Wilsons Tr iumph Greater Than Fu‘lly'Rede'ze
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Extent,of Total Shiﬂ: Toward .Wﬂéoﬁ_—Was ';che, Largest, with
One Exception, Since 18 76—Progressives Decided the-Election

=3 HE map of “Wilson and
: -Hughes States” shows that
Wilson’s strength lies in the
sparsely settled portions of
the country. In square miles
he held- 2,330,000 as against
636, 000 for Hughes! This is not simply
an amusing circumstance., It-will prove
of predt significance.for the future if
the Democratic. Party retains its geo-
graphic hold. For the States now Demo-
cratic are sure to grow more rapidly in
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population than those now Republican.

In the diagram each horizontal strip
represents the vote of a State and the
States are arranged in increasing order
of Wilson's strength according to the
1912 election. - It therefore begins with
rock-ribbed Republican Vermont at the
top and ends with the most intensely
Democratic South Carolina at the bot-
tom. Wilson's part of each State’s vote
jn 1912 is represented by the portion of
each horizontal strip lying to the right of
the (right) dotted line.

Thus Vermont, in 1912, gave 25 per
cent. of its vote to Wilson and we note,
accordingly, that 26 per cent. of the top
strip is cut off at the right. Michigan,
the next in order, gave a little over 29
per cent to Wilson, in 1912, and so-on
to the foot of the list. Consequently, the
dotted line separating off Wilson’s vote,
in 1912, descends gradually from right
to left.

‘As we are here dealing in percentages,
the lengths of the horizontal lines or
strips are all equal, representing 100 per
cent. or the total vote (excepting that of
the minor parties, Socialist, Prohibition,

&c.) The numbers in this total vote of
each State are shown by the areas of the
strips; New York having the most and
Nevada the least.

The tortuous dotted line at the left
separates the Taft and Roosevelt votes.
Thus the central chaded portion between
the two dotted lines represents the Pro-
gressive vote of 1912,

The dark line running (usually) be-
tween the two dotted ones shows how the
1916 vote was divided; Wilson's portion
being on the right and Hughes’s portion
on the left. The position of this dark
line (for 1916) relatively to the dotted
line at the right (for 1912) shows at a
glance Wilson’s gain of strength in four
years. Thus, Vermont gave Wilson only
25 per cent. of its vote in 1912, but gave
him 36 per cent. in 1916, showing that 11
per cent. of Vermont’s vote had shifted to
Wilson in four years.

The- average gain of Wilson through-
out the country was 6 per cent., Wilson's

By »Prof Irvzng Fzsher
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total vote, - in..1912, being 45 per cent.
(i. e., 6,290,000 out of the total Wilson-
Roosevelt-Taft .vote aof -14,000,000) and,
in 1916, 51 per._cent. (i. e., 8,600,000 out
of the total Wilson-Hughes vote of 16,-
500,000.)

The diagram shows that, in four years,
Wilson gained a certain percentage in al-
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Wilson"m Gaoains Since 1912

most every State, the biggest gains being
usually in the States previously most Re-

~ publican, i. e., those highest in the dia-

grarm.

Some States stand out in the diagram
as exceptional. In Oklahoma, North
Carolina, and Texas, Wilson's percent-
age was actually lower in 1916 than in
1912, although by an inappreciable
amount (less than 1 per cent. in each in-
stance.) Among those whose shift to-
ward Wilson was extremely small were
Wisconsin, New Jersey, Delaware, Cali-
fornia, South Carolina, South Dakota,
Indiana, Missouri and Georgia. All of
these showed a shift of 2 per cent. or less.
On the other hand, in some States Wilson
gained far above his average of 6 per
cent. Thus he won 26 per cent. of Utah’s
.vote over what he started with; 20 per
cent. of Washington's, 19 per cent. of
Montana’s, 19 per cent. of Idaho’s, 17
per cent. of Wyoming’s, 16 per cent. of
Colorado’s, 14 per cent. of Minnesota’'s,
14 per cent. of Michigan’s, 13 per cent. of
North Dakota’s.

