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IDA TARBELL ANDTHEMUCKRAKERS

Ida Tarbell helped pioneer investigative journalism when
she wrote a series of magazine articles about John D.
Rockefeller and his Standard OQil Trust. She and other jour-
nalists, who were called “muckrakers,” aided Progressive
Movement reform efforts. But Tarbell also had another
side to her career.

Ida Tarbell was born in western Pennsylvania in
1857, two years before oil was discovered nearby. This
set off the first oil boom in the United States. Her father,
Franklin, soon joined others to become independent oil
producers and refiners.

In 1860, John D. Rockefeller, a 21-year-old book-
keeper from Ohio, appeared in the Pennsylvania oil
fields and began to buy out the independent oil men.
Some independents like Ida’s father refused his offers
and Rockefeller made their businesses suffer.

Meanwhile, as Ida grew up, her mother Esther com-
plained about the drudgery of a homemaker. She thought
it was a waste of a woman’s time, which should be fo-
cused more on educational pursuits. At a young age, Ida
vowed never to marry.

In 1876, Tarbell enrolled in Allegheny College, one of
the first women to do so. She studied biology, a field al-
most totally dominated by men. She learned the scientific
method, which involves proving facts by observation.

After graduating in 1880, she taught school for a
short time, but then got a job on the staff of a magazine
that promoted education and culture for America’s grow-
ing middle class. She gained valuable experience as a
writer and editor.

In 1891, Tarbell decided to take a radical leap in her
life and moved to Paris. She immersed herself in French
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culture, took classes on historical writing, and wrote a
biography of a woman involved in the French Revolu-
tion. She supported herself by writing articles about
French life for American newspapers and magazines.
Back home, a reform movement was gathering steam.

Rise of the Progressive Movement

Industrialization took hold in the U.S. after the
Civil War. This meant the rapid growth of large corpo-
rations, banks to finance them, and railroads to ship
their products. For example, by the 1890s, nearly every
household lamp in the U. S. was lit by kerosene refined
and sold by Rockefeller’s Standard Oil Company.

Millions of men, women, and children left farms
to labor in textile (cloth-making) mills, factories, iron
and steel foundries, and other industries fueled by coal
and oil. Much of this industrial activity occurred in the
big cities, which drew large numbers of immigrants
from eastern and southern Europe.

Successful corporation owners like Rockefeller and
a growing middle class of managers prospered. But
workers, both native-born and immigrant, barely sur-
vived on low wages, labored long hours under often
harsh working conditions, and lived in crowded slum
apartments called tenements.

Business abuses by corporations and
railroads led Congress to enact some fed-
eral reform laws, such as a law to require
“reasonable and just” railroad freight
rates and a law to prohibit corporate mo-
nopolies from eliminating competition in
order to charge higher prices. Corpora-
tions challenged these and other laws in
courts that often ruled in their favor.

By 1900, the Progressive Movement demanded
new reforms. Writers, politicians, and other middle class
reformers called progressives became increasingly vocal
about injustices in American society. They condemned
poverty, child labor, unsafe working conditions, gov-
ernment corruption, the lack of regulation of big busi-
nesses, and other social ills.

At this time, new magazines with a nation-wide
circulation emerged. Aimed at the middle class, they
began to add factual articles to the fiction and poetry of
traditional literary magazines.

In 1893, Sam McClure and his partner John Phillips
founded McClure’s Magazine. McClure assembled a
group of talented writers who were paid a monthly
salary that enabled them to do in-depth investigative re-
porting on economic, social, and political issues.

McClure met Ida Tarbell in Paris and was im-
pressed with her writing. In 1894, he recruited her to
join the staff of his magazine in New York City. She
wrote popular biographical series on Napoleon and
Lincoln. She went on to be one of McClure’s editors.

U.S. HISTORY

Tarbell discovered
that Standard Oil
used bribery, fraud,

and selling oil
below cost.

In 1900, Republicans William McKinley and
Theodore Roosevelt were elected president and vice
president. The following year, McKinley was assas-
sinated and Roosevelt, a former governor of New
York, became president. He was known as a pro-
business conservative Republican. But he had been
drifting in a progressive direction, speaking out
against the excessive power and political influence
of large corporations.

In his first message to Congress, Roosevelt cheered
the state of the economy. He was not opposed to large cor-
porations, he declared. But he called for them to be “su-
pervised” and reasonably controlled by the government.
He soon came to see magazines like McClure’s as allies.

Tarbell's Investigation of Standard Oil

In 1882, Rockefeller formed the Standard Oil Trust.
This was a huge collection of oil producing, refining, re-
tailing, and related companies. By 1900, the Trust con-
trolled nearly a 90 percent monopoly of the entire
petroleum industry in the U.S.

In 1890, Ohio sued the Standard Oil of Ohio Com-
pany because it was controlled by the Trust in New York
City, a violation of the state’s law. The state supreme
court ordered the Ohio company to be separated from
the Trust. But this never happened, and
Ohio eventually dropped the case.

Finally, in 1899, the Standard Oil
Trust reorganized under New Jersey law
that allowed corporations to hold stock in
other corporations. This made Standard
Oil of New Jersey a holding company that
owned stock in numerous corporations
throughout the country. Rockefeller’s oil
empire could now function in dozens of businesses
such as refining, manufacturing, transportation, and in-
vestments. Profits were enormous because there were
no personal or corporate income taxes.

Sam McClure decided to focus his magazine’s cov-
erage on Rockefeller’s Standard Oil. After learning that
Tarbell had grown up in the Pennsylvania oil fields and
had witnessed Rockefeller’s early practices there, he as-
signed her to the story.

Starting in 1901, Tarbell traveled the country on an ex-
hausting investigation of Standard Oil. She read books and
newspaper files on trusts and monopolies, studied reports
of congressional and state legislature hearings, examined
thousands of documents, and reviewed court testimony.

