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ABSTRACT

Shortly after the United States became a belligerent in World War I, a Kentucky
newspaper editor declared Wisconsin the “Traitor State”—a conclusion he based on the
significant percentage of Wisconsin’s national representatives voting against entry into
the war, the governor’s push against a selective service draft, a mis-reported fact that the
state had not filled its draft’s quota, a large and outspoken Socialist Party, but most
importantly because of the state’s senior U.S. senator Robert M. La Follette, a
Progressive Republican, who continued to vorciforously argue that the country should
not be involved in the European War. Over the next year and a half, the state’s self-
described “militant patriots” or superpatriots attempted to disprove this epithet and
show instead that Wisconsin was filled with loyal, patriotic citizens. They began their
mission using propaganda and education, but later resorted to intimidation and
vigilantism. This work argues that the turning point between these two methods was the
special senatorial election held in the Spring of 1918, when the state needed to replace
its recently deceased junior senator with either a potentially disloyal representative
along the lines of La Follette or an appropriately loyal one who would help dispel its
traitor state reputation. This election was the state’s “crisis of loyalty.” Although the
loyalist candidate won, a significant percentage of the voting population, especially
among German Americans, voted for the allegedly disloyal candidate. Embarrassed by
this result, the state’s superpatriots, usually members of a community’s elite, began to
lash out at those they perceived as disloyal, focusing primarily on German Americans
and on farmers, who they found difficult to influence. The resulting vigilantism was
affected, however, by the prevalent and popular Progressive Movement, which
privileged restraint and control over violence. Wisconsin can be considered a microcosm
of a larger movement of intense superpatriotism that swept through the country during
World War 1. This monograph provides a detailed examination of this unique Wisconsin
situation with the idea that it can be used to help explain the broader phenomenon of
American superpatriotism during and since the Great War.
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Introduction

“Of course Wisconsin is loyal, the great majority of her people are loyal, but a few,
who have assumed to speak for others, have given Wisconsin the reputation abroad,
of having within her borders a large percentage of people who want Germany to win

this war.”
Loyalty Legion speech, n.d. (late 1917)!

“We are not far enough advanced to be dogmatic about it, but suggest that duty and
love combined are something like the equivalent of loyalty.”
Capital Times, February 3, 19192
On April 6, 1918, the one-year anniversary of America’s entrance into the

European War, almost two thousand student cadets gathered at the University of
Wisconsin’s Armory in Madison at the beginning of their two-and-a-half-mile march to
the University’s Stock Pavilion where they, along with eight thousand other attendees,
planned to hear patriotic speeches by those eager to “whip up enthusiasm” for the war
effort. A cold steady rain made the march unpleasant and by the time they arrived at the
unheated building, the young men were soaked to the skin and shivering in their heavy
wool uniforms. They, along with everyone else, looked forward to a handful of rousing
patriotic songs and a few brief speeches, so they could return home to dry and warm
themselves. Their hopes were dashed when Robert M. McElroy, a Princeton professor
serving as the educational director for the National Security League during World War I,
took the podium and droned on for over two hours. By the time McElroy began his third
hour of oration, most of the audience had left with the exception of his fellow speakers

on the podium and the cadets, who began to show their displeasure by stamping their

feet, snapping their rifle triggers, and generally being noisy. Irritated by the cadets’

1 Speech made by unknown Loyalty Legion member to a manufacturers group, n.d., but appears to be from late
1917, Wisconsin Loyalty Legion (WLL) papers, Box 4, miscellaneous letters and speeches folder.
2 “Loyalty” (editorial), Capital Times, February 3, 1919, 4.



seeming indifference to his patriotic message, McElroy allegedly decided to get a rise out
of his audience by emphatically declaring, “I think you are a bunch of damned traitors!”
When his audience did not respond to this taunt, he added, “I've often wondered what it

be like to speak before a Prussian audience. Ithink I now know.”3 Still, no response.

McElroy’s visit to Madison had been part of a speaking tour through the western
states for the National Security League, a volunteer organization that promoted
patriotism, nationalism, and Americanism beginning in World War I. His purpose was,
in part, to promote these concepts, but also to find out if these states were patriotic or
rife with pro-Germanism. Upon his return to the east coast, the National Security
League issued a statement that during his trip, McElroy had discovered that while many
“foreign born” living in the west had become true Americans, there was still a significant
amount of pro-Germanism, apathy, and ignorance of patriotic concepts amongst
Americans, foreign and native, living in western states. McElroy specifically mentioned
seeing “young men clad in the uniform of the American Army beneath which were
concealed the souls of Prussians.” Two days later, the New York Tribune asked him to

elaborate, which he did by describing his experience at the University of Wisconsin.4

McElroy probably thought he had an easy target in Wisconsin, since even before

America’s entrance into the war, others throughout the country had questioned the

3 From the Rutland News, Rutland Vermont, as reported in the St. Albans Daily Messenger, St. Albans, Vermont,
April 22, 1918, 5; National Security League Hearings before a Special Committee of the House of Representatives,
65 Congress, 3™ Session, H. Res. 469 and H. Res. 476, part 6, January 11, 1919, 521-522, 525-526; Paul Glad, The
History of Wisconsin: War, A New Era, and Depression, Vol. V (Madison, WI: State Historical Society of Wisconsin
Press, 1990), 41.

4 National Security League Hearings, 524-525. These pages refer to Exhibit A, National Security League press
release, “National Security League Leader Says West Needs Arousing on War—Dr. Robert M. M’Elroy, League’s
Educational Director, Finds Pro-Germanism, Apathy, and Ignorance in Western Tour,” April 15, 1918 and Exhibit B,
New York Tribune article, “West is Crowded with Pro-Germans, Dr. M’Elroy Says—Government Should Investigate
University of Wisconsin, He Declares,” April 17, 1918.



loyalty and patriotism of its leaders and citizens. By July 1917 it had earned the epitaph
“Traitor State.” Just days before his speaking engagement at the University, the state
had gone through an election which many had viewed as Wisconsin’s chance to prove its
loyalty to the nation. The election results had been promising, but not definitive. So, the
editors of the Rutland (Vermont) News were probably not surprised by McElroy’s story
and could easily wonder, “Is it possible that in Wisconsin...there is such open evidence
of pro-Germanism, as alleged? If so, it is high time for a thorough investigation of the
situation.”s McElroy’s hometown newspaper, the Trenton (New Jersey) Evening News
also commented on the story by noting the state’s poor reputation and reminding its
readers about the politician behind it all, “It will probably surprise no one to learn that
evidence of disloyalty and treason should be found in a state represented in the United
States Senate by [Robert M.] La Follette nor even in the University of Wisconsin, which
has shown pro-German tendencies.” The paper’s editors added, “If Wisconsin desires to
appear as one hundred per cent loyal in the eyes of the people of the United States, it
must demonstrate its loyalty by actions and not professions.”® Over the next few

months, Wisconsin’s leaders in patriotism would try to do just that.

McElroy, in his dramatic statements, had created a public relations nightmare for
the state and especially the University of Wisconsin, which pushed back with force by
pointing out that he had conveniently left out important information and had not been
quite truthful in his declarations. University leaders asked those who had been on the
dais with McElroy what they had heard and it soon became clear that while he may have

uttered thoughts about the cadets being traitors and Prussians, he did so more under his

5 From the Rutland News, as reported in the St. Albans Daily Messenger, April 22, 1918, 5.
& “Disloyalty in Wisconsin,” Trenton Evening News, Trenton, New Jersey, May 2, 1918, 6.



breath than with clear and loud statements. He also omitted the fact that the cadets
were drenched and cold and that he misread his audience by presenting a lengthy
diatribe instead of a brief oration. As a result of his long speech, several of the cadets
ended up in the infirmary and two private citizens who attended passed away from
exposure.” The National Security League at first refused to acknowledge these errors,
even after a review of the incident by its president, but were later brought to task during
a two-month-long House of Representatives hearing. The organization was also
chastised by George Creel, director of the Committee for Public Information, the federal
government’s propaganda agency during the war, who wrote that “Few instances have
struck me as more disgraceful than the McElroy affair...The National Security League
seems to put press notices above patriotism.”® McElroy may have been censured, but his
narrative fit into a home front discourse by the country’s self-described militant patriots
that labelled Wisconsinites as potentially disloyal and possibly seditious and traitorous.
Several decades later, however, historians Horace Peterson and Gilbert Fite in
Opponents of War, 1917-1918 (1957) wrote that this “childish” incident represented “the

conceit, the foggy mentality, and hysteria” of the World War I superpatriot.?

KK*

McElroy represented the quintessential American superpatriot of the World War
I era, a white-collar, politically conservative, Anglo-American who defined patriotism as

an unquestioning belief in devotion to country, the righteousness of the American way

7 National Security League Hearings, 526. Information from Exhibit C, “Resolution of the Faculty of the University of
Wisconsin Adopted April 24, 1918.”

8 Letter from George Creel to William E. Dodd, September 23, 1918, as quoted in Horace C. Peterson and Gilbert
Fite, Opponents of War, 1918-1918 (Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 1957), 108.

° Peterson and Fite, 108.



of life, the inability of America to be morally wrong, and the superiority of the American
military, along with an intense hatred of the German foe, who McElroy and his
compatriots viewed as evil and godless.1° These superpatriots spoke of loyalty and
patriotism in nativist and nationalistic terms that did not allow for dissent or challenges.
Those who did not agree with their ideas of patriotism could not be considered one
hundred percent American and had to be punished, often with intimidating tactics up to

and including violence.

Superpatriotism,!* an extreme form of nationalism, needs to be separated from
patriotism. According to historian Merle Curti the latter can be “defined as love of
country, pride in it, and readiness to make sacrifices for what is considered its best
interest,” while nationalism supports the idea that one’s country is superior to all others
and its interests separate and more important than other nations—essentially an
excessive and aggressive form of patriotism.2 Superpatriots make nationalism an
emotive force that places “nationalistic pride and supremacy above every other public
consideration,” according to political scientist Michael Parenti.’3 Beyond this pride, they
believe that their country is endowed with a superior virtue, a unique history, and a
special place in the world. 4 Parenti, who has studied superpatiotism in the United
States, believes American superpatriots have several distinctive characteristics, a few of

which can be directly tied to the World War I era, specifically a support of militarism; a

10 some of this definition is pulled from the description of war proponents in Peterson and Fite, 12.

111 will be treating “hyperpatriotism” and “superpatriotism” as synonyms throughout this work. Superpatriotism
was used during the war, while hyperpatriotism appears to have been created afterwords. Both words are
frequently used by historians. At the time, the preferred term was “militant patriots.”

12 Merle Curti, The Roots of American Loyalty (New York: Columbia University Press, 1946, viii; See also
“Nationalism vs. Patriotism,” letter to the editor, Washington Post, February 20, 2014.

13 Michael Parenti, Land of Idols: Political Mythology in America (NY: St. Martin’s Press, 1994), 26.

14 Michael Parenti, Superpatriotism (Sand Francisco: City Lights Books, 2004), 2.



reliance on machismo rhetoric; an uncritical readiness to follow national leaders,
especially the president; and, the use of it by politico-economic leaders to “mask class
privileges and mute class conflict.”15 All of these features appeared in Wisconsin during
the months the United States participated in the Great War and will be seen throughout

this work.

Besides the rampant nationalism and superpatriotism that existed throughout
the United States during World War I, political science professor Murray Levin has
argued that American elites, including those in Wisconsin during World War I, have a
history of promoting political hysteria and repression when they believe their power is
being challenged, by creating a crusade to purge an imaginary threat or evil. He suggests
that the repression of this threat can be cloaked in a democratic American facade that
appears practical, pluralist, lawful, and not particularly violent as the elites rely on
legislatures and the courts to support their crusade, along with carefully created
marketing campaigns that reinforce the righteousness of their passion and the ugliness
of the enemy.1¢ Although Levin was primarily interested in the Red Scare and
McCarthyism, his discussion of American nationalism and hyperpatriotic instincts offers
insights into Wisconsin’s bout with superpatriotism during World War I, especially in

regards to the state’s German-Americans.

As a way to diminish and control those who have challenged their authority,
superpatriots, including those from World War I Wisconsin, tend to deploy words such

as patriotism, American, loyalty/disloyalty, and traitor as weapons against those they

15 parenti (1994), 35.
16 Murray B. Levin, Political Hysteria in America: The Democratic Capacity for Repression (New York: Basic Books,
1971), 4-8.



perceive as a threat. Their definition of these terms often appears extreme and seems to
take a fascist approach that brooks no disparagement of American icons nor dissent
against governmental decisions (at least the ones they agree with). They see dichotomies
such as patriot vs. traitor, loyalty vs. disloyalty, and American vs. un-American in black
and white terms; there are no gray areas. One either accepts their narrow definitions of

these terms or one is an enemy of the nation.

This mindset is apparent in the following analysis of Wisconsin’s World War I
hyperpatriots. In the name of national security during a time of war, they wielded these
concepts as a cudgel to destroy those who contested America’s role as a belligerent in the
European War, seemingly ignoring the first amendment right of freedom of speech.
While this blatant flaunting of the Bill of Rights seems apparent to us today, at the time
these rights only provided protections against acts of the national government, not those
of the states, allowing state and local governments to punish with impunity those who
spoke out or gathered together to question governmental actions. Wisconsin’s
superpatriots had no problem denying their fellow citizens any perceived rights they
might have as an American, and Wisconsin’s courts and governmental entities generally
supported them in their attempts to search out and annihilate the threat of any disloyal,

traitorous, or un-American Wisconsin citizen.”

17 Jack N. Rakove, “Bill of Rights,” in The Concise Princeton Encyclopedia of American Political History, eds. Michael
Kazin, Rebecca Edwards and Adam Rothman (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2011), 40. After World War
I, the Supreme Court began to support the idea that the Bill of Rights applied to state governments as well as the
federal, an idea generally referred to as the Incorporation Doctrine. The Court’s 1925 ruling in Gitlow v. New York,
which restrained state governments from violating freedom of speech, represented the first time the
Incorporation Doctrine went into effect.



The intense wave of superpatriotism that was experienced in Wisconsin also
swept through all of America during the war, and could be found in almost every city,
town, and county in the country. The Midwest was definitely not immune. Besides
Wisconsin, nearby states also went to disturbing extremes in their practice and
understanding of what it meant to be a patriot during war time. Minnesota’s
Commission of Public Safety, for example, used its “almost dictatorial powers,”
according to Minnesota historian Carl Chrislock, not only against German Americans,
but primarily to defeat trade unions and the Nonpartisan League, viewed as disloyal
leftist organizations that did not adequately support the war effort by the state’s seven
commissioners.'8 In a similar vein, Iowa’s governor, William L. Harding, issued a
proclamation forbidding the use of foreign languages in any public place, including
churches and on the telephone, stating, in essence, that freedom of speech only

extended to the English language.19

Wisconsin was also rife with superpatriots, but they had a unique problem not
found in any other state of the union—they lived in the “Traitor State,” a concept that
began to emerge in the months before America entered the war, but solidified during the
summer of 1917. This epithet arose from a triad of issues that were unique to the state,
at least in combination. To begin with, Wisconsin had a large and vocal German

population that represented around one third of the state’s residents, according to the

18 Carl H. Crislock, Watchdog of Loyalty: The Minnesota Commission of Public Safety during World War I (St. Paul,
MN: Minnesota Historical Society Press, 1991), x.

19 Crislock (1991), 270.; Carl H. Crislock, Ethnicity Challenged: The Upper Midwest Norwegian-American Experience
in World War I (Northfield, MN: Norwegian-American Historical Association, 1981), 81-82. Crislock notes that the
text of Harding’s proclamation was published in English in the Lutheraneren, a Norwegian language newspaper, on
June 12, 1918. Also see Nancy Ruth Derr, “lowans during World War I: A Study of Change Under Stress,” (Ph.D.
dissertation, George Washington University, 1979).



1910 census, and who had been strong advocates for neutrality in the early years of the
war.2° Other states had large German populations, but they often consisted of pacifist
groups, such as the Amish or the Mennonites, who did not participate in politics.
Wisconsin’s Germans, in contrast, expected to be and were active participants in the
state’s political arena. Once the United States entered the war, these Germans came
under suspicion, although not immediately. Combined with a potential filial connection
to the enemy country, many of these Germans, especially in Milwaukee, associated with
the Socialist Party. Perceived as a questionable leftist organization at best before the
war, it raised nativist ire when its leaders condemned America’s entry into the European
War the same week the country declared war on Germany. Finally, Wisconsin was home
to the “Kaiser’s Senator,” Robert M. La Follette, a Progressive Republican who also
spoke out against America’s participation in the war before and after Congress and
President Woodrow Wilson decided to send troops to Europe. With his strong ideals and
combative personality, he became a lighting rod for those eager to label anti-war
represenatatives as disloyal and was the first reason Wisconsin became labelled the

“traitor state.”

Wisconsin’s superpatriots were keenly aware of the national perception. By the
summer of 1918, they bridled at allegations from across the nation that Wisconsin was
acutely lacking in patriotic zeal. While the Los Angeles Times declared from the west
coast, “There is probably more disloyalty per square foot in Wisconsin than anywhere
else in the country,” the Washington Post chimed in from the east with the opinion that

“there may be few spots as intensely pro-German as there are in Wisconsin.” Perhaps,

20 One third of Wisconsin’s residents in 1910 had either been born in Germany or had a parent who was born in
Germany.
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worst of all, the Montgomery (Alabama) Advertiser damned Wisconsin as “the
American hot bed of disloyalty.”2! This is the rhetoric they were responding to when they

set out to prove these commentators wrong, sometimes using extreme measures.

Wisconsin’s World War I-era superpatriots were the state’s elite—men who not
only used the war to support their businesses and political ambitions but who also
invoked their privilege, supported by class, race, ethnicity, religion, and heritage, to
demand an unquestioning allegiance to the United States’ war effort as proposed by
President Wilson. In Wisconsin these men and women rallied a substantial portion of
the state’s residents into a patriotic fervor, while managing to suppress and sometimes
punish those who questioned their actions. They probably did this more to defeat their
primary adversary, the powerful German-American political juggernaut, then to
conquer the Kaiser and Germans abroad. Yet, as with superpatriots since, they used
clumsy, violent, and frequently dishonest methods to reach their goals—ones that, once
the sense of palatable fear passed, could be recognized as both undemocratic and

unconstituitional.

As early as September 1917, a worry arose among those who espoused a
superpatriotic approach to the war that they may be considered no better than the
“Prussians” (whose militaristic tendencies were supposed to have infected all of
Germany) American soldiers were fighting on the battlefield. Wisconsin’s superpatriots,
as well as those around the country, believed the crisis created by the war allowed them

to ignore rights provided by the Constitution in order to make sure the war was won by

21 “Wisconsin’s Bolsheviki,” Los Angeles Times, March 29, 1918, section Il, 4; “The Heroic Hour,” Washington Post,
May 18, 1918, also Ira E. Bennett, Editorials from The Washington Post, 1917-1920 (Washington, DC: Washington
Post Co., 1921), 235; “The Situation in Wisconsin,” Montgomery [Alabama] Advertiser, April 19, 1918, 4.
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the Allies. In the months immediately after the war ended, the irony that in the midst of
fighting a war against Prussianism, Wisconsin’s superpatriots practiced a domestic
oppression that would equal any practiced by the Prussians was laid out by Charles D.
Stewart in his Atlantic article “Prussianizing Wisconsin.”22 Stewart described several
times the state’s superpatriots acted unconstitutionally and chastised them for their
behavior. In a way, he captured the paradox of American superpatriotism from any era:
in demanding that all Americans experience patriotism as they do, espousing the belief
that the United States is superior to all other nations, while, at the same time,
undermining the basic tenents of American democracy and thus the foundation of its

greatness.

This work looks at Wisconsin’s World War I-era superpatriots in depth and
attempts to understand who they were, what created their mindset, how they reacted to
current events, and how those reactions changed over time. While concepts of loyalty
and patriotism in an American context have been researched and discussed by
historians for almost one hundred years, this more extreme version of patriotism, along
with its practitioners, has not been studied as thoroughly. I argue that to understand
American history through most of the twentieth century and into the twenty-first an
understanding of the superpatriotism that arose during World War I is imperative.
Looking at Wisconsin’s World War I superpatriots, who could be argued saw themselves
as most under threat by being labeled “traitors,” provides a microcosm of the
superpatriotic mindset in one of its most intense forms. This monograph provides a

detailed examination of this unique Wisconsin situation with the idea that it can be used

22 Charles D. Stewart, “Prussianizing Wisconsin,” Atlantic Monthly 123 (January 1919), 99-105. This article is
discussed at length in the chapter 6.
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to help explain the broader phenomenon of American superpatriotism during the World

War I era.

KK*

While there are no monographs that provide an overview of the hyperpatriotism
that dominated the World War I American home front, the topic has appeared in other
works related to the war experience with four major themes emerging over time. The
first time historians challenged the positive narrative that all Americans embraced the
war effort and worked together to win the war, as proposed in many state-sponsored
narratives immediately after Armistice was declared, including ones written about
Wisconsin’s war experience, occurred in the 1930s. These early works focused almost
exclusively on the German-American experience and the destruction of their culture in
America. By the 1930s, most Americans had come to realize that the war was not going
to make the world safe for democracy or be the war to end all wars, as President
Woodrow Wilson had claimed when America was on the precipice of entering the
European conflagration. This change of heart made it an appropriate time to begin
analyzing what really happened during World War I and how it changed America. In the
post-World War II era, interest in the previous war emerged again, especially after
Senator Joe McCarthy began his unsuccessful hunt for communists, creating a new era
of superpatriotism. Political scientists and young historians began drawing parallels
between discussions of loyalty and the suppression of free speech in both eras. A third
wave of writing on the Great War’s American home front occurred in the late 1970s and
1980s, as historians began to suggest links between the progressive movement and the

war effort with an occasional discussion on how the former inadvertently encouraged a
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rise of superpatriotism. Finally, today, we are in the midst of a fourth surge of interest in
the World War I American home front, one that is partially interested in the propaganda
and manipulation used to convince Americans to go to war, often making parallels to the
Iraq Wars of the 1990s and 2000s, but also in tying the war to significant changes in the
ways Americans viewed their national identity and citizenship. The current discussion of
the World War I home front can be tied, in part, to acknowledging the war’s centennial,
but also seems related to a parallel that both eras (World War I and today) experienced
regarding the ascent of conservatives who promote an extreme form of patriotism that
ignores the Bill of Rights, while at the same time espousing a love of country and
democracy. This work will draw from all four theme eras, but fits solidly within the last
as the author saw World War I-era history seemingly repeat itself in many current

events as she wrote this work.

**¥%

Beginning in the 1930s, historians have shown that the vitriol thrown at
America’s German Americans and their culture during the war led to the dismantling of
their political power, along with their social organizations, and hastened their
assimilation into the American mainstream.23 This phenomenon occurred in Wisconsin
as well. The war gave the dominant political culture, Anglo-American Protestant
migrants from New England, known colloquially as “Yankees,” and their descendants,

an opportunity to remove their fiercest political rivals, the German Americans, who

2 The first books on this topic were Carl Wittke’s German-Americans and the World War (New York: J.S. Ozer,
1936) and Clifton J. Child’s The German-Americans in Politics, 1914-1917 (Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin
Press, 1939). However, the seminal book on the topic is still considered to be Frederick C. Luebke’s Bonds of
Loyalty: German Americans and World War | (Dekalb, IL: Northern lllinois Press, 1974). Wittke may have been the
first historian to cover the hysteria targeted at German-Americans in his chapter “Furor Americanus.”
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challenged and aggravated the nativists with their foreign language, education, religion,
and drinking habits, along with their arrogant attitude about the superiority of
Germany’s art, music, and literature. By the summer of 1918, the Yankees could argue
that German Americans and their culture were the antithesis of everything patriotically
American. To avoid being the target of vigilante behavior, German-Americans in
Wisconsin changed their names and the names of their businesses and generally

eliminated any German practices and identifiers from their life.

Despite this, my research shows that the presence of a large number of those with
German ancestry was not a factor in the rise of superpatriotism in World War I
Wisconsin, at least not at first. Until the primary in a Senate special election held in
March 1918, Wisconsin’s loyalists were clear in their statements that they did not see
German Americans collectively as the enemy, although they did attack German culture
and language and sometimes viewed individuals as suspicious, disloyal, or traitorous.
This did not mean that Wisconsin’s German Americans had an easy time, since the
federal government looked on them with suspicion from the beginning and even
required all men of German descent to register as “enemy aliens” in January 1918 and
women later in the year.24 However, once Wisconsin’s loyalist leaders analyzed the
primary election results, they realized that areas of the state with significant
concentrations of German Americans tended to vote for candidates who had been

identified and labelled by the superpatriots as disloyal. Once this analysis became

2 See Lee Grady’s article on registering enemy aliens in Wisconsin for a discussion of this phenomenon. Lee Grady,
“America’s “Alien Enemies’: Registering as German in Wisconsin during World War |,” Wisconsin Magazine of
History 102, no. 2 (Winter 2018): 4-17.
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public, hatred of and violence against German Americans and all things German

escalated dramatically within the state.

German Americans were not the only groups targeted by Wisconsin’s militant
patriots, Socialists, frequently German, and Progressive Republicans, who generally did
not support the United States entrance into the war, also experienced their ire. In each
of these two groups, a single man became the main target. Among the Socialists, Victor
Berger, editor of the Socialist newspaper the Milwaukee Leader, spent the war
beleaguered not only by the state’s extreme patriots, but also by the federal government,
which charged him with writing treasonous and seditious editorials and took him to
court under the Espionage Act. Among Progressive Republicans, Senator Robert La
Follette experienced the most vitriol, especially during 1917, when the nation’s
newspaper and magazine editors railed against his alleged disloyalty for not supporting
the war, and members of the U.S. Senate tried to expel him for his supposedly
treasonous words and behavior. In fact, his out-spoken rejection of America’s entrance
into the war (supported by nine of Wisconsin’s eleven U.S. Representatives), along with
a strong anti-war Socialist party, seems to have led to Wisconsin’s identity as a traitor

state, rather than its large German-American population.

KK*

The history of Wisconsin’s bout with superpatriotism during World War I can be
put into a broader discussion of how loyalty to the American nation has been defined
over time and whether one can be still be considered loyal when speaking out against
the country’s government, representatives, and/or its symbols. John H. Schaar, one of a

number of political theorists who became interested in concepts of loyalty in the 1950s,
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argues that for most of the nineteenth century, Americans were disinclined to pledge
loyalty to abstract political concepts and distant governments, due in large part to a
belief in individualist doctrines and a strong dislike for and wariness of politicians. The
Civil War, he suggests, with calls for national union and unity led Americans to seriously
consider embracing loyalty to country. In the post-Civil War period, Scharr describes
the two forms of loyalty that emerged: an earlier, rational one dedicated to pluralistic
and extranational principles that was challenged, primarily during World War I, by one
he describes as “irrational, nationalistic, and conformist.”25 While this is evident in
many cases of political extremism in Wisconsin during the war, later historians
challenged the idea that it was “irrational” and examined the war in the context of the

progressive movement with its emphasis on rationality and control.

What this nationalistic and conformist form of loyalty promoted during the war
was a suppression of anti-government rhetoric. Interest in this suppression, beyond just
German Americans, first emerged in the 1950s, and Horace Peterson, along with Gilbert
Fite who finished Peterson’s work after his death, wrote the seminal work on the topic.
In Opponents of War, 1917-1918 (1957), they not only covered the different groups who
came under attack, but were the first to identify and describe the characteristics of

America’s superpatriots from the First World War.

In the wake of this monograph, interest in Wisconsin’s superpatriots swelled with
a slew of theses and dissertations written on the topic during this time. A few of them
turned into articles, making them the first published works on the subject. John

Finnegan’s article on the preparedness movement (1964), an antecedent of the

25 John H. Schaar, Loyalty in America (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1957), 88.
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superpatriotism of World War I, is one of these. In it he describes this movement as a
“somewhat exaggerated response to the pressure of the time” by the urban upper-
middle class, a theme that was repeated once America entered the war. In a similar vein,
Lorin Cary wrote an article about the Wisconsin Loyalty Legion (1969), a superpatriotic
group founded during the war, in which he argues the Legion “exaggerated the extent of
superpatriotism” and mistook support of the war effort as support for its goals, leading
to its quick demise after the war ended.26 For many years, Cary’s article existed as the
main work on Wisconsin’s superpatriots. Much of this early writing on World War I
Wisconsin, published and unpublished, appears to be in reaction to the suppression of
speech by superpatriots during the McCarthy era, an idea the authors sometime
mentioned in their introductions or conclusions.

*x%

Wisconsin’s experience with superpatriotism during World War I makes more
sense if put into the context of the Progressive Movement, which was at its peak
throughout the war and very popular in Wisconsin. To be clear, this work defines
Progressivism as a movement which prioritized reason, order, and efficiency,
exemplified by new managerial and bureaucratic institutions led by experts, often

academics. It can be contrasted with the anti-elitist populist approach to government

26 John P. Finnegan, “Preparedness in Wisconsin: The National Guard and the Mexican Border Incident,” Wisconsin
Magazine of History 47, no. 3 (Spring 1964): 199; Lorin Lee Cary, “The Wisconsin Loyalty Legion, 1917-1918,”
Wisconsin Magazine of History 53, no. 1 (Autumn 1969): 50. Both of these articles were based on the author’s
master’s theses. Note that both authors use “exaggerated” to discuss the actions of Wisconsin’s superpatriots
during the war. This is a common theme in writings on World War Wisconsin. For overviews of the political
situation in Wisconsin during the war, two state histories, Robert C. Nesbit’s Wisconsin: A History (Madison, WI:
University of Wisconsin Press, 1973) and the Wisconsin Historical Society’s History of Wisconsin Series volume 5,
War, A New Era, and Depression, 1914-1940 (Madison, WI: State Historical Society of Wisconsin Press, 1990), have
been the best resources, but they do not go into depth into the superpatriotic movement, although they do
discuss the actions of its participants and those they targeted..
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from the nineteenth century, which promoted individualism and often relied on

emotion, charismatic leaders, and occasionally violence.