The following table gives the percent-
age gains for all States in the order of
their magnitude:

Wilson’s gains in 1916 over 1912, (as percent-
age, In each case, of the total State vote
for the prineipal candidates):

Per Per
Cont. Cent.
Utah _.civevenenas 28  Pennsylvania ... 7
Washington ...... 20 Louisiana ....... 8
MOontand ..ceeeevve 19 Connecticut ... . 8
Idaho .......c.cnn 13  Tennesses ...... 5
WYOMIRE .covevrse 17 Maryland ...... 4..
Colorado _...<.....18 West Virginta.... 4
Minnesota ........ 14 Towa .i..vceee.. 4
Michigan ...ceeees 14 Mississippi _.... 3
North Dakota ..... 13 Florida ......... 3
Kangsas ........... 11  Alabama ....... 3
Massachiugetts ....11 New TYork....... 3
Vermont ...._..... 11 Kentucky ...... 3
Arkansas ......... 10 Georgia _....... 2
Arizong .......... 10 Mtssouri ........ 2
Nebraska® ......se 10 Indiana . ...... 2
New Hampshire.. 9 South Dakots.... 2 -
Oregon” ...ocevrren 9 Seouth Carolina.. 1
Nevada, _ ceeesvien. 8 . California ....... 1
OhIO, ...veneecenns '8 Delaware ......_ 1
Virg-(nia Ceiereranen T New Jersoey..... 1
New Mexico ..v... T Wisconsin ....... 04
Malne . .wivirise T - TexXas ciovearoene 0.2
Rhode Island...... T North Carolina... 0.6
IBnoi®s ..ccceencee ‘Y Oklahoma ...... o7

A glance at the map depicting “ The
Gains of Wilson ” shows where he ex-
erted his greatest mﬂuence Thxs was
in the great Northwest and the Central
West, while his least gains were in the
South—for the very evident reason that
there was little left to be gained.

It is interesting to observe that Wil-

gon lost no votes in the ‘States on the
Mexican border. Arizona and New Mex-
ico shifted markedly toward Wilson,
while Texas and California voted sub-
stantially in the same proportions as
four years ago.

It is also interesting to note what were
the gains of Wilson in the States in
which Mr. Roosevelt was most active.
These were: DMichigan, 14 per cent,;
Maine, 7 per cent.; Colorado, 16 per cent.;
"Kangas, 11 per cent.; Arizona, 10 per
cent.; New Mexico, 7 per cent. In all of
these the gain of Wilson was greater than
the 6 per cent. average for the country
as a whole. ‘

The gains in Wilson's strength were
evidently mostly from the Progressive
voters of 1912. For we may reasonably
assume that, with inappreciable excep-
tions, those who voted for Taft in 1912
voted for Hughes in 1916; that those who
voted for Wilson in 1912 voted for him
again in 1916; and we may further as-
sume that the new voters in 1916 were
not sufficient in numbers as compared
with the old, nor sufficiently different
from the old in their Democratic and
Republican proportions, greatly to disturb
the final proportions.

Therefore, we may feel sure that the
dark line divides the shaded area- ap-
proximately in the proportion in which
the Progressive Party disintegrated as
between Hughes and Wilson. In general,
80 per cent. of the Progressives went back
to the Republican fold, the remaining 20
per cent. going to Mr. Wilson and decid-
ing the election.

But the shift toward Wilson through
the winning of Progressive votes was, ag
the diagram shows, by no means a uni-
form 20 per cent. in all the States. In

the case of Utah, Wilson's gain was equal

to 109 per cent. of the Progressive vote.
That is, in this State he seemed to have
secured all of the Progressive following
and to have taken some also from the
Republicans who followed Mr, Taft in
1912. 'On' the other hand, in California
only a very small part of the enormous
Progressive vote of 1912 was captured
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by Mr. Wilson in 1916, which is quite Sgn-ﬁ
trary to popular impression. ."*"-F-;
- The -following table shows, for: 'Sea.cl'r
State, the capture of Progressxve votes