Tarbell also interviewed many who had had deal-
ings with Rockefeller. This even included a Standard Oil
executive at the corporate office in New York City. She
never interviewed Rockefeller himself, however, since
he went to great lengths to protect his privacy. Tarbell
had to hire an assistant to help her comprehend the
massive amount of material she collected.
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Tarbell’s first article in
MocClure’s appeared in the
November 1902 issue. A
planned few articles turned
into a long series that
ended in October 1904.
Later she wrote a book,
The History of the Standard
Oil Company, based on her
magazine articles.

Spurred by the suc-
cess of the Standard Oil
series, McClure was deter-
mined to dig deeper into
the dark side of American
life. He declared he be-
lieved in “a vigilant and
well-informed press, set-
ting forth the truth.”

The Most Famous
Woman in America
Tarbell found that
from the earliest days of
the Pennsylvania oil boom,
Rockefeller plotted to own
the entire oil industry in
the U.S. and even the
world. His strategy was to

Tarbell discovered that
Standard Oil used bribery,
fraud, and selling oil below
cost to enable its scheme to
work. The company bribed
railroad clerks to report the
quantity, quality, and sell-
ing price of independent oil
shipments. The company
owned stock in the rail-
roads and used its influ-
ence to delay shipments by
independents to refineries.

In 1892, the federal In-
terstate Commerce Commis-
sion (ICC) ruled against
rebates by the railroads that
discriminated against the in-
dependent oil companies.
The railroads refused to com-
ply. In 1895, the ICC repeated
its ruling. The railroads then
took the matter into the
courts where the issue re-
mained undecided for years.

Company agents worked
at the retail level too. They
forced store owners to sell
only Standard Oil products
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buy out successful inde-
pendent oil men by persua-
sion or by threat. Suddenly,
she wrote, “a big hand
reached out” to steal their good fortune.

Rockefeller’s key method of doing this was to make
secret deals with railroads that agreed to rebate (return
to) him a significant portion of the official oil trans-
portation rate he paid. Then to make up for this dis-
count, the railroads doubled the rate they charged
Rockefeller’s competitors. He could then sell his oil
cheaper on the market and force his competitors out of
business if they refused his offers to buy them out.

Once Rockefeller’s competition was eliminated in a
region, a Standard Oil monopoly existed that could jack
up oil prices. Tarbell estimated that the consumer paid
up to a third more for oil products.

Starting in 1902, Tarbell's articles about Standard Oil were serial-
ized (published in a series of installments) in McClure's magazine.

or face being undersold at
prices below cost. Tarbell re-
vealed that “Standard Oil
knows practically where every barrel shipped by
every independent dealer goes; and where every bar-
rel bought by every corner-grocer from Maine to
California comes from.”

Tarbell did not condemn Standard Oil for being
too big or even a monopoly. She even wrote a chap-
ter in her book on “The Legitimate Greatness of the
Standard Oil Company.” But she explained, “They
had never played fair, and that ruined their greatness
for me.”

The McClure’s series on Standard Oil was so popu-
lar that Tarbell became a national celebrity. Sam McClure
called her “the most famous woman in America.”

Excerpt From Ida Tarbell's The History of the Standard Oil Company (1904)

To know every detail of the oil trade, to be able to reach at any moment its remotest point, to control even its weakest
factor — this was John D. Rockefeller’s ideal of doing business. It seemed to be an intellectual necessity for him to be able
to direct the course of any particular gallon of oil from the moment it gushed from the earth until it went into the lamp
of a housewife. . .. In spite of his bold pretensions and his perfect organisation, a few obstinate oil refiners still lived and
persisted in doing business. They were a fly in his ointment — a stick in his wonderful wheel. He must get them out; other-
wise the Great Purpose would be unrealised. And so, while engaged in organising the world’s markets, he incidentally

carried on a campaign against those who dared intrude there.
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However, Tarbell was not finished with Rockefeller.
In 1905, she wrote a long biographical profile of him in
McClure’s. Despite his well-known charity giving and
church attendance, she described him as obsessed with
money. He was, Tarbell wrote, “the man with a mask
and a steel grip, forever peering into hidden places for
money, always more money; planning in secret to
wrest it even from his friends, never forgetting, never
resting, never satisfied.”

Tarbell concluded, “Our national life is on every
side distinctly poorer, uglier, meaner for the kind of in-
fluence he exercises.” Rockefeller remained publicly
silent after this personal attack, but privately called
Tarbell “Miss Tarbarrel.”

The Muckrakers

Tarbell’s astounding popular success spurred in-
vestigative reporting by McClure’s and other magazines.
But in 1906, President Roosevelt grew disturbed that too
many writers were raking the “filth of the floor” of
American society while ignoring what was good about
it. Such writers were soon called “muckrakers.”

Although they were guided by the facts they in-
vestigated, the muckrakers had a point of view. They
wanted to reform the economic, social, and political
conditions that troubled society. Thus they became part
of the Progressive Movement. Tarbell, however, re-
jected the label of muckraker. Instead, she described
herself as an historian.

Tarbell and the muckrakers made important con-
tributions to the Progressive Movement. The Hepburn
Act of 1906 gave authority to the Interstate Commerce
Commission to set reasonable railroad freight rates that
did not favor big companies. The 16th Amendment en-
abled Congress to enact an income tax on individuals
and corporations. The 17th Amendment provided for
the direct election of U.S. senators rather than them
being appointed by state legislatures, often as a result
of political corruption.

The work of Tarbell and others led to many anti-
trust lawsuits to finally curb the power of monopolies
like Standard Oil. Roosevelt brought dozens of federal
anti-trust lawsuits against corporate giants.

One of the most important federal anti-trust ac-
tions was Standard Oil Company of New Jersey v.
United States. In 1911, the U.S. Supreme Court decided
that the purpose of the Standard Oil Trust was “to drive
others from the field and exclude them from the right
to trade.” The Court ordered the breakup of Standard
Oil into over 30 independent competing companies
such as today’s Exxon.

Rockefeller lost his quest to totally own the oil
business. Ironically, he became even richer because he
received cash and oil stock from the breakup just as
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gasoline-powered cars were beginning to replace the
horse and buggy.

The Other Ida Tarbell

Tarbell and others left McClure’s in 1906 and pur-
chased the American Magazine. They wanted to write
more about what was right in America. In 1915, she
left this magazine to become a freelance writer and lec-
turer on current issues.

