betray his superior by revealing Smith's orders to him as justi
fication for his actions. Either Kingsbury was unaware of such orders or he was 
not very wise when he brought General Smith to the stand as a prosecution 
witness. Smith was not above selling out Waller to save his military career and 
testified that the major had acted on his own in executing prisoners. This fla
grant betrayal not only ended Waller s self-imposed silence, but also permitted 
the defense to reveal Smith's bizarre orders to the marines without incurring 
the wrath of General Bisbee. Waller shifted his defense from General Orders 
No. 100 to the written and verbal directives of Smith, the revelation of which 
electrified the nation and almost instantly shifted public focus from the major 
and the marines to the general and the army. One can only guess at the horror 
felt by Chaffee and Root at this turn of events.

Armed with copies of every written order he had received from Smith and 
with witnesses to corroborate the verbal ones, Waller informed the court he 
had been directed to take no prisoners and to kill every male Filipino over age 
10. The majors evidence must have given the impression that Smith was a bit 
demented— sitting on Leyte, apparently brooding over the Balangiga mas
sacre, and impulsively dashing off inflammatory and lawless directives to Wal
ler. This testimony hit the United States like a ricocheting bombshell. In the 
boldest type imaginable, headlines announced “Wallers Astounding Defense." 
The New York Journal covered much of its front page with giant letters spelling 
out “KILL ALL.” Below, in slightly more restrained type, the headline ex
plained, “Major Waller Ordered To Massacre the Filipinos.” Each editor se
lected a portion of Smith's orders for his front page, so that dailies for April 8, 
1902, read “Samar to be Made 'A Howling Wilderness,'” or “To Kill and Burn 
the More the Better Waller's Instructions.” It had to have been a long day 
for Secretary Root as evening papers vied with their morning rivals to pro
duce more sensational headlines and stories on Waller's testimony. For a short 
time at least, the line between imperialist and anti-imperialist editors became
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blurred by the shocking front-page reports, although an eerie silence on the 
subject of the recent revelations prevailed on the editorial pages of the imperi
alist press.12

Anti-imperialist editors whose patriotism had been impugned so often in 
the past now demanded that their critics eat crow. “The good imperialists” had 
once insisted that the “power of the press” would not permit the army to get 
out of hand, the editor of the Evening Post reminded his readers, and then he 
asked if they had seen any protest in the imperialist press after Waller s startling 
testimony:

Well, the Waller-Smith case is now before us, with its terrible revelation 
that we have been carrying on a warfare in Samar upon men, women and 
children— above the age of ten—and what is the attitude of the Admin
istration press? With one or two honorable exceptions whose words we 
print in another column, the whole “incident” is entirely overlooked by 
our imperialist contemporaries. “Waller accuses Smith” was the headline 
in one organ over the shocking news from Manila and this in an incon
spicuous place. As for editorial comment, why bless you, the trial is not yet 
concluded; and then, the Filipinos are barbarous and after all every coun
try has to be “stern” in dealing with men who themselves violate the laws 
of war. In other words since the Filipinos began it (if they did) we must 
follow and lower ourselves to their level. How eloquent could not our 
neighbors, the Sun, Times and Trib, be about such atrocities were they 
reported from Abyssinia, from Armenia, from Kia Chou or from South 
Africa?13
But vindication was too sweet to be tasted in one sitting, so day after day 

for weeks the editor of the Evening Post hammered away at this theme. His 
imperialist colleagues seemed to have been “struck dumb,” he observed. Possi
bly more pressing news had pushed the Waller-Smith affair off their editorial 
pages, or did they think Wallers testimony was simply another of those “tall 
tales” by “a champion liar” designed “to thrill a maiden aunt in Philadelphia”?

Where be their gibes now? On the one subject which flames highest in the 
days news, which most agitates Congress, which even arouses the foreign 
press, these great leaders of public opinion have not a word to say. What 
do the Trifo, the Times, the Sun think of proved attrocities in the Philip
pines, or of the suppressed reports which show out of the mouths of our 
own officers that our whole policy in these islands has been a ghastly 
failure? They cannot well allege the pressure of more interesting matter. 
Todays Tribune for example has a powerful leader on that thrilling subject,



232 THE LAST CAMPAIGN

"Chiles financial plight/' The Times awakes to a deep interest in Mace
donia, and the Sun has an eloquent column on a speech concerning Irish 
home rule . . . but neither of them has a syllable on the burning question 
of the day. Speak brothers, and let the worst be known. “Speaking will 
relieve you" as the camp meeting hymn says. We do not care what you say 
only do say something for the credit of the American press.14

Waller was acquitted. If his actions were justified on the basis of Smith s 
orders, then it was clear to all that the author of those orders would have to 
stand trial. Chaffee was angered by the verdict that left his old friend so vul
nerable, and in his comments to the War Department he called it a “miscar
riage of justice." It was reported that Chaffee often found solace on his horse 
those days following Wallers acquittal. As one writer described it, “For half an 
hour, as he led his aide in a swift gallop along the sea front, it was '83 again and 
he was leading his white horse troop of the Sixth Cavalry through the dusty 
past in Arizona."13 No doubt Chaffee longed for those good old days when a 
soldier could shoot a savage or two without having to account for it to some 
nosey reporter or before a senate committee. But once he dismounted and re
moved his old black campaign hat with its faded yellow cord, it was the spring 
of 1902 again, and he had to man a desk and worry about those confounded 
orders of Smith s. It must have been obvious to the military governor that if 
Smith were court-martialed and used Wallers defense, his own head would be 
next on the block.

Additional embarrassments rained down on the Administration that 
spring, mostly in the form of leaked documents that Root had been sitting on. 
One was a complaint by Major Cornelius Gardener, a West Point graduate serv
ing as provincial governor of Tabayas, the province next to Batangas. He 
charged General Bell with making war on the entire population in Batangas, 
where 100,000 natives had perished. Gardeners motivation was more practical 
than humane. He argued simply that the “bitter hatred" produced by such tac
tics was not in the best interests of the United States in the long run. Insisting 
that the charges were “too general to investigate," Chaffee had forwarded Gar
deners report to Root. The secretary promptly lost it in the files, but it was 
leaked after Roosevelt had congratulated Bell on his campaign to pacify Ba
tangas, and after Root had assured the public that every complaint was “the 
subject of prompt investigation.”16

Each revelation renewed the editorial ruckus over Root’s “attempts to gild 
the hideous truth," as the Springfield Republican put it. Are these “civil super
patriots in Washington so drunk on this new wine of imperialism that they com
placently think they can settle all these things in their own private enclaves and
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keep Congress and the American people in the dark?” demanded the Evening 
Post. Chaffee chose this inopportune moment to seize a Spanish translation of 
the American Declaration of Independence as “an incendiary document” and 
to arrest seven newspapermen in Manila on charges of treason and libel. The 
charges stuck in only two of the seven cases, and even then the Supreme Court 
of the Philippines reversed those convictions a year later.17

Meanwhile, Sixto Lopez, a key propagandist who operated in Europe and 
Hong Kong during the war, arrived in Boston in a vain attempt to bring testi
mony to the Lodge committee. He was immediately deported when he refused 
to sign a loyalty oath. Apparently the Boston Heralds editor saw nothing in
congruous in reporting this episode under the headline, “Sixto Lopez is Back. 
Returns to Home of Liberty. Boston is Free.” But other editors disagreed, find
ing Lopez’s banishment one more example of the governments policy of “si
lence and suppression,” as the Louisville Courier-Journal labeled it. “The at
mosphere in which such acts are committed is not an American atmosphere. It 
is the atmosphere of Prussia, Poland, of Siberia and Turkestan,” charged the 
Republican. Even more disturbing was the silence on the part of the people. 
Where were the mass protests that should have followed the exposure of 
Smith’s heinous orders, the demonstrable lying of officials, the continued cen
sorship and suppression of the press in Manila, and the muzzling of Lopez? 
Almost in anguish, the Arena demanded:

Here we have a startling illustration of the depths of shame to which cor
porate greed and militarism have already brought the Republic. Is it possi
ble that the conscience of the people has been so anaesthetized by greed 
for gold that this . . . will fail to awaken them to the deadly peril that 
threatens the cause of free government and human rights?18
As though the Administration did not have enough trouble with its critics, 

“Fighting Fred” Funston returned to California for an appendectomy and spent 
his recuperation leave lecturing, writing immodest articles for magazines, and 
holding frequent press conferences. Billed as “Aguinaldos Brave Captor,” 
Funston had little trouble attracting audiences with his controversial state
ments and intemperate attacks on public figures, particularly Governor Taft 
and his “misguided” policy. “We believe everything and everybody should 
have a vote, down to cattle and horses,” he scoffed. “The Filipino doesn’t love 
us a bit. He doesn’t know what gratitude is. He has no sense of appreciation, 
and I believe he’d like us better if we dealt more severely with him.” 19

Coinciding with Waller’s trial in Manila, Funston’s cross-country marathon 
speaking junket was reminiscent of Roosevelt’s tour de force in 1900. Wild ap
plause and intoxicating headlines fed the general’s escalating self-delusions:
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Bravo! General Funston 
Great Speech by Little Kansan 

Silence While Bullets Fly 
Ignorant Talk at Home Has Slain Our Soldiers 

Got Tremendous Applause and Prolonged Applause 
And Cries of “Thats Right.”20

He told the members of the Lotus Club:
All of those men who have fallen since December 1900 have been victims 
of a lot of misinformed and misguided people here in the United States. It 
is perfectly proper for us to have all sorts of opinions as to what we should 
do with the Philippines, but for heavens sake let us keep them to our
selves until every square inch of that territory recognizes the sovereignty 
of the United States.21
Funston s choicest barbs were directed at the “prattlers” feeding the Sen

ate “tall stories” and “outright lies” in an attempt to discredit the army. “The 
whole lot of them” should be “hung for treason,” he declared. It was not clear if 
Funston was recommending the gallows for some senators on the committee as 
well as some witnesses, but anti-imperialist editors interpreted his remark as 
such.22

One impromptu detour by Funston in New York City further fascinated 
and worried the press. As though serving in some plenipotentiary capacity, he 
paid a visit to Prince Henry of Prussia aboard the crown princes yacht. Had 
Funston cleared the visit with Washington or was it another impulsive act? de
manded the Call. Of German stock, Funston did not share the fear and suspi
cion of his fatherland that so afflicted his superiors. Indeed, he was forever call
ing for a “Teutonic alliance,” rather than only an Anglo-Saxon venture, to 
“civilize the world.” It is even possible, given his monumental ego, that he may 
actually have believed that he could single-handedly alter the decisively pro- 
British inertia of American foreign policy. Such behavior, along with his rash 
remarks, convinced the editor of the Call that “this half cocked hero” was the 
most dangerous “man-on-horseback” since Colonel Roosevelt returned from 
his celebrated charge up San Juan Hill.23

But Funston was not one to heed criticism, particularly from an anti
imperialist editor. The applause and headlines seemed to impair his judgment 
altogether, so that on his return trip to San Francisco, he would emerge from 
the train to shout at ecstatic crowds gathered along the route, “Bully for Wal
ler” and “Hooray for Smith.” At a banquet in Chicago, he announced he had 
personally strung up thirty-five Filipinos without benefit of trial, so why all the



THE LAST CAMPAIGN 235

fuss over Wallers “dispatching” a few “treacherous savages?” He assured his 
listeners that if there had been more Smiths and Wallers— and, by implication, 
Funstons— in the Philippines, the war would have been over long ago. Egged 
on by applause, Funston suggested that some impromptu domestic hangings 
might also hasten the end of the war. For starters, he recommended that all the 
Americans who had recently petitioned Congress to sue for peace in the Philip
pines be dragged out of their homes and lynched.24

Ensuing headlines in the anti-imperialist press reflected incredulity. “Fun
ston Advises Hanging. Gallows Would Suit Some Americans,” announced the 
Call, listing among the candidates for Funston s noose several senators, influ
ential citizens, “the presidents of nearly all American universities, and the 
leading clergymen of all denominations in the union.” The editor advised that 
“General Funston will do well to repair his inflated condition and sheath his 
unruly mouth.” Instead, Funston arrived in San Francisco a few days later and 
promptly told a Call reporter that his papers editor and publisher “ought to be 
strung up to the nearest lamppost.” At a banquet in his honor at the posh Palace 
Hotel, Funston raised the number of prisoners that he had personally executed 
to fifty, although the Call's reporter noted wryly that he said nothing this time 
“about hanging Bostons finest citizens.” Instead, he lectured the audience on 
the futility of civilized warfare against “unruly savages.”25

While Funston continued making fiery speeches, his name came up in an
other context. Edmund Boltwood, a former captain in the Kansas regiment, 
appeared before the Lodge committee with corroborating affidavits to testify 
that the general had personally administered the water cure to numerous sus
pects and prisoners and on several occasions had ordered his men “to take no 
prisoners.” This report proved too much for the imperialist New York Times, 
which demanded that Funston be court-martialed after Smith. A Massachu
setts congressman informed the Harvard Republican Club that he intended to 
press for Funstons indictment and would not be intimidated “by the threat of 
some microscopic general who knows as much about the rules of civil govern
ment as he does about the rules of civilized warfare.” It was Roosevelt, how
ever, who finally defused Funston. When Funston mocked the “overheated 
conscience” of Hoar in Boston, the senators own bailiwick, the president or
dered Root to silence the general and terminate his furlough.26

Roosevelt did not squelch Funston because he was upset over the use of 
the water cure. At about the same time he privately assured a friend that the 
practice was “an old Filipino method of mild torture. Nobody was seriously 
damaged whereas the Filipinos had inflicted incredible tortures on our peo
ple.” Roosevelt would never have made this remark publicly, however. Fun
stons chief sin, in the presidents eyes, was that he talked too much. Secondly,
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he was obviously campaigning for some future office, in uniform, and in a style 
all too redolent of that Roosevelt had used to upstage McKinley in 1900. 
Funston was no stranger to national politics, having spent much of his boyhood 
in Washington while his father, a Civil War hero, had served as a congressman 
from Kansas for ten years. Already a Roosevelt-Funston ticket was being ban
died about in the press, and the president wanted to order this popular general 
back into the wings while he had the power to do so.27

The president did not have the power, however, to prevent Smith s court- 
martial and the attendant headlines. Chaffee cabled a last-minute appeal on be
half of Smith, and possibly himself, warning Roosevelt that military success was 
impossible without “severe measures to force disclosure information.” He also 
conceded that “some officers have doubtless failed in exercise due discretion, 
blood grown hot in their dealings with deceit and lying, hence severity some 
few occasions. This regretted.” But the Administration needed more than re
grets from Chaffee to avoid a trial. Chaffee suggested that Smith argue that his 
orders were never meant to be taken literally. The proud Smith refused and 
insisted his orders were justified under General Orders No. 100. The latter 
were vague and contradictory enough to permit such an interpretation. They 
lumped “part-time guerrillas” together with spies, highway robbers, pirates, 
and “war rebels,” none of whom rated prisoner-of-war status when captured. 
General Orders No. 100 also gave commanders the right of “retaliation as the 
sternest feature of war,” although they also cautioned that “unjust or inconsid
erate retaliation” might degenerate into “wars of savages.” On the other hand, 
the orders advised that “the more vigorously wars are pursued, the better it is 
for humanity.”28

Many of Bells and Smiths orders were either direct quotations or para
phrased portions of General Orders No. 100. But Chaffee himself went beyond 
them when he ordered his subordinates to obtain information from natives “no 
matter what measures have to be adopted.” Chaffee knew exactly what this or
der meant and how it was interpreted by Bell and Smith. At the height of the 
slaughter in southern Luzon, Chaffee wired Washington on Christmas Day, 
1901, “Hot time in Batangas.” The governor general had to have been aware 
that his own trial could follow that of Smith.29

