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     Theodore Roosevelt was a Nationalist.  In a book The Promise of American Life, by Herbert Croly, Chapter 1, page 1, said, [Roosevelt] "has, indeed, been even more of a nationalist than he has a reformer. His most important literary work was a history of the beginning of American national expansion. He has treated all public questions from a vigorous, even from an extreme, national standpoint." About business regulation, Roosevelt thought an efficient national organization was necessary for the reform.

     Roosevelt's "first appearance in public life, as a member of the Legislature of New York, coincided with an outbreak of dissatisfaction over the charter of New York City".  Later, Roosevelt became "one of the Federal Commissioners", and he "Made a most useful contribution to the more effective enforcement of the Civil Service Law".  "Then, as Governor of the State of New York, he was instrumental in securing the passage of a law taxing franchises as real property", Roosevelt was a pro-trust.  As a president of the United States, 1901-1908, he consistently used the power of the Federal government and his own influence and popularity for the purpose of regulating the corporations in what he believed to be the public interest.

     “Known in the history books as the ‘trustbuster’, Roosevelt, in fact, broke fewer trusts in eight years than his successor did in four.”
  Theodore Roosevelt thought the Octopus and Lion’s Paw were not the evildoers.  He said, without these industrial tyrants, American prosperity would not have been impossible.
  It was true that the efficiency of American Standard Steel from 1877-1897 produced a huge quantity and low cheap prices of steel.  On June 4, 1912, he lettered to Charles Van Hise, and he praised the book, “Concentration and Control” by Charles Van Hise that government could cooperate with the industrial to reduce the competition and create the efficient.  On August 6th 1912, in a speech in Illinois in Chicago, “The Confession of Faith”, Roosevelt came to address that a control on the industries by the government could increase the wages of worker and could protect the Jeffersonian farmers, and many other hopes of Populist.
 

     I disagree with his New Nationalism.  Early on December 3, 1901, in his speech “Controlling the Trusts”, Theodore Roosevelt had little desire to regulate the business.  He understood that by the legislation alone, the business regulation was not going to work, he also said in his speech in Kansas, on August 31, 1910, titled, “The New Nationalism”:

"Combinations in industry are the result of an imperative economic law which cannot be repealed by political legislation. The effort at prohibiting all combination has substantially failed. The way out lies, not in attempting to prevent such combinations, but in completely controlling them in the interest of the public welfare. "

On August 6, 1912, he apologized for about the same thing that the legislation alone could not stop the boss rules.  In “The Confession of Faith”, but, he provided a solution, that is, the use of national government to control the industrial tyrants.

     I challenge that the prosperity of industrial society was not by the industrial tyrants or by the national government alone.  A tyrant is blessed by the opportunities, and by the condition, and, most of all, by the free competition.  My evidence is as the following:  Let’s take the American Standard Steel by Andrew Carnegie for example, the industrial success cost the vertical integrity and the competition from the other steel companies that steel industrial outputs of Carnegie had to be improved, and improved, and improved.  Without competition, what need for Andrew Carnegie to improve his factories?  Without the provision from the free competition, he would not have seen the machines built for factories needed steel.  He would not have seen the railroad needed steel.  He would not have seen the kitchen utensils needed to be made of steel, and the fences in the garden, and many others.  So, the achievements of material development included also the helps from, the small companies throughout the competition, the workers, the buyers, and the people who did marketing and selling.  The heavy industries were not owned by the few or by the national government alone.  The profits of the industrial outputs belonged to every one, who worked for them, who lived by them and who used them.  There was really no such a major contribution to material development.  Therefore, the controlling on the trust was wrong.

     The American free industries in the late 19th century and in the early 20th century were not controlled by the trust, cooperation, or by a nation.
 Water Lippmann talked about the industrial problem and the consumers’ controls in his book Drift and Mastery that “It has to be done not by some wise and superior being but by the American people themselves.  No one man, no one group can possibly do it all”. 
  Lippmann talked about the anti-trust.  Lippmann said that the legislation alone could not solve all the problems, which was created by the complicity of industrial capitalism.  Lippman tended to empower the local government that a local self-government could make the best decision for its people.  Woodrow Wilson would have agreed with Lippmann if they had a chance to talk to each other.  Woodrow Wilson was more an individualist than Walter Lippmann.  Wilson thought the best government was created by the educated people, in his speech, “Monopoly or Opportunity” in 1912, Wilson first pointed out the controlling market by the trust, than he said the trust had not to be existed forever because American free speech would become a controlling power over the trust.

… These are not half-hidden from college men. The college men's days of innocence have passed, and their days of sophistication have come. They know what is going on, because we live in a talkative world, full of statistics, full of congressional inquiries, full of trials of persons who have attempted to live independently of the statutes of the United States; and so a great many things have come to light under oath, which we must believe upon the credibility of the witnesses who are, indeed, in many instances very eminent and respectable witnesses.

Woodrow Wilson meant that the Divine Right of King in the Medieval Age did not apply to the American Society because of more college students and more educated people in our societies. 

     Theodore Roosevelt disagreed with Wilson, Roosevelt prefer to sacrifice the freedom of educated for nationalism.  He thought that strikers (who often were the educated people) took away not just the efficiency of the cooperation, and Roosevelt believed that the strikers hurt the interests of those under the umbrella of the same cooperation.  

…it cannot too often be pointed out that to strike with ignorant violence at the interests of one set of men almost inevitably endangers the interests of all. The fundamental rule in our national life -- the rule which underlies all others -- is that, on the whole…

“On the whole”, Roosevelt directed to the people of power and authority.  Rather, his “whole” was less than half of American population, for by the time of this speech in 1901 women had not yet the right to vote.  Theodore Roosevelt hate the people of ant-trust, and Roosevelt himself really was a pro-trust and a pro-cooperationist.