Professor Herbert Margulies may have been the first historian to tie
progressivism with World War I, and he did so in a Wisconsin context. His overall
argument centers on his belief that the war caused the decline of the progressive
movement, as led by Robert La Follette, but not progressivism in general. Margulies
describes the war shattering factional alignments within the state’s progressive
movement, arguing that La Follette’s organization “broke beyond repair” when
Progressive Republicans originally joined with their old enemies (Stalwart
[conservative] Republicans and Democrats) to embrace President Wilson’s patriotic
propaganda and rally round the flag. He later notes that this “war-born loyalty group”
did not last, but by the spring of 1918 had subdivided into three segments: Democrats,
superpatriotic Republicans, and moderate Republicans; the latter two both being a form
of Stalwart Republican. The progressives had been subsumed into one of those three
segments.2” Besides these factional schisms, Margulies argues, the progressive
movement’s demise in Wisconsin could also be tied to the newly increased strength of
the Stalwart Republicans, especially the moderate faction (made up of those, such as
Wisconsin Governor Emanuel Philipp, who had not embraced superpatriotism nor the
Progressive Movement during the war), and voters’ interests turning toward liquor
(prohibition) and anti-Catholicism issues and away from progressive concerns, along

with La Follette’s polarizing techniques. Margulies does acknowledge, however, that

27 Herbert F. Margulies, Decline of the Progressive Movement in Wisconsin (Madison, WI: State Historical Society of
Wisconsin, 1968), 242.
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neither La Follette nor progressive-inspired reformism were destroyed by the war, but

actually showed a revival in the post-war years.28

About a decade after Margulies’s work, professors David M. Kennedy and Ellis
Hawley tied progressivism to World War I on a national level.29 Kennedy in his seminal
work on World War I and American society illustrates how President Wilson adroitly
convinced progressives, who generally embraced non-violence and pacifism, to accept
America’s entrance into the European War by couching it in terms that would
particularly appeal to them, especially the idea that this would be a war for democracy, a
war to end all wars, and a crusade to redeem barbarous Europe from militarism.3° This
acceptance, along with their rationalization of wartime vigilantism, Kennedy argues,
lays bare “the assumptions, ambitions, and limitations of the progressive mentality”
better than a study of the movement in peacetime.3* Hawley, on the other hand, and
later Michael McGerr, following in Margulies’s footsteps, have closely tied the
progressive movement to World War I and concluded that the war marked the

culmination of the movement’s objectives, but also its destruction.

World War I provided progressives with an opportunity to show Americans how a

war effort could be managed. Hawley argues that while war managers urged harmony

28 Margulies, 283-288.

2 professor Paul L. Murphy in his 1979 book on World War | and civil liberties briefly addressed the Progressive
Movement and World War | around the same time as Kennedy and Hawley did, but to a much more limited extent.
Murphy argues that during World War |, progressives, who advocated using a centralized and “paternalistic”
federal government as an active instrument of social control, created federal policy that repressed “individualism
and diversity of opinion” as a way to secure allegiance from all Americans, especially those whose loyalty was
suspect. This approach, Murphy believes, fit in with their desire to curtail “evil” behavior by “evil” individuals, such
as those selling impure food and drugs, exploiting women and children, or corrupting the political process. Paul L.
Murphy, World War I and the Origin of Civil Liberties in the United States (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1979), 25.
30 David M. Kennedy, Over Here: The First World War and American Society (New York: Oxford University Press,
1980, 2004 edition), 51.

31 Kennedy, 373. Kennedy discusses vigilantism and progressivism on pages 73-83.

III
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and cooperation among ethnic groups, they also created a “repressive loyalty apparatus”
that ended up being appropriated by superpatriots and used against “un-American”
elements. The targets of the apparatus, he continues, saw the progressive bureaucracies
“as instruments of monopoly, tyranny, terrorism, injustice, profiteering, or sectional
advantage.” He adds that Midwesterners were particularly angry over loyalty measures,
among other things, which produced among them a “marked revulsion” against

President Wilson and his war managers.32

Michael McGerr takes Hawley’s ideas and builds on them. He agrees that World
War I was progressivism’s climax, but also “its death knell,” because contradictorily the
progressive war managers “produced disorder instead of order” and “chaos instead of
control.”33 He sees the managed portion of the loyalty campaign as a manipulative
approach to remake Americans into a homogenous, loyal population made up of middle-
class people “who banished individualism, disciplined pleasure, eliminated class
differences, and elevated women.” McGerr agrees with Hawley that these war managers
lost control of their campaign to purge disloyalty by turning significant portions of it
over to local officials and private citizens, often superpatriots, who used extreme
measures to create a loyal populace.34 By failing to contain the loyalty campaign, along
with other examples of increased federal authority, such as conscription and
prohibition, Americans began to view the progressive government, as exemplified by

Wilson, as “dictatorial and autocratic.” This push back on progressivism, especially by

32 Ellis W. Hawley, The Great War and the Search for Modern Order: A History of the American People and Their
Institutions, 1917-1933 (New York: St. Martin’s, 1979), xv, 27, 37.

33 McGerr, Michael E., A Fierce Discontent: The Rise and Fall of the Progressive Movement in America, 1870-1920
(New York: Free Press, 2003), xvi.

34 McGerr, 288-290. Civilian members of the American Protective League displayed some of the most egregious
behavior.
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conservatives, led not to a cohesive population, McGerr argues, but a return to
America’s individualist and reactive past with people primed to attack those they
identified as radicals and treasonous, such as the newly created Bolsheviks, leading to

the postwar Red Scare.35

In this work, I will primarily use Progressivism to discuss the paradox it created
regarding vigilantism, especially the tension between the Progressive desire to be
rational and in control versus the need to control the thoughts and behavior of others
during wartime, most effectively, but not always, with violence. Professor Paul Murphy
has argued that Wilsonian leaders, who usually identified with the progressive
movement, had few qualms about extending Progressive forms of social control into
restraints against wartime disloyalty and dissent. He notes that Wilson divided wartime
repression into one with a positive spirit, a temporary form which included educating
people to see the value of their sacrifice, and one with a “mean” spirit, marked by
insensitive behavior by public officials and private citizens, including vigilantism.
Wilson worried the latter form would impede his higher mission to make the world safe

for democracy and preserve Western capitalism.36

Wilson very clearly condemned mean-spirited repression and vigilantism, but
seemed blind to the fact that Progressive beliefs, including the ideas that shared
convictions made a society and that persuasion rather than law was the preferred way to

govern, could perversely sanction noxious kinds of oppression and contribute to the

35 McGerr, 302, 305, 310.
36 Murphy, 252.
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hysteria that led to vigilante behavior.37 He, and other national progressive leaders, did
not seem aware that the actions of federal agents, which at times could be intolerant,
insensitive and destructive of individual rights, usually in the name of legitimate
national policy, encouraged political hysteria and similar behavior among private

citizens.38

Vigilantism, at least as practiced in the United States during World War I, had an
embedded paradox: those who identified themselves as dedicated to supporting a nation
of laws, had to break the law to enforce it. Former Attorney General Charles Bonaparte
(1906-1909), possibly in an attempt to address this paradox, stated in 1890, as a lawyer,
that the purpose of vigilantism was not to violate the law, but to vindicate it.39
Progressives, such as president Wilson, tended to conflate vigilantism with spontaneous
mob violence perpetrated by lower class men, while separating it from vigilance, which
Wilson tied to service, voluntarism, and its embodiment of American democracy. It is
this latter form, perpetrated by elite leaders with a middle-class rank and file, that fits
with in this paradox. Since, as historian Christopher Capozzola has pointed out,
vigilantism is not about violence, but about law, and the vigilantes desire to establish
order on its behalf, even as they operate outside of it.4° Within this context, federal and
state leaders who supported the progressive movement could rationalize invasive

activities during the war.

37 Kennedy, 74. See also William Thomas, Unsafe for Democracy: World War | and the U.S. Justice Department’s
Covert Campaign to Suppress Dissent (Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 2008) for an overview of the
actions taken by federal agents to suppress dissent during World War | with an emphasis on what took place in
Wisconsin.

38 Murphy, 253.

39 Kennedy, 79.

40 Christopher Capozzola, Uncle Sam Wants You: World War | and the Making of the Modern American Citizen,
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2008), 118, 143.
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This paradox over vigilantism played out in Wisconsin as its conservative elite
struggled with the role that violence should play in controlling obvious displays of
disloyalty. While not politically progressive, they did embrace ideas of rationality and
control espoused by progressives. As a result, their “flying squadrons,” which swooped
down on allegedly disloyal Wisconsinites, often included a stenographer, a
photographer, and a color guard—creating a “civilized” form of intimidation. While
these squadrons frequently included rough men to be their muscle, their overall goal
was to avoid violence. This was in stark contrast to the mob violence perpetrated by
groups such as the Knights of Loyalty in the Ashland area who used tarring and
feathering as persuasive techniques—an approach to controlling the disloyal which
conservative elites condemned publicly, but recognized as effective, in at least silencing

the supposedly disloyal.

At the same time, these conservatives, who were generally resistant to the
progressive idea of bringing more government into their lives, embraced the ideas of
World War I progressives to stand behind and support the federal government, along
with its emblems and its approach to solving civil issues, including disloyalty and
dissent. Yet while promoting the concepts of “law and order” within the context of a
governmental bureaucracy, they ultimately put more emphasis on “order” than “law,”
when they felt the latter was not producing the societal order they demanded and
required. This anti-government/pro-government dichotomy and tension is a defining

characteristic of superpatriots, who appear to promote American institutions and

democracy, while at the same time ignoring or undermining them.

KKX*
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The extreme patriotism combined with vigilantism and progressive attitudes that
were the hallmarks of the World War I experience seem to have wrenched Americans
out of the 19th century and into the 20t century, where new ideas about citizenship and
identity were created, others shed, and some reinforced. A handful of historians have
discussed this phenomenon, each having a different take about what changed or was
reinforced, although an underlying concept seems to be that America’s elites, usually
identified as conservative white Anglo-Saxon Protestants in the professional and
business classes, used the war to solidify their power by undermining those who did not
fit into their definition of an American citizen and identifying these people as potentially

subversive to the American way of life.

With the influx of immigrants in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, Anglo-Americans became concerned that the United States was being overrun
by unassimilated foreigners, including Germans, who elites worried came with the
purpose to destroy the country and the American way of life. Historian Zachary Smith
has argued that this long-standing apprehension about threats to national and ethnic
security and identity required Anglo Americans, especially elites, to reassert their power
and identity during the war. He suggests they responded by identifying Germans, but
especially German Americans, as the “enemy Other,” who they feared would
subordinate their Anglo-Saxon identity and take control of the United States.4 To do
this, they first had to separate white Germans from white Anglos. Smith believes they
accomplished this goal by using Darwinian concepts of racial progress that posed the

possibility of advanced white races devolving into a lesser or regressed state. He also

41 Zachary Smith, Age of Fear: Othering and American Identity during World War | (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 2019), 2-3, 101.
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argues that Anglo Americans combined this belief with the idea that the war needed to
be viewed in apocalyptic terms, where “the pagan or satanic German Other would
ensure the annihilation of white Anglo-Saxon identity,” thereby preventing or at least
slowing down the second coming of Christ and the resulting millennium.42 To prevent
this loss of control, Anglo elites portrayed German Americans as a threat to Anglo-
American power and identity, an idea vigilantes used to justify their behavior against
enemy alien Others.43 Although Smith does not state this explicitly, the Anglo elites’
emphasis on race and religious fundamentalism as a way to take control during the war
could be seen as not only reinforcing these aspects of American identity, but playing an

important role in justifying the rise in superpatriotism at the time.

American identity can also be closely tied to ideas of citizenship, specifically what
a citizen owes to the state and what a citizen expects in return to maintain an alliance to
the state. Christopher Capozolla, a historian of the American home front during World
War I, posits that a citizenship of obligation dominated the American mindset up to and
including the World War I era. This form of citizenship required loyalty to the nation,
conforming to the norms of a community, and a desire to work. Within the American
context, this form of citizenship, according to Capozolla, arose from a combination of
beliefs, including republican traditions that privileged the common good over individual
liberty, Christian beliefs that emphasized virtue, and an inherent paternalism that
required obedience to social hierarchies. In the early twentieth century, this sense of
obligation appealed to conservative elites who used it uphold the status quo, as well as

to progressive elites who wanted to use it to create a nation based on shared sacrifice. A

42 Smith, 7.
43 Smith, 100.
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citizenship of obligation in the United States, Capozolla contends, has always coexisted
with a citizenship of rights. These rights, which the state provides, represent the terms
with which American citizens will recognize the authority of the state, follow its laws,
and support it in times of duress. However, during World War I, Americans focused

more on obligations than rights.44

Supporting the war effort became one of those obligations and those who chose
not to fulfill their duty—avoiding the draft or refusing to buy Liberty Bonds, for
example—experienced consequences that infringed on their rights. Most of these people
eventually found themselves coerced into volunteering their support for the
government’s war effort, creating a paradoxical “culture of coercive voluntarism,” which
seemed antithetical to a citizenship of obligation. Otherwise they took silence as their
obligation or duty, often a coerced behavior that required them—usually German
Americans—not to speak against the war effort.45 Capozolla argues that this forced
citizenship of obligation, which became rife during the war, marked its downfall. As
people’s rights came under attack, a backlash against obligation and volunteering
occurred. As McGerr also noted, this created a return to a nineteenth century form of
citizenship that emphasized individual rights and put individualism at the center of
political life in America. Capozolla believes that this emphasis on individualism has
corroded America’s common culture and civic associations, leading to a less cohesive

national identity.46

44 Capozolla, 6-7.
4> Capozolla, 8.
46 Capozolla, 213.
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Wisconsin’s World War I-era superpatriots can be put into the context of Smith’s
idea that Anglo Americans saw their way of life under threat and Capozolla’s concept of
citizenship through obligation and voluntarism. The Yankee faction in Wisconsin saw
their power endangered by an out-spoken, articulate, and often persuasive German-
American political contingent which challenged their values and beliefs regarding
religion, education, and temperance among other issues. They used the war, especially
after the senatorial election, to paint their opponents as dangerous “enemy Others” who
threatened an established American identity and needed to be made, at least, impotent
politically, if not completely destroyed. Within Wisconsin with its unusually large and
politically active German-American bloc of citizens this became an extremely important,
if not always explicitly stated, goal of the superpatriots—one that was completely and
successfully achieved. They achieved this objective, in part, by emphasizing the idea of
obligation as the primary form of citizenship, but, as Capozolla points out, often

resorted to intimidation and violence to accomplish it.

**K¥%

With the hundredth anniversary of the war on the horizon, a handful of
Wisconsin history scholars turned their attention to the events of World War I and
produced three books, all of which reinforce the story told previously by graduate
students and academics, but which are more available to the general public. As with
other monographs on the topic, the authors of these books present the superpatriots,
both official and voluntary ones, as attackers of constitutional rights, while holding up
La Follette and Berger, and a few others, as courageous for standing up to them. Richard

L. Pifer, in his publication The Great War Comes to Wisconsin: Sacrifice, Patriotism,
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and Free Speech in a Time of Crisis, even describes the two men, along with Governor
Philipp and Milwaukee Mayor Daniel Hoan, as those who gave “voice to reason” within
a “security-conscious, super-patriotic climate,” and, while flawed, each “tried to lead
with humanity and respect for people and the law.”47 He compares these leaders to their
superpatriot antitheses, specifically Wheeler Bloodgood, a founder of the Wisconsin
Loyalty Legion, and Roy Wilcox, a state senator during the war, who do not fare well in

Pifer’s telling of Wisconsin and the Great War.

Two other authors have also commented on Wisconsin, World War I, and the
advent of a heightened superpatriotism with the hope of opening the public’s eyes to the
consequences of embracing the latter. In A Crowded Hour: Milwaukee during the
Great War, 1917-1918, author Kevin J. Abing writes that this era, believed by many
contemporary Americans as a time when America would save the world for democracy,
“was hardly one of the country’s or city’s [or Wisconsin’s] shining moments.”48 He
concludes by quoting from a 1919 speech by Berger, “I'll tell you what you got out of this
war. You lost your liberties,” and adding that the results of the war, at least in
Milwaukee, were “anxiety, acrimony, patriotism, and hysteria, [and] the supreme
disillusionment with American democracy.”49 Throughout his book, he lays these

consequences at the feet of men such as Wheeler Bloodgood, John Stover, the head of

47 Richard L. Pifer, The Great War Comes to Wisconsin: Sacrifice, Patriotism, and Free Speech in a Time of Crisis
(Madison, WI: Wisconsin Historical Society, 2018), 238, 246. Pifer wrote this book after retiring as an archivist at
the Wisconsin Historical Society. He is primarily interested in ways war can threaten closely held ideas of freedom
and liberty within the United States (245 and back cover).

48 Kevin J. Abing, A Crowded Hour: Milwaukee during the Great War, 1917-1918 (Charlestown, SC: Arcadia
Publishing, Fonthill Media LLC, 2017), 10. Abing has served as the archivist at the Milwaukee County Historical
Society for many years. Abing believes the war, through the actions of the superpatriots, changed Milwaukee,
which “became poorer for it” due primarily to the disappearance of the city’s German heritage and the weakening
of its Socialist party and labor unions (10).

9 Abing, 185, 193.
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Milwaukee’s American Protective League, a volunteer spy organization, along with the
other leaders of the Loyalty Legion, among others. In Unsafe for Democracy: World
War I and the U.S. Justice Department’s Covert Campaign to Suppress Dissent,
William H. Thomas focuses on the destructive effects the Department had on American
constitutional rights, especially in Wisconsin, and illustrates its leaders’ willingness to
combine their repressive efforts with “locals who claimed to have special insight into the
sources of disloyalty.”s° In all three cases, the nation’s, state’s, and city’s superpatriots

are presented as destructive to Americans’ civil liberties.

All three authors, who were writing after the terrorist attacks of September 11,
2001 and the resulting Patriot Act, also warn that superpatriotism and its damaging
tendencies have not disappeared. Thomas worries that the “expanded authority [created
by the Patriot Act] will be used to monitor and intimidate dissenters.”s* While Pifer,
after acknowledging Americans’ capacity for “prejudice, intolerance, and injustice,”
reminds his readers, perhaps with the various Gulf Wars in mind, that engaging in war
can lead to “potentially disastrous outcomes we cannot predict.”s2 Finally, Abing hopes
that shining a light on Milwaukee’s World War I experiences will show “the folly behind
targeting a specific ethnic group during a time of crisis, not unlike current suspicions in
today’s world of international terrorism.”s3 Thomas, Pifer, and Abing, in each of their
writings, acknowledge the power superpatriotism had over Wisconsin’s leaders during

World War I and seem to hope by exposing it to an audience who may be unaware of its

50 Wwilliam H. Thomas, Jr., Unsafe for Democracy: World War | and the U.S. Justice Department’s Covert Campaign
to Suppress Dissent (Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 2008), 145. This book is based on Thomas’s 2002
dissertation, “The Department of Justice and Dissent during the First World War,” at the University of lowa.

51 Thomas, 7.

52 pifer, 247.

53 Abing, 10.
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consequences in that place and time, prevent its reoccurrence and destructive

tendencies in the volatile present.

KK*

My work goes beyond what has been done before by focusing exclusively on
Wisconsin’s World War I superpatriots and by putting them into a broader context. It
also attempts to make the narrative more cohesive by looking at their behavior
chronologically and mapping out how it changed over time, especially as their
frustration mounted with their inability to convince every Wisconsinite, at least those
who could vote, to support their cause. It centers this increasing frustration around the
special election for U.S. Senator in April 1918 following the untimely death in October
1917 of Wisconsin’s junior U.S. senator, Paul O. Husting, who can arguably be
considered the leader of the state’s loyalist movement and who most superpatriots held
up as the ideal of a Wisconsin national representative. With his death, the nation (or at
least the nation’s newspaper editors) created a crisis for Wisconsin: would Husting’s
replacement be a loyalist as he had been or more in the mold of La Follette, by this time
described as the “Kaiser’s Senator”? The state’s reputation appeared to hang in the
balance, or at least Wisconsin’s superpatriots believed it to be. By the time of the
election, they had spent money and effort using propaganda, education, and some
humiliation and intimidation tactics to convince other Wisconsinites of the correctness

of their cause.

To track this history, I have not only used the records left by many of the actors
and their organizations of this story, but have relied heavily on the nation’s and state’s

newspapers, the most significant social media of the time, and especially on the opinion
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pieces of their editors. Most, but not all, newspapers in Wisconsin, as with most of the
country, became rousing supporters of the war effort and often the mouthpieces for the
superpatriots. Within the state, the Loyalty Legion, the leading volunteer organization
for Wisconsin’s superpatriots, knowing the importance of the newspapers role in
forming opinions, created the Wisconsin Patriotic Press Association. Newspaper editors
who joined the group pledged to back loyalist candidates, while also exposing members
of their communities who they identified as traitors and disloyalists. Only a few editors
were able to withstand the appeal and those who did, such as Victor Berger and his
Milwaukee Leader, suffered terrible consequences. Of all the state’s newspapers, the
one with the largest circulation was the Milwaukee Journal.54 Although it was a
Democratic newspaper in a predominately Republican state, it bought into the
superpatriotic message as early as February 1916 when it began its “Campaign for
Americanism,” and continued to be a voice for the Loyalty Legion and other
superpatriots throughout the war. Because of this, along with being the most significant
newspaper in the state, located in its largest city, I have relied on it to bring a consistent

message throughout this work.

KK*

History has not treated kindly the superpatriots of World War I, including those
from Wisconsin.55 Historians who have studied them recognize the irony of their
position—angrily demanding overt professions of patriotism to a democratic nation,

while undermining the basic tenets of that democracy. Yet superpatriotism in the United

54 Finnegan, 10.
55 See the conclusion for a discussion of post-war attitudes by contemporaries and historians toward the
superpatriots.
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States has not disappeared. It continued after the war into the Red Scare and had
another significant flare up during communist scare of the McCarthy era. In the late
2010s and early 2020s, superpatriotism re-emerged as a dominant force in American
politics in a form that has some similarities, but also differences with its World War I
precedent. In line with Zachary Smith’s discussion, today’s superpatriots feel their view
of the American way of life is being threatened by an “enemy Other,” in this case
primarily Latin Americans and Muslim Americans. They have lashed out at these
alleged enemies in the context of white supremacy (although the idea of “white” has
grown to include more than just Anglo Americans) and often within a framework of
Christian fundamentalism, which they view as an essential element of American
identity. Like their predecessors, they have sometimes turned to violence, often in
frustration that other Americans, frequently “liberals,” are not embracing their ideas.
However, unlike the World War I superpatriots, this violence is not being done to force
the enemy Other, by whatever definition they use, to meet the obligations of the state
and to do their duties as citizens, but instead as a way to demand their individual rights,

even if these rights are opposed to the nation’s common good.

Superpatriots have been around since at least World War I, and probably earlier,
but only infrequently take control of the national narrative. When they have, their
extremism has appealed to a sizable portion of the general American public. Yet they
have tended to take their cause to extremes, inviting an eventual (if temporary)
backlash. Whether this will happen after the current outburst is still to be seen.
However, understanding the history of superpatriotism in this country and its origins in

World War I, through the specific example of Wisconsin’s experience with the



phenomenon, can help historians understand, at least in part, the reasons
superpatriotism occasionally flourishes in a constitutional democracy like the United

States of America.
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Chapter 1: Championing the Cause of Peace, Neutrality, & Preparedness,
1914-1916

“Milwaukee People: Will you walk to show your faith? Do you love this nation first
last through thick and thin? There are those who doubt it.... Let the whole American
people know us as we are.”s¢
Milwaukee Journal announcing a Preparedness Parade, June 20, 1916

Even with storm clouds overhead and periods of drizzling rain, over 30,000
participants marched in Milwaukee’s Preparedness Parade on July 15, 1916, while
another 150,000 people lined Grand Avenue and Wisconsin Street. Some of the
audience hung out of windows to catch a glimpse of the three-and-half mile procession;
others took in the spectacle from balconies and bleachers. Together they watched soggy
musicians from fifty bands and damp veterans, especially grizzled, feeble ones from the
Civil War tramp down the street. Drenched representatives from 300 organizations,
including thousands of employees from local factory and department stores, also
marched while carrying American flags and displaying other national emblems in great
profusion. Wisconsin Governor Emanuel L. Philipp stood at the corner of Tenth Street
and Grand Avenue, where, bareheaded and wet, he saluted every flag that passed for
three and a half hours. Despite the rain, many of the participants and attendees
considered the day a success. The Waukesha Freeman, for example, called the parade
“the greatest in the history of the city.”s”

After a year of struggling to be recognized by Wisconsin citizens, the organizers of

the parade, who were members of the Milwaukee chapter of the National Security

6 Milwaukee Journal, June 20, 1916 as quoted in John P. Finnegan, “The Preparedness Movement in Wisconsin,
1914-1917” (master’s thesis, University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1961), 62.
57 Waukesha Freeman, July 20, 1916, 6.
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League (NSL), finally felt they had had a successful event. Following examples set by
other Midwest cities, including St. Louis, Des Moines, and Chicago, league members
organized this Preparedness Parade not only to illustrate Milwaukee’s patriotic fervor,
but more importantly to bring the message to the city’s residents of America’s urgent
need to be prepared for war, especially in the face of the European War raging across the
Atlantic.

The League, founded in December 1914 by a New York City lawyer, had been
urging military preparedness for about a year by the time of the Milwaukee parade.
Originally, the organization had just focused on keeping abreast of the United States’
military readiness. However, by the summer of 1915, when the organization sent a
representative to Milwaukee, the NSL had become more obviously pro-interventionist
and conspicuously anti-pacifist, possibly because of newly acquired support from arms
manufacturers coupled with the horrific sinking of the Lusitania by German war ships
that killed dozens of Americans.58

The NSL representative who came to Milwaukee found an eager ear in Augustus
Vogel, owner of one of the largest industries in the city, the Vogel and Pfister Leather
Company, who soon assumed the role of local League president. Vogel, like many other
Milwaukee business and professional men, had concerns about the defense of the
United States should it be attacked by one of the hostile nations in the European War,
Britain, France, Germany, or even Japan. This educated and influential constituency
had read about the disturbing discrepancies between the United States’ army and naval

forces and those of European nations. They noted, for instance, that Switzerland had a

58 Finnegan, 42. The sinking of the Lusitania occurred on May 7, 1915.
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larger standing army than America, ignoring for the moment that belligerent nations
surrounded the small, land-locked country, a situation much different from
geographically-isolated United States.59 On December 10, 1915 the Milwaukee Journal
increased the concern of League members by printing frightening statistics from the
War College in Washington, DC. Germany, the College’s experts estimated, would be
able to land 827,000 troops on America’s shores in thirty days; France, 404,226; and
Japan 238,367, although they would need forty-one days to do so.6°

NSL members around the country,

w AHNING' including those in Milwaukee, alarmed by these
|

numbers specifically and America’s military

No American can, in time of peace, oppose reasonable prepar-
ation against War, without betraying his country.

situation in general, began urging an increase in
the nation’s military budget. Milwaukee members
sought out new adherents throughout Wisconsin to
help promote this message. However, in a state
where one-third of the population was made up of
German immigrants or their descendants, a

A Nation wide Campaign for Preparedness is bring conducted by the

LT T i proposal that could possibly lead America into war
WE NEED FUNDS—WE NEED YOUR MEMBERSHIP

with Germany would not be widely accepted. In

National Security League Poster
comparing U.S. military readiness fact, the NSL probably never had more than 2,600

to other countries, c. 1915
WHi 132825 state citizens join its ranks.6* The League’s message

59 Preparedness advocates frequently compared Switzerland’s military readiness to America’s and noted that the
European country had universal military training, which they frequently supported. See Finnegan, 23, 36; also
Racine Trades and Labor Council letter to the editor that stated, “We are in favor of the Swiss system of military
preparedness. A rifle and ammunition in every man’s home is an armed nation.” “Voice of the People,” Racine
Journal News, October 21, 1915, 12.

%0 Finnegan, 31. Finnegan suggests in his thesis that these numbers were probably not realistic.

61 Finnegan, 142.
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became even less compelling when some of the marchers revealed that their employers
had coerced them to participate and that they had only appeared in the parade to save
their jobs. The day after the event, the German-language paper Milwaukee Vorwaerts
accusingly editorialized that the League had used “thoroughly un-American” methods to
engineer their event. “It was,” the editors concluded, “a forced parade, to which
employees were sent like dummies, whether they liked it or not.”62

With this incident, the League ominously foreshadowed the approach that its
members, under a different rubric, would take once America entered the war. Historian
John P. Finnegan has written, “The activities of the preparedness advocates...served
gradually to condition the people of Wisconsin to increased and unprecedented defense
measures...and tended to remove the [preparedness] issue from the sphere of rational
discussion and turn it into the touchstone of Americanism.” Members of Milwaukee’s
National Security League, Finnegan noted, became the leaders of the Wisconsin’s
hyperpatriotic organizations once America entered the war.3 Before that happened,
however, other Wisconsinites would come forward to urge a rational discussion of
America’s role in the European War.

-

Beginning on August 1, 1914, the day World War I began in Europe, Americans
examined and debated the role the United States should play in the European War.
Opinions ranged from a pacifism that abhorred all war through to a belief in
maintaining a neutral stance where all warring parties would be treated equally, to

preparedness, mentioned above, that did not flinch at the thought of war and urged

52 Translated in the Milwaukee Leader, July 16, 1916, as quoted in Finnegan, 69.
83 Finnegan, 72, 148.
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Americans to be ready for the worst. Individuals, however, could also be found in the
interstices of these opinions. A pacifist might be willing to go to war if America was
attacked, for example. An advocate of neutrality could have come to this position after
deciding that the United States should not be involved with Europe’s corrupt
monarchies as they tried to destroy each other or, like a significant minority in
Wisconsin, by seeing it as a capitalist war existing essentially to make money for
financiers and capitalists. German-Americans, who generally favored neutrality, worried
that British propaganda presented Germans as sub-human, non-English speaking
aggressors who needed to be put down, while they saw their friends and family back
home as educated, cultured, and beloved human beings. They hoped neutrality would
force the United States to treat the Central Powers in the same manner as the Allies.
Those supporting preparedness could simply want their country ready for attack, while
others, such as former President Theodore Roosevelt, were eager to get into the midst of
the conflict. Until a month before America entered the war, no opinion or position held
a dominant sway over Wisconsin’s collective consciousness.