Tarbell seemed to soften her progressive image
when she began to write positive articles about busi-
ness and corporate leaders. Unlike some of the muck-
rakers, she was not a foe of capitalism. She admired
Henry Ford and wrote a friendly profile of U.S. Steel
board chairman Elbert Gary.

Confusingly, she wrote that “the business of being
a woman” should be as a homemaker and to raise chil-
dren, especially “opening a child’s mind” to learning.
This view contradicted her entire career as an unmar-
ried and childless professional journalist.

Tarbell also strongly opposed women’s suffrage
(right to vote). She argued that politics would corrupt
women. She was convinced women did not need more
rights. Instead, they should embrace their natural gifts
as wife and mother. Her mother was a lifelong suffra-
gist. Her progressive journalist colleagues were puz-
zled. However, after the 19th Amendment granted
women the right to vote in 1920, she traveled the coun-
try and found women voting enthusiastically. So she
changed her mind. She even remarked that a woman
should someday be president.

Ida Tarbell died in 1944 at 86. She is remembered
today mainly as a muckraker journalist, a term she
hated. Her major contribution to journalism, however,
was the fact-based investigative reporting that she pi-
oneered and passed on to today’s journalists.

WRITING & DISCUSSION

1. How could monopolies like Standard Oil be harm-
ful to the consumer?

2. What do you think was the worst aspect of
Rockefeller’s Standard Oil Company that Tarbell
revealed? Why?

3. How did the muckrakers play an important role
in the Progressive Movement?

ACTIVITY: Who Was Ida Tarbell?

Ida Tarbell was a complicated, even contradictory,
person. Meet in small groups to discuss, choose,
and report which one of the following terms best
describes her. Justify your choice with evidence
from the article.

Muckraker Historian Investigative Journalist
Progressive  Liberated Woman Hypocrite
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THE ANGLO-ZULU WAR ANDBRITISH IMPERIALISM

Zulu warriors gather in preparation for an attack on British troops during the Anglo-Zulu War.

Dutch, British, and native peoples clashed over land in
southern Africa. The British finally dominated except in the
powerful Zulu Kingdom. British imperialism finally led to the
Anglo-Zulu War of 1879.

After the Napoleonic wars ended in Europe in the
early 1800s, Britain took possession of the Dutch Cape
Town area in southern Africa to protect its trade route to
India. British immigrants then joined the prior Dutch
settlers, called Boers, in settling on land in the British
Cape Colony. Meanwhile, a powerful African Zulu King-
dom had arisen northeast of Cape Colony.

The Rise of the Zulu Kingdom

The Zulus were a small tribe of warriors and cattle
herders. In the late 1700s, Shaka, the son of the Zulu king,
proved himself to be a superior warrior. He drilled his
unit of fighters, called an impi, to always obey his orders.

The Zulu had a unique military system. At 18,
young men left their families and local chiefs to form a
new military age group system from which impis loyal
only to the Zulu king were formed.

In 1816, Shaka succeeded his father as king. He de-
manded that the Zulus obey his every word, sometimes
ordering individual and group executions of those who dis-
pleased him. He also incorporated other tribes into his
kingdom through a system of patronage, giving out privi-
leges and treasure to friendly chieftains in return for loyalty.

Shaka abandoned the traditional Zulu throwing
spear and made it into a flat-bladed stabbing spear for
hand-to-hand combat. He redesigned the cow-hide
shield into a weapon. He perfected an attack strategy
for his impis based on the shape of the two-horned head
of a steer.
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As the Zulu population grew, Shaka needed more
land for his people. He made alliances with neighboring
clans and embarked on wars against other rival clans.
He defeated larger armies with close-in fighting tactics.
After a battle, Zulus took the women and children of
conquered enemies. Over a ten year period, Shaka con-
quered every enemy he faced.

Shaka created a unified Zulu Kingdom (aka Zululand).
The Zulu people prospered. But then in 1828, his two
half-brothers assassinated him. This happened at a time
when land-hungry Boers and British imperialists were
beginning to move toward Zululand.

Boers and Zulus Fight Over Land

As Shaka was expanding Zululand, the Boers who
had long settled in the area of Cape Colony were
growing resentful about British rule and taxes. When
Britain abolished slavery in its colonies in 1833, the
Boers were further angered. Wealthy Boers purchased
African slaves from Portuguese slave traders to labor
on Boer farms.

Starting in 1834, Boers migrated northeast in search
of land and independence from the British. They soon
came upon the Zulu.

In an attempt to negotiate for land with the Zulu
king in 1837, Boers started claiming homesteads before
an agreement was reached. For the next several
decades, Zulus and Boers fought against each other. The
Boers had the advantage of being well-armed with guns.

As more Boers poured in to the area, they estab-
lished two republics: Transvaal and the Orange Free
State. But Boer farmers continued to move eastward,
ever closer to the Zulu heartland.
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work for foreigners. The confederation would have
to abolish this royal decree.

The proposed British confederation made sense
to those with imperial ambitions in London. But
Cape Colony, Natal, the two Boer republics, and the
Zulu Kingdom all valued local control and did not
support it.

The Transvaal Republic was the weakest of the
proposed confederation parts. It was deeply in debt
and managed poorly, causing discontent among its
citizens. Britain took advantage of this situation and
took control of it in 1877. The Transvaal Boers were
upset but had no army to oppose the British.

In taking over Transvaal, however, Britain in-
herited the bitter conflict over the disputed terri-
tory supposedly granted to the Boers by
Cetshwayo. The Zulus soon discovered that the

Captured by British soldiers, Cetshwayo surrenders on August 29, 1880.

In 1861, Transvaal Boers claimed that Cetshwayo
(Tsk-tsh-way-0), the Zulu’s leader but not yet king,
granted a large tract of land to the Boers in exchange for
peace. Cetshwayo denounced this claim.

In 1872, Cetshwayo became king and the Transvaal
land claim became disputed territory. He demanded that
the Boers who had settled there be expelled and began
to obtain guns from Portuguese traders.