by Wilson: : SRR
Wilson's gains as pércentages of Progrese
sives.
Per Per

Cent. Cent,
Utah ...... Laeenn 109 Florida ... .....28
Wyoming ......... 72 Arizona _........28
Jdaho ...... ,---. 68 Nevada ......... 25
Montana ......... 59 Tennessee .,..... 23 -
South Carolina. r..58 Maine ....covaea. 19-
Colorado ...... .-+ 33 llinois ...... .---18
Mississippl .......52 Pennsylvania ....17
Arkansas ........ 51 Maryland .......18°
Louigiana  ....... 48 Alabama ........ 15
Washington ...... 47 West. Virginia.. 13
New Hampupshire..45 FKentucky ....... 13 .
Virginla ......... 43 Missouri ......... 12
North Dakota..... v Ceorgia ......... 12
New Mexicdy... ...%0  New York_...... 12
Massachusetts ....%7 lowa ..... Cerrias 11
Michigan .........: N rdiana ... .. 8
Nebraska ........51 flelaware ....... 4
Ohio ... ........... %4 South Dakota.... 2
Minnesota ...... .- New Jersey...... 3
Connecticut .......%32  Wisconsin _..... 2
Vermont ..........20 California. ...... 1
Kansas ... ..... .7 North Carclina..*2
Rhode 1sland.. b Texas ..oveveenns 2
Oregon ............ -

*l.088,

The map showing “ Wilson’s Captures
of Progressives” indicates the geo-
graphic distribution of his success in this
respect. This seems to be almost inde-
pendent of sectionalism.

The extent of the total shift toward
Wilson and, therefore, the extent of Mr,
Wilson's triumph, is far greater than is
usually realized. In fact, many people,
judging by the numbers of electoral votes
cast in 1912 and 1916, are still laboring .
under "the delusion that Mr. Wilson hu '
lost ground in four years.

We must-not forpet that Mr W'lson
in his first term was a minority Presi- -
dent, and became President at that time .
because of the bolt of Roosevelt. While
sn average gain of 6 per cent. of the
votes of the Ameseriean people may nod
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Wilson’s 1916 Vote Shown on Right-oii '

- Dark Line; Hughes's Vote on Left, Showw.

ing Wilzon’s Gain in Four Years., .



Beem great, it i3 by far the greatast, with
one exception, that has been witnessed
since 1876. The exception was the land-
Elide to Roosevelt, in 1904. Parker then
last 7 per cent. of the total, relatively, to
Bryan four years before.

The following table shows the per cent.
which the Democratic vote formed «f the
total (of the main parties) beginiing
in 1864: _

‘The Democratic vote as a percentage of the

total vote.
Per Cerd,
3864, . Lincoln-McClellan .. vveneveernnn. 43
- 2868, . Grant—SeYTIOUT v .cvronctsonsase. 47
1872 . Grant—Greeley ... viiivenrneerans 44
1876. Hayes—Tilden .......c.cevveeeee 52
1880, .Garfield—Hancock .......iuvnenn 50
1854, .Cleveland—Blaine . .....cvnevnen. S0
188S. .Harrison—Cleveland .......ecvve 20
1892, .Cleveland—HAarrison .......ccee.. a2
189G, McKinley—Bryan . ....ceceeeeeees 45
1900. . McKinley—BrIyan ..cc.veeescesens 47
1904, . Roosevell—Parker ......veviecenns 40
JOOS. . Taft—Bryan . ...........cccveene. 19
1912, Wilson—Taft— Roosevelt ........ 43
1916, Wilson—Hughes ................ ol

After the elections of 1912 and 1914 I
published in THE NEw York TiMES di-

[

agrams similar to the present one; in

each the vote of 1908 was included.

The
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Wilson’s Gains Among the Prosressives,

results show that the Democratic vote
remained almost uniformly the same,
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election after election, not only for the
country as a whole, but for individual
States.

In other words, before 1916, States re-
mained Republican or Democratic in
substantially the same degree. The two
parties seemed stereotyped. Mr. Roose-

velt sought to break up the stereotype.
But the diagrams\referred to show clear-
ly that he attracted substantially no
Democratic votes and that his would-be
new party was only a faction of the old
party from which he bolted.

Mr. Wilson has now suncceeded in
breaking up the Roosevelt faction of the
Republican Party and winning a frag-
ment of it over to the Democratic side.
It remains to be seen whether this mi-
gratory fragment, which has stepped over
from the Republican side through the
Progressive vestibule into the Democratic
ranks, will remain there in 1820. Of one
thing we may be reasonably sure, that
“ rubber-stamp voting " has received a
seridus, if not a permanent, setback.
Party leaders cannot rely on party loy-
alty as much as formerly, and must now
make their bid for votes on real issues.