The overarching question discussed and debated during the two and half years
Americans watched the war from afar was which of these positions could be considered
the most American, the most loyal, the most patriotic. In March 1917, the month before
the United States joined the war on the side of the Allies, hyperpatriots in Wisconsin
and throughout the country answered this complicated national question on their terms,
and, for the next eighteen or so months, urged, beguiled, and forced anyone who could
not see the wisdom of their position to at least outwardly accept their view that the
Allies fought for American democratic ideals. They even took this position a step farther,

by declaring that to say or think otherwise was treasonous or seditious behavior. Before
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the hyperpatriots had the upper hand, however, Wisconsinites struggled for ways to
react appropriately to the outbreak of war in Europe.
*x%

As war raged in Europe in early August 1914, Wisconsin’s gubernatorial election
dominated the political agenda of the state. The same week Germany, France, England,
Russia, Austria, Hungary, and Serbia declared war on each other, Robert La Follette Sr.,
Wisconsin’s senior senator in Washington and the state’s
former governor, chose “to declare war on the candidacy
of Emanuel L. Philipp for the Republican nomination for
governor,” in his journal, La Follette Weekly.54 La
Follette had made his name in early-twentieth-century
Wisconsin by championing a progressive agenda that

encouraged government to improve the social and

economic welfare of Wisconsin’s middle-class and

Robert M. La Follette, 1915
WHi 11015

working-class citizens. The progressive movement hoped

to break down the power that business and industrial leaders had wielded in state
decision making by replacing political cronyism and nepotism with a dependence on
academic experts. In the end, La Follette’s progressivism split the state’s Republican
Party into La Follette supporters or Progressives and a more conservative faction, who

called themselves Stalwart Republicans.¢5

64 “L3 Follette Attacks E.L. Philipps Next,” Sheboygan Press, August 3, 1914, 2.
55 See Herbert F. Margulies, Decline of the Progressive Movement in Wisconsin (Madison, WI: State Historical
Society of Wisconsin, 1968) for a thorough discussion of the progressive movement in Wisconsin.
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Philipp, a self-made millionaire who had never held office before, considered
himself a member of the latter group. He had made his money owning refrigerated train
cars and renting them, primarily to Milwaukee breweries,
and had been active in supporting the railroads’ interests.
As a candidate, Philipp criticized the high cost of
supporting the progressive agenda and feared that reliance
on academic expertise would lead universities to encroach
into the affairs of state instead of allowing duly-elected

politicians to do their duty. During the course of his

campaign, he summed up his position, “I am in favor of

Emanuel Philipp, 1910
WHi 62414

strict economy of state affairs, substantial reduction in

taxation and a curtailment of all useless state activities.”®® He planned to achieve his
goals, he frequently stated, by running the state like he had run his business. At a
campaign stop in Oconto, for example, he noted,

From a financial standpoint it will be a loss for me to spend two years

away from my business in case I am elected [but] if the voters think I

can do them a service heading the government and in conducting it in

the same way in which I have conducted my own business, I am willing

to do so.67
At first, neither La Follette nor Philipp made any public statement about the fighting

overseas. La Follette may have been hampered by eating a tainted sardine sandwich

during the first days of the war, which confined him to home for several weeks, under

% Milwaukee Sentinel, September 16, 17, 1914, as quoted in Robert S. Maxwell, Emanuel L. Philipp: Wisconsin
Stalwart (Madison, WI: State Historical Society of Wisconsin Press, 1959), 86.
87 Milwaukee Sentinel, October 21, 1914 as quoted in Maxwell, 88.
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orders to follow a diet of buttermilk and oranges, although he did make statements

about votes in the U.S. Senate.68

One month to the day after the war began, Wisconsin held primary elections and,
to La Follette’s dismay, Republicans chose Philipp over his preferred candidate, Andrew
H. Dahl, a loyal La Follette lieutenant. The Democrats elected John C. Karel, a
conservative, and the Socialists (also known as Social Democrats) picked Oscar
Ameringer, a trade unionist, to represent their party. Progressive Republicans decided
to field their own candidate, state senator John J. Blaine, in response to Philipp’s
election. On November 3, Wisconsin turned out to vote and gave Philipp the
governorship, but chose Democrats and Progressives for all other national and state
positions.

In any case, both La Follette and Philipp agreed with President Wilson when he
declared neutrality the official policy of the United States on August 19, 1914, a position
consistent with the country’s historic aversion to entangling itself in European wars.
Wilson urged Americans to “act and speak in the true spirit of neutrality, which is the
spirit of impartiality and fairness and friendliness to all concerned.” Wilson went on to
ask Americans to be

neutral in fact as well as in name during these days that are to try men’s souls.

We must be impartial in thought as well as in action, must put a curb upon our

sentiments as well as upon every transaction that might be construed as a
preference of one party to the struggle before another.9

68 “Would Support Cummins,” Racine Journal News, August 3, 1914, 7.

59 Woodrow Wilson, “American Neutrality: An appeal by the President of the United States to the Citizens of the
Republic, Requesting Their Assistance in Maintaining a State of Neutrality During the Present European War,”
August 19, 1914, 63™ Cong., 2" sess., S. Doc. No. 566 as quoted in Richard L. Pifer, The Great War Comes to
Wisconsin (Madison, WI: Wisconsin Historical Society Press, 2017), 36.
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Wisconsin historian Paul W. Glad has suggested that a neutral stance by Americans
provided “a model of international behavior for peoples of the world and [preserved] the
benefits of peace for American citizens.”7° A strong, honest neutrality appealed to both
La Follette and Philipp, a stance they maintained for the next two years, even though
Wilson gradually moved away from it to side with the Allies.

German-Americans, especially in Milwaukee, would also take on the banner of
neutrality, but in late July and early August 1914, many of them struggled over how to
respond to the declarations of war spreading across Europe. At first, their support
leaned toward Germany and the Kaiser. In fact, on August 7the Milwaukee Free Press, a
German language paper, accused Jewish Austria-Hungarian immigrant Victor Berger of
criticizing the German war effort and having the
“palpable purpose to arouse prejudice against the
German emperor, the defender of western
civilization.””* By the time the European War began,
Berger had served one term in the U.S. House of
Representatives (1910-1912) and had been the editor of
the Milwaukee Leader, a Socialist newspaper, for a

number of years, making him a well-known presence in

the city. Berger wrote to his wife Meta the same day,

Victor Berger, 1923
WHi 123863

“The Free Press attacked me bitterly this morning

(Friday) as a sort of a traitor to the German race because I do not sufficiently adore the

70 paul W. Glad, The History of Wisconsin: War, a New Era, and Depression, 1914-1940, vol. V (Madison, WI:
Wisconsin Historical Society Press, 1990), 1.

71 “ps for Mr. Berger,” Milwaukee Free Press, August 7, 1914 as quoted in a footnote in Michael Stevens, editor,
The Family Letters of Victor and Meta Berger, 1894-1929 (Madison, WI: Wisconsin Historical Society Press, 1995),
180.
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German Kaiser.”72 He responded publicly in the Milwaukee Leader by noting that
Socialists or “Social Democrats of all countries bitterly opposed this war—and especially
did the Social Democrats of Germany, Austria and Hungary oppose it.”73 The day before,
however, he had complained to Meta that the staff at the Leader were “thoroughly pro-
English” and anti-German, adding,

The news all comes by the way of London and is colored that way anyhow. Now,

the majority of our readers are of German descent and are protesting. Moreover,

it seems that the insane Kaiser has made a bad mess of it. In short, I wish, the
cruel war was over.74
He, like most German-Americans, had trouble defending the actions of the German
military and government, and soon came ‘round to supporting a strong American
neutrality that did not give preference to either side.

Not every Wisconsin resident agreed with Wilson’s neutral approach to the
belligerents. Some, such as University of Wisconsin English instructor and Shakespeare
scholar, Julia Grace Wales, wanted the president to pro-actively seek peace. Wales, a
Canadian in her mid-30s, had returned to the University’s campus in the fall of 1914
horrified with the events and carnage unfolding in Europe. She found herself more
interested in brainstorming ideas to end the war peacefully than in her university-
related tasks. The Wisconsin State Journal later chronicled her experience and noted
that “the horrors of the war had sickened her physically.... She dreamed of them.” She

pondered over the crisis until finally she evolved a plan.7s She wrote out her plan long-

hand over the winter break.

72 Victor Berger (Milwaukee) to Meta Berger, August 7, 1914 as quoted in Stevens, 180.

73 Victor Berger (Milwaukee) to Meta Berger describing his response in the Milwaukee Leader, August 10, 1914 as
qguoted in Stevens, 181.

74 Victor Berger (Milwaukee) to Meta Berger, August 6, 1914 as quoted in Pifer, 40.

7> From Wisconsin State Journal, Madison, May 12, 1915 as quoted in Walter |. Trattner’s article “Julia Grace Wales
and the Wisconsin Plan for Peace,” Wisconsin Magazine of History 44, no. 3 (Spring 1961): 203.
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Wales’s proposal combined, in her mind, rational and scientific thought with
Christian principles. She believed there were those trying “to take the Christian
attitude,” in the midst of all the suffering caused by the war. She aimed to bring that
outlook to a peace effort. At the same time, she argued, “Today if our scientific spirit and
intellectual development are worth anything, we should be able, under the stress of
emergency, to break through the paralysis of tradition and seek a rational way out,
before the inexorable forces of nature shall have wrung from us the uttermost
farthing.”76

Her published plan suggested forming an International Commission of experts
(scientists not diplomats) from the thirty-six
neutral nations, who were to act as a court of
continuous mediation. Belligerent nations would
submit proposals or suggestions to end the war
that met two basic tenets: the suggested peace
could not lead to the humiliation of any nation; nor
could it be a compromise “which might later result

in a renewal of the war.”77 Wales’s plan, as

Julia Grace Wales, 1915

historian Walter Trattner described it, was not an

actual plan for peace, but one that set up the creation of machinery that could produce a

peaceful outcome.?8

76 Julia Grace Wales, “Continuous Mediation without Armistice” (Chicago: Woman’s Peace Party, 1915), 3.
"7From a mimeographed version of “Continuous Mediation without Armistice” as mentioned in Trattner’s article,
205.

78 Trattner, 205
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By the end of 1914, trench warfare had taken hold of European battlefields
causing the war to stagnate, while at the same time creating unimaginable body counts.
The war was obviously not going to end soon. Wisconsinites, like Americans generally,
had to settle in for the long haul. Those mentioned above, Governor Philipp, Senator La
Follette, former U.S. Congressman and Socialist newspaper editor Berger, and English
instructor Julia Grace Wales, all who had chosen stances outside the preparedness
movement, would become Wisconsin’s most prominent voices of their respective
positions for the next two years. Once America entered the war in April 1917, their views
would be described as un-patriotic and un-American. In the meantime, however, they
championed their causes and strove to get their positions heard and supported.

*x%

Julia Grace Wales was eager to find a peaceful solution to the war and moved
first. In January 1915, she showed her ideas to Louise Phelps Kellogg, an historian and
librarian at the Wisconsin Historical Society, who urged the English instructor to share
them with the Wisconsin Peace Society, founded three years earlier in Madison. Peace
Society members, seeing the wisdom of the plan, printed it and sent the proposal to
peace activists around the country, who quickly became enthusiastic for the newly
named “Wisconsin Plan.” In a National Peace Conference held on February 27 and 28,
1915, attendees adopted the plan and appointed a delegation to take it to President
Woodrow Wilson and to Congress.

In Wisconsin, state senator George B. Skogmo also advocated for Julia Grace
Wales’s continuous mediation plan. On March 16, he introduced resolutions
encouraging President Wilson to take action on the Wisconsin Plan. In them, Skogmo

and his supporters favored efforts that allowed the belligerent nations “without fear or
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compromise or loss of dignity to consider the possibilities of bringing the war to a close
on an honorable basis.””9 The Senate passed the resolutions the next day, and the state
assembly, after prompting by Governor Philipp, did so on April 1.

In late March, social activist Jane Addams of Hull House, Chicago-fame invited
Wales to join her at the Women’s International Peace Congress in The Hague. They set
sail for the Netherlands on April 13, 1915, along with forty other delegates. To their
pleasant surprise, the Peace Congress unanimously accepted the Wisconsin Plan, had it
printed in three foreign languages, and disseminated the pamphlet throughout
Europe.8°0

Days before the American delegates left for The Hague, however, criticism came
from the larger-than-life former president and preparedness advocate Theodore
Roosevelt, who denounced the pacifists traveling to the Netherlands in a letter to the
national headquarters of the Women’s Peace Party in Washington, DC. He characterized

» «

them as “a menace to the future welfare of the United States,” “silly and base,” and
“influenced by physical cowardice.” Roosevelt continued his invective by describing
pacifism as an “ignoble abandonment of national duty.”s! Belle La Follette, wife of
Senator Robert La Follette and an ardent pacifist herself, lashed back in a public reply.
“The trouble with Mr. Roosevelt,” she declared, “is that he is intoxicated with a false idea

of war,” adding, he believes “that war is the only means of settling international

differences.” On the other hand, the Women’s Peace Party, an organization which she

79 “Skogmo Introduces Badger Peace Plan in State Assembly,” Janesville Daily Gazette, March 16, 1915, 2. Also in
Jack Frooman, “The Wisconsin Peace Movement, 1915-1919” (master’s thesis, University of Wisconsin, 1949), 76.
80 Trattner, 207.

81 “Colonel Arouses Women Pacifists,” The New York Times, April 11, 1915; “Mrs. La Follette Tells Quizzers Peace is
Right,” La Crosse Tribune, May 19, 1915, 2. The letter was not published at the time, so Roosevelt’s comments are
pulled from reactions that appeared in newspapers.
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helped create in January 1915, found war to be “the negation of progress and
civilization” and a force that tramples “liberty and humanity underfoot.” Peace
advocates, she continued, have studied history and believe it demonstrated that even
“imperfect and temporary plans of mediation, conciliation and arbitration have been
more effective than war in securing justice.”82

Although there were other critics in Europe and the United States beside
Roosevelt, American peace advocates believed strongly in the Wisconsin Plan and, like
the Wisconsin legislature, wanted Wilson and Congress to acknowledge it and begin
implementation. In October, the San Francisco International Peace Conference sent
David Starr Jordan, founding president of Stanford University in California, along with
the executive director of the Emergency Peace Federation, Louis P. Lochner, a 1909
University of Wisconsin graduate, to meet with President Wilson and Secretary of State
Robert Lansing in Washington. Neither man showed much interest in the plan, both
worrying that it would be unacceptable to the Allies.

As Julia Grace Wales’s peace plan gained momentum, Senator La Follette
proposed his own peace plan. Unlike Wales, who saw the European War as a breakdown
of Christian values and rational thought, La Follette argued that capitalism, especially as
related to arms and ammunition, had made the war possible, as well as desirable to
American financiers. To negate their power, he supported a permanent peace proposal,
which prevented private companies from manufacturing equipment and supplies used
exclusively for military or naval purposes, as well as prohibiting their exportation. By

this time in his career, La Follette had gained a national reputation for an aggressive

82 “Mprs. La Follette Tells Quizzer,” 2; According to the La Crosse Tribune, her original comments appeared in La
Follette’s Magazine, May 19, 1915.
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speaking style and a tendency to steamroll those who disagreed with him. With his
powerful oratory, combined with natural charisma, energy, and an intelligent, well-
educated wife behind him, he had managed to change the nature of government in
Wisconsin by supporting the general public against the greed of corporations, to found a
new party, and to create a following. Despite the prestige he acquired, not everyone took
seriously his suggestion that peace could be attained by prohibiting capitalists from
manufacturing munitions. The Chicago News, for example, responded, “The cause of
peace is not promoted by such superficial gallery plays as the senator from Wisconsin is
staging at Washington.”83

American Socialists, who in Wisconsin were primarily German-American, tended
to agree with La Follette that war usually resulted from the rivalry of capitalistic-
imperialistic powers seeking ways to expand their influence, and few, if any, supported
what was going on in Europe. This did not mean Socialists were against all wars.
Milwaukee Socialist Victor Berger, while he did not support offensive wars—especially
those with capitalist overtones—did believe a populace should be prepared to defend
itself against invaders. Berger, like other American Socialists, assumed that their
European compatriots would challenge the monarchically-driven martial surge that
spread across the continent in the summer of 1914 and instead join working class
peoples across national borders and together rebel against the war. He had his hopes
dashed, along with many other American Socialists, when they did not. 84 By late

September 1914, Berger explained this break with socialist principles by concluding the

83 “Mr. La Follette’s Peace Plan,” Racine Journal News, February 17, 1915, 4, with a Chicago News byline.
84 Glad, 10-11.



49

Germans were defending their homes and families from Russian “Cossack outrages”
and, by this logic, not participating in Kaiser-driven hostilities.85

Victor Berger, among others, led Wisconsin’s Socialist Party (centered in
Milwaukee), in the years before World War I. He had been born in Austria-Hungary and
immigrated with his parents as a young teenager to Bridgeport, Connecticut. At the age
of twenty-one, he decided to call Milwaukee his home and found work there as an editor
for a number of German-language newspapers. He established the Milwaukee Leader, a
daily Socialist newspaper, in 1911. As a rising Socialist leader, Berger split with the
European, Marxist approach to socialism and pursued causes more closely aligned to La
Follette’s progressive movement. Both La Follette and Berger worked toward making
government more efficient, honest, and responsive to all of their constituents, not just
powerful businesses and the wealthy. Berger’s party also supported the municipal
ownership of utilities, which led to his brand of socialism being called “sewer
socialism.”8¢ Berger had mixed feelings about which side was more culpable in the
European War. This internal conundrum could be seen in a May 15, 1915 editorial he
wrote after the sinking of the Lusitania that denounced Germany’s decision to attack the
ship, while at the same time protesting American passengers’ presence on board a vessel
carrying war ammunition. He concluded, “The Lusitania incident was a hellish incident.
But war is hell and we want no war with Germany.” 87

Berger was just one of the leading members of Wisconsin’s Socialist party who

searched for appropriate but principled ways to respond to the war. At one extreme,

85 “The Kaiser and the International Socialist Peace Conference,” Milwaukee Leader, September 28, 1914, 8 as
quoted in Edward J. Muzik, “Victor L. Berger: A Biography” (Ph.D. dissertation, Northwestern University, 1960),
256; Muzik, 264.

86 pifer, 20.

87 “There Must Be No War with Germany,” Milwaukee Leader, May 18, 1915, 8, as quoted in Muzik, 269-270.
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Berger continued to insist on American neutrality for the war’s duration and suffered
threats to his occupation and liberty for doing so. At the other end, Algie M. Simons, an
Anglo-American Socialist who worked at the Milwaukee Leader, left the party to
become one of the directors of the Wisconsin Loyalty Legion, Wisconsin’s largest
volunteer hyperpatriot organization.88 Most, however, sought a way to oppose the war
on Socialist terms, while still appearing patriotic and loyal. Daniel Hoan, the Socialist
mayor of Milwaukee beginning in 1916, clearly supported neutrality and best
represented this moderate view.

Almost immediately after his election, Hoan was put to the test, when Milwaukee
business leaders proposed the Preparedness Parade mentioned at the beginning of this
chapter. Socialists did not support the build-up of a national military or “military
preparedness” but could be attacked as un-American if they
did not. Hoan also had to acknowledge that Milwaukee’s
trade unions, which provided much of the party’s financial
resources and saw the parade as the work of Milwaukee’s
manufacturers and capitalists, could pull their support if
Hoan backed the parade. The parade’s chairman, M.C.
Potter, offered the mayor a compromise by suggesting the

title of the parade be changed to “A National Civic

Daniel Hoan, c. 1920
WHi 97271

Demonstration.” Milwaukee Socialists and trade unions

agreed to support the parade with this name change, although Milwaukee’s newspapers

continued to describe it as a “Preparedness Parade.” Hoan’s moderate approach angered

8 Glad, 11.
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many in the national Socialist party, but he made his position clear in a February 15,
1917, letter to the Woman’s Club of Wisconsin stating, “While I personally believe every
living soul would regret to see our country involved in a war, still if war should come,
then the loyal support and assistance of every citizen will be absolutely necessary.”89
Until that time, however, he wished for and urged Milwaukee citizens to support

neutrality.

At first German-Americans in Milwaukee did not take his advice. During the U.S.
congressional race in November 1914, for example, they attacked candidate Berger for
not being sufficiently pro-German, which may have led to his loss to the incumbent
Republican, although he did beat the Democratic candidate.9© A month later, they
showed their strong support for the German government and military on December 11,
1914, when a large number of them turned out to hear the former Secretary of State of
Colonial Affairs for Germany, Dr. Bernhard Dernburg, who lived in the United States
during 1914-1915, give a speech defending Germany’s invasion of Belgium.9:

Fairly quickly, the majority of Wisconsin’s German-Americans stopped backing
the Kaiser’s army yet continued to feel a strong kinship with Germany, their
“Fatherland,” and a desire to help sustain friends and family who still lived there. As Dr.
Leo Stern, assistant superintendent of Milwaukee public schools and president of the
Wisconsin German-American Alliance, told an editor for The New Republic, “I should

like to know why I should not love the country where my parents are buried, where my

89 Robert C. Reinders, “Daniel W. Hoan and the Milwaukee Socialist Party during the First World War,“Wisconsin
Magazine of History 36, no. 1 (Autumn 1952): 49.

90 Stevens, footnote, 182.

91 Bayrd Still, Milwaukee: The History of a City (Madison, WI: State Historical Society of Wisconsin Press, 1948),
456.
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sisters are buried, where I received my fundamental education.”92 This emotional
attachment had led Stern and his fellow Alliance members to raise $61,000 in
Milwaukee ($67,000 all together in Wisconsin) for relief work in Germany by the end of
January 1915.

German-Americans in Milwaukee demonstrated the lengths to which they were
willing to go to help Germans back home by holding a charity bazaar at Milwaukee’s
Auditorium early in 1916. The bazaar raised money for German, Austrian, and
Hungarian widows, orphans, and wounded veterans who were suffering, even starving,
because of England’s ability to control the high seas and limit trade to the Central Power
countries.93 When the editors of the Grand Rapids [Wisconsin] Tribune first heard
about the event in late December 1915, they asked “everyone who has a heart for the
sufferings of his fellow men” to support the bazaar. They went on to urge their readers to
“join hands in the beautiful spirit of yuletide love, and make this bazaar an eloquent
witness of the humanitarian and liberal spirit of the population of Wisconsin.”94

The “Charity Bazaar for the Benefit of War Sufferers in Germany, Austria, and
Hungary” began on March 2, 1916, with much fanfare and lasted five more days. Visitors
who arrived the first evening walked into a hall filled with pergolas and arbors covered
with “a riot of apple blossoms” and proceeded to the Iron Cross booth, a symbol of
Germany’s military potency, to enjoy the opening ceremonies. At exactly 8:00 PM, the

German ambassador to the United States, Count Johann von Bernstorff, pressed a

92 Francis Hackett, “How Milwaukee Takes the War,” The New Republic 3, no. 37 (July 17, 1915): 272.

9 Several cities around the United States held similar bazaars, which turned out to be the most successful way to
raise money for “war sufferers.” New York City may have held the first in December 1914, raising $500,000. Other
cities that held bazaars between autumn 1915 and spring 1916 included St. Louis, Philadelphia, San Francisco, New
York City (again), as well as Milwaukee. Information from Clifton James Child, The German-Americans in Politics
1914-1917 (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1939), 38.

94 “Charity Bazar for War Sufferers,” The Grand Rapids Tribune, December 29, 2015, 1.
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button in Washington, DC, that sounded a bell throughout the building setting “the
machinery of the bazaar in motion.” Besides welcoming and patriotic speeches, the
ceremony that followed consisted of the
Milwaukee Liederkranz singing “America”
and German songs, uniformed German
and Austrian veterans presenting arms,
and Emil von Schleinitz, editor of the
Germania-Herold, driving the first gold,
silver, and iron nails into the Iron Cross.9
For the rest of the week, attendees could
purchase their own nails to drive into the

wooden cross and, by the end of the event,

had raised $3,000 doing s0.96 Besides this

booth, visitors could choose from a Charity Bazaar Poster, 1916
WHi 133082

smorgasbord of German and Austrian
events and activities, such as the Wiener café, the Biedermeier garden, the Leipzig fair,

and a re-creation of Old Heidelberg, along with food booths, concerts, raffles, and

% “The Huge Charity Bazaar Will Be Opened Tonight,” Oshkosh Daily Northwestern, March 2, 1916, 4; “Big Charity
Bazaar to Result in Record,” Oshkosh Daily Northwestern, March 3, 1916, 7.

% The Iron Cross was first used as a military medal by King Friedrich Wilhelm IlI of Prussia following the Napoleonic
Wars. King Wilhelm | of Prussia recommissioned the Iron Cross for the 1870 Franco-Prussian War. From that time
through World War Il, it was seen as a generic German decoration, not just Prussian. Since it was part of the Nazi
regime, the German government no longer issues, or even recognizes, the Iron Cross as a German symbol.
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displays, including a massive replica of the German cruiser SMS Emden, which had

been sunk in a battle with an Australian warship.97

Described by the Oshkosh Daily Northwestern as a “stupendous affair,” the
charity bazaar attracted almost 150,000 attendees and raised over $150,000. After
witnessing the bazaar in progress, the Daily Northwestern editors wondered at “a real
democracy all through the great municipal building. Everybody was gracious to
everybody else. Artificial distinctions were nearly forgotten while all sold or bought for
the cause of the great charity.”98 The charity bazaar’s gracious and democratic
atmosphere existed at a time when most Americans still supported the position that the
United States would remain a neutral nation during the course of the European War.

By the time of the bazaar, most German-Americans in Wisconsin had embraced
President Wilson’s plea for “a true spirit of neutrality.” News, often from English
sources, of the “atrocities” the Kaiser’s army had inflicted on Belgium’s population in the
early months of the war and the May 7, 1915, sinking by the German navy of the RMS
Lusitania with Americans aboard, made this position more tenable than outright
support of Germany. However, as The New Republic editor pointed out in the summer
of 1915, this was not hard for Wisconsin German-Americans to do, since those who had
immigrated to the state more closely associated themselves with “the tradition of 1848
or the tradition of social democracy than the tradition of imperial Germany.” These

immigrants and their descendants supported Germany, he continued, “but this does not

%7 The SMS Emden, launched from Danzig, Germany, on May 26, 1908, fought in several naval battles during the
early months of the war but was run aground and later sunk during the Battle of Cocos on November 9, 1914, by
the Australian light cruiser HMAS Sydney.

%8 “Bjg Charity Bazaar to Result in Record,” Oshkosh Daily Northwestern, March 3, 1916, 7.
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mean that the bulk of them desire at practically any cost, even to America, the triumph
of German arms.”99

Luckily for Wisconsin’s German-American population, Governor Emanuel
Philipp had become an outspoken proponent of neutrality by the time of the bazaar.
Philipp, who had been born in Honey Creek, Sauk County, Wisconsin to Swiss-German
immigrant parents, pledged to support Wilson’s position of neutrality as soon as he took
office in 1915. According to biographer Robert S. Maxwell, Philipp took this stand
because he “saw the war as essentially a struggle for commercial supremacy between
Germany and England with over tones of ancient dynastic and political rivalries among
the other participants.” 10¢ In other words, Philipp saw it as a war about economics and
not about moral values. He believed Americans should stay away from Europe at all
costs, not even sailing on their vessels or in their waterways.

In a 1915 speech Philipp went so far as to state that he would not only withhold
armament and other military supplies from the belligerents, but humanitarian aid as
well, stating, “If bread is one of the elements that they must have to continue the war, let
us cease to furnish that, too.”10t He strongly believed that the best way to keep America
out of the war was not to provide help to either side. In a strange turn of events, Philipp
agreed with his foe La Follette and not with his ally, former President William Taft. The
latter embarrassed Philipp during a visit to Madison in 1915, when he spoke of the

country’s constitutional right to sell food and arms to any of the belligerent nations,

% Francis Hackett, “How Milwaukee Takes the War,” New York: The New Republic, July 15,1917, 272.

100 Robert S. Maxwell, Emanuel L. Philipp: Wisconsin Stalwart (Madison, WI: State Historical Society of Wisconsin
Press, 1959), 112.

101 Maxwell, 111-112. When defending this speech in 1918, Philipp added the words “except to the suffering non-
combatants.” Other published versions, did not include this phrase. See “Gov. Philipp Denounces Newspapers,”
Capital Times, August 7, 1918, 4.
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while Philipp sat on the platform behind him. 02 Wisconsin’s legislature, however,
supported Philipp and passed a joint resolution asking Wilson to maintain a neutral
stance for the duration of the war.

Charles D. Stewart, one of the governor’s closest friends and confidants, felt
Philipp’s embargo of food, munitions, and weapons to all belligerents was foolish. In a
letter describing his feelings about thirty-five years later, Stewart wrote that Philipp
“evidently thought that was the most neutral thing to do, whereas it was the opposite of
neutral—it was all against England and in favor of Germany.” Stewart’s opinion reflected
that of Theodore Roosevelt and other militant Americans, who argued that since
Germany had built up a considerable war machine and England had not, an embargo
favored Germany. Stewart believed that Philipp had played parochial politics with
regard to the German vote and should have stayed away from making statements about
national policy. He also thought it cost Philipp the chance to be Roosevelt’s running
mate in 1916. 193 Others, including his biographer, saw the embargo statement as a
sincere one by Philipp and not a political ploy.

By August 1915, Philipp had combined his belief in “honest neutrality” with the
idea that an adequate preparedness program, which included building up the American
army and its arms supplies, was also needed. As a result, he created a committee to
coordinate preparedness and security actions around the state. In this manner he
attempted to appease both ends of the spectrum, neutralists and pacifists to his left and

preparedness advocates and war militants to his right.

102 This incident ended their friendship.

103 Charles D. Stewart to Clifford Lord, director of the Wisconsin Historical Society, January 2, 1953, 7-8, Charles D.
Stewart (CDS) papers, WHS. Stewart’s actual words were, “Governor Philipp cooked his goose nationally by this
embargo stand.”
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At the end of 1915, peace activists such as Julia Grace Wales were not ready to
give up their cause and accept neutrality or preparedness as the American approach to
the European War. When President Wilson rejected Wales’s “Wisconsin Plan” in
October, Detroit industrialist and avid pacifist Henry Ford stepped up to take the peace
process into his own hands. During the next month he began organizing a peace
expedition to Europe. With the aid of American pacifists, he hoped to rouse citizens of
neutral European nations into demanding continuous mediation and, through that
process, bring an end to the war. Ford sent out invitations to peace activists throughout
the United States, including Wales. Most declined his offer, primarily because Wilson
and Congress had not sanctioned the enterprise. Wales agreed, after some deliberation,
to support Ford’s mission and sail on his “Peace Ship.” Shortly before the ship left its
dock in Hoboken, New Jersey, on December 4 for its fourteen-day trip, Ford told
newspaper reporters, “I am sailing with firm belief that good will come of this mission.
My message to you, boys, is this: Fight for peace, against preparedness.” 04 A few days
later, Wales wrote to a friend in Madison that there was no mistaking Ford’s idealism; it
was transparently serious. “He has the eyes of a visionary,” she added.205

Two others with University of Wisconsin connections joined Miss Wales on board
the Scandinavian ship, Oscar II: student John P. Frazee, a senior at the time, and
Wisconsin graduate, Louis P. Lochner, who had been the executive director of the
Emergency Peace Federation in Chicago and, as a secretary to Ford, served as head of

publicity for the peace trip. Miss Wales and Mr. Frazee, who had been among the first to

104 “send Off for Ford Ship Greatest in History of N.Y.,” Wisconsin State Journal (Sunday State Journal), December
5, 1915, 1.
105 “| etter Tells of Ford Peace Trip,” Wisconsin State Journal, January 7, 1916, 7.
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board, witnessed the spectacle of around 15,000 spectators laughing, cheering, and
singing “Onward Christian Soldiers” and American patriotic songs as the ship pulled
away from her pier.1°¢ This may have been the last of the celebrating, since the amateur
peace mission fell apart quickly and eventually failed miserably.

Three days after leaving port, Wilson decided to increase the budgets of the
United States Army and Navy in obvious support of preparedness, much to the
consternation of those aboard the Peace Ship. While the majority of the pacifist
passengers were horrified by the president’s decision, a minority saw it as a patriotic
and appropriate move. Dramatic arguments ensued, creating a riff among the
participants. A few days later, an influenza outbreak spread among the travelers,
including Ford, and by the time Oscar IT docked in Oslo, Norway, one person had died.
When the Norwegians, who generally supported preparedness, did not welcome the
American pacifists with open arms, the American press was ready to declare the trip a
fiasco. With so much ignominy surrounding the voyage, Ford quietly slipped onto
another ship four days after landing in Norway and returned to the United States. With
this debacle, interest in a peaceful settlement of the war lagged both nationally and in
Wisconsin for most of the next year.107

Wisconsin members of the Woman’s Peace Party did make an attempt to revive
peace activity in the state in the fall of 1916. A handful of Madison women, including
Louise P. Kellogg, Wales’s friend and confidante, called for a meeting on November 18.