General Smith s self-righteous candor during his court-martial heated up 
the headlines needlessly. Dubbed “The Monster” or “Howling Jake,” he was 
compared to Herod even in the imperialist press, which demanded “instant re
buke and repudiation.” The Pioneer Press in Saint Paul warned the president 
that Smith s “instant dismissal from the service he has disgraced by the govern
ment he has disobeyed will be inadequate atonement for the dishonor he has 
brought upon the American name.” In a rare concession, even Senator Lodge 
denounced Smiths conduct as “revolting.”30
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Possibly these imperialists hoped that a quick conviction would end the 
business and leave the nation with the impression that he was a military anom
aly. But anti-imperialist cartoonists were already dragging Chaffee, Root, and 
Roosevelt into the mess, depicting them as dominoes knocking each other over, 
or pointing to each other over the caption “Who is responsible?” Jacob Gould 
Schurman joined a number of prominent anti-imperialists to demand that a 
blue-ribbon committee be appointed to investigate fully the conduct of the 
army in the Philippines. A senate resolution of May 1, 1902, called upon Root 
to make available all pertinent information on the orders of Smith, Bell, and 
Chaffee, with every endorsement from Manila to Washington. Surprisingly, the 
New York Times agreed that it was time “to make a clean breast of it all” and 
accused the secretary of war of “still trying to hedge.” The Times’s imperialist 
editor warned Root that “the stories told recently of torturing and town burn
ing and general license . . . cannot all be dismissed as soldiers* yarns,” a re
markable concession from one who had adhered to that explanation throughout 
the war.31

Now it was Roosevelts turn to leak a story to the press. He revealed an 
earlier directive dated April 16, 1902— during Wallers trial— in which he de
manded that nothing be covered up. “Great as the provocation has been in 
dealing with foes who habitually resort to treachery, murder, and torture 
against our men, nothing can justify the use of torture or inhuman conduct of 
any kind on the part of the American Army/* Roosevelt had advised Chaffee.32

The leaked directive was just the remedy imperialist editors needed. The 
Times could assure its readers that all the “monsters in uniform of whatever 
rank” would “be weeded out and punished for their evil deeds. The President 
is a humane man” and will not “permit anything to be swept under the rug/* 
Roosevelt’s ploy even won over some of his sharpest critics, such as the Call. 
That paper found in it “a new direction” and evidence of the “rejuvenation of 
the Republican Party,** which had “strayed from its earlier principles in pursuit 
of conquest. A few Democratic detractors also gave Roosevelt the benefit of the 
doubt: “It is indeed gratifying to get this proof that the American conscience 
has not been wholly seared by this miserable and wicked war of subjugation 
and extermination.”33

The Arena, however, denied that Roosevelt had had any change of heart. 
It pointed out that the directive was sent eight days after Waller had revealed 
Smith’s incredible orders, when “the horror and indignation of the nation prac
tically forced the action.** Such skepticism was amply justified. On the very day 
of the leak, Roosevelt directed Root to cable his personal congratulations to 
General Bell and his command on the successful campaign in Batangas and 
Laguna provinces. He also assured Root privately that he did not intend “to 
repeat the folly of which our people were sometimes guilty . . . when they pat
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ted hostile Indians.” As though all the embarrassing revelations had never oc
curred, Roosevelt continued to characterize anti-imperialists as “liars, slan
derers and scandalmongers to boot.” Clearly, these “startling revelations,” as 
they were billed in the press, had made little impression on the president, be
yond making him feel the necessity to make some cosmetic changes to satisfy 
the press.34

During Smith’s trial in May, an enterprising reporter culled through old 
newspaper accounts and official reports on Smith’s earlier escapades in the Phil
ippines. The result was possibly the most serious indictment of the army’s top 
command. Long before being promoted and given a separate command, Smith 
had reported routinely of firing on Filipinos carrying white flags. He had con
structed cells measuring 15 feet by 30 feet and 6 feet high, out of railroad tracks 
torn up by the retreating enemy, into which were crammed up to fifty prisoners 
for months at a time, “with no toilet facilities.” Colonel Smith was so proud of 
these cages that he posed in front of them for a press photographer and gladly 
gave out grim statistics on the death rate in his “cattle pen.” He had contrib
uted an article to the Critic in Manila, in which he blamed the Balangiga mas
sacre on “officers who love ‘little brown brother.’” “It seems that General 
Smith’s method of carrying on civilized warfare was well developed . . . long 
before he was sent to wreak vengeance on Samar,” noted the Boston Herald.35

General Wheaton, who had ordered the first mass reprisal in the war three 
years earlier, presided over the court that found Smith guilty of “conduct to the 
prejudice of good order and military discipline” and sentenced him “to be ad
monished by the reviewing authority.” The court carefully stipulated that it did 
not believe Smith meant “everything that his unexplained language implied,” 
whereupon Smith turned to the reporters to declare that he meant every word 
and that burning and shooting the “treacherous savages” was the only way to 
win the war.36

Back in Washington, Root concocted a scheme to have Smith declared in
sane. At worst the convicted general could be declared “temporarily insane,” 
he explained to Chaffee and ordered him to convene a medical board for this 
purpose. But Chaffee was unable to pressure two of the three appointed medi
cal officers to go along with the ruse. “Board not familiar sufficient circum
stances to develop evidence adequate test case,” Chaffee frantically cabled Root 
and recommended that the insanity ploy be dropped.37

While Smith was still en route to San Francisco, a new, sensational revela
tion of American atrocities in the Philippines pushed him off the news pages 
momentarily. The Reverend W. H. Walker, who ran a training school for mis
sionaries in Boston, turned over to the Boston Journal a shocking letter from 
his son serving in the Philippines. The letter described the systematic execu
tion of 1,300 prisoners in Batangas. A priest had been called in to hear final
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confessions, which took days, after which he was hung in full view of the pris
oners. Thereafter, prisoners in groups of twenty were forced to dig their own 
mass graves before being gunned down. It took weeks of working six days and 
resting on the Sabbath to complete the chore. Walkers letter was not one of 
protest, however, unless to complain that Waller and Smith had been unfairly 
singled out for tactics that were not only routine, but necessary to pacify the 
islands. The victims, at any rate, were members of the “terrible KKK Society 
[Katipunan],” and would have starved to death, thanks to the efficiency of the 
army in destroying crops and supplies. Young Walker explained, “To keep them 
prisoners would necessitate the placing of the soldiers on short rations if not 
starving them. There was nothing to do but kill them.” Securing a retraction 
from the son was simple enough, since he was still in the army and did not want 
to be thought of as a war critic, and the father dutifully told reporters that the 
whole episode had been distorted by the anti-imperialist press.38

The damage had already been done by Walker’s letter, however, and it was 
compounded by the concurrent testimony of veterans who had at last been sub
poenaed by the Lodge committee. Dismayed over the damaging statements, 
Lodge and Beveridge tried to intimidate the young witnesses and, failing that, 
to besmirch their reputations by leaking to the press any unflattering informa
tion from their service records, supplied unquestionably by Root. Thus when 
former Lieutenant Grover Flint, a Harvard graduate working on a biography of 
his father-in-law, the recently deceased historian John Fiske, refused to be bul
lied by Lodge and Beveridge, he was asked if he had not been initially turned 
down for a commission for excessive drinking. Flint insisted that his drinking 
was no worse than any other soldiers in the Philippines and that he was stone- 
sober when he had witnessed the atrocities described in his testimony.39

Lodge hastily adjourned the hearings while he contemplated another 
strategy. Twelve days later the “investigation” was reopened with MacArthur, 
back for a second stint before the committee. The general operated almost like 
a one-man filibuster, often ignoring questions to embark on endless and tangen
tial soliloquies on just about any subject that entered his head. Thus he “pref
aced” his “general remarks”:

As a general proposition, when the command entered Manila Bay every
body was in a totally ignorant but especially sensitive and receptive state of 
mind. It was apparent, however, that we had entered a new world of vari
ous and great resources, teeming with a dense population that was in a 
paroxysmal state of excitement.
Warming up, the general launched a fascinating discourse on the relation

ship between climate and decision-making. At least that seems to have been his 
point:
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Under the influence of the far-eastern sun the heated imagination had a 
boundless scope for indulgence of the boldest assumptions. Discrimina
tion and sound judgement were taxed to the limit in order to reach any
thing like a conservative conception of the situation, which was filled with 
paradoxical suggestions and apparently hopeless conclusions. Visible in
dications manifested themselves which were incongruous with each other 
and irreconcilable with facts regarded of reliable record and which were 
generally accepted as the bases of important deductions in the premises. 
In my own behalf I determined not to theorize; but while carrying out the 
plain mandates of military duty to allow surrounding circumstances to ex
ert their normal pressure, and thus permit my mind, if it should become 
sufficiently permeated, to record such conclusions as its own involuntary 
actions should suggest. . . .40
Few dared interrupt the general as this merely set him off on another 

monologue, or evoked a nonsensical recapitulation of his point, such as:
The existence of the phenomena under the phases herein set forth is an 
interesting fact, which in useful effect in respect of the military and politi
cal problems now presented for the solution of the United States, is of the 
greatest importance.41
Without being cued, MacArthur moved on to his pet topic, the “Aryan 

race.” At least he cautioned the committee that “in opening this branch of my 
remarks, I will say this is what I call my ethnological premises. It goes back; it is 
perhaps more academical than anything I have yet said.” One can only imagine 
the effect of such a warning from this witness. MacArthur plowed on, going 
from Americas “Aryan ancestors” raising cattle to their “imperishable ideas.” 
Their history was part of a “process of spontaneous evolution,” he explained. 
“We are now living in a heroic age of human history, from the opening aspect of 
which many of our people recoil with misgiving, as though we were of choice 
and de novo entering upon a questionable enterprise, the remote conse
quences of which must inevitably prove disastrous to all concerned.”42

Finally in exasperation, Senator Carmack protested, “You take the one fact 
that the witness has been to the Philippines . . . [and] allow him to testify to 
anything on earth, to 'a treatise on political economy if he wants to.” Senator 
Dietrich came to the generals defense, insisting that MacArthurs “conclu
sions” were not “hearsay,” but drawn from “experience” and from “facts.”43 

The Democrats tried another tack and pressed for direct answers on two 
sore points: the end of the war and the discrepancy in the statistical ratios be
tween killed and wounded on both sides. They refused to endure another “phil
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osophical treatise,” and Senator Patterson interrupted MacArthur to shout, 
“Will you kindly answer the question?” The general told him that the only war 
in the Philippines had been the short one against Spain. It was not possible to 
classify the fighting against Filipinos a war because one could not “regard the 
United States as a foreign people [sic] in the Philippines”; it was simply a ques
tion of Americans attempting “to govern themselves” in this “tuitionary an
nex.” When asked why then the bulk of the army was bogged down there, Mac
Arthur explained that “the troops are distributed for tactical purposes” and 
warned that he “would have to go into some shading to give my exact meaning.” 
From MacArthur, this was, indeed, a formidable threat.44

Senator McComas attempted to interrupt the questioning on the killed-to- 
wounded ratios by declaring that “I deny that to begin with. The purpose then 
is to impute barbarity to the Americans and humanity to the Filipinos.” Since 
these ratios had appeared in MacArthur s own report, he could hardly deny 
them, however, and simply iterated his standard explanations involving supe
rior marksmanship and genes before concluding that “no war in history has 
been conducted with as much humanity.” He even added, “If Japan should 
come into our hands in the clean manner, with the clear conscience, with pure 
morals, and the definite purpose we have in the Philippines, I should say keep 
it by all means.”43

The critics began to press Lodge to call as witnesses Emilio Aguinaldo, 
Sixto Lopez, and Major Cornelius Gardener, but he would have none of that. 
Instead, he subpoenaed veterans from a “safe” list supplied by Root. But the 
ploy backfired when these ex-soldiers began to lecture the committee on the 
necessity of shooting or burning all Filipinos because of their “inability to ap
preciate human kindness.” In a final concession to the Democrats, Lodge 
agreed to hear from another old “letter writer,” ex-Corporal Richard T. 
O brien, who recounted “Stories of Fiendish Cruelty,” as they were billed in 
anti-imperialist headlines. The leading villain was Captain Fred McDonald, 
dubbed “The Beast of La Nog” for having ravished a peaceful village of that 
name. O'Brien described how his company had gunned down citizens waving 
white flags because McDonald had ordered it “to take no prisoners.” Only a 
beautiful mestizo mother was spared to be repeatedly raped by McDonald and 
several officers and then turned over to the men for their pleasure. Since 
O'Brien admitted to having not actually witnessed the rapes, Lodge dismissed 
the charge as “hearsay,” a ruling that was not respected by anti-imperialist 
editors.46

The next witness, the army's chief of ordinance, General Crozier, denied 
that the shell casings presented by O’Brien could have housed dumdum bul
lets, however possible it was to come to such a conclusion simply by looking at
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the casings. But no senator challenged him, and he was followed by Bishop 
James M. Thoburn, a missionary in Asia for forty-three years before his ap
pointment as the leading Methodist prelate in the Philippines. He cautioned 
the committee that Americans in the Philippines were merely Gods pawns, 
implying at least that the Democratic senators were tampering with divine will. 
Patterson took up the challenge, only to be gaveled down for “irreverence.” 
Undaunted, the Coloradan tenaciously pursued the point:

Patterson: You think we are there without any design on our part, but 
through the hand of Providence.

Thoburn: I do. President McKinley once told me in confidence that 
he tried every possible way to avoid the annexation of the 
Philippines.

Patterson: God placed us in Cuba, too, didn’t he?
Thoburn: Yes, sir.
Patterson: It is your opinion that the hand of God leads great powers to 

send their armies to the lands of semi-civilized people to subju
gate them and bring them under the domination of the great 
powers?

Thoburn: I would not put it that way . . .  I think, if you will allow me to 
state it in my own terms, that God rules and over rules and 
verily, as the Good Book teaches us, he so over rules the move
ments and purposes of bad men as to bring about a result very 
different than they anticipated.

Patterson: If the British shall in the end subjugate the Boers, will that, in 
your opinion, be done in the Providence of God.

This time Patterson was shouted down for “irrelevance,” since the com
mittee was not investigating South Africa. But the overruled senator bounced 
back after a tumultuous interruption:

Now it is your theory that if a nation comes to the assistance of 
a barbarous or a semi-barbarous people . . . they have a right 
to override against the will of that people, take possession of 
their country, and kill and burn as much as be necessary for the 
purpose of that possession and permanent occupancy?

Thoburn: What might be right in one case would be wrong in another.
Patterson: Is God or man doing these things?
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Beveridge: I object. This . . .  is an irreverent cross examination as to the 
Bishops interpretation of God and His actions in specific 
events.47

Next it was the turn of ex-Captain Fred McDonald, who denied vigorously 
under oath the charges that O'Brien had raised against him. Lodge then sought 
really professional help from Colonel Arthur L. Wagner, who was in effect the 
army's chief public relations officer. His primary function as a witness seems to 
have been to alter the negative images of General Bells concentration camps 
in Batangas. Such camps, he insisted, were created to “protect friendly na
tives from the insurgents" and to “assure them an adequate food supply," while 
also teaching them “proper sanitary standards." Under some bitter cross- 
examination, however, Wagner was forced to concede that in one camp “about 
two miles long and one mile wide" lived 8,000 Filipinos. By simple calculation, 
the critics pointed out that there was only a twelve-by-six-foot area for each 
inhabitant. Wagner confessed that one church housed 127 females, a large 
house held 270 males, and a simple nipa hut designed for one family sheltered 
40 people, but these were only “sleeping arrangements," and during the day 
they had “complete personal freedom"—that is, up to the “dead line." Bev
eridge interrupted to inquire why it was not called “a life line" since it served to 
“protect our friends." Wagner eagerly agreed, wondering, no doubt, why he 
had not thought of this clever euphemism.48

Senator Bacon had remained silent throughout this exchange, awaiting the 
best moment to produce a letter from the commander of one of Bells con
centration camps, who called them “suburbs of hell." Over loud Republican 
protests, Bacon began to read the letter for Wagners reaction. The chair ruled 
that, unless the senator identified the author, who had asked to remain anony
mous, it was “hearsay evidence" and directed the witness not to comment on it. 
But Bacon had already read part of the letter:

What a farce it all is . . . this little spot of black sogginess is a recon- 
centrado pen, with a dead line outside, beyond which everything living is 
shot. . . . Upon arrival, I found 30 cases of smallpox, and average fresh 
ones of five a day, which practically have to be turned out to die. At night
fall crowds of huge vampire bats softly swirl out of their orgies over the 
dead. Mosquitos work in relays. This corpse-carcass stench wafts in and 
combined with some lovely municipal odors besides makes it slightly un
pleasant here.49
Critics badgered Wagner on other points until he agreed that some “inno

cents" had suffered in the Philippines, but he added that the same was true of 
every war and that it was an injustice as old as man. “The Almighty destroyed
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Sodom, notwithstanding the fact there were a few just people in that commu
nity.” Beveridge chimed in, "How strange: I was thinking of that instance of 
Sodom and Gomorrah.”30

After a two-week recess, the committee reconvened with a carefully 
coached former Sergeant Mark Evans on the stand, but Lodge hustled him off 
when he insisted that the Filipinos had to be exterminated. Another two-week 
hiatus followed before Lodge came up with his final witness, Admiral George 
Dewey. Dewey s celebrated victory at Manila Bay was now four years old, and 
his clumsy attempts to secure a presidential nomination, along with a recent 
marriage to a Catholic in an age of fanatical, antipapist sentiment, had dulled, 
to some extent, the luster of this national idol. At any rate, the war critics on 
the committee seemed a good deal less intimidated by the admirals august 
presence this time around and pressed him hard with uncomfortable questions, 
mostly related to his betrayal of Aguinaldo s trust. “I am not a lawyer; I cannot 
debate with you, Senator,” Dewey responded angrily on one occasion. "I do not 
like your questions a bit. I did not like them yesterday and I do not like them 
today,” he declared imperiously at another point.31

Dewey blithely presented a string of biased opinions as facts, and when 
confronted with such objections as, “We have no record of that,” he retorted 
with a "You may believe me, Gentlemen,” or more outrageously, "I think it is a 
fact though.” Once again, the admiral assassinated the character of his former 
friend, Don Emilio. When Carmack protested that there was no evidence that 
Aguinaldo was dishonest, Dewey declared, "I could see he was a thief,” or, 
on another occasion: "I think I will not answer that.” In the growing pan
demonium that marked the last day of the hearings, Patterson managed to ask:

Do you think these innuendoes are just and proper?
Dewey: I do.
Beveridge: I do not know whether any senator objects, but I will frankly 

say that such a question as that the chair will rule is not proper 
and that it is discourteous.