British-Zulu Relations

At first, the British had an entirely different relation-
ship with the Zulu than the Boers. A British trader was
the first to visit Zululand in 1824 at the peak of King
Shaka’s power. When the trader used some medical aid to
help Shaka recover from a wound, the Zulu king granted
him a large amount of land around a Zululand seaport.

The British developed the port and began to colo-
nize the rest of the granted area. In 1839, the Zulu and
British agreed on a boundary between Zululand and
what became the British colony of Natal.

The Zulu saw the British as allies against the Boers
encroaching on their land. Friendly relations between
the British and Zulus prevailed for the next 40 years.

In 1874, the British government in London proposed
a radical shift in imperial policy for southern Africa con-
sisting of a confederation that would include Cape
Colony, Natal, the Boer republics, and the Zulu Kingdom.

Under the confederation, the British would resolve
all conflicts over land. The concept of the confedera-
tion, however, had a much bigger purpose. It was de-
signed to develop the economic resources such as
farming, cattle herding, and especially diamond min-
ing to Britain’s advantage.

The Zulu and other native peoples would play the
important role of providing the labor. But under Shaka
and successor kings, Zulu warriors were forbidden to
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British were taking the Boers’ side in order to
quell growing anti-British unrest in Transvaal.

Advancing the Confederation

In the meantime, the British government appointed
Sir Henry Frere as governor of Cape Colony to advance
the confederation policy. Frere was a veteran adminis-
trator of British India.

Frere saw the powerful Zulu Kingdom as the great-
est threat to the confederation. His solution was to take
control of it by force, if necessary. He spread false ru-
mors to fuel hysteria that King Cetshwayo was prepar-
ing a bloody invasion of Natal.

Next, Frere calculated that Boers had to be victori-
ous in the conflict with the Zulus over the disputed ter-
ritory. He predicted that this would provoke King
Cetshwayo to go to war. The British military would then
invade Zululand and quickly conquer the Zulus. Frere
began organizing an invasion force.

Frere saw an opportunity for his plan to go forward
when officials in Natal proposed a commission to in-
vestigate and recommend a settlement of the disputed
territory. Frere assumed a commission appointed by his
own government would award the land to the Boers.

However, the commission surprisingly concluded
that the Zulu king and his council had never agreed to
give away this land as required by Zulu law. The com-
mission concluded that the entire disputed territory be-
longed to the Zulus.

Frere was shocked when he received the commis-
sion’s report. He tried to keep it secret. Instead of his
planned war against the Zulus, he feared the Transvaal
Boers might revolt.

On December 11, 1878, after a long delay, the com-
mission’s report was presented to the Zulus, much to
their satisfaction. But Frere followed up with an ultima-
tum to the Zulus, requiring that King Cetshwayo dis-
band his army and abandon the Zulu age group military
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system forever. The ultimatum had to be met within
30 days. Frere believed Cetshwayo would never ac-
cept this ultimatum. This time he was right.

The Zulu War

Cetshwayo never intended to attack Natal. He
was confused as to why the British had suddenly
become hostile to the Zulus after years of peace.
He tried to negotiate the terms of the ultimatum
but was ignored.

After reading the commission’s report, the gov-
ernment in London saw no need for a costly war
against the Zulus. The confederation idea was dead
anyway due to strong opposition from the inde-

British Colonial Possessions and

Surrounding Lands in Southern Africa (1885)

Zululand

(Bores)

pendent-minded British and Boer settlers.
According to the British colonial secretary in
London, British troops sent to Frere were “not to

O

furnish the means of any aggressive operations” ex-
cept for the defense of Natal. Nevertheless, Frere con-
tinued to prepare for an invasion of Zululand.

In January 1879, Lord Chelmsford, a British general
with battle experience in India and Africa, crossed the
Natal border into Zululand before the 30-day ultimatum
period expired. He commanded a force of about 16,000
British troops, colonial volunteers, and Natal African allies.
Most carried a modern single shot rifle that fired a car-
tridge with a heavy lead bullet.

King Cetshwayo commanded about 35,000 warriors.
After Lord Chelmsford invaded, they were eager to “wash
their spears” (Zulu military saying) with British blood.
Most carried the Shaka stabbing spear and shield; some
were armed with outdated musket guns. Cetshwayo
again tried to negotiate before any blood was spilled, but
the British refused.

Lord Chelmsford divided his force into five columns
with the objective of defeating Zulu forces on the way to
Cetshwayo’s capital at Ulundi. Chelmsford led the center
column that reached a hill called Isandlwana to set up
a temporary camp. Here he made a fatal mistake by tak-
ing half his men on to scout the route ahead, leaving
about 1,700 to defend the camp.

Using deception, the Zulus diverted Chelmsford
away from the main Zulu force of 25,000, which then at-
tacked the Isandlwana camp. British firepower killed
many Zulus, but their overwhelming numbers finally
broke through the British camp’s defenses. The defend-
ers, including disabled wounded, were slaughtered.
Every defender at Isandlwana was killed, the worst ever
British defeat by an indigenous enemy.

When word of the Isandlwana disaster reached
London, the British government and public were
stunned. Blame fell down upon Frere who had ordered
the invasion against government directions. But a cry
arose to avenge Isandlwana.
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Back in Zululand things only got worse for
Cetshwayo and his impis. During the spring of 1879, the
Zulus lost many more warriors in battles against the
British. For the first time, the British used a machine gun.

The British decided to organize a second invasion
with a force of 25,000 to sweep into Zululand and take
the Zulu capital at Ulundi. They wanted to demon-
strate enough power to dominate not only native peo-
ples but the Boers as well.

The British reached Ulundi on July 4, 1879.
Cetshwayo still tried to negotiate peace, but the British
demanded impossible conditions. They then used their
superior firepower against the Zulu defenders and
burned the royal capital. Cetshwayo was captured and
taken to Cape Town to live in exile.

The Anglo-Zulu War, which lasted only six months,
cost the lives of about 1,000 British troops and officers
plus another 1,000 Natal African allies. Up to 10,000
Zulu were killed in the fighting.