At the gathering, Belle La Follette spoke to around eighty women about the Peace

106 “Send Off for Ford Ship,” 1.

107 Barbara S. Kraft, The Peace Ship: Henry Ford’s Pacifist Adventure in the First World War (New York: Macmillan
Publishing Co., 1978), 152-157; Mary Jean Woodard Bean, Julia Grace Wales: Canada’s Hidden Heroine and the
Quest for Peace, 1914-1918 (Ottawa, Canada: Borealis Press, 2005), 191-211. Lloyd Bingham, the expedition’s
social director, died on December 22, 1915 (207).
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Party’s history and goals and suggested actions for the group to undertake. 108 On
February 24, 1917, the Madison branch listened to Louis Lochner’s presentation on “the
alarming spread of the military spirit in the United States,” which concluded with him
urging the peace activists to write their congressmen. 109

At the same time the Woman’s Peace Party made inroads into Wisconsin’s capital
city, another small group of women interested in the peace movement associated itself
with Madison’s Young Women’s Christian Association. This unnamed group, which held
its first meeting on September 30, 1916, decided to focus its energy on rousing interest
in peace activities among University of Wisconsin’s women and, by the second week of
November, had gathered the names of one hundred campus members willing to support
their endeavors. 110

Finally, a number of Milwaukee activists created a local branch of the Woman’s
Peace Party in February 1917. But it was all, for the most part, too late. Wisconsin
members of the Party, mostly educated and professional women, had worked tirelessly,
some for over two years, to secure peace in Europe and prevent the United States from
joining the conflict. Their hope and activity ended when President Wilson called for war
with Germany on April 2, 1917. The Woman’s Peace Party began to disintegrate shortly
after this announcement. 111 On April 20, the Madison branch executive board sent a
circular letter to its members acknowledging the new reality and suggesting that the
“first and chief duty of every citizen [is] to be loyal and effective, supporting with good

will the sovereignty under the care of which he lives.” They recommended their

108 Frpoman, 234.

109 Frooman, 254-255.
110 Frooman, 236-237.
111G|ad, 8.
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members volunteer for the Red Cross during the time of crisis, but also noted that they
continued to “oppose all measures that tend to fasten on our country permanent
militarism” and hoped “that a lasting and just peace and a world federation may be the
outcome.” 112 After these statements, Wisconsin peace activists generally remained silent
for the duration of the war.

*x%

As pacifism lost momentum, the preparedness movement in Wisconsin slowly
picked up steam. Late in 1915 the Wisconsin branch of the National Security League
(NSL) got themselves organized. By the end of November, they had set up a
headquarters in downtown Milwaukee, successfully encouraged Governor Philipp to
appoint fifteen Wisconsin mayors to a League committee, and sent a delegation to a
Midwest NSL convention in Chicago. On November 27, newspaper columnist Ellis
Usher in the Oshkosh Daily Northwestern was ready to declare that Wisconsin was “in
line” to defend the country. He “heartily approved” of the work the organization was
doing to “organize public sentiment in favor of better naval and military
preparedness...and for the stiffening up, at home and abroad, of respect for American
efficiency in case of war.” As an aside Usher, who would become a mouthpiece for
Wisconsin hyperpatriots during the war, commended Wisconsin’s relatively new junior
senator Paul O. Husting for the courage he showed when giving an address full of
“patriotic support of the president and government of the United States” to a primarily
German-American audience in Mayville. Husting concluded his remarks to the local

Gesangverein Teutonia, a singing club celebrating its sixty-third anniversary, by

112 Executive Committee of the Madison Branch of the Woman’s Peace Party circular letter, April 20, 1917, Louise
P. Kellogg papers, WHS as quoted in Frooman, 257.
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reminding his listeners, “Our country should be our first, our second, and our last
consideration.”13

Husting, a lawyer in his late 40s, had been
born in Fond du Lac, Wisconsin and served two
terms as a state senator before becoming a U.S.
Senator. In 1914, he campaigned as a Democrat
for the U.S. Senate in reaction to La Follette’s
progressive agenda and won. He did not attract
much attention in the six months after his March
1915 inauguration, but in the fall Senator Husting

began giving lectures equating preparedness with

patriotism. He followed up this message, during

Paul O. Husting, c. 1910

the spring of 1916, by speaking out against

German-American organizations “that create agitation of an unpatriotic nature.”14
Wisconsin newspaper editors took note. The La Crosse Leader-Press, for example,

2%

declared “Husting No ‘Pussy-Foot™ for his patriotic positions, his support of
preparedness, and for knowing “just where he stands when there is a choice between
this country and any other in the world.”15

As Husting’s star began to climb, national events coalesced to make the

preparedness advocates’ message more palatable to many Americans. Mexican

Revolutionary general Pancho Villa inadvertently made a case for preparedness when he

113 Ellis B. Usher, “Wisconsin in Line to Defend Country,” Oshkosh Daily Northwestern, November 15, 1915, 1.

114 “Husting Urges Drastic Attack on Hyphenates,” La Crosse Tribune, June 15, 1916, 1. The editorial assumes that
Husting was referring specifically to the German-American Alliance, although he did not mention it by name.

115 “Husting No ‘Pussy-Foot,”” La Crosse Leader-Press as quoted in the Marshfield Times, May 3, 1916, 3.
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boldly attacked a small town in the three-year old state of New Mexico on March 9,
1915.116 He compounded the outrage in early May, when he returned to the United States
to raid two Texas towns. Angered by this incursion on American soil, President Wilson
sent American general John J. Pershing with thousands of U.S. Army regulars to
capture Villa and bring him to justice.!”7 Despite every effort to catch the “bandit,”
including invading Mexico, Villa eluded the American military. Preparedness advocates
used this failure as proof of United States Army’s shortcomings. The Marshfield Times
pointed out that Mexico’s “imbroglio with Uncle Samuel has demonstrated beyond all
doubt that the United States is not at present prepared for war, even with a third-rate
power.” It went on to declare that “we are in no shape to ‘talk turkey’ to any foreign
nation, or even to keep our international boundary lines safe against moving picture
bandits.” The newspaper’s editor urged military preparedness, so Uncle Sam can tell the
rest of the world to keep ‘hands off’ North and South America.” For that to happen, he
concluded, the United States needs “sufficient national policemen, afloat and ashore.”:8
The spectacle of an American general chasing Villa around the Mexican
countryside led to the passage of the National Defense Act, also known as the Hay Bill
after its chief proponent U.S. Representative James Hay of Virginia, on June 3, 1916.
The act federalized the National Guard, guaranteeing it a role in any national
mobilzation, and created the Reserved Officers’ Training Corps (R.O.T.C.). Wilson

immediately called up the National Guard to protect the nation’s border with Mexico. In

136 villa attacked Columbus, New Mexico, a small town about three miles from the Mexican border. The attack
turned into a full-scale battle when the U.S. Army got involved. The 13 Cavalry Regiment pushed Villa and his
forces back in to Mexico. Eighteen Americans, soldiers and civilians, were killed.

117 This response is generally known as the Punitive Expedition.

118 preparation for Peace,” Marshfield Times, May 3, 1916, 3. Pancho Villa starred in several films about his life
between 1912 and 1916, including The Life of General Villa (1914) produced by D.W. Griffith.
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Wisconsin, the state’s National Guard gathered at Camp Douglas over a four-day period
in late June. Young men eager for adventure trained at the camp for a little over a week,
while friends and family watched as they ate picnic lunches on the surrounding hills and
bluffs. On July 1, Wisconsin’s National Guard entrained for San Antonio, Texas, arriving
a few days later. Instead of finding adventure, Wisconsin’s troops found heat
(sometimes surpassing 100 degrees), sub-standard housing, and tedium. The National
Guard troops who arrived from several states were generally too raw to be used in any
actual military maneuvers and, after three months of drilling and training, were sent
home.9

In the midst of this debacle, Charles Evans Hughes accepted the Republican
nomination for president with a speech that emphasized the need for military
preparedness. He began by stating, “Adequate preparedness is not militarism. It is the
essential assurance of security; it is a necessary safeguard of peace.” Hughes described
America’s situation as “shockingly unprepared.” With all of the nation’s regular troops
at the Mexican border or in Mexico, along with the entire National Guard, the United
States summoned “practically all our movable military forces in order to prevent bandit
incursions...it is inexcusable that we should find ourselves in this plight.”120

In the following weeks, a number of Wisconsin newspapers took up Hughes’s call
for preparedness. The editor of the Janesville Daily Gazette, for example, agreed with
the candidate that preparedness “does not mean war but it means be ready for an

emergency.” The federalized National Guard, it continued, “means preparedness. It is

119 The story of Wisconsin’s National Guard and the Mexican border can be found in John P. Finnegan,
“Preparedness in Wisconsin: The National Guard and the Mexican Border Incident,” Wisconsin Magazine of History
47, no. 3 (Spring 1964): 199-213.

120 “Hyghes Sounds Keynote in Speech of Acceptance,” Racine Journal-News, August 1, 1916, 3.
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not a warlike move. It is a peaceful move. 12t A few days later, the Stevens Point Daily
Journal supported the preparedness movement by writing of its dismay that Wilson’s
administration had only recently recognized the importance of preparedness and, in a
belated response, begun building up the United States military.:22

As more Wisconsinites saw the validity of preparedness, some still felt compelled
to speak out against it. La Follette may have been one of the loudest. In a speech to the
U.S. Senate he condemned the changing sentiment when he decried “the cheap skate of
a business man” who could get a column urging preparedness on the front page of a
newspaper, “whereas a man who was against preparedness was denied any space at
all.”123 Richard Lloyd Jones, editor of the Wisconsin State Journal and a La Follette
supporter, disagreed with those who saw preparedness as precursor to peace. On August
4, 1916, he wrote, “It is not the great navy as a navy which is likely to menace peace. It is
a great navy conjured up by those who have something to gain by its operations.” Jones
went on to suggest the creation of a permanent, non-partisan, non-military Council of
Peace. Instead of spending money on preparedness for war, he concluded, spend one
percent of that amount “on preparedness for peace.”124

Over the course of 1916 preparedness advocates became more sophisticated in
selling their message to Americans, including a number of Wisconsinites. They learned
their ideas had more power if they were tied to patriotism. At the same time a series of
events coalesced that seemed to reinforce their point. La Follette and his supporters

asked Americans to question the motives of these advocates and learn if they benefitted

121 “preparedness,” Janesville Daily Gazette, August 9, 1916, 4.

122 “|n preparedness the Administration has Followed, Not Led,” Stevens Point Daily Journal, August 15, 1916, 3.
123 “| 3 Follettism,” Sturgeon Bay Advocate, August 3, 1916, 2.

124 “preparedness for Peace,” Wisconsin State Journal, August 4, 1916, 10.



65

financially from a war preparedness policy, either directly or indirectly. A positive
patriotic message turned out a lot easier to sell than one full of negativity and distrust.
As 1917 began, acts by the German military and government turned the message of

promoting preparedness to one of active involvement in the European War.
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Chapter 2: “Unpatriotic Remarks”: The Move from Preparedness to
Hyperpatriotism, January to April, 1917

“Disloyalty is but treason in its incipient stage.25
Wisconsin State Senator Timothy Burke, April 24, 1917
In 1892, five-year-old Frank Raguse left Germany with his parents, two older

brothers, and a baby sister for Baltimore, Maryland. In the following weeks the Raguse
family made their way to Milwaukee, where his father and brothers found jobs as
laborers. Frank attended school through eighth grade and then became a laborer
himself, working at a variety of unskilled jobs. Over the next few years, Frank immersed
himself in working-class politics and became an active supporter of the Socialist Party.
In November 1916, Milwaukee’s 8th district elected him, a twenty-nine-year old
teamster, to Wisconsin’s state senate.26 Frank’s tenure would be short, less than two
months. His ousting began with an incident that occurred the evening of April 24, 1917,
and was described by the Eau Claire Leader as “the most sensational episode of the
legislative session.” The Leader’s editor also noted, “[1t] stirred the dignified and
patriotic senate to a high pitch of excitement.”127 By this time, only weeks after the
United States had entered the European War, Wisconsin already had a growing
reputation as a hotbed of potential treason, and preparedness advocates, turned war-
supporting hyperpatriots, meant to squelch any signs of disloyalty, especially those

displayed by a Socialist state senator.

125 “Raguse Stirs State Senate,” Eau Claire Leader, April 26, 1917, 3.

126 |nformation about Raguse’s early life comes from Industrial Commission of Wisconsin, The Wisconsin Blue Book
1917, Madison: Democrat Printing Co., 1917, 507; census records, city directories, and family genealogies on
Ancestry.com.

127 “Raguse Stirs State Senate,” 3.
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The episode began when a resolution by state senator Roy Wilcox came to a vote.
Wilcox, who would soon be a leader of Wisconsin’s hyperpatriots, wanted the state to
print and distribute 50,000 copies of President Wilson’s April 13 congressional address,
which listed the reasons America would fight with the Allies in the European War, as a
way to encourage patriotic war support among Wisconsinites. Senator Raguse,
infuriated by Wilcox’s willingness “to spend a million for patriotism,” rose from his seat
and declared, “There are only two ways to create patriotism—to destroy property or
lives.” He suggested the U.S.S. Maine had been blown up during the Spanish-American
War “to create patriotism,” but noted more recently “people have refused to become
patriotic by the blowing up of the Lusitania.” He added, “Eighty-five per cent of the
people of this country own no land, and people who own no land are without a country
and are not patriotic.” In his concluding statements, Raguse called the resolution “class

legislation” and moved that it be indefinitely postponed.128

The Senate Room immediately filled with angry retorts from many of Raguse’s
indignant colleagues incensed by his remarks. Some questioned his understanding of
patriotism, others wondered if he had just committed treason under the pending
Espionage Act, and a handful demanded Raguse retract his remarks or be expelled. In
the midst of these strong emotions, the other two Socialist senators spoke of their
patriotism and pride of country. When Senator Timothy Burke had the floor, he thanked
these two colleagues for their remarks, but went on to speak of the humiliation

Wisconsin had suffered in the last few months by having its loyalty questioned, adding,

128 The Frank Raguse incident was repeated in several Wisconsin newspapers, including a detailed version in
“Threatened to Expel Senator,” Stevens Point Daily Journal, April 26, 1917, 4 and “Raguse Stirs State Senate,” 3.
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The remarks made by the senator from the eighth are remarks that are probably
direct violations of the recent act of congress relating to this subject. That a
Wisconsin senator should get up and make such a statement which I claim
borders on disloyalty, and disloyalty is but treason in its incipient stage—is a
disgrace.

Burke called on Raguse to retract his remarks or “be expelled from the senate for
expressions and words that border on disloyalty.” Raguse immediately retracted his
words, adding, “[I] used those words because I have read them several times in the
newspapers and I simply repeated those statements.” Lieutenant Governor Dithmar, the

presiding official, accepted the retraction and stated, “The record is closed.”*29

Dithmar may have closed the record, but Burke, a Stalwart Republican from
Green Bay, realized that a chance to expel one of the three Socialists from the Wisconsin
senate could not be passed by. Overnight he wrote out a retraction for Raguse to sign,
which required the young senator to claim American citizenship, reaffirm his allegiance
to the United States, and retract and apologize for comments deemed unpatriotic by his
opponents. Burke submitted it to Socialist Senator Louis Arnold who found it
acceptable, but asked that Burke and his fellow senate members take into consideration
Raguse’s youth and inexperience. Senator M.W. Perry dismissed Arnold’s concern by
stating the senate “was not the place for young and inexperienced men to insult the
flag.”130 When first presented with the retraction, Raguse agreed to sign the document,
but after a night’s reflection changed his mind. On April 26, the senate, by a vote of 30

to 3 (the three Socialists), demanded Raguse agree to the retraction prepared by his

129 “Raguse Stirs State Senate,” 3. Burke was referring to the Espionage Act, which had passed the Senate on
February 20, 1917, but would not be passed in the House until June 15, 1917. Its purpose was to prohibit
interference with military operations or recruitment, prevent insubordination in the military, and to prevent the
support of United States enemies during wartime.

130 “Raguse Must Make Full Retraction,” Racine Journal News, April 26, 1917, 8.
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political opponents. Raguse refused, declaring that not only had he not received a fair
hearing, but was being asked to retract his Socialist principles. The senate immediately
voted to expel him, again by a vote of 30 to 3. Raguse vowed to run for the same seat

again and to show his patriotism by joining the military.131

Frank Raguse’s sudden expulsion from the state senate could possibly have
happened in any state, but by late April Wisconsin’s loyalty, especially that of its
political representatives, had been questioned on a national scale. Senator Burke spoke
of this humiliation when he condemned Raguse immediately after the young Socialist’s
incendiary remarks, stating, “Wisconsin and Milwaukee are very much advertised
throughout the union [as disloyal], and yet, no state in the union is more loyal than
Wisconsin. We have been humiliated in Washington and we have been humiliated at
home.”132 This sense of humiliation was a cumulation of several events that occurred in
March and April of 1917, beginning with U.S. Senator Robert M. La Follette’s unpopular
reaction to President Wilson’s demand to arm the nation’s merchant marine and
continuing through Govenor Emanuel Philipp’s rejection of conscription to raise troops.
These, along with a number of other actions by the state’s leaders, had led many outside
the state to question the loyalty and patriotism of Wisconsin’s citizens, since they had
elected these representatives. By the time of Raguse’s removal, the state’s hyperpatriots

had already begun building organizations and arranging events to combat the negative

131 “Senate Takes Quick Action in Unseating Raguse,” Grand Rapids [WI] Daily Leader, April 27, 1917, 1; information
on why Raguse decided not to sign the retraction comes in part from Rand School of Social Science, Department of
Labor Research, A Political Guide for the Workers 1920 (Chicago, IL: Socialist Party of the United States, 1920), 119-
120.

132 “Raguse Stirs State Senate,” Eau Claire Leader, April 26, 1917, 3.
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perception of Wisconsin’s loyalty. These, however, would be just the first steps in their

attempts to reclaim the good name of Wisconsin.

KK*

On January 31, 1917, Germany, reeling from the British blockade of its North Sea
ports and believing Britain and France were receiving war materiel from the United
States, announced it would resume submarine (Unterseeboot or U-boat) attacks on any
ships in the war zone, including passenger vessels from non-belligerent countries. A few
days later a German U-boat sank the U.S.S. Housatonic, carrying over 400,000 bushels
of wheat, near England’s Scilly Islands. Without knowing if the American crew aboard
the Housatonic had lived or died, Wilson immediately severed relations with Germany
by tendering German Ambassador Count von Bernstorff his passport and sending him
home. Later reports made clear that the crew had survived because the U-boat
commander, after sending warning shots across the ship’s bow, had let those on board
abandon ship. He did, however, ignore the pleas of the Housatonic’s captain to spare the
vessel, replying, “You are carrying foodstuffs to an enemy of my country, and though I
am sorry, it is my duty to sink you.” He then struck the ship with a single torpedo. It
sunk in twenty minutes. The Germans towed the American crew close to land,
abandoning them when an English ship came into view.133 The German Navy soon

learned that warning shots made it easier for Allied ships to sink their fragile U-boats

133 “|ife in 1917: Sinking of Housatonic Brings World War | Closer to Home,” University of Wisconsin Camp Randall
100 website: www.camprandall100.com/2017/09/30/life-1917-sinking-housatonic-brings-world-war-closer-home
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and discontinued the practice. Americans called this new approach to naval warfare

barbaric and uncivilized.134

While the sinking of American ships, such as the Housatonic, did not lead
immediately to war with Germany, it did encourage Wisconsin preparedness advocates
to speak out. On the same day the Wisconsin State Journal (Madison) reported the
sinking of the Housatonic, it carried an editorial calling the Kaiser “the big brutal bully
of the world,” and declaring, “Germany insults civilization” by sinking non-combatant
ships. The editorial cautioned now was the time “every American is called to prove his
Americanism...Every American voter must be one-hundred per cent an American
citizen. Anything less is TREASON.” It also questioned the patriotism of German
Americans, noting that there had been a rush of German citizens living in the United
States to become naturalized, arguing, “The fellow who seeks citizenship in this country
for no higher or purer motive of patriotism and conscientious devotion to the principles

of American democracy, is to be viewed with grave suspicion.”:35

In the early days of February 1917, Wisconsin’s preparedness advocates made
clear their approval of Wilson’s response to Germany and, irrespective of political party,
actively united behind the president, “the silent man in Washington, who is bearing the
brunt of this national crisis.”36 Ellis Usher, for example, advised his readers to follow

the counsel of former President Taft and rally behind the president.:3” Their reasons for

134 Richard L. Pifer, The Great War Comes to Wisconsin (Madison, WI: Wisconsin Historical Society Press, 2017), 54-
55.

135 “Eor Our Country,” Wisconsin State Journal, February 4, 1917, 14.

136 “Stand by President,” Oshkosh Daily Northwestern, February 6, 1917, 8. This article reported that the Oshkosh
Knights of Columbus pledged to stand by Wilson “in any crisis that might develop.”; “Our Flag—Display It!” and
“Many Flags are Displayed,” Grand Rapids Daily News, February 9, 1917, 1.

137 Ellis Usher’s column ran in several Wisconsin papers under a variety of titles, including the Manitowoc Daily

Herald, 4, and Janesville Daily Gazette, 4, on February 10, 1917 and the Eau Claire Leader, 3, on February 11, 1917.
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doing so usually involved patriotic rhetoric, but Civil War veteran Charles Sechler in a
letter to Wisconsin’s Secretary of State, may have captured the real motivation, one tied
to an honorable masculinity, when he wrote, “Better war than dishonor. In every age
some must suffer, perchance die, that succeeding generations may have the inviolate

right to live unafraid in a country that has good red blood in its veins.”:38

Wisconsin’s junior U.S. Senator, Paul O. Husting, added to this call for an all-
American patriotism that supported President Wilson, when he publicly castigated La
Crosse attorney Frank E. Withrow in an open letter. Withrow had chaired a Socialist
meeting in his city on February 11, where resolutions had been passed stating that the
working men and women of La Crosse County did not support murder of themselves or
others “to protect the profits of our greedy enemies within our nation” and resolved to
support an embargo to all belligerents and a bill that would forbid American ships to
enter the war zone. Withrow sent a copy of these resolutions to President Wilson,

Senators La Follette and Husting, and U.S. Representative John J. Esch.139

In an open letter dated February 17, 1917 and published in several newspapers
around the state, Husting chastised Withrow. “The government,” he wrote, “has been
most grievously and lamentably harassed in its diplomatic efforts and has been
measurably weakened...in its strenuous efforts...to preserve an honorable peace” by
those, like Withrow, who questioned President Wilson’s actions. He reminded Withrow
that Germany was the aggressor and in “THE WRONG,” while America was on the side

of “RIGHT, JUSTICE and HUMANITY.” He finished by asking all Americans “to join

138 Charles Sechler (Sechlerville) to Merlin Hull, February 8, 1917, Merlin Hull (MH) papers, Box 7, WHS.
139 “Keep Out of War by Stopping Ships Insist Socialists,” La Crosse Tribune and Leader-Press, February 12, 1917, 1,
6.
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hands firmly in supporting OUR PRESIDENT AND OUR COUNTRY in and thru this
crisis.”40 The Wisconsin State Journal, one of many Wisconsin newspapers to print
Husting’s letter, took delight in his answer to Withrow, whom they described as a

“peace-at-any-price advocate.” A Journal editorial that included Husting’s letter stated,

The pacifists who are protesting to the President would be much more logical and
to the point if they protested to the Kaiser. The German-Americans who are so
active in the peace-at-any-price propaganda are directing all their efforts to the
tail end of their own hyphenation [and should address] their pleas for peace to
the Kaiser.141

Although Withrow would have probably described himself as pro-neutrality
rather than pro-pacifism, a number of Wisconsinites wrote to Husting to thank him for
his anti-pacifist stance in reply to Withrow. University of Wisconsin electrical
engineering professor Cyril M. Jansky, for example, appreciated the senator’s “stand
with reference to the Peace at any Price propaganda that had been carried on in the
interest of Germany.” Husting’s letter, he continued, expressed the sentiments of loyal
and patriotic Americans.'42 In retrospect, Husting’s well-publicized response, which
appears to be the first to attack and denigrate a Wisconsin citizen for having an opinion
different from his and other self-identified patriots, foreshadowed the use of coercion
and public spectacle Wisconsin’s hyperpatriots would employ to control discussion

about the war.

Tension ratcheted up at the end of February, when British authorities turned over
to the United States ambassador a decoded telegram written by German Foreign

Secretary Arthur Zimmerman. In the telegram to Germany’s Mexican ambassador,

140 “senator Husting’s Americanism,” Wisconsin State Journal, February 20, 1917, 8. The Journal used capital letters
for emphasis, not Senator Husting.

141 “Senator Husting’s Americanism,” 8.

142 C.M. Jansky to Husting, March 14, 1917, Paul O. Husting (POH) papers, Box 10, folder 6, WHS.
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Zimmerman proposed an alliance between that country and Germany should America
enter the war against Germany. He offered Mexico significant financial aid and the
return of lost territories in Texas, New Mexico, and Arizona. The day after seeing the
telegram, an angered Wilson had had enough and proposed to Congress that the United
States should begin immediately arming its merchant marine ships against possible

attack.

When Senator Robert M. La Follette became the leader of those national
representatives who decided to fight Wilson’s proposal, formally the Armed Ship Bill,
self-described patriotic Americans saw in his behavior the first inklings that Wisconsin
might have a potential problem with treasonous representatives. As for La Follette, he
had been wary of the preparedness movement and its desire to shore up the military
since its inception. He questioned supporters’ motives and thought that capitalist greed
hid behind their patriotic patina. While Wilson did not seem to share this concern, he
did agree with La Follette that the European War was a transgression of progressive
principles (ones that privileged science and education) and, at least at first, that the
United States should remain staunchly neutral. The president and the senator began to
drift apart in November 1915, when Wilson, in concession to preparedness advocates,
called for building up the country’s military. By February 1917, Wilson had come around
to the preparedness movement’s perception that Germany was more dangerous to the
United States than the Allies and abandoned the idea of neutrality. With this change of

attitude, La Follette lost respect for Wilson.43

143 Nancy C. Unger, Fighting Bob La Follette: The Righteous Reformer (Madison, WI: Wisconsin Historical Society
Press, 2008), 239-243.
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With La Follette’s lack of trust in the preparedness movement and concern that
Wilson had fallen for its rhetoric, he along with eleven other congressmen conducted a
filibuster against the Armed Ship Bill on March 4, 1917. La Follette and his allies argued
that arming the merchant marine was too expensive, gave the president too much
power, and would lead the United States into war.244 When the filibuster succeeded, an
annoyed President Wilson denounced the twelve legislators who participated in it as “A
little group of willful men, representing no opinion but their own,” but his ire and that of
many of his supporters focused on their leader, La Follette.'45 To them the senator’s
actions put the country’s safety and commerce at risk. They began to wonder, what kind
of American would send such an unpatriotic man to the United States Senate? As the
backlash against La Follette grew, Wisconsin found itself firmly placed under the

national microscope.

Over the next several weeks, La Follette’s “treasonous” attitude made national
news and led to reactions around the country. Wheeling, West Virginia millionaires
Archie W. Paull and J.C. Brady, for example, immediately called a mass meeting to
denounce La Follette as a traitor and to prevent him from speaking at a local synagogue
later that week.14¢ Editors of the Butte Miner told their readers that La Follette and his
congressional “coterie” would rather support the Prussian monarch Kaiser Wilhelm
than their own president.47? While the Helena Independent wondered if Herr

Zimmerman would have created “a subsidiary principality with La Follette [as] grand

144 pifer, 55.

145 president Wilson ignored the filibuster and had the merchant marine armed anyway.

146 “| 3 Follette is Denounced as Traitor to U.S.,” Jackson (Michigan) Citizen Press, March 6, 1917, 1.

147 “America’s Disgrace,” Butte (Montana) Miner as published in the Idaho Falls Times, March 8, 1917, 4.
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duke.”148 Back home, Wisconsin legislators made it clear that their Senator had
misrepresented the state and regretted that he could not be recalled or impeached.49 By
March 7, Husting’s brother Peter had recognized a change in sentiment. “The results of
the past week,” he wrote,
Coupled together with your unflinching stand all along, has more than completely
reversed the conditions as they appeared a year ago. And in comparison with the
inexplicable antics and attitude of ‘Fighting Bob’ it has placed you up with the
Major Leaguers while Bob is having a berth fitted out for himself in the minors.:s°
The national press explained La Follette’s behavior, as well as that of the other
“willful men,” by their need for support from their German-American constituencies.
The Lexington (Kentucky) Herald, for example, noted the day before the filibuster, “One
of the alarming phases of the present situation is that practically every member of the
Congress of the United States...who represents a State with any considerable German
population has failed to stand up straight for genuine Americanism.” A list of the more
grievous offenders, the Herald continued, included Senator La Follette and
Representative Henry A. Cooper of Wisconsin, who had voted against the Armed Ship
Bill in the House.!5! The Herald’s comments reflected a trend that began in the early
months of 1917 and continued throughout the war of national newspapers speaking
about Wisconsin’s patriotism in terms that questioned the quality and Americanism of
the state’s representatives rather than the support of its German-American population.

The Oshkosh Daily Northwestern recognized this tendency when it stated, “The entire

148 “The Kaiser’s Share,” Helena (Montana) Independent, March 28, 1917, 4.

149 “Act Derided in Home Town,” Jackson (Michigan) Citizen Press, March 6, 1917, 1.

150 peter Husting to Paul Husting, March 7, 1917, POH papers, Box 10, folder 5, WHS.

151 “German-Americans Not of Teutonic Blood,” Lexington (Kentucky) Herald, March 3, 1917, 4.
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state has been placed under suspicion by the ill-advised action of some of its official mis-

representatives.”152

Even though Wisconsin’s German population did not come under attack in the
national press, a number of Wisconsin newspaper editors could not help but notice that
the four U.S. Representatives from Wisconsin who had voted with La Follette came from
Milwaukee or nearby districts with significant German-American populations.!53 The
Daily Northwestern stressed the consequences of this German-influenced voting by
remarking, “This coincidence is not being overlooked by outside paper[s], which do not
hesitate to connect it with the pro-German sentiment in Milwaukee and adjoining
sections of Wisconsin, and which also raise the question of the true loyalty of the Badger

metropolis.”154

Milwaukee businessman Alvin P. Kletzsch fed this fear when he told the
Milwaukee Journal that his colleagues in New York, Washington, Buffalo, Cleveland,
and Boston all thought of Milwaukee “as a hotbed of sedition” with a population ready
to overthrow the government and establish the Kaiser as their leader. Kletzsch spoke of
the impression “all over the country that Milwaukee is a German city...and that [its
citizens think they] are subjects of Germany.”155 The Journal asked a number of leading
Milwaukee citizens to respond to Kletzsch’s comments. Most blamed the actions of “pro-

German fanatics and extremists” for the negative perception, while Captain Thaddeus

152 “In an Unenviable Light,” Oshkosh Daily Northwestern, March 12, 1917, 4.