Patterson: I will let the record stand to show that the question is perfectly 
justifiable.

Beveridge: And you will also let the record state what the opinion of the 
chair is upon that subject.

Patterson: I don’t care what the opinion of the chair is.
Beveridge: And I will not permit the question to be put.52
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By this time, the hearing was in shambles, and when the ruffled naval hero 
stepped down on June 28, Beveridge, on instructions from Lodge, adjourned 
the committee for good. Apparently, there was no protest from the opposition. 
A petition from five leading anti-imperialists calling for an ad hoc congressional 
committee to go to the Philippines to interview native leaders and investigate 
conditions there firsthand was ignored. Beveridge had the last word in the “in
vestigation” by gleaning from the record anything that remotely supported his 
conclusion that the war was one of the most humane ones in history and then 
publishing this deceitful cut-and-paste job as a separate senate document. As 
far as Beveridge was concerned, the Lodge committee had destroyed the mali
cious fiction of “the slanderers of the Army.”53

Beveridges whitewash seems to have been just what many Americans 
wanted, if a series of tortured editorials is at all reflective of the national mood. 
One by one, imperialist editors had, at least, accepted the reality of the charges 
that the recent courts-martial and testimony before the Lodge committee had 
made so hard to deny. “All Americans have been shocked,” conceded the New 
York Times. In Boston, the editor of the Transcript described “a great transfor
mation” in the “sentiment of both parties” and predicted that Hoar would no 
longer stand alone among Republicans. The Call prayed that the Grand Old 
Party would “not only heed but lead this sentiment. Let them declare that the 
party is not going to be identified with the wholesale murder of children.” But 
this editor worried about those Republicans “afflicted with Funstonism” who 
were “snubbing as ‘sick sentimentality' every expression of humanity which 
deprecated the universal arson and slaughter.” Worse, the Call pointed out, 
“certain smug clerics and smugger laymen were deriding the growing bitter
ness against military methods.” The Evening Post was more skeptical about any 
revolution in public opinion: “There are no blood red ‘extras/ no appeals for 
righteousness, no horrifying pictures of Waller s victims praying for death, no 
mass meetings, no outburst of historical American sympathy for the downtrod
den and suffering peoples.” Mass meetings had been called, but only in Boston 
had the turnout been respectable. It was easier to draw a crowd to protest Brit
ish atrocities against the Boers, particularly in cities with large German and 
Irish populations. “Imagine the English reading of our mass protests against 
the cruelties in South Africa after this!” lamented the Evening Post in New 
York, warning that “only one shame could be greater and that would be for 
Americans to feel no shame.”54

Such suspicious pessimism was vindicated as the aroused indignation of 
imperialist editors over the revelation of American tactics abated. By May, im
perialist editors had begun to return, albeit cautiously, to their earlier position 
justifying the war and imperialism and to attribute all the revealed atrocities to
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anti-imperialist propaganda. The New York Tribune hinted at such a course 
when, in the middle of the Waller and Smith trials, it cautioned: ‘“ Hear the 
other side* is sound advice for even anti-imperialists to follow.” The New York 
Sun sent up a trial balloon in a letter from A. B. Johnson, the former consul at 
Amoy, who had been given the standard army tour of the Philippines on his 
way home from China, to which the entire editorial page was allocated. John
son defended the army’s tactics as necessary to shorten the war:

In all candor, I say the order to burn and kill or capture the enemy was 
a humane order, was lawful, and all this sensational testimony is not 
prompted by a desire to save humanity. . . .  I met Captain Glenn, Lt. 
Conger and Dr. Lyon. They are not demons. Lt. Conger had his old 
mother in Iloilo with him and a more dutiful son and finer gentleman one 
would not care to meet.

Two days later, the Suns editor endorsed Johnson’s view and defended Smith’s 
orders to Waller as “a means of protective retribution.”55

The Providence Journal, which only a month earlier had denounced 
Smith’s tactics as “disgraceful” and “unAmerican,” suddenly decided they were 
“the necessities of war which it would be mere sentimentality to blame.” All 
the old cliches of “iron emergencies being met in iron ways” and “fighting fire 
with fire” were marshalled to justify the use of terror to counter terror. Why 
were soldiers sent in the first place? asked the Globe-Democrat in Saint Louis:

Was it to try moral persuasion on the infuriated bolomen who were mas
sacring our soldiers daily? How much of this new policy of court-martial 
is due to the venom of copperheads and the tittle-tattle of shirks? It is 
strange, indeed, if American soldiers are to be called to the field to fight 
savages without hurting them.56
Suddenly, the whole business was again the fault of the anti-imperialists 

and war critics who were attacking American soldiers unable to defend them
selves in the press. The U.S. Army suddenly replaced the Filipino as victim in 
this incredible editorial shell game. The Suns editor worked himself up into a 
rage on the subject:

It makes my blood boil with righteous indignation as I realize the fact that 
such men as Senators Hoar, Tillman, Patterson, Carmack and others of 
that ilk in the Senate and House are bewildering the minds of the public 
by their vociferous charges of cruelty and oppression by our brave soldiers 
in the Philippines against the savages and cannibals over there. There is 
scarcely a voice raised or a line printed in defense of these men, who are 
maintaining the honor of our flag on the other side of the globe.57
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The only time the Sun even conceded that a ‘Tew transgressions” might have 
occurred was during this new editorial offensive in May, but then the editor 
argued that they were little “to stew about” and “water over the dam,” and that 
they would have little bearing on the policy of imperialism:

Well suppose that the native barbarities have, in some cases, moved our 
soldiers to transgress the line of gentleness desirable for ordinary warfare? 
We are confident that, in view of the provocation received and the peculiar 
nature of the task to be performed, the transgressions were very slight. 
And at the worst, they have been few. But nothing of what has been re
ported, admitting it all to be true, has any practical bearing upon the ques
tion of American supremacy in the Philippines, its present and future.58
In the best American pragmatic tradition, the Times in New York soon 

overcame its agonizing doubts of April to thank effusively the editor of Harpers 
Weekly on May 2 for “a particularly sane view of the situation in the Philip
pines,” which it recommended as “required reading for every thoughtful cit
izen.” Summarizing the article, the Times added:

A choice of cruelties is the best that has been offered in the Philippines. It 
is not so certain that we at home can afford to shudder at the “water cure” 
unless we disdain the whole job. The army has obeyed orders. It was sent 
to subdue Filipinos. Having the devil to fight, it has sometimes used fire.59

The next day the Times took the offensive again, lashing out at the war s critics 
as though the Waller and Smith trials had never occurred. The editor at
tributed “this new business in the press and halls of Congress,” this “wallowing 
in stories of American atrocities,” to “a second venture in anti-imperialist poli
tics” after the “humiliating defeat” at the polls in 1900. Now these “anti- 
everythings were slandering the army.” He was particularly incensed over a 
huge cartoon in the New York Journal depicting blindfolded and bedraggled 
Filipino boys scarcely ten years old lined up before an American firing squad. 
Old Glory draped an American shield on which a vulture replaced the bald ea
gle, and General Smiths infamous order was the caption in very large caps, 
“KILL EVERYONE OVER TEN.” “Of all the sins that have been charged 
against ‘yellow journalism/ this is by far the worst,” decreed the Times.60

Since many imperialist editors were also Republicans, they converted this 
“new criticism” of the war into a partisan issue and warned that this “Demo
cratic slander” would hurt that party more in 1904 than it had in 1900. “The 
American people say ‘No* to the Democratic retirement proposition, with dis
gust at Democratic slanders on our army,” the Sun assured its readers. Appar
ently many Democratic editors took heed, as some who had expressed the 
greatest shock and indignation over the sensational revelations became in
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creasingly reticent on the war and on imperialism in general. The New York 
Journal, which had once covered its front page with Smith s orders, now buried 
the latest revelations on inside pages, and simply ignored them on the editorial 
page. Outrage over the American conduct in the Philippines seemed to have 
gone out of style.61

The Protestant and missionary press continued faithfully to defend the 
army and the policy of imperialism. In one article, entitled “The * Water Cure' 
From a Missionary Point of View,” the Reverend Homer Stunz rationalized that 
“since the victim has it in his own power to stop the process, or prevent it al
together” by divulging what he knows “before the operation has gone far 
enough to seriously hurt him,” it cannot accurately be labeled “torture.” Con
trary to the impressions created by the press, “the treatment is never given 
wantonly; or, if so, it was without sanction” and “given only to spies.” Stunz 
even confessed to having personally witnessed the army administering the wa
ter cure to several Filipinos. Such an admission must have troubled church 
leaders, as it followed on the heels of revelations that missionaries in China 
during the Boxer crisis had accompanied Allied troops demanding revenge and 
even looting in order to square accounts for the murder of their colleagues and 
the destruction of missions. Now Stunz was further besmirching the missionary 
cause with his frankly bloodthirsty justification of Smiths tactics and with a 
tirade against the generals critics:

If the violent critics of this method of gaining information could put them
selves in the places of soldiers in lonely and remote bamboo jungles, I 
fancy they would feel differently. . . . The matter would not look as it does 
here divorced from the stern conditions of warfare with a treacherous 
enemy.62
One. medical missionary, Alice B. Condict, published a book in the sum

mer of 1902 with the bristling title, Old Glory and the Gospel in the Philip
pines. Even the editor of the Missionary Review o f the World felt uneasy over 
her title, which he called “ill chosen” in his otherwise favorable review of the 
book. Arthur Judson Brown, a leading spokesman for the Presbyterian Board of 
Missions, returned from the army's package tour of the islands announcing that 
all the opposition to the conduct of the war was, in fact, “based on opposition to 
Protestant missions.” The director of all Presbyterian missions, F. F. Ellin- 
wood, penned an appeal to the American people to end all the “bickering” over 
the war and recognize that the conquest of the Philippines was “a Providential 
event of the widest reach and of the most momentous consequences and on 
whole a great step toward the civilization and the evangelization of the world.” 
Bishop Thomas, Indiana's leading Episcopal prelate, also came back from the
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army tour to tell reporters and Senator Beveridge personally that because the 
Filipinos were so “treacherous and barbarous,” as well as “defective in reason
ing,” General Smith s tactics were absolutely necessary “to purge the natives of 
the evil effects that a degenerate form of Christianity has had on them for more 
than four centuries.” It appears that General Smith had as many clerical de
fenders as he had military ones.63

Apologies from the “church militants” should not have come as any sur
prise at this point, but, nevertheless, anti-imperialists did express shock not 
only that the religious community failed to condemn Smiths tactics, but that 
some members tried to justify them. “Especially we would call on the religious 
press to speak out; it has been rejoicing over the door for the gospel opened by 
our army in the Philippines. If it holds its peace now it will become partaker in 
the blood of those murdered Visayans,” warned the Evening Post. The Boston 
Heralds editor confessed to have been “straining with hand cupped to ear and 
fervent hope” to hear some clerical denunciation of Smith and Waller:

The American pulpit, one would naturally suppose would be the most sen
sitive of all to the outrage on humanity that appears in the torturing of Fil
ipinos, but what may be classed as the political portion of the pulpit, by 
which we mean that portion which advocates imperialism, is so apprehen
sive that its peculiar politics may suffer if anything is said against American 
doings in the east that it is dumb as regards these cruelties.64
One small group of Protestant ministers, joined by a rabbi, did hold a 

meeting at Boston’s Tremont Temple on May 22, 1902, to protest the atrocities 
in the Philippines. The meeting was surprisingly nonpartisan and moderate in 
tone, in contrast to the strident indignation at most anti-imperialist rallies. The 
Reverend E. Winchester Donald, who chaired the meeting, stipulated that the 
group represented neither anti-imperialism nor imperialism, any more than it 
stood for the Republican or Democratic parties. Three clergymen even ex-„ 
pressed the hope that American atrocities were no more than “tall stories” ema
nating from bored soldiers who had “drawn long bows.” The assembly was 
asked “to support the President and his Secretary of War in their pledges to 
discover and punish the authors of barbarities . . . upon whose shoulders 
should rest the responsibility of having disgraced the American flag and Chris
tian America.” Only the two speakers who had formal connections with the 
Anti-Imperialist League, the Reverends A. A. Berle and Robert J. Johnson, re
fused to give Roosevelt and Root the benefit of the doubt. Rabbi Charles F. 
Fleisher made some interesting observations on the politics of protest, warning 
against the highly partisan, self-righteous rhetoric that often accompanies it.65 

What seems to have stung the imperialists more than any other criticism
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was that coming from former English supporters, many of whom had grown 
disillusioned over the atrocities committed by their own soldiers against the 
Boers. Rudyard Kipling, no less, wrote to the editor of the Call:

All you say about the Philippines, the conflict there between the Ameri
cans, military and civil, and the pig headedness of the military and their 
habits of setting “bulldogs to catch rabbits” is immensely cheering to me, 
because it is precisely what we are doing in South Africa.66
The predicted bipartisan revolt against the Administration s Philippine 

policies fizzled just as badly in Congress as it did in the press. Republican Con
gressman Silbey warned in April that “you cannot civilize or conquer any coun
try in the world by first drowning people and then bringing them to life with 
the butt end of a musket.” Once again the Call read into the speech evidence 
that the party of Lincoln was about to become the “conscience of the country.” 
A month later the debate over a new Philippine bill, known as the Organic Act, 
followed partisan lines. It was full of tired rhetoric about “uplifting savages,” as 
though it were 1898 and the shocking revelations had never occurred. The 
atrocities were mentioned just once, and then in defense of the army, when 
Senator Burton cited earlier massacres of Indians at Wounded Knee and Moun
tain Meadows as precedents before concluding that the slaughter of Filipinos 
was “entirely within the regulations of civilized warfare.” No one even both
ered to respond to Burton, and only two Republicans joined Hoar in voting 
against the Organic Act while a single Democrat favored it. Beveridge hailed 
this legislative victory as the first step in “the progress of the American people 
to the mastery of the world.”67