A Long and Tragic Collapse
After their victory at Ulundi, the British forced the

Zulu to adopt harsh changes to their society:

e The king’s position was abolished and replaced by
13 chiefs friendly to the British. Each ruled a part of
Zululand under British supervision.

e The chiefs had to agree to end the Zulu age-group
military system.

e The prohibition against Zulus hiring out as wage
workers was abolished.

e The Zulu could not sell or buy land without British
permission.

e The British also disregarded the commission’s rec-
ommendation on the disputed territory and ordered
it annexed to Transvaal.

Conflicts among the 13 chiefs soon led to civil war.

Many Zulu called for the return of King Cetshwayo from >
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exile to restore order. Finally in 1883, the British allowed
him to return but only after partitioning Zululand again.
Two large areas were reserved for the minority of Zulus
who opposed the king’s return. Cetshwayo ended up
with a much smaller kingdom.

Soon another civil war erupted between those for
and against Cetshwayo. His newly rebuilt capital at
Ulundi was again demolished. Most of the chiefs who
represented the old Zulu traditions died. Cetshwayo es-
caped into hiding but died a short time later, perhaps
by poisoning.

Historians mark this civil war as the final collapse of
the Zulu Kingdom, although Cetshwayo’s 16-year-old son,
Dinuzulu, continued fighting. Dinuzulu appealed to the
British for help, but the British did not respond. In a
bizarre twist, then, Dinuzulu formed an alliance with the
Transvaal Boers who proclaimed him king in exchange
for more grants of land.

Dinuzulu finally won the civil war with Boer fire-
power, but the Zulu Kingdom was no more. In 1887, the
British annexed it to Cape Colony and put it under the
rule of the governor of Natal, Sir Arthur Havelock. He as-
sembled the remaining Zulu chiefs and declared:

Dinuzulu must know, and all the Zulus must know,

that the rule of the House of Shaka is a thing of the

past. Itis dead. ... The Queen [Victoria] rules now
in Zululand and no one else.

WRITING & DISCUSSION
1. Describe the elements of Shaka’s rise to power.

2. After their victory at the Battle of Ulundi, why do you
think the British forced harsh changes on Zulu soci-
ety? Use evidence from the article in your answer.

3. What was the aftermath of the Zulu War in the 19th
century?

ACTIVITY: Was the War Inevitable?

Form small groups. Discuss the events listed below and briefly describe how they would have looked to both the Zulu and the
British in South Africa. Use evidence from the article in your findings. Finally, discuss whether the Anglo-Zulu War was in-
evitable and reasons why or why not. Choose a spokesperson to share your group’s findings with the class.

Event Zulu Perspective

British in South Africa's Perspective

1874 - The British government in Lon-
don proposed a confederation of Cape
Colony, Natal, the Boer republics, and
the Zulu Kingdom.

1878 - The Natal commission’s report
recommended the disputed territory

between Boers and Zulus belonged to
the Zulus.

1878 - Frere issued an ultimatum to
the Zulus requiring that King
Cetshwayo disband his army and
abandon the Zulu age group military.

1879 - Lord Chelmsford, a British gen-
eral with battle experience in India
and Africa, crossed the Natal border.

1879 - A Zulu force of 25,000 de-
feated the British army at Isandlwana.

July 4,1879 - King Cetshwayo tried to
negotiate peace with the British.

Was the Zulu War Inevitable?

Yes

No
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WILL THE MUELLER PROBE
END WITH A
CONSTITUTIONAL CRISIS?

In May 2017, Deputy Attorney General Rod Rosenstein appointed for-
mer FBI Director Robert Mueller as special counsel to investigate
Russian interference in the presidential election of 2016. Specifically,
Mueller's task was to look into interference to benefit then-candidate
Donald Trump. Many elected officials, news analysts, and scholars
wonder if the special counsel's investigation (aka the Mueller probe)
could lead to a constitutional crisis.

The term constitutional crisis is complex. Generally, a con-
stitutional crisis is a conflict in the function of government that
the U.S. Constitution cannot resolve. Either the Constitution does
not say what to do about the conflict, is too vague to resolve the
conflict, or presents options to resolve the conflict that lead to
other serious political dilemmas. Any constitutional crisis threat-
ens the proper functioning of the government.

In the case of the Mueller probe, some political observers worry
that President Trump might interfere with Mueller’s investigation,
especially if the president believes it will lead to charges against
him personally. President Trump has repeatedly called the investi-
gation a “witch hunt” and accused Mueller and members of his in-
vestigative team of unfair bias. The press has reported that Trump
twice told aides that he wanted the Mueller probe to end.

The administration has also repeatedly stated that Mueller
ought to complete his investigation. To date, President Trump has

not made any moves to hinder the investigation.

Russia's Interference

In 2011, then-Secretary of State Hillary Clinton ques-
tioned the victory of Russian President Vladimir Putin’s
party in a Russian parliamentary election. Clinton also
supported financial sanctions against Russia in response
to its illegal annexation of Crimea. In doing so, she
earned Putin’s ire. Beginning in 2014, employees of the
Internet Research Agency, a Russian company, used fake
internet identities to troll popular internet sites to attack
Hillary Clinton’s prospective candidacy.

The Democratic National Committee (DNC) is the
controlling organization of the Democratic Party and ad-
ministers that party’s primary election to choose the
party’s presidential candidate. In 2016, hackers stole
emails from the DNC, which ended up in the hands of
WikiLeaks, an organization that publishes leaked infor-
mation from governments, corporations, and individu-
als. Several of the emails were embarrassing for the DNC
and Clinton. WikiLeaks published the emails during the
DNC party convention.

Several U.S. intelligence agencies concluded that
people with some ties to the Russian government had
passed the emails to WikiLeaks. After the email hack,
the FBI launched an investigation. The FBI investigated
Trump campaign advisor George Papadopoulos on sus-
picion that he knew of the DNC email theft before Wik-
iLeaks made the emails public.

As a result, the FBI began to focus on possible Trump
campaign knowledge of and involvement with Russian
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Clockwise from top: President Donald Trump, Paul Manafort,

George Papadopoulos, Michael Flynn, Michael Cohen.
meddling in the election. In October 2016, the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security declared it was “confident”
that the Russian government was behind the hacking in
order “to interfere with the U.S. election process.”