153 These included William J. Cary (4" District, Milwaukee), William H. Stafford (5% District, Milwaukee), Henry A.
Cooper (1% District, southeast Wisconsin), and John Mandt Nelson (3" District, southcentral Wisconsin).

154 “In an Unenviable Light,” 4.

155 Milwaukee Journal, February 21, 1917, 1 as quoted in Jean L. Berres, “Local Aspects of the ‘Campaign for
Americanism’: The Milwaukee Journal in World War I” (Ph.D. dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1977), 126.
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M. Wild thought Wisconsin’s unfortunate reputation came from “the spirit of foreignism
pervading the entire state.” Not everyone agreed with Kletzsch’s premise that eastern
businessmen were speaking badly of Wisconsin and Milwaukee. Meat-packing magnate
Patrick Cudahy, for example, thought all this talk was rumor and gossip and should not
be taken too seriously.’5¢ Cudahy’s reaction has been supported by a survey of national
newspapers from small and large municipalities around the United States during the
months of February and March 1917, which did not corroborate the Daily Northwestern
or Kletzsch’s worries that the national press perceived the state and its largest city as an

epicenter of potential treason.!57

Few newspaper editors outside of Wisconsin showed much interest in the loyalty
of average Wisconsinites or Milwaukeeans during the months of February and March
1917; their concern focused on the state’s leaders. To this end, the New York Herald
wondered in mid-March whether Wisconsin’s Governor Emanuel Philipp stood with the
president or not. Over a week had passed since La Follette’s filibuster, the Herald noted,
and Philipp still had not made a formal statement about the Wisconsin senator and the
ruckus he had created in Washington. Philipp replied with a terse statement declaring,
“The people of Wisconsin do not want war and wish that the President avoid it, if he can
do so without the sacrifice of our national honor.” He affirmed, “If war must come, the
President of the United States may rely upon it that the people of this state will support
him and their country with a whole heart and with all the strength they possess.”158

Within Wisconsin, Democrats, Stalwart Republicans, and others who did not support

156 “Black Eye Due to Fanatics?” Milwaukee Journal, February 23, 1917, 1; “Says Milwaukee is Wronged,”
Milwaukee Journal, February 24, 1917, 1.

157 The survey was done by the author of this manuscript.

158 “Governor Declares the State Patriotic,” Racine Journal News, March 16, 1917, 1.
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his more moderate beliefs would use this statement against him throughout the war,
claiming he had not been sufficiently patriotic. The Milwaukee Journal declared that an
additional assertion by Philipp in the same message to the Herald which read “our
grievance against Germany rests entirely upon her interference with our commerce” to
be utterly repugnant. The Journal’s editors thought that the governor’s decision to
overlook the loss of American lives caused by Germany’s submarines would be another
heavy blow against “the fair name of Wisconsin’s Americanism.”?59 In spite of such
statements, others agreed with the Eau Claire Telegram’s editorial on March 17 that the
governor’s “utterance, firm and well-balanced, and to the point, reflects credit on the

state, and the state needed it.”160

While the voices and opinions of Wisconsin newspaper editors could lead readers
to assume most Wisconsinites supported Wilson and Husting and were displeased with
La Follette’s actions, letters to U.S. Representative John J. Esch from the 7th
congressional district in west central Wisconsin from his constituents during the month
of March actually illustrated a range of opinions. These correspondents cannot be
considered “average” Wisconsinites, since all of them were men who appear to have or
had held positions of authority within their communities, but their letters do show that
at this time in Wisconsin there was no coherent view as to what America’s role should be
in reference to the European war. Esch’s more moderate stance, when compared to
those of La Follette or Husting, may explain why a number of his constituents felt

comfortable writing him with their concerns about the increasingly belligerent actions

159 “Gov. Philipp’s Words,” Milwaukee Journal, March 23, 1917, 16.

160 Fqu Claire Telegram as quoted from Philipp’s speech “What Wisconsin Has Done in the War” given in
Waukesha, Wisconsin, on August 6, 1918 and later published as a booklet. Further information about the original
telegram also found in the booklet.
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taken by the president and Congress. In fact, March 1917 may have been the last time
during the war that some of them thought they could speak out against Wilson and

preparedness advocates without repercussions.

Not all of Esch’s correspondents disagreed with the preparedness movement. A
handful entreated him to support the president during this national crisis and defend
the country’s honor and manhood by supporting war with Germany. E.S. Minon of

Milwaukee probably best summed up this latter view when he wrote,

There is nothing to be gained by a milk and water policy in case of war.

If we are going to protect and honor and save this country from further
disgrace let us do it like men and in man fashion and that can and should
be done by an out and out declaration of war.161

This type of rhetoric did not appeal to Esch, who in several of his responses emphasized
a need to keep “cool heads” and not be swayed by “every exaggerated rumor or report.”
He frequently described the United States as neither aggressive nor warlike, but instead
a country made up of people who prefer peace and respect for their rights. Esch also
wrote he could only support Americans at war if the country’s existence as a nation or its

honor was threatened.162

In many of his replies, Representative Esch made it abundantly clear he wanted
the United States to stay out of the European War, an opinion held by many of his
correspondents. Esch began receiving letters as early as February 26 asking him to
protest America’s potential fight with Germany and to not give the president unlimited

powers if the United States should go to war. Several of these early communications

161 £ S. Minon (Milwaukee) to John J. Esch, March 27, 1917, John J. Esch (JJE) papers, Box 41, WHS.
162 John J. Esch to Ernest A. Siefert (Reedsburg), March 1, 1917; John J. Esch to Rev. J. Stucki (Black River Falls),
March 2, 1917; John J. Esch to Rev. J.L. Panzlau (La Crosse), March 2, 1917, JJE papers, Box 41, WHS.
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noted that 9o percent of his constituents preferred neutrality over going to war against
Germany.163 Those who gave reasons for their position often spoke of a war between
Germany and America as one meant solely to satisfy the greed of capitalists, an opinion
held by La Follette and the Socialist Party. Reverend George Reichert of Prairie du Sac

captured this sentiment in a telegram to Esch:

Do not let the buzzard usurp the proud position of the American eagle

for we see no national honor in feasting on the already bleeding and
famished peoples of Europe...If necessary, we shall shoulder our musket

to fight [for the cause of peace], but---not a drop of blood for the munition
vendor, who is ever ready to sacrifice the small man on the altar of greed.164

Another writer described capitalistic motives for the war as “plutocratic patriotism for
profit” and facetiously urged Esch to support La Follette or give Wilson monarchial
powers, disband Congress, and come home.%5 Others argued that American money
should not be spent on a war in Europe or worried that entering the war left the United

States to “the mercy of the enemy within and without.”166

While Esch consistently stated the United States should stay out of the war, he
did support what he called “armed neutrality.” To him this meant making no
distinctions between the belligerents, especially when asserting the American right to

send ships carrying non-contraband materials to neutral ports.167 To this end he voted to

163 Rev. Philip Schneider (Prairie du Sac) to John J. Esch, February 26, 1917; C.M. Cronk (Norwalk) to Hon. Henry
Bennett and Hon. Miles L. Hineman (Madison), copy sent to John J. Esch, March 3, 1917, JJE papers, Box 41, WHS.
164 Reverend George Reichert (Prairie du Sac) to John J. Esch, undated, but received by Esch on March 2, 1917,
WHS, JJE papers, Box 41.

165 C.M. Cronk (Norwalk) to Hon. Henry Bennett and Hon. Miles L. Hineman (Madison), copy sent to John J. Esch,
March 3, 1917, JJE papers, Box 41, WHS.

166 Archibald Kellogg (Baraboo) to John J. Esch, undated, but obviously sent during March 1917, JJE papers, Box 41,
WHS.

167 John J. Esch to F.F. Mueller (Reedsburg), March 14, 1917, JIE papers, Box 41, WHS. This letter was in response to
Mueller’s question, “What is Armed Neutrality?” See Mueller to Esch, March 10, 1917, JJE papers, Box 41. Esch
wrote to Mueller that armed neutrality “is the arming of merchant vessels to protect themselves against hostile
attack while on the high seas and engaged in lawful business.”
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increase spending for the military and to arm the merchant marine. In his responses to
those who wrote him for or against the Armed Ship Bill, he frequently mentioned that
the United States had armed the merchant marine before, in 1798 and 1800, without
going to war and often added that doing so may actually be the “safest avenue toward
peace,” since proof and assertion of America’s power would discourage Germany from
attacking. Esch went one step further in support of the Armed Ship Bill and stated that

the United States may have “a moral duty to assert its rights on the high seas.”168

This discussion of morality, along with honor and manliness, seemed to pervade
the discussion of whether the United States should enter the European War or not, as
can already be seen in the letters to Esch from Minon and Reichert. Minon argued entry
into the war would save American honor, if it was done in a manly way. An author of
another letter to Esch, completely disagreed, stating, “The honor of the United States is
not involved...it is only Wilson’s honor [that is under attack] and a damn little he
has.”169 Preparedness advocates and those who supported America entering the war on
the side of Britain and France closely tied their arguments to masculinity, integrity, and
virtue, as did one Wisconsinite, who, in a letter to Senator Husting, not only complained
that sending money, but not soldiers to France was “a vile slander on American
manhood,” but also implied that the United States needed leaders who did not equate

patience and love of peace with “fear and decadence,” as supposedly pacifists and La

168 John J. Esch to John Haldeman (Norwalk), March 3, 1917; Esch to Rev. Panzlau (La Crosse), March 2, 1917; John
J. Esch to A.A. Schroeder (La Crosse), March 31, 1917, JIE papers, Box 41, WHS.

169 William Vollmer (Mauston) to John J. Esch, no date but received by Esch on March 29, 1917, JJE papers, Box 41,
WHS.
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Follette supporters did.170 While Esch did suggest going to war to defend America’s

honor, he may have only been using the approved rhetoric of the time.

K Ke*

By late February 1917, a number of Milwaukee men, concerned about the
perception of their city as disloyal, formed a volunteer citizen’s committee to counteract
this potential opinion. They originally came together on February 25, in part as a
response to Kletzsch’s worrisome statements in the Journal about Milwaukee’s loyalty,
but also to a mass meeting held the same day by the city’s Socialist Party. Worried that
the Socialist meeting’s “pro-German” agenda would reflect badly on the city, the
committee wrote a telegram to President Wilson pledging to support “any action he
might take in protecting American rights and urging thorough preparedness.”7* When
news of the telegram led to “thousands of endorsements” from around the state, the
committee’s chairman, Wheeler Bloodgood, decided to call for another mass meeting,
one of patriots, not Socialists, to be held at the city’s auditorium on March 17.172 Its
purpose, Bloodgood proposed, would be “to give voice to the sentiments in the message
to the president [the telegram sent February 25]...and offset the impression that

Milwaukee is a stronghold of disloyalty.”73

Ellis B. Usher, as correspondent for the Milwaukee Journal, attended the
meeting and described it as “a great success” and “an intensely genius and serious

gathering.” Usher noted that the leaders, including Augustus Vogel, chair of the

170 Thomas H. Ryan (Wausau) to Paul O. Husting, March 30, 1917, POH papers, Box 10, folder 6, WHS.
171 “Milwaukeeans Wish to Prove Loyalty,” Racine Journal News, March 12, 1917, 1.

172 The Wisconsin Defense League, Milwaukee: Allied Printing, undated (but post May 29, 2017), 3.
173 “Milwaukeeans Wish to Prove Loyalty,” 1.
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National Security League’s Wisconsin branch, U.S. Senator Paul Husting, and
Bloodgood, came from a variety of political affiliations and backgrounds (Scandinavian,
French, “Long Island Dutch,” even German) and suggested this broad range spoke to the
depth of the patriotic spirit in Milwaukee. 174 According to Usher, over seven thousand
attendees loudly proclaimed Milwaukee and Wisconsin’s loyalty to the U.S. government
and President Wilson. When a heckler questioned Vogel’s patriotism, he responded that
this was obviously a “pro-American” meeting of patriotic and loyal citizens and anyone
“not in harmony with that platform...had better leave now.” The audience demanded the
heckler be removed from the gathering, so attendants escorted him out.!7s Husting
followed this moment of drama with a rousing patriotic speech that explained President
Wilson’s foreign policies and called for unity “in thought, word, and deed,” since “We
are all Americans.”76¢ The crowd rewarded him with a long and loud standing ovation.
The meeting concluded with resolutions stating the attendees’ support of the President
and the Federal Government in their efforts to defend the country’s rights and uphold
its national honor.177 The citizen’s committee, pleased with the results of the rally,
formalized its existence one week later as the Wisconsin Defense League, with

Bloodgood as chair.

174 Ellis B. Usher, “Big Meeting a Success,” Manitowoc Daily Herald, March 24, 1917, 2.

175 “ oyalty Meeting in Cream City,” Racine Journal News, March 19, 1917, 6.
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177 John J. Esch to Wheeler Bloodgood (Milwaukee), March 26, 1917, John J. Esch (JIE) papers, Box 41, WHS.
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Wheeler Peckham Bloodgood had been a leader in the preparedness movement
and would continue to be an outspoken proponent of defining America’s involvement in
the war in hyperbolic patriotic terms. Understanding his motivations, which changed
during the course of the war, provides us with an insight into how a number of
Wisconsin’s hyperpatriots thought and reasoned, especially as many of them, including
Bloodgood, moved from a pro-La Follette position to an anti-La Follette one. Bloodgood,
a Milwaukee native born into a family with American
roots dating back to the seventeenth century, could
often be found, according to a Wisconsin State Journal
editor (several years after Bloodgood’s death), “striding
his tall and manly way among the beloved people of a

country which he loved almost to the point of

worship.”178 This extreme form of patriotism may have

W developed from growing up in a family known for their

Wheeler P. Bloodgood, 1921

public service to the United States, including a
WHi 60818

maternal uncle who had served as a U.S. Supreme
Court justice. His son Francis, writing a decade after World War 11, believed his father
made a conscious decision to follow in his predecessors’ footsteps. In preparation for
this role, Bloodgood graduated from St. John’s Military Academy in Delafield,
Wisconsin in 1887, read law with his father, passed the bar in 1894, and became a

successful business lawyer with a wide practice. 179

178 A W. Brayton, “The Rambler” column, Wisconsin State Journal, October 29, 1933, 4.
179 Francis J. Bloodgood, “Wheeler Peckham Bloodgood of Milwaukee, 1871-1930,” unpublished biography, c.
1957.
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Although he was later described as “a spokesman of big business,” in the early
years of the twentieth century Bloodgood supported the Progressive Movement by
backing Robert La Follette and his progressive policies when the latter was Wisconsin’s
governor. According to Francis, this meant he was interested in government reform and
“humanitarian legislation,” which improved the welfare of Wisconsinites.'8° During the
1912 presidential election, Bloodgood actively promoted the Progressive Movement by
breaking with the Republican Party and backing Theodore Roosevelt’s new Progressive
or “Bull Moose” Party. On Roosevelt’s behalf, Bloodgood organized the political party in
Wisconsin, attended the Bull Moose convention as a delegate, and even served on the
committee that wrote the new party’s platform. Regarding these accomplishments, the
Wisconsin State Journal editor also wrote that Bloodgood “built one of the finest
working organizations ever possessed by a political faction.”:81 Although he eventually
abandoned Roosevelt’s party after major defeats in the 1914 mid-term election,
Bloodgood stayed involved in politics—not by running for political office, but by funding
and organizing support for issues he championed. By the time of the war, however, he
had not only abandoned the Progressive Party, but La Follette as well, and instead
associated with Stalwart Republicans, the most politically conservative faction in the

state.

Besides Bloodgood, the newly formed Wisconsin Defense League’s executive

committee included August Vogel and Journal correspondent Ellis Usher. In the early

180 Bloodgood was described as “a spokesman of big business” in “Militarism in Public Schools,” editorial, Capital
Times, February 23, 1924, 1; Francis described his father’s interest in “humanitarian legislation” in the unpublished
bibliography; Bloodgood’s support for progressive polices can be found in a speech he made on behalf of Theodore
Roosevelt’s presidential campaign and published in “States of Union in Competition,” Eau Claire Leader,
September 12, 1912, 10.

181 Brayton, “The Rambler.”
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days of the League’s existence, these leaders directed their energies toward forming
similar associations throughout the state, assisting the state and federal government as
requested by “accredited representatives,” and helping with any potential military
recruitment.182 By the end of March the committee had sent out a letter to “patriotic
citizens” around the state asking them to form organizations that would support the civil
and military arms of the U.S. government.'83 They also identified as a goal the need to
overcome “the pro-German propaganda
and agitation which permeated the
state” with the purpose of ultimately
destroying “the idea prevalent

throughout the country that Wisconsin

was a hot-bed of sedition and -
Madison Loyalty Parade, March 31, 1917
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disloyalty.”184 With these goals in mind,

League supporters managed to organize Loyalty Parades in Janesville and Madison in
the last days of the month. Speakers at these parades not only decried Germany, but the
peace movement, which they thought would “turn this county into a German colony,”
and called upon Wisconsin “to gather up the jewels of her manhood” and defeat these

threats to America.'85 With the organization of the League just getting underway, the

182 Wisconsin Defense League, 4.

183 Ellis B. Usher, “These are Stirring Times in the Nation Whether in the City or Rural District,” Manitowoc Daily
Herald, March 31, 1917, 8 (Also appeared in the Oshkosh Daily Northwestern, 14, on the same day under the title
“Action of Patriots Takes Place of Talk.”)

184 Wisconsin Defense League, 5.

185 “ oyal Meeting in Janesville,” Milwaukee Journal, March 31, 1917, 10; “10,000 in Madison Pledge Loyalty,”
Milwaukee Journal, April 1, 1917, part 1, 2.
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question whether the United States would enter the European War reached a crisis

point, bringing yet even more attention to Wisconsin and its national representatives.

KK*

“It is to be war with Germany.” With this statement several Wisconsin
newspapers informed their readers that on Friday, March 30, 1917, President Wilson
with the unanimous support of his cabinet had decided to go to war with the German
empire. In his announcement, Wilson made clear that he thought Germany had already
gone to war with the United States by 1) taking more than 240 American lives on the
high seas; 2) destroying American ships; 3) attempting plots that had caused millions of
dollars’ worth of damage; and 4) attempting to conspire with Mexico and Japan to
destroy the United States.18¢ Over the weekend he prepared a speech asking Congress to
support him in this decision, which he gave on Monday, April 2. The next few days
would be climactic ones for the country and Wisconsin. Efforts by the state’s
preparedness advocates who supported Wilson’s decision and those who opposed it
came to a climax when both sides worked to win the hearts and minds of Wisconsin’s

citizens.

In anticipation of the president’s announcement, a handful of Wisconsin cities
held patriotic meetings the night of March 30. Grand Rapids’ Daily Leader reported
that the “city thrilled with patriotism” when nearly two thousand people turned out to
hear supporters of Wilson. They ended the mass meeting by resolving to “stand firmly

with the president of the United States in any and all measures which he may see fit to

186 See for example “War to Resist German Hostility is Decided Upon by Wilson and his Cabinet” in the Manitowoc

Daily Herald and “President Will Declare ‘State of War’” in the La Crosse Tribune. Both appeared in their March 31,
1917 issues on page one.
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adopt in this present crisis.”*87 On the same day, Eau Claire held a patriotic meeting that
the Eau Claire Leader made clear “was not one of these rabid red-fire affairs” but a
sober gathering of citizens concerned about the future. Mayor J.E. Barron asked his
listeners to provide unqualified support to the president and reminded them “that
patriotism is the spark of national honor and the shield of personal safety.” The main
speaker of the evening, Arthur B. Doe of Milwaukee, made a strong plea for
preparedness and shared concern that Japan, “the most treacherous and untrustworthy
[nation] on the globe,” could combine with Mexico to “come up the Mississippi valley
and cut the country in two.” The audience, after Doe’s speech, willingly adopted a pledge

of loyalty to the president and an urgent plea for preparedness.188

The following evening, eleven heads of large manufacturing firms in Milwaukee,
eight of whom had German roots, gathered to adopt a pledge of loyalty and support to
the federal government and to make their factories available as needed to the nation’s
leaders. The Milwaukee Journal, which continued to be a leading voice in the
preparedness movement, practically glowed with approval when it stated this act “will
offset the false opinion held of Milwaukee by those who have heard disloyal words, have
read of disloyal acts and disgraceful votes and have believed that these were true results

of German-American spirit and attitude.” The Journal editors also noted that military

187 “This City Thrills with Patriotism,” (Grand Rapids) Daily Leader, March 31, 1917, 1.

188 “Standing Room at Premium at Patriotic Mass Meeting Held at Opera House Last Night,” Eau Claire Leader,
March 31, 1917, 2. Despite Doe’s concerns, Japan fought on the side of the Allies during World War I. However, the
United States and Japan had had long-standing acrimonious relations because of their competition for influence in
the Pacific and disputes over China. To ease these tensions, the two countries signed the Lansing-Ishii Agreement
on November 2, 1917, where they agreed to respect the independence and territorial integrity of China. China
objected to the agreement and it was repealed in 1923. For more information, see Barbara Tuchman, Stillwell and
the American Experience in China, 1911-1945 (New York: Grove Press, 2001), 48 and William O. Walker, National
Security and Core Values in American History (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 78. Concerns
about Japan can be illustrated by the editorial “Making Ready,” Wisconsin State Journal, May 16, 1916, 12, which
alleged that “Japan is preparing for an attack on the United States.”
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enlistment in Milwaukee had exceeded expectations and that newspapers around the
country had taken note. They beamed with pride that these businessmen, along with the

boys of Milwaukee, were demonstrating their intent to “stand by America.”'89

Not all of Wisconsin’s cities and towns eagerly embraced a pending war with
open arms. Monroe in Green County near the Illinois state line, for example, as well as
Manitowoc and Sheboygan, both on the banks of Lake Michigan, decided to hold
unofficial referendums asking voters “Shall the United States enter the European War?”
During the month of March, Representative John J. Esch had received letters from a
handful of Wisconsinites, including Socialist Victor Berger, urging him to support a
nationwide referendum along these lines with the hope that Wilson and Congress would
learn how the majority of voting Americans felt about entering the war.290 With Wilson
on the verge of sending Americans into the midst of European hostilities, residents of
these three cities took matters into their own hands. Manitowoc held its referendum
vote on Saturday, March 31, while Monroe and Sheboygan held theirs on Tuesday, April
3. The outcomes were all the same, between 90 and 98 percent of the voters replied, No,

the United States should not enter the European War.

Preparedness advocates worried that the results of these referendums would feed

the perception that Wisconsin was a state filled with unpatriotic pacifists and pro-

189 “This is Milwaukee” editorial, Milwaukee Journal, April 1, 1917, part 2, 4. In this article the editors quoted the
Springfield Republican, “’ Alien’” Milwaukee is heaping coals of fire on its critics by leading the cities of the country
in military enlistments, in proportion to total population,” as well as the New York Times, “Milwaukee, the first city
in the country to prefect its preparedness campaign back of the line, now has led the nation in the number of
enlistments in the various branches of service, in proportion to population.”

1%0 Rev. George Reichert (Prairie du Sac) to Esch, undated, but received in the Esch office on March 2, 1917; Victor
Berger, John M. Work, and Adolph Germer (Socialist Party National Office, Chicago, IL) to Esch, March 30, 1917;
Mary A. Archibald, Kate Kellogg and R.M. Curry (Baraboo) to Esch, undated, but received in the Esch office on
March 31, 1917. The Kelloggs and Curry wrote, “As we appear to be denied a referendum, | implore you to work
hard for mediation.”; all letters in JJE papers, Box 41, WHS.
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German sympathizers. They called on the loyal and patriotic citizens of these towns to
protest the votes or realize that the rest of the world would assume they all spoke in one
voice, the voice of “those who put Germany before their own country.”9t The Milwaukee
Journal editors looked to expose those behind the referendums and demonstrate that
the balloting was not supported by patriotic Americans. In Manitowoc they learned that
the city’s Daily News, which they described as “a pro-German paper,” had conducted
the vote and that the vote’s organizer Otto Geussenhainer defended it by stating, “The
slaughter of 100,000 men in war will not avenge the lives of 200 people [Those lost on
the high seas.].”192 In Monroe, the Journal editors discovered Green County judge and
active Socialist John M. Becker had led the call for an “anti-war referendum” with
support from pro-German and pacifist propagandists who distributed literature to
voters.193 While the Milwaukee Journal editors did not publish the names of those who
held the Sheboygan vote, they did describe those seen at the polling places as “almost
entirely German sympathizers and ‘peace-at-any-cost’ propagandists.” The Journal also
noted that significant numbers of women voted in the Manitowoc and Sheboygan
elections, supposedly skewing the results. On the other hand, a representative of the
Sheboygan Association of Commerce noted that few businessmen voted, since they saw

it as unnecessary and meaningless.194

At 11:00 am on April 314, Sheboygan’s referendum committee called off the vote
due to the realization that Congress was about to declare war on Germany. Their

decision may have also been influenced by the eleven secret service men who had

181 “Sheboygan’s Misfortune” (editorial), Milwaukee Journal, April 2, 1917, 8.
192 “Call Off Peace Vote,” Milwaukee Journal, April 3, 1917, 7.

193 “954 for Peace in Monroe,” Milwaukee Journal, April 4, 1917, 7.

194 “Call Off Peace Vote.”
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arrived in Sheboygan the week before to begin surveillance of the town’s German-
American citizens, especially those who had spoken out against Wilson and the United
States government or as the Sheboygan Press described them, those “who it was alleged
have let their love for the Fatherland smother their loyalty to the country of their
adoption.” According to the Milwaukee Journal, the secret service men remained in
Sheboygan to monitor the outcome of the vote.195 Since 98 percent of those who voted
chose not to go to war with Germany, ending the referendum and removing voters from
potential surveillance probably made sense to the referendum committee. News of these
anti-war votes did make it into the North American press reinforcing Wisconsin’s issue
with loyalty. The Winnipeg Free Press, for example, noted that in Sheboygan, “one of
the most Germanic cities in Wisconsin,” the town’s “hyphenates” had voted against the

war.196

The day after Monroe and Sheboygan’s votes, Wisconsin’s preparedness
advocates had another reason to fear the state would be further stained with the stamp
of disloyalty when Senator La Follette railed against Wilson’s request to go to war
against Germany in a four-hour speech on the senate floor. The senator began by
reading excerpts from the fifteen thousand pieces of correspondence he had received
regarding the war (noting that 9o percent supported his views), including telegrams
from officials in Monroe and Sheboygan letting him know the outcome of their
referendums. La Follette went on to describe a “new spirit of intolerance that has been
bred in [and through] the press...within the last few months that challenges the right of

any man to utter his independent judgment on a question vital...to the people of this

195 “Call Off Peace Vote”; “Secret Service Men Here,” Sheboygan Press, March 31, 1917, 1.
196 “Wisconsin Hyphenates Against the War,” Winnipeg Free Press, April 6, 1917, 2.
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nation.” The senator worried that this vocal and intimidating pro-war rhetoric kept the
majority of Americans from speaking out against preparedness advocates and their

hawkish demands.

La Follette spent most of his thirty-two-page speech chastising Wilson and
Congress for not practicing a true neutrality—of, in effect, favoring Britain and her allies
over Germany. In the concluding pages of his address, he called this inability to be
neutral the “administration’s fatal mistake,” one that had led the United States to
declare war unnecessarily. “We should not seek to hide our blunder behind the smoke of
battle,” La Follette declared, or “to inflame the mind of our people by half truths into the
frenzy of war.” He went on to appeal to a definition of patriotism not supported by most
of Congress, when he added, “I do not believe that our national honor is served by such
a course. The right way is the honorable way.”197 As he finished, the Wisconsin senator
stood in silence with tears running down his face. A sympathetic observer believed his
grief and anger seemed “like that of a person who had failed to keep his child from doing
itself irreparable harm.”198 Others were not so kind. Mississippi senator John Sharp
Williams, who immediately followed La Follette, assailed his speech as pro-German,
“anti-resident, anti-congress and anti-American.”199 Few loyalists would forget La
Follette’s decision to defend Germany’s belligerent actions against America during the

bitter senatorial debate.

197 Robert M. La Follette, La Follette's historic U. S. Senate speech against the entry of the United States into the
World War: delivered in the United States Senate on April 4, 1917; online facsimile at
http://content.wisconsinhistory.org/u?/tp,26836

198 Unger, 249 as quoted from Amos Pinchot, History of the Progressive Party (NY: New York University Press,
1958).

199 Unger, 249; “Senate for War with Germany,” Clinton Saturday Argus (Indiana), April 6, 1917, 1.
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Later the same day, Senator Paul Husting helped vindicate Wisconsin in the eyes
of preparedness movement advocates when he not only denounced La Follette and other
“pacifists” in his speech, “War with Germany,” but reaffirmed the state’s loyalty and
honor. Husting began by emphasizing the strong allegiance the Wisconsin people had to
the United States, despite La Follette’s embarrassing actions and the anti-war votes held
in Sheboygan and Monroe the day before. He dismissed these referendums as ones “not
held under the auspices of civil authority,” but instead “personally conducted as a rule
by German sympathizers,” adding “the citizens who support the Government refused to
take part.”200 After this introduction, the bulk of his speech focused on the ways
Germany had abused the good will of the United States and explained the logical
reasons for America’s participation in the war, while also rejecting pro-German
arguments and reminding listeners of American values. He ended his oration by
declaring, “I am going to vote for the pending joint resolution [to go to war with
Germany],” as a way to “impress Germany with the thought that this powerful country
was ready, prepared, and determined to use all of its power and might to protect our

honor and our rights.”201

With this speech Husting cemented his position as Wisconsin’s loyalist senator
and gained the unqualified support of Wisconsin’s preparedness advocates and future

hyperpatriots. His star had been on the rise since the patriotic meeting in Milwaukee on

200 payl O. Husting, War with Germany: Speech of Hon. Paul. O. Husting, of Wisconsin, in the Senate of the United
States, Wednesday, April 4, 1917, (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1917), 1-2. The sentiment Husting
expresses on referendum elections may come from a letter from a lawyer in Tigerton, Wisconsin (in Shawano
County, about 150 miles north of Madison) who asked the senator to “not give undue weight to the numerous
peace petitions that have been circulated here. They are not worthy of serious consideration, as they are
circulated by or under the auspices of Germany’s representatives.” Fred Y. King (Tigerton) to Husting, April 2, 1917,
POH papers, Box 11, folder 6, WHS.