The press's reaction to the Organic Act was equally partisan. Anti
imperialist editors grossly exaggerated its exploitative features, equating it with 
the economic rape of the archipelago, while their opponents read into it “a 
magnanimity unsurpassed in human history.” In reality, some sharp restrictions 
were placed over the economic power to exploit, ones that essentially mirrored 
progressive concerns in the United States. One historian has suggested that im
perialists went along with these limitations in order to assuage some guilt they 
felt over the atrocities and to demonstrate “the nation s purity of motives.” But 
then, many of the imperialists were also progressives, whose attitudes toward 
the mercantile spirit were ambivalent at best.68

President Roosevelt best reflected imperialist amnesia when he declared 
on July 4, 1902, that not only was the war over, but that it had been the most 
glorious war in the nation s history. One month earlier, in his Memorial Day 
address, he had, at least, acknowledged with regret a “few acts of cruelty . . . 
committed in retaliation” for “the hundreds committed by Filipinos against
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American soldiers.” Indeed, he outraged the South by adding the mitigating 
argument that “from time to time, there occurs in our country, to the deep and 
lasting shame of our people, lynchings, carried out under circumstances of in
human cruelty and barbarity . . . infinitely worse than any that has ever been 
committed by our troops in the Philippines.” Roosevelt went on to dwell on 
“the bravery of American soldiers” fighting “for the triumph of civilization over 
the black chaos of savagery and barbarism.”69 By July, however, the president 
appears to have forgotten completely even those “few” American transgres
sions, an oversight that really reflected the American mood. During the height 
of those dark days of April, 1902, when the “startling disclosures” were impossi
ble to ignore, the New York World accurately predicted that the popular reac
tion to them would be limited, terse, and ephemeral:

The American public eats its breakfast and reads in its newspapers of our 
doings in the Philippines.
It sips its coffee and reads of its soldiers administering the “water cure” to 
rebels; of how water with handfuls of salt thrown in to make it more 
efficacious, is forced down the throats of the patients until their bodies be
come distended to the point of bursting; of how our soldiers then jump on 
the distended bodies . . .  so that the treatment can begin all over again. 
The American public takes another sip of its coffee and remarks, “how very 
unpleasant!”
It then butters its bread and reads of the ingenious Major Waller who mur
dered his defenseless victims on the installment plan . . . forgoing until 
the third day the delight of killing him outright [few critics of the war were 
able to give up this bit of fiction about Waller].
The American public reaches for another tab of butter and remarks, “how 
distressing!”
It cracks an egg and reads of the orders of General Smith “to kill and 
burn”; “to take no prisoners”; “to kill everything [sic] over ten,” and “to 
make Samar a howling wilderness.”
“Rather extreme” is the comment of the American public, seated at its 
breakfast, with a feeling of mild disapproval, not unmingled, perhaps, with 
disgust.
But where is that vast national outburst of astounded horror which an old 
fashioned America would have predicted at reading such news? Is it lost 
somewhere in the 8,000 miles that divide us from these abominations? Is it
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led astray by the darker skins of the alien race among which these abom
inations are perpetrated? Or is it rotted away by that inevitable demoral
ization which the wrongdoing of a great nation must inflict on the con
sciences of the least of its citizens?70



The Triumph of American Innocence

American innocence has been historically nurtured and protected by a conve
niently selective collective memory. Amnesia over the horrors of the war of 
conquest in the Philippines set in early, during the summer of 1902. Ironically, 
anti-imperialists aided the process by insisting that the conflict and its atten
dant atrocities had been the result of a conspiracy by a handful of leaders who 
carried out, through deceit and subterfuge, the policy and means of expansion 
overseas against the will of the majority of their countrymen. By refusing to 
acknowledge the painful reality that most Americans had been bitten by the 
same bug that afflicted Roosevelt, Lodge, and Beveridge, the anti-imperialists 
were letting the people off the hook and in their own way preserving the Amer
ican sense of innocence. Unfortunately, the man in the street shared the dreams 
of world-power status, martial glory, and future wealth that would follow expan
sion. When the dream soured, the American people neither reacted with very 
much indignation, nor did they seem to retreat to their cherished political prin
ciples. If anything, they seemed to take their cues from their leader in the 
White House by first putting out of mind all the sordid episodes in the con
quest, and then forgetting the entire war itself.

Roosevelt tried early to erase the accumulated maculae by directing Root 
to congratulate the Eighth Army Corps, the fighting force in the Philippines, 
for its “remarkable restraint” in the face of “savage provocation” and for its per- 
severence in fighting “a humane war” against such “a treacherous foe.” Roots 
eulogy colored the record and deleted uncomfortable memories:

The enemies by whom they were surrounded were regardless of all obliga
tions of good faith and all limitations which humanity has imposed upon 
civilized warfare. Bound themselves by the laws of war, our soldiers were 
called upon to meet every device of unscrupulous treachery and to con

253
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template without reprisal the infliction of barbarous cruelties upon their 
comrades and friendly natives. They were instructed while punishing 
armed resistance, to conciliate the friendship of the peaceful, yet had to do 
this with a population among whom it was impossible to distinguish friend 
from foe and who in countless instances used a false appearance of friend
ship for ambush and assassination.
Utilizing the lessons of the Indian wars, it has relentlessly followed the 
guerrilla bands to their fastness in mountains and jungles and crushed 
them. It has put an end to the vast system of intimidation and secret as
sassinations by which the peaceful natives were prevented from taking a 
general part in government under American authority. . . .  It has added 
honor to the flag which it defended. . . .*
Much more dangerous than the fictions of “restraint” and of “humane war

fare” in Roots tribute, however, was the assertion once again that the war in 
the Philippines was over. In fact, with the Tagalogs and Visayans largely sub
dued, Chaffee was opening a full-scale offensive against the Moros on Mindanao 
and Jolo. Earlier, he had wired Washington the reassurance that few Moslem 
leaders supported a lawless chief who had attacked an American garrison on 
Mindanao. But his “urgent” call to the Moslem leaders for a conference to ex
plore their differences went unanswered. Chaffee then ordered an American 
brigade to Mindanao on a punitive expedition ^in order to prevent war.” Presi
dent Roosevelt had some misgivings and called a halt to the attack after several 
Moslem villages had been destroyed. After discussing with Chaffee the wisdom 
of extending the war to Mindanao, Roosevelt agreed to allow the general to use 
“his own judgment,” whereupon the offensive was renewed and even extended 
to Jolo.2

Imperialist editors were as slow as Chaffee was to relinquish the cherished 
belief that “Asiatics” responded only to force. As though it were still the sum
mer of 1898, instead of 1902, jingoistic editors called for “a sound thrashing” for 
the “insolent Moros,” who had to be made “to heel” just as “the Tagals had 
been.” In an all too familiar tone of outraged innocence, the editor of the 
Brooklyn Eagle declared:

The Moros of Mindanao, without seeming cause and undoubtedly for no 
other reason than the promptings of religious narrowness and hatred, have 
arisen against the representatives of this nation who were engaged in 
peaceful surveys of their country, prosecuted with the sole idea of gaining 
knowledge of its geography, resources, and people, and of establishing 
closer and more relations with men whose products we may want and who
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need our help to raise them in social, mental, and industrial scale and lift 
them to a better competence. . . .
We cannot recede from the position we have taken in the Philippines. We 
may better welcome a war that gives us an opportunity to overthrow slav
ery among the Moros, to punish murder and treachery. These people have 
carried matters with too high a hand. If they are longing for a fight they 
shall have it.3
Chaffee learned too late that his action had unified the Moslem leaders 

who had traditionally fought among themselves. Even the Sultan of Bacalod, 
reputedly friendly to Americans, under whom he had enjoyed many special 
privileges and rewards, joined the Moro defense against the invaders. In des
peration, Chaffee sent an order to this sultan “to cease from troubling the prog
ress of Christianity and make up your mind to be good.” Whereupon the sultan 
curtly informed Chaffee that he intended to maintain the Moslem faith at 
Bacalod and that he wanted “war not peace/’ The Call observed with resigna
tion, “Of course General Sumner will have to go after him with the Krag- 
Jorgensen and Gatling guns, and perhaps the ‘water c u re /” The same issue of 
the Call warned of “More Trouble on Leyte,” and the editor wondered just 
when it “would all end.”4

A more immediate problem for the Administration was a decision on the 
fate of General Smith, who was on his way home with no sentence having yet 
been determined. Root, in his endorsement, pleaded “extenuating circum
stances” for Smith and recommended a light sentence in view of the “condi
tions of warfare with cruel and barbarous savages.” Roosevelt concurred, not
ing “the well nigh intolerable provocation” on Samar and the general “cruelty, 
treachery and total disregard of the rules of civilized warfare” by Filipinos. “I 
also heartily approve of the employment of the sternest measures necessary,” 
the president stipulated in his endorsement before retiring Smith with no addi
tional punishment. Privately, Roosevelt made it clear that Smith’s only real sin 
was his “loose and violent talk,” which invariably found its way into the press. 
By way of illustration, Roosevelt wrote to a friend:

Inspector General Breckinridge happened to mention quite casually to me 
with no idea that he was saying anything in Smith’s disfavor, that when he 
met him and asked him what he was doing, he responded “shooting nig
gers.” Breckinridge thought this a joke. I did not.5
Unfortunately for the Administration, the loose talk did not end with 

Smith. During the summer and fall of 1902, the leading American actors in the 
Philippine drama streamed back home through San Francisco, and few felt shy
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about defending Smith and his tactics. “It has been necessary to adopt what in 
other countries would probably be thought harsh measures/' the controversial 
General Bell explained to reporters. He volunteered that one-sixth of the pop
ulation of Luzon had perished in the struggle. Waller followed Bell a few weeks 
later, and reporters eagerly awaited some choice remarks from the “Butcher of 
Samar." The usually taciturn Waller did not disappoint them. He bragged that 
scarcely a house had been left standing outside the major towns on Samar and 
cavalierly suggested that rebuilding the island would benefit the natives, who 
“would rather steal than work." The major defended Smith’s orders to him as 
“proper under the circumstances." Seeming as incensed over the theft of Con- 
nell’s West Point ring as he was over anything else, Waller reminded reporters 
of the scene he had witnessed at Balangiga. Generals Young and Wheaton were 
wiser and more to President Roosevelt’s liking. Upon landing at San Francisco, 
they simply refused to respond to the queries of reporters, except to deny that 
the “so called ‘water cure’" had ever been used by the army in the Philippines.6

Soldiers lined the dock in San Francisco on August 1, 1902, to cheer Gen
eral Smith as he came ashore after more than three years in the islands. For the 
next few days, Smith granted interviews to fellow officers who came to pay 
homage to their hero. He met with the press only once— to defend his tactics 
as necessary to pacify Samar and to blame his troubles on Major Gardener and 
the “meddlesome" officer in Washington who had leaked the majors report. 
Gardener had aroused public opinion by distorting conditions in Batangas, 
thereby creating the need for a scapegoat. Smith’s medical officer fired a part
ing shot as the reporters turned to leave:

It makes me sick to see what has been said about him [Smith]. If people 
knew what a thieving, treacherous, worthless bunch of scoundrels those 
Filipinos are, they would think differently than they do now. You can't 
treat them the way you do civilized folks. I do not believe that there are 
half a dozen men in the U.S. Army that don’t think Smith is all right.7
This last remark was not empty talk. During Smith’s trial, a Washington 

correspondent discovered that officers in the War Department unanimously 
supported Smith and felt betrayed not only by Gardener, but also by Chaffee 
and Roosevelt. Newspaperman Henry Loomis Nelson corroborated this im
pression for the Boston Herald after Smiths return: “Almost to a man the 
Army, both abroad and at home, condemns the punishment of General Smith 
and insists that any criticism or objection to cruel methods is an assault upon 
it, an assault which amounts to base ingratitude on the part of the country 
for which the Army has done so much." After all, they pointed out, Bell and 
Wheaton had conducted similar campaigns. “But that was before enlisted men



THE TRIUMPH OF AMERICAN INNOCENCE 257

and teachers appeared on the scene as ‘war correspondents, *’ one officer com
plained. General Hughes was “a hero” for burning “a path 60 miles wide from 
one end of Panay to the other. . . . Army people seem to think that the purpose 
of war is to make the enemy uncomfortable,” another military spokesman 
explained.8

Root was usually able to silence these officers by demanding explanations 
for such remarks. But Roosevelt was unable to discipline his inherited chief of 
staff. The president s enmity for General Miles went back to his days as assistant 
secretary of the navy, and Roosevelt was not one to forget an old foe. One of his 
first acts as president was to censure Miles for expressing an opinion on the 
Battle of Santiago and “opening old wounds” between Admirals Schley and 
Sampson. Miles badgered Root endlessly to allow him to take personal com
mand in the Philippines. Roosevelt refused, and Miles leaked their exchange to 
the press. Infuriated, Roosevelt accused him of “playing politics*’ and “over
stepping the bounds of discipline” in search of “public applause.”9

Roosevelt’s charge was not unreasonable, as the general’s political ambi
tion was transparent. Miles wanted the Democratic nomination in 1904 and had 
hoped to cover himself with military glory of more recent vintage before meet
ing the hero of San Juan Hill in the political arena. Once denied this option, 
Miles attempted to outflank the “Colonel” by appealing to war critics. Roose
velt informed Root that Miles had actually tried to blackmail him by threaten
ing to expose all the “cruelties” in the Philippines unless he was permitted to 
take charge of the war. The president pointed out that Miles had once fought 
the Sioux in a similar fashion and had participated in the massacre at Wounded 
Knee, which “had been seized upon at the time by those who wished ill to our 
government and who desired to discredit the army.” Immediately following 
this encounter with Miles, the Gardener report was leaked to the press and was 
followed by one embarrassing disclosure after another during 1902, of which it 
is likely that Miles had been the source.10

Miles called a press conference to announce his own plans to end the war 
swiftly “if he were in a position to do so.” With extraordinary pomp and utter 
simplicity, Miles suggested sending Cuban and Puerto Rican leaders to the 
Philippines as political missionaries carrying the “glad tydings” of political sal
vation under benevolent American guidance. Root denounced the plan and 
press conference as “spectacular and sensational.” The anti-imperialist Call 
found the plan “naive” and directed more at the chief of staffs political aspira
tions than at the war. There had been rumors that Miles would be sacked since 
Roosevelt had entered the White House. Now the rumors escalated, and one 
headline that declared “Miles May Go Within Two Weeks” was not referring to 
the Philippines. But Roosevelt astutely refused to make the general a martyr,
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and also possibly to open a new can of worms, by firing him. In a letter to his 
friend, the publisher Herman Kohlsaat, marked “strictly personal/' Roosevelt 
admitted that “it is getting to be a case as to whether I can any longer permit 
great damage to be done to the Army for the sake of avoiding trouble to myself. 
Miles is a perfect curse. He has been a detriment to the Army for the last eight 
years. No man of his rank has ever so purely faked a record as a soldier.”11

The chief of staff decided that one way to get to the Philippines was to 
make his own “inspection tour” of the islands in the spring of 1902. Imme
diately upon his return, he called a press conference to decry American atroci
ties there. He implied that the soldiers were under orders to murder the en
emy wounded. The New York Times denounced Miles as “one of those birds 
which fouls its own nest.” Roosevelt was so enraged that he refused to allow 
France to confer on Miles the Legion d'Honneur, although he had to deny the 
award to Dewey at the same time in order to be consistent and not appear nar
rowly vindictive.12

The general followed up his tour with an official report to the War Depart
ment, which focused in particular on Bells campaign in Batangas. Not only did 
Miles confirm the magnitude of death and destruction in that province, but he 
also called for a complete investigation of the tactics used and started the pro
cess by ordering Bell to justify his inflammatory orders to his station command
ers. His actions came after the president had singled out Bell and the Batangas 
campaign for special praise. When Root sat on the report, Miles leaked it to the 
press. “Do you realize, old man, that about the matter of importance in which I 
have sacrificed principle to policy has been that of Miles?” Roosevelt lamented 
to Kohlsaat. “In my judgement he has unquestionably been giving secret infor
mation to the foes of the very army of which he is head and has been trying to 
gain political capital for himself out of the slander upon the officers and men 
under him. If I could prove this I should remove him.” Amazingly, the usually 
impetuous Roosevelt did refrain from removing Miles in disgrace, but he had 
good reasons for controlling himself in this case.13