President Barack Obama waited until after Donald
Trump’s election on November 8, 2016, before taking
stronger action. On December 29, the Obama adminis-
tration expelled 35 Russian officials from the United
States, closed two Russian East Coast compounds, and
imposed new sanctions on Russian organizations sus-
pected of meddling in the election.

Putin at first threatened to retaliate against the ad-
ministration’s actions. Later, he announced that he would
not engage in “irresponsible diplomacy” but would work
to improve relations with the incoming administration of
Donald Trump. Trump also repeatedly stated that he
wanted better relations with Russia and dismissed the al-
legations of Russian hacking as “ridiculous.”

The FBI continued to investigate members of the in-
coming Trump administration. Trump campaign advi-
sor Mike Flynn telephoned the Russian ambassador to
the United States, Sergei Kislyak, after Obama placed
the sanctions on Russian organizations. Later, Vice
President-elect Mike Pence told the press that Flynn had
assured him that the conversation with Kislyak had
nothing to do with sanctions against Russia. When
Trump took office in January 2017, Flynn joined Trump’s
Cabinet as national security advisor.
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James Comey succeeded Robert
Mueller (standing to Comey's right) as
director of the FBI and is pictured here
at the White House in 2013 after his
nomination for that position by Presi-
dent Barack Obama. Below is the letter
in which President Trump fired Comey.

When the FBI interviewed
Flynn about his conversation with
Kislyak, Flynn denied that he had
discussed sanctions with Russian
ambassador. The Justice Department
warned the Trump administration,
however, that Flynn had misled
Trump, Pence, and the Justice Depart-
ment about the communications with
Kislyak. The White House demanded
his resignation. Flynn resigned in Febru-
ary 2017. The press reported that Flynn
had discussed sanctions with Kislyak. The
Kremlin (Russian government) denied the
press reports.

The Comey Firing

On May 9, 2017 Trump fired FBI Director James
Comey. The White House communications staff por-
trayed Comey’s firing as a response to Comey’s handling
of the probe into Hillary Clinton’s use of a private email
server. The staff claimed that the firing was a joint de-
cision between President Trump and the attorney gen-
eral’s office. But during a televised interview, Trump
himself stated that he alone had made the decision to
fire Comey. And he said it was, in part, because of the
“Russia thing.”

Comey’s firing touched off a firestorm of criticism.
Many Democrats accused the president of trying to ob-
struct the FBI's investigation. They demanded the ap-
pointment of a special counsel, an attorney who
officially investigates official wrongdoing independent
from the attorney general’s office. The U.S. attorney
general appoints the special counsel. Attorney General
Jeff Sessions had been involved in Trump’s campaign,
however, so he recused himself from the Russia inves-
tigation. Deputy Attorney General Rod Rosenstein had
to decide what to do.

U.S. GOVERNMENT/CURRENT ISSUES

Rosenstein appointed Robert Mueller, a former head
of the FBI under Presidents George W. Bush and Barack
Obama, as special counsel. Mueller, in turn, hired 15 or
so attorneys and several other support staff. While De-
mocrats generally praised the appointment, Republican
leaders disagreed on the need for a special counsel.

Conspiracy?

As of February 2019, Mueller has not yet filed the
final report of the investigation
with the attorney general. But
the investigation has resulted in
over 30 criminal indictments,
as well as a few criminal con-
victions, including those of
Papadopoulos and Flynn.
Twenty-five Russian citizens
and three Russian companies

have also been indicted.

None of the indict-
ments or convictions are,
however, for criminal
conspiracy related to

Russian interference in
the election. For exam-
ple, Trump’s campaign
chair Paul Manafort

was convicted of
multiple counts of
income tax evasion
and failure to register
as a foreign agent. Michael
Cohen, Trump’s personal lawyer, con-
fessed to unrelated crimes discovered during the
investigation. The FBI arrested Trump’s campaign
advisor Roger Stone for making false statements to
Congress and other charges.

A grand jury is investigating whether a June 2016
meeting at Trump Tower between at least one Russ-
ian official and Paul Manafort (and others from the
Trump campaign) involved a conspiracy to release
the DNC emails. Nonetheless, the special counsel
has not yet answered the central question of the
probe: Did any members of the Trump campaign con-
spire with Russian operatives to influence the 2016
U.S. presidential election?

Critics of the Mueller probe point to more than
a lack of proof of collusion or conspiracy. They also
argue that members of Mueller’s team have a polit-
ical bias against Donald Trump. At least seven of the
original attorneys on Mueller’s legal team had do-
nated to Democratic Party candidates. FBI lawyer
Peter Strzok was on Mueller’s team, but he had ex-
changed texts critical of Trump during the 2016 pres-
idential campaign with another FBI lawyer. When
the texts were revealed in summer 2017, however,
Mueller fired Strzok.
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A Looming Constitutional Crisis?

To understand whether a constitutional crisis might
result from the Mueller probe, we need to look at previ-
ous events that scholars rank as constitutional crises.

Reacting to the election of Abraham Lincoln in
1860, 11 southern states seceded from the United States
on a theory that individual states, having voluntarily
agreed to join the Union, could voluntarily leave it.
They seceded primarily because Lincoln pledged to
contain slavery in the South. The Constitution, how-
ever, provides no procedure for a state to secede. Nat-
urally, the federal government disputed the southern
states’ position. Only four bloody years of the Civil War
decided the argument.

Another constitutional crisis occurred in 1876.
Republicans and Democrats disputed the Electoral
College votes of several states, leaving neither presiden-
tial candidate with a clear majority. The Constitution did
not define how to settle a disagreement about electors, so
Congress appointed a special commission to decide the
matter. The commission members voted along party lines.
The Republican candidate Rutherford B. Hayes became
President. Congress had found a solution. But the win-
ning Republicans promised Southern Democrats that
Hayes would end the deployment of federal troops in the
South. Once Hayes removed the troops, an era of segrega-
tion and disenfranchisement of African-Americans began.