201 Hysting, 32.



95

March 17. Many of the letters he received after that meeting acknowledged his new role
as the face of Wisconsin patriotism and loyalty. In one, a Madison resident wrote
Husting, “May I not congratulate you on your good American speech at Milwaukee the
other night. I am glad that Wisconsin has one Senator who is single minded and who
refuses to truckle.”202 Another supporter sent Husting a newspaper clipping written by
William D. Hoard, editor and publisher of the Jefferson County Union (Fort Atkinson),
who responded to Husting’s Milwaukee performance with the following, “Rising like a
mountain over a molehill [referring to La Follette]...was the inspiring speech of Senator
Husting. We wish to apologize to Senator Husting for our previous disbelief in his
fitness to fill the place of a loyal representative of Wisconsin in the United States
Senate...Hats off to Senator Husting for this bugle blast of straight truth.”203 On the day
Wilson asked Congress to declare war, a Tigerton, Wisconsin, lawyer wanted to express
his pleasure “that we have one Senator at least that we know will support the President
in standing for the honor of these United States, regardless of petty politics, and without

regard for the German vote.”204

On April 4, when the Senate voted on Wilson’s resolution that a state of war
existed between Germany and the United States, Senator Husting sided with the
president, as he had pledged he would, and Senator La Follette, as expected, did not.
The final Senate tally came to 82 to 6 with the majority supporting an American role in

the European war. The House of Representatives held its vote at 3 am on April 6 with a

202 Ray E. Clarke (Madison) to Husting, March 19, 1917, POH papers, Box 10, folder 6, WHS. As a postscript to this
letter, Samuel Bryan wrote, “I fully agree with the above and extend my congratulations.

203 Sent with letter by Mr. Geihm to Husting, March 26, 1917, POH papers, Box 10, folder 6, WHS.

204 King to Husting, April 2, 1917.
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similar result (373 to 50). To the dismay of Wisconsin’s loyalists, nine of the state’s
eleven U.S. representatives had not supported the resolution. With 75 percent (10 out of
13) of Wisconsin’s national legislators opposing Wilson’s request to go to war, a fear
grew among these patriots that the perception of the state’s disloyalty would increase
exponentially. Members of the Wisconsin Defense League knew they had to take action
and their number one goal became to oust as many of these ten disloyal representatives
as they could and replace them with loyal ones. Despite their concerns, the nine
Wisconsin members of the House of Representatives immediately accepted the new
reality and made every effort to support the war effort. Senator La Follette, however,
continued to question and speak out against the sagacity and morality of America’s role

in the European War, making him the League’s number one target.

In the first week of April 1917, Wisconsin’s patriots had to endure another
moment of shame, which, in national eyes, helped brand Wisconsin as disloyal yet
again. On April 7, 1917, the day after Congress voted to go to war, the Socialist party had
planned a conclave in St. Louis, Missouri, to discuss the war issue, not anticipating that
the matter would come to a congressional vote before its members met. Despite
knowing the outcome, a conclave committee led in part by Victor Berger, former U.S.
congressman from the state, and editor of the Milwaukee Leader (a Socialist
newspaper), still decided to draft an anti-war report denouncing Wilson and Congress’s
move as “a crime of our capitalist class against the people of the United States and
against the nations of the world.” Convention attendees approved the committee’s

report, which also called for active opposition to the war. Later, a national referendum
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saw it pass by a three-to-one margin.205 With this statement, the Socialist party in
America went on record against the war and Victor Berger from Milwaukee, Wisconsin,

became known as a leader in the decision-making process.

As the possibility of war became more likely, Wisconsin Governor Emanuel
Philipp moved from strongly supporting neutrality to believing America had good
reasons to consider Germany a belligerent. Once Congress declared war, Philipp stood
firmly behind the decision and spoke out in defense of America’s participation. In a
typical speech, he declared that the American flag had never “left our shores for any
selfish purpose. Whenever we have engaged in war it has been for the purpose of
establishing some great human right in the interest of humanity.” He emphasized the
reasons Americans were going to war would not “bring either money or other material
wealth to us.” We only ask, he concluded, “that the smaller nations of Europe be
permitted to exist” and that Germany not be destroyed.20¢ Largely wishful thinking, he
consistently defended America’s role for these reasons in both public and private

statements throughout the war.

Despite Philipp’s support of America’s entrance into the European War, within a
week of the congressional vote he provided yet another reason for the rest of the country
to question Wisconsin’s loyalty. The governor had been appalled by Wilson’s decision,
after war had been declared, to create an army by conscription, so on April 10 he sent a

telegram to the president and Wisconsin’s U.S. senators and representatives announcing

205 pqul W. Glad, The History of Wisconsin: War, a New Era, and Depression, 1914-1940, Vol. V (Madison, WI: State
Historical Society of Wisconsin Press, 1990), 11.
206 Notes for Philipp speech given around March-April 1918, Emanuel L. Philipp (ELP) papers, Box 19, WHS.
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his belief that such a conscription plan would “be unnecessary and unwise for the
present.” Instead Philipp supported a volunteer army believing it would 1) have a better
spirit, 2) leave a better feeling at home, 3) help raise troops more promptly, 4) create a
patriotic class that would visibly show its love for country, and finally, 5) acknowledge

that America’s best citizens preferred to volunteer than be forced into military service.207

Newspapers around the country published Philipp’s telegram in their next day’s
edition and the governor became another example of a disloyal elected representative
from Wisconsin. Wisconsin’s war supporters immediately let Philipp know of their
displeasure. George Gray of Fond du Lac sent a letter to Philipp the next day offering the
opinion that “The Kaiser certainly has a bunch of friends in poor old Wisconsin.” A
Milwaukee correspondent agreed, “If I did not know you as I do, I would take it for
granted that you want to aid the Kaiser by indefinitely postponing the job of raising an
army.” Herbert Laflin, also of Milwaukee, agreed and described Philipp’s action “as

another smirch...upon the banner of this state.” 208

K **

As so many of Wisconsin’s elected officials piled disgrace on top of discredit on
top of smirch, leading to a perceived national belief that Wisconsin had a loyalty
problem, the state senators’ reaction to the young, inexperienced Socialist Senator

Frank Raguse on April 26 (mentioned at the beginning of this chapter) makes more

207 Clipping from unknown paper; Philipp to J.L. Sturtevant, editor of the Wausau Record-Herald, April 18, 1917,
ELP papers, April 1917 correspondence folder, WHS.

208 George B. Gray (Fond du Lac), special agent for the California Insurance Co., to Philipp, April 11, 1917; John H.
Manschot (Milwaukee) to Philipp, April 11, 1917; Herbert N. Laflin, attorney, to Philipp, April 11, 1917, ELP papers,
April 1917 correspondence folder, WHS.
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sense. The young senator’s seditious words and Socialist leanings combined with his
lack of power and position set him up to be the perfect scapegoat. With his sacrifice on
the altar of patriotism, Wisconsin’s senators probably hoped they would be able to
redeem both the state and its elected officials. Newspapers around the country did take
notice. News of Raguse’s ouster appeared in papers as far away as California and
Connecticut, usually with a tone of approbation.2°9 Closer to home, the Racine Journal
News spoke approvingly of the “renewed evidence” of the state legislators’ excellence by
showing that “Disloyalty is not to be countenanced in the state’s legislative chambers.”
His ouster demonstrated, they believed, that, “When comes the hour for real devotion to
country—for fealty to its institutions—for defense of its rights—no state in the Union will
offer in defense of the United States a more genuine loyalty nor a better manhood than

will Wisconsin.”21° For a short time, at least, Wisconsin would be vindicated.

Raguse’s punishment did not end with his expulsion from the Wisconsin Senate
chambers. His enemies, avowed patriots, actively suppressed any attempt by Raguse to
redeem himself or return to politics over the next year. Shortly after returning to
Milwaukee, Raguse volunteered to be a soldier in the U.S. Army. Although physically fit,
the local enlistment office labelled him “conscience and morally unfit” and believed he
would be a poor defender of the flag. As a result, they denied him a chance to prove his
patriotism through military service.2!* Several months later Raguse attempted to run in

the reelection for his senate seat, as he promised he would. Possibly worried that the

209 “\\isconsin Senate Expels Socialist,” Bakersfield Californian, April 27, 1917, 2; “Socialist Raguse May Enlist in
U.S. Army,” Naugatuck Daily News (Connecticut), April 27, 1917, 1. Raguse’s ouster made newspapers in at least
ten states: California, Connecticut, lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Missouri, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Utah, and Texas.

210 “Senate Expels Raguse” (editorial), Racine Journal News, April 27, 1917, 8.

211 Untitled article, Manitowoc Daily Herald, June 8, 1917, 2.
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ousted senator could win, Wisconsin’s attorney general soon ruled that Raguse, because
he had been dismissed on a charge related to disloyalty, would not be allowed to take his
seat if reelected.2!2 The Socialist party ran another candidate in his place, but lost to the

loyalist candidate, Louis Fons, a Republican, who ran on an “America First” platform.2:3

Raguse experienced retribution for his words not only from officials, but also
from Wisconsin’s citizenry. In March 1918 he attempted to campaign for the Socialist
candidate running for U.S. Senator in Dane County in south central Wisconsin. After
being recognized in Stoughton, cadets from the local high school ran him down, seized
and burned his pamphlets, and called the chief of police, who briefly held him in
custody.24 A few days later, “loyal citizens” in Sun Prairie drove him out of town when
he was discovered going house to house with Socialist campaign material. Afraid of
being physically attacked, Raguse asked for protection from the local marshal, who took
him to Madison, where he was released with the threat that “his actions would be

watched.”215

Raguse never returned to politics. After the war, he trained as a welder and
worked in his brother’s shop in Rockford, Illinois. In 1922 his life changed for the worse,
when an explosion of carbide seared out both his eyes, blinding him. Raguse learned to
deal with his new disability at Janesville’s school for the blind and then found a job
working at a small candy store in Milwaukee. He did not last long at this job and,

overwhelmed by his disability, spent most of his remaining years unemployed. In 1939

212 “Dis|oyalist Can’t Come Back,” Grand Rapids Daily Leader (Wisconsin), December 1, 1917, 1.

213 “First Wisconsin Vote Vindicates State’s Loyalty,” La Crosse Tribune and Leader Press, January 3, 1918, 1.
214 “Barger Booster Meets Surprise,” Wisconsin State Journal, March 26, 1918, 1.

215 “Raguse ‘Escorted’ from Sun Prairie,” Wisconsin State Journal, March 29, 1918, 14.
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he moved to East Troy in Walworth County and lived there quietly and forgotten until

his death in 1966.216

To Wisconsin loyalists, Frank Raguse was an “other,” everything they were not:
German-born, Socialist, poorly educated, a manual laborer, and a threat to American
patriotism. When he dared to challenge them, he had to be silenced, to be made an
example so others would not follow him. His successful and complete destruction
through the use of intimidation, suppression, and manipulation brought the state’s
patriots national acclaim and sent a strong message to those who sympathized with
Raguse to keep quiet or experience repercussions. Raguse’s expulsion and subsequent
humiliations also created a precedent for how those who confronted the state’s self-
defined patriots with “traitorous” words and actions, deemed a threat to the country at

that time of crisis, would be treated.

Wisconsin’s loyalists had first solidified their identity as preparedness advocates,
a small minority of the state’s population, who eventually supported going to war
against Germany. Once war with the Kaiser’s army became a reality, they morphed into
superpatriots, those who placed unquestioned love of the United States above all else. As
long as the war raged in Europe, their numbers grew throughout Wisconsin. The
primary goal of these newly-empowered patriots became salvaging the state’s patriotic
reputation in the national eye. To do this successfully they needed to bring Victor Berger

and Robert La Follette to task. Both men, however, continued to have supporters and

216 “Frank Raguse, Dismissed from Senate and Blinded by Blast, Never Gave Up, Wisconsin State Journal, July 29,
1923, 6; Frank Raguse Obituary, Janesville Daily Gazette, January 31, 1966, 2. The obituary mentioned that he had
been a state legislator, but not that he had been expelled.
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were not as easily threatened as Frank Raguse, which made them hard to control,
manipulate, and suppress. Over the next year, the enemies of Berger and La Follette
spent a significant amount of effort discrediting them, ruining their reputations,
destroying their careers—anything to prevent these unpatriotic representatives of
Wisconsin from doing more damage. While this battle raged, Wisconsin’s superpatriots
still had a number of hurdles to overcome. During the summer and fall of 1917, events

seemed to conspire against them, keeping the question of Wisconsin’s loyalty open.
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Chapter 3: Wisconsin Becomes the Traitor State, April-October 1917

But for God’s sake save the reputation of Wisconsin! Remember, too, in all your
devotions, to thank the freeman’s God that we have Paul Husting in the United States
senate.27
Ellis B. Usher, Daily Northwestern (Oshkosh), April 7, 1917

As Wisconsin’s loyalty came under attack, the state’s patriots knew they had a
strong national advocate in junior senator Paul O. Husting. He solidified this position
and acquired a national following after he gave his “War on Germany” speech on April 4,
1917. Newspapers from Massachusetts to California shared excerpts of his speech with
their readers, emphasizing the quotations that spoke of Husting’s distrust of hyphenates
(German-Americans) and pacifists.2!8 His most widely published quotation, even
appearing in the New York Times, lashed out against pro-German Americans and began
with this statement, “Societies and leagues have been formed to exalt everything that is
German and denounce everything American.” The Times went on to share more of
Husting’s speech than other newspapers, such as his assertion that America was going
to war for one reason—the murder in cold blood by the German government of
“peaceable American citizens engaged in legitimate business.” It also included his
tendency, along with most hyperpatriots, to conflate pacifism with a lack of masculinity.
Specifically, he wondered if he had mistaken “the temper of American manhood and the
mettle of American citizenship if the prayers for peace are for peace at any price. The

people want peace, but not at expense of national honor or national safety.”2:9 With

217 Ellis Usher, “Hang Out the Flag. This is War Time,” Oshkosh Daily Northwestern, April 7, 1917, 5.

218 Excerpts of his speech appeared in dozens of newspapers including the Boston Globe Herald, April 5, 1917,
Joplin Globe (Missouri), April 5, 1917, Conway Horry Herald (South Carolina), April 5, 1917.

219 “Story of Debate on War Resolution: Husting Assails ‘Hyphenates,”” The New York Times, April 5, 1917, 3.
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these words hyperpatriots around the country heard their priorities, i.e. national
security, American honor, and reputable masculinity, prized and perhaps glorified by

this loyalist Wisconsin senator.

Husting’s early life did not hint of the fame he would receive in his early fifties,
but he did have deep roots in Wisconsin and a connection to one of its forefathers. His
mother, Mary (Juneau) Husting had been the twelfth born child (out of sixteen) of
Solomon Juneau, co-founder of Milwaukee and the city’s first mayor. Mary and her
husband Jean “John” Pierre Husting, an immigrant from Luxembourg, first raised their
children in Fond du Lac, where Paul was born, before moving the family thirty miles
south to Mayville in Dodge County, the place Husting considered his hometown. Early
signs of his ambition appeared in his late teens, when he decided not to be a craftsman
like his father, a jeweler and watch maker, but to work as a clerk instead. Over the next
ten years, he clerked for a variety of entities, including the Wisconsin State Prison in
Waupun. In his mid-twenties he began working as the assistant bookkeeper for Thomas
J. Cunningham, Wisconsin’s Secretary of State, and this taste of law and politics may
have influenced his decision to become a lawyer. Cunningham, a Democrat, may also
have predisposed Husting to join the same party. Husting had been so well-prepared for
the law, that he entered the University of Wisconsin Law School in 1895 and passed the
bar a few months later. On completion of his studies, the twenty-nine-year old returned

to Mayville and opened a law office first with an associate and later one of his brothers.

With the beginning of the new century, Husting’s star rose quickly when he was
elected for a series of increasingly powerful offices. In 1902 he ran for and won the office

of Dodge County district attorney, a position he held for four years, and in 1906 his
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district elected him their state senator. In the eight years he held that position, he
advocated for many bills, including the direct election of United States senators (instead
of election by the state senate). When the senate passed that bill, Husting ran in the next
election and became the first United States senator from Wisconsin to be elected by the
people. His term began in March 1915 and, until he became the face of Wisconsin

loyalists late in 1916, Husting had a fairly unremarkable career.

When Wisconsin found its most popular leader, Senator Robert La Follette, held
up nationally as the iconic representation of unpatriotic disloyalty, Husting easily
stepped into the breach. With the specter of La Follette hanging over the state, Husting’s
constituents lauded him for upholding Wisconsin’s reputation. David Atwood from
Janesville let him know that while he had differed with him politically, he approved of
his war vote and speech. Atwood added, “Wisconsin likes a man not a long-tailed rat
down there in Washington and there is not any need of saying who is the rat.”220 They
also shared their approval of his “War on Germany” speech, the event that brought him
into the public eye. Dr. J.S. Hansberry of Wonewoc congratulated the senator for the
speech’s truth, character, and force.22t While another of Husting’s constituents, William
A. Hayes of Milwaukee believed he could “compare it with the best efforts of Clay,
Marcy, Benton, Seward, Sumner and others” and added, “I am not in the least flattering

you.”222

220 David Atwood (Janesville), editor of Gazette Printing Co., publishers of Janesville Daily Gazette to Paul O.
Husting, May 15, 1917, POH papers, Box 11, folder 2, WHS.

221 pr, J.S. Hansberry (Wonewoc), physician at Woodsmere Sanatorium, to POH, May 25, 1917, POH papers, Box
11, folder 3, WHS.

222 \W A. Hayes (Milwaukee), attorney, to POH, June 7, 1917, POH papers, Box 11, folder 3, WHS.
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Not everyone in Wisconsin, however, approved of Husting’s approach to the war.
Burlington (Racine Co.) lawyer E. John Wehmbhoff, a son of German immigrants, wrote
Husting two letters in May letting him know of his unhappiness with the recent turn of
events. In the first letter, he pled with Husting to only send goods and money to the
allies, adding that sending troops “will be a calamity!” Of the war, he believed, “We are
making a mistake and the people have been negligent in not asserting themselves
before.”223 Thirteen days later, Wehmhoff did assert himself in a much longer second
letter. In between the two letters, he had read Husting’s “War with Germany” speech
and found himself unconvinced “even now that it is right that we are at war with
Germany.” He wondered if his own German ancestry played a role in his thinking and if
President Wilson had German blood would he have acted differently. He also argued
that England’s successful propaganda stood behind America’s decision to back the

Allies. In this letter, Wehmoff provided the senator a peek into the minds of those not

blindly following Wilson and his loyalist followers,

The war is not a popular idea with our people here. The volunteering [to be
in the military] and the war bond subscribing is making this clear to all of us.
The high moral purpose does not seem to carry through. People still have the
notion that the war was originally a trade war and that only after the allied
cause received a set-back were we called in to assist.224

As with Withrow three months earlier, Husting would not hear of such nonsense.
He published his lengthy response to Wehmhoff with excerpts appearing in newspapers
around the Midwest. In it, he wondered if German-American Wehmhoff loved Germany

more than America and suggested that

223 £, John Wehmhoff (Burlington) to Paul O. Husting, May 3, 1917, POH papers, Box 11, folder 2, WHS.
224 €. John Wehmbhoff to POH, April 16, 1917, POH papers, Box 11, folder 2, WHS.
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for the sake of your peace of mind as well as in justice to yourself as an
American citizen who does not desire his loyalty questioned or to have his
honorable reputation permanently impaired, you should respect, obey and
support the mandate of your country in the spirit of true and devoted
American citizenship.225

After this public attack, Wehmbhoff appears to have gone silent about his concerns and

feelings regarding the war.

Wehmhoff’s letter to Husting was an exception. Most Wisconsinites who wrote
the senator over the next few months showered him with praise. David Lawson of
Oshkosh spoke of his “admiration for the man who has the courage of his convictions,
and whose love of truth and candor leads him to brave the sneers of disloyal ingrates.”226
F.P Hopkins, a self-described Socialist from Milwaukee, wanted the senator to know
that he was in his “integrity and ability, a credit to your country, your state, and to
yourself,” and as a fighter of autocracy, “a true friend to real socialism.”227 Finally, G.E.
VanderCook, also of Milwaukee, took pride in Husting’s brave stand regarding the war,
while so many of Wisconsin’s national representatives “truckled to what they considered
the voting sentiment of the state or acted as pacifists to a condition of perverted

patriotism.”228

To loyalist Wisconsinites, Husting with his strident pronouncements about
American democracy destroying German autocracy represented the redemption and

validation of Wisconsin. For members of the Wisconsin Defense League and other

225 “Documents: Some Letters of Paul O. Husting Concerning the Present Crisis,” Wisconsin Magazine of History 1,
no. 4 (June 1918): 410.

226 David Lawson (Oshkosh) to POH, May 19, 1917, POH papers, Box 11, folder 2, WHS.

227 F P. Hopkins (Milwaukee), lawyer, to POH, June 21, 1917, POH papers, Box 11, folder 4, WHS.

228 G.E. Vandercook (Milwaukee) to POH, July 9, 1917, POH papers, Box 11, folder 4, WHS. Truckle means to be
submissive or servile.
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Wisconsin superpatriots, Husting became their national voice, one of reason, clarity,
loyalty, and patriotism. He seemed to be watching out for their best interests in
Washington, while they took care of loyalty issues back home. Over the next few
months, Wisconsin hyperpatriots put their ideas into action, teaching other
Wisconsinites what loyalty looked like and actively discouraging unpatriotic behavior.
Despite their best efforts, however, prominent Wisconsinites continued to keep the
question of Wisconsin’s loyalty front and center, so that in the summer of 1917 its

citizens heard the epithet “Traitor State” for the first time.

K K%

In the spring of 1917, Ray Stannard Baker, a muckraking journalist and supporter
of President Wilson who had grown up in St. Croix Falls (Polk Co.), Wisconsin, visited
his home state and discovered, to his dismay, a widespread lack of enthusiasm for the
war effort. He wrote a friend that he found Wisconsin “really the most backward state
I've struck in its sentiment toward the war.”229 Baker did not say what he saw that led
him to this conclusion, but he was not the only one to notice it. The week after America
joined the war, professional and business men of Sturgeon Bay decided to organize a
loyalty parade. The Door County News agreed that a parade could “stir up enthusiasm
and the proper spirit which appears to be dormant in the city at present.”23° The city’s
mayor Nathaniel C. Garland also hoped decorating the town with “National colors” and

having a parade would “send out a message to the world that this part of Wisconsin is

229 Ray Stannard Baker to William Allen White, June 8, 1917, William Allen White (WAW) papers, Library of
Congress as quoted in Paul W. Glad, The History of Wisconsin: War, a New Era, and Depression, 1914-1940
(Madison, Wisconsin: State Historical Society of Wisconsin Press, 1990), 26.
230 “A Loyalty Parade,” Door County News (Sturgeon Bay), April 11, 1917, 1.
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loyal to the core.” The day before the parade, Door County Democrat’s editors were
concerned the city may send the exact opposite message. With American flags only
flying from a handful of buildings and not “blazon[ed] from every home,” like other
cities, they worried that visitors would easily question the city’s loyalty. “Old Glory
should come from obscurity to light,” they demanded of the town’s citizens.23! They need
not have been concerned. On the day of the parade, “Old Glory greeted a gazer’s eye no
matter which way he chanced to look.” In the end Door County News’s editors declared
the event a success and thought citizens could feel proud of such a patriotic
demonstration.232 Baker may have seen this or one of the other loyalty parades and
meetings held in Wisconsin during the weeks following America’s entrance into war,
since he added to the same letter that he detected “strong patriotic fevers also at work”

in the state.233

That patriotic fever Baker spoke of came from followers of Senator Husting,
members of the Wisconsin Defense League, and others who had supported
preparedness before the war, but were now changing their message from mobilization to
patriotism and loyalty. Wisconsin’s hyperpatriots found that besides asking their fellow
citizens, “Are you a patriotic American?” they also needed to define what that meant.
Wisconsin historian Paul W. Glad has suggested that they defined loyalty simply as
fidelity to the United States but added that the Wisconsin Defense League left terms

imprecise so they could bring a wide range of people into their fold.234 If the League left

231 “Sturgeon Bay Ready for Loyalty Parade,” Door County Democrat (Sturgeon Bay), April 13, 1917, 1.
232 “Display Patriotism,” Door County News, April 18, 1917, 1.

233 Baker to White, June 8, 1917, WAW papers, Library of Congress.

234 Glad, 27.
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definitions hazy, others then and since have grappled with what it meant to be a

patriotic and loyal American during World War 1.

Historian Merle Curti from the University of Wisconsin has argued that
patriotism can be “defined as love of country, pride in it, and readiness to make
sacrifices for what is considered its best interest.”235 What these best interests are has
been a source of contention throughout American history. As beliefs and values have
changed over time, American patriotism has been elastic; shaped and molded to fit
needs and events as necessary. According to Curti, American patriotic thought and
feeling during World War I centered around a “hatred of an external foe, the association
of military power with loyalty and devotion to country, and that intensely emotional
insistence on unity.”23¢ This form of patriotism, Curti believed, came from a growing
sense of nationalism that arose during the nineteenth century. Nationalism, he
suggested, had developed from the belief that “the unified nation is the highest value in

civilization.”237

A nation unified in purpose and thought—President Wilson demanded nothing
less from the American people. When Congress declared war on April 6, 1917, he
insisted the range of opinions that had previously existed regarding America’s role in the
European War (neutrality, pacifism, and preparedness) be replaced with cohesive
support for America’s participation. According to World War I historian David M.

Kennedy, Wilson had a number of hurdles to overcome to reach this goal of unification

235 Merle Curti, The Roots of American Loyalty (New York: Columbia University Press, 1946), viii.
236 Curti, 222.
237 Curti, viii.
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“given the conflicting loyalties of America’s diverse accumulation of ethnic groups, and
given the wrenching departure from usual American diplomacy that entrance into a
European war constituted.”238 With these realities, Wilson soon concluded that he
would have to sell the war to Americans at an emotional level by promoting it as a
crusade for liberal democracy in formerly autocratic countries. To this end, he hired
George Creel, an advertising executive, to create the Committee of Public Information
(CPI). Creel’s new agency focused on uniting Americans behind the war effort by
educating them on the reasons the United States sided with the Allies in the war, while

simultaneously suppressing anti-war propaganda.

Creel, Kennedy has suggested, also longed “for a unanimous spirit, for a single
consensual set of values that would guarantee a social harmony.”239 He planned to reach
this goal by rallying Americans around Wilson’s passionate plea to make the world safe
for democracy. Creel had his work cut out for him, especially since he and his staff chose
to encourage cohesive thought by promoting the United States as the saviors of England
and France, while demonizing Germany and the other Central Powers. America,
however, had been created from a polyglot of peoples, including those from the Central
Powers, and historically had had a weak central government that had done little to
control American thought or behavior in the past. This sudden shift in policy did not sit
well with many Americans, so hyperpatriots around the country made it their mission to
convince those reluctant to embrace Creel’s philosophy to conform to his values or be

portrayed as allies of the enemy. The Wisconsin Defense League fully supported the

238 David M. Kennedy, Over Here: The First World War and American Society (New York: Oxford University Press,
1980), 46.
239 Kennedy, 63.
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CPTI’s goals and methods and spread its message of unified patriotism throughout the

state, using materials provided by the federal agency.

To meet the objectives set by the CPI, League members knew they had to
convince a wide swath of Wisconsinites to drop their notions of pacifism and neutrality
and become active supporters of America’s role in the new world war. Ellis Usher
discouraged pacifism by describing pacifists as disloyal, ineffective, cowardly, and
contemptible and equating them with German sympathizers. More provocatively, he
saw them as dangerous, “as are all men who skulk in the bushes and shoot braver men
in the back,” with the potential to “hamstring the government” and “endanger...the lives
of their loyal neighbors by inviting violence [apparently against themselves].”24¢ Despite
Usher’s concerns, most Wisconsinites who had been active pacifists before the war,
solidly supported the war effort once the United States became a belligerent. Even Julia
Grace Wales, the most prominent Wisconsin pacifist, embraced patriotism in the early
months of the war and for the next year and a half urged other pacifists not to become

“obstructionists” and “to guard themselves absolutely against any anti-war attitude.”24

Convincing Wisconsinites to drop their support of pacifism proved fairly easy,
but dislodging the concept of American neutrality turned out to be a more daunting
task. A majority of Wisconsin citizens had hoped the nation would remain neutral,

treating the Allies and Central Power countries equally, without entangling itself in the

240 Ellis Usher, “Usher Scores Small Minority in Injuring State,” Eaqu Claire Leader, June 17, 1917, 5.

241 As quoted in Jack Frooman, “The Wisconsin Peace Movement, 1915-1919,” 269. According to Frooman, those
who continued to support the peace movement during the war derogatively described Wales and those like her as
“administration pacifists.” This term came up during a March 3, 1949 interview Frooman had with Miss Ann
Pitman, a member of the University of Wisconsin English department, who along with her co-worker, Lelia Bascom,
remained true to the concept of pacifism.
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messy European War. When the country did enter the war, neutrality, according to the
state’s loyalists, had to be thrown aside. Guy D. Goff, an attorney who had been
appointed special assistant to the U.S. Attorney General, served on the executive
committee of the Wisconsin Defense League, and was known as an adept orator with “a
voice of great carrying power,” spent the month of April travelling throughout the state
giving speeches that dismissed neutrality as a viable option during this time of crisis. At
an April 27 lecture he gave at a Loyalty Mass Meeting in Sheboygan, Goff declared,
“There can be no neutrals, only patriots and traitors.”242 A few months later, Julia Grace
Wales wrote that “neutrality in this war is essentially unsound and that impartial

judgment must recognize that the international right is more with one side than the

other.” Being a Canadian and therefore a British subject may have influenced her belief
that England held the position of moral superiority.243 On May 3, 1917, the Iowa County
Democrat published a letter written to the editor by Mineral Point surgeon and
physician Dr. Allen D. Brown. In it he unequivocally stated that neutrality was an
absolute impossibility when the country was at war. Loyal citizens, he continued, had to
be willing to do and say things voluntarily and spontaneously that would advance the
nation’s cause and bring victory nearer. Only this, he believed, could be called

“American loyalty.”244

Although Glad postulated that the Wisconsin Defense League did not define

patriotism, a number of the state’s hyperpatriots, such as Dr. Brown, did make an effort

242 Wisconsin Defense League (Milwaukee: Wisconsin Defense League, probably June 1917), 14.

243 Julia Grace Wales to Louis P. Lochner, October 31, 1917, Julia Grace Wales papers, WHS, as quoted in Frooman,
268.

244 Allen D. Brown, “Loyalty or Disloyalty?” lowa County Democrat (Mineral Point), May 3, 1917, 4.
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to define loyalty and disloyalty. Of all the voices in Wisconsin, the Milwaukee Journal
with the support of its owner/editor Lucius Nieman worked hardest at encouraging
loyalty and unified thought, while concurrently vilifying disloyalty. Nieman had become
alarmed by the pro-German sentiment of some of his newspaper’s competitors as early
as February 1916, the month the Milwaukee Journal began its “Campaign for
Americanism” in an attempt to inspire patriotic feelings within all the city’s citizens and
to counteract any negative publicity that challenged Milwaukee’s patriotism. An
example appeared in an April 16, 1917 editorial, in which the paper reminded its readers
that “This war is a war of the whole nation...It is a war to which we are all committed,
waged for the safety of us all. Every man who would be a true citizen and not a parasite
will find his place and his service.”245 The Journal continued in this vein throughout the
war; actively supporting patriotism and loyalty and denouncing actions the editors

deemed disloyal.