Essentially as a result of Miles's efforts, a few more trials were convened in 
the fall of 1902. Captains Brownell and Ryan and Major Glenn faced judicial 
action for murder. Glenn had already been fined and admonished for applying 
the water cure in Igbarras, Panay, and for wantonly burning that town. Now he 
was charged with the murder of forty-seven prisoners. One witness described 
how Glenn had ordered his victims to kneel and “repent of their sins” before 
they were bayoneted and clubbed to death. Glenn did not even attempt to 
deny this charge, but insisted that such action was in accordance with Chaffee's 
order to obtain information on the insurrection “no matter what measures have 
to be adopted.” Glenn, Brownell, and Ryan were all acquitted by citing 
Chaffee's orders as their defense. Indeed, the court decisions in these cases
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prompted General Smith to consider appealing his conviction on the same 
grounds. He told reporters that Chaffee’s orders to him were “much harsher*’ 
than were his orders to Waller. Smith even enlisted the aid of Senator Hanna, 
McKinley's old chum, who protested on the floor of the Senate that Jake Smith 
had been singled out as a convenient scapegoat. Hanna was only interested in 
vindicating Smith and not in bringing Chaffee to trial, which a number of anti
imperialists were demanding as a result of Glenn’s acquittal. Had all this com
motion occurred five or six months earlier, it might have been stickier for the 
Administration than it was in the fall of 1902. By then, few editors were calling 
for Chaffee’s head, and, like most Americans, they seemed eager to forget the 
subject entirely.14

In the middle of the turmoil created by Miles’s leaks, Chaffee returned to 
the United States. Taciturn by nature and generally contemptuous of civilians, 
he avoided press conferences for the most part. He did defend Smith’s tactics to 
one reporter, however, and again in a speech at a testimonial dinner in his 
honor. “Thanks to Jake Smith, Samar was more peaceful than many parts of the 
United States,” Chaffee declared. He drew guffaws from the banquet audience 
when he poked fun at the “misguided benevolence” of American civilians in the 
islands and when he joked about the “severe measures” in store for the Moros 
of Mindanao. “They are what I call agricultural savages, 150,000 strong,” and 
“of a Mohamedian [sic] faith,” he informed them. “They do not wish us to come 
in contact with them, but we love them and are going to tell them so.” His 
fellow diners clearly enjoyed this jab at Governor Taft and the Philippine 
Commission.15

Miles continued publicly to pressure Root to publish the general’s report 
of his “inspection tour” of the islands, most of which had already been leaked to 
the press. Finally Root consented, but in order to get even more political 
mileage out of it, Miles accused the secretary of war of censoring the version 
that he published. Miles then published the portions of his report left out by 
Root in an article in the Army and Navy Journal in the spring of 1903.16 In it, he 
charged, among other things, that many Filipinos had suffocated to death in 
Bell’s concentration camps as the result of cramming more than 600 people into 
a building measuring seventy feet by twenty feet. But Miles had grossly mis
calculated the mood of the American people one year after Smith’s trial and the 
Lodge hearing. The public was, at best, bored with the topic and, at worst, 
eager to sweep it under the rug. Republican editors either ignored the charges 
or dismissed them as hearsay designed to serve the fatuous political ambition of 
Miles. Very few anti-imperialist editors took up the issue again, and planned 
mass rallies to call for courts-martial for Bell and Chaffee fizzled out, even in 
Boston. Sam Bowles’s Springfield Republican, Herbert Welch’s City and State, 
and B. O. Flower of the Arena seemed almost alone and somewhat anachronis
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tic in attempting to keep up the demand for the heads of Bell and Chaffee. Such 
journalistic bastions of anti-imperialism as the Call and Evening Post on op
posite coasts moved on to new and unrelated concerns, such as the “brutal 
slaughter” of the Yaqui Indians by the Mexican Army and the “lawless meth
ods” of the “meat trust to escalate prices.”17

When the Call did return to the subject of American atrocities in the Phil
ippines, it was to seize upon a convenient rationalization proffered by a former 
army contract surgeon, Dr. Henry Rowland, who attributed such transgres
sions to “the tropical and vertical sun impairing the judgement” of men from 
cooler climates. As a result of this intense heat, “it does not take the American 
soldier, from private to general, long to conceive of the ‘insurrectos* as vermin, 
only to be ridded by extermination.” This explanation was tailor-made to pro
tect American innocence, for which the Call was effusively grateful. “Surgeon 
Rowland s article is timely since it will lead Americans to take a kindlier view of 
events in which our soldiers have been actors.”18

On reaching retirement age on August 8, 1903, General Miles quietly left 
his post without a single word from Roosevelt. Some feeble attempts to make 
political hay out of the president’s failure to deliver a parting eulogy to “this 
gallant hero of the Civil War” got nowhere, and Miles was essentially ignored at 
the next Democratic convention. Roosevelt appointed General Samuel Bal
dwin Marks Young, the incorrigible cavalryman and one of the original hard
liners in the Philippines, to the vacant post. The president was enormously bi
ased in favor of the cavalry and even took time from his busy schedule to rehash 
tactics and training for horse-borne soldiers with his new chief of staff:

Ought we not sometime to practice our cavalry in charging? If so, would it 
not be practicable to arrange a row of dummies so that at the culminating 
moment of the charge the cavalry could actually ride home and hit the 
dummies? . . .  I wish you would see if this dummy idea cannot be worked 
up.19
When General Young reached retirement age a year later, he was replaced 

by another old cavalryman, General Chaffee. Roosevelt s final choice in 1906 for 
the army s top post removed any doubts about his sympathies for the hardliners 
in the Philippines. In that year, he made General Bell his next chief of staff. 
Even Major Batson called Bell “the real terror of the Philippines,” an impres
sive accolade coming from the commander of Macabebe scouts. Much more 
than Waller, Bell deserved the epithet “butcher” for his systematic devastation 
of Batangas. Moreover, as one of the few West Pointers among the leading gen
erals in the Philippine war, Bell lent greater respectability to methods that 
should have been considered unprofessional.20
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Roosevelt’s appointments to the office of chief of staff were not the only 
evidence of his contempt for his anti-imperialist critics. In 1903, scarcely a year 
before he had to stand for reelection, Roosevelt, in effect, seized from Colom
bia a wide swath across the Isthmus of Panama in order to continue the unsuc
cessful French effort to link the two oceans at that point. He did so in such a 
transparent and flagrant manner that he had to have been very confident that 
anti-imperialism had little political appeal. Indeed, this flagrant imperialist 
coup actually divided the dwindling ranks of anti-imperialists, rather than 
breathing new life into their cause. The "purists” refused to be distracted from 
the cause of Philippine independence and formed a separate organization for 
that purpose, while those who remained in the Anti-Imperialist League in
sisted on fighting all manifestations of imperialism.21

Once Roosevelt had declared the war in the Philippines officially over, 
Senator Hoar began to press him even harder to pledge future independence 
for these islands. The party line had been that the issue could not be discussed 
until the fighting had stopped. Some Administration supporters had long be
fore lost any illusions that the islands would be profitable and argued that 
the cessation of hostilities offered the perfect opportunity to withdraw "with 
honor.” The president was rather deceitful in responding to such pressure. He 
implied that he personally favored an announcement that the Philippines 
would follow Cuba’s path to eventual independence, but that Taft had dis
suaded him from doing this. “Will” feared that the announcement would be 
misconstrued "by the more violent element disposed to agitation” just when 
American programs were taking hold, Roosevelt explained. He compared his 
position to that of Lincoln when he delayed emancipating the slaves at the start 
of the Civil War. “Now it seems to me that Lincoln in these matters showed not 
abandonment of a high ideal, but great common sense.”22

Actually, Roosevelt worked very hard to undermine any pressure to pledge 
eventual independence for the Philippines. When Cardinal Gibbons spoke out 
in favor of it, Roosevelt cautioned him that such action would play into the 
hands of the Aglipayans and lead to "the collapse of the Catholic Church in the 
Philippine Islands.” At that very moment, Bishop Hendrick was negotiating 
with Washington to force the transfer of church properties held by the Agli
payans back to priests recognized by Rome, and any pledge for independence 
would harm Hendrick’s position, Roosevelt warned. He directed Taft to black
mail Cardinal Satolli in a similar fashion by telling him that a pledge for inde
pendence would mean a complete victory for the "virtually independent Agli- 
payan church,” which would "speedily sink to about the level of Abyssinian 
Christianity.”23

The failure of the newly created Philippine Independence League to col-
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lect more than 7,000 signatures on a petition to pledge future independence 
merely reenforced the presidents conviction that the issue had little popular 
appeal. Senator Schurz rightly predicted that his own party would ignore the 
petition while the Democrats would only pay it lip service.24

Roosevelt got unexpected support from Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, 
who confirmed not only ‘‘the validity of the title of the United States to the 
archipeligo,” but also the nation’s “right to hold the islands in the colonial rela
t io n .W ith  some astonishment, Bostons Evening Transcript declared of this 
newest justice of the Supreme Court, “In other words, he will be found to hold 
the same views as the President on this and cognate subjects/'23

The coming of the election year of 1904 provoked rumors that the presi
dent would soften his position on Philippine independence. A vague reference 
by Root to “the Philippines following in the footsteps of Cuba” lent credence to 
the prediction. The Republican convention ignored the issue, however, and 
the Democrats fudged it by pledging independence in a vaguely distant future, 
although they did nominate a genuine anti-imperialist in Judge Alton Parker. 
This nomination helped the remaining anti-imperialists heal the breech caused 
by Bryan's candidacy. They were convinced that the atrocities, courts-martial, 
continued fighting, and Roosevelts “scandalous grab of real estate in Panama” 
would at last destroy their archenemy. Parker seemed to know better and spent 
the better part of the campaign on his front porch in Esopus, New York, much 
in the manner of McKinley in 1900. But Parker was not the incumbent, and he 
did not have an energetic, young Roosevelt out beating the bushes for him. His 
running mate was the superannuated Henry Davis, whose 82 years matched 
the average age of the remaining anti-imperialist supporters.

As an incumbent, Roosevelt could afford to follow McKinleys example, 
and he sat out the campaign in Sagamore Hill, his summer home on Long Is
lands Oyster Bay, dashing off letters instead of making speeches. Invariably, 
these letters involved “Wills insistence” that any pledge for Philippine inde
pendence would be “unwise at this time.” Indeed, the president was so sure of 
his opponents vulnerability on this particular issue that he distorted the Dem
ocratic platform by insisting that it did include a plank on “immediate indepen
dence.” He pointed out that “this would of course mean disaster to the islands 
and dishonor to ourselves. But on this issue they all, from Cleveland down, 
seem to be in hearty accord; and mugwumps hail it with hysterical joy.” No 
doubt, anti-imperialists would have preferred such a pledge, and Roosevelt had 
long cast them as the “Achilles heel of the Democracy.” He also characterized 
them as “professional goo goos” who “bleed for the Filipino,” although he was 
convinced that his party had little to fear from such “virtuous neurotics.” To 
Roosevelt, the entire campaign was a bit of a joke. “Some of the developments 
of this campaign are too deliciously funny for anything.”26
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Roosevelt s confidence was amply justified by his landslide victory in No
vember. Anti-imperialism had never been a popular issue, although it was im
possible to convince the diehards of it. Once again they deceived themselves 
and attributed Parker’s rout to an imperialist conspiracy. “The newspapers were 
bought up or browbeaten into silence/’ Bishop Potter charged. 'There is not an 
organ of expression that is not controlled. In private life men are subject to a 
complete, far-reaching, thorough system of espionage,” he explained in almost 
paranoid fashion. Apparently it was too painful to acknowledge that however 
wrong the president might have been on this issue, most Americans agreed 
with him.27

Root moved over to the State Department to make room for Taft as secre
tary of war in Roosevelt s new cabinet. Sweeping economic and political re
forms followed Tafts appointment. Taft had more faith in local self-rule than did 
his predecessor, who insisted that, “in view of the failure of Reconstruction,” it 
would be “foolish” to enfranchise “any non-white people.” Taft also understood 
that one way to quell the rebellion was to make its former leaders government 
officials, such as the president of a municipality or the governor of a province. 
Voting restrictions and indirect elections favored the more conservative ilus- 
trado elite, which soon dominated the emerging government as it once had the 
Philippine Republic under Aguinaldo. By 1908, even Taft found it necessary to 
assuage his conscience by voicing some concern over the ilustrado oligarchy 
that he had partially fostered. He reassured himself, however, that the Ameri
can-sponsored educational system would eventually broaden the base of de
mocracy in the Philippines. Instead, it expanded the oligarchy as it absorbed 
the newly rich and educated, not only to emasculate any potential challenge, 
but also to fill the need for an expanding political and economic leadership. Sig
nificantly, Rizal emerged as the untarnished national hero, not Aguinaldo, 
Aglipay, or the radical ilustrado, Mabini, all of whom were relegated to oblivion 
except for ceremonial occasions or when needed to serve the oligarchy’s pur
poses. The Roman Catholic Church returned to a dominant position, and En
glish replaced Spanish as the nearly universal medium of communication to 
bind together the many disparate groups in the islands. In short, this ilustrado 
elite had clearly defeated Mabini s “inner revolution.”28

Taft also granted civil liberties, which were tested by the emergence of 
political parties demanding independence and by the acquittal of the Lukban 
brothers charged with “conspiring to raise rebellion” and of two editors charged 
with libel for reporting that torture and concentration camps were still being 
used in Batangas by the constabulary. Such decisions were partially due to a 
decline in the number of American carpetbaggers on the bench. The days 
seemed numbered for the likes of Judge Paul W. Linebarger, who once had for
tified his court with armed constables, had threatened defense lawyers, and
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had even been accused of having had a witness murdered. True, the replace- 
ments were often just as corrupt, but the new system, at least, was one of Fil
ipino-administered injustice.

The political atmosphere was profoundly altered when American leaders 
wisely accepted the demand for independence as a legitimate issue. The Fed
eral Party had misread both American intentions and the temper of the Filipino 
people when it called for statehood. As that party declined, the Americans 
needed new allies and astutely aligned themselves with the more conservative 
wing of the newly formed Partido Nacionalista, a fragmented coalition of par
ties that stood for independence. Two conservative independistas, Sergio Os- 
mena and Manuel Quezon, rapidly became provincial governors and then na
tional leaders in control of the newly elected assembly in 1907. Their rapid rise 
to power was partially due to American support, although one scholar may have 
overstated the case by labeling them “American-made caciques” At any rate, 
these two dominated the evolving government for decades to come, and Que
zon delayed the demand for independence for as long as he could.29

Although the back of the "insurrection” had been broken by 1902, a dwin
dling number of irreconcilables managed to keep it limping along in some 
places for a few more years in spite of their loss of popular support. The Moros 
continued the struggle against Manila rule even longer, but the constabulary 
was able to handle it easily enough, as it did a series of religiopolitical uprisings 
triggered by peasant unrest over the next few decades. There were even re
vivals of the pulahanes on Samar and Leyte and of the Katipunan, along the 
more religious lines of Bonifacios original organization, on Luzon to harass the 
Filipino leaders. But not until independence following the Second World War 
did the Hukbalahap, originally organized to resist Japanese occupation, seri
ously challenge ilustrado hegemony.30

In spite of the eminent success of increased self-rule in the Philippines 
after 1903, the United States found it difficult to pledge eventual indepen
dence. President Taft stuck to the policy of which he was the architect that full 
economic* and political development had to precede even such a pledge. Fi
nally, the Jones Act of 1917 pledged Philippine independence as "soon as a sta
ble government” was formed. The First World War and ensuing peace negotia
tions probably distracted the Wilson Administration from meeting this pledge. 
With the return to power of the Republicans in 1920 Philippine independence 
seemed more remote. Over the next decade, however, the mood of America 
became increasingly isolationist; army leadership became concerned over its 
extended and vulnerable position in the face of expanding Japanese power; and 
farmers, already facing an agrarian depression, wanted greater protection from 
Philippine produce. All this, plus racial fears over Filipino immigration, helped
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spur a renewed pledge in 1932 for independence in ten years, which passed 
over a somewhat peevish veto by outgoing President Hoover. Political rivalry 
and internal maneuverings in the Philippines caused the Filipinos to reject this 
offer, only to accept an almost identical one two years later in the Tydings- 
McDuffie Act signed by a second President Roosevelt. Another world war and 
the Japanese occupation delayed Philippine independence until July 4, 1946, 
slightly more than forty-eight years after Dewey’s dramatic entrance into Ma
nila Bay.31