In 1973, special prosecutor Archibald Cox formally
demanded that the White House turn over tapes in the
investigation of the break-in of the DNC headquarters
in the Watergate office complex. President

Richard Nixon ordered the U.S. attorney 1The Constitution
is clear that no
president is
above the law.

general to fire Cox. The attorney general de-
clined to fire Cox and resigned instead.
Nixon then ordered the acting attorney gen-
eral to fire Cox, but he also refused and re-
signed. Finally, Solicitor General Robert
Bork, who had assumed the leadership of the Justice
Department, terminated Cox and his staff. The firing
was dubbed the “Saturday Night Massacre.” Members
of Congress, including some in Nixon’s own Republi-
can Party, saw Nixon’s actions as an attempt to cover
up wrongdoing. They saw this as a constitutional cri-
sis, and it caused a political furor that contributed to
Nixon’s eventual downfall.

In the first two examples, the Constitution was silent
on the issues at hand: secession and disagreement about
electors. Today, the Constitution’s silence on issues in-
volved in the special counsel’s investigation might lead
to a crisis. On the one hand, many Democrats and some
Republicans suggest that if President Trump fires Mueller
without cause (without a legal reason), it would be to
stop an investigation into Trump’s own campaign. They
believe that would be obstruction of justice, a crime, and
therefore a constitutional crisis.

The Constitution is clear that no president is above
the law. On the other hand, current Justice Department
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guidelines say that a sitting president cannot be indicted
even for a crime like obstruction of justice. Given that,
Robert Mueller himself could trigger a crisis if he tries to
indict the president.

The Supreme Court eventually resolved the issue in
the third example above by ordering Nixon to release the
tapes to the special prosecutor. Similarly, the Supreme
Court would likely have to resolve any constitutional cri-
sis related to the Mueller probe. Should a president refuse
to comply with a ruling from the Supreme Court, the
remedy the Constitution offers is impeachment (formal
accusation) and removal from office.

Impeachment would happen if and only if the House
of Representatives initiates the process. And removal
would happen if and only if the Senate votes to remove
the president. It was the threat of impeachment that led
Richard Nixon to resign from office. But because the Con-
stitution provides a remedy, which we saw in the exam-
ple of Nixon, perhaps this would not be a constitutional
crisis if it happened today.

Who Could Fire Mueller?

In 1999, Attorney General Janet Reno issued reg-
ulations that restored a previous power of the attorney
general to appoint independent, or special, counsel.
The attorney general also has the exclusive power to
fire the special counsel. In turn, the president ap-
points the U.S. attorney general, so he also has the
authority to order the attorney general to fire the spe-
cial counsel or terminate an investigation. However,
under the 1999 regulations the president cannot di-
rectly fire the special counsel.

Today, if Trump decided to terminate
Mueller or the investigation itself, he might
have to accept the resignations of several Jus-
tice Department leaders, just as Nixon did in
1973. However, it is likely that Trump would
eventually find someone to do the deed. Such
an act may amount to obstruction of justice, since Mueller
is investigating Trump’s own 2016 campaign.

Again, many believe that obstruction of justice would
be a constitutional crisis in itself. However, many others
point out that the Constitution makes the president the
chief executive, the highest authority in the executive
branch of government. With that authority, they believe
the president may fire whomever he wants within the
executive branch. That authority seems to stretch back to
a political conflict in the 19th century.

In 1867, Congress passed the Tenure of Office
Act, which required the president to seek Senate ap-
proval for terminating any Cabinet-level officers.
President Andrew Johnson then violated this law by
firing the Secretary of War Edward Stanton. The
House of Representatives impeached Johnson, but
the Senate failed by a single vote to remove him from
office. Later, in 1926, the Supreme Court affirmed the
president’s sole power to remove appointed officers of
the federal government.
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Others, however, believe that it would not be a WRITING & DISCUSSION

constitutional crisis because the Constitution specifies 1. Choose one of the three historical crises described in
a remedy for such a “high crime or misdemeanor”: im- the section “A Looming Constitutional Crisis?”. Ex-
peachment and removal from office. Article I, sec. 2, of plain in your own words why some consider the
the Constitution gives the House of Representatives the event you chose to be a constitutional crisis.
power to impeach federal officials, including the pres- 2. Do you think that President Trump’s firing of James
ident. Article I, sec. 3, gives the Senate the sole power Comey made appointment of the special counsel
put the impeached official on trial. Only a two-thirds necessary? Why or why not?
majority of senators may convict and then order the 3. [s it more important that (a) the results of the 2016
removal of the official from office. _ election be final to reflect the will of the people, or
In the end, it is up to Congress to determine whether that (b) the allegations of wrongdoing by the Trump
a sitting president’s action involved obstruction of jus- campaign be investigated thoroughly? Use evidence
tice, and whether the crime is serious enough to reverse from the article in your answer.

the decision of the voters who elected the president.

ACTIVITY: Where's the Crisis?

Form small groups. In your group, discuss the following hypothetical events and determine if any of them would
be a constitutional crisis. Discuss reasons for your group’s answers. Choose a spokesperson to share your find-
ings with the class.
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Landmarks: Historic U.S. Supreme Court Decisions

Linked to U.S. history and civics standards

Grades 9-12

U.S. Supreme Court cases have greatly affected U.S. history. Let your students dis-
cover some of the most important cases. Each reading in the student text focuses
on one case, giving historical background, outlining the decision, and explaining its
significance.

A separate teacher’s guide contains lesson plans for each reading. The plans in-
clude focus activities, discussion questions with suggested answers, step-by-step
instructions for interactive activities, and debriefing questions and suggestions.

The student text begins with a reading on how the Supreme Court works. The book
continues with readings on important cases such as: Marbury v. Madison (1803)

| McCulloch v. Maryland (1819) | Dred Scott v. Sandford (1857) | Brown v. Board of
Education (1954) | Gideon v. Wainwright (1963) | Miranda v. Arizona (1966) | U.S.
v. Nixon (1974) | Regents of UC v. Bakke(1978) | Texas v. Johnson (1989) | Bush v.

Gore (2000)

#1042CBR Landmarks: Historic U.S. Supreme Court Decisions, Student Edition, 114 pp., $14.95 ea.

