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relation between party affiliation and religious preference. In addi-
tion, he discusses the religious polarization of the Midwest and the
political conflicts between primarily Republican pietistic denomina-
tions (Methodists and Congregationalists) and primarily Democratic
liturgical denominations (Roman Catholic and German Lutherans).
The hostility between these two groups manifested itself in such is-
sues as the battle over prohibition in Jowa and Ohio, parochial edu-
cation in Wisconsin, and the threat of new immigrants to the coal
industry in Illinois.

Although the study should be considered a significant contribu-
tion to the political history of the Midwest, there is, in this reviewer’s
opinion, a major flaw. Because of the scarcity of evidence, Jensen
has been highly selective in his analysis and expects the reader to
accept too many unsupported assumptions and generalizations. He
uses, for example, religious preference data from an 1895 Iowa state
census to determine a ratio between actual members of a denomina-
tion and individuals expressing a preference for that denomination.
Then, he argues: “By assuming the ratios were about the same for
the same denomination in other midwestern states (a fairly strong
assumption, especially when dealing with cities) it becomes possible
to estimate the results of a hypothetical survey (in 1890) asking each
person over the age of ten to state his religious ‘preference’” (p. 86).
This, seemingly, is asking a great deal from the reader particularly
since Jensen apparently fails to question the validity of some evi-
dence such as the information supplied by churches (not individuals)
to the 1890 federal census takers. Similar questions could be raised
concerning his assumptions that partisanship followed religious lines
or that most liturgicals became Democrats and most pietists became
Republicans in the Midwest after 1850.

Anyone studying midwestern politics during this period must
acknowledge the significance of religious issues. They undoubtedly
influenced the behavior of voters, but whether religion was more im-
portant in the Midwest than other factors such as economics or class
antagonisms remains to be proved. Perhaps Jensen would have been
more successful if he had confined his analysis to a smaller area.

University of Maryland, College Park Richard T. Farrell

The Republican Command, 1897-1913. By Horace Samuel Merrill and
Marion Galbraith Merrill. (Lexington: The University Press
of Kentucky, 1971. Pp. xi, 360. Notes, illustrations, bibliography
of works cited, index. $12.50.)

The Merrills argue that between 1897 and 1913 the Republican
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party “had before it both the opportunity and need to modernize its
policies” on the tariff, currency, trusts, and Negro. Their book fo-
cuses on these issues, they explain, “because they were fundamental
matters upon which party leaders had built Republican strength and
with which voters continued to associate the party” (p. ix).

They conclude that the party’s top leadership—consisting of
Presidents William McKinley, Theodore Roosevelt, and William
Howard Taft; Senators Nelson W. Aldrich of Rhode Island, Orville H.
Platt of Connecticut, William B. Allison of Iowa, and John C. Spooner
of Wisconsin; and House Speaker Joseph G. Cannon of Illinois—in
their commitment to maintenance of “the Republican-business part-
nership” failed to meet this challenge. Instead, the GOP ‘“almost
ignored the Negro problem and administered but superficial attention
and patchwork legislation to the tariff, trust, and banking-currency
questions” (p. 7).

Even Roosevelt, whom the Merrills credit with showing “more in-
clination than his colleagues . . . to modernize the Republican party”
(p. ix), made “no determined effort to divorce” the GOP “from its
accommodation to business interests” (p. 93). After Roosevelt’s
departure from the White House, the new ruling triumvirate of Taft,
Aldrich, and Cannon ‘“‘allowed the party increasingly to appear to be
the servant of powerful special interest groups” (p. 277). The result of
this failure to deal constructively with the problems of a complex
industrial-urban society was the gradual disintegration of the Re-
publican party—due largely to the break up of the electorally crucial
East-Middle West alliance—climaxing in the Democratic triumph in
1912.

Despite an impressive amount of research, the Merrills have
written a disappointing book. The writing is pedestrian, the narra-
tive rambles, and their account largely follows well trod paths as
regards facts and interpretation. The student of the period will find
in this volume little new information except in its discussion of the
currency question. The interpretation repeats the traditional text-
book staples about the GOP as the loyal servant of big business, the
all powerful Senate Four, Cannon’s reactionary dictatorship in the
House, and Taft’s political ineptness. Even the authors’ generally
unfavorable portrayal of Roosevelt harks back to Henry F. Pringle’s
debunking biography.

Nor is their argument persuasive. As the Merrills themselves
demonstrate, the party top command followed, rather than led, in the
framing of the Dingley tariff and the war with Spain. Even in the
1909 tariff fight Aldrich was as much the reluctant captive as the
agent of powerful special interests. They underestimate Roosevelt’s
substantive achievements in the face of formidable political obstacles



160 Indiana Magazine of History

and his even more important contribution as an educator of and
preacher to the American public. Their own evidence shows that the
major stumbling block to currency reform was the lack of consensus
among the nation’s businessmen and bankers. And Taft, for all his
political ineptness, did try to modernize the party’s approach to tariff
making through his advocacy of a tariff commission.

The fundamental difficulty with their book is that the Merrills
look at the period from the perspective of 1970’s liberals. This short-
coming is most strikingly revealed in their repeated indictment of the
Republican leadership for its failure to take up “the crying need for
political championship of the Negroes” (p. 314). They ignore whether
there was any significant constituency to support such a crusade.
The fact was that most Americans, North and South, approved the
status quo regarding the Negro. The historian has a duty to make
judgments; but he must do so in terms of what William James called
the “live options” available to men of the time, not by the values of
a later day.

University of Nebraska, Lincoln John Braeman

Race Riot: Chicago in the Red Summer of 1919, By William M.
Tuttle, Jr. Studies in American Negro Life. Edited by August
Meier. (New York: Atheneum, 1970. Pp. xi, 305. Notes, illustra-
tions, maps, essay on sources, index. $8.95.)

Events of the past decade have revived interest among historians
in the causes and nature of violence in American life. One of the
most intelligent of these rediscoveries of the darker side of our
national experience is William Tuttle’s study of the five day riot that
gripped Chicago in July of 1919. Race Riol adds substantially to an
understanding of those events first treated by the Chicago Commis-
sion on Race Relations, The Negro in Chicago (1922), and most
recently by Arthur Wasdow’s From Race Riot to Sit-In, 1919 and
the 1960s (1966).

Tuttle does more than describe the riot which left twenfy-three
blacks and fifteen whites dead, over five hundred people injured, and
hundreds of homes and apartments burned. Rather, the University of
Kansas historian attempts to explain the complex of factors in the
daily experience of white and black Chicagoans that led to the riot.
Basing his argument on the collective behavior theories of sociologist
Neil J. Smelser and his evidence on new material from interviews,
manuscript collections, and testimony in federal government records,
Tuttle has made a serious effort “to write of individuals and, as race