The major American actors in the conquest of the Philippines went on to 
reap richer rewards for the most part. Taft became president, and Root went on 
to represent New York in the U.S. Senate. Generals Young, Chaffee, and Bell 
all reached the army’s top post, although Otis and MacArthur were denied it. 
Roosevelt shared the average soldier’s contempt for Otis, and Taft was not about 
to appoint his old adversary to the post in 1911 when Bell voluntarily stepped 
down. The eager young shavetails, Frederick Sladen, William Connor, and Guy 
Henry, Jr., all became generals. Both Waller and Glenn retired with two stars, 
although Waller’s court-martial did cost him the post of commandant of the Ma
rine Corps in 1910. As the senior colonel and most respected officer in the 
Corps, he was the obvious choice. No doubt Roosevelt would have had the 
courage to appoint him, but the more cautious Taft opted for Waller’s old staff 
rival, Colonel Biddle. One final bit of irony in Wallers case is that the army’s 
advocate general later agreed with the major s first plea that the army no longer 
had jurisdiction over him when the charges were made and decreed the entire 
proceedings “null and void.” Chaffee, Root, and Roosevelt would have been 
wise to have reached that conclusion in 1902.32

Surprisingly, Major Cornelius Gardeners betrayal of General Bell did not 
wreck his military career. Root had warned Chaffee that his investigation of 
Gardener s charges “should not give the least color to a claim that there is an 
attack on him.” Nevertheless, Chaffee was so vindictive over the “damnable 
report” that the major found it necessary to hire a lawyer to protect himself. 
The general’s own staff warned Chaffee that Gardener would “put up a stiff fight 
if pushed to the corner and that many things will be brought up which never 
ought to see the light.” Possibly such fears continued to work on Gardeners 
behalf as he finally reached the rank of colonel before retiring.33

“Fighting Fred” Funston did not stay out of the national limelight for very 
long. His bumptious enthusiasm and general lawlessness made him the peren
nial and quintessential “volunteer.” In 1906 he again demonstrated his ability 
“to be in the right place at the right time,” as a sergeant once put it. In tempo
rary command of the Department of the Pacific while his superior, Major Gen
eral A. W. Greeley, was in Washington, D.C., Funston was thrown from his
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bed in San Francisco by the earthquake. He “knew at once” that the army was 
needed “to restore order,” he recalled, and attempted to commandeer an auto
mobile, truck, or horse to take him to the Presidio. Fortunately, he had forgot
ten his sword and his revolver was at headquarters, so he was limited to cursing 
those who ignored his imperious commands. Once he arrived, he issued severe 
orders to the hastily assembled troops. Engineers were to create fire lanes by 
dynamiting buildings. All vehicles were to be pressed into army service. Armed 
patrols were “to shoot instantly any person caught looting or committing any 
serious misdemeanor.” In effect, Funs ton had declared martial law without 
having consulted higher authorities on city, state, or national levels.34

After Greeley had retired and Funston was named as his successor, Fun- 
ston used his position to remain in the public eye. He announced to the press 
that he would use his authority “as commander of the Presidio” to discipline 
striking workers, but his authority to do so was denied by the War Depart
ment.35 When violent strikes hit the gold mines of California and the governor 
requested the army s assistance, Funston personally led a strikebreaking force, 
which he had been training for months, out of the Presidio, and again he had to 
be reined in by Washington.30 Roosevelt had no desire to promote his trouble
some alter ego, and Taft was certainly not going to reward his old adversary, so 
it was not until Wilson was president that Funston was awarded his second star 
after commanding the' forces of occupation at Vera Cruz. He died at the age of 
52, just as he was hoping to follow “Black Jack” Pershing to Europe and a final 
battle command. At his own request, he was buried at the Presidio, where the 
generals medals and uniforms are displayed at the bases museum, while his 
sword, given to him by the people of Kansas for his capture of Aguinaldo, hangs 
nearby in the Golden Gate Parks De Young Museum. A grateful San Francisco 
named a street, school, park, and network of coastal batteries after its adopted 
son. Today, bathers at Fort Funston or tennis players at Funston Park can be 
heard to wonder aloud, “Who the devil was Funston, anyway?”

The war of conquest and its atrocities and courts-martial have fared no bet
ter than Funston in Americas collective memory. The subject is rarely touched 
upon in history texts, and when it is, this sordid episode is reduced to a bare 
mention of an “insurrection against American rule.” When the war broke out in 
1899, an English journalist on the scene scoffed, “Observe, the Filipinos are 
‘insurgent/ although they never have been subjected to the Yankee domination 
against which they are fighting, and, therefore, are no more insurgents than 
were the Spaniards.” Six decades later, Secretary of State Christian Herter 
maintained this myth when he denied a request from his good friend, Ambas
sador Carlos Romulo, to recognize officially, as a final act of the Eisenhower 
Administration, that the “insurrection” was, in fact, the Philippine-American 
War.37
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The lessons of Batangas and Samar appear to have been lost even on well- 
educated Americans. In 1970, a Harvard professor decided that one hundred 
years ago, or even as recently as World War II, “nobody would have raised an 
issue such as the Song My massacre.” Americans had raised such issues before, 
during the war in the Philippines, after Wounded Knee, and as early as the 
eighteenth century when friendly Indians were slaughtered in a wave of hys
teria at Paxton, Pennsylvania. The issue is not that of a new, enlightened gen
eration of sensitive Americans becoming actively concerned over their own 
country's inhumanity, as this ahistorical psychologist conjectured, but that of 
retaining the lessons from the past. Lieutenant William Calley helped revive 
memories of earlier and very similar American atrocities in the Philippines. 
One hoary veteran of the Samar battalion protested to a reporter in Los An
geles that there had been “earlier Mylais” and described his own “search and 
destroy” mission against a harmless fishing village. “We snuck through the 
grass as high as a mans head until both platoons had flanked them. We opened 
fire and killed all but one. They were unarmed.”38



Epilogue:
The “Gook” and “Gugu” Analogy

The war in Vietnam has rekindled considerable interest in the earlier, almost 
forgotten, American conquest of the Philippines. Similarities have invited the 
construction of historical analogies. Both wars were counterinsurgencies in
tended to deny a racially different people the right of self-determination, 
fought by American soldiers who expressed a racist contempt for the enemy. 
The origins of both conflicts remain as murky today as in 1899 and 1964. Even 
the skipper of the U.S.S. Maddox, one of the destroyers allegedly attacked by 
North Vietnamese gunboats in the Gulf of Tonkin, warned that without actual 
sightings the entire episode could have been invented by overeager sonar men 
misinterpreting freak weather effects. The ships were involved in highly pro
vocative maneuvers at the time, inasmuch as the South Vietnamese were at 
that moment invading an enemy island in the gulf.1 It is equally apparent that 
the American military was attempting to draw Filipino fire with provocative 
actions on the hotly disputed mesa outside Manila in 1899. General Otis chose 
to interpret local firing, mostly by eager American volunteers, as a full-scale 
enemy offensive when in fact the only advance that evening had been made by 
his own troops. There were no serious casualties in the initial encounters on 
the Tonkin or the mesa, real or manufactured, so the American military could 
have chosen to interpret both episodes as minor incidents in the sobering light 
of the following day. Clearly American officers wanted to escalate the fighting, 
for which they were well prepared, and were highly confident of easy victories. 
The most discouraging similarity is that in both cases, America grossly under
estimated the power of national aspirations and the willingness of the enemy to 
make enormous, unthinkable sacrifices in the face of awesome odds. In each 
case, America should have anticipated as much from earlier experiences of the 
Spanish in the Philippines and of the French in Vietnam. But, again, Americas 
sense of innocence and belief in its own uniqueness make it difficult to learn
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vicariously, particularly when the lessons come from the “decadent” systems of 
the “Old World.”

Once the American military machines became fully engaged, publicity
conscious generals played games with numbers to convince the American pub
lic that the conflicts would be short and sweet, so much so that Congress never 
declared war and neither one was ever officially labeled a “war.” Minor skir
mishes were parlayed into major victories, while American setbacks were ei
ther played down or concealed altogether. There were also tactical similarities, 
probably germane to all guerrilla warfare, so that General William Westmore
land sounds almost like a reincarnation of General Arthur MacArthur, com
plete with a vocabulary designed more to confuse than to enlighten. In essence, 
there were “protected” areas for concentrated civilian populations, outside of 
which American patrols engaged in “search and destroy” missions. Civilians 
bore the brunt of the fighting through the abusive reliance on heavy firepower 
on the part of Americans and through the more discriminating enemy cam
paigns against suspected collaborators, particularly as villages changed hands. 
In both cases the military blamed its failure to achieve the easy victories it had 
predicted on Americas humanistic traditions and on civilians who simply had 
no heart to do what was necessary to win.

The American interventions both in Vietnam and in the Philippines were 
motivated in part by good intentions to elevate or to aid the victims, and not 
simply to conquer and exploit them, an aspect of the conflicts not appreciated 
always by critics. Writing on “Welfare Imperialism in Vietnam,” John McDer
mott describes how well-intended aid actually produced “a loss of national in
dependence, erratic and imbalanced economic development and growing social 
chaos,” and he concludes that the inspiration for American intervention may 
have been less to be the world s “policeman” than to be its “social worker.” This 
analysis could be accurately applied to the Philippine venture, in which well- 
intended, and not exploitative, American economic and political development 
strategies greatly strengthened a Filipino elite, while making it more depen
dent on American support, and undermining it at the same time by exporting 
Jeffersonian ideals that merely exacerbated revolutionary situations.2

Historical analogies, however, are invariably misleading and have a ten
dency to obfuscate more than they reveal. Far too many differences exist to 
press the analogy between the two episodes in the Philippines and in Vietnam. 
The most obvious difference is that the United States won the war in the Philip
pines, whereas it lost the one in Vietnam, in spite of its much greater success in 
getting the Vietnamese to undertake much of the fighting. Only about 5,000 
Filipinos, mostly Macabebes, served as scouts before the war officially ended in 
1902, after which America was much more successful in inducing Filipinos to
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fight the waning struggle. But more important is that both the international 
and the national (that is, American) contexts in which these wars were fought 
were vastly different. In 1899, the United States had just emerged as a world 
power, and that world was far from being polarized by two military Goliaths 
holding it in a nuclear balance of terror. The closest thing to any international 
alignment among the many competing powers scrambling for unclaimed real 
estate may have been a tacit one between Great Britain and the United States, 
both of which viewed Germany with suspicion as a growing challenger. Amer
ica entered the Philippines to fight colonizers, not to bail out their proxies, as 
we more or less did in Vietnam. The Filipinos never received any aid from an
other power, so the war was an isolated one, rather than part of a global crusade 
between conflicting superpowers.3

Domestically, the contexts were just as different. The war in the Philip
pines took place in an era of intense patriotism, greatly enhanced by the im
mensely popular victory over Spain. The mood of the nation had been greatly 
changed by the time the war in Vietnam was fought. Sophisticated nuclear 
weaponry had eroded old-fashioned patriotism by challenging the soundness of 
the idea of total national autonomy and by questioning the possibility of a mili
tary “victory” in the conventional sense. A generation of Americans had been 
inculcated by school curricula that stressed the importance of the United Na
tions, global interdependency, and international cooperation for survival in a 
world faced with the rapidly ticking nuclear bomb and the less rapidly ticking 
bomb of an expanding population in a world of diminishing natural resources. 
Moreover, the conflict in Vietnam followed a series of perceived catastrophes 
for America in Asia—first the “loss” of China and a humiliating military stale
mate in Korea, and then the French defeat in Indochina, which threatened to 
topple all the “dominoes” in the area, down to “our” Philippines. It was a more 
despairing, cynical, and even narcissistic generation that faced Vietnam, not 
the idealistic, naively innocent, and patriotic one that had tackled the 
Philippines.

Possibly as a result, the “generation gap” was reversed for the two wars. 
Youth enthusiastically embraced imperialism at the turn of the century. An em
pire presented to these naively optimistic young Americans the vision of a new 
“frontier” overseas that would challenge them as the western frontier had once 
challenged their ancestors. The cause of anti-imperialism was served by aging, 
patrician reformers, which may help to explain the very conservative nature of 
the opposition to the war in the Philippines. Precious few protesters in 1900 
perceived imperialism as a function of capitalism or as a natural product of the 
“American system.” On the contrary, most explained it as a deviance from their 
national ideals and traditions. Others seemed much more concerned that colo
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nialism violated the free-trade tenets of Adam Smith than that it also denied 
Lockes principle of self-determination. Some even anticipated the more subtle 
forms of twentieth-century neocolonialism by insisting that America s growing 
industrial power would soon control much of the world with neither the ex
pense of invading armies and colonial administration nor the threat of militar
ism at home. As romantic Anglo-Saxons, these patrician protesters were, like 
some counterparts in England, often concerned over the potential racial effects 
of expansion on Americas “native stock,” which was already being diluted by 
immigration from southern and eastern Europe. Such radical socialists as Mor
ris J. Swift, who attacked capitalism as the cause of imperialism, were very 
much the exception in the protests o f1900, however much they may have been 
the rule by 1968.

The well-established, respectable critics of imperialism in the Philippines 
were always concerned that their patriotism not be called into question and 
carried out their dissent with utmost propriety. The same seems to have been 
true of the early mass protests against American intervention in Vietnam, be
fore 1968, when orderly crowds in a more festive mood filled the streets of 
American cities, paraded to stadiums, and listened politely to rational attacks 
on the war. Once younger and more radical protesters succeeded in transform
ing such peaceful rallies into provocative encounters with agents of authority, 
most older and more conservative protesters withdrew from the marches. They 
were no more willing to engage in “trashing” in the streets of Chicago or Berke
ley than Moorfield Storey, Erving Winslow, or Thomas Wentworth Higginson 
would have been decades earlier. Even the few lawless acts during the earlier 
Philippine protest never came close to resembling the juvenile street and cam
pus scenarios enacted by “Yippies,” angry students, and a few aging adoles
cents on college faculties who found it rejuvenating to play “revolution.” The 
young toughs who hurled clods and epithets at Teddy Roosevelt in 1900 were 
concerned over labor issues (or they had been hired as props to demonstrate 
that “Bryanites stood for disorder at home and abroad”). The gentle reformers 
who gathered at Faneuil Hall or Cooper Union to protest the acquisition of an 
empire were the last people to hurl objects or vulgar insults at anyone, least of 
all a fellow patrician such as Roosevelt.4

Because the opponents to the war in the Philippines were not able to cap
ture the imagination of youth, they failed both to dissuade young men from 
enlisting to fight and to attract them to the cause of anti-imperialism upon their 
return as veterans. Although the enthusiasm to enlist was not what it was dur
ing the war with Spain, the government had no trouble raising volunteer regi
ments to fight in the Philippines; conscription was never seriously considered. 
Veterans returned shorn of any romantic illusions about combat, particularly in
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a guerrilla war, but, in sharp contrast with veterans of the later conflict in Viet
nam, none organized to oppose the war in the Philippines. Very few had any
thing to do with the Anti-Imperialist League. John Hall worked for it only after 
years of being rebuffed in Washington in his attempt to discredit his former 
commander, General Funston. Most of the veterans who did speak to civilian 
groups seemed more eager to enlighten their audiences on the realities of war
fare in the Philippines than to attack the policy of imperialism. “The repeated 
stories sent home about the collapse of the insurrection are fanciful dreams of 
correspondents and military officers who never venture outside of Manila" was 
the most critical comment that the anti-imperialist Call could garner from one 
such talk in San Francisco. One veteran, John La Wall, prepared a lecture on 
the war for any audience willing to listen. His chief complaint was that the war 
was tedious. He said he had looked forward to actual combat “as a possible re
lief from the monotony of ague, dysentery and outpost duty/’ As for the much 
publicized atrocities, La Wall told his audience that such “harsh methods'' were 
necessary because Filipinos are “deceitful and treacherous."5

The only trace of bitterness shown by veterans was over their loss of com
bat and travel pay, and other benefits, because the government refused to ac
knowledge officially that the conflict had been a “war." A pamphlet prepared for 
a 1922 reunion of the Minnesota volunteers complained that in “America’s first 
war for humanity"—its longest since the Revolution, with the longest combat 
service and highest percentage of men killed or wounded— its veterans “Re
ceived No Bonus, No War Risk Insurance, No Adjusted Compensation, No Vo
cational Training and No Hospitalization Until 1922." In that year they were 
quietly granted veterans' benefits, although the status of the conflict remained 
an “insurrection."6

During the height of the Vietnam protests, some surviving Philippine vet
erans were sought out to testify, as did Richard Johnson (ideally, a black sur
vivor), that he and his comrades had opposed fighting that war of conquest. In 
an autobiography written ten years earlier, however, Johnson explained:

My simple mind was too naive at that time to feel any scruples about such 
principles, for I was filled with the spirit of adventure and also possessed a 
reasonable share of bigotry. It never occurred to my simple mind that 
there could be anything wrong, morally or otherwise, with any of our gov
ernment s undertaking.7
Unlike Johnson, however, very few surviving veterans allowed the protest 

against the war in Vietnam to alter their patriotic perceptions of the one they 
had fought in the Philippines. A 1968 questionnaire elicited from them all the 
tired cliches about fighting “Asiatics." One question about the “justice" of their 
war evoked from Harry Blaine the angry retort that “I was reared to know that
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one should respect authority. Is patriotism dead?*' Joe Bryan answered with the 
question, “Did you ever see a boys body after it had been worked on by a bolo 
man?” Because of failing eyesight, Hugh Clapp, who had been at the controver
sial post on the mesa the night the war began sixty-nine years earlier, had his 
daughter write in his dictated answers. They were so fiercely patriotic that she 
felt compelled to append her own apologetic note: “Father is a flag waver and 
would not like what is being written about the Philippine Insurrection.”