     His New Nationalism would be as one tyrant jumping upon the head of another tyrant.  Roosevelt thought that the big businesses and the great cooperation were growing bigger and bigger, unless a control from the governments.  Theodore Roosevelt in his address, “The Confession of Faith”, on August 6th, 1912, said, 

The present conditions of business cannot be accepted as satisfactory. There are too many who do not prosper enough, and of the few who prosper greatly there are certainly some whose prosperity does not mean well for the country. Rational Progressives, no matter how radical, are well aware that nothing the Government can do will make some men prosper, and we heartily approve the prosperity, no matter how great, of any man, if it comes as an incident to rendering service to the community; but we wish to shape conditions so that a greater number of the small men who are decent, industrious and energetic shall be able to succeed, and so that the big man who is dishonest shall not be allowed to succeed at all.

The following was his New Nationalism.  The figure of his speech was similar to a cartoon drawn on the Detroit New, which entitled “Making a New Platform” on September 10th, 1910.  The cartoon showed a worker was cutting a Progressive Log into a fitting shape for the New Nationalism Building.  About two years after his addressing “The New Nationalism”, he made my quote from his speech, titled, “The Confession of Faith” on August 6, 1912, in Chicago.  This speech of “The Confession of Faith” in Chicago whished a federal control on the cooperation.  The worker would be like cutting a piece of wood, named Cooperation Log, trying to make it fit to the New Nationalism Building.  If one would see the Great Cooperation as a party, the government was controlling the party; and the attempting to monopolize any party in trade and in commerce was a violation to the Sherman Anti-Trust Act of 1890.  The New Nationalism was illegal.

     The idea of New Nationalism came from Charles Van Hise.  An introduction to the Concentration and Control of Charles R. Van Hise by Brett Fleghinger, a history professor of Cal State San Bernardino said, 

… Roosevelt emphasized the regulatory aspects of the national government, whereas Van Hise chose the more benign idea of cooperation and coordination; regardless of the nuances of terminology, they held a common position that saw the power of organized wealth as inevitable, positive, and necessarily subject to the control of federal authorities.

The reason I disagreed with Roosevelt were:  First, the principle of central government was not necessary.  According to William James in his article, “What Pragmatic Means?” the existence of central government was critical: William James said the central government could be an useless object if one would think it relatively; and he meant that the principle of empiricist did exist, but relatively-- one might find his object unnecessary while his rival found it valuable.  According to William James the power of organized wealth was not necessary and it depended on which principle you were talking to.

     For example, central power had to do with the increasing efficient and the reducing the competition.  Unless for the reason of war, the letting the industries running efficiently and productively was nothing.  But, not all Americans agreed with wars.  For those who disagree with wars a concentration and control was unnecessary.  

     Second, the power of centralization was evil because it increases the workers’ dependency on the trust
.  Water Lippmann in his Drift and Mastery, Chapter 8 The Big Word and Little Men, he thought it was impossible for the federal government to control everything happened in New York City.  In Lippmann’s argument, the local government ought to be more powerful than the federal legislation department.  By Lippmann, the industrial capitalism was first made by the association; and than the state represented the voice of the association; the central government was useless.  Accordingly, the association created the government, and a artificial concentration was evitable.

     Third, Woodrow Wilson said in his speech “Monopoly or Opportunity” in 1912 that the college students and the educated people could avoid the Divine Right of King in our societies; in his view, the trusts were unnecessary and abolishable.        

     Charles Van Hise asserted Sherman Law was bad to the people.  In his letter to Robert M. La Follette on October 30, 1911, he wrote:  “…If the steel corporation is found to have violated the Sherman Law and it is therefore destroyed, I have no doubt that this will be a disadvantage rather than an advantage to the people…”
 The quote says, Charles Van Hise feared that the freedom of striker might threaten to the survival of steel corporation.  Yet, the steel corporation was made by the economic power of the purchasers, by the marketing, by the labor workers, by the desires of housewives about the shapes of their utensils to be made.  By the law of competition, the strikers were the natural force to improve the production.  But Van Hise thought it in another way that the steel corporation was grown by itself without the help from the competition, and he was afraid that the strikers might destroy the steel cooperation.  And it was whyTheodore Roosevelt wanted the national government to control the condition.  

     Another argument Van Hise made in the same letter was that he sees the U.S. Steel Corporation as “the great aggregations of wealth. 
  This same argument he also made in his Speech in the Economic Club in New York on November 1, 1912, titled  “The Regulation of Competition and the Regulation of Monopoly”:

… it is proposed to strengthen its "springs" and sharpen its "teeth" with the expectation that it will then catch a sufficient number of foxes to become the solution of the great fundamental problem of concentration of industry! … 

The feeling of Van Hise toward the corporation was ambiguous.  He had praised its efficient; but he also criticized the steel cooperation has “the sharp teeth” or “the lion’s paws”.  He hoped there would be a higher authority to control the cooperation.   Unfortunately, the steel cooperation was controlled by the need of the society.  According to Wilson, unless people were educated, there was no positive force to control the trusts. Theodore Roosevelt was attempting to create an evil and powerful government, and it’s also a violation to the Declaration of Independence, for the New Nationalism would have evinced a design to deduce the civilians, under its absolute tyranny, the rights of its civilians--- solely for the fear of striker.

     The New Nationalism by Theodore Roosevelt could not represent the interests of all Americans, and it’s unnecessary and avoidable.
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