#10422CBR Landmarks: Historic U.S. Supreme Court Decisions, Teacher's Guide, 74 pp., $21.95 ea. FREE Sample Lessons Online
#10421CBR Landmarks: Historic U.S. Supreme Court Decisions, Student Ed. (Set of 10), $121.95 www.crf-usa.org/publications

Of Codes & Crowns: From the Ancient World to the
Renaissance (3rd. Ed.)

Linked to world history standards

Grades 9-12

One of our most popular texts—Of Codes and Crown features lessons with:
e Short, high-interest readings.

e Discussion questions to facilitate understanding.

¢ [nteractive activities to foster critical thinking.

Unit 1: Hammurabi’s Treasure explores the concept of lex talionis, the law of retri-
bution, and an ancient set of laws—The Code of Hammurabi.

Unit 2: Blood Feud discusses the Greek tribunal system and the myth of Orestes.

Unit 3: Jewish Law looks at the development of Jewish law, one of the founda-
tions of Western legal tradition.

Unit 4: Roman Law traces the more than 1,000-year evolution of this law—from its
beginnings in the city-state of Rome through the republic and empire.

Unit 5: Islamic Law looks at the origins and development of Islamic law.

Unit 6: Merry Old England examines the medieval English jury system, one far
different from ours today.

Unit 7: The Magna Carta analyzes how the English got King John to limit the power of monarchs.

Unit 8: The Trial of Galileo explores the conflict between the greatest scientist of the time and church officials who be-
lieved his ideas clashed with church doctrine. Of Codes & Crowns has an extensive teacher’s guide containing discussion
questions and answers, and step-by-step instructions for the interactive lessons.

#10315CBR Of Codes and Crowns, 3rd Ed., Student Book, 104 pp., $14.95 ea.
#10316CBR Of Codes and Crowns, 3rd Ed., Teacher's Guide, 136 pp., $21.95 ea.
#10317CBR Of Codes and Crowns, 3rd Ed., Student Book (Set of 10), $121.95
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People V. Meadows A Mock Trial Designed for the Classroom

Grades 6-12

This specially designed mock trial is perfect for engaging students in the W,
classroom. The high-interest case involves a high school basketball game ?,/(3%
that got out of hand. A coach is arrested for aggravated assault against a ref-
eree. The two had a history of antagonizing one another with texting and
posting pictures on the Internet.

The case of People v. Meadows is both an exciting mock trial and an informa-
tive lesson on the important right to privacy, perhaps one of the most de-
bated rights in American society. Students engage in a criminal trial
simulation and learn the fundamentals of due process, proof beyond a rea-
sonable doubt, and the jury system.

The entire People v. Meadows Teacher’s Guide includes:

e A student handbook with instructions for jury selection, opening and People v. Meadows
closing arguments, direct and cross-examination of witnesses, and jury A Mock Trial ~ Teacher's Guide
deliberation.

e Role descriptions for prosecutors, defense attorneys, judges, witnesses,
and jurors.

e A complete mock trial with case facts, witness statements, and detailed teacher instructions for conducting the
trial in almost any size classroom.

e “To Be Let Alone: Our Right to Privacy” : A complete lesson plan with a reading and interactive discussion ac-
tivity about what is and is not private on the Internet.

#10735CBR People v. Meadows, Student Handbook, 48 pp. Price: $5.95
#10734CBR People v. Meadows, Teacher's Guide, 62 pp. Price: $19.95
#10736CBR People v. Meadows, Student Handbook (Set of 10) Price: $29.95

ORDER ONLINE NOW: www.crf-usa.org/publications

Civics on Call

Discussion of current events and controversial issues is one of the six proven
practices of highly effective civic education identified by the Civic Mission of

Schools (CMS). “When students have an opportunity to discuss current issues
in a classroom setting,” reports CMS, “they tend to have a greater interest in

civic life and politics as well as improved critical thinking and communication

skills."”

Civics on Call, is a one-stop web page for classroom-ready lessons on issues of

the day. All lessons are free, downloadable, and reproducible for classroom use.
We will continue to add lessons for your easy access. Download the newest les-
son: What is Nationalism?

Additional Lessons Availalbe:
+ Guns and School Safety: What is the Best Way Forward?

I * The Iran Nuclear Deal and Its Critics
» What Should the U.S. Do About North Korea's Nuclear Weapons? - Understanding 'Fake News'
* How Should We Judge Our Nation’'s Founders? + Youth and Police
+ and more...

www.crf-usa.org/civics-on-call
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MOCK TRIAL CASE: People v. Davidson

A Murder Trial
Featuring a pretrial argument on the Fourth Amendment

Casey Davidson faces a felony count of first degree murder for the death of Alex Thompson, a
member of an extremist nationalist group. The prosecution alleges that Davidson murdered
Thompson shortly after a political rally. After Thompson was punched at the rally and walked
away, Davidson allegedly followed Thompson. A short time later, Thompson's was found dead.
The prosecution alleges that Davidson willfully and deliberately struck Thompson and that David-
son had done so with premeditation, even posting threatening messages on a social network.

The defense argues that Davidson did not murder Thompson and has an alibi for the time of
death. According to the defense, Davidson was an activist in a nonviolent group, and had a his-
tory of mediating conflicts. The defense also argues that forensic blood evidence found on
Davidson's clothing was the result of Davidson's close proximity to Thompson when Thompson
was punched at the rally. The messages on the social network, the defense argues, were in one
case the result of someone other than Davidson, and in another case the result of Davidson re-
sponding to an incident in which Thompson physically injured Davidson.

The pretrial issue focuses on whether it is a search under the Fourth Amendment for the govern-
ment to obtain routinely collected GPS location data from a third-party GPS provider and against
self-incrimination.

#70245CWB People v. Davidson, 80 pp. $5.95 ea.
#70118CWB People v. Davidson (Set of 10) $29.95 set
#70647CWB People v. Davidson, e-Book $4.95 ea.
#706217CWB People v. Davidson DVD (Approx. 1hr :58min.) S11.95 ea.

ORDER ONLINE NOW: www.crf-usa.org/publications