Jesse Peck conceded that he initially had had some qualms about the war, 
until he was “ordered to bring back two mutilated bodies of American soldiers 
who had their penises cut off and stuffed in their mouths.” After that he knew 
that no quarter could be given to Filipinos, and in 1968 wrote of them, “My 
personal opinion is that they were horrid little people, and while time has 
mellowed my opinion, I can never forgive them for their treatment of some of 
my buddies.” LaWall appended to his questionnaire, “My opinion is that the 
acquisition of the Philippine Islands, considering the cost in blood and trea
sure, is no great cause for rejoicing to the American people.” Lest that sound 
too critical, however, he added, “Still I fail to see how any other honorable 
course could have been pursued except for the one adopted by our country.”

When these hoary veterans did make a connection between the war that 
they had fought and the one raging in Vietnam at the time, it was invariably to 
give some hardlining advice. Peck volunteered that he “could answer a lot of 
questions that might have saved many lives in Vietnam. We fought the same 
guerilla war in the Philippine Islands.” Even the milder LaWall insisted that 
“the insurgents might have been subjugated long before they were had a more 
vigorous policy been pursued from the beginning,” implying that America was 
repeating this error in Vietnam.8

Possibly nothing better illuminates the differences between the two eras 
than the responses to this questionnaire. The unabashed patriotism of the ear
lier era helps to explain the failure of the anti-imperialist cause; the temper of 
the times favored the protest against the war in Vietnam. The latter limited 
Lyndon Baines Johnson to a single elected term, whereas Teddy Roosevelt won 
reelection handsomely, and thumbed his nose at the anti-imperialists in the 
process. Paradoxically, universities were criticized in both eras for undermin
ing the patriotism of American youth. Even the anti-imperialist Senator Hoar, a 
Harvard trustee, complained of the “gentle hermits of Cambridge,” who teach 
“our youth to be ashamed of their history” and who criticize their country “in 
excellent English in magazine articles, in orations before literary societies or at 
the commencements of schools for young ladies.”9 The charge that universities 
were a subversive influence during the Vietnamese conflict is more easily un
derstood, but even so it is far too easy to exaggerate the actual support that 
student activists received from college faculties. Only a minority of professors—
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a highly visible one, thanks to the advent of television—were actively involved 
in the protest. Still fewer approved of the puerile excesses of the campus 
"strikes” (even at San Francisco State). A much smaller number of academics at 
the turn of the century spoke out against the war in the Philippines. Most of 
them were older faculty members; their younger colleagues were more apt to 
use their skills to justify imperialism, if, indeed, they said anything at all on the 
subject. It would seem that students embraced imperialism, if the hysterical 
adulation that Roosevelt received on some campuses, including Chicago's, and 
the eagerness with which college men marched off to war are any indications. 
Nevertheless, imperialist editors insisted that universities were centers of anti
imperialist dissent. Their accusations reflect a curious cultural paradox that 
counters an exaggerated American reverence for the efficacy of formal educa
tion in molding values with a profoundly anti-intellectual tradition. Possibly 
this contradiction can be traced historically to the Puritan stress on literacy as 
the means to salvation and to a romantic frontier suspicion of book learning as 
impractical, unnatural, and elitist. At any rate, a much better case can be made 
to indict the literary community that operated outside of academe for lending 
far greater support to the protests against both wars. In the earlier one, how
ever, novelists and poets, as well as the much smaller number of dissenting pro
fessors, carried out their opposition with far greater propriety.

Both interventions appear to have been the responsibility more of political 
liberals than of conservatives: Kennedy Democrats in 1964 and Progressive Re
publicans in 1899. The boyhood hero of Lyndon Johnson, architect of the Great 
Society and military escalation in Vietnam, was Teddy Roosevelt, who gave 
America the Square Deal and a formal empire. Apparently Johnson never out
grew this adulation, and as president himself allegedly confessed, "Whenever I 
pictured Teddy Roosevelt, I saw him running or riding, always moving, his fists 
clenched, his eyes glaring, speaking out against the interests on behalf of the 
people.” Intervention, domestically and overseas, seems to come easier to 
young reformers, whose frenetically instrumental style precludes any stoic 
qualities. Convinced that the human condition is perfectable, few such reform
ers possess a tragic sense of life. In both eras, possibly what was needed most 
was "the courage to do nothing,” as Mary McGrory expressed it, but as she 
conceded, "this goes against the American grain.” 10 Given the knight-errant 
idealism and missionary thrust in their national character, it is difficult for 
Americans to stand aside and accept stoically the course of events or to believe 
that it is outside their power to alter that course, particularly in Asia.

There are other, more tragic parallels between these two American wars in 
Asia. In retrospect, each one appears to have been so unnecessary. Both Emilio
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Aguinaldo and Ho Chi Minh started out with enormous admiration for the 
United States. The Filipinos, particularly the ilustrado elite that so influenced 
Aguinaldo, were ready to accept the status of an American protectorate in re
turn for domestic autonomy (which would describe our relationship following 
the war). Ho was understandably suspicious of China and may have been valu
able as a kind of Asian Tito. Lieutenant William Calley and Mylai are now leav
ing our collective memory as rapidly as General Jacob Smith and Samar once 
did. This forgetfulness may partially be due to the paucity of popular literature 
dealing with the two wars, although recent novels and movies are making the 
war in Vietnam more fertile in this respect. Possibly, a literary lacuna is an un
conscious means of forgetting an unpleasant history. In his poem, “On a Soldier 
Fallen in the Philippines/’11 William Vaughn Moody hinted at an almost con
spiratorial silence about the earlier struggle. With stylistic changes, the poem 
could almost have been written for one of Americas “grunts” returned from 
Nam in a flag-draped pine box:

Streets of the roaring town 
Hush for him; hush, be still!
He comes, who was stricken down 
Doing the word of our will.
Hush! Let him have his state.
Give him his soldiers crown,
The grists of trade can wait 
Their grinding at the mill.

But he cannot wait for his honor, now that the trumpet has been 
blown.

Wreathe pride now for his granite brow, lay love on his 
breast of stone.

Toll! Let the great bells toll 
Till the clashing air is dim,
Did we wrong this parted soul?
We will make it up to him.
Tolll Let him never guess 
What work we sent him to.
Laurel, laurel, yes.
He did what we bade him do.

Praise, and never a whispered hint but the fight he fought 
was good;

Never a word that the blood on his sword was his country’s 
own heart s blood,



276 EPILOGUE

A flag for his soldier s bier 
Who dies that his land may live;
O banners, banners here,
That he doubt not nor misgive!
That he heed not from the tomb 
The evil days draw near 
When the nation robed in gloom 
With its faithless past shall strive.

Let him never dream that his bullet s scream went wide of 
its island mark,

Home to the heart of his darling land where she stumbled 
and sinned in the dark.
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51. A n ti-Im p e ria lis t  L e a g u e , R eport o f  the Second A nnua l M eeting o f  the A nti- 

Im peria list League (1900); L iterary D igest 21 (1900): 514; B e isn er, Twelve A gainst E m 
pire, p . 196; New York Sun, N ov. 9 ,1 9 0 0 . B o u tw e lls  a s se r tio n  w as b a se d  o n  th e  fac t th a t  
M cK in ley  s p lu ra lity  in  th e  e a s te rn  s ta te s  in  1900 w as less  th a n  it  h a d  b e e n  in  1896.

52. B eale , Theodore Roosevelt and the Rise o f  A m erica , p . 65 , n . 6.

CH A PTER 9
1. L iterary D igest 21 (1900): 6 0 5 -0 6 .
2. Ib id .;  Springfield  Republican, N ov. 14, 1900; San Francisco C all, N ov. 13, 14, 

15, 1900.
3. Literary D igest 21 (1900): 6 0 5 -0 6 .
4. Ib id . ; Boston Herald, N ov. 16, 1900.
5. New York Sun, Jan . 1, 1901; San Francisco Call, Jan. 1, 5, 1901; Springfield  R e

publican, Jan . 5, 1901; New York E vening Post, Jan. 5, 1901; Boston Post, Jan . 5 , 1901.
6. New York Times, Jan . 2, 1901.
7. Public O pinion  3 0  (1901): 326.
8. Ib id . ,  p p . 3 8 - 3 9 .
9. Ib id . ; Portland Oregonian, Jan. 12, 1901, as c ite d  in  th e  Springfield  R epubli

can, F eb . 13, 1901.
10. K e n n an  w as q u o te d  b y  th e  Springfield Republican, M ar. 15, 1901, an d  th e  L it

erary Digest 31 (1900): 365.
11. New York E vening Post, Jan . 28, 1901; New York Sun, F eb . 24, 1901.
12. C lip p in g  o f  Jan . 3, 1901, in  C u t te r  P ap e rs , U .S . A rm y  M ilita ry  H is to ry  R e

se a rc h  C o lle c tio n , C a rlis le  B arrack s , C arlis le , Pa. (h e re a f te r  C a rlis le  C o llec tio n ); San 
Francisco Call, Jan . 5, 1901.

13. San Francisco Call, Jan . 11, 1901; New York E vening Post, Jan . 11, 14, 1901.
14. New York Sun, Jan . 24, 1901.
15. New York E vening Post, Jan . 11, 1901; Springfield Republican, Jan . 11, 1901.
16. Springfield Republican, Jan . 11, 1901.
17. E . B e rk e le y  T o m p k in s, Anti-Im peria lism  in the United States: The G reat De

ba te , 1890-1920, p . 244; R o b e r t W ieb e , The Search For Order, 1877-1920, p . 228; 
F in le y  P e te r  D u n n e , Mr. D ooley’s O pinions , p . 71.

18. New York Sun, F eb . 2, 1901; “P olitical Affairs in  th e  P h il ip p in e s ,” S. D o c. 259, 
5 7 th  C o n g ., 1st S e ss ., p p . 3 2 - 4 2 .  For a  m o re  b a lan ce d  t r e a tm e n t  o f  th e  P a r tid o  F ed e ra l,
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s e e  P e te r  W. S tan ley , A  Nation in the M aking: The Philippines and the United S ta tes , 
1899-1921  p p . 6 8 -  69, 7 2 - 7 3 ,  77, 79.

19. New York E vening Post, Jan. 30 , 1901.
20. New York S u n , D e c . 23, 1900; Boston E vening Transcript, M ar. 25, 1901. F or 

th e  so c ie ty ’s r e p o r t ,  s e e  Facts A bou t the Filipinos , vol. 1, nos. 1 -1 2 .
21. S c h u rz  is c ite d  in  D a n ie l B. S ch irm er, R epublic or Empire: A m erican R e

sistance to the Philippine W ar, p . 243; New York Tim es , S ep t. 20, 1900; Jam es  LeR oy, 
The Am ericans in the Philippines , vol. 2, p . 239, n . 1.

22. New York W orld , F eb . 9, 10, 19, 1901.
23. New York E vening Post, Feb . 14, 1901.
24. S tan ley , Nation in  the M aking , p p . 8 7 - 8 8 .
25. D a v id  H ealy , U S . Expansion: The Im perialistic Urge in the 1890*8, p . 173.
26. S tan ley , N ation in  the M aking , p . 88.
27. New York E vening Post, Feb . 28, 1901; San Francisco C all, F eb . 18, 28, 1901; 

New York W orld , F eb . 17, 1901.
28. S. D o c. 331, 5 7 th  C o n g ., 1st S ess ., p t. 2, p . 911.
29. R a lp h  E . M in g e r, “Taft, M acA rth u r, an d  th e  E s ta b lis h m e n t o f  C iv il G o v e rn 

m e n t  in  th e  P h il ip p in e s ,” The Ohio H istorical Q uarterly  70 (1961): 3 1 8 -2 0 ; Taft to  R oot, 
Ju ly  30, 1900, R o o t P a p e rs , L ib ra ry  o f  C o n g ress .

30. Ib id . ,  p p . 3 2 0 -2 7 ;  M a c A rth u r  to  A d ju ta n t G e n e ra l, A ug. 31, 1900, in  U .S. A d
ju ta n t  G e n e ra ls  O ffice, C orrespondence Relating to the W ar w ith  Spain , vol. 2, p . 1165; 
W illiam  T. S ex to n , Soldiers in the S u n , p p . 2 5 1 -5 2 .

31. New York Tim es , A pr. 28 , 1901.
32. Public O pinion  30  (1901): 137.
33. S. D o c. 167, 5 6 th  C o n g ., 1st S ess ., p . 3.
34. San Francisco Call, F eb . 22, 1900, Jan. 4, 1901.
35. Boston H erald , N ov. 19, 1900; San Francisco Call, N ov. 19, 1900; New York 

W orld , D e c . 20 , 1900.
36. New York H era ld , D e c . 9, 1900.
37. San Francisco C all, M ar. 3, Ju ly  1, 1899, M ar. 3, 1900.
38. New York W orld , Jan . 26 , 1901; New York E vening Post, Feb . 1, 1901; New York 

Tim es , M ar. 3 , 1901.
39. Chicago R ecord , Jan. 29, 1901, as c ite d  in  th e  Springfield Republican , Jan . 30, 

1901; E vening Post a n d  th e  W orld  o f N e w  York an d  th e  San Francisco Call, all Jan. 26, 
1901.

40. New York E vening Post, F eb . 1, 1901; S. D o c. 331, p t. 3, p p . 2 5 9 4 -9 5 ,  2609, 
261 1-12 .

41. New York S u n , F eb . 24, 1901.
42. S. D o c . 331, p t. 1, p p . 3 6 8 -7 0 .
43. Taft to  R oo t, M ar. 17 ,1901, as c i te d  in  M in g er, “E s ta b lis h m e n t o f  C iv il G o v e rn 

m e n t ,” p p . 3 2 6 -2 7 ;  S. D oc. 331, p t. 1, p p . 3 6 8 -7 0 .
44. S. D oc. 331, p t. 1, p p . 3 2 3 -4 5 .  T h e  so n g  w as o rig in a lly  a p o e m  w r it te n  b y  R o b 

e r t  F. M o rriso n  in  th e  M anila Sunday Sun:
I ’m  on ly  a  co m m o n  so ld ie r-m an  in  th e  b la s te d  

P h ilip p in e s .
T h e y  say  I  g o t B ro w n  B ro th e rs  h e re ,  b u t  I d u n n o  

w h a t i t  m e an s .
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I lik e  th e  w o rd  F ra te rn ity , b u t  I s till d raw  
th e  line ;

H e  m ay  b e  a b ro th e r  o f  W illiam  H . Taft, b u t  h e  
a in ’t n o  f r ie n d  o f  m in e .