The question soon became how could one tell a true citizen from the disloyal,
traitorous parasite? Definitions of the latter abounded. Dr. Brown defined disloyalty as
actions that “hamper your country in any manner” or statements “calculated to
discourage enlistments or that might inflame intemperate ones to act.” Goff defined him
as “the man who does not regard the land of his birth or adoption with reverence and
[who does not] inwardly feel that it is the holiest and the dearest spot on earth, when its
honor is assailed and its soil threatened with invasion.”24¢ To be a traitor meant being

disloyal to a country that, according to Goff in a later speech, “has secured a higher

245 “To Every Man & Woman,” Milwaukee Journal, April 16, 1917, 8.
246 Brown, lowa County Democrat, 4.
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degree of happiness to a greater number of people for a longer period of time” than any
other form of government ever created.24” To be disloyal, according to the superpatriots,
meant being a danger to the nation and its citizens. The Racine Journal, for example,
described disloyal words as acts of personal hostility that exposed their neighbors to

“rapine and slaughter,” supposedly by the German army!248

Wisconsin’s governor Emanuel Philipp did not get caught up in the patriotic
hyperbole that flourished in the weeks around the time war was declared. He had been a
supporter of neutrality, but with the war a reality, he turned his actions toward
systematically setting up a state infrastructure to handle the extra war demands. Within
a week of April 6, Philipp and the legislature passed legislation establishing the
Wisconsin Council of Defense, which was modeled on and expected to coordinate with
the National Council of Defense. The state Council’s many responsibilities focused on
meeting draft quotas, allocating labor appropriately, and avoiding food and fuel crises.
Philipp appointed eleven men to serve on the council with Magnus Swenson as its
leader. To the dismay of the Wisconsin Defense League leaders, not only did the name of
the new council sound confusingly like their own organization, but none of the council

members came from their own ranks.

Throughout the war, Philipp was wary of the hyperpatriotic rhetoric and,
consequently, refused to let those who spouted it dominate or even coordinate with the
Council and its members. His view of patriotism did not align with their good or evil

approach. In a speech much later in the war, Philipp defined his concept of patriotism as

247 Wisconsin Defense League, 14.
248 “It is Your Battle,” Racine Journal, April 10, 1917, 4.
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a personal responsibility and added “that one patriot is as good as another.” He went on
to declare, “I will not use my office to break down the people’s constitutional rights, nor
give way to the demands of those who would wish to abuse citizens of foreign birth or

extraction, even though they be loyal Americans.”249

Senator Robert La Follette and prominent Socialist Victor Berger, the primary
targets of hyperpatriotic rhetoric in Wisconsin, did not show much interest in defining
patriotism or loyalty. When speaking of what it meant to be American, they focused
instead on civil rights, especially freedom of speech. To them the allowance and
performance of the latter was what made an American an American. Just as the United
States declared war on Germany, this right, among others, came under attack, as the
overwhelming need for a unified American voice meant that freedom of speech had to
be repressed. While Wilson and Congress worked on a bill that intended to control
Americans’ ability to speak out against the war, La Follette and Berger responded by
denouncing it as a violation of civil rights. The bill, which passed on June 15, 1917 as the
Espionage Act punished those who interfered with the military, especially the draft, or
sent treasonous materials through the mail with sentences up to twenty years or fines of
$10,000. The original version of the act also included a measure censoring the press, but
after newspaper editors from around the country vehemently protested the measure’s

inclusion, Congress dropped it from the bill.

Both La Follette and Berger saw the passage of the Espionage Act as

unconstitutional and un-American. Shortly after its enactment, La Follette noted the

249 Excerpted from speech by Governor Emanuel L. Philipp, Marshall, Wisconsin, June 27, 1918, ELP papers, WHS.
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irony that “Under a pretext of carrying democracy to the rest of the world, we have done
more to undermine and destroy democracy in the United States than it will be possible
for us as a nation to repair in a generation of time.”25° Berger made a similar statement
in a letter to the Chicago Examiner where he wrote, “The man who would suppress free
speech and who advocates press censorship is the most dangerous foe of this country
because under the pretext of extending democracy in Europe, he is willing to abolish
democracy at home.”25! To them, those who would suppress free speech and possibly

muzzle the press were the true unpatriotic traitors.

Berger would experience that muzzling soon enough, but his first taste of
repression came on May 23, 1917. On that date, US Secretary of State Robert Lansing
refused to issue him and two other Socialists passports so they could attend a peace
conference in Stockholm. An international group of Social Democrats had chosen this
city, located in a neutral country, to hold a peace conference, where Socialists from all
the belligerent nations could form a plan that would help end the war. Government
officials from the Allied countries frowned on this informal diplomacy and saw it as a
form of meddling. As a result, almost all of them, including those in the United States,
denied passports to the delegates from their countries. Lansing cited the Logan Act of
1799, which prohibited unauthorized persons from working with foreign agents on
controversies that involved the United States, to keep Berger and his compatriots away

from Stockholm. A few days after receiving the news, Berger went to Washington to

250 Robert M. La Follette, Congressional Record 55, pt. 2: 1355 as quoted in Nancy C. Unger, Fighting Bob La
Follette: The Righteous Reformer (Madison, WI: Wisconsin Historical Society Press, 2008), 252-253.

251 Telegram from Victor Berger to Chicago Examiner, May 6, 1917, Socialist Party Collection, Milwaukee County
Historical Society as quoted in Kevin J. Abing, A Crowded Hour: Milwaukee during the Great War, 1917-1918,
(Arcadia Publishing, 2017), 75.
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plead his case to Lansing, without success. Afterward, he stated to the press, “I am a
good American and a good socialist also,” and would, therefore, not attempt to find
another way to go to Stockholm. The three-year imprisonment and $5,000 fine imposed
by the Logan Act may have deterred him as well. In the end, the Stockholm peace

conference was never held.252

Berger had already experienced some negative publicity about his role at the
Socialist convention in St. Louis, but this experience brought him even more attention.
The news of Lansing’s rejection of Berger’s request for a passport made its way into the
national press, which generally chided and derided the Milwaukee Leader editor for his
purportedly unreasonable request. The Olympia Daily Recorder (Washington), for
example, spoke of Lansing’s decision with approval remarking that the three delegates
denied passports, including Berger, who they described as being “accidently elected to
congress by Milwaukee Germans a few years ago,” were “known to be so pro-German
that they are nearly anti-American.” The Daily Recorder editor went on to question the
loyalty of American Socialists and asked its readers to distinguish between the “ravings”
of the pro-German Berger and “the true socialist.”253 Closer to home, the Eau Claire

Leader referenced those “true socialists” in an article on the conference (an attempt at

252 |n a May 27, 1917, letter to his wife Meta Berger, Victor Berger described Lansing as “an ignorant and conceited
country lawyer” and as “a cheap little fourth rate corporation lawyer who happened to marry the daughter of a
former secretary of state.” He also expressed little hope of being able to overturn Lansing’s decision. Quoted in
Michael E. Stevens, ed., The Family Letters of Victor and Meta Berger (Madison, WI: State Historical Society of
Wisconsin Press, 1995), 210.

253 “Keeping the Troublemakers Home, Olympia Daily Recorder (Washington), May 25, 1917, 2.
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peace propaganda by European socialists), when it noted that other, anti-German

socialists saw the conference as the “Kaiser’s Creation.”254

This type of rhetoric became more common as efforts to silence those who
questioned America’s interference in the Great War increased. Wisconsin’s
hyperpatriots, like others around the country, used President Wilson’s words from his
April 2 war message that any disloyalty would “be dealt with a firm hand or stern
repression” to justify their actions.255 In the early weeks of the war, most of this stern
repression came from government officials. On April 19, the United States Secret Service
bureau in Milwaukee announced it had a complete list of Waukesha citizens who had
been heard to give expression to seditious and disloyal statements and warned that their
words could lead to arrest and imprisonment. The bureau also mentioned that it had
appointed an unnamed local citizen to report any cases that required attention.25¢ A few
days earlier, the Kenosha School District forced Clarence Dodson, a high school junior,
to apologize for making statements disloyal to the United States government before a
school assembly. District officials took this action when a significant number of his five
hundred schoolmates refused to attend class with him. Besides making an abject
apology, according to the local paper, Dodson also waved an American flag and led the

school body in singing the “Star Spangled Banner.”257

Almost from the beginning, government officials encouraged Wisconsinites to

share information about their potentially traitorous neighbors. By April 10, Dr. Herman

254 “Berger Group is Warned by Sec’y Lansing; No Passports; Conference Viewed Kaiser’s Creation,” Eau Claire
Leader, May 24, 1917, 1.

255 As quoted in “Threatening America from Within,” Milwaukee Journal, June 13, 1917, 1.

256 “Warning Issued Against Disloyal Expressions,” Waukesha Freeman, April 19, 1917, 4.

257 “Boy Apologizes for Disloyal Statement,” Racine Journal-News, April 13, 1917, 10.
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F. Prill of Augusta (Eau Claire Co.), Wisconsin, had received a letter from the U.S.
Attorney General asking him in his role as a pension examiner “to be on the lookout and
report any disloyal and treasonable acts and utterances.” Uncomfortable with this
request, Prill wrote his congressman, John J. Esch, with his concerns. Although Esch
had voted against America’s entrance into the war, a week after Congress’s decision to
become a belligerent he had already embraced Wilson’s message that every American
must be completely loyal. In response to Prill, Esch wrote, “Our people should refrain
from criticism of the government and of Congress, or individual Members thereof” and
asked Prill to remember “that we are all American citizens who are loyal to our
government.” In the end, he suggested Prill write directly to the Attorney General about
his unease with the request.258 Bella Fox of Kaukauna (Outagamie Co.) did not have the
same reservations as Prill. On April 23, she wrote Senator Husting to let him know that
she heard from a stage coach driver, who was a young woman and former school
teacher, that Charles H. Koonz, clerk of the school board in Red Springs, “was a traitor
of the deepest dye and did not hesitate to make traitorous remarks about this country.”
Miss Fox, exasperated by the driver’s fear of reporting him because of his position in the
community, asked Husting to send out a secret service man and catch Koonz in the

act.259

Although government agencies, such as the secret service and the U.S. Attorney

General’s office, began by asking Wisconsinites to assist them in identifying treasonous

258 John J. Esch to Dr. H.F. Prill, a physician, April 13, 1917, JJE papers, Box 41, WHS.

259 Bella Fox (Kaukauna) to POH, April 23, 1917, POH papers, Box 11, folder 2, WHS. Charles H. Koonz (1867-1957)
was a co-founder of Red Springs Township in Shawano County in 1911. He worked as a school teacher on the
Stockbridge-Munsee Reservation and created the first one-room school in Red Springs, also in 1911. By 1920 he
had become a farmer.
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behavior in others, they soon discovered the consequences of this request. In its May 3,
1917 edition, the Sturgeon Bay Advocate reported that a local “busybody” had been
reporting names of “disloyal” Germans in the city to the district attorney. The harassed
gentlemen resented this “humiliating, irritating, and commiserating annoyance” and
threatened to sue for libel. The Advocate felt it necessary to remind its readers that the
Espionage Act, under consideration by Congress, did not support unjust prosecution
and instead focused on plots, intrigues or acts of violence against the government or

language that could incite violence.26°

Despite warnings like this one from the Advocate, Wisconsin was rife with
busybodies eager to search out and persecute traitorous and treasonous behavior. The
Milwaukee Journal easily surpassed all others in this effort. From the beginning of the
war, its mission focused on identifying and reporting traitorous and treasonous
behavior and language. The National German-American Alliance became one of its first
targets. Although the newspaper frequently spoke with pride of the obvious loyalty
Milwaukee’s German-American citizens displayed, it believed the Alliance had a long
record “of flagrant and continuous disloyalty to the nation.”26t The German-American
Alliance had been founded as a national federation for all German-American
organizations in 1901 and received a national charter from Congress in 1907. Its
purpose, according to its constitution, included bringing together American citizens of
German descent “for the protection of the German element against ‘nativistic’ attacks

and for the promotion of sound, amicable relations between America and the old

260 “Unjust Charges,” Sturgeon Bay Advocate, May 3, 1917, 1.
261 “Revoke Its Charter,” Milwaukee Journal, May 10, 1917, 12.
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German fatherland.”262 The founders considered prohibition, women’s suffrage, and

immigration restrictions among the most concerning of these “attacks.”

As the war in Europe got underway, members of the Alliance spoke out against
British imperialism, while also stressing the importance of maintaining German culture
in the United States. On November 22, 1915, Charles J. Hexamer of Milwaukee,
president of the German-American Alliance, declared, “We will not permit our kultur of
two thousand years to be trodden down in this land...No one will find us prepared to
step down to a lesser Kultur; no, we have made it our aim to draw the other up to us.”263
With statements like this, by 1917, according to German-American historian Frederick
C. Luebke, the German-American Alliance “had come to symbolize for the American
people all that was arrogant and distasteful about German ethnocentrism.”264 The
Milwaukee Journal completely concurred, describing the organization as “the foe of
America” and its leaders, like Hexamer, as “a menace to the United States.” It urged
Congress to revoke the Alliance’s charter and eliminate this scourge from American
society.265 The Alliance eventually succumbed to the pressure and disbanded in April
1918. Three months later, Congress, after holding hearings on the matter, repealed the

charter of the now non-existent organization.

262 From Max Heinrici, ed. Das Buch der Deutschen in Amerika (Philadelphia: National German-American Alliance,
1909), 781-782 as quoted in The German-Americans in Politics 1914-1917 (Madison, WI: The University of
Wisconsin Press, 1939), 3.

263 From Senate Sub-committee of the Committee on Judiciary, Hearings on the National German-American
Alliance, 65 Congress, 2 Session (1918), 25-27 as quoted in Frederick C. Luebke, Bonds of Loyalty: German-
Americans and World War I, (DeKalb, IL: Northern lllinois University Press, 1974), 100. In the same hearings,
Alliance leaders maintained that their support of German-Americanism meant no more than upholding the virtues
of German civilization, including “knowledge, science, invention, philosophy, and art.” During the war years, these
types of statements did not sit well with Americans who did not have a German heritage.

264 Luebke, 43.

265 “Revoke Its Charter,” 12.
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The German-American Alliance may have been an early and easy target, but the
Milwaukee Journal spent much of 1917 going after what it perceived to be widespread
disloyalty and un-American behavior throughout the Milwaukee school system. Early
inklings of a problem appeared in an article on the front page of the May 15, 1917 issue.
The Journal reported, first, that Assistant Superintendent of Schools A.E. Kagel had
accused teachers of the Forest Home Avenue School of gossiping when they learned a
German teacher in the school had made a derogatory remark about the flag, and second,
that talk regarding the unpatriotic statement incident reached the ears of staff at the
department of justice. Soon after, federal agents descended on the school asking
questions. The leading agent reported that the accused teacher denied making any
comments regarding her willingness to salute the flag. In the end, the agents decided to
drop the matter. The Journal still questioned school officials handling of the case and
quoted one of the “gossiping” teachers, who said, “Fathers and mothers of this city have
a right to know whether their children are having American or alien ideas instilled in
their minds.”266 The Journal staff took her concern seriously, especially when only nine

days later another teacher allegedly said something even more incendiary.

In a May 24 editorial, Journal staff warned its readers of “Danger in the Schools.”
According to the editors, this danger resulted from Milwaukee schoolteachers failing “to
inculcate in their pupils respect for law and love of country”. To them, one Milwaukee
teacher, later identified as Mrs. Sonia Sasuly, represented the worst of these offenders.
Allegedly, she had declared that if anybody decided to blow up Allis-Chalmers,

Milwaukee’s largest manufacturing plant and a maker of munitions and war materiel,

266 “Enjoins Silence on Teachers,” Milwaukee Journal, May 15, 1917, 1.
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“she would not censure them.” The Journal could not see how a person so unfit to teach
patriotism or respect for the law could remain in her position. “This teacher,” they
concluded, “should be summarily dismissed from service.”267 The next day the
newspaper reported that despite her traitorous remark, the principal at her school had
recommended Mrs. Sasuly for reappointment.268 The Milwaukee School
Superintendent, however, disagreed and did not recommend her. The matter eventually
came before the Milwaukee School Board, which would have the final say in the matter,
on June 30. The day before, Journal editors worried about the school board’s ability to
do the right thing, since five of its fifteen members were Socialists and included Meta
Berger, wife of Victor Berger. “How will the Socialists on the Milwaukee school board
vote on this question that touches the loyalty and patriotism of Milwaukee?”269 They
were right to be concerned, since the Socialists on the board did elect to reinstate her;
however, the majority, who agreed retaining her would be “detrimental to the best
interests of the schools and the school children,” outvoted them.270 For Milwaukee’s
hyperpatriots, Mrs. Sasuly’s transgression turned out to be a minor incident in the battle

for the minds of the city’s schoolchildren.

267 “Danger in the Schools,” Milwaukee Journal, May 24, 1917, 10.

268 “Names Teacher to Stay On,” Milwaukee Journal, May 25, 1917, 1.

269 “| oyal Milwaukeean, Here is Something that Will Make You Stop, Look and Listen,” Milwaukee Journal, June 29,
1917, 1.

270 “Teacher is not Reappointed,” Milwaukee Journal, July 1, 1917, part 2, 1.

Sonia (Kassmer) Sasuly Lattman (b.c. 1889) was born in Kiev, Russia and came to the United States as a 3-year-old
child. In 1913 she married Max Sasuly (1888-1971), a statistician and mathematician, in Chicago. Shortly after
being dismissed as a teacher, the Sasulys and their two sons moved from Milwaukee to Washington, DC, where
Max worked at the Bureau of Standards. Sonia graduated from National University Law School in 1928 and became
a lawyer with her own practice and later a social worker. Max and Sonia divorced and in 1937 she married
radiologist Isidore Lattman (1894-1971).
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The primary concern of the Milwaukee Journal and the Wisconsin Defense
League regarding the Milwaukee school system centered on the teaching of German,
especially to elementary school students. On one hand was Milwaukee’s assistant
superintendent in charge of foreign languages, Leo Stern, who was also president of the
German-American Alliance’s Wisconsin branch. The Journal protested his position by
stating, “his racial [ethnic] political activities alone disqualify him from rendering the
right kinds of service in the schools.” Milwaukee’s schools, they added, needed to be
safeguarded from his “un-American interference.”27t On the other hand, was the
recommendation of the Milwaukee School Principals’ Association, who suggested
dropping the teaching of German in grades 1-4 and replacing it with “more intensive
work in the language of America.” Their concern centered around the confusion learning
a foreign language would cause children, while others argued that eliminating foreign
languages from the school system would help with Americanization of Milwaukee’s

immigrant population.272

To the Journal’s great dismay, the Milwaukee School Board had no interest in
dismissing Stern. In late June the newspapers editors attempted to bring Stern’s
transgressions to light. They railed against the Board’s inability to root out un-
Americanism and anti-Americanism in the public schools. Stern’s dismissal would be a
start, since his ideas about teaching German seemed anathema to the war effort. In
1914, Stern had sought to strengthen the teaching of German and to support institutions

where German teachers trained in an attempt to “foster German idealism and inculcate

271 “Danger in the Schools.”
272 Abing, 66.
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it in the minds and hearts of their students.” Instead of dismissing Stern for such
pronouncements, the Journal reported, the School Board actually raised his salary in

1916.273

Leo Stern did partially acquiesce to demands about removing German from the
school system and suggested that the Board eliminate the teaching of German from the
two lower grades, which it agreed to do. The Journal editors were apoplectic. With
American blood being poured out on the soil of France so that German ideas would not
“dominate all mankind,” with American manhood arrayed on the battlefields of Europe
against the “German idea,” the Milwaukee School Board only eliminated German in first
and second grade. Do they not know there will be a day of reckoning for this laxity? Do
they not know “that this is America”? The problem, they later clarified, was not with the
German language per se, since they recognized the “intellectual and spiritual wealth” in
German literature; it was with the teachers.274 Quoting an unnamed Milwaukee citizen,
they alerted their readers to the reality that “teachers of German are generally
propagandists who are eternally pushing the interests of a foreign country and deriding
the principles of America.” By continuing to teach German, the Milwaukee School Board
aided and abetted those who supported the existence of a “German Kultur-politik” in the
United States.275 Another anonymous writer of a letter to the Journal editor summed up
the issue at hand:

One thing is certain, we do not want kaiserism to reign in this country,

and the sooner we eliminate the study of all the foreign languages from
all the grades, the better. Teach the English language only, and teach it

273 “\While Loyal Men Sleep!” Milwaukee Journal, June 27, 1917, 10.
274 “\What Shall It Be?” Milwaukee Journal, June 28, 1917, 14.
275 “Aim is to Keep Germans Alien,” Milwaukee Journal, June 30, 1917, 2.
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thoroughly. Let the teachers give all the time allowed for teaching foreign

languages to improve the children’s handwriting, figures, reading and

speaking.276

This attack on the teaching of German meant that seven thousand fewer
elementary students studied the language in the fall of 1917 than had in the spring. In
October the School Board adopted a proposal that put the final nail in the coffin of
German language studies in Milwaukee, when it agreed that only one foreign language
would be taught at each school and if less than half the students in the school enrolled in
those classes, the courses would be discontinued. Milwaukee’s school superintendent
also asked that teachers stop speaking in German on playgrounds and that all German

“war” songs be removed from songbooks. By the spring of 1919 only four hundred

Milwaukee schoolchildren chose to enroll in German language classes.277

Throughout the spring and summer of 1917, Wisconsin hyperpatriots made every
effort to combat the idea that Wisconsin was filled with disloyal citizens. First, they
attempted, primarily through the offices of the Wisconsin Defense League, to educate
Wisconsinites about the meaning of patriotism and loyalty during wartime and to
promote a patriotic attitude toward the war effort. At the same time League members
and others began suppressing perceived disloyalty, primarily with words and threats,
not actual violence. Despite these efforts, Wisconsin continued to stumble in the eyes of
other Americans and reports of the state’s deep problems with patriotism still haunted

the state’s superpatriots.

276 “Thoughts of Our Readers,” Milwaukee Journal, July 1, 1917, part 2, 4.
277 Abing, 67-68.
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The next embarrassment came in the middle of June 1917, when the state learned
it fell $10 million short of its quota for the First Liberty Bond drive. The Milwaukee
Journal acknowledged the issue within days of the drive’s conclusion in an editorial that
scolded those bankers who had been reluctant to sell bonds or were “distinctly hostile”
to the idea. Bankers who had not met their quota argued that they did not feel
comfortable asking patrons of German descent to purchase bonds. The Journal
responded by questioning their patriotism and intelligence, “The man...who has been
made to believe that he must go cautiously in standing by America’s cause in this war
has been fooled.”278 Ten days later, J.R. Wheeler, president of the Wisconsin Bankers’
Association, used much harsher language in a speech at a bankers’ convention,
suggesting those who been afraid to sell bonds “were guilty of cowardice bordering on
treason.” He continued, “The excuse offered that those institutions were in communities
where a majority of the people were not in sympathy with the war is no excuse at all.”
Wheeler concluded that “many banks did not understand their duty” despite receiving
materials educating them about the bond drive and suggested, “too much printed matter

goes into the waste basket” before the valuable had been sorted from the worthless.279

Most Wisconsinites, not just the state’s bankers, did not grasp the value,
meaning, and purpose of the Liberty Bonds during this first drive. Before World War I
very few Americans had ever purchased bonds of any kind and most had no idea how

they worked. Several government agencies, but especially the Committee on Public

278 “The Banks and the Loan,” Milwaukee Journal, June 17, 1917, 4.
279 “Banks Border on Treason,” Milwaukee Journal, June 27, 1917, 1.
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Information, sought to educate the public about bonds through a variety of mass media.
From this effort, Americans learned that they were lending the United States money and
would receive interest on the bonds between 3.5 and 4.5 percent every six months.
Treasury Secretary William G. McAdoo deliberately set the interest rate below going
rates at the time, since he believed the purchasing of them should be more a patriotic
duty than a money-making proposition for the buyer. Unlike World War II when bonds
were always available, during World War I there would be five bond drives held at
specific times and usually lasting three to four weeks. Four of the drives occurred during
the war, two in 1917 and two in 1918, and a fifth, the Victory Liberty Loan, was held
approximately six months after the war ended in 1919. Each of the five bond drives was
oversubscribed (i.e. more bonds were purchased than were offered), but not every state

met its subscription quota for each drive.

Liberty Bonds had been the brainchild of McAdoo, who devised a plan to use
them in the first weeks of April 1917. McAdoo chose selling stamps and bonds to raise
funds for the war effort over taxation after reviewing how the United States had raised
money in previous wars. He had been particularly struck by Civil War-era Treasury
Secretary Samuel Chase’s failure to make a direct appeal to the public. Learning from
this gaffe, McAdoo created his own philosophy: “Any great war must necessarily be a

popular movement. It is a kind of a crusade, and, like all crusades, it sweeps along on a
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powerful stream of romanticism. Chase did not attempt to capitalize the emotion of the

people.”280

McAdoo would not make the same mistake and, from the beginning, decided to
use patriotic emotion to fill the Treasury’s coffers. As he wrote years later, “We
capitalized the profound impulse called patriotism. It is the quality of coherence that
holds a nation together; it is one of the deepest and most powerful of human
motives.”28! In the end, the Liberty Bond drives proved to be enormously successful.
This achievement could not have occurred without the efforts of hyperpatriots around
the country, including those who were members of the Wisconsin Defense League and

county Councils of Defense.

At first McAdoo had planned to enthusiastically market the Liberty Bonds to the
general public, hoping to cut inflation by asking Americans to use their savings and non-
subsistence money to buy them, thereby cutting back on demand for consumer
products. But at the last minute he changed his mind. He feared the public would not
purchase enough bonds and decided to focus on bank borrowing instead. During the
first drive, banks did not appear interested in bonds offered at 3.5 percent. This
surprised McAdoo because he had tried to make them attractive in other ways, including
having them be tax exempt, allowing them to be purchased on an installment plan with
only 2 percent required at purchase, and making them convertible into future issues

with higher interest rates. With a week left in the first bond drive, McAdoo feared that

280 From William G. McAdoo, Crowded Years: The Reminiscences of William G. McAdoo (Boston: Houghton Mifflin
Co., 1931) as quoted in Charles Gilbert, American Financing of World War | (Westport, CT: Greenwood Publishing
Corp., 1970), 82.

281 From McAdoo as quoted in Walton H. Rawls, Wake Up, America! World War | and the American Poster (New
York: Abbeville Press, 1988), 196.



131

the basic need of $2 billion would not be raised, but then banks and businesses around
the country made an extra effort to make money available to their stockholders, so they
could buy bonds. By June 15, when the bond drive ended, over $3 billion had been
raised with the Treasury accepting its original offering of $2 billion (Subscribers who
had purchased over $10,000 worth of bonds were asked to cut back their

subscriptions.).

In Wisconsin the state Council of Defense, headed by Magnus Swenson, assumed
responsibility for the Liberty Loan drives, although patriotic organizations like the
Wisconsin Defense League also encouraged the purchasing of Liberty Bonds. Shortly
after the First Liberty Bond drive began on May 14, Swenson experienced push-back
from bankers not eager to invest in a low-interest product or, as mentioned above,
unwilling to promote them in communities with large German populations. News of this
hesitation made the front page of Forward, a state government publication. In
response, F.R. Hughes, secretary to a Chippewa Falls businessmen’s association, wrote
to the Council, “I was almost ashamed to read it; and then to think that these banks
were from Wisconsin, the greatest state in the Union.” He added, “For Heaven’s Sake,
send some of these slackers up here till we show them what real bankers do for their
country.”282 Swenson was not pleased with these alleged “slackers” either and his office
sent out a flurry of threatening letters to bankers around the state. On May 23, 1917, for
example, Swenson wrote Louis Schriber, cashier for the Old National Bank in Oshkosh,

that he had heard banks in Schriber’s city had “taken concerted actions discouraging the

282 F R. Hughes (Chippewa Falls) to Magnus Swenson, undated, but received on June 12, 1917, Council of Defense
(COD) papers, Box 20, folder 1, WHS.
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buying of the Government Liberty Bonds. We should like to know what the facts are
before we call the attention of the Federal authorities to this matter.” Mr. Schriber
responded that he was shocked to read the contents of Swenson’s letter and the Council
could be assured that the Oshkosh banks were “doing all they can to further the sale of

these bonds.”283

When the Council of Defense spoke of “Federal authorities,” they were referring
to the Federal Reserve Bank. The Treasury had divided the country into twelve districts,
and Wisconsin was split between two of them. Forty-five southern counties fell into the
Seventh District with headquarters in Chicago; the remaining twenty-six northern
counties belonged to the Ninth District with headquarters in Minneapolis. Oshkosh fell
into the Seventh District, so its banks would have been reported to the Federal Reserve

in Chicago.

Not all bankers sent letters by Swenson responded as reassuringly as Mr.
Schriber. Shortly before the second loan began, Swenson sent the Chili State Bank of
Chili (Clark Co.) a letter telling them the Council’s records did not show the bank
subscribing to any bonds during the first loan and wondered if they made a mistake. Mr.
Sawyer, the Chili Bank cashier, returned the letter with a harsh annotated note, “Is this
all B.S.? or doesn’t [the] Fed. Reserve Bank of [Chicago] keep any records?” Henry Burd,

assistant secretary of Wisconsin’s Council, responded, “The annotation you made on our

283 State Council of Defense Chairman [Magnus Swenson] to Louis Scheiber [sic] (Oshkosh), May 23, 1917; Louis
Schriber to Magnus Swenson, May 24, 1917, COD papers, Box 20, folder 1, WHS.
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letter...is interesting but not very illuminating.” Eventually the Council learned that the

Chili State Bank had purchased $1500 in bonds.284

While the Council of Defense went after bankers to buy Liberty Bonds, volunteer
organizations put pressure on their members to do so as well. Mary Mariner, chairman
of the National League for Woman’s Service in Wisconsin (NLWS) and the League of
Patriotic Women of Milwaukee, for example, wrote a letter announcing that the NLWS
Board had decided “it was our patriotic duty to do all in our power to assist in the sale of
Liberty Bonds” and asked each member to pledge selling two $50 bonds by the first
loan’s closing date on June 15, 1917. Mariner reminded her readers, “Without the
Liberty Loan, the Government cannot prosecute this war for freedom, democracy and
liberty. Without it there can be no overwhelming victory, no speedy termination of
carnage and destruction.” She concluded by stating, “We cannot talk patriotism and do

nothing more.”285

Around the same time, Wheeler Bloodgood, as chairman of the Wisconsin
Defense League, sent out a letter to League members urging them to form “Liberty Loan
Clubs” in the schools, factories, churches, fraternal societies and other “natural social
units” in their communities. These clubs would encourage those enrolled to save pre-
specified sums, which would eventually be invested in the Liberty Loan. Local bankers
would work with these clubs to help finance the purchase of the bonds. Bloodgood

began his request by noting that “lending to liberty is planting freedom our children will

284 Andrew H. Melville, Executive Secretary, State Council of Defense to Chili State Bank, September 10, 1917;
received back on September 14, 1917; Henry A. Burd, Assistant Secretary, State COD, to Chili State Bank,
September 14, 1917; received back on September 18, 1917; COD papers, Box 20, folder 2, WHS.