As c i te d  in  M ark  S u lliv an , O u r Times: The United S tates , 1900-1925 , vol. 1, p . 7.
45. Jam es H . B lo u n t, The Am erican Occupation o f  the Philippines , 1898-1912 , p p . 

3 3 3 -3 9 ;  Boston H era ld , M ar. 26 , 28, 1901. S ee  also th e  p e rso n a l ac co u n ts  o f  F u n s to n  
a n d  A g u inald o : “T h e  C a p tu re  o f  A g u in a ld o ,” Scribners M agazine  50  (1911): 5 2 2 - 3 6  a n d  
“T h e  S to ry  o f  M y C a p tu re ,” E verybody s M agazine  5 (1901): 1 3 1 -4 0 . S ee  also  th e  ac 
c o u n t o f  th e  c o rre s p o n d e n t,  O . K. D av is, “T h e  R eal A g u in a ld o ,” E veryb ody s M agazine 
5 (1901): 1 4 1 -4 4 . A g u in a ld o  c a lle d  F u n s to n  “a f ic tio n ize r,” w h ich  sh o u ld  co m e  as no  su r
p r ise . S e e  also M u ra t H a ls te a d , A guinaldo and His Captor.

46. C orrespondence , vol. 2, p p . 1 2 6 3 -  68; San Francisco Call, M ar. 24, 1901; 
Boston H erald , M ar. 24, 1901; L iterary D igest 20 (1900): 344.

47. R o o sev e lt to  F u n s to n , M ar. 3 0 ,190 1 , in  The Letters o f  Theodore R oosevelt, ed . 
E lt in g  M o riso n , vol. 3 , p . 35. A lm o st a  y e a r  e a r lie r  R o o sev e lt c o n g ra tu la te d  W illiam  A l
le n  W h ite  fo r an  a r tic le  in H a rpers  on  th e  flam b o y an t y o u n g  c o lo n e l in  co m m a n d  o f  th e  
K ansas v o lu n te e rs . “W h a t a  p e r fe c t  c o rk e r  F u n s to n  is!” th e  g o v e rn o r  o f  N ew  York d e 
clared*. S ee  R o o sev e lt to  W h ite , M ay  2 5 ,1 8 9 9 , vol. 2, p p . 1014-15 . F or Sgt. D a le y s  co m 
m e n t on  F u n s to n , s ee  his l e t te r  to  h is b ro th e r , Apr. 11,1901, C a rlis le  C o llec tio n . S ee  also 
th e  San Francisco Call fo r an  in te rv ie w  w ith  a rm y  officers in  th e  W ar D e p a r tm e n t  (M ar. 
29, 1901), an d  fo r C o rb in s  p ro te s t  (Apr. 6, 1901).

48. Springfield R epub lican , M ar. 20, 1901; San Francisco C all, M ar. 29, A pr. 26,
1901.

49. San Francisco C all, M ar. 28, 29 , 1901; Springfield R epub lican , M ar. 29, 30, 
1901; L iterary Digest 22 (1901): 4 6 7 -6 8 .  A p p a re n tly  w e a r in g  e n e m y  u n ifo rm s  w as n o t so 
u n c o m m o n  for th e  M a c a b e b e  scou ts . In  a  le t te r  to  h is  w ife , C a p t. B atso n , th e ir  co m 
m a n d e r , d e sc r ib e d  “d isc a rd in g  o u r  u n ifo rm s” in  o rd e r  to  p u t  o n  “A m igo  c lo th e s ” b e fo re  
la u n c h in g  a  “ s u rp r ise  a tta c k .” S ee  p . 136 o f  ty p e sc r ip t c o p ie s  o f  B a tson  s le t te r s ,  C a rlis le  
C o llec tio n .

50. As c i te d  in  Literary D igest 22  (1901): 4 6 7 -6 8 .
51. Ib id . ,  p p . 4 0 2 -0 3 ;  C orrespondence , vol. 2, p . 1263.
52. Literary D igest 22  (1901): 4 3 3 -3 4 ,  5 0 3 -0 4 .
53. Ib id .
54. Ib id . ,  23 (1901): 3; Public Opinion  30 (1901): 805.
55. San Francisco Call, A pr. 26, J u n e  25, 1901; S ex to n , Soldiers in the S u n y p p . 

2 4 9 -5 0 .
56. San Francisco Call, S e p t. 15, 16, 1899, Jan . 9, D e c . 7, 1900, A pr. 3 , 4 , 1901; 

M a c A rth u r  to  A d ju ta n t G e n e ra l, A pr. 3, 1901, in  C orrespondence , vol. 2, p . 1266.
57. New York Tribune, A pr. 2 , 5, 8, 16, 1901; New York Tim es , A pr. 1 ,1 6 , 1901; Pub

lic O pinion  30  (1901): 4 5 6 -5 9 ;  San Francisco Call, A pr. 4 , J u n e  25 , 1901.
58. F u n s to n  as c ite d  in  th e  San Francisco Call, O c t. 2 2 ,1 8 9 9 ; M aj. W illiam  K o b b e, 

“ D ia ry  o f  F ie ld  S e rv ic e  in  th e  P h ilip p in e s , 189 8 -1 9 0 1 ,” p . 42, a n d  L t. S am u el L yon  to  
h is  w ife , Apr. 20, 1901, C a rlis le  C o llec tio n . S ee  Jo h n  M o rg an  G a te s , Schoolbooks and  
Krags: The United States A rm y  in the Philippines for an  e x a m in a tio n  o f  th e  a rm y s  ro le  in  
e d u c a tio n a l, h y g ien ic , a n d  p o litic a l p ro g ram s.

59. Boston G lobe , M ar. 20 , 1901; Springfield R epublican , M ar. 29 , 1901; M ark  A.
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D e  W olfe H o w e , Portrait o f  an Independent: M o o rfe ld  Storey , 1845-1929 , p . 177; R o b 
e r t  B e isn e r, Twelve A gainst Empire: The A nti-Im peria lists , 1898-1900 , p p . 162, 180, 
n . 73.

60. San Francisco C all, M ay  7, 11, 1901.
61. Ib id . ,  Ju ly  4 , 5 , 1901; M a c A rth u rs  r e p o r t ,  Ju ly  4 , 1901, as c ite d  in  P h ilip p in e  

In fo rm a tio n  Society , The Philippine R evolution , p p . 11-12 .
62. San Francisco Cally A ug. 19, 1901; P h ilip p in e  In fo rm a tio n  Society , Philippine 

R evolution , p . 12 (q u o tin g  M a c A rth u rs  r e p o r t ,  p p . 1 9 -2 0 ).

CH A PTER 10
1. T h e  m o s t im p re s s iv e  s in g le  c o lle c tio n  is in  th e  U .S . A rm y  M ilita ry  H is to ry  R e

se a rc h  C o lle c tio n  a t C a rlis le  B arracks, C a rlis le , Pa. (h e re a f te r  C a rlis le  C o llec tio n ). For 
im p re ss io n s  o f  th e  v o lu n te e rs  in  th e  m o n th s  b e fo re  w a rfa re  b ro k e  o u t w ith  th e  F ilip in o s, 
see , in  p a rtic u la r , th e  d ia ry  o f  P v t. H e rm a n n  D ittn e r ,  le t te rs  o f  H u g h  C la p p  (b o th  in  
N e b ra sk a  re g im e n t) , a n d  le t te rs  o f  P v t. W illiam  C h r is tn e r  (P en n sy lv an ia  re g im e n t) . In  
a d d itio n  to  th e s e  so u rc e s , n e w sp a p e rs  a n d  th e  A n ti-Im p e r ia lis t  L e a g u e  p u b lish e d  frag 
m e n ts  o f  le t te rs  fro m  th e  P h ilip p in e s , as w e ll as th e  c o m m e n ts  o f  v e te ra n s  u p o n  th e ir  
r e tu r n .

2. H . C la p p  to  h is  fa th e r, F eb . 11, 1899; P v t. W. C h r is tn e r  to  h is  p a re n ts ,  M ay  1, 
1899; d ia ry  o f  P v t. H . D it tn e r ,  A pr. 29, 1899; L t. W illiam  C o n n o r  to  L t. F re d e ric k  
S lad en , A pr. 1, 1899; all fro m  C arlis le  C o llec tio n .

3. H . C la p p  to  h is  fa th e r, Apr. 10, 15, 29, M ay 27, 1899, C a rlis le  C o llec tio n .
4. T h e  P ittsburgh Post su rv e y  w as r e p ro d u c e d  in  th e  San Francisco Call, O c t. 27, 

1899. C o m p a re  th e  fra g m e n ts  o f  B u r re t t  s l e t te r  p u b lis h e d  in  th e  San Francisco Call, 
M ay 26, 1899, a n d  th e  New York Sun  as c i te d  in  L iterary D igest 18 (1899): 608.

5. E d w a rd  A tk in so n , The A nti-Im peria list, p p . 3 2 - 3 9 .
6. Ib id .;  E ighth  A rm y  C orps W ar Songs (M anila , 1901), W a lte r  C u t te r  P ap ers , 

C a rlis le  C o lle c tio n .
7. A tk in so n , A nti-Im peria list, p p . 3 2 - 3 9 ;  New York E ven ing Post, M ay  8, 1899; 

O m aha B ee , M ay  7, 1899; San Francisco Call, A pr. 24, 1899; Public Opinion  26  (1899): 
499; Literary D igest 17 (1899): 499 ; A rena  22  (1899): 568; Kansas C ity Tim es , n .d . ,  fro m  a 
c lip p in g  c o lle c tio n  o f  M rs. W illiam  Jam es, W id e n e r  L ib rary , H a rv a rd  U n iversity , C a m 
b r id g e , M ass, (h e re a f te r  Jam es  C o llec tio n ).

8. M aj. W illiam  K o b b e , “ D ia ry  o f  F ie ld  S e rv ic e  in  th e  P h ilip p in e s , 189 8-1901” ; 
M ich a e l J. L an ih a n , “ I R e m e m b e r, I R e m e m b e r” ; P v t. W. C h r is tn e r  to  h is fa th e r, M ar. 
19, 1899; all fro m  C a rlis le  C o llec tio n .

9. Kansas C ity  Tim es , n .d . ,  Jam es C o llec tio n ; San Francisco Call, A pr. 4 , 8 ,1 9 0 0 .
10. L t. S a m u e l P ow ell L y o n , “N o tes  on  th e  P h ilip p in e  In s u r re c t io n ” ; C ap t. M a t

th e w  B atson  to  h is  w ife , p . 78; b o th  fro m  C arlis le  C o lle c tio n . S. D oc. 331, 5 7 th  C o n g ., 
1st S ess ., p p . 1 4 4 3 -4 5 .

11. C u t te r  P a p e rs , C a rlis le  C o llec tio n .
12. C a p t. M . B a tso n  to  h is  w ife, p . 108, C a rlis le  C o llec tio n ; San Francisco Call, 

D e c . 21, 1899.
13. L t. S. P. L y o n  to  h is  w ife , M ay 2 8 - J u n e  18, O c t. 1 1 - D e c . 12, 1899, Jan . 30, 

1900; C a p t. M . B a tson  to  h is  w ife, M ay  2 8 - J u n e  18, 1899, p . 59; all from  C arlisle  
C o lle c tio n .
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14. C ap t. M . B a tso n  to  h is  w ife , M ar. 2 5 -3 1 ,1 8 9 9 , p p . 3 4 - 3 5 ,  C a rlis le  C o llec tio n .
15. Ib id . ,  A pr. 2 3 - M ay  4 , 1899, p p . 4 7 - 4 8 .
16. Ib id . ,  p p . 4 5 - 4 7 .
17. Ib id . ,  S e p te m b e r , O c to b e r , a n d  N o v em b er, 1899, p p . 1 1 3 -1 4 , 1 2 0 -2 1 .
18. L t. S. P. L yon  to  h is w ife , O c t. 9 ,1 8 9 9 , M ar. 19, A pr. 12, J u n e  17, 1900, C arlis le  

C o lle c tio n .
19. Ib id . ,  Jan . 13, 1901.
20. D ia ry  o f  W. C u tte r ,  p p . 1 8 -1 9 , C a rlis le  C o llec tio n .
21. Ib id .;  Sold iers B anner , n .d . ,  p p . 10-11 , C a rlis le  C o llec tio n .
22. L t. S. P. L y o n  to  h is  w ife , M ar. 28, 1900, C a rlis le  C o lle c tio n .
23. W. C u tte r ,  “H a n k  H a rk in s , R e c ru it ,” p p . 4 6 - 5 0 ,  5 6 -6 1 ,  a n d  h is d iary , p . 18, 

C a rlis le  C o llec tio n .
24. P v t. H a m b le to n  to h is  fa th e r, M ar. 4, 27, 1900, C a rlis le  C o llec tio n .
25. E ighth  A rm y  C orps W ar Songs, C u t te r  P a p e rs , C a rlis le  C o llec tio n .
26. L e tte rs  o f  Sgt. B ev e rly  D aley , N ov. 16, 1900, P v t. H a m b le to n , M ar. 4, 1900, 

a n d  C a p t. M . B a tso n , N ov. 8, 1900, p . 48 , C arlisle  C o llec tio n .
27. San Francisco Call, A ug. 23, S ep t. 15, O c t. 25, D e c . 30, 1899; F re d e ric k  

F u n s to n , M emories o f  Two Wars: C uba and  the Philippines, p . 443 . S ee  also  Literary  
D igest 19 (1899): 485 ; Public O pinion  27  (1899): 484.

28. A n ti-Im p e r ia lis t  L e a g u e , Soldiers Letters, Being M aterials f o r  the H istory o f  a 
W ar o f  C rim inal Aggression , p p . 3 - 4 ,  6 - 8 ,  10, 15; San Francisco Call, O c t. 18, 1899.

29. A n ti-Im p e ria lis t  L e a g u e , Soldiers' Letters , p p . 3 -1 5 ;  P v t. H a m b le to n  to  h is  
b ro th e r ,  M ay 26, 1900, C a rlis le  C o llec tio n ; Omaha Bee, M ay  7 , 1899; San Francisco 
Call, A pr. 24, 1899; Literary D igest 18 (1899): 601; Public O pinion  26  (1899): 499.

30. San Francisco Call, M ar. 6, A pr. 10 ,190 0 , M ar. 12, A pr. 11, 17, 1902; New York 
Sun, M ar. 1 0 ,190 2 ; S. D o c. 331, p p . 8 8 1 -8 5 ; Kingston  (N ew  York) E vening Post, M ay  8, 
1899, as c ite d  in  L iterary D igest 18 (1899): 601; A n ti-Im p e ria lis t  L e a g u e , Soldiers' L et
ters, p p . 3, 15.

31. S. D oc. 331, p p . 6 3 7 -3 9 ,  8 9 4 -9 8 .
32. P v t. W. C h r is tn e r  to  h is  p a re n ts ,  M ar. 13, Apr. 9, 1899; H . C la p p  to  h is  fa th e r, 

A pr. 29, 1899; d ia ry  o f  P v t. H . D ittn e r ,  A pr. 29, 1899; all fro m  C a rlis le  C o lle c tio n . F or 
th e  n u m b e r  o f  v o lu n te e rs  w h o  ac tu a lly  d id  re e n lis t ,  s e e  O tis s  r e p o r ts  in  U .S . A d ju ta n t 
G e n e ra ls  O ffice, C orrespondence Relating to the W ar w ith  Spain, vol. 2, p p . 1 0 0 1 -0 2 , 
1 0 0 4 -0 5 .

33. E ighth A rm y  C orps W ar Songs a n d  The Jolo Howler, Jan . 1, 1902, b o th  in  C u t
te r  P a p e rs , C a rlis le  C o lle c tio n ; Literary D igest 18 (1899): 601.

34. P v t. W. C h r is tn e r  to  h is  p a re n ts ,  S ep t. 21, 1898; G u y  H e n ry , J r., “T h e  L ife o f  
G u y  H e n ry , J r . , ” p p . 2 6 - 2 7 ;  Sold iers Banner, n .d . ,  C u t te r  P a p e rs ; all fro m  C arlis le  C o l
le c tio n . M a c A rth u r  in s is te d  th a t  d ru n k e n n e ss  in  th e  is lan d s w as n o  w o rse  th a n  it w as 
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