285 Mary A. Mariner (Milwaukee) to “Madam,” June 7, 1917, John W. And Mary Mariner papers, Box 9, folder 1,
WHS.
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reap,” but to not do so will “give aid and comfort to the enemy.”286 Although not a club,
Wisconsin State Capitol employees did have a Liberty Loan committee, which intended
to secure a hundred per cent subscription rate among those working at the State Capitol.
Its chairman sent a letter two days before the loan closed reminding Capitol employees
that buying bonds was their patriotic duty. He also, as added pressure to those he
believed slacking in this duty, attached a list of employees who had subscribed with the

amounts they had pledged.=287

Despite all these efforts, combined with the Federal Reserve Bank sending forty
agents to Wisconsin where they encouraged state banks to participate and generally
promoted the sale of Liberty Bonds,288 Wisconsin found itself $10 million short of its
quota. The Treasury Department had expected Wisconsin to raise $44.1 million, but the
state only cleared $34.3 million. Of the forty-five Wisconsin counties in the Seventh
District, three made or surpassed their quotas (Kenosha, Milwaukee, and Racine), while
two (Adams and Waushara) raised less than 10 percent of their allotment. Taken
together Wisconsin’s Seventh District raised 77.8 percent of its quota.289 The twenty-six
counties in the Ninth District did much worse. Although three counties went over 100

percent (Ashland, Lincoln, and Oneida), overall the district raised a pitiful 42 percent of

286 Wheeler P. Bloodgood (Milwaukee) to Wisconsin Defense League members, undated, but predates June 15,
1917, letter titled: “Lending to Liberty,” Wisconsin Defense League (WDL) papers, Box 2, folder 4.

287 Committee on Liberty Loan, M.J. Tappins, Chairman to Wisconsin Capitol employees, June 13, 1917, Merlin Hull
(MH) papers, Box 8, WHS.

288 Form letter from State Council of Defense signed by J.R. Wheeler (also president of Wisconsin Bankers’
Association) to local Council of Defense organizations, undated, but refers to the first drive; COD papers, Box 20,
folder 1, WHS.

289 Attachment to letter, Martin Gillen, Mitchell Wagon Co. (Racine) to Morris F. Fox, Fox Investment Co.
(Milwaukee), November 15, 1917; COD papers, Box 20, folder 2, WHS.
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its quota.29° The state’s Liberty Loan performance worried Wisconsin’s hyperpatriots,
but at the time, this deficiency was not an acute concern because the general public was
only mildly aware of the loan and other states had also not met their quota. Still it was

another stain on Wisconsin’s reputation.

While Wisconsin may have come up short in the first Liberty Loan drive, the
state, to the surprise of many, did go “over the top” with draft registration. In the first
weeks of April, Governor Philipp had asked President Wilson to support a volunteer
army in order to avoid a draft, bringing more derision to the state, as mentioned in
chapter two. Wilson, who did not believe enough men could be raised through
volunteering, dismissed Philipp’s request and turned the matter of drafting an army
over to his Secretary of War Newton Baker. Baker avoided his Civil War predecessor’s
mistakes, some of which had led to draft riots around the United States, including a
handful in Wisconsin, by using local civilian boards to run the draft, instead of
autocratic army personnel, and instituted a Selective Service system that allowed
deferments for those needed to grow food and manufacture war materiel. The whole
process was to begin with a national draft registration drive on June 5, 1917. As with the
Liberty Loan drive, each state had a quota of eligible men to register. With its reputation
for disloyalty already established, Wisconsin was not expected to succeed in this
endeavor. Senator Husting suggested that Philipp’s “pro-German,” anti-draft rhetoric,
possibly along with Wisconsin’s outspoken German and Socialist populations and La

Follette’s opposition to the draft, would lead to protests. General Enoch Crowder,

2% Ninth District returns for the 1%t and 2" loan drives, dated November 7, [1917], COD papers, Box 20, folder 2,
WHS.
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provost marshal of the army and administer of the Selective Service, another doubter,
offered Philipp use of federal troops to prevent these expected riots. Philipp politely
declined. In the end, the day passed successfully with the state registering 218,700 men

or 106 percent of the estimated men thought to be eligible!291

Yet the national press reported just the opposite and Wisconsin’s reputation
continued to be assailed. The Louisville Courier-Journal may have been the instigator
of this misinformation when it announced, “Wisconsin is sending fewer recruits to the
American army than any other Middle West State.” The newspaper’s editor Colonel
Henry Watterson, mis-reported that Wisconsin had registered 29 percent to Illinois’s
110 percent and Michigan’s 107 percent. He went on to note that the Chicago Journal,
“disgusted with the conditions in Wisconsin,” believed the state’s low recruiting
numbers were the result “of the seditious propaganda that has prevailed within her
boundaries, not merely unchecked but countenanced and led by her most conspicuous
politicians,” specifically Senator La Follette. However, Watterson did not want to
suggest that Wisconsin’s attitude could be blamed on one individual. Instead, he argued,
“a considerable part of its population [had] proved treasonable under the acid test of
war with Germany.” Those who did not fall into this traitorous rubric, Watterson
believed, would soon lead “an exodus of decent Americans” from Wisconsin. With so

many of the state’s citizens supposedly failing the nation in so many ways, Watterson

291 pifer, 80-83, 202-203.
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felt obliged to ask if Wisconsin will from now on and forever be known as the “Traitor

State.”292

KK*

Wisconsin’s loyalists did not take Watterson’s attack lightly or complacently. His
embarrassing question tightened their resolve to control the words and actions of those
they perceived to be disloyal to the United States, the President, and the war effort in
general. The Milwaukee Journal spoke for many of Wisconsin’s hyperpatriots in their
response to Watterson’s challenge when they wrote, “The loyalty of Wisconsin is a
patent fact” and referred its readers to a letter Governor Philipp had sent to Watterson
correcting his misrepresentation of Wisconsin’s enlistment efforts, an error Watterson
quickly acknowledged and corrected, and listing all the ways the state had shown its
loyalty to the nation. To the Journal’s editors, the governor’s message did not go far
enough in its defense of the state, nor did it address how the state would purge this
traitorous stigma from its reputation. The newspaper’s editors suggested “the way to
attack...criticism is not to defend loyal citizens who need no defense, but to condemn the
course of those who have brought this criticism on them and to oppose them.” Philipp
knew, they argued, that disloyalty in Wisconsin existed and all of his efforts should be
directed toward fighting it and ending it. “For the sake of the state’s fair name,” they

cried, “it should be crushed.”293

292 “The Traitor State,” Louisville Courier-Journal as published in the Princeton Daily Democrat (Indiana), July 17,
1917, 2.

293 “The Kind of Defense,” Milwaukee Journal, July 26, 1917, 10. Watterson’s acknowledgement that he
misrepresented Wisconsin’s enlistment numbers appeared in “What Gov. Philipp Could Do,” Milwaukee Journal,
August 2, 1917, 8.
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Over the next week, the Milwaukee Journal continued to harp on this message.
In a July 30 editorial, the newspaper rhetorically asked is “Wisconsin loyal?” and
answered, “Of course Wisconsin is loyal—staunchly, unswervingly loyal,” but added, “It
would be criminally stupid...to overlook the fact that disloyalty of no trivial magnitude
exists in Wisconsin.”294 On August 2, another Journal editorial reported that Watterson
had written of a similar concern in response to Philipp’s letter, which the newspaper
editors thought had unfortunately “stirred up the whole question of Wisconsin’s loyalty”
and advertised Watterson’s criticism “from one end of the country to another.”
Specifically, the Louisville editor wondered why the governor had not addressed
“Wisconsin’s responsibility for La Follette,” which Watterson stated had been his chief
argument for declaring Wisconsin a “Traitor State.” The Milwaukee Journal also
questioned Philipp’s silence. They, along with the rest of Wisconsin, “would like to know
whether the governor thinks Senator La Follette is representing the state.” Philipp chose

not to respond, at least not at that time.295

With Philipp not doing enough to stop the boldly disloyal and traitorous from
“plotting day and night,” the Milwaukee Journal suggested, “only effective organization
and wise, able leadership can save Wisconsin’s name from being undeservedly sullied
even more than it has been already.”29¢ The pastor of the First Congregational Church in
Grand Rapids, Wisconsin, Robert J. Locke, completely agreed. In a letter to the
Milwaukee Journal, he chastised Wisconsin citizens, primarily German-American

pastors and men of influence, who Locke thought championed Germany, and state

294 “Dis|loyal Work Goes On,” Milwaukee Journal, July 30, 1917, 4.
295“\What Gov. Philipp Could Do,” 8.
2% “Disloyal Work Goes On,” 4.
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representatives in Madison and Washington, who he felt had made unseemly
statements. Despite the “copperhead conduct” of a portion of Wisconsin’s population,
Locke declared, “the majority of the [state’s] citizens are with the United States as
thoroughly and completely as are those of any other state in the Union.” To prove this,
Locke suggested the creation of an organization, which he named the Wisconsin League
of Patriotism, whose main purpose would be to pledge every adult in Wisconsin to an
unequivocal allegiance to the federal government during the prosecution of the war. The
creation of this league and the signed loyalty pledges of its members would allay fears
that Wisconsin was a center of German sympathy. Locke concluded by suggesting that
such a league would be best directed by the State Council of Defense.297 Wheeler
Bloodgood agreed with Locke that an organization was needed, but wanted the one he
chaired, the Wisconsin Defense League, to take the lead in eradicating Wisconsin’s
perceived disloyalty problem. To do so effectively, the League first needed to make some

changes.

By August, the League’s executive committee was ready to acknowledge that
confusion between the Wisconsin Defense League, a volunteer organization, and the
Wisconsin Council of Defense, a state agency, had impeded their ability to raise money,
build membership, and be successful at their patriotic mission. Bloodgood, realizing the
committee needed to reconsider the group’s mission and contemplate a reorganization,
called for a meeting, which occurred on August 28. In reaction to the confusion and the
continuing worries concerning the state’s loyalty, the committee decided to rename the

League the Wisconsin Loyalty Legion. While the Legion’s new leaders waited for the

297 “To Organize Loyal Wisconsin,” Milwaukee Journal, August 10, 1917, 1.
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state to recognize the Legion as an incorporated organization, which it did on September
21, they used the time to write the Legion’s constitution. The resulting document spelled
out the reasons the United States had to declare war on Germany; the requirement “for
every American to stand back of our Government, loyally and enthusiastically”; and the
Legion’s list of purposes, which among others, included its pledge “to unite the people of
Wisconsin in loyal, active and efficient support of the Government” and “to bring
traitors to punishment, hold up slackers to public contempt, and oppose disloyalty and

dissension wherever it may appear, and however disguised.”298

By the time the Legion’s executive board had written the latter statement, loyal
Wisconsinites from local citizens to federal agents, possibly in attempts to clear
Wisconsin’s name, had already been busy punishing those accused of disloyal deeds and
words. The June 5th draft registration appears to have caused the first wave of vigilante
action. Dr. H. Miller, a resident of Laona (Forest Co.) was working as a government
physician on a Native American reservation when he experienced swift retribution by
his neighbors for offending draft registerees by suggesting, “You are fools to make
manure and cannon powder of yourselves.” Later that evening, local citizens threw Dr.
Miller into a river (probably the appropriately named Rat River), then forced him to
march at the front of a parade holding an American flag, and finally made him kneel and
kiss the flag.299 Austria-native John Bobush suffered similar treatment a few days later
when three hundred of his fellow J.I. Case employees took exception to his refusal to
register for the draft and his declaration that “I'll be damned if I'll fight for the United

States.” Infuriated Case employees forced Bobush to crawl to an American flag they had

2%8 Wisconsin Loyalty Legion constitution preamble, WLL papers, Box 1, WHS.
299 “Eorced to Publicly Kiss the Flag,” Grand Rapids Daily Leader (Wisconsin), June 1, 1917, 1.
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spread on the floor and kiss it. The Austrian lost his job and soon learned that the
Racine police had announced he would be arrested and prosecuted if he did not register
for the draft by the end of the day.30° Both of these men had been outsiders in their

communities, but disloyal locals were not spared either.301

While draft registration day appears to have set off the first wave of retribution
against Wisconsin’s disloyal citizens, other incidents occurred throughout the summer.
On July 13, the Racine Journal-News reported that two federal Department of Justice
agents had taken four Kenosha residents into custody, including at least one woman,
and charged them with disloyalty. The four were given a chance to repent by marching
to an American flag and kissing it. Afterward, the agents gave each penitent traitor a
small silk flag to be displayed in their windows until peace between the United States
and Germany was declared. Since this was their first offense, the four accused residents
did not go to court, but the agents reminded them that if this had been Germany,
traitors, like themselves, would have been taken behind the building and shot.392 About
two weeks later, the Rhinelander New North newspaper let its readers know that a local
resident, while in Antigo (Langlade Co.), “had the pleasure of seeing a man who had
created a disturbance at a patriotic meeting tossed up in a blanket by members of the
Antigo militia company” and then forced to kiss an American flag. The offender,

apparently a local baker who had been drunk at the time, thought he was going to be

300 “Made to Kiss Flag on Knees for Word Against the Draft,” La Crosse Tribune and Leader Press, June 5, 1917, 1
and “Factory Men Compel John Bobush to Kiss Old Glory,” Racine Journal News, June 5, 1917, 1. The J.I. Case
Company was located in Racine.

301 Another example of an outsider being targeted can be found in “Loves Kaiser; Is Locked Up,” Stevens Point Daily
Journal, June 16, 1917, 1. John Henrich “who says he has no home, is a wanderer” allegedly expressed “too
forcefully his pro-German sentiments and...used profane language in reference to the president of the United
States.” Members of the local cavalry troop complained and the sheriff placed him jail for two to three days.

302 “Kenosha woman Kisses Old Glory,” Racine Journal-News, July 13, 1917, 5.
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hung and “whined for mercy.” The witness told the New North reporter, “It did [his]
heart good to see the offender get his medicine.”3°3 This handful of incidents illustrated
an increasing willingness by authority figures, as well as emboldened neighbors and co-
workers, to control and silence Wisconsinites they perceived as disloyal. Loyalist
newspapers throughout the state eagerly published these confrontations in an attempt

to discourage any further unpatriotic speech and clean up Wisconsin’s reputation.

None of the editors of loyalist newspapers seemed to question whether the act of
placing the American flag on a floor to be kissed was patriotic, instead they focused on
how the accused could have been more effectively punished. The Wisconsin State
Journal, which had supported La Follette before the war, but no longer did, wrote of an
enemy in our midst, “the fellow who is forced to kiss the flag to prove his loyalty.” These
fellows, obviously not real Americans according to Journal editor Richard Lloyd Jones,
needed “drastic punishment” and suggested “robbing them of their right to vote for a
term of five or ten years or for life,” based on the offense.304 The Marinette Eagle-Star
proposed deportation for the “scurvy traitor” who had to kiss the flag to prove his
loyalty. The Eagle-Star’s editors added they felt sorry for the flag and believed traitors

did not deserve to live under its shadow, “let alone to kiss its sacred folds.”305

Many years after the war ended, Wisconsin Socialist Oscar Ameringer wondered

“how Old Glory enjoyed those shotgun weddings.” He had almost been subjected to one

303 “Kissed the Flag,” Rhinelander New North, August 2, 1917, 6.

302 “pynish and Penalize,” Wisconsin State Journal, July 17, 1917, 8. The Journal had been a staunch supporter of La
Follete before the war but abandoned him around the time of his March filibuster, when he attempted to prevent
the arming of the merchant marine. Merlin Hull, Wisconsin Secretary of State, later suggested Jones would be an
excellent president of the new Wisconsin Loyalty Legion.

305 Marinette Eagle-Star as published in “Among the Newspapers,” Oshkosh Daily Northwestern, September 17,
1917, 2.
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of these “weddings” himself, after giving a campaign speech during an unsuccessful run
for Congress in 1918. As Ameringer finished his presentation to a sympathetic crowd in
a Sauk County dance hall, the door flew open and a group of men, who had thrown an
unpatriotic doctor in a river the night before, marched in with “drums, bugle, flag and
guns.” In the moment, Ameringer made a mental note that he would rather die “fighting
than kiss and insult Old Glory under duress,” so he kept calm and encouraged the men
to come in and hear his speech from the beginning. While speaking to the hyperpatriotic
mob, he checked out the legs of the table he was using as his “pulpit” for a potential
weapon, just in case. After Ameringer finished, the mob’s leader, a manufacturer from a
neighboring town, lectured him for his unpatriotic stance and may have planned further
punishment, but the original audience, primarily made up of farmers, had, according to
Ameringer, armed itself with “really mean” pitchforks. Confronted with this scene as
they stepped outside, the leader and his mob let the Socialist depart without any further

ramifications.306

Ameringer was not the only Wisconsin Socialist to experience intimidation and
suppression. As the summer of 1917 wore on, hyperpatriot attacks on Socialists appear
to have increased as Wisconsin’s loyalty continued to be questioned. Wheeler Bloodgood
probably aided in the escalation by announcing in August, “Records of meetings held
under the auspices of the socialist party [and the peace party] show a decided similarity
of program, of agitation...In short, socialism has given way to pro-Germanism in

organization speeches.”3°7 As Wisconsin loyalists intensified their fight against treason

306 Oscar Ameringer, If You Don’t Weaken: The Autobiography of Oscar Ameringer (New York: Henry Holt & Co.,
1940), 338-340. Ameringer ran for Congress in November 1918. The doctor he mentioned being thrown in the river
was not Dr. Miller from Laona. The latter incident occurred over a year earlier and around 200 miles away.

307 “L aunch Move to Hit Disloyalty,” Racine Journal News, August 16, 1917, 10.
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and disloyalty, Socialist Party members began sharing complaints and reports of

threatening encounters with the state party’s Executive Committee as early as June.

SUBIM.ISM Socialists had discovered that sharing their views on the

AND THE WAR war had repercussions from both local citizens and
government officials. Kenosha law enforcement, for
War Socialism
Destroys | Preserves example, placed the chairman of the city’s Socialist Party
Life Life

in jail, shortly before he was to speak at a Socialist rally.

—=—— COME TO HEAR =

EMIL SEIDEL In December 1917 former Milwaukee mayor Emil Seidel

Former Mayor of Milwaukee

£ i had planned to give a lecture on “Socialism and the War”

AT

ON

Erin YoUR Al |/ with the subtitle, “War Destroys Life; Socialism

Poster for Emil Seidel Lecture | Preserves Life” at a small Dodge County town. On the

at Theresa (Dodge Co.)
WHi 26096 day of his speech, six hundred members of the Loyalty

Legion successfully prevented this allegedly “pro-German” meeting from occurring.3°8
Yet all of this was small potatoes when compared to the attacks on Victor Berger by the

federal government.

In September 1917, Postmaster General Albert Burleson summoned Berger to
Washington, DC to answer charges of sedition under the Espionage Act. Burleson, who
with President Wilson’s support had parlayed his position into a powerful regulator of
the press, cited over fifty Milwaukee Leader editorials that had been published in the
three months since the passage of the Espionage Act that he thought proved Berger was
part of an organized propaganda effort to “discredit and impede in every way the

Government in the prosecution of this war.” The recently passed act, which prohibited

308 pifer, 224-225.
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mailing any material that advocated “treason, insurrection or forcible resistance to any
law,” gave Burleson the power to deny journals and newspapers’ second-class mailing

privileges, along with a $10,000 fine and up to twenty years in prison.309

On September 22, Berger argued his case before the third assistant postmaster to
no avail. The low-level functionary would not provide specific examples, listen to
Berger’s arguments that the editorials were not pro-German or intended to hurt the war
effort, or accept Berger’s offer to keep within editorial limits if the postmaster’s office
provided him with a definition of legitimate criticism. Berger attempted to make
appointments with Burleson and President Wilson to argue his case, without success,
although he did manage to speak with Colonel Edward M. House, a close friend and
advisor to Wilson, who shared Berger’s concerns with the president. In regards to
Berger, Wilson wrote to Burleson, “I do not think that most of what is quoted ought to
be regarded as unmailable.” Burleson disregarded Wilson’s message and on October 3,
1917 revoked the Milwaukee Leader’s second-class mailing privileges. With this decision
the newspaper lost 40 percent of its subscribers, specifically those who lived outside of
Milwaukee, and $70,000 in revenue. Other ramifications soon followed. Local loyalty
advocates, like the Milwaukee Journal, pressured Leader advertisers and subscribers to

abandon the paper or be labelled as disloyal, and the National Press Club expelled

309 philip M. Glende, “Victor Berger’s Dangerous ldeas: Censoring the Mail to Preserve National Securing during
World War I,” Essays in Economic & Business History 26 (2008): 9.

Burleson (1863-1937), a Texas Democrat whose father had been a Confederate officer, served as Postmaster
General under Wilson from 1913 to 1921. Besides his vigorous enforcement of the Espionage Act and its effect on
the national press, he may be best known for segregating post offices and removing or demoting African
Americans in the postal service. Wilson later used this model to segregate the federal government, a significant
change from polices that had been in place since the Reconstruction era.
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Berger from its organization for outraging its members “sense of loyalty.”3¢ For Berger,
this was just the beginning of the harassment he faced over the next few years. Despite
this, he chose not to bow to the pressure and in the spring of 1918 he made a decision

that brought Wisconsin’s crisis of loyalty to national attention yet again.

**¥%

While Berger faced prosecution from the Postmaster General, Senator La Follette
had his own problems in September 1917. His trouble escalated when Governor Philipp
finally responded to Wisconsin’s “Traitor State” reputation, something he had declined
to do earlier in the summer, by issuing a statement on September 14 attributing this
unfortunate status, which, he added, was completely undeserved, to Wisconsin’s senior
senator, Robert La Follette. Philipp believed he had to make this assertion because,
“People in Washington have even come to the point of questioning my loyalty and that
of everyone in Wisconsin on account of the stand taken by some of our representatives
in congress [sic].”3!t Finally, Philipp had acquiesced to Wisconsin’s hyperpatriots and
shared thoughts, which closely resembled their own, about La Follette’s words and
actions from the past nine months. Although La Follette may have been dismayed by

Philip’s statement, it foreshadowed an even stronger outburst of anti-La Follette

rhetoric that began a week later and would doggedly pursue him for the rest of the war.

On September 20, La Follette gave a speech to the Non-Partisan League, a group
that wanted wealthy Americans to pay their fair share of war costs, in St. Paul,

Minnesota. The enthusiastic, standing-room only crowd showed their support with

310 Glende, 9, 12; Pifer, 225-226; Abing, 87.
311 “phjlipp Raps Senior Senator,” Duluth News-Tribune, September 14, 1917, 1.; “La Follette Scored by Gov. Philips
[sic],” Middlesboro Pinnacle News (Kentucky), September 14, 1917, 1.
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applause, cheers, and standing ovations as he spoke about corporate profiteering, the
loss of civil rights during the past year, and his views on the Great War. In the course of
extemporaneous remarks, La Follette stated, “For my own part I was not in favor of
beginning the war. I don’t mean to say we hadn’t suffered grievances. We had—at the
hands of Germany. Serious grievances!” but added that they were “too small to involve
this government in the loss of millions and millions of lives!!” The Associated Press
seemed to have misheard and inaccurately reported that he had made the seditious
statement, “I wasn’t in favor of beginning this war. We had no grievance [against
Germany],” which appeared in thousands of newspapers throughout the United States

the next day.312

Newspaper editors around the country responded to this added proof of the
senator’s disloyalty by ratcheting up their anti-La Follette rhetoric to new levels,
especially in their editorials. The Gulfport Daily Herald (Mississippi), for example, took
him to task on September 24 with this colorful language:

We might grant the truth of every contention urged by this pompadoured
extremist of the North and still prove that he is yellow. Senator La Follette is

“yellow” because he is a traitor. He is “white livered” because he loves pelf and

self more than his country...We neither hate him nor are moved by his traitorous

utterances. Rather would we invite our readers to cremate the memory of “Bob”

La Follette.3:3
The same day the Chicago Daily Tribune contended, “If the state of Wisconsin wishes to

clear its honorable record of the stain of disloyalty it will at the earliest possible moment

remove from La Follette the ability to misrepresent that intelligent community...

312 pifer, 233-235; Unger, 254-255.
313 “| 3 Follette of the Yellow Streak,” Gulfport Daily Herald (Mississippi), September 24, 1917, 2.
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[Wisconsin] does not deserve La Follette.”314 On September 29, former president
Theodore Roosevelt, an ardent hyperpatriot, also weighed in on the La Follette
controversy by describing the senator as among the “Huns within our gates” and
labelling him “the most sinister enemy of democracy in the United States.”3!5 Nicholas
Murray Butler, president of Columbia University, also condemned La Follette’s remarks,
believing, “You might just as well put poison in the food of every American boy that goes

to his transport as to permit La Follette to talk as he does.”316

On September 30, the U.S. Senate reacted to this massive anti-La Follette outcry
by calling for his expulsion; Republicans in Wisconsin’s
State Capitol reiterated the demand three days later. La
Follette responded to the charges on October 6 with an
impassioned three-hour speech calling for civil rights
protections during times of war without making any
specific references to his St. Paul presentation. He may
have avoided doing so out of recognition that in front of

the receptive Minnesota audience he had been carried

Life Magazine cover, away. The result included controversial, ill-advised
December 13, 1917, from its
“Traitors” issue statements, which included some significant
WHi 3272

inaccuracies or misrepresentations. La Follette’s fellow
senator Frank Kellogg did not let these omissions pass quietly. To refute the Wisconsin

senator, he read several of the “slanderous” St. Paul assertions into the record. Kellogg

314 “wisconsin and La Follette,” Chicago Daily Tribune, September 24, 1917, 8.
315 Trenton Evening Times (New lersey), September 29, 1917, 1.
316 Unger, 255.
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also disagreed that this case was an issue of free speech, but instead an “erroneous
statement of facts” that “aid and encourage the enemy and cast dishonor and discredit
upon the nation.” After both sides had been presented, the Senate Committee on
Privileges and Elections decided to move forward with an investigation into La Follette.
In the end, the Senate adjourned for the year before deciding whether to banish the
Wisconsin Senator from their midst or not. The Associated Press’s mistake, easily
believed by those who questioned his loyalty, meant attacks on La Follette continued
unabated, even after the mistake became

common knowledge.317

As the Berger and La Follette

issues came to a climax, the second

Liberty Loan drive got underway. With

much of the money raised by the first

Liberty Loan spent by August 1917,

Posters for the Second Liberty Loan often focused
on how the loans worked. That would change by

the Third Liberty Loan.
Library of Congress LC-USZC4-8021

Secretary of the Treasury William

McAdoo proposed a second bond drive

to begin on October 1 and close on the 28th. With more time to prepare, the federal
Liberty Loan committee did a much better job organizing this drive. Though still
planning to encourage banks to buy Liberty Bonds, the committee decided to go after
middle-class Americans and non-urban dwellers more than they had in the first drive.
To accomplish this, committee members realized they needed to do a better job

educating Americans about what bonds were, how they could be purchased, and why

317 Unger, 256-257. Unger believes some of the backlash against La Follette following his St. Paul speech was
deserved, because “he expressed points of view likely to raise criticism even during peace time” (255).
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buying them was each American’s patriotic duty.3!8 Despite push-back from some
German-Americans, who did not feel comfortable lending money to see their homeland
crushed; Irish-Americans, who were not eager to support Britain; and Socialists, along
with some labor organizations, who believed the war was a result of greedy capitalists’
machinations, Americans oversubscribed the second Liberty Loan by $1.2 billion

dollars.319

In Wisconsin, the county Councils of Defense followed the national model by
using the months of August and September to effectively plan and organize campaigns
that would fulfill the state’s quota of $91.3 million. The Milwaukee County Council of
Defense, after researching how they could have done better in the first Liberty Loan
drive, wrote a plan that mirrored much of what had been said at the federal level by
identifying three areas for improvement: 1) publicity, 2) the need to popularize small
subscriptions (i.e. $50 and $100 bonds), and 3) increasing bond purchasing by farmers
and rural residents. The creators of the Milwaukee plan specifically acknowledged “that
more bonds should have been sold to the residents of rural districts” during the first
drive and suggested forming a figurative “flying squadron,” a group which would go into
small towns and rural areas “to clean up loose odds and ends which were missed by the
district team.”320 Milwaukee’s Junior League took up the call for such a squadron and

later reported that it had “canvassed the rural districts in Milwaukee County and visited

318 See “Are the U.S. Government Securities a Good Investment?” Wisconsin Council of Defense, COD papers, Box
20, folder 6, WHS; “Potatoes, Rye, Wheat: Farmers: This is Your Turn,” Wood County Liberty Loan Committee,
undated.

319 The Treasury accepted $3.8 billion of the $4.6 billion raised.

320 “p|an for Handling the Second Liberty Loan of 1917 in Milwaukee County,” COD papers, Box 20, folder 1, WHS.
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farmers’ wives.”321 At the end of the drive, the League reported selling $44,550 worth of

bonds, but how much of this came from their flying squadron is unknown.

Even with an increased interest in rural residents, the Wisconsin Council of
Defense still concentrated its efforts on bankers, who were expected to sell bonds to all
their customers this time, not just the wealthy. Bankers in German communities and
northern counties soon experienced resistance from some of their customers. Theodore
Boehm, for example, allegedly started withdrawing his money from the Bank of
DeForest (Dane Co.) when it began selling Liberty Bonds, and his brothers Fred and
Anton may have done the same.322 The State Bank of Sauk City also reported a
customer who pulled $6000 from their bank based on the belief that “the Government”

would confiscate the accounts of those who did not buy Liberty Bonds.323

Fearing similar reprisals and anger from their customers, bankers may have
considered not selling the bonds or purchasing their quotas. Whether this happened or
not, several bankers found themselves accused of doing so. Matthew Weiss, the cashier
of the Farmers’ State Bank of Schleisingerville, suffered repercussions from the
Washington County Liberty Loan Committee when he supposedly tried “making capital
of the fact that the other bank in the same village is selling bonds, and is trying to win

the friendship of the people of German descent in his community.” However, when the

321 Mariner, Mrs. John W., “Report of Woman’s Liberty Loan Committee of Wisconsin, Second Liberty Loan Drive,
1917.” The Woman’s Committee role was to solicit women, especially those who lived alone or headed
households. The bonds purchased by women were usually listed separately in final loan drive reports. The state
committee raised $6,334,930 during the Second Liberty Loan; Milwaukee County represented $2.6 million of the
total. Mariner reported, “On the whole, we feel that Wisconsin women were awake to their responsibilities and
did excellent service for the cause of the Liberty Loan.”

322 George W. Boissard, Chairman, Second Liberty Loan Committee, Dane County to Magnus Swenson, October 11,
1917, COD papers, Box 20, folder 1, WHS.

323 Secretary, State Council of Defense to The State Bank, Sauk City, October 2, 1917; J.E. Buerki (Sauk City) to State
Council of Defe